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EXECUTTUE SUMMARY

CHAPTER 1 AND NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS: DO SIUDENTS HAUL LQUAL RCCESS?

THE MASSACHUSLCTTS CASE

By

FARY ANN MILLSAP

Do students i1n nonpublic schoels have equal access to Chapter 1
services? for twenty years, federal law nas mandated that 1ow
achieving children residing 1n low income areas be prouided
supplemental services reqardless of whether children attended publac
or nonpublic schools. Vet participation rates for nonpublic school
children have always been lower than for public school children. In
1979-1980, for example, approximately § percent of the students in
nonpublic elementary and secondary students received Title I seruices
compared to 13 percent of the public elementary and secondary
students (Jung, p. x1i1).

Uhat accounts for this difference? Size is one factor: where
nonpublic schools are widely dispersed or enroll few students,
nonpublic school students are less likely to be enrolled. Problems
of definition are another factor. Participation rates are defined as
the number of participants divided by total enrollment. This
definition 1s valid only if equal proportions of public and nonpublac
school children lave 1n low i1ncome areas and are low achieving.

These data are not easily accessible: 1in fact, nonpublic schools are
not required to prouvide 1nfermation on achievement leuvels of thear
students.

But most of the difference 1s unexplained. The most recent
research said data were inconclusive as to why some eligible
nonpublic students uwere not receirving seruvices (Jung, p xiuv).

RESEARCH QUESTIONS ANC DGESIGHN

This research study is designed to explain the variability left
over after taking size and definitinnal problems i1nto account. By
concentrating on the 39 larger distraicts in Massachusetts, where more
than one fifth of all school children enroll 1n nonpublic schools,
sufficient numbers of children should be residentially eligible for
Chapter 1 programs to overcome barriers of logistics. HRAfter limrtang
the definition of particaipation rates to those students laiving 2n low
1ncome areas (and defined as Chapter 1 attendance areas), we can then
examine uhether discrepancies in participation persist and, if so,
systematically explore wuhat factors account for them.
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This study addresses two research questions:

1. Is there a discrepancy within Massachusetts® larger school
districts 1n the participation rates between public and
nonpublic school children i1n Chapter 1 programs?

2 If so, what factors appear to account for the discrepancy?

Docunent Sample. Chapter 1 program zpplications were reviewed
for all school districts enrolling 5,000 or more public school
students plus seven additional smaller districts (enrolling betuween
2,500 and 5,000 students)> with large concentrations of Chapter 1
students. HApplication data were augmented with information in
Nassahcusetts Schools, the state-compiled directory of all schools
2n Massachusetts.

Interview Sample. In Chapter 1 law, the equal access provisions
apply on a within-district basis. R purposive sample of 18 districts
with sarked differences in participation rates was chosen. Interuieus
were conducted with Chapter 1 coordinators and nonpublic school
principals to understand the basis for the discrepancy.

Tuo groups of districts were chosen. 1In the first group, called
the “"public” districts 1n this study, the relative percentage of
pudlic enrollment 15 at least 50 percent more than the relative
percentage of nonpublic schoul enrollment an Chapter 1 programs. 1In
the se:ond, called the “nonpublic” districts, the relative percentage
of ncnpublic enrollment is at least 30 percent more than that for
public school enrollment (there were no districts with a 50 percent
differential).

R PROFIILE DOF NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS AND CHAPIER 1 PROGRAMS

The 39 larger districts i1n Massachusetts enroll some 360,000
public school students, 40 percent of the state total, and 96, 00U
nonpublic school students. Enrollment in nonpublic schools account
for 21 percent of total school enrollment. The 39 districts receive
over $53 million for Chapter 1 programs, some 7?49 percent of the total
state appropriation.

Uithin these districts are located some 215 nonpublic elementary
schools and 40 nonpublic high schools. Sixty-three percent of {ihe
elementary schools have Chapter 1 programs, while 25 percent of the
nonpublic high schools participate. 0Of all participating schools,
all but 7 are located within school district boundaries. Rlso, 98
percent of the participating schools are Catholic schools, while some
39 percent of the nonparticipating schools are Catholic.

Some patterns emerge from cross-district comparisions of
nonpublic school participation i1n Chapter 1. The absoluie size of
the Chapter 1 grant appears a strong predictor of nonpublic school
participation (1f nonpublic options are available). For high
partaicipation nonpublic districts, the averzge grant was $2.91
millaon, while for the low participation nonpublic districts the
average grant was only two-fifths as large or $1.1 m1llion. In
addi tion, the more nonpublic students 1n a district, the higher the
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participation rates, although the addition of & few studentis 1n the

districts with few students alters that picture dramatically. There
also appears to be a relatively strong correlation within distracts
bets :en participation rates for public and nonpublic schools. That

is, high participation rates for nonpublic schools are associated
with high participation rates for public schools, and low nonpublic
rates are associateu with low public rates of participation. This
mnay reflect programmatic decisions about how to cencentrate Chapter 1
resources. Lastly, the districts that have no programs for nonpubl:c
students all have less than 10 percent of total enrollments in
nonpublic schools, and e1ther hauve a low i1ncidence of poverty or have
no nonpublic schools enrolling low achieving students.

DO PROGRAM APPLICATIONS SHOU A DISCREPANCY BETUEEN PUBLIC AND
NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENT PRRTICIPATION IN CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS?

For this study, participation rates were defined as the number

of participants divided by the number of students liavang 2n Chapter 1-

attendance areas (and within the district Chapter 1 program’s grade
spans>. Hfggregating data across the 39 distracts, public school
students are somewhat more likely to participate 1n Chapte- 1 (at
23%)> than nonpublic school students (at 19X). .f total enrollment
figures were used as the denominator rather than res:dents 1n Chapt-r
1 attendance areas, as typically used for national comparisons, the
participation rate would be 14 percent for public school students and
9 percent for nonpublic school students.

Ue will return to participation rates later in this sSuMMary,
after assessing the strength of the factors influencing the
participation rate and refining the denominator to i1nclude only
adademically eligaible students.

UHAT FACTORS ACCOUNT FOR THE DISCREPANCY IN PARTICIPATION RATES?

Do nonpublic schools have the ssme proportion of students
neeting the educational achievement reguirements for Chapter 1
programs? HNcnpublic schools enroll proportiocnately far fewer low
achieving students than public schools. Among nonparticipating
schools located within district boundaries, 54 percent either had
adnissions requirements or enrolled no (or probably no. low achieving
students, according to school principals. 9f the 26 nonpublac high
schools 1n the districts with Chapter 1 high school programs, 21 do
not participate. All bHut one of these has admission requirements.

Among participating schools, what are the waiting lists for
public and nonpublic schools? HRAmong the 28 principals of
participating nonpublic schools, 26 saird there were no wairtang
lists. One thought they could accomodate an additional 20 students,
and another thoughi they could serve "a few 10th graders” in a
program now serving only 9th graders. These two districts were both
"public"” distracts.

for wairting lists among public schools, Chapter 1 coordinators
were asked for their best estimate of waiting lists. ARccordaing +to
the Chapter 1 coordinators in the 6 "publaic” districts, one served
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virtually all students, one thought there weren’t many on the sarting
list, the third mentioned small warting lists for some schools, and
the fourth said there was a wait.ng list only for the junior and
seni1or high school programs. HNo i1nformation was available for the
remnaining two daistracts.

for the 49 "nonpublic® districts, one hod a very small warting
last, another noted 25 students were on the list (5 percent of those
eligible)>, while the third thought some 85 to 90 percent of eligible
students were served (this would translate into a waiting list of
roughly 200 public school students for the district). In the fourth
and most urban district, some 12.5 percent of the eligible elementary
school children, 21 percent of the junior high school students and 44
percent of the eligible high school students are on waiting lists.
Over 3,000 public schoo! studentc are on waiting lists for Chapter .
programs. It appears in the most urban setting that p.verty ard low
achievement are compounding: the largest concentrations of poverty
have higher percentages of low achieving students. Uhile allocating
funds based on the number of children i1n poverty works fairly well
for most districts so that vartually all low achievaing children 1n
low 1income areas are served, the allocation does not encompass all
eligible children 21n the most urban areas.

Do school districts contact all the nonpublic schools that
Chapter 1 attendance area students attend? The most urban district

restricts nonpublic schools to those located i1n Chapter 1 attendance
areas. This policy has been in effect since 1970 and 1s seen by
nonpublic school praincipals interviewed as a "given."” Two other
districts may also restrict schools to those located in eligible
attendance are~s, although their policies were not clear cut. A
total of 15 nonparticipating schools are located 1n 1religible
attendance areas, 13 1n the most urban district. It 1s unknown how
rmany Chapter 1 residents attend these schools in the most urban
districts 1n the other districts, an estimated 10 academically
eligible Chapter 1 residents are a1nuvolued.

Three of the four largest school districts do not contact
nonpublic schools outside district boundaries. No information was
avarlable on the fourth district. Smaller districts do contact
out-ot~district schools, and three support out-of-district programs,
all 1n Catholic schools whose parish boundaries encompass part of the
school district. Coordinators reported that few elementary school
students attend out-of-district schools, and that high school
students were more likely to go out-of-district and then to one of
the "exam” high schools.

Do nonpublic and public school Chapter 1 Drograms cover the samne

grade_spans? 1In four of the six “public” districts, the grade spans
covered by the public school Chapter 1 programs exceeded those
covered by the nonpublic school programs, whr>le 1n the four
“nonpublac” distraicts, Chapter 1 grade spans were i1dentical .
Differences 1n grade span couerage appear related tn characteristics
of nonpublic schools. In the three districts with no correspording
high schocl program, the nonpublic high schools either had admission
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requirements or no low achreving students. In addition, several
nonpublic elementary schools bave chosen not to i1nclude upper grades
(6th-8th> for Chapter 1 services, noting scheduling was too chactic
and teachers had recommended the program be discontinued. The
absence of pre-kindergarten and near absence of kindergarten programs
1n two districts’ nonpublic schools appears related to availabilaty.
In one distraict, only two of the four nonpublic schools had a
kindergarten prograrm. HRAlso, almost all Catholic elementary schuols
administer a reading-readiness tests. If students score too low,
parents are encouraged to reapply the following vear .

Are the same (or eguivalznt) criteria ysed for determituing
educational eligibil:ty fer Chapter 1 programs? Massachusetts
requiras all Chapter 1 programs to use multiple criteria in selecting
students for programs. The most urban district uses only percentile
rankings on standardized tests and previous enrollment, while the
remaining districts use additional craiteria, sucl as teacher
recommendation, ranking i1n the lowest quartile 15 the class, held in
grade one or more years, and grades of D or F 1n major subjects. The
same criteria and point system are used for students enrolled 1n
public and nonpublic schools. The main distinction 1n craiteria
between public and nonpublic schools was 1n the use of different
standardized achievement tests for i1nitial selection, although a
number of dustricts tests all recommended students with the same test
as used with public school students. Uhether the use of different
tests results in rifferential initial selection of students is
difficult to ascertaan. Eligible students usually meet all criteria
used--including such factors as failing grades and low classroom
rankings--so 1t 1s unlikely students would be excluded who were just
above the 40th percentile.

bo nonpublic schools agree to allow thear students to
partacipate 1n Chapter 1? Uery few nonpublic schools chose not to
have their students participate in Chapter 1 programs. In four of the
districts (two "public” and two “nonpublic“>, & total of five
nonpublic schools chose not to participate. Two Christian schools
did not want to "jeopardize our philosophy" or “compromise our
freedom of religion.” Rbout 25 Chapter 1 residents atternded these
schools; 1t is unknown whether any were low achieving. Another
Chraistian school was hiring their own person to work with their 25-30
low achieving students. In addition, one Catholic high school and one
Catholic junior high school stopped participating several gyears ago.
The high school was dissatisfied with their lack of contro: over the
programn. while the junior high school withdrew because of
difficulties in managing the daily scheduling of students. Several of
the Catholic elementary schocls do not have Chapter 1 programs for
6th through 8th graders due to scheduling problems.

Is *he nature of the relationship between the nublaic and
nonpublac schools cooperative? UWith two or three exceptions,
coordinators and nonpublic school principals viewed the relationship
between the Chapter 1 program and the nonpublic schools as
excellent. Praincipals thought the teachers excellent and
hardworking. Staff were described as extremely dedicated,
accomodating, generous with their time, and open and flexible.
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Nonpublic school principals seemed as 1nuvoluved with the program
as they wanted to be, which outside of their own school was generally
very little. HNonpublic school principals focused on their own
school’s 1ssues and found the Chapter 1 program personnel gpen,
receptive and accomodating to their concerns. In a few cases,
Principals would contact the Chapter 1 office office about startang a
new subject matter or grade level, but for the most part programmtic
shi1fts were 1nitiated by the Chapter 1 office. The three exceptions
to cooperative relations were with the principal of a nonpublac
school with a new program and with principals of two nonparticipating
schools who considered the Chapter 1 program nonresponsive to their
students’ needs. One school was located out of the district, whale
the otner was iocated i1n an 1neligible attendance area (though *“he
policy on attendance areas was not all that clear).

Bo_nonpublic school personnel percejve Chapter 1 as @ program
their students whould have equal access te? Participating principals
see Chapter 1 as a program for their students. Both Archdioceses
encourage them to take advantage of federal programs (and all
participate 1n Chapter 2 as well), and Chapter 1 1s usually the only
extra service program the school has. They are heavily invested in
the program.

Nonparticipating schools fell into two groups: the schools witnh
adm: ssi1ons requirements, very higt tuitions, very few Chapter 1
studenrts, and/or Christian schools who didn’t feel the program was
tor them:; and schools who knew they were entitled to the program but
eirther chose not to participate, had no students below *he S50th
percentile, or were the two scnools who had sought services but had
vet to receive them.

fire sufficient numbers of eliagaible children attendaing a
nonpublic school to warrant providing Chapter 1 services to those
students? Having too few eligible students within a school was a
problem faced more by out-of-district schools than within-district
schonls. There was only one i1nstance where an out-of-distract school
had more than 3 eligible students. Some 10 nonparticipating
within-district schools have very few Chapter 1 residents and didn’t
participate for multiple reasons. Fiue had no lou achieving students,
four were Chraistian schools (and two nad no low ach:eving students),
and three were very smnall schools (each enrolling less than 70
students total).

Chapter 1 coordinators reported no fixed minimum number of
students needed to provide services to a nonpublic school . It
appears that having 10 students generally warrants someone on site,
and the smallest program had 10 students. Uath fewer students,
nonpuolic schoois wauld be asked tec transport students to the nearest
Chapter 1 school. The smallest on-si’e service number quoted was for
5 students 1n a small district with a large concentration of eligible
students .




V1l
CONC. uSIONS

If public and nonpublic school participation i1n Chapter 1
programs & - ~ompared using eirther participants as a percent of total
enrollment rarticipants as a percent of Chapter 1 resadents,
nonpublac _chools have lower participation rates. But these two are
both proxy participation rates: the true participation rate would be
the number of participants as a percent of low achieving Chapter 1
residents. Summarizing the i1mpact of the factors on the
participation rate leads to a gond estiimate of the true participation
rate.

Uhat can be said about Chapter 1 residents who are enrolled in
nonparticipating schools? <(a) If they are attending nonpublaic
schools located within the distract, they are not lakely to be lcouw
achieving. Over half of the nonparticipating schools enrolled no low

achieving students. (b)) Few Chapt:r 1 residents are enrolled i1n the

6 nonpublic schools that chose not to participate, and it’s not clear
whether they are low achieving. (c> An unknown number of Chapter 1
residents attend nonpublic schools located 1n 1neligible attendance
areas. All but 10 of these students live in the most urban

district. At the moment, some 3,000 students are on waiting lists 1n
the publaic schools there, while the participating nonpublic schools
interviewed had no wairting l:sts. Rdding the currently ineligible
schools to the program would nct alter the imbalance in participation
rates that favors nonpublic schools. (d) No students are excluded
from participation because of uncooperative relationships beiween the
program and nonpublic schools, and nonpublic schools with eligible
students are 1nvested in participating. In the two cases where
concei-ns about the program included students not beiny served, 10 are
listed above (under i1neligible attendance areas), and the other 17
are counted under out-of-district students below. <e> For Chapter 1
resaidents attending school outside the district, those served ar=
enrolled 1n Catholic schools whose parish boundaries overlap with the
distract. It 15 not clear whether other out-of-district students are
low achreving. HAccording to Chapter 1 coordinators, they are most
likely to be high school students enrolled in "exam"” high schcols.
From this analysis, it seems that few Chapter 1 residents enrolled 1in
nonparticipating schools would be eiigible for Chapter 1 services.

Uhat can be said about Chapter 1 residents enrolled in
participating schools? Some 26 of the 28 nonpublic school prancipals
1nterviewed said there were no waiting lists for Chapter 1 in thear
schools. The other two principals thought they would accommodate 20
students and “"a few,"” respectively. One could argue then that all
eligible students within the participating nonpubli<c schools are
served, provided that the same criteria are used 1n public and
nonpublaic schools for initial selection. Different achieuvement tests
ore used 1n these distraicts, but the use of multiple criteria more
likely expands the selection pool and mutes the effects of bias 1n
different tests.
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following this analysis, one could posit that a more accurate
proxy measure of the true participation rate would be to use thke
number of participants as a percent of low achieving Chapter 1
attendance areas res.dents 1n participating schools. Table A
presents four differeant definitions of participation rates--
participants as percent of total enrollment, as percent of Chapter 1
area residents, as percent of Chapter 1 residents 1n participating
schools and as a percent of low achieving Chapter 1 residents 1n
participating schools. Uhile the first two show a discrepancy
favoring public school participation in Chapter 1, the last two
indicate that low achieving Chanter 1 residents in nonpublic schools
are more likely to be served than their public school counterparts.
For the most urban district, eligible Chapter 1 residents are much
more likely to be served 1n nonpublic than i1n public schools.

TABLE. A. CHAPTER 1 PARTICIPAT1ION RATES FOR PUBLIC AND NONPUBLIC
SCHODOL STULcNTS: REFINING THE DENDMINATDR
(MASSACHUSETTS 39 LARGER DISTRICTS)

PENOMINATOR PUBLIC SCHOOL NONPUBLIC SCHDOL
PARTICIPANTS PARTICIPANTS
DIUVIDED BY DIVIDED BY
OENDMINATOR OENOMINATOR
TOTAL ENROLLMENT 14% 8%
CHAPTER 1 ATTENDANCE 23x 192

AREA RESIDENTS

CHAPTER 1 ATTENDANCE 23% 27%
AREA RESIDENTS
IN PARTICIPATING
SCHOOLS

ELIGIBLE CHAPTER 1 “9p-"95% 100%
ATTENDANCE AREARA
RESIDENTS 1IN
PARTICIPATING
SCHOOLS
(10 Selected
Oistricts)




CHAPTER 1 AND NONPUBLIC SCHODLS: OO0 STUDLNTS HAUE EQUAL ACCESS?

THE MASSACHUSETTS CASE

By

MARY ANN MILLSAP

INTRODUCTION ANO RESEARCH QUESTIONS

0o students 1n nonpublic schools have equal access to Chapter 1 -
services? For twenty years, federal law has mandated that low
achieving children residing 1n low i1ncome areas be provided
supplemental services regardless of whether children attended publac
or ncnpublic schools. VYet participation rates for nonpublic school
children have always been lower than for public school children. 1n
1979-1980, for example, approximately S5 percent of the students 1n
private elementary and secondary students received Title I services
compared to 13 percent of the public elementary and secondary
students (Jung, p. x1v1).

Uhat accounts for this difference? Some relates to i1ssues of
si1ze: where nonpublaic schools are widely dispersed or enroll few
studentis, as i1n the Uest and Southwest regions of the country and 1n
smaller districts everywhere, nonpublic school students are less
likely to be enrolled. Part of the variability also rests with
problems of definition. Participation rates are defined as the
number of participants divided by total enrollment. This definition
1s valid only 1f equal proportions of public and nonpublic school
children 1live 2n low 1ncome areas and are low achieving. These data
are not easily accessibles 1n fact, nonpublic schools are not
required to provide i1nformation on achievement levels of their
students.

But most of the var:iability 1s unexplained, and data from the
most recent research were i1nconclusive as to why some eligible
nonpublic students were not receirving services (Jung, p x1ud.

This research study 1s designed to explain the variability left
over after taking size and definitional probiems into account. By
concentrating on the larger districts i1n Massachusetts, uhere more




than one fifth of all schiool children enroll 1n nonpublac schools,
sufficient numbers of children should be residentially eligible for
Chapter 1 programs to overcome barriers of logistics. Rfter limitirg
the definition of participation rates to those students living 1n low
1ncome areas (and defined as Chapter 1 attendance areas), we can then
examine whether discrepancies i1n partaicipation persist and, 2f so,
systematically explore what factors account for them.

This study addresses two research questions:

1. 1Is there a discrepancy within Massach'setts’ larger school
districts 1n the participation rates b=tween public and
nonpublic school children in Chapter 1 programs?

2. If so, what factors appear to account for the discrepancy?

Bi1screpancies 1n participation rates may be accounted for by a
number of factors, i1ncluding whether (3) nonpublic schools have the
same propt “tion of low achieving studenils (usually indicaied by
multiple criteria, 10cluding ranking at or below the 40th percentile
on standardized tests)>: (b) school districts contact all the
nonpublic schools that Chapter 1 attendance area students attend, <(c)
nonpublic and public school offerings couver the same ¢rade spans, -d>
the same (or equivalent) criteria are used for determining
educational eligibility for Chapter 1 programs, €e) nonpublic schools
agree to allow their students to participate in Chapter 1 programs,
(f> the nature of the relationship between the public and nonpublic
schools is cooperative, {g> nonpublic school personnel perceive
Chapter 1 as & program their students should have equal access to,
and (h> there are sufficient numbers of eligible children attending a
nonpublic school to warrant prouviding Chapter 1 services to those
students .

This study addresses the extent to which thesec factors (or
others that arose during the study) appear to account for the
wrthin-district discrepancies i1n Chapter 1 participation betuween
eligible children attending nonpublic and public schools in
Massachusetts® larger citaies.

The study was divided into two phases: (1) review and analysis
of districts® Chapter 1 program applications 1n the State
Department®s Chapter 1 office and other statistical data on publac
and rnonpublic schools i1in Massachuetts, and (2> i1nterviews with
distract Chapter 1 directors and the praincipals of nonpublic schools
1n selected sites. The first phase explores patterns of
participation across the 39 largest districts in Massachusetts, while
the second phase concentrates on 10 districts with marked differences
1n the proportions of Chanter 1 area residents served in publac and
nonpublic Chapter 1 programs. The paper will report on each phase 1n
turn, detarling the methods used and the results found.




PHASE 1: THF OUFRALL PATTERN OF NONPUBLIC SCHOOL PARTICIPRATION
IN MASSACHUSETITS

Applications were reviewed for all school districts enrolling
5,000 or more public school studenis (32 districts) plus seven
additional smaller districts (enrolling between 2,500 ard 5,000

students). The larger school districts in Massachusetts have larger
proportions of students attending nonpublic schools ithan the smaller
distraicts. The smaller districts that were added have large

concentrations of Chapter 1 students (that is, the Chapter 1 grant
for the district averages more than $100 for each public school
student, a proxy measure used to identify high density Chapter 1
districts). Program application data were augmented with information
1n Massachusetts Schools, the annual directory of all elementary and -
secondary schools in Massachusetts. A description of document
sov~ces appears 1n Appendix AR.

To explore patterns of nonpublic school participation in Chapter
1, three analyses of i1nformation f-om these state documents were
made: a profile of nonpublic schools across the larger districts, tae
distribut:ion of nonpublic school children 2n schools within and
outside the school district, and lastly, district by distract
comparisons of nonpublic school Chapter 1 participation.

A PROFILE OF NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS ANB CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS

The 39 selected school districts in Massachusetts enroll some
455,875 public and nonpublic school children. Enrollment in nonpublic
schools accounts for 21 percent of this total. The 36,251 nonpublac
school students enrolled 1n the selected districts account for 63

percent of the state’s total nonpublic school children. Fo- the
purposes of this research, a smaller number will be used as the total
nonnublic school enrollment. All nonpublic nursery and

nursery/kindergarten schools and all special aducation schools are
excluded since children 1n these schools would not be enrolled in
grade spans covered by regular Chapter 1 programs. Roughly 23,600
students attend these schools. Ffor the most part these schools are
guite small, although they account for almost half (46 percent) of
the nonpublic schools 1n the selected districts. Uith these schools
(and children) excluded, the total nonpublic school enrollment i1n the
selected districts becomes 72,651. The 359,624 public school
children comprise slightly more than 40 percent of all public school
students 1n Massachusetts. These 39 school districts will recexve
over $53 million in FY 85 for Chapter 1 programs, some 74 percent of
the state’s appropraation.

A distinction must be made between nonpublic school enrollments
1n @ grven district and the number o+ nonpublaic s:hool children
residing 1n that district. Honpublic school children have no




residence limatation on their choice of schools, whereas publac
school children. far the mast part. attend neirahborhnod schonols The
nonpublic schools are usually nearby since most are dau schonls. hut
they need not be located within public school district boundaries.
Ltikewise, nonpublaic school enrollments 1n a given district may
include students from nexghboring districts as well. Most nonpublac
elementary school children appear to attend nonpublic schools 1n the
school district of residence, but not all of them do. HNcapublaic high
school students are more likely than elementary school students to
attend out-of-district schools. One needs to keep the residential
differences in mind when comparing the datae on the number of
nonpublic school children residing 2n @ district and the number
enrolled in schools located i1n thbat distract.

Table 1 on the following page presents the aggregated enrollment:
data for public and nonpublic schools and by Chapter 1 attendance
areas. JTwo discrepancies are immediately apparent in the table. The
farst is that a smaller proportion of nonpublaic school chaldren
reside 1n Chapter 1 attendance areas than public school children.
Some 48 percent of nonpublic school children live 1n Chapter 1
attendance areas and therefore meet the residential requirement for
participation, compared to some 60 percent of the public school
children. The percent of nonpublic school children to all school
children residing i1n Chapter 1 attendance areas 1s 13.8 percent,
about one-fifth less than the district-wide percentage. In short,
fewer children laving 1n poverty areas attend nonpublic schools than
those laving in more affluent parts of school distracts.

The secord discrepancy centers on the Chapter 1 participation
rates for those public and nonpublic school children who lave an
Chapter 1 attendance areas (and, as we noted earlier, are within the
program’s grade spans). All octher things being equal, the
participation rates of public and nosipublic school students should be
the same within a school district, but the aggregated data across
districts show public school students are somewhat more likely to
participate in Chapter 1 (at 23.1X> than nonpublic school studerts
(at 19.2X>. This 15 a smaller discrepancy than we would obtain using
the total enrollment figures customarily used 1n research on
participation i1n Chapter 1. Had we used the total enrollment
figures, the participation rate would be 14 percent for publac school
students and 9 percent for nonpublic school students.

How many nonpublic schools house Chapter 1 programs? Some 215
nonpublic elementary schools are located wrthin Massachusetts” larger
school districts, and 135 house Chapter 1 programs. That is, 63
percent of the nonpublic elementary schools participate 1n Chapter 1
programs. Aimost all of the participating schools are located within
the school disiraict where the Chapter 1 attendance area students
lave. Only 7 schools are located outside. Participating nonpublac




TABLE 1. MASSACHUSETTS CHILDREN ENROLLED IN PUBLIC AND
NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS IN THE LARGER SCRGOL DISTRICTS AND
ESTIMATED CHAPTER 1 PARTICIPATION RATES, 1984-85

Total Selected Chapter 1 Chapter 1 Estimated Estimated
Enrollment Districts Attendance as Percent Chapter | as Percent
(Adjusted) Schools Areas of Total Participants of Chap 1

Attendance
Area
(a) (b) (b/a) (c) (c/b)
Publ1c Schools 359,624 216,441 60.2% 50,062 23.1%
Nonpublac 72,651 34,746 47.8% 6,659 19.2%°
Schools
Total 432,275 251,187 58.1% 56,721 22.6%
Nonpublic as 16.8% 13.8% 11.7%
Percent of

Total

Note: The selected districts are those enrolling 5,800 or more public school
students, plus the 7 districts enrolling 2,500 to 4,999 students with large
concentrations of Chapter 1 students (that 1s, the Chapter 1 grant for the
disirict averages more than $100 for each public school students, a proxy
measure used to i1dentify high density Chapter 1 districts). The statistics are
taken from the State Department document, Massachusetts Schools, 1983-1984.

The total enrollment 1n nonpublic schools has been adjusted to account for
the grade spans covered by Chapter 1 programs. From the actual total of 96,251
nonpublic school students (representing 21 percent of total enrollment), some
73,600 students are excluded since they attend either rursery/kindergarten or
special education schools.

Chapter 1| attendance areas are defined as the attendance areas of public
schools that have the same or higher proportion of students i1n poverty as 1s
found district-wide. In 28 of the 39 districts, poverty 1s measured as the
percent of children 5 to 17 years of age who are on the AFDC rolls. In 7 of
the remaining districts, the figure 1s derived by taking 7@ percent of the
number on AFDC and 3@ percent of the number participating i1n the federal School
Lunch program. All districts 1n Massachusettts must use at least 70 percent
AFDC as the baseline.

The estimates are taken from the Chapter 1 program application each public
school district files with the state office.
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schools draw well over half (57 percent) of their enrollments from
Chapterr 1 attendance areas (whether those schools are located i1n the
school distr:zct or not).

Chapter 1 hagh school programs are more rare. Some 22 of the 39
districts have Chapter 1 programs at the high school level, but onlv
15 of those districts have nonpublac high schools within thear
boundaries. A total of 40 nonpublic high schools are located 1n
these districts (17 1n one district alone), and 10 of these high
schools have Chapter 1 programs.

Uhat uistinquishes participating from nonparticipating nonpublac

schools? for both elementary and high schools, participating
nonpublac schools are slightly larger than nonparticipating schools.
The average total school enrollment for participating elementary
schools is 285, compared to 241 for nonparticipating. Nonpublic high
schools housing Chapter 1 programs average a total school enrollment
of 502, compared to only 354 for schools without prograns 0f the 110
schools not participating, 15 enrnlled fewer than 1’0 students total.
fewer than 20 Chapter 1 residents were enrolled 1n an additional 14
nonparticipating schools, regardless of the school’s overall size.

The most distinguishing difference among participating and
nonparticipating nonpublic schools 1s their affiliation. All of the
hagh school programs and all but 4 of the participating elementary
schools are Catholic schools. The four exceptions are a kindergarten
program, a "street academy” school, a Seventh-Oay Aduentist School,
and @ Lutheran school. The four combined offer services to 88
nonpublic sciiool children: 48 of whom attend one school. Of the
6,600 nonpublac scheol students in Chapter 1 programs, all but 88
attend Catholic schools. Catholic schools represent 98 percent of
the participating schools, but only 39 percent of the
nonparticipating schools. <(The affiliation of some nonpublic schools
was provided by the RArchdiocese. O0Others were defined as Catholac
because the name seemed Catholic, as i1n Immaculate Conception, or the
principal was a Sister, fFather, or Brother.)

Drfferences in size also distinguish between Chapter 1 programs
1n nonpublic and public schools. Looking at data aggregated to the
district level, the average number cf children i1n a Chapter 1 program
per participating nonpublic school 1s 35, compared to an average size
of 109 for publac school programs. Some 17 of the 32 districts with
Chapter 1 programs i1n nonpublic schools average fewer than 30
students per nonpublic school, while none of ths districts have fewer
than 30 students per public school program. One consequence of this
is that a majority of districts do not have a full-time Chapter 1
teacher for each participating Chapter 1 nonpublaic school. Issues of
si1ze are exacerbated when program data are further broken down by
grade spans. Uith an average of only 35 students per school program,
the number of children per grade 1n an elementary school, assuming a
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kindergarten through 8th grade range, 1s only 4, compared to 12
children per grade when schools average 109 students.

THE DISIRIBUTION OF NONPUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS fNSIDE AND DUTSIODE
SCHOOL OISTRICIS OF RESIDENCE

Three questions aoout the distribution of Chapter 1 area
residents 1n nonpublic schools are especially i1mportant: (a) Uhat
proportion of Chapter 1 residents attend nonpublic schools outside
the district? (b Uhat proportion of Chapter 1 area residents attend
nonpublic schools where they are a small minority (e.g., less than 10
students) 1n those schools? and (c)> To what extent are Chapter 1
programs provided to ctudents who attend nonpublic schools located
beyond school distraict boundaries?

Uhat proportion of Chapter 1 residents attend nonpubliic schools
outside the district? Only 24 of the 39 program applications
provided enough data to estimate the number of Chapter 1 residents
attending schools outside the district (and who were not 1n schools
with Chapter 1 programs>. Table 2 displays the available data. For
low density districts (those having low concentrations of Chanter 1
students), out-of-district enrollments range from 5§ to 100 percent
wirth no clear pattern emerging. For high density districts, on the
other hand, the smaller districts appear to have a higher propor tion
of out-of-district students than the larger districts. The small
distraicts (enrollments of 2,500 to 5,000 students> average about 46
percent of their Chapter 1 residents enrolling in out-of-distract
schools. The two high density distraicts wath 20,000 to 25,000
students, on the other hand, have an average out-of-district
enroliment of 21 percent, and the 6 medium-sized high density
distracts’out-of-district enrollment averages 18.5 pC cent.

Ubhat proportion o7V Chapter 1 area residents attend nonpublic
schools where theyv are a small minoraty (e.a., less than 10 students)
1n those schools? Some eirght of the 39 school distraicts prowvaded
extensive data on enrollments i1n i1ndividual nonpublic schools located
outside district boundaries. The general pattern was for students to
be concentrated 1n a few schools within the district with
out-of-district students widely scattered among a number of
out-of-district schools. Chapter 1 residents rarely exceed 10 or 20
students 1n those schools. for example, 1n one medium-si1zed
district, the crogram application lists 25 nonpublic schools that
Chapter 1 residents attend; 12 are outside the district. None enroil
rmore than 20 Chapter 1 area residents, and nine enroll less than 10.
For reviewing program applications, 1t was common for Chapter 1
directors to send letters to all nonpublic schools that Chapter 1
area residents attend, and for sizable numbers of these schools not
to respond. C(Cne district, for example, sent letters to 40 nonpublac
schoolss 16 failed to respond to follow-up 1nquiries.

How many districts provide programs to students oistside the
districts? Seven districts prouide Chapter 1 programs for nonpublac
school students attending schools outside the public district
boundaries. Six of these districts appear i1n Table 2. None of these
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TNt 2. DISTRIBUTION OF CHRPTER 1 RESIGENTS IN NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS, INSIOE RMD ISIOE DISTRICT BOUMDRRIES

BISIRICI T0IRL CNPIER ) CHPIER ) (WPieR | WPIER 1 G i
RESTOENTS IX RESIDENIS RESICENIS RESIGENTS RESIOENTS RS
NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS In PRRINCI- I MOH-PRR- aTsIne PERCENI
PATING SCHOOLS TICIPATING BISTRIC oF 101AL
" SCHOOLS 8 (B:/(8)

fogh Densaty fastracts—Enrollnent 20,000-25,800 students (7 of 2 districts)

B 2,56 1,920 50 3% A
£ 1,8% n2 9 25 Y27
thah Density Districts—Enrollaent 5,000-10,800 students (6 of 3 districis)

J 2,162 ' ¢ ' O L14] i
14 780 42 az 126 162
t 612 Y] 0 i SY
| 1,607 1,423 ] 4 1
0 416 m ] 45 1z
Q %2 e ] 418 L1t
thoh Densaty Distracts—Enrollnent 2,500 to 5,800 students (6 of 7 districts)

R 92 860w 9 y74] oY
S 285 m ] 6 i
U 8 0 0 68 1063
U 265 1 0 8 i
¥ 188 f4oe 0 14 (]
X 845 e D 539 641
Low Densaty District--Enrollnent 10,000-15,000 students (1 of 1 district)

Y 387 (<] Y ip) n:
Lov Density Bistricts-+£nrollnent 5,000 to 10,000 students (3 of 14 districts)

4 st 0 0 st 100z
i 12 0 128 5 30«
& M ] b1 n L1}
00 M 187 1 H 12
ff 1,40 1,208 133 (%] 51
11 916 348 n L1 Sy
)] 91 9 0 3 L}
t n 0 D ' i} ™
m 280 158 0 12 2

fote: These fagures ere based on the grade spans covered by the Chapter 1 progras so may not reflect the entire nonpublac student
porulatien liviag 1n Chapter 1 attesdance areas. Mine of the distracts have hugh scheols programs, wule the other 14 do not.

*  Yery fey students are 1n thus category, but the exact munber 15 tnknown.

O These districts suppert prograns 1n nonpublic scheels located sutside ﬂ\tﬁ%ic school district boundarses.
- Ky
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districts enrolls more than 8,000 students. Three of the districts
are among the seven high density, small districts: one is a low
density, mid-sized distract, and two are high density medium-sized
districts.

CROSS DISTRICT COMPARISONS OF NONPIBLIC SCHOOL PRRTIICIPATION IN
CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS

Districts were first ranked according to what percent of
nonpublic school children in Chapter 1 attendance areas were enrolled
1n Chapter 1 programs. HAs shown in Figure 1, the variation across
districts 1s enormous. Seuen distracts support no program for
nonpublic school children, while 2 districts provide services to more
than 40 percent of the nonpublic school children residing in Chapter
1 attendance areas. Districts also do not cluster around the means
the modes are at zero percent (N=7), § to 9 percent (N=8) and 20 to
249 percent (N=6). Three sets of districts were then examined in more
detsxrl: +those with relatively high proportions of nonpublac school
children served (that 1s, at least 20 percent), those with programs
for nonpublic school students but with relatively low proportions
served (that is, less than 10 percent), and those with no programs .

Tables 3 and 4 present descriptive data on the districts serving
relatively high and relatively low proportions of nonpublac school
children in Chapter 1 programs, respectively. As Table 3 reveals,
the 11 districts with higher proportions of nonpublic school children
participating are the larger school districts (average enrollment
15,406> and the poorer zchool districts (the district wide percentage
of children on AFBC rolls was 18 percent), for the most part.

The 10 school districts listed 1n Table 4, with less than 10
percent of the nonpublic school children residing in Chapter 1
attendance areas, are smaller districts (with average enrollments of
6,555> and hauve somewhat fewer poor children (the district wide
percentage of AFDC children was 11 percent).

Because the amount of a distraict’s Chapter 1 grant is calculated
from the number of poor children an the district, and since the high
nonpublic participation districts are both larger and poorer than the
low nonpublic participation districts, the average size of the
Chapter i district grant was compared for both sets of distracts. To
ensure that this comparison is not a function of district size alone,
the 4 low participation districts enrolling betueen 2,700 and 4,500
students were taken out of the calculations. For high participataion
nonpublac distracts, the average grant was $2 .91 millaion, while for
the low participation nonpublic distracts the average grant was only
two-fifths as large or $1.1 million. Since the average percent of
nonpublic school children in the two sets of districts are both
relatively large and roughly comparable (13% us 15X), although highly
variable waithin both sets, the absolute size of the Chapter 1 grant
appears a strong predictor of nonpublic school participation in
Chapter 1 programs when sufficient nonpublic school options are
available for residents of low i1ncome neighborhoods.
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TMLE 5. MRSSROISSETTS SCMBL uiSTRICTS WTTH RELATIVELY HIGH PROPORTIONS OF mONPUBLIC STHODL CHILBREN IN CHAPIER |

histrict  Estinated

Kre  Nonpublic
Particapants
as Percent
of Nonpublic
1n Chapter |
fireas

0 4.2
2
I 3.0
a
f 9
[ 1o
f s
] .6
) 1.3
B 4.6
Do 2.1
60 7R
2
I 8.0

Estimated
Publac
Participants
as Percent
of Public
16 Chapter |
fireas

.72

Y7

B3

26.5

34

B3

0.2

B4

15.4

23

1.0

hstrict
Percent
Poverty

12.6¢
2.6
LN
10.9
4
LIN]
uz
LI
3.2
3.3

.3

Public
£nrollnent
1 Biseact

6,776
11,%6
99,308

6,59
12,481

8,580
20,411
2,63

5,25

8,78

6,73

Puablac
Students
Residing an
Chapter 1
fttendance
fireas

2,0
3914
51,524
2,In
8,709
1,856
9,13
12,67
2,40
2,667

6,579

Nonpubl1c
Students
Ers1ding 1n
Chapter 1
Rttendance
fireas

116

4,97

2555
1,851
1,409
1,0%
2,506

92

1,420

Percent
Nonpublic
Students 1n
Chepter !
itiendance
fireas

159

5.2

1n.

2.8

16.0

2.5

10.2

16.5

9.1

113

17.8

Bunber
Sonpublic
Students
Particapatung

1n Chapter |
Progr ans

180
20

1,97

315
347

el)

63
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for these districts, the progran applacatrons dad not contain the mumber of nonpublic chuldren 1 Chapter 1 attendance aress, but only
the nunber of Chapter 1 area residents 1n nonpublic schools wath Chapter 1 prograns. tsing the second as an estinate of the fr7st may have
1nflated the figures on the proportion of nonpublic hool children an Chapter 1 prograas (conpared to all nonpublic scheal children
residing 1n Chapter | attendance areas).

Note: Wth the exception of the total public school nrollmnts (taken fron Massachusetts Schools, 1983-1984), all 1nforaation above cones
fron the Chapter 1 progran applacation submited by the school district to the State.




TRELE 4. MRSSACHUSETTS SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH PELATIVELY LOU PROPORILONS OF MOWPUBLIC SChuux CHILDREH 14 CMPIER 1

histrict  Estinated Estinated tstrict Public Publac Bonpublac Percent Hunber
Nae  HMonpublac Public Percent Enrolinent  Students Students Bonpublic Nonpublac
Participants Particapants Poverty i histnct  Resaiding 1n - Residing 1n Students 1n Students
as Percent a5 Percent Chapter | Chapter 1 Chapter 1 Partacapating
of Nonpublic of Publac Rttendance  Atiendance Rttendance 1n Chapter |
in Chapter | 1n Chapler 1 freas fireas fireas Prograns
fir«as freas
Y ia K H LU 10,411 2,186 8 15.; 12
it 4.1 105 6.0 5,662 1,671 6 19 18
X 5.0 16.4 12.0 4,33} 4,40 (1} 15.2 39
b
D 6.2 0.2 153 16,699 13,608 1,044 7.1 65
Il 6.3 9.8 74 5,335 3,592 96 2.3 58
?
I 6.9 130 156 4,50 5,249 856 2.9 60
F
) 13 93 48 6,749 2,687 m 15.6 i
a
] 1.5 /R 20.6 ,m 2,567 %5 9.0 x
) 83 12.5 6.8 6,108 2,91 %2 3 ]
v 8.5 128 173 3,09 2,11 183 6.1 16

3
For these districts, the progran applications did not contain the nusber of nonpublic chuldren 1n Chapter 1 attendance areas, but enly
the nunber of Chapter 1 area resadents 1n oonpublic achools with Chapter 1 programs. Using the second as an estinate of the farst sy hove
inflated the figures an the proportion of nonpubl'c school chuldren 1n Chapter 1 prograns (conpared to all nonpublic school children

resading 1n Chopter 1 attendance areas).
b
Figure 15 estamated fron the prograa applicatica.

Mote: thth the exceptaon of the total publac sthool enrollnents (taken from Massachusetis Schools, 19683-1984), all 1nforaation above coses
fron the Chapter 1 progran application submtted by the school dastract o the State.
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In comparing higk and low participation districts, 1t 1s also
important to look at numbers as well as percentages. The higher
participation distraicts have a larger number of nonpublic students
living 1n Chapter 1 attendance areas (a mean of 1,351) though not
necessarily a larger r entage of nonpublic school children 1n
Chapter 1 attendance &. _as. The low participation districts have
smaller numbers of nonpublic school children residing i1n Chapter 1
aottendance areas (a mean of 662). One consequence of having small
umbers of nonpublic school children residing i1n Chapter 1 attendance
areas 1s that small number shifts 1n enrollments dramatically alter
the participation rates. In 4 of the 10 low participation distraicts,
the partaicipation rates for the public and nonpublic school chaildren
would be the same 1f nonpublic enrollments were increased by no more
than 20 students. For the 10 distraicts as a whole, an average

1ncrease of 46 students per district would create equal participation

rates for public and nonpublic students.

On= final comparison between Tables 3 and 4 15 to see how
discrepant the estimated participation rates for nonpublic and publac
school students are. The high participation districts have
relatively high participation rates for public students in Chapter 1,
while the low participation districts also have low participation
rates for public students for the most part. Uhat becomes key to
examine then is the within-district discrepancy between public and
nonpublic participation, regardless of the overall proportions
served.

Those districts with no nonpublic school programs are special
cases of discrepant districts. fAs was found in earlier studies,
vari:ables of size seem paramount 1n predicting whether nonpublac
school children will be enrolled in Chapter 1 programs. As Table 5
reveals, 7 districts have no nonpublic school children enrolled 1n
Chapter 1 programs. All have feuer than 10 percent nonpublic school
children li1ving in Chapter 1 attendance areas, including 2 with about
50 nonpublic students in those areas. 7n the distract where no
figures were available, the only nonpublic schnols located in the
district were nursery and kindergarten schools. Of the nonpublac
schools outside the district enrollang Chapter 1 area residents, none
have more than 4 eligible students. Df the 7 districts. four have
relatively low incidences of poverty (the district wiue poverty
average 1s less than 10 percent). 0f the three with higher poverty
percentages (that 1s, greater than 10 percent), one has only 50
nonpublic school students laving 1n Chapter 1 areas. In the other
two districts, one has @ single nonpublic school that declined to
participate, while the other had fewer than 10 low achieuving students
in any of the 5 nonpublic schools.




TABLE 5. MRSSACHUSETTS OISIRICIS UITH MO MONPUBLIC SCHOOL CHELDREM 1N CHAPTIR 1 PRUGRAMS

hstnct  Estinated Estinated histrict Pulic Publac Honpublac Percent Buaber
Mt Nonpublic Publac Per cent Enrollaent  Students Students Nonpubl 2 ¢ Nonpublac

Partacrpants Partacipants Poverty in Oistrict  Restding an Resabng an Students in Students
as Percent as Percent Chapter 1 Chapter 1 Chagter 1 Particapating
of Monpublic of Public fittendance  fttendance fttendance 1n Chapter |
1n Chapter 1 1n Chapter | firzas freas fireas Prograns
fireas freas

(4 0 19.9¢ 13.12 7,9 4,12 4% .% 0

m 0 19.2 1.5 5,157 1,932 182 8.6 0

U 0 176 %9 2,512 2,57 0 2.8 0

u 0 16.6 14.2 5,012 3,95 m 8.7 0

z ] 9.2 2.4 6,107 1,085 51 435 0

8 0 1.7 6.9 5,231 ,m 185 47 0

N 0 44 45 1,4% 4,206 ] ] 0

Note: (ith the exception of the total public schoal envollments (taken from Massachsetts Schools, 1983-1984), all inforaation above cones
fron the Chapter 1 progran application submtted by the school district to the State.




In summary then, the absolute size of the Chapter 1 grant
appears a8 strong predictor of nonpublaic school participation (if
nonpublic options are avairlable). HAlso, the more nonpublic students
1n a distract, the higher the participation rates, although the
addition of a few students in the districts with few students alters
that picture dramatically. There appears to be a relatively strong
correlation across participation rates for public and nonpublic
schools. That is, high participation rates for nonpublaic schools are
associated with haigh participation rates for nublic schools, and low
nonwublic rates are associated with low public rates of
part.cipation. This may reflect a programmatic decision about how to
concentrate Chapter 1 resources. Lastly, the districts that have no
programs for nonpublic students all have less than 10 percent of
total enrollments i1n nonpublic schools, and either have a low
1ncidence of poverty or have no nonpublic schools enrolling low
achieving students.

PHASE 2= FACTORS ASSOCIATED UITH DIFFERENCES IN CHAPTER 1
PARTICIPATION RATES BETUEEN PUBLIC AND NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS

In Chapter 1 law, the equal access provisions apply on a
within-district basis. Phase 2 of the study then focused on
districts with marked differences 1n participation rates, so that we
could 1dentify factors associated with the within distract
differences. A purposive sample of 10 districts was chosen from the
pool of 39 districts for interviews with Chapter 1 directors and
nonpublic school principals.

To select the sample, two proportions were computed for each
distraict: the proportion of nonpublic school students participating
in Chapter 1 programs compared to the total number of nonpublzic
school students living 21n Chapter 1 attendance areas, and the
proportion of public school students participating in Chapter 1
programs compared to the total number of public school students
living in Chapter 1 attendance areas. The selection of districts was
based solely on residential eligibilatyz the numbers of public and
nonpublaic school children lavaing in Chapter 1 attendance areas.
Selection is not based on the proportion of participants relative to
eligible school children since no school level! data are auailable on
students”® e ucational »achievenr t.

Districts selected were those with substantial differences
between the proportion of nonpublic a: 1 public children participating
1n Chapter 1 programs. O0One group were those districts where the
relative percentage of public enrollment 1s at least 50 percent  ore
than the relative percentage of nonpublic school eniollment an
Chapter 1 programs; the other group was to be the reverse—-—-those
districts where the relative percentage of nonpublic enrollment 1s at
least 50 percent more than the relative percentage of public school
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enrollment i1n Chapter 1 programs. Some 15 districts fell into the
former category but none fell into the latter, so the discrepancy
percentage was reduced to 30 percent, thus allowing 4 districts in
the sample. These two sets of districts are listed 1n Tables 6 and
7, respectively.

From these 19 districts, ten were chosen for in-depth telephone
interviews with the Chapter 1 coordinator and with principals of both
participating and nonparticipating nonpublic schools. The 4
districts where proportionately more nonpublic than public students
participate were chosen as well as at least one district in every
major district size category where the public participation was
proportionately higher than the nonpublic participation. 1In making
the latter selection, districts were purposively chosen to include
factors that may be related to differential participation rates (such_
as discrepancies i1n grade spans covered in the public and nonpublaic
programs, and Chapter 1 residents attending Chrastian schools?>, as
well as i1nteresting and rather rare features (such as nonpublic
students 1n out-of-district Chapter 1 programs, Chapter 1 programs in
non-Catholic schools, and districts i1n different Rrchdioces) .
Characteristics of the sample distraicts are displayed in figure 2.
Also i1ncluded on the chart are the number of participating and
nonparticipating nonpublic schools 1n each of the 10 distracts.

In all districts save one, the Chapter 1 coordinator was
interviewed. The director of federal programs for one Rrchdiocese
was interviewed as was the former director of testing for the other
Archdiocese. Praincipals of participating and nonparticipating
nonpublic sci.ools made up the bulk of the respondents. The universe
and respondent sample for nonpublic schools appears in Table 8 on the
following page.

In all but the largest district, all nonparticipating praincipals
were interviewed. Irn the largest district, twoc of the four
nonparticipating s~hools who used to participate were interviewed.
Information on an additional 27 schools was provided by the
Archdiocese and the Chapter 1 office.

In 311 but the three largest districts, all participating
principals were interviewed (with 3 nonrespondents). In 2 of the
larger districts, erther 3 or 4 nonpublic schools were randomly
selected (after grouping to ensure diversity in size of program).

For the most urban district, the sample included 2 schools thought to
have the largest waiting lists, the one non-Catholac school, and the
school with the newest program. The most urban district may be
somewhat underrepresented, although there was a remarkable
consistency across all responses.
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TABLE 6. NMASSACHUSETTS DISTRICTS WITH PROPORTIONATELY
HORL PUBLIC THAN NONPUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN
PARTICIPRTING IN CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMNS

District Estinated Estinated
Nanme Nonpublac Public School
Participants Participants
as Percent as Percent
of Nonpublic of Public
in Chapter 1 in Chapter 1
Areas Areas
B 24 .62 38 .42
a
I 20 .0 41 .¢
G 18 .6 27 .3
M 14 .8 24 .4
1] 13 .0 25 .9
R 12 .1 28 .6
£ 11 .2 21.9
u 8.5 12.8
Q 8.3 12.5
a
v 7.5 22 .7
a
T 6.9 i13.0
D 6.2 20 .2
X 5.0 16 .4
EE 4.4 10.5
Y 3.6 8.4
Notez Districts vere selected uvhere the relative percentage of

public enrollment is at least 50 percent nore than the relative
percentage of nonpublic student enrollm=nt in Chapter 1 prograss.

a
For these districts, the program applications did not contain
the numnber of nonpublic children in Chapter 1 attendance areas, but

only the nunber of Chapter 1 arca residents in nonpublic schools
with Chapter 1 prograss. Using the second as an estinate of the
first may have inflated the figures on the proportion of nonpublic
school children in Chapter 1 prograns (compared to all nonpublac
school children residing in Chapter 1 attendance areas).
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TABLE 7. NASSACHUSETTS DISTRICTS YITH PROPORTIDMATELY
HORE NOMPUBLIC THAM PUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN

PARTICIPATING IN CHAPTER 1

Drstract Estinated
Nane Honpublic
Particapants

as Percent
of Nonpublic
in Chapter 1

Areas
a
H 43 .0
a
2] 29.9
[1]1] 22 .7
[ 1?2 .2

PROGRARNS

Estinated
Public School
Partacipants
as Percent

of Public

in Chapter 1
Areas

22 .52

29 .3

15.4

13.3

Hote: Distraicts vere selected uvhere the relative percentage of

nonpublic enrollment is at least 30 percent

nore than the relative

percentage of public student enrollment in Chapter 1 programs.

For these districts, the program applications did not contain

the nuaber of nonpublic children in Chapter
only the number of Chapter 1 area residents
Chapter 1 programs. Using the second as an
have inflated the figures on the proportion
children in Chapter 1 programs (compared to

1 attendance areas, bu?
in nonpuhlic schools with
estinate of the first may
of nonpublic school

all nonpublic school

children residing in Chapter 1 attendance areas).




FIGURE 2. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE DISTRICTS
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TABLE 8. UNIUERSE OF AND RESPONDENTS RNMONG PARTICIPATING AND

HONPARTICIPATING NONPUR) IC SCHOOLS, BY DISIRICY

DISTRICY UNIUVERSE SANPLE
PARI NONPART PART NONPRRT
SCHGOLS SCHOOLS
a b
A 29 35 1 Z (+2?7)
a
B 9 2 3 2
H 3 5 3 S5
H 4 1 2 | 1
a
6 8 6 1 S5
no 2 1 2 1
| 2 2 1 2
S 3 o 2 0
R 1 1 4 1
X 2 1 1 1
TOTAL 66 35 28 20 €+27)>

For the largest district, the four schools selected vere two of
the four thought to haie the largest waiting lists, the one
non-Catholic participating school, and the school with the neuwest
progras. Ffor the other two districts, schools vere selected at
randon (after ranking schools by size of program).

Two of the four schools which once housed Chapter 1 prograns wvere
intervievad. The figures in percentages reflect the number of
schools with entrance exams and the nusber of schools in
1neligible attendance areas (based on information supplied by the
Archdiocese and the Chapter 1 office).
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Except for the largest district where the Chapter 1 office and
Archdiocese i1nterviews were conducted on site, 1nterviews were
telephone i1nterviews averaging 45 minutes (for coordinators), 30
minutes (for participating schools), and 10 minutes (for
nonpar ticipating schools).

In addition to demougraphic i1nformation and questicas on the
selection process, the 1ntervieus asked a series of questions that
connected with the factors hypothesized to account for discrepancies
in participation rates. These factors, listed earlier, were whether
(@> nonpublic schools have the same proportion of low achieving
students (usually i1ndicated by multiple criteria, including ranking
at or below the 40th percentile on standardized tests)»: (b} school
districts contact all the nonpublic schools that Chapter 1 attendance

area students attend, (c)nonpublic and public school offerings couer

the same grade spans, (d> the same (or equivalent) craiteria are used
for determining educational eligibilaty for Chapter 1 programs, ‘e)
nonpublac schools agree to allow their students to participate in
Chapter 1 programs, (f> the nature of the relationship between the
public and nonpublic schools 1s cooperative, (g) nonpublic school
personnel perceive Chapter 1 as a program their students should have
equal access to, and (h)> there are sufficient numbers of elagible
children attending a nonpubliic scheol to warrant prouiding Chapter 1
services to those students.

To analyse the intervsieu data, each district was first looked at
separately. Then comparisons were made between those districts
serving proportionately more public school students ard those serving
r~oportionately more nonpublic school students. For ease in reading,
those serving proportionately more public school children are called
the "public” districts, while those servang propor tionately more
nonpublac school children are called the “nonpublic” districts.

Before presenting the analysis, organized by factor, 2t will be
helpful to examine the distribution of nonpublic school students

within each of the 10 districts (see Table 9>. 1In parens after each
district letter are the percents of Chapter 1 participants to Chapter
1 residents for public and nonpublic schools. Rlthough a number of

districts have missing data, the table visually displays areas of
inquiry, i1ncluding characteristics of nonparticipating schools
(especi1ally in one distract), the distribution of students outside
district boundaries, and variations in the participation rates when
Chapter 1 students in the participating schools are taken as the
base. The most serious missing data are for the two “nonpublaic”
districts uhere the total number of Chapter 1 residents attending
nonpublic schools 1s not available. Using available data to estimate
the total may have i1nflated the participation rate. Partial
information 1s avairlable in most other cases.




THBLL 9. DISIRIBYTION OF CHAPTER 1 RESIDEMIS AMOMG NOWPUBLIC SCHBOLS, BY SELECIED
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Yote: The “public” chstricts are nose vhere disporportionately mere public than
nonpublic Chapler 1 resadents are enrolled 1n Chapter 1, while the “sonpublic™ districts
are those vhere disproporizonately more nonpublic than publac Chapter | resadents are

enrolled 1n Chapler 1 programs.
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After each of the factors 1s discussed i1n turn, we wi1ll braietly
present the study conclusions.

DO NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS HAUE THE SAME PROPORTION OF STUDENTS
MEETING THE EDUCATIONAL ACHIEUEMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR CHAPIER 1
PROGRANS?

Nonpublic schools enroll far fewer low achieving students than
public schools. To illustrate this, we will look first at the
nonparticipating schools to see how many have admissions requarements

or enroll no low achieuving students. Then we wi1ll look &t
participating schools (public and nonpublic) to see whether there are
warting lists for the Chapter 1 programs. 1f there are no waiting

lists, then one could argue that all eligible Chapter 1 residents i1n .
those schools are enrolled 1n Chapter 1 programs.

for the six “publac"” distracts, there are some 17
nonparticipating schools. Four have admission requirements, 4 have no
low achieving students, and an additional 3 may have "at most a few"
low achieving students below the 50th percentite. In short, 11 of the
schools enroli ~o low achieving Chapter 1 students, according to the
schools’ principals. 0Of the 6 remaining, two have 15 or fewer
Chapter 1 residents, 2 are elementary schools with tuirtions of over
$1,300 per year per child, and 2 had mi1ssing data.

For the four "nonpublic" districts, one district had no
nonparticipating schools and 2 daistraicts had one nonparticapating
school each. These two schools either had admissions requirements or
enrolled no low achieving students, according to their principals.
The fourth distirict is the most urban distract. Of its 15
nonparticipating high schools, 14 are "exam" schools with admissions
requirements. Of the 21 nonpartacipating elementary schools, 3 had
admissions requirements. [Some 13 were located 1n ineligible
attendance areas, one school located in an eligible attendance area
chose not to participate, and 4 have missing data (three of these
have a total enrollment of less than 70 students each)].

Looking across all 10 districts and subtracting for the moment
the 13 schools located 1n 1neligible attendance areas of the most
urban district, of the 42 nonparticipating schoo s remaining, 30
enroll no low achieving students (Table 10 lists the characteristics
of all nonparticipating schools 1n the 10 district sample) .

Turning now to whether all educationally eligible children are
served 1n participating schools, the central question is whether
there are wairting lists for publaic and nonpublic schools. HRmong the
28 principals of participating nonpublic schools, 26 said there were
no waiting lists. One thought they could accomodate an additional 20
students, and another thought hey could serve "a few 10th graders”
1n a program now servang only 9th graders. These two districts were
both “public” distiricts.

ERIC A7
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TABLE 10. CHARACTERISTICS OF NONPARTICIPATING SCHOOLS LOCATED WITHINM
OISTRICT BOUNOARIES

CHARACTERISTICS NURBER PERCENT
|

RONISSION REGUIRERENWTS 23 g Vs
NO LDU ACHIEVING STUDENTS 4 K4
PROBABLY NO LOW ACHIEUVING 3 S5

STUDENTS
SCHOOL CHOSE NOT 70 S5 9

PARTICIPRTE
VERY FEU CHAPTEL 1 K4 13

RESIDENTS ENROLLED

SCHOOL NCY LOTATED IN 15 27
ELIGIBLE ATTENDANCE
AREA
FIISSING DRIA 6 11
YOTAL SCHOOLS=55; TOTIAL= 69 TOTAL= 114%»
- Total adds to more than 100 percent since sone categories are not

autually exclusive.




One of the "public” districts 1s the most urban district. Its
small sample size may not provide an accurate picture of wairtaing
li1sts for nonpublic schools. However, of the five schools listed by
the Archdiocese as having the largest waiting 11sts, the two called
had no waiting list. HNor did the one non-Catholic school
participating 1n Chapter 1. More interviews i1n this city would
strengthen the study design.

For waiting lists among public schools, Chapter 1 coordinators
were asked for their best estimate of werting lists. According to
the Chapter 1 coordinators ain the 6 "public” districts, one served
vartually all students, one thought there weren’t many on the waiting
l1st, the third mentioned small waiting lists for some schools, and
the fourth said there was a waiting list only for the Junior and
senior high school programs. No i1nformation was available for the
remsining two districts.

For the 4 "nonpublic" districts, one had a very small wairting
list, another noted 25 students were on the list (5 percent of those
eligible), while the third thought some 85 to 90 percent of eligaible
students were served (this would translate into a waiting list of
roughly 200 public school students for the district). In the fourth
and most urban district, some 12.5 percent of the eligible elementary
school children, 21 percent of the junior high school students and 44
percent of the eligible high school students are on warting lists.

In 4 of the participating high schools, more than 200 names are on
the waiting list. The Chapter 1 office said the list would be
longer, but didn’t want to require the school to go through the
exercise to list every name.

From these i1nterviews, it appears that all eligible students
attending nonpublic schools are seruved i1n Chapter i programs. In
most of the districts, virtually all eligible students in publac
schools are also served, with small waiting lists for the junior and
senior high school programs. The most urban district 1s a marked
exception. Here there are waiting lists at all levels. QOuer 3,000
public school students are on waiting lists for Chapter 1 programs.
It appears 1n the most urban setting that poverty and low achievement
are compounding: the largest concentrations of poverty have higher
percentages of low mchieving students. While allocating funds based
on the number of children 1n poverty works fairly well for most
districts so that virtually all luw achieving children in low income
areas are served, the allocation does not encompass all eligable
chirldren 1n the most urban areas.

39
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00 SCHOOL DISTRICTS CONTACT RLL THE NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS THAT
CHAPTER 1 ATTENOANCE RAREA STUOENTS ATTENG?

N

This question focuses on whether districts put restrictions on
nonpublic schools that could limit the prouvision of services to
elagible Chapter 1 residents. Three i1nterview questions were asked:
How does the Chapter 1 program define eligible school Uhat 1s the
process districts use to contact schools? And to what extent does
the district contact schools outside district boundaries?

How does the Chapter 1 program define eligible schools? The
rmost urban district restricts nonpublic schools to those located in
Chapter 1 attendance areas. This policy has been 1n effect since
1970 and 1s seen by the nonpublic school prancipals i1nterviewed as a
“given."” Two other districts (both “public” districts) mnay also
restrict schools to those located 1n eligible attendance areas,
although their policies are not clear cut. For example, one dastrict
said 1t sent letters to all schools with Chapter 1 residents and is
considering providing services to & nonpublic school in a neighboring
town, but 8lso said that one school 1n the district has never been
notified about Chapter 1 services because it wasn’t located in an
eligible attendance area. RAs it turned out, the school has
admissions requirements and enrolls no one below the 50th

percentile. The other district said it notifies every parochial
school in the city and then ranks schools i1n terms of the percent of
Chaptei- 1 residents who attend those schools. If the schools then
request services, the program checks them out. Two of the
nonparticipating schools who applied fo+r seruvices were told they were
located in an ineligible attendance area, one participating school
said 1t made no difference where schools were located, and another
participating school said they had to be notified since they were
located 1n an eligible attendance area.

Uhat is the process programs_use to contact schools? The
"public” and "nonpublac" districts follow quite similar procedures
for contacting nonpublic schools. .Letters are sent to nonpublac
schools enrolling either city residents or Chapter 1 area residents,
notifying them of Chapter 1 seruvices if they have low achieving
students who live in eligible attendance areas. Three of the four
largest districts do not contact nonpublic schools outside the
district (data were unavailable on the fourth). The two smallest
districts contact all nonpublic schools enrolling four or more
Chapter 1 residents, while the third smallest sends letters to all
nonpublic schools enrollang ciiy residents. Two of these districts
support out-of-district programs, where a parish school cuts across
city boundaries. HAmong the medium-sized districts, one sends a
letter to all nonpublic schools with at least 25 district students
enrolled while the other two send letters either with & list of
streets eligible students must live on or noting that if 10 or more
students are below the 40th percentile that services may be

40
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provided. Ore o’ the mid-sized districts supports an out-of-distract
program and another 1s considering support for the coming vear. The

procedures for contacting schools have remarned unchanged 1n rec.nt
yvears and the Coordinators talked of the process as routine, with
relatively stable attendance patierns for nonpublic school students.

To what extent does the Chapter 1 program contact schools
outside district boyndaries? Three of the four largest school
districts do not contact schools outside district boundaries. No
information was available on the fourth district. The other smaller
districts do contact schools outside the district, and three support
out-of-dastrict programs, all in Catholic schools whose paraish
boundaries encompass par’ of the school district. Coordinators
generally reported that few elementary school students attended
out-of-district schools, saying that high school students were more
Jikely to go out-of-district and then to one of the “exam” haah
schools.

D0 NONPUBLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOL CHRPTER 1 PROGRAMS COUER THE
SAME GRADE SPRANS?

In four of tne six “publac” districts, the grade spans covered
by the public school Chapter 1 programs exceeded those covered by the
nonpublic school programs, while in the four "nonpublic” distracts,
Chapter 1 grade spans were identical. Three districts did not have a
corresponding Chapter 1 program 1n the nonpublic high school. Two
districts had no corresponding pre-kindergarten and a very small
kindergarten program in the nonpublic schools, and one had no
corresponding 8th grade program ir the nonpublic schools.

Differences 1n grade span coverage appear related to
characteristics of nonpublic schools. In the three districts with no
corresponding high school pragram, the nonpublic high schools either
had admission requirements or no low achieving students. In adadition. .
several nonpublic elementary schools have chosen not to i1nclude the
upper grades {1 .e., grades 5-8) for Chapter 1 services. A number of
principals interviewed ncted scheduling was too chaotic and hectic,
and teachers had requested the program be discontinued. Although no
firm enrollment figures are available, another factor may be size.
fewer students in the upper g-ades are eligivle for Chapter 1
services compared to students in the lower grades.

The absence of prekindergarten and near abser:ce of kindergarten
programs i1n nonpublic schools appears to be related 1o avarlabilaty .
In one district, only two of the four nonpublic schools had a
kindergarten program and almost all Catholac elementary schools
administer a reading-readiness test. Praincipals i1nterviewed said 1t
was difficult to enroll students if they scored too low, and often
recommended to parents that they reapply the following yvear. Numerous




16

nursery-kindergarten schools are opening, but no data are a. .i1lable
on how many Chapter 1 area residents attend these achools, whether
there are admissions craiteria, or what the i1nstructiocnal content 1s.

ARE THE SAME (DR EQUIVALENT> CRITERIA USED FOR DETERMINING
EDUCATIONAL FLIGIBILITY FOR CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS?

Massachusetts requires all Chapter 1 programs use multiple
criteria 1n selecting students for programs. The largest distract
uses only percentile rankings on standardized achievement tests (with
more points for lower ranked students) and previous participation 1n
the progrom, since the size of the program precludes the use of
additional criteria (according to program and State personnel). All
r2maining districts use additional crateria, such as teacher
recommendation, ranking 1n the lowest quartile i1n the class, held in -
grade one or more years, and grades of D or F in major subjects. The
same craiteria and point system are used for students enrolled in
public and nonpublic schools. Uhile the process may vary somewhat
from district to district, all students are rank ordered on a single
master list with most needy students selected first.

In two districts there was some 1ndication that strict rank
ordering was not always used, 1n order to accommodate scheduling

concerns. DOne disirict coordinator mentioned some students were
served 1n nonpublic schools that wouldn®t be served in the publac
schools. 1In order to fill class size requirements (of 4-6 children
|

per class)>, all nonpublic school children scoring below the 40th
percentile were i1ncluded, while in some ptblic schools those scoring
between the 30th and 40th percentile were not always included. The
number of children inuvoluved was apparently very small.

The main distinction 1n criteria between public and nonpublic
schools was 1n the use of different standardized achievement tests.
figures 3 and 4 lists the tests used for %he “nonpublaic” and “publac*
districts, respectively. Uhether the use of different tests results
in differential 1nitial selection of students 1s difficult to
ascertain. Rccording to the nonpublic school principals, students in
the Chapter 1 programs generally meet all of the criteria
used--1ncluding such factor: as failing grades, ranking in the bottom
quartile in the class, and retention in grade--so it is unlikely
students would be excluded who were Just above the 40th percentaile.
They also reported that while some students test out of Chapter 1
each year, the majority are continuing students.

DO_NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS AGREE 10 ALLOUW THEIKR STUDENIS 10
PALTICIPATE IN CHAPTER 17

Uery few nonpublic schools chose not to have theair students
participate 1n Chapter 1 ,.ograms. In four of the distracts (tvo
"public” and two "nonpublic"), a total of five nonpublic schools
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chose not to participate 1n Chapter 1. Relatively few Chapter 1
residents attend these schools. Some 80 Chapter 1 residents attend 3
schools; enrollment data were unavailable for the other two.

None cf the five Chraistian schools participate 1n Chapter 1:
three chose not to participate. Two did not want to “jJeopardize our
philosophy"” or "compromise our freedom of religaon. The third chose
not to participate because they wanted to be able to choose the
rerson who came 1nto the school, and were in the process of hiraing a
person to work with their 25-3D0 low achieuving students. The other two
Christian schools had no or few low achieving students. One said the
program "wasn’t for us; we have no low achieving students,” while the
other had no present plans for Chapter 1 for its two eligible
students, though 1t remains a possibility. Two of the schools
receive Chapter 2 funds ond review federal programs on a case by case:
basis. Slightly over 100 Chapter 1 residents were enrolleu an the
five schools combined.

In addition, one Catholic high school and one Catholic junior
hbigh school stopped participating 1n Chapter 1 a few years ago. The
high school was dissatisfied with their lack of control over the
program, specirfically for restraicting class size to 10 students and
lamaitang enrollment to students only from eligible atterdance areas,
and for not having a voice in teacher selection. The Junior haigh
program found 1t very difficult to manage the dai1ly schedule of
students. These were the only cases in the sample of schools not
participating due to scheduling difficrlties, although other schools
chose not to have Chapter 1 programs 11 the upper grades for the same
reason .

IS THE NATURE OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETUEEN THE PUBLIC AND
NDNPUBLIC SCHOOLS COOPERATIUE?

Uith two or three exceptions, coordinators and nonpublaic school
principals viewed the relationship between the Chapter 1 program and
the nonpublic schools as excellent. Principc .s thought the teachers
excellent and hardworking. Staff were described as extremely
dedicated, accomodating, generous wiih their time, and open and
flexible. Principals felt they could discuss problems with theaxr
program with Chapter 1 staff and could work out solutions.
Communications were seen as open.

Chapter 1 administrative staf usually dropped by nonpublaic
schools about once a month, and nonpublic school princaipals seemed as
1nvoluved with the program as they wanted to be (which outside their
own school was generally very little). They were not inuolued 1n
decisions about changes i1n Chapt~=r 1--expanding grade levels,
changing program design, etc,--although they were i1nuvolued an needs
assessments and their schools had representatives on Parent Aduirsory
Ccuncils. The principals felt they were kept anformed of
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changes- ‘such #s expansions to the high school level or the addition
of a math program, and noted that they were aluways inuited to
meetings. Nonpublic school principals focused on their own school’s
i1ssues and found the Chapter 1 program personnel open, receptive and
accomnodating to their concerns. In a few cases, principals would
contact the Chapter 1 office about starting a new program--in
kindergarten or in math, but for the most part programmatic sh:fts
were initiated by the Chapter 1 office. The principals appeared to
want no greater role. One coordinator explicitly mentioned as one of
his concarns about the program that he wanted to have the nonpublic
school praincipals more inuvolued.

No 2ne saw any barriers tc nonpublic school partaicipation, and
no one } ad any concerns about program administration. The most often
expressed concern was wanting to serve all low achieving students !
(not just Chapter 1 residents). This comment arose in every
district, and principals noted that between S0 and 100 percent more
s!{ ydents would be eligible if attendance areas were nut considered.

R number of schools and coordinators were concerned about the perding
Supreme Court decision on the constitutionality of Chapter 1 programs
held on church property. RAll Chapter 1 programs in these schools are
pu. 1-out, on-site programs. Few believed the Court wouid rule
against the programs in parochial schools, in part because the

progranm 1s 20 years old. Mo contingency plans had been made,
although the most urban district has looked into options for off-site
instruction. They noted there were no good alternatives. Buses and

crossing guards whuld be very expensive, and they noted there are
sections of town where parents would not want their children to walk
(sections of town where Chapter 1 teachers call up the school to have
staff be on the look-out for their own arrival). Other options, such
as after-school, Saturday and suswmer programs, have all been tried
befor< and abandoned because of low attendance.

Three nonpublic school principals reported that relations with
the Chapter 1 program were not positive. One is the principal of o
school with a new program. They had not been participating for
several years and had called tc get back i1nto the program. R
part-time teacher was found for the 10 eligible studenis. but the
prancipal was concerned that she has had no contact with the Chapter
1 program C(including no meetings with principals), and she doesn’t
know whether they will be »ble to participate next year.

The other two principals were from nonparticipating schools.
One school is apparently located 1n an ineligible attendance area
(although the policy is not clear)>. Before coming to this distract,
she had been principal of another nonpublic school where there were
no selection craiteria fer schools. She reported that she always
notes that she wants Chapter 1 services, but has never heard anything
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from the district. 5he estimates the school has 10 eligable
students, and she 15 willing to transport students to public schools
for class. The Chapter 1 program 1n the district appears to be 1n
some flux. The participating principals reported having no problems
with the program, while two other nonparticipating principals
expressed concern about apparent i1nconsistencies i1n school
selection.

The third principal concerned about the Chapter 1 program was
located outside the school district. The school participates in
Chapter 1 w«.th two other districts and has some 17 eligible students
for this out-of-district program. She had received no response from
the distract, and “had been begging for a program for 3 to 4
years.. .1t is like beating a dead horse.” The Chapter 1 coordinator
said that 1t was a "comedy of errors,” & that he had followed up on'
the request--with the nonpublic school o1 e same name located
within his district. Uhen the school said they needed no services,
he did not pursue the matter. Uhen the out-of-district school called
again, he said he had already allocated his staff. He said he may
try to get someone there next year. Of the 58 i1ntervieus conducted,
these were the only concerns raised.

Respondents for this question were the Chapter 1 coordinatcrs
and principals of both participating and nonparticipating nonpublz1c
schools. Only B nonparticipating nonpublic schools are included,
hov'ever, since the question was not asked of the 30 with admissions
requirements or no low achieving students or those located in
ineligible attendance areas of the most urban distraict.

DO _NONPUBLIC SCHOOL PERSONNFL PFRCEFIUE CHRPTER 1 RAS A PROGRAM
THAT THEIR STUDENTS SHOULD HAUE EQUAL RCCESS 107

Previous resenrch indicated that some nonpublic school personnel
were “thankful for what they got” from Title I (the precursor to
Chapter 1> and expect little from the program (Jung, 1982>.
Participating principals 1n this sample see Chapter 1 as a program
for their students. Both Rrchdioceses encourage them to take
advantage of federal programs <and all participate i1n Chapter 2 as
well>. Praincipals are knowledgeable about the program 1n general,
although uwere somewhat sketchy at times about such specific details
as what tests are used 1n selection. In most cases, Chapter 1 has

been 1n the school longer than the principals. Principals rotate
among parochial schoels aboul every 6 years, and a number of the
schools have had Chapter 1 programs since ESER was passed. Some hau:?

Chapter 1 teachers and aides who have worked ten to fifteen years in
the same school . Because of rotating principalships, several
respondents discussed Chapter 1 programs 1n other schools and
states. Sevzral have participated 1n letter writing campaigns when
Chapter 1 funding was endangered, and others sponsored 20th birthday
celebratrons:
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For the 20th anniversary of Chapter 1, our students made
posters and wrote to President Reagan. There was a
prcture and story 1n the Dairly News. It was the firs.
iime we were ever 1n the paper. 1t was really wonderful
for the students. fnd the poster had good spelling and
good construction.

The nonparticipating schools fell 1nto two groups: one set who
had never participated 1n Chapter 1 (these were the schools with
admissions requirements, very high tuitions, very few Chapter 1
students and/or were Christian schools) and one set of 6 schools
which had at one time participated 1n Chapter 1 (or whose principeal
had had Chapter 1 programs 1n another school). The first group had
heard of Chapter 1 (when it was called "the old Title I“) but didn’t
feel the program was for taem at all: the second group knew they were.
entitled to the program but either chose not to participate, had no
students below the S50th percentile, or were the two praincipals who
were concerned about the Chapter 1 program.

ARE THERE SUFFICIENT_NUMBERS OF ELIGIBLE CHTLDREN
ATTENDING A NONPUBLIC SCHOOL 10 WARRANT PROUIDING CHAFPfER 1 SERUICES
T0_THCSE STUDENTS?

Having too few eligible students within @ school was a problen
faced more by out-of-district schools than within district schools.
The only out-of-district programs funded were in parish schools whose
boundaries crossed school district lines. It appears that the other
out-of-district schools enroll very few Chapter 1 residents, but ne
information 1s available on whether any are low achieving. There was
only one instance where an out-of-district school had more than S
eligible students (see the aboue discussion).

Some 10 nonparticipating within-district schools havz very few
Chapter 1 residents and don’t participate for multiple reasons. Five
of these were examination schools or had no low achieving students,
four were Chraistian schools (two of which had no low achi1eving
students>, and 3 were very small schools (total enrollments of less
than 70 students) i1n the most urban district. No additional
information was collected on those three schools. From i1nterviews
with the Chapter 1 coordinators and with the principals of nonpublac
schools, 1t appears that wery few eligible students are missed.

Chapter 1 coordinators reported no fixed minimum number of
children needed to provide seruzces to @ nonpublic school. From the
program application for the most urban district, 2t appeared there
was a fixed minimum of 48 for elementary uschools, al though duraing
on-site 1nterviews, 1t became clear there were at least two schools
with fewer students (one with 10, snother with 24). Fronm
conversations with Chapter ' staff, 1t appears they spend

48
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considerable energy to provide seruvices to all schools located 1n
eligible attendance areas. 1In all districts, we found Chapter 1
coordinators committed to serving ali eligible children within school
distract boundaries (or within eligible attendance areas when
nonpublic schools were required to meet that criterion), and found
they made extra efforts to ensure coverage. Parish schools located
outside district boundaries receiv=sd similar attention.

The smallest number quoted for on-site service was for a haigh
densaity, small district whaich stated 1t would send a teacher 1f one
class of 5 was available. It appears that having 10 students
generally warrants someone on site, and the smallest program had 10
students 1n 1t. UWath fewer students, nonpublic schools would be
asked to prouvide transportation for students to attend the program an
a nearby Chapter 1 public school. Only one district reported
nonpublic schools taking students to a public school for Chapter
1--the rabb: of a Hebrew Academy droue the three eligible students o
a nearby public school for a first period of Chapter 1. Praincipals
of participating nonpublic schools uere also asked 1f they had to
have to minimum number of students. None knew of a minimum, and none
was concerned about having too few students. Concern about numbers
centered on how many teachers and aides schools would have ea<h
September. 1In the respondent sample, piograms were stable or had
expanded slightly over prewious years due to increases i1n the Chapter
1 al ocation and declaines 1n public school enrollments.

CONCLUSIONS

1f publac and nonpublic school participation 1n Chapter 1
programs are compared using either participants as a percent of total
enrollment or participants as a percent of Chapter 1 residents,
nonpublic schools have lower participation rates. But these two are
both proxy participation rates: the true participation rate would be
the number of participants as a percent of low achieuing Chapter 1
residents. Summarizing the impact of the factors on the
participation rate leads to a good estimate of the true particaipation
rate.

Uhat can be saird about Chapter 1 residents who are enrolled 1n
nonparticipating schools? <(a) If they are attending nonpublic
schcols located within the distract, they are not likely to be low
achieving. Over half of the nonparticipating schools enrolled no lowu
achieving students. <(b) Few Chapier 1 resaidents are enrolled 1n the
6 nonpublic schools that chose not to participate, and 1t’s not clear
whether they are low achieving. (c) Rn unknown number of Chapter 1
residents attend nonpublic schools located i1n 1nelagible attendance
areas. RAll but 10 of these students live 1n the most urban
district. At the moment, some 3,000 student< are on waiting lists an
the public schools there, while the rarticipating nonpublic schools
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1nterviewed had no waiting lists. Adding the currently 1neligaible
schools to the program would not alter the imbalance 1in participation
rates that favors nonpublic schools. ¢(d> No students are excluded
f.om participation because of uncooperative relationshios between the
program and nonpublic schools, and nonpublic schools with eligible
students are i1nuested ain participating. In the two cases where
concerns about the program i1ncluded students not being served, 10 are
lasted above (under 1neligible attendance areas), and the other 17
are counted under out-of-district students below. <(e> For Chapter 1
residents attending school outside the district, those served are
enrolled i1n Catholic schools whose parish boundaries overlap with the
distract. It 1s not clear whether other out-of-district students are
low achieving. HAccording to Chapter 1 coordinators, they are most
likely to be high school students enrolled i1n “exam" high schools.
from this analysis, 1t seems that few Chapter 1 residents enrolled in.
nonparticipating schools would be eligible for Chapter 1 services.

Uhat can be said about Chapter 1 residents enrolled in
participating schools? Some 26 of the 28 nonpublic school principals
interviewed said there were no wairting lists for Chapter 1 a2n thexr
schools. The other two principals thought they would accommodate 20
students and "a few," respectively. 0One coulu argue then that all
eligible students within the participating nonpublic schools are
served, provided that the same criteria are used 1n publaic and
nonpublic schools for initial setection. Different achievement tests
are used 1n these districts, but the use of multiple criteria rore
likely expands the selection pool and mutes the effects of bias in
different tests.

following this analysis, one could posit that & more accurate
proxy measure of the true participation rate would be to use the
nunber of participants as a percent of lou achieving Chapter 1
attendance areas residents 1n participating schools. Table 11
presents four dif’erent definitions of participaticn rates--
participants as percent of total enrollment, as percent of Chapter 1 -
area residents, as percent of Chapter 1 residents 1n participating
schools and as a percent of low achieving Chapter 1 residents in
participating schools. Uhile the first two show a discrepancy
favoring public school participation 1in Chapter 1, the last two
indicate that low achieving Chapter 1 residents in nonpublic schools
are more likely to be served than their public school counterparts.
For the most urban district, eligible Chapter 1 residents are ruch
rmore likely to be seruved 1n nonpublaic than 1n publaic schools.

NOTES

Jung, Richard. Nonpublic School Students in Title I ESEA Programs:
A Question of "Equal" Services. Mclean. UA: Aduvanced
Technology, inc, 1982.
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TABLE 11 . CHAPYER 1 PARTICIPATION RATES FIR PUBLIC AND MOHPUBLIC
SCHOOL STUDENTS: REFINING THE DENONMINRTIOR

NASSACHUSETTS 39 LARGER DISTRICTS

DENOMINATOR PUBLIEC SCHOOL NONPUBLIC SCHOOL
PARTICIPANTS PARTICIPANTS
DIVIDED BY DIVIDED BY
OENONINRT OR DENORINARTOR

TOTAL ENROL1 RENT 142 9%

CHAPTER 1 ATTENDANCE 23 19%

AREA RESIDENTS

CHAPTER 1 AYTENDANCE 232 272
AREA R SIDENTS
IN PARTICIPRYING
SCHOOLS

ELIGIBLE CHAPTER 1 “90-"95%n 1002
RATTENDANCE RRER
RESIDENTS IMA
PARTICIPATING
SCHOOLS
<10 Selected
Districts)

- This is the estimated coverage for elenentary schools; the figures
would be somevhat less if junior and semior high schoocl waiting
lis¢s uere included. Please see the text on pages 12-13 for
details.




23

APPENDIX A

Appendix A 1s @ methodological appendix, conta ning descriptive
information on statistics available at the state level, the lasting
of the 39 districts included 1n this study, and the i1nterview guides
used. Interviews with State Department personnel took place in
December, January, April and May of 1985, while interviews with
district Chapter 1 coordinators and with principals of nonpublac
schools were conducted 1n April, May and June of 1235. The review of
program applications was conducted 1n March of 1985. )

DATA SGURCES

Massachusetts collects @ considerable amount of statistics on
public and nonpublic schools through its Chapter 1 program
application and 1ts annual survey of all elementary and secondary
schools 1n Massachusetts (published as Massachusetts Schoogls). On
the Chapter 1 program application form, each distraict provides the
district wide poverty percentages; the names and grade levels of each
school 1n the district, as well as the percent of low i1ncome students
enrolled; the number of public and nonpublic school children that
reside in each Chapter 1 attendance area <(although the number of
nonpublic school children is not always provided): the estimated
number of public and nonpublic children to be served in Chapter 1
programs by school and by grade levels; the Chapter 1 propram
offerings by grade level for public and nonpublic school studentss
the names of all nonpublic schools Chapter 3 sttendance area students
attend (although the accuracy of this varies from application to
application), along with thear total enrollment and the number of
Chapter 1 attendance area residents enrolled, and the estimated
number of participating Chapter 1 students (1f any). The statistacs
to be used 1n this study are as of January 1, 1984, with estimated
Chapter 1 participants for the school year 1984-85.

Massachusetts Schools (1983-84) lists all pubLlic schools for
each district by name with their grade spans and their total
enrollment by sex. HName, address and telephone number of the
principal are also provided. HNonpublic schools are also listed
alphabetically by city, with the same i1nformation prouvided.

The program applications and Massachusetis Schools provided the
descraptive statistics to (1) characterize nonpublic schools and
their participation 1n Chapter 1, (2) help select districts for more
1ntensive study, and (3> guide i1nterview construction.




