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CHAPTER

INTRODUCTION

It is a well-established practice in sociology to utilize Census-

type measures for predicting and explaining social phenomena. In the

field of race relations, school desegregation,
1
voting behavior,

2
lynch-

ings,
3

and economic discrimination
4
are among the phenomena for which

demographic correlates have been found. Certain factors have consistently

emerged as the best predictors of race-related behavior: the percentage

of Negroes in the population, percentage urban, and various socio-economic

indices, such as median income, median education, and percentage of (white)

women in the labor force.

A study of educational performance and motivation among Southern

adolescents -- focusing on racial differences -- can profitably begin

with just such an examination of demographic correlates. We can ask these

questions: What kinds of places tend to have high levels of educational

performance? What kinds have low levels of performance? Are the dis-

tinctions between "good-performance" and "bad-performance" places the

same for whites and Negroes, or are there racial differences?

To answer these questions, we must first choose the variables to

investigate -- which measures of educational performance and which demo-

graphic and socio-economic measures. Decisions must also be made as to

what population we wish to study and what geographic subdivision within

the population we wish to use as our unit of analysis.

These latter problems are more easily resolved. We have chosen

to study the eleven states of the Old Confederacy.
5

Besides our particular

4

f
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interest in Southern education, this decision is also based on ..he fact

that state-departments of education -- a most important source of data

in a study such as this -- provide substantial amounts of information

by race only in these states. We have chosen the county as the unit of

analysis because it is the only subdivision which has all of the following

desired charadteristics:

1) It can be used to divide the entire Southern region into

mutually exclusive and exhaustive units.
6

2) The data of interest to us -- mainly available from the Census

Bureau or state departments of education -- are generally

provided for each county.

3), It is a sufficiently small unit to be considered relatively

homogeneous; thus, data for it are more likely to reflect the

county as a whole and not just the most important of disparate

parts.

4) It is a unit that does not overlap across state boundaries.

This enables us to look at each state separate/y.7

In this study we shall include only counties having a non-white

population of at least 1,000. This is the minimum figure for which the 1960.

Census provides data-by race. Since we .are interested in making racial

comparison& and since many of our independent measures.intended to predict

school performance are derived from Census data, we must accept their

cutting point as the criterion for exclusion of counties from our sample.

We must now ask what kinds of information are to be used for each

county? First, there are the dependent variables -- the indices of schol-

astic performance. Four types of performance variables have been selected

to represent the full range of available data. These are as follows: (In
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the next chapter we shall describe the specific ways each variable has

been measured.)

1) Percentage of pupils in average daily attendance. This is a

measure of commitment to education.on the part of pupils.

Where the commitment is high, where the eagerness to learn is

prevalent, the attendance rates should be high.

2) College entrance rates. Here we have an index of behavior

directed towards the goal of higher education. nigh levels

of performance on this measure denote a community whose youth

are motivated to use the means necessary for entering high

status occupations.

3) Scholastic non-retardation rates. This is our best available

statistical index of performance of pupils while in school.

Although standards and promotion policies will vary greatly,

is general we can assume that a higher promotion rate and a

smaller percentage of pupils behind their age-group in school

mean a better job of learning on the part of students.

4) Pupil retention. rates. This is an attempt to assess the pre-

valence of dropouts in the county. Where the percentage of

pupils dropping out of school before graduation fs highest,

we have greatest evidence of wastage of human resources which,

in our increasingly specialized society, require at least

high school training to be utilized fully.

As with the performance variables, our choice of possible predictors

of performance is limited by the availability of data. In fact, as men-

tioned before, -it has been feasible to use just two main sources of

la
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information, the Census and state departments of education. The selected

types of data can be classified into four broad categories: demographic,

general socio-economic, "educational" (i.e., indicating local support

for education), and "race relational" (i.e., reflecting local race rela-

tions). Following is a list of the specific variables chosen for their

possible relationship with the measures ofeducational performance. The

exact measures used will be didcussed in the next chapter.

Demographic Variables,

1) County population.

2) Percentagettof population living in urban areas.

3) Population change, 1950-1960. .

4) Percentage of Negroes in the population.

General Socio-economic Variables

1) Percentage of work force in manufacturing.

2) Percentage of work force in agriculture.

3) Percentage of work force employed in non-farm white-collar jobs.

4) Percentage of work force employed in blue-collar jobs.

5) Number of persons per household.

6) Percentage of persons under 18 living with both parents.

7) Median income.

8) Median, education.

9) Percentage of adults with some college education.

Educational

1) Per pupil expenditure.

2) Pupil-teacher ratio.

3) Percentage of teachers with at least a bachelor's degree.

we

-a
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Race Relational

1) Percentage of age-eligible Negroes registered to vote (by

itself and as a percentage of the white registration rate).

2) Number of lynchings of Negroes, before 1920 and 1920-61.

3) Number of recent acts.offracial violence, 1955-60.

Taken together, data for these variables go a long way towards

describing the county unit. They tell us how urbanized the county is,

how much its population is growing, and the racial composition of the

population. In addition, they provide us.withinformation about the

economic structure and well-betng of the county and about the stability

and socio-economic status of its families. They also indicate the attention

given to schobis by the local populace. Ask finally, they reveal the state

of race relations in the county.

Most of our predictions of the relationships between these and the

performance variables border on what might be considered the obvious. But

there is recognized scientific merit in testing whether the "obvious" Is

actually true. Real understanding of social phenomena often comes only

after popular views are recognized as misperceptions.
8

In some cases, our

initial predictions of relationships have been derived from previous theory

and research. But in large part, these predictions are hunches that have

been based on their reasonableness:in the lightof current knowledge; we

have been prepared to see our expectations overturned. At any rate, these

predictions require formal statement and some elaboration before we can

proceed.

otheses Involvin: Demo ra hic Variables

We would expect that the more urban, more populous counties will

show relatively high educational performance. Likewise, the faster

1:21



growing counties (coinciding, in large part, with the more populous ones) .

should have high performance levels. Where communities are large and

growing, the scope of opportunities for youth -- the incentive to develop

one's mental capacities -- should elicit stronger endeavor.in the public

schools:

The ghost direct support for these hypotheses comes from previous

findings of an association between urbanism and college entrance; between

_urbanism and median education of adults,1° and between urbanism and per

pupil expenditure.11

Corroboration can also be derived both from general impressions

and from other previous findings indicating a great involvement of

the urban population in the mainstream of society. Industry and commerce

have. predominately urban orientations, and both generally require of

participants a level of training above that needed by most persons in

rural occupations. Also, the fact that wealth tends to concentrate in

growing, urban localities should mean greater resources available for

education in these communities. With greater resources should come more

40gocosful results. And finally, we might draw some indirect support

from earlier demographic studies that have shown urbanism to be correlated

with such indices of progressivenesd (presumably correlated, in turn,

with better education or at least with more interest in improving education)

as faster desegregation,12 lower lynching rates,13 greater social mobility,14

and lesser political conservatism.15 Moreover, it would seem that larger

urban communities are most likely to lead.the way in programs to ivprove

health, raise wage standards, reduce intergroup conflict, a40 up-date.

the school system to cope better with modern needs of students and society.

L--
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These programs would all seem to indicate the kind of community more

conducive to learning among youth.

As for the demographic variable of 21Lrciljataretiagoi (race ratio),

there are somewhat contradictory guides to using it in hypotheses. We

have ample evidence that the fate of Negroes in an area tends to be poorer

where the percentage of Negroes is higher -- particularly when the degree

of urbanism is controlled for
..16

But the effect of race ratio on the

white population is not clear. On the one hand, there is the claim that

the areas of greatest Negro concentration tend to be socially and econom-

ically depressed in general. The Negroes are not well off in these places

and the whites suffer, too, as a consequence. It is often stated that a

rise in the standard of living' of the Negroes would result in improved

social-conditions for all; for example, the added purchasing power from

a fully employed and more highly paid Negro group would mean improvement

in the total economy. It is an easy step to conclude from this that the

depressed, heavily Negro areas will have relatively unsuccessful school

programs for both races.

But some of the evidence may actually run counter to this conclusion.

We refer here to the findings of greater racial discrimination where the

percentage of Negroes is higher.
17

These would indicate that whites in

such areas will not be at a disadvantage at least relative to the

Negroes in the same areas and perhaps even relative to whites elsewhere.

Thus, we might predict that the percentage of Negroes in a county will

be negatively related to.the educational performance of Negroes in the

county, but positively related to at least the relative performance of

whites: We cannot have any firm expectations on how the absolute per-

formance of whites relates to the race ratio.
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Hvo9these1 Involving General SocifeecOnomic-Variablo

The association of certain socio-economic variables with educa-

tional performance, using data for individaals rather than *roes, has

already been established. Ulth higher family income, higher occupational

status (as measured by the percentage of white-collar workers among the

imployed),'and greater parental education comet greeter success for

Children in achoc1.18' A positive association might also be expected

between educational performance and family stability as measured by the

percentage of children living with both. parents, although to our knowledge,

this association has apparently not yet been demonstrated in research.19

Two variables expected to adversely affect performance are family

.site and the percentage employed in agriculture.` The latter is simply

the other side of the previously discussed variable of urbanism. The

format, family site, is factor which has been found to increase as a

function of lower socio-economic status. Its effects on school-related

behavior, therefore, should be the opposite of the effects of status;

that is, where family size is greater the performance of children in school

will tend U. be lower. This can be attributed directly to the lessened

emphasis on academic achievement in lower-status families as well as to

decreased individualized attention to their children on the part of

parents of large broods.

Finally, we can find good arguments to support contradictory

hypotheses with regard to our two remaining socio-economic variables,

percentage employed in manufacturing and percentage employed in,blue-

collar jobs. Both factors would seed to be related to low socio-economic

status which we have already tentatively associated with low educational

performance. At the same tine, both factors should also be related to

---,',.k.-,.*.-
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the degree of urbanness of a county.
20

In this respect, the more urban

(more industrial, more blue-collar) places should display higher levels

of performance. Perhaps our-prediction here should. be for a negative

relationship between the two -variables std performance Ag=ALbajIism

jacontroller. U4 shall avoid any hypotheses concerning the direction

of the relationships at the simple zero-order-correlation level of analysis.,

Variables

Though perhaps not previously examined systematically, certain

hypotheses seem obvious with regard to the variables indicating local

support for education. Specifically, we should expect educational per-

formance to be higher where per pupil expendiowes are higher, where there

are 'fewer pupils per teacher, and where teachers themselves are better

educated. In other words, where the school system is relatively good

AS indicated by strong community financial. backing which, in turn, results

in better teachers having better working conditions -- the product of

the system should also be good.

liztatmlattligankce- Relational Variables

Up until now, with one or two exceptions, the independent variables

discussed have been expected to act in similar fashion on both whites

and Negroes. Racial differences in performance levels can then be amtxdad

mainly to racial differences in these predictor variables. But this last

set of factors -- reflecting local race relations -- would seem most

pertinent only for predicting school behavior.of.Negroes. These variables

can be viewed as possible determinants of Negro performance, while they

are not likely to serve the same purpose for whites. For the latter,

at the very best, these same variables can be seen as indicators of

*'4
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. white culture and only indirectly as correlates of motivation and

achievement among white youth.

In line with this reasoning, we would expect to find a positive 1;e4t:

".5

relationship between Negro school performance and Negro voter registration,

But we can only hesitantly make this prediction concerning the association

of white performance with this same factor. Also, lynchings and racial

violence ought definitely to be negatiVely associated with Negro performer=

and possibly related in a negative way to white performance.

This means we predict better school performance for. Negroes whtre

race relations are relatively good,.the freer atmosphere of such com-

munities should contribute to greater motivation -- to less inhibition

or outright suppression of mental activity. If whites do better in-

schools in the same places -- and we think they might -- it will not be

because of a lack of suppression, but because of the greater progressive-

ness of their culture (as indicated by the greater freedom permitted the

Negro subordinate group).

Summary of Hypotheses

Following is a summary list of the hypotheses stated in the

preceding pages. Unless otherwise noted, these apply to both races.

1 County population is positively related to school performance.

2) The percentage of the population living in urban areas is

positively related to school performance.

3) Population increase is positively related to school performance.

4) Race ratio (the percentage of Negroes in the population) is

negatively related to Neat? educational performance and

positively related to the relative performance of whites and

possibly to absolute white performance, as well.
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5) Family income is postively related to school performance.

6) The percentage of non-farm white-collar workers in the total

labor force is positively related to school performance.

7) Median education of adults is positively related to school

performance.

8) The. percentage of adults with some college educiticin is

positively related to school performanca.

9) The percentage of children under 18 living with both parents

is positively related to school performance.

10) Family size is negatively related to school performance.

11) The percentage of the labor force employed in agriculture is

negatively related to school performance:

12) The percentage of the labor force employed in manufacturing

is negatively related to school performance, when the degree

of urbanism is controlled.

13) The percentage of blue-collar workers in the total labor force

is negatively related to school performance, when the degree of

urbanism is controlled.

14) School expenditure per pupil is positively related to school

perfPcmance.

15) The percentage of teachers. with at least a B.A..degree is

positively related to school performance.

16) The number of pupils per teacher is negatively related to

school performance.

17) The extent of Negro voter registiation is positively related

to school performance for both races (though the prediction is

made more confidently for Negro children).

f 4 , ,
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18) Frequency of lynchings is negatively related to school

performance for both :aces (definite prediction only for Negroes).

19) Frequency of recent acts of racial violence is negatively related

to school performance for both races (definite prediction only

for Negroes).

These are the. simple prediCtions-of how each of our selected inde-

pendent variables relates to school performance. We shall be interested

in testing each of these basic hypotheses particularly to see under what

conditions (or controls) they are most and least substantiated. But there

is an additional goal of this demographic and ecological analysis -- to

test the utility of a multivariate model for predicting educational per-

formance. In other words, ue'shall not only look for single correlates

of performance, but we shall also be seeking to select a small group of

these independent factors which, taken together, might do a more powerful

job of predicting academic success. We shall be looking for the best

possible combination of variables to attain this goal of prediction.

An Additional Introductory Note

We need to emphasize the fact that we are testing hypotheses about

ecological areas and not about individuals. In this report, we shall be

interrelating characteristics-of areas -- namely, countiea,-- as measured

by averages, percentages, and medians. The relationships found will not

necessarily hold true also for the association of characteristics within

individuals. For example, if we find that counties with higher median

incomes have higher educational performance rates, it will not necessarily

mean that children of wealthier parents will do better in school. In

other words, we are using ecological data and are interested in ecological
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predictions, but, of course, we also hope that some inferences can be
1

made about characteristics of ivelviduals. 1

This problem is one recognized by U. S. Robinson in 1950.
21

There 3

are occasions when correlations obtained from ecological data are grossly

different from the association of variables for individuals in

a population. For instance, it is possible for crime rates to be highest

where there are larger numbers of a px:tioular ethnic group, and yet the

crimes may not be caused by members of this particular group. Thus,

ecological data could lead us to make wrong conclusions about the asso-

ciation of crime and ethnicity. 'las difference between individual and

ecological. correlations is a function of the amount of variability within

areas compared with variability between areas. In our cases, the vari-

ability of most characteristics between areas is relatively high, so that

the likelihood is strong that the ecological findings will reflect roughly

the relationships of variables among individuals. This likelihood is certainly

great enough to encourage the use of resources at hand (the available

ecological data) rather than our having to collect large quantities of

new data for individuals.

Furthermore, the ecological area is of importance by itself. For

some purposes, it is enough to know how variables relate at the ecological

level. This is true when our pUrpose is either to predict gross areal

behavior or to locate specific "problem areas" (without regard to who

in the area are causing the problems). If we learn that percentage Negro

is negatively related to rate of desegregation, it will help .predict

the order in which counties will desegregate their schools, Similarly,

if we.learn that school performance is lower in areas where median family

income is lower, we have learned something of importance, even if income

, 49 71A-
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itself does not affect motivation and academic achievement; we have found

a shorthand key to identifying the kinds of places where school performance

needs to be elevated.

Thus, we have to recognize that ecological relationships may not

be valid for the population taken individually. But we shall be willing

to accept at least some .of these relationships as a basis for interpre-

tation at the level of individuals. Basically, we hope to improve our

power to predict area rates of performance, whatever say be the relation-

ships of variables among individuals.

rlr
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CHAPTER n

MEASUREMENT AND METHODS OF ANALYSIS

In this chapter, we shall Aescribe how each of the study variables

has been measured, identify the sources of information, and examine certain

problems and limitations stemming from the data. We shall, close the chapter

with a description of the procedures to be .employed in the analysis.

First, we must note one feature of our handling of thepe variables.

Some of the measures have been used for the entire population; some, for

each race separately; some, for Negroes only. Moreover, we shall some-

times use the ratio of the measure for Negroes divided by the same measure

for whites as an index of the relative standing of the races on a-particular

variable. The major considerations determining which form or forms that

we use of a variable are the following:

1) What information was available by county at the time that

we gathered our data in late 1961 and early 1962;

2) What information was needed to serve our main interest in

examining the correlates of Nem educational performance --

data for whites were to be used primarily only as a base for

comparison; and

3) What information held promise of being useful to our purpose

of prediction - for this we had previous studies and our

own powers of reasoning to draw upon.

Chart A at the close of this chapter summarizes the sources and

coverage of the variables used in this study.
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Dependent Variables

We shall open our discussion of measurement procedures by turning

to the dependent variables: (1) average daily attendance rates (ADA),

.(2) college entrance rates, (3) scholastic non-retardation rates, and

(4) pupil retention rates.

Average Daily Attendance Rates

These statistics are from published and unpublished reports of

departments of education in the eleven states of our study. The ideal

way to compute this.is to divide average daily attendance (ADA) by average

daily membership (ADM). The latter is the year's average of each day's

enrollment. It takes into account fluctuations in'the enrollment which

occur during the year. However, because four of the states do not collect

information on ADM, the figures used are for "net enrollment" for all

states except Virginia, where these latter figures are unavailable and

ADM is used. "Net enrollment" refers to the number of all those who are

registered at least once in the school system. Persons who leave a school

in the system and then re-enter the same or another school in the system

(during the same year) are counted only once. The net enrollment total

is never smaller, and usually larger, than ADM. The numerical difference

is because of those enrollees who are not "members" for the entire year.

All data for this measure arelor the 1959-60 school year.

Perce ta e of Hi :h School Graduates Goi on to Gale e

This measure is calculated on the basis of a three-year average

because of frequently sizable annual variations. It is computed as the

number of college entrants from a county (as noted in school system files

on individual students) divided by the number of high school graduates.

Two problems arise because of (1) unavailability of the data for somestates

or for some aunties fn ether states and (2) differences in which years are used.
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The data are completely unavailable for Tennessee. In Texas we have

used rates on the number expecting to go to college, rather than actual en-

trance rates. In most states, the information is available in either pub-

lished or unpublished form from the state departments of education. But

in Alabama, Arkansas, and Florida,.it was necessary to gather the informa-

tion directly by mail from the local school systems. In these states, our

best efforts failed to obtain statistics for'20-30 percent of the counties.

Both Virginia and Georgia collect college entrance data, but here, too,

there aresomelocalities not reporting for one of more years -- the per-

centage of non-reporting is below 10 percent. In these cases, rates have

been based, wherever possible, on too -year averages. Or another year has

been used for the third year for purposes of averaging. In addition, the

number of high school graduates is unavailable for Georgia, and 12th grade

enrollment has been used as a substitute in the denominator of the computa-

tion formula. This leaves only the states of North Carolina, Louisiana,

South Carolina, and Mississippi with complete coverage on this item.

As for the years for which data are used, 1958-60 are the years for

North Carolina, South Carolina, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Virginia. For

Georgia, Texas, aabama, Arkansas, and Florida, the three-period 1959-611suaed.

Scholastic Non-Retardation Rates

In general, our definition of "retarded" refers to those whose age

is seven or more years greater than their grade in school -- e.g., eight-

year-old first-graders, nine-year-old second graders, etc.
1

Again, the

'basic data, for the most part, are obtained from the state departments of

education. To compute nonretardation rates, we divide the number not

retarded by the total enrollment. several deviations from this

intended measure have been necessitated:

1) Age-grade data are, unavailable for Mississippi, South Carolina,

and Tennessee. As a substitute in two states, we have used
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the percentage of enrolled pupils who are promoted. A

three-year average (1958-60) is used for Tennessee, but

Mississippi data are available only for 1961. No substitute

was possible for South Carolina.

2) The information from Louisiana is not in "age-grade" form.

This state uses "grade-progress" reports instead. Actually,

these reports allow an improved measure of retardation (as

compared, to age-grade distribution), because they give infOr-

nation on how many years pupils in each grade have been in

school, rather than the pupil's age (from which length of

time in school must be inferred).

3) In some states where data are available, there is not complete

coverage of all counties. This has occurred in the three

states where it was necessary for the researchers to collect

the information directly by mail from the local school dis-

2
tricts of Alabama, Arkansas, and Florida. Even with follow-

ups, the response rate reached only about 75 percent in each

of the three states. Mississippi promotion statistics also

required a special collection, this handled by the state

department of education. Here, too, coverage was incomplete

-- at about the 80 percent mark.

4) In Georgia, for the "number retarded" we have used all pupils

whose age is jja or more years greater than their grade in

school. The reason for our using the six-year figure in

Georgia is amp* that this is the'form in which the data

were recorded. The result is a larger number of pupils being

recorded as "retarded" in this state.
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5) There are differences among the states as to what date is

used for calculating ages on age-grade distribution cha s.

These differences, of course, cause differences in the numbers

of those who are considered retarded. A first-grader who be-

comes eight years old on October 1 will be considered as

"retarded" if the base date is November 1, but not if it is

September 1.. Within-state comparisons do not suffer from

this base-date variation, but between-state comparisons do.

Most states use September 1 as their base date. Our records

indicate that Virginia and North Carolina are exceptions,

using November 1. But even where base dates are identical,

states may differ in the birthdate deadline for being eligible

for entry into school. For example, one state may allow any

child who will be six by January 1 to enter the preceding

September. Another state may use November 1 for "cut off"

date. Of course, such differences -- which we know exist but

do not have record of also cause differences in retardation

rates,

Our age-grade data - and equivalents -- have not all been

computed for the same school years. The Louisiana data are

for 1954-55 and Texas data are for 1955-56, the last years

such information was collected ithose states. North Caro-

lina and Virginia data are for 1959-60; Alabama, Arkansas,

and Florida's are for 1961-62; Mississippi and Georgia's are

for1960-614 and Tennessee's are for the three years of

1957=58, 1958-59, and 1959-60.
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Most of these difficulties mentioned above with respect to retarda-

tion data are obstacles to inter-state comparisons. But relationships

within a state can still be studied as long as the statistics from within

a state are derived similarly.

I Retention Rates

Three different measures have been utilized as indexes of retention.

All attempt to reflect the holding power of a school system -- thi ability

of the system to keep its students through all 12 grades.

Ideally, the best way to measure the dropout rate would be to

divide the number of high school graduates during a given period by the

sum of graduates plus those in the same age cohort who left school without

graduation. Unfortunately, data are not available for this kind of index.

To compute this, we would have to follow the age cohort from 1st to 12th

grade, and we would have to make adjustments for persons who skip or fail

grades and for in- and out-migrants. Our indices of the dropout rate

had to represent compromises with this ideal.

One measure is drawn from information collected by the state de-

partments of education; the other two, from United States Census statistics

for 1960. The first measure is computed as the overall ratio of 12th-

grade enrollments to 5th-grade enrollments for a three-year period. The

number of 5th-graders may not be an accurate estimate of the size of the

present 12th-grade cohort seven year's before. But we are ready to assume

tentatively that'a county with a relatively high 12/5 ratio does actually

retain a larger proportion 'of its pupils than does a county with a low

12/5 ratio.

The three-year average is used, rather than data for just a single

year, in order to limit the effects of chance fluctuations due to unusual

.77V
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birth or migration patterns in a particular year. Normally, the three

years used are 1957-53, 1958-59, and 1959-60. However, in Georgia, and

Texas the three years are 1957-58, 1959-60, and 1960-61; in Louisiana

1958-59, 1959-60, and 1960-61.

The second dropout index, derived from Census data, is computed

as the ratio of pupils enrolled in high school (9th, 10th, llth, and 12th

grades of public and private schools) divided by the total population,

.ages 14 to 17. Again, we do not have a perfect match between the defin-

ition of base population and the population to which high school enrollees

belong. But again, we feel confident that a higher ratio (more enrollees

relative to the 14-17 population) indicates less dropping out.

The final index is similar to the one just discussed. In fact,

it has the same numerator (the number of high school enrollees), but this

is now divided by the number of elementary school enrollees (grades 1

to 8). This measure, likethe one taken from state-department-of-education

data decreases in validity to the extent that we cannot assume fairly

constant birth rates for all localities for any given year. But given

this assumption (which we are prepared to nake), a higher ratio (relative

to other counties) should mean a lower dropout rate for the county.

The two Census-based dropout measures have advantages over the

other performance indices. First; there is uniform definition of terms

for all states and counties. Second, data are available for all pieces --

and for the same'point in time, April 1960. And third, the data apply

to all pupils, not just those in public schools. With the other measures,

we have had to take what we could get, with the result of diminished

comparability of data, particularly across state lines.
3

(We shall return

to this problem later in the chapter.)
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Independent Variables

1n discussing our measures of independent variables, we shall use

the same groupings employee; in the opening chapter. Whereas most of the

performande measures were derived from state and local school statistics,

we shall see the vast majority of predictor measures being derived frum

Census materials, although a few other sources -sr. including the state

departments of education -- are also used.

Demairaphie Variables

All of these measures are from the 1960 Census, with one exception.

County population is simply the number of inhabitants counted by the Census

.1,n April 1960. The percentage of population living in urban areas is com-

puted by dividing the tots? county population into the number living in

places of 2,500 or over or in Census-defined "urbanized areas" (contiguous

with large cities).

Population change is defined as the percentage increase or decrease

in population between 1950 and 1960; in other words, the difference be-

tween 1950 and 1960 populations divided by the 1950 population.
4

And finally, the percentage of Negroes in the population is used

for both 1960 and 1900 (to see if historical population conditions are

as important as present conditions for prediction purposes). Where a

county has other races besides whites and Negroes, only the latter two

groups are used as the base in the percentage in 1960,
5

in order to in-

dicate more sharply the relative numbers of Negroes as compared to the

dominant Whites. Thus,-our 1960 measure-of race ratio is obtained by

dividing the number of Negroes by the number of Negroestia the number

of whites in each county. .



26

General Socio-economic Variables

All variables here, too, are measured by Census data. In this

case, only 1960 figures have been used. All calculations are quite

straight forward.

There are four variables hlving to do with the work force: per-

centage in manufacturing, percentage in agriculture, percentage in non-

farm white-collar jobs, and percentage in non-farm blue-collar jobs.

The base for each of these percentage measures is the number of employed

men and women whose occupations are reported in the Census. Only the

numerator varies from measure to measure. In the first case, we use the

number employed in manufacturing;. in the second, the-number employed

in agriculture. The number engaged in non-fart white-collar jobs is the

sum of all those employed as professional, technical, and kindred workers;

managers, officials, and non-farm proprietors; and clerical and sales

workers. The number engaged in blue-collar jobs includes all those em-

ployed as craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers; operatives; private

household workers; service workers, farm laborers (exaept unpaid family

members), and other laborers.

Number of persons per household is easily computed by dividing

the number of households into the number of persons residing in house-

holds (as opposed to group quarters).6

Our measure of family stability, the percentage of children under

18 living with both parents, is derived from the ratio of children under

18 with both parents divided by the total number of children under 18

in the county. Here, the term "parent" includes stepparents and adopted

parents, as well as natural parents. In other words, as long as a child

is living with persons considered his mother and father -- whether his

be"

iS
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real parents or not -- he would be included in the numerator of this

percentage.

Median family income is defined as that amount (in dollar income)

which divides the distribution of incomes into two equal-sized groups,

one having incomes above the median and the other having incomes below.

Three caveats must be stated:

1) A family consists of two or more persons living in the same

household who are related to each other by blood, marriage,

or adoption; thus, occasionally more-than one nuclear family

might be treated together as a single family (e.g., two

brothers with wives and children or father and son with wives

and children) -- the listed income would be unrepresentative

of the living standard of either family.

2) Since family sizes are different -- even when only one nuclear

family.is involved -- income has its shortcomings as an index

of living standard in general.

3) Income data are for money income only; such remuneration as

free housing or vods (such as those produced and consumed

on a farm) are not included, with the result of some distortion,

particularly for farm families.

The measure of median education is for all adults 25 years old

and over. Again, the median refers to that value which divides the

population in half -- one group having completed more schooling and the

other paw having completed less schooling. In order to compute the

median in terms of years of schooling (and'in order to interpolate be-

tween whole years), an assumption must be made of an even distribution

throughout each year category; that is, of those reporting 8 years

6
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of schooling, 1/12 had completed 8.0 years, 1/12 had completed 8.1 years,

and so on. The effect of this assumption, according to the Census Bureau,

is to place the median for younger persons slightly below and for older

persons slightly above, the true median. These two distortions are just

about cancelled out in our data which treats the entire adult population.

The final socio-economic variable is another education measure,

the percentage of adults with some college education. This is computed

by dividing the number of persons 25 and over into the number of these

persons who had completed at least one year of a regular four-year college

or of a junior or community college. Persons who attended a college,

but for less than oae year, are not included in the numerator.

Educational Variables

All three of these indices of local support for schools use data

obtained from state departments of education. And like the dependent

(performance) measures from the same sources, problems arise affecting

the comparability of data across state lines. This is especially true

for two of the variables, per pupil expenditures and teacher education,

because of the unavailability of the data in some states.

Only the measure of pupils per teacher is available for all eleven

states. This is computed by dividing the number of teachers in a county

into the total number of pupils. The school year used is 1959-60. But

even here there are some differences from state to state in the way the

measure is computed.

First, for the number of pupils in a county, net enrollment is

used in all states, except Virginia where average daily membership in

used instead. Also, we have tried not to include non-teaching principals



29

and librarians in the total of teachers. But in some places (Georgia,

Texas, and Louisiana) it has been impossible to exclude them, and in

other places, persons in these roles may be included without our knowledge.

This is not too great a problem, however, since the possible limits of

error are generally quite small.

Another difficulty of the same magnitude stems from the fact that

in some places, (how many, we're not sure) teachers, like pupils, are

counted once during the year, regardless of length of service. Thus, a

class which has two different teachers during the year -- eachg say, for

4 1/2 months contributes 2 to the total of teachers in a county, even

though the pupils receive only one teacher's worth of instruction. Some

places, to guard against this error, commit themselves to another potential

source of bias by listing the number of "teaching positions." This avoids

multiple counting of teachers who consecutively occupy the same position,

but these figures may be somewhat inflated over the actual number of

teachers because of staff vacall '-n. None of the states uses what would

be the ideal measure of the number of teachers: the average daily teaching

force.

Per pupil expenditures, wherever possible, have been computed as

the ratio of current operating costs divided by the total enrollment.

In Georgia, Mississippi, and Virginia, average daily attendant::: has re-

placed enrollment in the denominator. The school year used in every case

is 1959-60.

Difficulties arise from differences in the definition we have had

to use for "current operating expenditures" from state to state. The

intention has been to include costs of instruction, administration, main-

tenance, library, and transportation, with capital improvements excluded.
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In a few cases, however, we suspect that capital improvements may have

been added into current costs in local school records. Also, in the

racial breadkdown of expenditures (needed to look at the effects of

this variable for each race separately), it is probable that some arbitrary

assignments of costs to one race or the other have been made in local

reports.
7

Moreover, several states provide only an incomplete -- or even

no -- racial breakdown of costs. No figures by race are available for

Florida, Tennessee, or Texas. And in Alabama, Louisiana, and Virginia,

only instructional costs are listed separately by race. While we have

used the incomplete data in the latter three states, the impression is

strong that teachers' pay is the area of least racial difference, as

compared to other parts of the local school budget.

The final independtnt variable involving the school system is the

index of teacher competence -- the percentage of teachers with at least

a bachelor's degree. This is computed by dividing the number with at

least a S.A. by the total number of teachers. Such data are unavailable

for Texas, Florida, and North Carolina. In Georgia and Louisiana, non-

teaching principals and librarians have been included in the total of

teachers. Also, as with the pupils per teacher ratio, there is some

question about the preciseness of our measure of the number of teachers --

sometimes the number of teaching positioca has had to be used in the de-

nominator. One other small difficulty with this particular item is that

persons with "equivalent qualifications" are apparently included in the

total of B.A. degree holders. It is not clear just what "equivalent

qualifications" means, but it seems that there is consistency in meaning

at least within states so that only between.state comparisons may sufferP
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Race Relational Variables

These data come from a variety of sources, east of which probably

do not measure up to the reliability standards of the Census.

The percentage of age-eligible Negroes registered to vote is from

official estimates of county registration and population supplied in

published and unpublished form by the United States Commission on Civil

Rights. The data year is 1959. The percentage is computed by dividing

the number of Negro registrants by the estimated 1959 Negro population

21 years and over. Data are available for only 17 (of 48) counties in

Tennessee, and there is an unknown degree of unreliability in the estimates

for other states, depending on permanency of registration as well as on

availability of official registration records by race (from which the

best estimates, of course, could be made).

The data on Negro lynchings come from published and unpublished

statistics compiled by the Tuskegee Institute. Measurement is in terms

of the total number of lynching deaths. We have divided the data into

pre-1920 and 1920-and-after periods in order to look for the separate

effects (if they are different) of earlier and relatively more recent

events. Data for the latter period are probably very accurate, but for

the earlier period some question of reliability arises because of poor

record keeping and communications then.

As for the number of recent acts of racial violence, another index

of recent race relations, the measure is a composite of information de-

rived from three sources for the time period between January, 1955, and.

June, 1960. It is a single count of all events of racial violence reported

during that time. The original compilation was not done for this study,

but for the study by Prothro and Matthews on Negro political behavior
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in the South. The sources of their in.foraation were the Neu York Times,

101.3c; Facts on Film (Southern Educational Reporting Service); and

l'utissidati.cn. Reprisal and Violence in the Souther cial Crisis (pub-

lished jointly by the Southeastern Office, American Friends Service

Committee, Department of Racial and Cultural Relations of the National

Council of Churches of Christ in the United States, and the Southern

Regional Council). Again, there are definite problems recognized with

these data because of gaps in the information -- gaps that one might

expect to be particularly troublesome in rural areas where violence

can be committed with less risk of publicity. -

* * * * *

These, then, are the derivations of the measures used to index and

to predict school performance. As has been noted from time to time, there

is not always comparability in the method of computing some of these

measures. However, most of the inconsistencies occur across state lines;

that is, the same computation formula can be used for all counties in

one state, but it may have to be modified for the counties of another

state. This makes for non-comparability of the data from state to state.

As just one example, our figures for Negro per pupil expenditure in:Ala-

bama include only the costs of instruction. Thus, we cannot compare these

data to those for Negro per pupil expenditures in North Carolina where

all costs are included.

How does this affect our approach to the analysis of data? It

seems to preclude the possibility of treating all counties together in

a unitary analytical system. Our chief method of analysis will be to

use product moment correlations to measure the relationships among

variables. But as the scattergram in Figure 1 illustrates, even if two
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variables were perfectly correlated within a state, the overall correlation

for all states could be much lower. Also, when two variables are unrelated

within states, some overall correlation could still show up. In either

case, we would be misled if we accepted the gross correlation as indicative

of the true degree of relationship. The only reasonable alternative,

then, is to compute our correlations for each state separately -- making

'eleven replications of the examination of each relationship -- and then,

in some way to summarize the results for the entire region.

Since there ate no established rules on how to summarize such data,

we shall be forced to improvise. Foremost among our procedures will be

to compute mean correlations, for each of the relationships under exam-

ination. These means will be weighted according to the number of counties

studied in each state. While we cannot apply tests of significance to

such weighted mean correlations, the results do offer a basis for at least

intuitively judging the relative importance of the various factors for

predicting educational performance.

FIGURE 1
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In addition, we shall occasionally supplement our mean correlation

findings with other criteria for evaluating the strength and consistency

of relationships between variables. The other principal guidelines for

judgment will be as follows:

1) Whether or not all or almost all within-state correlations

between a particular pair of variables go in the same direction;

that is, are all the correlations either positive or negative.

If no more than one state shows a reversal from the pre-

dominant direction of relationship, we can conclude that we

have a consistent relationship (significant at the .05 level,

using the sign test).

2) Whether at least three of the within-state correlations are

above .4 in the majority direction, with none over .4 in the

opposite direction,- Such a finding for a given pair of

variables would give reasonable evidence of a generally

strong relationship.

With this introduction to procedures of measurement and analysis

we can now proceed in the next chapter to an examination of the distri-

bution of counties along the various dimensions under study. This will

he followed, in Chapter Four, by the presentation of findings of the

interrelationships among the variables.
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Chapter II, Footnotes

1. Our choice of the seven-year figure permits us to ignore the

occasional age-grade retardation that is not due to scholastic incompetence;
that is, starting school a year late or missing a year because of ill

health. Of course, this also misses many who fail a single grade, but

we feel that repeated failing is the better indication of poor academic

performance. Besides, there seems to be an extremely strong relationship

between retardation rates based on a six-year difference and rages

based on a seven-year difference. For instance, the correlation between

the two rates for Florida is found to be .913.

2. The state education officials gave aid to this venture by

writing the local school systems to ask for their cooperation.

3. For comments on some additional problems pertaining to data

from state depactments of education, see Appendix A.

4. For correlational purposes, the constant 100 was added to the

quotients obtained in order to eliminate minus signs.

5. Such an adjustment was not made for 1900 because these data

were taken second-hand from another study being conducted at the University

of North Carolina by James Prothro and Donald Matthews.

6. A household is defined by the Census as including "All persons

who occupy a house, an apartment, or other group of rooms, or a room which

constitutes a housing unit. A group of rooms or a single room is regarded

as a housing unit when it is occupied or intended for occupancy as separate

living quarters, that is, when the actual or intended occupants do not

live and eat with any other persons in the structure and when there is

either (1) direct access from the outside or through a common hell, or

(2) a kitchen or cocking equipment for the exclusive use of the occupants."

(See pp. ix-x in PC(1)-2B, the Census volume on "General Population
Characteristics for Alabama, (1960).

7. For instance, county administrative costs may all be attributed

-4` to "white" schools or all custodial costs designated as "Negro" expenditures

because of the personnel involved. Such instances are rare, we believe,

but we cannot estimate when or where they have occurred.

,:
3. See Appendix A for comments on additional problems in measuring

the educational variables.

Ig



CHART A

Summary of Sources and Coverage of Variables Under Study
431:011:1=111=1
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Name of Variable Souree# .Coverage**

Number of inhabitants of county
Percentage of population living in urban areas
Percentage of Negroes in population, 1960
Percentage of Negroes in population, 1900
Population change, 1950-60

Percentage of work force in manufacturing

Percentage of work force in agriculture
Percentage of work force in blue-collar, non-farm jobs
Percentage of work force in white-collar jobs
Number of persons per household

Percentage of persons under 18 living with both parents
Median family income

Median education of adults 25 and over
Percentage of adults with some college education
Per pupil expenditures

Pupil-teacher ratio
Percentage of teachers with at least B.A.
Percentage of age-eligible persons registered to vote
Number of lynchings of Negroes (before 1920)
Number of lynchings of Negroes (1920 to date)
Number of recent acts of racial violence

Measures of Performance

Percentage of
Percentage of

(3 year av
Percentage of
Ratio of 12th
Percentage of
Ratio of 9-12

pupils in average daily attendance
high :school grads entering college

erage)
pupils not behind their age cohort in schnol
to 5th grade enrollments (3 year average)
age-eligible youths enrolled in high school
grade enrollment to 1-8 grade enrollment

C A
C A
C A
C A
C A,N,II

C A
C A
C N
C N.

C N

C N
C N,W,R
C N,W,R
C N,W,R
E A,N,W,R

E N,R
E N,R
U N,R
T
T
S

E N,W,R

E
E N,W,R
E N,W,R
C N,W,R
C R.

*C = U. S. Census
E State and local departments of education
T = Tuskegee Institute records
S = Southern-Regional Council, New York Times, Southern Regional Education

Board, American Friends Service.Committee, and National Council of
Churches of Christ

U m U. S. Civil Rights Commission

**A = For total population
N = For Negroes (or nonwhites)
li= For whites
R = Ratio of Negro 4. white



CHAPTER III

DISTRIBUTION OF COUNTIES ON STUDY VARIABLES

From the mass of statistical data collected, processed, and inter-

related for this study, our first task is to examine the distribution of

counties for evrAl variable separately. While doing this, we shall make

state and racial comparisons whenever the data permit.'

Performance Variables

Of the six educational performance measures which serve as dependent

variables in this study, the two Census-derived retention indices provide

the most reliable basis for between-state comparisons. Only they have

a completely uniform derivation for all states, and they do not Suffer

from variations in unaccounted-for private-school enrollment (since they

do include private school pupils). On the other hand, within-state racial

comparisons ought to be reliable for all performance indicators, because

measurement for any index is assumed to be constant within states. This

also means differences are usually meaningful between states in the

ratio of Negro-to-white performance rates; the comparison Negro per

fc,-.narce relative to whites can be made even if the measures of absolute

per.cmance rates vary in derivation from state to state. With these

points in mind, let's begin our look at the distribution of counties on

the various performance dimensions.

In nine of the eleven states, the mean county average daily

attendance rates of whites are higher than the rates for Negroes (Table 1).

The largest racial differences are found in Georgia (85% to 75%) and in

4

7
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Mississippi (917. to 82%), while the two reversals are in Florida (Tihere

the Negro attendance rates are hag her, by three percentage points) and

in Tennessee (where the rates for both races are virtually the same).

The Negro-to-white ADA ratios (Table 2) show the same four states occupying

the ends of the continuum. Negro rates average only 907 cf white rates

in Mississippi and about 104% of white rates in Florida.

The absolt.te rates for Tennessee are inexplicably high for both

races (over 95%) -- even higher than the Virginia rates, which should be

highest because of a computational peculiarity in figuring that state's

rates.
2

Next to Tennessee is North Carolina among the ten states with

comparable measures. The average county in North Carolina has an 89.3%

rate for Negroes and 92.0% rate for whites. The lowest rates for Negroes

are in Georgia, averaging 77.6%, and the lowest for whites are in Florida

with an 83.97. average. It is also interesting to note the greater con.zen-

tration of white rates around the mean in every state. The standard

deviations of white rates are markedly smaller than those for Negroes in

all eleven states. What this seems to indicate -- and what is borne out

by examining the distributions -- is that high attendance rates occur for

both races, but that Negro rates are more likely to disperse further

toward the lower end of the continuum.

College entrance rates are also consistently higher for whites than

Negroes (Table 3). This is true in all eleven states, with the margin

as small as three percentage points in Florida and as large as seventeen

and a half points for South Carolina. There seems to be no con3istent

pattern, however, of greater dispersion of rates for one race.

Between-state comparisons are extremely hazardous for this variable,

not only because of differences in measurement, but also because of an

r
7"--rtnc771.
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artifact of the college entrance rate in general. tie refer here to the

possibility of the rate varying with either the number going to college

(the numerator) or the number of graduates (the denominator), both of

which can fluctuate markedly. If a large proportion of youth do not

graduate from high school this can lead to a high college entrance rate --

the few graduates all going to college -- that does not reflect the

county's true college attendance picture. Thus, we can put little store

in the range of 15.6% (South Carolina's average) to 44.27. (Texas'

average) for Negro college entrance, nor to the range between 33.27.

(South Carolina's) to 50.87. (Texas') for whites.3 For that matter, ue

have only limited confidence in between-state comparisons of the Negro -

to -white ratios of college entrance rates (Table 4). These show South

Carolina Negroes averaging only about 49% of the white entrance rate,

uhile in Florida, Texas, and Louisiana, the Negro rate averages 90% of the

white rate. But we shall have to combine our impressions about college

entrance rates with those to be discussed about school retention in order

to get a clearer idea of state differences in the relative performance

of the two races. The highest performance levels occur where both

retention and college entrance are high.

Table 5 shows the data for age-grade retardation. One should be

reminded of the variety of ways that this is measured. But here, again,

the performance levels of Negroes average consistently lower than those

for whites in every state. That is the average retardation rates are

higher, although the difference in Tennessee is negligible. In most of the

other states, Negro age-grade retardation rates average at least twice

those of whites. This is borne out also in Table 6, showing the ratio

of Negro retardation divided by white retardation. 01 the average,

wicacrissawswewaramexurchamswiTwam:Vpirsr ARWAROMN410**1 11010110401AVORZIWW=d4
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the ratio is lowest in Tennessee, where Negro rates do not tend to be

much higher than the white rates, and highest in Texas, where the average

county shows the Negro rate to be three and a half times that of the white

rate. As with average daily attendance, the distribution of absolute

rates of retardation tends to be much more dispersed for Negroes than for

whites; the major portion of this greater dispersion shows up in a skewness

toward greater retardation. In every state, the standard deviation on

this variable is much larger for Negroes than for whites.

The two retention measures for which we-have data for each race

separately both show the same trend of higher performance rates for whites.

The 12th-to-5th grade enrollment ratio is higher for whites in every case,

although the margin is not always very wide (Table 7). The greatest

racial difference is found in Mississippi -- .55 to .26, or a difference

of .29; the smallest difference in Tennessee -- .47 to .46, only .01

apart. This shows up in Table 8 also, where the ratio of the Negro measure

divided by the white measure exceeds 1.0 in the average Tennessee county,

but is less than .5 in the average Mississippi county. The computation

of this index is fairly constant from state to state, thus permitting

between-state comparisons of the alisolute values of the 12th-to5th grade

ratios. They show Mississippi and Georgia with the lowest 12/5 ratios

for Negroes (.27 and .26, respectively) and Tennessee and Texas with the

highest ratios (.46 and .45). The ratios for whites range from a low of

.42 for Florida counties to highs of .58 and .57 for Arkansas and Texas

counties, respectively. There is sizable fluctuation from state to state

in the amount of dispersion of counties of this index. The standard

deviations are as low as .08 for both races in South Carolina and abovd

.14 for both races in Texas.

NIMMAMMUXWMAIMMowNWNWINiSMQMPI. WOONEWitiniertelikialalkaittia-ia ifigplitCe44 faa,C414<
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The high school enrollment rate, another retention index based on

the ratio of high school enrollment divided by the population aged 14-17,

also shows generally higher performance levels for whites (Table 9). The

range for whites is from L74 in South Carolina to .90 in Mississippi.

For Negroes, South Carolina is also low with an average of .59, while

Florida is high with .79. Tennessee is the only state where the average

value of this index for Negroes exceeds that of whites -- .78 to .75.

The white advantage is greatest in Mississippi (.90 to .65) and Georgia

(.86 to .62). Incidentally., the dispersion of counties on this measure

is wider for Negroes than for whites in ten of the eleven states.
4

Shifting to the ratio of the Negro high school enrollment rate

divided by the white rate, we meet general corroboration with the findings

reported above. The average county in Tennessee shows the Negro rate to

be about 108% of the white rate (Table 10). At the other extreme, the

Negro rate averages less than 75% of the white rate in Mississippi and

Georgia;

Our third retention index, used only for its Negro/white ratio

comparison, again shows Mississippi and Georgia at the bottom of the

list with regard to the relative performance of Negroes ;Table 11). This

measure is simply the ratio of high school enrollment (9-12 grades) to

elementary school enrollment (1-8 grades). The ratio for Negroes in

Mississippi averages only 58% as large as the white ratio; in Georgia,

this figure is 647.. Tennessee shows Negroes performing relatively best,

with an average rate that is 94% that of whites. In addition, one-third

of the Tennessee counties included in the study (16 of 48) show a Negro

advantage (i.e., a high-school/grade-school ratio at least 100% of
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the white ratio). Only two other states, Texas and Virginia, have even

20% of their counties with a higher Negro high-school/grade-school ratio.

In summary, the distribution of counties 3n the various performance

indices reveals the level of white performance to be generally higher

than that for Negroes, This is true for all indices. There is, however,

considerable overlap; the highest country rates for Negroes are usually

much better than the lowest county rates for whites in any state.
5

In

fact, the former often match the best of the white performance rates.

One of the chief factors associated with somewhat lower overall performance

for Negroes is simply the greater dispersion of their county rates within

most states; while the best county rates for each race are often about

equal, the other end of the performance continuum is often stretched out

further and is more heavily represented by Negro county statistics.

Some differentiation of the states on performance is fairly clear.

In general, Tennessee ranks best for Negroes both in an absolute sense

and relative to whites.
6

The evidence, despite the limitations imposed

by incoasistent methods of measurement across states, is that white youths

may also tend to perform well in Tennessee, But most of the other states

also rank high on at least one measure of white educational performance,

with Mississippi and Arkansas probably' making the best consistent showings.

Generally, the worst states for white performance are South Carolina,

Georgia, and perhaps Florida and Virginia, although the last two do score

high on one index apiece. The worst states for absolute Negro performance

also appear to be Georgia and South Carolina, with Mississippi and Virginia

generally -- but not as consistently -- low on the various indices. As

for Negro performance relative to whites, Florida and Texas usually follow

warawoineamiatmorova64014010Wilysweleflgegeragerg01$06401~OWAMVIONNINVIM,A1 adoirrav WaisifiragusaahrwatioNedatior



43

close behind Tennessee at the high end of the continuum, and Georgia,

Mississippi, and South Carolina are generally near the low end.

Confidence in the validity of our performance measures, in spite

of differences in definition and methods of collection, is reinforced

by the degree of consistency of findings for the various measures and of

the differences among states -- both in accord with expectations.

We shall be able to get our first clues as to the best correlates

of county educational performance levels in the next section discussing

county distributions of the intended predictor variables. We shall be

most interested in looking for those characteristics most common in states

generally at one or the other end of the performance dimensions.

Demographic Variables

Judging from Tables 12 and 13,,Florida and Texas counties tend to

be the most heavily populated and most urban among counties in the study.

These are the only two states where counties average over 70,000 population

and over 40% urban. At the other extreme, is Mississippi where counties

average only 28,000 persons per county and only 23% urban. Mississippi

also fares poorly on the population growth dimension, ranking second to

Arkansas as one of two states where both the Negro and the white population

are declining in most counties (Table 14). Florida stands alone as the

fastest growing state, with an average county increase of 697, for whites

and 33% for Negroes. Louisiana follows next at a distance, although Texas'

average increase almost matches Louisiana, and Virginia and South Carolina

are also relatively high on white increase. The average county in six

of the states actually lost Negro population fron 1950 to 1960, while there

was an increase of whites in nine of the eleven states. Texas is the
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only state where the average county growth of the Negro Population

exceeded the white increase -- 10.1% to 8.9%.

As best as we can conclude from the above, there seems to be a

slight congruence between the ranking of states on performance and their

ranking on urbanism and growth. Florida and Texas, both showing high

relative performance by Negroes, are growing urban states.
?

But Tennessee,

even higher on relative Negro performance, does not stand out either as

highly populous or highly urban, or fast-growing. Mississippi and Arkansas

are at the less urban, population-declining end of the continuum. They

are both distinguished by having fairly high white performance and Nissisimi

also tends to have low Negro performance, especially relative to whites.

The other low Negro performance states, South Carolina and Georgia, are

not consistently low on growth and urbanism -- Georgia has a low average

population per county, but is not too far below average in population change

or percentage urban; South Carolina is actually above average on population

per county and on white population increase.8

The fourth demographic variable, percentage of Negroes in the

population, shows a range for county averages (among the counties included

in this study) of 16.27. to 44.17. in 1960 and 25.4% to 59.8% in 1900 (Tables

15 and 16). For both dates, Tennessee registered the lowest proportion

of Negroes. Mississippi was highest in 1960 and South Carolina was highest

in 1900. Here we see a definite trend for high relative educational per-

formance of Negroes to be associated with a lower percentage of Negroes

in the population, at least when states are the unit of analysis. We shall

see in the next chapter how well this holds up when counties are being

compared.
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Socio-economic Variables

When we come to the distribution of income and educational attain-

ment measures (Tables 17-22) we get a picture not at all inconsistent with

the trends noted for the purely demographic variables. Tennessee stands

out as the best state for Negroes relative to whites on both, median

education and the percentage with some college educatiOn. It is third

on the average county median income of Negroes relative to whites. Florida

is first on this measure, but does not show up as well for Negroes on the

educational attainment dimensions. Virginia and North Carolina are other

states where Negroes score relatively high on these variables. In fact,

in absolute terms, the mean county median income and average median education

of Virginia Negroes are the highest in the region. Negroes tend to have

the least education and lowest incomes, both absolutely and relatively,

in Mississippi, Georgia, South, Carolina, and perhaps Louisiana.

If we try to summarize for all three variables (one income and two

education measures) for whites, they appear to be best off in South Carolina

and Florida, with Mississippi also scoring high on the education measures

and Virginia at the top on white median income. Tennessee is the worst

state for whites, with Arkansas close behind. Thus, so far again we see

something of the same pattern as w Saw with the performance indices --

Tennessee at one end of the continuum and Mississippi, Georgia, and South

Carolina near the other end.

The same trend seems to hold fairly well with one other socio-

economic variable, population per household (Table 23). Here, too, South

Carolina and Mississippi are among those states indicating low socio-

economic status for Negroes (large average population per household), along

with North Carolina. South Carolina, followed by North Carolina and

,staiiiissocomeataiziplosionciONV`,4eVameplelorww-_.....gelkaWata
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Louisiana, lead in average household size for whites. Texas, Florida, and

Tennessee -- all good states for Negro performance -- tend to have the

smallest Negro households, with Texas and Florida also ranking lowest on

average white household size.

The rest of the socio-economic indicators are not nearly so con-

sistent in the way they rank the states. Virginia has the highest

percentage of Negro (non-white) children under 18 living with both parents;

Florida has the lowest (Table 24). But the range between thebe two states

-- from 68.67. to 61.87. -- is so small that little should probably be made

of the order of states that finds Alabama next to Florida at the low end

and North Carolina, Mississippi, and Louisiana following Virginia as the

states with highest percentages.

South Carolina and North Carolina, two states with differing educa-

tional performance patterns, stand at the top in average county percentage

employed in manufacturing (Table 25). The percentage in these two states

is about twice that of the states with least average manufacturing employ-

ment, Florida and Texas. The latter two, we may recall, are"among the

best states for relative Negro performances

Mississippi, with 27.4%, is far and away the leading state in average

percentage employed in agriculture (Table 26). Florida has the lowest per-

centage, 13.5%, followed by Virginia, 14.1%. However, states with very

different performance patterns are mixed together in the rank ordering

on this variable. For example, Georgia and South Carolina have a higher

average agricultural employment than Florida and Texas, but a lower average

percentage than Tennessee. Yet, Florida, Tennessee, and Texas are closer

to each other in performance than they are to Georgia or South Carolina.
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Texas and Virginia are tops in the mean percentage of Negroes

employed in white-collar jobs (Table 27). Lowest are Georgia andlibeissippi,

and South Carolina, the three worst states for Negro educational performance.

But Tennessee and Florida, two of the best states for Negro performance,

rank relatively low on this variable -- right next to South Carolina.

The percentage of Negroes in blue-collar jobs has Florida and

Georgia -- two very different states on Negro performance -- ranking one-

two (Table 28). Mississippi and Alabama are at the bottom of the rankings,

but Tennessee, which is not at all like Mississippi and Alabama on per-

formance, is quite close to them on the average blue-collar percentage.

In all, then, we find the ordering of states on some of the socio-

economic variables to be parallel to the ordering on performance and

demographic measures. But other socio-economic indices do not provide

as consistent a patterning of states. Again, we shall have to wait until

Chapter IV to see whether these early clues as to the best predictors

of performance are valid.

Race-Relational Variables

On the basis of state comparisons, only one of the indices of race

relations seems to hold much promise as a predictor of educational per-

formance. The voting registration rate of age-eligible Negroes (those

21 and over) displays an ordering of states roughly similar to rank on

performance (Tables 29 and.30).
9

This is true both for the absolute and

relative measures of Negro registration. Tennessee, Florida, and Texas

show the highest registration rates, and South Carolina has the lowest

rates. The .range in absolute registration averages is from 60.7% in

Tennessee to just 4.1% in Mississippi. Negro registration, as a
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percentage of white registration, ranges from 96.37. in Texas to just

19.97. in South Carolina.

The lynching measures (before 1920 and 1920 and law) produce state

rankings consistent neither with performance nor with each other (Tables

31 and 32). Mississippi, a low Negro performance state, has the most

frequent lynchings, but Florida with high performance, also ranks high on

lynchings in the later period. Tennessee ranks fairly high in the earlier

period, but averages quite low from 1920 on. None of the states at either

extreme on the performa4ce ranks has relatively few lynchings in both

time periods. In general, counties are clustered at or near the zero end

of the lynching frequency distribution in all states, especially since

1920. Thus, the small dispersion may account for the lack of a clear

patterning of states on these measures.

The recent-racial-violence variable also does not produce much

dispersion both for counties within states and for states within the region.

The same lack of an understandable pattern also occurs. Tennessee turns

up second to Alabama on average number of violent incidents between January

1955 and June 1960, while South Carolina very different from Tennessee

in educational performance -- is third. Virginia averages the least

violence, but Louisiana, Texas, and Georgia (the last two dissimilar in

performance) are also very low.

Thus, this initial overview holds out promise only for the voter

registration index as a "race-relational" variable with power to predict

educational performance.

Educational Support Variable

No firm conclusions can be derived at this point from the measures

of per pupil expenditures, although some interesting state differences do
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occur. Louisiana leads all states by a large margin in the average expend-

itures for whites and Negroes together (Table 34). A distant second to

Louisiana's.$142 mean per pupil expenditure is the $2'3 for Texas pupils.

Florida is third at $260. The lowest per pupil expenditures are found in

Arkansas ($175), Alabama and Mississippi ($183), and Tennessee ($195).

The state differences are fairly larw., but the rank ordering of states

does not adhere to any pattern that might be expected on the basis of

performance rankings.

We cannot legitimately compare the states on the absolute amounts

of within-race expenditures, because of limitations in the data mentioned

in the last chapter. In fact these limitations -- resulting from the in-

clusion of only instructional costs in the racial breakdown in three states

and from the total absence of such a breakdown in three others -- cause

some concern over the utility of between-state comparisons of the relative

expenditures for Negroes. Table 35 shows that Virginia. and Alabama lead

on this measure, but the data for both states is based only on instructional

costs. North Carolina is highest among states where all costs are included

in relative expenditures for Negroes, with South Carolina and Mississippi

lowest. The standing of these last two states is as might be expected on

the basis of the performance findings. However, we are prevented from

seeing any possible full congruence between performance and expenditure

rankings by the fact that.the costs data are completely missing for the

three states with best relative Negro performance (Tennessee, Texas, and

Florida).

The only index of educational support for which all states are

represented does reveal a ranking pattern similar to that found for per-

formance. Mississippi averages the most Negro pupils per teacher, both

1:1440411001raUnawast1WriAmcwai
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in a relative and as absolute sense {Tables 36 and 37). The average is

35.8 per classroom in that state. Negro class-size averages over 143%

of the-average white.classsize iiIiishissippi counties; 'onth Carolinal.

also rankS high on both the relative and absolute scales, with Louisiana

{a high expendituri state) ranking second to Mississippi in relative size

of Negro classes. At the other end of. the continuum, Texas averages the

smallest Negro classes (just 25.3 per teacher), and Florida, another good

yelat.tve-regro-performance State, has. the best pupils per teacher ratio

for Negroes relative to whites -- Negro.classes actually average slightly

smaller than white classes. Tennessee, the third good Negro-performance

state, also ranks among those with the fewest-Negro pupils per teacher.

Our final measure of educational support, the percentage of teachers .

with at least a bachelor's degreel.is missing for three states, North

Carolina, Florida, and Texas. Among those states with such data, South

Carolina and Mississippi -- two states with similar performance patterns

-- stand at opposite ends of the rankings scale, when we look at the

figures for Negro teachers alone. They are.not.so different,owever,

when we look at the relative training of Negroes; Mississippi is still

last, but South Carolina falls to sixth (of eight states). Virginia,

followed by Tennessee, shows the best relative training of Negro teachers

among the states for which data are available. In six of these eight

states, there tend to be more Negro teachers with a B.A. degree than

white teachers in the average °aunty.

The conclusions we can draw, then from an examination of county

distributions on the educational support variables, are that pupils per

teacher and perhaps relative expenditures for each race offer some promise

as correlates of educational performance.
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In the next chapter, we will see, whether the ImpressiOns noted in

this chapter hold up in correlational analysis. The findings briefly

..- discussed here have helped :to- describe fox us the states Di: the. region,
-

. .

and they have served to give .clues as to which variables --are the best

a

predictors of educational" performance, .particularly: of Negroes. As we

...shall see in the next chapter, only some of our ipipressions based on

coMparing frequency 4istributiOns aie confirmed by the- actual coire/atiOns.
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1. Limitations arise in same-instances because of unavailability
of data for racial comparisons or because of lack of compaiability of

measures from state -to state. (See preceding chapter.)

2. Average daily membership is substituted for the larger net

enrollment figure in, the denominator of Virginia's rates. t.

3. *Note that Mississippi's rates are second:, to those of Texas for

both.races. In fact, the former may actually be higher, since Texas'.

rates are based on die possibly inflated college-intention figureeA rather'

than on college' attendance.

4.

4. One other note about this particular index: a fairly large

group-of counties shows up with a high school enrollment greater than

the population 14-17. Of the 812 counties in the study, 32 have this

-ratio exceeding 1.0 for Negroes and 67 exceed 1.0 for whites. Such

high enrollment figures are possible only because students outside the

normal age group are counted as enrolled, in high school. An investigation

of the counties with this surprisingly high ratio shows that the excess

enrollment is pretty much accounted for by an unusually large school

enrollment by persons aged 18-21. This is true regardless (1) of the

retardation rates in these counties.or (2) of whether or not there is a

college in the county -- both factors could have increased the number of

over-age persons listed as enrolled in school. The most satisfactory

hypothesis seems to be that students 18 years old and above, having

dropped out of regular school in these counties are registered in special

trade or night high schools, thus-raising the county score on this index.

This is substantiated by the 'observation that most of the high index

counties are highly urbanized counties, where special schools might more

commonly be found. (The study is indebted to James Barnhill, an under-

graduate student working on the project .under the auspices of the

National Science Foundation, for doing the 'analysis that provides this

explanation.)

5. We should also note a similar 'overlap in performance within

counties. Even where Negroes tend to do poorest as compared to whites,

this does not mean that every Negro does worse than every white. Take,

for ezImple, a county where. 20% of the Negro high school graduates and 50%

of the 'ihite graduates' go to college. This produces a fairly low relative

performance rate on the college entrance index of just .4 (20 4-50) for

Negroes. Yet even here, 207. of the Negro graduates ere performing.better

than 50% of the white graduates -- that 507. not attending college.

6. College entrance data, however, are lacking for Tennessee.
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7. This is true at least insofar-as the counties itt our study
are concerned.-

8. -It should be- noted that -a--dunty is. .artifact and- its
_ population size. is Tto some extenea reflection of whether the early
statesmen 'wanted to -slice.%) -their 'state- into large- or small sub-;.
4/visions:

However, we =must point out two limitations -iiCtiiese -data: -

(1) they apply to only 17'of the 43 Tennessee counties included in
our stUdyt, and (2).-data for -"Mississippi whites is -tinaVailable, thus
-preventing any facial compariions in that state.

la. This May be attributed to a variety of factors, foremost of
which maybe the relative inability' of ,college-trained-ilegrpei to get
any jobs other than teaching.



. MOM IV
INiiRiELATIMSHIPS AMOK yARIAtLis

. The purpose of this chapter- La...to present correlational data con-

. cesuing the xelatiors4144 among -the many .variables under- study. We

shall rely mainly on-.suaraar:y findings; :overall results for the

entire elevetti.state, region.- These will usually be-based on the weighted

mean of correlations for each -state. Only these.data will be given in

tabular form in this chapter; hoiever some within-state findings will

alsd be discussed. The order= of presentation will be as follows.:

1) Relationships non dependent variables;

. 2) Relationships-between each dependent variable -- taken one

at a time and the series of independent variables;

3) Summary of relationships between dependent variables --

taken as a group -- and the independent variables.

We shall be dealing here with zero-order correlations only... That

is, we shall postpone until the_next chapter any attempt to look at

either the combined effects of several variables on performance' or.the

effects of one variable controlling for others..

Retztionships Among Dependent Variables

Tabte.40 reports 'all the mean correlations between pairs of

performance measures.- Above the, diagonal are included all those rela-

tionships. bringing, together variables of like order; e.g., Negro vs.

p.

r.
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. Negrot--whitir_vs.'white, and relative:Negro.vs. -relative-Negro perform-

ance measureso!i 7 Below the diagonal.-igresthe-esan correlations for All

other-::COmbinatiotisOf

In general, the relationships between iiimilerty.bassid.variables,

. - (above the diagonal)- are fairly .strongd. It would seers-that these Var-

tables can :be viewed- usefully as indexing a single broad dimension.

.called_ educational performance.

-There :IA!, however-, one consistently weak link in tbe.chain of

interrelationships. This is college- entrance' rate,: -whi.h invariably

prOvides the lowest mean correlations with other similarly based =as-

urea. For example, college entrance (N) has a «128-correlation with

average daily attendance (N), and the next lowest correlation with Negro

attendance is .344 for the 12thto-5th-grade rates. For whites, ADA

correlates only .033 with college entrance; next lowest is .229 between

ADA and the percentage of age-eligible youths in high school. Concern-

ing the ratio-of Negro-to-white performance rates, ADA (R) has only a

6143 mean correlation with college entrance (R), followed by a .295

correlation with non-retardation (R).2

This same picture is presented throughout'the upper half of the

correlation matrix.- The relationships with college entrance are always

.weakest. I:brewer,. the only two Sign reversals involve this variable

along with the 12th-to-5th-grade enrollment ratio. For Negroes, the

correlation between these two measures is .086; for whites, it is

-.066. We have once before referred to tha posiible peculiarity of the

college entrance measure. White we should be wrong to conclude a neg-

alive relationship between college entrance and the other measures -es

0
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or (4'Ven a cotplete lack of any relationship- it certainly is true

that these rdationships. are weakened by- certain characteristics of

the"- col:log(1f_ .entrance- measure; ,fact; these.' characteristics do make.
.

for a--slightly negative association with one of the retention measures.

If we consider the relationships. among .thi sialarly based per-

formahce variables within states, we see the basis for the overall weakness

of the college entrance measure. There are altogether 16 cases of a

negative correlation 'between college entrance, and the li-to-5th-grade

-retention measure. -These occur in eight of the ten states3 when we are

dealing with absolute Negro .performance, in three states for white per-

formance, and in five .states- for. relative Negro performance. ,Only

Georgia shows no negative relationships between college entrance and

the 12/5 ratio.

_Mere are quite a few other sign reversals involving college

entrance in the state correlations. Seven are in the ADA vs. college

'entrance relationships; six are-between college entrance and the per-

tentage of age-eligible youths in high school (high school

rate); five, between non-retardation and college entrance;

the ten States show a negative association between college

and the Census Retention Index:

enrollment

and two of

entrance

non.qtalgOLE11221 enrollment if school enrollment

non - white elementary enrollment white elementary enrollment

Besides the correlations involving college entrance, there are 232 other

within-state relationships, and only four of these show a sign reversal:

ADA (R) with three other relatiVe Negro performance mess gyres in Arkensts

and ADA (W) with one other white performance measure in Georgia.

-'4111WW11414114111111"1111111"118"11111A

:;rte
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The irregularity of the college entrance variable leaves a-ques-

tion as to the usefulness of this measure in any .overall composite in.-

dex--of perfoimance. fie Will retaill'iti1Cftirth6r.4nalyaiS,-becaUse

does seem a-Valid measure of performancei:iven if not part of the same

single Underlying dimension to which the other measures may conceivably

belong. But we need to be alert to the possibility of occasionally

.
peculiar results stemming from-this variable's idiosyncratic behavior,

.When: We look below the diagonal on Table 40 at the other.rela-

tionships between pairs of dissimilarly based-dependent measures, ur-

-first. observation with these is that a moderately positive mean corre-

.

lation.appears between the white and the Negro version of each measure. fat.

Thus, ADA CO has a .151 correlation with ADA (N); the correlation is

.130-for the 12th-to-5th-gradeenrollment ratios; .253 for non-retarda-

tion; .241 for college entrance; Jnd .186 for the percentage enrolled

in high school.

The association between white and absolute Negro performances

does not always remain positives however, when-We look across partic-

ular measures. In fact, thereare seven negative correlations in the

twenty relationships. between Negro performance as measured one wayand

white performance measured some other way. None of these negative'cora

relations is especially large the biggest is the ..153 between.col-

lege entrance (N) and the 12/5 ratio (N.).
4

But on the other hand, none

is very great on the positive side either, the highest being .190 be-

tween non-retardation (W) and high school enrollment rate (N). We

might conclude, then, that white and Negro-performance are not highly

related to one-another in general, and that cross-race, cross-index
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relationships involving college entrance are negative.at least as often

as they are-positive. The weak cross -race relationships seem an indi.

- cation. that. pt.ifcirmance-in' igegro- schools only -partly accounted for

by whatever makei for performance variations in white schoOIs.. Appar-

ently,'determinants will differ in large degree for each race,. and

TA
m1t_ school system effects will be relatively Minor.

The measures otrelative Negro performance (R) .follow a very

clear pattern in their association with the other performance variables.

Very high positive correlations are found between the relative and ab-

A
tolute.forms of each type of Negro performance measure. "The correla.

<4

aim is .876 between ADA '(R) and ADA (N). The relative and absolute

12th-to-5th grade ratios are Negroes correlate .784; non-retardation,

.587; college entrance , .733; and percentage enrolled in high school,

.80.9.

LOwer, but-consistently positive correlations occur between tele.

tive performance indexed one way and absolute performinceindexed dif-

ferently. Theie correlations are highest between the various retention

measures. We find a .695 mean correlation between high school enroll-

ment (N) and Census retention index (a relative'Negro performance meas-

ure); .419 between high schOol enrollment (N) and 12/5 ratio (R), .422

between high school enrollment (R) and 12/5 ratio (N), and .404 between

12/5 ratio (N) and Census Retention Index. There is just one negative

mean correlation between a relative r d an absolute performance index.

This .is .the -.011 (virtrAlly zero) between non.retardation (R) and col-

lege .entrance.,(N).
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Whereas relative and cbsolute Negro-performance are almost al.

ways popitivetytelated (at least when-we use the average.of ail- eleven
, .

states), the-.associatio.n between relative Negro performanie and white
:

:

performance is almost always negative. This, is as'might be expected;

the better that white .performance is, the poorer that Negro performance

tend to be, relatively'speaking But variations in..the.strength

of relatiOnehips indicates that all'is'not due to mere statistical

artifaction. The highest negative correlations occur within the same-

kind of performance index: ranging from -.509 for the relationship

between White-and relativi-Negro.non-retardation to -.309 between white

and telativeiregro ADA. Other high correlatl,ons are the -.307 betWeen

12/5 ratio (W) and ADA (R) and the -.303 between 12/5 ratio (W) and

non-retardation (R). The smallest and the only sign reversal - is

the .001 between non-retardation (W) and Negro ADA (R).

Thus we can generally conclUde that the various performance

measures are'interrelated, though poorly with the college entrance

rate. The correlations are highest between the relative and absolute

performance. of Negroes,. using the same index of performance. They are

also usually high between the various performance measures within the

same race.. And they are high (negatively)'between white and relative

Negro performance, using the same index, as they shoad be. The assow

ciation between white and Negro (absolute) performance, using different

indices, is least predictable -- more often slightly positive, but

sometimes slightly negative. How the dependent variables relate to the

various intended predictors is the topic of the nxt section.



orwerec.44

60

Best Predictors of Ei.-h Dependent Variable

In all, four measures average over +.400 in their correlations

with (absolute) Negro average daily attendance (Table 41). These are

(1) percentage employed in agriculture, (2) median education (N), and

(3 and 4) relative and absolute Negro pupils per teacher. These four

also average over +.400 in their correlations with ADA (R) .. a dis-

tinction shared with two additional variables, percentage of Negroes

in the population (1960) and median income (N).
5

The best correlate

discovered for ADA (W) is population per household (W), but the coef-

ficient is only -.257 notably smaller than those mentioned above.

Other good predictors of either absolute or relative Negro ADA .. with

correlations above ±.300 -- are overall and Negro population change,

percentage employed in blue-collar occupation (N), percentage employed

in manufacturing, income (R) and education (R); 'population per house-

hold (N), and the expenditure on education (R). Of these, only popu-

lation per household is negatively related. The only other correlations

to exceed .200 with white ADA (besides population per white household)

are those involving overall and white population change (-.235 and

p.237, respectively) and white per pupil expenditure (.225).

As an overview, we might conclude from this first dependent var-

iable that the amount of money spent; for education is an important pre-

dictor of performance. Also, population per household is negatively

related to performance; the lower the general county socio- economic

status, as measured by crowdedness of homes, the poorer the educational

performance. Most other variables do not predict consistently for both'

whites and Negroes. It is true that population change correlates fairly
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highly with both white and Negro ADA, but the relationships are in op-
a/.

posite directions: population growth tends to be associated with better

Negro performance and with poorer white performance. Otherwise, there

are no variables that correlate highly with ADA of both races.

There is quite a bit of repetition in the list of best correlates

of our next dependent variable, the ratio of 12th-to-5th grade enroll-

ment (Table 42). The best predictor of absolute Negro performance,

using this index, is pupils per teacher (N) and the best predictor of

the 12/5 ratio (R) is pupils per teacher (R). Both of these average

correlations are greater than -.400. Median education (R) also corre-

lates with both relative and absolute measures of the Negro 12/5 ratio

at above the .400 level. A third variables per pupil expenditures (R),

shows a .452 correlation with the 12/5 ratio (R). These best predic-

tors .- pupils per teacher, median education, and per pupil expendi-

ture all did well as predictors of ADA too. Where the support of

education, as wtll'as the level of completed education, is high for

Negroes, the performance of Negro youngsters in the schools tends to

be better. This is true at least from our first two indzeps of per-

formance. Other predictors of the 12/5 ratio (N), with correlations

above +.300, are per pupil expenditures (N) and pupils per teacher

(R). At the same time, percentage Negro (1960) voter registration (N),

percentage in agriculture, median education (N), per pupil expenditures

CO: and pupils per teacher (N) all correlate above ±.300 with the

12/5 ratio (3).

We find four measures associated with the white 12th- to -5th-

grade -ratio at-above the +.400 level. The best predictors are popula-



tion chengeg, overall and white. Both display very high negative cor-

relations with this performance index. In other words, staying in

school until graduation is associated, especially for whites, with non.

growing or declining county pcpulation. (We shall see if this con-

clusion holds up when we examine our other retention measures later

on.) The other two greater-than -.400 predictors of the white 12/5

ratio are (W) per pupil expenditure (.425) and Negro median income

(-.405). White income is also highly negatively related to the 12/5

ratio (W), with a correlation of -.348. Thus, where incomes are low,

but expenditures for whites are high, the holding power of the schools

seems strongest for whites. The same phenomenon, but substituting

Negro for white expenditures, held true to a lesser degree for the

Negro 12/5 ratio, too.

Other correlations with the 12/5 ratio (W) that exceed ±.300

are those involving percentage Negro, 1960 (.362); (N) perulation

change. (-.589); percentage in agriculture (.311); percentage urban

(- .364); (W) household size (-.370); and (R) per pupil expenditure

(-.331). The pattern continues es one where growing urbanism and some

of its accompanying features are much more important in predicting

white educational performance. But for both races, the amount of local

support given to education appears to be a key determinant.

The relationships between the independent variables and non..

retardation (Table 43) do not seem as strong, generally, as those in.,

volvinvADA or the 12/5 ratio. Not a single correlation coefficient

exceeds.+.400. The best predictors of non-retardation (N) are percent-

age in agriculture and median education (N), with moderately strong
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correlations of -.339 4nd .338, respectively, Pupils per teacher (R)

is the only other variable with a. correlation above 4000 with non-

retardate= (N). Median education (W) is also s good predictor of non-

retardation (W). The average correlation for all ten reporting states

is .397. Population per household (W) -4, another index of sociosseeo.

nomic status just manages a -.300 mean ccIrelation with nonwretarda-

tion (W). As for non-retardation (R), only we correlation exceeds

±.300 -- that involving median education (2). Other fairly strong

correlates of non- retardation (R) are percentage Negro (-.297 and

-.288 for 1960 and 1900, respectively) and (R) median income (.288).

Thus, the most consistent single predictor of non-retardation would

appear to be the median education of adults -- each race treated sepa-

rately. In addition, we find a socio-economic variable (percentage in

agriculture) and a school-support variable (pupils per teacher) pre-

dicting Negro performance on this measure, and we find another socio-

economic variable (number per household) predicting White performance.

The overlap with previous measures, as to which are the best predictors

of performance, is sizable. But there is enough variation across per-

formance measures 0 make it worth our while to reserve judgment on

which are the best predictors until correlates of all the dependent

variables have been discussed.

Additional evidence of the college entrance rate's peculiarity

as a performance measure is seen in Table 44. First, it upsets the

previous pattern in that we find our highest correlations involving the

measure for whites. Second, Negro relative performance, using this

measure, suffers from a dearth of high correlations -- a deficiency
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confined to white performance earlier. And third, many of the best

predictors are variables that were not outstanding in our discussion

of AM, 12/5 ratio, and non-retardation.

Two of the correlations with white college entrance exceed .600.

Roth are for whits adult education measures -- median education and

the percentage of persons with some college education. College entrance

(W) also correlates above the .401 level with median income (W) and

percentage urban, and it has correlations above 4.400 with median in-

come (R) and county population. Thus, the more urban counties, having

white populations of relatively high income and education are the ones

tending to have the highest college entrance rates for whites.

Similar variables do the best job of predicting Negro college

entrance, although the size of correlations is generally smaller. Per-

centage urban is the best4redictor (.380), followed by (N) percentage

with college education (.357), county population (.335), (N) percentage

employed in 'white- collar jobs (.326), (N) median education (.314), (N)

median income (.313), and (N) population change (.305).

The highest correlation with college entrance rate (R) is only

.290 -- with percentage who are college educated (R). Median educa-

tion (R) also correlates at a relatively high level (.262). But the

demographic variables of county population and percentage urban have

very weak relationships with college entrance (R), as compared to

their correlations with the absolute measures of college entrance (N

and W).
6

16

In Table 45, we return to a second retention or non dropout,
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measure the high school. enrollment index or percentage of age-eli-

gible youths in high school, computed as the ratio of high school en-

rollment divided by the population 14 to 17. We find a good deal of

replication of the findings noted in Table 42 concerning our first re-

tention measure, the 12/5 ratio. The beat predictors of high school

enrollment (N) parallel those for the 12/5 ratio (N). The correlation

between mezlieul education (N) and high school enrollment (N) rlps the

list (.370), followed closely by the -.367 between high school enroll-

ment (N) and pupils per teacher (N). Then demo relationships with (R)

median education (.339), (R) pupils per teacher (-.330), percentage in

agriculture (..329), and (N) number tin household (-.302). All but the

last variable also had noteworthy correlations with Negro performance

as indexed in the 12/5 ratio.

But there is a major deviation from the best correlates of the

white 12/5 ratio when we come to the correlates of high school enroll-

ment (W). Leading the independent variables in relating to the latter

ts median education (W). The correlation is .303. While median educa-

tion is generally a good prediceor, the relationship between this meas-

ure for whites and the 12/5 ratio (W) was only -.063 -- negative at

that. On the other hand, population change had a high dative rela-

tionship with the 12/5 ratio (W), but is only very weakly negatively

related to high school enrollment (W). Other correlatiens above +1200

with high school enrollment (W) are (W) number per household (- .291),

(W) per pupil expenditures (.256), and (W) percentage college educated

(.262) all but.the late having correlated with the 12/5 ratio ($4)

at a level above 4-.300.
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Median education (R) shows the highest correlation with (R)

high school enrollment (.418), with median education (N) and pupils

par teacher (R) also correlating beyond ±.300 with this particular

performance index. All three variables thus repeat earlier success in

predicting retention as measured by the 12/5 ratio (R). We can con-

clude, then, that as far as Negro performance is concerned, the 12/5

ratio and the high school enrollment index are variables with consider-

able underlying, as well as face, similarity. But the predictors of

white performance differ somewhat for the two indicators. Median edu-

cation (N) predicts high school enrollment (W) but not 12/5 ratio (W),

while population change, percentage urban, and percentage in agricul-

ture work the opposite way -- predicting the 12/5 ratio (W) well, but

not the high school enrollment index (W).

No real surprises emerge from examining Table 46 which repouts

the correlates of the final performance and third retention measure,

the Census Retention Index. This variable, only used to measure the

relative standing of Negroes in a county, relates most strongly to (R)

median education (.361). Other +.300 correlations involve (N) mediate

education (.348), (R) per pupil expenditures (.333), (R) pupils per

teacher (-.321), and percentage in agriculture (-.312). All of these

same independent variables produced correlations of at least ±.254,

with the high school enrollment rate (R) and at least ±.331 with Oft

12/5 ratio (I). We, therefore, helve more evidence of the general re-

liability and interchangeability of our three indexes of a school

system's retentiveness.
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Summary of Effects of Independent Variables

Without an exact precedent, we have chosen a simple method of

combining the findings for each dependent measure into a single.com.

posits showing the 'best overall correlates of the, indices of educational

performance. The method is to compute the average rank achieved by each

independent variable in correlating with the various performance meas-

ures. In order to do this, we have to treat college entrance rate just

like any other performance variable, despite its idiosyncratic behavior

in association with independent and other dependent variables. The de-

cision to do this is based on the face validity of this measure as an

index of performance. Even if it is not as highly correlated with the

other:assures, we feel it still deserves to be counted equally as an

indicator of one type of performance level of students in a county.

Table 47 gives the average rank of predictors of absolute Negro

performance; Table 48, white performance; and Table 49, relative Negro

performance. Averages are given only 'Aare an independent variable

correlates in the same direction with all similarly based dependent

variables. Thus, no average rank is given for the relationship be

tween county population and performance (N), because the correlation

between population and the 12/5 ration (N) is negative while the other

four correlations between absolute Negro performance measures and

population are positive. At the same time, an average rank is given

between percentage Negro (1960) and performance (N), because all five

of the correlations going into this composite are negative.

-The *lit consistently good predictOr of absiolute Negro perform-

anti it adult median odteiltiOn 0) . The higher the Median' education of

Negro adults tht;-bettoir is the performance of Negro stu-
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dents in the Schools regardless of Which performance measure is used.

In. fact, the variable always ranks in the first ten (out of 36 meas-

ures) in its poWer to predict Negro performance. Its poorest showing

is in the 12/5 ratio (N), where the weighted mean correlation is .252 --

worth seventh place among correlates of that measure. This particular

relationship also provides the only within-state deviations from the

overall trend of positive correlations. Florida (..063) and Texas

(-.340) shay the only negative relationships anywhere between a per-

formance measure (N) and median education (N).

Other noteworthy correlates of absolute Negro performance are

pupils per teacher (both R and N), percentage in agriculture, per pupil

expenditures (both R and N), median education (R), number in household

(N), and percentage Negro (1960). Negro performance tends to be higher

in counties where more money is spent relatively and absolutely on

Negro schools and where Negroes have higher relative, as well as abso-

lute, median education. Negro performance declines where agriculture

dominates the economy, where there is a large percentage of Negroes in

the population, and where Negro households and Negro classrooms are

,more crowded.
tF

Several other variables would be of some help in predicting one

or another index of performance, but they do not operate consistently

with all dependent measured. For example, there is percentage urban,

the best predictor of college entrance (N). But we must contrast the

positive relationship between those two variables with the negative

association (-.113) between perdentage urban and the 12/5 ratio (N).

Alio, there is-intilicit income. (N), walking 7th as a positive correlate
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of ADA (N), 4th as a positive correlate of non-retardation (N), and 7th

as a positive correlate of college entrance (N), but 34th as a meal

correlate of the 12/5 ratio (N). Three other variables that rank in

the top four in correlations with one performance index, but which either

reverse signs or fall way down in the rankings in other relationships,

are county population, percentage white - collar (N), and percentage col.

lege educated (N).

Not surprising is the fact that among our independent variables

the consistent predictors of white performance are fewer than the pre-

dictors of Negro performance. Many variables were included primarily

because of their expected association with the latter, with much less

reason for a relationship to white performance. As it turns out, 22 of

the 36 predictor variables show some discrepancy in signs in their

average correlations with Cue five different measures of white perform,

ance. Only 16 of the 36 had the same fate in predicting the measure

of absolute Negro performance.

The best correlate of the achievement of white students is popu-

lation per household (W). It is as consistently good a predictor as was

median education (N) for Negro performance. Both ha7e average ranks of

3.8 (from a possible range of 1 to 36). White household size correlates

-.237 with ADA (W), -.370 with 12/5 ratio (W), -400 with non-retardation

(W), -.292 with college entrance (W), and ..291 with high school enroll-

ment rate (W) In other words, the larger the average white household

in a.county, the more likely it is that educational performance of

whites in the county *gill be poor. Only three within-state correlations

deviate from the overall trend of negative correlations between perform-
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ance (W) and household size (W). These involve Florida (.175) and

Louisiana (.006) ADA (W) and Texas (.212) college entrance (W).

The only other variable whose average rank as a predictor of
s

white performance falls below 10.0 is per pupil expenditure (W). In

general, one can expect to find better white performance where more

money is being spent on the education of whites.

Other fairly strong general correlates of white performance are

median income (R) and median education (R), percentage Negro (1960 and

1900), and teachers' education (R). Where Negro income, education, and

teachers' training are relatively low . that is, where the relative

standing of whites on these variables is relatively high the abso-

lute performance of white pupils in school tends to be best. It also

tends to be good where there is a large percentage of Negroes in the

population.

The best of the some-time, but not-consistent predictors of white

performance are median education (W) and percentage college education

(W), median income (W) and population change (overall and W). Median

education (W) is especially interesting in its operation. Its Negro

counterpart, we may recall, was the strongest correlate of Negro per-

formance. It also ranks 1st, 2nd, and lit as a positive correlate of

non.retardation (W), college entrance (W), and high school enrollment

rate (W), respectively. Yet its overall predictive power is completely

undermined by failure even to correlate in the same direction with &di

(W) and the 12/5 ratio CO. In both cases, 6 of 11 states show mega.

tive relationships between these two performance measures and median

education (W), and the overall mein correlations are -.014 when ADA CO
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is concerned and r.063 when the 12/5 ratio Wis.used. Percentage

college-educated (W) works the same way as median education (W) -- a

highly reliable positive-correlate of white performance in three cases,

but a slightly negative correlate of ADA (W) and the 12/5 ratio (W).

Median income (W) parallels both of the adult education (W) variables in

the directions of its relationships with the five white performance

measures. But it displays a strong negative correlation (-.348) with

the 12/5 ratio (W) hardly permitting an explanation of random error

to account for the deviation from an expected positive relationship.

The population-changevs.-white-performance inconsistencies occur when

we observe fairly strong positive mean correlations with non- retarda-

tion (W) and college entrance (W), but even higher-ranking negative

correlations with ADA (W) and the 12/5 ratio (W). Thus, on some indices,

white performance improves ingrowing counties, while on some other in-

dices, performance declines in the same counties.

The number of unreliable predictors is vastly reduced when we

come to the correlates of relative Negro performance. Here we hive six

(rather than five) dependent measures, to predict; yet, only four of

the 36 independent variables have any troubXe in predicting them all

in the same direction. ftiber of acts of violence and median income

(W) each correlate positively with three performance (R) measures and

negatively with the other three. Percentage in whiteeollar jobs (N)

correlates psitively with all but non-retardation (R, and median

education (W) relates negatively with all but ADA (R). Of these four

deviant predictors, only the last .r median education (W) has any

noteworthy success in relating to the individual relative performance
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measures. It manages to rank fifth among correlates of non.retardation

(R) with a -.254 mean correlation.

Skipping to the best predictors of relative performance, we find

seven variables with average rankings below 10.0. This compares to the

six involving absolute Negro performance and the two involving white-

performance. Heading the list is median education (R) which has an

average rank of just 2,7. Its correlations with the relative perform-

ance measures are as follows: ..374 with ADA (R), .442 with the 12/5

ratio (R), .327-with non - retardation (R), .262 with college entrance

(R), .418 with high. tchool enrollment- rate (R), and .361 with the Census

Retention Index. (R). Only the first of these the correlation with

ADA ranks anywhere lower than third in its respective category; this

particular relationship stands eighth among correlations -with. ADA (R).7

Thus, we have renewed evidence that the education of adults in a county

may be an important determinant of the success in educating the children.

Where the parents are better educated, the children will be, too. School

performance of Negroes relative to whites is strongly predicted by the

level of education of Negro adults relative to whites. We recall the

reversals that median education (W) had in predicting two indices of

white performance. But median education (W) was an outstanding corre-

late of the other performance (W) measures; this plus the variable's

success in predicting both absolute and relative Negro performance,

makes it a leader among the independent variables of this study as a

predictor of overall performance.,

Following next are two indices 'of the relative support given

Negro schools, as compared to white schools, by the community. Pupils

, .1 r-r-:4:Kill1114.1"111111111.1111114111141"11111,-.:(':-.%.-",-

.
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per teacher (R) and per pupil expenditure (R) both rank in the top five,

on the average, in predicting the various measures of relative perform..

ante. These two variables are opposite sides of the same coin high

-expenditures will tend to mead less crowded classrooms and fewer pupils

per teacher.. It is to be expected, then, that the effects of these

reliable and strong correlates of relative performance will be in oppo-

site directions. Expenditures are positively related to performance;

pupils per teacher, negatively related.

Another variable which ranks as high as second in predicting

non-retardation (R) and neverany-poorer than ninth (when predicting

relative college entrance) is the percentage of Negroes in the 1960

county population. This is a variable that had been noted earlier as

a-fairly strong negative correlate of absolute Negro. performance and a

fairly strong positive correlate of white performance. Its even higher

status as a negative correlate of relative Negro performance, then, is

not surprising. Where the percentage of Negroes in a county is larger,

the performance of Negroes in the schools is poorer. And this effect

is even greater when we compare-Negro and white performance, since the

latter tends' to be improved under the same circumstances. ._

Median education (N), median income (R), and pupils per teacher

(N). are-the.three remaining variables whose average ranks as predictors

are less than 10.0. There are no surprises here. The education and

pupils per teacher- measures are parallels of variables already noted

for their predictive power the only difference is that we are now

talking of absolute, rather than relative, standing of Negroes on these

dimensions. And we should have expected median income to resemble
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median education as a predictor as indeed it does,
8

since the two are

so closely related as indices of socioeconomic status.

Those less strong relationships between other independent vari-

ables and. performance (N and W, as well as R) are indicated. in Chart B

which summarizes the zero -order correlational findings-in terms of the

hypotheses stated in Chapter 1. Altogether, only five hypotheses sail

through without any impediment to their confirmation. These are the

ones involving percentage Negro, family size, per pupil expenditure,

teacher's education, and pupils per teacher. Median education, percent-

. ,age with college education, percentage employed in agriculture, and

Negro voter registration are other noteworthy predictors of-Negro per.

formance, at least. But the rest of the independent variables produce

undependable, cr.unqectazularatbeet,results as correlates of perform-

ance. Two hypotheses have yet to be tested, these requiring the appli.

cation of controls which will be introduced in the next chapter.

We have now seen how our many independent variables have fared

as separate predictors of educational performance. Rather than discuss

S

these findings fully at this point, let's wait until we have seen how

some of these variables operate in combination and.how they operate

when other variables ate controlled for. Such information can help us

further to ascertain the relative,predictive power of the variables.

Then, in Chapter VI, we shall be ready to discuss explanations of our

findings as well as their implications.



CHART 13

SMEARY OF CORRELATIONAL FINDINGS WITH RESPECT TO
RELATIONSHIPS HYPOTHESIZED IN CHAPTER I

Hypothesis

75

Confirmation or Rejection of Hypo-
thesis, by. Form of Performance

Absolute Absolute Relative

Negro White Negro
Performance Performance Performance

1. POSitiiie relationship between
county population and perform-
ance

2. Positive relationah4,- between
ufban percentage and perform-
ance ,

3a. Positive relationship between
overall population increase
and performance

b. Pouitive relationship between
population increase by .race
and performance Of that race

4a. Negative relationship between
pertentage Negro and- Negro
performance; positive rela-
tionship- fOr white performance
(using 1960 Negro percentage) ++ 4+1-

b. Same as 4a, except using 1900
Negro percentage ++

5. Positive relationship betOreen
family income and performance 4++

6. Positive-relationship:between
percentage of-white-collar
workers and. performance. 0

7. Positive relationship between
median-education and perform-
ance

S. POsitive-ielationahip%between
peftentage-Oith. college-

education and performance

+I+

1+

.1

+4.
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CHART B, Continued

Hype4esis

76

Confirmation or Rejection of Hypo-
thesis,. by .Form tef. Performance

AbOtufe AbsOkie- Relative
*it-6 wttite. : Negro

Performandi Performance" Performance

-PotitiiierelitiOnthitib6tWeen
percentage of children liVing
With both parents and-per-
forMance 0

10. NegatiVe-relatiOnihip" between
femily'site and performance 4+ +H-

11. Negative relationship between
`percentage in agriculture and
performance 1+

12. Negafive'relationship between
percentage in manufacturing
and performance, controlling
for urbanism X X X

13. Negative relationship between
percentage of blue-c011ar
workers and performance, con-
trolling for urbanism X 0 X

14a. Positive relationship between
overall per pupil expenditure
and performance

b. Positive relationship between
per pupil expenditure by race
and performance of that race

15. Positive relationship between
level of teachers' education
and performance

16. Negative relationship between
pupils-per teacher and per-
formance 44+ 0 4-4+

-I+

17. Positive relationship between
Negro voter-registration and
performance of both races +4- 4+

A-

s. -
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Continued

Hypothesis

77

Confirmation or Rejection of Hypo-
thesis, by Form of Performance

Absolute Absolute Relative
Negro White Nigro

Performance Performance Performance

18a. Negative relationship between.
frequency of lynchings cad
performance of both races «-
using lynchings up to 1920

b. Same as 18a, except using
lynchings 1920-61

19. Negative relationship between
frequency of recent racial
violence and performance , g

Notes

Where the independent variable is measured separately%y race,
test of hypothesis involves only the relationship of similarly based
variables; e.g., absolute Negro family income with absolute Negro per-
formance. Where no-"relative Negro" measure of an independent variable
is used, "confirmation" means the relationship between the independent
variable (N) and performance (R) is in the same direction as the pre-
dicted relationship between the independent variable (N) and perform-
ance (N).

Meaning of symbols:

+4+ Strongly confirmed .. average rank as predictor below 10.0 in
predicted direction

1+ Moderately confirmed -- average rank as predictor 10.0 - 19.9 in
predicted direction

Weakly confirmed .. average rank as predictor 20.0 and above in
predicted direction

? Incomplete confirmation relationships not always in predicted
direction

/ Rejected .- relationships consistently in opposite direction from predicted

0 Relationship not tested

X Test of hypothesis delayed until next chapter
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Chapter IV, Footnotes
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I. Ws shall denote t h o s e i n the text as (N) , (W) , and (2), so-
pectively.

2. mile this latter varied:4.41'1ms originally treated as &meas-
ure of retardation, by re-Veiling the.iigns in correlations,, Are now
able to view it as a measure of nonarstardatiOn shculd maybe
poeitiVely relatatOother pericirmeice sleastiret. The sign reversal
is what we would obtain if vehad_used the complement of each county's
rates in the original conputitione. (A retardation rate of '20 percent
is the same as a nonaretardation rate of 80 percent, but signs in cora
relations do clang. if the coMpleAent is used.)

3. College entrance data are Wissing for Tennessee.

4. We recall that the relationships between these two variables
was found to average slightly negative even within each race.

5. All but median education and median income have negative
relationships with ADA.

6. This is to be expected, of course, because any variable that
tends to affect both white and Negro performance in the same way will
have a lesser effect on the performance of Negroes relative to whites
than on the absolute performance of Negroes. This is seen consistently
in our tables of correlational findings.

7. Incidentally, the only within state negative correlation
between median education (2) and any relative performance measure is
the -.008 in Texas involving ADA (R).

8. Both are positively related to performance (2). yG



CHAPTER V

EFFECTS OF SELECTEIVINDEPENDENI VARIABLES IN COMBINATION

The previous examination of the effects of-predictor variables

taken, one at a time would be sufficient if the independent variables

were not related to each other. But there are some strong associations

among the independent variables, and these can be used to clarify the.

interpretation of zero -order relationships. Because of this, we must

examine the relationships under conditions where the effects of other

independent variables are controlled for.

In this regard, we have selected two main general areas for

investigation:

1) To test two hypotheses held over from the last chapter, and

2) To find out the extent to Which our best individual per.

formance predictors are complemented or undercut by

certain other independent variables.

Two Dire Hypotheses

The first order of business is to complete the unfinished task

of testing initial hypotheses. The two hypotheses remaining to be

tested have to do with theeffects on educational performance of

(1) employment in manufacturing and (2) percentage of blue-collar

urblicers Both" variables reflect the degree of industrialization -in.a

county and-itere predicted toAlavebegitiVe relationships with' perform.

ante when the effetts of urbanism are teld constant. we had expected

,

r. -



1

- - - . .

'80

urbanism-to be positively related to performance and to both percentage

in manufazturing:and percentage in blue - collar jobs. But among urban

counties, those most dependent on. industry were expected to have lower

performance levels than those with other economic bases. Thq same

=mould be true in rural couhties. To 'repeat, for a given level of

urbanism high manufacturing and blue-collar employment would be associ-

ated with low educational PerformanCe::

Our data generally-, ail to confirm these hypotheses. Table 50

shows the changes in the relationship between blue-collar employment

(N) and performance (N and R) when we control for urbanism.1 These

changes are usually very small. With only one exception, the partial

correlation coefficients have the same positive sign and about the same

magnitude of size as the zero-order correlations had. The one exception

is with the somewhat deviant college entrance rate, which has a slightly

positive relationship (.054) with blue-collar employment before con-

trolling and a slightly negative one (-.062) afterwards. This is the

extent of evidence supporting the initial hypothesis, and we must con-

clude in general that blue-collar employment is, at least for Negroes,

moderately to weakly:related in a positive direction to educational

performance, even when urbanism is controlled.

The degree of urbanism also does not seem to affect the rela«

tionship between manufacturing employment and performance (Table 51).

Again, this relationship is generally positive «« perhaps even a bit

more strongly, though not strong enough to cause too much interest.

The only negative signs involve college entrance (N), the 12/5 ratio

(W), and college entrance (W). And in every case, the signs are unaf-

t

11,

ye'
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fected by the partialliug out of urbanism.

Thus, neither of cur hypotheses is confirmed.
2

Blue-collar and

manufacturing employment do not relate negatively to educational per-

formance, and the degree of urbanism has little, if any, effect on the

relationships. More important, pethapstis the disclosure that neither

the blue-collar nor the manufacturing variable rank as consistently

outstanding predictors of educational performance. They will occupy a

place: of only secondary interest in our later discussion.

Independent Variables in Isolation and Combination

The final step in manipulation and analysic of these Correia-.

acme' data (prior to a full-scale discussion.and.attempted interpre-

tation of results) is to weighs the effects of various independent

variables on performance (1) with other variables Controlled for and

(2) in combination with other variables. In selecting the independent

variables for use here, we have relied on two main criteria: (1) that

they have strong zero-order correlations with dependent variables of

one type (N, W, or R) and (2) that they be reasonably considered as

possible direct determinants of educational performance. In addition,

when two or more independent variables seem higiAy correlated and

generally reflective of the same underlying factor (such as median

education and percentage with college educationl, often only one has

been used in the multiple and partial correlational analysis. We

shall first look at the results for each race separately, then at

Negroes relative to whites. In the next chapter, we shall attempt to

summarize.

r.
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Predictors of* Absolute Negro Performance

In dealing with- absolute Negro performance, the following vari-

ables havebeen used at-this stage of analysis: median adult educa-

tion (N), perCentage in agriculture, per pupil.expenditures,(R and N),

population per household (N)i and percentage.Negro 11960). We shall

examine each of these to see whether' they retain their ability to pre-

dict performance when controls are applied. in geueral, we shall most

often work with the average of correlations involving all five measures

of absolute Negro performance with particular combinations of the inde-

pendent variables.

Regardless of which other independent variable is controlled for;

median education (N) stands as the best predictor of Negro performance

at the level of first-order partials (Table 52). The average correla-

tions range from .210 when percentage in agriculture is the control to

.272 when population per household (N) is held constant. As at the zero.

order level, the single performance measure that tends to be least

strongly related to median education (N) is the 12/5 ratio (N). Only

five (out of 30) partials involving median education (t) as the inde-

pendent variable fall below .200, and three of these are with the 12/5

ratio.

Percentage in agriculture usually continues as the second best

predictor of absolute Negro performance, even when a single control is

applied. In general, it trails only median edUcation (N) in its average

partial correlations with the dependent measures. The range is from

-.132 to ...232. The -.132 -occura-when median education (N) is the cos.

trol and is interesting from two standpoints r (1) it represents a re-
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duction to. lens than 50 percent of the original average correlation

(.296) between percentage in agriculture and performance (N) -- none

of the partials involving median education (N) fell to less than 62

percent :of the original average correlation; and (2) it reduces the

strength of association between agricultural employment and performance

below that of two other independent measures, most notably population

per household (N), which averages -.164 in correlating with performance

(N),.holding median education (N) constant. Thus, the strong relation-

ship between percentage in agriculture and median education (N) (-.589)

tends to explain, much of the relationship between each of these variables

and performance, but accounts for a much greater portion of the relation-

ship where agricultural employment is the predictor of performance.

In general, population per household (N) holds its own fairly

well at the level of first order partials. Not only is there the afore-

mentioned example of its ascendency over percentage in agriculture as a

predictor, but household population (N) ranges from -.163 to -.210 in

negative association with performance (N) with one control applied. None

of its partials falls below 63 percent of the original -.259 average

correlation with the five performance measures.

Controlling for median education (N) has, as expected, the great-

est effect in diminishing the predictive power of per pupil expenditures

orR). Expenditures (N) is reduced to .143 from .250 in its average

correlation with performance (N) when the effects of median education

(N) are partialled out. The reduction is even more drastic from .260

to .122 when expenditures (R) is used as the independent variable. Still,

in all cases,as with household population (N), agricultural employment,

e s"VI ,,.
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and median education (N), relationships with performance generally re-

main intact, even if their strengths are somewhat weakened after single

controls, are applied. At least there are no reversals of sign, either

in the correlations with indiiidual.measures of performance (N) or in

the average correlations with all five performance indicators.

This perfect picture is not maintained when we look at the final

independent variable to concern us in this section. Percentage Negro

(1960) still maintains negative average correlations with the perform-

ance measures. But the reduction is severe in a couplecif instances --

from -.228 at the zero-order level t4 ..067 when median education (N)

is controlled and to -.065 when per pupil expenditures (R) is controlleL.

These are drops of over 70 percent with just one control variable intro-

duced. In addition, we find three reversals in sign where percentage

Negro is actually positively related to pingle measures of performance

(N) when a control variable is introduced. Two of these are with per

pupil expenditures (R) as the control; the correlation is +.059 between

percentage Negro and the 12/5 ratio3 (N) and +420 between percentage

Negro and college entrance (N),4 The third sign reversal (+.062) also

involves college entrance (N) as the dependent measure, with median edu-

cation (N) as the control. Thus, in general, percentage Negro appears

to lose-most as a predictor of absolute Negro-educational performance

when selected controls are applied.

The picture doee goe change appreciably as we increase the number

of controls used simultaneously. Let us skip to the level of fourth-

order partials to see what happens when dependent and independent vari-

ables are related, with all other independent variables simultaneously
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controlled for.

When alLother independent. variables are controlled for, median

education (N) stands out again as the best single predictor of perform-

ance (N). Depending on-whether per ptpil expenditures (N) or (a) is -

used as the fourth control variable, median education (N) still carries

a .168 or .178 average correlation with the performance measures. This

is just tbout half the original (.336) correlation between median edu..

cation (N) and performance (N).

Population per household (N) holds up somewhat better than the

remaining independents and emerges as the second best predictor. Its

fourth-order partials, too, are about one-half the original correlation-

( -.259) between it and performance (N); they are -.125, with per pupil

expenditures (N) as one of the controls, and -.135, with expenditures

(R) as one control.

Expenditure (N) correlates .113 with performance (N) after con-

trolling for the four other independent variables, as compared with an

original average correlation of .250. The corresponding figures for

expenditures (R) are .089 and .260. The predictive power of percentage.

in agriculture shows marked deterioration at the level driburth-order

partials. Whereas this variable was the second best predictor at the

zero-ordet level, it ranks relatively low when all of the other inde-

pendent variables are controlled.for. The change is from -.296 with

no controls to -.067 and -.060 with four controls.
5

The change for

percentage Negro is even more drastic, involving a reversal of signs --

from -.228 to +.007 and +.041.

Just how well do these five variables predict performance (N)

3
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When working in conjunction with one another? With all five taken to-

gether (Table 53), the average multiple correlations with the five per-

formance indicators is .414 and .410, depending on whether expenditures

(N) or- (R) is one of the five predictors. Thus, about 17 percent of the

variance is accounted for by these independent variables. ADA (N) is

predicted best, with multiples of .512 and .509, while the 12/5 ratio

(N) is least well predicted with correlations of .344 and .335,

Actually, the multiple correlations with performance (N) are just about

as good without including percentage Negr4 as a predictor. The average

multiples with that variable excluded are still .411 and .404. On the

other hand, the exclusion of any other variable or set of variables

from the multiple has greater effects in diminishing the overall pre-

dictability of performance. Thus, we conclude that the county levels

of median education, agricultural employment, household size, and per

pupil expenditure6 are all useful in developing a scheme for predicting

the absolute level of educational performance of Negroes in a county.

Predictors of White Performance

Among the most consistent and powerful single predictors of

absolute white performance were population per household (W), per pupil

expenditures (W), median income (R), median education (R), and percent-

age Negro (1960). In addition, median education (W) and median income

(W) were very strong positive correlates of the measures of white per.

2ormance, while showing inexplicable negative relationships with two

other performance indices, ADA (0 and the 12/5 ratio 00. It is these

seven independent measurca -- two o2 them simply reflecting different

aspects of two other included variables -- that we shall examine for their
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multiple and partial correlations-with white.performance.
7

Even introducing just-one control considerably affects the

operation of some of these selected variables on performance (W)

(Table 54). Only two predictors escape unscathed, still-relating con-

sistently to all measures of performance -as they had done at the zero-

order level. Household size (W) remains the most reliable correlate.

Its average partial correlations with performance (W) range from -.319 --

when median income (W) is the control -- to -.235-- when per pupil ex-

penditures (W) is controlled for. Without any controls, the average

correlation with performance is just -.302.
8

Moreover, the lowest corre-

lation between household size (W) and any single white performance meas-

ure is the relatively large -.197 between the former and ADA (W), with

PPE (W) held constant.

Per pupa:. expenditure (W) is the only other variable to maintain

perfectly consistent relationships with performance (W) at the level of

first-order partials. All but two of the thirty partials between PPE

(W) and individual measures of white performance are above 401, the

two exceptions are .092 and .045, between PPE (W) and non-retardation

(W) and college entrance (W), respectively, both times with median

education (W) as the control. The average correlations for PPE (W)

with performance (W) range from .283 (Median income (W) controlled, for)

to .187 (household size (W) controlled for). Without controls, expendi-

tures (W) average a .269 correlation with theliVe white performance

measures.

Median income (W) continues as an important control variable

when we examine the association between median education (W) and per-
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forpance (W) at the level of first-order partials. A It may be recalled

that education (W) originally had a slight negative relationship with

two measures of performance (W), ADA and the 12/5 ratio. But these

relationships become positive (.046 and-.251, respectively) when median

income (W) is =trolled for. Overall, the average correlation be-

tween education (W) and performance (W) with income (W) partialled

out is a healthy ,268. The lowest average first-order partial between

median education (W) and performance (W) is .171 with per pupil expendi-

tures (W) as a control. But here there are those two sign reversals in

the individual correlations between education and single measures of

performance.

Also showing some sign reversals after the introduction of one

control variable are three other independent variables, percentage

Negro (1960) and median income (R) and median education (R)0 The first

of these, percentage Negro, was positively related to all measures of

performance (W) at the zero-order level. The average correlation was

.183. Controlling for median income (W), as above, enhances the predic-

tive power of percentage Negro, the average correlation rising to .206.

But use of median income (R) or median education (R) as controls actually

produces negative correlations between percentage Negro and college

entrance rate (W) or non-retardation (W)a And when per pupil expendi-

tures (W) is controlled for, the association between percentage Negro

and .the- various performance measures is reduced so much (including one

sign reversal) that the Average partial correlation is just .037.

The-measures a relative ftro income and education continue to

be 'negatively velatedto white performance in general.
9

However,
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And sign
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reversals occur several times when individual 'measures of performance

are .used... Controlling for percentage Negro or per pupil expenditures

(W) causes-the sign to shift to positive in correlations between educa-

tion (R) and either ADA (R) or 12/5 ratio (Rj. Actually, median income

(R) suffers, only one such sign reversal at this level of first-order

partials, but many of the partial correlations are below .100. In

fact, only the relationships between income (R) and college entrance (W)

remain consistently higher than -.100, when we introduce controls.

There is still the interesting variable, median income (W) to

examine again, briefly, before moving on to higher levels of partialling.

This measure, which tends to increase the predictive power of several

other independent variables, still does not appear to be a good pre-

dictor in its own right, even after single controls are introduced. It

is consistently negatively related to ADA (W) and the 12/5 ratio (W),

and is usually positively related to the other three performance (W)

measures, regardless of which control is used. It is noteworthy, however,

that controlling for median education (W) does have an appreciable effect

on income CWrs relationship to performance -- just as the opposite was

found to be true earlier. What happens here is that with median educe-

tion '(W). controlled for, median income (W) becomes more regularly a

negative correlate of white performance. Thus, for*a given level' of

white education, the higher the income, the loiter the performance of

whites in the county. The average correlation between income.(W) and

performance (W) with education (W) controlled for is a modest -.108,

but this contrasts sharply with an average zero-order correlation of
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4.0087.,-MereOver, four of. the fivesingle-measurei of white performance

now relate negatively to income (W) at the first-order level. Only

college entrance'lli) is a holdout) bait even here the association between

income and is redneedfrom- .474 all the way to 9105.

When- more than onevariableis- controlled for at a:time, popula-

tion per household ('O .continues as a reliable predictor of white-per-

formance.. In no case does the average correlation between household

size (W) and performance (W) fall below -.230, even when as many as

fout other independent variables are simultaneously controlled-for. And

never is there any danger of a sign reversal in the relationships be-

tween household size (W) and individual:white performance measures.

With four controls, there is generally some diminution of the power of

expenditures (W) to predict performance. We see weak sign reversals-

in the relationship of PPE (W) and non-retardation (W), but the overall

average correlation between expenditures Wand performance (W) stays

above .100 regardless of the cotbination of Control variables used. We

may conclude that, in general, expenditures predict white performance

relatively well, even when the effects of other variables are partialled

out.

As indicated at the level of firit-order partials, income (R),

education (R), and expenditures (W) all tend to cut into the value of

percentage Negro as a predictor. In fact, when all three of these

variables are included'as controls at the levei.of fourth-order partials,

the result is a weak negative average correlation between percentage

Negro and performance (W). Actually, all of the partial correlations

at this level are essentially zero -0 ringing from .044 to -.025. This
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an average zero-order correlation of
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Relative,(Negro) _income and education show increased decline in

power CO. predict performance .00 as we introduce additional control

variables beyond the level of first-order partialling. While the average

correlations never change sign (they always show a negative relationship

between performance (W), on the one hand and income (R) or education (R),

on the other), they are reduced to below -.070 where four controls are

used. Of the individual performance measures only college entrance (W)

is consistently and fairly strongly related (negatively) to the two

measures of relative socio-economic status when multiple controls are

introduced.

Taking the absolute measures of these same two indices of social

class, we find a rather confusing picture. Median income (W) still

consistently shows negative correlations with the 12/5 ratio (W). In

the case where both median education (W) is controlled for, along with

the other independent variables, the relationship between income (W) and

ADA (W) tends to_be slightly positive. On the other hand, controlling

three performance (W) mosures -- even to the point of frequently causing

the originally positive relationships between income (W) and the other

for education (W) in conjunction with other controls, tends to reduce

these relationships to become somewhat negative.' The result is a slightly

negative average partial correlation between income (W) performance (W)

when median education (W) is one of the control variables. In the case

where education (0,serves as a control instead, the average correlation

remains on the, positive side of the ledger.
=
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median, education (W) as an independent variable main-

tains fairly. strong partial correlations with individual: measures of

perforlance (W). Controlling doea,not appreciably detract from the

strengths of relationships between-the performance measures and edu-

cation (W). But siga inconsistencies persist -a' as seen in the negative

partial correlations with ADA (W) and the 12/5 ratio (W). Because of

this at the level of fourth-order partials, the average correlations

between education (W) and performance are not too strong (.056 and .132),

despite fairly sizable correlations involving single indices. Thus, the

utility of median education (W) as a predictor of white performance must'

be said to wiry appreciably with the type of performance measure and

the variables used as controls. Education is not the generally con..

Distant predictor of white performance that it was of absolute Negro

performance.

Surprisingly, the rather haphazard job of predicting white per-

formance done by most of the above correlates is not reflected in the

multiple correlations of these variables with performance (W). In

fact, when we put all five
12

independent variables together in one

multiple correlation (Table 55), the result is a somewhat larger coef-

ficient than for our five predictors of absolute Negro performance

earlier The average multiplesrange from .403 to, .494 .- accounting for

from 16-percent to 25 percent of all the variance in performance (W).
13

At least pare of the explanation for the success of these variables in

combination is that they are generally not too highly relatedto one

another.14 Thus, their individual relationships with performance (U)

tend to be additive to a larger degree than was the case with the pre-
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dictors of performance (N):

Despite this factl.howevar, considerable doubt remains over the

general utility in predicting performance (W) of several of the varia-

bles dealt with in this section. All but household size (W) and per

pupil expenditures (W) show a lack of uniformity in the way they relate

to the various measures of white performance. Part of this undoubtedly,

can be attributed to the less than unidimensional nature of our measures

of performance. But this did not interfere so noticeably when we were

dealing with predictors of absolute Negro performance. At any rate, it

is hard to interpret the fairly large multiple correlations with white

performance when the average conceals the fact that some of the com-

ponent elements are not relating consistently. in the same way with all

measures of performance. In our discussion of findings in the next

chapter, we shall have to be cautious in making too many generalizations

about the county factors most conducive to high educational perfOrmance

by whites.

Predictors of Negro Performance Relative to That of Whites

Of the six variables that ranked best as predictors of perform-

ance (R) four are included in the multiple correlational analysis in-

volving this dependent variable. These are, in order of average rank

as a predictor, median education (R),-per pupil expenditure (R), percent-

age Negro (1906 and median income (R). The others of the six, median

education (N) and pupils per teacher (R), are not included because it

is felt that education (R) and expenditures (R) can represent these

variables satisfactorily.

fi
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On the other hand, three legs powerful predictors at the zero-

order level are considered in our discussion of multiple and partial

correlations: percentage in agriCulture, percentage urban, and overall

population change (1950-1960). Actually, agricultural employment does

stand out as a strong negative correlate of four of the six measures of

relative performance. Its average rank as a correlate would be near the

top if it were not for a weakness in predicting college entrance'(R)

especially. The urbanism and Ovulation change variables, while quite

undistinguished by themselves in predicting performance (R), represent

an area that seems particularly relevant theoretically to educational

performance. The dynamicism implicit in population growth and often

assumed to be related to urbanism should have some effect on eduCatimal

performance. It was thought that perhaps this effect would become dis-

cernible when other control variables were introduced.

Partialling can have a sizable effect on all of the relationships

between the selected independent variables and performance (R). For

example, controlling for just one variable (Table 56), percentage Negro,

can reduce the average correlation of education (R) with performance

(R) from .364 to .244. Percentage Negro also seems best to account for

the relationship between expenditures (R) and performance (R). With it

as a control, the average correlation falls from..285 to .155.

In general, the four top predictors -- education (R) , expendi-

tures (R), income (R), and percentage Negro are affected most in the

first order partials when the control used is one of the four. In all

such cases, the swamp correlation is reduced by at least .100.

Still, all of the average correlations involved remain above
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+.200, except for the relationship between income (R) And performance

(R), with education (R) controlled for. Here the average first-order

partial correlation is .070, as compared to .271 when educatioA (R) is

not held constant.
15

Percentage employed in agriculture holds its own relatively well

in average correlations with performance (R) at the level of first-order

partials. No control variable reduces the correlation to below -.100

from its original level of -.251.
16

But there are some sign reversals

when individual measures of performance are considered. Practically

any control shifts the relationship between college entrance (R) and

percentage in agriculture from its original -.036 to slightly positive.17

Also, when the percentage Negro is partialled out, the relationship be-

tween percentage in agriculture and non-retardation (R) changes from

..135 to +.019.

While there is only an occasional sign reversal in the relation-

ship between single measures of performance (R) and the five already

discussed predictor variables, such an occurrence is much more prevalent

with the remaining two predictors, percentage urban and population

change. In fact, controlling for percentage in agriculture, percentage.

Negro, or expenditures (R) is enough to reduce the average correlation

between performance (R) and either percentage urban or population change

to virtually zero. One average first-order correlation -- between per-

centage urbau and performance (R), with percentage in agriculture con-

trolled for as- is actually ..035, ss compared to the original correla-

tion of .110.

While the effect of introducing a single control is to appreciably



diminish the relationship between predictor variable and performance

(R), the relative standing of independent variables as predictors is not

affected greatly. Median. education (R) still appears to have the great-

est predictive power (none of its partials fall below .244); expendi-

tures (F) is second (its lowest first-order partial correlation with

performance (R) is .155); percentage Negro,-percentage in agriculture,

and income (R) occupy intermediate positions as predictors, wren after

a single control variable is introduced; mad percentage urban and popu-

lation change remain at the bottom in predictive power. it should also

be pointed out that the last two variables have very little effect as

controls on the relationships of the other five independent variables

with performance (R). Thus, these two have yet to.prove their utility

either as predictor or control variables.

In general, trends noted in preceding paragraphs continue as the

number of controls is increased. With all other variables held in con-

trol together, median education (R) remains the single most reliable

predictor of performance (R). The average partial correlation is still

as high as .199. And all correlations with individual measures of per-

formance (R) are well above .100. Thus, we see virtually no effect

from raising the level of partial correlations to the sixth-order, at

least where median education is the independent variable.

Per pupil expenCtures (R) is the only other predictor variable

to remain consistent in sign in its relationships both with overall

performance (k) and with the individual performance indexes. The

average partial correlation, however, is a not-too-robust .091, and

the range of individual correlations is from .229 (when the 12/5 ratio
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is the performance measure) to just .013 (when high school enrollment is

the index of performance).

. On the other hand, percentage employed in agriculture is just

about as ntrong as expenditures in its overall association. utth perform-

ance (R) at the order of sixth-order partials. Its average correlation

is -.083. But the value of this predictor is marred by sign reversals --

two among the six correlations with individual measures of peiformance.

In face, controlling for all six other independent variables raises the

partial.correlatiou between percentage in agriculture and college

entrance (R) to .117; it had been -.036 with no controls.

The average correlations of performance (R) with the remaining

four independent variables are all less than +.040 at the level of

sixth-order partials. Numerous inconsistencies in the directions of

relationships are found-involving all of these predictor variables in

association with the individual meilures of performance. Mast extreme

is the case of percentage Negro, which was originally a consistent nega-

tive correlate of performfAce. Now, it is positively related (albeit

jusz slightly) to four of the six performance indexes. And the average

correlation is +.023. As for median income (R), population change, and

percentage urban, all have negative partial correlations with two of

the separate performance measures, but they do retain, ever so weakly,

their average positive relationship with overall performance (R). The

average correlations are .035, .026, and .004, respectively.

In summary, we find median education (R) , and per pupil expendi-

tures (R) to a lesser degree, the only independent variables able to

stand up consistently by themselves as predictors of performance (R)
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even with a maximum of control variables introduced. Now, let us just

look briefly (Table 57) at how well the independent variables do in

combination as multiple predictors of performance (R).

All seven variables together produce an average multiple corre-

lation with performance (R) of .452, accounting for about 20 percent of

the variance in the dependent variable. The multiple correlations with

separate performance measures range from .362 (with college entrance)

all the way to .556 (with the 12/5 ratio).

It should also be noted that if the two least reliable predictors

(population change and percentage urban) are removed from the multiple

correlation, the average drops only .009 to .442 -- still accounting for

just about 20 percent of the variance (not shown in table). Excluding

either per pupil expenditures (R) or percentage Negro, along with popu-

lation change and percentage urban, cuts very little into the average

multiple predictive power of the remaining independent variables. The

correlations are still .431 and .433. Almost as large are the average

multiple'correlations produced by certain combinations of two or three

independent variables. Percentage in agriculture, median education (R) s

and expenditures (R) together have an average correlation of .425 with

performance. And the multiple correlation involving percentage in

agriculture and education (R) as predictors is .409. Thus, little seems

to be gained by combining more than two variables together in predicting

performance (R). Adding the extra five independent variables to the

prediction model raises the average multiple correlation by only .042,

from .409 to .451. On the other hands, combining two variables together

in a multiple correlation does improve on zero.order correlations in

- , - .
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the power to predict performance (R). Even that best single predictor,

education (R) is enhanced noticeably by combining with percentage in

agriculture or expenditures (R). Prom a zero-order average correlation

of .364 the jump is to .409 or .398, respectively. at the level of first-

order multiple.

We have now completed the statistical description of the rela-

tionships between various independent variables and the several measures

of educational performance. From this we have been able to identify the

best single predictors of performance and to see the extent of their

predictive power. Moreover, we have examined the effects on relation-

ships from combining and controlling for additional independent varia

bles. Now must come an attempt at selecting from this huge amount of

statistical data that which lends itself to'useful interpretation. In

the next chapter, we shall discuss our fiAdingt and attempt to derive

a set of meaningful conclusion?. :ram the data.
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Chapter V, Footnotes
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1. In our discussion here, we shall refer to partial correla-
tions. To obtain these, we have used the weighted mean zero-order corre-
lations in the formula for Pmesonian partial correlations. This seems
no more and no less Justifiable statistically than was our use of
weighted mean correlations in the first place.

2. Incidentally, a second look at these two hypotheses was made
by constructing 3 x 3 contingency tables showing the relationships, for
given levels of urbanism, between certain indices of performance and
both manufacturing and blue-collar employment. The performance measures
used were college entrance, high school enrollment rate, and ADA. The
tables were constructed for the states of Alabama, Arkansas, North
Carolina, and Texas. The findings for these four states are generally
the same as those found in the overall correlations above. For example:

(1) Percentage in manufacturing tends to be negatively related to college
entrance for both races, regardless of the level of urbanism. (2) On

the other hand, ADA tends to be positively related to manufacturing
employment for both races and all levels of urbanism. Slight reversals

of this latter trend show up for whites in Alabama counties of over
45% and under 20% urban and for Negroes in North Carolina counties of
less than 45% urban. (3) The relationship between manufacturing employ-
ment and high school enrollment rate (N) shows many inconsistencies
from state to state, with perhaps a slight overall .negative trend show-
ing up at least in the high and low urban counties. Por whites, the
relationship tends to be positive for the high and middle urban groups,
especially in Texas and Arkansas. (4) Blue-collar employment was_re-
lated only to absolute Negro performance measures in the four states,
again without any striking findings. The overall trend, despite occa-
sional reversals within states, seems to be for a very slight positive
relationship between performance and blue-collar employment whatever
the degree of urbanism. This is true even when college entrance (N)
is involved, but the tendency is so weak that it is hardly a contra-
diction to the earlier finding of a slightly negative mean correlation
between the two variables for all states.

3. Changed from a zero-order correlation of -.159.

4. As compared to a zero-order correlation of ..114.

5. It should be noted, however, that agricultural employment
remains an important negative correlate of some indices of performance
(N), namely ADA (N) and non-retardation (N). It is the sign reversal
in fourth-order partials with 12/5 ratio (N) and college entrance (N)

that causes the low average of these partial correlations.

6. It doesn't seem to matter whether the absolute or the
relative expenditure measure is used.
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7. Of course, the two paired variables median income (R and W)and median education (R and W) will not be treated together in theanalysis at any time.

8. Thus, controlling for one independent variable has very littleadverse effect on the predictive of household size (W). In fact, it isenhanced somewhat when median income (W) is the control variable.

9. Remember that relative Negro performance can be consideredas the complement or mirror- image of a measure of relative white per-formance. Just changing the signs of correlations involving the formerought to indicate the latter's degree of relationship with other vari-ables.

10. Originally, income (R) had an average correlation of :.176with performance (W), while education (R) and performance (W) had an
average correlation of -.141.

11. It is also true that expenditures (W), in conjunction witheither of the other two variables acting as controls, is enough to causea negative average correlation between percentage Negro and performance(W) at both the second and third order of partials.

12. Not including both a relative and absolute measure of the
same variable in the same correlation.

13. Taking fewer than five independent variables together alsousually pr4duaes relatively large average multiple correlations.

14. Of course, income (W) and education (W) are a major exception,with a correlation of .678.

. 15. This relationship, incidentally, gives the only sign reversalat the first-order level, when we examine the individual measures of per-formance. With education (R) controlled for, the correlation betweenincome (R) and the 12/5 ratio (R) actually becomes negative-changing
from .245 to -.028.

16. Controlling for percentage Negro or expenditures (R) has thegreatest effect, the restating partial coefficients being -.122 and-.119, respectively.

17. The most marked shift is to .087 with expenditures (R)controlled for.



CHAPTER VI

WHAT IT ALL MEANS

A small number of variables appear sufficient for achieving-a

maximum of predictive power in accounting for variations in county edu-

cational performance levels. With only two or three key independent

variables taken together, between 15 and 25 percent of the variation is

explained, and little is added by including other variables to the pre-

diction model. While a large amount of variation remains unexplained,

it would appear that ecological measures can probably be no more effec-

tive than this in predicting performance.

Table 58 shows those variables that do the best overall job of

correlating with educational performance, be it performance of whites

(measured absolutely) or the performance of Negroes (measured absolutely

or relative to whites). These variables are median education (except

for weakness in predicting some individual measures of white perform-

ance), population per household, per pupil expenditures, and percertage

employed in agriculture.' The household size variable has been related

in our analysis ouly to absolute white and Negro performance measures.

And agricultural employment standa as a reliable predictor only of

relative Negro performance.

The three predictors of absolute Negro performance combine for

an average multiple correlation of .394. Of the individual performance

(N) measures, ADA is best predicted, with the three independent vari-

ables producing a multiple of .457 (accounting for over 20 percent of
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the variance in ADA). None of the zero -order correlations between inde-

pendent-and dependent-measure is less than 4..150; all-of the timwfactor

multiples are aboVe .250; and the lowest of the multiple correlations

between all these predictors and a performance (N) measure is .341 in.

volving the 12/5 ratio (N).

In comparison with the predictors of absolute Negro-performance,

the corresponding predictors of white performance show greater variation

in the strength of their correlations with the individual measures of

performance. Whereas the average third-order multiple is .469, the

corrolations.with single performance measures range all the way from

.319 (involving ADA) to .632 (involving college entrance). This range

is, iu large part, the consequence of variations in the ability of

median education to predict the different indices of performance. It

shows a negligible (negative) relationship with ADA (W) and a whopping

.609 correlation with college entrance (W). The latter is the best

single prediction of a performance measure in the entire table; it ac-

counts for over 36 percent of all the variance in white college entrance

rates.

The power of our three-variable model to predict relative Negro

performance rates is intermediate between the power of the other two

prediction models. The average multiple correlation is .425, accounting

for about 18 percent .of the variance in performance. This compares with

average multiples of .394 (over 15 percent of the variance) and .469

(about 22 percent of the variance) for the predictors of absolute Negro

and white performance,* respectively. ,ADA and the 12/5 ratio are the

best predicted individual measures of relative negro performance. The
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three-variable multiple correlation with each is above .500. On the

other hand, college entrance is-rather poorly predicted by the three

independent variables in combination .- mainly becaure of the weak con-

tribution of percentage in agriculture to the predictionemodel. The

multiple correlation with college entrance (L) is just .297. Thus, only

about 9 percent of-the variance in this measure of performance is ac-

counted for by median education (R), per pupil expenditures (R), and

percentage in agriculture; this is the poorest job done by any of the

three - variable models.

De that as it may, we have identified the most successful pre-

dictors (among those used in this study) of the educational performance

of Negroes,-of whites, and of Negroes relative to Whites.. Now we must.

turn to the question of what this all means. Of what value is the in-

formation we -have been n-presentine As we see it, there are two kinds

of benefits derivable from these findings .. one practical, the_ other

more theoretical.

From a practical standpoint, one would like to be able to use the

information to improve the performance of today's youth in school. De-

pending on the. interpretation, our findings, two methods of attack

are possible. One--would be used, if the independent variables are con-

sidered to be the actual causes or determinants of educational perform-

ance. The other would be. employed if the predictor variables are thought

to be correlates, but-not necessarily causes, of performance. Neither

statisticalmanipulation nor logic, can tell us conclusively which in-

terpretationets'correct.-,-Therefdre we shall- explore the implications

of both.--
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The model--of causal relationship would appear something like

A, Bs C, D

A, B, C, D = independent variables
X identified in this

study

X a educational performance

Q = other independent variable (a)

accounting for variance in X
unexplained by A, B, C, D or
depressing the effects of A,
B, C, D on X.

If we assume this causal relationship, then the obvious steps suggested

for improving the educational level of children are the following:

1) raise the expenditures per pupil in the schools

2) increase-the educational level of adults

3)- encourage family planning and limitation of family size

4) reduce the proportion. of the population dependent on

agricultural employment, at least among Negroes

Of these four measures, the first would seem to offer the greatest

promise of quick and broad success. It would affect tht. children direct»

ly, would reach all of the children (the others require some voluntary

cooperation-on the part of outsiders), and it would utilize the already

existing institution of the schools. School programs would be expanded

and improved but arleast the framework is already there. Often in the

case of the other. three suggested measures, entirely new programs would

have-to be set up.-



e-- 4-711.Trlr?!tr - .`.1:Z=15=dFlizql==ime40%!tms-

106

Of course, even raising per pupil expenditures is not an easy

task in many communities. Probably most places feel they are expending

as much of their resources on education as they can. The political

bodies who apportion money for schools generally attempt to reflect com-

munity opinion in the extent to which they commit public funds to educa-

tion. Many communities do, indeed, have such limited tax resources --

they are so poor -- that they cannot reasonably be expected to shoulder

an additional expenditure for their schools. But a lot more could prob-

ably be done co inform citizens about the need and effectiveness
3
of

spending as much money as possible on education. Such information might

be expected to have a twofold outcome in (1) demands for increases in

local expenditures; and (2) efforts to secure more outside aid, especial-

ly for those school systems too financially weak to assume the entire

burden themselves.

As for the other three measures suggested for improving educa-

tional performance, all require more long range programs. But while

their effect on children's education may not bo immediate, their promise

of benefits in other areas besides,education make them highly desirable.
4

The initiation or expansion of adult education programs would be

useful to improve the intellectual climate of homes, thus making a stu-

dent's home environment more conducive for attention to school work. It

would also help, in a more general sense, to make better citizens out

of adults in the family and to make their lives more useful and enjoy-

able. Adult education programs already exist in many places. But to

realize their potential value greatly increased effort should be made

to expand these programs into all communities and to recruit those seg-

74"
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meets of the population not usually involved. Adults with college and

high school diplomas oftea gain much by attending adult education courses.

However, it is not their children, but rather the children of poorly

educated parents, who are more likely to fall at the low end of our

measures of educational performance: It is these latter parents who are

less often involved in adult. education and whose involvement would appear

most essential for raising the level of educational performance of chil-

dren, as well as for raising the minimum quality of citizenship behavior

in our society. We Should point out that.any increase in adult educa-

tion efforts, as well as in expenditures, should be applied in greater

measure for Negroes than for whites, if the goal is closing the gap be-

tween Negro and white performance. For, up to now, inmost places,

Negroes are at a disadvantage on these independent variables, and our

findings indicate this is associated with relatively poor performance

by Negro children in the schools.

If family size affects educational performance, it would arredr

to be by virtue of the fact that children can receive more attention

from their parents in small families. The natural curiosity of little

children can become stilled when parents, as a defense against the

noise level and confusion typical of larger families, choose to ignore

questions and conversation with the youngest of their broods. Also

at any given income level, the larger family has less material re-

sources available for contributing to the intellectual stimulation of

the individual child. But the effects of a program to encourage family

size limitation can be on only those families not yet over-large the

families not yet begun or those now small, but likely to grow. Thus,
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the expansion of birth control information services to reach more people5

cannot be expected to have a very immediate effect on educational per-

formance levels in a given community: But such an expansion may promise

not only eventual improvement in educational performance rates, but also

a reduction in demands for public assistance and a general improvement

in the quality of family life both materially and in the social-psycho-

logical realm of intra-family interaction.

Reduction in agricultural employment is the fourth step apparently

suggested by our correlational analysis of determinants of educational

performance. If the extent of agricultural employment is determinant

of educational performance in a county (as it may well be for Negroes

at least) it is probably by way of affecting the level of cultural op-

portunities in the area. Rural communities generally do not support

the kinds of cultural activities that can be expected to stimulate the

intellectual development of children. (This would be expecially true

for Negroes in t12 South.) Actually, outside factors have been contribu-

ting to the very process of de-ruralization for many years. The con-

tinued industrialization and urbanization of the South have meant a

movement of persons from farm work to factory and to other kinds of

city jobs. At the same time, increased mechanization has drastically

cut down the need for manpower on the farms. But many areas are still

heavily dependent on agriculture. The need to increase the tax base,

to encourage local youth to stay 4.n the area, and to raise the general

level of the economy would seem to be enough to induce the more rural

communities to embark on industrial development programs M» even without

the evidence we have of a negative relationship between educational per-
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formance and agricultural employment. In fact, it would appear that

most such places already have programs for seeking new non-farm employers.

Our findings can be used mainly as additional incentive for such efforts.

And even this effect may be limited by the fact that agricultural em-

ployment seems most related to relative Negro performance; the agri-

cultural areas of the South are usually least concerned vita closing

the gap between Negroes and whites, even in the realm of educational

performance.

Independent Variables as Correlates of Performance

What we have said above is valid only to the degree that we can

assume direct causal relationshim between the best predictors of per. Ft

formance and actual performance. If, as is quite possible, the pre-

bNdictors are no more than just predictors, what useful conclusions can ref

we draw from our data? Prom the practical viewpoint, can we still use

the information in any way to contribute to a program for improving

educational performance? The answer is a definite yes.

In such a case; at least we have found some key indices of the

TA
causes of educational performance. One of two models of causation would

seem to be in operation:

Predictors as Predictors and
Intervening Performance as
Variables Dependent

Variables
A

C

A

A a cause

B - predictor

C = performance

WirgiaglariWaa!alM11"
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In both cases, but especially in the first, this is undoubtedly

an oversimplification, since our findings do not account for anything

near the total variation in measures of performance. More than a single

underlying factor -- or even set of factors -- would have to be used to

explain performance in its entirety. But with either simplified model

as a starter, we can at least see the possible value of our predictor

variables in identifying the underlying causes of performance. Perhaps

by induction, but more likely by further research, we can use the most

successful predictors -of this study to point us toward the key deter-

mining variables.

By the inductive process, we might be led to seek some under-

lying feature of the county .. probably socioeconomic in nature --

that is antecedent to median education, population per household, and

percentage in agriculture. Something to do with the occupational

structure or economic opportunity level of the county might fill the

bill. Whatever this key variable might be specifically, it would affect

our three "socio-economic" predictor variables and would also affect

the intellectual atmosphere of the community. directly -- thus enhancing

(or diminishing) the academic effort of school children in the county.

Such an underlying factor might also explain variations in per pupil

expenditure, although the immediate antecedent variable here might be

:.:le level of community interest in education; if the local culture

values education highly, this would be reflected in a relatively high

level of school expendite and also, perhaps, in more intensive ef-

forts to encourage children to do well icx school. We have meant only

to suggest the possible nature of the basic independent variables in-
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volved if our predictor variables and performance are correlates, but

not causally related. The exact identification of these underlying

correlates and the methods of measurement must necessarily be the sub-

ject of further research beyond the scope of this study.

There is yet another practical value of our findings, even if we

merely assume nom-causal relationships between variables. Without neces-

sarily seeking to link up our predictors to the ultimate determinants

of.performance, we can still use our information to help locate those

counties most likely to be in need of special programs for improving

educational performance. These are the countieB low on median education

and per pupil expenditures and high on population per household and per-

centage in agriculture. Without more precise information on specific

county needs, it would sem- advisable to apply to these counties of ex..

pected low performance whatever knowledge and resources are available

for remedial measures to improve educational performance.

As it turns out, some of these counties are exceptions to the

general rule in that their levels of performance are not low. While

special help could be withheld from such exceptional counties, we might

find them particularly useful loci for intensive research into the pos-

sible factors that can compensate for those disadvantages normally as-

sociated with this type of county. What additional characteristics of

a county can cause it to have relatively high performance levels even

When its ratings on our beam predictor variables would indicate the

likelihood of poor performance? Perhaps we can find some "natural

phenomena" or at least some successful local measures in these counties

that can supersede externally.imposed programs to remedy performance
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deficiencies.

This just-mentioned application of our findings suggests that

there is another group of exceptional counties -- those incorrectly

predicted to have high performance levels -- which also constitute a

fertile area for research. Here we would seek to identify possible im-

pediments of those factors that usually contribute to high academic

performance. If we can name these dangers to realization of educational

potential, we are certainly on the way towards maximizing the perform-

ance level of all communities; for, this gives the knowledge of what

pitfalls must be avoided even when major factors predict high perform-

ance.

To summarize the practical applications of our findings, it is

suggested that we can take off in two directions. We do not really

have enough information to conclude whether or not the best predictors

are determinants or correlates (without causal inference) of educational

performance. As a result, it is recommended that:

1) efforts be made to improve counties' standings on the top
Si

predictor variables -- to raise performance if the dis-

covered relationships are causal with other valued side-

effects making the efforts worthwhile in any case); and

2) the data be used as a basis of further research to locate

those counties most likely to have low educational perform-

ance (so that special efforts can be made to help them) and

to identify factors that may moderate the influences of key

predictors or their antecedents.
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Other Implications

For the non-applied social scientist, there are other implica-

tions to be drawn from our fincliv,.. As was pointed out in Chapter I,

111

tuch use of demographic or ecological data has been made in previous

research. This study is hardly new in its basic approach. But we41-1M

would hope that it might provide a few new perspectives for the social

scientist.

V1
If nothing else, we have at least presented a new field for which

the method of demographic analysis appears to have application. The

ecological distribution of education performance and its correlates has

not been studied before in the detail that we have studied it. This

should suggest the promise of further rewarding research not only to

the applied educational sociologist, but also to those interested in

more theoretical questions. For example, using areal units as elements

in the social system, one can examine the question of which kinds of

elements perform the very important function of socialization most

satisfactorily. In essence, educational performance is an index of

success in socialization; the function of preparing new members for

full participation in the social system and the determinants of the

success of such preparation are items of major concern to the global

theoretician. The potential of the demographic approach for contribu-

ting answers to such questions seems to have been overlooked until now.

Our demonstration that relevant demographic data are available and do

yield significant results suggests the utility of this approach.

A related, more general, methodological point is the recognition

in our research of the availability of large bodies of non-Census data

I WA M I § 1 LI 411 11 A II 1111WWWW1 14191,WW011#011 mamar7mmopfpx.,4r5.-
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that can be used in demographic analysis. Many persons have avoided

this type of research because it seemed that statistics available for

geographic units were pretty much limited to what the Census Bureau

collects mainly socio-economic and pure population statistics. Of

course, the "Chicago School" has for years made use of much non-Census

ecological data.
6

But except for occasional use of single dependent

variables -- e.g., voting results, lynching rates, or date of desegre-

gation -- it appears that the use of non-Census materials has been

quite neglected in this kind of analysis beyond the selected large

urban setting. This study has used a large quantity of data obtained

from state and local departments of educatLon, as well as statistics

on voting and racial violence. The fair success we have had indicates

the value of further investigation into what statistical resources are

lying fallow in the files and unread publications of federal, state, and

local agencies -- data that could help to tell us more about the distri-

bution of various social phenomena throughout the society. One pre-

caution that we have learned: the exact methods of measurement may

vary for each data-collecting agency. Thus, when one deals with

materials gathered by agencies of 11 different states, one must be .

prepared to make special efforts to standardize the data.? Otherwise,

the comparison and combination of data across political boundary lines

is imposible. Without this, the benefits of the demographic analysis

approach are sharply limited.

To those who are already experienced in the use of demographic

materials, we offer two further general observations from our research.

First, we wish to note the changing fortunes of particular meas-
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urea as predictor variables. Two variables that have previouely re-

ceived special attention for their success in predicting social phenomena

are percentage urban and percentage Negro. Urbanization is strongly as-

sociated with one measure of performance, the absolute college entrance

rates of both Negroes and whites. Percentage Negro is among the top

half-dozen or so of the various pvedictors of performance, especially of

relative Negro performance. But neither is the outstanding predictor

that we might nave been led to expect, on the basis of both general

theory and previous findings. In fact, percentage urban is quite

inconsistent in its ability to account for variations in some measures

of performance. And the correlations of percentage Negro with perform-

ance measures can usually he reduced to around. zero by the introduction

of just a few control variables. Apparently in the field of education

at least, urbanism and race ratio are not important predictors. There

are too many kinds of urban areas and to many reasons lor a high or

low percentage Negro for these variables to have much meaning in them-

selves. Perhaps in the future, we would do better to look at more pre-

cise descriptive characteristics of an area to find the most powerful

correlates of a particular ecologically- distributed phenomenon under

study. The greater success that we have had with such variables as

median education and per pupil expenditure strongly suggests this.

Second, we need to reaffirm, in closing, the great limitations

inherent in the demographic analysis approach to sociological research.

As noted in Chapter I, W. S. Robinson has already apprised, us of the

dangers in jumping to conclusions about the nature of causal relation-

ships on the basis of ecologically-based correlations. But even if we
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assume that demographic correlations are accurate indicators of causal

relationships at the individual level (e.g., assume that the level of

a parent's education influences how well the child does in school) we

are still remiss if we expect that the relationship totally explains

the process of causation. Between the_ independent and dependent vari-

ables related at the ecological area are intervening factors, social-

psychological or interactional in nature. An examination of these

factors (to see, for example, how the better-educated parent motivates

his child to do well in schoais necessary to complete the picture of

determinants of educational performance.8

If we had_any doubts that other factors must be explored, these

would be dispelled anyway -by the fact that our demographic analysis has
NF

"explained" only a portion of the variance in educational performance --

at bests less than a third of the variance. Inasmuch as we attempted

to use a very wide range of potentially key independent variables, it

is doubtful that this kind of analysis can generate much greater "ex-

planatory" power than we have obtained. Thus, we must conclude that

the ecological approach is valuable for prediction purposes and to

indicate possibly important g,,slationships, but the full analysis of

social phenomena requires research beyond the confines of this kind of

approach.
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Chapter VI, Footnotes

1. It should be noted that a few other variables could inter-
change with the ones listed here to give almost as much predictive
power. But the ones listed have emerged as the top predictors.

2. agricultural employment is a measure of the total population.
The other three independent variables measure the condition of whites
alone or Negroes alone or relative to whites, corresponding to the type
of dependent measure being used.

3. Assuming the causal relationship between expenditures and
performance.

4. Moreover, they could well have a cumulative, or even multi-
plicative, effect on performance by acting as catalysts or depressants
on each other and on expenditure. Changes in one variable might not
only affect performance but also the other independent variables in
such a way as to increase the letters' effects on performance as well.

5. Especially the lower class and rural Negroes and whites
most likely to have large families.,

6. For example, studies on distribution of drug addiction,
alcoholism, crime, and delinquency.

7. As we have done often through rather unorthodox statistical
operations.

8. This; incidentally is the subject of the second phase of
our research: questionnaire study of some 16,000 Southern high school
students to find out what directly affects the level of their educational
aspirations and performance. Velum& II of this report concerns findings
from this phase of the project.
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CHAPTER VII

FINAL SUMMARY

In this report, we have examined demographic correlates of educa-

tional performance levels by county in the eleven ex-Confederate

Southern states. We have been concerned with finding out whether the

same variables pre414ct performance for both races in the same way.

Data have been derived mainly from U. S. Census reports for 1960

and from materials obtained from state and local departments of educa-

tion for approximately the same date. Four kinds of measures of per-

formance were used: (1) school attendance rates, (2) age-grade retarda-

tion rates, (3) dropout rates, and (4) college entrance rates. A wide

range of-possible predictor variables was examined. They fall under

four general headings: (i.) pure demographic variables, (2) socio-

economic variables, (3) indices of county concern over education, and

(4) indices of the :rate of race relations in the county.

Since many of the variables studied were not measured the

same way in every state and since it was felt that conditions affecting

performance might differ from state to state, it was decided to do the

first stage of correlational analysis for each state separately. To

summarize results for the entire region, we have had to invent our own

methods which we defend mainly on the basis of expediency and their

probable utility in making tentative conclusions.

'Generally, the best predictors of the level of absolute Negro

and white performance save been infra -race median adult education, per
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pupil expenditure, and population per household. The first two vari-

ables are positively associated with performance, while household size

is a negative correlate. Both median education and expenditures also

rank high as predictors of the relative performance of Negroes (as a

percentage of the white performanct, level). The racial difference is

smallest where median education and expenditures are highest.' Per-

centage in agriculture is also a high-ranking correlate of relative

Negro performance; Negroes do relatively better where agricultural

employment is lower.

Percentage Negro is one of the better predictors, especially of

relative performance. It is positively associated with white.perfor-

mance rates and negatively related to Negro rates. However, when con-

tfols-are introduced, just about all the predictive power of percentage

Negro is explained away.

Other variables that are disappointing as predictors are per-

centage urban and populationchange,2 median income,3 and frequency of

racial violence (which was expected to predict the relative performance

of Negroes).

Practical application of these findings depends on whether or

not causality is assumed. If it is, the recommendations would be to

work at raising school expenditures and the level of education among

adults and to encourage programs for limiting family size and for moving

people out of agricultural employment. Such recommendations appear

to have merit beyond the concern for improving education.

Without the assumption of causality, we cannot claim to have

identified actual determinants of educational performance, but the
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results can still have value in pointing out the kinds of communities

most likely to require.special-attention by educators. In addition,_
- .

it enablei the practitiorier to focui his interest or= those places whi0

display higher performance levels -than predicted. These counties may

proVide important 'clues as to whit can. be done to compentate for

environmental conditiOna generally not conducive to high performance:

The findings also have some worth for the non-applied social'

scientist. Hopefully, we have demonstrated a broadened potential for

the utility of the demographic or ecological approach in studying ques-

tions of theoretical importance. At the same time, the limitations of

this method Its inherent inability .to explain the total prOcess of

causation -- have been reaffirmed.

As an isolated piece of research, this study must stand on its

success in predicting the rates of educational performance at the county

level, and on the utility of thee predictions.- But we see somewhat

greater significance in the study's relationship to other demographic

research and in the stage it sets for further investigation, at the

level of the individual, in the area of educational aspirations and

.performance..
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APPENDIX A

-ADDITIONAL PROBLEMS WITH SCHOOL.DATA
- -

. .

In the text, we_ have generally coverediathermedhanical, usially

inadvertent- variations in the form. of specific types of data. We are

aware of some other problems which are not so innocently. created. These

are the problems of actual misrepresentations in the' data. Our impres-

pion is that this occurs only rarely, but detection is not always possi-

ble, nor is correction possible even where-the error is discovered.

Some types of misrepresentation which we know or strongly sus-.

pect include the following; .

I) Inflation of average daily attendance figures, because state

allotments of funds to local districts are usually on the

basis of this figure. The larger the ADA, the greater the

lbtate appropriation. We are informed by state officials that

this distortion is now at a minimum because of fairly rigorous

'checks into reports-on ADA.. Some officials do .eithit, however,
i .

/

thut the problem has not been completely eliminated.
i

2)/ Underenumeration of retardates,-particularly in those places

I where we were forced tocollect the data ourselves. (We are

unable to make as clear a judgment of d'ata collected by the

states.) In a few places -- no more than a half-dozen

localities out of over 200 in the three states involved -r!

the number of "retarded" pupils was virtually zero. In

perhaps 5% of the remaining school systems, retardation seems

unusually rare. While such figures might be produced by an

4W3171;77.71"777-T
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especially bright body of Atudents-or by a Policy*vf social

-`promotton, 1-two other explanations-invol4ing misrepresenta-

flea: may hive more viliditY; First, they -may reflect an

attempt to put the system's pupils to the best possible .

-light ifi'comParisonwiih children-in other lociIities. And

second, no recorded retardation may be the result of school

officials' not taking the trouble to make accurate age-grade

distribution tables; instead, they merely estimated ages

from the number in particular grades and assumed no variation.

An attempt was made, through correspondence with school

officials, to leoln the correct explanation for these low

retardation rates. But response to our questions (asked

with the greatest possible tact) did not lead to total clari-

fication of the situation.

3) Inflation of the totals of high school graduates going on to

college. In only one state, Georgia, did we have a complete

lidt of the names of schools where pupils went for post-

graduate study, as reported by principals. This list is.

revealing and suggests that in other states, too, persons

. entering mortuary,. cosmetology, barbering, and other business_

and trade schools may often.he in the count of those going

on to college. 'Matriculation in such schools accounts for

about 3% of recorded post-high school education in Georgia.

This percentagiseemS somewhat higher for Negro schools thin

for-white schdols andHilsd-higher'for small Systems than

for. larger systems.-
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Mother set school data problems atill,rematos to be dis-

cUssed. These have to do with matters witch tend. to interfere with
-

the- validity of. aLl ta ü ctaJncountie. We have in-:mind-three

main difficulties:- (1) .the lack of a. racial breakdown -en statistics

for integrated schools; (2) the enrollment of..pdpils in non-public

schools; and (3). the passage of children ticross-county line to attend-.

I) Integrated Schools. The. .general practice of school sydtems

is. to consider all data for an integrated school as applying

to that race which is in the majority in the school. Thus,

where there are one -or two Negroes in an enrollment of- 500,

the Negroes are considered "white" for statistical purposes.

Since this is a rather typical race ratio in integrated

schools in Southern states (as of 1960), it would seem that

the deviation from exact statistics for each race is very

slight. It should be noted that only a handful of counties .

in the eleven states of our research have anything approaching

full-scale integration. As it turns out, the only completely

integrated school systems2 in the region are a few in"

Arkansas and Texas where the proportion of Negroes in the

population is so small that the counties cannot.ften be in-

eluded in our analysis by race -- that is, they have fewer

than 1,000 Negroes in the population.

2) Non-Public Schools. -- In one state, Louisiana, some of the

types of school 'information are also provided for private

and parochial school pupils. This is fortunate s since

-:
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Louisiana, with its large Catholic population, has by far

thelargilt proportion of nSi-Public school attenders in

the. iegfori-. -There are however, scattered -areas in the other

states that also have relatively-large private and parochial

school enrollmeats. In these-aOunties,_ Usually highly.

urbanized --- we know only the relative size of the nonrpubl'ic
.

-school population, but nothing about attendance, retarda4on,

etc. Private school pupils' 'nay or may not resemble their

public sehool.counterparts in these respects. All we are

able to do is to make note of the proportion attending non.-

. - .3.

public schools in each county: tie can then use this infor-

mation- at least to qualify any conclusions we might draw

from the data we have for children in ccunties Where many

are in-private and parochial schools.
.

.3; Crossing County Lines. -- It may well be true 'that most of,

the counties in our survey receive some pupils from adjacent

counties. Rural persons near the border may elect to send

their children to school in neighboring communities in the

next county. But the effect is probably negligible except,

'41

t

where it is official policy to transport a, body of pupils r

across the boundary. This occurs primarily where a locality

does not provide facilitiei for all grades or where a

jointly sponsored consolidated school serves pupils from more

than one county. The problem is Most prevalent:where the

number of pupils in a place is not enough for efficient

maintenance of an adequate high school or of any schools at

.41

w-

t
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alL, Thifveffects oparseJNegro-Poyulations most often.

with the problem of integtated scb,00l data, our concern

is. lasiened. here becaisse car sample tioeS--not.inc.-lude ipds.t

of the counties with Negro--piipulationS-smtill. enough. to

necessitate 'inter-county movement. But there still remain

a few counties in each of _five states -- Arkansas, North

Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia -- where the data

are confounded by this phenomenon. In these ,cases, infor*

mation-from both the sending and receiving counties becomes

.potentially unrepresentative of the counties involved.

A special related problem exists. with Virginia data
OF

because of its politically independent cities. In many of

the states, cities have separate school systems which, in

some cases, send into or receive from the. county relatively

large numbers of pupils. But since the entire county is

our unit of analysis, we have generally averted any difficulty

by just combining city and county data. In.-Virginia, how-

ever, the citils have complete autonomy.4 And it is not

always obvious geographically in just what county a city

belongs. This has forced us to make a few rather arbitrary

decisions in joining cities to counties in Virginia,: This

has happened with no more than about six of the state's 98

counties. But these six are cases where the likelihood

would seem to be greatest than cross-boundary exchange of

pupils involves the city with a county other than the county

to which the city has been assigned.

, .
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Even with all the data cited. here .ancl in the text, ,we

are confident in the overall value of the school. statistics used in

this stutty.*:-the: difficulties .-which- we haite-cleScribect will generally .

. .

have little- effect' on. such correlations. so long. as we follow our Oran-

to.. compute :a separate Set of correlations -for each state. Data for

counties within the same state are comparable except in isolated

Cases .7r-so isolated that correlations based on .these data should have

high. validity.

I -A

Powilsoorisk:
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1. This is where pupils are moved.along-with-their.age cohort, .1

reordlessot.their:degree of acadefitic-achieyemeat.:Auch an..explanacion-
repiesents a challenge to the-ugefulness of- "retardatiOn" as a measire-
of real adhievement,-buf it does not reflect on-the-reporting of local
officials.

2. By .this, we mean systems where there are pupils of both races,
but no separate-schools maintained for Negroes.

3. This information is obtained from the 1960 Census reportS.for
each state,-Chapter-C on General,, Social and Economic CharactetiStics

of the population.-

4. Even the Census does not combine these cities with counties
as is its,cuttom ta-proyiding county data in-other states. Thii; means

that occasionally in Virginia we come across a county or city with less
than 1,000 non-Whites (and no racial breakdown of data), even though-
'there would be 1,000 non-whites if the city and county were combined.
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TABLE 41.-

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND EACH PERFORMANCE
VARIABLE -- FOR ALL ELEVEN STATES

Performance Measure: % in Average Dail Attendance

Predictor
Variable

County Pop.

% Neg., 1960
% Neg., 1900
Pop. Change
Pop. Change (N)

Pop. Change (W)
Voter Regis. (N)
Voter Regis. (R)
7. Wh. -Col. (N)

'1. B1.-Col. (N)

% in Mfg.
7. in Agric.
Med. Inc. (N)
Med. Inc. (W)
Med. Inc. (R)

% Urban
7 Ed. (N)
% w/Col. Ed. (W)
% w/Col. Ed. (R)
Med. Ed. (N)

Med. Ed. (W)
Med. Ed. (R)
Lynchings to '20
Lynchings '20-'61
Acts. of Viol,

# in Household (N)
# in Household (W)
% wiBoth Per. (N)
Per Pup. Expend.
Per Pup. Exp. (N)

Per Pup. Exp. (W)
Per Pup. Exp. (R)
Pup. Per Teach. (N)
Pup, Per Teach. (R)
Teachers' Ed. (N)
Teachers' Ed. (R)

Total Number of
Counties with
Mailable Data.

808
808
808
808

808

810
810
810
810
810

Weighted Mean
Correlation

808 .087 -.118 .126 1

808 -.357 .152 -.421 1

8J8
808
808

-.221 .076 -.273
.203 -.235 .310

.220 -.198 .308

808 810 808 .152 -.237 E.272

777 779 777 .265 -.065 .278
683 685 683 .218 -.116 .258

808 810 808 .133 -.049 .142

808 810 808 .315 -.076 .346

808
808
808

808
808

810
810
810
810
810

808
808
808
808
808

.301 .156 .204

-.465 -.002 -.438

.351 -.161 .414

.155 -.071 .173

.290 -.121 .346

808 810 808 .191 -.115 .230
808 810 808 .178 -.034 . .190
808 810 808 -.009 .003 -.016
808 810 808 .177 -.029 .197 t

808 810 808 .405 -.065 .423

808
808
808
808
808

808
808
808
808

592

592

592

807

807

556
556

810 808 .013 -.014 .016 !

810 808 .363 -.045 .374

810 808 g -.058 .009 '-.076
810 808 -.032 .047 -.066
810 808 .032 -.031 .037 i

810 808 -.311 .084 -.354
I

810 808 .007 -.257 .114

810 808 .023 .036 .007

810 808 .162 .095 .125

594 592 .276 .064 .251

594

594
809

809

558
558

592

592

807
807

556
556

*Range is for middle four states

-.138 .225 -.230 i

.337 -.114 .385 I

-.492 -.090 -.436

-.464 .125 -.508
.071 .103 .023

.075 -.075 .111 1

185

Racge of Correla-
tions for Middle

Five States

.136 .061 .157

.210 .300 .206

,218 .345 .110

.090 .159 .070

.234 .197 .223

.118 .138 .093

.097 .470 .250

.111* .255* .290*

.253 .082 .233

'.146 .362 .062

.116 .094 .208

.087 .143 .048

.281 .249 .143

4067 .116 .110

.105 .263 .149

.163 .206 .268

.145 .061 .136

.188 .147 .158

.243 .095 .250

.206 .230 .177

.221 .084 .287

.093 .146 .141

.133 .059 .113

.160 .152 .126

.132 .099 .102

.189 .189 .106

.072 .229 .191

.142 .110 .103

.319 .176 .359

.202* .214* .139*

.202* .248* .246*

.141* .381* .172*

.144 .266 .259

.127 .406 .120

.074*. .066* .124*

.145* .082* .105*

b au g f rAt I
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SUMMARY: RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PREDICTOR:VARIABLES AND EACH PERFORMRE

VARIABLE -- FOR ALL ELEVEN STATES

Performance Measure: Ratio of 12th to 5th Grade Enrollments

Predictor
Variable

Total. Number of

Counties with
Available Data

N W R

Cbuuty Pop; 803 809 803
% Neg., 1160 803 809 803
7. Neg., 1900 803 809 803
Pop. Change 803 809 803
Pop. Change (N) 803 809 803

Pop. Change (W) 803 809 803
Voter Regis. (N) 772 778 772
Voter Regis. (R) 678 686 678
%Wh.-Col. (N) 803 809 803
% 81.-Col. (N) 803 809 803

% in Mfg. 803 809 803
7. 1,n Agric. 803 809 803
Med. Inc. (N) 803 809 803
Med. Inc. (W) 803 809 803
Med. Inc. (R) 803 809 803

7. Urban 803 809 803
7. w /Col. Ed. (N) 803 809 803
% w/Col. Ed. (W) 803 809 803
% wiCol. Ed. (R) 803 809 803
Med. Ed. (N) 803 809 803

Med. Ed. (R) 803 809 803
Med. Ed. (R) 803 809 803
Lynchings to '20 803 809 803
Lynchings '20-'61 803 809 80
Acts of Viol. 803 809 803

# in Household (N) 803 809 803
# in Household (W) 803 809 803
% w/Both Par. (N) 803 809 803
Per Pup. Expend 802 808 602
Per Pup. Exp. (N) 588 592 588

Per Pup. Exp. (W) 588 593 588
Per Pup. Exp. (R) 588 593 588
Pup. Per Teach. (N) 801 807 801
Pup. Per Teach. (R) 801 807 801
Teachers' Ed. (N) 551 557 551
Teachers' Ed. (R) 551 557 551

*Range is for middle four states

1.36

.

I

Range of Correia-
Weighted Mean tions for Middle
Correlation

I

Five States

N

-.108
.159
-.180
-.131
-.159

-.154
.221

.166

.096

.009

.242

-.158
-.013

-.183
.172

-.113
.115

-.198
.286

.252

-.222
.402

-.030
-.037

-.098

-.151
-.101
.027

.136

.305

I -.081
.279

I -.463
-.335
.046

I

-.011

W R

-.250 .013

.362 -.353

.170 -.256
-.472 .161

-.389 .084.

-.464 .149

-.158 .305

-.211 .268

-.097 .125

-.281 .178

-.047 .249

.311 -.331

-.405 .231

-4348 .033

-.158 .245

-.364 .100

-.124 .168

-.046 -.151

-.083 .292

-.233 .365

-.063 -.146
-.149 .442

.004 -4058

.029 -.057
-.085 -.043

.199 -.235
-.370 .110
-.014 .062

.132 .035

-.001 .282

.425 -.311
-.331 .452

-.028 -.397
.289 -.471

-.011 .067

-.157 .117

1

N W R

.106 .135 .246

.300 .131 .137

.295 .151 .169

.336 .101 .109

.354 .216 .246

.302 .073 .167

.035 .324 .228

.200* .346* .162*

.083 .087 .075

.207 .258 .165

.245 .249 .151

.182 .161 .028

.223 .108 .206

.184 .179 .111

.178 .114 .255

.330 .204 .217

.131 .121 .065

.181 .153 .168

.045 .211 .090

.118 .205 .087

.210 .157 .159

.198 .236 .097

.173 .101 .098

.042 .084 .066

.086 .101 .088

.195 .146 .060

.288 .122 .180

.208 .100 .113

.333 .203 .221

.303* .115* .148*

.423* .289* .106*

.244* .124* .156*.

.039 191 .074

.200 .338 .170

.184* .083* .241*

.155* .105* .165*

liamiumnitneturumwmaranywoustunwamtwramumPRINWASIIIWMPROMOVI,IrsEzrost-ssgrapirmownw anaRAWri-ffelgIroricalgiarr, :4-4441.

I



-

TABLE 43

SIR II IL= : RELATIONSHIPS DE'..11 1EEII PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND EACH PERFORIIANCE
VARIABLE 20R ALL ELEVEN STATES

Per2ormance Measure: Y. Up to Their &-re Cohort in School

Predictor
Variable

County Pop.
7. Neg., 1960

7. Neg., 1900

Pop. Change
Pop. Change (N)

Pop. Change (U)

Total Number o:',!

Counties with
Available nata

II II P.

690 691 639
690 691 689

690 691 609

690 691. 609

690 691 639

690 691 639
Ei. Voter Regis. (N) 659 660 653

Voter aegis. (R) 591 592 590
Uh.-Col. (N) 690 691 639

B1.-Col. (I1) 690 691 639

7. in 11.1g. 690 691 609
7. in Agric. 690 691 639
Fled. Inc. (N) 690 691 639
Lied. Inc. 690 691 639

Fled. Inc. (a) 690 691 639

% Urban 690 691 639
% w/Col. Ed. (N) 690 691 639

w/Col. Ed. (U) 690 691 689

7. 1.7/Col. Ed. (Pb) 690 691 639
Fled. Ed. (11) 690 691 689

Med. Ed (U) 690 691 609
Med. Ed. (n) 690 691. 689
Lynchings to 120 690 691 689
Lynchings '20 -'61 690 691 689

Acts of: Viol. 690 691 609

# in Household (N) 690 691 609
# in Household (U) 690 691 609

%.7/Both Par. (N) 90 691 609

Per Pup. Expend. 690 691 689
Per Pup. Exp. (N) 487 488 407

Per Pup. Exp. (U) 487 488 407

Per Pup. Exp. (R) 487 480 437

Pup, Per Teach. (V) 89 690 688

Pup. per Teach. (R) 689 690 603

Teacherd1 Ed. (N) 451 452 451
Teachers' Ed. (R) 451 452 451

Ueighted Mean
Correlation

N I1

.174
-.281
-.220
.173

.187

.140

.190

.194

.107

.221

.194
-.339
.294
.154
.200

.207

.157

.018

.149

.338

.137

.068

.109

.159

.113

.167
-.018
-.084
.121

-.023

.039
..1.92

.124

.248

-.130

.167

.164

.292
-.083
.176

F.

.04C
-.297
-.280

.036

.076

.000

.153

.210

-.001
.201

.109
-.135
.170

-.057
.288

.053

.010
-.218
.173
.149

.041 .397 -.254

.261 -.157 .327
«.063 .105 -.125
-.006 .065 -.063
.071 .105 -.015

1 -.249 -.072 -.147
-.012 -.300 .203

6 .111 .029 .013
.116 .149 .015

.217 .133 .087

-.088 .169 -.228
.266 -.014 .245

6 i ..262 -.110 -.126
i-.311 -.052 -.211
F .197 .117 .092
I .075 -.171 0179

*Range is for middle live states

187

Rouge of Correla-
tions for Biddle

Six States

N

.309

.228

.259

.241

.390

.231

.140

.242**

.281

.330

.163

.222

.461

.337

.262

.358

.254

.231

.250

.272

.276

.144

.158

.135

.194

.164

.230

.204

.302

.333**

.409**

.225**

.470

.290

.140**

.342**

.228

.298
.264
.137
.277

.181

.251

.191

.170

.321

.201

.360

.329

.293

.261

.160

.286

.210

.312

.223

.491

.102

.157

.104

.262

.145

.313

.392

.431**

446**

.299**

.356

.278

.299**

.261**

.190

.262

.151

.393

.406

.329

.103

.099er::

.149

.267

.071

.102

.314

.252

.230

.259

.190

.110

.245

.261

.152

.252

.227

.185

.113

.158

. 307

.144

.240

.133**

0239**
.364**
.250
.345
344**

VanOSSWIMMOMINOW SIOIMIUMMInnralriaragManiintainanWinifaaMOWSW4 MU MalOWEVIan t WM Or MU FAMI=ROMOSSW
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TABLE 44

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND EACH PERFORMANCE
VARIABLE .- 70R ALL ELEVEN STATES

Performance Measure:

Total Number of
CountieS with
Available Data

% Enterina22110._...

Weighted
Correlation

Predictor
Variable R

County Pop. 710 720 700 .335 .320
7. neg., 1960 710 720 700 -.114 .163
7. Neg., 1900 710 720 708 .277
Pop. Change 710 720 700 .284 .248
Pop. Change (N) 710 720 703 305 .154

Pop. Change () 710 720 7081 .259 .273
Voter Regis. (N) 710 720 7081 .077 -.188
Voter Regis. (II) 617 626 615 .111 -.178
% (W) 710 720 7081 .326 .267
7. B1.-Ccl. (0) 710 720 7031 .054 .006

% in 112g. 710 720 7031 -.058 -.195
7. in Agric. 710 720 700; -.190 -.163,
Med. Inc. (u) 710 720 7111 .313 .160
Ned. Inc. (11) 710 720 7001 .298 .474
Med. Inc. (r) 710 720 7081 .081 ..294

°h Urban 710 720 700 .380 .478
7. w/Col. Ed. (N) 710 720 7J0. .357 .244
% w/Col. Ed. (II) 710 720 703i .207 .670
7. w/Col. Ed. (R) 710 720 700 1 .149 -.260
Idled. Ed. (N) 710 720 708' .314 .116

Med. Ed. (0) 710 720 704 1 .269 .609
Med. Ed. (R) 710 720 708! .060 -.356
Lynchings to '20 710 720 700! .059 .228
Lynchings '20-'61 710 720 703 .018 .116
Acts of Viol. 710 720 708 .204 .198

# in Household (N) 710 720 708-.281 -.274

# in Household (0) 710 720 7001 -.115 -.292
7. w /Both Par. (N) 710 720 708 -.149 -.227
Per Pup. Expend. 709 719 707 .113 .084
Per Pup. Exp. (N) 553 562 552 .191 .000

Per Pup. Exp. (U) 553 562 55 2 -.019 -,268

Per Pup. Exp. (R) 553 562 552, .179 -.144
Pup. Per Teach. (N) 709 718 707 1 -.102 .076
Pup. Per Teach.. (R) 709 718 707 i 0.158 .099
Teachers' Ed. (N) 469 478 463 1 .180 .161
Teachers' Ed. (R) '469 478 468 i -.004 -.247

Range is for middle four
**Range is for middle five

states
states

It I

.051
-.178
-.197

.070

.130 1

.037

.188 1

.222

.10f1

.028

188

Range of Correla-
tions for diddle

Six States

N U

.143

.068

.124

.160

.105

.173

.333

.244

.300

.31,8

.179

.255

.193

.284

.258

.159 .259 .270

.194 .289 .215

.230** .198** .203**

.152 -.201 .150

.141 .275 .063

.063
1

.186
-.036 .152

.133 .074
-.056 .160
.233 .097

.020
I

1

.243

.121 1 .192

-.238 I .109

.290 .055

.156 .120

-.162 .198
.262 .230

-.009 .126
-.066 .156

.035 .200

1

-.070 I .223

.064' i .230

.002 i .148

.053 I .177

.166 .130*

-.145 1 .119*

.227 1 .178*
-.133 i .296

-.171 ! .288

.036
1

.185*'

i *

.135 1 .221 **

.209

.307

.347

.198

.294

.234

.151

.073

.235

.390

.113

.348

.283

.159

.192

.154

.103

.276

.381

.328*

.110*

.298*

.339

.213

.380**

.181**

.203

.236

.208

.233

.121

.247

.326

.233

.238

.278

.132

.224

.133

.199

.099

.350

.246

.327

.258

.118*

.282*

.241*

.279

.217

.197**

.107**
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TABLE 45

SUMMARY: RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND EACH PERFORMANCE
VARIABLE -- FOR ALL ELEVEN STATES

Performance Meaaurek% of Age-Eligible Youths

Total Humber of
Counties with
Available Data

Predictor

Variable

County Pop.
7. Neg., 1960

% Neg., 1900
Pop. Change
Pop. Change (N)

Pop. Change (W)
Voter Regis. (N)
Voter Regis. (R)
% Wh.-Col. (N)
% B1.-Col. (N)

7. in Mfg.

% in Agric.
Med. Inc. (N)
Med. Inc. (W)
Med. Inc. (R)

% Urban
% w/Col. Ed. (N)
% w/Col. Ed. (W)
% w/Col. Ed. (R)
Med. Ed. (N)

Med. Ed. On
Med. Ed. (R)
Lynchings to !20
Lynchings '20..161

Acts of Viol.

# in Household (N)
# in Household (W)
w/Both Par. (N)

Per Pup. Expend.
Per Pup. Exp. (N)

Weighted Mean
Correlation

N U R N W

109

in High School

Range of Correla-
tions for Middle

1 Five States

812 812 812 : ,..112 .101 .035 .125

812 812 812 -.231 .170 -.293 .326

812 812 812 -.195 .134 -.243 i .064

812 812 812 .077 -.021 .071 .254

812 812 812 .078 -.054 .081 ! .372

812 812 812 i .052 -.008 .047 ! .233

781 781 781 .237 -.053 .249 i .125

699 699 699 .204 -.087 .233 ! .130*

812 812 812 i .212 .147 .115 : .069

C12 812 812 .137 -.078 .154 1 .097

812 812 812 .232 .008 .188 1 .215

812 812 812 -.329 -.059 -.254 1 .150

812 812 812 .194 -.021 .170 1 .192

812 812 812 .037 .131 -.059 ! .127

812 812 812 .218 -.176 .296 i .279

812 812 812 .148 .108 .066 i .093

812 812 812 .203 .088 .131 i .177

812 812 812 -.026 .262 -.168 1 .171

812 812 812 .215 -.099 .248 ! .136

812 812 812 .370 .031 .317 I .172

1

812 812 812 $ -.008 .308 -.174 i .084

812 812 812: .339 -.199 .418 1 .064

812 812 812 -.028 .131 -.109 .100

812 812 812 -.048 .095 -.098' .176

812 812 812 .047 .075 -.007 .057

812 812 812 .

1

-.302 -.049 -.230 .074

812 812 812 1 -.092 -.291 .073 .086

812 812 812 i .045 -.046 .068 .103

810 810 810 .132 .148 .025 .292

594 594 594 i ..261 .100 .180 .251*

Per Pup. Exp. (W) 594
Per Pup. Exp. (R) -594

Pup. Per Teach. (N) 809
Pup. Per Teach. (R) 809

Teachers' Ed. (N) 558

Teachers' Ed. (R) 558

594 594 -.066 .256 -.198 .249*
594 594 ! .238 -.102 .270

i
.264*

809 809 i -.367 -.116 -.25t 1 420
809 809 t -.330 .039 -.304 .143

558 558 1 .135 .098 .075 1 .135*
558 558 ; .038 -.127 .112 1 .129*

* Range is for middle four states

1MirArownweAmitmtnataingammovigisisram41161WWWWWWW41:11101MilliiMpiVstatiguamemalroi=suP7
1 4,

.125 .110-

.124 .245

.059 .315

.195 .209

.252 .356

.175 .175

.256 .068

.158* .117*

.121 .145

.123 .263

.262

.258

.328

.114

.170

.186

.141

.135

.101

.202

.259

.178

.122

.134

.092

.216

.205

.344

.193

.236

.089

.108

.387

.203

.183

.076
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.047
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.171* .184*
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.115 .175

.172* .171*

.344* .259*
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SUMMARY: RELATIONSHIPS BETS JEW FREDICTOR-VARiABLES Ni) EACH Pr2FOPMANCE

VARIABLE -- FOR -ALL ELEVEN STATES

Performance Measure: Census Retention Index

Predictor.

Variable

County..PoO.

7. Neg.,. 1960
Negi 1900-

Pop. -Change

Pop, Change (N)

Pop. Change (W)
Voter. Regis. (11)

Voter Regis. (R)
7. (N)

%.B1E-Col. (N)

190

Total Number -of
Counties with
Available Data

Ratio

. .

Weighted Meats

Cdrrelation

Ratio

412 -.091 .

812 -.270
-812 -.168

812 .181

812 .106

812 .168

781 .243'

699 .213

812 .202

812 .168

.. -

-Range.of Correia--
tiolis for Middle

Five States

Ratio

.18R

.266

.253 --

.237 .

.337-

. .

.186

.201

.141*

.093

7. in Mfg. 812 .188 .210

% inAgric. 812 -.312 .140

Med. inc. (N) 812 .257 :249

Med. Inc..(W) 812 .105 .144
.

Med. Inc. (R) 812 .210 .205

% Urban 812 .189 .174

% w/Col. Ed. (N) 812 .206 .168

% w /Col.. Edo (W) 812 -460 .116

-% wiCol: Ed..(R) 812
.

.246 .236

Bed. Ed. (N) 812 '048 .144

Med. Ed. (W) 812 -.053 .099

Ned. "Ed. (R) 812 .361 .153

Lynchings to"'20 812 -.059 .071

Lynchings-120-'61 812 --.039 .051

Acts of Viol. . 812 .008 .072

# in Household (N)
# in Household (W)
%w/Both Par. (N).
Per Pup. Expend.
Per Pup. Exp. (N)

812 ....269 .070

812 .103 .097

812' .016 .119

810 .013 .239

594 .212 .147*

Per Pup. Exp. (W) 594 -.219 .173*

Per Pup. Exp. (I) 594 .333 -. .191*

Pup. Per Teach. (N) 809 -.267 .200

Pup. Per Teach. (R) 809 -.321 .172

Teacher's' Ed. (N) 558 .103 .214*

Teachers' Ed. (R) 558 .099 .112*

*Range is for middle four states

la
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TABLE 47 .-

OVWCAIL RANIS OF INDEPENDEM VARIABLES IN PREDICTING VARIOUS

ABSOLUTE MEASURES OP NEGRO' PERFORMANCEI.v.

Performance Measures'

Predictor
Variable

County Pop.
% Neg., 1960'
9. Neg:-, 1900
Pop. Change
Pop; Change (N)

Pop. Change. (1,1).

Voter Regis. (N)
Voter Regis. (R)
% (N)

% B1. -Col. (N)
Ers

% in klfg.

% in Agric.
Med: Inc. (N)
Med. Inc. (0)

Med. Inc. (R)
% Urban.

% w/Col. Ed. (N)

% w/Col. Ed, (g)
% w/Col. Ed.. (R)

lied. Ed. (N)

Med. Ed. -(W)

Med. Ed. (R)
Lynchings to '20
Lynchings I 20- 61

Acts of Viol.

eri
110 03 0 ri
eS 4J"

60 C:4 Si 0'
et$u 0 es
O 1)013

eS .
t4

":1. 0

o
ill vi

w 4) 0 00 -0 ;10 o - o
.to o 14 u) o 60 ,14 0 0 144

. 40 Ca C.7 eS a) v4 .03 eri ;it .

43 0 u.rd
O -- 0 co se co 13

0 4, r4 0 00 0 0 - o ul c* Pc° 4
srl if1 n 0 - .0 '0 a I 4J
4.5 14 $i u up las o o

4,>4.1 oco coo 4),414.- 4)-44)o..4 ou
04 Le, OL4.1 41 104 E.4 p14 mLca It' a. 4: D4 as- Ad o
. .

27 (4' 25' (-) (+) 3 (+) 23 (+)

6 .(r) 16.5. (-) (-) 23 (-). (-) . 12.3.(-)

15 (-) 13 (-) 11 (-) 33-(-) '17 (-) _17.8 (-)

18(4 -) 22 (-) 21( +) 9 (+) 26( +) 4+1+-

16 (f) 16.5 (-) 19 (f) 7 ( -) 25 (f) 4- i-3 -t--

24 (+) 19 (-) 25 (+) 12 (+) 28 0 +14+-

14 (+) 10 (4) 16 (+) 28 (4) 9 (+) 15.8 (+)

-17 (+) 15 .(1) 16.5 (+) 25 (4-) 15 (+) 1747 ( +)-

26 (f) 28 (f) 28 (0 4 (f) 14 (+) 20.0 (f)

9 (+) 36 (+) 10 (+) 32 --(+) 20 () 21,4 (+)

191- -

11 (+)

2 (.;.)

7 60
23 ( +)

12 (+)

19 (+)
20 (+)

35 (-)
21 (+)

4 (+)

34( +)

5
30 (-)

31.5 (r)-

31.3 (-)

# in Household (N) 10 (-)

# in Household 01) 36 (+)

% w/Both Par. (N) 33 (i.-)

Per Pup. Expend. 22 ( +)

Per Pup. Exp. (N) 13 ( +)

Per Pup. Exp. (10- 25 (-)
Per Pup. Exp. (R) 8 (+)

Pup. Per Teach. (N) 1 (-)

Pup. Per Teach. (R) 3 (-)
Teachers' Ed. (N) , 29 (+)

Teachers' Ed. (R) 28 (+)

8 (+) 16.5 (+) 31 (-) -10 (+)

18 (-) 1 (-) 16 (-) 5 (-) 8.4 (-)

34 (-) 4 (f) 6 (+) 18 (0

12 (-) 23 (+) 8 (+) 33 (0 4444--

14 (+) 14 (+) 27 (+) 12 (+) 15.8 ( +)

24 () 13 (f) 1 (0' 19 (+)

23 (+) 22 (f) 2 (+) 16 (+) 16.6 (0

11 (-) 34 (f) 13 (+) 35 (-)

5 (+) 24 (f) 20;5 (+) 13 (+) 16.7 (f)

7 (+) 2 ( +) 5 (+) 1 ( +) 3.8 (0

9 0 33 ( +) 11 (4-) 36 (-)

(+) 8 (f) 29( +) 3 (+) 9.4 (f)

32 (-) 32 (-) 30 (+) 34 (-)

(-) 36 (-) 35 (+) 29 (-)

(-) 31 (+) 14 (+) 3C ( +)

20 (-) 9 (-) 10 (-) 6 (-) /1.0 (-)

26 (-) 35-0 22 () 24 (-)

27 ( +) 20.5 (-) 31 (+) 441+-

26 (+) 24 (+) 22 ( +) 23.0 ( +)

12( +) 15(4) 7 (+) 10.2( +)

33 (+)
21 (+)
4 (+)

29 (-)
6 (+)

(-)

3 (-)
30 (+)

350

29 (-) 34 (-)
6 ( +) 18 (4.)
7 0 26 (-)
3 (-) 19 (-)

15 ( +) 17 (4)
30 (0 36 (-)

27 ( -) 28.8 (-)
8 (+) 9.2 (+)

2 (-) 7.4 (-)

4 (-) 6.4 (-)

21 ( +) 22.4 ( +)

32 ( +) 4-4--

*Sign in parentheses refers t% direction of overall relationship for all

.eleven states.

`.**When there is inconsistency in the signs of the correlations between an

independent variable and the different` performance measures, the average rank

is not given. Instead, the number of positive and negative correlations is"

listed.
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-Predictdr
Variable -

TA4LE

OVERALL -RANK OF EPEMENT- VARIABLES EN -PREDICTING' VARIOUS
ABSOLUTE MEASURES OF WRITE -PERFORMANCE*.

- Performance Measure's

44 .2
r4 -*
0- - 00 43- 312

14
tO

CZ1 813 d 0 X. 44 -
st .0 0 ri Cd Pf

43' TA 4.1 .r1 4J
C

U
O 4:1 0 a rot 0 Ca 00 C)

41 C,) 43 el -I-I
0 PO I s.) k v0
;4 60 41 ep 14 43- 0 ) 41 43

ori k. 0 ea 0 41 > co k
0 %it 134 44 Im r-.1

County *Pop.
7. 'Neg., 1960

Neg., 1900. --

Top; Change
Pop. Change (N)
Pop. Change (W)
VoterRegis. (N)
Voter Regis: (R)

(N)
7. B1.--Col. (N).

in Mfg.
in Agric.

Med. Inc. (N)
Med." Inc. (U)
Med. Inc. (R)
7. Urban
7. ulCola Ed. (N)
7. w/Col. Ed. (W) .

7. ti/Col. Ed. (R)
Med. Ed. (N) .
Med. Ed. (W)
Med. Ed. (R)
Lynchings to '20
Lynchings 20- ' 61
Acts of-Viol.

11 (-)
8 (-:-)

19.5 (+)
3 (-)

. 5' (-)
2 (-)

23.5 (-)
12 (-)
26 (-)

19.5 (-)
7 (+)

36 (-)
6 (-)

22 (-)
10 (-)

.

30 (-) 24 (
( )
a)

35 (-) 30 (-)
32 () 27 (-)

23.5 (-) 15 (-)

in .Households (N)
# in Households (W)' .
7. vi /Both Par. (N)
Eir Pup. Expend.
Per Pup. Expend. (N)
Per Pup. Expend. (U)
Per Pup. Expend. (R)
Pup. Per Teach. (N)
Pup. Per Teach. (R)
Teachers' Ed. (N)
Teachers' Ed. (R)

*Sign in parentheses
eleven ataten

33 (-) 28 (7)
28 (-) 22 (-)
34(x) 35(.)
27 (-4 31( +)
31. (-) 26 (a)
18 (+).... 17 (+)
1 (-)". 6 (-)

25 (+) 33 (-)
16 (+) 23 (-..1-)
25 (+) 36 (-)

3 (+)
10 (-)
32 (-)
12 (+)
34 (-)
21 (-)

refers to di

15 (+).
30. (4-).
:23 ()
12- (+)-

(`
9.5 (+)
35 (-)
27 (-)
19 (+)
-34 (-)
26 (+)
5 (-)

18 (+)
4()

17 (-)
9.5 (+)
11 (+)
3 (+)

28. (-)
6 _(+)

1 (+)
13- (a)

24.5 (+)
31 (4-)

24.5 ( +)
29 (-)
2 (a)

33 (+)
14( +)
16 (+)

.8 .

36 (-)
22 (-)
32 (-)
21 (+)
7 (-)

-

192

6 (+) _. .17. (+)
24.5- (4-) . 7- j(+)

.9 : 10 (+)
15 (+) 33.5 (a)
28 (+) 27 (-)
11 (+) 35.5 (-)

.22 (a) 28 (-)
23 (7!) . 23 (-)
13 (+) 9 (+)
35 (+) 24. (..)
23. (a) 35.5 (+)

24.5 "(7) 26 (-)
27 (14' 33.5 (-)

4 (4-) 11.5 (+)
7 (-) 6 (-)
3 (+) 15 (4-)

17(:) 22( +)
1 (-:-) 3 CO

14 (-) 19 (-)
30.5 (+) 32 (+)

2 (4-) 1 (+)
5 (.) 5 (-)

18 (+) 11.5 (+)
30.5 (-) 21 (+)

20 () 25. (-0
.10 (-) 29 (a).

8 (-) 2 (-)
19 (-) 30 (-)
33 (+). 8 (4-)
36 (+) 18 (4-
12 -(+) 4 (4-)
29 (-) 16 (-)
34 () 14 (-)
32 (+) 31 (+)
26 CO 20 (4)
16 (-) 13 (-)

rection of overall relationship for all

**When there is inconsistency in the signs of the correlations between an
independent variable and the different performance measures, the average rank
is not given. Instead, the number of positive and negative correlations is
listed.
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Performance Eeasure':

.

Negio Performance:

. .

Abdolute- Relative

AMMO.,

AIWA .201

12/5 ratio .249 .246

Non-retardation .190 .197

College entrance .062

High school enrollment .229 .186

Census retention ratio 1191111, .183
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TABLE 52 .

'PARTIAL CORRELATIONS. BETWEEN SELECTED INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND ABSOLUTE

MEASURES OF NEGRO PERFORMANCE, USING.VARIOUS CONTROLS AND

VARIGUS LEVELS OF PARTIALLING
110. ....

iMANOMPtimMOMIN112;/;~/~/~..ramMaRel~00

Var.*
cont. -

Var4*

a
Performance Meaeurds

IIDA .

12/5
_Ratio Retard. Ent:: Enroll: Average.

Hone' .9357 -.159 -.281 -.231 .228

1 -2 -.135- -.020 ..096

3 -.186 .-.033 -.130 .062 -.047 -.4.067

4 -.279 -.115 . -.215 -.141 a*.152

5 -.283 -.048 -.219 -.044 -.147 -.148

6 -.177 .059 -.135 -.090 .020 .-.065

2,3,4,5 -.076 .024 -.056 .114 .041 .009

2,3,4,6 -.048 .112 -432 .137 .039. .041

None -.465 -.190 -.329 -.296

2. 1 -.353 -.090 -.237 -.154 -.253 -.217

3 --.306 4..013 -.184 -.007. -.148 -.132

4 -.392 -.108 -.090 -.240 -.220

5 -.411 -.061 -.289 -.135 -.265 -,232

6 -.367 4..027 -.249 -.120 -.252 -.203

1,3,4,5 -.227 .037 -.116 .047 -.077 -.067

1,3,4,6 -4.223 .054 .060 -.077 -.060

None .405 .252 .338 .314 .370 .336

3 1 .274 .201 .233 .300. .300 .262

2 .133 .199 .182 .255 .231 .210

4 .333 .216 .277 . .240 .296 .272

5 :339 .156 .284 .267 .303 .270

6 .296 .142 .250 .264 .301 .251

.1,2,4,5 -.083 .141. .198 432 .184 .168

1,2,4,6 .093 .158 .203 .239 .197 .178

None -.311 -.151 -.249 -.302 -.281 -.259.

4 1 44.213 4..104 -.168 -,259 -.243 4..197

2 -.156 -.098 -.133 -.228 -.198 -.163

3 -.198 -.070 -.158 -.193 -4.200 -.164

5 4-.261 -.246 -.255 -.210

6 -.240 -.079 -.189 -.244. -.253 -.201

1,2,3,5 .4.049 -.094 -.204 -.163 P.,125

1,2,3,6 -.121 -.070 -.099 -.211 -.171 -.135

JAC /4.e:1=

*--1;1..j.



Table 52 (Continued)
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IIMUOmOmMs.Aft. 11Magi. mwb% 1~MiftiftImMINmMOI.01*

Ind. - Cont.
Var.*

. .
..:--Performarice Ile r e s

JIM.111

12/5 Non- Coil. U.S. -

ADA ratio *Retard. .Ent. Enroll. -Average.

None .276 .305

5 1 . .161 .268

2 . .143 .271

3 .147 .235.

4 .216 .280

1,2,3,4 .083 .2:11

None.: -.337 .kt9

6 1 .125 .240

2 -.143 .234

3. .180 .188

4" . .274 .250

1,2,3,4 .046, .217

,
ot

"'
tA, 7, 1..

,
t- t A ,,i3O,z,:i-t:'.4tefiS;.'

=0,

..217 .191 461
.123 .-.10' -.192
.115 - .137: :169

.104 .084 ,.143

.165 -.131 : .201

,054 .085 .112 413

.250

.18/

.179

.143

.195

.266 .179 .238 .260

.098 .141 .107 .142

.124 .101. .094 .139

.128 .036 .077 .122

.214 .168 .110 .203

.042 ;099 .043 .089

*Vables are numbered as follows:

1 - Percentage Negro (1960)
2 - Percentage in agriculture
3 - Median education (N)
4 - Population per household (N)
5.- Per pupil expenditures (N)

6 - Per pupil expenditures (R)

.001111.1041W

77figfre

ta, 4.0

-



TABLE 53.
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MULTIPLE C014LATIONSBETTiEfaI FIVE iii0EPOIDENT 44.1-ABLe.s AND ABSOLUTE
leAbURES_ OE NEGRO. PERPORIVINCE '

AIMMOOmMIMMIRM1maa

Dependent 14easure

IMMIMM=14=1

-11111MIMMMIIMMMOM

12/5 Non-- . Coll. 11.-S.

Independent Variables* -ADA Ratio , Retard. Ent. Enroll. Average

1, 2, 3, 4, 5

1,-2, 3, 4, 6

.512 .344

MMIMMIMMIMIMIMMI

.399 .432 .385

.509 .335 .398 p422 .388

.414.

.410.

* Variable's are numbered as follows:

.1 . Percentage Negro (1960)-'
-2 - Percentage in agriculture
3 - Median education (N)
4 - Population per household (N)

5 - Per pupil expenditures (N)
6 - Per pupil expenditures (R)-

- - fr:'-'--
f ,f'-'15:1, "'It% `4.:-.;-".f77,9_ ZcA A

. r .7*'%?"-Z'Af
1127.

J.
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TABLE 54

PARTIAL CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SELECTED INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND ABSOLUTE

MEASURES OF WHITE PERFORMANCE, USING VARIOUS CONTROLS AND

VARIOUS LEVELS OF PARTIALLING

.11111.2.8MINIMIS111.1.1.1W

Ind.

Var.*
Cont.
Var.*

Performance Measures

ADA
12/5
Ratio

Non-
Retard.

Coll.
Ent.

H. S.
Enroll. Average

,INNEIMMIM

1 None .152 .362 .068 .163 .170 .183

2 .145 .347 .100 .248 .188 .206

3 .100 .337 -.010 -.012 .084 .100

4 .157 .380 -.n03 ,071 .123 .146

5 .155 .342 -.029 -.058 .068 .096

6 .111 .323 .014 .117 .127 .138

7 .028 .157 -.037 .010 .028 .037

2,4,6,7 .033 .122 -.027 .064 .030 .044

2,5,6,7 .045 .107 -.031 -.018 .010 .023

3,4,6,7 -.020 .140 -.038 -.054 .006 .007

3,5,6,7 .026 .199 -.111 -.192 -.046 -.025

2 None -.071 -.348 .248 .474 .131 .087

1 -.055 -.332 .258 .502 .153 .105

4 -.084 -.416 -.031 .105 -.112 -.108

5 -.080 -.386 .226 .445 .099 .061

6 -.070 -.370 .263 .498 .140 .092

7 .073 -.386 .252 .491 .135 .084

1,4,6,7 .027 -.270 .010 .181 -.028 -.016

1,5,6,7 -.050 -.368 .234 .462 .119 .079

3 None -.121 -.158 -.130 -.294 -.176 -.176

1 -.040 .070 -.111 -.247 -.097 -.085

4 -.131 -.186 -.010 -.144 -.091 -.112

5 -.118 -.087 -.046 -.108 -.073 -6086

6 -.092 -.119 -.096 -.270 -.146 -.145

7 -.044 -.036 -.085 ia.233 -.108 -.101

1,4,6,7 --.080 -.007 -.021 -.136 -.043 -.057

1e5,6$7 -.077 -.026 -.063 -.153 -.063 -.066

4 None -.014 -.063 .397 .609 .308 .247

1 -.042 -.138 .392 .597 .287 .219

2 .046 .251 .315 .430 .300 .268

3 -.054 -.118 .378 .571 .271 .210

-6 -.074 -.158 .357 .585 .262 .194

7 ...096 -.236 .367 .573 .245 .171
,

I
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TABLE 54 (Continued)

performance Measures

Ind.
Var.*

Cont.
Var.* AD&

12/5
Ratio

Non-
Retard.

Coll.
Ent.

H.S.
Enroll. Average

1,2,6,7 -.104 -.360 .242 .323 .177 .056

1,3,6,7 -.139 -.271 .333 .529 .203 .132

5 None -.045 -.149 -.157 -.356 -.199 -.181

1 .053 .082 -.144 -.325 -.125 -.092

2 -.059 -.231 ...118 -.311 -.179 -.180

3 .034 -.068 -.099 -.235 -.119 -.097

6 -.017 -.116 -.130 -.340 -.175 -.156

7 .054 .033 -.097 -.279 -.106 -.079

1,2,6,7 .052 .004 -.066 -.206 -.074 -.058

1,3,6,7 496 .098 -.103 -.246 -.080 -.047

6 None -.257 -.370 -.300 -.292 -.291 -.302

1 -.236 -.332 -.294 -.270 -.268 -.280

2 -.257 -.391 -.312 -.338 -.295 -.319

3 -.245 -.356 ..288 -.268 -.275 -.286

4 -.266 -.394 -.240 -.207 -.21.1 -.270

5 -.254 -.359 -.287 -.272 -.276 -.290

7 -.197 -.266 -.256 -.223 -.225 -.233

1,2,4,7 -.214 -.362 -.235 -.214 -'.197 -.244

1,2,5,7 -.196 -.289 -.276 -.273 -.231 -.253

1,3,4,7 -.211 -.312 -.237 -.188 -.201 -.230

1,3,5,7 -.193 -.274 -.264 -.235 -.224 -.238

7 None .225 .425 .169 .268 .256 .269

1 .170 .283 .160 .216. .197 .205

2 .226 .454 .174 .303 .258 .283

3 .200 .401 .137 .197 .217 .230

4 .243 .473 .045 .092 .172 .205

5 .226 .403 .119 .142 .195 .217

6 .153 .344 .075 .189 .175 .187

1,2,4,6 .139 .349 -.002 .040 .070 .119

1,2,5,6 .122 .255 .056 .106 .111 .130

1,3,4,6 .145 .272 -.001 .035 .080 .106

1,3,5,6 .127 .216 -.074 .137 .125 .136

*Variables are numbered as follows:

1 - Percentage Negro
2 - Median income (W)
3 - MediSn income (R)
4 - Median eduCation (W)
5 - redian education (R)
6 - Population per household (W)

7 - Per pupil expenditures (W)

.ws-rworooruor
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TABLE 55

MULTIPLE C0RRE1ATIONS BETWEEN' INDEPENDENT VARIABLES MD ABSOLUTE

MEASURES Off' WHITE PERPOILMANCE

Ind.
Var.*

1, 2,

1, 2,

1, 3,

1, 3,

4, 6,

5, 6,

4, 6,

5, 6,

Performance Measures

12/5
Ratio

Non,
Retard.

Coil.
Ent.

H.S.
Enroll. Average

7 .321 .671 .456 .399 ,646 .498

7 .309 .607 .404 .370 .614 .461

7 .328 .564 .455 .401 .640 .478

7 .314 :520 .343 .358. .478 .403

* Variables are numbered as follows:

- Percentage Negro
2 - Median income CO
3 - Median income (A)
4 - Median education (W)
5 - Median education (R)
6 - Population per household (W)

7 - Per pupil expenditures CO

T

4

.
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TABLE 56

203

PARTIAL CORRELATICNS BETWEEN SELECTED IYDEPENDENT VARIABLES AND RELATIVE

MEASURES OF NEGRO PERFORMANCE, USING VARIOUS CONTROLS AND

VARIOUS LEVELS OF PARTIALLING
4111101111/11111.1111,1101111111.

Var.*
Cont,

Var.*

Performance Measures

ADA
12/5
Ratio

Cens,
Non- Coil. Retent,

Retard. Ent. Ratio Enroll. Average

1 None -.421 -.353 -.297 =.118 -.270 -.293 -.302

2 -.256 -.228 -.267 -.1%..6 -.137 -.197 -.212

3 -.287 -.267 -.166 -.053 -.181 -.155 -.185

4 -.269 -.132 -.139 -.033 -.079 -.068 -.120

5 -.226 -.050 -.179 -.023 -.050 -.119 -.108

6 -.342 -.317 -.309 -.164 -.220 -.290 -.274

7 -0375 -.341 -.296 -.182 -.224 -.298 -.284

2,3,4,5,6,7 -.029 .060 -.082 .067 .097 .023 .023

2 None -.438 -.331 -.135 -.036 -.312 -.254 -.251

1 -.287 -.189 .019 .064 -.210 -.127 -.122

3 -.375 -.279 -.055 .036 -.266 -.183 -.187

4 -.372 -.236 -.044 .043 -.233 -.153 -3166

5 -.311 -.144 -.019 .087 -.182 -.146 -.119

6 -.337 -.290 -.138 .002 -.259 -.258 -.213

7 -.383 -.331 -.127 -.030 -.254 -.261 -9231

1,3,4,5,6,7 -.207 -.158 .007 .117 -.123 -.136 -.083

3 None .346 .245 .288 .233 .218 .296 .271

1 .136 .051 .148 .161 .077 .161 .122

2 .253 .164 .262 .232 .139 .239- .215

4 .164 -.028 .122 .098 .003 .063 ,070

5 .218 .064 .209 .154 .089 .208 .157

6 .314 .223 .286 .225 .194 .289 .255

7 .348 .243 .287 .232 .216 .295 .270

1,2,4,5,6,7 .075 -.083 .083 .105 -.009 .040 .035

4 None .374 .442 .327 .262 .361 '.418 .364

1 .175 .311 .199 .198 .261 .317 .244

2 .287 .383 .303 .263 .298 .373 .318

3 .222 .380 .201 .157 .294 .315 .262

5 .220 .285 .240 .173 .235 .337 .248

6 .380 .442 .326 .260 .359 .416 .364

7 .378 .441 .327 .261 .363 .417 .366

1,2,3,5A,7 .153 .273 .132 .138 .245 .255 .199

1
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Tang 56 (Continued)

4:41

Ind.
Var.*

Cont.

Var.*

Performance Measures

AD&

12/5
Ratio

Non-
Retard.

Coil.
Ent.

Cens .

Recent'
Ratio

R.S.
Enroll. Average

5 None .385 .452 .245 .227 .333 .270 '1285

1 .134 .305 .047 .145 .207 .091 .15,

2 .220 .353 .208 .240 .219 .174 .236

3 .279 .396 .141 .146 .272 e167 .234

4 .240 .290 .093 .109 .182 .067 .164

6 .306 .426 .250 .217 .291 .263 .292

7 .340 .445 .241 .232 .295 .263 .303

1,2,3,4,6,7 .040 .229 .025 .125 .116 .013 .091

6 None .310 .167 .036 .070 .181 .071 .139

1 .171 .031 -.094 -.001 .084 -.052 .023

2 .093 -.019 -.046 .060 .013 -.084 .003

3 .274 .133 -.013 .033 .151 .023 .100

4 .317 .165 .023 .061 .178 .058 .134

5 .195 -.001 -.061 -.015 .065 -.032 .025

7 .226 .135 .008 .071 .094 .042 .096

1,2,3,4,5,7 .101 .025 -.049 .068 .045 -.033 .026

7 None .230 .100 .053 .020 .189 - .066 .110

1 .104 -.020 -.051 -.042 .109 -.036 .011

2 -.013 -.103 -.025 .000 .023 -.090 -.035

3 .234 .094 .046 .013 .187 .060 .106

4 .238 .099 .048 .013 .193 .062 .109

5 .128 -.044 .023 -.053 .098 -.017 .023

6 .075 .010 .039 -.022 .109 .032 .061

1,2,3,4,5,6 .002 -.079 .021 .031 .066 -.018 .004

* Variables are numbered as follows:

1 - Percentage Negro (1960)
2 - Percentage in agriculture

3 - Median income (R)
4 - Median education (R)
5 - Per pupil expenditures (R)

6 - Population change (1950-60)
7 - Percentage urban
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TABLE 57

MULTIPLE CORRELATIONS BETWEEN RELATIVE MEASURES OF NEGRO
PERFORMANCE AND SEVEN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES*

. 205

Measure of Performance Multiple Correlation

Average Daily Attendance .536

12th -to -5th -Grade Ratio .556

Non-Retardation Rate .370

College Entrance Rate .362

Census- Retention Ratio .444

High School Enrollment Rate .444

Average Correlation .452

1111=

1 - Percentage Negro (1960)
2 - Percentage in agriculture
3 - Median income (R)
4 e Median education (R)
5 - Per pupil expenditures (R)
6 - Population change (1950-60)
7 - Percentage urban

ve_./NWMPligraill!fil.11
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ZERO-ORDER AND MULTIPLE =MATIONS BETWEEN BEST PREDICTOR VARIABLES

AND maws OF EDUCATIONAL PEXPOIMANCE

4=momna..........mas .imum.mors

Measures of Performance

\

.71

"-'

t71

x.

"If

Ind.
Var.*

wialeno1

ADA

12/5
Ratio

Non- Coil.
Retard. Ent()

1.1 A

Enroll.

Cain
Retent.
Ratio Average

1
2
3

1,2
1,3
2,3

1,2,3

1
2
3

1,2
1,3
2,3

1,2,3

1
3
4

1,3
1,4
3,4

1,3,4

.405
-.311

.276

.443
.427
.373

.457

-.014
-.257

.225

1267
.243
.296

.319

.374
*385

-.438

.435

.508
.481

.516

.252
-.151

.305

.261

.339
.317

.341

-.063
-.370

.425

.398

.477
.489

.547

.442

.452
-.331

.51.3

.490
.470

.525

(Absolute Negro)
OP-011.157 .314 .370 ,300
CO Oil -.260-.249 -.281 -.302
IOW .250.217 .191 .261

it.369 .363 .414 .370
IOW.352 .324 .393 .367
WOOS.296 .308 .357 .330

WIMP.377 .367 .428 .394

(Absolute White)
ODES.292 .609 .308 .226
MOW-.300 -.292 -.291 -.302
IOW .269.169 .268 .256

MUD.454 .631 .384 .427
IMMO .416.399 .613 .349
Mee.309 .344 .336 .355

SSW+.455 .632 .393 .469

(Relative Negro)
.173 .262 .418 4361 .338
.245 .227 .270 .333 .319

-.135 -.036 -.254 -.312 -.251

.339 .282 .422 ,399 .398

.329 .265 .441 .421 .409

*246 .243 .305 .373 .353

«338 .297 .441 .430 .425
-INEJMNIMMINIEMOIMIUMIIIIMINIMMINOMM~APINIMINIONIMMINIMISMINNIMMIMINNIIIMIMIMMMO

*Variables ore numbered as follows:
1 Median education
2 - Population per household
3 - Ps pupil expenditure
4 Percentage employed in. agriculture

With the exception of agricultural employment (which is for the entire pop-
ulation), measures of independent variables cover the same population as the

performance measures with which they are correlated; e.g., absolute Negro

education is related to absolute measures of Negro performance, etc.


