sampling and enumeration. That costs
more money. Noone anticipated that three
years ago, especially the administration,
because they didn't think the Court was
going to ruleagainst them. So although the
census has been going on for 200 years, this
battle is a very real current one, over a
constitutional interpretation. And thatwas
only given in January or February. So the
budget had already been determined, and
the Census Burcau needs more money
than it had originally anticipated because it
was only going t0 do the Clinton way, and
the Court said you can’t do it just the
Clinton way. They could have conceded
and done enumeration, but they didn’c

Now, is that an “emergency?” Itis a
current need imposed by outside forces—
the Supreme Court—on the current bud-
getary process, which cannot be accounted
for under the current budget process. |
mean, that kind of meets the definition of
an emergency. Although i’s dealing with
something that’s been done all along, it
simply wasn’t accounted for. I think that
makes sense. Now, take a look at most of
these disaster bills, which you know...
Here's a hurricane, well fine, lecsdoa lictle
bitofdisasteraid for this. Butyou takea look
at what's added 1o it. The emergency aid is
the engine, but then boxcar after boxcar of
other expenditures are added o i Tegets
pretty far out, prety fast, as to whether
these “boxcars” are emergencies or not. If’s
the engine that’s pulling it.

That, 1 think, is the greatest misuse of
emergency funding: where you take a real
emergency and then wrap it with all chis
other stuff thatis desirable, butis truly not
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an emergency, and would have a difficulc
time funding itself in the regular budget
process because there you play priorities
and thescare always such low priorities they
never make it. Now, when you look at the
total amount of money that’s involved in
this, it truly is not that significant. It's
getting bigger, and so you have towatch ic.
Anyof this fiscal stuffover timeisaquantity
determination. There has to be some de-
cent system 1o get accommodation and
compromise. That'salways been the Ameri-
can way.

To a certain extent, that's what this
emergency funding is doing. I('s putting a
little grease in the system so you can go
forward. Is it the best way to grease it? Of
course not. You've gotto goto thejoing and
put it in right where the joint is supposed
to be greased. Now, can you slap it all
around it and pack i¢Z Sure, but that’s a
waste. Almost always when you try to deal
with these, you end up with a lot of waste,
which is an inefficient way of doing things.
But politics sometimes, (o SOMeone’s view
of what's going on, isa big waste. But ifyou
compare the amount of money thatgets all
these committee people on board - you
know. $5 million, $10 million, $50 mil-
lion. $100 million—and then they pass a
$400 billion package that otherwise
wouldn't have passed, if they didn’c get
thesehokey litdle things thatgot them tosay
yes, then you've got t0 weigh the percent-
ages. | mean, that’s just the way Congress
has always worked.

Interview conducted by Ann Strohm and
Matthew Taylor.
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The Effect of Private Education on
Political Participation, Social Capital and
Tolerance: An Examination of the Latino

National Political Survey
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University of Texas at Austin

Considerable rescarch exists to demonstrate that the amount of education
that people receive is strongly related to the political attitudes and behaviors they
display. People with more years of formal education tend tobe more politically active,
possess higlfcr levels of social capital and demonstrate greater levels of tolerance.
Little chlplrlcaJ rescarch exists, however, on whether different sypes of education, such
as public or private schooling, have significantly different effects on these civic
outcomes. In this article we examine the effect of public and private education on
these civic values among a nationally representative sample of Latinos, as measured
in ('hc Latino National Political Survey (LNPS). Given that the dissemination of
basic, d%‘simblc civic values is thought to be particularly important for immigrant
populations, focusing on Latinos, of whom a disproportionate number are immi-
grants, is particularly relevant. After controlling for a variety of factors, the findings
of our analyses are that private education contributes to I;ighcr levels of political
participation, social capital and tolerance than does public education.

INTRODUCTION . i
ernment-operated public schools are es-

Considerable research exists to demon-  sential for the development of future
strate that the amount of education that  generations of citizens possessing certain
people receive is strongly related to the basic, desirable civic values. But the need
political attitudes and behaviors they for government operation of schools has
display. Peoplewith moreyears of formal  been largely a mateer of faith and has not
cducation tend to be more politically  been subjected to much systematic, em-
active, possess higher levels of social capi- pirical analysis.

tal and demonstrate greater levels of In this article we examine the effect of
tolerance (Nie 1996; Verba 1995; public and private education on civic
Putnam 1995). Lictle empirical research  values among a nationally representative
exists, however, on whether different  sample of Latinos, as measured in the
types of education, such as public or Latino National Political Survey (LNPS).!
private schooling, have significandly dif-  Given that the dissemination of basic,
{erent effects on these outcomes. To be  desirable civic values is thought to be
sure, the US system of public education  particularly important for i;nmigmnr
was developed with the belief that gov-  populations, focusing on Latinos, of

.\l-’ FHOR'S NOTE: The authors wish to thank Rudy de la Garza and the Public Policy Clinic
of the Government Department at the University of Texas at Austin for their assistance in
conducting this research. Additional rescarch assistance was provided by Jongho Lee
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whom a disproportionate number are
immigrants, is particularly relevant. After
controlling for a variety of factors, the
findings of our analyses are that private
education contributes to higher levels of
political participation, social capital and
tolerance than does public education.

How PusLIC AND PRIVATE ScHOOLS
MicuT Arrect Civic VALUES
The development of a universal system of
government-operated public schools in
the latter part of the nineteenth century
was spurred by concerns about the civic
values of new generations of citizens. In
the face of waves of Catholic immigrants,
first from Ireland and later from Traly,
many worried that these new citizens
might not possess the civic values neces-
sary for the successful functioning of our
democratic system. As carly as the 1830s,
Horace Mann addressed these concerns
by articulating the idea of the common
school, in which students of varying back-
grounds would be educated together in
government-operated schools that would
promote the basic civic virtues of political
involvement, public spiritedness and tol-
erance. The Congregationalist journal
New Englander praised Horace Mann’s
idea of the common schools with words
that may bruise modern sensibilities but
accurately reflect the thinking during the
birth of the public school: “These schools
draw in the children of alien parentage
with others, and assimilate them to the
native born. ... So they grow up with the
state, of the state and for the state” (Glenn
1988, 83). The public purpose of instill-
ing desired civic values was assumed to
require government operation of schools.
Political commentators in more recent
times continue to believe that govern-
ment-operated public schoolsare essential
for achieving the public purpose of pro-
moting certain civic values. Benjamin
Barber, for example, writes, “Public
Schools are not merely schools for the
public, but schools of publicness: institu-
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tions where we learn what it means to be
a public and start down the road to
common national and civic identity. As
forges of our citizenship, they are the
bedrock of our democracy” (1997, 1).
Barber does not repeat the statist rhetoric
of the New Englander, but his views do
represent the strong and enduring belief
in the importance of public schools for
developing future generations of citizens
with necessary civic values.

While little empirical evidence has
been produced to cither verify or refute
the belief in the civic benefits of govern-
ment-operated public schools, a number
of theoretical arguments have been ad-
vanced on this question. Theorists have
suggested that public schools are essential
for the promotion of civic values because
of the experience, content and proce-
dures of these schools. One benefit of the
experience provided by a public school,
according to these observers, is that it
mixes students of different backgrounds.
This experience of integration leads to
mutual understanding and tolerance. As
Secretary of Education Richard Riley re-
cently argued, “The ‘common
school’—the concept upon which our
public school system was built—teaches
children important lessons about both
the commonality and diversity of Ameri-
can culture. These lessons are conveyed
not only through what is taught in the
classroom, but by the very experience of
attending school with a diverse mix of
students” (1997, 1).

The content of public schooling is also
thought to be important in promoting
desired political values. Public schools are
thought to be more likely than private
schools to incorporate lessons abour the
virtues of political participation, public
spiritedness and tolerance in their cur-
ricula. Horace Mann’s words of almost
two centuries ago capture a sentimentsill
common today: “(T)he tendency of the
private school system is to...—cach sect
according to its own creed—maintain
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separate schools, in which children are
taught, from their tenderest years to wicld
the sword of polemics with fatal dexter-
ity.... Of such disastrous consequences,
there is but one remedy and preventative.
Itis the elevation of the common schools™
(1837, 33). According to Mann and later
supporters of this view, private schools
teach the values of particular, narrow
groups, while public schools teach the
values of our whole society, the values of
democracy.

The process by which public schools
are governed is also thought to be an
important advantage for promoting de-
sired political values. Because public
schools are governed democratically, they
teach by example the values necessary for
the successful operation of democratic
systems. This view is best articulated by
Amy Gutmann, who argues that the only
way (o ensure “our collective interests in
the moral education of future citizens”
(1987, 69) is to determine what those
interests are through democratic processes.
Private schools are not required to make
decisions in a democratic fashion; the fear
is that autocratic processes of governance
may convey autocratic political values.

But there are also some reasons to
expect that private schools should be at
least as proficient as public schools in
promoting desired political values. Some
argue that many private schools more
closely resemble the ideal of the common
school than do public schools. The public
school to which students are assigned is
primarily determined by where students
live. By attaching schooling to housing,
public schools tend to replicate and rein-
force racial and class segregation inhousing
patterns. Private school student composi-
tion is primarily a function of voluntary
association for some common purpose.
That common purpose may transcend
racial and other differences, leading to
higher levels of integration in private
schools. Greene (1998a; 1998b) and
Coleman (1982a) have advanced this
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sort of argument along with evidence to
support their claim, although Tacbur
and James (1982) have provided some
evidence to the contrary. If the experience
of mixing with students of different back-
grounds tends to lead to murtual
understanding and tolerance, and if this
mixing is more likely to occur in private
schools, then private schools may be bet-
ter at promoting these desired values.

The content of values taught at pri-
vate and public schools has been the
subject of dispute, as well. Bryk (1993)
and Greeley (1982) have suggested that
Catholic schools, which constitute the
majority of all private schools, devote
considerable attention to teaching de-
sired civicvalues. They observe that central
to Catholic school pedagogy is a goal “to
foster an appreciation for their [students’]
social connectedness and individual re-
sponsibility to advance social justice; and
to stimulate those critical dispositions of
mind and heartessential to the sustenance
of a convivial democratic society” (Bryk
1993, 10). At the same time a number of
commentators have critiqued public
schools for failing to teach adequately the
necessary civic values (Final Reportof the
National Commission on Civic Renewal,
1998). Whether the content of the edu-
cation provided by private or public
schools effectively conveys desired politi-
cal values is an empirical question, the
answer to which cannot easily be as-
sumed.

Itis also not clear that the processes by
which many private schools are governed
are demonstrably less democratic than
publicschools; atleast they may be no less
helpful at modeling democratic values by
example. Many public schools have for-
mal institutions of democratic control but
lack a true democratic process. As one
journalist noted after yet another low-
turnout school board election, “Urban
school boards are a false democracy, in
which candidates who gain 600 votes out
of 10,000 potental voters claim a man-
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date” (Casey 1998). The dizzying bu-

reaucratic complexity and red tape of

some public schools further undermine
the positive civic instruction they might
provide. Private schools, on the other
hand, may not have the formal mecha-
nisms of democratic control (although
some do), but they may actually do a
better job of eliciting parental and com-
munity participation. Mark Schneider
and colleagues (1997) found that paren-
tal involvement in schools increases when
parents choose the school, as is more
common with private schools.

There are plausible theoretical argu-
ments to suggest that either public or
private schools should be associated with
promoting higher levels of political par-
ticipation, social capital and rtolerance.
What has been absent from most of these
discussions is systematic evidence on
whether one type of schooling tends to
promote civic values better than another.
The analysis of data from the LNPS pre-
sented here is intended to shed more
empirical light on these issues.

EVIDENCE FROM THE LATINO NATIONAL
PovriticaL SURvEY

The LNPS conducted face-to-face inter-
views with a national representative sample
of Latinos in 1989. The survey was an
especially important project for several
reasons. First, it overcame obstacles, such
as lingual, social and economic barriers,
that had prevented other surveys from
collecting accurate information on Latino
political attitudes. The LNPS had the
advantage of going door-to-door with
trained, Spanish-speaking staff to record
subjects’ responses. Second, the large and
focused sample of Latinos in the LNPS
allowed for more nuanced analyses of
differences among sub-groups within the
Latino community. Political attitcudes and
behaviors are not monolithic among
Latinos. The LNPS was able to identify
differences by countries of origin and
social class thatsurveys with asmall sample

of Latinos would have difficulty detect-
ing. And third, the LNPS collected a
wealth of data on a population that is
often overlooked but growing in its politi-
calimportance. Understanding the factors
that influence the political atticudes and
behavior of Latinos gives us a picture of
this large and fast-growing, ethnic minor-
ity and immigrant group.

Thorough analyses of many of the
results from this survey have already been
published (De la Garza 1992; Garcia
1996; Arvizu 1996; Hero 1996; Wrinkle
1996; Diaz 1996; Hill 1996; DeSipio
19965 Jones-Correa 1996; Montoya
1996). While information on the type of
school—public, private or foreign—that
respondents attended in each grade was
collected, the relationship between type
of education and civic outcomes in the
LNPS has not been analyzed until now.
The extent to which Latinos, like the
waves of Irish and Iralian immigrants
before them, are socialized by different
kinds of schooling is an important ques-
tion that the LNPS can effectively address.

VARIABLES USED IN THE ANALYSES

In Table 1, the name, mean, standard
deviation, lowest value, highest value and
the number of observations for all of the
variables used in the analyses are pre-
sented. Below is a brief description of
what those variables measure.

The first dependent variable is political
participation. The LNPS asked subjects
whether they had engaged in various
political activities, including whether they
had signed a petition, worn a campaign
button, attended a political rally, volun-
teered for a political organization,
contributed money to a political organi-
zauion, registered to vote, or voted in the
most recent presidential election. In toral
there were seven activities to which sub-
jects could answer that they had or had
not engaged. To combine these activities
into ascale we simply calculated the sum,
with a range from zero to seven. In one
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analysis we focused solely on whether
subjects reported voting in the most re-
cent presidential election because this is
the most important and most common
form of political participation (Campbell
1960; Verba 1995).

The second dependent variable is so-
cial capital. The LNPS collected
information on this by asking whether
subjects were members of five different
types of voluntary organizations: chari-
table, Hispanic, social, sports and work
organizations. To construct a scale of
social capital for one analysis, we calcu-
lated the number of different types of
organizations to which people belonged,
witharange fromzero to five. Inaseparate
analysis, we developed a variable that took
the value of onc if the respondent was a
member of any civic organization and a
value of zero otherwise. Membership in
civic organizations, as a proxy for social
capital, is thought by some to be an
important factor in establishing the social
networks and trust that allow democratic
systems to operate efficiendy (Putnam
1995).

The LNPS collected information on
the third dependent variable, tolerance,
by asking a series of questions that previ-
ous scholars have developed to measure
this concept (Stouffer 1955; Sullivan
1979). Subjects were asked to identify
their least liked group from a list thac was
provided to them. They were then asked
the extent to which they would agree to
letting that least liked group hold public
office, teach in schools, or hold a rally in
their town. The answers on each item
ranged from strongly agree, with a nu-
merical value of five, to strongly disagree,
with a numerical value of one. A person
was considered more tolerant if he or she
was more agreeable to letting a least liked
group hold office, teach, or hold a rally.
For one analysis we combined the re-
sponses to these three items simply by
calculating the sum, producing a toler-
ance scale that ranged from three o 15,
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with higher numbers representing greater
levels of tolerance. In another analysis we
dichotomized the responses so thata one
was recorded if subjects ever agreed or
strongly agreed to let their least liked
group engage inany of the three activities,
andazero otherwise.” As with the political
participation and social capital scales, the
results were not sensitive to the particular
formulation of the indices.

The independent variables collected
in the LNPS permit a relatively precise
estimate of the effects of private education
on civic values and behaviors. For each
grade beoween first and owelfth grade,
subjects were asked to report whether
they had been in a US public, private or
foreign school. From these questions we
were able to calculate the toral number of
years that the subject had attended pri-
vate school and the total number of years
the subjectattended school outside of the
United States.® The number of years in
US public schools was omitted as the
default category against which the effects
of private and foreign schooling are mea-
sured.

To increase our confidence thar the
effectof private education isactually caused
by the experience of attending a private
school, wewereable to control foravariety
of background characteristics that may be
associated with the likelihood of attend-
ing private schooland with the dependent
variables being studied. For example, we
were able to control for the highest level
of education obrained by either of each
subject’s parents. Families with higher
levels of education may have a greater
likelihood of sending their children o
private school. Higher levels of parental
education may also be associated with
greater political participadon, social
capital and tolerance. The parental
education variable has a range of zero to
17 years with a mean of 6.1 years,
where 12 and above represents com-
pleting high school and pursuing
higher educadion.
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We also have information on the na-
tional ancestry of the subjects.
Respondents whose families originated in
Cuba have different educational and
political experiences from those thatorigi-
nated in Puerto Rico, Mexico orelsewhere.
In our analysis, Cuban-Americans were
the default category against which those
of Puerto Rican and Mexican ancestry are
compared.” We also controlled for the
subject’s gender, age and the number of
years cach had resided in the United
States. Gender is an important control
variable because educational opportuni-
ties and political behaviors are not
necessarily the same across the sexes. Age
is important because it captures genera-
tional effects as well as the amount of time
passed since leaving secondary school.
The number of years in the United States
Is important, because it measures the
amount of time that subjects may have
been exposed to informal political social-
ization simply by residing in this country.
The last two control variables that we
used, the subject’s income and highest
level of education, are slightly more prob-
lematic because they may partially be the
result of the type of education received.
Some previous research suggests that at-
tendance at private school tends to
producehigherlevelsofacademicachieve-
ment, which in turn causes greater financial
success (Greene 1998c; Hoxby 1998;
Neal 1997; Chubb and Moe 1990;
Coleman 1982b). These findings, how-
ever, have been the subject of dispute
(Levin 1998; Cookson 1996; Smith and
Meier 1995). If the research findings that
private education contributes to greater
academicand financial success are correct,
then controlling for the subject’s highest
level of education and current income
may pardally control for the effect of
private education and depress resules. All
of the other control variables more clearly
precede in time or are independent of the
type of school thatsubjects attended. The
difficulty with these lacer two control
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variables is that they follow in time and
may partially be the product of private
school attendance.

Three options exist for handling this
problem. One option, and the one we
have chosen, is to control for highest level
of education and current income despite
the possibility that those measures are
partally the product of attendance at
private schools. If it is true that private
education tends to lead to students going
further in their education and to higher
salaries, then controlling for these factors
while trying to estimate the independent
effect of private schooling on civic behav-
iorwill cause us to underestimate a positive
cffector overestimate a negative effect. In
other words, the likely bias of the model
specification thatincludes controls for the
highest level of education and current
income is against finding positive effects
of private education on political partici-
pation, social capital and tolerance.

Thesecond option is to develop a two-
stage model: The firststage would predict
the highest level of education or current
income; the second stage would then use
those values to predict political participa-
tion, social capitaland tolerance (Heckman
1978). A two-stage model can minimize
possible bias by isolating the variance in
the dependent variable that can be attrib-
uted to highest level of education or
current income independent of the vari-
ance that can be atributed to private
school experience. To do this correctly,
however, requires an exogenous instru-
ment, something that helps predict
highest level of education or current in-

come that is unrelated to polirical
participation, social capital and tolerance.
Unfortunately, we can think of nothing
that meets the criteria for an exogenous
instrument. Morcover, the literature has
not accepted any suggested instruments
as truly exogenous (Chubb and Moe
1990, 114). To use an instrument that is
not exogenous could introduce greater
bias than the potential bias we are trying
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0 correct. We therefore chose not to
pursue this strategy for mnnnging the
possible relationship between private
cducation and the subject’s highest edu-
cation and current income.

The third option is to decide not to
control for highest level of education and
current income. The problem that this
strategy produces is that it would f;?il_m
adjust fully for the background dl'ﬁL‘l'-
ences of those who go to public or private
school. Considerable rescarch exists to
suggest that highest levels of education
and current income are strongly related to
political participation, social capital and
tolerance. In addition, we have good rea-
son to believe that one’s current income
and highest level of education are strongly
related to one’s family income and the
social values held during childhood.
Those factors, in turn, may be strongly
related to the likelihood thatone attended
private school. Ideally, we would have
measures of family income and the value
the houschold placed on education for
subjects when they were children instead
of measures obtained after and perhaps
altered by their attendance at public or
private school. Butthebias to ourestimate
of the cffect of private education pro-
duced by failing to control for the level of
education and current income is likely
greater than the bias of controlling for
measures that may be partially the prod-
uct of private schooling.

Many models of political participa-
tion, social capital and tolerance include
additional controls for items such as po-
litical ideology and party affiliation. We
chose not to control for these and other
variables because they are likely to be
outcomes of one’s schooling, justas toler-
ance, political participation and social
capital may be outcomes of one’s school-
ing. Inaddition, these factorsare not likely
to be strongly related o whether indi-
viduals attended public or private school
as children. Excluding some variables

that are commonly found in models of

political behavior is therefore nota prob-
lem. Omitted variable bias is only a
problem when the omitted indcpcndcn.t
variable is related to the dependent vari-
able and to the independent variable that
is the focus of the analyses. We did not
control for some items that may predict
participation, social capital and tolerance
but that are not strongly related to atten-
dance at private school because measures
of those items were not available or be-
cause we feared that those variables were
more the product of attendance at private
school than the cause of attendance at
private school. Nevertheless, we believe
that our models control for the most
important factors that are related to par-
ticipation, social capital and tolerance that
are also related to whether subjects at-
tended private school, giving us an
estimate of the independent effect of
private education in which we can be
reasonably confident.

We analyzed the data using both ordi-
nary lcasr-sduares (OLS)andlogit models.
'l"h;- OLS models have the advantage of
examining the full range in the depen-
dent variables and therefore providing
the most precise estimates. The logit
models dichotomize the dependent vari-
ables, which results in the loss of some
information. The logit models, however,
have the advantage of permitting the
generation of expected percentages of
subjects who vote, join civic organizations
or tolerate the activities of their least liked
group. These cxpcctcd pcrccnfagcs are
casier to interpret than the effects on
participation, social capital and tolerance
scales produced by the OLS models. In
the sections below we report the OLS
results followed by the logit results for

cach dependent variable.

PoLITICAL PARTICIPATION RESULTS

Private education had a positive effect on
pnlilicnl participation relative to public or
foreign education (Table2). Foreach year

thatrespondents attended a private school
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they reported a.05 increase in their politi-
cal participation on a scale from zero to
seven. Attending private schools forall 12
years of primary and secondary education
increased political participation by .60.
This increasc is both statistically and sub-
stantively significant. Of the seven political
activities that subjects in the LNPS could
report, those who attended 12 years of
private education, on average and con-
wolling for all other factors, engaged in
more than one-half additional activity
over those who atended 12 years of
public education.

Because the most common and im-
portant type of political activity is voting,
we conducted a logit analysis looking at
the effect of private education on the
probability of voting in the most recent
presidential election (Table 2). For this
analysis we excluded all respondents who
could not vote because they were not
citizens.” The results are similar to the
participation scale with all seven political
activities. Latinos who attended private
schoolaresignificantdy more likely to have
reported voting in the most recent presi-
dential election. By setting the value of all
other variables to their means and using
the formulaforalogitmodel, we wereable
to generate the expected probability of
having voted for those who attended 12
years of private school and those who
never attended private school. Based on
this model, we would expect 70.3 per-
cent of Latino US citizens who had
attended 12 years of private school to
have voted in the most recent presidential
clection. The percentage with no private
education that we would expect to have
voted is 55.7 percent. Both of these vot-
ing rates scem high, which can probably
be explained by significant over-report-
ing of voting among Latinos (Shaw and
de la Garza 1998).° Bur the difference in
voting rates is a striking 14.6 percent.
Private education seems to have a large
beneficial effect on voting and other types
of political participation.

The effects of the other independent
variables in our OLS model of the seven
political activities are what we would
generally expect. Respondents who re-
ceived more of their education in foreign
schools were less likely to participate than
those who received their education in US
public schools. The magnitude of the
negative effect of foreign education was
about the same as the positive effect of
private education. The gender of the
respondent had no significant effect on
political participation. Latinos of Mexi-
can and, to a much greater extent, Puerto
Rican origins weresignificandy morelikely
to participate than were the omitted com-
parison group of Latinos of Cuban origin.
Apparently the level of political activity
among Mexican-Americans and Puerto
Rican-Americans is high relative to Cu-
ban-Americans after adjusting for their
generally lower levels of wealth and edu-
cauon.

Respondent’s income and highestlevel
of education were strongly related to the
amount of political participation, but the
education of their parents did not have a
significant effect on participation. The
positive effect of income on participation
was comparable to that of private educa-
tion. Income was scaled from one,
representing annual incomes under
$5,000, to 15, representing incomes over
$75,000. The highest level of education
completed had a positive effect on partici-
pation that is more than twice as large as
income or private  education.
Respondent’s age and the number of
years in the US were also significantly and
positively related to political participa-
ton.

In the logit model, which excluded
non-US citizens, only private education,
current income, highest level of educa-
ton, and years in the US had significant
cffects on the probability of voting in the
most recent presidendal election. Several
variables that were significanc in the OLS

modelwere notalsosignificantin thelogi

The Effect of Private Education

model, such as years in foreign schools,
national origin and age. Those factors
appear to be more strongly related to
whether subjects are citizens than they are
directly related to whether subjects would
participate politically if they were citizens.
Regardless of whether we examine only
citizens or all Latinos, or whether we
examine a variety of political activities or
only voting, going to private school con-
tributes to higher levels of participation.

Sociar CariTal RESULTS

Private education had a similar positive
effect on participation in civic organiza-
tions. Subjects in the LNPS were asked
whether they were members of five differ-
ent types of nonpolitical groups:
charitable, Hispanic, social, sports and
work organizations. Membership in these
civicorganizations isan important indica-
tor of social capital, which Putnam
describes as the “trust, norms, and net-
works that can improve the efficiency of
society by facilitating coordinated actions”
(1993, 167). Social capital, like other
types of capital, can eventually be “spent”
toachieve political goals. Latinos who join
these nonpolitical organizations may ulti-
mately be more casily mobilized to engage
in political activities such as voting, cam-
paigning and perhaps running for office.

Attending a private school has a mod-
erate, positive effecton joining civic groups
(Table 3). In an OLS analysis of the five-
point social capital scale, cach year of
private education increases social capital
by .01. Going to private school for 12
years would increase social capital by .1 3.7
The magnitude of the effect of private
education on social capital is more clearly
shown by examining the results of the
logit model of whether respondents were
members of any civic organization (Table
3). Setting the value of all other indepen-
dent variables o their means, we can
calculate the likelihood that Latinos who
had 12 years of private education would

join at least one civic organization com-

o0l

pared to those who had no private educa-
tion. Using the same logit formula that
was used to calculate the effect of private
education on voting, we would expect
that 29.8 percent of respondents who
had 12 years of private education would
be a member ofa civic organization versus
22 percent for those who had no private
education. The type of school that re-
spondents attended—controlling for
their highest level of education, parent’s
education, income, national origin, sex,
age and length of residency in the US—
could increase the odds of joining a civic
group by a third.

The effects of other independent vari-
ables are mostly what we would expect.
More years spent in a foreign school had
a negative effect on being a member of
civic groups, which is about twice as large
as the positive effect of attending a private
school. Female respondents, as well as
those of Mexican and Puerto Rican de-
scent, were more likely to be in civic
organizations than men or those of Cu-
ban descent, respectively. Currentincome
and the highest level of education had
large positive effects on social capital, but
parent’s education was not a significant
factor. Older respondents were also sig-
nificandy more likely to join civic groups,
but those who resided longer in the US
were not.

While the positive effect of private
educarion onsocial capital was notaslarge
as income or the highest level of educa-
tion, the effect of private school remained
significant and substantively important
even after all of these other factors were
controlled. The type of school one at-
tends, public or private, continues to
affect political participation and social
capital even after holding constant the

amount of education one receives.

TOLERANCE RESULTS

Autending a private school was associated
with higher levels of political tolerance,

although the effectwas modest (Table 4).
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For each year that subjects attended a
private school, they reported a .03 in-
crease in tolerance on a scale ranged from
three to 15, with a mean of 6.66 and a
standard variance of 1.84. Students who
attended 12 years of private school had
.39 higher scores on the tolerance scale
than students who attended 12 years of
public school. The positive effect of pri-
vate education on tolerance is statistically
significant at p < .05.

The number of years in which sub-
jects attended a foreign school had a
negative but statistically insignificant ef-
fect on tolerance. Since the comparison
group that was omitted from the analyses
is years spent in public education, this
means that there is no stadistically signifi-
cantdifference between theeffectof going
to a US public school or a foreign school
on people’s reported tolerance. Male re-
spondents were significanty more tolerant
than female respondents, but the differ-
ence was a moderate .17. Subjects of
Mexican or Puerto Rican heritage were
significantly more tolerant than the omit-
ted category of Cuban-American subjects.
Latinos of Mexican origin had tolerance
scores that were .43 higher and Latinos of
Puerto Rican origin had tolerance scores
that were .62 higher than Latinos of
Cuban origin.

Currentannual income was positively
related to higher levels of tolerance, but
the size of that effect was also not very
large. Subjects in the highestincome group
had tolerance scores that are .35 higher
than those that were in the lowest income
group. There is no significant relation-
ship between the respondent’s highest
level of education and reported tolerance.
There is also no significant relationship
between reported tolerance and the high-
estlevel of education achieved by either of
cach subject’s parents. The age of the
respondent and the number of years that
person had been in the US also did not
have significanc effects on reported woler-
ance.

The OLS model of the tolerance scale
captures reladively little of the variance in
the dependent variable, with an adjusted
R-squared of only .02. Personal and ran-
dom factors may account for much of the
differences in how Latinos respond to
these tolerance items. Yetamong the sys-
tematic factors that can help explain
tolerance in the LNPS, exposure to pri-
vate education is significandy and
positively related to tolerance. The size of
the effect of private education is abourt as
large as the effect of income and is larger
than the effect of any of the other inde-
pendent besides  the
dichotomous variables for national ori-

variables

gin.® Interestingly, the extent to which
one attended private school had a larger
and more significant effect on tolerance
than the amount of education that one
received, as measured by highest level of
education. This suggests that whether
someone goes to public or private school
may be of greater importance to tolerance
than the independent effect of additional
years of education.

To convey the magnitude of the effect
of private education, we dichotomized
the dependent variable to separate those
respondents who would agree or strongly
agree to letting their least liked group do
any of the activities mentioned (hold a
rally, run for public office or teach in
school) from those respondents who
would not. Controlling for the same fac-
torsas the previous analysis, we developed
a logit model of this dichotomized mea-
surcof tolerance (Table4). From this logit
model we can generate the percentage of
those who receive 12 years of private
education who would ever wlerate their
least liked group compared to the same
percentage for those who never went to
private school. Using the same logit for-
mulaas was used for political participation
and social capital, the predicted percent-
ages for 12 years of private school and for
no private school are computed, while all

of the other independent variables are set
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to their mean values. The results show
that, adjusting for all ocher factors, 49.7
percent of those who had 12 years of
private school would tolerate their least
liked group compared to 39.1 percent of
those who never went to private school.
This difference in predicted percentages
more casily captures the size of the benefic
of private education on tolerance than the
effect on a 15-point scale. The positive
effect of private education on tolerance is
both statistically and substantively sig-
nificant.

CONCLUSION

While the LNPS provides evidence that
private education is related to higher lev-
els of political participation, social capital
and tolerance, it does not provide evi-
dence that would allow us to identify
exactly why private schools better pro-
mote these civic outcomes. Earlier we
considered three possible explanations
for the better promotion of civic values by
private schools. We considered the sug-
gestion that private schools more closely
approximate the ideal of the common
school, teaching students important civic
values by better mixing students of differ-
ent backgrounds than public schools
based on segregated housing patterns.
We considered the possibility that private
schools have chosen to stress civic educa-
tion more than public schools. And we
considered the claim that private schools
teach desired civic values by better pro-
moting participation and involvement
among students’ parents.

Whatelse may account for the surpris-
ing findings from the LNPS that private
schools are more successful at doing what
public schools were created to do? Te is
always possible that some important con-
trol variables have been omitted from our
model which would reveal thae private
schools are not really better at conveying
civic values, but that does not seem o be
alikely explanation in this case. First, the
model in this study contains the most
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important factors that are likely to be
related to political participation, social
capital and tolerance, as well as attending
a private school, such as income, highest
level of education, and parents’ educa-
tion. Any other controls that could be
added to the models are unlikely to have
effects on theresults as large as the controls
that were included, reducing the chance
that they could dramatically alter the
estimated effectof private education. The
chances are even lower that the effect of
private education could be reversed from
positive and statistically significant to
negative and significant. Given the prior
belief that public schools are essential for
promoting desired civic values, evenif the
finding were that there were no signifi-
cant differences between the effect of
publicand private education, this would
be significantly different from what has
been previously assumed to be the truth.

Second, a common suspicion is that
families that select private school are less
civic-oriented and less tolerant. Even the
word we use for private, religious
schools—"parochial,” which means nar-
rowW —suggests that our expectation is
that people drawn to private schools have
a narrow orientation that may be anti-
thetical to the broad public goals of
participation and tolerance. The fear that
there is a selection bias of more civic-
oriented families into private school that
we are failing to control fully for is atodds
with this presumption that families that
seck private education are not particularly
publicly minded.

Third, the dangers of omitted variable
bias are limited in the LNPS by the fact
thatit focuses on one ethnic group. While
Latinos are far from homogenous in their
backgrounds and political outcomes, the
amountof variation within this sample on
most dimensions is less than the variation
would be ina muluethnic sample. Look-
ing only at Latinos limits the amount of
variation in the characteristics of the
sample, which automarically controls for
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many factors in that they are close to being
constants. For example, the religious af-
filiation of the respondents in the LNPS
lacked much variation since the vast ma-
jority are Catholic.” Other background
characteristics that might produce omit-
ted variable bias if not controlled for in a
multicthnic sample are more likely to be
controlled automatically by the relative
lack of variation in the backgrounds of a
Latino-only sample.

While focusing on Latinos may
strengthen internal validity by limiting
the possibility of omitted variable bias, it
does raise concerns about external valid-
ity. Latinos who attend private school
overwhelmingly attend Catholic schools.
It is possible that the positive effects of
private education observed here are only
generalizable to Catholic private schools.
Perhaps secular or religious schools of
other denominations have very different
effects on political participation, social
capital and tolerance than do Catholic
schools. The only way to address this
concern definitively is to collect and ana-
lyze data on the effects of other types of
private education. But undl that work
can be done, the results of the LNPS are
the most systematic and comprehensive
information we have on the influence of
different types of school on political out-
comes.

Even if the conclusions of this study
are limited only to the effects of Catholic
education among Latinos, the results are
still important. The large proportion of
immigrants in the Latino community
allows us to address whether the current
waveof immigrants, like the Ttalians, Irish
and others before them, needs to be edu-
cated in government-operated public
schools to acquire the civic values that
society may wish them to have. The
answer llppcilll‘; o bC [hll( g()\'Cr“lIlCn[—
operated schools are not particularly
heneficial, Tet alone necessary, to achieve
thie goals The resules from the LNPS
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are Catholic, actually do a better job of
promoting participation and tolerance.
Additional studies are necessary to verify
this conclusion. At the very least, thelong-
held assumption that government-operated
schools are an essential part of making
good citizens needs to be reconsidered.

Notes

"The Latino National Political Survey is
available from the Interuniversity Consor-
tium for Political and Social Research for
any reader who would like to replicate any
of the findings reported in this study.

“Thereare other, more complicated ways
of combining the responses from the three
tolerance items. We chose not to present
those formulations of a tolerance scale be-
cause they make no difference in the
substantive results in this case and because
they are more difficult to interpret.

*Of the sample, 18.5 percent attended
private school for at least one year. Analyses
conducted with a dichotomous variable for
private school attendance do not alter the
substantive findings of the paper. Since a
dichotomous measure throws away some
information, those results are not presented
here.

“There were a very small number of
subjects whose families did not originate
from Cuba, Mexico or Puerto Rico. These
subjectsare alsoin the defaultcategoryinthe
reported analyses, but their numbersare too
few to make a substantive difference in the
findings. Excluding those cases does not
change the results.

5\We included non-citizens in the OLS
analysis of the seven political activities be-
cause most of those activities do not legally
require that participants be citizens. Ex-
cluding non-citizens from the OLS analysis
does not substantively alter the estimated
effect of private education.

“There is no reason to believe that the
over-reporting of voting occurs more fre-
quently among those who attended private
schools. If, however, the over-reporting is

not evenly distributed across public and
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private school subjects, then this resulc
may be in question. Nevertheless, even if
the effect that is being measured here is
that those who attend private school feel
the greater desire to report that they
voted, the desire for the social approval
for having voted may itself be an impor-
tant civic virtue.

"The effect of 12 years of private
education appears to be more than 12
times the effect of one year due to round-
ing.

$This claim is also supported by re-
viewing the standardized cocfficients.

Because religious affiliation was close
to being a constant, we excluded it from
our analyses. We similarly did not try to
separate the effects of different kinds of
private schools, because the vast majority
attended Catholic schools.
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