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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION AND THESIS 

The study of school boards has been traditionally one of the 

most frequently investigated topics in pedagogical research. School board 

member attitude surveys have been made in every conceivable area, including 

those of administration and peer relationships, curriculum beliefs, 

expectations for the member's role as related to local financial 

support, opinion changes on crucial issues of education, and the self-

perceived decision-making role of school board members. 

Many assessments are made of board member characteristics as 

related to such salient concerns as the hiring and firing of superin-

tendents, communication with school personnel, and the adopting of 

particular curricula. 

The debate still continues over which is the "better" school 

board--that which is appointed or that which is elected. Educators, 

political scientists, and sociologists all contribute their expertise as 

to the "best" selection procedures. Such interpretations of which is 

"best" are mostly subjective; however, since there have been no 

definitive analyses of appointed and elected boards within the defines 

of the democratic concept--a concept most necessary for the entire 

process. Which board, the elected or the appointed, more closely 

represents the populace from which it was selected? 

1 
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THESIS 

Elected school board members in Kentucky are more demograph-

ically representative than appointed school board members in Virginia. 

This thesis will be supported regardless of size and wealth of the 

school jurisdiction. 

RELATED EVIDENCE 

Prefatory to an analysis of investigatory efforts in this area, 

an overview of the statutory aspects of selecting board members in 

Virginia and Kentucky should be noted. 

State Constitution Requirements 

The State of Virginia, in appointing its school board members, 

does so on the county level by the naming of a school trustee electoral 

board by the circuit court, 1 or direct appointment by the county govern-
. 2 ing body. Town and city councils appoint their boardmen directly, 

unless provided for by separate charter. 3 Qualifications for a board 

member in Virginia are that one must be a qualified voter of the 

district,4 unless decreed otherwise by city charter.5 

1code of Virginia, § 22-60; § 22-61. 

2Ibid., § 22-79.3; § 22-79.4; § 22-80; § 22-83.1. 

3Ibid., § 22-89; § 22-89.1; § 22-89.2, 

4Ibid., § 22-68; § 22-90. 

Sopinions of Attorney General (Virginia), Dec. 23, 1971. 



3 

The number of school board members can vary, ~epending on the 

number ofmagiste.rial or election districts in counties, 6 or ward~ or 

school districts in cities and towns. 7 Cities with populations in 

excess of 225,000 must select a mandated number on an at large basis. 8 

Term of office also varies, depending on state or local provision. 9 

Compensation of board members is at local discretion also, with only 

maximum limits set forth by state law. 10 

Kentucky, on the other hand, elects its school board members at 

the regular November general election in even numbered years. 11 The 

term of office for all members is four years,1 2 and there are five 

board members for all districts, irrespective of size, 13 

In its qualifications for board members, Kentucky is more 

.demanding, stating that no person shall be eHgible to membership: 

1. unless he has attained the age of twenty-four years; 
2. unless he has been a citizeri of Kentucky for at least 

three year~ preceding his election and is a voter of the district 
for which he is elected; 

6code of Virginia, I 22-61; § 22-79.1; § 22-80. 

7rbid., § 22-89. 

8Jbid., § 22-89,1; § 22-89,2. 

9code of Virginia, op. cit., § 22-64; § 22-83.l; § 22-83.2; 
§ 22-89; § 22-89.1. 

10Ibid., § 22-67.2. 

llKentucky Revised Statutes, § 160-200. 

12rbid., § 160-200. 

13rbid., § 160.160. 



4 

3. unless he has completed at least the eighth grade in the 
common schools as shown by the records of .the school in which the 
eighth grade was completed or by affidavit of the teacher or 
teachers under whom the work was completed, or unless he has the 
equivalent of an eighth grade education as determined by an examiner 
held under rules and regulations adopted by the State Board of 
Education ..•. 14 

Compensation is restricted to ten dollars per diem for each 

meeting attended and actual expenses incurred for county members, while 

non-salaried independent district members receive only expenses. There 

is a $200 maximum per annum for both per diem and expenses for all 

members. 

Two major areas of litigation have arisen concerning both states 

statute.s, namely Virginia's appointive process and the qualifications 

of Kentucky's board members. 

Virginia's rationale for appointing board members is "to make 

county school boards as far removed from politics as is possible . 1115 

A '1non political" position such as this has evoked a plethora of 

criticism from various circles, including educators, sociologists and 

political scientists who maintain there can be no separation of politics 

and public school policy. 16 Thomas H. Eliot, the noted political 

scientist explained it as follows: 

Yet because school districts are governmental units and the 
voters have ultimate responsibility, school board members and school 
superintendents are engaged in political activity whether they like 

14Ibid., § 160-180. 

15Board of Supervisors V. County School Board, 182 Va. 266, 
28 S. E. 2d 698 (1944): Huffman v. Kite, 198 Va. 196, 93 S. E. 2d 
328 (1958). 

16Fred J. Brieve, "A Case for Elected School Board Trustees," 
Roanoke Times, March 19, 1972, p. 13. 
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it or not. The standard professional terminologl for this--a 
semantic triumph--is community relations .... 7 · 

Kentucky's qualifications for membership have resulted in 

numerous suits. 18 In Commonwealth v. Mullins, the court ruled that an 

affidavit of a board member's teacher which stated that he taught all 

the grades except the eighth, and a certificate of the registrar of a 

normal school showing registration for one term ar~ not sufficient to 

show eligibility for office since neither demonstrated completion of 

the eighth grade or its equivalency. 19 

Kentucky, in comparison to the other states, demands more in 

general qualifications for its boardmen. No other state requires the 

exacting eighth grade education, twenty-four year minimum age, and only 

New Jersey also expects the three year residence requirement. 20 

Conceptual Representativeness 

The board of education has traditionally been identified as a 

crucial linkage between the community and the schools and as formally 

17Thomas H. Eliot, "Toward an Understanding of Public School 
Politics," American Political Science Review, LIII, Dec. 1959, p. 1058. 

18see, for example, Commonwealth v. Griffen, 268, Ky. 830, 105 
S. W. (2d) 1063 (1937); Commonwealth v. Sizemore, 243 S. W. (2d) 671 
(1951); Commonwealth v. Preece, 257 S. W. (2d) 51 (1953); Lear v. 
Commonwealth, 317 S. W. (2d) 492 (1958); Commonwealth v. Hester, 406 
S. W. (2d) 846 (1966); Sayers v. Lyons, 304 Ky. 320, 200 S. W. (2d) 
749 (1947). 

19commonwealth v. Mullins, 307 Ky, 383, 211 S. W. (2d) 133 (1948). 

2~orrill H. Hall, Provisions Governing Membership on Local 
Boards of Education, Bulletin 1957, No. 13, U.S. Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare (Washington, D. C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1957), pp. 17-18. 
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representing the people. Agger, in 1960, in Springfield, Oregon, 21 and 

22 earlier, Neal Gross in Massachusetts, found this linkage a viable and 

sometimes unexplainable one that laid bare the local power structure and 

its influence on public school policy. Norman Kerr, in "Ihe School 

Board as an Agency of Legitimation 1123 delved into the linkage role of 

community representation vis-a-vis the community interest bases. He 

found that the chief contribution of school boards was their authori-

zation of the schools' policies, and not the espousal of local demands. 

The concept of representation has been the topic of. a countless 

number of books over the years, but several concepts should be illumi-

nated before proceeding. The idea of formal representation of the 

people is more of an American tradition than a.European one. Whether 

one follows Thomas Hobbes' theory of "art'ificial" persons 24 created 

for representative purposes, or Edmund Burke's interest oriented concept 

of "elitism, 1125 the fact re~ains that the idea of representation inclu-

sive of the populace, and not of other factions, was set forth in this 

21Robert E. Agger, "The Politics of Local Education: A Compar-
ative Study in Community Decision Making," in A_ Forward Look--The 
Preparation of School Administrators 1970, ed. Donald E. Tope (Eugene, 
Oregon: Bureau of Educational Research, University of Oregon, 1960). 

22Neal Gross, Who Runs Our Schools? (New York: John Wiley and 
Sons, 1958). 

23 Norman Kerr, "The School Board as an Agency of Legitimation," 
Sociology of Education, XXXVIII (Fall, ~964),.pp. 34-59. 

24Thomas Hobbes, English Works, ed. Sir William Moleworth 
(London: Longmans, Brown, Green and Longmans, 1839-1845), p. 147. 

25Edmund Burke, Burke's Politics, eds. Ross J. S. Hoffman and 
Paul Levack (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1949), pp. 397-398. 
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country and demonstrated in the Federalist Papers2 6 by Hamilton, 

Madison, and Jay. 

Here again the Burkean concept of '1elitism 11 is advocated, but 

to a lesser degree. Any student of histori can readily tell you of 

Washington's and Jefferson's views of the masses and their rule by the 

aristocracy. 

This then, leads into a more contemporary discussion of 

representation, namely that found on school boards in this country. 

Studies still bear out this theory of "elitism" as found on local 

boards insofar as socio-economic variables exist. 

Dye and Ziegler reinforced the Burkean concept of elitism in 

their 1970 study which concluded that school boards do not represent 

the general populace. 27 Peter Cistone 28and Fred Carver 29 in non-

related projects alluded to elite values on the basis of social and 

economic characteristics, involvement in civic and organizational 

activities, and general background •. Heinz Eulau, writing in Contemporary 

Political Science highlighted the difference between the elite and 

26Alexander Hamilton, James Madison and John Jay, The Federalist, 
ed. Max Beloff (Oxford: Blackwell, 1948). 

27Thomas Dye and Harman Ziegler, The Irony of Democracy (Belmont, 
California: Wadsworth, 1970). 

28Peter Cistone, "School Board Member Recruitment in Ontario" 
(paper presented at the American Educational Research Association, 1973), 
pp. 1-22. 

29Fred Carver, "Social Class and School Board Role Expectations," 
Urban Education, Vol. 3, 1968, pp. 143-154. 
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non-elites in this way: 

It is an error, I think, to assume that the 'chosen'--whether 
elected or selected--are or can ever be 'like' their choosers. The 
very fact that of their having been elected or selected--having 
been 'elevated' through some mechanism of choice from one position 
into another--makes the 'chosen'. fundamentally different from 
their choosers. Having been chosen, the representative has at 
least one attribute that differentiates him from the represented, 
no matter how similar, socially or psychologically, he may be in 
all other respects. Status differentiation, then, is a crucial 
property of any representational relation~hip.30 

The question evolves, then, if. one is an elite, can he also be 

representative? Eulau presented the argument that one selected thus 

becomes elitist, no matter how similar in other respects, basically 

becausi of his new position. Though presented with new status, the 

boardman does not disaffirm identity with the populace because of his 

new position. He is different, yes, but still similar. 

One of the nation's most distinguished school board authorities, 

Roald Campbell conunented: 

The elitist concept of the board, and one with which many of 
us have been comfortable, is being challenged on many fronts •• 
minority groups are demanding representation on boards of 'education . 

. . . Increasing representativeness of boards will probably 
come whether board members are appointed or elected ... Even if 
appointing officials are committed to a representative board the 
achievement of such a goal is not entirely possible. There are, 
for instance, more ethnic groups and more regional areas in most 
cities than can ever be accomodated on most boards .... 

30Heinz Eulau, "Changing Views of Representation," . Contemporary 
Political Science, ed. Ithiel de Sola Pool (New York: McGraw-Hill, 
196 7) , p • 80 . 
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These difficulties not withstanding, the push for representativeness 
will probably persist.31 · 

Empirical Representativeness 

Charles Reeves stated: 

Virginia, where many of the elements of our democratic system 
originated, has, perhaps, the most undemocratic system of selecting 
school board members for its school div{sions ... It is a method 
that does not tend to free the school systems of political control.32 

Earlier, it was indicated that Virginia legal author-

ities viewed the appointive process as exclusively non-political. 

Whether political or not, this procedure should be evaluated in per-

spective. 

White, in his definitive 1962 report of 4,072 school boards, 

noted that in several southern states (Georgia, North Carolina, South 

Carolina, Maryland, and Tennessee) the appointive process was used 

except in cases where special legislation had dictated otherwise. 33 

Virginia, then and now, is the only state to have completely appointive 

boards.34 Thirty-seven other states employ the election procedure 

exclusively.35 

31Roald F, Campbell, "City School Boards:. What Can Be Done?" 
New Dimensions in School Board Leaderships, ed. Wm. E. Dickinson 
(Evanston, Illinois: National School Boards Association, Inc., 1969), 
p. 74. 

32charles E. Reeves, School Boards: Their Status, Functions and 
Activities (New York: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1954), p. 83. 

33Alpheus L. White, Local School Boards: Organization and 
Practices (Washington, D. c.: U. S. Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962), pp, 10-16. 

34summary and 
(Evanston, Illinois: 
unpublished), p. 2. 

35Ibid. 

Highlights, Fifty State School Boards Association. 
National School Boards Association, 1972, 

. • l 
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Individual school systems of over 25,000 enrollment depicted a 

somewhat different view. The Educational Research Service (ERS) reported 

that 79.9 percent of those boards responding to its 1972 survey were 

elected while only 75.5 percent were elected in 1967.36 Among the 

nation's fifty-one largest cities, Baltimore, Chicago, New York and 

Philadelphia were a few of the 19.6 percent with appointed boards in 

1971-72. 37 In a similar study of 1964-65, the National School Boards 

Association (NSBA) reported 26.2 percent of the nation's ·forty-two 

largest cities had appointed school boards.3 8 Overall, the figure of 

14.1 percent appointed boards as quoted by White in his national survey 

still remains the most inclusive figure available.39 

As to whether the appointment of school boards or the election 

of school boards is the better procedure, Francis Keppel, former 

Assistant Secretary of the U.S. Department of Health, Education and 

Welfare, said: 

For a number of years researchers have examined personal 
characteristics of board members (education, occupation, age, 
income, etc.) in an attempt to see which selection method--election 
or appointment--attains the most competent members. Insofar as 
personal characteristics indicate competence, the assertion that 
one method is superior to the other has not been supported by 

36suzanne K. S temnock, "Loca 1 Boards of Education: Status and 
Structure," Educational Research Service Circular No. 5 (Washington, 
D. C.: American Association of School Administrators and NEA Research 
Division, 1973), p. 10. 

37survey of Public Education in the Nation's Big City School 
Districts (Evanston, Illinois: National School Boards Association, Inc., 
November, 1972), pp. 5-31. 

38survey of Public Education in the. Nation's Big City School 
Districts, ..Q.E., cit., p. 5. 

39white, ..Q.E., cit., p. 8. 
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research. In fact, comparisons of elected and appointed board 
members reveal more similarities than differences.40 

Reeves offered the following .arguments for appointive boards: 

1. Many professional and business people ... shrink from sub-
jecting their names and reputations to the misrepresentations that 
sometimes are made in a political campaign .... Appointment seems 

. to be considered more of an honor, and such people are more likely 
to accept the office on that basis as a civic responsibility. 

2. If school board members are appointed, the appointing 
authority can be held fully responsible to the people for the 
actions of the school board, for the integrity of the members 
appointed, and for any misuse of the schools by the appointing 
authority or by the school board for its members' political or 
selfish purposes .... 

3. Appointment for long, overlapping terms of persons deeply 
interested in the welfare of the public schools, from nominees 
selected by representatives of civic and other organizations of the 
city, will secure members who ·are less politically inclined than 
would be persons competing for school board membership in a popular 
election. 

4. It is desirable that the length of service of school board 
members be fairly long .... Fairly long service by board members 
is usually advantageous because it results in more consistent 
actions by the board and because the experience of members is 
valuable . 

5. When individual school board members are elected on partic-
ular issues, they often feel they have a mandate from the people to 
make those issues good in the school system .... The desire to 
make changes, by newly elected members, is likely to result in three 
pernicious practices or conditions. First, the school board may 
be led to assume certain administrative functions that should be 
performed by the superintendent of schools and his staff. Second, 
with frequent changes in school board personnel, the superintendent 
of schools may find it difficult to work with new board members and 
be forced out, resulting in too frequent changes in the chief 
executive school official. Third, with too frequent changes in 
board membership, educational policies may be kept in a state of 

40Francis Keppel, The Necessary Revolution in American 
Education (New York: Harper, 1966), p. 146. 
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flux, and consistent development of the school system may be re-
tarded. 41 

Others including former school superintendent Archie R. Dykes, 

presented further corroboration: 

1. Appointment of board members helps assure harmonious working 
relationships between the school board and the local government. 

2. Board stability and continuity of service are better secured 
by the appointive method. 

3. The elective method encourages candidates for board office 
to develop issues for their public appeal or to make charges against 
incumbent board members or professional staff in order to secure 
votes, while appointive board members generate· less community con-
troversy. 

4. The appointive method provides opportunity for greater 
selectivity in choosing board members, thus assuring capable board 
members with proper motives.42 

In an editorial appearing in the Chicago Sun Times urging the 

Illiriois legislature to prevent passage of a bill which would replace 

Chicago's appointed school board to one elected by districts, these 

points were noted: 

The Mayor has been determined to keep the schools out of 
politics and has largely succeeded in doing so. The appointments 
of members are made on the basis of careful selection from among 
lists submitted by various groups concerned as professionals or as 
citizens for the welfare of the city's schools. 

Each board member represents the entire city, rather than a 
part of it, and on the whole the board's decisions have been made 
in the interest of the whole rather than a fragment of it. 

41Reeves, .2..e.· cit., pp. 89-90. 

42Archie R. Dykes, School Board and Superintendent: Their 
Effective Working. Relationships (Danville, Illinois: Interstate 
Printing, 1965), pp. 173-176. 
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An elected board would be fragmented in its interests and con-
cerns, and therefore in its decisions. Factions would be continually 
at war. Members would be running for re-election rather than objec-
tively considering the problems of the school system. ·Many likely 
candidates would refuse to enter an election because of the tremen-
dous effort and expense entailed.43 

All of this reasoning is succintly drawn, and makes for a strong 

position for appointive boards. What of the 86 percent of those boards 

that are not appointed, but elected? Ward G. Reeder presented the 

following: 

. school board members should be elected by popular vote at 
a non-partisan election~ by non-partisan is meant that the politics 
of the candidates should not appear on the ballot or be a consid-
eration in the election campaign. Popular election is recommended, 
because it permits the people to express themselves directly on 
school matters and gives the members whom the people select a 
definite feeling of responsibility to the electorate. Appointment 
of school board members by mayors, by councils, by judges, and by 
similar agencies is here frowned upon because of the danger of 
domination by a selfish interest, 'political' or otherwise. But 
these appointive methods sometimes work well, and they always work 
well when the appointers are intelligent and altruistic.4 4 

Again, Archie Dykes offered his views on the topic: 

Election of board members makes the board more responsive to 
the public will and creates a degree of intimacy between the people 
and the board not possible when the board is appointed. 

Public interest in the schools and educational matters is 
increased when the people have a direct vote in the selection of 
the school system's governing body. 

Elected school board members have greater independence and 
freedom to act in the interests of the school system than do 
appointed board members. 

An elected board is in a better position to work closely and 
effectively with it~ superintendent and professional staff than is 
an appointed board. 4 5 

43Editoral, Chicago Sun Times, June 12, 1967. 

44ward G. Reeder, Fundamentals of Public School Administration, 
4th Edition {New York: McMillan Company, 1958), p. 65. 

45nykes, .Q.£, cit., pp. 173-174. 
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Reevesechoed these arguments, but added this dimension: 

Election, more often than appointment, protects the schools from 
local politics. If appointed, members are sometimes selected for 
the purpose of using the schools for patronage or for the award of 
purchase contracts to supporters of local politicians. The use of 
schools for patronage purposes results in the selection of teachers 
and other employees for political reasons and not on the basis of 
their qualifications. . . . Furthermore, the use of the schools 
for political purposes results in the misuse of school funds to the 
disadvantage of both the schools and the taxpayers. Any sense of 
obligation to a municipal authority by the members ot a school 
board may result in the use of the schools to help to maintain the 
political power of the existing municipal authorities.46 

Discussion of these selection procedures will undoubtedly con-

tinue, but trends are in evidence to make the boards more responsive and 

attentive to needs of their districts.47 Vaughan contended there is at 

present more thought for appointive boards since certain community inter-

ests and geographical area representation could be initiated.48 Most 

states elect on an at-large basis rather than by geographic areas, and 

in a 1969 survey, Garber and Reutter found that the courts have consis-

tently upheld the state's right in the selection of its board members. 49 

In this analysis of selection procedures, no discourse has been 

offered as to the effectiveness of local school boards. It should not 

go without mention, however, that several authorities feel that the 

present structure and function is outmoded and should be modified or 

46Reeve s, .2.E.. cit. , p. 88. 

47campbell, "City School Boards: What Can Be Done?," .2.E.· cit., 
p. 69- 72 

48Freeman H. Vaughan, "School Boards: 
Encyclopedia of Education, Volume 8 (New York: 
Free Press, 1971), p. 77. 

Selection of Members," 
McMillan Company and 

491ee D. Garber and E. Edmund Reutter, Jr., The Yearbook of 
School Law (Danville, Illinois: Interstate Press, 1969). 
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altered drastically. Myron Libermann and B. Everard Blanchard, for 

example, were of the opinion that local school boards should be con-

trolled by professional educators and not by laymen.SO 

Harold Howe, former U.S. Commissioner of Education, answered 

these critics with these suggestions: 

board members should be selected who are broadly repre-
sentative of the community and who have shown initiative in civic 
responsibility and leadership . . Encourage a responsible 
interest in the schools by laymen who hold no official position 
except that of citizens.51 

To remedy whatever objections are inherent in either selection 

procedure, to make the board more "representative" might alleviate some 

criticism. To determine how "representative" a board or board member 

is, attention should be turned to the evidence available. 

As alluded to previously, many studies have been done on board 

member characteristics and attitudes. Those investigations of member 

variables such as age, sex, education, income and occupation were of 

concern to this research. Unfortunately, in no instance were these 

variables ever related to or compared to the equivalent population 

variables to assess the degree of demographic representativeness. 

SOsee B. Everard Blanchard, "Eternity of Chaos," National 
Association of Secondary School Principals, Bulletin 44 (254) March, 
1960, pp. 40-43 and Liebermann, Myron, The Future bf Public Education, 
University of Chicago Press. 

51Harold Howe, II, "Should Educators or Boards Control Our Public 
Schools?" The Nations Schools 78 (6) Dec., 1966, pp. 58-60. 
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George S. Counts made the first intensive study of school board 

member characteristics in 1927,52 and his efforts have been duplicated 

on both the national and local scene on numerous occasions. Some of 

his findings, as well as those of his successors, should not pass with-

out comment. 

In his survey of boards throughout the nation, Counts found 

that 55 percent of the boardmen were in professional, technical or 

managerial positions. Even a lesser study by Scott Nearing in 1916 

indicated that 61 percent came from similar occupational classifica-

tions.53 Six years later, in a study of 169 cities with populations 

in the 2,500-250,000 range, Struble found 60 percent with the same 
54 occupational backgrounds cited in the Counts study. A National 

Education Association study in the U. S. in 1946 revealed a figure of 

43 percent in occupational listings comparable to those of Counts' .ss 

Alexander Proudfoot, in a University of Oregon study, showed that 

the range of the percentage of board members coming from professional, 

technical and managerial positions was from 40 percent in Wood's study 

52eeorge S. Counts, The Social Composition of Boards of 
Education (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1927). 

53scott Nearing, "Who's Who in Our School Boards" School and 
Society 5 (January 20, 1917), p. S. 

54George S. Struble, "A Study of School Board Personnel," 
American School Board Journal, 65 (October, 1922), pp. 48-49, 137-138. 

55National Education Association, Status and Practices of Boards 
of Education, Research Bulletin Vol. XX.IV, No. 2 (Washington, D. C.: 
The Association, 1946), p. 53. 



17 

in West Virginia to 69 percent in Brown's 1951 study that covered the 

entire United States.5 6 In a study conducted by Clarence Hines from 

1891 to 1944 of the Eugene, Oregon School Board, it was reported that 

the board never represented the working class or the farm groups, but 

it always represented the business and professional community. 57 

Albert, in a 1958 survey of 396 boards and Goldhammer in 1955, both con-

cluded that business and professional interests were most frequently 

represented. 58 A more recent study by the Educational Research Service 

in 1972 showed that this same occupational grouping accounted for over 

70 percent of 1,313 boardmen for districts enrolling 25,000 or more 

pupils. 59 

Board composition may reflect these occupational classifications 

which represent special interests, and which can and will influence 

board policy. Smith wrote: 

Anyone who lives observantly in a modern democracy can enumerate 
a dozen instances in which particular groups argue their special 
cases in terms of the larger community.60 

56Alexander Proudfoot, A Study of the Socio-Economic Status of 
Influential School Board Members in Alberta as Related to Their Attitudes 
Toward Certain Common Problems Confronting School Boards, (unpublished 
Ed. D. dissertation, University of Oregon, 1962), p. 51. 

57clarence Hines, "A Study of School Board Administrative 
Relationships: The Development of the Eugene, Oregon Superintendency 
1891-1944," American School Board Journal, ·122 (February, 1951), 
pp. 19-21. 

58see Frank R. Albert, Jr., Selected Characteristics of School 
Board Members Toward Certain Criticism of Public Education, (unpublished 
Ph. D. dissertation, University of Mississippi, 1959), and Goldhammer, 
Keith, "Community Power Structure and School Board Membership," 
American School Board Journal 130 (March, 1955). 

59stemnock, .2.E.· cit., p. 10. 

60Howard R. Smith, Democracy and the Public Interest (Athens, 
Georgia: University of Georgia Press, 1960), p. 25. 
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Camp be 11 summarized in this way: 

Citizens who perform legislative functions must take positions 
on issues; the positions chosen will inevitably reflect personal 
values, and these in turn may be shared by minority or majority 
segments of the community. This is the American way--it is likewise 
the American experience that some public representatives are pawns 
and not able to exercise an independent judgment.61 

The age variable has also come under close.scrutiny over the 

years, beginning with Counts' reported 48.3 as the median age in his 

earlier study.62 Subsequent research showed a range of 42.5 years 

in Tiedt's63 study to 53.4 years in Woods' West Virginia study.6 4 

Perkins, in his study in New York in 1967 characterized his boardmen as 

"in their mid to late forties. 1165 

The median income of board members on a national level showed an 

increase of almost $8,000 over the thirty-one year period from 1927 to 

1958. More recent figures showed a figure of over $14,000 in Cistone's 

Ontario study. 66 

61Roald F. Camp be 11, "Process of Policy Making Within Structures 
of Educational Government," Government of Public Education for Adequate 
Policy Making, eds. Wm. P. McLure and Van Miller (Urbana: University of 
Illinois Press, 1960), pp. 59-76. 

62counts, .2£· cit., p. 36. 

63sidney W. Tiedt, "Oregon School Board Members in the Willamette 
Valley, 11 Oregon School Study Council Bulle tin, Vol. 6 (Eugene, Oregon: 
School of Education, University of Oregon, 1962), p. 7. 

64Roy C. Woods, "The West Virginia School Board Member," 
American School Board Journal, 128 (April~ 1954), pp. 31-33. 

65James A. Perkins, et al., "School Boards and School Board 
Membership: Recommendations and Report of a Survey, 11 New York State 
Regents Advisory Committee on Educational Leadership (Albany, New York: 
1967), p. 29. 

66cistone, .2..P.· cit., p. 11. 



19 

Education of board members has always been of paramount interest, 

with the education criterion varying among the surveys. For example, 

Counts reported that 50percent of all board members had attended college, 
} 

whereas White in his survey of 24,041 boardmen reported that 48.3 percent 

were college graduates. 67 Undoubtedly, this figure would be even higher 

if those who had ~ttended college had been included. Albert 68 reported 

that a figure of 72 percent of his national sample had attended college, 

h ' l B 69 ' h. d . 1 . d' d 67 w 1 e rown, 1n 1s stu y seven years previous y, 1n 1cate percent 

nationwide had attended some college. In his analysis of twenty-seven 

school districts in New York State, Perkins found that 53 percent of 

the boardmen had at least a bachelors degree. 7o Teal, in a Pennsylvania 

study in 1956, reported that 50 percent of his sample had attended 

college. 71 

The small number of female board members has remained relatively 

static over the years. From 15 percent in Counts' historic study in 

1927, an increase of only 4 percent was noted over a forty-five year 

period. 72 Other significant figures include 10 percent in the 1946 

67white, .2E.· cit., p. 18. 

68Albert, .QE.• cit., p. 73. 

69R. H. Brown, "Composition of School Boards:' American School 
Board Journal 129 (August, 1954), pp. 23-24. 

70Perkins, .QE.• cit., p. 30. 

7lnal C. Teal, Attitudes of Selected School Board Members Con-
cerning Problems Facing Public Education (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, 
University of Pittsburgh, 1956), quoted in Goldhammer, Keith, The School 
Board (New York: The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 
1964), p. 93. 

72stemnock, .2Q• cit., p. 10. 
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NEA73 research; 18 percent in Albert's 74 1958 inquiry and 24 percent in 

the NSBA survey of big cities· i·n 1971. 75 The lowest degree of female 

participation recorded in any survey of this type was the 6 percent 

cited in Proudfoot's analysis of Alberta, Canada in 1962. 76 

Cunningham reported interviewing male board members about their 

fee lings with respect to women serving on school boards. Vehement 

opposition was expressed by some interviewees who suggested that no 

right-thinking male would support women for board membership.77 

Stapley's study also indicated that women were no less effective than 

men in the performance of school board functions. 78 

Minority group representation on school boards has become in-

creasingly meaningful since the mandated integration of the public 

schools in 1954. Empirical evidence in the area of minority partici-

pation is quite limited, but in a NSBA Survey in 1968, 16 percent of 

73NEA, .QE.• cit., p. 53. 

74 Albert, .QE.· cit., p. 107 

75survey of Public Education in the Nation's Big City School 
Districts, op. cit., p. 2. 

76Proudfoot, .QE.• cit-., p. 56. 

77Luvern L. Cunningham, A Community Develops Educational Policy: 
A Case Study (Ed. D. dissertation, University of Oregon, 1958) p. 189 
quoted in Campbell, Roald F. et. al., The Organization and Control of 
American Schools 2nd edition (Columbus Ohio: Charles E. Merrill 
Publishing Company, 1970), p. 183. 

78Maurice E. Stapley, Effective School Board Membership 
(Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago), 1952. 
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all big city board members were Negroes. 79 The ERS Survey of those 

districts of 25,000 or more pupils revealed a figure of 11 percent 

Negro boardmen, 80 and the latest National School Board Association 

investigation showed 25 percent of fifty-one of the nation's largest 

city school boards had minority representation.Bl 

Theodore Lowi, who studied the ethnicity and social class of 

New York City mayoralty appointees during the 1900's, suggested that 

these appointments demonstrate recognition of the political importance 

of minority groups. These minorities, by virtue of their appointment, 

received acknowledgement of the legitimacy of their claims for 

political representation. 82 

In summation, a consensus of data taken over the past forty-

five years indicated that the typical school board member is: 

1. white 

2. over forty-five 

3. male 

4. college trained 

79survey of Public Education in the Member Cities of the 
Council of Big City Boards of Education (Evanston, Illinois: National 
School Board Association, November, 1968), p. 4. 

80stemnock, .Q.E., cit., p. 10. 

Blsurvey of Public Education in the Nation's Big City School 
Districts (Evanston, Illinois: National School Board Association, 
November, 1972), p. 1. 

82Theodore J. Lowi, At the Pleasure of the Mayor (New York: 
The Free Press, 1964). 
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S. above the avera.ge in income 

6. in a professional, technical or managerial position. 

The two major areas of change were in the increase of minority 

representation on.boards and the inflated income medians. Surprisingly, 

even with the advent of the women's liberation movement, no sizeable 

alteration was noticed in the number of female board members. 

Whether the board member assumes an elitist position by virtue 

of election or appointment, or is only selected because of his elite 

status in the community, remains an open-ended question. Evidence has 

been offered to substantiate either contention. 

Arguments have been presented to demonstrate the feasibility 

of both the election or the appointment of board members. Most 

authorities concur that even though more boards are elected, the better, 

or more qualified members are found on appointed boards. 



Chapter 2 

FURTHER RESEARCH ON THESIS 

Chapter One has created a scenario for future endeavor in this 

study. Previous evidence relating to school board membership indicated 

a void of comparative data applicable for measuring representativeness, 

which was indicated as the continuum essential for democratic ideology. 

In no study has an attempt been made to document a representative 

index for the assessment of the degree in which the board mirrored the 

populace it served. Such a documentation was a goal of this 

investigation. 

Philosophers, political scientists, politicians and educators 

are in obvious disagreement over the meaning of representation. As 

indicated earlier, Burke, Hobbes and the authors of the Federalist all 

had their ideas on the subject. "The dictionary tells us that 

1 representative I in the sense of 'representativeness' means 'typical. 

f 1 11183 o a c ass . . . . Friedrick indicated that representation means, 

as the word I s etymological .origin~ indicate, re-presentation, a making 

present again. 84 Pitkin further categorized the sense as was applicable 

for this investigation, as descriptive representa·tion, the making 

present of something absent by resemblance or reflection, as in a 

mirror. 85 

83Hanna F. Pitkin, The Concept of Representation (Berkeley and 
Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1967), p. 79. 

84carl J. Friedrick, Constitutional Government and Democracy 
(Boston: Ginn and Co., 1950), p. 267. 

85p'tk' "t 11 1 1n, .QE., £.!....·, p. . 
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John Adams, who possessed keen insight in representative theory 

much to the discomfort of mother England stated, "A representative 

legislature should be an exact portrait, in miniatur·e, of the people 

at large, as it should think, feel, reason and act like them. 1186 This 

miniature, or condensation of the whole, analogy was also voiced by 

George Harris in his monograph, The True Theory of Representation in 

a State, published in 1857. 

Others tended to equate representation with sampling. Marie 

Swabey said: 

The principle of sampling in democratic theory is that 
a smaller group, selected impartially or at random from a larger 
group, tends to have the character of the larger group. Accord-

. ingly a part, if properly chosen, may be taken as truly represen-
tative of the whole and substituted for it . Throughout modern 
"representative" democracy this principle of the valid substitution 
of the part for the whole is centrat.87 

Consider now, the degree of the representativeness of these 

representatives. Stuart Rice did a pioneer study in 1928 entitled 

"The Representativeness of Elected Representatives," in which he 

attempted to correlate the characteristics of state legislators with 

those of their constituents, hoping to prove that these measures _would 

show "the extent to which they represent their constituency. 1188 

86John Adams, "Letter to John Penn," Works (Boston: Little, 
Brown and Co., 1852-1865), IV, p. 205. 

87Marie C. Swabey, Theory of the Democratic State (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1937), p. 25. 

8,8stuart Rice, Quantitative Methods in Politics (Ne~ York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1928), p. 189. 
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His interpretation of what is representative, then is most 

applicable here. To represent means to be representative in the sense 

of having representative, or like characteristics of the constituency. 

De Grazia stated it in modified fashion: 

... voters often demand that their representative possess 
some large measure of identity of characteristics with the group 
qualities, so that representation may be regarded as a consensus 
of characteristics .... 89 

Pitkin assumed that people I s characteristics _are a guide to the 

actions they will take, and the constituency is concerned with charac-

teristics of their representatives for just this reason. Again the 

term "descriptive representation" highlighted the concept that a person 

stands for others by being sufficiently like them. 90 

HYPOTHESES 

Within this conceptual frame, fits the main ingredient for 

investigation. That is: Are boards of education in Kentucky and 

Virginia representative of the population which they serve? 

Operationally stated, the hypotheses are: 

Hypothesis 1. Elected school board members in Kentucky are 

more demographically representative than appointed school board members 

in Virginia as indicated by the following variables: 

89Alfred De Grazia, Public and Republic (New York: Alfred A. 
Knopf, Inc., 1951), p. 5, 8 quoted in Pitkin, .2.P.· cit., p. 78. 

90A. Phillips Griffiths and Richard Wollheim, ·11How Can One 
Person Represent Another?", Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Vol. 
XXXIV (1960), p. 188. 
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a. occupation 

b. level of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f. place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment' 

Hypothesis 2. Elected school board members in low wealth 

districts in Kentucky are more demographically representative than 

appointed school board members in low wealth districts in Virginia 

as indicated by the following variables: 

a. occupation 

b. leve 1 of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f, place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

.i. non public school enrollment 

Hypothesis 3. Elected school board members in medium low and 

medium high wealth districts in Kentucky are more demographically 

representative than appointed school board members in medium low and 

medium high wealth districts in Virginia as indicated by the following 

variables: 
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a. occupation 

b. leve 1 of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f. place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

Hypothesis 4. Elected school board members in high wealth 

districts in Kentucky are more demographically representative than 

appointed school board members in high wealth districts in Virginia 

as indicated by the following variables: 

a. occupation 

b. level of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f. place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

Hypothesis 5. Elected school board members in low enrollment 

districts in Kentucky are more demographically representative than 

appointed school board members in low enrollment districts in Virginia 

as indicated by the following variables: 
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a. occupation 

b. leve 1 of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f, place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

Hypothesis 6. Elected school board members in medium low and 

medium high enrollment districts in Kentucky are more demograph~cally 

representative than appointed school board members in medium low and 

medium high enrollment districts in Virginia as indicated by the 

following variables: 

a. occupation 

b. leve 1 of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f, place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

Hypothesis 7, Elected school board members in high enrollment 

districts in Kentucky are more demographically representative than 

appointed school board members in high enrollment districts in Virginia 

as indicated by the following variables: 
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a. occupation 

b. leve 1 of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f. place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

A basic design of the study, then, was to generate conceptual 

and methodological formats for the future. 

DEFINITIONS 

Boards of Education--A proportional, stratified random sample 

of Kentucky and Virginia legal governing bodies selected on the basis 

of wealth and size of district. All members of the selected boards who 

responded to the questionnaire are included in this study. 

School District--That Kentucky and Virginia school district 

selected by a proportional, stratified random sample on the basis of 

size and wealth. 

Wealth of District--The equalized assessed.valuation of property 

divided by the number of pupils in average daily attendance for 

selected Virginia and Kentucky school districts in 1972-73. For 

analytical purposes, the wealth of the district was described as low, 

medium and high (see Tables 4 and 5, pp. 38-39). 
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District Enrollment--The number of pupils enrolled in each 

school district or jurisdiction in Kentucky and Virginia in 1972-73. 

For analytical purposes, the size of the districtwas described as low, 

medium and high (see Tables 4 and 5, pp. 38-39). 

The following characteristics or variables described the 

boards of education, the school districts (county or city) and the 

Kentucky and Virginia general populations (see Appendix E). 

Occupation: White Collar Workers--The Bureau of the Census 

definition was used: Professional, technical and kindred workers; 

managers and administrators, except farm; sales workers; and clerical 

and kindred workers found in Virginia and Kentucky in 1970 (Tables 46, 

122; 1970 Bureau of the Census). 

Occupatio~: Blue Collar Workers--The Bureau of the Census 

reported that these are craftsmen and kindred workers; operatives except 

transport; transport equipment operatives; and laborers, except farm 

(Tables 46, 122; 1970 Bureau of the Census). 

Occupation: Service Workers--According to census taxonomy, 

this included private household workers, policemen, firemen, waiters, 

barbers, hairdressers, practical nurses and bartenders (Tables 46, 122; 

1970 Bureau of the Census). 

Occupation: Farm Workers--Again the census reported that this 

included farmers and farm managers, farm laborers and farm foremen 

(Tables 46, 122; 1970 Bureau of the Census). 

level of Family Income--The income for a family residing in 

Kentucky or Virginia in 1970 (Tables 68, 124; 1970 Bureau of the Census). 

School Years Completed--The number of school years completed· 

by a Kentucky or Virginia resident twenty-five years and over in the 
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1970 census (Tables 46, 120; 1970 B~reau of the Census). 

Race: Percent White--The percent of those residents of 

Virginia and Kentucky cities and counties classified as other than 

Negro and other races (Tables 16, 35; 1970 Bureau of the C~nsus). 

Sex: Percent Male--Virginia and Kentucky percentages of those 

residents classified as male (Tables 21, 35; 1970 Bureau of the Census). 

Place of Work: Percent Worked in County of Residence--Those 

Virginia and Kentucky workers employed in the same county of their 

residence (Tables 50, 119; 1970 Bureau of the Census). 

Age--The age of those residents of Virginia or Kentucky in 

1970 (Tables 20, 35; 1970 Bureau of the Census). 

Native Born: Percent Born in State of Residence--The percentage 

of those residents of Virginia and Kentucky born in the state of their 

residence in 1970 (Table 43; 1970 Bureau of the Census). 

Non Public School Enrollment--The percentage of those Virginia 

and Kentucky students enrolled in some school other than public. 

(Tables 45, 120; 1970 Bureau of the C~nsus). 

These variables for classifying boards, districts and states 

·according to their demographic characteristics were chosen because: 

(1) they provide an index for measurement and (2) they are recorded 

in 1970 Census reports. 

POPULATION AND SAMPLE 

As alluded to in previous discussion, Virginia is the only state 

using only the appointive method in selecting school board members. 

Kentucky has a completely elective process by which board members are 
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selected. With this in mind, it was determined that these states would 

be the most appropriate due to their propinquity and availability .of 

related information. 

Kentucky is a state of 185 school districts; Virginia is one of 

135 school districts. Five members comprise each local board inKentucky, 91 

and in Virginia the number usually varies from three to nine. National 

School Boards Association statistics cited a total of 1,702 board members for 

both states for the school year 1971-72. These board members were represen-

tative of a combined total population of 7,867,805 for both states. 

Individual county and city enrollment figures for school year 

1972-73 were recorded for Kentucky and Virginia. The former infor-

mation came from Kentucky School Enrollment, Kentucky Department 

of Education, Fiscal Year 1972-73, while the Virginia figures 

originated from the Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, 

1972-73. 

The other criterion used in determining the sample 

was the assessed valuation per pupil for school year 1972-73 which was 

found in Virginia Education Association Research Service Report R-232, 

published in February, 1974 and for Kentucky in Supplement, Profiles of 
' 

Kentucky Public Schools, Kentucky Department of Education, Fiscal Year 

1972-73. 

9lrhere is one exception to this. The Georgetown Independent 
Board merged with the Scott County Board, making for a total of eight 
members. It will be reduced to a five member board after 1977. 



33 

A combination of these two variables, district enrollment and 

assessed valuation per pupil, indicated: 

(1) size of the individual school district 

(2) the wealth of the individual school district. 

To assure a stratified sample, the total number of districts for 

both states was distributed into four classifications for both size 

and wealth using the first, second and third quartiles as dividing 

points. 

Table 1 indicated the ranges obtained for wealth and enrollment 

groupings. Tables 15 and 16, Appendix A, contain the total Virginia and 

Kentucky school district distribution by both size and wealth. 

A proportional sample was taken from each cell, with the total 

number being contingent on the number of districts found in each cell. 

For example, in cell A-1 (see Table 2), there were eight districts 

according to the range defined. It was determined that the proportional 

value of these eight districts of the total population was 5.9_7 percent 

(8 ~ 134). Of the sixteen cells, an optimum of two samples per cell 

would realize a total sample of thirty~two, therefore, cell A-1 resulted 

in a proportional sample of two (5.97 x 32), keeping in mind that a 

minimum of 20 percent of the total population would yield a sample of 

twenty-seven districts. By tabulation, however, a total sample of 

thirty-one was realized, or approximately 23 percent of the population. 

The same procedures were utilized in determining the Kentucky 

sample, the only difference being that a total sample of thirty-two was 

recorded. 
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Table 1. Range of Wealth and Size in Each Quarter 

A. Virginia 

Quarter 

Assessed Valuation 
Per Pupil (Wealth) 

Quarter 

Enrollmen·t 
(Size) 

B. Kentucky 

Quarter 

Assessed Valuation 
Per Pupil (Wealth) 

Quarter 

Enrollment 
(Size) 

A 

$ 5,890-
25,821 

1 

387-
1, 997 

A 

$ 3,522-
21,603 

1 

454-
2,099 

B 

$26, 301-. 
31,361 

2 

2,000-
3,951 

B 

$21,630-
32,293 

2 

2,101-
3,043 

c· 

$31,462-
. 41,418 

3 

4,051-
8,231 

C 

$32,482 
38,454 

3 

3, 101-
4, 511 

D 

$ 41,621-
110,217 

4 

8,881-
144, 110 

D 

$38,614-
61, 924 

4 

4,609-
36,468 



Table 2. School District Distribution by Wealth and Size (Virginia) 

I~ A B C D Totals 
$ 5,890- $26,301- $31,462- $ 41,621-

25,821 31,361 41,418 110,217 E 

1 
(387-1197) 8 5 6 14 33 

2 
(2000-3951) 4 11 10 9 34 

3 . 
(4051-8231) 12 7 10 4 33 

4 
(8881-144, 110) 10 11 7 6 34 

TOTALS 34 34 33 33 134a 

aEnrollment figures from James City were included with Williamsburg City in the Annual Report, 
1972-73. 

w 
V, 



Table 3. School District Distribution by Wealth and Size (Kentucky) 

~ 
A B C D 

$ 3,522- $21,630- $32,482- $38,614-
21,603 32,293 38,454 61,924 E 

1 
(454-2099) 6 8 3 9 

2 
(2101-3043) 5 7 11 3 

3 
(3101-4511) 8 6 7 6 

4 
(4609-36,468) 7 5 6 8 

TOTALS 26 26 27 26 

Totals 

26 

26 

27 

26 

105 

w 
°' 
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One delimitation was made prior to computing the Kentucky 

selections. Fifteen counties were omitted due to the presence of more 

than one independent school district within the county. In Jefferson 

County, for example, there were two independent districts other than 

the county system. This, of course, would have resulted in a dispro-

portionate number of boards for Kentucky if the county was included 

in the randomization process. Also, Bureau of the Census statistics 

were available on a county basis in Kentucky, and not for legal 

subdivisions within that jurisdiction. A listing of those deleted 

counties and the school districts within each is found in Appendix C. 

IDENTIFicATION OF THE SAMPLE 

A stratified, proportional and randomized sample of the indi-

vidual cells was drawn from the data found in Appendix A and is found 

in Tables 4 and 5. Tables 2 and 3 depict the total number of school 

districts within each classification; the individual districts-were 

subsequently numbered and selected from a random numbers table. Each 

of the individual classifications (low, medium, and high) was cate-

gorized by a profile containing those demographic variables previously 

defined. Data also included on this profile was those equivalent 

variables for the state and the school district (see Appendix B, 

Tables 17 and 18). 

The variables for analysis were: 

1. occupation 

2. level of family income 

3. years of school completed 

4. race 

5. sex 
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1 1. 
(387-1997) 2. 

-LOW 
ENROLLMENT 

2 1. 
(2000-3951) 
MEDIUM LOW 
ENROLLMENT 

3 1. 
(4051-8231) 2. 
MEDIUM HIGH 3. 
ENROLLMENT 

4 1. 
(8881-144, 110) 2. 

HIGH 
ENROLLMENT 

Table 4. Selected Sample of Virginia School Districts 

A B C 
($5,890-25,821) ($26,301-31,361) ($31,462-41,418) 

LOW WEALTH MEDIUM LOW WEALTH MEDIUM HIGH WEALTH 

Bland County 1. Clifton Forge City 1. New Kent County 
Buena Vista City . 

Alleghany Co. 1. Nelson Co. 1. Gloucester Co. 
2. Radford City 2. Louisa Co. 
3. Brunswick Co. 

Amherst Co. 1. Dickenson Co. 1. Giles Co. 
Halifax Co. 2. Mecklenburg Co. 2. Staunton City 
Scott Co. 

Portsmouth City 1. Petersburg City 1. Chesterfield Co. 
Washington Co. 2. Augusta Co. 2. Newport News City 

3. Prince William Co. 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 
2. 

1. 

1. 

D 
($41,621-110,.217) 

HIGH WEALTH 

Rappahannock Co. 
Prince Edward Co. 
Highland Co. 

Fluvanna Co. 
Warren Co. 

Culpepper Co. 

Richmond City 

c.,., 
00 



~ E 

1 
(454-2099) 1. 

LOW 2. 
ENROLLMENT 

2 
(2101-3043) 1. 

MEDIUM LOW 2. 
ENROLLMENT 

3 
(3101-4511) 1. 

MEDIUM HIGH 2. 
ENROLLMENT 

4 
(4609-36,468) 1. 

HIGH 2. 
ENROLLMENT 

Table 5. Selected Sample of Kentucky School Districts 

A B C 
($5,522-21,603) ($21,630-32,293) ($32,482-38,454) 

LOW WEALTH MEDIUM LOW WEALTH MEDIUM HIGH WEALTH 

Menifee 1. Edmonson 1. Ballard 
Elliott 2. Bra eke n-Augus ta 

' 

Martin 1. Larue 1. Henry-Eminence 
Magoffin 2. Hart 2. Fleming 

3. Washing_ton 

Leslie 1. Marion 1. Scott 
Jessamine . 2. Taylor- 2. Breckenridge-

Campbellsville Cloverport 

Letcher-Jenkins 1. Christian 1. Graves-Mayfield 
Knox-Barbourville 2. Laurel-East 2. Warren-Bowling 

Bernstaat Green 

1. 
2. 
3. 

1. 

1. 
2. 

1. 
2. 

D 
($38,614-61,924) 

HIGH WEALTH 

Hancock 
Lyon 
McLean 

Grant-
Williamstown 

Union 
Woodford 

Calloway-Murray 
Fayette 

w 
\0 
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6. place of work 

7. age 

8. native born 

INSTRUMENT 

The development of an instrument was completed after a review 

of appropriate resource material 92 and in consultation with the advisory 

committee. The questionnaire (Appendix D) was mailed directly to each 

individual board member in the selected Virginia and Kentucky school 

districts. A self-addressed, stamped envelope and a personal letter 

(Appendix D) was also included. A follow-up letter (Appendix D) to 

individual school district superintendents was sent to apprise them of 

the study and to enlist their cooperation in having the questionnaire 

returned. 

PREPARATION OF DATA FOR ANALYSIS AND ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES 

After the returned data were recorded on the individual profile 

sheets, the compiled information was analyzed through the Galfo 

Statistics Package 93 which contains chi square. 

A summary table of chi square values at the .05 level of 

significance indicated the extent of representativeness for each 

state as illustrated in Sample Table 6. 

92c. Sellitiz, ~al., Research Methods in Social Relations, 
rev. ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967), Appendix C. 

93Armand J. Galfo, Galfo Statistics Package (Williamsburg, Va., 
College of William and Mary, 1971), Adapted by J. Robert Dawson, Jr., 
Old Dominion University, 1973. 
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Table 6. Analysis of Representativeness for Kentucky and 
Virginia School Districts 

STATE 

VARIABLES 

Occupation 

Income 

Education 

Race 

Sex 

Place of Work 

Age 

Native Born 

Non Public School 
Enrollment 

as ignificant 
bNon-Significant 

(Sample Table) 

KENTUCKY VIRGINIA 

Chi-Square sa NSb Chi-Square s NS 



Chapter 3 

RESULTS 

The questionnaires were terminated on January 5, 1975, seven 

weeks after the original posting. In the tabulation of the thrity-one 

school districts samples in Virginia, thirty responded with 141 

individual questionnaires for a return rate of 75 percent. Kentucky, 

on the other hand, had forty-one of forty-three school districts 

responding with 124 returns, or 56.9 percent. Two hundred sixty-five 

of four hundred six board members answered their questionnaires, for 

a total of 65.3 percent in returns. 

In recording the responses, certain other data such as member 

occupational trends, number of boards with women, number of boards with 

non-white members, and levels of the formal schooling of the boardmen 

were also included. This additional information was especially 

useful in the light of the arguments surrounding the issue: appointed 

vis-a-vis elected board members. 

Data for hypotheses one through seven are presented in Tables 

7-13. One variable, non public school enrollemnt, was not included 

since the total number of board member children was not requested in 

the questionnaire. The recorded data concerning n.on public school 

enrollment are footnoted with each table. 

In tabulating the data, it was observed that some items were 

omitted from individu·a1 returns. This accounts for the disparity among 

the numbers (N) of the different variables. For example, only the 

education and sex categories were completed by all respondents in both 

Virginia and Kentucky. 
42 
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As an added check on the relationship between the two sets of 

data, school board results vis-a-vis the demographic statistics, the 

coefficient of contingency (C) has been added to each set of variables. 

The import of this additional exercise was that the results were 

reinforced by demonstrating the degree of significance in computing 

chi square (x2). 

Individual tables for each variable, including the percentage 

of distribution and chi square are included in Appendix E. To 

synthesize some of the data contained in Tables 7-13, Table 14was 

used to pair all variables by state, wealth, and size according to 

their similarity or dissimilarity. 

HYPOTHESES AND FINDINGS 

Hypothesis 1. Elected school board members in Kentucky are 

more demographically representative than appointed school board members 

in Virginia as indicated by the following variables: 

a. occupation 

b. level of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f, place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 
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As indicated in Table 7, there were significant differences 

between the populations and samples for all variables with the 

exception of .the native born category. 2 Virginia, with a X value of 

1.32, and Kentucky with a corresponding value of 2.80, demonstrated 

representativeness between the school board members and their school 

district populations. The largest disparity was reflected in the income 

variable, with x2 scores of 360.11 and 352.32 for Virginia and 

Kentucky respectively. 

Hypothesis 2. Elected school board members in low wealth 

districts in Kentucky are more demographically representative than 

appointed school board members in low wealth districts in Virginia as 

indicated by the following variables: 

a. occupation 

b. level of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f. place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

Table 8 for low wealth districts in Virginia demonstrated 

significant differences for all variables except in native born with a 

2 low 0.10 X value. Income again showed the widest margin of disparity 

between the school board members and the district population with a 

152.60 value. Kentucky exhibited no significant differences in three 

categories: occupation (2.77), race (0.004), and native born (0.80). 



Table 7. Analysis of Representativeness for Virginia 
and Kentucky School Districts at the State Level 

CLASSIFICATION AND HYPOTHESIS STATE COMPOSITE TOTALS (HYPOTHESIS ONE) 

STATE VIRGINIA KENTUCKY 

VARIABLES N x2 a C b S/NS c N x2 C S/NS 

Occuoation 137 189.52 0.021 s 117 41.91 0.013- s 
Income 136 360.11 0.036 s 120 352.32 0.045 s 
Education (School Years Completed) 141 296. 33 0.023 s 124 118 •. 77 0.019 s 
Race 140 15.79 0.004 s 124 8.61 0.004 s 
Sex 141 89.46 0.008 s 124 97.90 0.012 s 
Place of Work 135 27.18 0.008 s 120 6.24 0.005 s 
Age 136 120.74 0.012 s 120 99.76 0.014 s 
Native Born 133 1.32 d NS 115 2.80 d NS 
Non Public School Enrollment e 

a. chi square 

b. coefficient of contingency 

c. significant/not significant at .05 level 

d. coefficients of contingency are not included on non significant chi square values as it 
was only included to demonstrate the degree of significance between like x2 values . 

. 
e. Virginia· state shows 6.8 percent of its children to be in non public schools; 9.2 percent 

of Virginia's school board members have children in non public schools. Kentucky state 
has 10.0 percent children in non public schools; 3.2 percent of Kentucky's school board 
members have children in non public schools. 

~ 
\J1 



Table 8. Analysis of Representativeness for 
Low Wealth Districts in Virginia and Kentucky 

CLASSIFICATION AND HYPOTHESIS LOW WEALTH COMPOSITE (HYPOTHESIS TWO) 

STATE VIRGINIA KENTUCKY 

x2 a b S/NS 
C x2 S/NS VARIABLES N C N C 

Occuoation 35 41.06 0.022 s 20 .2. 77 0.010 NS 
Income 35 152.60 0.048 s 22 101.37 0.062 s 
Education (School Years Comoleted) 36 111. 60 0.030 s 23 29.58 0.026 s 
Race 36 6.35 0.005 s 23 0.004 d NS 
Sex 36 22.05 0.009 s 23 11. 70 0.011 s 
Place of Work 36 4.17 0.007 s 21 7.90 0.018 s 
Age 35 25.99 0.012 s 23 15.80 0.015 s 
Native Born 34 0.10 d NS 22 0.80 d NS 
Non Public School Enrollment e 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

chi square 

coefficient of contingency 

significant/not significant at .05 level 

coefficients of contingency is not included on non significant chi square values as it 
was only included to demonstrate the degree of significance between like x2 values. 

Virginia's low wealth districts show 3.6 percent of their children in non public schools; 
5.8 percent of Virginia's low wealth school board members have children in non public 
schools. Kentucky's low wealth districts have 1.2 percent children in non public schools; 
0.0 percent of Kentucky's low wealth school board members have children in non public 
schools. 

~ 
(j\ 
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As in Virginia, the most disproportionate score (101.37) was found within 

the income variables. 

Hypothesis 3. Elected school board members in medium wealth 

districts in Kentucky are more demographically representative than 

appointed school board members in medium wealth districts in Virginia 

as indicated by the following variables: 

a. occupation 

b. leve 1 of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f, place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

Virginia in Table 9 denoted no significant differences in the 

race (2.34), and in the native born (2.37) variables. The education 

(or school years completed) category replaced income as the most 

disproportionate measure with a x2 score of 160.65. Kentucky evidenced 

significant differences for all variables except native born (3.39). 

Income (290.30) implied the most significant difference. 

Hypothesis 4. Elected school board members in high wealth 

districts in Kentucky are more demographically representative than 

appointed school board members in high wealth districts in Virginia as 

indicated by the following variables: 



Table 9. Analysis of Representativeness for 
Medium Wealth Districts in Virginia and Kentucky 

CLASSIFICATION AND HYPOTHESIS MEDIUM WEALTH COMPOSITE (HYPOTHESIS THREE) 

STATE VIRGINIA KENTUCKY 

2 a b S/NS c x2 S/NS VARIABLES N X C N C 

Occupation 70 49.02 0.016 s 66 18.05 0.013 s 
Income 68 148.49 0.032 s 68 · 290.30 0.059 s 
Education (School Years Comoleted) 72 160.65 0.025 s 70 99.98 0.024 s 
Race 71 2. 34 d NS 69 5.84 0.004 s 
Sex 72 42.66 0.009 s 69 52.23 0.013 s 
Place of Work 67 19.52 0.009 s 68 3.98 0.006 s 
Age 69 82.59 0.014 s 66 64.83 0.017 s 
Native Born 67 2.37 d NS 64 3.39 d NS 
Non Public School Enrollment e 

a. chi square 

b. coefficient of contingency 

c. significant/not significant at .05 level 

d. coefficients of contingency are not included on non significant chi square values as it 
was only included to demonstrate the degree of significance between like x2 valueB. 

e. Virginia's medium wealth districts show 5.5 percent of their children in non public 
schools; 6.3 percent of Virginia's medium wealth school board members have children in 
non public schools. Kentucky's medium wealth districts have 4.4 percent children in 
non public schools; 2.5 percent of Kentucky's medium wealth school board members have 
children in non public schools. 

~ 
co 
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a. occupation 

b. level of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f. place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

Table 10 demonstrated the same findings as Tables 7 and 8 for 

Virginia: that there were significant differences for all variables 

except native born (0.09). Occupation proved to be the greatest 

dissimilarity between the population and the sample with a x2 value of 

213.65. Kentucky had no significant differences in the race (L20), 

place of work (0.02), and native born (2.56) categories, while occupation 

(79.57) measured the most significant difference. 

Hypothesis 5. Elected school board members in low enrollment 

districts in Kentucky are more demographically representative than 

appointed school board members in low enrollment districts in Virginia 

as indicated by the following variables: 

a. occupation 

b. leve 1 of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f. place of.work 

g. age 



Table 10. Analysis of Representativeness for 
High Wealth Districts in Virginia and Kentucky 

CLASSIFICATION AND HYPOTHESIS HIGH WEALTH COMPOSITE (HYPOTHESIS FOUR) 

STATE VIRGINIA KENTUCKY 
a b C 

VARIABLES N x2 C S/NS N x2 C S/NS 
Occupation 32 213. 65 0.041 s 31 79.57 0.028 s 
Income 33 88.79 0.034 s 30 71.41 0.033 s 
Education (School Years Completed) 33 49. 79 0.018 s 32 28.57 0.015 s 
Race 33 8.53 0.005 s 32 1.20 d NS 
Sex 33 21. 25 0.008 s 32 31.12 O.Oll s 
Place of Work 32 5.31 0.007 s 31 0.02 d NS 
Age 32 28.01 O.Oll s 31 25.25 O.Oll s 
Native Born 32 0.09 d NS 29 2.56 d NS 
Non Public School Enrollment e 

a. chi square 

b. coefficient of contingency 

c. significant/not significant at .05 level 

d. coefficients of contingency are not included on non significant chi square values as it 
was only included to demonstrate the degree of significance between like x2 values. 

e. Virginia's high wealth districts show 6.9 percent of their children in non public 
schools; 9.8 percent of Virginia's high wealth school board members have children in 
non public schools. Kentucky's high wealth districts have 6.3 percent children in 
non public schools; 0.2 percent of Kentucky's school board members have children in 
non public schools. 

V, 
0 



Table 11. Analysis of Representativeness for 
Low Enrollment Districts in Virginia and Kentucky 

CLASSIFICATION AND HYPOTHESIS LOW ENROLLMENT COMPOSITE (HYPOTHESIS FIVE) 

STATE VIRGINIA KENTUCKY 
ci b 

x2 VARIABLES N x2 C S/NS N C S/NS 
Occupation 24 23.16 0.037 s 26 10. 53 0.025 s 
Income 25 126.40 0.106 s 26 153.14 0.101 s 
Education (School Years Comoleted) 25 53.03 0.050 s 27 31.02 0.025 s 
Race 24 1.84 d NS 27 0.05 d NS 
Sex 25 18.09 0.020 s 27 17.41 0.018 s 
Place of Work 24 2.19 d NS 26 7.34 0.020 s 
Age 24 26.51 0.028 s 26 20.70 0.023 s 
Native Born 24 12.87 0 .017 s 24 0.00 d NS 
Non Public School Enrollment e 

a. chi square 

b. coefficient of contingency 

c. significant/not significant at .05 level 

d. coefficients of contingency are not included on non significant chi square values as it 
was only included to demonstrate the degree of significance between like x2 values. 

e. Virginia's low enrollment districts show 10.9 percent of their children to be in non 
public schools; 10.8 percent of Virginia's low enrollment school board members have 
children in non public schools. Kentucky's low enrollment districts have 2.9 percent 
children in non public schools; 0.0 percent of Kentucky's low enrollment school board 
members have children in non public schools. · 

V, 
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h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

The data in Table llrevealed that Virginia has significant 

differences in all categories except race (1.84) and place of work 

(2.19). Income proved to be the category with the most dissimilarity 

with a score of 126.40. Kentucky, like Virginia, showed no significant 

difference in race (0.05) but displayed a perfect 0.00 x2 value in the 

native born grouping. A high of 153.14 for the income variable 

represented the greatest disparity between the sample and the popula-

tion. 

Hypothesis 6. Elected school board members in medium enrollment 

districts in Kentucky are more demographically representative than 

appointed school board members in medium enrollment districts in 

Virginia as indicated by the following variables: 

a. occupation 

b. leve 1 of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f. place of w9rk 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

As in Tables 7, 8, 9, and 10, Table 12 denoted that the Virginia 

native born category (3. 77) had the only non significant difference 

among the variables selected. Income (344.01) demonstrated the widest 



Table 12. Analysis of Representativeness for 
Medium Enrollment Districts in Virginia and Kentucky 

CLASSIFICATION AND HYPOTHESIS MEDIUM ENROLLMENT COMPOSITE (HYPOTHESIS SIX) 

STATE VIRGINIA KENTUCKY 
a b C 

VARIABLES N x2 C S/NS N x2 C S/NS 
Occupation 71 65.98 0.025 s 54 11. 24 0.013 s 
Income 72 344.01 0.069 s 55 207.10 0.062 s 
Education (School Years Completed) 74 239.51 0.042 s 58 84.25 0.029 s 
Race 74 6.23 0.005 s 58 3.28 d NS 
Sex 74 41. 62 0.012 s 58 42.44 0.014 s 
Place of Work 72 27.20 0.016 s 55 8.22 0.011 s 
Age 73 57.27 0.017 s 56 42.13 0.017 s 
Native Born 71 3. 77 d NS 55 0.24 d NS 
Non Public School Enrollment e 

a. chi square 

b. coefficient of contingency 

c. significant/not significant at .05 level 

d. coefficients of contingency are not included on non significant chi square values as it 
was only included to demonstrate the degree of significance between like x2 values. 

e. Virginia's medium enrollment districts show 3.0 percent of their children in non public 
schools; 4.3 percent of Virginia's medium enrollment school boa~d members have children 
in non public schools. Kentucky's medium enrollment districts have 5.9 percent children 
in non public schools; 2.9 percent of Kentucky's medium enrollment school board members 
have children in non public schools. 

Ul w 
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variance of the significantly different categories. As in Table 8, 

Kentucky exhibited significant differences except in the race (3.28) and 

native born (0.24) groupings. A 207.10 x2 income score was the greatest 

contrast among the scores recorded for the Kentucky sample in Table 11. 

Hypothesis 7. Elected school board members in high enrollment 

districts in Kentucky are more demographically representative than 

appointed school board members in high enrollment districts in Virginia 

as indicated by the following variables: 

a. occupation 

b. level of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f. place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

Table 13 for Virginia repeated the previous data recorded in 

Table 11, in that there were significant differences for all variables 

except race (3.45) and place of work (2.39). Income (114.09) indicated 

the most sizeable contradictions between the school board members and 

the school districts. Kentucky showed non significant differences in 

the race (1.75), place of work (1.85), and native born (0.22) categories. 

A x2 value of 106.02 was recorded for income, the most dissimilar of 

those significantly different variables. 



Table 13. Analysis of Representativeness for 
High Enrollment Districts in Virginia and Kentucky 

CLASSIFICATION AND HYPOTHESIS HIGH ENROLLMENT COMPOSITE (HYPOTHESIS SEVEN) 

STATE VIRGINIA KENTUCKY 

VARIABLES x2 a b C x2 S/NS N C S/NS N C 
Occuoation 42 109.25 0.019 s 37 19.64 0.012 s 
Income 39 ll4. 09 0.024 s 39 106.02 0.032 s 
Education (School Years Completed) 42 101. 18 0.016 s 39 41.86 0.015 s 
Race 42 3.45 d NS 39 1. 75 d NS 
Sex 42 27.83 0.006 s 39 34.09 0.009 s 
Place of Work 42 2.39 d NS 39 1.85 d NS 
Age 39 51. 90 0.010 s 38 42.52 0.012 s 
Native Born 39 9.98 0.004 s 36 0.22 d NS 
Non Public School Enrollment e 

a. chi square 

b. coefficient of contingency 

c. significant/not significant at .05 level 

d. coefficients of contingency are not included on non significant chi square vaiues as it 
was only included to demonstrate the degree of significance between like x2 values. 

e. Virginia's high enrollment districts show 6.0 percent of their children to be in non 
public schools; 8.6 percent of Virginia's high enrollment school board members have 
children in non public schools. Kentucky's high enrollment districts have 3.9 percent 
children in non public s~hools; 1.4 percent of Kentucky's high enrollment school board 
members have children in non public schools. 

V1. 
V1 
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Table 14 was included to provide a synthesis of the data con-

tained in the preceeding tables. It furnishes a schematic overview 

of data from both states, their school district classifications by 

wealth and enrollment, the selected variables, and the level of 

significance or representativeness of the school boards. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

Tables 7-14 demonstrated that at the .05 level of significance, 

only one variable, native born, showed representativeness, or non 

significant differences, between the board members and the.ir school 

districts on the state level. Other variables depicted representa-

tiveness, but on a more restricted basis according to either wealth 

or enrollment. Excluding the state totals, there were 48 individual 

measures of representativeness for each state (eight variables x six 

categories). Of these totals, Virginia showed no significant 

differences in nine categories while Kentucky exhibited repre~entativeness 

in fourteen categories. Only variables race, place of work, occupation, 

and native born indicated any similarity between the states in that 

there were non significant differences (see Table 14, p. 57). 

Excluding the native born variable in which there was accord 

between the elected and the appointed selection procedures, there were 

seven other occasions in which Kentucky demonstrated representativeness, 

while Virginia indicated significant differences in the same categories. 

In only two situations were Virginia's school boards more representative 

than those in Kentucky, and that was in the race and place of work 

categories. 



Table 14. Assessment of Representativeness as Measured by 
Level of Significance for Individual Variables by St~te 

VARIABLE STATE CLASSIFICATION s/sa S/NSb 
Occupation VA/KY STATE *I* 

VA/KY Wealth: Low *I* 
VA/KY Wealth: Medium *I* 
VA/KY Wealth: High *I* 
VA/KY Enrollment: Low *I* 
VA/KY Enrollment: Medium *I* 
VA/KY Enrollment: High *I* 

Income VA/KY STATE *I* 
VA/KY Wealth: Low *I* 
VA/KY Wealth: Medium *I* 
VA/KY Wealth: High *I* 
VA/KY Enrollment: Low *I* 
VA/KY Enrollment: Medium *I* 
VA/KY Enrollment: High *I* 

· Education (School Years Completed) VA/KY STATE *I* 
VA/KY Wealth: Low *I* 
VA/KY Wealth: Medium *I* 
VA/KY Wealth: High *I* 
VA/KY Enrollment: Low *I* 
VA/KY Enrollment: Medium *I* 
VA/KY Enrollment: High *I* 

a. S/S = Significant/Significant at .05 level 

b. S/NS = Significant/Not Significant at .05 level 

c. NS/S = Not Significant/Significant at .05 level 

d. NS/NS = Not Significant/Not Significant at .05. level 

NS/Sc NS/NSd 

V, 
--.J 



Table 14. (continued) 

VARIABLE STATE CLASSIFICATION 
Race VA/K'l STATE 

VA/K'l Wealth: Low 
VA/KY Wealth: Medium 
VA/K'l Wealth: High 
VA/K'l Enrollment: Low 
VA/KY Enrollment: Medium 
VA/KY Enrollment: High 

Sex VA/KY STATE 
VA/KY Wealth: Low 
VA/KY Wealth: Medium 
VA/KY Wealth: High 
VA/KY Enrollment: Low 
VA/KY Enrollment: Medium 
VA/KY Enrollment: High 

Place of Work VA/KY STATE 
VA/KY Wealth: Low 
VA/KY Wealth: Medium 
VA/KY Wealth: High 
VA/KY Enrollment: Low 
VA/KY Enrollment: Medium 
VA/KY Enrollment: High 

a. S/S = Significant/Significant at .05 level 

b. S/NS = Significant/Not Significant at .05 level 

c. NS/S = Not Significant/Significant at .05 level 

d. NS/NS= Not Significant/Not Significant at .05 level 

S/Sa S/NSb 
*I* 

-1~/* 

*I* 
*I* 

*I* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 

*I* 
*I* 

NS/Sc 

*I* 

*I* 

NS/NSc: 

*I* 

*I* 

*I* 

V1 
CX) 



Table 14. (continued) 

VARIABLE STATE CLASSIFICATION 
Age VA/IT STATE 

VA/IT Wealth: Low 
VA/IT Wealth: Medium 
VA/KY Wealth: Hie:h 
VA/IT Enrollment: Low 
VA/KY Enrollment: Medium 
VA/IT Enrollment: High 

Native Born VA/KY STATE 
VA/IT Wealth: Low 
VA/IT Wealth: Medium 
VA/KY Wealth: High 
VA/IT Enrollment: Low 
VA/IT Enrollment: Medium 
VA/IT Enrollment: High 

a. S/S = Significant/Significant at .05 level 

b. S/NS = Significant/Not Significant at .05 level 

c. NS/S = Not Significant/Significant at .05 level 

d. NS/NS= Not Significant/Not Significant at .05 level 

S/Sa S/NSb NS/Sc 
·k/* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 
*I* 

* ;,'( 
·k/* 

NS/NSd 

*I* * /i( 
*I* 
*I* 

*I* 
u, 
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Incorporating st~te figures to all the classifications, a 

total of 112 tests were run for both states (eight variables x seven 

classifications). Out of a possible 112, seventy-eight tests indicated 

there were significant differences between the school board and the 

school district for both states. 

Of the eight variables tested for significance, the native born 

category, as previously mentioned, demonstrated in seven classifications 

the least amount of differences between the samples school board members 

and their populations. The other variables, in order of their repre-

sentativeness with the number of non significant differences included, 

were: 

2. race (6) 

3. place of work (3) 

4. occupation (1) 

5. income (0) 

6. years of school completed (0) 

7. age (O) 

8. sex (O) 

There were no representative trend evidenced in the wealth or 

enrollment classifications for either state. Of Kentucky's fourteen 

instances of non significant differences, seven were by wealth classi-

fications and se,ven by enrollment clas sif ica t ions. Virginia, on the 

other hand, had four wealth and five enrollment classifications for a 

total of nine non significant differences. 

One noticeable trend did present itself in the compilation of 

the individual x2 values. In a comparison of school board members with 
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their districts, the most prevalent difference appeared in the income 

category. On no less than eleven of fourteen occasions did income 
2 register the greatest X value, or most significant difference between 

the sample and the population. Occupation, sex, and school years 

completed accounted for the other three diversities. 

RELATED DATA 

The questionnaires revealed interesting data not reported 

anywhere in the study since the information alone was not required in 

the statistical analysis. In reporting these results, elected boards 

represent Kentucky and appointed boards are those of Virginia. A 

recording of the sex and race questionnaire showed these data: 

Members 
Elected Boards 

Women represented on boards 

Non-whites represented on boards 

19.5 

2.4 

Percent 

Appointed Boards 

36.7 

30.0 

Even though the elected boards show the smaller percentages of women 

and non-whites represented, Kentucky exhibited on five separate 

occasions no significant differences in the race of board members 

and the population. Only once did Virginia show this representativeness 

according to race. Both states, it may be recalled, had significant 

differences in all seven classifications of the sex variable. 

Years of school completed also demonstrated discernible 

differences, and a total of all the data revealed these figures: 
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Percent 

Members Elected Boards Appointed Boards 

Not high school graduates 11.3 

High school graduates or equivalent 37.9 

Attended college, but did not graduate 20.2 

College graduates 30.6 

The data supported the argument previously cited that appointed 

board members are better educated than their elected counter-

parts. 

5.0 

18.4 

18.4 

58.2 

Another interesting sidelight of the study was the distribution 

of occupations among the members; Within the broader headings of: 

white collar, blue collar, farm and service workers, the most frequently 

listed.occupations were: 

Occupation 

Business 

Farming 

Profess iona 1 

Skilled Trades 

Manufacturing 

Household 

Percent 

Combined State Totals 

16.0 

13.0 

12.6 

5.7 

4.7 

4.2 

Business included categories such as auto dealers, bankers, builders, 

insurance and real estate agents, and service station managers. Farming 

is self explanatory. Household included those homemakers who serve on 

the school board. Doctors, registered nurses, dentists, lawyers, 

teachers, engineers, and ministers composed the professional group. 
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Manufacturing refered to factory management and labor while 

skilled trades refered to plumbers, electricians, machinists, car-

penters, and barbers. 

There were also some other occupations reported that were 

noteworthy, including: a crop duster, a rancher, a forest ranger, a 

funeral director, a coal miner, a seedsman, an aluminum reducer, a 

newspaperman, and a yardmaster. 



Chapter 4 

OVERVIEW, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

This study was designed to determine the extent to which school 

boards in Kentucky and Virginia represented the population of the school 

districts according to selected demographic characteristics. Board 

members were compared to their representative populations in regard to: 

occupation, level of family income, years of school completed, race, 

sex, place of work, age, and native born. Another variable, non public 

school enrollment, was originally projected for analysis, but is not 

reported as results of the information requested in the questionnaire 

were inconclusive. 

Analysis of the variables sought to support or to discount the 

thesis that elected school boards in Kentucky were more demographically 

representative of their populations than were appointed school boards 

in Virginia. This thesis was repeated in seven hypotheses based on the 

wealth and enrollment classification of the sampled districts. 

Classifications included low, medium, and high wealth districts and 

low, medium, and high enrollment districts. Hypothesis One was 

designed to incorporate a synthesis of all classifications and is as 

follows: Elected school board members in Kentucky are more demograph-

ically representative than appointed school board members in Virginia 

as indicated by the following variables: 

64 
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a. occupation 

b. level of family income 

c. school years completed 

d. race 

e. sex 

f. place of work 

g. age 

h. native born 

i. non public school enrollment 

Hypotheses Two through Seven were identical to Hypothesis One 

except for the delimitation by either wealth or enrollment. Hypothesis 

One included the state totals for both Virginia and Kentucky. 

CONCLUSIONS 

On the basis of the data obtained from the school board members 

and a chi square statistical" analysis, several conclusions were drawn 

from this study. The major conclusion was that on composite state levels, 

Kentucky and Virginia school boards are not representative of the people 

according to the following variables: 

1. occupation 

2. income 

3. years of school completed 

4. race 

5. sex 

6. place of work 

7. age 
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Kentucky and Virginia school boards on a composite state level 

are representative of the populace in regard to one variable, native 

born. 

Selected classifications according to either wealth or enrollment 

depicted no significant differences in the school board members and their 

populations. These were: 

Virginia 

1. Race in medium wealth, low and high enrollment 

classifications 

2. Place of work in low and high enrollment classifications 

3. Native born on a state basis, and in low, medium and 

Kentucky 

high wealth classifications and in medium enrollment 

classifications 

1. Occupation in a low wealth classification 

2. Race in low and high wealth, and low, medium, and high 

enrollment classifications 

3. Place of work in high wealth and high enrollment 

classifications 

4. Native born on a state basis, and in all subsequent 

classifications 

In analyzing the individual demographic profile tables in 

Appendix E, it was obvious that the following categories were pro-

h . 1 1 94 portionately represented on t e composite state eve: 

94Proportionate representation refers to the range within a plus 
or minus ten percent of the population. Over representation and under 
representation is assumed for all categories where the school board 
membership exceeded a plus or minus ten percent of the population. 
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Virginia 

1. service workers 

2. $10,000-14,999 income level 

3. high school graduates 

4. ages 30-44 

s. ages 6o+ 

6. native born 

7. born out of state 

Kentucky 

1. white collar workers 

2. service workers 

3. $10,000-14,999 incomes 

4. 1-3 years of high school 

5. white race 

6. non white race 

7. ages 60+ 

8. native born 

9. born out of state 

The following groups were over-represented on the composite 

state level: 

Virginia 

1. white collar workers 

2. farmers 

3. $15,000+ incomes 

4. college educated 

5. white race 

6. male sex 
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7. work in city or county of residence 

8. ages 45-59 

Kentucky 

1. farmers 

2. $15,00o+- incomes 

3. high school graduates 

4. college educated 

5. male sex 

6. work in city or county of residence 

7. ages 30-44 

8. ages 45-59 

Among the segments under represented on the composite state 

level were: 

Virginia 

1. blue collar workers 

2. $0-4999 incomes 

3. $5000-9999 incomes 

4. grades 5-8 education 

5. 1-3 years of high school 

6. non white race 

7. female sex 

8. work outside city or county of residence 

9. ages 15-29 

Kentucky 

1. blue collar workers 

2. $0-4999 incomes 

3. $5000-9999 incomes 
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4. grades 5-8 education 

5. female sex 

6. work outside city or county of residence 

7. ages 15-29 

In the various classifications according to wealth and enroll-

ment,.95 the following categories were proportionately represented. 

Virginia 

1. white collar workers (HW) 

2. service workers (all except LE) 

3. farmers (MW) 

4. $10,000-14,999 incomes (all except LE) 

5. high school graduates (LW, HW, ME) 

6. white race (MW) 

7. non white race (MW) 

8. ages 30-44 (all except LW, HW) 

9. ages 60t (all except HW) 

10. native born (all except LE, HE) 

Kentucky 

1. white collar workers (HW) 

2. service workers (all except HW, HE) 

3. farmers (LW, MW, ME) 

4. $10,000-14,999 incomes (all) 

5. 1-3 years of high school (all except HW) 

95Low Wealth (LW); Medium Wealth (MW); High Wealth (HW); Low 
Enrollment (LE); Medium Enrollment (ME); High Enrollment (HE). 
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6. high school graduates (HW) 

7. white race (all) 

8. non white race (all) 

9. work in city or county of residence (HW, HE) 

10. ages 30-44 (LW, HE) 

11. ages 6o+ (all except HW, LE) 

12. native born (all except HW) 

The following groups were over represented on the boards of the 

respective states: 

Virginia 

1. white collar workers (all except HW) 

2. farmers (all except MW) 

3. $10,000-14,999 incomes (LE) 

4. $15,00o+ incomes (all) 

5. high school graduates (LE) 

6. college educated (a 11) 

7. white race (all except MW) 

8. male sex (all) 

9. work in city or county of residence (all) 

10. ages 30-44 (LW) 

11. ages 45-59 (all) 

12. ages 6o+ (HW) 

13. born in state (HE) 

Kentucky 

1. white collar workers (all except HW) 

2. farmers (HW, LE, HE) 

3. $15,00o+ incomes (all) 
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4. high school graduates (LW, MW, LE, ME) 

5. college educated (all) 

6. male sex (all) 

7. work in city or county of residence (all except HW, HE) 

8. ages 30-44 (MW, HW, LE, ME) 

9. ages 45-59 (all) 

10. born in state (HW) 

The following groups were under represented on the boards of the 

respective states: 

Virginia 

1. blue collar workers (all) 

2. service workers (LE) 

3. $0-9999 incomes (all) 

4. grades 5-8 educated (all) 

5. 1-3 years of high school (all) 

6. high school graduates (MW, HE) 

7. non white race (all except MW) 

8. female sex (all) 

9. work outside city or county of residence (all) 

10. ages 15-29 (all) 

11. ages 30-44 (HW) 

12. born outside state (HE) 

Kentucky 

1. blue collar workers (all) 

2. service workers (HW, HE) 

3. $0-9999 incomes (all) 

4. grades 5-8 educated (all) 
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5. 1-3 years of high school (HW) 

6. female sex (all) 

7. work outside city or county of residence (all except 

HW, HE) 

8. ages 15-29 (all) 

9. ages 6o+ (HW, LE) 

10. born outside state {HW) 

The preceeding data indicated that the typical school board 

member of Virginia and Kentucky is probably a white collar worker, 

has a family income in excess of $15,000, is white, male, college 

educated, between the ages of forty-five and fifty-nine, works in the 

city or county of residence, and, as previously indicated, was born in 

his respective state. 

It is the opinion of this researcher that, on the basis of the 

results obtained herein, representativeness or the reflection of 

certain demographic characteristics in either an elected or appointed 

school board, is not a viable standard in arguing either for or against 

a particular procedure in the selection of school boardmen. In either 

case, the school boards here represented are a group of "elites" that 

bear little or no resemblance to the groups they serve. 

A most obvious conclusion of this studywas that an elected 

school board is no more representative than an appointed one, and the 

argument that people tend to elect their own kind is fallacious. In 

fact, on page four it was reported that a greater percentage of 

appointed boards had non white and female representation than did the 

elected boards. This fact would tend to indicate that the appointing 

authority was perhaps more responsive to local demographic considerations 
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than was the electorate. 

Selection of the sample in both states according to specified 

wealth and enrollment classifications involved predominately rural totals 

from both Virginia and Kentucky. This precluded those urbanized areas 

with large concentrations of non whites. Also, it should be remembered 

that several of Kentucky's urban areas were omitted because of the 

existence of several independent districts within the county (see 

Appendix C). This possible explanation for the poorer showing for non 

whites is not plausible for female representation, however. The rural 

predominance of the sample could also account for the disproportionate 

number of farmers represented on the boards of both states. 

IMPLICATIONS 

At no time has the researcher sought to establish that either 

an elected or an appointed board was more effective than the other. 

This in itself could be a topic for a future endeavor, utilizing the 

same data provided in this study. Perhaps research in this area could 

provide a definitive basis for evaluation, utilizing the extent of 

representativeness vis-a-vis board effectiveness. 

Another possible source of investigation might be a comparison 

of the electorate or the registered voters of Kentucky, to the elected 

board members. In Virginia, an analysis of the appointing authority 

and their respective school board appointees might provide further 

insight into the concept of representativeness. 

Representativeness might also.be determined on the basis of the 

voting records of the board members with respect to attitudinal surveys 
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of the populace concerning certain school issues. If there was 

correlation between what the public wanted and how the boardmen 

responded, an index of representativeness would be developed on the 

basis of the collected data. This undertaking would be similar to 

the Rice Study mentioned on page 24, wherein representativeness of 

state legislators was measured on the basis of their voting records. 

The family income range of the boardmen sampled indicated 

a wide disparity in all cases between the populace and the board 

members. This income variable might well have depicted no represen-

tativeness due to the demands on the time of a board member. One 

earning a lesser income, or not in a job position that permitted 

released time for meetings, would probably not be a candidate for 

either election or appointment. The "elitist" status alluded to 

previously never brought into perspective this time factor, and its 

significance for eligibility to office. 

The evidence presented in this paper also tends to refute 

much of the ideology expressed by Swabey, Pitkin, and DeGrazia cited 

in previous discussion. They were of the opinion that the represen-

tatives are identified with their constituency because of like chara-

cteristics. This was not the case with the school board members. 

Finally, the documentation produced in this study support-s that 

evidence brought out by Dye, Ziegler, Cistone, and Carver, in that 

boards do not represent the general populace. 
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,~EALTH 

SIZE~ 

QUARTER 
l 

QIIAllTER 
2 

QUARTER 
3 

QUAlln:R 
4 

Table 15. School Districts Identified By Size and Wealth (Virginia) 

Quarter l 

Bland (1114•-24362b) 
Buena Vlsta (1572-24,529) 
Cape Cllarlu (387-18,855) 
Charles City (1924-22,046). 
Fri~s (541-5890) 
Greene (1426-23,809) 
Norton (1274-19,568) 
Poquoson (1634-24,281) 

Qu.>rter 2 

Clifton Forge (ll66-29,091) 
Craig (819-28, 380) 
Cumberland (1740-30,072) 
Galax ( 1654-29, 235 l 
South Boscon (1696-26,978) 

Quarter 3 

Amelia (1880-33,957) 
Bath (1249-39,306) 
Lexington (1132-39,919) 
Nev Kant (1542-40, 689) 
Powhatan (1768-40,830) 
Richmond Co. (1597-36, 284) 

Quarter 4 

Clarke (1997-47,864) 
Colonial Beach (538-42,622) 
!Hex (1865-41,621) 
Falls Olurch (1962-85,627) 
Highland (515-19,326) 
King & Queen (1167-49,470) 
King William (1412-42,888) 
!latthev• (1457-47,539) 
Middlesex (1446-42,655) 
Northumberland (1990-47,392) 
Prince Edvard (199 3-49, 428) 
Rappahannock (1254-6(,,591) 
Surry (1352-97,006) 
llesc Point (759-50, lJ3) ----- - -----------------------------------

Allegheny (3302-25, 727) 
Floyd (2202-23,470) 
Franklin City (2195-19 ,450) 
Grayson (273~-21,069) 

Brbtol (3285-28,698) Appomattox (2465-JJ, 716) 
Brunsvick (3544-30,007~ BuckinghalP (2772-40, 195) 
Charlotte (2999-27,772) Caroline (3802-33,643) 
Greenville ()640-28,450) Covington (2282-31, 850) 
King George (2262-30,553) Glouceoter (3559-41,418) 
Lunenburg (2766-28,510) Louisa (3937-35,654) 
Nelson (2844-30,486) !ladlson (2259-40,407) 
Northampton (3114-27,405) Page (3951-31,604) 
Nottoway ()243-26,632) Suaaex (2930-31,462) 
Patrick (3615-27, 706) Westmoreland (2638-41, 1)2) 

_ _ _________ a.._dr~!~.f1~8-3Q..::~L-----------------------
Amheut (5458-25,821) 
Carroll (5372-20,545) 
Colonial Heights (4065-25,459) 
Dinwiddie (5327-19 ,201) 
Franklin co: (6996-24,560) 
Halifax (7514-23,773) 
Lee (5168-18, 782) 
Prince George (5514-18,553) 
Pulaski (7587-20,006) 
Scott (5505-21,696) 
Smyth (7Jl5-20,096) 
Wythe (5196-24 ,648) 

Buchanan (9744-25, ))7) 
C.impbell (11,711-23,,348) 
Hampton (34,623-21,927) 
Henry ( 13 ,544-21, 140) 
Nansemond (9652-24,915) 
Pittsylvania (15,222-24,454) 
Portsmouth (25,494-22, 110) 
Tazewell (ll,027-17, 350) 
lla3hington (10,820-21,976) 
Ilise (9809-16,195) 

Accomac1t (6348-31,211) Frederick (7041-32,180) 
Bedford (8231-30,673) Giles (4051-37,659) 
Botetourt (4772-31,359) Isle of llf.3ht (4587-37,481) 
Dickenson (4559-26 ,551) Martinsville ( 4468-38, 129) 
Hopewell (5618-29,855) Rockbridge (4058-33,302) 
Mecklenburg (6727-26,3(,l) Ruasall (6759-32,736) 
Spotsylnnia (5190-31,361) Shenandoah (5362-37,637) 

Southampta, (4125-ll,673) 
Staunton (4576-35,103) 
Waynuboro (4356-33,319) 

Augusta (ll,034-30,119) 
Chesapeake (26, 566-27 ,4 32) 
Danville (10, 183-27, 712) 
llontgomery (8881-28,467) 
Petersbur~ (9705-30,400) 
Prince llilliam (37, 596-28, 676) 
Roanoke Co. (25,1)0-29,077) 
Rockingham (11,014-Jl,059) 
Stafford (7151-28,461) 
Virginia Beach ( 51, 329-28, 675i 
York (9068-28,110) 

Chesterfield (24, 745-35,027) 
Hanover ( lJ, 369-34, 127) 
Henrico (34,644-38, 299) 
Lynchburg (ll,105-36, ll8) 
Newport Ne,s (32, l 98-Jl, 702) 
Norfolk (51,037-38,089) 
Roanoke City (18, 719-35, 844) 

•First figure represented 11 enrollment. bSecond figure ls assessed valua.tlon (in doll":rs) per puptI. 

Fluvanna (2175-52,085) 
Fredericksburg (28 7 5-45 ,840) 
Goochland (26)1-47,797) 
Barrhonburg (2593-45,080) 
Lancas:er (2000-53,225) 
Orange (3837-50,889) 
Suffolk (2019-44,165) 
Warren (39 35-41, 909) 
Winchester (3772-51,802) 

Olarlottesville (7189-51,089) 
Culpeper (4844-43,076) 
Fauqwer (7236-56 ,014) 
Williamsburg (5162-47,600) 

Albemarle (9198-47,5Jl) 
Alexandria (17,022-84,454) 
Arlington (23,440-110,217) 
Fairfax City (144,110-45,607) 
Lcudoun (11,686-57,856) 
Richmond City ( 45, 646-48, 582) 

00 
('.,) 
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QUARTER 
1 

QUARTER 
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QUARTER 
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QUARTER 
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Table 16. ·School Districts Identified By Size and Wealth (Kentucky) 

Quarter 1 

!Cl~nton (l940a-20,604b) 
.Elliott 0457-13,806) 
iLee (1876-18,933) 
'.Menifee (1092-18,755) 
'()Ilsley ( 1173-ll, 911) 
Wolfe (1619-10,548) 

'sutler (2380-21,419) 
Jackson (2497-13,160) 
Magoffin (3043-13,118) 
Hartin (3022-15,044) · 
Horgan (2587-16,933) 

Quarter 2 

Bracken-Augusta (1590-31,323) 
Crittenden (1859-29,224) 
Cwoberland (1525-21,630) 
Edmonson (2033~22,308) 
Callatin (1059-31,633) 
Livingston (1697-32,293) 
Robertson (454-30,461) 
Timble (1309-32,216) 

Allen-Scottsville (2809-31,493) 
Hart (2768-29,751) 
Larue (2648-30,731) 
Monroe (2824-24,682) 
Pendleton (2576-25,428) 
Powell ( 2261-22, 352) 
Russell (2728-27,145) 

Quarter 3 

Ballard (1795-37,492) 
Metcalfe (1839-33,771) 
Carroll (2071-38,454) 

Adair (2976-33, HS) 
Bath (2134-37,99i) 
Caldwell (2637-3;,741) 
Fleming (2466-35,581) 
Fulton-Fulton (2168-35,019) 
Creen (2102-36,846) 
Henry-Eminence (2279-35,735) 
Lawrence (2711-34,693) 
Todd (2397-33,474) 
Trigg (2101-34,192) 
Washington (2334-32,713) 

Breathitt-Jackson Grayson (3837-27,791) Breckinridge-Cloverport 
(4160-11,136) Le"1s (3307-22,185) (3357-32,692) 

Estill (3169-18,239) Marion (4197-24,781) Casey (3148-33,218) 
Jessa:line (3968-3522) Heade (3511-25,157) Lincoln (4045-32,482) 
Knott (4359-12,801) Ohio (4511-29,423) Montgomery-Ht. Sterling 
Leslie (3722-9899) Taylor-Campbellsville (3848-33,363) 
HcCreary (3602-10,941) (4133-29,675) Scott ( 3973-35,579) 
Rockcastle (3353-14,951) Simpson (3239-36,171) 
Wayne-Monticello •ebster-Providence (3101-33,655) 

Quarter 4 

Carlisle (1110-39,496) 
Carrard (2099-44,251) 
Hancock (1558-51,454) 
Hickman (1357-51,740) 
Lyon (989-54,748) 
McLean (2072-38,614) 
Nicholas (1393-39,343) 
O,,en (1679-41,609) 
Spencer (1321-46,342) 

Anderson (2304-44,282) 
Crant-Willia:nstown (2445-40,164 
Rowan (2780-42,913) 

Bourbon-Paris (4339-42,630) 
Harrison (3180-41,012) 
Mason-Haysville (3743-43,226) 
Oldham (3383-49,654) 
Union (3265-50,424) 
Woodford (3548-61,924) 

(3548-17,444) 1----------------------------------------------------------------- ----------
Carter (5174-21,603) 

:Clay (5739-9104) 
lr1oyd (9740-16,785) 
•Knox-Barbourville 
I (6285-11,560) 
Letcher-Jenkins (6824-14,817) 
Perry Hazard (8045-14,003) 
Pike-Pikeville (17,013-21,470) 

Bullitt (8419-28, 747) 
Christian (11,109-26,730) 
Johnson-Paintsville 

(4624-22,296) 
Laurel-East Bernstadt 

(7888-22,615) 
Logan-Russellville 

( 5219-29, 925) 

Boyle-Danville (5009-36,315) 
Cr3ves-Mayfield (6605-34,329) 
Henderson-Henderson 

c,~67-J4,!'10 
Marshall (4972-36,580) 
McCracken-Paducah 

(12,346-34,913) 
Warren-Bowling Green 

( 12, 279-35, 520) 

~irst Figure represented is enrollment. bSecond figure is assessed valuation (in dollars) per pupil. 

Boone-Walton-Verona 
(8930-39,147) 

Calloway-Murray (4609-40,743) 
Clark (5738-40,030) 
Daviess--Owensboro 

(16,231-43,151) 
Fayette (36,468-49,242) 
Franklin-Frankfort 

(7207-47,302) 
Nelson-Bardstown (5814-47,577) 
Shelby-Shelbyville 

(4 795-42, 215) 

·oo w 
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Table 17. Virginia Demographic Profile 

.~ V 
I 
Alh,:hanJ County Mhent County Auttu•t• County I 1 and County 

I 

hun1vtck County j 

1. Occup11tton .. lr.1,lte Colin 

b. llue Colhr 
c. S.r·vlce \lorkH' 

d. F,1ra Worker 

Total 
2. lncOftle .. 0- ,. 999 

b. $ 5,000- 9,999 

c. $10,000-14,999 

d. $15,000 , over 

Total 
l. Yeat't of School .. Ehmen.Ur)' 

5-8 yean 
b. Htr.h School 

J .. ) yeau 
, yl'arl .. Colh1e 

1-4 yean 

Total• 

he• .. White! 

b. Nr,n-vhS te 

--- BJO, 597 ______ _ ___ l, 121 _______ _ ___ 2, 9U________ _ ___ !,140 _______ _ _ _____ 1,122 -----
___ 621,241_______ _ ____ 2,110______ --- ,,519 ________ _ ___ 8, 128 _______ _ ______ l.019 ------
___ 201,241_____ ._ _____ !lL____ _ ___ l,411________ _ ___ 2,011 _______ _ _ ______ 6JI ------
____ 46.167 ____ _ _______ !)_____ _ ____ ,11________ _ __ 1,01, ______ _ _ _______ 184 ------

1.,u.210 ~-""'1"'i.,_1 __ -1L.L'o' · 11.,20 782 

__ 2)6,lll ---- _____ 861_____ _ __ 1,114______ _ __ l,~!}_____ -------~18______ _ _____ 1,588 ____ _ 
__ 197,679 _______ J,l40 _______ - _2,209 ___________ 4,lH _______________ 569 _______ ---- 1,01 _____ _ 

___ 278,152 _______ _ _____ M6 ______ _ __ 1.111 ______ _ ___ 2, 842 -------- _______ 190 _______ _ _____ 582 ------

___ 2 lO, 270 ------ _______ 2S6 ______ _ ____ 616 ________ _ ___ I, 24S ------ ._ -------. 49 ------- _______ 195 ------
1 162--216 l lll l 650 II lll I 166 l 812 

___ 600, 9A2 ----- _____ I, 9Bl ______ --- 4,100 ------- I, Ill ----------------
___ uu\198~----·- ........... 1,496 ............... ____ 2.,u _____ _ 
___ 616,942 ---- ____ 1,912 ______ ___ 2,644 ______ _ 6,071 -----·---------
--------- -------- L---·------
__ ,21..,112 ---- --- 800 ---- ____ 1,J09 ___ _ _ __ 1.1u _____ _ 

_ 11 1•1, SIi_______ _ ___ 12,079 ------ ___ IOJ lJO ------- ___ 421 208 _______ _ 
--- RA619AO ______ _ ····--- JA2 ------ ---- S,]42 ------ ____ 2,012 _______ _ 

:::::•~)ii:::::: l, lOS -· 

---------------- ================= I _ ____ 1·:::-----~-----2·:::-----------·------·------------·--~-------- ------------------l"----------~---

_______ 140_______ ., 

Tout 1------~=~- ..._uu , .•• 12 '61 26 071 u "0 

_____ :.::: _______ 1t·-----~9" •• ;;,,· ..... j I 
_.J. ,,, 16 112 

s. 

~-

7. 

8. 

Su .. M.1le .z.m.w_______ _ ____ Jo .. J!'J _____ _ ___ 12,)11 ------- ___ 21,92. _______ _ _ ____ 21 A411 _ ......... . ------ 1,, 87 _____ _ 
b. hr,i,1lc _ z.m.m_______ _ ___ j .. JJJ ______ _ ___ llJSM ------- ___ H,294 _______ _ _____ 1, SIS ______ _ 

Total --'-"'-=--" J..6.u..fil_ 1---'"""" .. """----l '6 072 U 220 ' 42' 

_ _____ a.u, _____ _ 
.... 

Placr or llorlt I .. Vt1r._ In countt 
or RuJdcncr 

b. Other 

___ 11111:q .. 101_. __ _ 

.. ... Alt 11 2A4 ............ .. 

_____ J..JJ.1..______ _ ___ ),"•• ______ . ____ 1.~,a________ _ ______ r,,J _______ r·-----h!?1 _____ _ 
-----l..l.l.6.------ ____ ),,•1 ------- ____ 7,IJJ________ -------f•! .... ___ _ _____ J,llJ _____ _ 

Toul -==---1-Wl!.S,ll!_ 4 028 Q '10 t• AU I ••• < <U 

A•• .. ll-2? 
b, l0-44 

C, 4)-59 

d. 60 6 over 
Totalt, 

Mattv• lorn .. 1'0,n tn ~·,u 
or Ruidence 

b. Othitr 

Toul 

_1,21 s, 1 J1 ______ _ ____ 2, q 1A ______ _ ___ 6, 1•A _______ _ __ 1o,JoL _ ____ _ ____ 1,n~------- ______ J.2)1_ ___ _ 
___ ,nol 11,1. ------

___ ,,.1 ,0011 _____ _ 
__ ~111.os,. ___ _ 

l llS 161 
_____ 1J )'''-------

------- 1)1, ------
----- IJ)"O ........ 

12 461 

.hm .• 'lQ.'i._____ -----'~J.1 _____ _ 

.l..'i.'i.~'1ll--- ____ J,§)_8 ____ _ ....... 
17 '" 

·---- ''J}l'1 ---·---
----,.Joo,-------

............ 1., 'i~" ----·--
.. "'2 

____ ._,,,,., _____ - ~---·--q,i.n ___ ...... 

---- 7 1 ,. \ l _____ .... _ --- -- -- ,,,,,, ______ ..,_ 

.. ....... S., 9fl4............. ------- 92S ____ _ 
" ... ' 421 

---ll.Bll.-------___ J1.1JL------
_____ ,_,s6 _____ _ 

---- lJ I JI ----
2l-9 S2 

____ 6,848 ______ _ .. _.,, ·------ 9)7 ____ _ 
' ,,, 

______ 2,4J2_ ___ _ 

_ _____ 1,1 12 _____ _ 
_____ 2,2,1 ___ I 

1' I 11 

_____ 1,,22a ____ _ 

---- I L9ll ___ _ 
16 161 

9. Non-ruhl le School 
tnrollment· 

•. KJnd.-r,tnUn 19.JJ9fl] _, .. Js111:1d ~ _ HJ __ 35 ___ ...... JJL ... JA. ______ JOSI ___ .,.,.____ _ _____ 0£_ __ 29 __________ )2J.., __ l,7 __ 
b, El•m•ntory (1-8) -'!..2JJL!!!!J'J]} _ ___ 0/lJIRI ___ ---~J/J,UJ... _______ IOI/_J 12RS __________ o/ __ 116 ________ 290/l.9l9 __ _ 

c. M1,:h School 
(9-12) L' .. ~J.<L)Jg,J]]_ .__ ·-- OJ 801 --- ___ ll/J..J.1.!,..___ _ ___ JJl.l.818____ -----~LJU____ -----l't!l.ll..lt\ __ _ 

._ _____ _.T.,o.,;u.,1,..__..._.u.,,, HJll.lH.Jl&:J.L __ ..1· '".2."c..:"1.l!JJ••· >:__1.i__.l.1" ''Lll -"1..ll '"l--.U.--'"ut""L"!.!1.o."l::JJ.'"":__i.J_ __ 1,'·LJ '' •.,.iw·· 'L--1L-.il "l.1! "" 

tn,11 r,f ell rutdtnU of I••• th•n l yur of ••" to 60 yuu •nd f'Ver. 

cFlrn fl11ur• repnarnu nur1her of non•rubtlc atudenu ln uch uu1or,. 

•s.cond ff1un repn•ent• total nUfllbn of •tud•ntl enrolhd ln public tnd nmt•puhllc catf1orh11, 



l, 

2. 

], 

Occupat  lon .. \.'hite Coll.,r 
b. Blue Collar 

C, Servlc.e Worker 

Butn• Vht1 Cl ty 

Table  17. 

Chuterrteld 
County 

86 

(continued) 

Clifton ForRt 
City 

Culpeper CnuntJ 

____ 1, 172 _ ------- _____ t t, 9?2______ _ ______ 80 )_ ___ --- ----_l, 1' R -------
______ l 14 _______ · ____ ?,}IL_____ _ ______ ZlL ...... _______ 711. _____ _ 

ntchnaon County Fluv1nna Countr 

-------R ll ____ _ 

______ 1, 11~ ------

________ llL •. __ _ 

d, Fart1 Worker 

Total 

----- _ 9 I 7 ---- -- _____ 1 •, 74R ------ _____ },Q\l_______ 

1 

_____ l, •01 ______ _ 

--==--< 1---------~·~;~4~~---------.... -=h~ f----_-·_.;u·~; ·~0,.1._._-_--_-_--i-r··--• :~:------- ·------L•O ...••. 
' ,n, 

TnCOffle .. 0- ~.999 ___ 2,091 _____ ••••••• J6J._____ ••••• l,J42_______ _ ____ l ,04Q______ _ ______ Hl •••••• 

b. $ 5,000- 9,999 ____  6 ,022______ ------- 626 -·---- _____ t,R n _______ _ ____ t, 114_______ -----~2L •.•.. 
C, $10,000-11 .,,, ---- 6 ,602_____ _ _____ l7R ______ ---····920 _______ ••••••• 47 L--··- ··-----JH .•.•• -
d. $15,000 , over ______ 1,0 ------ ------ 6 J 926 ____ _ _ ____  121_______  ------- 461 _______ _ _______ 81 ______ _ --------HL ••••• 

Totil I 664 19,647 I 00 I 116 I 886 

'h1r1 o( School .. !lell'lentary 
5-8 Y('flU 

___ ) J.08 ______ _ 
---- 8 ._260 ---- ------ 690 ------ _____ l, ]18 ------ _ _ ____ l, 91' ------

b. Hf1,th School 

l•J )'fllU ] ,001 ---------·------------ 61 l _______ _ ---- q l 4 ,1 _ ... ____ _ 
----------------------------------
-------~~q______ ---19,f17f, ----·--

4 ye,u 
______ 701 ______ _ 

__ _tO,lR6 •••••• _ _ ___ _t l 220 -····-- ••••• 2,212  ······- ____ _I ,06  l  ···-- 806 

c. Coll•ge ----------- ---------------1--------------------------------·--------------------------------
1-4 ye.au 

Total 1 

Race 

•· "'11.te 

b, Non--whtte 

f .. t.tl 

1 421 i• nnn i "8 

--- 444_____ --- 9,609 _____ _ ______ 54) ---- _____ 1, 12•_______ 188 -----~!~-----

... :_:_::_;~;~:~i"~:i~·-:_::_:_:-<: ~=I ~:~= I 
____ s, 202_______  _ ____ • r1J ____________ ,,~16 ______ _ 

______ 2 2 J  ------- ••••• R, 84 l_______ ---··-- MS ______ _ 

6 •21 ,__!.6 •11 101 

S. Sex 

,. H..,le 

b. rem.,le 

Tot.11 

--- 2, 94 t _______ _ 

____ J,484 -----

6 421 

·--- JI ,Rl2 ______ _ 

>---)~1PP] _____ _ 

76 811 

_ ____ 21118 ------ _____ 8,?JI ______ _ 7 ?RZ 
............ 1 .. --------- •••••• 11 RI l --·-·-

_____ 2, 98] ------ ----- 9,281 ------ ----- ~.001 ______ _ ----- J.1 R04 _____ _ 

5 101 18  218 16 011 7 621 

6, Place of Mork 

1, 

8. 

,. 

a. \Jnrk In county 
or Rutdence 

b. Other 

Total 

AR• .. 11-29 
b. J0-44 

C, 41-19 

d. 60 , over 

1'.o~ 
Nathe l!lnrn .. Born In ~'U• 

o( Realdence 

b. Othn 

Total 

Non-Publ lc School 
tnrol l'flrnt .. klnd,r,tnrten 

h. F.J cmrnt.,ry (l·R) 

C, Hl•h School 
(9-11) 

Totlll 

11Tnt.,l (or tndtvtdu .. 1 

____ ., 121 ________ _ ____ ., 01• ______ _ ____ ., 1~4_______ _ ____ ,, 02 ,_______ _ ____ 1, 1 ••---- ___ r ···---1, aL ..•. _ 
______ en __________ 22,111 ------ _______ io6 •••••• _____ 1,111 ______________ 911 _______ ••••  • .J,471 •••••• 

618 " '" 1 oon _____.l..llL_ , ,o• , •u____ 

____ 11711 ___________ 20.JJOA ........... .. _____ J,111 _______ _____ J,1J! _____ _____ J.~~J ___________ 1.,~o _____ _ 
........ IJ ISi ______ ........ 11\0AS ........ .. ------?oq______ _ ____ 1.,0,.s _____ 1-- ..... 1 ,,.,ti,_______ _ ____ J.,1)1 ___ _ 
____ t10Ifl_______ ........ 1 tJ0/\0 ............ .. ___ ---- 912_______ _ ____ 2, •o 1___ ____  _ ____ 2, 1• •------- _____ l,lQ} ••••. 

------~~----- ---- '" 120  ----- ~---- •., 1 ~8 ------
_____ 1.a Jgo ______ _ ---- 'lJ 051'1 ______  _ ____ I.a. '1"'"-----

r--~!.- .  - t--·~~ - ,---~''-"''---< '" "8~ ~~ ~  •~n~ •'~ '-- ----1.. UL_ 

____ S,fil.o4 ______ _ 
_ ___ 12,717 ----- -----'J 542 ______ _ 

710 --------------___ 2 l, 2H ____  _ 946 ---------------
64U " ... ' ... 

____ 14.J ~I.a 7 _____  _ 

----- ]J 5t.4 _____ _ 

I ••• 

......... 1 li., S4S _____ _ 

______ t, 11 l •••••• 

II. n~Q 

6, 22• -·-------------
1, lll 

l ,581 

... nL_JJ~----... 1oi1.J,,1J.._ _ ___ 221._21____ •••• ,~L..lo~--- ______ 01..101..__ _ ______ H ___ ?o __ _ 
___ ]'1_1J12___ __]S/1W,11L. ______ Sil__]))__ _ ____ )Ql),19'}____ _ ___ JW,2DL.. _______ rn,m ... 

---- 0/ __ 1,1_____ _ __ !}!!.J,!!~---
58/1 .~]_90~-~~'~0-~l/lO 972 

------OJ._ J)! __ -- ----- 111 __ s ··---- ------0/  1 J 2 \I, -- -- ------ I 0/ -- I 18 ---

" 11 J12•~-~~--1,_0~\~/4~2-•4--~-~l~2/~4~2_67 __ ~--~16~/~l~A-7~J-~ 

ll U(lrt'Hl'd 11 the ••rt tnul of stl n,tdent• U yur, i:t( au and over. 

bTnt.1J rrir Individual .1r,.1• I~ u1n,11u,I u, tht-11"" tntol 1•f all r.,lJenu of hu th11n 1 yur r,f •c• tn liO y,,n, end ""'''· 

c~·trst ftp.ute rtrrurnt1' n11mhn of nnn-publlc ll't111!('nt11 ln ttAt:h cnt•r.nry. 

dSecond ftgurt npnunu total nuaiber of  1tudentl enrolled in  public and nr,n-publtc catl'gortu. 
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(continued) 

Hdtfn: CountJ Hhhhnd CoUT1ty I Laulu County 
Me-ck t e:nbur1 
Countr ,____,I 

A. White Ccill.u ____ _1, \74 ----- .... -.... 2, 10,. -----· ............ 2 ,"11.............. .. ............... ~~'_ ______ r·_·_· __ ·-_·
2
1,
00
·1·::l --------------·--l, ')QA ........ .. 

b. Blue Collar _____ ),4QO ----- .......... 2, )71............ .. .......... S,047 ............ • .............. 11'> ............ t ., ............ ~.1 ~4 -·--

:: :::'::r~::ker ::==~~~===: :::-::::-:~~~::=:: ==::;~;~;:::::: :::::::)i:::::: r::::::::~!~:=::: :::::-:_::~:: ::::: 
______ __,T_,,o~t•'-'l'----1 ____l,,08..:.8:.l __ -11----'l-'-,:.Zl;..:l:_ __ H--.:.9,_,9:..:6:..:9 __ --l ~---8:.7.:.lc....---l ~--..:.l,_,0:.1..::0 ___ 1 ~--..:.l:.1':..;1:..:l.c8_---I 

2, lnCOf'H .. 
b. 

,. 
d. 

o-4,999 
S 1,000- 9,999 

$10,000-14,999 

StS,000 , OV«t 

Total 

J, Yuu of  School .. Eh;_~nt.ny 
1-8 yf'arl 

b. Hl~h Schonl 

1-) ye11ra 

4 yeau .. ColhAe 
1-4 yeau 

____ I, 211 ___ _ 
___ 1 l 012 -----

______ l,IJl _____ _ 106 ----------............. .. 
_____ 2 l 161 ---- ____ 1 l 111 _____ _ 

---- 2 l71S -----· --------t~~------
90] --------------

______ 921 ____ _ 
_____ l, ]2~ ----- _______ _116 ----·-

_______ 212 ------ ________ u 1 _____ _ JI 1 26 -------------·---------·----------
•,S9' ],  79) 7, S61 689 

____ .J..l_ll_t______ _ ____ t.._1_18 ------
---- h_9,. l ------ ------ 191 _____ _ 

·---..l..ll.1Q._____ -·----l...tQL ____ _ ---- '),SOl _____ _ •-··-•··JI I _____ _ 

----.l...UL____ _ ____ .l,.QQ.L ____ _ _ ____ J_._829 ------ )81 -----------------
------------- --------------------------------------------
___ \.,_211 --- ___ \.,_162 --··- _____ _I .161 ---- ------- 222 -----

_ ____ I. 10~ ----· 

-···--'  • 17~ -----· 
514 ----·--·-----·-
199 -----------------

l, J9S 

----- 2, 'JO I -----

----- 2,R21 ----· 
·-·--- 1,1•1 ____ _ 

1.r.19 

Total• I-------'=:.,_~ 1--_.•....,_".LIL."---J ~--.4 RM""-'LL----l 1---'" ...... •L°'U...'--l :.__!,.62L__ 

4, ~.,. 

•• Whlte: 

b, Nnn-whltr 

Tot3l 

\, Su: 

,. Ha1r 

b. Fcll\:1lr 

Totl\l 

6. Placr nf l.'c,rk 

•• Work ln countr 
of hsldence 

b, Othe:r 

____  l fi L Jt.4 ----- _ _ ___ _10191 R ------ _____  17 a.Q~l _____ _ ______ 2,111 ____ _ 

_ ------J91 ------- ---·-· l 11 '1 ____ _ ____ _12,121 _____ _ 
------- -_ 14 ------

16 141 14 OS9 JO 076 l 129 

__ ---Ra. 2fi0 ------- ______ 6,HL.____ _ ____ H,S2L_____ _ _____ l,UL_____ _ ____ .1,Qll._.___ _ _____ H.2!L •• _. 
_____ A a. 4~ 1 _____ _ _ ____ z .uz______ _ ____ n.la______ _ _____ L,UL_____ _ _____ 6,UI ----·- _____ _11 ,"o ____ _ 
___l.LL 1'£,_., I __ ~ 1£ n<a ,n n>< , .,. " nn, •• '·" 

_____ 2,!U_____ _ _____ Z,666._____ _ _____ 6,Za_____ _ _______ 6H _____ _ 

_____ l.~~'------ _____ .2..l~l------ _____ l,QlL---- ·---·---llL ____ _ 

_ _____ t.m ...... r--·· ____ i.ui ____ _ 

1------.....:.T;cote;•:..:l_-l ~.62.l__ ' ••• --3.J.il..__ '" ~ ~~ i·-----l·:= 
7, Afl.t: 

1. IS-29 

b. ]0·4· 

c. • I-S9 

d, 60 , ove:r 

Total b 

8, !lativr lorn 

1. ftorn tn ~' ,u 
nr Ruldence 

b. Othn 

Tot11l 

9, Hon-ruhllc School 
lnrol lme:nt 

1. ,:tndf'Utllrt•n 

b, ,.,,.,...,.ntuy Cl-") 
c, 111,.h School 

(9-12) 

Tot,,1. 

"'tout rnr lnJlvldual 

____ l,!ll______ _ ____ J,QU_.____ ------~.aiL____ ·-------'-' ----· ......... ,._1 .. 01,. -••-• •-•-- fi L 4 71 .......... 
_____ 7LAQI __________ 2a.4)t ___ _ 

--·-- 4 a. Af,5 ------
________ ,11 ___ • 

~-----' a.2'" ------ ------ t. L7AA ----
_____ 1LJ 11 ____________ 2a.''\7 ....... . ----· ·s .. ot,o _____ _ ---·----·~1 _____ _ ---... _2 L2qq .......... ... ................ SL) 7 8 .... ... 

___ _2L)f,4 ---- ----2a.27(J ----- ---- l,a.280 ____ .. _ _ ______ 602 ----- ------'a.117 ___ ...... __ .!!.,._4'!,l __ _ 

16 7"1 U 059 ,n O>< 2 S29 16 oo, 29 '26_ 

____ I J,J•? -···-- ____ _11, 927 ·---- _____ 21,114 ______ _ _____ 2,08L.... • •••• U.Qll_____ _ ____ ..u..t1_1t ____ _ 

_____  ) L] IA-•••• ~ ........... -2 LQ7l ---- ______ 2 1.8A? ----- --------••e _____ _ ______ l..9\L ___ _ ------ 4, 168 ---

16 707 ll.998 

' d 
1 l/  100 

____ 1012,111 ___ _ 

_____ 111.0~1 ___ _ 

29/l 71' 

____ w ... •b ---
____ 1112, ,1• __ _ 

4 7 / ,.,, l 1-----------------
I S2 / J 121 

-1.}li.__ •• ••• • •• ,. 

---- {Q.l ___ J9 ---· --··-o·,---,-,.·;··· 1-_-__ -_-_ .. _Q/. .. _:i_ .. _ ... ..u.-.-_ _._ f ··--,'2".·111, 162 ,8 -· 
.---. 162/S, )Al·-- , ···-·- 4/2,f'I )~ --· 

···---11/2, JJI --· ···--·-~;··;;;··· ··--·-ll.•8.1/_l _ _H •• 06.!J.--.1::::: •18;11//21,·6lllS8:: 
21111 1 s 1 ----·-·;;··;;;-· I 

10. o• 1 

' l1 ex11ruud •• thl 111,1 total nr 1111 r .. ld•ntl of leu th11n l yur of •1.t to fiO yur• and over, 

cfhlt (J~ure rrprr,entl numb•r ot non-rubtlc 1tudenl1 In uch catr,corr, 

dS.cond figure npreaent• total ni.nbf't' of 1tud•nt1 enrolled f.n public and non-publlc cat.gnrln. 
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Table  17. (continued) 

r"C:::----------n----·----,,-------"TT--------.·r-------,-,--------,,---------
~ AREA II N•Vf!ort New I Prtn,·• F.dvud 
VARIABLES ~ Ntl1ton County 11 Nev lent County Clty rettrahur" Cl ty rorUllk>uth cu, County 

1-------_.:::,-ll----=-----1 

l.  Occupation 

,., \lhfte Col111r 22. • 7l l09H 2,010 
----------------------------------

b, Blue Col hr ____ 2.,)11 ------- ------·AR)----- ......... I~-' f.1114 ............... . -----,J,. ,,, ------ ______ 2, 111 _____ _ 

c, Service Worker ------ UJ!II ------ ------)JS--------- 6,118 ------ ----- 1JOJ4 ............. ... 
, ,. 

d. '"" Worker _____ 1,,6 ---- ------ 127  ----- ------119  ------ -------- 01  ------

1-------~T~o~t•~I~_, _____.L.!!!__ l 977 15 21 l 1 l 119 19 o,o 
• 11 

5,Ul 

2, Tnco,i,e 

I, 0- 4,999 ___ 1.J1111 _____ _ 
----- lit.9 ---- ----- ,.J 949 ------ -·--- lJ 44\ ------ _ ---- 1, 011______ ------ I , 11, -···· 

b. $ 5,000- 9,999 
-- 1.J067 --- -·-- 199 ----- ___ 11,504 ---·- -·--· 1, ,10 -----· ____ 10,R91 ______ ··-- 1, l'l •·-·· 

,. SI0,000-14,999 
----- 112 ---

--·- 293 ________ 8,961 ___ _ 
·--··  1, 9 19  -----·  ----- ', 19 l  -··-· 

_______ l?A ·---

d. SU.000 & over 12 A ------------------·-- 119 ----- -----·· 149 --·-· ---- r,J 4t.6 ------ ··--· I, I 19 ·----- ----- 1, !IOI. ____ _ 

Tot,tl 2919 1)90 )) 860 8 91) 28 )06 l, 181 

J. Years or SC'hflol .. !hmentary 
5-8 year• ____ 2,157 ·---- ----- 868 -- ·-·· I lJ )2' ------ _____ l,66) ·---·- II, 110 -----·--------- 2,121 

b. IUith Schnol 

1-l yun 

4 yuu .. Colle Kt 
1-4 yuu 

Tot11111 

1,,111 1,\11 

~~~ ~~~~  ~(;:~:::: 
____ 1, 1•1 -··-··- ------ 6h9 ----- ---- 11.11, ------

------ 6'8 --- --·- 118 ·---- ____ 18,778 --·--· 

_____ l,AAl·-····-

l, 981 ----------------
___ ..)JO --- --- 211 --- ___ 1~715 --- ___ l,511 ____ _ 

--==---1 ~'"6-•9'----i~'-10_0 __ __,~~~l!.!_ ~•~:~"' -,. he• .. \o1,lte 8, l•I 2. 9 21 97,896 16,0•8 fi~,qq7 I 4,M7 

b. Nc,n-whfte 

~6.L___ ,,.~,21' 
------~T~o~ta~I~__, : :: :I-:._.~"--:·"-:-:,.,·_: :_:_~_-_::_H_:_:_:_: :_-,.:: ..... ::"'·:-";·_:_::_:_:-l: 1-:_:_:~::~4,-0~: .... -:-~A7.L

1
7·_:_::_:_:_,: 1-:_:_::_-£2,-:~~ .... ~-~~-£;,_:_::_:_:_,: :::::: :: :::-:::::: :::: , ~, : :: ::::: I 

' ::-:: .. _ _J :i:~ 1-:_:_:_: __ ·L 5:J~-J~c:~ :::::: f-:_:_:_.:,'4:.>.~LI~u':..._:_:_:_::_:-l: =1~~ 1-:_:_:_.:,,"~:t.n:~ .... :"':_.:, __ :_:_::_:: 

"· Place or Work 

•· \lork tn count1 
or At>1ldC!nce 

b, Other 
---- 1.179 -------

2. 2>A ---------------
---- 41, t ,o ----·-

______ 1_.3_.1 • .1 ...... _ .. _ ----11, 41) ·-----

------ 6J t.02 -----

------ 7.J 911 -----
11 ,,. 

-···· A, 112  ------

• ··-· I, \ 72 ---· ·-

·--·  21, \12 ---·-· 1, •90 

--··  1 \, so 1--··-·. [ :::::: I. 1• J ::::: 

t------~T·~'~·~l--l ----1-!~!..._____ >---'-l~,8-8~1 ___ 11 ___ 1_8~,l_l_l_~ 11, bR• 41,111 1,21) 

.. 
b, 

c. 

11-1' 

10-44 

41-1? 

d, t,() .. OVt'f 

Totlllb 

8. Native Born 

a, Born In !="He 
or Ruldence 

b, Other 

Tot~l 

9. Plon-ruhl le School 
tnrol lm~nt 

a. l({nderr.nrten 

b. [lf!rf!nt.1ry (1-8) 

c. Nt,:h School 

1, ,~, -------------
·--I.A 1() ----

1, ')R/1 ----------------

I. 207 ---------------
9Yl 

Ml 

2,l'H fiM ------------- -------------
11.102 S1JOO 

-- 10,100 ___________ ,J\17 -----

------ 9!14 ----- .__ ______ 7Sl -----

11 684 5 168 

l.2 ,09fi --------------------··  "· 11• _ -·-- ____ 11,1,1 ····-- ·---- , •• 1_1 ___ _ 

14,071 -----------------_____ 1,711  ·-- _ ~ ·- 17,722  ·----· _____ 1.•11 --· 

---· 20,081 ·-···· ·-··-·6_,_J_l_l_______ -··- 19.6>A ·-·--- -- ••• !:!~! ____ _ 
_____ 1_1_._~~---··· _____ \_._1_•_1______ -----' ,._,, J ··--- 2,190 ------------

Jl:J, 177 )(,,  101 110, 9~) 

---- f,6J 919 ------

---- f>AJ JBI _____ _ 

1 lS 360 

----u,.., .q90 -----
----- AJA JO -----

)) 120 

......... 6A..,017 -----

·---- '1.,~)4 -----
100. 111 

J4, )10 

_____ 11,457 ·-· 

------ 2_, f'f,0 ---
11 117 

_____ oJ ___ _I/ ____ --··----··-··--_ 1,2R2/ IJ67l __ •• _ 141/ _ 2RI ··- -·- 710} 1,SII •• ______ IIJ. •• 62 __ 

___ O/J,019 --- __  17/. 941 _____ 1.,,_0 .. J..0}.2),1.•9 ______ 197/S,bOl ·-- ·--1011JO, 167 -· ____ 620j], 161 ·-

~----(9---l-2)~T~•~••~l~~~------~:~']"=·~,,.:,~,l--_·_··~I~ ,·_·--~~~~ ___ 2<;;~)~~ ----·'2/J,Oh1 ··- ____ 21,,J 7,IH ... _____ 21•J._62' __ 

___!<UJL'7J.,'"'-'L 040z..._-L1-Jl.._,,6,:_(•u.,_ lllll..o'JU.J ROR,.._...l.~--'l9:L!9u/.!.2,, •, "l.ll..·'__u 

_.T,,tal r.,r lnclJvldu•l ,.,,.,_. 11 •11epnn•d ••th•,, .. tot11l nf all ruldentl 2S )'Pllrll nf 11•• ,nd nvt"r, 

hTnt11l fnr tn,1lvld1Jt11I an.11111 la ur,rt111ud u thfl ''"' tntal nf 1111 , .. td1tntl n( fi,u Uun l 1ur nr •u ta fiO yu,a .111nd ovn, 

cFlrat flRur• reprt'Af'nt111 n1ll'lhrr of nnn-pub1 le 11tucl('nt11 tn e11"h cnlt'Rnry. 

dSeeond figure tepnuntl tout nuahar of 1tudent1 enro1l•d tn publlc and non-publlc call!gortu. 



------- MEA 
YMIABLES -------

l. Occupation 

1. W'hlU Cnlhr 

b. Blue Collar 

c. Servlce Wof'ker 
d, Fn11 Worker 

Total 
2. Income 

•• o- 4,999 
b. $ 5,000- 9,999 

C, $10,000-14,999 

d, $15,000 , over 

Total 

), Yeeu of School .. Elelllf'Rtllr')' 

5-8 yean 

b. "11th Schflffl 

1·1 7ur1 
4 yeau .. Coll•a• 

1•4 yeu1 

Table 17. 

Prtnce WI l1 ha I County lad!ord City 

.-------
___ 1B,6J8 ------ ___ 1,961 _____ _ 
__ 10,RZO ________ _ ____ l,S56 -------

89 

(continued) 

••rp1hannock 
Count, 

412 
B67 

Uch100nd City I Scott County 

1------11 
H,176 1,9•1 

Staunton cu, 

4,7)0 ----·--------... --3,M9 -----------·---·· 
____ !, 919 _____ _ ____ 8 J•-------_______ 211 ______ _ !::::!!!!~!::::::: r:::::~~! ~!::::::: 

____ UL l70 _______ 6BI ______ 1.999 ------

z•B r::::::: 600 :::::: 26 
i---106 - 295 ------- 1--.:.7z..:l:.:.5.:..I __ -I L---_--_-..:ci.:..o~:..:i"-6-6-_-_-_--_.-

______ }16______ _ ______ 05______ _ ______ 111 ______ _ 

1) 51) 356 867 

___ 2.e11 _______ ,so __________ 569 ---- ____ u.160 ___________ z.s,i______ _ ____ 1, 129 ____ _ 
___ 1.MJ _________ 967 ___________ ,l, _________ 211111 ____________ Z,S6S __________ z.io, _____ _ 
___ 8, 894_______ _ ___ 6 76 ______ _ _____ zzo ______ _ ___ 11. u9 ------- _____ 1 .006 ·----·- ____ _., sso ------
---- 6 l 41 '----- ---···- 391______ _ _______ 99 ------- ____ tnl •AO---··-· ______ 29B_______ --------!~!_ ____ _ 

25 982 2 U4 I 322 61 206 6 7U 5,964 

____ 1.zz1 ----- ____ _I ,2B7 ------ ____ _I ,OM-----· ____ JS, 2•4 ------· _____ 5, 7 70 ------· l, SOI -----------···---
----D•2'FJ ------ ______ R73_______ •••··- 4 i• ---- --- 14, I• I______ -----!~!!! _____ _ 
__ u.202_____ _ __ 1.Ju __________ uL _____ '- __ z9.z92_______ _ ___ 11161 ____ _ _ ___ J, 716 ------

·-------- ---------- ~ .. ---------------··-----------U.l88----- ___ .1.uz_______ _ ______ n~-------____ 10.,0, _____ _ -----;;;----r---3 -.;,--
Tout 1 48,884 5,l23 Z,9l9 UO,&Ol 

1-------'==--1---'----~ 1----''----.l '--------< ----
bee :::~;;;;~::::: 1--~·;;;; :::::i I 
a. WhlU 

b. lf~n-whUC" 

Tot.al 

1. Male 

b, h••h 
Tool 

6. Place or ""rk 
a. Wnrk ln county 

ot Ruldenc• 
b, OtheT 

__ 104, • 18 _______ _ ___ 11,ou ______ _ 

........ "1 "'"'------..... .. ........... _ s~z ............. .. 
111 102 11 596 

,. )ll 

A6B ---------------·-
5 199 

IO,H7 
___ 101,IM ______ _ 

249 621 

___ S1 .. 011 ______ _ _ ____ ,,}I'------- _____ 1.~00_______ _ __ Ju.na ______ _ 
___ s, 1 oes _____ _ _ ___ 1. 21,_______ _ ____ 1.a,_______ _ __ JJ~.o~L------

111 1n, " ,.. . ... .. .... 
___ H,12L----- _____ z.~H------ -------821______ _ ___ H,'86 ______ _ 
___ 21JMS ----· _____ l,8)1 ____ _ ------ 816 _______ ____ 24,610 ______ _ 

____ ::.::: _______ f24 =-----~ ____ u.u1.______ u, _____ _ 
2' lZ6 ~ 

-----!·:!!-------r----·-:·:~:------------1----------...... - .... L ........ -......... 
______ _,T-"o,.,u,_,l._--1 ~.h'!_l,L__ 4 2,,. 77) _J_Ol,_1_5_6 __ 7 U6 10 19R 

7, -.,e 
•• 15-29 
b. l0-4' 

C, 41-5? .. 60 , over 

Total b 

8. Nath• lom 

a. lorn tn J••t• 
or Relldenu 

It. Other 

Total 
9. Non-Public School 

tnrollment 

•• Klndustnttn 
b. P.leflll!'ntar1 (1-1) 

t:, fltih School 
(9-12) 

T<'Ul 

___ 291 140 _____ ---- 41H2 ------ _____ 1.112 ___________ 631 ll2 _ ---- _____ 5.6l6 _______ _____ 5.ll6 ____ _ 
___ H.1~4 _________ 1,661 _____________ All ___________ )9,109 _____ ,_ ____ ,,111 _____________ •.zRR ___ _ 

--- • 9, 111 -·--· ·- ---·. 1, MA------- ------- A 71 ------- ---· 41l 091 ___ --• _ • ---- ·•, )06 ------· ------ 4 L 116 -----
-- •.210 ___ _ .. ... --- I, 111'; _ .......... ... 
___ o, 111_______ _ ____ ,,nu _____ _ 

...... - 6S, Z90 ---- ----- 2, 4116 ............... ... 
109,003 11,528 

1.mL1.m~--- ____ zi __ . u. ____ __ 12,, n. 111 ___ ---~ll,11L--
__ 121/ _6,6!9 ____ ----· Ol__612 ____ 

2 1~2 ))5 711 980 

"------~!_ ________ AO,(.JJ_ ........... .._ .. J,fftJ7 ........ ____ 4,JR2 .... -

' 1•• ~_t2!.__ l--.!2:,4,_l,,72,6 __ _. L--1!,SO~-

_____ 41513_______ _ __ IAZ,9•A _____ _ _ ___ 21,~01 _____ _ _ ____ 1ALB29 ----

-------~~~------ ___ _6ll 492 ------ ·----- 2 .1•0 ------ -----. 1. ,n8 ____ _ 
5 175 246 480 1' 342 ·24 237 

_ ____ H ____ l ____ ---l~OL2.82Q __ _ ___ u£. __ a2 ____ _ _____ lli_.Ui ___ 
______ rn.m ___ --~.mm.m ___ _ _____ m.ztq ____ 

1 

_____ t~u.m ___ 
______ 0£._ l29 ____ __1.1~~w.m ___ ------~LL,m ____ ------ Hll,H.'2---

1411160 ·, "'""6 "2 ,.,. ,,, .,, . ,., 
•rnul ,,,, Individual anu h nrru .. d .u th• IIJII total of 11\ rn1ld1nt1 2S Jf':'lfl nr •11• and onr. 

"Tnt:,l fnr lndlvldual .,.,.,. h txrn•ud n ttte .,..,. tnUI nr All r~tlrltntl 1tr h,11 tha11 l )'Hr nr 11a11 t•, f,O )'•~n .tnd ~ver. 

cFlnt flaun np_re11ent1 numh~r ar non-pubtlc atudentl in each cate"r,ry. 

dStcond Uiun npreeenu taul nU111bH or ltud•nU ,nrolhd In puhtlc and non-publtc c1tt1ort11. 
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Table 17. (continued) 

------- A.RF.A I Va1htnaton I 
VAJllABLES ~ Warren CountJ County 

l------=-!+-~.--..-1---------ll----J 
1. Occupat Ion I 

a. Whtte Cott .. r ___ 2, 10'·--------- ____ s,n2, _____ .. __ ..................................... .. 

:d:. :r .. 
1
:...,:, CW.:or

1 ~ •• ·:rkor :::\1
1;f :::::=: ::: :: :;: ::::::= ::::::::::::=::: f ::::::::::::::::: (::::::::::::::::: 

• ______ ::_____ • ___ 1,018 ______ ---------------- ~, ---------------- ---------------
>-------~t-=-··~•,.,1~_, l--"-6'-'0,..11"'2----H-_.l.:.4"1,.,2'-'"7--__.. 1--------l '-------~ 
2, tncome .. 0- 4,999 

.b. $ ,,ooo- 9,999 

c. $10,000-14,999 
d. SU,000 4 ovor 

Total 

l. 1'eau or School .. tlementary 

S-8 ye.us 
b. Htih Schonl 

1-l yeus 

4 Y••n .. Colh,:e 

1•4 yeu1 

TouJ 8 

ta. bee 

•• White 

b. lfon-vhlte 

,------~To~ 
5, Sn: 

•• H., I• 
b. 

Tot~l 

ffi. Phc• or WC"rk 

,. 

8, 

.. Vork In county 
of Rnldence 

b, Other 
Tout 

A~e .. 15-29 

b. 10-U .. 45-59 
d, 60 I, aver 

Toulb 

k1t1ve IC1rn 

a. lom In !t•1u 
of Ruldtnc• 

b, OthH' 

T<"'t11l 

9. Jfon-rubltc School 
!nrollmt"lt 

a. Undugarun 

b. Elemrnt,ny (1-8) 

c, H1ah Schr,ol 
(9-U) 

----'"------- ___ l,898 ------
___ 1, ~65_____ --~ 506 _____ _ 

___ L016______ _ __ t,667 ------
----- 406_______ _ _____ 119 _______ _ 

4 281 10 850 

___ 2,7fJ7 __________ 8,40b ---·--

___ 1, 904 ________ _ 

--- 2, S2 i ... ,. ____ _ 
---- 4, 790 --------
__ l, 068 -------

__ .1.~p_____ _ __ i, 145 ------

8 911 21,774 

__ 14,142 -------- --- 40,021 ------
----- 919 -------· ______ !_O_A ______ _ 

~----------------~------------

._!._1,_1_0_1 _____ 1--•_o.c,a_1_5 __ --i ~------• i-------~ 

--- 7. 4140 -------- --- 19. 94~ -------
____ 7, MI------- __ zn,RR6 ------

15, JOI 40 815 

,. __ 4,1,,9 _______ ---- 7,6]2 _____ .. __ 

___ _I. 774 ------- ---- 6,117 ------
5 92) 11 749 

____ l,2'1/, --·---- --- ,,,.,.,.------·· 
___ 2.,01 ____ . ______ , •• ,s _____ _ 

--- 2,96~ ·------ ---- 6,50 -------
--- 2,011 _______ ---- S,%0 ______ _ 

~-I___ 40 AJ5 

__ J..Z_._2_lt______ _ __ _u.l_ftQ. _____ _ 

--- Z..J.'IB ---- ,_ ___ J....u.l. _____ _ 
__!h!JS 40 783 

< d 
-· 19/ __ \1 ----- --- 22/ _ 4R5 ---
--- 7/1,415 --- ____ 6/6JIU ----

-- 24/ _ R5lll _____ 1--- 2'1/2JJfifi .......... 
,_ _____ ~T-=-•~ta~I~....., ....... !.QI l, l50 50/9 412 

cflnt fl11tun urr•11f'nt11 nurhPr of nnn-rubllc •tud•nU ln ••rh Ull'J:c,ry, 

dSecond flaure npreHnU total t1U11ber or ltud~nu enrolled ln publlc and non-publlc c•t•1torfu. 

--------------. ·-

r------. ----------

------------. --

1
---------------

----------··-----



91 

Table 18. Kentucky Demographic Profile 

V~ I hntncky Stuo I Ballard County 
lr,cltPnrtd,, 

County Cal1ovay County Chrhthfl County 

I. Ocrur.,t ton 

1. 

.,. 'Jhltl!' Collar 

h. Blue c,,11,.-, 
c. Stt"Yfce llnrker 

d, Faf11'1 Worker 

Tnul 
fnCOffll' .. o- 4,999 
b. $ 5,000· 9,999 

<, SI0,000-14,999 

d. SU,000 A. nv•r 

'17, ,,,, --------·--------
'4R,6/I -----------------

......... 1 ll, 8:>l ---· 

----- 6R,9\9 ----
1,088, 718 

--------- 1)!_____ _ ________ ::!: ____ _ 
_______ 1,1Rn ---· _______ 1,049 ----
________ }!!___ ------- __ }!) ____ _ 
________ 2_9}____ _ _______ !).• ____ _ 

2,686 2,418 

________ ] .11! ____ .-............. ,,,e,. ..... .. 
r 

I OIR I l,611 _______ 1,10, ____ _ 

:::::::: I ,·0191 ~ ::: rr::::::: I, ~:IR :::: _______ 1. JeR ----
, " ------- I, .. 1 ____ _ r--------,,84) --- r-----· 10.009 --- u. 110 

I .-------; 

l,t,07 -----------.. ---

____ l>R, IRI_____ _ ____ R}} ____ _______ !})_____ _ ______ 1,419 --- _______ 1,114 ---- ---- 4,714 --·-

___ IRR,997 --- ______ !!}} _____________ }}! _____ --------1.164 -·- _______ I, 715 --- ---- 4,618 ---

---- 112, ,,, ----- _________ ff.'·---- _________ !!!_____ _ _________ :!!____ ------- 1.110 ____ ----- 1,001 ____ _ 

·-·-- 95, 17R ---- --------- 24A ---- ---------- 91 -·-- --····----}}!.... ·-·-·--·-!-I!_____ -••••••--!!! .••• _ 
_____ __:!"-"""'-'l~-;·'---R-"l-'-l'-,l'-'!-"I---H---lc.:'ccl.cl6 _ __, l-----l ... ,_9_21 _ __,1-----l ... ,_B_l4 __ 1 7,147 ll,!78 
J. Yran or Scli"ol .. Elrn.t'nt,,ry 

S-fl y•.1n ____ •o•. nnR ----- ------ 1,760 ---- ______ 1,ou ---- ---- ···- 4, n 11____ -------,, 961 ___ _ A,114 ---·----------·--
h, tll•'.h ~rh"r,I 

l•l yr11n 
1fll4,A99 'IA7 111 ------------·-------------------------·------------

4 yc.,r11 •••• ,11, .. 0 ----- _______ 1,179 ---- _______ 1,0J7 ---- .. 1,712 --- ------- 1.,015 --- -------"·""' .......... .. Colhtt~ -----------------~------------------------------
t-4 ¥1Pt1r11 

Tt"lt,11 4 --------==-- ~~~::::::---- ------~::::-----------:::::---- •. ::: t;;' i: :~9: I • i:::;: 
... ,t,r.• - 1-, 

:: ~~:~'.: .. 11. :::: :::: ;:: ::::: ::::::::_·_~:_:_:::: ::::::::::.~_~:::: ::::::::.~·;_:_:_::: • ::~ :::: t :;~ ;,~: I! 
---- ____ T.!!!,,_!_ _!,2.!'!.J.~ 1-----'8=2"-7"-6-~ ,. ___ 1~2~21 __ ,___!i,~L.. ~--21...M-'-- ___.)6,2ZL. _ , 
S. Srx 

11. H,,lt" 

b. Fe"':tlP 

__ !:.s!~:~_1_,.______ _ _______ 4_. ~-•y ____ _ 
__ 1.,filfi.,~10 ----- ___ .. __ ,.,211 ___ _ 

1 _______ T,-"o_.t,•::.cl,____ t-]!..!,!11, 10" ft 27" 
"· rt.ct" nr \,/,,rlr. 

•• \lnrk fn county 
or 1te1tde11ce ____ !:~:~!!______ ·------!~Y!~-----

t,. Otht"r ........ 1"~.J,.n, __ .. _ ............... 2.J 7H ---

~------~T.,.o.:;t•,.,I~-, l---L.!~~'-ll~- 6 105 
7. A~o .. 

h. 

r, 

d, 

11-19 
lfl-44 

41-19 

ltO • «"Yf'f 

____ HI.Ill ____ _ 

----o;n,,.,,..,, ----
........ ,.,,.,qo1 ---· 

------ Tf't.,t':.._ __) 1 l18, 70t __ 
8. tfatlv• Bnrn 

•, Burn ln !-t Ue 
nr Realdf'nc• 

t,. Other 

Tot Ill 
9, tlon-ruhllc !ichool 

Enrol1'11rnt 

•• Kln1lrr1t11rt«"n 

b. Flf'Mflnl11ry (l-ft) 

c. Hl(h School 
(9-121 

.... 2,\qn,,..1,e ........ 

-·-- SJ0,611 --· 
), 201,180 

C d 
.~!:~!~!_ 1A,'41_ 

.. "'• ,s111-.n,o"'-

_ 19,1"7/11,, 1n1_ 
, ______ __,T-""-"'":·sl,___._,..__07~ '60/ 76\, 20! 

-------I, 1'1 ----
----·-- t 0 r,AJ ...... .. 
.... _ .. ___ 1,111.1_ ...... .. 

A 176 

----··· 1,0.n __ _ 
I, 278 ---------------8,2)8 

), 5]5 -----------------
-----·- l~~q2 ----

1 121 

1.1~6 

-------- 171 ---
1 lll 

.............. I, 19 7 ....... _ 
_______ 1.111 ___ _ 
_______ 1.1•1 ____ _ 

-------I, ,n1 ____ _ 
7,227 

------- 6,411 ----
7'6 

1,111 

0/ 
_______ 1n11,01i __ 

·---·-·- 7, 16R --· 

----·--- 1J421 ---
u 7~'!._ 

2,9R7 --·--·-----------
--------'J 719 ---

,__ ___ ._,~~--

------ 11.110 •••• ______ 1nJ910 ----

------ I l.,_9A2 ---- ______ l!J 254 ---
,, _ •• , 56 224 

7,'41 , 21,lll -----------------r-----------------
- , ---- 2, )76 ---- ______ 1, ll} ----

' All ll, •II 

-----·-- l.114 --- ............... C,Jf,)t. ...... .. ___ 111.,c,,;o ........ 
--------1.,1.11 _ .. ,__ __ ...... 1,1.19 ----
_ _______ 1,4n,____ ------- 4,019 ---· 
________ 1,flllllJ ____ ------- 4, 7t.1 ........ 

14 789 27,69Z 

_______ 11. ,a1 __ _ 
------ 20, 1 An ---

-------·I, I ~A •• ________ 7, J• l ---

14,777 17,543 

------ 1'1/ .... Al _ 
_______ !7/l,211 __ 

------ R, )41 ____ _ 

• 917 
-----· "

1 991, -----, _ ______ J _______ _ 

____JL.rn____ 

_ ____ llJ A91 ____ _ 
_____ n.11• __ 

55,467 

------ 9•1 ___ 121 _ 

1
------~~LM!~--

------- 19/ • ••I _ ·------- A If I ,O 71_ -------- O/J, lRI__ _ _____ !9l_},}JJ __ 
)9/ I 122 2A 7/ )L~·-~ '--~'~"~4 ~5~7~1 ~~-~2~1'~"~1-2.1-11~ 

"rot11l f.lr ln,ltvldual 11rr1• l• ... ,,r,.• .. •t .u th• •,ri toul of 1111 r••ldl"nU H v••r• ,,r •i• 11n,I nvfl'r. 

t.f,,tal for lndhlrlu•I arr.u I• urinaud •• thl" 111111 toul nf •ti ruJdrntl ot 1•11 th11n I yur nr .,u tn 60 y,au and over, 

'nut flwure r•pnwenta number or non-puhllc 1tud1nt1 In eac:h category. 

dSecond figure upnHntl total number of 1tudenu enrolhd in publ1c and non•publlc cahac,rtn, 



1. Occupation 

•· White Colhr 

b. Blue Collar 

c. hrvlce Worker 

d. Fara Wnrker 

Total 

2. Tncomt .. o-4,999 
b. S 5,000- 9,999 .. SIO,OOO-U,999 
d, SU,000 , over 

Total 

], Yeau of  School .. Ele111entary 
S-8 yean 

b. Hhh Srhool 

1-l yuu 

4 )'l'flU .. °Col lt1e 
· 1-4 , ..... 

92 

Table  18. (continued) 

Fayette County 

_________ 100 ---- ------- J?O ........ _______ 40, 7 7~ ----

_______ 1.,))7 --- ________ 6ll ---- ______ 18,6RI ----

--------1~1 --- ---- .1Jl -- _______ 9,909 ----

............. 11) --- --···--- 115 -- ---- 1, 799 ----

' '" I. lit 71 165 

1
-------1:;;----
-----·--~--------
----·---- 34 1 ----

1 OR7 r·----· ,' 9ft] ----

Cunt Count, 

I 741 

r
-------.,671 ___ _ 
-------- J .................. .. 

UI 

r::::::::: 4 JO -::: 

IR7 

Crave• Countf 

_______ 1,,08 ---

_______ 5,716 ··--

______ l,]18  ··--

"" --·-.. ------------
11, 171 

______ .1,J.J! .. t........ .... ............ .JIJJ____ ·---- 8., JOJ --- ----·- I_, 641 ---- ----·---- 015 ·--- _____ J, 160 ---

.. ______ 922 -- ----- ]72 --· - ___ 14,407 ____ ................. 1,0111 _____ ................ 1,111t ---- _____ ,!~_4_1~---·-

------ Z!,4 --- ---- 141 _ .- _____ 11.,~59 --- _________ 1~9 ---- __________ ,_")_____ -·-·- 1,690 ---

---------- 8.l,___ -··-·---·- 69 ...... ------- 8.,}~2 ··-- ··-·----- I RO---- _________ }_R_,._____ _ ________ !_"} ____ _ 
7.'12 I 41• 4J l]J ] 059 1,761 9,0J9 

.. .............. 1!1.Jl2• ........  ---- J.,]26 --- ___ .. 11.,,01 --- ------ l,20~ ....... . ............. 2, )JS...... .. ............. 7, l 17 .... ... 

-------!•,9b9_____ _ ________ )!)§_____ _ _____ J4.,0l~ ---- _________ ,., ---- 1,019 1, no 

------- 6,687 -- ________ 120 ---- ______ 11, 86] ---- -------I, J )4 ----

------------------------------------ ),824 -- -·----- 264 --·- --··-·  27, 7ll __ _ 506 ...................................... 
Total a 1---------'-=,.._~ o----.!1~!__ 1----=-1,"o~'.a.'--o----9~9=2~11~- t---~'=5~81,...._ 

~~~~~ ~~~  f :::::::~~~~~::::: 
5 756 18,967 

I ,. 11:ace 

a. White 

b. Non-vhtte 

Tout 

5. Sex 

a. Hale 

b. Fem11le 

Total 

6. Place of \lnrk 

1, 

8. 

.. Work In county 
or Jtealdence 

b. Other 

Total 

AR• .. 15-29 
b, JO-U .. 41-59 
d, 60 & over 

Tot alb 

Native Bom 

1.  lorn Sn ~·,u 
of leddence 

b. Ot"H 

Total 

9. Non-Publtc School 
EnrolhHnt 

a. klndn•arun 

h, F.lf'flf'ntH)' (l-1) 

c. Ht.:h S,:hool 
(9-12) 

Total 

_______ R,su ___  --·--·-5,911 _________ 112.zt~---- _______ l\....'ln ____ -------9~911. -------~-'~Ut. __ _ 

--------- 2 37 --- --------- II____ --- . _ II L107 --·- --·------ IRl --··  ---------- 71 ---- -·--·-- I, 501 ·---
R, 751 5 91] 174 111 II 166 9,999 J0,919 

------ ~199 ---- ------ l.99i____ _ ______ a\. ... llL___ _ ______ ..1.Ul____ ------· 4..9l6 ---- -·-··· l'!.,.8U ___ _ 

------- ~151 ___ _______ i.tu _________ .112..Clll. _________ .1.iu ____ -------l,.(l8L ________ lt\...O•R __ _ 

0. 1\1 • 011 114 171 II J6L._ 9 9H l0.919 

_______ _1.12• ___ --------- 191 ____ ------ 60,0~9 ___________ _1,u• ____________ 1,040____ 1,11J 

_______ 1.0•• __ _ ____ 104 ___  ______ 9 ,1•4 ___  _ _______ , ,210  ____ _ ______ _1, ,11 ____ r:::::.::. · -1.1•, :::: 
2 410 191 10 Oll R 379 J,470 10,690 

----- I, 146 .... ·----- ILJ65 ____ ----- 11,016 ____ ------ z,1,16 ___ _ _ ______ .,Z,1 ll -- ---·· 6, 19R ---

------ I,  ]80  -- --------'!.~~--_____ _JO, ~59 --- _______ I, 01 l __ ,_ __ -----~~~~~--------- 4,6RI  --

------- I,  l 17 ---- --------- O?] ---- ·----- 15,0.6 -·-· _______ _!, 8H ·--- -------, ,,.,z __ ,.._ ------ I,  710 ---

------ I, 64 7 --- -------- 9Jl ____ _ _____ _! 9,476 ---- ________ 2, 211 ____ ----·---', 012 ___ ----- 6,716 ---

8 751 5 9]] 176 ]2) 11,166 9,999 10,9)9 

-------- 8,181 ___ _ _______ 5 ,469 --- ______ 121.111 ____ _ ______ 10, 476 --- ________ 8,691 ---

--------"L-.----·--"'--• ,.. . ... ----- ·_61.,.105 __ 

171 456 
-·------- 819 ---

_ _______ _! ,2•1 __ _ 

JI JH 9 9R4 

----- 5,164 __ 

JO u, 

--~- d 
_______ Q.l_ __ lQ_ ______ mu.m 

-·----· Ol_ __ lO _ ------· 0/ __ 68 _ ------- 61/ _141 _ 

_____ _1u __ 1H __ ··--- 1t __ 1,a ________ ,1100.002 ________ 0£ __ .01_ ---------"' __ 1,,_ 

U/1 oo, 1111 114 ' .. ,111 611 '1/1 114 0/1 095 

•• ,. 486 

1::::= I::~:;:!:: 
•1.,ul frtr lndhldual eru1 II upn1Hd.,. the 1111 total or all rutd•nU n ,.an of ••• •ntl ovrr. 

bfuul for lndlvldu•l aru, 11 .. pruud •• thl' 1,11 tot•I of all u111dtnU 'bf hu th•n l y11r of ••" to 6Ct run and ov•r, 

cFlnt figure rtpreuntt number of non-public etudPntl tn uct, c1tegory. 

•second ftgUre rtpreaenu tout nUNbH of ltudentl 1nrolhcl tn pulllllc .and non•pulllUc cau10Tln, 

I 



I, 

2. 

l, 

4, 

Occupat lon .. White Collar 

b. llue Colhr 
C, Servtu \larker 
d, Farm Worker 

Tntal 
fnCOM .. 0- 4,999 
b. S 5,000- 9,999 

c. SIO,OOO-U,999 
d. IU,000, over 

Total 

Yeau or School .. Eh,..enury 
5-8 ye.in 

b, Ht,;h SC'hool 
1 .. 3 yun 

4 yeau 

C, Colle,te 

1 .. • yean 

Totll 8 

ll,1c1 

a. Wh lte 

I,, Non-vhtte 

Total 

93 

Table 18. (continued) 

Hancock County I Hort County 

-------- 611 -- ------ I_, 148 --- ------- 1.,..1 A4 ----
------- IJ2H ---- ------- 1_.J46 ---- ------ l_._5l6 ----

------- 21S --- ------ 5S9 --- -------- l92 ----
---- 172_ ----- l.,_226 -- -------- 977 ----

2 26 I 4 6 79 4 089 

J111111dn1 County 

[-------:-,-;::-----... ---.. --:..1.:-------
--------- 978 ----

778 r-----7 n26 ----

Inoa County Laru• Count, 

_______ 1_.n12 ___ _ 

------ 1.,_4 74 ----

--------- 414 ----

--------- 69 5 ----
,. ,95 

------ 457 -- ---- l.._926 --- ______ .l,._064 ---- ____ ..l,,)Jt____ _ ______ J_JlO --- ---- l_.,_199 ---
______ 675 __ _ ___ 1_.._i4J ____ _ ____ i...._1oi.____ ------- W4L___ _ _____ i...._JA1 ____ ___ 1..._01• ___ _ 

------ 497 -- ------ )60 ---- ------- 559 --- --------- 911 ____ --------- 4R7 --- -------- 416 ----
-------- 200 -- --------- 192 ---- ------- JI I---- -------- 41l ____ --------- 115 ---- ________ 141 ----

1 829 ] 8!1 1 015 4 st 2 6 0'9 J ... 

_______ 1,491 ---- _______ l,816 ---- ______ 2_,545 ---- _______ 2_,Alft ---- ·------- I, 774 ---· _______ 2,llft ----

................... J!].......... _______ 1,071', ......... .. ................. 9,iq ---- ............... '·'"'---·- ............... t ,,,,. --- ,., 
------- 1,092 --- ------ 1, l08 ---- ------I, 712 --- -------I, R12,____ ------- 1, 191 ___ _ ---- I, 190 -------------- _______ .. _______ ..,_ ____ ... _________ ----------------· 
______ lM __ ------- 5ll ---- --------- 5R 7 ---- ------- JJ 768 ----

] 741 8 OOl .. '"' 
------- 6,916 ---- ------ 12,601 ---- ------ 10,121 ___ _ 

144 

1 080 
------- I, !79 ----

1 l 980 

!RR 

10 910 

•••• 
. 16, 2&1 --------··-------

1, IR\ ----------· ------
17 4)0 

_______ JJ IJJ ---- ______ l8l ---

12 .U~ 1 6,ou 

------ll, :~: ----!------JO,::: ----
------ !1 689 ---- r-----10.67! ----
---~~~---1 ~..__ ~~ 

\. Se• 

•• Kah ------- l, 179 ---- ------- ti, AR1 ---- ------ 5, l'Jt ---- ------- R. 'llO ........ ------ 11 ,l•I •--- ------- 5, 2R7 ----
h. Fe~nle -------!,IOI ___ _ ------ ~})IJq ---- ------- \,119 ____ ------- 8,900 ---- ------ 12,176 ____ ------- I, !RI----

Teul 1 080 ll 9l!O 10 910 17 6)0 2l 689 10 672 
6. Phce of '-'ork 

'· 

8, 

a. · Work tn county 
o( kealdence 

b. Other 
................ 1J~R2 ---

--------- lll ----

------- l_,_llt____ ------- l ,lll ___ _ 
______ J..V) --- ------- I ,_Al I----

------- h_l16 ___ _ 
_______ J._4~9 ----

------- l~Oll ___ _ 

------- { .. .l'tL __ _ 

r--. ___ 1_._101 ___ _ 

----- i...._R20 ----
Toul --'=:.---11----2 ... ui__ &.••• ~.1)6 _J_,.W_ •------>~, 11!1__ 1---""'''l.L-

AA• .. U-19 
h. l0-4• 

C, 41-59 
d, 60 , over 

Totlllb 

Native lnrn 

•. lorn Jn !=• tt• 
of .... u.nce 

b. Othrr 

Tttt.d 

------ 1_._611 ___ ------ 2,940 ---- ________ l._Ul____ _ ______ .l.JlO ---- -------~U____ ------..L.Ul---
------- ~.1,i, ___ ........ - ......... 2...a..lt.7 ____ ............. 1,74R ___ • _______ 2.7ft7 __ ... t---•----- ),llin ____ ______ l,R2fl __ _ 

------- 1,nt 1 ---- ------· 2_._sn, ---- ., _______ , ._421 ---· ---- ___ _l, 410 --- _ ------- '.!.t_142 ---- ------· J-L7 l l ..... 

------- I ~O 70 --- ----- ~499 ---- ------- l ~J 5R ---- ------- ~09R ---- .................. 1, 9,:,11 __ ., ______ IJ917 . ... . . .. 10 910 11 6)0 !l 689 10 67! 

------ 5..Lt.89 ---
______ ..lW.!\.l __ _ 

------ l0~06t____ ------..lW'>L-- _ _____ .lll..4_11 ___ _ ------- 9_._801 __ 

------- 1_,.ll8 -- --•------ 9R9 -- --------- ROO --- ------- l..Jl6l __ _ ·------- 1.._IR6 --- -------- 846 --
7 .0U 11. 971 10 861 11 728 " .,, ... ,. 

9. Non-Puhl le. School 
Enral1111flnt 

•· ICJ1"1der111nun 
b. tl•m•ntary Cl-8) 
c, HlJ.h Schar,,l 

(9-Ul 
Tout 

C d 
------ 28/ __ u _ ----- 0/ --- 6 _ ------ 0/ __ 10 _ ------ IH __ •I_ ------It,/ __ ••_ 

---- 119/1, 156 _ ------- 5/2, l% _ -------- 6/1, lf,0 _ ------- 5R/ 2 ... o _ ------- R4/f,, l•O _ 

----- l/ _ t,R6 _ 
155/1 686 

15/ Rll ---------------
20/l. 2!7 

------- 11/ _ 119 _ ------- ll/1, I 1? _ -------- •/t_,GRH _ 
19/! 109 96/J 924 I 104/5 RU 

•rut.ii hr lndlvldu"l aru• h urneHd .u u,. ii.a tot:tl of di rt1ld•nt1 21 ,.,.,,. nf at• and nv,r, 

-------- 0/ -- 20 _ 
------ 4R/l,80l _ 

1------.:~1 :::-
bTotal rar tnclhldual aru• h upn, .. d a, the IUL'II tntll ur •11 ruld•nU 'ot le11 thin I yHr of •I• t_n 60 yuu and oter, 

cFlnt fl1uu npreu,nu numb,r of non-public 1tudenu In uch cate,tory. 

dS•concl fl1ur1 rapruenu total number or etudentl enrnJ hd In public and non .. publlc cah~ttrln. 
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Table 18. (continued) 

V~ Laurel County I Lulh County 

1--------=~-----l 
Letcher County Lynn C01mty He-~•" County 

1. Occupation 

•· \lhhe Collar ------ 2...a..5S9 ___ ------- 610 ----
b. Blue Collar ______ ) __ 1)20 ........... .. ............. l_.__OH ----

c. Service Workt'C' --------- 117 ___ ----- lOl ___ _ 
d. Fan Worker ------- 6U____ _ _________ l4 __ _ 

1-------'T"-ot,..,a,_,1_--l __]_..ill_ 2.040 

------- \..._416 ____ I _________ 477 ____ 1 __________ 77L_ __ _ 

________ 2__._907 ---- --------- •02 ---- f------· \..._570 ___ _ 

--------- 718____ 214 164 
146 r "2 

t--------------~1-~-0~;~14_--_---i-r-------i ·; ;;---- ·-------;~;;----

HcGoHln County 

-------- 619 ----

--------- 714 ----

-------- 216 ----

---------- ~L __ _ 
1 610 

1, tn'come .. o- 4,999 ------ l,~45 __ ---- 1.i,AlO ___ ------ l, 116 ---- 541 ----------------- ------- 1,041 ---- ------ 1, !I!----
b. $ !,000- 9,999 ------ 2, IA2 -- ----- 618 ____ ------ 1, 7A6 ----
C, $10,000-14,999 ------- !54 --- _______ 16) ---- ________ !'_•-~---
d. $15,000 A, over -------- 119 ---- 62 --------------·-- 197 -----------------

Tout 7 040 2 71) 5, 95! 
), hu, of School .. [hMntuy 

451 ........................... -----
274 

91 

t, l6S 

__________ '!_I_!.____ --------~1_4_ ___ _ 
__________ 4_4_1_____ _ ________ 22_0 ____ _ 

110 I Jl ----------------------------------
2,191 2 !12 

S-8 yt>ar1 ------- 6...J69 ---- ----- 2_._6)2 ---- >---------'--'-8_0..l____ _ ______ ..l,/lftJl ____ • _______ .l..U,9____ _ ______ .l..].ll. ___ _ 

b. Hli;th Schnnl 

J-) )'f'IIU ------- l, llO ---· _________ )A9 ---· _______ .J.,}24 ---- _________ 1n1 ---· 

& )'9affl _______ 2JlRR ---· --·------ ~tA ____ _______ JJ).\.O _____ --------· 0/,1 ·---

C, Colleite ---------------- ------------------
1-4 )'Uri 

____ J....fil____ ------- 424 --- ________ .JI)~---- _________ ..1JJ..... __ _ 

Tout• 14 !66 5 JI) 12 154 l 720 
4, R.1ce 

a. \.'hite ·----- 27, I I J ---· ------ 1 ~•619 ---- ----- 2l...,60J ---- _______ )_._t•• ·---
b. Pfon-vhlte -------- 27..1.____ ------------"----- --------· ~u_____ _ _________ UL __ _ 

1-------Trt..!.L__ __JJ_.J.Bb __ ·" ' ., 
'5. Sex 

•. t\Jii le _______ 1 l,_407 ----

----- 11.,__979 ---
27 186 

-- ' ____ _st,_1,,, ___ _ _______ II, 114 ---- ________ 1,26\ -··· 

b, feinAJe ------- 5L8'58 ___ _ ------ IILBll ____ ------- 2,197 ----
Totlll 11 ~2) 2),165 5,562 

l'i, Plac~ n( WMli 

a. Work in county 
oC h1ldence 

b. Other 

Total 

________ 5...1..lOf, ---
________ l._6_lL __ 

6 OJA 

_______ _1 L'542 ---- ________ )t.2q'5 ----

--------- !61 --- -·-----· l.f,)) ----
2 107 4. 018 

.. 15-29 _______ '!..,116 ___ ------ 2,102 ___________ _1,016 ___ _ 

b. J0-44 ------- 4 .1,,6 --- ______ !.,_901 __ _ ______ h119 ----
C, 45-59 --------~Ll9.L___ _ _______ l,UL___ _ _______ t.B•I ----
d. 60, over ------- 4Lt.l1 ___ ................... L.291. ............ _______ 1,,5Jl ___ _ 

l-------'-To"'t"'•'-'-1-b-i ~]~J8L_ ____u.ui_ ___ lJ.J.b,l__ 
9, Nat Ive Born 

a. Born tn ~"•U 
of heldenc• 

b. OthH 

------ 2~•1a___ _ ______ lQ.UQ___ _ ______ l'l,~H----
.............. h919 __ _ _______ 189 _ _ --------1"4'-l ...... 

1-------'-To"'t,.,•cc•---u-----'2~1 •• , '~4~ 7-i 1----~·-·6.,11~9- ,_ __ 2~'~-ill__ 
9. Non-rubl le SchOol 

[nrollment 
' d 

--------- 1121 ___ _ 

......................... R 711 .......... 
I 701 

________ l,29.J -··· 
_______ _. ,07) __ 

•••• ............ \ L_Q4) _ ...... • 

_______ ) l.Of'I ----

' "' 

-- ---- .• ~ .. UQ __ _ 

----------~H ---
5 517 

------- 4,106 ---- ------- 5,171 ----

-------· 4, H6 _ --- ------- 5,272 ---· 
9 062 10 44] 

________ I L'i74 ____ 1.1H 

_______ _! L 40A ---- r:::~::~ 419 :::: 
2 982 196 

...................... 11.1014 .......... ------ 2,121 __ _ 
1- _____ _t\.411'1 ___ _ ................. 1 Lf,C.4 .... 

_______ _. ,162 ----
- _______ I ,A 16 ---

I l7A -------I \9 J --1 
_ ............... L ........ -

9 ,Q§l JO 44 l 

________ t.UL __ _______ ..1J.a2 ___ _ 
_________ l,lU. __ _ ----------~~~--

o nn 10. • u 

•· k!nduR11rHn ______ _IOI ___ 16 _ ------ 0/ __ 1 I_ ------ 0}_ ___ 22 _ ------- Of_ _ _! I. ------- o_L_ __ 6 _ -------- 0/ ____ 1 _ 

b. th111,ntarJ (1-8) 

c. lll~h School 
(9-12) 

----- 74/4, 515 ______ l/2L5AO_ ------- 2114,246_ ------- ~[__567 _________ 24/1,J~l_ 

-----· 11,11,6~2 _ ------- 22./. en _________ t<U.l.~'i.L _________ QL. __ 1,LL ________ UL...t!li. 
._ _____ ___,_T,,_ots,•'--'1-...u ___ ~9e,Bic.,6c,_,;18e,ll,_u... ___ .._21u..71lc,_;,;<,•,.11L....Ju.... ___ .... ,11,.,1j_.jl.5 " oo, I 1•11 "' 

•rotol fr,r lnrttvldu.al 11r~.u I• u:rrr••rJ .J~ tt\4? ,,.,.. tot,11 l'J( .all rc1lJrnt, is vr.ir1 ur 111t~ .1t1,l nvl'r. 

1

-- _____ _1)_1_, o_ 7_~ -

________ l'tL-~'!.~-

' 1/1...UL 

t1 r,,:1,r"•trd 11• th<' lul'II t("tt_,J ,,( al 1 rr11frlrnt11 r,( 11••1111 th.,n 1 Y<"_.r nf lh'.'" tn 1,n yrar• ind nv'!r, 

cFlnt {l~un npr,11•nt• nUl"lhf'r of non-r,ubllc 1t11J,nt11 In e11ch cntrRory. 

dS.cond flguTe repreunu total number af ltudent• enrolled ln publtc •nd nnn-pubtlc Cltf'Aorfu, 



95 

Table 18. (continued) 

,-;::,--------rr-------.,--------,.r------rr-------,-,·-----·-
11o,1on County I Hart In County 

AAEA 
Hentfu Count, !lcott County Taylor CnuntJ UnlOfl County 

VAA!AlltES 
~------=,•H--------1 

, \'1 I t R\4 ••••••• .t L462 •••• 
l. Occurntlon 

a. lilhlte (:(lllnr 

b, Blue Collar 

c. Service Worket' 

d. Fu11 \lorkec 

Totd 

.. 
b. 

C, 

d. 

O• 4,999 
$ 5,000- 9,999 

$10, 000-14, 999 
SU,000 , nver 

Total 

J, hara or School 

a. It l•111f!n t ,u·y 

5-8 yr;,ra 

b, H(ah S,·hnnl 

1-) )'f"nr11 

4 yuu 
c. Collo,e 

1-41 yuu 

Tot Al a 

1. While 

b. Non-whitf> 

Total 
S. Sex 

•• H.111! 

b. Fe111ale 

Totnl 

~. Phce of Work 

a. Work In county 
oC Rutdence 

b. Other 

7. Au .. 
b. 
c. 

15·29 
)0·44 

•5· 59 

Tot11l 

d. f,() , over 

Totltl b 

8, Native Born 

a. Born to !1-.. ,t• 
of Rnldence 

b. Othn 

....••• .I,'• 12 •••• • •••••••• l.6L... . •••••.••• UL .. . 
•.•••••. hlM •••• • •••••• .l,lfl.l.... . ••...•••. UL .. . 
····--··<UL-- ·----·•~L... . ......... 90 •••• 

······- ~'- ·-········ll.··- --··-··lOL •.. 

.......... t, •..• 1········ • . ... 
[ 

'472 3 316 ••••••• _!LORI •••• 

::::::::"01:11 :::: [:::::::: \8077):::: ·-·······7 75 •••• 
, , ••••••••• 191 •••• !········"······· ······--······· 

, 110 1.011 9M • 001 6 650 f----4=8.~l~l--, 

·--·· IL442 __ • ____ !.,.lll._ •••••••• -.100 ••••••••••• _l,JM ••••••••••• _l,741_ •• ··--·_1,047 ·-

·-··•· IL5J6 __ •••• ___ %0 ••••••••••• _.121 •••••••••••• 1,068 •••• •••••••• 1,8 ...... _______ •• 2,1 ----

RS4 ----------------···-··- 121_ •• ____ ._121 •••• • _ •••••••• 84 •••• ••••••• .1,026 ••••••••••••• 81• •••• 

···-···· ll~ •••••••••••••• RI._. ·····-····_1 ••.....•.••... 121 •••••••••••••• 111 •••• 
)67 ----------------

3 761 2 !OS I 014 ,__~ 1----4_,.__ft-'-0_4 __ 1f----.:.lr..;Sc:3.;;.5_~ 

•.....• 1.611 -·· -···· t..11'·-· ·---·L.l9-L ••.•••.•..• t..9•t. •....••••• 1,2n... • •••••• 2_._ioi •••• 

............ I, 1.-i2 ---- ................. 4fi'i ........ • ................ 22 l ........ .. ............ J .. .1..~,,,) ........ .. .............. 1,.1,,A ...... .. .. ............ 1-1.. \ 11 ...... .. 

••••••• I , 12 2 _ •• • •••••••• l l 1 ••• • ••••• •••• 2 27 •••• ••••••• 2 LI 12 •• • . • •••• ···' L''"" ••• ··-··· 2..,_122 •••• 

-----------------
·---- 111 __ ····-···_190 •••• 90 -----------------••••••• _l,•ll ••••••••••• 1,21) •••• ··-··· l,012 ••• 

8 010 389 2 075 

••••••• 1 I, 212 •••• • ••••••• 9L 369 ..... • ••••••• 4,027 •••. • ••••• _! ~ ,2~1 •••• 

·····-· I l &72 -·· •••••••••••• 8 .... . • ..•••••••• 2 3 •••• • ........ 1 ,i 79 •••• 
I~ 71' 317 I 050 I 7 9&R 

-------- Re, 1 H, ...... -------- 4 l 70!-\ ----
--------AL' HI____ -------- 4 1 l.fi9 .... __ 

16 714 O "' 

................ l1.4Sl __ _ _______ la.148 ___ _ 

··--··1,6!\ •••. ···---·81•- •• 
S ll6 I 961 

•••••••• 210Rl •••• ________ .... ,.,., ___ _ 

-·------' l qt, 7 ---- ................. q1.2AI ___ _ 

4 o•o 17 048 

•••••••••• 417 •••••••••••• l,~B? •••• 

. ••••••••. ~•L... ·- •.••. l,,~Q •... 
, ___ ..,•:.u..··~ __L.rn._ 

0 <&O 

• ••••• -16,0\ft •••• 

•••••••• 1,0•0 •••• 
17 !JR 

--------" l 2()fi --- -

................ AL Plf12 ........ 

17,138 

··--··1.•21 ·-· •••••••• 2. 197 ···- ····-······1 .... --------'L9'}"---- ------•-'L1)9 ___ _ 
• •••••• 2,1A9_ •• --····l,&11._ ·-·······610_ •. --------2L8(J', - _ l---•-----)L071 ___ _ 

•••••••• 2, Jl7 •••• • ••••••• I, 107 •••• • ••••••••• 109 •••• ________ 2l577 ____________ 2l(,,)8 __ _ 

________ z, J!f, --- _______ l, 181 ____ _ _________ fi4S ---- ________ 2lfi1 l ___ _ ................ 2 l fiA 1 ...... 
16, 7!1 9 377 4 010 17 948 I 7 1)8 

••••••• 11,•~9... • ••••••• 7,879... . .••..•• l,117 ............ n.llL.. . .•..•. H,HL .. 
· _____ t .. O}A -- _______ l .. l.92 ___ _ _________ SJL.... ________ 2 "") ___ _ _______ 2 a.515 ---

7,682 

, ....... 1;,::;l 
-------l-------

15 882 

--·-----"lf.]7 ----

--------'l] .. , ~ ----
" 881 

···-·-4,8)7 •••. 
•• ___ 2,1•0 ••• 

-------- 2 l 2 7 8 ---
_______ 2 l 39, __ _ 

I I A Al 

>------~T·~·~·~I _ _. 1---~1~6=70~7--'l·---=9~171~-, ~---~4~0~1<.~ f---j"="~8~11-·i t--- 17 i,s 

• •••••• l2,l55 ••• 
........ l. 498 _. 

, , ltlt.'11 

9. Non-rut-lk School 
tnrol 1111.-nt 

C d 
•· Klndi!r•11rt~n ......... aL. .• lL ·-·····H ••. lL ..••••. ll. •. lJ.. • ••.•• l9f. .• ~t.. . •.•..•• 8£ •.. 'tL •••••••. UL. •. ~Q. 
t,, Elf'111t'ntary (1-11) 

C, Hf1h ~chonl 
(9· 12) 

Total 

.•••.. m1u21. .• - ••.•• m,i~i. ....... !Jl .• rn.. . ...... "2f2,A12.. . ••••••• lW,lH. 

...... lHll,M. _ ....... Ql •. lH. 
I 063/4 681 4/2 778 

••••••• 12/ •• 27A •• 
JO/! 026 

-- ·---- 1 P./ 1 J 01,11 __ 

1)9/J 912 
.•••••••• Qll,QH . 

40/3 651 

1Tr,tal r,.·r lndlv1Ju,d r,r<',HI 111: p,cprr1urit :11 th'! 1t11111 tot:,l or 1111 rr1ldt'ntt 1\ y,•nr11 nf IIRII" an,! ovf'r, 

l 
....... n1£1,,,,,o. 

........ i~l .. m . 
SJ4/J 474 

hTot11l for tndlvtdu111 11tf'.HI I,. 1.•,crrr•'lrtl i,11: thr ~'"" tot.11 or .1111 rr11tdrf'IU ~r lr11111 thi,n l yri,r r,f "~" tn f,O yp11r1 ,. 11,J over, 

cFlrat ffitun r~pre1tenu nWT1her of non-public atudtnte ln uch cntPttory. 

dSecond rtguu npnnnU total nl.lll'lbet of ltudrnt·, enrolltd in public ind non-rubllc uugodu. 
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Table 18. (continued) 

------ AREA 
VARIABLr.S ------

W11r ren County Va•hln111:tt'lfl 
County Woodford County 

1, 

I. 

l. 

'· 

s. 

6, 

1, 

I, 

9. 

Occupat lon .. White Collar 
b, llu• Colhr 
C, S•rvtce \lorker 
d, Fan Work•r 

Total 

_______ z .uz.____ I 
:::::::~::;:::::: 1::::::::::::::::: (::::::::::::::::: 
_ _______ ,sL ____ r··------------------------------

1----~ '-"~'--1 

-------', 1~·-----_________ 26§. ___ _ 
_______ §,18L____ _ ______ 1.z,1. ___ _ 
_______ l,OSO ____ _ ________ J}7 ____ _ 

----- 1,J•e __________ t,116 ___ _ 

22 ))8 ]. 7]0 
lnCOftlf' .. 0- &,999 ------ ... ,e6. -- __ ..... -1.n1____ _ __ ......... 9l1-.......... 
b. S 5,000- 9,999 ·----- 4,909 ___ _ ___ l,2~1----· ·-··---l,Hf. ___ _ 
C, $10,000-14,999 ______ l,06~ ----- ________ J67 ____ _ _____ l,OZ4 ____ _ 

d. $15,000 & over _______ t, 64~ ----- ________ 161____ _ ______ }2 l_ ___ _ 

Total 14 Ill 2.709 l.'" 
Yean of Sch(lol .. Ele1t1entary 

5-8 ye.us ------ 8,824_.., ______ ... ___ 1,]76 ____________ 2,)61 ____ _ 

b. Miah Schnnl 

1-1 Y•llra • ••••• 1,q1• ·---- ···-·-··-77l _____ _ ______ I, !JO----· 

4 )'HU ------- ,.,,.2• ---- -------1, 296 ----- -------2 ,041 ____ _ 

C, Colle,e 
, ... , r•au _____ 61201 __ ------- 661 ____________ 1,s21 ___ _ 

Tnut• 
R.,ce .. \.111t• 

b. Pfon-vhl t• 

21 146 t---~5=72~ ,---='"='---, t--------i 
---·-· 52,477 ----· -------9 1595 ·-··- ------12•M'-----
·-·--·· & , 955 ----- _______ 1. ni __ --- -------·· 565 -----

I t-----------------
1,,ut ~-~.L_ t---'1~0~7~2~1-~ ~~6J!__ 

Sn .. Hale ------ 28,010 ----- ------- 5,244 _____ _ ______ 6, 92& -----
b. Fe11.,le ----- 29, •12 ___ _ ____ 5 ,•8•-----_______ , .110 ____ _ 

Total ~~2- 10 721 ,, 414 
Place of WC'Y'1c .. Work In county 

of Re1ldence 

b, Oth•r _______ l,692 _________ l,679 ___ _ 
_____ _IR 11 '5 ----- ------· 2, 071_____ _ ______ J,l78 ____ _ -----------------r·-. -------------

------ 2,ou ••••• 
Total t---'2"1~•1.!____ l 750 \ ... 

~ .. .. U-29 ____ 18,~9 l ____ _ _____ 21 lS9 ···-· _______ J.~~'-----
b, JO-•• _______ R,918 --- -------1•561 ___ _ ______ 2 ,109 ____ _ 

C, 4S-S9 ______ 8 ,Ql2 ·-·- _______ I •767 ____ _ _ ______ 2 .1•1. ___ _ ----------·--·--
d, 60 6 over 

--·-·--' L 44R ·--• -···---1L768 •• _ •• 
_______ l,tH ____ _ 

Tota lb S7 4]2 '" ,,. u .,. 

Native '"'"" .. lorn tn !='"tt• 
(If blldenc• ------ •5.218 •••. _______ t,UL- •• _____ 12.026 ____ _ 

b, Other ______ t{.QlO--- ,_ ________ U&_ __ _ _ _____ J,.l2l ___ _ 

Tout 57 2]6 10 719 u ,., 
Non-Public Sch•ol 

Enroll!l'lf'nt .. Ktnd•r111arten ______ .,, ___ 2!6_ _____ u.£. __ u___ _ ____ .lQU • .l&t_. 
b, [h111,-ntnry (1-8) 

C, Hh1h School 
(9-11) 

Tot111l 

---- 1)0/ l!.,..29] 

----- ,.,,, _,.111_ 
]72/11,640 '

----------------
-----------·-----

,_ ___ \Ull,Ul-- -------Ziil..l211--

----- 4n/ _ _.o, __ -------~u1.qu __ 
46612 714 .,,,,, "iin"ii 

'1 Tnt11l for tndlvt,fonl .. , .... ti. "Wftrt!HrJ fl!I thf' 1,ri tnUl nf All re!lldenU 2\ yr~r11 nr 11rt" .tnrl nVl"r, 

hTnt11l fnr lntllvtdu11I .Hl'll1 '" f!llf'U'Of'd n• thr 111111t tnt1J 11f 1111 r•tld1·nt~ 11f Ir"" thnn 1 yrnr nf ,11:e tn 60 y•nn and uvpr. 

cFlnt fl,tur• rrpu1rnt11 nlJ'lhPr of non-rubllc atud,nt• In uch category. 

dSecond Ugur• repr•••nU total nWDber of 1tudent1 enrolled ln public and non-pubtlc catr1orlu. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 
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Kentucky Counties and Independent School Districts 
Deleted From The Study 

County Independent Districts 

Barren a. Cavern 
b. Glasgow 

Bell a. Middlesboro 
b. Pineville 

Boyd a. Ashland 
b. Catlettsburg 
C, Fairview 

Camp be 11 a. Bellevue 
b. Dayton 
C • Ft. Thomas 
d. Newport 
e. S i 1 ve r Grove 
f. Southgate 

Greenup a. Raceland 
b. Russe 11 

Hardin a. Elizabeth town 
b. West Point 

Harlan a. Harlan 
b. Lynch 

Hopkins a. Dawson Springs 
b. Earlington 

Jefferson a. A.nchorage 
b. Louisville 

Kenton a. Beechwood 
b. Covington 
C' Erlanger 
d. Ludlow 



11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

99 

Kentucky Counties and Independent School Districts 
Deleted From The Study (continued) 

County Independent Districts 

Madison a. Berea 
b. Richmond 

Mercer a. Burgin 
b. Harrodsburg 

Muhlenberg a. Central City 
b. Greenville 

Pulaski a. Science Hill 
b. Somerset 

Whitley a. Corbin 
b. Williamsburg 
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

'Blacksburg, Virginia 24061 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVF AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 

November 22, 1974 

Your school board has been selected as part of a two state survey 
of school board member characteristics. Over 60 boards in Kentucky and 
Virginia were chosen at random to participate in the study. 

The study is designed to compare selected characteristics of your 
particular school board with those selected characteristics of the 
corrnnunity it serves. To assure anonymity, neither individual school 
board members, school boards nor school districts will be identified 
in the final report of the study. 

I sincerely enlist your cooperation in this matter. 

WMW/lsp 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

Wayne M. Worner 
Division Director 
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SURVEY OF LOCAL SCHOOL BOARDS: 

SCHOOL BOARD MEMBER CHARACTERISTICS 

Purpose: This study is intended to measure selected characteristics 
for individual school boards. Both the National School 
Boards Association and the Southern Region of School Boards 
are aware of this study. 

Instructions: Completion will take approximately 2 minutes. Please 
fill in all requested information and return AS SOON AS 
POSSIBLE in the stamped envelope provided. 

General Information: 

School District State -----------------
Total Number of Board Members ------------------------
Personal Information: 

Your Sex------ Your Race------- Your State of Birth------,-~ 

Your Occupation -------------------------------
Do you work in same county or city of residence? ---------------
Do you have any children in non-public schools? -----------,-----
If yes, what grade level(s)? -------------------------
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ~ * * * * * * 
The following items are to be answered by circling the most appropriate 
selection: 

Family Income: Age: 

A. $ 0- 4,999 A. 15-19 D. 30-44 

B. $ 5,000- 9,999 B. 20-24 E. 45-59 

c. $10,000-14,999 c. 25-29 F. 60 and over 

D. $15,000 or more 

Education: (Circle highest grade completed) 

Grade: 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 or equivalent 

College: 1 2 3 4 5 + 



103 COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

'Blarkslmrg, T'ir9i11ja 24061 
DIVISION OF ADMINISTII.ATIVF AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 

December 5, 1974 

Just recently a questionnaire was mailed to members of your school 
board. This is part of a two state survey of randomly selected school 
boards and their member characteristics. 

Both Mr. Sam Alexander, Kentucky Deputy Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, and Dr. Maurice Bement, Executive Secretary of the Kentucky 
School Boards Association, endorse this project. 

Please emphasize to your board members the importance of returning 
these questionnaires as soon as possible. 

WMW/pb 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

Wayne M. Worner 
Division Director 



104 COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

1J/ncksburg, Virginia 24061 

DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVF AND. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 

December 10, 1974 

Just recently a questionnaire was mailed to members of your school 
board. This is part of a two state survey of r~ndomly selected school 
boards and their member characteristics. 

Dr. George Holmes, Executive Secretary of the Virginia School Boards 
Association endorses this project, and was instrumental in its scope and 
design. 

Please emphasize to your board members the importance of returning 
these questionnaires as soon as possible. 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

WMW/pb 

Very truly yours, 

Wayne H. Worner 
Division Director 
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A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

Table 19. Occupation Profile for Virginia and Kentucky 

N % White % Blue 
Collar Collar % Service 

Virginia (State) 
School Board Composite 137 61.3 10.9 8.8 
School District Composite 416,529 43.5 39.8 14.1 

x2 = 189.5186, 3 d. f.; S; C = .021 

Kentucky (State) 
School Board Composite 117 50.4 21.4 5.1 
School District Composite 

x2 = 41.9100, 3 d. f.; S; C = .013 
234,979 40.8 37.3 12.9 

Virginia (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 36 64.0 8.0. 6.0 
School District Composite 88,440 36.0 46.6 13 .1 

x2 = 41.0570, 3 d. f.; S; C = .022 

Kentucky (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 20 45.0 30.0 15.0 
School District Composite 25,690 33.3 4 7. 3 13. 7 

x2 = 2.7662, 3 d. f.; NS; C = .010 

Virginia (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 70 67.1 11.4 10.0 
School District Composite 

x2 = 49.0225, 3 d. f.; S; C = .016 
200,330 44.4 · 40.4 12.9 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

% Farm 

19.0 
2.5 

23.1 
9.0 

19.0 
4.3 

f-' 
0 
0\ 

10.0 
5.7 

11.4 
2.3 



B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 19. (continued) 

N % White % Blue 
Collar Collar % Service 

Kentucky (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 66 53.0 22.7 4. 5 
School Distri~t Composite 

x2 = 18.0543, 3 d. f.; S; C = .013 
106,812 33.2 41. 2 12.0 

Virginia (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 32 43.8 12.5 9.4 
School District Composite 

x2 = 213.6472, 3 d. f.; S; C = .04i 
123,119 47.5 34.1 16.7 

Kentucky (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 31 48.3 12.9 0.0 
School District Composite 102,477 50.7 30.7 13. 7 

x2 = 79.5692, 3 d. f.; S; C = .028 

Virginia (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 24 62.5 12.5 0.0 
School District Composite 

x2 = 23.1604, 3 d. f.; S; C = .037 
16,699 33.5 44.9 13.4 

Kentucky (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 26 42.3 23.1 . 7. 7 
School District Composite 16,991 25.2 51. 5 9.6 

x2 = 10.5310, 3 d. f.; S; C = .025 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

% Farm 

19.7 
13. 7 

34.4 
1.6 

38.7 
4.9 

t-' 
0 
-...J 

25.0 
8.2 

26.9 
13. 7 



A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 19. (continued) 

N % White % Blue 
Collar Collar % Service 

Virg1nia (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 71 59.2 9.9 9.9 
School District Composite 

x2 = 65.9786, 3 d. f.; S; C = .025 
101,707 32.6 49.0 12.5 

Kentucky (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 54 44.4 24.1 5.6 
School District Composite 70,432 30.9 40.3 12.0 

x2 = 11.2410, 3 d. f.; S; C = .013 

Virginia (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 42 64.3 11. 9 7.1 
School District Composite 298,483 47.9 36.4 14.7 

x2 = 109.2531, 3 d. f.; S; C = .019 

Kentucky (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 37 64.9 16.2 2.7 
School District Composite 147,556 47 .4 34.1 13. 8 

x2 = 19.6440, 3 d. f.; S; C = .012 

chi square (x2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .OS probability level (S); 

not significant at .OS probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

% Farm 

21.1 
5.9 

26.0 
16.8 

16.7 
1.0 ..... 

0 
co 

16.2 
4. 7 



A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

Table 20. Income Profile for Virginia and Kentucky 

N % $0 - % $5000 - % $10,000 - % $15,000 
4999 9999 14 999 

Virginia (State) 
School Board Composite 136 0.7 2.2 26.5 
School District Composite 

x2 = 360.1050, 3 d. f.; S; C = .036 
283,828 24.9 36.3 24.0 

Kentucky (State) 
School Board Composite 120 5.0 11. 7 20.8 
School District Composite 174,292 35.7 34.7 18.9 

x2 = 352.3191, 3 d. f.; S; C = .045 

Virginia (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 36 0.0 0.0 30.6 
School District Composite 65,432 30.6 39.4 20.4 

x2 = 152.5998, 3 d. f.; S; C = .048 

Kentucky (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 20 20.0 15.0 20.0 
School District Composite 26,306 56.0 28.7 10.5 

x2 = 101.3703, 3 d. f.; S; C = .062 

Virginia (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 68 1. 5 4.4 23.5 
School District Composite 141,233 21.8 35.1 26.3 

x2 = 148.4869, 3 d. f.; S; C = .032 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

+ 

70.6 
14~8 

62.5 
10.6 

66.7 
9.6 

55.0 
4.8 

70.6 
16.8 

I-' 
0 
\0 



B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 20. (continued) 

N % $0 - % $5000 - % $10,000 - % $15,000 
4999 9999 14,999 

Kentucky (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 68 1.5 13.2 23.5 
School District Composite 81, 772 39.0 36.5 16.7 

x2 = 290.2976, 3 d. f.; S; C = .059 

Virginia (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 33 o.o 0.0 27.3 
School District Composite 77,163 25.6 36.0 22.7 

x2 = 88.7938, 3 d. f.; S; C = .034 

Kentucky (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 30 3.3 6.7 16.7 
School District Composite 66,211 23.6 34.9 25.0 

x2 = 71.4149, 3 d. f.; S; C = .033 

Virginia (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 25 0.0 0.0 32.0 
School District Composite 11,104. 33.6 38.4 19.8 

x2 = 126.4025, 3 d. f.; S; C = .106 

Kentucky (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 26 3.8 19.2 11.5 
School District Composite 

x2 = 153.1434, 3 d. f.; S; C = .101 
14,905 41.8 35.5 16.4 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

+ 

61.8 
7.8 

72.8 
15.7 

73.3 
16.5 

68.0 
8.2 

65.4 
6.3 

~ 
~ 
0 



A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 20. (continued) 

N % $0 - % $5000 - % $10,000 - % $15,000 
4999 9999 14 999 

Virginia (Medium E~rollment) 
School Board Composite 72 1.4 4.2 29.2 
School District Composite 72,605 33.3 39.3 19.S 

x2 = 344.0115, 3 d. f.; S; C = .069 

Kentucky (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 55 7.3 9.1 25.S 
School District Composite 54,424 39.7 36.2 16.3 

x2 = 207.0961, 3 d. f.; S; C = .062 

Virginia (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 39 0.0 o.o 17.9 
Sch~ol District Composite 200,119 21.3 35.1 25.9 

X = 114.0883, 3 d. f.; S; C = .024 

Kentucky (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 39 2.6 10.3 20.5 
School District Composite 104,960 32.8 33.8 20. 7 

x2 = 106.0239, 3 d. f.; S; C = .032 

chi square (X2); ~egrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .OS probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

+ 

65.3 
7.9 

58.2 
7.8 

82.1 
17.7 

66.7 
12.7 

t,--1 
t,--1 
t,--1 



A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

Table 21. Years of Schooling Profile for Virginia and Kentucky 

Na % Elem. % High School % High School % College 
(5-8 yrs.) (1-3 yrs.) (4 yrs.) (1-4 yrs.) 

Virginia (State) 
School Board Composite 141 1.4 3.5 18.4 76.6 
School District Composite 548,757 29.6 24.7 26.0 19.8 

x2 = 296.3267, 3 d. f.; S; C = .023 

Kentucky (State) 
School Board Composite 124 2.4 8.9 37.9 50.8 
School District Composite 342,336 38.1 16.8 26.1 19.0 

x2 = 118.7671, 3 d. f.; S; C = .019 

Virginia (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 36 0.0 5.6 22.2 72.2 
Sch~ol District Composite 121,881 36.1 27.0 23.5 13 .4 

X = 111.6004, 3 d. f.; S; C = .030 

Kentucky (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 23 8.7 17.4 34.8 39.1 
School District Composite 43,371 57.2 15.4 15.7 11. 7 

x2 = 29.5809, 3 d. f.; S; C = .026 

Virginia (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 72 2.8 2.8 12.5 81. 9 
School District Composite 265,915 26.9 22.9 29.0 21.2 

x2 = 160.6470, 3 d. f.; S; C = .025 

aSchool District Composite totals do not reflect those individuals of less than twenty-five 
years of age, nor those individuals with less than five years of schooling. 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 
not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

I-' 
I-' 
N 



B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 21. (continued) 

Na % Elem. % High School % High School % College 
(5-8 yrs.) (1-3 yrs.) (4 vrs.) (1-4 yrs.) 

Kentucky (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 69 1.4 7.2 40.6 52.2 
School District Composite 168,969 

x2 = 99.9802, 3 d. f.; S; C = .024 
42.0 17.0 26.2 14.8 

Virginia (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 33 0.0 3.0 27.3 69.7 
School District Composite 160,961 29.1 25.9 22.8 22.3 

x2 = 49.7880, 3 d. f.; S; C = .018 

Kentucky (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 32 0.0 6.3 28.1 65.6 
School District Composite 129,996 26.8 17.0 29.3 26.9 

x2 = 28.5728, 3 d. f.; S; C = .015 

Virginia (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 25 0.0 0.0 36.0 64.0 
School District Composite 21,099 37.6 24.6 21.6 16.2 

x2 = 53.0349, 3 d. f.; S; C = .050 

Kentucky (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 27 0.0 11.1 51. 9 37.0 
School District Composite 47,752 42.9 17.0 27.7 12.4 

x2 = 31.0187, 3 d. f.; S; C = .025 

aschool District Composite totals do not reflect those j.ndividuals of less than twenty-five 
years of age, nor those individuals with less than five years of schooling. 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 
not significant at .05 proba.bility level (N S); coefficient of contingency (C) 

~ 
~ 
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A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 21. (continued) 

Na % Elem. % High School % High School % College 
(5-8 yrs.) (1-3 yrs.) (4 yrs.) (1-4 yrs.) 

Virginia (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 74 2.7 6.8 14.9 75.7 
School District Composite 136,611 39.3 23.1 23.8 13. 9 

x2 = 239.5069, 3 d. f.; S; C = .042 

Kentucky (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 58 5.2 8.6 37.9 48.3 
School District Composite 97,472 46.0 17.0 24.1 12.9 

x2 = 84.2493, 3 d. f.; S; C = .029 

Virginia (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 42 0.0 0.0 14.3 85.7 
Sch~ol District Composite 391,047 25.7 25.3 27. 0 22.0 

X = 101.1802, 3 d. f.; S; C = .016 

Kentucky (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 39 0.0 7.7 28.2 64.1 
School District Composite 197,112 33.1 16.7 26.7 23.6 

x2 = 41.8595, 3 d. f.; S; C = .015 

aschool District Composite totals do not reflect those individuals of less than twenty-five 
years of age, nor those individuals with less than five years of schooling . 

. chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 
not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

I-' 
I-' 
.p. 



A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

Table 22. Race Profile for Virginia and Kentucky 

N % White % Non White 

Virginia (State) 
School Board Composite 140 89.3 
School District Composite 

x2 = 15.7899, 1 d. f.; S; C = .004 
1,177,020 74.2 

Kentucky (State) 
School Board Composite 124 99.2 
School District Composite 690,224 91.4 

x2 = 8.6128, 1 d. f.; S; C = .004 

Virginia (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 36 94.4 
School District Composite 256,631 74.8 

x 2 = 6.3505, 1 d. f.; S; C = .005 

Kentucky (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 23 100.0 
School District Composite 105,710 98.0 

x2 = 0.0037, 1 d. f.; NS; C = 0.000 

Virginia (Medium Wealth) 
School 'Board Composite 71 87.3 
School District Composite 571,539 79.3 

x2 = 2.3419, 1 d. f,; NS; C = .002 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

10.7 
25.8 

0.8 
8.6 

5.6 
25.2 

0.0 
2.0 

12.7 
20.7 

..... ..... 
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B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 22. (continued) 

N % White % Non White 

Kentucky (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 69 100.0 
School District Composite 

x2 = 5.8370, 1 d. f.; S; C = .004 
320,480 90.9 

Virginia (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 33 87.9 
School District Composite 312,868 61.6 

x 2 = 8.5325, 1 d. f.; S; C = .005 

Kentucky (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 32 96.9 
School District Composite 264,034 89.3 

x2 = 1.1960, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .002 

Virginia (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 24 91. 7 
School District Composite 44,756 78.1 

x2 = 1.8421, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .006 

Kentucky (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 27 100.0 
School District Composite· 55,941 97.5 

x2 = 0.0467, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .0009 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

0.0 
9.1 

12.1 
38.4 

3.1 
10. 7 

8.3 
21.9 

0.0 
2.5 

i--, 
i--, 
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A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 22. (continued) 

N % White % Non White 

Virginia (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 74 90.S 
School District Composite 288,406 77.8 

x2 = 6.2322, 1 d. f.; S; C = .005 

Kentucky (Medium Enrollment) 
S~hool Board Composite 58 100.0 
School District Composite 213,433 93.1 

x2 = 3.2831, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .004 

Virginia (High Enrollme~t) 
School Board Composite 42 85.7 
School District Composite 807,876 71.6 

x2 = 3.4472, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .002 

Kentucky (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 39 97 .4 
School District Composite 420,850 89.7 

x2 = 1.7486, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .002 

chi square (x2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .OS probability level (S); 

not significant at .OS probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

9.5 
22.2 

0.0 
6.9 

14.3 
28.4 

2.6 
10.3 

1--' 
1--' 
-.J 



A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

Table 23. Sex Profile for Virginia and Kentucky 

N % Male 

Virginia (State) 
School Board Composite 141 88.7 
School District Composite 1,141,037 48.5 

x 2 = 89.4615, 1 d. £.; S; C = .008 

Kentucky (State) 
School Board Composite 124 94.4 
School District Composite 690,224 49.5 

x 2 = 97.8990, 1 d. £.; S; C = .012 

Virginia (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 36 88.9 
School District Composite 

x2 = 22.0530, l d. f.; S; C = .009 
256,631 48.4 

Kentucky (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 23 37 .0 
School District Composite 105, 710 49.1 

x2 = 11.6975, 1 d. £.; S; C = .011 

Virginia (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 72 88.9 
School District Composite 571,539 49.7 

x2 = 42.6630, 1 d. £.; S; C = .009 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. £.); significant at .OS probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

% Female 

11.3 
51. 5 

5.6 
50.5 

11.1 
51.6 

I-' 
I-' 
CX) 

13 .0 
50.9 

11.1 
50.3 



B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 23. (continued) 

N" % Male 

Kentucky (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 69 94.2 
School District Composite 320,480 50.0 

x2 = 52.2260, 1 d. f.; S; C = .013 

Virginia (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 33 87.9 
School District Composite 312,868 46.3 

x2 = 21.2490, 1 d. f.; s; c = .008 

Kentucky (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 32 100.0 
School District Co~posite 264,034 49.1 

x2 = 31.1206, 1 d. f.; S; C = .011 

Virginia (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 25 92.0 
School District Composite 

x2 = 18.0881, 1 d. f.; S; C = .020 
44,756 47.5 

Kentucky (Low Enrollment) 
. School Board Composite 27 92.6 

School District Composite 55,941 50.6 
x 2 = 17.4093, 1 d. f.; S; C = .018 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom. (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

% Female 

5.8 
50.0 

12.1 
53.7 

0.0 
50. 9 

I-' 
I-' 

'° 8.0 
52.5 

7 .4 
49.4 



A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 23. (continued) 

N % Male 

Virginia (Me'dium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 74 86.5 
School District Composite 288,406 48.3 

x2 = 41.6169, 1 d. f.; S; C = .012 

Kentucky (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 58 93.1 
School District Composite 213,433 49.5 

x 2 = 42.4403, 1 d. f.; S; C = .014 

Virginia (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 42 90.5 
School District Composite 807,876 48.6 

x2 = 27.8347, 1 d. f.; S; C = .006 

Kentucky (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 39 97.4 
School District Composite 

x2 = 34.0882, 1 d. f.; S; C = .009 
420,850 49.4 

chi ~quare (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .OS probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

% Female 

13.5 
51. 7 

6.9 
so.s 

9.5 
51.4 

f...; 
N 
0 

2.6 
50.6 



A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

Table 24. Place of Work Profile for Virginia and Kentucky 

N % Work In City/County % Work Outside City/County 
of Residence of Residence 

Virginia (State) 
School Board Composite 135 83.0 17.0 
School District Composite 435,332 60.7 39.3 

x2 = 27.1810, 1 d. f.; S; C = .008 

Kentucky (State) 
School Board Composite 120 84.2 15.8 
School District Composite 245,455 73. 7 26.3 

x2 = 6.2364, 1 d. f.; S; C = .005 

Virginia (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 36 75.0 25.0 
School District Composite 89,516 56.7 43.3 

x 2 = 4.1746, 1 d. f.; S; C = .007 

Kentucky (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 21 90.5 9.5 
School District Composite 25,134 · 57.8 42.2 

x2 = 7.9039, 1 d. f.; S; C = .018 

Virginia (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 67 82.1 17.9 
School District Composite 220,536 54.5 45.5 

x2 = 19.5164, 1 d. f.; S; C = .009 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .OS probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

..... 
N ..... 



B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 24. (continued) 

N % Work In City/County % Work Outside City/County 
of Residence of Residence 

Kentucky (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 68 82.4 17.6 
School District Composite 119,810 70.6 29.4 

x2 = 3.9801, 1 d. f.; s; c = .006 

Virginia (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 32 93.8 6.3 
Sch~ol District Composite 125,280 74.4 25.6 

X = 5.3083, 1 d. f.; S; C = .007 

Kentucky (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 31 83.9 16 .1 
School District Composite 100,511 81.4 18.6 

x2 = 0.0145, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .0003 

Virginia (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 24 80.8 19.2 
School District Composite 16,071 62.4 37.6 

x2 = 2.1937, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .012 

Kentucky (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 26 79.2 20.8 
School District Composite 18,252 52.3 47.7 

x2 = 7.3413, 1 d. f.; S; C = .020 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

f--' 
N 
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A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 24. (continued) 

N % Work In City/County % Work Outside City/County 
of Residence of Residence 

Virginia (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 72 90.3 9.7 
School District Composite 99,838 59.4 40.6 

x2 = 27.2005, 1 d. f.; S; C = .016 

Kentucky (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 55 80.0 20.0 
Sch~ol District Composite 73,883 60.2 39.8 

X = 8.2237, 1 d. f.; S; C = .011 

Virginia (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 42 73.8 26.2 
School District Composite 319,423 61.0 39.0 

x2 = 2.3895, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .003 

Keptucky (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 39 92. 3 7.7 
School District Composite 153,320 82.8 17.2 

x2 = 1.8532, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .003 

chi square (X2);.degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

f-' 
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A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

Table 25. Age Profile for Virginia and Kentucky 

Na % 15-29 % 30-44 % 45-59 % 60 + 

Virginia (State) 
School Board Composite 136 0.0 21.3 55.9 22.8 
School District Composite 803,522 35.4 24.8 22.1 17.7 

x2 = 120.7369, 3 d. f.; S; C = .012 

Kentucky (State) 
School Board Composite 120 1. 7 36.7 48.3 13.3 
School District Composite 500,204 37.1 22.0 20.6 20.2 

x2 = 99.7593, 3 d. f.; S; C = .014 

Virginia (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 36 o.o 36.1 50.0 11.1 
School District Composite 

x2 = 25.9917, 3 d. f.; S; C = .012 
176,817 32.3 24.5 23.8 19.4 

Kentucky (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 23 o.o 26.1 47.8 26.1 
School District Composite 72,464 35.1 22.4 21. 6 20.9 

x2 = 15.7978, 3 d. f.; S; C = .015 

Virginia (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 69 0.0 18.8 60.9 20.3 
School District Composite 393,798 37.7 27.1 20.8 14.3 

x2 = 82.5941, 3 d. f.; S; C = .014 

aschool District Composite totals do not reflect those individuals of less than twenty-five 
years of age, nor those individuals with less than five years of schooling. 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 
not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

f--' 
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B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 25. (continued) 

~- % 15-29 % 30-44 % 45-59 % 60 + 

Kentucky (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 66 0.0 34.8 53.0 12.1 
Sch~ol District Composite 233,391 35.7 21.3 20.9 22.1 

X = 64.8320, 3 d. f.; S; C = .017 

Virginia (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 32 0.0 . 9.4 50.0 40.6 
School District Composite 

x 2 = 28.0133, 3 d. f.; S; C = .011 
232,907 33.7 21.3 23.1 22.0 

Kentucky (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 31 6.5 48.4 38.7 6.5 
School District Composite 194,349 39.6 22.7 19.9 17.7 

x2 = 25.2515, 3 d. f.; S; C = .011 

Virginia (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 24 0.0 16.7 62.5 20.8 
School District Composite 33,392 35.2 21.1 22.0 21.6 

x2 = 26.5143, 3 d. f.; S; C = .028 

Kentucky (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 26 3.8 46.2 42.3 7. 7. 
School District Composite 40,807 30.0 21.9 22.4 25.6 

x2 = 20.7010, 3 d. f.; S; C = .023 

aschool District Composite totals do not reflect those individuals of less than twenty-five 
years of age, nor those individuals with less than five years of schooling. 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at -.05 probability level (S); 
not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 

..... 
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A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 25. (continued) 

~· % 15-29 % 30-44 % 45-59 % 60 + 

Virginia (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 73 0.0 28.8 54.8 16.4 
Sch~ol District Composite 204,684 32.5 23.5 23.0 21.0 

X = 57.2732, 3 d. f.; S; C = .017 

Kentucky (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 56 1.8 41.1 44.6 12.5 
School District Composite 150, 777 34.1 22.3 21. 5 22.1 

x2 = 42.1261, 3 d. f.; S; C = .017 

Virginia (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 39 0.0 25.6 66.7 7.7 
School District Composite 565,446 36.4 

x 2 = 51~8955, 3 d. f.; S; C = .010 
25.5 21.8 16.2 

Kentucky (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 38 0.0 23.7 57.9 18.4 
School District Composite 308,620 39.6 21. 9 19.9 18.6 

x2 =·42.5212, 3 d. f.; S; C = .012 

aschool District Composite totals do not reflect those individuals of less than twenty-five 
years of age, nor those individuals with less than five years of schooling. 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 
not significant at .05 probability level (NS); ·coefficient of contingency (C) 
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A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

Table 26. Native Born Profile for Virginia and Kentucky 

N % Born In State % Born Out of State 

Virginia (State) 
School Board Composite 133 75.2 24.8 
School District Composite 1,129,058 70.3 29.7 

x2 = 1.3170, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .001 

Kentucky (State) 
School Board Composite 115 87.0 13.0 
School District Composite 

x2 = 2.7969, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .002 
686,345 80.3 19.7 

Virginia (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 34 79.4 20.6 
School District Composite 

x2 = 0.1012, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .0005 
255,145 75.6 24.5 

Kentucky (Low Wealth) 
School Board Composite 22 73.3 22.7 
School District Composite 105,402 86.1 13. 9 

x2 = 0.7973, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .003 

Virginia (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 67 74.6 25.4 
School District Composite 564,505 64.9 35;1 

x2 = 2.3704,, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .002 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom· (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 
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B. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 26. (continued) 

N % Born In State % Born Out of State 

Kentucky (Medium Wealth) 
School Board Composite 64 92.2 7.8 
School District Composite 319,126 82.7 17.3 

x2 = 3.3900, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .003 

Virginia (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 32 71.9 28.1 
School District Composite 309,408 75.6 24.4 

x2 = 0.0846, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .0004 

Kentucky (High Wealth) 
School Board Composite 29 89.7 10.3 
School District Composite 261,817 75.1 24.9 

x2 = 2.5583, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .003 

Virginia (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 24 54.2 45.8 
School District Composite 

x2 = 12.8726, 1 d. f.; S; C = .017 
44,614 83.S 16.S 

Kentucky (Low Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 24 87.S 12.S 
School District Composite 

x2 = 0.0000, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .0000 
55,816 85.4 14.6 

chi square (X2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .OS probability level (S); 

not significant at .OS probability level (NS); coefficient of contingency (C) 
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A. 

B. 

A. 

B. 

Table 26. (continued) 

N % Born In State % Born Out of State 

Virginia (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 71 76.1 23.9 
School District Composite 

x2 = 3.7740, 1 d. f.; N s; c = .004 
287,397 85.0 15.0 

Kentucky (Medium Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 55 90.9 9.1 
School District Composite 212,893 87.9 12.1 

x2 = 0.2376, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .001 

Virginia (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 39 89.7 10.3 
School District Composite 797,047 64.2 35.8 

x2 = 9.9796, 1 d. f.; S; C = .004 

Kentucky (High Enrollment) 
School Board Composite 36 80.6 19.4 
School District Composite 417,636 75.8 24.2 

x2 = 0.2225, 1 d. f.; NS; C = .0007 

chi square (x2); degrees of freedom (d. f.); significant at .05 probability level (S); 

not significant at .05 probability level (NS); coetficient of contingency (C) 

~ 
N 
\0 
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE REPRESENTATIVENESS OF ELECTED AND 

APPOINTED SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS IN SELECTED 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN VIRGINIA AND 

KENTUCKY 

by 

William T. Powell 

(ABSTRACT) 

This study was undertaken to determine whether elected school 

boards are more representative of the populace than are appointed 

school boards. Since there have been debates for many years on whether 

elected school boards are more representative than appointed school 

boards, this study sought to reinforce the position that elected boards 

are more representative. 

For purposes of this paper, representativeness was defined as 

the replication in the school board of certain local demographic 

features, including occupation, level of family income, years of formal 

schooling, race, sex, place of work, age, and native born. 

The states selected for investigation were Kentucky, where all 

school boards are elected, and Virginia, where they are all appointed. 

Individual school.districts within each state were classified according 

to both wea 1th and enrollment. The 1970 Bureau of the Census data were 

recorded for each district specifically for the demographic character-

istics to be measured in this study. 

Composites of the individual districts according to both wealth 

and size were compiled in such a way as to preclude the identification 



of any one school district or school board. The school board datawere 

compiled from information included in questionnaires submitted to 

randomly selected school boards in both states. 

The composite data of classifica·tions by state, by low, medium, 

and high wealth districts, and by low, medium, and high enrollment 

districts were computerized and reported in a chi square statistical 

analysis. 

The chi square analysis demonstrated that, on the state level, 

both Virginia and Kentucky school board members were significantly 

different from their populations in all categories except in the native 

born category which did show a similarity between board members and 

their populations residing in the state of their birth. There were no 

discernable trends evidenced on the lesser composite levels according 

to either wealth or enrollment of the school districts, indicating 

that neither wealth nor enrollment of the school district made ahy 

difference in the composition of the school boards. 

Another comparison of school board membership and school dis-

trict demography was included to denote the degree of representativeness 

as measured by a plus or minus ten percent difference between the two. 

These results indicated that on the state level, Kentucky had propor-

tional representation in the race and native born categories. Virginia 

displayed proportional representation in only one category, native born. 

As a result of this study, typical school board members in both 

Virginia and Kentucky were found to be white collar workers, earning 

$15,000 or more in family income, college trained, white, male, working 

in the city or county of residence, between the ages of forty-five and 

fifty-nine, and born in their respective states. 
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