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Introduction

This book is about ethnic differences in American history — differ-
ences in schooling and in economic attainments. Dramatic differences
in the school achievements of ethnic groups regularly strike observ-
ers. The current fascination with the educational achievements of Asian-
Americans is typical. The New York Times recently pointed out that
“although Asian-Americans make up only 2.1 percent of the popula-
tion of the United States, they are surging into the nation’s best col-
leges like a tidal wave,” constituting, in 1985, 11% of the freshmen at
Harvard, 21% at M.1.T., and a quarter or more at several of the cam-
puses of the University of California.’ Jews are almost as greatly over-
represented at the higher levels of education, as they have been for
many decades.? Blacks and Hispanics, on the other hand, continue to
be seriously underrepresented in higher education. The proportion of
college graduates among blacks twenty-five to thirty-four years of age
is about half that among whites (12.6% vs. 24.9% in 1982). It is lower
still (9.7%) among Hispanics. Italians, until recently, were also con-
siderably underrepresented.® Ethnic differences in schooling were
equally pronounced in the years of massive immigration to the United
States. In Providence, Rhode Island, in 1880, one Yankee boy in four
attended high school. No more than one Irish boy in fourteen did so.
In 1915, the children of immigrant Jews were more likely to reach
high school than were the children of Yankees — and more than four
times as likely to do so as the children of Italian immigrants.

Patterns of economic attainment also differed dramatically.* Blacks
were disastrously less likely to improve their lot than were whites.
Moreover, in 1880, the Irish advance was rapid only by comparison
with the progress of blacks. During 1915-25, Jewish upward mobility
was distinctly more rapid than that of other immigrants.

Ethnic differences in American social life have fascinated observers
for centuries: differences in uses of leisure, family size and structure,
crime, residence, religious life, labor organization, political affiliation,
bigotry toward others - differences in every aspect of life. Ethnic dif-
ferences in regard to schooling and economic attainment have held
an especially important place. The process of economic attainment
has been crucial to the absorption of immigrants, and of blacks after
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2 Introduction

bondage, into American life; and schooling has been perceived to be
an important determinant of economic attainment, as well as an im-
portant agent of immigrant and black cultural change. Moreover, most
schooling is public and is therefore an important subject of public
policy. The public, indeed, supports schooling because it is meant to
contribute to social equality. Large ethnic differences in school
achievements, then, have often led to public anxiety about the effec-
tiveness of schools and about the characteristics of the ethnic groups
involved.®

How, then, did the patterns of schooling differ among immigrant
groups? How did their patterns of economic attainment vary? What
role did schooling play in the economic attainments of different eth-
nic groups? How different were the patterns of schooling and eco-
nomic attainment among blacks as compared with those of various
immigrant groups? How did particular ethnic patterns of schooling
differ for boys and girls? How, finally, are we to explain these ethnic
differences? This book addresses these questions, drawing on rich
new evidence from historical records, whereas little or no direct evi-
dence had existed before.

These questions take on special interest not merely because ethnic
differences have been important in American history, but because they
continue to be important today - in policy discussions about schools
and about social welfare generally. Substitute the blacks or Hispanics
for the Irish in the preceding examples, or the Asians for the Russian
Jews in other examples, and the debates that these competing expla-
nations generate — for all the transformations in American life — re-
verberate through popular culture, public policy, and the social sci-
ences. Consider, too, differences between the blacks and the
nineteenth-century Irish. If the Irish, notwithstanding the pain of their
initial absorption, moved ahead more easily, what explains the differ-
ence? The historical record provides no sure guide to contemporary
issues; the most important social conditions — as well as our views of
legitimate social intervention — may have changed. But that record
does provide a context, a sense of perspective with depth, in which
to view these contemporary discussions. Thus, whereas that record
provides an understanding of how groups came to be where they are,
the sense that it has vital contemporary meaning as well is not illu-
sory. Nearly all Americans have confronted the challenge of explain-
ing ethnic differences. The challenge fascinates not only because of
the importance of American ethnicity in the past and present but also
because it involves interpreting the sources of motivations and behav-
ior, an effort at the heart of historical study and of the social sciences.

Our focus is on the years 1880-1935. These particular dates are
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somewhat arbitrary; a change of a decade on either end would matter
little. That era, however, encompassed the tremendous growth of ur-
ban industrial America, fueled by a massive influx of immigrants —
larger than any before or since. It was also a period in which school-
ing became far more important in the life of most Americans, in which
the high school developed from an elite institution to one enrolling
the majority of children. At least partly for this reason, the socioeco-
nomic attainments of individuals became more dependent on ex-
tended schooling.

Providence, Rhode Island, from which our special evidence comes,
was one of America’s important cities in 1880. By 1925 it had been
outstripped in size by many others, but it remained a relatively large
urban center. Its population included a great number of Irish immi-
grants. Beginning in the 1890s, large numbers of people from south-
ern and eastern Europe also settled in the city, Italians in particular,
but also many Russian Jews. Blacks had long lived in Providence, but
there, as elsewhere in the northern cities of the era, they constituted
only a small proportion of the entire population. Still, blacks were
sufficiently numerous for us to be confident that they displayed be-
havior patterns similar to those that emerged in many other commu-
nities and to study these patterns intensively. These four groups -
the Irish, Italians, Russian Jews, and blacks — constitute the special
subjects of this study. The Irish were one of the two largest immigrant
groups in nineteenth-century America (the other being the Germans,
who settled mainly in other regions). The Irish posed the first great
challenge to urban America’s powers of absorption. They constituted
a massive impoverished population, and they seemed to act in glar-
ingly different ways from those of the native-born Americans, many
of whose families had alreadylived in the United States for genera-
tions. Not least striking were the high rates at which they dropped
out of school at early ages. The Italians, who followed the Irish, con-
stituted a second such population and were the largest group in the
later immigration. The Jews presented a vivid contrast, obtaining more
schooling and advancing more rapidly into middle-class positions.
The patterns of schooling among northern blacks differed from those
for whites in subtle and complex ways. Black economic attainment,
on the other hand, differed in a very simple way: Far greater propor-
tions of blacks remained impoverished. These groups, then, cover a
range of important patterns of schooling and advancement: an earlier
example and a later example of low scholastic achievement by an im-
migrant group whose absorption constituted a major social problem;
the classic example of high achievement in schooling and in economic
pursuits; and the case of America’s most abused ethnic minority, whose
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adjustment to life in northern cities would become a central feature
of American history in the twentieth century. The period covered is
one for which adequate data on the issues had been unavailable until
recently. Nevertheless, interpretations concerning the later histories
of these groups, as well as the relationships among ethnicity, school-
ing, and economic attainment, often have turned on the patterns of
adjustment that occurred precisely in these years.

In the course of considering these relationships, this book touches
on other issues of ethnic distinctiveness as well. It considers, for ex-
ample, sharp Irish and Italian differences in reliance on Catholic schools,
as well as differences among the Irish in regard to academic perfor-
mance in public and Catholic schools. In the case of the Jews, an
extended discussion of the immigrant generation’s special position in
the economic structure of the city is crucial for comprehending pat-
terns of schooling and work among their children. Finally, in the case
of the blacks, the discussion intensively explores aspects of family
structure, family economy, and child labor.

Any consideration of ethnic behavior quickly leads from descrip-
tion to explanation: Why did groups differ? Efforts at such description
and explanation have had a long and ugly history in American intel-
lectual life, in popular notions, and in the social sciences: Ethnic ste-
reotypes were cavalierly advanced, and the sources of presumed dif-
ferences were stated or assumed to be somehow inherent in the nature
of the group, perhaps in its biological makeup. These sorts of expla-
nations continue to haunt policy debates about race differences, dark
corners of social science, and surely much popular opinion as well.
This study ignores them.

The range of other efforts to explain these ethnic differences - ef-
forts that are worthy of more careful consideration here — is not ter-
ribly large. Yet these explanations imply such different ways of think-
ing about sources of behavior in general, and about sources of
differences among ethnic groups in particular, that they have led to
intense engagement and exploration. For example, it makes a great
deal of difference whether the Irish enrolled in school less often than
Yankees because they were poorer (and all poor people enrolled less
often), because their children were treated with contempt in the schools,
because they knew that regardless of their schooling the jobs open to
the well-educated among the Yankees were not open to them, be-
cause their cultural past did not include familiarity with universal
schooling, or because their cultural past led them to be fatalistic, com-
pared with the Yankees, and to take less stock in efforts to improve
their lot. Variations on these explanations are easy to elaborate: Per-
haps, even at comparable levels of family wealth, the Irish enrolled
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less often in school, for they had larger families than the Yankees,
and so the same amount of wealth did not go as far. Perhaps, too,
Yankee schoolteachers treated Irish children with contempt and ma-
ligned their religion, thereby discouraging attendance.

As this comparison of the Irish and Yankees suggests, several fac-
tors might explain these ethnic differences. Moreover, the adequate
explanation surely varies from case to case; after all, Italians differed
from Irish for different reasons than Irish differed from Yankees.
Nevertheless, the kinds of explanations advanced are generally fa-
miliar and relatively few in number. When, and to where, migrants
came could matter a great deal. It would, for example, be foolish to
compare the Irish of mid-nineteenth-century Boston and the Japanese
of twentieth-century California without attention to the two social
contexts. Yet even during one time period and in one place, ethnic
differences in behavior often were substantial. These are the sorts of
ethnic differences considered in this book.

Typically, arguments advanced to explain ethnic differences in one
time and place have focused on (1) the pre-migration history of an
ethnic group and the conditions of migration, (2) the extent of dis-
crimination the group faced in the new environment, and (3) the
group’s position in the economy and class structure there.®

The pre-migration history of each group may involve many factors
relevant to later adjustment — factors as varied as the level of literacy,
the exposure to European socialism, the sex ratio among the mi-
grants, and the extent of return migration. Nevertheless, two char-
acteristics of the pre-migration background have figured especially
prominently in explanations of ethnic behavior. The occupational skills
of migrants, which resulted from their positions in the social structure
of the country of origin, surely affected the later history of each group
in America. On the other hand, various sorts of cultural attributes
may have mattered too — differences in beliefs, attitudes, habits, and
values.” The most common examples concern the nature of each group’s
work ethic and its attitude toward learning and schools. But other
examples of presumed cultural attributes can be cited. Many pertain
to family, children, or gender roles: attitudes toward employment of
women, especially of wives, attitudes toward the education of girls,
the notion that children should work and contribute their wages to
the family economy, the strength and character of family ties of all
sorts. Others concern community and market relationships: the con-
cept of a just price for basic foods and notions of acceptable forms of
popular protest to ensure the preservation of that price, the legiti-
macy of traditional organizations regulating business activity. Still
others involve a world-view, or an attitude toward life, such as a fa-
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talistic view of the world. These cultural attributes usually are thought
to have had their source, in turn, in the economic and social struc-
tures of the countries of origin and in the positions that migrants had
formerly occupied in those structures. The source of such cultural
attributes might also lie in religion or other cultural heritages less di-
rectly tied to the pre-migration economy and social structure. At one
extreme, these cultural attributes seem to be the stuff of ethnic ste-
reotypes, at the other, the findings of anthropologists, social psy-
chologists, and historians. In any case, a great deal of ink has been
used in the argument over how much these groups differed in the
cultural attributes they brought to America, and over how the differ-
ences in such attributes actually influenced their behavior.

The extent of discrimination and the ways in which it mattered surely
varied from group to group as well. The issue is not the existence of
discrimination, but whether or not it was leveled especially strongly
against particular groups, and with what effects. This topic, of course,
is crucial to an understanding of the black experience.

The class position of an ethnic group in the American social struc-
ture was itself a function of the pre-migration and migration history
of the group and of the extent of discrimination against it, as well as
of employment opportunities in the particular local economy. Never-
theless, once the migrant group had been situated in the new class
structure, that class position itself surely explains much of the group’s
behavior.

With the help of such explanations, ethnic differences are under-
stood to be the results of social processes that have had long histories.
These explanations therefore tend to “demystify” ethnicity, to avoid
treating it as a primordial, sui generis source of social divisions.®
Nevertheless, that demystification is but the first step toward under-
standing. The second involves determining the specific manner in
which these general factors — the pre-migration heritage, discrimina-
tion, and the place of the migrants in the new class structure — oper-
ated, and interacted, in the history of a given ethnic group. It also
involves determining the relative importance of each factor.

This last point is especially crucial. Observers have disagreed sharply
over the relative importance of factors creating particular ethnic pat-
terns. Recent work on ethnicity in America provides an especially
vivid example. In 1981, two books appeared, both seeking to explain
the sources of ethnic differences in behavior and both intended as
general syntheses for the intelligent lay reader: Stephen Steinberg’s
The Ethnic Myth and Thomas Sowell’s Ethnic America. Both were widely,
prominently, and often angrily reviewed. Both have been in print
continuously since. Sowell argued that pre-migration cultural attri-
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butes, far more than class background or discrimination (even in the
case of blacks), determined ethnic group experiences in the United
States. By contrast, Steinberg argued that the social-class position of
the migrants was by far the most important influence on their behav-
ior, that pre-migration cultural attributes have been drastically over-
rated as sources of ethnic differences and that they rarely are neces-
sary to explain the truly basic patterns of group behavior. Actual job-
related skills, on the other hand, may indeed have mattered greatly,
because these helped determine the class position of the migrants in
the American social structure.’

These disagreements concerning the importance of the pre-
migration cultural heritage gencrate especially strong feelings. One
reason they do concerns the perceived implications for social action,
particularly by the state, on behalf of ethnic groups whose members
are mostly poor. If cultural factors explain poverty, the rationale for
public intervention appears weaker to many people than if that pov-
erty is attributed to discrimination or to the class structure. A second
reason that discussions of cultural attributes generate strong feelings
concerns self-congratulation, patronizing of others, self-righteous-
ness, and apparent or real judgments of value that creep into the
discussions — in the popular culture and quite frequently among so-
cial scientists. Those who stress that the cultures of some groups were
conducive to advancement in the American milieu sometimes seem
to rank those cultures high on some absolute scale of value — blurring
the distinction between values conducive to upward mobility and
"better’” values.

Uncertainty about the relative importance of factors that produce
ethnic differences is as central among American historians as it is among
social scientists — even when the terminology and concerns at first
seem quite removed from those of contemporary social science.!? The
issue, after all, bears directly on the relationship between class and
ethnicity — which John Higham has called ""one of the three or four
key problems in American social history.”’!!

A striking, and crucial, example of how these themes pervade the
writing of American social history is found in an immensely influen-
tial essay by Herbert Gutman: “Work, Culture, and Society in Indus-
trializing America, 1815-1919.” There the concern with the factors
explaining ethnic distinctiveness lies just beneath the surface.’? Gut-
man’s essay was not merely influential as a source of ideas; it was
also paradigmatic: Many others have tried to analyze the connections
between pre-migration culture and social structure in particular com-
munities. Gutman was concerned with the recurrent clash between
the needs of industrial society and the presumed preindustrial cul-
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tures of immigrants. His central theme was the influence of preindus-
trial (and hence generally pre-migration) culture on the work habits,
family patterns, and community organization of workers and how
that preindustrial culture inevitably shaped the nature of their con-
flicts with industrial capital as well. He tended to emphasize, it is
true, traits that all preindustrial workers shared, rather than differ-
ences among pre-migration cultures. Nevertheless, his approach cer-
tainly could encourage an evaluation of the influences of specific eth-
nic cultures. Not surprisingly, part of the criticism of Gutman’s work,
raised by other historians such as Daniel Rodgers, David Mont-
gomery, and Lawrence T. McDonnell, has concerned the importance
he attributed to preindustrial culture — in contrast to the structural
locations of American workers.

Clearly, American ethnicity must be understood in the context of
European and American capitalism and the respective class struc-
tures. Economic development in Europe - industrialization, commer-
cial agriculture, improved transportation, and population increase —
impelled millions (peasant groups, in particular, but others as well)
to migrate. At the same time, American economic growth created jobs
that could attract migrants. The nature of the American opportunities
and the migrants’ work skills ensured that most migrants, especially
those in the cities, would become industrial workers, and their class
position, in turn, strongly influenced their subsequent experience.

Much of the behavior of immigrant workers, then, can be under-
stood as working-class behavior.™ But can immigrant behavior be fully
explained by the position of the immigrants in the American class
structure? Can the immigrant industrial workers or immigrant shop-
keepers be adequately understood simply as industrial workers or
shopkeepers, their ethnic pasts being of little consequence? Ob-
viously, some sorts of behaviors differed from group to group: pat-
terns of language loyalty, aspects of religious observance, some lei-
sure patterns, and choices of cuisine, for example. But what of behaviors
that are more intimately related to the class position of the workers?
Did such behaviors also differ in important ways between native
workers and immigrant workers, and among immigrant groups? How
and how much did pre-migration cultural attributes affect the behav-
ior of the migrants? _

The simplest response, and a sensible one, is that cultural attributes
and the structural situation in which migrants find themselves inter-
act, that it is foolish to think that either exists in a vacuum.™ This
formulation, however, does not resolve what has mattered so much
to observers, namely, the relative power of the interacting forces. Just
how much did groups differ in cultural outlook, and just how strongly
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did differences in outlook show themselves in social behavior rele-
vant to class position? Although culture obviously must have inter-
acted with social structure, just how quickly did the process of cul-
tural change really occur? The interaction of culture and social structure
allows for a range of answers to such questions, answers that might
well differ from group to group and in different situations.

Thus far, I have focused on the relationship between social-class
position and pre-migration cultural heritage, because that issue per-
vades the study of ethnicity. It also runs through the chapters that
follow. No single, simple answer — for example, that such pre-
migration cultural attributes were paramount or were trivial - will be
found, however. The advantage of an intensive look, based on rich
data, is that the conclusions are more modulated and more specific to
the histories of the particular groups. The exploration of cultural in-
fluences, rather than a single conclusion concerning their influence,
is one common theme in the following chapters. In exploring that
theme, this book, though it deals with behavior (with school and job
patterns), is also concerned with cultural history, with the history of
popular ideas, attitudes, and values. However, it does not deal with
cultural constructs for their own sake; it examines their strength in
affecting behavior.

There are other sources of ethnic behavior besides class and pre-
migration culture, and the chapters that follow consider these as well.
Indeed, the distinction between class and culture as sources of behav-
ior is similar to a second distinction, between class and discrimina-
tion, crucial to the history of blacks. Behavior that can be adequately
understood as a result of black poverty (for whites in the same eco-
nomic position would have behaved the same way) can be distin-
guished from behavior that is directly shaped by discrimination.!¢ Fi-
nally, still other differences among groups that cannot simply be
subsumed under the heading of class, pre-migration culture, or dis-
crimination (family size, or the prevalence of illiteracy, for example)
may have influenced American ethnic behavior as well.

Finally, of course, this study is concerned throughout with social
class itself as an explanation for ethnic behavior. Assessing other ex-
planations of ethnic patterns — discrimination, loyalty to Irish Cathol-
icism, the rate of remigration to Italy, or pre-migration cultural heri-
tage, for example — necessitates an awareness of the extent to which
the class locations of families constrained and shaped their behaviors.
Moreover, the simplest, most common, and often most forceful ex-
planation of ethnic differences in behavior is that groups occupied
different social-class positions (as a result of the processes of immi-
gration mentioned earlier) and acted as others in comparable class
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positions did. To what extent, then, did ethnic differences in school-
ing and economic attainment reduce to social-class differences be-
tween groups? This study explores that question intensively.

Much of the uncertainty about the extent of ethnic distinctiveness, as
well as disagreement about its sources, stems from the paucity of ad-
equate evidence. Published records dating from the period rarely ad-
dress questions in the way one would like, so that establishing basic
patterns of schooling or economic attainment is difficult, and deter-
mining the factors responsible for those patterns is impossible. The
relevant unpublished information on the social origins, school expe-
riences, and later social destinations of individuals has remained un-
tapped. Consequently, historians of American education typically have
described programs to Americanize the immigrant, or policies leveled
against blacks in the schools, or community reactions to these. Most,
however, have been able to explore the relationship between patterns
of school achievement and the social origins of children to only a very
limited extent. Similarly, historians of the past two decades have
studied the social-mobility patterns of Americans, including those of
immigrants and blacks, and have studied numerous other features of
daily life. However, they typically have lacked the data that would
allow them to study in any depth the interconnections among social
origins, schooling, and social destinations — the interconnections at
the heart of all studies of contemporary social-mobility patterns.!”

It became possible to undertake this study when several kinds of
unpublished records, all pertaining to Providence, Rhode Island, were
linked together for the first time. Census records provided a wealth
of information on each child’s origins: race, place of birth for the child
as well as for both parents and grandparents, parents’ occupations,
number of siblings, whether or not both parents were present, ad-
dress, and so forth. School records provided comparable detailed in-
formation on each child’s education: schools and programs in which
enrolled, grades received in courses, and years of school completed.
Finally, city directories indicated the occupations of males in later life.
These sources provided information on some 12,000 sampled individ-
uals. The research design is described briefly in Chapter 1 and in more
detail in the Appendix. These citywide samples reflect the experi-
ences of the young people in Providence over the course of half a
century. Social historians are now familiar with the census records
and city directories; they have been mined repeatedly during the past
two decades. However, the school records have never before been
used so extensively. The combination of the school records with the
other sources justifies the hope of breaking new ground, for the Prov-



Introduction 11

idence data allow us to explore many possible connections among
family background, schooling, and later social destinations of individ-
uals. The information is extraordinary not only in comparison with
previously available historical records but also in comparison with
material on contemporary life available to sociologists or economists.

The uniqueness of this new evidence and its direct relevance to
questions of ethnic differences in behavior have had a good deal to
do with the nature of the presentation. This book is centrally con-
cerned with aspects of the history of education in America; yet, in
order to focus squarely on the questions formulated earlier and on
the new evidence, I have skirted many topics that historians of edu-
cation would typically explore, touching on them only in a few pages
of the first chapter. These topics, which bear tangentially or directly
on the way immigrants or blacks were treated, include the changing
administrative structure of urban schools; legislation regulating schools,
truancy, and child labor; the plethora of new theories of instruction
and new programs; the textbooks; the strengthening of teacher prep-
aration; and so forth. Also, they include the intellectual, social, and
political context in which these institutional developments occurred
— for example, struggles among social groups for political control of
schools and calls for more schooling to preserve social order in the
lower classes, to foster social mobility, to assimilate the immigrant, to
provide mental discipline or manual training, to make the city proud
of its schools, or to attract new residents. Similarly, I have reviewed
only briefly the broad contours of the migration history of the individ-
ual groups - why they left, how they came, and so forth.

Focusing squarely on the sample data also means relying on quan-
titative evidence. The material available does not lend itself to a full
description of a particular individual’s experiences. Too little is known
about each person to reward such an approach - quite apart from the
questionable representativeness of isolated examples. Rather, the power
of the evidence comes from our ability to see trends common among
large numbers of individuals - trends that stand out despite the rel-
atively small amount known about each person. Some readers are
impatient with quantitative analysis. I hope they will nonetheless find
the results of this analysis intriguing. For example, the children of
Irish immigrants initially entered high school much more rarely than
did Yankees from the same social class, but they entered at compa-
rable rates in later decades. The sons and daughters of Italian immi-
grants performed equally well in their grammar school course work
(as judged by their grades), but the sons were nearly twice as likely
as the daughters to reach high school. Among the household heads
of the city, one in five was self-employed; among the Russian Jewish
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household heads, seven in ten were. In the nineteenth century, the
ability to read and write was far less prevalent among black adults
who had come to Providence from the South than among other city
residents — but far more prevalent among these blacks than among
others the same age who had remained in the South. Such findings
cry out for interpretation, of course, but they can be found in the first
place only in the quantitative record.

A few paragraphs of the text explain briefly the logic of the quanti-
tative techniques I have used. But the text can be read without these
brief descriptions. Indeed, it can even be read without its many ta-
bles. The substance of the discussion will still stand out clearly. At
the same time, I hope the descriptions and the tables are clear, so that
the reader with no particular interest in quantitative materials and no
training in quantitative methods can easily comprehend them (those
desiring more detail about data and methods will find it in the notes
and Appendix).

The Providence data set, for all its richness, will not permit us to
explore all possible sources of ethnic distinctiveness with equal con-
fidence. The data sometimes permit us to proceed further than one
might have thought possible at first glance. But in the end, some hy-
potheses about ethnic differences can be addressed more firmly than
others. I have tried to be as explicit as possible about alternative ex-
planations of ethnic differences and about just how far they can be
assessed with empirical data of any kind. Indeed, I hope that marking
the limits of what I believe can be resolved will help to make discus-
sions of American ethnicity more meaningful. Perhaps, too, others
will find ways to press beyond those limits.



1 Background: The City, Schooling,
and Social Structure

1.1. Providence and its schools

Providence had been one of colonial America’s earliest settlements;
by the time of the Revolution it had also become one of the larger
settlements. The town functioned then as a commercial center for the
surrounding agricultural region and as a relatively important port.
However, the real growth of Providence came with the industrializa-
tion of Rhode Island in the early nineteenth century. The city evolved
into the commercial and financial center for the textile-mill towns of
northern Rhode Island. Moreover, the city’s own industries played
an important part of the region’s transformation.!

Providence’s industries were varied. Textiles never dominated there
to the extent that they did in the nearby mill towns. Cotton mills and
especially woolen mills were indeed numerous in the city and, by the
late nineteenth century, large. However, by that time Providence was
also the national center for the production of inexpensive jewelry. A
jewelry firm could be started with a relatively small investment, and
scores were. A related industry, the manufacture of silver and gold
products, also involved some small firms, but these were overshad-
owed by one giant, the nationally known Gorham plant. The manu-
facture of base-metal products also captured major shares of indus-
trial capital and labor. Several giant firms dominated the foundries
and machine shops: the Nicholson File Company, the American Screw
Company, Browne and Sharpe’s machine-tool factory, and the Cor-
liss steam-engine works. Finally, a wide range of other industries,
though much less important than those already mentioned, together
accounted for a substantial share of manufacturing activity: rubber
products, soap, chemicals, textile dyes, and a host of others.2

The population growth that accompanied industrialization was
dramatic. At the time of the Revolution, the inhabitants of the city
numbered some 5,300. By 1830 the population stood at nearly 17,000,
by 1860 at 50,000, by 1880 at 104,000. The city’s population continued
to grow almost as rapidly until the second decade of the twentieth
century: In 1900 it included 175,000 individuals, and in 1910 there
were 224,000. Thereafter, the rate of growth was much slower. There

13
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were 237,000 people in Providence in 1920 and 253,000 in 1930, but
no further increase at all between 1930 and 1940. In part, the decel-
eration and eventual cessation of population growth was due to ex-
pansion of the suburbs at the expense of the central city. But the in-
creasing vulnerability of Rhode Island industries to competition, in
particular the vulnerability of the textile industries, the cessation of
free immigration, and the catastrophic impact of the Great Depres-
sion eventually halted a century of industrial expansion. In so doing,
they also played an important part in halting population growth.3

Providence never became one of the country’s giant cities; there
were few such places. In 1900, only six American cities had a popu-
lation of over half a million. Rather, Providence was one of the rela-
tively large urban centers. It was the twentieth largest city in 1880 and
in 1900, and it was still the twenty-seventh largest in 1920.*

From a few blocks on the eastern bank of the Providence River, the
city had spread out in all directions, but especially westward. The
downtown business center, the industrial areas, and the working-
class and immigrant neighborhoods (composed, typically, of two-,
three-, and four-story buildings) dominated the physical character of
the city. But in addition, the city always included a substantial con-
centration of prosperous and well-known families on the old east-side
streets near Brown University, and at the outskirts of some of the
built-up areas, residences resembled suburban dwellings. On the other
hand, some of the contiguous towns, especially Pawtucket, resem-
bled extensions of the central city, rather than suburbs in any real
sense.’

The population growth came mostly from migration — and from
immigration. By 1880, some 27% of the residents had been born abroad.
A majority of these immigrants were from Ireland, and nearly all the
rest had come from England or Scotland or from French or English
Canada. By 1900, Italians, eastern European Jews, and other immi-
grants from southern and eastern Europe were also numerous. Fi-
nally, the city included a black community that numbered 5,700 in
1920; it accounted for roughly 2% of the city’s population throughout
the years 1880-1925.

The evolution of the Providence schools was, of course, closely linked
to the city’s changing character. During the colonial era, schooling
had been primarily a private endeavor. Many small primary schools
had been founded, as well as academies of quite varied stature and
duration, and a college (which was to become Brown University). After
1800, some schools were supported primarily at public expense, but
even these required that students pay for their textbooks and for some
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other expenses, such as heating the buildings. These public schools,
to judge by their stagnant enroliment and by the numbers that contin-
ued to attend private institutions, were not particularly popular. The
state made provision for the support of truly free schools in 1828, and
a series of reforms between then and the mid-1840s culminated in
what can be clearly identified as a public school system. A School
Committee and a Superintendent of Schools presided over schools
differentiated into primary, intermediate, and grammar levels, and in
1843 the first public high school was opened.”

The school system established by the 1840s still existed in its essen-
tials four decades later, although the grades were more precisely de-
marcated, and expanding enrollments had required many more school
buildings. Indeed, by 1880, Providence supported a well-established
urban school system of considerable dimensions. Some 417 students
were enrolled in the single public high school, 3,552 in eleven gram-
mar schools, and 8,207 in seventy-two primary and intermediate
schools.®

Most parents were sending their children to school for at least a
few years by then. Thus, in 1880, 93% of all ten-year-old children
attended school, but only 42% of the fifteen-year-olds did so.’ These
patterns of school attendance were not the product of legal compul-
sion. Halfhearted efforts to regulate the employment of children had
begun decades earlier, and the first of many legislative efforts requir-
ing children of certain ages to attend school were enacted in the early
1880s, but, as the School Committee’s truant officer would later recall,
enforcement had been “difficult and lax”’ before the mid-1890s. Even
then the law covered only children under age ten and allowed these
to work, too, so long as they attended school eighty days each year.
Although the provisions were amended almost annually, more ag-
gressive legislation came mostly after the turn of the century. In any
case, the city’s single truant officer could hardly have compelled at-
tendance in a city of well over 100,000.'

The Providence High School of 1880 included Classical, English and
Science, and Girls Departments. The first concentrated on Greek and
Latin. The second, restricted to boys, offered English, mathematics,
science, modern history, and American government. It also offered a
very few courses we might today call vocational, such as commercial
arithmetic. Nearly all girls enrolled in the Girls Department, which
included courses similar to those in the English and Science Depart-
ment, but also placed some emphasis on languages. During the last
two decades of the nineteenth century, enrollment pressures at the
high school forced consideration of new public secondary-level insti-
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tutions. At the same time, beliefs about the purposes of high schools
were changing. The result was experimentation with a range of pro-
grams, particularly of a vocational nature.

By the early years of the twentieth century, the single public high
school of the nineteenth century had been replaced by four institu-
tions. The Classical Department was one; the old English and Science
and Girls Departments were combined into a second. Classical was
always identified with preparatory work for college. However, as col-
lege admission requirements were transformed, especially in the sec-
ond decade of the new century, Classical High came to offer more
and more courses other than the classical languages. The English High
School, in turn, came to specialize in commercial programs. A third
institution, the Technical High School, prepared students for the in-
dustries of the city — with extensive shop offerings and later with
math and science courses as well. By 1920, Classical High was offer-
ing all the math and science one might want. Technical High came to
be thought of, like English High, as a school for the average child in
an era when the average child needed secondary schooling, but its
special feature remained the shop courses. By 1905, Tech enrolled the
largest number of boys, and English High, especially its commercial
programs, the largest number of girls. Because Classical, English, and
Tech were all located in one part of town, a fourth public high school,
Hope High, was established across town, on the east side. It offered
the programs found in the Classical and English High Schools."

The expansion of the high schools had raised the total number of
students enrolled at the turn of the century to 1,930. Another 5,396
pupils were enrolled in eleven grammar schools, and 16,548 in sixty-
eight primary schools (the old distinction between primary and inter-
mediate schools had been dropped in 1890). Kindergartens, begun
under private initiative, had been operated by the city throughout the
1890s. By 1900, they enrolled 1,281 children. Over 600 teachers were
employed in the public school system; in the central administration,
several Assistant Superintendents, as well as aides in charge of spe-
cial programs, now joined the Superintendent.?

During the first decade of the present century, the Providence pub-
lic school system, already large and diversified, sought to confront
the challenge of urban education with a range of new activities. At
the state level, legislation regulating the ages of compulsory atten-
dance and of permissible employment in various settings was modi-
fied repeatedly, most notably when the age for legal employment was
raised to thirteen years in 1902 and to fourteen years in 1907 (it was
raised again to fifteen years in the mid-1920s)."

The legal requirement that children start school by a given age and
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the legal restrictions on truancy improved somewhat the poor fit be-
tween the ages of pupils and the grades in which they were enrolled.
But school administrators, who had been concerned about the poor
age-grade fit since at least the mid-1880s, also attacked the problem
directly by focusing attention on the need for regular promotions.
Moreover, in 1904, they made the system more efficient in moving
pupils through by reducing the length of the primary and grammar
school courses to a total of eight rather than nine years. Nevertheless,
“retardation” (pupils overage for their grade) remained a continuous
source of concern to educators even after World War 1. Another con-
cern was “‘elimination,”” the high dropout rates at what then seemed
a young age.! Compulsory education was one approach to the prob-
lem; making the school curriculum more practical, more relevant to
the jobs children would eventually take, was another. The school au-
thorities introduced industrial education in the grammar school grades,
and in 1918 they opened a trade school for grammar school dropouts.
Similarly, the size and scope of the evening schools were also ex-
panded in the hope of enabling some children to complete grammar
school, or even high school, while working, and in order to enable
others to take some additional courses.’

The sheer numbers as well as the range of pupils who enrolled for
at least a few years also stimulated the creation of other special schools,
or special classrooms for special populations. Thus, the system in-
cluded ‘““disciplinary schools” (an institution midway between the
regular classroom and a reform school), “schools for backward chil-
dren,” “fresh-air schools” (for tuberculous children), and a school for
crippled children. Similarly, school authorities hailed IQ tests, partic-
ularly in the 1920s, as a means of classifying students and channeling
them in different directions. Guidance counseling, introduced with a
special staff in the same years, helped in directing each pupil to what
seemed the most appropriate academic program, and eventually to a
job. Finally, the presence of massive numbers of immigrants and their
children led to the creation of special “foreign” classes, in which new
arrivals learned English, and also “Americanization” classes for adults
in the evening schools.6

The annual reports of the Providence School Committee also pro-
vide poignant evidence that another kind of change was occurring in
educational circles: an increasing concern with the economic effi-
ciency of the schools. It soon came to be required that this large and
expensive endeavor justify itself in the same terms as a solid business
establishment. Throughout the nineteenth century, these reports had
been concerned with educational issues, devoting a few pages to fi-
nances. By the late 1920s, each report consisted principally of finan-
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cial statements. The same concern surfaced in an attempt to import
“the Gary Plan,” a way of regimenting pupils more completely in
order to save on personnel costs.’

A related development was a new emphasis on expertise, on the
professional nature of educational administration. An indication of
that new emphasis was a number of later innovations that came in
the wake of a survey of the Providence public schools made in the
mid-1920s by a team from Teacher’s College, Columbia University.
At least one of these innovations had repeatedly failed to win legis-
lative approval before the authority of these experts was invoked: the
reduction of the large, unwieldy Providence School Committee to a
small committee, no longer elected ward by ward, but partly from
larger districts and partly on a citywide basis. The change probably
did make the committee more efficient, as reformers argued it would.
However, perhaps that efficiency was gained at the cost of distancing
the committee from local leaders and thereby from local concerns.®

Another recommendation by these experts concerned the restruc-
turing of the educational system to include junior high schools and
more regional high schools — a restructuring that began in the late
1920s and was completed in the 1930s. The restructuring required
new buildings.

Part of the justification offered in 1924 to convince the city to sup-
port the expense of constructing these buildings was that new build-
ings would in any case be needed shortly to house increasing enroll-
ments. Indeed, enrollments had increased, virtually uninterrupted,
for as long as anyone cared to remember. Total enrollment in the
public schools in 1920, for example, stood at 36,457; in 1900 it had
been 25,155, and in 1880, 12,176. But the rising curves on the graphs
that the experts presented failed to predict the decline of the economy
and the slower growth in population that would occur in the 1930s.
These led first to a deceleration in the rate at which school enroll-
ments had been rising, and eventually to some absolute decline.’

Well before 1880, public schools enrolled many more pupils than
privately operated schools, but non-public institutions remained im-
portant, particularly the Catholic schools. The Catholic parishes of
Providence had begun supporting some schools as early as the 1850s.
These were principally primary schools; few pupils reached the higher
elementary grades in these institutions before the late nineteenth cen-
tury. Nevertheless, small diocesan secondary schools did exist — one
for boys and another for girls — throughout the second half of the
nineteenth century. After the turn of the century, these Catholic sec-
ondary schools increased in size and importance. Throughout the 1880
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1925 period, roughly one-fifth of all pupils five to fifteen years old
were enrolled in Catholic schools.

A small number of other private schools, primarily for a well-to-do
clientele, were also to be found in the city, but their students com-
posed only a tiny fraction of the total city enrollment in the years
1880-1925. Their share of secondary school students was somewhat
larger, at least in 1880, but that, too, had dropped sharply by the turn
of the century.?

Providence was thus a reasonably large urban center with a heter-
ogeneous economy based on commerce and finance as well as on a
variety of major industries. It was a city in which important ethnic
groups were present in substantial numbers. Finally, its school sys-
tem was reasonably similar to those that have been studied in other
urban centers.?! Within these parameters, the magnificent state of its
historical records, which permitted the research design described in
the next section, made Providence a compelling site for a study.

1.2. The evidence

The data that permit an intensive investigation of social origins,
schooling, and social destinations are described in detail in the Ap-
pendix. However, their essential characteristics can be easily and briefly
described. Manuscript census schedules, the actual notations of the
census-takers, provided the source from which samples of young
people were drawn. These census schedules record the name, age,
address, occupation, race, place of birth, sex, relation to head of
household, and other critical information on every individual in every
household. Large samples of adolescent boys were selected from the
U.S. Census manuscript schedules for 1880 and 1900 and from Rhode
Island State Census manuscript schedules for 1915 and 1925. Large
samples of girls were also drawn from 1880 and 1915. Each of these
six samples contained between 900 and 1,200 individuals. In order to
ensure that ample numbers of children would be selected from the
ethnic groups on which the study focuses, special supplemental sam-
ples of blacks were gathered for each period, and supplemental sam-
ples of Italian, Irish, and Russian Jewish children were selected for
1915 (supplemental samples for 1880 and 1915 included girls as well
as boys). All samples were taken from across the entire city of Provi-
dence, rather than from a single neighborhood or group of neighbor-
hoods.

These census records provide very little information on the kind or
amount of schooling a child received. The U.S. Censuses of 1880 and
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1900 did ask whether or not a child had attended school during the
year preceding the census date, but this question elicited only a sin-
gle, imprecise indicator of schooling; in particular, it did not tell how
much schooling the child had eventually received or in what schools.
In order to obtain detailed information about schooling, each child in
the sample was traced in all the city’s surviving school records: pub-
lic, Catholic, and other private school records. The most important of
these records were the actual academic records for each student. Some
records had, of course, been destroyed. The Appendix discusses the
state of these records in detail. But the records of secondary school
enrollment, which provide the principal basis for the present study,
are as nearly complete as one could ever hope to find in a major urban
center, and so very nearly complete that the impact of those that have
been destroyed (though noted in the few relevant contexts later) has
been utterly trivial.

In order to permit intensive study of enrollment patterns within
high schools, supplemental samples were drawn from the school rec-
ords. These samples included the entering classes of several high school
programs in 1880, 1900, and 1915. They were drawn because the pro-
portions of high school entrants in the population, and hence their
numbers in the random samples, were not large in those years. The
high school entrant sample was traced back to the census manuscript
schedules in order to obtain family background information on these
individuals.

Information on the socioeconomic positions that male sample
members occupied as young adults was found in city directories. The
directories, published annually, list the names, addresses, and occu-
pations of the city’s adult male residents.

The effort required to gather this information was considerable. In-
deed, it was accomplished only with the help of research assistants
contributing many thousands of hours over the course of several years.
That effort — because of the combination of sources, their detail, and
the size and scope of the samples — has made this data set a unique
source for the social history of schooling in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries in America.

1.3.  Ethnic groups of the city: a closer look

The majority of the children of Providence throughout this period
had immigrant parents: Only about 40% of the fathers were native-
born in 1880 and 1900, and less than 35% in 1915 and 1925 (Table 1.1).
In 1880, nine-tenths of the immigrants came from the British Isles,
primarily from Ireland. At the turn of the century, such immigrants



Table 1.1. Race and place of birth of sample members’ fathers, 1880-1925

Father’s race and

Proportion of all children in

sampled age range, by year (%)
[subtotals in brackets]

place of birth 1880 1900 1915 1925
U.S.: whites (all) [38.4] [41.8] [33.4) [32.3]
Yankees (native whites, native
parentage) [31.9] [22.1] [15.5] e
R.I.-born to R.I.-born father 14.4 9.2 a
Other R.1.-born 2.3 2.3
Massachusetts-born 7.7 4.5
Other New England-born 5.1 3.6
Other native whites, native
parentage 2.4 2.5
Native whites, Irish parentage 3.1 12.0 10.8
Native whites, other foreign
parentage 3.4 7.7 7.1
Blacks® 2.0 1.3 2.3 1.8
Ireland 41.1 20.7 13.1 7.3
England, Scotland, or Wales 12.4 12.0 7.8 4.5
Italy 0.3 6.7 15.8 28.6
Russia 0 2.5 7.3 7.2
Other countries [6.1] [15.1] [20.3] [18.4]
Canada, French 0.1 4.9 4.5 5.8¢
Canada, other 2.5 2.8 2.0
Scandinavia 0.2 2.6 3.0 1.6
Germany 1.9 2.5 1.7 0.9
Austria 0.1 0.5 1.2 0.8
Poland 0 0 2.8 3.8
Portugal 0.2 0.2 2.0 1.2
All others 1.0 1.5 2.9 4.3
Total (100%) N 2,039 879 1,776 1,065
Children of immigrants: proportion foreign-born
Father born in:
Ireland 12.3 8.8 3.6 1.4
England, Scotland, or Wales 44.4 24.8 20.0 10.0
Italy 83.1 37.0 8.0
Russia 81.8 39.9 11.0
All others 34.5 40.9 21.1 8.5
All children of immigrants
(% foreign-born) 20.9 30.8 23.5 7.9
All children (% foreign-born) 12.3 17.6 15.3 5.4

“The 1915 and 1925 Rhode Island state censuses did not provide information
on state of birth. The latter also did not provide sample members’ grandpar-

ents’ places of birth.
®Virtually all native-born.

“Not distinguished from “Canada, other” in 1925 census.
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accounted for half of the foreign-born fathers, but by 1915 for only a
third, and by 1925 for a sixth. The number of immigrants from south-
ern and eastern Europe rose at a comparable rate. Especially impor-
tant were the Italians: one-eighth of the foreign-born fathers in 1900,
one-quarter in 1915, and over two-fifths in 1925. The other "new im-
migrant’” groups were much smaller, although together they out-
numbered the Italians until 1925. The second largest of the new Eu-
ropean groups were the Russian Jews. Scandinavians, Germans,
Austrians, Poles, Armenians, and Portuguese made up the remain-
der of the Europeans. Finally, 6-8% of all fathers in the later samples
were Canadian immigrants, mostly French Canadian.

The children were much less likely than their parents to have been
born abroad: Only 21-31% of the immigrants’ children were them-
selves foreign-born in the first three samples, and a mere 8% in 1925.
The immigrant families of 1925 included far fewer recent arrivals than
families had in earlier years because of the immigration restrictions
imposed by the United States in the preceding few years. The fluctua-
tions in other years reflect mostly the shifting proportions of immi-
grants from different countries and different patterns of migration.
Notwithstanding the fluctuations, the basic pattern was clear: A ma-
jority of the parents were foreign-born, and a majority of their chil-
dren native-born.

Although two-fifths of the fathers were native-born, many of these
natives were themselves sons of immigrants, especially after 1880. In
that year, the second generation constituted only one-sixth of all
native-born fathers. However, by 1900, nearly one-half of the native
fathers were sons of immigrants, mostly from Ireland.

The native whites of native parentage generally are referred to in
the discussion that follows as Yankees. Those sample members who
were the children of Yankees were at least the third generation in
their families to be born in the United States; many must have traced
their American ancestry much further back in time. It would, how-
ever, be a mistake to assume that they all had deep roots in Provi-
dence. Only about half the Yankee fathers were born in Rhode Island
(and among these, no less than four-fifths of their fathers had also
been born there).”2 Many of these Rhode Island families probably mi-
grated to Providence from rural parts of the state. Among these old
Rhode Island families, some were wealthy and respected; others had
simply elected to stay in one place for several generations. Nearly all
of the remaining Yankee fathers came from New England, mostly
from Massachusetts.” ‘

All in all, it is striking how few of the children came from Yankee
homes (how few were the children of native whites of native paren-
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tage); fewer still came from old Rhode Island families. In 1880, a third
had been born to Yankee fathers, but by 1900 only 22%, and in 1915
only 16%. Fewer still had two Yankee parents (not shown in the ta-
ble): only 11% in 1915. Similarly, only a relative handful had parents
and grandparents born in Rhode Island: 9% in 1880, and 4% in 1900.
Only a minute proportion of families had not experienced some form
of migration in recent memory.?

1.4. Schooling, social class, and ethnicity

By 1880, and probably much earlier, virtually all children spent at
least a few years in school — roughly between the ages of seven and
eleven.” That some schooling was beneficial must have been very
widely, probably universally, accepted. Moreover, alternative uses for
children’s time in the city were minimal; there was relatively little a
very young child could do to bring in way 2s, and at home their nui-
sance value probably outweighed any help they might have pro-
vided. In any case, it is clear that most children, even from the poor-
est groups, were in school at these ages.?® At age eleven, for example,
89% of the children of laborers were still in school, as were 88% of
blacks and 91% of the children of the Irish. Dropout rates increased
very rapidly with each succeeding age, so that by age thirteen 73% of
Providence children were still enrolled, by age fifteen only 42%, and
by age seventeen a mere 19%.

Among the boys, nearly all who left school went to work. Among
the girls, higher proportions (as high as a quarter of all girls at some
ages) were not at school or in gainful employment, but helping at
home. The jobs of children varied by age, of course. Typically, how-
ever, early dropouts took low-skill jobs in textile mills or worked as
errand boys, cash boys, and newspaper boys (or girls). Young adoles-
cents were much less likely to get apprenticeships or jobs as clerks or
sales clerks.?

The rates of school leaving indicate that a substantial majority of
children entered school by age six or seven and remained at least
through age thirteen. Thus, they must have received some six or seven
years of schooling in all. Indeed, the median length of time a child
spent in school in Providence in 1880 was probably about nine years.?
Clearly, however, the experiences of the poor, and the Irish, were
somewhat different. Among them, for example, dropout rates were
already substantial by age thirteen. For example, whereas 80% of all
children remained in school at that age, only 68% of the Irish did so.

In any case, these rates surely suggest that most children must have
reached the upper primary school grades (third, fourth or fifth grade)
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before leaving school, and many must have reached the grammar
school grades as well. That 73% were enrolled at age thirteen and 43%
at age fifteen might also seem to imply that reasonably large propor-
tions of the children were entering high school. They were not. In
1880, only 10% of the boys and 15% of the girls were enrolled in high
school. Indeed, most of the teenagers who were enrolled in school
(especially those fifteen or younger) were still in the primary or gram-
mar grades. The contrast between the high proportion of teenagers
in school and the low proportion reaching high school highlights the
age—grade disparity, a reality of the school experience that historians
have yet to explore in depth. But turn-of-the-century schoolmen who
were troubled by “‘grade retardation” had a point. In later years, the
loose age—grade fit tightened only slowly.?

In the following decades, school attendance generally was encour-
aged, and special efforts were made to raise the age at which children
left school: Compulsory school legislation was repeatedly modified,
the length of the primary and grammar school course was reduced by
a year shortly after 1900, and secondary school programs were cre-
ated with an eye to attracting students.

How much this kind of legislation, or the bureaucratic and curric-
ular changes, mattered is difficult to judge. Jobs for children may also
have become less readily available as a result of technological changes.
The perception of a basic education may also have changed; more and
more families may have chosen to keep their children in school an
extra year or two. Finally, rising real wages for working-class families
through much of this period may have contributed to the same result.
We need not sort out the reasons for the growth in school enrollments
during those decades. What is clear is that there was indeed substan-
tial change.

From the point of view of school officials, the critical issue was the
staggering rise in the number of students, a rise that drove them con-
stantly to beseech the City Council to erect new buildings. The crush
at the high schools was especially dramatic. Enrollment in public sec-
ondary schools stood at 417 in 1880; it reached 1,930 in 1900, 3,526 in
1915, and 5,941 in 1925. These were, of course, ‘‘live bodies” that had
to be accommodated. In part, the enrollment increases were due sim-
ply to the growth of the city’s population between 1880 and 1925. The
proportion of children who reached high school was not rising at the
same rate as these total enrollment figures. Nevertheless, that pro-
portion was also rising rapidly. Whereas in 1880, 10% of the boys
enrolled in high school, 17% did so in 1900, 34% in 1915, and 49% in
1925.

Many factors helped determine who would receive extended
schooling: social class and ethnic origin, gender, the number of sib-
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lings a child had, distance from a school, the child’s intellectual apti-
tude and, quite simply, how much the child liked school. As with
most social behavior, we cannot fully understand the factors deter-
‘mining school attendance. When we take account of as many of these
social and intellectual characteristics as we can, there are still many
exceptions — children who would have been expected to leave early,
but instead stayed many years, or the reverse. Their behavior is a
reminder, first, that our measures of social characteristics are imper-
fect and, second, that countless particular circumstances of families
and individuals have been overlooked. Nevertheless, it is clear that
two sorts of social division are very important to any description of
schooling: social class and ethnicity.

Our best indication of the social-class positions of individuals is
occupation, as reported to the census and in other records. This tells
us the kind of work they did (baker, clerk, laborer, lawyer), whether
or not they were self-employed, and sometimes the sector of the
economy in which they worked (clerk in textile mill, clerk in bank).
Optimally, one would wish to supplement the occupational informa-
tion with knowledge of the income available to families. Individuals
in a given occupation may, after all, vary considerably in income.
Although information on family income is not available, related infor-
mation is: the assessed value of the property (real estate and some
other forms of property) of a family.

The definition of social class, the major classes of different social
orders, the relationships among classes and class consciousness and
class struggle, the connection between all these and the state — these
themes have been central to the modern study of society throughout
its history. However, in conceiving of ethnic patterns of school attain-
ment, and even of ethnic patterns of job attainment, we need not
grapple extensively with most of these issues. What matters most is
knowing how the economic characteristics of families — levels of ma-
terial well-being, as well as social characteristics that often accompany
economic positions — explain the ethnic differences in children’s
schooling and in their later job patterns.® In any case, even if we did
choose to grapple at length with the larger conceptual issues just
mentioned, we would be thrown back, in a historical survey of city-
wide trends, on the criteria of occupation and property values, for
these constitute the available evidence.

The mass of information on the occupations and property holdings
of thousands of individuals must be organized to highlight the class
distinctions inherent within them. One useful way is to group the
fathers of sample members into vertically ordered strata on the basis
of their occupations and property value: high and low white-collar;
skilled, semiskilled, and unskilled blue-collar.®* Roughly speaking,
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the white-collar workers can be thought of as middle-class, and the
blue-collar workers as working-class. For some purposes, such as as-
sessment of class consciousness or class conflict, such gross distinc-
tions might well be inadequate. But our purpose is to arrive at a
meaningful and efficient way to distinguish levels of socioeconomic
well-being, and a vertical ordering of occupations and property val-
ues into strata and classes does serve that purpose. Other ways of
approaching the evidence will be useful later.’? For the moment,
however, we consider these five strata.

The consistency in the sizes of these strata over time is striking. Of
course, the occupational structure changed somewhat during the pe-
riod. By 1925, more people than in 1880 no doubt worked in large
factories rather than in small workshops or as artisans. Similarly, the
prominence of various occupations changed as industries and ser-
vices developed or declined. Nevertheless, roughly a quarter of those
in the work force were in white-collar jobs in each sample. However,
only 6-10% were in high white-collar occupations, enjoying positions
as major managers and proprietors, or as professionals. The rest were
petty proprietors, salesmen, or clerks. Another quarter of the workers
held skilled manual-labor jobs or worked as foremen. These jobs gen-
erally required several years of training, for example, as an appren-
tice. They included machinists, carpenters, plumbers, goldsmiths, and
the like. Below these were the low manual workers — the semiskilled
and the unskilled, whose jobs could be learned in a few weeks or a
few hours. Most of the former were factory operatives; most of the
latter were described as laborers.

A very useful criterion of extended schooling for the period before
1930 is high school enrollment. High school represented a distinct
level of schooling — a different institution, not merely an additional
grade. Barely more than half the population entered, even in 1925, so
that entry did distinguish those with relatively extended schooling.
High school entry was determined by length of school attendance, of
course, as well as by progress through the grades; the looseness of
the age—grade fit makes it important to recall both determinants, and
social origins clearly influenced both. The sample data are not well
suited for assessing the measure of grade attainment social scientists
typically seek in contemporary surveys, namely, the highest grade of
school completed — too many records from the lowest grades are
missing, as are too many records of college enrollment. But the re-
search strategy was designed to maximize the accuracy of information
on high school entry; for the moment, we can limit our attention to
that measure of extended schooling.?

Table 1.2 shows the social-class differences in high school enroll-



Table 1.2. High school entry and social-class origins, 1880-1925

1880 1900 1915 1925
Gender Father’s
of child occupation Rate (%) N Rate (%) N Rate (%) N Rate (%) N
Male High white collar 40.1 (68) 64.4 (51) 63.9 (67) 83.3 (96)
Low white collar 17.9 (119) 27.9 (151) 48.5 (179) 63.9 (171)
All white collar 26.0 (187) 37.2 (202) 52.7 (246) 70.9 (267)
Skilled 6.2 (213) 13.4 (263) 34.8 (223) 53.2 (258)
Semiskilled 5.5 (142) 11.8 (199) 28.9 (208) 51.5 (231)
Unskilled 23 (177) 8.0 (169) 12.3 (169) 29.7 (177)
All blue collar 4.7 (532) 11.5 (631) 26.4 (600) 46.4 (666)
Unknown 6.2 (64) 6.7 47) 25.5 (48) 21.3 (132)*
Total 9.9 (783) 17.1 (880) 33.6 (894) 49.4 (1,065)
Female High white collar 44.3 (77) 61.7 67)
Low white collar 30.3 (129) : 52.3 (173)
All white collar 35.5 (206) 54.9 (240)
Skilled 11.7 (241) 39.1 (213)
Semiskilled 6.3 (210) 29.8 (243)
Unskilled 24 (172) 14.7 (163)
All blue collar 7.3 (623) 29.0 619)
Unknown 17.5 {35) 44.0 (23)
Total 14.5 (864) 36.5 (882)

Note: Sample sizes presented in this table have been weighted to reflect the correct relative sizes of the occupational strata. Actual
sample sizes were substantially greater for males in 1880 (N=1,175) and in 1915 (N for boys = 1,998; N for girls = 1,462) because
of inclusion of supplemental samples of selected ethnic groups and because of gender-specific sampling ratios in the citywide
sample of 1880.

“The proportion unknown is higher than in preceding years because information on father’s occupations was not provided by the
1925 Rhode Island state census, requiring a trace to the city directory for the information.
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ment rates by father’s occupation over the course of nearly half a cen-
tury in Providence. Sharp increases over time are evident in all groups,
but of particular interest here are the differences across strata. They
are not equally large. The patterns for children of semiskilled and
skilled workers seem very similar, perhaps reflecting no more than
weaknesses in the classification scheme. On the other hand, the sim-
ilarities in all blue-collar rates before 1915 (especially among boys),
and the sharp differences between blue-collar and white-collar rates,
emphasize how much more common secondary schooling was among
the children of the middle class. Within the high schools there were
still many working-class children; the working class was so much larger
than the middle class that even much lower rates of enrollment pro-
duced substantial representation. Nevertheless, the class differences
are striking: 26% of middle-class boys compared with 5% of working-
class boys reached high school in 1880, and 71% compared with 46%
in 1925.

Table 1.3 shows the rates of high school entry in the same years for
each of the major ethnic groups of the city. Because the 1880 and 1915
samples include both boys and girls, rates for the sexes are combined
(gender differences are discussed in detail in later chapters). By no
means all groups exhibited unique patterns; entry rates were similar
in many groups. Yet there are some clear ethnic differences, differ-
ences that divided the city’s children as sharply in ethnic terms as in
terms of social class. At one pole, the largest immigrant groups, first
the Irish and later the Italians, were especially unlikely to reach high
school; so, too, were blacks through most of the period. Indeed, chil-
dren from most immigrant groups (excluding the British children in
the later part of the era) were relatively unlikely to enroll; Yankees
were relatively likely to do so. Still, there were clear differences among
the white groups beyond those an immigrant—native dichotomy could
explain. For example, the Italians were much less likely to reach high
school than were members of other immigrant groups. Nor did Jews
behave like the other immigrant groups; Jews were at least as likely
to reach high school as were the Yankees.

To some extent, of course, these ethnic differences were simply due
to the fact that the heads of immigrant and black families were heavily
concentrated in low-skill, low-paying jobs. They could not support
extended schooling for children as easily as could others, if they could
do so at all. To some extent, then, the ethnic differences may not be
more than a reflection of social-class differences. The connections be-
tween social-class and ethnic differences in schooling are therefore
important topics, which we shall carefully probe in subsequent chap-
ters.



Table 1.3. Ethnic and social-class differences in high school entry, 1880-1925

1880 1900 1915 1925

Rate Rate Rate Rate
Group (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N
Father’s ethnic group
Yankees (NWNP)# 28.2 (6149) 36.2 (185) 52.5 (263)
NWIRP* 7.4 (56) 10.6 (104) 47.8 (191 61.5 (296)°
NWOTHP* 24.1 (57) 23.0 (61) 40.1 (119)
Blacks® 3.7 (216) 12.3 (114) 22.4 (264) 4.1 (107)
Irish© 6.6° (779 18.1¢ (168) 41.4 (587) 73.5 (68)
English, Scots, Welsh 6.1 (244) 8.1 99) 27.2 (136) 57.5 (40)
Italians¢ ¢ 3.5 (57) 9.9 (839) 33.0 (72)
Russian Jews® ¢ ¢ 42.3 (666) 69.4 (261)
All other immigrants 4.4 112) 13.2 (144) 32.0 (400) 53.4 (189)
Father’s social class
White-collar 31.0 (500) 37.2 (213) 53.8 (1,038) 70.9 (276)
Blue-collar 6.1 (1,574) 11.5 (720) 27.7 (2,422) 46.4 (757)
Total: all groups/ 12.4 (2,074) 17.7 (933) 35.0 (3,460) 53.0 (1,033)

“NWNP, native whites, native parentage; NWIRP, native whites, Irish parentage; NWOTHP, native whites, other parentage.
bChildren of all native white groups (see Table 1.1, note a).

“‘Numbers are based on supplemental samples of blacks collected in each period and of Irish, Italians, and Russian Jews in 1915.
Therefore, the numbers do not reflect the relative sizes of groups in the city. The supplemental samples are also included in the
last three rows of rates, but weighted to reflect the actual ethnic compositions of the cohorts.

Includes estimates of entry to some Catholic schools whose records are unavailable. See Chapter 2 and the Appendix for a full
discussion. :

¢Too few for separate classification (included in " All other immigrants” category).

fTables 1.3 and 1.4 exclude sample members whose social-class origins are unknown. The ethnic origins of a small number of
sample members were also unknown (nearly all of these individuals were in the high school entrant samples included in Table
1.4); these individuals are included only in the rows for White-collar, Blue-collar, and Total.
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1.5.  Jobs: social-class destinations

Our study of the later social positions of the sample members must
be limited to men, and limited further to those men who remained in
the Providence metropolitan area as young adults. The limitations are
dictated by the nature of the sources. The best available indicator of
the social position that a sample member attained as a young adult is
his occupation at that time, as listed in the city directory.>

Even among the men, only about half could be found in the city
directories: 48%, 46%, 47%, and 52% for the four successive samples.
The directories missed some men, and others had left the area; still
others had to be eliminated because our search procedures simply
could not identify them positively in the directories (as explained in
the Appendix). Those men who could not be found may, of course,
have differed in occupation from those who were found. But there is
little reason to think that the patterns of attainment that interest us
(differences by ethnic group, and differences in the effects of family
background or education on attainment, for example) would have been
sufficiently different among those who stayed to invalidate our con-
clusions.®

Sample members were traced in the city directories published a dec-
ade after the year of the census from which they were selected. Thus,
the boys of 1880 were traced to the directories of 1890, those of 1900
to the directories of 1910, and so forth. The sample members, adoles-
cents in the year of the census, would have been twenty-two to twenty-
six years old in the year to which they were traced. It may seem un-
wise to focus on occupational information from such an early point in
their careers. The practical reason for studying jobs of men in their
early twenties is that during the course of their twenties and thirties,
many more young men left the city. The choice of a later age would
have meant still higher levels of missing data. There is, in fact, little
reason to think that the relative socioeconomic positions of the men
in their twenties changed dramatically later — particularly not in ways
systematically related to ethnic origins. This contention is supported
by some exploratory analyses. As part of the data-collection effort,
the sample members had been traced two decades across time (as
well as one), into their early and middle thirties. Most of the occupa-
tional patterns discussed in this book could be readily observed even
in that exploratory analysis of the smaller, less representative sam-
ples. Also, the jobs of the men in their thirties correlated highly with
those they had held in their twenties, suggesting that the critical re-
lationships between occupations and background characteristics were
also much the same for both sets of jobs.3¢

In Table 1.4, the jobs of young men have been classified into one of
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Table 1.4. Ethnic and social-class differences in young men’s jobs

Proportion obtaining

jobs in each stratum®

(%)
Father’s Total Mean
ethnic group or White- Skilled Low number in occupational
social class collar manual manual all strata® score®
1880 sample
Yankees (NWNP)4 56.4  29.1 14.6 (249) 40.8
NWIRP? 21.8 326 45.6 (16) 28.7
NWOTHP* 53.4 17.8 289 (21) 33.8
Blacks 16.9 7.1 76.1 (35) 16.1
Irish 16.5 435 40.0 (214) 26.2
English, Scots, Welsh ~ 35.3 36.3 28.4 (68) 36.0
All other immigrants  45.1  33.8 21.1 (25) 33.8
White-collar 64.5 200 15.6 (218) 41.4
Blue-collar 23.2 419 35.0 (423) 29.5
Total: all groups 359 351 29.0 (641) 33.0
1900 sample
Yankees 56.0 23.4 20.6 (163) 40.2
NWIRP 30.7 314 37.9 (78) 30.3
NWOTHP 373 384 243 (47) 4.1
Blacks 25.7 6.8 67.5 (46) 20.8
Irish 309 229 46.2 (112) 28.8
English, Scots, Welsh  27.8  41.6 30.7 (70) 33.7
Italians 309 21.8 47.3 (20) 30.4
All other immigrants ~ 17.0  44.5 38.5 (78) 31.0
White-collar 51.5  22.9 25.7 (215) 38.8
Blue-collar 295 326 37.8 (444) 31.7
Total: all groups 34.6 304 35.0 (659) 33.3
1915 sample
Yankees 45.7 16.5 37.9 (77) 35.0
NWIRP 55.9 16.7 27.5 (68) 36.6
NWOTHP 57.8 3.4 38.9 (41) 36.3
Blacks 153  13.0 71.8 (46) 16.5
Irish 41.2 203 39.2 (238) 32.9
English, Scots, Welsh 364  37.0 26.6 (50) 35.7
Italians 33.2 203 46.5 (248) 26.8
Russian Jew 772 127 10.2 (158) 4.8
All other immigrants  38.3  20.6 40.8 (106) 33.2
White-collar 59.9 16.6 23.5 (300) 39.2
Blue-collar 384 203 41.3 (748) 31.7
Total: all groups 46 192 36.2 (1,048) 33.7
1925 sample
Native whites 49.3 13.3 37.3 (150) 34.8
Blacks 85 12.8 78.7 47) 16.3
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Table 1.4 (Cont.)

Proportion obtaining
jobs in each stratum” (%)

Father’s Total Mean
ethnic group or White- Skilled Low number in occupational
social class collar manual manual all strata® score®
[rish 60.0 14.3 25.7 (35) 35.9
English, Scots, Welsh ~ 44.0 20.0 36.0 (25) 31.8
Italians 23.7 259 50.4 (139) 26.1
Russian Jews 74.4 5.1 20.5 (39) 41.2
All other immigrants 37.1 21.6 42.1 (97) 31.7
White-collar 66.3 12.4 21.2 (134) 39.9
Blue-collar 32.8 20.7 46.5 (398) 29.0
Total: all groups 41.7 18.5 39.9 (532) 31.9

“Based on the jobs of sample members ten years after the census year.
*Numbers include supplemental samples of high school entrants and of se-
lected ethnic groups. All rates and means are based on appropriate weighting
of sample members. N’s, however, are unweighted and do not reflect each
group’s relative size in the age cohort. See also note f, Table 1.3.

“Each occupation was assigned a score based on a 100-point scale (O.D. Dun-
can’s socioeconomic index; see text and its notes for full description). The
mean of scores found in each ethnic group is reported.

INWNP, native whites, native parentage; NWIRP, native whites, Irish par-
entage; NWOTHP, native whites, other parentage.

three major strata: white-collar (including both high and low white-
collar jobs), skilled, and low manual (including both semiskilled and
unskilled jobs).”” Young men fared better, on average, than their fa-
thers: More of the sons entered white-collar work, and fewer took low
manual jobs.® It may seem surprising that sons would have had such
an advantage, particularly by their middle twenties, over their fa-
thers. However, it should be recalled that large proportions of the
sample members’ fathers were immigrants, whereas the vast majority
of their children were native-born, and even the rest had spent much
of their youth in the United States. The American-born were gener-
ally much more successful in avoiding the most unattractive jobs,
having had the training and the familiarity with the American scene
to know how to do so.

Although many ethnic groups fared similarly, some ethnic differ-
ences in job patterns were as glaring as those in school patterns. In
particular, occupational differences between Irish and Yankee in the
first part of the era, between blacks and all others, between most im-
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migrants and natives, and between Italians and other whites are clearly
important. Again, the Jews were in a relatively favorable position
compared with others, including natives. Many of these ethnic differ-
ences were as large as those across class lines. As in the case of ethnic
differences in schooling, some of these ethnic differences in occupa-
tions simply reflect the fact that the class origins of young men in
different ethnic groups varied widely. Moreover, another important
part of the story of ethnic differences in job destinations may have
been ethnic differences in educational attainments — whatever the
sources of the educational differences.

In considering all these issues, it will be useful to think of occupa-
tions in a somewhat different way than we have thus far. Earlier,
occupations were classified into a small number of strata (high and
low white-collar; skilled, semiskilled, and unskilled blue-collar); usu-
ally it will be more useful to assign each occupation a score on a scale.
The scale used here was developed by Otis D. Duncan from 1950 U.S.
Census data and from survey data on the prestige of particular occu-
pations; it has been used widely in social research for more than two
decades. In essence, instead of assigning an occupation to one of five
levels (strata), it is assigned a score on a scale of 0 to 96. Moreover,
the social distance between any two adjacent scores is assumed to
remain constant: 1 point on the scale. In its use of many levels equally
separated, the occupational scale bears some analogy to measuring
social position in terms of income levels of families. On the other
hand, the differences between the occupational strata (e.g., low white-
collar vs. skilled, compared with skilled vs. unskilled) are not defined
precisely on any scale.

An initial obstacle to thinking about occupations in terms of scores,
of course, is the abstract nature of occupational scores. For example,
it seems more natural to think in terms of skilled and unskilled than
in terms of occupations 20 points apart. It may be useful, for overcom-
ing that obstacle, to consider Table 1.5, which indicates the scores
assigned to selected occupations. It also may make the meaning of
scores easier to grasp if we relate it to the more familiar blue-collar-
white-collar distinction: The average score for all blue-collar occupa-
tions was about 28 points below the average score for all white-collar
occupations.

Each method of classifying occupations — by strata or on an occu-
pational scale — has advantages and limitations for the study of social
behavior generally and for a historical study of ethnic-group experi-
ence in particular. However, for a great many purposes, the occupa-
tional scale has proved no less useful than the five strata, and for
others far more useful. One key advantage is that it captures more of
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Table 1.5. Scores for selected
occupations on the occupational scale”

Occupation Score
Physician 92
Banker 85
Manufacturer 61
Toolmaker 50
Merchant 49
Clerk 4
Foreman 44
Grocer 33
Machinist 33
Mason 27
Cabinetmaker 23
Carpenter 19
Barber 17
Longshoreman 11
Teamer/driver 8
Peddler 8
Laborer 6
Spinner 5
Woolsorter 2
Bobbin carrier 1

20.D. Duncan’s socioeconomic index; see
text for full description.

the effect of the father's occupation, for example, on children’s
schooling, because it makes nearly 100 distinctions (rather than only
5) between kinds of occupations. This difference is especially impor-
tant in comparing individuals alike in terms of father’s occupation but
differing in ethnicity or in length of schooling — in “controlling for
father’s occupation.” The occupational scale is also useful in studying
the occupations of the sons as young adults, because a mean occu-
pational score can be easily calculated for individuals in each ethnic
group, and differences in the mean occupational scores can be com-
pared. Thus, a single number captures the situation of a group, rather
than a set of three or five proportions (the proportion reaching each
stratum). The mean also provides a more tractable measure for so-
phisticated analysis of relevant problems, for example, of the relative
impact of family background and schooling on the sizes of ethnic dif-
ferences in job outcomes.®

Obviously, there are comparisons in which the mean occupational
score would be a poor substitute for occupational categories. For ex-
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ample, if our purpose were to describe a social structure, or to discuss
social conflict that is related to social-class position, the five-category
scheme might well be preferable. More generally, classifying occu-
pations into categories is especially useful if the social behavior being
explored can be explained by the factors that unite people into the
particular categories used; the most important example concerns the
Marxist categories of social class that are used to explain particular
social behavior because that behavior is based on class interest and
on class consciousness. However, discussions of the effects of social-
class origins on schooling or on social mobility usually do not have
that character; they do not explain outcomes as resulting from the
particular nature of the unifying class character of an occupational
category. Rather, the occupational categories are used primarily to
convey a vertical scale, simply to assess the advantages of being more
highly placed in social-class origin. For better or worse, the connec-
tion of those advantages to other aspects of social-class analysis usu-
ally is not an important part of the discussion. Given the use of social
strata to convey a vertical scale, often the purpose is better met by the
occupational scale.*

Another issue concerns the validity of using the particular occupa-
tional scale developed by Duncan for historical study. How accurate
can a scale based on 1950 data be for the 1880s? In fact, the vertical
positions of occupations in the scale and in the five strata correlate
highly. Consequently, if the scale is unreliable, the strata can hardly
be much better. Moreover, the available research uniformly suggests
that changes in the vertical positions of occupations over time have
been small, much smaller than many apparently have supposed. In
the present study, a large part of the entire analysis was conducted
using both methods: the occupational scale and the five strata. The
conclusions simply were not affected. However, the analysis can be
presented more concisely (and some details will stand out much more
clearly) when the occupational scale is employed.*!

The mean occupational scores for fathers” and sons’ jobs demon-
strate again the stability over time and the advantage of the sons over
the fathers that the occupational categories revealed earlier: The means
for fathers’” occupations were 24.1, 24.1, 25.9, and 27.8 in successive
years; for sons” occupations they were 33.0, 33.3, 33.7, and 31.9. The
difference in occupational outcomes by ethnic or class background
also shows up clearly using the occupational score instead of the oc-
cupational strata (Table 1.4).%

One other distinction should be borne in mind in thinking about
the social positions of the young men. Their positions can be con-
ceived in terms of occupational attainment or in terms of occupational
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mobility. The two ideas are similar, but not identical. Attainment in-
dicates simply the position the sample member reached. Mobility in-
dicates the difference between that position and his father’s. Both
perspectives can be useful, and both should reveal much the same
patterns. In most of the work that follows, the focus is on attainment,
because it is much simpler to assess and present findings in those
terms. Issues of mobility are simply recast into an attainment frame-
work by asking how important a factor the father’s occupation was in
determining the son’s occupational attainment. By recasting the issue
in this way, the father’s occupation is treated as one of a number of
relevant factors — along with ethnicity, schooling, number of siblings,
and others.®

1.6. Education and social destinations, 1880-1935

Before turning to distinctive ethnic patterns of behavior, it is impor-
tant to consider briefly the importance of education in determining
job destination. The crucial role of education in helping people to get
ahead is a staple of contemporary American ideology, and today’s
sociologists confirm that educational attainment is indeed at least as
important as any other aspect of an individual’s background in deter-
mining career.* However, their studies provide much less evidence
about the importance of education in determining careers before World
War I, and virtually none at all pertaining to the period before 1920.
The Providence data provide a unique opportunity to examine the
impact of education on later occupations. This examination, in turn,
provides a context for understanding ethnic differences in schooling
and social destinations.

Specifically, we can consider both the magnitude of the occupa-
tional advantage enjoyed by those who had enrolled in high school
and the proportion who had enrolled. Both must be kept in mind in
order to understand the role that education played in enhancing or
inhibiting social equality. For example, the advantages of secondary
schooling reached only a relative handful of working-class children in
1880 and even in 1900. The average social position of all working-class
children could hardly have been much affected by any advantages
enjoyed by that handful.

We can consider each issue in turn: first, the advantage of an ex-
tended education to those who received it, and second, its role in
determining the patterns of inequality in the population as a whole.
The analysis focuses on the impact of high school entry as a measure
of extended schooling. Other measures of schooling would be possi-
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Table 1.6. Extended schooling and social destinations: men, 1890-1935

Group 1890 1910 1925 1935
A. Advantage (in mean occupational score) of men who had entered high school
All men 19.6 15.0 12.9 15.0
Sons of low manual,

immigrant workers 22.6 11.5 11.4 11.6
All men, controlling for

5 family background

characteristics® 11.4 11.6 9.3 10.4

B. Advantage (in mean occupational score) of social class origins: difference between
sons of white- and blue-collar origins
Advantage of white-

collar origin 12.0 7.1 7.5 10.9

C. High school entry and social-class mobility: proportion who had reached high
school among all men of blue-collar family origin holding white-collar jobs (%)
Sons of:

Natives 29.3 30.1 57.2 84.1
Immigrants 9.1 18.5 48.2 73.0
All 18.1 24.3 51.7 77.1

“Characteristics controlled include the father’s occupation (occupational score),
assessed value of the family’s property, ethnicity, number of siblings, whether
or not both parents were present in the census year.

ble and would add some subtleties, but for the purposes at hand, this
measure is simple and sufficient.

The experience of the Providence sample members could hardly be
clearer regarding the advantages associated with schooling: Those who
entered high school were able to attain higher-status occupations. The
occupational score for those who received some secondary schooling
was nearly 20 points higher than that for others in the 1880 sample
and some 13-15 points higher in each of the three later samples (Ta-
ble 1.6, first row). How large is that difference? We can compare the
magnitude of that difference to another: the difference between the
occupations attained by middle-class and working-class boys. The ad-
vantage of having come from a middle-class home amounted to 7 to
12 points in each of the four samples (Table 1.6, part B). Thus, the
difference associated with secondary school entry was notably larger
in each sample.

The occupational advantages enjoyed by high school entrants were
only partly due to that schooling itself. After all, most who received
extended schooling had other social advantages; for example, they
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were more likely to be of middle-class origin. These other advantages,
rather than their schooling, could have accounted for their later good
fortune in the job market. So it is important to consider how much of
their advantage remains when high school entrants are compared with
nonentrants of comparable social origins. '

Table 1.6 presents the evidence relevant to this question. First, by
way of concrete illustration, it indicates (in the second row) the im-
pact of high school entry among a particular group: the sons of im-
migrant blue-collar workers. Did it really make any difference to these
boys whether or not they reached high school? Were they not trapped
in difficult social conditions regardless of schooling? They were not.
The suspicion that secondary schooling did not help working-class
boys, or immigrant working-class boys, who received it cannot be
sustained. Education did not merely reflect the advantages of birth.
Immigrant working-class boys who reached high school entered much
more attractive occupations than others of similar social backgrounds,
occupations averaging about 11 points higher in the three later sam-
ples and higher still in the 1880 sample.

Table 1.6 also presents a more general measure (in the third row):
the occupational advantage resulting from high school entry among
individuals comparable in regard to many aspects of social back-
ground. The father’s occupation (classified into the nearly 100 levels
of the occupational scale described earlier), the value of the property
held by the family of origin, the number of children in the family, and
whether or not both mother and father were present are all taken into
account. Finally, many categories of immigrants and their children,
as well as blacks, are distinguished - seven to twelve ethnic catego-
ries, depending on the ethnic composition of the city in different years.
The measure of the occupational advantage resulting from high school
entry among individuals comparable in terms of all these background
characteristics was obtained by multiple-regression analysis.* That
occupational advantage was still between 9 and 12 points in each pe-
riod.

Clearly, other, unseen differences could have mattered as well, but
the differences controlled are immensely important, and their impact,
though not negligible, is modest enough to suggest that others would
not greatly affect the results. Indeed, most other important differ-

* Multiple regression, a statistical procedure used throughout the study, can be thought
of as averaging differences in outcomes within categories of each of the family back-
ground factors taken into account; in this case, it averages the differences in occu-
pational scores between entrants and nonentrants (the occupational advantage of
high school entry).
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ences in family origins were related to these, and much of their effect
has therefore already been taken into account.

In sum, with no controls, the advantages associated with high school
entry amounted to 20 points in 1880 and 13-15 points later; with con-
trols, these advantages still amounted to 9-12 points in each period.
Even in 1880, half the advantage was independent of measurable family
origins, and in later periods at least seven-tenths. That independent
advantage may in turn be compared with the total advantage associ-
ated with being raised in a middle-class rather than a working-class
home (including those class advantages realized through schooling).
The independent advantages of high school entry (9-12 points) were
about as large as the total advantages associated with class origins in
1880 and 1925, and larger than these in 1900 and 1915 (A and B in
Table 1.6).

Thus, the answer to the first question posed earlier (How much of
an advantage did extended schooling give those who received it?) is
unambiguous: That advantage was very considerable. However, we
can now consider the second question: How many indeed received
that advantage, and, particularly, were they numerous enough to
matter to the outcomes generally — for example, to the fate typical of
all working-class boys?

The answer to this second question turns on the proportion of chil-
dren who received secondary schooling, and particularly on the pro-
portions who did so within different social classes and ethnic groups.
Until after the turn of the century, secondary schooling was rare, af-
fecting but one boy in ten in 1880, and even in 1900 fewer than two
boys in ten. Its impact on inequality in the society as a whole was
bound to be restricted. True, it was comparatively common among
the children of middle-class native whites as early as 1880; very nearly
two-fifths of the boys from these origins enrolled. By 1900, secondary
schooling was not uncommon among the middle-class sons of other
ethnic origins as well (nearly three in ten reaching high school), but
it remained rare among working-class families in both periods. In-
deed, among black and immigrant working-class families, only one
boy in fifty reached high school in 1880.

The large improvement in social position accruing to the individual
who reached high school must be seen in this context. Before 1915,
secondary schooling cannot be said to have had much impact on the
overall standing of young men from working-class origins, particu-
larly among blacks or immigrants. In 1880, the impact of the 22.6-
point advantage accruing to the one working-class boy in fifty who



40 Ethnic Differences

reached high school raised the average occupational score of the group
by less than half a point (22.6 X 0.021=0.47). In later years, especially
in 1915 and after, the larger proportions enrolling, coupled with the
large advantages to those who did, meant that the institution had
much more of an impact.

The impact of high school entry should be distinguished from the
impact of schooling generally. It is possible, although by no means
certain, that other, less exclusive levels of educational attainment -
completing grammar school, for example — also conferred large oc-
cupational advantages on those who attained them, compared with
those who did not. If so, the role of schooling in helping people to
get ahead in the nineteenth century may have been greater than is
indicated by our analysis (limited to the effects of high school entry
on occupations). We need not resolve this issue here. The critical points
for our purposes — to provide background for the discussions of eth-
nic differences that follow — are two: Extended sch()oling, measured
by secondary school enrollment, did have important advantages for
individuals who received it throughout the period, but it had little
effect on the fate of working-class boys as a whole, especially those
of immigrant and black origins in the first half of the era.

An important corollary of the preceding discussion concerns the
means by which working-class boys achieved upward mobility into
the middle class. Our best measure of this mobility is the proportion
of boys whose fathers held blue-collar jobs and who themselves ob-
tained white-collar jobs. How many of those who made this transition
had enrolled in high school? Table 1.6 (part C) indicates that among
the children of natives, extended schooling was important for working-
class mobility into middle-class jobs as early as 1880. Very nearly 30%
of the upwardly mobile came from the ranks of those who had re-
ceived secondary schooling. That the rate is so high is striking, be-
cause only one boy in eight from this stratum enrolled in high school.
Upward mobility of this sort was comparatively rare among those
who had not enrolled in high school (one in four accomplished it) and
very common among those who had (four in five did so). As a result,
a significant proportion of the upward mobility of boys from native,
working-class homes was indeed accomplished with the aid of sec-
ondary schooling even in the years when 88% of such boys never
reached high school.

Moreover, because the rate of entry in 1880 probably was not sig-
nificantly different from what it was in 1850 or 1860, and because
working-class mobility into white-collar jobs was not vastly more
common in the early years either, it is probable that the same conclu-
sion — the considerable connection between secondary schooling and
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upward mobility among boys from native, working-class homes — will
hold for the entire second half of the nineteenth century, at least in
the urban North.

Among the sons of immigrant workers, the proportion of high school
entrants who obtained white-collar work was nearly four in five.
However, only 2.1% of the sons of immigrant workers enrolled in
high school. Consequently, they accounted for only a small fraction
of the upward mobility by men of immigrant stock. Less than one in
ten of the upwardly mobile accomplished that goal with the aid of
secondary schooling. By 1900, the comparable fraction had doubled,
to reach nearly a fifth; by 1915 it had shot up to nearly half, and by
1925 to nearly three-quarters. In twenty-five years, then, upward mo-
bility among the sons of immigrant workers was transformed from
something rarely accomplished with the aid of secondary schooling
to something rarely accomplished without it.

We have dealt with two measures: the rates of high school entry
and the magnitude of the occupational advantage conferred by entry.
They help clarify a final point as well. We have seen that the magni-
tude of the occupational advantage enjoyed by high school entrants
amounted to 9-12 points in each sample (Table 1.6), on average. Ob-
viously, it varied from one individual to another, but did it also vary
systematically across important social groups? For example, perhaps
among the children of native-born workers, high school entrants en-
joyed a 25-point advantage ‘over nonentrants, whereas among the
children of immigrant workers, high school entrants enjoyed only a
5-point advantage over nonentrants. The answer is that such varia-
tions in the magnitude of the advantage enjoyed by entrants did not
exist. Nor, for example, was the occupational advantage that Russian
Jewish high school entrants enjoyed over Russian Jewish nonentrants
particularly different from the advantage that Italian entrants enjoyed
over Italian nonentrants. Indeed, in general, this measure, the occu-
pational advantage of extended schooling, did not vary systematically
across ethnic groups, at least among whites.* Consequently, if ex-

* Or, more precisely, we cannot observe variations that did occur in this measure,

and so we surmise that they must have been reasonably small. In part, the issue is
methodological: It is difficult to determine the differences across groups in the oc-
cupational advantages of schooling — because results involving the interaction of
three variables (occupation, schooling, and ethnicity) are less likely to reach levels
of statistical significance than results involving the interaction of two variables. On
the other hand, because each group is studied on the basis of samples from at least
two different years, and because samples are large, the absence of large, consistent
ethnic differences in the occupational advantages of extended schooling (even those
that are not statistically significant) does suggest that whereas subtle differences of
this sort may well have existed, we are not overlooking an essential part of the story
by ignoring them.
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tended schooling helped some ethnic groups to get ahead more than
it helped others, the explanation lies in our other measure - that is,
in the proportion who received extended schooling in each group. Of
course, education is by no means the only explanation for ethnic dif-
ferences in occupations. So we shall examine the proportion receiving
an extended education in each ethnic group, as well as how fully
these differing educational attainments account for the differing oc-
cupational outcomes for the groups.



2 The Irish

The famine migration, the massive Irish immigration of the mid-
nineteenth century, was over well before 1880; however, the Irish
continued to immigrate in great numbers for decades after the famine
years. The number of later arrivals was never as great in any one
decade as it had been in 1845-55, but impressive numbers arrived in
every decade thereafter. By 1900, a majority of Irish immigrants living
in the United States had arrived after the famine years. About 1.9
million had come between 1830 and 1860, and another 1.9 million
arrived between 1860 and the turn of the century. Nearly three-quar-
ters of a million more came between 1900 and the Great Depression.
The American descendants of these immigrants probably number well
over 15 million today. The coming of the Irish is a major theme in
American history, a long, often painful process of accommodation by
immigrants and their children and grandchildren — a theme not merely
of one era but of successive eras.’

Many studies of Irish-American communities in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries have appeared recently. These have
stressed, first, that the concentration on the northeastern states in
earlier histories was misplaced; the Irish, particularly after the famine
migration years, settled throughout the country. Moreover, those who
settled outside the Northeast may have fared better economically than
the rest. Finally, these recent studies have stressed that most earlier
historical work concentrated on the famine migration and ignored the
social accommodation of later generations. These criticisms, particu-
larly the last, have some merit. On the other hand, throughout the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Irish immigrants were in
fact concentrated in the Northeast. As late as 1900, 60% of them lived
in six core northeastern states: New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Rhode Island. Evidence about their
success elsewhere is important, but what happened in the Northeast
remains central.> Moreover, in the cities of New England they consti-
tuted an especially important presence, because until the 1880s their
numbers were not matched by those of other immigrants. Elsewhere
in the Northeast, a large mid-nineteenth-century influx of Germans
accompanied the Irish immigration.

43
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The importance of the Irish in the cities of New England is clear
from the Providence sample of 1880, in which 41% of the children,
the largest ethnic group, were the offspring of the Irish. Another 3%
were the grandchildren of the earliest Irish arrivals. By contrast, the
children of the Yankees accounted for 32% of this age group.

The children of the Irish in the 1900 and subsequent samples, of
course, were the offspring of later waves of migration. By 1900, also,
the grandchildren of the Irish immigrants, the third generation, com-
posed a large group, and by 1915 they were nearly as numerous as
the children of the immigrants.>

The Providence samples spanning 1880~1925 allow us to examine
the Irish experience in a long, crucial period. Although the initial Irish
adjustment to American life came earlier, much of it occurred during
the years covered here. Indeed, change in the Irish educational and
occupational patterns during the course of these years is one of the
central themes of the following pages. The first section of this chapter
concerns the amount of schooling Irish children received and the jobs
the boys obtained when they reached their early twenties. The sec-
ond and third sections cover patterns of Catholic school enrollment
and some differences between public and Catholic schools.

2.1.  Patterns of schooling and occupational attainment

Very few of the children of lrish immigrants had been born abroad:
in 1880, about one in eight; by 1915, barely one in thirty.* The Irish
children, then, generally did not personally suffer the consequences
of transatlantic migration — such as arriving in the first grade at the
age of nine. However, they certainly did suffer the disadvantage of
immigrant working-class origins and often (especially in the early years)
the disadvantage of severe poverty as well.

Throughout the period, the Irish-American households in Provi-
dence were overwhelmingly working-class (Table 2.1). Indeed, they
were heavily concentrated in the lower levels of the working class, in
the semiskilled and unskilled strata. In 1880, fully 60% of the house-
hold heads were employed in low manual labor, and that proportion
did not change by more than five percentage points until 1925. Only
tiny proportions reached the highest strata, and fewer than one in
five households were headed by a white-collar worker of any kind
before 1925.

Still, there was improvement over time. It can be seen most clearly
in the mean occupational score for the group, which rose gradually
between 1880 and 1915 and more sharply (by nearly 5 points) be-
tween 1915 and 1925. It can be seen, too, if less clearly, in the gradual
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Table 2.1. Occupations of Irish-American fathers

Census year

1880 1900 1915 1925
Occupational stratum (%) (%) (%) (%)
Irish father
High white-collar 24 2.2 2.1 2.7
Low white-collar 9.3 14.3 15.6 21.6
Skilled 21.0 19.8 23.0 18.9
Semiskilled 22.3 18.1 25.6 37.9
Unskilled 37.9 39.0 29.3 10.8
Unknown 7.0 6.6 4.4 8.1
Total (100%) N* 837 182 646 74
Mean occupational score 15.9 18.6 21.4 26.3
Father native white, Irish parentage
High white-collar 3.2 29 3.7 b
Low white-collar 9.5 16.2 23.6
Skilled 47.6 27.6 24.6
Semiskilled 11.1 39.0 32.5
Unskilled 19.0 13.3 12.6
Unknown 9.5 1.0 3.1
Total (100%) N 63 105 191
Mean occupational score 22.1 25.3 32.4

“The numbers do not reflect the relative sizes of the groups. Different sam-
pling ratios were used for each census. In 1915, the sampling ratio used for
the Irish also differed from that used for the native whites of Irish parentage.
"The 1925 Rhode Island State Census did not provide information on the
sample members’ grandparents.

increase in white-collar workers. By 1925, that proportion among Irish
fathers had increased to a quarter of the household heads, which was
about the norm in the city as a whole.

There was also improvement across generations. The households
headed by a native of Irish parentage were better off than the Irish of
the immigrant generation; in 1900, their mean occupational score was
nearly 7 points higher, and in 1915, 11 points higher. Far fewer were
in unskilled work, and by 1915 notably more were in white-collar work.>

The second-generation Irish reached the mean score for all fathers’
occupations in the city by 1900 and passed it by 1915; the immigrant
generation reached it in 1925. More and more immigrants came from
southern and eastern Europe in the years after 1900, usually with few
resources and few skills; the advantages of the Irish in job and lan-
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guage skills and in connections helped place them closer to the city-
wide norm.

There was clearly improvement, then, both for later immigrants
compared with earlier immigrants and for the second generation
compared with the first. Nevertheless, the social position of the Irish
was distinctly working-class, and the immigrant generation was heavily
concentrated among the low manual workers.

It is critical to bear this perspective in mind in studying the school-
ing of the Providence Irish. The resources for extended schooling were
surely lacking in many of these homes. Indeed, often child labor must
have been necessary to make ends meet. Irish school attendance and
child labor rates clearly reflect that reality. However, they reflect other
influences as well.

We can measure the length of schooling in two ways. High school
enrollment rates are available for 1880-1925. Unfortunately, the high
school data for 1880 and 1900 are flawed because the records of the
Catholic high school are incomplete for those years. For most pur-
poses, the gap in the records is trivial. However, because the Irish
were the clientele of the Catholic institutions, it is important here.
The numbers of missing high school records were therefore estimated
with great care, and the observed Irish enrollment rates adjusted ac-
cordingly. The results were encouraging: Several independent pro-
cedures yielded consistent outcomes (see Appendix, Section 4D).
Nevertheless, given the problem of missing high school records, it is
especially fortunate that the census records themselves provide some
relevant supplemental information. School attendance rates are avail-
able for 1880 and 1900, and child labor rates for 1880, 1900, and 1915.
We can most fruitfully consider school attendance and child labor
among children thirteen to fifteen years old, the most critical ages for
the transition from school to work and the ages included in all three
samples, 1880-1915.

In 1880, differences in schooling and child labor between the chil-
dren of the Irish immigrants and the children of the Yankees were
huge (Tables 2.2-2.4). Among the Yankees, only a fifth of the boys
and a tenth of the girls worked during their early teens; among the
Irish, nearly two-thirds of the boys and half the girls did so. Patterns
of school attendance tell the same story. The high school enrollment
rates of the Irish, even when every allowance is made for the missing
records at the Catholic high schools, also indicate how starkly the city
was divided along ethnic lines. An impressive minority of the Yan-
kees reached high school, but almost none of the Irish children.

The Irish, as we have seen, came from less well-to-do homes. Surely,
within all groups, the poor left school first. Yet the social-class differ-



Table 2.2. High school enrollment of Yankees and Irish-Americans,

1880-1925

Odds ratio: each group
compared with Yankees”

Rate No Social background
Year and group (%) N controls  factors controlled®
1880: sons of
Yankees 23.7 (355)
Irish immigrants: observed® 2.1 (440) 14.48 4.68 (3.82)¢
1880: daughters of
Yankees 32.4 (259)
Irish immigrants: observed 3.9 (335) 11.81 6.03 (4.99)
1900: sons of
Yankees 36.2 (185)
NWIRP*: observed 10.6 (104) 4.79 2.45(2.28)
Irish immigrants: observed 14.9 (168) 3.24 1.18 (0.49)
1915: sons of
Yankees 49.6 (123)
NWIRP 479 94) 1.07 0.82 (0.67)
Irish immigrants 40.7 (405) 1.43 0.85 (0.71)
1915: daughters of
Yankees 55.0 (140)
NWIRP 46.4 97) 141 0.95 (0.17)
Irish immigrants 41.8 (201) 1.70 1.05 (0.20)
1925: sons of
Native whites/ 61.5 (296)
Irish immigrants 73.5 (68) 0.58 0.43 (2.63)
Corrected for missing data©
1880 sons of Irish 2.9-6.8 4.1-10.0 1.3-3.3
1880 daughters of Irish 5.5-10.8 41-8.5 21-4.2
1900 sons of NWIRP 13.4-18.6 23-34 13-19
1900 sons of Irish 16.2-20.0 2.1-2.7 08-1.0

“The odds that the children of Yankees (native whites of native parentage)
would enroll in high school compared with the odds that the children of Irish
immigrants would do so. In the NWIRP rows, the children of Yankees are
compared with the grandchildren of Irish immigrants.

"Father’s occupational score, assessed value of the family’s property (high,
low, none, missing), number of siblings, both parents present (yes, no). The
second column of odds ratios are exponentiated coefficients from logit regres-
sion analyses. ,

‘Some records of the Catholic high schools for 1880 and 1900 are missing. The
corrected figures are based on estimates of the number of entrants to those
high schools who were incorrectly classified as not having entered high school
(see Appendix for the estimating procedure).

t values.

‘Native whites of Irish parentage.

fThe 1925 Rhode Island State Census did not provide information on sample
members’ grandparents’ places of birth. In 1915, 45.0% of the children of all
native whites enrolled in high school (N =298).
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Table 2.3. School attendance and child labor among Yankees and
Irish-Americans age 13-15, 1880-1915

Proportions of sample members (%)

Year and group Atschool  Atwork Both  Neither N (100%)
1880: sons of

Yankees 77.7 14.1 59 2.4 (170)
NWIRP* 33.3 46.7 13.3 6.7 (15)
Irish immigrants 31.5 46.1 17.0 5.4 (241)
1880: daughters of
Yankees 77.2 9.7 0 13.2 (114)
- NWIRP 50.0 33.3 16.7 0 (12)
Irish immigrants 40.2 45.6 8.9 5.3 (169)
1900: sons of
Yankees 72.5 21.4 2.3 3.8 (131)
NWIRP 53.3 33.8 10.4 2.6 (77)
Irish immigrants 54.4 35.1 8.8 1.8 (114)
1915: sons of
Yankees b 12.8 (94)
NWIRP 18.6 (70)
Irish immigrants 21.1 (308)
1915: daughters of
Yankees 5.8 (104)
NWIRP 15.5 (71)
Irish immigrants 12.8 (148)

“Native whites of Irish parentage.
*The 1915 Rhode Island State Census did not gather information on school
attendance.

ences explain only part of the huge Irish-Yankee difference in school-
ing. Consider, for example, the minority of Yankee children from homes
headed by a low manual worker. Nearly 100 such children were found
in the Providence samples, enough to permit us to generalize confi-
dently from their experience. Some 17% of them reached high school.
This rate may be compared with the rate among all Irish children —
those from low-manual-worker homes as well as the considerable mi-
nority (one-third) from skilled-worker or white-collar homes. We may
also take the upper limit of the range estimated for the rate of Irish
high school enrollment in 1880. Even with the comparison con-
structed in this way, the Irish enrollment rate is barely half the Yan-
kee rate (8.8%).°
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Table 2.4. School attendance among Yankees and Irish-Americans age
13-15: a multivariate analysis

Qdds ratio: each group
compared with Yankees®

Rate No Social background
Year and group (%) N controls  factors controlled®
1880: sons of
Yankees 83.6 (170)
All Irish immigrants 48.5 (241) 541 3.97¢ (4.42)4
Literate Irish immigrants® 52.1 (167) 4.69 3.88 (4.20)
1800: daughters of
Yankees 77.2 (114)
All Irish immigrants 49.1 (169) 3.51 2.04 (2.03)
Literate Irish immigrants 51.9 (129) 3.14 1.91 (2.15)
1900: sons of
Yankees 74.8  (131)
NWIRP/ 63.7  (77) 1.69 1.19 (0.46)
Irish immigrants 63.2 (114 1.73 0.90 (0.31)

Note: The 1915 and 1925 Rhode Island State Censuses did not provide infor-
mation on school attendance. Consequently, comparisons are restricted to
the first two periods.
“The odds that the child of a Yankee (native white of native parentage) would
attend school at age 13-15 compared with the odds that the child of an Irish
immigrant would do so.
bSee note b in Table 2.2.
;The 1880 male ratio is significantly different from the 1900 ratio (t = 3.12).

t value.
¢Based on the head of household: ability to read and write.
/Native whites of Irish parentage.

The same point may be made more systematically with the help of
multiple regression. We can take into account several family back-
ground characteristics at the same time. In addition to the father’s
occupation, the assessed value of the family’s property, whether or
not both parents were present, and the number of children in the
household were controlled. The first two are measures of social-class
origin, as already explained. The larger the number of children, the
fewer the resources (material and other) that parents could devote to
each one. The absence of a parent, other things being equal, also made
material and other forms of support scarcer. Consequently, children
from larger families, or those with one parent, were less likely to par-
ticipate in extended schooling. All of these family background char-
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acteristics were related to both schooling and ethnicity. How much of
the Irish—Yankee difference in school behavior, then, resulted from
Irish-Yankee differences in the prevalence of these characteristics?

The format of Tables 2.2 and 2.4 is used throughout this book. The
first column of the table indicates high school entry rates, and the
second column the number of sample members on which these rates
are based. The third and fourth columns provide odds ratios. The
odds ratio offers a particularly useful comparison of the behavior of
groups, in this case of Irish and Yankees. For example, the first row
of odds ratios in Table 2.2 compares the odds that Yankee children
would enroll in high school and the odds that Irish children would
do so. A ratio more than 1.00 indicates that the Yankees were more
likely to enroll, a ratio less than 1.00 indicates that the Irish were more
likely to enroll, and a ratio of 1.00 indicates that children in the two
groups were equally likely to do so. The odds ratio in the third col-
umn is based simply on the proportions in the first column.* The
odds ratio in the fourth column is based on a comparison in which
the family background characteristics noted earlier have been taken
into account. The t statistic, in the last column, is an indicator of the
statistical significance of the ethnic difference that is unexplained by
family background. A t statistic greater than 1.96 is regarded as statis-
tically significant.t

Table 2.2 presents the results of the regression analyses for high
school entry, and Table 2.4 presents those for school attendance rates.
Whichever measure is used, the story is the same: In 1880, a large
ethnic difference remains unexplained even when the family back-
ground characteristics discussed earlier have been taken into account.
The difference is just as clear for both sexes.”

* The odds that a child of a particular group would enter high school is the proportion
who entered divided by the proportion who did not. An odds ratio is the ratio of
the odds for two groups. Thus, in the first line of Table 2.2, the proportions in the
first column (23.7% and 2.1%) may be converted into the odds ratio in the third
column: [0.237/(1 —0.237)}/[0.021/(1 —0.021)] = 14.48. Note that in some subsequent
tables (e.g., those that deal with occupational attainment), means rather than rates

(and differences between means rather than odds ratios) are presented.

t However, lower t values, particularly if comparisons with all other groups are in
the same direction, should not necessarily lead one to ignore the results. On the
other hand, t values below 1.00 suggest great caution in taking an individual result
seriously. The t value indicates the probability that a particular difference between
groups is merely an artifact of sampling (that in the population from which the
sample was drawn, the relevant odds ratio is actually 1.00, or the relevant difference
in means is actually 0). A t value of 1.96 indicates that a given observed difference
between groups would be expected as an artifact of sampling in 5% of the relevant
samples that could be drawn from the population; a t value of 1.65 indicates that
the observed difference would be expected as an artifact of sampling in 10% of the
samples; a t value of 1.00 indicates that the observed difference would be expected
in about 30% of the samples.
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Several historians have suggested that Irish parents’ desire for the
security of homeownership led them to send their children to work
at early ages, sacrificing schooling in the process. Irish rates of home-
ownership in working-class strata did exceed those for Yankees, and
Irish children did leave school earlier. However, the prevalence of
Irish homeownership is not evidence that the Irish sacrificed their
children’s schooling to attain that goal. On the contrary, the children
from Irish homeowning families were more (not less) likely to have
received extended schooling than were the children of Irish renters
(even after controls for other family background characteristics have
been imposed). Apparently these families had reached their goal of
homeownership by following other strategies.?

Of course, various other factors may have helped create this ethnic
difference in schooling, such as economic and demographic charac-
teristics of families that we cannot measure, or imperfect measure-
ment of those we can. Such concerns can be addressed more conve-
niently following our analysis of the Italians in Chapter 3 (Section
3.5). Here we note only that relevant omitted characteristics, such as
family income, probably were highly correlated with those that were
included in the regression analyses. Consequently, much of the con-
nection between these additional factors and schooling has already
been taken into account. Even if we could control them, they proba-
bly would not reduce the ethnic differences in school patterns to in-
substantial levels.®

Thus, the regressions lead us to conclude that the glaring Irish—
Yankee difference in schooling and child labor patterns in 1880 was
partly due to differences in social class and family structure between
the two groups — but also that it was partly independent of these
background characteristics. Later we shall consider the sources of that
large residual ethnic difference, the difference not due to family back-
ground characteristics. First, however, we should turn to the change
in patterns of Irish schooling over time.

The sharp differences between Irish and Yankee schooling seen in
1880 had all but disappeared by 1900. True, Irish rates of school atten-
dance, child labor, and high school enrollment still differed from those
for Yankees. However, in 1900 and 1915, these ethnic differences were
due largely to social class and the other family background factors
that distinguished Irish from Yankee. When these factors are con-
trolled, the residual ethnic difference is trivial in magnitude and in
statistical significance. Indeed, by 1925, the figures suggest, the Irish
had pulled ahead.’

Much of the change seems to have occurred since 1880, although
there may have been a further spurt between 1915 and 1925. In any
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case, the consistency of the evidence for 1900-25 makes it clear that
the shift after 1880 was not an artifact of some quirk in the 1900 sam-
ple. On the contrary, there are some peculiarities to the 1900 patterns,
but in the context of the samples from other years, these suggest an
interesting interpretation. The peculiar feature of the 1900 data is the
decline in the rates of school attendance by adolescent Yankees be-
tween 1880 and 1900, when one might have expected a rise, as ex-
tended schooling became more common (Table 2.3). The decline is
admittedly not great and could perhaps be due to sampling variabil-
ity. But given the expectation of an increase, the drop is noteworthy.
Indeed, none of the city’s ethnic groups — except the Irish-Americans
— registered more than a trivial increase in rate of school attendance
during these years, and some showed a decline. The reason may have
to do with the condition of the economy. Whereas 1900 was a good
year in which to look for work, 1880 may still have shown some effect
of the depression of the 1870s.!! The change among the Irish, then,
should be considered in that context: Despite the greater incentive to
look for work in 1900, which acted to reduce rates of school atten-
dance in general, the rate of Irish-Americans had risen.

How are we to understand both the sharp difference between Yan-
kee and Irish school behavior in 1880 and its later disappearance?
Because measurable family background factors only partly explain the
phenomenon, and additional, unmeasured factors are unlikely to do
so, we turn to other dimensions of the Irish-American experience.
Two kinds of explanations are especially relevant. One concerns the
cultural heritage that the immigrants brought from Ireland. The other
concerns the nature of Irish—Yankee relations and of Irish accommo-
dation to American urban life generally.

These explanations deal with influences on behavior that cannot be
easily isolated and measured. Moreover, partly as a result of this dif-
ficulty, these explanations can be easily abused. It is, in particular,
notoriously difficult to generalize convincingly about the values that
distinguish one culture from another. Nevertheless, these explana-
tions are worth our cautious consideration because they are based on
the Irish historical experience and if formulated with care, they can
help us comprehend the patterns of behavior we have observed.

We begin with the question of the world view that traditional Irish
peasant culture, the culture of the immigrants, may have encouraged.
Whatever the hazards of generalizations about cultures, social histo-
rians across an impressive range — from at least Oscar Handlin’s ear-
liest writings through Kerby Miller's 1985 synthesis of the Irish im-
migration — have argued for just such a generalization. In Miller’s
summary, traditional Irish peasant culture was
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more communal than individualistic, more dependent than inde-
pendent, more fatalistic than optimistic, more prone to accept con-
ditions passively than to take initiatives for change, and more sen-
sitive to the weight of tradition than to innovative possibilities for
the future. Indeed, their perspectives seemed so premodern that
to bourgeois observers from business-minded cultures, the native
Irish often appeared "feckless,” “child-like’” and "irresponsible”:
inclined to behave or justify behavior in ways which avoided per-
sonal initiative and individual responsibility, especially as to live-
lihood.*
Such a culture would not have encouraged schooling as a means toward
economic advancement; indeed, it would not have encouraged any
means toward such advancement. How much this cultural outlook
was particularly Irish, and how much it shared with peasant cultures
generally, we cannot resolve.

Whatever its origins, such a cultural heritage would help explain
the specifics of Irish educational patterns, including their change over
time. The recent descriptive literature suggests a transformation of
Irish peasant attitudes during the nineteenth century and conse-
quently the likelihood that the outlook of later migrants differed
somewhat from that of the earlier migrants.’

The trends in rates of Irish literacy offer some support for these
descriptions of a changing peasant outlook. Literacy rates in mid-
nineteenth-century Ireland were still low, but rising rapidly. The fig-
ures for Ireland suggest that the parents in the 1880 sample were part
of a cohort about half of whom were literate; the parents in the 1900
sample were part of a cohort three-quarters literate (Table 2.5).!* The
immigrant lrish parents in Providence were actually more literate as
a group than the Irish cohorts they left behind. Nevertheless, the trend
in literacy rates among these parents reflects the trend in Ireland. In
1880, 22% of the Irish immigrant fathers and 37% of the mothers were
illiterate; by 1900, only 6% of the fathers and 14% of the mothers
were.

Increasing levels of literacy may erode the attitudes characteristic
of the older culture directly, by introducing new ideas. Literacy may
be particularly relevant to attitudes of parents concerning their chil-
dren’s education. Alternatively, increased literacy may accompany the
economic and social transformations that hasten such attitudinal
changes. As such, even if not directly a source of change, it may still
be an indicator of that change.?®

Were the literate Irish really more supportive of their children’s
schooling than the illiterate Irish, as this line of reasoning implies
they would be? The Providence data from 1880 can provide a direct
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Table 2.5. Literacy in Ireland, 18411901

Percentage of population who
could read and write

British

Census Entire Children age
year population 10-15 years
1841 28

1851 33

1861 41 48

1871 49 59

1881 59 73

1891 71 87

1901 79 94

Sources: Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Papers, 1882
{Commons), vol. 76 (“Census of Ireland, 1881. Part II, General
Report,” London, 1882), and Parliamentary Papers, 1902 (Com-
mons), vol. 129 (““Census of Ireland, 1901. Part II, General Re-
port,” London, 1902).

test: a comparison of the schooling of children from literate and illit-
erate Irish immigrant homes.

That test offers only a modest confirmation of the idea that literate
parents supported schooling more than others (Tabie 2.4). The chil-
dren of the literate were indeed more likely to attend school (even
after other family background characteristics have been controlled),
but only slightly so. The school attendance rates among the children
of the literate and illiterate Irish were much more similar than the
former were to Yankee rates.'

In sum, the one attempt we can make to confirm possible changes
in attitudes brought from Ireland - using parental literacy as a proxy
for such changes - provides only modest support for the hypothesis.
We cannot rule out the possibility that such changes were important;
literacy may simply be a poor proxy for them. Nevertheless, we do
well to consider additional sources of difference between the earlier
and later immigrants.

In nineteenth-century Providence, Irish-Yankee animosities, often
stemming from religious issues, were bitter, just as they were else-
where.' If a Protestant mob never destroyed a Catholic convent in
Providence, as occurred in Boston in 1834, perhaps it was only be-
cause, on at least one occasion, the Providence Irish answered the call
of their bishop and, armed to the teeth, stood guard over church
property. Such open threats of violence receded in later years, but
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other forms of confrontation remained common throughout the cen-
tury. Among the most important issues was the “school question.”
In 1874, in the Providence Journal, the bishop challenged the fairness
of taxing Catholics for public schools. Two years later, the Rhode Is-
land Commissioner of Education openly pronounced that the Prot-
estant Bible was read in public schools. That same year (1876) the
state legislature limited the tax-exempt status of religious institutions,
with the result that Catholic schools were excluded from the exemp-
tion. Court challenges to this law in 1878 and 1883 failed, but they
must have kept the issue in the public mind. The law was not re-
pealed until 1894.8 Perhaps its repeal indicates some accommodation
between the Irish and Yankees, or at least the emergence of the Irish
as a political force.

Whatever the degree of affection between groups in the city, the
Irish could feel more at home by the turn of the century simply be-
cause they had gained a modicum of political control. Irish political
power was more restricted in Providence than in many other cities,
such as Boston, because of local political arrangements. Until 1888,
the foreign-born could not vote in municipal or state elections unless
they possessed real estate; until 1928, citizens without real estate could
not vote for the city council. Although the Irish vote did become im-
portant in the elections for mayor after 1888, the power of that office
was severely limited. Indeed, many issues affecting the city’s affairs
were settled in the state legislature. These arrangements, in turn, were
preserved through the 1920s by a notoriously corrupt state legisla-
ture. As a result, Yankee control of city government lasted much longer
than it did in Boston.

Nevertheless, the Irish presence in politics became increasingly im-
portant in the 1880s. Although the Irish could not seize control of the
city council, they did conquer the Democratic Party. Between 1888
and 1900, Irish representation on the party ward committees in-
creased from 35% to 73%, while Yankee representation fell from 61%
to 23%. The Providence School Committee (like the mayor) was elected
by the full electorate, and consequently Irish representation there was
notable by 1900. In 1880, when the School Committee included sixty
members, only one member (and perhaps a second) had a father born
in Ireland. By 1900, the committee’s size had been reduced to thirty.
Of these, six had Irish-born fathers. No doubt, too, Democratic mem-
bers of the School Committee who were not of Irish descent would
still have been very sensitive to issues of Irish concern when three-
quarters of the Democratic ward committeemen were Irish.

Changes were palpable at the level of the classroom. Less than 4%
of the public school teachers in 1880 were children of Irish immi-
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grants; by 1908, almost a quarter were, and many more must have
been granddaughters of the immigrants by then. It is hard to judge
whether so many teachers were of Irish background because the in-
creasing political power of the Irish made their appointment possible
or simply because, given the city’s ethnic composition, Irish girls would
in any case have constituted a large fraction of those entering teach-
ing. But the combination of these factors seems to have worked as
effectively in Providence as in Boston, whatever the differences in
Irish political clout in the two cities may have been. In 1908, the Irish
fraction of the teaching force was the same in both cities.”

In short, it is reasonable to suppose that by 1900, the Irish were
keeping their children in school longer because by that time they felt
more comfortable with the public schools. They felt more comfort-
able, in turn, because the bitter feelings between them and the Yan-
kees had diminished, because they exerted more control over the
schools than they had formerly, and because their own daughters
were now heavily represented among the teachers.?

Support for the conclusion that by 1900 the Irish felt more at home
in Providence generally, and in its public schools in particular, than
they had earlier comes from a Catholic observer of the era. A historian
of the diocese of Providence, writing in 1899, noted that the local
parishes had only recently been able to afford the construction of de-
cent schools. However, he added, “now the enthusiasm for these
schools is far less than it would have been thirty years ago, when
Catholics were smarting under the affronts and insults of ‘Nativism’
and 'Know-Nothing-ism’.”?! Although there is no way of determin-
ing precisely how much of the change in Irish behavior between 1880
and 1900 was due to such cultural and political accommodation, some
of it probably was.

This explanation of Irish school patterns (that the Irish felt more
comfortable in the Providence public schools) can be contrasted with
the first explanation discussed (a shift in Irish peasant values and
attitudes concerning schooling). This second explanation does not
necessarily imply any shift in basic values among the Irish. It need
involve no more than an increasing Irish Catholic confidence that the
schools would treat their children decently and not malign their faith
— quite possibly an accurate assessment of the changing reality. Both
are arguments about cultural change, but quite different changes are
involved. Indeed, a related argument concerns the sharp rise in the
number of Irish teachers. These teachers must have made these insti-
tutions appear not merely less hostile to Irish parents, but also more
salient — in discussions about relatives and friends, for example. These
explanations are not, of course, mutually exclusive. However, it is
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worth stressing that having controlled for various economic and de-
mographic characteristics of groups, we are still confronted with a
range of plausible “cultural’” explanations. Moreover, differences in
the perceived value of schooling between groups need not always be
the most important of these explanations.

An expansion of Irish job opportunities may also have influenced
the group’s school behavior. If the friends of the Irish were more often
in positions to hire them by 1900, if fewer announcements proclaimed
that no Irish need apply, preparation for more attractive employment
may have seemed more valuable. Most new occupational opportuni-
ties did not require the extensive schooling that teaching did, al-
though some of the new clerical jobs opening up for women in these
years may have had comparable educational requirements. In any case,
for some, the preparation for jobs that did require schooling, and the
increased awareness of opportunity, may have encouraged extended
schooling. In part, this source of the change in Irish school behavior
was simply a rational response to the changing availability of jobs
requiring schooling. In part, it was based on a general diffusion of
positive attitudes toward schooling that in turn stemmed from changes
in the labor market. In any case, such transformations were not in the
heritage brought from Ireland, but in the influences prevalent in the
American city.

Finally, the presence of a large, settled, second-generation com-
munity, natives of Irish parentage, must have eased the later Irish
immigrants’ accommodation to urban America. That community was
growing rapidly. In 1880, only 7% of the Irish-American children were
from homes in which the fathers had been born in the United States.
By 1900, the comparable proportion was 37%. Even if the pre-
migration culture had not changed at all between 1880 and 1900, the
very presence of these more acclimated individuals would have helped
make the adjustment of later Irish immigrants more rapid. We may
seek evidence of this influence in a comparison of the school patterns
for the third generation compared with those for the second. The be-
havior patterns of the grandchildren might be expected to fall be-
tween those of the children of the Irish immigrants and those of the
Yankees. However, no such neat pattern appears. The behavior pat-
terns for both generations of Irish-Americans are quite similar in 1900
and in 1915 (Tables 2.2-2.4). The immigrant households may have
absorbed the outlook of the second-generation households, at least
with regard to schooling. Or perhaps the balance of the other influ-
ences we have considered — pre-migration culture and patterns of
accommodation in Providence — operated to create similar school be-
havior among both generations.
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In any case, the finding that by 1900 the children of the Irish were
receiving as much schooling as Yankees of similar socioeconomic sta-
tus deserves to be stressed in the light of other interpretations of Irish
patterns of behavior. These interpretations often fail to distinguish
the Irish of the early twentieth century from those of the middle nine-
teenth century. A particularly glaring instance is found in the work
of Thomas Sowell:

The ancient Celtic culture was “hostile to literacy” and Ireland was
the only major Western nation that did not build a single university
during the middle ages. Even a sympathetic historian acknowl-
edges that there has been “‘almost no intellectual tradition among
them.”

Against this background it is perhaps not surprising that early
twentieth century Irish youngsters in New York finished high school
at a rate less than one hundredth of that of youngsters from a Ger-

man or Jewish background. . . . The importance of education was
simply seen very differently by [the Irish] and it had been for cen-
turies.?

Both the theory of cultural heritage and the evidence on Irish-
American schooling in Sowell’s discussion should be scrutinized. His
view of the Irish pre-migration heritage is based on a cultural force
that retains its power not merely over decades but over centuries and
even millennia, and apparently does so independent of the social
structural contexts in which it exists. It would not be surprising, if
this legacy were indeed operative, that the Irish migrants of the fam-
ine years and those who came in the twentieth century shared the
same outlook. Such a cultural explanation may be contrasted with the
more limited and tentative explanation offered earlier that rests on a
“‘peasant outlook.” But can the medieval history of the university se-
riously be proposed as evidence for the attitudes of late-nineteenth-
century peasant migrants? Surely, at the very least, the two phenom-
ena are results of some differing causes as well as some similar causes.
And if such murky appeals to medieval intellectual life are in order,
what of the Irish monks whose literacy and dedication preserved so
many texts for Christendom?

Moreover, Sowell’s evidence is inaccurate. It is simply untrue that
the Irish graduated high school at less than one-hundredth the rate
for Jews and Germans. Sowell relied on an erroneous report of a
questionable study.? Much more straightforward evidence is avail-
able from the 1960 U.S. Census. It reported the years of schooling
completed for groups in each region of the country by age. Those
who were sixty-five to seventy-four years old in that year would have
been fifteen years old in the years 1901-10. Among the children of
Irish immigrants in that age group, 23.5% were listed as high school
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graduates, whereas 29.6% of the children of Russians (nearly all Jews)
and 14.9% of the children of Germans had reached that level of
schooling. Admittedly, graduation rates were higher among the Jews
than among the Irish, but by no means to the extent Sowell sug-
gested.?* In any case, graduation rates were higher among the Irish
than among the Germans. Finally, it seems worth recalling, in the
light of Sowell’s conclusion, that even in the period in which Irish
schooling was greatly different from that of Yankees in Providence, it
is difficult to sort out how much of the difference was due to attitudes
concerning the value of education and how much was due to atti-
tudes resulting from Protestant domination of schools, the labor mar-
ket, and other important institutions.

Stephan Thernstrom’s judicious and influential examination of eth-
nic groups also concluded that Irish educational attainment was low
in the early twentieth century. He also cited aspects of the pre-
migration culture as sources of the pattern. He noted the educational,
occupational, and income status in 1950 among the sons of immi-
grants from several countries: Ireland, Italy, England, Sweden, Ger-
many, and Russia. This evidence suggests that Jewish and Swedish
attainments cannot be attributed merely to their family origins. Swedes,
and especially the Jews, did outdistance the other three groups. How-
ever, Thernstrom seemed to believe that the Irish peasants were es-
pecially low achievers, not merely that the Swedes and Jews were
especially high.® Yet whereas the Irish do indeed fall a few points
behind the English and the Germans, their social origins were much
less advantageous, so that the difference in attainment hardly seems
remarkable.?

On the other hand, the detailed national evidence in the 1960 U.S.
Census, referred to briefly earlier, supports the conclusion about
twentieth-century Irish-American schooling suggested by the Provi-
dence samples. It provides unusually detailed tables on educational
attainment among ethnic groups. The native-born children of Irish
immigrants were among the highest of any group in median years of
school completed (Table 2.6). They matched the children of other Brit-
ish immigrants, Germans, and native whites, for example.?” True, the
Swedes had slightly higher attainments, and the Russian Jews much
higher attainments (at least by the 1920s), but these groups’ attain-
ments were the very highest reported. If Irish rates appear low by
comparison, so must all others. The proportion of Irish entering col-
lege in the early cohorts was lower than for some of these other ethnic
groups, but only slightly lower.

A great difference between Yankee and Irish patterns of schooling
had existed in the nineteenth century, a difference that cannot be
explained by family background characteristics. This is one major



Table 2.6. Educational attainments of selected ethnic groups, 1960 U.S. Census data

Median years of school completed (U.S. and Northeast region?)
for children of fathers born in selected countries

Gender and United States Northeast

age cohort:

15 years old in Natives Ireland Ireland UK. Russia Germany Sweden Italy
Males

1941-50 12.3 12.6 12.6 12.6 14.1 12.5 12.6 12.1
1931-40 12.1 12.5 12.4 12.3 12.7 12.2 12.4 11.1
1921-30 10.4 11.7 11.3 11.4 12.5 10.2 11.7 8.9
1911-20 8.8 9.5 9.2 9.3 11.1 8.7 9.5 8.4
1901-10 8.4 8.7 8.7 8.7 9.0 8.4 8.7 8.0
1900 or before 8.2 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.3 8.6 7.8
Females

1941-50 12.3 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.7 12.4 12.5 12.2
1931-40 12.2 12.4 12.4 12.4 12.5 12.2 12.4 11.0
1921-30 11.4 12.1 12.0 11.9 12.2 10.5 12.2 8.7
1911-20 9.4 10.4 10.0 9.9 10.7 8.7 10.5 8.3
1901-10 8.7 8.9 8.8 8.9 8.9 8.4 8.8 7.8
1900 or before 8.6 8.7 8.6 8.7 8.7 8.4 8.7 8.0
Males only, selected cohorts: proportion completing at least 1 year of college

1921-30 17.6 21.9 18.4 20.9 38.3 16.2 21.6 9.4
1911-20 14.5 15.8 13.7 16.0 27.2 11.3 16.6 8.1

“Region of residence in 1960.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1960; subject reports: “Educational Attainment” (Washington, 1963), Table
5, and ”Nativity and Parentage” (Washington, 1965), Table 12.
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finding of our study.?® The pre-migration cultural heritage probably
influenced these patterns, and the value placed on learning by the
Irish peasantry may well be a particularly influential element in that
heritage. The other major finding is that those earlier Irish patterns of
schooling had changed by the twentieth century. There is good rea-
son to think that transformations in pre-migration culture, as well as
in the cultural and political context into which the Irish came, were
sources of the change in school behavior.

The later careers of the young men in the samples provide a second
perspective on the Irish experience in the United States. Male sample
members, it will be recalled, were traced from the years of the census
to later years, by means of city directories, which provided their oc-
cupations at the time they were twenty-three to twenty-six years old.?
The results confirm the two striking patterns evident in school behav-
ior. First, in 1880 the occupational positions of the Irish were consid-
erably below those for the Yankees, even when family background is
taken into account. Second, by the later years, 1915 to 1925, the situ-
ation had changed dramatically, so that the Irish were in a much more
favorable position.

Even in 1880, the children of the Irish held more attractive jobs than
their fathers had held. The mean score for the fathers’ jobs had been
16; for the sons it was 26 (Table 2.7). However, the mean occupational
score for Yankees' sons was 41! Much of this huge ethnic difference
was due to differences in family background - particularly, of course,
to the relatively comfortable economic situation of the Yankee fami-
lies. Many more Yankee sons also enjoyed the benefit of an extended
education. However, family origin, not education, appears to have
been the more important factor in creating the ethnic difference in job
outcomes (as comparing the magnitudes of the ethnic differences in
the third through sixth columns of Table 2.7 suggests). Also, the eth-
nic difference that remains when both education and family back-
ground are controlled is large: 6 points in 1880, and 7 points in 1900,
on an occupational scale with a standard deviation of some 18 points.

The Irish, of course, included a large number of illiterate fathers in
1880. Their sons suffered a handicap that does not fully disappear
even when all the other background factors are taken into account.
However, as in the case of the school patterns, most of the differences
between Yankee and Irish were unrelated to this background charac-
teristic: The sons of literate Irish differed from those of Yankees by 6
points.*

Despite the Irish disadvantage of the early years, by 1915 the aver-
age Irish young man had a slightly better occupation than the average
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Table 2.7. Ethnic differences in occupational attainment,
males, 1890-1935°

Differences in means

Controlling for
Family
No back-  Educa-

Year and group Means N controls ground tion  Both
1880 sample: sons of
Yankees 40.8 (249)
Irish immigrants® 262 (214) ~146 -68 -11.1 -6.4
1900 sample: sons of
Yankees 40.2 (163)
NWIRP* 30.3 (78) -99 -73 -6.9 -6.3
Irish immigrants® 288 (112) ~-114 -73 -88 -7.2
Irish immigrants compared

with all except

Irish-Americans 353 (469 -65 -—4.0 =57 -4.4
1915 sample: sons of
Yankees 35.0 (77)
NWIRP 36.6 (68) 1.6 4.4 39 43
Irish immigrants 329 (238) -21 3.2 01 29
Irish immigrants compared

with all except

Irish-Americans 334 (742) -05 1.5 -0.8 05
1925 sample: sons of
Native whites 34.8 (150)
Irish 35.9 (35) 1.1 4.9 1.0 35
Irish immigrants compared

with all others 3.7 (497) 4.2 52 25 36

Notes: (1) All differences shown for 1880 and 1900 are significant (¢ >1.96); for
the later periods, only the fourth and sixth columns for 1915 NWIRP are. (2)
In 1880, the difference between the sons of literate Irish and the sons of Yan-
kees, with both family background and schooling controlled, was —5.9.
“Male sample members’ occupational attainment a decade after the census
year (e.g., 1890 for 1880 sample members). Available only for those sample
members found in the Providence area in the later year. Based on a numeric
score for each occupational title (the Duncan score). The differences in means
are coefficients on ethnic dummy variables in OLS regressions. Also, supple-
mental samples are included in the regressions, weighted to reflect their true
relative magnitudes (samples of blacks in all periods, high school entrants in
the first three periods, and Russian Jews, Irish, and Italians in 1915). Results
without weights, and results omitting the high school entrant sample, were
comparable to the above. The N's reported are for actual sample size.
*Compared with Yankees.

‘NWIRP, native whites of Irish parentage.
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Yankee, once family background is taken into account. Some of this
change was due to a drop in the Yankees’ position relative to the
position of all others. However, there is no mistaking the Irish ad-
vance. It is apparent in both 1915 and 1925, whether the sons of the
Irish (or the grandsons) are compared with the Yankees, with all na-
tive whites, or with all young men not of Irish descent.

Some of the sources of behavior surveyed earlier are specific to
schooling; others may also have influenced Irish occupational attain-
ment. If there was indeed a "fatalistic” streak in the pre-migration
culture of the early Irish migrants, as some observers noted, that surely
‘would have influenced jobs as well as schooling. In the United States,
the conflict between Protestant Yankees and Catholic Irish no doubt
resulted in job discrimination -against the Irish, discrimination that
was more virulent in the early years of their migration history. Later,
the discrimination may have abated, not only because the Irish be-
came more familiar by dint of long acquaintance but also because they
seemed less alien than the later newcomers from southern and east-
ern Europe. For example, the Italians, like the Irish, were Catholics,
but, in addition, they did not speak English, and they came from less
developed regions than the Ireland of 1915.

Discrimination also would have abated because increasing Irish in-
fluence in city government meant some district control over job op-
portunities. It was not merely that the Irish could be hired as firemen
or policemen; despite the common image of the Irish policeman, rel-
atively few of the young men in the sample held such jobs. However,
the city probably employed many young men in a variety of jobs.
Given the nature of most job titles, we cannot, unfortunately, identify
those who worked for the city. We cannot determine, for example,
how many of the young Irish-American clerks were on the public
payroll. In any case, many who would have profited from political
influence probably were not public employees at all. Rather, they
worked for Irish employers who did an important share of their busi-
ness with the city, much more than Irish employers would have done
in earlier years. Such transformations are simply too deeply buried in
the texture of economic relations to be reflected clearly in the job de-
scriptions of the census or city directory. These transformations,
however, may well be reflected in the changing relative positions of
the Irish sons.

Whereas the processes underlying the transformations in educa-
tional and occupational attainments were broadly the same, the tim-
ing of changes in these attainments may well have varied somewhat.
Whatever the specifics of the timing, however, the evidence of trans-
formations in Irish achievements, both in schooling and in jobs, is
unambiguous.®!
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2.2, Growth of the Catholic school system: Providence, Boston, and
beyond

Everywhere they settled, the Irish have been among the most impor-
tant clientele of the Catholic schools. Indeed, in Providence, the vast
majority of the children in these institutions were Irish-Americans.
The Catholic schools probably represent the largest project under-
taken by voluntary associations in American history, with the excep-
tion of the churches themselves. In many places they enrolled sub-
stantial fractions of the entire school population, dwarfing, at least by
the late nineteenth century, all other private initiatives in schooling.
In Providence, throughout our period, one schoolchild in six at-
tended a Catholic school. These schools faced many of the same is-
sues as the public schools, but always in a somewhat different way —
issues of bureaucracy, local control and community feeling, class and
ethnic divisions, concerns about curriculum and self-image, and re-
cruitment and supervision of teachers. The significance of these is-
sues bears not only on religious and educational history but also on
working-class history and ethnic history.

Only a tiny fraction of the social history of education produced dur-
ing the past two decades has dealt with these schools.>> Questions
relating to the nature of the Catholic school clientele, especially, have
received little attention. Almost none of the recent attention to atten-
dance patterns in American educational history has concerned the
Catholic school experience.>® How many of the Catholic children did
these schools reach? Which elements within the Catholic population
were especially likely to enroll?

The remainder of this chapter deals with the social history of Cath-
olic schooling, principally among the Irish. It explores ethnic differ-
ences in behavior, the central theme of this book, in noting the use
that different Catholic ethnic groups made of the Catholic schools.
However, it also deals with other themes, such as differences in the
use of these schools among the Irish themselves. These sections are
therefore somewhat more marginal to the exploration of ethnic differ-
ences than are other sections. Yet, in contributing to the social history
of the Catholic schools, they illuminate crucial dimensions of Irish-
American schooling.

Using the Providence data set, as well as published data, it is pos-
sible to study the prevalence of Catholic schooling in the city and to
make comparisons with other places. We can also explore, to a lim-
ited extent, the social origins of Catholic school pupils among the
Providence Irish.%

The most relevant studies of the prevalence of Catholic schools in
different cities have been done by James Sanders.* Sanders found
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Table 2.8. Ethnic composition in Boston and Providence, 1880-1920

Percentage of city population in each group

1880 1900 1920

Birthplace
and parentage Bost. Prov. Bost. Prov. Bost. Prov.
U.s. 68.4 731 649 682
U.S., U.S. parentage 26.7 293
Germany 2.0 1.1 1.9 1.3 0.9 0.6
U.S., German parentage 1.6 1.1
Ireland 179  16.2 125 106 8.2 5.5
U.S., Irish parentage 152 120
Great Britain 3.3 6.0 3.2 6.6 2.5 4.2
U.S., British parentage 2.4 5.4
Canada 6.4 2.4 9.0 4.4 5.1 4.6
U.S., Canadian parentage 5.9 2.4
Italy 24 36 5.1 8.2
U.S., Italian parentage 5.2 9.5
Russia 2.7 1.1 6.4 3.0
U.S., Russian parentage 5.1 2.7
Other 2.0 1.2 3.4 4.2 3.7 29
U.S., other parentage 6.0 8.6
Total population

(thousand) 363 105 561 176 748 238

Source: U.S. Census Office, Statistics of the Population of the United States at the
Tenth Census (Washington, 1883), Table 16, and Twelfth Census, ""Population,
Part I’ (Washington, 1901), Table 35, and U.S. Census Bureau, Fourteenth
Census, Vol. 11, “Population”” (Washington, 1922), Tables 9 and 11.

dramatic contrasts between the Catholic schools of Chicago and Bos-
ton. In 1880, 94% of all parishes in Chicago had schools; in Boston, a
mere 37% did. Similarly, the proportion of the city’s pupils enrolled
in Catholic schools was much higher in Chicago, although Catholics
there composed a smaller proportion of the population than in Bos-
ton. Chicago may have been an unusually well-developed diocese,
but certainly Boston was unusually lax when it came to parochial
schooling.

Here these comparisons are extended to Providence, providing a
useful context in which to assess the prevalence of Catholic schools
there, and shedding additional light on the contrast between Boston
and Chicago. Providence and Boston were similar in several impor-
tant ways that distinguished Boston from Chicago: The two New En-
gland cities are barely fifty miles apart, in 1880 they had existed for
centuries, rather than decades, and (as Table 2.8 shows) their ethnic
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Table 2.9. Proportions of parishes with schools: comparison of Boston,
Chicago, and Providence, 1865-1930

Chicago Boston Providence
Year % N % N % N
1865« 82 (17) 42 (12)
1870 71 (21)
1880 94 (31) 37 27) 63 (8)
1890 77 (81) 42 (33)
1900 76 (114) 43 (44) 47 17)
1907 45 (53)
1910 72 (187)
1915 49 (63) 54 (24)
1920 86 (227)
1925 59 (64) - 54 (28)
1930 93 (253)

“Figures for Boston are from 1866.

Sources: Chicago figures from Sanders, Education of an Urban Minority, p. 4;
Boston figures 1865-1907 from Sanders, “‘Boston Catholics and the School
Question,” p. 49; later figures for Boston and figures for Providence from The
Catholic Directory.

compositions were similar throughout the period considered here.
Consequently, the proportions of Catholics in the two cities surely
were similar.

Throughout these years, the proportion of parishes with parochial
schools was greater in Chicago than in either Boston or Providence
(Table 2.9). The proportions of all pupils who attended Catholic schools
were somewhat similar in Providence and Chicago in the early years
(Table 2.10), but at least until 1900, Catholics composed a smaller frac-
tion of the city’s population in Chicago than in Providence — so these
figures suggest a higher rate of Catholic enrollment in Catholic schools
in the midwestern city.%

The comparisons between Boston and Providence are also reveal-
ing. At least until 1880, it appears that the two cities differed mark-
edly. Three-eighths of the parishes in Boston had schools, and
five-eighths of those in Providence did. Admittedly, the number of
parishes in Providence was small, and so the comparison is not en-
tirely satisfying. However, the enrollment trends unmistakably show
the same point: The proportion of pupils in Providence who attended
Catholic schools was twice as high as in Boston. By 1900, the two
cities seemed more similar. In Boston, 43% of the parishes had schools,
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Table 2.10. Catholic school pupils as a proportion of all
pupils in Boston, Chicago, and Providence, 1855—-1930

Chicago Boston Providence
Year (%) (%) (%)
1855 10
1859 4
1865¢ 17 11
1870 22
1880 22 10 19
1890 19 13 18
1900 17 15 15
1907 16 17
1910 21 16
1915 16-19° 16
1920 25 16
1925 18-21 16
1930 28

“Figures for Boston from 1866.

*Boston figures for 1915-25 are based on the daily average
number reported in the Boston School Committee’s Report.
The first figure for these years is the proportion of Catholic
school pupils among all Catholic and public school pupils.
However, there were few Catholic high school pupils. Con-
sequently, the second figure indicates the percentage of
Catholic school pupils among all Catholic school pupils and
all public school pupils below the high school level.
Sources: Chicago figures from Sanders, Education of an Urban
Minority, p. 12; Boston figures for 1859-1907 from Sanders,
“Boston Catholics and the School Question,” p. 49. On later
Boston figures, see note b. Providence figures based on the
school census reports published annually in the Providence
School Committee’s Report after 1885 (figures from earlier
years from the 1885 Report). See also the Appendix to this
book.

and in Providence, 47%; in both cities, 15% of the school enrollment
was in parochial schools.

Thus, comparison of the two New England cities suggests that in
the late nineteenth century, the Catholic school situation in Boston
was indeed distinctive, as Sanders argued. However, by 1900, the
factors that earlier had distinguished the two cities had lost their power.

We cannot, with the data at hand, sort out just what factors distin-
guished the Providence pattern from the Boston pattern during the
nineteenth century, but the fact that the patterns were different re-
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veals the importance of local conditions in Catholic school arrange-
ments. Moreover, this fact suggests that the particular local condi-
tions involved were not merely due to the ethnic composition of the
Catholic population. It is important to stress this point, because eth-
nic compositions, coupled with the varying attitudes of different
Catholic ethnic groups toward the church institutions, clearly were
among the reasons the cities differed in the incidence of Catholic
schooling. This ethnic diversity among Catholics is easy to see in
Providence by comparing the two largest Catholic groups: the Irish
and the Italians.

The proportion of Irish Catholic pupils enrolled in parochial schools
can be estimated (see Appendix, Section 4D). Some 54% were en-
rolled in Catholic schools in 1880, 44% in 1900, 52% in 1915, and 50%
in 1925. Whatever may have created some decrease in enrollment in
1900, the Irish were sending half or nearly half their children to Cath-
olic schools throughout the period.

Table 2.11 and Table A.2 in the Appendix allow us to observe the
contrast between the Irish and the Italians. By 1925, for example, the
children of Italians constituted 29% of the sample population, but en-
rollment in Italian-parish parochial schools accounted for less than
2% of the city’s pupils. Indeed, the French Canadians, who probably
had less than one-fifth as many children in this age group as the ltal-
ians, enrolled more pupils in their parochial schools.?”

Thus, the ethnic compositions of cities had an important impact on
the prevalence of Catholic schooling, but they cannot fully explain
that prevalence, as the Boston-Providence comparison in the nine-
teenth century suggests. Additional evidence demonstrates the same
point more forcefully for one moment in time. The Immigration Com-
mission provided a breakdown of the proportion of children from
each immigrant group who attended parochial schools in several cit-
ies during 1908. The differences between the Irish and ltalians were
everywhere great: The Irish were much more likely to be in the Cath-
olic schools. Yet within each immigrant group, there were also strik-
ing differences from city to city.

James Sanders offered an explanation for the relative dearth of
Catholic schooling in Boston, particularly in the nineteenth century,
that is useful to consider for Providence as well, an explanation that
combines intriguing observations about ethnic differences with other
aspects of urban history. Part of his explanation concerns differences
between the Irish and the Germans, the other large group of immi-
grants to use Catholic schools in the second half of the nineteenth
century. In Boston and Providence, the Catholics were Irish; by con-
trast, Chicago received very large numbers of Germans as well as
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Table 2.11. Proportions of children enrolling in Catholic schools among

the Irish and Italians

A. Children of Irish-Americans,” Providence, 1880-1925

Males only: proportion of

Proportion of all pupils high school entrants in
in Catholic schools® Catholic high schools®
Year (%) (%)
1880 54 28-65
1900 44 32-41
1915 52 33
1925 50 39

B. Children of Irish and Italian immigrants in 1908, selected cities?

Proportion in Catholic schools

Irish Italian

City % N % N

Boston 26 (20,357) 11 (8,269)
Cleveland 71 (3,287) 3 (2,154)
Newark 76 (3,355) 13 (6,460)
New York 47 (54,795) 12 (67,946)
Philadelphia 69 (20,379) 36 (10,447)
Providence 38 (3,916) 1 (3,574)
San Francisco 32 (3,868) 3 (3,532)

“Children of native whites of Irish parentage and children of Irish immi-

;grants.

From Table A.2 in the Appendix.

‘Based on sample data and on estimates for missing data in 1880 and 1900

(see Appendix). Limited to sons of Irish immigrants in 1925.

“Included are cities studied by the Immigration Commission that had 2,000
or more children of both Irish and Italian immigrants. Calculated from
Howard Ralph Weisz, Irish American and Italian American Educational Views

and Activities, 1870-1900: A Comparison (New York, 1976), 96, 401.

Irish. The Germans, Sanders argued, tended to construct parochial
schools much sooner than the Irish. The difference is not simply a
result of the more favorable economic situation of the Germans. Prior-
ities were also involved. Boston’s Irish Catholic parishes routinely
erected expensive churches, but waited years and even decades be-
fore building schools. In other dioceses, especially among German
Catholics, schools were built first; the school’s main hall would be
used for mass until funds for a church could be raised. That difference
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in construction priorities reflected different evaluations of the signifi-
cance of Catholic schooling among Irish and Germans. One reason
for the difference was that the Germans had a language to preserve
and consequently had an added incentive to establish special schools.
Moreover, Sanders argued, the Germans may have been more con-
cerned about schooling generally than the Irish were, because pri-
mary schooling was more developed in Germany than in Ireland.®®

Sanders also noted that the diocesan leadership in Boston did not
act to counter the priorities of the Irish parishes; instead, the bishops
tended to support education by promoting a small number of elite
institutions of advanced learning, rather than primary schools.

Part of the explanation for parishes’ and bishops’ priorities also in-
volved, according to Sanders, the interplay between Irish Catholics
and Yankees. Boston, perhaps more than any other city, maintained
a long tradition of public schooling. At least in principle, those schools
reached out to all. The city’s Yankee leaders were faced with the choice
of compromising the Irish sensibilities or seeing common schooling
disappear. For their part, the Irish Catholics of Boston were faced
with an institution central to Yankee culture in the city in which that
culture was preeminent. Each group was ambivalent about the other,
but neither was willing to dismiss the other.

By the twentieth century, the school situation and the critical fac-
tors influencing it were changing. An energetic cardinal and changes
in social conditions brought Boston into the American Catholic main-
stream. The Irish were no longer the impoverished, defensive, re-
sentful group looking in from the outside. Prominent in city politics,
their own kind sat on the school board, in the superintendent’s office
(after 1918), and at the teacher’s desk. In this context, however, Cath-
olic parents faced an unclear choice. The Catholic schools differed
from the public schools in Iess glaring ways than they had earlier -
not only in personnel but also in the sort of curriculum these person-
nel would support. Moreover, given the nineteenth-century legacy,
most leading Catholic leaders, as well as many priests, were products
of the public schools. If they had escaped with little harm, why not
the next generation? Finally, the ethnic composition of the city contin-
ued to affect enrollments: The most important of the later Catholic
immigrants to Boston, as to Providence, were the Italians. By con-
trast, in Chicago, the largest new group were the Poles, who, like the
Germans, had a language to preserve and, unlike the Italians, iden-
tified their national existence with the church. Enrollment figures for
Chicago in 1908 suggest that the Poles were ten times as likely as the
Italians to choose a Catholic school over a public school.®

Much of Sanders’s discussion is relevant to Providence as well. His
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comparisons of Irish and German parish priorities are suggestive. In
Providence, too, Irish construction priorities placed the church before
the school building.** Moreover, the suggestion that Irish behavior
before the last decades of the nineteenth century may have been
prompted by less concern for schooling than other groups showed is
consistent with the view of Irish educational behavior discussed in
the preceding section.

These factors help explain why Providence, like Boston, differed
from Chicago in the prevalence of Catholic schools. However, why
Catholic schools were more prevalent in Providence than in Boston
during the nineteenth century must be explained by factors other than
the ethnic compositions of the two cities. The clash of Yankee and
Irish cultures that occurred in Boston may not have occurred in just
the same way in Providence. Differences in the attitudes of the mid-
nineteenth-century Yankee elites toward the public schools in the two
cities, although probably minor, may have had some impact. Simi-
larly, Providence was not “the Athens of America,” and whereas the
images of the Yankee elite and their culture must have seemed rea-
sonably similar to the Irish immigrants in the two cities, they may not
have been identical. In particular, the unique cultural status of the
Boston Yankee may have mattered at the level of church leadership.
Bishops and priests in Boston may not have opposed the prestige of
the public schools quite as strongly as such leaders did elsewhere. It
is difficult to say more in the absence of a full-scale history of the
Providence diocese.

In the early twentieth century, the ltalian influx into both cities kept
the proportion of Catholics who attended religious schools relatively
low.*! As in Boston, the change in Irish attitudes toward the public
schools must have reduced the clarity of the choice between public
and Catholic schools. Finally, in Providence, as in Boston, half the
Irish population had attended public schools. Later generations of
parents must have been influenced by the fact that their own school-
ing, like that of many Catholic leaders, had taken place in public in-
stitutions, reducing the sense that these schools necessarily were det-
rimental to one’s faith.

These factors, then, help explain why Catholic schooling did not
reach even more Catholics in Providence. Should we consider the
numbers it did reach, between two-fifths and half of the Irish chil-
dren, as high or low? If judged by the ideals of the church, formulated
in Baltimore in 1883, the numbers were low: By no means was every
child being educated in Catholic schools.*? On the other hand, by
comparison with contemporary America, the figures were respect-
able: In 1963, 44% of Catholic school-age children were enrolled in
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Catholic schools, and in 1974, 29%.*® By comparison with other cities
during the period 1880-1925, the few figures available (Tables 2.9-
2.11) suggest that the Providence experience was somewhere near the
middle of the range for other cities, although perhaps in the lower
half. However, the available data suggest above all a diversity in local
behavior, so that it is not very meaningful to think in terms of a na-
tional norm. In the final analysis, that two to three children in five
among Irish-Americans in Providence were enrolled in schools other
than the public schools must be regarded as a major achievement of
voluntarism in the sphere of education and as a central feature of the
city’s school arrangements.

2.3.  Characteristics of Catholic high school students

Many Irish Catholics in Providence chose the Catholic schools; many
others did not. What characteristics determined where an Irish Cath-
olic child would enroll? The religiously committed families were surely
predisposed to favor these institutions, but other subgroups among
the Irish may have been especially likely to enroll as well.

The gender of the child was one social characteristic that may have
predisposed families to choose one sort of school over the other. James
Sanders and others have speculated that nineteenth-century parents
considered the Catholic schools less relevant to worldly success than
the public schools.** As a result, they may have enrolled boys more
often than girls in the public schools. There the boys would learn to
be breadwinners in America, whereas in the Catholic schools, girls
might pick up values best suited for family life. The Providence school
census, an annual enumeration by school authorities, offers some
modest support for such a view. In the nineteenth century, 55% of
parochial school pupils were girls, compared with less than 50% in
public schools. After the turn of the century, the proportions of girls
in the two types of schools converged (Table 2.12). Yet the same fig-
ures suggest that any preference for sending the children of one gen-
der rather than the other to Catholic schools was quite weak. The
fundamental point, surely, is that enrollments by gender were so sim-
ilar. When one also considers that the Catholic school opportunities
for older boys may have been limited by the availability of teaching
brothers, the imbalance by gender, however intriguing, seems quite
small.

What of the social-class origins of Catholic school pupils? Was the
Catholic school the preserve of better-off Irish-Americans, who could
afford a private school, or was it an institution for the working class?
Unfortunately, the available records severely restrict our examination
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Table 2.12. Percentages of girls among Catholic
and public school students, Providence, 1889—

1925
Catholic Public
Year schools schools
1889 54.2 n.a.
1895 54.6 48.7
1900 54.6 49.2
1905 52.6 49.9
1910 51.3 49.4
1915 50.9 50.2
1921 50.5 50.2
1925 50.2 49.7

Source: Calculated from the school census reports
published in the Providence School Committee Re-
port for the years indicated from 1895; for 1889, see
the Report for 1891/2, p. 33.

of primary and grammar schools, where most Catholic pupils were
enrolled. Still, a few observations can be made.

The burden of financing these schools is relevant here. Generally,
there were two major methods of supporting parochial schools, both
of which placed the financial responsibility on the parish. One in-
volved tuition payments from parents, the other direct support from
general parish funds. Local arrangements often may have involved
some mix of these methods. Schools that charged tuition may have
had arrangements to waive the costs for poor families at the priest’s
discretion and to make up the costs from general parish funds. Many
tuition-free schools apparently charged for books and supplies. Also,
a parish with no tuition charges may have placed great pressure on
parishioners to contribute to its support and may have singled out
those with children in its school. The schools, in short, required money,
and it had to come from parishioners one way or another. If the bur-
den fell more heavily on parents than on others, its magnitude prob-
ably was not trivial. In a working-class family, in which the father
might earn $400-600 annually at the turn of the century, a tuition of
fifty cents to a dollar per month was appreciable, amounting (over a
year) to 1-2% of the father’s annual wage. Of course, in a large fam-
ily, one with six children, for example, the expenditure would have
been much larger.*

One way to respond to financial pressure was to get by with fewer
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teachers and tolerate larger classes. Horace Tarbell, the Superinten-
dent of the Providence public schools, noted that the Providence par-
ochial school student—teacher ratios in 1889 and 1893 were so great
that public school teachers would have protested had they been faced
with such work: fifty-eight students per teacher in 1889, and sixty-
four in 1892. "It is a striking fact,” he added, “that eight teachers in
the school of the Immaculate Conception on West River Street teach
more pupils than are taught in all the private schools of the city.”46
One advantage parents probably obtained for their children in the
Catholic academies, which often taught grade school pupils (rather
than secondary school pupils), in this era, and which charged higher
tuition than the parochial schools, was a smaller class size. In the
absence of more systematic work on Catholic school financing, these
conjectures are the best we can do in describing how social class im-
pinged on the use of the parochial school.

We are on firmer ground in studying the social-class origins of
Catholic high school students, at least in the later years of our period,
1915 and 1925 (Table 2.13). The evidence is of considerable interest,
because it was in that period that Catholic secondary schooling be-
came salient for significant proportions of the Catholic population.
Prior to that time, high school enrollment, public or Catholic, was
rare for the children of Catholic immigrants.

The Catholic high schools of Providence were not outgrowths of
the parish schools. They originated as academies that were meant to
serve the entire diocese. In the nineteenth century, several academies
had been established by various orders. Most were day schools, serv-
ing the diocese’s students. Some (such as the Academy of the Sacred
Heart) operated primarily as boarding schools, catering to an elite
clientele from throughout New England. Several of these academies
were small, weak institutions that closed after a time.*

In the early years, many of the academy students were actually
enrolled in primary or grammar school grades. Eventually, however,
the academies came to concentrate on more advanced instruction. Two
of these academies were of preeminent importance: La Salle for boys
and St. Xavier for girls enrolled the great majority of pupils in Cath-
olic secondary schools. During 1915-25, these schools offered college
preparatory programs (“‘classical’” and “’scientific’” courses) and a ter-
minal “commercial” course.

These secondary schools may be compared with the four public
schools: Classical, English, Hope, and Technical. Classical High of-
fered college preparatory programs, at first stressing languages and
later rigorous training in a broader range of academic subjects. En-
glish High began by offering more “modern’” academic subjects than
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Table 2.13. Social-class origins of entrants to Catholic high schools and
public high schools with comparable programs: proportion of entrants who
were children of white-collar workers, Providence, 1915-25

Male Female
Entrants % N¢ % N
1915
All entrants
Catholic high schools 35.9 (73) 4.4 (25)

Comparable public high schools 46.4 (549) 39.7 (734)
Children of Irish-Americans only®

Catholic high schools 27.7 (65) 52.8 (18)
Comparable public high schools 17.4 (93) 29.4 (142)
1925
All entrants
Catholic high school 35.7 (56)
Comparable public high schools 47.5 (201)
Children of Irish immigrants only®
Catholic high schools 47.4 (19)
Comparable public high schools 20.0 (15)

*Sample data are described in the text. The 1915 data are based on supple-
mental samples of the children of the Irish and of other ethnic groups, on
supplemental samples of public high school entrants, and on the random
samples. In calculatir:z the proportions, the sample members were weighted
down so that each group was represented in the same proportion as in the
random sample. However, the N’s shown are for the total number of cases.
Consequently, the N’s should not be regarded as an indication of the propor-
tions entering each type of high school.

*Includes children and grandchildren of Irish immigrants in 1915, children
only in 1925 (because the grandchildren of Irish immigrants in the 1925 sam-
ple cannot be distinguished from the children of natives). Generations were
combined in 1915 because of small numbers.

did Classical High (at the expense of foreign languages), as well as
commercial courses, and later came to focus increasingly on the com-
mercial work. Hope High, situated across town from Classical and
English, offered all the programs they did. Finally, Technical High
School had begun as a manual-training institution; eventually it be-
came simply a general-purpose high school, including many shop
courses.*® In the comparisons that follow, Technical High School is
omitted. It offered programs that differed from those at the other
schools, both Catholic and public. Consequently, La Salle and St. Xavier
students are compared with those at Classical, Commerdial, and Hope.
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Had the Technical High School students been included, the differ-
ences between public and Catholic students discussed later generally
would have been substantially greater.

Many of the students in the public high school were not Catholics
and hence never seriously considered the Catholic high schools. Nor
did the Italian Catholics do so; 212 of the ltalian children in the 1915~
25 samples were high school entrants, of whom 2 attended Catholic
institutions. Therefore, the most interesting comparisons of students’
social-class origins are limited to the Irish-Americans. Among them,
middle-class children were more likely than others to enroll in Cath-
olic secondary schools. That finding is not surprising: A private high
school, one that probably charged considerably more than the paro-
chial schools (given the likelihood of higher per-pupil costs), had a
more advantaged Irish-American clientele than did the public high
schools. Still, it is also important to notice that this statement is rela-
tive to other Irish-Americans. In all three samples, half the students
in Catholic secondary schools came from blue-collar homes. If there
was a sorting process on the basis of social class, it was a much more
modest process than occurred at the socially exclusive private schools
that were not Catholic.*” It is possible, of course, that children of the
Catholic upper crust attended other schools. The girls of such families
might have attended the Academy of the Sacred Heart, for example.
For boys, there was no Catholic alternative to La Salle Academy within
the city. In any case, notwithstanding the possibility that a small elite
group was sent elsewhere, the noteworthy fact is that the only Cath-
olic institution available within the city, surely the one to enroll the
vast majority of the Providence boys who received Catholic second-
ary schooling, was not particularly exclusive.

Some of the most striking characteristics of the Catholic high school
students do not pertain to their social origins, but to their academic
careers. Catholic high school students were more likely than those in
the public institutions to enroll in college preparatory programs and
more likely to graduate from high school.

Evidence about students’ academic programs in the Catholic high
schools is complete only for the 1925 sample,® but the pattern in that
year is unmistakable (Table 2.14). Students at La Salle Academy were
more likely to enroll in the college preparatory track than were stu-
dents at the comparable public high schools; 48% of the public high
schools’ students enrolled in that track, compared with 75% of La
Salle’s. The pattern remains clear if we restrict our attention to the
Irish, or even to particular social strata among them. Indeed, the great



The Irish 77

Table 2.14. Catholic and public high school entrants compared: rates of
enrollment in college preparatory curricula, Providence, 1925

Catholic Comparable
Entrants high schools public high schools
All entrants 75.0% (56) 47.8% (201)
Irish only*® 17/19 4/15
White-collar fathers 919 1/3
Blue-collar fathers 8/10 3712

“Given the small number of sample members, results in this panel are
presented as fractions rather than as percentages.

majority of the sons of the Irish immigrants who enrolled in college
preparatory programs in 1925 did so at La Salle.™

The unique nature of the Catholic secondary school career is equally
evident in the graduation rates, and here the data permit us to draw
conclusions from 1915 as well as from 1925.

One of the most striking characteristics of American high schools
during these years was the high rate at which students dropped out.
That proportion was relatively stable in Providence between 1880 and
1915; it declined somewhat in 1925. In 1915, some 35% of the students
who entered the comparable public high schools graduated; at the
two Catholic high schools, 58% graduated (Table 2.15). By 1925, the
graduation rate among entrants at the comparable public high schools
had climbed sharply, whereas at La Salle it had not. Although the
contrast between public and Catholic institutions was not as sharp in
that year, there was a difference, with 57% of the entrants to the com-
parable public high schools graduating, and 66% of those entering
the Catholic schools.?? The differences in graduation rates may be
most meaningfully seen when attention is restricted to the children
of Irish-Americans. In 1915, three-fifths of those who enrolled in the
Catholic high schools graduated, and one-fifth of those who chose
the comparable public high schools. In 1925, the disparities were about
as large.

The public and Catholic school pupils no doubt differed in many
respects: Ethnicity, social class, and other family background factors
may all have contributed to the difference in graduation rates. Also,
graduation rates may simply have reflected the same academic com-
mitments already encountered in connection with curriculum choice.
Whatever made more Catholic pupils choose the college preparatory
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Table 2.15. Catholic and public high school entrants compared:
Providence, 1915-25

1. Graduation rates

Catholic Comparable pub-
high schools lic high schools
Entrants % N % N
1915¢
All entrants 58.2 (98) 34.8 (1,292)
Irish-Americans 59.5 (83) 21.0 (232)
1925
All entrants 66.1 (62) 57.0 (214)
Sons of Irish immigrants 71.4 (21) 31.3 (16)

2. Odds ratios for graduation by school type

Factors controlled Ratio®
1915
No controls (calculated from the foregoing proportions,

first row) 2.61
Five social background factors controlled® 4.08 (t=>5.21)
Curriculum choice also controlled® 2.65 (t=3.49)
1925
No controls (calculated from the foregoing proportions,

third row) 1.47
Five social background factors controlled® 2.30 (t=2.10)
Curriculum choice also controlled® 1.60 (t=1.13)

“The 1915 data include males and females; the gender differences in rates
were small. On the composition of the Irish-Americans and on cell sizes, see
the footnotes to Table 2.13.

*The odds that a Catholic school entrant would graduate compared with the
odds that a public school entrant would do so.

‘The second and third odds ratios are exponentiated coefficients from logit
regression analyses. The models included controls for father’s occupation,
assessed property value, ethnicity, number of siblings, and whether or not
both parents were present. The regression model for the third odds ratio also
included a control for whether or not the entrant had enrolled in a college
preparatory curriculum. For details, see text note 53.

track also could have kept them in school longer. These issues can be
addressed with the help of multiple regression (Table 2.15).

First, graduation rates were higher in Catholic high schools than in
public schools, even when family background characteristics of stu-
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dents were taken into account. Second, the importance of controlling
for curriculum choice was different in 1915 than in 1925. In the earlier
year, the Catholic high school students were more likely to graduate,
even after curriculum choice and family background were con-
trolled.* In the 1925 sample, the findings are weaker, but in the same
direction. Once again, a difference in favor of the Catholic schools
remains even after all controls are imposed. However, in the 1925
sample, the difference in their favor is too weak to be statistically
significant. Confronted with the 1925 data alone, we would be on
risky ground in concluding that a difference between the two types
of schools remained when both curriculum choice and social back-
ground had been controlled, but in the context of the 1915 data, it
seems reasonable to conclude that although the pattern was probably
weaker in the later year, it did exist.>*

These differences in the academic behavior of students lead one to
wonder about other possible differences in their later lives. In partic-
ular, did Catholic school students differ from others in regard to the
jobs they eventually obtained? Apparently not, once family back-
ground characteristics have been controlled. The Providence data, in
any event, reveal no consistent differences of this type. Perhaps the
number of cases is simply too small to reveal a pattern. However, the
distinctive characteristics of the Catholic high school entrants may
have been exclusively academic in nature, lacking any consistent con-
nection to the fate of an individual in the job market.

Whether or not they had a later influence in the job market, the
distinctive academic characteristics of the Catholic high school stu-
dents obviously were important in the academic realm. They are es-
pecially noteworthy in the light of contemporary discussions of
American Catholic school achievement, stimulated by the research of
James Coleman and his colleagues. That research argues that the ac-
ademic achievements of Catholic school students are greater than those
of public school students, even when social background characteris-
tics have been controlled. The Providence findings raise the possibil-
ity that differences in student academic achievement between Cath-
olic and public schools may have had a long history.*

Whether that difference resulted from the manner in which the
schools are run or from unobserved differences between the families
that selected Catholic schools over public schools has been a subject
of debate.* We cannot identify with certainty the sources of the Cath-
olic school advantages, which in any case may well have been rein-
forcing, but we can consider some plausible sources. They probably
had something to do with unobserved differences between those who
chose the public schools and those who chose the Catholic schools,
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and they may have had something to do with what may be called
institutional cultures as well.

On average, the families who chose the Catholic secondary schools
were no doubt more committed religiously than others, and commit-
ted in a way that expressed religiosity through an extended Catholic
schooling. One group of pupils who would have chosen the schools
on religious grounds in particular were those intent on becoming
priests, nuns, or other brothers or sisters. The records of La Salle
Academy include a list of graduates who joined the clergy. For the
fifteen graduating classes beginning in 1917 (the years covering the
1915-25 samples), about one graduate in nine is identified in this way.
That is surely a nontrivial proportion of the entire group. On the other
hand, the great majority of the graduated did not join the clergy,
which strongly suggests that the high graduation rate at La Salle
Academy cannot be accounted for by the behavior of the future cler-
gymen among them.”’

The families who chose these schools should also be thought of as
having chosen a private secondary school. It may be that the distinc-
tive rates of enrollment in the classical programs and rates of gradu-
ation were not so much functions of Catholic private schools, but rather
functions of private schools generally, that families choosing such
schools showed greater initiative and commitment to their children’s
schooling, expressed, for example, through tuition payments, and that
this commitment appears in the observed rates. The implications of
tuition payments deserve particular consideration. Although there were
social-class differences between the Irish choosing public and Catho-
lic high schools, it is just as clear that social class by no means fully
determined the choice. If tuition charges for Catholic secondary schools
were relatively steep for a family of modest means, but not altogether
prohibitive, those charges would have served to sift families. Those
of modest means who had chosen the Catholic schools would have
been especially committed to them.

Private schools, it should also be noted, were able to reject certain
students, whereas schools in the public sector could not. In an era in
which only a third to half of an age cohort ever entered high school -
any high school - the luxury of rejecting an unwanted high school
student may not have been as important as it is today, when enroll-
ment is nearly universal. Nevertheless, it may have made some dif-
ference. Other constraints would have worked in a similar direction.
In the years between 1910 and 1920, the demand for seats at La Salle
appears to have been growing rapidly. Enrollment increased, and
school authorities had to turn away applicants for lack of seats — fully
100 of them in 1919. Given the size of the school at the time (total
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enroliment 500), it is probable that a third of the applicants were turned
away. In 1925, the Providence bishop concluded a successful fund
drive for construction of Catholic high schools, and La Salle was given
a new building. The restrictiveness of admissions must have quickly
declined,®® and the smaller public-Catholic difference in graduation
rates observed in the 1925 sample may have reflected this difference
in the restrictiveness of high school admissions. In any case, such
restrictions probably were easier for private schools to impose.

Relevant differences in school culture could also have developed
from the way the schools were run. Teachers may have conveyed a
greater sense of mission and of expectations from students. In addi-
tion, Catholic schools may have had distinctive kinds of outside influ-
ences working on them — both more committed parents and different
sorts of officials to whom the principal reported. In all this, the unique
Catholic nature of the school may have been crucial, or its status as a
private school may have mattered most.

School cultures could have differed at the level of student culture
as well. If, on average, students with somewhat different sorts of
commitments enrolled at the Catholic secondary schools, they may
have reinforced these commitments in each other. In this way, an
important peer influence would have operated: A student entering a
Catholic high school with the same social background and commit-
ments as one entering the public high school would have experienced
stronger reinforcement for that academic commitment. .

The social-class composition of a school may create peer influences
as well, but they do not explain the Catholic school record.” In gen-
eral, middle-class students probably were more likely to enroll in col-
lege preparatory curricula and to graduate. Pupils who were edu-
cated where the middle-class concentration was high would be
influenced to do the same. However, middle-class students were as
common at the public high schools (when all students, Irish and oth-
ers, are considered; Table 2.13). So peer influences deriving from so-
cial-class composition would not have worked in favor of Catholic
school achievement.

Finally, a theme running through the preceding paragraphs — that
it may be useful to think of the Catholic schools in the same terms
that one thinks of other private schools — suggests a broader point.
One of the critical roles of Catholic schooling had to do with the new
immigrant communities, among those who were poor, culturally dis-
tinct, and often contending with the older Protestant elites. However,
in considering the Catholic high schools, we are closer to an institu-
tion that expresses the concerns of more well-established social groups,
albeit in religious and ethnically distinct ways. The most impover-
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ished, and hence also most of the less assimilated, were unlikely to
reach any high school. That the Catholic secondary schools were di-
ocesan and not parochial underscores the point: These were not schools
of a small, tightly knit community. Small ethnic enclaves might have
produced schools that were out of touch with American mainstream
values of achievement. The Catholic high schools, however, did not
emerge from such enclaves. Even in 1880, the diocese of Providence
included forty-nine parishes and extended well beyond the city of
Providence; by 1925, it included ninety-eight parishes.®

That the Catholic high schools and their pupils could nevertheless
have been out of touch with mainstream American values regarding
achievement seems unlikely. First, Irish-Americans were the princi-
pal clientele of these schools. The first section of this chapter makes
it clear that by 1915, Irish-Americans as a group were not typified by
academic or occupational achievements different from those of Yan-
kees, and so there is no reason to assume that they differed in values
regarding achievement. Second, it stands to reason that among all
groups, those reaching high school were less likely than others to
hold values that would have inhibited achievement. Finally, this sec-
tion has shown that Irish-American high school students who chose
the Catholic high schools over the public schools demonstrated higher
attainments, at least in the academic (if not in the occupational) arena,
as judged by the choice of a classical curriculum and by graduation
rates.



3 The Italians

In the great immigrations of 1880-1920, the Italians composed the
largest single group, with some 4 million of them reaching the United
States. A great many, close to half, returned to Italy after a time. De-
spite the huge numbers who went back, however, the Italian immi-
gration was so large that those who remained in the United States
still outnumbered the arrivals in every other group.! In Providence,
the Italian immigrant community was of negligible size in 1880; by
1900, however, its children constituted 7% of the sample, with 16%
in 1915 and 29% in 1925. By 1915, Italian children were more numer-
ous than those of any other immigrant group in the city; by 1925, they
probably even outnumbered all those of Irish ancestry (both children
and grandchildren of Irish immigrants).

Like the nineteenth-century Irish before them, the Italians were far
less likely than others to receive an extended education. In 1915, for
example, slightly less than one-tenth of the children of Italians, as
compared with two-fifths of the rest of the city’s children, enrolled in
high school. The evidence also indicates that, on average, Italians re-
ceived lower grades from their teachers than others did. Such pat-
terns persisted throughout the years 1900-25. This chapter concerns
the family background of the Italian children, their schooling, and
their later jobs.

Many observers have suggested that the cultural heritage of the
Italian immigrants predisposed them to underrate the importance of
education. One of the earliest discussions of Italian schooling has re-
mained especially influential. In 1944, Leonard Covello, an Italian-
born educator who spent his career immersed in these issues, com-
pleted an exhaustive doctoral dissertation, The Social Background of the
Italo-American School Child,? that sought to place school patterns in the
context of the social structure and culture of southern Italy. Although
not published until 1967, Covello’s work was influential well before
that.? He stressed the minimal school arrangements in rural southern
Italy in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the minimal rel-
evance of the curriculum to the peasant, the imposed quality of the
schools (coming as they did by edict from afar), the restriction of most
schooling to a three-year course, and the great reluctance to provide
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formal schooling, especially extended schooling, for women (whose
family roles did not require it, and might even be threatened by it).
According to Covello,
From the immigrant’s point of view there was no obvious need for
more than a trifling amount of formal education. All practical arts
and skills should be acquired at an early age by working either in
the parental household or through apprenticeship. Knowledge be-
yond the every-day requirements was a privilege and necessity for
the “better” classes. His concept of wisdom had nothing in com-
mon with categories of knowledge and learning that are acquired
in the school.*
Rather,
To the contadino parent, education was the handing down of all the
cultural, social, and moral value of his society through the medium
of folklore, or the teaching, generation after generation, of the child
by the parents. The peasant’s desire for security in his way of living
was directly opposed to education from outside the family circle.
. . . This antagonism toward the school, which was definitely man-
ifested in Italy and which constituted a part of the cultural tradi-
tion, was carried over to America and paved the way for the still
current [1944] lack of rapprochement between the American school
and the Italian parents.5
Resentment over compulsory schooling, which challenged the fami-
ly’s control of its children, also heightened tensions between the Ital-
ian immigrant household and the school. These tensions surely had
an economic dimension, for the Italian immigrant families sought the
contributions of child labor to the family economy. Covello was em-
phatic, however, that the sources of the conflict could not be reduced
to economic necessity, but were to be found in cultural differences
between the Italian outlook and the American norms. Finally,
Since the Italian girl’s sphere of activity was confined strictly to the
home, adjustment was most difficult for her in the American mi-
lieu; her horizon was narrow and her scope of action very limited.
In the struggle for a place in American life, she found herself un-
able to achieve anything like the status of Americans of other cul-
tural groups whose female members were not so confined and re-
stricted.®
Covello’s influential formulations have been echoed by many oth-
ers. For example, according to Alice Kessler-Harris and Virginia Yans-
McLaughlin,
Explanations for differences in educational attainment appear to lie
directly in old country cultural values. The Italian peasant, suspi-
cious of modern ideas and fearful of the extent to which American-
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ization would disrupt the integrity of the family, withdrew his chil-
dren from school as soon as possible. Economic needs [for child
labor] conspired with culture in this respect.”

Nevertheless, other observers have strongly argued that economic
factors (the class position of ltalian families, their low starting place
in the industrial economy) can fully or very nearly explain these pat-
terns of schooling. Stephen Steinberg, for example, argues in The Eth-
nic Myth that "’it is necessary to ask whether Italian attitudes toward
education were simply a carryover from Europe, as is commonly as-
sumed, or whether they were responses to conditions of Italian life in
this country as well,” and, indeed, he strongly emphasizes the pri-
macy of their social-class position in the United States over such cul-
tural attributes.® Similarly, John Briggs argues, against Covello and
others, that the Italian heritage did include support for schooling and
that Italian-American school achievement was not in fact much differ-
ent from that of other working-class children.’

Moreover, even if the Italian-American school patterns cannot fully
be explained by their social-class position, these patterns may have
resulted from the propensity of Italians to return to Italy. As Michael
Piore has stressed, immigrants set on returning to the old country
faced many of their choices with a different attitude than other im-
migrants.!? In particular, sending children to work in order to amass
additional savings may have seemed a wiser investment than sending
them to an American high school.

Solid evidence that will permit exploration of these issues and that
is relevant to the early years of the century is available for the first
time in the Providence data set. Information about social-class origins
and family structure, of course, is particularly important. In addition,
some evidence sheds light on the connection between return migra-
tion and schooling.

After assessing the nature of Italian schooling and the impacts of
various social factors on it, this chapter turns to the later occupational
attainments of the Italian sample members. Was their low level of
school performance the result of factors that also produced low oc-
cupational attainments? Did that low school performance itself inhibit
their socioeconomic attainments? Whereas the central concern in this
section will be the relation between schooling and social mobility, we
can also shed useful light on occupational advancement itself, quite
apart from its relation to schooling. There have been numerous stud-
ies of the Italian absorption into American economic life, including
some that have described the degree of economic advancement of the
second generation. However, nearly all have compared the Italians to
only one or two other immigrant groups in the city: to the Jews, or
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the Poles, or the Slovaks, for example. Here we have a chance to
compare their performance with the norms for occupational advance-
ment in the city as a whole. Second-generation Italians remained con-
centrated in somewhat less attractive jobs than was the norm. How-
ever, was their rate of advancement away from their origins relatively
slow, or did they simply start at a lower point?!!

Our best evidence pertains to those who were adolescents in 1915
or 1925. Supplementary samples of the children of Italian immigrants
were drawn from the 1915 Rhode Island State Census. As a result,
information is available on some 870 children of Italian origin who
were then twelve to fifteen years of age. The 1925 sample was more
restricted in scope; it was limited to boys, and no effort was made to
supplement the numbers obtained by random sampling. Neverthe-
less, because the Italians constituted such a large proportion of the
city’s population, 289 of them were included in that sample.

3.1. Family background

In the early years of the Italian immigration, most adolescent children
of the immigrants had been born in Italy themselves — 83% in the
1900 sample. Increasingly, however, the immigrant parents com-
posed a group who had migrated when young and had established
their families in the United States. By 1915, therefore, only 37% of the
children were foreign-born, and by 1925 a mere 8%.'2 This sharp de-
cline in the proportion foreign-born is easiest to understand in com-
paring the immigrant families of 1915 and 1925. During World War I
(1914-18), the wave of immigration was cut to barely a trickle, and
shortly thereafter Congress began to impose restrictions on immigra-
tion. Consequently, the decade between 1915 and 1925 brought rela-
tively few new immigrants. More of the youngsters of 1925 were
therefore from families who had lived in the United States for some
time.

A less obvious process operated earlier, creating similar results even
when immigration was at its peak. By 1915, the number of Italian
immigrants who had arrived when young and were then raising fam-
ilies themselves was apparently growing much faster than the num-
ber of recent immigrants with children born in Italy. The sharply ris-
ing proportion of native-born children, of course, meant a comparable
rise in the proportion of parents who had had years to establish them-
selves economically, as well as to learn American ways generally and
the English language in particular.

In the early years, significant proportions of the Italian boys came
to Providence with their fathers or brothers to work, rather than in
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Table 3.1. Occupations of Italian immigrant fathers

Census year

1900 1915 1925
Occupational stratum (%) (%) (%)
High white-collar 3.4 5.3 6.2
Low white-collar 15.3 13.4 12.5
Skilled 16.9 18.5 20.4
Semiskilled 15.3 23.2 20.8
Unskilled 45.8 36.9 30.8
Unknown 34 2.7 9.3
Total (100%) N* (59) (863) (289)
Mean occupational score 15.9 16.1 19.0

“The numbers do not reflect the relative sives of the groups. Differ-
ent sampling ratios were used for each census.

complete families. Fully a third of the 1900 group seem to have been
living in such arrangements, or else living in households with no
identifiable relative present. However, by 1915, despite the tremen-
dous preponderance of men among the Italian immigrants (75% in
this era), very high proportions of the sample members were actually
living in two-parent households - over 85%, and nearly all the rest
with relatives. Few were in female-headed households. Whatever
tensions migration and poverty imposed on these immigrants, it did
not result in much family dissolution.!®> Most of the Italian families
were large, including, on average, five children.

More than any other immigrant group, except perhaps the Irish in
1880, the Italian families were concentrated at the bottom of the eco-
nomic order (Table 3.1). In 1900, fully 46% of the Italian fathers worked
as unskilled laborers. Even among the Irish in the earlier year, the
percentage had been somewhat lower. Only 17% of the Italians were
in skilled work, and 19% in white-collar occupations. The Italian im-
migrant situation improved in subsequent years, but not markedly.
By 1915, somewhat more worked in semiskilled occupations, some-
what fewer in unskilled labor; little else had changed. Because the
occupations of over 800 Italian fathers in 1915 had been ascertained,
we can closely examine the economic position of the group in that
year.

Those who had lived in the United States for a relatively short time
were, of course, most likely to be concentrated at the bottom. Al-
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though direct information on length of residence is unavailable, fa-
thers of foreign-born adolescents can be assumed to have been more
recent arrivals than fathers of native-born adolescents. Among more
recent arrivals, some 4% were contractors, the most well-to-do group.
A comparable proportion worked as carpenters. Both groups reflect
the concentration of Italians in construction work. Peddlers and shoe-
makers were also comparably represented. Textile-mill operatives
constituted another 7% of the workers. These were the largest con-
centrations - after laborers. Fully 35% of all the fathers were laborers,
indicating the dearth of specific job skills and the poverty found among
these immigrants.

Among the Italian fathers who had been resident longer, some-
what more had established themselves in small businesses, such as
food stores. The proportion of laborers had also declined, but only to
24%. Generally, the changes between 1900 and 1915, and the changes
resulting from extended residence, were relatively modest. The mean
occupational score of the fathers in 1900 was 15.9. In 1915 it was 16.1
— 14.6 among recent arrivals, 16.9 among those resident longer.

In 1925, the proportion in skilled and white-collar work had in-
creased very slightly, as the numbers of new immigrants dropped.
Yet even in that year the mean occupational score had risen only to
19; more than half the fathers still held low manual jobs. By contrast,
among the Irish, the mean occupational score was 26. Only the blacks
were more concentrated at the bottom.

Although the [talian fathers were concentrated in low-skill and hence
low-wage occupations, very few of the Italian mothers worked: 4% in
1915. Even in broken families, in which income from supplemental
wage earners would be especially needed, a mere 9% of the mothers
held jobs. The preferred way to increase household income was to
send adolescent children, not mothers, into the labor force.

Our best evidence on child labor is once again from 1915. Among
Providence boys fourteen to fifteen years of age, 30% were at work
(Table 3.2). Among the Italian boys, the rate was higher: 37%. For the
girls, the comparable figures were considerably more disparate: 26%
and 47%. As these rates indicate, girls were generally less likely to
work than boys at this age, but among the Italians the reverse was
the case. The tendency to send girls to work sooner than boys may
have been related to the structure of the job market for young work-
ers, and especially for Italian workers. Many working boys in other
groups obtained the juvenile jobs that did not involve actual machine
work: especially as office, errand, messenger, and cash boys. A third
of the city’s working boys held these jobs, but only 10% of the work-
ing Italian boys did.
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Table 3.2. Jobs of children age 14-15 years, Providence, 1915

Boys Girls

All sample Sonsof  All sample Daughters
members  Italians members  of ltalians

Type of job (%) only (%) (%) only (%)
White-collar workers® 6 4 17 10
Juvenile white-collar

workers? 35 10 3 0
Skilled workers 8 14 4 5
Low manual:

Textile workers 26 47 52 77

Service workers 4 3 6 2

All others 21 21 18 6
Total 100 100 100 100
Number working* (132) (99) (117) (61)
Percentage of age

group at work 30 37 26 47

Clerks and salesclerks.

"Messengers, delivery boys, errand boys, cash boys, office boys, and girls in
comparable jobs.

¢The first and third columns are based on samples of all children in the age
range, the second and fourth columns on supplemental samples of Italians.

The working Italian youth were instead concentrated in manual la-
bor, especially in the city’s textile mills: 47% of Italian boys, compared
with 26% of all boys; 77% of Italian girls, compared with 52% of all
girls. Thus, more of the jobs available to girls generally were in mills,
and more of the Italians of each sex obtained mill jobs than was typi-
cal for other groups.

The concentration of Italian children in the mills probably was the
result of knowledge of employment opportunities and connections
with employers through kin and friends working there. It may also
have been due to employer discrimination elsewhere. However, other
factors were also relevant. To many Italian parents, the work environ-
ment, including the presence of relatives and friends, may have seemed
more appropriate for an adolescent girl than a high school. At any
rate, the explanation based only on the employment opportunities in
the Providence labor market must be supplemented by others, for
Italian girls left school at younger ages than boys in a variety of cities,
although the opportunities for child labor surely differed from city to
city. The Reports of the Immigration Commission, based on a huge
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national survey of classrooms in 1908, provide the best evidence. In
four major cities with large concentrations of Italians, fewer Italian
girls remained in school to age fifteen than boys: 16% versus 24% in
Boston, 9% versus 21% in Chicago, 11% versus 22% in New York,
and 6% versus 14% in Philadelphia.!*

3.2.  Patterns of schooling

Our best evidence on Italian school patterns also derives from 1915
and 1925, because the samples are large and the school records are
rich for those years. We shall concentrate on length of schooling and
grades. These two aspects of schooling are, of course, related. Stu-
dents who remained in school the longest, for example, typically re-
ceived high grades. Nevertheless, the factors that influenced grades
probably were somewhat different from the factors that influenced
length of schooling.

One reason that Italian children received less schooling was that
many of them had been born abroad. Of course, a child’s chances of
school success probably were not enhanced by having been born in
the United States rather than brought here at age one or two. How-
ever, arrival in the United States at age six or seven meant learning
English while starting school, which surely imposed academic hard-
ships. Arrival at age eight or older would generally have meant sitting
with much younger children — and quite possibly the humiliation of
feeling that those children knew much more than did the new ar-
rival.’® In 1915, the proportion of children born abroad was nearly
twice as great among Italians as among other immigrants: 37%, com-
pared with 19%. As the preceding considerations would lead us to
expect, these foreign-born Italian children were indeed far less likely
to receive extended schooling than the native-born; among boys, for
example, 5% of the former and 17% of the latter reached high school.
We can therefore sharply reduce one source of difference between
Italians and others in 1915 by focusing on native-born children of Ital-
ian immigrants. Because, by 1925, the children of Italian immigrants
were nearly all native-born, we can ignore the issue of foreign birth
in considering their experiences.

Nevertheless, even when attention is restricted to native-born chil-
dren of Italian immigrants, their low school achievement relative to
other groups is glaring. Two comparisons are especially useful. The
first is to all other native-born children, those of both immigrants and
natives. The second comparison is to the native-born children of some
other immigrant groups, those not from the British Isles or Russia.
These latter groups were excluded in order to maximize comparabil-
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ity. The Irish, English, Scots, and Welsh spoke English and had a
longer history of settlement in the United States. The Russians were
virtually all Russian Jews, who may have been especially committed
to schooling. The remaining immigrants were an altogether hetero-
geneous group: roughly a third of them were Canadian, mostly of
French Canadian background. Smaller proportions (about 10~15% each
in 1915 and 1925) were Scandinavians, Germans or Austrians, and
Poles. Finally, the Portuguese and Armenians each composed some
4-8% of this group. All others accounted for much smaller propor-
tions.'¢ Comparing this heterogeneous group of other immigrants with
the Italians shows that Italian school patterns were not simply those
common to all immigrants, nor to all but special groups like the En-
glish-speakers or the Jews."”

Consider first the high school entry rates for boys. Among native-
born sons of Italians, 17% enrolled in high school; 40% of all other
boys and 34% of the subgroup of other immigrants did so. In 1925,
the comparable figures were 33%, 61%, and 53%. The Italians who
did enter high school were as likely to graduate as other entrants, but
because high school entrants were so much rarer among them, grad-
uates also were rarer. Thus, in 1915, 6% of the Italians, 13% of all
other natives, and 12% of the sons in the subgroup of other immi-
grants graduated. In 1925, the figures were comparable: 15%, 32%,
and 28%. All these comparisons also reveal the similarity between the
two groups with whom the Italians are compared, thus underscoring
the striking distinctiveness of the Italian patterns.

One reason so few Italians reached high school is that poverty was
more prevalent among them, even more than among other immi-
grants. For example, less than half as many families among the
subgroup of other immigrants were headed by unskilled workers; al-
most twice as many were headed by skilled workers. Other economic
and demographic characteristics of Italian families, such as family size,
could also have operated to reduce Italian school achievement. Tables
3.3 to 3.5 are therefore arranged like the tables in the preceding chap-
ter to compare the behaviors of groups while controlling for a variety
of family background characteristics (for an explanation of the table
arrangement, and of the odds ratio, see Section 2.1).

There is no doubt that the family background characteristics did
matter, particularly poverty. When these characteristics are taken into
account, the gap between the Italians and others is indeed reduced.
For example, in 1915, the odds of high school entry were 3.17 times
as great for other native-born boys as for Italians. With family back-
ground characteristics controlled, the odds ratio was reduced to 2.33.
Nevertheless, as this example shows, these family background char-
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Table 3.3. Length of schooling by ethnicity, 1915 and 1925

Odds ratio: each group
compared with Italians®

Rate No Social background

Group (%) N° controls  factors controlled
1915: high school entry rates, boys
Native-born sons of

Italians 17.2 (354)

All others 39.6 (1,267) 3.17 2.33 (5.02)¢

Some other immigrants?  34.4 (160) 2.52 2.15(3.28)
Boys born in Italy® 4.8 (207) 0.24 0.29 (3.45)
1915: high school graduation rates, boys
Native-born sons of

Italians 5.9 (354)

All others 13.3  (1,267) 2.45 1.43 (1.40)

Some other immigrants 11.9 (160) 2.15 1.55(1.27)
1915: high school entry rates, girls
Native-born daughters of

Italians 8.7 (185)

All others 4.1 (1,036) 8.28 6.24 (6.53)

Some other immigrants 34.1 (132) 5.43 5.12 (4.93)
Girls born in Italy® 4.3 (93) 0.47 0.53 (1.08)
1915: high school graduation rates, girls
Native-born daughters of

Italians 3.2 (185)

All others 17.7 (1,036) 6.51 4.45 (3.42)

Some other immigrants 14.4 (132) 5.09 4.58 (3.06)
1925: high school entry rates, boys
Sons of

Italians 33.0 (261)

All others 60.7 (678) 3.14 2.37 (4.98)

Some other immigrants?  53.4 (189) 2.33 2.18 (3.68)
1925: high school graduation rates, boys
Sons of

Italians 15.3 (261)

All others 32.0 (678) 2.61 1.61 (2.23)

some other immigrants 28.0 (189) 2.15 1.78 (2.26)

“In Tables 3.3 and 3.4, supplemental samples of Russian Jews, Irish, Italians,
and blacks in 1915 were included; supplemental samples of high school en-
trants were included in analyzing patterns of behavior within high schools.
In computing the rates, means, and coefficients for “all others” in these ta-
bles, supplemental samples have been weighted to reflect the actual size of
each group. The N’s are unweighted sample sizes.
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acteristics do not account for most of the difference between the Ital-
ians and others. With the controls imposed, the odds of high school
entry for Italians rise, relative to the others, by a factor of 1.36 (3.17/
2.33=1.36); however, for their odds of entry to have equaled those
for others, a further rise by a factor of 2.33 would have been required.

By way of summarizing, consider two extreme but simple con-
trasts. First, in 1915, sons of white-collar Italians enrolled barely as
often as sons of blue-collar immigrants in the comparison group: 24%
versus 23%. In 1925, they actually enrolled less often: 46% versus
53%.'% Similarly, the native-born sons of Italians were less likely to
enroll in high school than were the foreign-born sons of the compar-
ison group of immigrants: 17% versus 28%. Controls for family back-
ground, moreover, explain none of this difference.

However low the chances for extended schooling among the Italian
boys, they were lower still among the girls (Table 3.3). In 1915, the
year for which we have data on both, about half as many Italian girls
as boys entered or graduated from high school. Among most other
groups, by contrast, girls were somewhat more likely than boys to
receive secondary schooling. Nor is the distinctive Italian pattern found
among the children of most other immigrants in Providence. On the
other hand, while in school, Italian girls did not perform notably dif-
ferent than Italian boys, and certainly they did not perform less well
(Table 3.4). The evidence from grade-point averages (GPAs) for the
sixth grade suggests that the girls received slightly higher grades, as
was the case for girls in most groups. The reason the Italian girls left
school sooner, then, was not that they were faring more poorly in
their classroom work. Rather, the decision must have been based on
other grounds.

These grammar school GPAs were available for substantial frac-

Table 3.3 (Cont.)

*Qdds ratios without controls were computed from proportions at left; those
with controls imposed are exponentiated coefficients on ethnic dummy vari-
ables in logit regressions. The variables controlled are father’s occupation,
family’s assessed property value, number of siblings, whether or not both
parents were present.

°t values.

‘White immigrants from countries other than Italy, Russia, and the British
Isles.

¢In the last three columns of the table, these rates are compared with those
for native-born children of Italian immigrants of the same sex. Comparisons
involving high school graduation rates for the Italian-born, which were close
to zero, are not shown.
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Table 3.4. Mean GPA by ethnicity, 1915 and 1925°

GPA differences: each group
compared with Italians

Mean No Social background
Group GPA N controls  factors controlled
1915: sixth-grade GPA, boys
Native-born sons of
Italians 2.02 (147)
All others 2.39 (741) 0.37 0.27 (3.80)
Some other immigrants 2.42 (97) 0.40 0.35 (3.46)
1915: ninth-grade GPA, boys
Native-born sons of
Italians 2.10 (71)
All others 1.97 (674) -~0.13 —0.25 (1.66)
Some other immigrants 1.95 (92) -0.15 ~0.26 (1.60)
1915: sixth-grade GPA, girls
Native-born daughters of
Italians 2.10 (91)
All others 2.51 (640) 0.41 0.28 (3.17)
Some other immigrants 2.36 (73) 0.26 0.22 (1.83)
1915: ninth-grade GPA, girls
Native-born daughters of
Italians 2.13 (24)
All others 2.25 (681) 0.12 0.10 (0.53)
Some other immigrants 2.31 (98) 0.18 0.38 (1.41)
1925: sixth-grade GPA, boys
Sons of
Italians 2.20 (198)
All others 2.55 (538) 0.35 0.23 (3.42)
Some other immigrants 2.49 (135) 0.29 0.22 (2.65)
1925: ninth-grade GPA, boys
Sons of
Italians 1.85 (72)
All others 2.06 (416) 0.21 0.13 (1.13)
Some other immigrants 2.15 (93) 0.30 0.25 (1.83)

?See notes to Table 3.3.

tions of the sample members (53% in 1915 and 70% in 1925). Some of
the rest never reached grammar school; others had attended schools
(mostly Catholic) from which these data were unavailable. Despite its
limitations, the GPA evidence is of great value, and its limitations are
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reduced when controls for class and ethnicity are imposed.!” These
grammar school GPAs indicate a larger point: Italian children of both
sexes received considerably lower grades than children in other groups.
In 1915, for example, the mean Italian GPAs (on a scale of 4.00=A)
were 2.02 (boys) and 2.10 (girls); the comparable GPAs for all others
were 2.39 and 2.51. Because the standard deviation for these GPAs
was about 0.8, these differences amount to fully half a standard de-
viation. Once again, some of this difference was due to family back-
ground characteristics. However, most of the difference in each of the
three samples (boys and girls in 1915 and boys in 1925) was not due
to the family characteristics we can observe.

High school grades are more difficult to interpret because of the
large proportions of Italians who had already dropped out. Those
who remained in school were likely to be especially high achievers
academically. Nevertheless, in two of the three samples, the high school
grades of Italian students were lower than those of other groups.? In
sum, Italian children not only completed fewer grades of schooling
than others did but also, in the judgment of their teachers, performed
less well while there.

The GPA performance of the Italians in school sheds additional light
on the group’s low rate of high school entry. Reaching higher grades
was, in part, simply a function of the length of time spent in school,
but it was also a function of the rate of promotion through the grades.
We can assume that that rate was, in turn, strongly related to school-
work. There were many children whose grade levels were lower than
their ages would suggest — in every ethnic group. However, the rate
of this “grade retardation,” as contemporaries called it (see Section
1.4), was higher for some groups than for others, and it was espe-
cially high among the Italians. The data of the Immigration Commis-
sion demonstrate these patterns clearly. Even when we consider a
population much less likely than others to have been retarded in grade
— native-born children who had started school by age six — we find
many who were retarded in grade. Over a fifth of the children of
native whites were retarded by two grades or more, and still higher
proportions of immigrants’ children were. Among the Italians, the
rate reached 48%.%! The retardation rate, then, as well as early school
leaving, would have helped keep the Italian children from reaching
high school. Whatever the exact mix of school processes that reduced
participation in extended schoolmg grade retardation and early school
leaving being the two most important — they operated especially
strongly on the Italians, even when social background factors are taken
into account.?
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3.3. Patterns of occupational attainment

The male sample members for 1915 and 1925 who remained in the
Providence area have been traced in the city directories for 1925 and
1935, respectively, sources that indicate the occupations they held at
ages twenty-two to twenty-five. These young men have been classi-
fied by family background characteristics and by levels of schooling
completed: no high school, some high school, high school gradua-
tion, and college entry (1925 only).

The foreign-born sons of Italian immigrants, who were numerous
in the 1915 sample, tended to work in much lower-level jobs than did
native-born sons. Their mean occupational score was a full 9 points
lower than that for the native-born (Table 3.5). Relatively little of the
difference between them can be explained by social-class origin, fam-
ily structure, or education; almost 7 points of the 9-point difference
remained with these factors controlled. Clearly, the liabilities of for-
eign birth mattered to the Italians a good deal, for occupational suc-
cess as well as for school success. The parents of the foreign-born
probably had had less time to establish themselves economically and
thus had had less success — in ways not captured by the economic
variables controlled in the regressions. The foreign-born themselves
no doubt had had less time to learn about American ways, and they
also may have had fewer American contacts for jobs. It is also possible
that some of them returned to Italy for various periods and that a less
consistent residence in the United States reduced their opportunities
for advancement, but the records are silent concerning this conjec-
ture.®

For purposes of comparison with other groups, we can restrict our
attention to the native-born boys in 1915. Italian young men in 1915-
25 were working in somewhat lower-level jobs than were others (Ta-
ble 3.5). In the earlier sample, the average native-born son of Italians
held a job nearly 6 points lower on the occupational scale than did
other natives. In the later sample, the difference between Italians and
all others amounted to 8 points. Because the standard deviation for
the occupational scores was 19 in the earlier year and 18 in the later
year, these magnitudes are notable. Only the blacks, the Jews, and
the ltalians differed from the norm by such large amounts. Differ-
ences between the sons of Yankees and the sons of other immigrants,
for example, were by no means as large.

Moreover, in one respect, the position of the Italians in the 1925
group was weaker than these figures suggest. In 1935, they obtained
white-collar work much less often than did others, and also much less
often than did the Italian sons of a decade earlier (Table 3.6). By 1935,
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Table 3.5. Ethnic differences in occupational attainment, males,
1925 and 1935°

Differences in means: each
group compared with Italians

Controlling for

Family
No back-  Educa-
Group Means N  controls ground tion  Both
1915 sample
Native-born sons of
ltalians 295  (175)
All others 35.0 (685) 5.5* 24 24 1.2

Some other immigrants®  33.4 (89 39 09 1.4 0
ltalian-born men (com-
pared with native-born

sons of Italians) 20.3 (73) -9.2* -8.1* -~7.4* -6.9*
1925 sample
Sons of

Italians 26,1 (139)

All others 34.2 (393 8.1* 4.2% 4.0* 2.2

)
Some other immigrants  31.7 97) 5.6 3.8 2.9 21

Note: Statistical significance of differences from Italian means: *significant
(t>1.96); *1.95 <t > 1.50.

“Sample members’ occupational attainment a decade after the census year
(e.g., 1925 for 1915 sample members) Available only for those sample mem-
bers found in the Providence area in the later years. Based on a numeric score
for each occupational title (the Duncan score). The standard deviation of the
occupational scores was 19.3 in the 1915 sample and 17.9 in the 1925 sample.
The differences in means are coefficients on ethnic dummy variables in OLS
regressions. Supplemental samples are included in the regressions, weighted
to reflect their true relative magnitudes. See note a in Table 2.7.

’Immigrants from countries other than Italy, Russia, and the British Isles.

just about half of all other young men were entering such jobs, and
40% of the native-born sons of Italians had done so in 1925. But in
1935, the rate among Italians fell to 24%. The mean occupational score
for the Italians reflects the same pattern, but much more weakly,
dropping only from 29.5 to 26.1 over the decade. The mean, captur-
ing not merely the proportion reaching a particular threshold, but
rather the positions of all individuals, naturally conveys a somewhat
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Table 3.6. Occupational strata and mean occupational attainment,
1925 and 1935

Percentage entering

Mean
White- Low occupational
Group collar Skilled manual score
1915 sample: native-born
sons of
ltalians 39.5 19.1 41.4 29.5
All others 45.9 19.7 34.4 35.0
1925 sample: sons of
Italians 23.7 25.9 50.4 26.1
All others 48.8 15.6 35.8 34.2

different picture than the white-collar entry rate. For example, among
blue-collar workers, Italians were as likely as others to be skilled
workers, rather than low manual workers. The sharp drop in white-
collar employment, then, may not have been relevant to all Italian
young men, but it did matter to many. The Great Depression, of course,
probably had much to do with the difference between the jobs of 1915
and 1925 sample members, the latter seeking jobs during its worst
years.

Whatever the temporal shifts, the occupational scores of the native-
born sons of Italian immigrants were substantially lower than those
for other native-born boys in both years. However, most of this ethnic
gap in occupational attainment can be attributed to differences in family
background or schooling.?* These characteristics together account for
all but 1.2 points of the 5.5-point difference in 1915 and all but 2.2
points of the 8.1-point difference in 1925. Perhaps these residual dif-
ferences indicate that factors other than family background and
schooling cannot be ruled out entirely — factors such as cultural attri-
butes of Italians or discrimination against them. Nevertheless, the sizes
of the residuals are not large enough to justify the argument that in-
fluences other than family background and schooling played critical
roles in Italian occupation attainment.? The residual Italian differ-
ences in patterns of schooling and the residual differences in occu-
pational attainment found among several other groups are much more
impressive.?

Family background characteristics (our measures of class origin and
family structure) accounted for roughly half the difference in occu-
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pational attainment between Italians and all others (compare the dif-
ferences in occupational attainment presented in the third and fourth
columns of Table 3.5). Clearly, some of the impact of family back-
ground factors was related to schooling: The children of better-off
families were more likely to receive extended schooling, which in turn
contributed to occupational attainment. At the same time, when only
schooling is controlled, the difference between Italians and others also
decreases by roughly half (compare the third and fifth columns). Some
of this difference was also related to family background, for the rea-
sons just noted.

Family background and schooling, then, operated partly indepen-
dent of each other and partly jointly in creating the occupational-
attainment difference between Italians and others. Especially inter-
esting is the net effect of education on the ethnic difference in
occupational attainment, the effect that was altogether unrelated to
the measured family background characteristics. In order to measure
the net effect, the family background characteristics are allowed to
explain all they can, and then education is also taken into account
(the difference between the fourth and sixth columns). This net effect
amounts to a mere 1.2 points for 1915 and 2.0 points for 1925. It can
be interpreted as a cost, in terms of getting ahead, that the Italians
paid for their lower levels of schooling. In addition, some of the ef-
fects of schooling that operated jointly with the effects of family back-
ground can be considered part of that cost. That joint effect is the total
impact of schooling less that part of its impact that is independent of
family background (the difference between the third and fifth col-
umns less the difference between the fourth and sixth columns). The
joint effect is also fairly modest: 1.9 for 1915 and 2.1 for 1925.7

In sum, then, the cost the Italians paid for their lower levels of
schooling, in occupational terms, amounted in 1915 to 1.2 points and
to part of another 1.9 points; in 1925, it amounted to 2.0 points and
to part of another 2.1 points. These are not negligible costs; yet, on a
measure in which the mean was 32-34 and the standard deviation
18-19, they hardly amount to crippling handicaps.

However, for the individuals who did not enter high school, the
costs take on a different significance. Such individuals constituted a
higher percentage in the Italian group than in others: 22% higher in
1915, and 28% higher in 1925 (Table 3.3). Moreover, three-quarters of
this 22-28% ethnic difference was not due to the constraints of family
background characteristics. How much did these individuals who chose
to forgo high school - roughly 20% of the native-born sons of Italian
immigrants — lose in occupational success? The occupational advan-
tage associated with high school entry (after controlling for all family
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background characteristics) was considerable: just over 10 points on
the 100-point occupational scale. A substantial minority of the group,
then, were absorbing a considerable loss by the choice to forgo high
school.

Thus, the Italian patterns of schooling and occupational attainment
may be interpreted in two ways. First, they may be considered from
the point of view of those sons of Italians who did not attend high
school while other boys in comparable social-class positions, and in
comparably structured families, did. Second, they may be ap-
proached from the point of view of the entire Italian group. For those
Italian boys who did not attend while comparably situated others did,
ignoring secondary schooling meant a considerable eventual loss in
occupational attainment. However, the experience of that subpopu-
lation still had only a relatively small influence on the average occu-
pational attainment of all Italian boys. Because roughly 20% of the
boys lost 10 points on the occupational scale, the group as a whole
lost 2 points.®

3.4. Explaining the differences: other economic characteristics,
remigration, and contextual effects

In sum, then, Italian school achievement differed from that for other
groups in Providence, but their occupational attainments did not dif-
fer much (once schooling and family background factors are taken
into account). The striking and distinctive feature in Italian behavior,
then, is the pattern of schooling; explanatory efforts should focus on
it. Clearly, patterns of Italian school behavior are in some measure
due to family background factors — particularly the greater poverty
among the Italians, deriving from their concentration in low-skill work.
However, our concern now is with the sharp differences in schooling
that remain when these family background factors have been con-
trolled.

Other economic characteristics

There are, first of all, other ways in which the Italians’ location in the
social-class and economic structures of the city may have influenced
their school behavior. Perhaps, for example, second-generation Ital-
ians could more easily obtain jobs in certain sectors, such as construc-
tion work, whereas others could more easily obtain jobs in business
firms. As a result, upward mobility might have been as likely for Ital-
ians as for others, but not in the same fields of endeavor. The lower
secondary school rates might be no more than a response to this real-
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ity. Young people prepared for the kind of work most readily avail-
able; in the case of the Italians, perhaps more of the jobs that prom-
ised economic advancement did not require extended schooling.
Similarly, there might have been a paucity of jobs for Italian girls as
clerical workers in the relevant sectors, which might explain the girls’
distinctive school patterns.

Some reflection and evidence, however, suggest that little, if any,
weight should be attached to this explanation. It is certainly true, of
course, that Yankee boys had more access to white-collar opportuni-
ties, but was the same true for the sons of other immigrants, as com-
pared with the Italians? They, too, were much more likely to enroll in
secondary schools than were Italians. Moreover, at issue here is ac-
cess to opportunity deriving from the group’s concentration in certain
sectors of the city’s economy - as distinct from their concentration at
relatively low levels of economic well-being. We have, after all, sought
to control for the latter by taking note of the father’s occupation and
property value. The relevant argument, then, is that differences be-
tween Italians and other immigrants in industrial-sector locations
mattered at comparable levels of the father’s occupation and property
holdings. One may well doubt that such differences were crucial, and
the 1915 data allow us to investigate that hypothesis directly. They
include the industrial sector as well as the occupation in which each
father worked. Italians were indeed somewhat more concentrated in
certain sectors than was typical for the city’s work force as a whole
(Table 3.7). For example, 13% were engaged in construction, as against
8% of the other workers; 13% worked in laundries, in shoe-repair
shops, and in dressmaking, whereas 3% of the others did. Yet these
were the most extreme contrasts. Thus, whereas 12% of the Italians
worked in textile manufacturing, so did 9% of all others. Similarly,
there is no reason to assume that work in laundries, shoe-repair shops,
and dressmaking shops, no doubt often as petty proprietors, rather
than ownership of other kinds of small shops, had a negative effect
on schooling. In any case, the most critical evidence is a direct test: a
regression analysis of the determinants of high school entry in which
the economic sector was included as one of the independent vari-
ables. When fathers’ positions in the industrial sectors of the econ-
omy (those indicated in Table 3.7) were controlled, in addition to the
family background characteristics controlled earlier, the magnitudes
of the ethnic differences in schooling left unexplained before (in Table
3.3) remain virtually unchanged.?

A further dimension of economic standing is employment status,
that is, whether one is an employer or employee. Our occupational
classification scheme routinely takes account of many employers.
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Table 3.7. Distribution of fathers by industrial sectors, 1915

Italian fathers (%)
All other
Of native- fathers

Industrial sector born All (%)
Construction 11.6 1131 7.6
Manufacturing

Machinery 1.5 1.6 5.7

Textiles 10.6 11.6 9.1

Jewelry 2.1 2.3 6.3

Other 13.4 14.4 14.1
Transportation, communications,

utilities 4.5 4.9 7.6
Wholesale trade 1.3 0.9 3.3
Retail trade

Food (stores and restaurants) 13.0 10.4 6.8

Other 3.3 3.4 7.9
Finance and real estate 2.0 1.7 3.6
Laundering, shoe repair 15.4 13.1 3.1
Government 4.1 2.9 2.
All other 17.5 19.6 22.0
Total (100%) N (544) (844) (2,833)

However, some historians have argued that employment status re-
mains a critical, overlooked dimension in studies of class standing in
America.® Because the 1915 data provide explicit information as to
whether each gainfully employed individual was an employer or an
employee, we can fully control for that dimension. The added control
adds nothing to the available explanatory power. What mattered most
about the economic order, for rates of schooling, was vertical location
in the class structure. Refining information about sector or employ-
ment status simply adds too little to the routine occupational and
property information to deserve attention.

Remigration

The high Italian remigration rate may also be relevant to patterns of
schooling. In the period between 1899 and 1925, 46 Italians departed
the United States for every 100 who entered. The Italians were not
the only immigrant group with a high rate of remigration. Neverthe-
less, among the ten largest immigrant groups (including three-quar-
ters of all immigrants), only the Poles, with a rate of 33%, and the
Slovaks, with a rate of 36%, had rates at all comparable. Indeed, for



The Italians 103

all immigrants other than Italians, the rate of remigration in those
years amounted to 25%, barely half the Italian rate.?

A high rate of remigration could have had a number of effects that
would have discouraged extended schooling among the second gen-
eration. If a family came to the United States with a clear intention of
returning to Italy, its members may well have considered American
schools irrelevant to their long-range goals. What mattered was to
save as much money as possible in the United States for the eventual
return, and sending a child to work at an early age would have made
more sense, from that perspective, than extended schooling.

The desire to return, of course, was itself a complex phenomenon;
economic, political, and cultural factors all operated to make some
immigrant groups more likely to return to Europe than others. What-
ever its sources, the relevance of return migration to patterns of second-
generation schooling requires closer scrutiny. In fact, most of the Ital-
ian families did not return to Italy, and many of these must have
realized they would not do so. There are several sorts of evidence that
point to this conclusion. First, it appears that relatively few whole
families returned. The rate of remigration, the ratio of departures to
arrivals, was radically different for men and women. True, even the
rate for women, 21%, was higher than in most immigrant groups.
However, among the Italian men, the rate of remigration was 55%.
That so many more men were likely to leave is directly related to the
fact that men constituted the great majority of all the Italian immi-
grants, 75% of them. A great many men were unattached, or had left
their families in Italy while they came to work in America. It was
primarily these men who went back. Our concern, on the other hand,
is with those who established families in the United States. Among
that group, the much lower women’s rates of remigration is a better
indicator of the tendency to return to Italy than the rate for both sexes.®®

Even the rate of remigration among Italian women overstates the
rate of return for the families of the second generation, for it appears
that at least three-quarters of the Italian immigrants who later left the
United States had spent less than five years in this country.> If recent
arrivals were more likely to return, most of our sample members’
families were not prime candidates. Over half the children of Italian
immigrants had been born in the United States in the 1915 sample,
and nine-tenths in the 1925 sample. The presence of a native-born
child of age twelve to fifteen suggests that the family had been in the
United States at least that long. Also, of course, several years may
have passed between arrival and the birth of the child.®*

Many of these families may have hoped to return to Italy despite
long sojourns in the United States, despite the evidence that most did



104 Ethnic Differences

not do so in the end. How much such hopes may have influenced the
school behavior of their children is difficult to gauge. On the one hand,
several considerations suggest that plans to return would not have
mattered much to the families of the adolescents we have observed.
First, it seems unlikely that families in the United States for many
years would have thought in terms of only a short additional stay.
Moreover, the native-born children, who quite possibly had never
seen Italy, and who were much more at home in-America than the
older generation, must have reinforced their parents’ understanding
that the family could not easily return.* Finally, the example of oth-
ers in the immigrant community must have been a forceful reminder
that few dwelling in the United States for very long periods ever re-
turned. On the other hand, the desire to return may still have affected
the plans of a few families, and it may have had a greater effect on
plans in many households in earlier years, when the permanence of
their stay was less certain — perhaps during the years when their chil-
dren had been five to ten years old, for example. Decisions taken and
attitudes held at that time may have had an impact on later schooling.

Of course, all these considerations about intentions and their ef-
fects amount to mere speculation. Empirical data that would bear di-
rectly on the commitment to return and on its effect simply do not
exist. However, some indirect evidence is available in the Providence
data, evidence that suggests some relationship between that commit-
ment to return and school performance. The 1915 Rhode Island State
Census ascertained the citizenship status of the foreign-born — whether
they were citizens, had filed applications for citizenship, or were aliens.
It stands to reason that those anticipating a return to the old country
would have been more likely to remain aliens. Italians were indeed
less likely than others to have applied for citizenship papers by 1915
(Table 3.8). Fully 41% remained aliens, even in families that had lived
in this country for at least twelve to fifteen years (those with native-
born children in the sample). By contrast, only 10% of the Russian
Jews residing in the United States that long remained aliens, and only
12% of the Irish immigrants did so. However, the Irish and the Jews
were especially unlikely to return. Those immigrants from countries
other than Italy, Russia, and the British Isles — the immigrants to whom
we have compared the Italians throughout — differed less markedly
from the Italians in their patterns of citizenship: 29% of the long-time
residents remained aliens.

These ethnic differences in rates of application for citizenship, of
course, may reflect more than plans to return to Europe. For example,
more Italians may have been illiterate (even in their native language),
making it harder for them to learn about citizenship application pro-
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Table 3.8. Citizenship status of immigrant groups, Providence, 1915

Applied

Citizen for papers Alien
Group (%) (%) (%) N°
English, Scots, Welsh 62.8 11.6 25.6 (121)
Irish 85.4 3.0 11.6 (498)
Child U.S.-born
Russian Jews 83.0 6.7 10.3 (341)
Italians 48.3 10.9 40.9 (514)
Some other immigrants® 64.9 6.2 29.0 (259)
Child foreign-born
Russian Jews 35.2 24.7 40.1 (284)
Italians 15.2 15.2 69.7 (290)
Some other immigrants 20.2 21.3 58.5 (94)

*Numbers reflect different sampling ratios. Also, citizenship information was
unavailable for some households selected from the census schedules (the
households of 4-6% Italian and Russian Jewish Sample Members, and 11-
15% of the sample members from the other immigrant groups). Those indi-
viduals for whom the information was unavailable have been omitted from
this table and from the first panel of Table 3.9 (those individuals were, how-
ever, included in the regression analyses reported in Table 3.9).

"White immigrants from countries other than Italy, Russia, and the British
Isles.

cedures and to learn the basics of American history and government
that might arise in a citizenship hearing. Similarly, if fewer of them
learned English (for example, because they lived in a large, relatively
tight-knit immigrant community), they may have avoided the citizen-
ship hearings, for these were conducted in English.*” The very fact
that so many in the Italian neighborhoods were short-term migrants
probably also made information about citizenship application proce-
dures less common than in other immigrant communities. Finally, if
ltalian immigrants were simply less familiar with institutions of the
modern nation-state than were members of many other immigrant
groups, the concern with citizenship also may have been less preva-
lent among them. An association between the parents’ citizenship
and children’s schooling may have been due to some of these factors,
rather than to the commitment to return.

Nevertheless, it is plausible that at least some of the connection
between citizenship and children’s schooling would be due to the
commitment to return, particularly among the Italians, whose remi-
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Table 3.9. Household head’s citizenship status and children’s schooling®

1. Children’s high school entry rates

: Head
Head applied Head
citizen for papers alien
(%) N¢ (%) N (%) N
Boys
Italians 28.3 (166) 12.8 (39) 5.8 (139)
All other immigrants 42.0 (590) 38.1 (40) 16.7 (116)
Some other immigrants® 43.1 (102) 66.7 (6) 10.3 (39)
Girls
Italians 13.4 (82) 0 17 2.8 (71)
All other immigrants 49.1 (359) 28.0 (32) 13.6 (85)
Some other immigrants 47.0 (66) 30.0 (10) 13.9 (36)
2. Odds ratios for high school entry by group?
Controlling for
Family Head's
No back- citizenship
controls ground® status Both
Boys
All others 3.17 2.33 2.20 1.76 (3.21)f
Other immigrants 2.52 2.15 2.18 1.87 (2.62)
Girls
All others 8.28 6.24 5.67 4.89 (5.52)
Other immigrants 5.43 5.12 5.37 5.19 (4.88)
3. Sixth-grade GPAs?
Controlling for
Family Head’s
No back- citizenship
controls ground® status Both
Boys
All others 0.37 0.27 0.33 0.25 (3.42)f
Other immigrants 0.40 0.35 0.36 0.32 (3.19)
Girls
All others 0.41 0.28 0.31 0.24 (2.57)
Other immigrants 0.26 0.22 0.24 0.20 (1.66)
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gration rate was so high. Because no study has assessed the impact
of remigration on children’s schooling directly, and because parents’
citizenship status is our only measure relevant to the intention to re-
migrate, we should explore its connection to schooling — mindful that
that connection may overstate the importance of the intention to re-
migrate.

Were patterns of parental citizenship and children’s schooling gen-
erally related among immigrants? Table 3.9 reveals that they were.
The children of citizens were more likely to enroll in high school than
were the children of aliens (first panel of Table 3.9). Just how much
of the distinctive pattern of Italian schooling, then, is related to the
factors reflected in citizenship rates? The next two panels of the table
provide an assessment. Panel 2 compares the odds of high school
entry for various groups. It extends the information presented earlier
in Table 3.3. There the odds ratios, with no controls imposed, were
compared with those remaining when family background character-
istics (economic standing and family structure) were controlled. Here
the citizenship status of the household head is controlled as well.
Similarly, the third panel presents ethnic differences in sixth-grade
GPAs, extending the analysis in Table 3.4 to include control for
household head’s citizenship status.

The strongest case for the influence of citizenship status appears in
connection with boys’ high school entry rates. It clearly mattered for
those rates, and in conjunction with family background characteris-
tics, it accounted for a notable part of the difference between Italians
and others. On the other hand, there still remained an important re-
sidual ethnic difference between the behavior of Italian boys and oth-
ers. More specifically, with the household head’s citizenship status
controlled, the relevant odds ratio falls appreciably, indeed, by about
as much as when social class and family structure are controlled. Thus,
the odds that other boys would enroll in high school were 2.33 times

Table 3.9 (Cont.)

*U.S.-born sample members only.

*See note a, Table 3.8.

‘White immigrants from countries other than Italy, Russia, and the British
Isles.

?The odds of entering high school in each group compared with the odds the
Italians would do so.

¢See Table 3.3, footnote b.

ft values.

#Differences in mean GPAs: each group compared with the Italians.
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as great as the odds the Italian boys would do so with these family
background characteristics controlled, and 1.76 times as great with
citizenship controlled as well. This ratio implies that whereas 40% of
other native-born boys and 17% of Italian boys reached high school
(Table 3.3), 27% of the Italian boys would have done so had family
background characteristics and the household head’s citizenship sta-
tus been the same among the Italians as among all others.3®

Among girls, high school entry rates were also related to the house-
hold head’s citizenship status. However, Italian girls were so much
less likely to enroll than other girls that even when the household
head’s citizenship status is controlled, a huge unexplained ethnic dif-
ference remains. The odds that other girls would enroll were 6.24
times as great as those that Italian girls would do so with family back-
ground characteristics controlled, and 4.89 times as great with citizen-
ship controlled as well. Forty-four percent of other native-born girls
and 9% of Italian girls reached high school (Table 3.3); the ratios sug-
gest that only 14% of the Italian girls would have done so even if
family background characteristics and the household head’s citizen-
ship status had been the same among the Italians as among all others.
In sum, the much greater underrepresentation of Italian girls in the
high schools had little to do with the issue of return. Finally, the
household head’s citizenship status affected GPAs less than it af-
fected high school entry rates in the Providence samples.®

A reasonable interpretation of the evidence, then, is to assume that
citizenship may well have reflected concern with remigration and that
remigration did have some negative impact on patterns of Italian school
attainment. However, the ethnic differences in patterns of male high
school enrollment that remain, despite all the controls, clearly sug-
gest that still other factors had important effects on Italian patterns of
schooling. Such factors were stronger still in determining the length
of schooling for Italian girls.

Contextual effects

The behavior of individuals was influenced not merely by the char-
acteristics of their own families, but by the characteristics of their so-
cial context as well. And the characteristics of social context may have
differed across ethnic lines, just as the characteristics of families did.
Consider first the case of social class. Being a member of an ethnic
group, such as the Italians, in which high proportions were unskilled
laborers may well have influenced children’s behavior even if their
own fathers were not unskilled laborers.*’ The values of unskilled
laborers, their more restricted access to information about opportu-
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nities for upward mobility, and especially their inability to provide
jobs for youth of their own ethnic group would have made their pre-
dominance influential for all children of the group. The contextual
effects of class composition, then, may have been partly economic
and partly cultural in nature.

Second, consider again the issue of remigration. Even if many Ital-
ian children were raised in families that did not contemplate a return
to Italy, they may have been influenced by growing up in a commu-
nity in which there were unskilled, unattached young men working
for relatively brief periods in the United States.*! The presence of many
such men in the community could, for example, have influenced at-
titudes toward school among the second generation. It could also have
made information about opportunities for economic success relatively
scarce among peers, because relatively few of the young, unattached
male workers would have had that sort of information. If the children
of the second generation really mixed socially with the younger among
the unattached male laborers from Italy, these latter may have been
the source of a peer context that discouraged schooling.

In evaluating the importance of these influences, we move from a
consideration of family background factors (father’s occupation, length
of residence in the United States, number of siblings, whether or not
both parents were present, and so forth) to a different kind of explan-
atory factor: the effect of being in a particular social context. Contex-
tual effects are much less often assessed empirically than those re-
lated to family background.

Nevertheless, contextual effects are highly relevant to discussions
of the relationship between class and ethnicity. Arguments about how
the social-class compositions of ethnic groups influence their behav-
ior may hinge on the contextual effects of class origin as well as on
individual attributes. Indeed, contextual effects bear on any effort to
understand how an ethnic group’s location in the social structure
mattered to the behavior of its members. Insofar as the structural lo-
cation of the group is conceived to be important to each member of
the group over and above the structural location of that member, con-
textual effects are in fact part of the argument.

How can these effects be assessed, and how strong were they? We
must accept at the outset that they can be assessed only crudely.
Moreover, that assessment does not suggest that contextual effects
hold the key to understanding the ethnic differences in patterns of
schooling left unexplained in the preceding analyses. Nevertheless,
the assessment of contextual effects is worth considering further. At
the very least, doing so should advance discussion; the concept of
contextual effects helps to formulate explicitly and to explore, albeit
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tentatively, dynamics that often are either assumed or overlooked in
thinking about the relationship between class and ethnicity.

Empirically, the relevance of these contextual effects arises, as it
has in our discussion of the Italians, when measurable characteristics
of individuals do not account for the entirety of the observed ethnic
difference — characteristics that are related to structural location, such
as the father’s occupation and family property value. We may wonder
whether these characteristics have been poorly measured with avail-
able data or whether other important aspects of social structural po-
sition have been omitted. However, it is also possible that contextual
factors were influential in creating the ethnic patterns.

Contextual effects have been studied less often than individual-level
variables because methods for assessing their importance empirically,
particularly in studies of ethnicity, are not well developed, nor is it
clear that such methods ever can be developed. Moreover, the study
of contextual effects involves conceptual problems — for example,
whether or not the contextual effects operate entirely through indi-
vidual-level characteristics, whether a context is influential or, alter-
natively, individuals with certain characteristics choose certain kinds
of contexts, and which of several possible contexts is most crucial for
the determination of a particular behavior.

Even if we can bypass or ignore the conceptual problems raised by
the study of contextual effects, some problems of measurement must
be confronted. These and the quantitative analysis based on their res-
olution are left to the Appendix (Section 9).%? In brief, differences be-
tween contexts are captured by using the group’s mean (or rate) for a
particular characteristic. For example, the mean for fathers’ occupa-
tional scores in a boy’s ethnic group is treated as a variable that char-
acterizes each individual just as his own father’s occupational score
characterizes him. Similarly, the rate of return migration for a group
is used to characterize each person. We can then explore how strongly
these contextual variables were associated with measures of school-
ing, such as high school entry. However, these measures of contex-
tual effects are not merely crude; they also carry a great potential for
spurious positive findings. By definition, an individual’s score for a
particular contextual factor is perfectly correlated with the individu-
al’s ethnic identity, and therefore it has a good chance of being asso-
ciated with whatever explains the ethnic differences. The results, then,
are suspect precisely when the correlation is high.

Nevertheless, the effort to assess the effect of context (detailed in
the Appendix) is of some use. It indicates that the contextual effects
of social-class composition (measured in several ways) created vir-
tually none of the differences in schooling between Italians and oth-
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ers. As we noted earlier, the odds that other boys would reach high
school in 1915 were 3.17 times as great as the odds that Italians would,
and with the family background characteristics and household head’s
citizenship status controlled, they were still 1.76 times as great. Con-
trolling also the contextual effects related to the mean level of fathers’
occupations only reduced the odds ratio only to 1.73. The impact of
that factor on the odds that Italian girls would enroll in high school
was still smaller. Apparently, then, most of the social-class effects
were indeed those related to one’s own family’s position; the addi-
tional contextual effects related to being in an ethnic group whose
social-class composition was distinctive were minimal.

The point is not that the social-class milieu in which a child was
raised did not matter. The child of a laborer, for example, may have
been influenced by a distinctive social context typical of laborers.
However, that contextual influence would have been captured by
controlling for his own father’s occupation. The contextual factor at
issue here, then, is solely the additional effect of membership in an
ethnic group that included an especially high proportion of laborers.
Apparently, this additional effect simply was not strong enough to be
observed with the methods available.®?

Assessing the contextual effects of a high remigration rate, on the
other hand, offers an example of the dangers of spurious association.
The remigration rate was indeed strongly associated with length of
schooling, not merely in the Providence data, but in some useful na-
tional data as well. Nevertheless, further exploration revealed that
the associations clearly were spurious.

The precise impact of the contextual effects of the remigration rate,
then, cannot be determined, but the evidence suggesting a large im-
pact is spurious. What we can say, by way of summary, is that class
origins, family structure, and household head’s citizenship status to-
gether reduced the odds ratio for boys” high school entry (the ratio of
the odds that other would enter compared with the odds that Italians
would do so) from 3.17 to 1.76. In stating the results this way, we
ignore the ambiguities inherent in controlling for household head’s
citizenship status (which, as discussed earlier, may well control for
more attributes than merely the intention to return to Italy). Yet these
results still leave a considerable unexplained ethnic difference in pat-
terns of schooling. In both cases, and especially among the girls, the
remaining, unexplained odds ratio implies a substantial difference in
enrollment rates. Finally, the contextual effects related to social class
had virtually no effect on the ethnic patterns. The contextual effects
of the remigration rate cannot be measured directly. However, the
results of our other assessments — of economic and demographic
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background characteristics, parental citizenship status (itself related
to remigration), and the contextual effects of class composition - sug-
gest that it would be rash to assume that the contextual effects of
Italian remigration can adequately explain the group’s patterns of
schooling.

3.5. Explaining the differences: the European cultural heritage

What, then, does account for the distinctive Italian patterns of school-
ing — high school entry, GPA, and gender patterns not explained thus
far? We are pressed back from a concern with the conditions of Italian
immigrant life in the United States to the conditions of life in Italy.
The magnitudes of the residual ethnic differences in schooling sug-
gest that we should attribute considerable power to the heritage the
Italians brought with them. Nor can the relevant dimension of this
heritage be conceived exclusively in terms of occupational skills or
other skills distinct from values, attitudes, and intellectual orienta-
tions. The influence of occupational and related skills surely affected
the father’s economic position, but that, in turn, was controlled in
preceding analyses. Rather, what is at issue here are those values,
attitudes, and orientations that, for the sake of brevity, we have termed
pre-migration cultural attributes.

From regression analysis to pre-migration culture: on
interpreting the residuals

This line of argument, admittedly, has an inherent weakness. The
historical evidence available — with which we can study representa-
tive individuals and assess the impact of family background charac-
teristics — does not permit us to measure the impact of cultural attri-
butes directly. Moreover, our ability to assess the magnitude of social
class, family structure, and other such influences is imperfect, as it is
in every study. Some of the magnitude of the residuals may have
resulted from imperfect measurement of the other characteristics con-
trolled, as well as from other omitted variables, economic and demo-
graphic characteristics that we were not able to control.

These are serious considerations; others, however, tend to mitigate
their force. First, the approach taken here is not novel. Rather, in
most research contexts it is the best approach available for clarifying
the sources of ethnic behavior; its limitations cannot be avoided. Sec-
ond, the residuals comprise observed associations between ethnic or-
igin and behavior (school performance or job attained). These resid-
uals, then, should not be confused with the variance in behavior
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unrelated to anything measurable. We are assuming that the ob-
served association reflects the influence of cultural attributes that are
not directly observed — rather than only the influence of measure-
ment error or other omitted variables, both of which are also unob-
served.

That which we can observe suggests that measurement error and
other omitted variables cannot completely explain the residuals. The
occupational classification scale may seem particularly inexact as a
measure of social-class standing. Nevertheless, an occupational clas-
sification scheme based on five strata left residuals at least as large.
Various other modifications of the occupational control variable also
proved inconsequential, including one that bypassed problems of
classification entirely by controlling for each occupational title sepa-
rately (treating each occupation as though it were an occupational
stratum).* Therefore, mismeasurement in fathers’ occupations — the
most crucial and most complicated proxy for social-class origins —
should not be regarded as a reason to dismiss the residuals.*® More-
over, the ethnicity variable is also subject to various problems of
classification, and our estimates of its strength are therefore also
understated. For example, the place of birth of the sample member’s
father, the basis for determining ethnic identity, ignores whether a
foreign-born father immigrated to the United States at age thirty-two
or was brought by his own parents at age two. The criterion also
ignores the place of birth of the sample member’s mother.*

Our operational definition of social class, though resting heavily on
occupation as a proxy, also includes the assessed value of the family’s
property and a control for family size (a measure of mouths to feed).
Finally, adding controls for whether or not the father was an em-
ployer and for the industrial sector in which he worked did not ap-
preciably reduce the residuals.

It is true that we have had no direct measure of family income. On
the other hand, family income was surely highly correlated with the
characteristics we have controlled. At issue is the influence of ethnic
differences in income (within the same occupations, assessed-
property category, family size, and so forth) on ethnic differences in
schooling. The residuals that we think reflect the influence of cultural
attributes generally account for half to three-quarters of the entire eth-
nic difference. In order to wipe out most of the residuals’ magnitude,
then, the net impact of family income (after the other, highly corre-
lated characteristics have already been controlled) would need to be
twice or three times the total impact of the characteristics already con-
trolled. In the absence of any hint that the income variable would
have such power, we should not assume that it would.



114 Ethnic Differences

A control for parental literacy in the later samples (1915 and 1925)
might also have been revealing. However, our analysis of Irish liter-
acy patterns serves as a reminder that parental literacy may deserve
most attention as a marker of pre-migration cultural attributes.*

Finally, the range of results encountered when imposing controls
is important. In some instances - Irish schooling and occupational
attainment in 1880, as well as Italian schooling — they have left large
residuals. However, in other instances they have adequately ex-
plained the association between ethnic origin and behavior. These
include Irish-Yankee differences in schooling and jobs in the later
samples and Italian occupational attainment. Thus, the measured family
background variables, the ones so central to any structural explana-
tion of ethnic differences, seem adequate to some purposes. If they
are not adequate for others, we should not rush to assume problems
of method.®®

Clearly, the competing explanations for the observed residuals
(measurement error and the impact of omitted structural characteris-
tics) would explain part of their strength; the part we assume they
cannot explain poses the interpretive challenge. The presence of large
ethnic differences unexplained by competing explanations cannot prove
the influence of the pre-migration cultural attributes; still, the discov-
ery of these large residuals makes the case for those attributes stronger
than it would have been had the residuals been negligible. The appeal
to cultural attributes, then, should be viewed as tentative, but reason-
able, given the current state of the evidence and the methods avail-
able.

The cultural heritage: its character and historical origins
reconsidered

The data on which we have relied cannot advance us very far in com-
prehending the nature of these cultural attributes; they do not, gen-
erally, allow us to sift among the elements in the cultural heritage that
were most relevant. However, the differences between the patterns
of schooling and occupational attainment can help narrow the search
for explanations. The ethnic differences in school behavior that could
not be accounted for by family background factors were large and
consistent. The magnitude of the Italian lag in occupational attain-
ment was much less striking — when compared with their educational
behavior or with other ethnic differences in occupational attainment
(for example, those between Irish and Yankee in 1880, and others we
shall encounter in later chapters). Explanations specific to school be-
havior, then, should be of greater interest than those that would pre-
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dict differences in job success. In particular, all explanations that sug-
gest a distinct work ethic or a distinct attitude toward achievement
should be treated with caution — explanations relying on the absence
of the Protestant work ethic, preindustrial work habits generally, or a
generalized suspicion of American values of success. Historians of
immigration and sociologists of ethnicity have suggested all of these,*
yet all would be expected to influence occupational attainment as
strongly and consistently as school performance. Such factors, of
course, may have had a small role in determining job or school pat-
terns, but because they do not explain why school patterns would be
especially affected, they are of marginal importance.

The cultural heritage of interest is one that made Italians less sen-
sitive to the economic advantages of schooling, or less oriented to
book learning generally, than other groups in Providence. Italian be-
havior was also, we noted, especially distinctive in connection with
girls, suggesting either a belief that schooling in particular was less
relevant to them or that for some other reason the school environ-
ment was less suited than others for girls (for example, because they
could be more closely supervised in the teen years at home or even
in some work contexts). Beyond this statement, the data do not allow
us to probe; we must rely on the descriptions of Italian cultural attri-
butes provided by others.® Leonard Covello’s description was cited
at the outset. In brief:

The peasant’s desire for security in his way of living was directly
opposed to education from outside the family circle. . . . This an-
tagonism toward the school, which was definitely manifested in
Italy and which constituted a part of the cultural tradition, was
carried over to America and paved the way for the still current
[1944] lack of rapprochement between the American school and the
Italian parents.”!
However, Joseph Lopreato, in his study of Italian-Americans, cites
Covello’s summary with disapproval. Covello, Lopreato notes, was
devoted to the notion of the “community school” concept
which argues that in order to achieve its goal, the school must have
a thorough understanding of the culture of the individuals and
groups that it serves. Covello was thus naturally led to exaggerate
the conflict between the American school and the southern Italian
immigrants.*?
Part of Italian parental behavior, Lopreato argues, was motivated by
poverty. In any case, he argues, they may have been antagonistic to
intellectuals, whom they had reason to distrust, and they were famil-
iar with schooling only through the primary grades. However, they
were not opposed to schooling or intellectual activity per se.
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Yet Lopreato himself concludes that ““this much can be said about
the peasants of southern Italy prior to the great emigration. In gen-
eral, they were so deprived and so far removed from what C. Wright
Mills termed ‘the educational elevator’ that to entertain the thought
of intellectual pursuits amounted, for most, to asking for a miracle.”
One would assume, as well, that they would have been less attuned
to the relations between education and jobs generally than others were.
Lopreato’s criticism of Covello, followed by his own reformulation of
a possible cultural legacy, suggests the futility of trying, on the basis
of the Providence evidence, to state with precision the nature of the
cultural legacy. Lopreato’s differences from Covello are not trivial.
However, even if one accepts Lopreato’s descriptions completely, one
can still conclude that Italian school performance differed from that
of other groups for reasons derived from the Italian cultural past.5

The difference between the approaches of Lopreato and Covello
also provides a useful way to understand the work of John Briggs, An
Italian Passage. Briggs seems most intent to argue not that Italian school
achievement was comparable to that for other ethnic groups, but that
if it was not, the explanation is not intellectual inferiority or a lack of
respect for intellectual activity.> Here we can certainly agree with
him about the dangers of misstating the nature of the cultural legacy,
but the issue for us is the operation of some sort of legacy and its
power relative to other factors.>® The Providence data strongly sug-
gest that such factors were important, even if we cannot indicate their
nature with precision.

Still less do the data permit us to describe the historical origins of
these cultural attributes. Covello saw them developing out of the
southern Italian peasant economy and the political realities that en-
couraged suspicion of governmental educational efforts. Such argu-
ments are common in connection with Italians and other former peas-
ant immigrants. Although we obviously cannot confirm them with
the data at hand, we can offer some clarifications by surveying several
related arguments.

These arguments are rarely clearly distinguished. One strand bears
on the social structural position of the Italian immigrants, their origin
in the lower strata of an agrarian social order. Still, more is surely
involved. Farm laborers’ children from rural New England or English
Canada or Scandinavia did not follow the Italian pattern of school
behavior. The particular nature of the rural social and economic struc-
ture from which the immigrants came, not merely their experience as
agricultural laborers, was important. The Italian rural workers came
from a society relatively unchanged by industrial development. There
was less reason than in some other agricultural societies to take
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schooling seriously — less of a sense that schooling mattered for later
work, or generally that the old order was passing and that old as-
sumptions might no longer hold. In order to understand why some
agricultural orders differed from others in producing a sensitivity to
the value of schooling, perhaps it is necessary to go beyond changes
due to industrialization to a vaguer conception of modernization gen-
erally, to the coming of newer attitudes that cannot be fully under-
stood as responses to economic changes. Alternatively, perhaps eco-
nomic changes were the central changes, but the transformations of
agricultural capitalism, rather than those of industrialization, mat-
tered most in increasing the sensitivity to the productive value of
schooling. Perhaps, for example, managing one’s own farm for sale
of products in the marketplace was enough to stimulate such sensi-
tivity.

All these strands of the argument assume that most Italian immi-
grants had been rural-dwellers, deriving their livelihood from the soil
in a preindustrial, premodern, or precapitalist order: All assume that
most of the immigrants had been peasants (or other agricultural
workers) before the migration. However, some recent historical re-
search has suggested that many of the European immigrants, includ-
ing many from Italy, had not been peasants, but rather had come
from many different social positions in their countries of origin.% Does
this insight invalidate the line of explanation Covello and others have
proposed? I think not. More work on these themes will be welcome.
However, it is certainly plausible that many immigrants who were
not former peasants had still lived within a social and cultural milieu
dominated by the outlooks Covello described as characteristic of the
peasantry; some other immigrants, although not peasants at the time
of emigration, may have come from families that had lived as peas-
ants a generation before. Moreover, even if many immigrants were
not former peasants and did not hold the peasants’ views, many oth-
ers had been peasants. The presence of these peasants among the
immigrants may have been sufficient to create the patterns we have
observed. The low level of Italian school achievement, in other words,
probably could have been created by the peasantry among the Italian
immigrants even if that group comprised (for example) only two-thirds
or one-half of all Italian immigrants.

In all these variants of the argument, the Italian immigrants’ atti-
tudes about schooling are thought to have had their source in the
Italian social structure and economic order. Other sorts of explana-
tions focus instead on the distinction between Catholic and Protestant
societies. Some of these arguments stress the prevalence of a Protes-
tant ethic that stimulated work, whether in school or in the market-
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place. As already indicated, this explanation hardly seems central in
the light of the small differences in occupational attainment between
Italians and others; the issue is to account for the differences in
schooling specifically. Other arguments about religious sources of be-
havior, however, concentrate on the tradition of literacy in Protestant
societies, a tradition derived from the imperative to read and interpret
the Bible directly, without the intervention of clerical authorities. This
factor may have made immigrants from certain preindustrial agrarian
economies (Scotland and Scandinavia, for example) more favorably
disposed to schooling than others.

The extent to which European educational institutions had been
available to the social strata from which the migrants came may well
have been important in itself, familiarizing future migrants with school-
going behavior. and with its advantages. This factor, it will be re-
called, may explain some of the changes among the Irish immigrants
between 1880 and 1915. It also may have distinguished Italians from
Irish in 1915. The availability of educational institutions, of course, is
itself bound up with economic transformations, religious traditions,
and political policies. But whatever its origin, that availability may
have been a critical independent factor in determining the attitudes
of immigrants.

All of the preceding explanations ultimately direct attention away
from any characteristics of life unique to southern Italy and toward
broader sorts of explanatory frameworks relevant to pre-migration life:
social-class position, the economic order, religion, familiarity with
schooling. At the same time, these and other factors — political ar-
rangements, for example — may have come together in a unique way
in southern Italian culture. That culture, then, may have had an in-
dependent force beyond its sources.

Italians, Slavs, and other immigrants

We cannot hope to disentangle these strands of argument com-
pletely. The Providence data are especially limited in this regard, for
in Providence, as in New England generally, large communities of
immigrant groups from other preindustrial, premodern environ-
ments were not to be found in the period after 1900. The Jews may
seem to constitute an exception, but their patterns of schooling were
in any case not typical of most new immigrant groups. The compari-
son with “other immigrants,” as used repeatedly earlier, was useful
because it ruled out the possibility that Italians were simply behaving
like all immigrants, or at least like all except the English-speaking and
Jewish immigrants. Still, in order to study whether the Italian expe-
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rience was unique or was typical for immigrants from preindustrial
peasant backgrounds, that comparison is imperfect. Ideally, the com-
parison should be with another such large immigrant community, not
with a very heterogeneous group.

The principal immigrant groups from social positions most resem-
bling those of the Italians were the Slavic groups, peasants from rel-
atively less advanced economies and from societies not characterized
by any special commitment to literacy. The Poles were the largest of
these groups by far, but the other Slavic groups together provided
nearly one immigrant in ten between 1899 and 1924. Indeed, taken
together, the Italians, the Slavs, and the Jews (who are excluded from
consideration here for reasons already given) constituted a large frac-
tion of the immigrants, nearly 10 million among 17 million immi-
grants in all. Moreover, because those coming from the countries of
western Europe and English Canada themselves numbered nearly 4
million, the Italians, Slavs, and Jews accounted for approximately three-
fourths of all who did not come from western Europe or English Can-
ada. In short, by considering the Slavs as the most significant groups
to be compared with the Italians, we are indeed choosing not only
groups relevant for theoretical reasons but also the great majority of
such immigrants. Although we cannot compare Slavic and Italian
schooling on the basis of the Providence data, we can exploit the 1960
U.S. Census figures on educational attainments of ethnic groups (de-
scribed in the preceding chapter).

The median years of schooling completed by male members of the
second generation are presented in Table 3.10. Virtually all of the Slavic
groups’ educational levels were similar to those for the Italians in the
two oldest cohorts, those reaching age fifteen by 1905. In the later
cohorts, all Slavs except the Poles pulled ahead of the Italians, nar-
rowing the gap between themselves and the British and Irish, and
then achieving roughly comparable educational levels as those groups.
The Italians and Poles achieved levels comparable to those of the other
groups only in the youngest cohort. The changing relative positions
of groups may indicate changes in the nature of the immigrants’ con-
ditions in Europe, improving economic conditions in America for later
arrivals in some groups, or the fact that later cohorts increasingly in-
cluded families who had been dwelling in the United States for some
time when their children reached adolescence. The critical point,
however, is that if Italian school behavior was quite different from
that for all other groups in Providence, it was not as different from
that for all Slavs of the early twentieth century, and it was quite sim-
ilar to Polish school behavior over a long period.

This conclusion is reinforced by considering gender differences in
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Table 3.10. Median years of schooling completed, selected ethnic groups
(native-born males only)®

Age in 1960 Group’s
Parents’ country rate of
of origin? 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 remigration®
"Old immigration”
United Kingdom 12.7 125 120 9.8 8.7 20.2
Ireland 126 125 117 95 87 8.9
Norway and Sweden  12.6 124 11.1 89 85 15.4
Germany 125 121 9.9 86 83 13.7
Canada 123 122 111 92 87 14.8
“New immigration”
Italy 122 114 9.0 84 8.0 45.6
Poland 124 115 9.2 83 7.6 33.0
Czechoslovakia 124 119 9.2 84 8.0 31.7
Hungary 125 12.0 10.1 89 87 46.5
Yugoslavia 124 12.0 9.5 84 7.7 47.6
Lithuania 12.8 123 109 89 87 20.3
Finland 125  12.2 9.5 85 7.6 22.0
USSR 13.6 127 123 104 87 12.3

“From 1960 U.S. Census Bureau, Nativity and Parentage, Table 12.

*Census data based on political boundaries of 1960; return rates on ethnic
groups for 1899-1924. See Appendix, note 41, for details.

‘Based on Archdeacon, Becoming American, 118-19.

schooling among different ethnic groups. Because gender differences
were not large in most groups, the measure used earlier (median years
of schooling completed) is too crude. We may focus, however, on the
proportion who completed secondary school. In the American popu-
lation as a whole before the 1950s, more girls than boys completed
secondary school. Thus, among those age fifty-five to sixty-four in
1960 (the birth cohort most comparable to the 1915 sample), 31% of
the women and 28% of the men living in urban places were gradu-
ates. Comparable differences were found in the younger and older
cohorts and among the native-born children of the Irish (37% versus
31% in the cohort fifty-five to sixty-four years old), the English (40%
versus 34%), the Swedish (39% versus 29%), and the Germans (38%
versus 34%). Among the Italians, the rates showed the reverse pat-
tern: 16% of the men and 12% of the women had graduated from high
school. Was this a unique feature of the Italians? No. In every Slavic
group, more men than women graduated: 18% versus 14% among
the Poles, 31% versus 27% among the Lithuanians, 17% versus 15%
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among the Yugoslavs. Among the Czechs, the figures were nearly
equal for that cohort (15.4% versus 15.2%), but they were a bit higher
for the preceding and subsequent cohorts.” The similarity of the Ital-
ian and Slavic patterns, in contrast to those for the other groups, also
suggests a further reason for doubting the contextual effects of the
high remigration rates noted in the preceding section. The gender
patterns that characterized the Italians and Slavs seem explicable in
terms of traditional peasant views of women, but not in terms of the
contextual effects of high remigration rates.

These similarities between Italian and Slavic school behavior are
consistent with the idea that pre-migration socioeconomic conditions
shared by all these groups were important sources of their behavior.
Whether or not local differences that distinguished the Italians from
all others were also operating is difficult to say. That the Italians and
Slavs were fundamentally similar in school behavior suggests that such
differences probably were marginal. Still, if the Italians were not unique,
they and the Poles apparently differed from the other Slavic groups
to some extent. The difference may be related to specific cultural dif-
ferences between these two groups and the others, but perhaps the
difference also has to do with the difficulties faced by members of
very large immigrant communities with few resources for economic
advancement within the community itself.*®

We need not resolve the issue; although structural or cultural fac-
tors specific to the Italians may have had some impact, there is surely
good reason to stress the similar pre-migration socioeconomic posi-
tions of the Italians and Slavs. Those positions, in turn, appear central
to an understanding of any cultural factors that influenced their chil-
dren’s school behavior in the United States. We assume, then, that
the Italians differed from the ““other immigrants” with whom we
compared them in large measure because these others were not from
rural backgrounds comparable to those of the Italians and the Slavs.>
Thus, we may distinguish, first, the experience that Italians shared
with all immigrants, second, the ways in which southern Italian cul-
ture may have been unique, and, third, pre-migration cultural attri-
butes that Italians may have shared with Slavs or other peasant im-
migrants from preindustrial areas not characterized by any special
commitment to literacy. This last is the most straightforward expla-
nation for the differences between their school patterns and the pat-
terns for others in Providence that remained unexplained by class and
family structure.
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The eastern European Jewish immigration was the critical event in
American Jewish history. Like the Italians, the Jews from eastern Eu-
rope began arriving in the United States in large numbers just after
1880. The migration increased in magnitude with earh succeeding
decade, until American immigration restriction ended 1 in the early
1920s. Although Jews had come to the United States in earlier years,
especially from central Europe, those earlier migrations were dwarfed
by the numbers in the later migrations. By 1900, moreover, the Jews
were the second largest immigrant group, after the Italians, to enter
the United States each year. Many more Italians arrived between 1899
and 1924, the years for which the most reliable figures are available.
However, a far higher proportion of the Italians also departed, so that
there were nearly as many Jews among the immigrants who re-
mained. In all, between 1880 and 1924, some 2.3 million eastern Eu-
ropean Jews came to the United States.’

In the history of American immigration, the Jews hold a special
place for reasons other than sheer numbers. Jewish immigrants and
their offspring improved their economic standing more rapidly than
other groups did. Moreover, the story of their rise is closely bound
up with schooling. Finally, as we shall see, their schooling itself is a
striking example of distinctive school behavior on the part of an eth-
nic group, quite apart from its relation to economic advancement.?

The evidence of the connection between Jewish schooling and eco-
nomic advancement is plentiful for recent decades - for the period
since 1930 and especially since 1945. During these recent decades,
educational attainment has been likely to mean college attendance,
and even enrollment in a professional school. A dominant pattern of
upward mobility has involved entry into the professions by sons of
reasonably well-established middle-class families. Consequently, in
this later period, the role of education, though it does not explain all
of the distinctiveness of eastern European Jewish patterns of mobil-
ity, naturally explains a good deal.

However, our understanding of schooling and economic advance-
ment in the earlier stages of this group’s adjustment to the United
States is less clear. The evidence available on the eastern European
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Jewish immigrants and their children indicates that economic ad-
vancement was unusually rapid for both; however, the connections
between that economic advancement and schooling, especially in the
second generation, are at issue. The children of the eastern European
Jews were more likely to receive a relatively extended education than
were those of other immigrant groups. Still, several important caveats
must be noted.

First, the meaning of a “relatively extended education” should be
clear. As Selma Berrol, Irving Howe, and others have observed, most
children of the eastern European immigrants did not receive very ex-
tended educations.® More Jews than others may have graduated from
college, but only a small fraction of any ethnic group reached college
in the decades before 1920. More graduated from high school. Never-
theless, in 1908, well below 5% of the Russian Jewish children in New
York City (where fully half of them lived) graduated.*

Second, the children or grandchildren of eastern European Jews
have been especially well represented among American intellectuals
and academics. However, the emergence of a sizable class of Jewish
intellectuals may not tell us much about the role of education in the
experience of the ethnic group as a whole. Their emergence may in-
deed have had something to do with the role of education in the eth-
nic group generally, but it also may have stemmed from other sources.
Certainly, the emergence of such an elite is a poor basis for general-
izing about the patterns of the whole group. Our concern here will be
to understand the patterns of the ethnic group as a whole, rather than
the creation of the intellectual elite. Those patterns provide the topic
most directly connected with our larger theme (the school behavior
of ethnic groups), and it is a topic for which we have useful informa-
tion from Providence.®

Thus, the meaning of an extended education was not what it came
to be later, and the experience of an elite is not to be confused with
the experience of the majority. The statement that eastern European
Jews received more extended education than others must be inter-
preted to mean that, at most, the eastern European Jews may have
received a few more years of schooling than most others: a year or
two of high school, for example, when most children left between the
fifth and eighth grades.

Nevertheless, such ethnic differences could well have played a role
in the economic advancement of the eastern European Jews, even
though not making them professionals or intellectuals. As we have
already observed in Chapter 1, differences of a few years in school
mattered a good deal for economic attainment in the period 1880-
1930, and they still do today. The initial advances of the Jews were,
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in any case, not into the professions but into business; there, such
gradations may have been quite significant. Still, whether or not they
fully explain the rapidity of the eastern European Jewish advance is
another matter. Just how much of an educational advantage did the
children of the eastern European Jews enjoy, and how much differ-
ence did it make to their economic advancement?

Finally, what accounts for the group’s distinctive educational at-
tainment, and for any distinctiveness in their economic advancement
not due to their schooling? There is a clear division among the many
writers who have addressed this issue, some stressing advantages the
Jews enjoyed in American society at the turn of the century, mostly
occupational advantages, and others stressing the pre-migration cul-
tural heritage of eastern European Jewry. We turn first to those as-
pects of the social and cultural background of eastern European Jewry
that have loomed large in these discussions, and then to a fuller de-
scription of the debate over its relative importance.

4.1. The eastern European Jewish background
and the debate about its importance

It is useful to distinguish two sources of the eastern European Jewish
heritage: the Jewish religion and the position of the Jews in eastern
European social and political life.

The religious influences, of course, were in some measure common
to Jewish communities in other places and eras. However, the reli-
gion did not influence Jewish life in exactly the same manner in var-
ious times and places. The particular social position of the Jews helped
determine the most dominant elements in the religious culture, as did
internal intellectual developments in different Jewish communities.
For our purposes, it is enough to note that the Jewish religion re-
quired the study and interpretation of God’s law. That imperative for
study and interpretation had important implications, not simply at
the level of an elite, but for the mass of the population as well. The
need was met by widespread schooling — though just how wide-
spread is difficult to say. One useful source, the Russian census of
1897, showed that 55-70% of Jewish males in the older age cohorts
(those over age thirty) were literate, compared with only 20-40% of
other Russians. Moreover, it appears that many of these literate Jews
(three-fifths of them in the oldest cohort) were literate only in a lan-
guage other than Russian, offering some measure of the extent of the
traditional schooling.” That schooling was meant to enable every man
to read the prayers and to enable many (how many is again difficult
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to say) to follow, at least to some extent, the intricate discussions
concerning religious law in the Talmud and its commentaries. A sig-
nificant proportion of the male population was in fact able to devote
considerable time to that study.

The role of the scholar, the individual who devoted himself to ad-
vanced study of the law and its interpretation, was an especially hon-
ored role, one to which it was natural for a boy to aspire. Honor also
constituted a commodity one could join with wealth through mar-
riage. The scholar was a desirable catch, and the wife of a scholar,
other things being equal, came from a more well-to-do family than
another man’s wife. That system also increased the chances that the
scholar would have the income for continued study. If he did not, his
wife might herself operate a store or other business in order to pro-
vide it.

No doubt it was easier for the child of a well-to-do father to spend
a lifetime in study, but wealth did not guarantee intelligence or desire
for study. Also, examples of impoverished but brilliant students were
legion, and these may not have been so rare, given the general levels
of poverty and the number of scholars. Although we cannot be at all
precise in describing the prevalence of scholarship in the population,
we can assume that the heritage of several centuries must have made
the ideal of male scholarship nearly universal by the middle of the
nineteenth century. It was not the only ideal, of course. Wealth was
surely another way one could achieve honor and power, and in terms
of dealing with the secular world, it was a more secure path. Never-
theless, the important point for our purposes is the prevalence of re-
spect for study, and the sense that learning was central to training
the young.®

Or, rather, to training the young male. Women'’s functions were in
the home, including, quite possibly, working in the family business.
To be sure, good breeding in a woman might well include literacy,
and it might include a basic education, but it did not include a life
devoted to studying the law. That there may have been a handful of
women in the millennia of Jewish history who became noted for at-
taining the ideal of scholarship hardly means we need modify the
generalization: The sex difference was absolutely central.

Thus, the ideal of the scholar was limited to males and was realized
by only a few of them. Nevertheless, the culture in which the major-
ity of the eastern European Jews participated was a culture in which
learning was central and familiar. First, unusually large proportions
were literate before the coming of state-run schools; second, the activ-
ities of learning and study (over and above the acquisition of basic
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literacy) were visible to large numbers, and nontrivial numbers prob-
ably had some share, however modest, in these activities; finally, the
accomplished scholar was highly visible and highly respected.®

The economic positions of the Jews in Europe had been strikingly
different from the positions occupied by nearly all other immigrants,
and these differences, too, could have produced distinct patterns of
behavior. The Jews had not been engaged directly in farming; rather,
they filled the peripheral economic roles found in an agricultural
economy. They were artisans, tradesmen, storekeepers, innkeepers,
and the like. They were generally poor, although they may well have
fared better than the peasantry. Most Jews were involved in one way
or another in commerce, at least in its broadest sense — in occupations
in which one buys and sells with an eye to a profit, makes countless
decisions and senses a connection between those decisions and exer-
tions and the improvement of one’s lot. This experience was gener-
ally different from that of the serf, that of the subsistence farmer, and
even that of the wage worker.

We have concentrated on the role of learning in traditional eastern
European Jewish culture and on the economic position of the Jews in
eastern Europe. However, other aspects of their religious heritage and
of their social circumstances also may have proved important to atti-
tudes and behavior. For example, their strict adherence to literally
hundreds of commandments concerning daily behavior distin-
guished the Jews from others. Moreover, the social and political
standing of the Jews was distinct, and not merely because of their
position in the economic structure. They lived as a threatened minor-
ity. Their lives and livelihoods might become endangered on short
notice, and their day-to-day contact with non-Jews might well involve
insult and even violence.

The preceding sketch is, of course, brief and schematic; it is also
static. Economic, intellectual, and political transformations were oc-
curring with great rapidity by the last half of the nineteenth century.
The ideas that arose from the Enlightenment, socialism, and Zionism,
as well as the social transformations created by industrialization and
economic modernization generally, all became influential in a rela-
tively short period. An extensive process of proletarianization was
occurring in many eastern European Jewish communities, as a result
of which Jewish shopkeepers and artisans could sustain themselves
only by becoming factory operatives, producing textiles, garments, or
other manufactured goods. Still, proletarianization was a matter of
the last decades of the century, and surely most factory operatives
could remember an earlier economic order.
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If, then, the educational and economic advances of the eastern Eu-
ropean Jews in the United States (and, indeed, in Europe) has been
distinctive, was that because of the distinctiveness of their back-
ground, and, if so, how? In response to this question, a considerable
literature has flourished around. two opposing approaches. They are
nicely captured by juxtaposing the formulations of Nathan Glazer and
those of Calvin Goldscheider and Alan Zuckerman.

In the early 1950s, Glazer surveyed the socioeconomic advance-
ment of American Jews in an influential article, “’Social Characteristics
of American Jews.”!” Near the end of his Iong survey, Glazer wrote:!!

We think that the explanation of the Jewish success in America is
that the Jews, far more than any other immigrant group, were en-
gaged for generations in the middle-class occupations, the profes-
sions and buying and selling. It has also been said that the urban
experience helped them, but we think that is much less important.
For in any case, very large proportions of Jews, German as well as
East European, came from small towns and villages that were
scarcely “urban.” The special occupations of the middle-class - trade
and professions — are associated with a whole complex of habits.
Primarily, these are the habits of care and foresight. The middle-
class person, we know, is trained to save his money, because he
has been taught that the world is open to him, and with the proper
intelligence and ability, and with resources well used, he may ad-
vance himself. He is also careful — in the sense of being conscious
- about his personality, his time, his education, his way of life.
The dominating characteristic of his life is that he is able to see that
the present postponement of pleasure (saving money is one such
form of postponement) will lead to an increase in satisfaction later.
In Glazer’s view, these traits stem not only from the social position in
which the Jews found themselves in Europe but also from prior sources
in their religious world view itself and in their minority status. These
were strengthened by the long commercial experience. Judaism
emphasizes the traits that business men and intellectuals require,
and has done so since at least 1500 years before Calvinism. . . .
The strong emphasis on learning and study can be traced that far
back, too. The Jewish habits of foresight, care, moderation proba-
bly arose early during the 2,000 years that Jews have lived as
strangers among other peoples. . . . But certainly Jewish economic
experience since the beginning of the Christian era can only have
strengthened the bent given to them by religion and culture.
It is the cultural attributes derived from the long-term development
of European Jewish history, according to Glazer, that are at issue, not
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so much the immediate occupational position of the Jews prior to mi-

gration. Thus, many had become workers in the years prior to migra-

tion,
but they carried with them the values conducive to middle-class
success, and they could, under the proper circumstances, easily
return to the pursuit of trade and study, and thus to the ways of
their fathers and forefathers. What is really exceptional, in terms
of the large perspective of Jewish history, is . . . the degree to which
in the Czarist empire and eastern Europe in general, they had been
forced out of their age-old pursuits and proletarianized.

Perhaps because Glazer’s concern in his article was primarily with
socioeconomic advancement, rather than schooling, their “middle-
class” outlook figures much more prominently in his formulations
concerning the cultural heritage than does a commitment to learning,
although the latter appears too. In any case, other formulations stress
the relation between American Jewish patterns of schooling and the
eastern European cultural heritage — both a middle-class outlook and
a commitment to learning.'?

Glazer’s formulations will strike many as excessive, seeking to ex-
plain all, or nearly all, of the uniqueness of Jewish behavior by ap-
pealing to personality traits. They may appear far too confident, first,
in asserting that ethnic differences in personality traits in fact existed,
second, in describing the specific nature of those traits, and, third, in
explaining their origins. His formulations seem heavily influenced by
the early stages of the research on culture and personality popular in
the 1950s and earlier.’® However, what is most interesting for our
purposes is the argument that some distinctive cultural characteristics
(beliefs, attitudes, values, and personality traits) resulted from a dis-
tinctive pre-migration background and that these cultural character-
istics help explain behavior. In essence, the argument is that (1) the
tradition of learning may have influenced the orientation toward study
and (2) the economic position of the Jews, their minority status, and
even some aspects of their religious heritage may have influenced the
orientation toward commercial occupations and toward economic ad-
vancement generally. They also may have influenced educational
performance, because education was viewed as a means to these goals
or as an arena of achievement in its own right.

The approach taken by Calvin Goldscheider and Alan Zuckerman
is in glaring contrast to that of Glazer. Their work, The Transformation
of the Jews, seeks to explain most social and cultural features of Jewish
life without reference to differences in attitudes, values, or habits de-
riving from the past.! First, they are skeptical about reconstructions
of the cultural background such as that of Glazer:
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We know very little about the values held by contemporary Jews.
Few surveys exist to shed light on their beliefs and attitudes. Stud-
ies of the culture of those no longer alive are even more difficult to
carry out. Approaches that assume the existence of universal Jew-
ish norms reduce an empirical problem to a theoretical assertion.
It is not merely the quality of the evidence that is at issue. Rather,
factors of a structural nature are simply much more important:
What role did Jewish values play in the integration of American
Jews? Did the poor, impoverished Jewish immigrants carry middle-
class values? Did their religious traditions and culture result in their
early successes in school and economic mobility? Those who have
argued for the centrality of Jewish values as the explanation of rapid
Jewish integration in America minimize the importance of social
class and residential differences between Jewish and non-Jewish

immigrants. . . . We emphasize the structural factors which distin-
guish Jews from others.
Specifically,

Working in more skilled occupations, Jews earned more money
than did other immigrant groups. Their relative income and occu-
pational security made it easier for Jews to invest in the schooling
of their children. This combined with the permanency of their im-
migration, urban residence, and the availability and access to pub-
lic school education. Together, these structural features explain why
. .. Jews accounted for relatively high percentages of those who
attended schools and universities in the large cities of the North-
east.

Goldscheider and Zuckerman argue that the structural features of
a particular time and place are the critical sources of behavior there.
These structural factors may in turn have been determined by earlier
ones. For example, American Jewish conditions were affected by the
occupational skills of Jews in Europe and by the self-selectivity of cer-
tain occupational groups among the Jewish migrants. However, in
contrast to Glazer’s explanation, their view is that the attitudes, val-
ues, and habits that may have grown out of the structural situation in
Europe, or out of a particular religious world view, were, at best, of
marginal importance.’

In considering distinctive Jewish patterns in one city and in one
era, several of the structural factors raised by Goldscheider and Zuck-
erman can be ignored. Thus, differences that existed between places
of residence are avoided. Differences in the propensity to remain in
the United States are also less critical, since the eastern European Jews
can be compared with natives as well as with other immigrants. Be-
sides, as noted in connection with the Italians, the immigrant parents
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of native-born adolescents rarely left the United States. Conse-
quently, the crucial factor these authors stress that is relevant to dif-
ferences between Jewish immigrants and other individuals in a given
American city is social class — the distinctive occupations that the Jew-
ish immigrant fathers entered, particularly, they argue, occupations
as skilled workers, espedially in the garment industry.'® Stephen
Steinberg has developed much the same argument in The Academic
Melting Pot and in The Ethnic Myth."”

However, such arguments have lacked the sort of data needed to
establish the historical reality with any certainty — data on social origins,
schooling, and occupational attainment in the period of settlement.’®
To borrow the words of Goldscheider and Zuckerman, the extent to
which the structural factors they stress, or the cultural factors that
Glazer stresses, determined American ethnic differences in the early
years of the century is an "“empirical problem”; it cannot be resolved
by a “theoretical assertion,”” however plausible.

The Providence data provide an opportunity for empirical investi-
gation. Our concern, as in the preceding chapters, is, first, with im-
portant characteristics of the eastern European Jewish immigrant
families, particularly the social-class position of the group. We turn
then to the patterns of schooling. To what extent, and in what specific
ways, were the school patterns of the Russian Jewish children indeed
distinctive? To what extent were distinctive patterns simply the result
of social class and other family background characteristics that fa-
vored Russian Jewish attainment? We shall turn finally to the occu-
pational patterns of the second generation. To what extent were they
achieved through an edge in schooling, or because of the earlier suc-
cess of the immigrant fathers? To what extent do they remain unex-
plained by either?

4.2. Family background

The eastern European Jews settled primarily in a few large cities: Half
settled in New York City alone, and another one in five settled in
Chicago, Philadelphia, Boston, and Baltimore, but the rest, three in
every ten, settled in smaller communities like Providence. There, as
elsewhere, they first constituted a noticeable presence during the 1880s;
by 1920, the Russian-born numbered 6,269 in a city of some 237,000.
Their adolescent children were not to be found in the 1880 census,
but they constituted nearly 3% of the 1900 sample, and about 7% in
1915 and 1925.

The U.S. Census, of course, did not ask respondents’ religion.
However, students of American immigration have long known that
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the overwhelming majority of the Russian-born immigrants in the
United States were Jews (for example, by the high proportion listing
Yiddish as their mother tongue). In Providence, even more direct evi-
dence is available: The Rhode Island State Census of 1905 did ask
respondents’ religion. Some 95% of the Russian-born indicated they
were Jews, and there is no reason to think that the proportion a few
years earlier or later was any different.?’ Eastern European Jews mi-
grated from countries other than the Russian Empire, of course, but
by limiting our attention to the Russian-born immigrant community,
we can be confident that we are studying a population almost exclu-
sively Jewish. At the same time, we have no reason to think that the
critical characteristics of the Russian-born differed from those of other
eastern European Jewish immigrants.

Although the Jews composed a relatively small proportion of the
Providence population, we can study their behavior intensively be-
cause supplemental data were collected from the 1915 Rhode Island
State Census: Every twelve- to fifteen-year-old son, and three-
quarters of the daughters, of Russian immigrants were included, 712
sample members in all. By concentrating on the patterns in 1915 and
adding information from 1925 and occasionally from 1900, it is possi-
ble to probe deeply.

Fully 82% of all the Russian Jewish children in 1900 had been born
abroad, but by 1915 that proportion had fallen to 40%, and by 1925 to
only 11%. A similar drop in the proportion of foreign-born, it will be
recalled, was found among the Italians. Increasingly, parents com-
posed a group who had migrated when young and had therefore spent
long periods in the United States by the time their children reached
adolescence.

Also like the Italians of 1915-25, the great majority of the Russian
Jewish children in all three samples, 88-96%, were raised in two-
parent households. Similarly, too, migration to urban, industrial
America did not rapidly influence the pattern of childbearing. The
average number of children in Italian households was five; the Rus-
sian Jewish families average just below that in 1900 and 1915, and
about four children in 1925. If there was some decline over time, it
may have come not only as a result of an adjustment to American
norms but also through the encounter of the Jews with more modern
practices in Europe.?!

Some information on the literacy levels of the Russian Jewish im-
migrants is also available. The immigration authorities, who kept rec-
ords on the subject beginning in 1899, found that about one-fifth of
males and two-fifths of female Russian Jewish immigrants were illit-
erate. The figures serve as an important reminder that the immigrants
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were by no means all well educated (in any kind of school). The gen-
der difference probably reflects the lower regard for female learning
in eastern European Jewish culture, as well as the advantage of liter-
acy to the principal breadwinner.? Similarly, whereas the fathers in
the Providence 1900 sample generally were listed as able to speak
English, half the mothers could not, suggesting the extent to which
their province was the home, while the fathers interacted with the
larger world in the marketplace. Indeed, in the 1900 sample, none of
the mothers worked, and less than one in twenty of those in the 1915
sample did so.?

The censuses provide extensive information about the social-class
positions of the Russian Jewish families and about their changing lev-
els of economic well-being. The 1900 sample shows a small group of
families struggling to establish a foothold. Secure positions were few,
and occupational levels relatively low. Nevertheless, the unique na-
ture of the Russian Jewish position is unmistakable. The occupations
for only eighteen fathers were available; yet their special nature emerges
clearly. Seven of the eighteen worked in various manual occupations
(dyer, a woolsorter, three instrument makers, a butcher, and a tailor),
although none was a mere laborer. Two seem to have inched up to
small proprietorships. Fully eight of the eighteen were peddlers. Thus,
a majority were already in commerce, most of those having chosen
work as peddlers over employment in the city’s giant industries.

In the 1915 sample, these trends can be seen much more clearly.?*
That sample is large, and the Rhode Island State Census of 1915 is a
splendid source because it includes three relevant questions on each
individual’s work, a format adopted by the U.S. Census only in 1930.
It indicates the occupation (clerk, plumber, laborer, etc.), the indus-
trial sector in which the individual worked (textile manufacturing,
retail food sales, real estate, etc.), and the employment status of the
individual (employer, employee, ““own account”).

Table 4.1 shows the proportion of the Russian Jewish immigrant
fathers found in each major occupational stratum. The occupational
position of the group was much improved over 1900. Nevertheless,
more than one in every five of these family heads was still a peddler.
These figures from one moment in time surely understate the propor-
tion who worked as peddlers at some point in their lives.

Peddling suggests an entry into more solidly established commer-
cial positions. Another one in five of the fathers was in fact a propri-
etor: a grocer, a merchant, a general storekeeper, a grain dealer, and
so forth. Still another one in five was a self-employed worker in a
manual occupation — primarily self-employed artisans, tailors, shoe-
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Table 4.1. Occupations of fathers in 1915
Other
Russian immigrants Natives

Occupation Jews (%) (%) (%)
A. Occupational stratum
Professionals 3.2 1.7 4.7
Managers and officials 0.5 0.8 1.9
Proprietors 23.2 7.7 7.5
Self-employed manual workers 19.8 8.1 49
Clerical workers 0.7 17 7.3
Salesmen 7.1 3.3 10.2
Peddlers 22.3 29 0.2
Manual workers (employees)

Skilled 10.5 24.6 26.9

Semiskilled 9.3 26.1 229

Unskilled 3.4 23.0 13.2
Total 100 100 100
B. Employment status
Self-employed

Employer 10.7 5.5 9.0

Other self-employed 59.5 13.8 7.1
Employee 29.8 80.7 83.8
Total 100 100 100
N¢ (561) (761) (532)
C. Industrial sector
Construction 3.0 12.9 8.8
Manufacturing

Apparel 2.1 0.7 0.2

Metal and machinery 2.7 12.5 11.0

Textiles 1.5 16.6 7.9

Jewelry 6.1 6.6 9.4

All others 6.4 12.8 11.0
Trade 54.9 18.5 19.3
Transportation 1.1 6.5 12.8
All others 2.2 13.5 19.6
Total 100 100 100
N# (528) (682) (491)

*Those who could not be classified by industrial sector (a total of 163) were
more numerous than those who could not be classified by occupation (50).

See also note 19 to text.
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makers, and others. These men, too, may be thought of as operating
their own businesses.

These three types of occupations (peddlers, proprietors, and self-
employed artisans) together accounted for nearly two of every three
Russian Jewish immigrant jobs (65%). A significant number of others
described themselves as salesmen of various sorts (7%), and a few
(although only a few) were clerks, accountants, bookkeepers, or man-
agers and officials in some enterprise (together barely 1%). Finally,
about 3% have been classified as professionals, but that small number
hardly presaged the later concentration of Jews in occupations we
think of today as ““the professions.” Far from being lawyers and doc-
tors, nearly all were involved in traditional religious capacities: Of
eighteen individuals whom the occupational dassification system treats
as “‘professionals,” seven were rabbis, and eleven were “teachers” —
and nine of those teachers were self-employed. Only two apothecar-
ies, found among the proprietors, hint at the professional careers of
a later generation.

All of the occupations described thus far usually would be classified
as white-collar rather than blue-collar, and by a too-easy translation,
they would be classified as well as middle-class rather than working-
class. Clearly, the translation from white-collar to middle-class is in-
appropriate in this context. To understand that, we need only think
of the peddlers. The average peddler was hardly to be envied, and to
classify him with a shop owner seems a cruel distortion. Peddlers
could more reasonably be likened to unskilled laborers in terms of the
uncertainty of their income and the skill level of their work. On the
other hand, there is an important grain of truth in thinking of these
individuals as middle-class, or at least as related to that social class.
A peddler with a pushcart was on a continuum of sorts with the owner
of a small shop. The skills required, the buying and selling, were
comparable. The peddler’s capital accumulation was smaller, and his
credit was not as good, but these are differences in degree. The simi-
larities between a meat-and-poultry peddler and a butcher, or be-
tween a fruit-and-vegetable peddler and a grocer, a junk peddler and
the owner of a junkyard, are important. In any case, none of the in-
dividuals classified as white-collar was a typical member of the work-
ing class as it is traditionally conceived in relation to this era — none
was a wage worker engaged in manual labor. All these individuals,
on the other hand, had links to the world of commerce that the more
typical working-class members, at any level or skill, did not have.

The Jewish occupational pattern, of course, can hardly be attri-
buted to the prevalence of peddlers, proprietors, and self-
employed artisans in Providence economic life generally. There were
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virtually no native-born peddlers. Some immigrants other than Rus-
sian Jews did take up peddling, but the proportion of peddlers was
seven times as great among the Russian Jews. Similarly, self-em-
ployed artisans were nearly twice as common among the other im-
migrants as they were among the natives, but they were twice as
common again among the Russian Jews. Finally, the proportions of
proprietors were about the same among natives and non-Jewish im-
migrants (about 8%); among the Russian Jews, the proportion was
three times as great.

Another aspect of this social reality is captured by the employment
status of the Jews: whether they worked for others, worked on their
”own account,” or employed others (Table 4.1, part B). In the city as
a whole, eight of every ten fathers were employees, as compared with
three of ten among the Russian Jews. Even excluding the peddlers,
less than four of every ten of the remaining Russian Jewish fathers
were employees. Nearly all of the self-employed, of course, were small
operators who could not afford to employ others. Only 11% of the
fathers were employers; yet even that figure is somewhat higher than
the citywide norm (7%).

A final perspective on the occupations of the Russian Jewish im-
migrants is afforded by the information available on the types of busi-
nesses in which the Russian Jews were involved - the products they
sold in business and the industries in which they worked (Table 4.1,
part C). The garment industry, which was so closely linked with Jew-
ish advancement in New York City, simply did not provide them many
jobs in Providence - one in fifty. True, even this proportion was sev-
eral times greater than the proportion among natives or immigrants.
The occasional tailor in Providence was likely to be a Russian Jew, but
he was likely to repair rather than produce garments.

Still, the Jewish concentration in industries was distinctive, even if
it did not involve the garment industry. On the one hand, two indus-
tries that were of major importance in Providence hired few Russian
Jews: Whereas 8% of the natives and fully 17% of the city’s other
immigrants were connected in some way with the city’s textile indus-
try, less than 2% of the Russian Jews were. They were also drastically
underrepresented in the foundries and machine shops of Providence,
which produced a wide range of metal products and machinery.?

On the other hand, the Russian Jews were somewhat more heavily
concentrated than others in the costume-jewelry industry. The fact
that Jewish employers had entered this industry, and the hope of
progressing from a worker to an owner (the industry required only a
small outlay in order to get started®), no doubt drew Jewish manual
workers into it.
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Occupational information alone leaves much ambiguity concerning
the wealth of those engaged in commercial careers, particularly ““pro-
prietors.” One may have been a corner grocer, barely better off than
a fruit peddler; another may have owned a large store, a hotel, or
even a mill. An additional perspective is provided by the assessed
values of the property held by these men. Those whose real property
was assessed to be worth at least $5,000, or whose personal property
was at least $1,000, were considered major proprietors; the rest were
petty proprietors. The criterion is admittedly crude, but it is simple
and fairly exclusive. Only one-tenth of the sampled families in Prov-
idence had amassed property assessed at such a high value; indeed,
six sampled families in ten had no taxable property whatever. As one
would expect, among the Russian Jewish peddlers and self-employed
artisans, very few had amassed enough property to be classified in
the higher category (8% and 10%, respectively).

Of the 109 Russian Jewish proprietors for whom tax data could be
obtained, 39 were major proprietors, the rest petty proprietors. The
major proprietors, of course, remain a heterogeneous group; they might
include the moderately successful grocer as well as the city’s richest
bankers and manufacturers. However, all these together constituted
only a small upper crust of the city’s population.

Thus, the economic classification based on the tax data indicates
that the majority of the Russian Jews involved in commerce — and
even the majority among those involved as proprietors — were not
well-to-do. Nevertheless, a significant minority of the proprietors had
already become well established by 1915.

Similarly, many more of the longer-term residents had become well
established. During the years 1900-25, the positions of the fathers,
who were increasingly likely to be long-term residents, improved
considerably. Just as the proportion of Russian Jewish fathers who
described themselves as peddlers had fallen from nearly half to a fifth
between 1900 and 1915, it fell to only a twelfth by 1925. During the
same years, the proportion of fathers in more attractive white-collar
occupations rose. Especially striking is the proportion classified as
high white-collar: zero in 1900, 13% in 1915, and 27% in 1925.% Even
with the crude distinctions available here, it is clear that whereas most
who entered commercial pursuits did so in a humble way, a substan-
tial fraction of these individuals improved their economic conditions
considerably during their own lifetimes.?

In Providence, then, the great majority of the Russian Jews in the
immigrant generation were not members of the working class in any
usual sense of that term. Rather, the Russian Jews’ point of entry into
American life was special. Many of them indeed were poor, but they
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confronted poverty in a different context than did other immigrant
groups in the city.

The very existence of these occupational differences provides one
of the most striking examples of ethnic distinctiveness. The explana-
tion, surely, is bound up with the Jews’ long familiarity with trade in
Europe (whatever the experience in the decade or two before immi-
gration). These occupations probably were chosen in Providence for
a mixture of what might be called cultural as well as economically
rational reasons. They seemed most highly desirable, most familiar,
and they seemed the ones in which experience provided an edge.”

A competing explanation of the Jewish occupational pattern would
be discrimination. No doubt anti-Semitism did close off certain jobs
to Jewish immigrants. Perhaps Jews could not get jobs in the textile
mills, for example. It has been argued that that was the case in steel
mills in Pittsburgh — another case in which immigrant Jews avoided
a dominant industry. Possibly, too, the fact that virtually no blacks
were found in the Providence textile mills supports the argument for
discrimination against Jews as well. Certainly, contemporary observ-
ers in Providence thought the Jews were subject to much antipathy.
Yet discrimination cannot explain why so many Jews entered the
commercial pursuits in particular. Discrimination in the case of the
blacks led to enormous proportions of day laborers and menial-
services workers among them (laundresses, janitors, and so forth).
There were virtually no black peddlers. Moreover, it is unclear just
how fully antipathy was translated into job discrimination in the mills.
After all, the Italians were distrusted and disliked as well, but they
filled the mills.

In any case, whatever the origins of the tremendous occupational
differences between the Russian Jewish immigrants and others, such
a difference can reasonably be expected to have influenced many other
aspects of immigrant life. Upward mobility into the more solidly es-
tablished reaches of the middle class may well have been one such
implication. Hard work and diligence may have paid off more for the
peddler than for the factory operative or day laborer. Even if most
Jews began as impoverished as others, their occupational choices may
have helped ensure a much more rapid escape from poverty.

Providence, of course, was not the typical place of settlement for
most Russian Jewish immigrants. Whereas three in ten settled in sim-
ilarly small cities, seven in ten were to be found in the five metropo-
lises mentioned earlier, and half in New York City alone. Surveys of
social structure and economic progress are not generally available for
those communities in the degree of detail just reviewed for Provi-
dence. Nevertheless, Thomas Kessner’s study of New York City in
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1905 does provide a basis for comparison. It suggests that there were
indeed clear differences in the occupational structures of the two
communities. In New York, 54% of the Russian Jewish heads of
households were manual workers; in Providence, a decade later, only
23% were.* That the Providence sample includes an older group, the
fathers of adolescents, and that other differences between the data
exist, surely does not account for the entire difference: The smaller
city included fewer manual laborers among its Russian Jews.*!

Why should many more have been engaged in commerce outside
the large centers of Russian Jewish immigration? The explanation
probably has much to do with the opportunities afforded by the gar-
ment industry. By 1900, the relation between that industry and the
eastern European Jewish immigrants was well established. Both the
industry and these immigrants were concentrated in the same few
cities, and especially in New York. The garment industry was unique
in providing so many opportunities in a labor market dominated by
Jewish employers and employees.

These opportunities constituted an alternative to commerce, espe-
cially at lower levels of economic well-being: The immigrants could
become skilled or semiskilled garment workers instead of peddlers.
Faced with the choice, some would choose one, some the other.
However, Jews living in the smaller communities were less likely to
be deflected from a preference to enter trade.

Moreover, a city can support only so many small businesses.
Everywhere, the Jewish immigrants probably were more likely than
others to establish these businesses. Nevertheless, in cities in which
the Jewish immigrants constituted a relatively high proportion of the
total population, a kind of saturation point may have been reached;
the ratio of small businesses to population may have been high, dis-
couraging others who wished to establish businesses. Such an envi-
ronment would discourage Jewish residents from entering trade or
discourage those set on entering trade from remaining residents.

Finally, the structure of trade in the metropolises may have been
less conducive to the peddler, and even to the petty proprietor, than
it was in smaller cities. Existing businesses may have been better es-
tablished and larger, and relations between wholesale suppliers and
retailers less conducive to interlopers.>*

Beyond New York and the other metropolises, then, higher pro-
portions of eastern European Jewish immigrants made their way into
the American economy through small businesses, rather than as wage
workers. This social-class difference between the metropolises and
the smaller centers must have had repercussions in many domains of
life. For example, Jewish political radicalism in such communities may
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have been less pronounced, because fewer Jews had had the experi-
ence of being wage workers. Possibly, too, and more relevant to our
concerns here, Jewish youth sought education less avidly where the
opportunities to enter trade directly were greater than elsewhere. To
this issue we shall return later.

Nevertheless, the evidence from 1905 suggests that many Russian
Jews, even in New York City, were engaged in commerce and rose to
middle-class status in the course of one generation. After all, if just
over half of New York’s Russian Jewish household heads were to be
found in manual occupations, just under half were not. The compa-
rable proportion among the New York Italians, by way of contrast,
was 20%. Still more striking is the evidence of upward mobility among
New York’s Russian Jewish immigrants. Among all gainfully em-
ployed (not merely household heads) who had arrived in New York
City within the six years preceding the census, only 19% were in white-
collar occupations; but of those who had arrived at least fifteen years
before the census, 55% were. Thus, most Russian Jewish immigrants
in New York apparently began their lives as manual workers, but
even in New York, most did not remain workers.

The preceding review indicates several critical features of the Rus-
sian Jewish immigration: the rapid economic advance of the first gen-
eration; the enormous importance of commercial pursuits for Jewish
immigrants everywhere, especially those in Providence; the nature of
the options the second generation would have perceived, options dis-
proportionately concentrated in commerce. These features of the Jew-
ish immigration clearly bear on the schooling and economic advance-
ment of the second generation. Do they, however, fully explain Jewish
distinctiveness in these domains?

4.3. Patterns of schooling

In 1900, the schooling of Russian Jewish boys clearly reflected the
recent arrival of their families. Most of the group left school, like other
immigrant children, long before an extended education could have
been completed. Eleven of thirteen boys age thirteen to fourteen had
attended school in the previous year, but five of them were also listed
as working. Several were, then, already in the process of leaving school.
Among the ten boys age fifteen to sixteen, only two were at school,
the rest at work. At the same time, two of these 1900 sample members
remained in school long enough to complete high school, hinting at
the possibility that Russian Jews were already graduating from high
school at a notable rate.*®

The crucial evidence is from 1915, because the supplemental sam-
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Table 4.2. Jobs of children age 14-15 years in 1915

Boys Girls
Sons of Daughters
All sample  Russian All sample  of Russian
members  Jewsonly members  Jews only
Type of job (%) (%) (%) (%)
White-collar workers® 6 9 17 44
Juvenile white-collar
workers? 35 56 3 11
Skilled workers 8 15 4 7
Low manual
Textile workers 26 0 52 15
All others 25 21 24 23
Total 100 100 100 100
Number working® (132) (34) (117) 27)
Percentage of age
group at work 30 19 26 17

“Clerks and salesclerks.

®Messengers, delivery boys, errand boys, cash boys, office boys, and girls in
comparable jobs.

“The first and third columns are based on the samples of all children in the
age range, the second and fourth columns on supplemental samples of Rus-
sian Jews.

ples selected for that year provide data on large numbers of children;
the much smaller 1925 sample adds additional perspective. Before
turning to the school patterns themselves, we can glance briefly at
patterns of child labor (Table 4.2). The proportions working among
the Russian Jewish youth (19% of the boys and 17% of the girls) were
lower than the norm in 1915. More striking were the differences in
the kinds of jobs obtained by those who were obligated to work. Among
both boys and girls, the Russian Jews were much more likely than
others to obtain some kind of white-collar work. True, the juvenile
white-collar employment that so many of the boys obtained was hardly
a clear stepping-stone to a career in the business world. Nevertheless,
these jobs were taken instead of low-skill factory jobs or other forms
of low manual work. Among those children employed as manual la-
borers, relatively fewer of the Russian Jews were in low-skill work,
and strikingly fewer were in textile mills in particular, the largest em-
ployer of children. Whereas a quarter of all the city’s working boys
were in the mills, not a single Russian Jewish boy was, and whereas
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half the city’s working girls were found there, only 15% of the Rus-
sian Jewish girls were. Possibly discrimination at the factory helped
to keep Jewish children away.

In any case, all these occupational choices suggest a more favorable
economic position for the Russian Jewish children, as well as selec-
tion of the familiar — of the world of commerce, and to a lesser extent
the light industries in which Jewish artisans worked. Even those who
left school early, then, were in an ethnically distinctive position. What
of the rest?

Three dimensions of schooling can profitably be considered: length,
GPA (course grades), and curriculum choices (of children who reached
high school). As noted in the preceding chapter, these dimensions of
schooling are not unrelated; high achievement on one was associated
with high achievement on the others. Yet each was influenced by
somewhat different factors than the others, and so the associations
among the three were by no means perfect, and a look at Russian
Jewish behavior on each dimension is revealing.

Like the Italians, the Russian Jewish patterns of schooling differed
by gender; we shall consider them separately for each sex. Also, our
concern, as it was with the Italians, will be primarily with native-born
children of Russian Jewish immigrants. By 1925, nearly all of these
immigrants’ children were native-born; in 1915, 40% were not (about
the same percentages as found among the ltalians). Because that pro-
portion is much higher than for some other groups, and because the
foreign-born were least likely in every group to receive extended
schooling, it is easiest to observe whatever is special in the Russian
Jewish behavior by focusing attention on the native-born in the 1915
sample.

The tables first present comparisons of Russian Jews with all oth-
ers. Then comparisons with selected ethnic groups are presented: the
children of Yankees, two groups of Irish-Americans, Italian immi-
grants, and other immigrants (excluding those from England, Scot-
land, and Wales; these were also used as a comparison group in the
preceding chapter). The 1925 sources did not permit distinctions among
the children of the native whites. Consequently, all native-born par-
ents (including, among others, those from both Yankee and Irish im-
migrant homes) must be combined for that year.

Both sorts of comparisons (with all others and with particular other
groups) have advantages and limitations. The first kind, of course,
provides a summary statement. The second compares the Russian
Jews and a range of historically important ethnic groups: the long-
term residents, raised in the New England culture (Yankees); two
generations of the massive Irish migration (children and grandchil-
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dren of immigrants); the Italians, the “new immigrant”” group so often
contrasted with the Russian Jews; and, finally, other immigrants in
the city, non-English-speakers whose behavior did not contrast quite
as starkly with that of the Jews as did the behavior of the Italians.?”

The Russian Jewish boys progressed further in school than others
(Table 4.3 and 4.4). Whereas 36% of the city’s other native-born boys
reached high school in 1915, and 12% graduated, 54% of the Russian
Jews entered, and 22% graduated (see the first column of Table 4.3).
The Russian Jewish rates exceed not only the city average but also the
rates for every individual group in the city. Only the sons of some
native white groups approached the Russian Jews in the length of
their schooling. The comparison with the Italians provides striking
evidence of just how different the experiences of these two groups
really were. Whereas 54% of the native-born sons of Russian Jews
entered high school, a mere 17% of the native-born sons of the Ital-
ians did so. The pattern in the 1925 sample may be somewhat weaker,
but it is similar. Only the sons of the lrish immigrants reached high
school more often than the sons of the Russian Jews, but that lead
was very slight, and it was not maintained within high school, so that
more Russian Jews graduated.

The consistency of the pattern, even after important family back-
ground characteristics are controlled, is also striking (on the arrange-
ments of the tables and on the interpretation of the odds ratio, see
Section 2.1). The characteristics that are controlled (father’s occupa-
tion, family’s property value, number of siblings, whether or not both
parents were present) help account for the Russian Jewish distinctive-
ness, but they also leave much unexplained.

The contrast with the children of Yankees is actually stronger with
these controls imposed, because their social-class position was higher
than that of the Russian Jews, and they had fewer mouths to feed per
family. However, for the most part, controlling these background
characteristics does help to account for the Russian Jewish lead. Social-
class position, in particular, favored the Russian Jews and contributed
to their educational advantage, as Goldscheider and Zuckerman,
Steinberg, and others have argued; yet it is just as striking that differ-
ences in family background characteristics do not erase the Russian
Jewish advantage entirely.® Even after controls have been imposed,
every one of the comparisons favors the Russian Jews in 1915, and
only the Irish high school entry rate was greater in 1925. Indeed, often
the magnitude of the ethnic difference changes surprisingly little when
the controls are imposed. For example, the odds that others would
enter high school were only about half as great as the odds that the
Russian Jews would do so, with or without controls.

A great deal has been written about the contrast between Russian



Table 4.3. Native-born boys’ length of schooling by ethnicity, 1915

Odds ratio: each group
compared with Russian Jews®

Rate No Social background
Group (%) N¢ controls factors controlled
High school entry rates
Sons of
Russian Jews 54.3  (210)
All others 36.1 (1,396) 0.48 0.54 (3.76)¢
Yankees 49.6  (123) 0.83 0.75 (1.16)
Natives of Irish parentage 47.9 94) 0.77 0.91 (0.35)
Irish immigrants 40.9  (391) 0.58 0.88 (0.68)
Italian immigrants 17.2  (354) 0.17 0.24 (6.77)
Other immigrants (non-Br.)¢ 34.4  (160) 0.44 0.52 (2.86)
High school graduation rates
Sons of
Russian Jews 21.9 (210)
All others 12.0 (1,396) 0.49 0.51 (3.40)
Yankees 13.8  (123) 0.57 0.43 (2.49)
Natives of Irish parentage 19.2 (94) 0.85 0.91 (0.19)
Irish immigrants 13.8  (391) 0.57 0.89 (0.47)
Italian immigrants 59 (354) 0.22 0.36 (3.43)
Other immigrants (non-Br.) 11.9  (160) 0.48 0.56 (1.87)
Graduation rates of high school entrants®
Sons of
Russian Jews 39.8 (118)
All others 30.5 (643) 0.66 0.62 (2.20)
Yankees 29.7 (107) 0.64 0.54 (2.07)
Natives of Irish parentage 34.6 (77) 0.80 0.78 (0.80)
Irish immigrants 322 (189) 0.73 0.80 (0.87)
Italian immigrants 35.2 (76) 0.82 0.89 (0.36)

Other immigrants (non-Br.) 28.6 97) 0.61 0.55 (1.98)

“In Tables 4.3-4.9, the figures for 1915 pertaining to patterns within high
schools include supplemental samples of entrants. Also, N's for Russian Jews,
Irish, and Italians in 1915 include supplemental samples of these groups. In
computing the rates, means, and coefficients for "all others” in these tables,
and for trends within high schools in all groups, supplemental samples have
been weighted to reflect the actual size of each group. The N’s report un-
weighted sample sizes.

*Odds ratios without controls computed from proportions at left; those with
controls imposed are exponentiated coefficients on ethnic dummy variables in
logit regressions. The variables controlled are father’s occupation, family’s as-
sessed property value, number of siblings, whether or not both parents present.
‘t values.

‘White immigrants from countries other than Russia, Italy, and the British
Isles.

The percentage of high school entrants who eventually graduated from high
school. The percentage of all individuals from each group who graduated is
shown in the preceding panel of the table.
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Table 4.4. Boys” length of schooling by ethnicity, 1925°

Odds ratio: each group
compared with Russian Jews

Rate No Social background
Group (%) N controls factors controlled
High school entry rates
Sons of
Russian Jews 69.4 (72)
All others 51.7 (867) 0.47 0.56 (2.00)"
Native whites 61.5 (296) 0.70 0.64 (1.45)
Irish immigrants 73.5 (68) 1.22 1.49 (1.02)
Italian immigrants 33.0 (261) 0.22 0.32 (3.73)
Other immigrants (non-Br.) 53.4 (189) 0.51 0.69 (1.18)
High school graduation rates
Sons of
Russian Jews 45.8 (72)
All others 25.8 (867) 0.41 0.53 (2.33)
Native whites 32.8 (296) 0.58 0.50 (2.36)
Irish immigrants 309 (68) 0.53 0.70 (0.94)
Italian immigrants 153 (261) 0.21 0.39(2.91)
Other immigrants (non-Br.) 28.0 (189) 0.46 0.70 (1.14)
Graduation rates of high school entrants
Sons of
Russian Jews 66.0  (50)
All others 50.0 (448) 0.52 0.61 (1.50)
Native whites 53.3 (182) 0.59 0.47 (2.08)
Irish immigrants 420 (500 0.37 0.52 (1.49)
Italian immigrants 46.5 (86) 0.45 0.79 (0.62)
Other immigrants (non-Br.) 52.5 (101) 0.57 0.74 (0.77)

“See footnotes to Table 4.3.
bt values.

Jewish children and Italian children in particular.* Although both
were the products of huge migrations, to many of the same cities,
and in the same years, the contrast between the schooling patterns of
the two groups could not be more stark. To what extent, however,
can this be explained by social origins, particularly the Russian Jewish
economic advantage reflected in fathers’ occupations? In 1915, for ex-
ample, the mean occupational score for Italian fathers was 16; it was
28 for Russian Jewish fathers.

Without controls, the odds of high school entry for Italians were
0.17 as large as for Russian Jews in 1915; with controls, they were 0.24
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as large. Family background, then, did account for some of the ob-
served ethnic difference, raising the odds of Italian entry relative to
those for the Russian Jews by a factor of 1.41 (0.24/0.17 =1.41). Still,
most of the large difference between the groups remains unex-
plained: The Italian odds of entry even after controls are imposed
would have to have been 4.17 times as great as they were to equal
those for the Russian Jews (1.00/0.24=4.17).

High school graduation rates were higher among the Jews not only
because more of them reached high school in the first place but also
because more who entered stayed on to graduate. One might well
have expected a different outcome because of a pattern of self-
selection. In ethnic groups with low rates of high school entry, those
children who did reach high school probably were the ones most able
and committed to schooling, other things being equal. For example,
although the rate of high school entry among Italians was far below
the citywide norm, the rate of high school graduation among Italian
entrants equaled the norm. Because Russian Jews enrolled most fre-
quently, these entrants were the least selected group. Nevertheless,
this selectivity factor apparently was more than outweighed by fac-
tors that impelled the Russian Jews to remain in school, factors other
than the family background characteristics already controlled.

At the same time, taking social background into account does change
the relative standings of particular groups. The most notable shift
concerns the Irish-Americans (the children and grandchildren of Irish
immigrants). With controls, the odds that they would enter or grad-
uate from high school were similar to those of the Russian Jews. The
Russian Jewish lead in length of schooling, seen in the small sample
differences, probably reflects the experience of the group accurately.*’
Still, the comparison with the Irish reminds us that there was a range
of attainments among the ethnic groups of the city, and although the
Jews were most likely to enter and graduate from high school, the
behaviors of some other groups were not so different in this regard,
at least when other family background differences have been con-
sidered. The relatively high Irish enrollments that came after 1880,
and their sources, were discussed in Chapter 2. Some advantages that
would have helped raise their enrollment relative to that of the Rus-
sian Jews include the fact that English was the language of the home,
that the schools were staffed by many of their own kind, and that the
school system generally, as a public agency, was sensitive to their
political leaders.*!

However, differences in attainment between Jews and others, in-
cluding the Irish, increased at the collegiate level. During the 1920s,
the Providence School Department began to keep track of the later
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schooling of the city’s high school graduates.*? Fifty-two percent of
the male high school graduates were listed as having enrolled in some
college; the rates were similar for most groups. Nevertheless, 67% of
Russian Jewish boys who completed high school continued on to col-
lege. High continuation rates thus typified the Russian Jewish boys
at all educational levels and resulted in one in four enrolling in col-
lege. Among others, the college enrollment rate was only half that.*?

The conclusion from a review of the data on length of schooling
among the sons of Russian Jewish immigrants, then, must surely be
that their patterns of schooling were distinctive, even when the most
relevant family background characteristics have been controlled.*

Russian Jewish boys were also much more likely than other high
school entrants to enroll in a classical or other college preparatory
program: 45% compared with 25% in 1915, for example (Table 4.5).%
The Russian Jewish rate was the highest in the city and, at least in
1915, the highest even after controls have been imposed. Once the
controls are imposed, however, it is clear that the Irish and the Ital-
ians were also likely to choose these curricula.*

The Irish-American patterns involved somewhat different kinds of
curricular choices than those made by other groups. Among the Irish,
as we have seen, college preparatory enrollment was concentrated in
the Catholic La Salle Academy, rather than in the public programs,
but the important point here is that it reached levels comparable to
those for the Russian Jews. Two factors contributed to the Italian be-
havior. One was the self-selection noted earlier: Those who reached
high school at all probably were especially committed to schooling,
especially studious, and especially committed to advancement through
learning. Also, the Italians were closest to the content of the classical
curriculum. Much of it, after all, involved the history and language of
Italy, a fact that must have been a source of pride in Italian homes.
Moreover, the Latin language may well have been perceived as Iess
of a hurdle to children from homes in which Italian was spoken.

In sum, then, the Russian Jewish boys’ propensity to choose the
classical and college preparatory tracks was not unique, but it was at
the high end of the range of ethnic groups. Whatever may have driven
up the rates for some of the other ethnic groups, Russian Jewish be-
havior is consistent with commitments to educational achievement:
to long schooling and to study in the most academically prestigious
programs.

What of the girls? Given the relative lack of concern in traditional
eastern European Jewish culture for the schooling of girls, one might
expect that gender differences in the schooling of the second genera-
tion would be large. However, Russian Jewish girls in Providence
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Table 4.5. Enrollment in college preparatory curricula, male high school
entrants only, 1915 and 1925°

Odds ratio: each group
compared with Russian Jews

Rate No Social background

Group (%) N controls factors controlled
1915: native-born boys only
Sons of

Russian Jews 44.6 (118)

All others? 28.3 (643) 0.49 0.41

Yankees 25.0 (107) 0.41 0.27 (4.04)¢

Natives of Irish parentage®  41.5 (77) 0.88 0.79

Irish immigrants® 345 (189) 0.65 0.75

Italian immigrants 26.2 (76) 0.44 0.48 (2.21)

Other immigrants (non-Br.) 23:1 97) 0:37 0.30 (3.78)
1925: all boys

Sons of
Russian Jews 44.0 (50)
All others 25.0 (448) 0.42 0.57 (1.65)
Native whites 27.5 (182) 0.48 0.40 (2.40)
Irish immigrants 36.0 (50) 0.72 1.42 (0.76)
Italian immigrants 29.1 (86) 0.52 1.05 (0.12)

Other immigrants (non-Br.) 17.8 (101) 0.27 0.37 (2.28)

*See footnotes to Table 4.3.

*The 1915 curriculum information in the La Salle Academy, the Catholic high
school, was incomplete. The rates reported here are estimates based on the
proportions entering La Salle in 1915 and on the proportion of the school’s
entrants who were in college preparatory programs in 1925. The ratios of
these estimates to the uncorrected rates observed in the data were then as-
sumed to be the same when social background factors were controlled, per-
mitting calculation of the figures in the fourth column. The ¢ ratios are omit-
ted because the estimation affects them in ways that are difficult to estimate.
However, the first one ("“All others”) is no doubt significant (t>1.96), given
the large size of the observed ratio and the small size of the correction. Be-
cause virtually all the students at La Salle were Irish-Americans, the correc-
tions affect only the three rows indicated.

‘t values.

received a considerable amount of schooling. Indeed, gender differ-
ences in length of schooling were insignificant, at least through high
school (Table 4.6).4 Still, in many ethnic groups, girls were somewhat
more likely to enter and complete high school. Consequently, equiv-
alent male and female rates among the Russian Jews implied some
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Table 4.6. Gender differences in length of schooling and in high school
curriculum enrollment patterns, native-born children only, 1915

High school entrants only

High school
graduation ~ Enrollment Graduation
High school —————— ina college
entry rate Rate preparatory Rate
Group (%) (%) N curriculum (%) (%) N
Russian Jews
Boys 54.3 21.9  (210) 44.6 39.8 (118)
Girls 47.5 21.3  (160) 6.7 4.2 (%)
All other native-born
Boys 36.1 12.0 (1,396) 28.3 30.5 (643)
Girls 39.1 15.6  (999) 20.6 39.5 (658)

9See footnotes to Table 4.3.

favoring of the boys relative to the behavior of other groups. These
gender patterns also meant that differences between Russian Jews
and other groups were generally greater among the boys than among
the girls — with the exception of the Italians, whose girls, as we have
seen, were especially unlikely to receive extended schooling (Table
4.7).

Given the stark contrast between the schooling of boys and that of
girls in traditional Jewish culture, their similarity in length of school-
ing (through high school) in Providence is striking. Moreover, be-
cause relatively few reached college, the similarity in the lower levels
of schooling defined the experience of most Russian Jewish youth.
The absence of a sharp gender difference in secondary schooling sug-
gests a considerable transformation of the traditional heritage. For
many families, that transformation began in eastern Europe, where
the social order and values were undergoing dramatic changes. For
others, it began in the United States. But the critical point is that by
1915, the secular schooling of girls was taken quite seriously. Perhaps
this suggests some diffusion of the traditional esteem for learning once
restricted to one sex. More likely, if there was any such diffusion, it
occurred in the context of a second influence that must have been
important in its own right: the rapid acclimatization of Jews to an
American environment in which girls could find white-collar jobs —
as teachers and as clerical workers.

Nevertheless, if Russian Jewish girls received considerable school-
ing by 1915, a sharp gender difference in college enrollment re-
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Table 4.7. Native-born girls’ length of schooling by ethnicity, 1915°

Odds ratio: each group
compared with Russian Jews

Rate No Social background

Group (%) N controls factors controlled
High school entry rates
Daughters of

Russian Jews 47.5 (160)

All others 39.1 (999) 0.71 0.71 (1.85)*

Yankees 55.0 (140) 1.38 1.06 (0.23)

Natives of Irish parentage 464 (97) 097 1.12 (0.41)

Irish immigrants 41.8 (196) 0.79 1.02 (0.09)

8
Italian immigrants 8.7 (185) O0.11 0.14 (6.26)
Other immigrants (non-Br.) 34.1 (132) 0.59 0.71 (1.35)

High school graduation rates

Daughters of
Russian Jews 21.3 (160)
All others 15.6  (999) 0.68 0.69 (1.60)
Yankees 23.6 (140) 1.14 0.74 (0.93)
Natives of Irish parentage 19.7 (97) 0.91 0.99 (0.04)
Irish immigrants 13.7 (196) 0.59 0.76 (0.88)
Italian immigrants 3.2 (185) O0.12 0.18 (3.63)

Other immigrants (non-Br.) 14.4 (132) 0.62  0.83(0.57)

Graduation rates of high school entrants

Daughters of
Russian Jews 44.2  (96)
All others 39.5 (658) 0.82 0.88 (0.54)
Yankees 44.2 (130) 1.00 0.85 (0.53)
Natives of Irish parentage 47.6 (77) 1.15 1.24 (0.66)
Irish immigrants 34.6 (133) 0.67 0.74 (1.06)
Italian immigrants 36.3 (28) 0.72 0.78 (0.54)

Other immigrants (non-Br.) 42.8  (97) 0:94 1.08 (0.24)

?See footnotes to Table 4.3.
bt values.

mained. The best evidence is from the 1960 U.S. Census.* In all groups,
the college continuation rates were higher among men than among
women. For example, among those most similar in age and region to
the 1915 sample members, 53% of male and 40% of female high school
graduates entered college. Among the children of immigrants, the
comparable rates were similar: 55% and 37%. However, among the
children of the Russian Jews, the gender gap was greater: 64% of male
and 30% of female high school graduates continued on to college.*’
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In addition, Russian Jewish girls chose the classical and other col-
lege preparatory tracks in the Providence high schools far less often
than boys (Table 4.6). Over 40% of the Russian Jewish boys, we noted
earlier, chose those programs, nearly twice the city norm for boys.
Among girls, the city norm was identical with what it was among
boys: One-fifth chose those programs. Yet a mere 7% of Russian Jew-
ish girls enrolled in those programs! Put another way, the odds that
boys would choose them were about nine times as great as the odds
that girls would do so among the Russian Jews. A clearer contrast
could hardly be expected. It suggests deliberate, distinct uses of the
schools for boys and girls, rather than simply passive acquiescence or
a lightly weighed choice. A large minority of the boys obtained the
most academically prestigious schooling, whether as an end in itself
or in the hope that it might serve to prepare them for more presti-
gious collegiate education and possibly for a profession based on it;
virtually none of the girls had this option. Perhaps, for some reason,
the gender difference was unusually large in Providence. However,
the predominance of Russian Jewish boys, compared with girls, in
the academically elite programs probably was typical.*

The distinctive nature of the Russian Jewish enrollment patterns
also appears among those who did not choose the classical and other
college preparatory programs. For the city’s boys, the most popular
choice was the Technical High School.®! Formerly the Manual Train-
ing High School, it offered extensive shop courses, as well as some
advanced math and science that might help a minority of the boys
prepare for careers as draftsmen or even engineers. Others chose either
the classical programs or the English programs. The latter had come
to include a great deal of commercial course work, and indeed by the
1920s the name of the program was changed from the English course
to the commercial course. It prepared one, so the School Committee’s
announcements explained, for the world of business; Tech was a
“general” high school, with an emphasis on shop courses.

In 1915, among the city’s male public high school students, three-
quarters of those who did not choose the classical and other college
preparatory programs chose the Technical High School; only one-
quarter chose English/commercial programs. But among the Russian
Jewish boys, 45% chose the commercial programs. By 1925, Tech had
lost some of its attraction for students who excelled academically be-
cause its advanced math and science courses were being offered at
Classical High as well. The pattern was even clearer in that year: Two-
thirds of the city’s male clientele and only two-fifths of its Russian
Jews chose Tech if they did not choose a classical or other college
preparatory program. Among the girls, the same pattern obtained.
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Although girls were much more likely to choose the commercial pro-
grams than the Technical High School, 30% nevertheless did choose
Tech in 1915; among the Russian Jews, 18% did so. The Russian Jew-
ish concentration in the commercial programs, rather than in the
Technical High School, suggests their preference for commerce and
their avoidance of programs that suggested a future in manual labor.
Programs for the girls at Tech, for example, included cooking and
sewing; in the commercial programs, secretarial and sales careers were
stressed.>?

The grades children received in courses deserve brief considera-
tion. Generally, the patterns in the grade data were weaker. High
school grades did not vary much across ethnic groups, as already
noted in connection with the Italians, perhaps because of the degree
of selectivity already occurring through the large dropout rates. The
grammar school GPAs for 1925 also show no distinct Russian Jewish
pattern, perhaps because of sample size. The 1915 grammar school
grades indicate, however, that Russian Jewish boys received the highest
grades in the city, although they differed from others by less than the
Italians did (Table 4.8). The grades of Russian Jewish girls in grammar
school courses also suggest school achievement near the upper end
of the continuum for ethnic groups, but less exceptional than the
achievement of the boys (Table 4.9), perhaps reflecting less emphasis
on academic achievement for girls.

Finally, do the Providence data indicate the prevalence of an intel-
lectual elite among the Jewish students? Jews have been unusually
well represented among intellectual elites in modern Europe and in
the United States in this century. This "“intellectual preeminence,” as
Veblen called it, can be observed among faculty and students at pres-
tigious universities, among prominent intellectuals, among Nobel Prize
winners, and even among the most influential figures in Western in-
tellectual history (such as Marx, Freud, and Einstein).>* Of course, the
cultural and structural circumstances that encouraged this perfor-
mance need not be the same as those operating on the mass of the
Jewish population. At the same time, however, it is also possible that
there are some continuities — if not between high school entry rates
in Providence and the emergence of Marx, Freud, and Einstein, at
least between those rates and some of the less rarefied indicators of
an intellectual elite. Is there any hint in the Providence data that there
were disproportionate numbers of Jews among those at the highest
levels of intellectual attainment? There is not. We might, for example,
consider the students who graduated from the classical programs of
the high schools and inquire about the grades they received. Or we
might ask about those with the highest GPAs in such programs. The
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Table 4.8. Boys’ GPA by ethnicity, 1915 (native-born only) and 1925°

GPA difference: each group
compared with Russian

Jews
Mean No Social background

Group GPA N controls factors controlled
1915: sixth-grade GPA, native-born only
Sons of

Russian Jews 2.59  (165)

All others 234 (775) -0.25  —0.24 (3.46)"

Yankees 2.44 (74) -0.15 —0.18(1.68)

Natives of Irish parentage 2.46 (48) -0.13 —0.14 (1.14)

Irish immigrants 238 (156) -0.21  —0.13(1.56)

Italian immigrants 202 (147) -0.57 -0.50(5.73)

Other immigrants (non-Br.)  2.42 97) —0:17 —0.15 (1.58)
1915: ninth-grade GPA, native born only

Sons of
Russian Jews 1.98 (111)
All others 1.97 (594) —0.01  —0.05 (0.38)
Yankees 1.99 (95) 0.01 -0.07(0.53)
Natives of Irish parentage 1.77 (74) —-0.21 -0.25(1.84)
Irish immigrants 195 (168) -0.03 0.02 (0.12)
Italian immigrants 2.10 (71)  0.12 0.19 (1.06)
Other immigrants (non-Br.)  1.95 (92) -0.03  -0.07 (0.55)
1925: sixth-grade GPA, all boys
Sons of
Russian Jews 2.54 (59)
All others 243 (606) —0.11  -0.04 (0.34)
Native whites 260 (197) 0.06 0.04 (0.34)
Irish immigrants 2.64 (33) 0.10 0.15 (0.95)
Italian immigrants 220 (198) -0.34 —0.20 (1.85)
Other immigrants (non-Br.)  2.49  (135) -0.05 0.02 (0.15)
1925: ninth-grade GPA, all boys
Sons of
Russian Jews 2.18 (46)
All others 201 (406) —0.17 —0.14(1.04)
Native whites 205 (168) -0.13 -0.15(1.07)
Irish immigrants 1.86 (46) -0.32  -0.25(1.39)
Italian immigrants 1.85 (72) -0.33 ~0.23 (1.42)
Other immigrants (non-Br.)  2.15 (93) —0.03 0.02 (0.12)

2See footnotes to Table 4.3.
bt values.
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Table 4.9. Native-born girls’ GPA by ethnicity, 1915°

GPA difference: each group
compared with Russian

Jews
Mean No Social background
Group GPA N controls factors controlled
Sixth-grade GPA
Daughters of
Russian Jews 2.54 (141)
All others 2.46  (590) —0.08  —0.09 (1.25)*
Yankees 269 (100) 0.15 0.10 (0.96)
Natives of Irish parentage 2.46 (58) —0.08  —0.08 (0.66)
Irish immigrants 2.45 (75) -0.09 —0.08 (0.76)
Italian immigrants 2.10 (91) -0.44 —0.37(3.60)
Other immigrants (non-Br.)  2.36 (73) —-0.18 —0.15(1.36)
Ninth-grade GPA
Daughters of
Russian Jews 2.23 92)
All others 226 (605) 0.03 0.06 (0.46)
Yankees 238 (114 0.15 0.18 (0.46)
Natives of Irish parentage 2.18 (73) -0.05 0.01 (1.26)
Irish immigrants 204 (122) -0.19 -0.13(0.95)
Italian immigrants 2.13 (24) -0.10 —0.04 (0.19)

Other immigrants (non-Br.) 240  (91) 0.7  0.22(1.57)

2See footnotes to Table 4.3.
bt values.

Russian Jewish boys were overrepresented in that population, and
particularly within the public high schools’ classical curricula, in which
they accounted for approximately one-fifth of all graduates, whereas
they numbered only 7% of the age cohort.™® However, the GPAs of
the Russian Jewish boys who graduated from these programs were
not higher than those for other groups, nor was the GPA for the top
one-fifth among them higher than that for the top one-fifth of other
graduates.® There may have been no special academic elite among
Jewish students in Providence; alternatively, the results may reflect
just how small an intellectual elite tends to be, with evidence about
their behavior being difficult to observe in a citywide sample.

In sum, then, the Russian Jewish boys received unusually long
schooling, even when other factors are taken into account; they were
more likely than most (although not all) other groups to enter a clas-
sical or other college preparatory curriculum, and their grades may
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also have been somewhat higher than those for other groups. Al-
though evidence of extraordinary intellectual accomplishment is not
to be found, a variety of data nevertheless reveal distinctive involve-
ment with schooling. The data on the Russian Jewish girls suggest
considerable accommodation to modern norms concerning the
schooling of girls through high school. However, strong gender dif-
ferences persisted in college enrollment rates, differences consistent
with traditional norms.

4.4. Patterns of occupational attainment

The male sample members selected from the records of 1915 and 1925
have been traced in city directories of 1925 and 1935, respectively,
sources that indicate the occupations of those found in the Provi-
dence area when they were twenty-two to twenty-five years old. The
mean Russian Jewish occupational score was the highest in the city
(Table 4.10). Some of the group’s advantage is explained by the mea-
surable family background characteristics we have routinely con-
trolled: father’s occupation, family’s property value, and family size
and structure. Nevertheless, when these family background charac-
teristics are controlled, much of the Russian Jewish advantage re-
mains unexplained. In the 1915 sample, for example, taking these
family background factors into account reduced the differences be-
tween Russian Jews and all others only from 12.5 points on the Dun-
can scale to 11.1 points, and in the 1925 sample, from 10.1 to 7.6.

It is possible to enhance our information on the employment status
of the fathers (employer, other self-employed, or employee) for the
1915 sample because employment is reported for every gainfully em-
ployed individual; yet adding this information explains little of the
remaining ethnic difference. Also, controlling explicitly for whether
or not a father was engaged in commerce (by exploiting the detailed
1915 information on the sector of the economy in which the father
worked) adds very little explanatory power.”

The rapid rise of the second generation of Russian Jews has long
been noted. Relatively little of their advancement seems to have been
due to measured family background characteristics. The Providence
data permit us to explore whether or not that occupational attainment
was due to educational attainment. The sample members have been
classified according to length of schooling: never reached high school,
high school dropout, high school graduate, college entrant (1925 only).

A part of the Russian Jewish occupational advantage did result from
their educational advantage: When the educational levels are con-



The Russian Jews 155

Table 4.10. Ethnic differences in occupational attainment: males,
1925 and 1935°

Difference in means: each
group compared with Russian Jews

Controlling for

Family
No back-  Educa-
Group Means N controls ground tion Both
1915 sample: native-born only
Sons of:
Russian Jews 45.5  (102)
All others 33.0 (786) —12.5 -11.1 -9.1 -8.7
Yankees 35.0 (77) =105 -12.4 -9.2 -104
Natives of Irish parentage  36.6 (68) -8.9 -8.1 ~-6.4 —6.1
Irish immigrants 334 (229) -121 -9.0 -9.0 —=7.3
Italian immigrants 29.5 (175) -16.0 -12.0 -10.2 —8.6

Other immigrants (non-Br.) 33:4 (89) —12:1 -11.1 -8.8 —8.6
1925 sample: all boys

Sons of:
Russian Jews 41.2 (39)
All others 31.1 (493) -10.1 -7.6 ~5.4# 54
Native whites 34.8 (150) -6.4 -7.3 -3.7 -5.5
Irish immigrants 35.9 (35) -5.3* -—24% -27% -20%
Italian immigrants 26.1 (139) -151 -9.8 -8.1 -6.4
Other immigrants (non-Br.) 31.7 97) -9.5 -6.1 -5.3@ -—43@

Note: All differences from Russian Jewish means are statistically significant (¢ >1.96)
unless otherwise indicated: @, t>1.50; #, 1.30<t<1.49; &, t<1.00.

“Male sample members’ occupational attainment a decade after the census year
(e.g., 1925 for 1915 sample members). Based on a numeric score for each occupa-
tional title (the Duncan score). Available only for those sample members found in
the Providence area in the later year. The standard deviation of the occupational
scores was 19.3 in 1915 and 17.9 in 1925. The differences in means are coefficients
on ethnic dummy variables in OLS regressions. Supplemental samples are included
in the regressions, weighted to reflect their true relative magnitudes. See note a in
Table 2.7.

trolled, the occupational advantage of the Russian Jew is seen to de-
cline. It could hardly have been otherwise: The Russian Jews received
more schooling, and schooling was related to occupational attain-
ment. Of course, some of the explanatory power of schooling was in
turn related to family background, because those from favored back-
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grounds were more likely to achieve extended schooling. However,
when family background alone is controlled, it captures any occupa-
tional advantages associated with it, including those realized through
schooling (the difference between the third and fourth columns of
Table 4.10). On the other hand, the independent effects of education,
the effects associated with education after family background has ex-
plained all it can, are generally also large (the difference between the
fourth and sixth columns of the table). Thus, in the 1915 sample, the
independent effects of education contributed more to the occupa-
tional advantage that the Russian Jews enjoyed over all others than
did the total effects of the measured family background characteristics
(including their effects realized through schooling: 2.4 versus 1.4
points). In the 1925 sample, although family background had the larger
effect, the independent effects of education were not much smaller
(2.2 versus 2.5 points).

In sum, education and family background should be considered to
have operated jointly, as well as independently, to create the occu-
pational advantages enjoyed by the Russian Jews. The independent
effect of education is the occupational advantage that the Russian Jews
enjoyed as a result of having obtained longer schooling than others,
even when family background characteristics have been taken into
account. The independent effect of education may not have been of
great magnitude, but it was roughly as large as the effect that social-
class origins, together with other aspects of family background, had
in creating the occupational advantage of the Russian Jews (including
any role of family background operating through schooling). Al-
though the coefficients are small, they bear on a large theme. They
do not support the hypothesis that Russian Jewish advancement in
the early years was due to the class advantages of the Jewish immi-
grants rather than to schooling. Jews’ use of a college education to
enter the professions may indeed have been principally a third-
generation phenomenon, occurring after families had solidly estab-
lished themselves in the middle class. However, the second genera-
tion’s occupational advancement seems to have had as much to do
with schooling as with any social-class advantages.

As striking, surely, as any part of the explained occupational ad-
vantage is the large occupational advantage that remains unexplained
even when family background and education are both taken into ac-
count (in the last column of Table 4.10).%8 In 1915, the year from which
our best evidence comes, it amounted to no less than 8.7 points over
all others, and in 1925 to 5.4 points. These are not merely large resid-
uals, but also large fractions of the total observed ethnic differences
(i.e., the differences observed without controls imposed): 12.5 in 1915,
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and 10.1 in 1925. An important part of the Russian Jewish advantage,
then, is not explained by any of the factors we can take into account,
including education.

Are these findings peculiar to Providence? We noted earlier the high
concentration of Russian Jews in the largest American cities, and par-
ticularly in New York. Was their experience different there than in
small cities like Providence? We cannot, of course, be sure. The unique
nature of the Providence data makes precise comparisons impossible.
However, one difference between the small and large cities noted ear-
lier is important to recall here: The Jews were more concentrated in
commercial occupations in Providence than in New York. That differ-
ence, in turn, could have made opportunities to enter business more
plentiful and diminished the attraction of an extended education.” If
so, the Russian Jewish patterns of schooling in New York may have
been still more distinctive than they were in Providence. It is also
possible that schooling may have accounted for more of the distinc-
tive occupational attainment levels of the Russian Jews. There are,
however, reasons for doubting that these intercity differences were
great. The first concerns evidence on educational attainment by city.
The Immigration Commission Reports, which were based on data from
a score of cities in 1908, suggest that about 15% of Russian Jewish
boys in New York entered high school and that only about 2% grad-
uated. In Providence, seven years later, the rates were considerably
higher (Table 4.3). The comparison is frustratingly imprecise, but it
hardly suggests that the New Yorkers were notably more likely to
obtain extended schooling.®’ Similarly, the Russian Jews of New York
entered commerce at an impressive rate, as noted earlier, and a ma-
jority probably ended their work lives in business. In short, com-
merce may not have predominated quite so much in New York as in
Providence, but it was crucial, and it would be rash to think that the
difference produced a very different utility for schooling.®! New York’s
Jews, it seems safer to conclude, probably were quite like those in
Providence, both in their levels of educational attainment and in the
distinctiveness of those levels. They probably were very similar, too,
in enjoying a relatively large advantage in occupational attainment
that was not due to longer schooling.

4.5. Explaining the differences

How are we to interpret the Russian Jewish advantages in educa-
tional and occupational attainment? Both are partly reducible to the
family background characteristics of the group, and occupational at-
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tainment is partly reducible to educational attainment. But what of
the residuals, the advantages unexplained when controls are im-
posed?

The sheer concentration of commercial occupations among the Rus-
sian Jews meant that even if a given family was not involved in com-
merce, a member of that family might nevertheless have obtained an
advantage from being part of that ethnic group. These were the con-
textual effects of the ethnic concentration in commerce. Contextual
effects are not captured by controlling for the occupation of each in-
dividual household head, and thus they are not taken into account in
the regression results presented in the tables. Examples of contextual
effects, and the methodological problems of studying those effects,
were discussed in the preceding chapter.

At first sight, contextual effects seem to suggest a sufficient expla-
nation for Russian Jewish patterns of schooling and occupational at-
tainment. Quite apart from any contextual effects, a concentration in
commercial occupations in Europe could have led to a similar concen-
tration in the United States, because the Jews correctly perceived a
competitive edge based on experience and felt most comfortable in
familiar endeavors. A similar argument could be made about concen-
tration in skilled trades, or at least in those skilled trades in which
eventual self-employment was within the reach of many. Such con-
centrations would have led families engaged in commerce to rapid
upward mobility, with important implications for the schooling and
economic positions of their offspring. These outcomes are taken into
account in the regressions. The possible contextual effects of concen-
tration include information on available careers, contacts for jobs, and
employer preferences for their own kind. All these would have shaped
decisions about jobs and about preparation for jobs. Moreover, peer
culture would have influenced the aspirations of young people: A
child of a Russian Jewish laborer would have been familiar with many
more examples of preparation for white-collar work than would the
child of an Italian laborer. Thus, in rational calculations about oppor-
tunities, and in cultural manifestations such as aspirations, the Rus-
sian Jews may have reacted different than others as a result of the
contextual effects of the initial concentration in commerce. As such,
more of them may have prepared for college, and in turn entered
classical or other college preparatory programs more often in high
school. They also may have succeeded more often once in the job
market, given the different structure of the opportunities available to
them.

Still, the fact that contextual effects could have operated in all these
ways hardly proves that they were the critical effects and that other
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plausible explanations should be ignored. Recall, for example, the rate
at which Russian Jewish girls enrolled in high school classical pro-
grams in Providence. Their enrollment rate was lower than those
common among the girls of other groups. Perhaps these enrollments
can be said to reflect deliberate preparation for commercial jobs, com-
pared with a less clear route to the world of work for girls in other
groups. However, their enrollments in the classical curricula were also
far lower than the enrollments of Russian Jewish boys, a pattern less
easily explained by reference to the contextual effects of commercial
concentration than by the pre-migration heritage of male study.

Also, a concentration in commerce may not have had the sorts of
effects predicted earlier. For example, it is far from clear that such a
concentration, particularly in small, family-owned businesses, would
in fact have dictated longer-than-average schooling, including higher
college continuation rates. Perhaps, one might argue, the concentra-
tion in commerce operated to raise expectations (for example, by en-
couraging the sense that the world was open to individual effort), and
as a result it encouraged entry into the professions. However, there
is no reason to assume that the European background in commerce
did not also create such expectations long before migration. Perhaps,
too, the American context operated in another way, making the Jews
sensitive to the advantages of entering the independent professions,
in which a member of a minority could be free from anti-Semitic em-
ployers. Yet, once again, it is hardly reasonable to assume that cen-
turies of virulent European discrimination were inoperative and that
only the sensitivity to the potential of discrimination in the United
States operated. Indeed, if the latter alone operated, would it have
been so much stronger against Jews than against Polish or Italian
Catholics? Was discrimination really so much more virulent toward
the former that it could produce such divergent responses?

The argument for the contextual effects, then, at first quite compel-
ling, is far from self-evident. Moreover, the evidence that can be
brought to bear does not encourage the belief that the contextual ef-
fects associated with the class position of the Russian Jews, or their
concentration in commerce, can explain much of the distinctive qual-
ity of Russian Jewish behavior. Knowing the mean occupational score
for Russian Jewish fathers helps only slightly to account for that be-
havior, as was also the case with the Italians. Similarly, because con-
trolling for whether or not the father was engaged in commerce (or
was an employer) adds practically nothing to the routine controls for
the father’s occupation and property value, it would certainly be rash
to claim that the corresponding contextual effects would add a great
deal. To argue that they would amounts to suggesting that member-
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ship in an ethnic group concentrated in commerce (or a group includ-
ing relatively more employers than others) was much more important
than having a father engaged in commerce (or one who was an em-
ployer).%

The magnitude of the unexplained ethnic differences we have en-
countered here leads us to return to the issue raised at the beginning
of this chapter: the ways in which the Jewish religion and the unique
socioeconomic and political situation of the Jews in Europe could have
encouraged attitudes, values, and habits conducive to economic ad-
vancement in a modern industrial society. We should consider not
only the explanations based on the social structural location of the
group but also those based in some way on its cultural heritage. There
is no question of excluding the former; it is a matter of taking the
latter seriously as well. This interpretation of the residual ethnic dif-
ference involves the weakness of placing great weight on an influence
we have not observed directly. The reasons for nonetheless accepting
this interpretation, given the data and methods available, were elab-
orated when large residuals were encountered in connection with Italian
schooling (Section 3.5).

The descriptions of particular beliefs, attitudes, and values such as
those of Glazer quoted at the outset may claim far too much certainty
about popular culture and its effects, as Goldscheider and Zuckerman
argued. In its barest essentials, the argument is that the particular
nature of the religion and the centuries of commercial involvement
and minority status may have encouraged a positive orientation to
schooling in its own right and characteristics useful for economic ad-
vancement (including an awareness of the utility of schooling). The
point here is not to argue that the nature of these characteristics can
be stated with confidence, but rather that the analysis of behavior
suggests that this category of explanations deserves attention.®

Nevertheless, it is worthwhile to consider, however cautiously, some
of the more obvious sorts of cultural characteristics that may have
been involved and some of the behaviors to which they seem rele-
vant. The tradition of learning may have encouraged schooling and
indirectly contributed to occupational advantages insofar as these rested
on schooling. However, other cultural traits, quite apart from a tra-
dition of learning, may have influenced school achievement, just as
they influenced occupational achievement. An achievement orienta-
tion may have operated on school behavior as much as on market
behavior. Moreover, the perception that school behavior might en-
hance market success, that schooling was useful for getting ahead,
would have stimulated academic achievement. We have, in sum, more



The Russian Jews 161

than one plausible relationship between the pre-migration back-
ground of the Jews and their distinctive educational attainment.

We should nevertheless recall here that the eastern European Jew-
ish migration was hardly a migration of scholars; the level of learning
typical in eastern Europe’s Jewish communities would alone have
guaranteed that. Also, it may well be that those Jews who chose to
migrate from eastern Europe were especially unlikely to have had
advanced Talmudic study and were less committed than others to the
old religious life. The New World quickly took on a reputation for
encouraging abandonment of the old ways.*

If the less learned and less religious predominated in the migration,
how relevant could the tradition of learning have been to behavior in
the United States? In fact, its relevance may actually have been en-
hanced as a result of these circumstances. The point is not so much
the level of learning achieved, but rather the honorable place learning
enjoyed in the traditional culture. An illiterate immigrant mother would
have been as sensitive to that special role as would a scholar, al-
though, of course, in somewhat different ways. That very difference
may have spurred secular educational attainment. The traditional em-
phasis on learning was overwhelmingly concerned with religious
learning. Those less religious and less well versed in traditional reli-
gious learning may have been best suited to blur the distinction be-
tween religious and secular schooling. Thus, insofar as the tradition
of learning was salient, perhaps it is not the similarity of the subject
matter that should be stressed, but rather the distance that existed
between so many Jews and the substance of advanced Jewish learn-
ing — while they were nonetheless sensitive to the status of learning.
From that perspective, for example, it is not the similarity between
studying the Talmud and studying law that explains why Jews be-
came eager law students. That similarity, in any case, hardly explains
why Jews became eager medical students. Rather, it is the general
status of learning and jobs based on it.%

It may also be helpful to summarize which particular strands of the
eastern European Jewish heritage seem plausibly related to particular
behavior patterns in the United States, even if we cannot explore their
connections empirically. An orientation to achievement may have in-
fluenced many aspects of behavior. We can, however, be more spe-
cific about some other strands in the pre-migration background. Surely
the orientation to commerce, as a cultural force and as a simple matter
of differential experience, helps explain the fathers’ concentration in
particular occupations. Their concentration in those occupations, and
the cultural preferences, in turn, help explain some of the patterns of
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child labor and some of the curriculum choices of Russian Jewish chil-
dren. The tradition of learning may well have influenced the length
of schooling and the enrollment of the boys in the classical and other
college preparatory programs. The traditional difference between male
and female education, though it had suffered considerable erosion,
would explain the predominance of boys over gitls in classical pro-
grams in high school and in college enrollments. Finally, the distinc-
tive occupational attainments of the second generation may also have
been related directly to some of the less obvious effects of the com-
mercial past — to the preference for commerce.

Patterns of schooling and of economic advancement, then, were
distinctive among the Russian Jews. A cultural heritage of consider-
able influence, together with important structural factors, must be
considered to explain that distinctiveness. The advantage of school-
ing enjoyed by Russian Jews was itself a stimulus to occupational
attainment. However, the occupational advantage that the Russian
Jewish sons enjoyed was due to much else besides their schooling.



5 The Blacks

The great migrations of blacks from the South began during World
War I, continued into the 1920s, slowed during the Depression years,
and grew immensely during and after World War II. Prior to these
migrations, black people were only a small proportion of the popula-
tion in the northern cities. In some, such as New York and Chicago,
they numbered in the tens of thousands; still, whites outnumbered
them at least fiftyfold. The black community in Providence numbered
some two to six thousand during the years 1880-1925; they were but
a tiny fraction of the city’s residents.!

Nevertheless, the Providence black community was large enough
for intensive study. Data were collected on all blacks eligible for the
random samples, 125-165 individuals in each of six supplemental
samples (boys and girls in 1880 and 1915, boys in 1900 and 1925).
Together they form the richest available evidence bearing on the early
school patterns of blacks in the North and on the relationship be-
tween schooling and economic advancement. Because their school
patterns were intimately bound up with poverty, discrimination, and
family life, our study will bear on the often subtle connections among
all these aspects of black social history.

The first section of this chapter describes some basic social charac-
teristics of the black families from which the sampled children came
- the prevalence of southern origin, parental illiteracy, family heads
in low-skill, manual-labor occupations, broken families, and working
mothers. The second section considers the strikingly low rate of child
labor among blacks. The third and fourth sections describe patterns
of black children’s schooling, including (in addition to the aspects of
schooling considered in earlier chapters) racial integration and segre-
gation. These sections also stress the contrast between blacks’
long attendance and low performance on some measures of school
achievement. The discussion then turns to explanations of the school
patterns. The fifth section explores the relative importance of low-
social-class origins and a high incidence of broken families among
blacks: Which mattered more for black children’s schooling? The sixth
section considers black culture and discrimination against blacks as
the sources of the observed school patterns.?

163
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Finally, the seventh section deals with the jobs that the male sam-
ple members obtained as young men. The differences between their
jobs and those of whites were glaring. What accounts for that differ-
ence — class origins, family background, schooling, cultural differ-
ences between blacks and whites, or simply discrimination?

Throughout, when blacks are compared with whites, three groups
of whites are distinguished: the children of Yankees (that is, children
of natives of native parentage) and the grandchildren and children of
immigrants. The information necessary to distinguish between the
first two groups is unavailable for the 1925 sample; comparisons for
that year must therefore be limited to the children of natives and the
children of immigrants.

One might simply have compared blacks with all whites or, at the
other extreme, with a much more differentiated list of immigrant
groups. Considering whites as an undifferentiated whole is highly
undesirable, because school attendance patterns differed in striking
ways between some immigrant groups and the children of the Yan-
kees. To distinguish several immigrant groups would complicate the
discussion unduly. Blacks would then appear closer to some immi-
grant groups, and further from others. However, the basic thrust of
the analysis would not change. Moreover, there is some advantage in
asking how the experiences of blacks compared with those of immi-
grants generally. After all, the progress of blacks in the North, nearly
all descended from southern migrants, often has been considered in
comparison with the progress of migrants from abroad.?

5.1.  The social characteristics of black families

The black community in Providence traces its origins to early colonial
times. Nevertheless, many of its residents in 1880 were recent mi-
grants from the South (Table 5.1); about half of the sample members’
parents had been born there. Migration continued during the last
decades of the century, so that the proportion of parents in the 1900
sample who had been born in the South was about the same as in
1880. By 1925, it had declined slightly to about 40%. On the other
hand, most of these migrants appear to have migrated as young peo-
ple without children; less than a fifth of the sample members them-
selves had been born in the South. The point needs to be stressed:
Given the availability of data indicating that as early as 1870, large
proportions of the northern black population had been born in the
South, it is easy to lose sight of the fact that most of the children of
these migrants were born after their parents reached the North.* The
northern-born children, of course, had not suffered the handicap of
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Table 5.1. Percentages of black sample members and their parents and
grandparents born in the South

1880 1900 1925

Group % N % N % N
Sample member 190 (232) 177 (1190 46 (153)
Father 58.3 (187) 52.6 (95) 421 (133)
Mother 459 (218) 53.6 (112) 37.9 (133
Northern-born father:

his own father® 10.3 (78) 311 (45) n.a.?
Northern-born mother:

her own father® 85 (118) 25.0 (52) n.a.

“The 1925 Rhode Island State Census did not provide information on the
birthplace of the sample members’ grandparents.

The sample member’s paternal grandfather.

‘The sample member’s maternal grandfather.

southern black schooling. In Providence, this pattern had not changed
even in 1925, after the unprecedented migration of blacks to the North
during World War I.

Of those black parents who were native to the North in the earliest
part of this period, most probably traced their northern roots far into
the past. At any rate, only about one-tenth of the northern-born par-
ents in the 1880 sample had a father who had himself been born in
the South; however, by 1900 about three in ten did. The earlier mi-
grants (the grandfathers of sample members) probably were free blacks,
and a small number may have been runaway slaves.

One striking difference between those black parents who had been
born in the North and those from the South concerns illiteracy (Table
5.2). The information on parental illiteracy in the North and South
tells us a bit about the education of blacks in the period prior to 1900.
Illiteracy among blacks in the North has been discussed to some ex-
tent, notably by Elizabeth Pleck, but it has received far less attention
than other aspects of black social life in the nineteenth century, such
as occupational and family structure.® It deserves closer scrutiny.

Illiteracy was not totally unknown among the northern-born blacks,
even among those born in New England, where the common school
system was most uniformly established, and where bars against blacks
were no stronger than elsewhere in the North. Although the rates of
illiteracy were quite low (in the range of 10%), it is important to real-
ize that illiteracy among whites born in New England had been vir-
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Table 5.2. llliteracy among parents of the black sample members and
among blacks in the South, 1870-1900

A. The Providence samples

1880 1900
Parents’ Fathers Mothers Fathers Mothers
birthplace (%) (%) (%) (%)
South 45.9 55.0 24.0 28.3
All other 12.8 18.6 11.1 17.3
New England only 6.8 12.8 10.3 9.4
All birthplaces 321 35.3 17.9 23.2

B. Estimates of illiteracy among blacks in the South, by age®

1900
1870 Males Females
Age (males) (%) (%) (%)
21 and over 88.2
55-64 in 1900 (35-44 in 1880) 77.6 88.4
35-44 in 1900 47.9 66.6

2U.S. Census reports. See text and its notes for citations.

tually wiped out well before 1880.° The figures suggest that a fraction
of the northern black community had not been reached by that school
system.

However, if the very existence of illiteracy among northern-born
black parents distinguishes them from northern-born whites, its rel-
atively low incidence also distinguishes them from southern-born black
parents. Among the latter group in the 1880 sample, about half were
illiterate; in the 1900 sample, about a quarter were. Schooling for
southern blacks in the late nineteenth century, however limited and
discriminatory, was chipping away at the proportion who were grow-
ing up illiterate. The fact that half of the black migrant parents were
illiterate in 1880 means that there were far more illiterates among them
than among any group in Providence in that year. Even among the
Irish immigrants, only a third were illiterate.

Nevertheless, literacy was far more prevalent among the black mi-
grant parents than it was among the black population remaining in
the South. The U.S. Census figures for the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries provide sketchy information, but enough to make
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some comparisons, and thereby to learn something about the back-
ground of early migrants to the North.”

The 1870 U.S. Census indicates that in that immediate post-eman-
cipation year, only 12% of adult southern black males could read and
write. The figure is of some interest in itself as a benchmark for the
evolution of black literacy rates. Some of these literate blacks had, of
course, been free even in antebellum years. Nevertheless, census rec-
ords suggest that about three-quarters of the literate black men in
1870 had been slaves.? Whether they learned to read and write clan-
destinely under slavery (when it was illegal throughout the South to
teach a slave these skills) or whether they learned in the first years of
freedom we cannot know. The later censuses provide other bench-
marks of interest. In 1900, among black men fifty-five to sixty-four
years old who were living in the South, only 78% were illiterate. That
same age cohort had been thirty-five to forty-four years old in 1880 -
as had many of the black fathers in the 1880 sample from Providence.’
But among the southern-born black fathers in Providence, 46% were
illiterate in 1880. More straightforward comparisons are possible for
1900. In that year 48% of the southern black men and 67% of the
women thirty-five to forty-four years of age were illiterate. In Provi-
dence, 24% of the men and 28% of the women among the southern-
born black parents were illiterate.

In short, the black migrants to Providence were far more literate
than those in the age group they left behind. The same was true of
the migrants to Philadelphia and to Boston.!® Of course, some of them
may have learned to read after they reached the North, as adults or
as children. However, if most left the South knowing how to read
and write, literate southern blacks must have been much more likely
to migrate than others. Perhaps because getting work (or better work
than that available in the South), and getting along in general, with-
out literacy was especially difficult in the North, a far smaller fraction
of the illiterate were willing to risk migration.!! The literate, in all
likelihood, were also in a much better position than others to learn
about conditions in the North. Finally, they probably were more often
city-dwellers, and their information may have come as a result of ur-
ban life as much as by virtue of literacy directly. As city-dwellers, they
also may have felt more confident of their ability to make the adjust-
ment than would others who had not lived in an urban setting. How-
ever, the possibility that literacy itself encouraged black migration is
important. If it did, the low levels of southern black literacy and the
slow development of adequate schooling for black children in the dec-
ades after the Civil War contributed to restricting black migration from
the South before the second decade of this century. The flow and
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Table 5.3. Fathers’ occupations in nativity and racial groupings

High  Low Semi-
white- white- Skilled skilled Unskilled Total
collar collar manual manual manual (100%)

Father’s group (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) N®
Native white of native parents

1880 21.7 25.4 32.3 14.2 6.5 (614)
1900 16.8 30.8 29.2 16.8 6.5 (185)
1915 17.1 28.1 26.6 18.6 9.5 (263)
1925 — — — — — —
Native white of foreign parents

1880 9.7 17.7 38.9 14.2 19.5 (113)
1900 3.6 15.8 30.3 35.8 14.6 (165)
1915 5.1 21.6 27.7 34.8 10.8 (296)
1925° 13.5 19.3 32.1 25.0 10.1 (296)
Foreign-born white

1880 2.9 11.5 27.4 27.0 31.2 (1,131)
1900 3.0 14.3 33.1 2.8 26.9 (469)
1915 6.8 18.6 25.2 26.7 22.7 (1,116)
1925 8.9 17.9 26.0 24.8 22.4 (630)
Black

1880 2.8 5.1 10.2 25.0 56.9 (216)
1900 3.5 7.0 4.4 29.0 56.1 (114)
1915 1.1 8.7 6.1 20.8 63.3 (264)
1925 1.9 7.5 10.3 25.2 55.1 (107)

“Tables 5.3-5.7 are based on the samples of all children and on the supple-
mental samples of black children. N’s for corresponding rows of these tables
vary slightly because cases were omitted from a particular table if they were
missing data relevant to it.

*Includes all native whites. See also note 4, Table 5.1.

timing of that migration, in turn, shaped the contours of American
history in countless ways.!?

Once in the North, black parents were concentrated at the very
bottom of the occupational structure to a much greater degree, and
much more consistently over time, than any other group in the city.
The mean occupational score for all household heads was 24-28 be-
tween 1880 and 1925; for blacks, the comparable mean was 14-15. In
four census years, 80-85% of the black sample members came from
families in which the head was a low manual worker (Table 5.3). Even
among the Irish in 1880 or the Italians in 1900, that proportion did not
exceed 65%. Moreover, by 1915, over a quarter of native-born family
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Table 5.4. Broken families by nativity and race

1880 1900 1915 1925
Father’s

roup” % NP % N % N % N
group

A.  Percentage of sample members living in households not headed by two parents®
NWNP 19.5 (650) 232 (194) 23.1 (277)
NWEFP 39.9 (133) 335 (173) 30.0 (317) 156 (327)

FBW 234 (1,215) 254 (501) 18.7 (1,157) 11.9  (666)
Black 44.8 (232) 395 (119) 39.1 (271) 39.2 (153)
B. Percentage of sample members’ families female-headed*

NWNP 7.7 8.8 10.1

NWEFP 23.3 15.6 15.8 2.8

FBW 14.3 12.4 10.5 4.2

Black 22.8 28.6 4.7 20.9

“NWNP, native white of native parentage; NWFP, native white of foreign
Parentage (includes all native white in 1925); FBW, foreign-born white.

See note g, Table 5.3.
‘The households were headed by a single parent, or by someone other than
a parent. In a negligible percentage of cases, both parents were present, but
neither was the head of household. Sample members living with stepparents
or with adopting parents (both present) were included in this category as well
(8.7% of black sample members in 1880, 2.5% in 1900, 1.1% in 1915, 6.5% in
1925).
A subset of the preceding group.

heads of Irish parentage were in white-collar occupations; among
northern-born black family heads there was no such sign of the ethnic
group’s improvement in station since 1880.

A substantially higher fraction of black families than of white in-
cluded only one parent. There is a voluminous literature on why this
pattern existed; the prevalence of poverty, male underemployment,
and early death among blacks are important factors. It is also worth
noting in passing that there were white ethnic groups in Providence,
particularly second-generation natives of immigrant stock, whose rates
of parental absence were as great, or nearly as great, as those among
the blacks, at least in some periods. Nor was the black-white differ-
ence overall as great as in our own time. Still, in 1880, an identifiable
pattern already existed among black families in Providence (Table 5.4).
That pattern usually is discussed in terms of the proportion of black
families headed by females. Female-headed households were indeed
more common among the blacks. However, it is also worth noting all
forms of families not headed by two parents (families referred to here
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Table 5.5. Prevalence of working mothers by nativity and race

1880 1900 1915
Father’s
group % N¢ % N % N
A.  All strata
NWNP 3.6 (634) 7.6 (184) 9.8 (266)
NWEFP 9.5 (127) 6.8 (163) 11.7 (309)
FBW 45 (1,146) 6.4 (466) 8.6 (1,112)
Black 27.5 (222) 38.1 (113) 46.2 (251)
B. Low manual heads of household, both parents present
NWNP 2.0 (102) 6.3 (32) 8.7 (46)
NWEFP 0 (24) 0 (54) 3.2 (95)
FBW 0.7 (539) 2.8 (177) 6.0 (453)
Black 12.6 (103) 25.9 (58) 39.1 (133)

“See note a, Table 5.3.

as “broken” rather than “intact”). Two-fifths of the black sample
members were living in such households."

When fathers were absent, mothers were much more likely to work.
In 1880, only about 4% of the mothers in Yankee or immigrant fami-
lies worked for wages; among blacks, the proportion was 28% (Table
5.5). It was higher still in later samples, reaching 46% in 1915. Even

-among intact families, poverty spurred mothers to supplement the
fathers’ incomes. However, the race differences in the prevalence of
working mothers were not due merely to family breakup or poverty.
Even among intact families headed by low manual workers, black
women were much more likely to work than white women. Among
immigrants in such families, 1% of women worked in 1880, 3% in
1900, and 6% in 1915. Among blacks, the figures were 13%, 26%, and
39%. Even in these roughly comparable groups, the wages of house-
hold heads may have been lower among blacks than among whites.

Nevertheless, much of the difference probably was due to other
factors. One element, Claudia Goldin has suggested, may have been
the earlier experience of black women working as slaves, and conse-
quently black families’ greater familiarity with and willingness to re-
sort to this option for supplementary income. Another may have been
the greater need for supplemental income (because of the low and
insecure wages of black men), which in turn made working wives
more familiar and perhaps more acceptable than among whites.'*
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5.2. Mother's work and child labor

The most common way for immigrant families to supplement family
income was child labor, particularly the employment of adolescents
age thirteen and older. Black children were much less likely to be
employed than were immigrant children (Table 5.6). Indeed, child
labor in black families was no more common than in Yankee house-
holds. Whereas 39% of the eleven- to sixteen-year-old children of im-
migrant origin were at work in 1880, the figure was only 10% for the
children of Yankees and blacks. Differences of comparable magnitude
can be seen in the later years among both boys and girls. That black
children were no more likely to work than the children of Yankees is
striking because of the enormous differences in parental occupations
between the two groups (Table 5.3) and because black families were
much more likely to lack a male head. Both differences would have
made income from child labor a much greater boon to black families.

One critical reason black children so rarely worked may have been
that jobs were closed to them. The absence of child labor in Philadel-
phia, wrote W. E. B. DuBois, “is not voluntary on the part of the
Negroes, but due to restricted opportunity; there is really very little
that Negro children may do.” We cannot, at this point in the discus-
sion, distinguish the effects of discrimination from those of voluntary
decisions by blacks to choose one form of activity over another. Still,
evidence suggesting discrimination may be found not only in the
opinion of astute contemporary observers but also in the complete
absence of blacks from certain kinds of employment.

Consider the local textile mills, the largest industrial employer of
children throughout the period under discussion. Not a single black
child worked there. The published U.S. Census reports for 1890 and
1910, which cross-tabulated occupations by race, tell the same story
for adults. In 1890, the 7,984 white mill workers constituted 13.5% of
the white labor force. But among the blacks (and there were over
2,000 in the city’s labor force), only twelve workers were employed in
the mills — 0.6%. For 1910, the comparable figures are as follows: white,
8.8% of the labor force in the mills; blacks, 0.06%. Al Sisti, a mill
worker from the age of thirteen, and a labor leader, recalling the pe-
riod since World War ], remarked, “‘Hiring practices ran through the
departments, and the bosses would generally hire their own kind. It
wasn’t frowned upon, and it wasn’t exclusive. There wasn’t the hue
and cry and discrimination. But there wasn’t a single black worker in
the plant. I didn’t think of it then, but I have since.”!®

Black children also may have worked so rarely because black moth-



Table 5.6. Children at work, at home, and at school by nativity and race®

1880 1900 1915

Father’s School Work Home School Work Home Work
group (%) (%) (%) N (%) (%) (%) N (%) N
NWNP 83.4 10.2 6.5 (650) 65.0 30.9 4.1 (194) 7.2 (277)
NWFP 61.7 28.6 9.8 (133) 53.2 44.5 2.3 (173) 13.3 (317)
FBW 56.0 39.2 4.8 (1,217) 39.6 58.0 2.4 (502) 21.2 (1,158)
Blacks 76.7 10.3 12.9 (232) 63.9 30.3 5.9 (119) 8.1 (271)
Low manual heads of household
NWNP 71.7 19.7 8.7 (127) 60.5 37.2 2.3 (43) 12.2 (74)
NWFP 51.3 38.5 10.3 (39) 4.6 51.8 3.6 (83) 14.8 (135)
FBW 50.7 43.9 5.4 (663) 35.0 61.1 3.0 (234) 26.3 (555)
Blacks 78.0 10.7 11.3 (177) 65.0 29.9 5.2 97) 7.2 (222)
Child labor rates by sex (all strata)

Male Female

1880 1900 1915 1880 1900 1915

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
NWNP 12.0 30.9 9.8 7.6 n.a. 4.9
NWEFP 36.3 44.5 17.5 17.0 8.9
FBW 41.3 58.0 20.7 36.4 21.8
Blacks 14.0 30.3 9.7 7.2 6.6

?Includes children 11-16 years of age. See note a, Table 5.3.



The Blacks 173

ers worked more than white mothers. Black mothers, in turn, may
have worked for other reasons than to replace child labor. Certainly
black female labor-force participation, including that of mothers, was
high in many circumstances, North and South, rural and urban, in
the context of good and poor educational opportunities for children
(even after controlling for factors such as the presence and income of
the spouse). In addition, as Claudia Goldin noted in work on Phila-
delphia’s black families in 1880, black mothers may have worked in
order to provide their children an education. Alternatively, black
mothers may have worked because their children had more trouble
finding adequate jobs (work at wages comparable to those for white
children, steady work, or indeed any work). Discrimination, in other
words, may have affected children’s and mothers’ job opportunities
in different ways, and hence the choice of whom to send to work
would be made differently among blacks and whites. Goldin found
that in homes in which the mother worked, sons were less likely to
do so. On the other hand, the negative relationship between child’s
work and mother’s work did not hold for daughters (daughters were
actually more likely to work when their mothers did, perhaps because
the mothers helped their daughters find employment). Conse-
quently, Goldin restricted her suggestion that mothers worked in or-
der to permit the child’s education, limiting it to sons.®

Nevertheless, the relationship between mother’s work and child
labor in black families does not appear to have been a simple trade-
off, a strong negative relationship between the two (Table 5.7, part
A). The evidence from Providence raises doubts about Goldin’s sec-
ond suggestion, in particular - that mothers worked in order to send
their sons to schools. In only one of the five Providence samples of
blacks, the boys in 1915, was the child less likely to work if the mother
worked. With many family background characteristics controlled, the
pattern remains the same (Table 5.7, part B)."7

Families probably could choose among several economic strategies,
of which child labor and mother’s labor were only two; consequently
they were not mutually exclusive. However, these families may also
have faced a range of constraints not captured by the factors con-
trolled in the regressions; if we could control these, perhaps we would
observe a clearer trade-off between the two strategies. In any event,
there were very few white families in which a fourteen- or fifteen-
year-old child did not work and a mother did, even among the poor;
yet over a fifth of the black children grew up in such circumstances.
Whatever its sources, and whatever its precise connection to child
labor, the prevalence of mother’s work must have increased the flex-
ibility available to black families in dealing with child labor issues,
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Table 5.7. Working children and working mothers: black families only,
1880-1915*

A. Proportion of sample members at work

1880 1900 1915

% N % N % N
All black children
Mother works 19.7 (61) 442 (70) 8.6 (117)
Mother does not 11.8 (161) 27.2 (43) 9.0 (146)
Boys only
Mother works 26.9 (26) 442 (70) 5.9 (51)
Mother does not 15.8 (76) 27.2 (43) 14.7 (77)
Girls only
Mother works 14.3 (35 n.a. 10.6 (66)
Mother does not 8.2 (85) 2.9 (69)

B. Odds ratios for child’s work by mother’s work, controls imposed®

1880 1900 1915
Boys 9.87 (2.12)¢ 2.29 (1.54)¢ 0.50 (0.97)¢
Girls 3.46 (1.08) 1.34 (1.42)

“Includes children 11-16 years of age. See also note a, Table 5.3.

*The odds that a child would work if the mother did not compared with the
odds that the child would work if the mother worked. Family characteristics
controlled include father’s occupation, assessed value of family’s property,
whether or not only child, eldest, youngest, total number of siblings, whether
or not both parents present, age of family head, whether or not father un-
employed, any parental illiteracy, whether or not head born in South, whether
or not sample member; for 1915, information on last three unavailable.

‘t values.

particularly in a context of labor-market discrimination against black
youth.!8

5.3.  School attendance and grade attainment

Most children who were not at work were attending school. Al-
though there were somewhat more black children than others at home
(particularly in 1880), the strikingly lower child labor rates were clearly
reflected in higher rates of school attendance (Table 5.6). The ages in
which group differences in school attendance were largest were the
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critical teen years, when more and more students in every group left
school for work. During these years, the proportion of blacks who
remained in school was almost as great as that among the children of
Yankees, and greater than that among the grandchildren or the chil-
dren of immigrants. These findings are particularly striking when we
recall the differences in social-class composition between the blacks
and the Yankees (Table 5.3). The social-class contrast, of course, is
not as strong when we compare blacks with immigrants; yet that con-
trast, too, is sharp enough, as observed earlier. Social-class factors
should have impelled blacks to leave the schools first; that they did
not again underscores the point that other social forces were at work:
discrimination in the job market, and perhaps others as well.

The point is especially vivid if we reduce the impact of the class
differences among groups by focusing only on the bottom part of the
occupational distribution, only on the children of low manual work-
ers (Table 5.6). Such a comparison actually eliminates less than a fifth
of blacks, but it compares them with a far more similar group of whites.
In both 1880 and 1900, the school attendance rates for black children
from low manual origins were the highest in the city. Similarly, in
1915 the rate of black child labor was the lowest in the city, suggesting
that if the figures for school attendance had been available from that
census, they would again have shown black rates of school atten-
dance to be highest.?

Rates of child labor and school attendance rates are complementary
measures of what might be described as a critical but external per-
spective on schooling. The perspective is external in the sense that
we do not know what leaving school at a relatively advanced age
meant in terms of academic characteristics — for example, in terms of
GPA, high school entry, or curriculum choice. We would certainly
expect that age of school leaving should be related to at least some of
these other dimensions of schooling, but it is difficult to say more
than that without examining behavior within schools. In this respect,
the Providence data are unique. Looking only at the “external” mea-
sure — at the rates of school attendance — Timothy Smith found levels
of school attendance among black youth to be surprisingly high. On
that basis he inferred that blacks’ school achievement generally was
high in the early part of the century. Only later, he concluded, as
more and more blacks realized that schooling would not provide them
the access to good jobs that it provided whites, did their attitude toward
schools change, and with it their achievement.?’ A closer look at the
nature of black schooling inside the system calls into question the
assumption that an advanced age of school leaving indicates high ac-
ademic achievement generally.
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Consider, first, the grade level that blacks attained. The highest
grade reached in school, one might say, is the internal counterpart to
the external measure of age at leaving school. Both capture aspects of
length of schooling, and we might expect that the two measures would
tell much the same story. However, age and grade were not always
closely related in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, as we
have already observed in general (Section 1.4) and in connection with
the Italians in particular (Section 4.2). For blacks, the loose relation-
ship between age and grade was especially important.

Our best indicator of grade attainment is whether or not blacks en-
tered high school, because high school entry involved not merely at-
tainment of an additional grade over the preceding year, but a rec-
ognized change in the nature of the institution attended. It marks, in
other words, an especially important branch point. The figures are
decisive (Table 5.8). If blacks were almost as likely as Yankees to re-
main in school into the later teen years, and more likely to do so than
the other groups in the city, they were much less likely than Yankees
to reach high school in each of the census years, and also less likely
to do so than the grandchildren of immigrants. In 1915 and 1925, the
years in which appreciable proportions of children, including chil-
dren from lower economic strata, began to enroll in high school, the
blacks also trailed somewhat behind the children of the immigrants.
True, the differences in enrollment rates between blacks and immi-
grants were not particularly large even in 1915, and in the earlier years
the rates were about equal. What is striking here, however, is the
contrast with the rates for school attendance and child labor. The
leading position of the blacks in the former is not reflected in the
latter. Black school attendance rates were like those of Yankees, but
black high school entry rates were like those of immigrants.

Thus, high levels of black school attendance in the teen years were
not translated into comparably high levels of secondary schooling.
Black teenagers attending school, the figures suggest, must have been
in relatively low grades given their ages.

There is important supporting evidence for Providence, as well as
for other cities, in the reports of the U.S. Immigration Commission
that pertain to 1908. Although those reports do not permit the inten-
sive individual-level analysis that the Providence data allow, they do
confirm the particular patterns of age and grade fit described here.”!
The proportions of children fourteen and fifteen years of age who
remained in school were calculated (by gender) for Boston, New York,
Chicago, and Philadelphia, as well as for Providence. These other
cities included the three with the largest numbers of urban blacks in
the North and the large metropolis nearest Providence. Of twenty
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Table 5.8. School attendance and high school enrollment
rates compared by nativity and race

School High school
attendance” enrollment

Father’s group (%) (%)

1880

NWNP 83.4 27.4

NWEFP 61.7 15.9

FBW 56.0 3.5

Black 76.7 3.7

1900

NWNP 65.0 36.2

NWEFP 53.2 15.2

FBW 39.6 11.5

Black 63.9 12.3
Child High school
labor? enrollment
(%) (%)

1915

NWNP 7.2 52.5

NWEFP 13.3 45.3

FBW 21.2 29.4

Black 8.1 22.4

1925

Nw n.a. 57.8

FBW n.a. 46.1

Black n.a. 30.7

“Includes children 11-16 years of age.

*The 1915 and Rhode Island State Censuses did not provide
information on school attendance. The 1925 census also did
not provide information on child labor.

comparisons, nineteen show blacks remaining in school in larger pro-
portions than the children of immigrants, as was the case in our sam-
ple data (Table 5.9, part A). By contrast, in each of the five cities,
fewer sons of black families reached high school than did sons of
immigrants. Among the girls, the pattern was less clear: Only in one
city did immigrants reach high school much more often than the blacks;
in three of the other cities the rates were only 1 percentage point
apart, and in one city the rate was a few points higher for blacks
(Table 5.9, part B). The critical point, however, is that the substantial
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Table 5.9. Supporting data from another source:* comparison of blacks and
children of immigrants

A. Estimated percentages attending school at ages 14 and 15°

Male Female
Children of Children of
Blacks immigrants Blacks immigrants
City 14 15 14 15 14 15 14 15
Boston 84 53 68 40 75 53 70 45
Chicago 63 48 72 35 8 60 65 31
New York 88 45 66 30 74 45 63 29
Philadelphia 63 26 47 23 66 43 42 20
Providence 78 69 51 2 71 3% 50 28

B. Estimated percentages enrolling in high school®

Male Female

Children of Children of
City Blacks immigrants Blacks immigrants
Boston 24.2 40.7 25.3 46.8
Chicago 15.2 19.6 30.5 22.0
New York 10.7 14.7 14.6 15.5
Philadelphia 7.3 17.0 13.4 13.1
Providence 12.5 17.4 23.8 22.5

2U.S. Immigration Commission, Reports (1911). See text and its notes.
*Enrollment at each age/enrollment at age 12.
“Enrollment in ninth grade at any age/school attendance at age 12.

differences in school attendance in the teen years did not yield com-
parable differences in high school enrollment rates for either sex in
any of the five cities.?

The Immigration Commission’s tables also allow us to see directly
the crux of the matter, which the commission referred to as grade
retardation. At a given age, the average black had completed fewer
grades of school than the average child of the immigrants. All twenty
of the possible comparisons show this clearly: comparisons for age
fourteen and for age fifteen, for boys and for girls, in each of the five
cities (Table 5.10). A decade after the Immigration Commission re-
ported its findings, the Chicago Commission on Race Relations noted
that “negro parents are frequently more interested in keeping their
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Table 5.10. Supporting data from another source* median grade attained,
children age 14-15 years in school

Male Female
Children of Children of

Blacks immigrants  Blacks immigrants
City 14 15 14 15 14 15 14 15
Boston 79 829 831 919 725 786 839 924
Chicago 648 7.08 756 837 690 767 788 8.76
New York 596 7.05 737 833 638 648 758 8.50
Philadelphia 533 586 6.84 866 589 626 738 8.62
Providence 6.10 7.60 792 873 731 78 804 928

“See Table 5.9, note a.

over-age children in school than white parents, especially foreign par-
ents, whose anxiety to have their children leave school as soon as
they are old enough to get work-permits is well known.”?

The reason blacks had completed fewer grades by a given age was
not simply because some were migrants who had begun their educa-
tion in inferior southern schools (entering low grades on arrival in the
North). Such a pattern did exist, but at issue is the magnitude of its
impact; there are good reasons to think that it was insufficient to cre-
ate the differences between blacks and immigrants. One reason is
that a comparable factor would have affected the immigrants: Many
of these children came from abroad, without knowledge of English
and without schooling comparable to that of the American schools —
indeed, perhaps without any schooling. In Providence, as already
noted, less than a fifth of the black children in 1880 and 1900 were
born in the South, and a mere 5% in 1925, and the proportions of
immigrants’ children born abroad were quite comparable. Moreover,
regression analyses to assess the determinants of high school enroll-
ment or of school attendance in the Providence data, which are dis-
cussed later, show that taking the place of birth into account does not
much alter the relative standings of the groups on either dimension
of schooling.

Finally, the Immigration Commission Reports contain some addi-
tional data from which one can conclude that if comparisons had in
fact been limited to blacks born in the North and to native-born chil-
dren of immigrants, the differences in grade retardation would have
been even more unfavorable to blacks.? In the years after the Great
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Migration, the picture may have changed, at least in the cities to which
large numbers of black families came. More of the grade retardation
of blacks in that later period may have been due to the influx of south-
ern migrant children. However, it is important to realize that grade
retardation was pronounced well before that time, a fact that suggests
that in later years, too, it was not due solely to the presence of mi-
grants.®

The social-class positions of the black groups worked against their
school progress as well, because getting the most, academically, from
a year at school was surely easier for children from economically better-
off homes, but, once again, in Providence it was possible to control
for this and for many other background factors. With these controls
imposed, the relative positions of blacks and other groups in regard
to rates of school attendance remained starkly different from their
relative positions in rates of high school entry.

Thus, in this broader context, the finding of Timothy Smith, that
black levels of school attendance in the early years of the century
were strikingly high, must be interpreted in a new light. Taken alone,
this finding seems to indicate that black school achievement generally
was high in those years, and certainly that grade attainment also was
high. Juxtaposing school attendance and grade attainment reveals the
grim reality that the length of stay was not translated into grade at-
tainment as fully as for other groups.

A few of the immigrant groups (according to the Immigration Com-
mission data, the Italians and the Poles, for example) also had very
high levels of grade retardation, comparable to those of blacks. Still,
even among these groups, the native-born probably fared a bit better
than the blacks.? In any case, the school situation of these groups
was not really comparable to that of blacks, for the children of Italians
and Poles also tended to leave school earlier than did children in other
ethnic groups. The black situation was unique: Their attendance rates
were as high as those of the Yankees, but their grade retardation was
comparable to that of groups whose educational patterns contempo-
raries considered to be an acute social problem.

These findings also bear on the evidence of educational attainments
that Stanley Lieberson presented. Using the retrospective data in the
1960 U.S. Census, he found that among the cohorts in school during
the early years of the century, the median grade attainment of northern-
born blacks was as high as, or even slightly higher than, that of the
native-born children of some immigrant groups from southern and
eastern Europe (most notably the Italians and the Poles). That finding
is roughly consistent with the present analysis,” but the medians do
not capture the uniqueness of the black educational patterns. Indeed,
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Table 5.11. Students’ grades: differences between white groups and blacks,
low-manual strata only

1915 1925
Controlling Controlling
social social
Group No controls ~ background®  No controls  background”

GPA, sixth grade

NWNP 0.41 (3.07)® 0.36 (2.64)°

NWEFP¢ 0.40 (3.66) 0.32(2.88) 0.43 (3.71)* 0.26 (1.93)®
FBW 0.33 (3.79) 0.28 (3.00) 0.19 (1.98) 0.17 (1.66)

Effort grade, ninth grade

NWNP 0.45 (2.53) 0.48 (2.63)

NWEFP 0.67 (4.63) 0.65 (4.37) 0.33 (2.09) 0.29 (1.60)
FBW 0.45 (4.01) 0.44 (3.54) 0.18(1.33) 0.20 (1.38)

GPA, ninth grade

NWNP 0.25 (1.27) 0.23 (1.10)
NWEFP 0.18 (0.99) 0.15 (0.83) 0.10 (0.54) —0.03 (0.15)
FBW 0.32 (1.89) 0.33 (1.92) 0.28 (1.71) 0.21 (1.19)

“Gender (1915), birthplace, father’s occupation, assessed value of family’s
property, whether or not broken family, number of siblings. See also note 29
to text.

*t values.

“Includes all children of native white fathers in 1925.

in all likelihood, among the cohorts Lieberson was analyzing, the rate
of black school attendance probably was substantially higher in the
early teenage years than was the rate among the second generation
of immigrants. Consequently, the gap in median grade attainments
probably would have been even larger than observed had not black
grade retardation also been greater than grade retardation among those
white ethnic groups.? The next section will confirm that despite low
rates of child labor and high school attendance, the black experience
within the schools certainly had not escaped the harsh social realities
in which it was enmeshed.

5.4. GPA, integration, and tracking

The grammar school GPAs of blacks were considerably lower than
those of each group of white students in the 1915 sample (Table 5.11).
The comparisons presented here are restricted to the children of low
manual workers and also include other controls for differences in family
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background that might be thought to help account for the race differ-
ence in GPAs. Despite these controls, the difference remains strong
(on the order of one-half to one-third of a standard deviation of grades).
In 1925, the differences were not quite as great, but clear nonetheless.
In both years, an effort grade was also given, and race differences on
this measure were similar to those on the GPA measure. The pattern
of low black GPAs is visible in most comparisons of high school grades,
too.?

The Providence schools in which these patterns of academic ad-
vancement and GPA were found contrasted starkly, of course, with
southern schools of the period, which were organized on a racial ba-
sis by law. Nevertheless, until the Civil War era, Providence main-
tained separate “colored schools.” Although these were abolished in
the late 1860s, following black protests, residential concentration as
well as districting decisions ensured that two schools remained largely
segregated for some time thereafter. Just how many of the black pu-
pils in the late nineteenth century enrolled in these two institutions,
and how many were in predominantly white schools, is unclear. In
any case, one of the two predominantly black schools closed in 1887,
and the other apparently included a dwindling proportion of all black
students by 1900.%

During the early decades of the twentieth century, the school sys-
tem was more fully integrated, indeed, more fully than is typical in
many cities of our own time, because blacks attended schools that
enrolled a majority of white students — at least in the higher elemen-
tary grades and in the high schools. That this was so in the high
schools, and always had been, is obvious after a moment’s reflection.
Blacks composed 2% of the school population; whatever the racial
feelings may have been, a secondary school devoted exclusively to
them was never a possibility. Although, as we shall see, during the
later years they were heavily concentrated at one high school, they
still composed but a small proportion of the student body there. Blacks
were also spread reasonably widely across the grammar schools, at
least in 1915-25, the years for which good data are available. True,
nearly a quarter of the blacks in the 1915 sample were enrolled in one
school, and a fifth in another, but even in these schools, barely one
student in twenty was black. It is possible that greater racial segrega-
tion existed at the primary school level, because there were far more
primary schools than grammar schools, and maintaining a predomi-
nantly black school would have been possible. We have no informa-
tion either way on this point. Nevertheless, the available data make
it clear that the last academic experience for most black children was
in an integrated, predominantly white school.*!
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The numbers of black high school entrants were large enough in
the 1915 and 1925 samples to permit some observations about the
curricula in which they enrolled. In order to grasp the patterns of
racial tracking, it is important to appreciate the history of the Techni-
cal High School. Technical High had begun as Manual Training High
School. However, by 1915, it had, for a dozen years, featured exten-
sive offerings in math and science (more extensive than those avail-
able at Classical High). It served both those bound for manual indus-
trial work and those interested in engineering or other technical jobs
in industry. During the late 1910s and the early 1920s, Tech lost any
special academic monopoly (because Classical High then offered the
science courses as well) and became simply a general-purpose high
school, which offered many shop courses. The shift in academic pro-
grams that occurred during 1915-25 was accompanied by a shift in
the social-class composition of the high schools, with greater tracking
by social class in 1925. By then, Technical High School was more clearly
identifiable as an institution for working-class children.®

This evolution is relevant to race differences in enrollment patterns.
Because curriculum patterns differed sharply by gender, race differ-
ences must be examined by gender too. In 1915, the black male en-
rollment in the Technical High School seems to have been just what
it was for the city’s male entrants generally (Table 5.12). But by 1925,
black male entrants were much more highly concentrated at Tech. A
regression analysis shows that this concentration was largely unre-
lated to social background factors other than race. Moreover, al-
though there may have been a tendency to send children with lower
grammar school grades to Tech, and although blacks had lower grades,
low grades were not the principal reason they ended up there. Con-
trolling for academic performance does not explain much of the black
concentration at Tech. In short, by 1925, when the Tech program had
become clearly identified as the less academically elite and less so-
cially elite program, and the one more likely to prepare students for
manual work, black males were concentrated there.

Black girls were overwhelmingly concentrated at Tech by 1915, rather
than in the commercial programs, as other girls were (Table 5.12).
With clearly defined training programs for white-collar female work
in place, black female entrants were concentrated instead in the Tech-
nical High School, studying cooking and sewing rather than typing
and stenography.

There was no absolute exclusion of blacks from any program, no
rule, spoken or unspoken, that worked with the effect of a legal bar-
rier. However, the pattern of enrollment strongly suggests that race,
not merely class, was essential in determining curricular enrollments.
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Table 5.12. Enrollment in high school tracks by
nativity and race, 1915-25

A. Percentage of high school entrants enrolling at

Technical High School
1915 1925
Male Female Male
Black 499 70.3 78.7
NWNP* 62.6 31.7
NWEP# 46.1 18.2 41.8
FBW 46.1 19.1 423
B. dds ratios for enrollment at Technical H.S.
by group®
Social
background Sixth-grade GPA
controlled® also controlled
1915: Girls
NWNP 0.06 (2.25)4 0.05 (2.38)4
NWEP 0.11 (2.87) 0.10 (2.97)
FBW 0.11 (2.99) 0.09 (3.07)
1925: Boys
Nw 0.23(2.49) 0.23 (2.45)
FBW 0.19 (3.45) 0.19 (3.39)

“See note a in Table 5.4.

*The odds of enrolling at Technical High School for
each group compared with the odds for blacks (low-
manual-worker strata only).

‘Gender (1915), birthplace, father’s occupation, as-
sessed value of family’s property, whether or not
broken family, number of siblings.

¢ values.

5.5. Explanations of race differences in schooling: class and family
structure

Any effort to interpret race differences in schooling must consider
how they were rooted in family background. Family characteristics
generally had important influences on patterns of schooling, and black
and white families differed considerably in social class and family
structure. Indeed, much of the preceding analysis acknowledged the
importance of these influences by controlling such characteristics. Al-
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though family background characteristics certainly do not explain all
of the race differences, they are important. But what aspects of family
background were most influential in determining patterns of school-
ing — social class or family structure?

In addressing this question, we can focus on one aspect of school-
ing: high school entry. Whatever the mix of factors that produced
black grade attainment (long attendance, lower GPA, and grade re-
tardation), grade attainment itself remains an important school out-
come, perhaps the single most important factor for such later experi-
ences as getting a job. High school entry, as already noted, is our best
measure of grade attainment; it is also the measure of schooling for
which data are available for all four of the years sampled in the period
1880-1925. To what extent, then, did blacks’ rates of high school en-
try differ from those of whites as a result of poverty? To what extent
because many blacks came from single-parent families?

Black high school entry rates were as low as those of immigrants in
1880 and in 1900 and the lowest in the city in 1915 and in 1925. But if
our attention is limited to the children of the low manual workers in
all groups, black rates of secondary schooling were much more simi-
lar to those of other groups (Table 5.13). They exceeded or nearly
equaled the rates of the children of immigrants in every period and
the rates of the grandchildren of the immigrants in two ‘of the three
periods for which comparisons are possible. All in all, when attention
is restricted to those near the bottom, black rates of high school entry
were generally within the white range.

It might be objected that the children of the poor — white or black
— rarely enrolled in high school, and it is for this reason that race
differences among them were not larger. The objection has consider-
able force for 1880, when only one child in about twenty-five from
such a background reached high school; it has less force in 1900, and
still less in the later years. By 1915, more than one-fifth, and by 1925,
more than two-fifths, of children from families headed by low manual
workers reached high school. In sum, substantial proportions of chil-
dren from such backgrounds did make it to high school by the later
half of our period, and therefore black rates could have been well
below those of white children in the lower strata. They were not.*

White low manual workers may well have been more prosperous
than their black counterparts. Consequently, limiting attention to low
manual workers is not an adequate control for poverty. We can con-
trol, in addition, for the household head’s specific occupation within
the low manual strata, as well as for the assessed value of the family’s
property (another measure of economic well-being). Doing so re-
duces still further the black—white gap in high school entry (Table



Table 5.13. High school enrollment rates by race and nativity

Proportion enrolling Odds ratios: white odds of enrolling compared with black
in high school -

Only low manual

Only

All low Controlling

Strata manual All No for economic All strata (controlling
Father’s group” (%) (%) strata® controls? standing® for family structure)
1880
Blacks 3.7 4.0
NWNP 27.4 17.3 9.82 5.02 3.13 (2.25)¢ 9.26
NWEFP 15.9 2.6 4.92 0.64 0.57 (1.10) 491
FBW 3.5 1.7 0.94 0.42 0.39 (0.51) 0.89
1900
Blacks 12.3 11.3
NWNP 36.2 20.9 4.05 2.07 0.90 (0.18) 3.49
NWEFP 15.2 7.2 1.28 0.61 0.36 (1.78) 1.14
FBW 11.5 9.0 0.93 0.78 0.90 (0.24) 0.79
1915
Blacks 224 221
NWNP 52.5 32.4 3.83 1.69 1.28 (0.80) 2.95
NWEFP 45.3 35.6 2.87 1.95 1.43(1.42) 2.31
FBW 29.4 18.9 1.44 0.82 0.84 (0.89) 1.07
1925
Blacks 30.7 31.1
NwW 57.8 40.0 3.09 1.48 1.33 (1.02) 2.56
FBW 46.1 35.9 1.93 1.24 1.12 (0.51) 1.59

*NWNP, native white of native parentage; NWFP, native white of foreign parentage; FBW, foreign-born white; NW, native white.
*The first two columns of odds ratios are based on the proportions in the two columns that precede them.

Father’s occupational score and assessed value of family’s property controlled (as well as gender and birthplace). See also note 29
to text.

4Whether or not both parents present, and whether or not mother worked (as well as gender), controlled.

¢t values.
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5.13, fifth column).3* After 1880, with these controls imposed, the
odds that blacks would reach high school did not differ much from
the odds that whites would do so. Moreover, in 1880, when the Yan-
kee rate was much greater than that of the blacks, it was greater still,
with these economic factors controlled, than the rate for the other
white groups (the children and grandchildren of immigrants).

Thus, the black children were entering high school at a rate well
within the white range of entry rates, when we take into account their
poverty. The balance of longer attendance, on the one hand, and grade
retardation, on the other, was a situation in which blacks, overall, did
reach high school at a lower rate than whites, but not at a lower rate
than whites in comparable economic circumstances.?

How much of the race difference in high school entry rates can be
attributed to family structure? Perhaps, indeed, much of the impact
attributed to black poverty is in fact a manifestation more directly of
black family structure. Broken families were generally more prevalent
among the poor, and female-headed households, in particular, were
more likely than others to be poor, lacking income from a male head.
Another aspect of family structure noted earlier, whether or not mothers
worked, also deserves consideration in this context. The frequency
with which black mothers were employed could lie behind the black-
white gap in levels of secondary schooling. Whether that factor would
correlate positively or negatively with high school enrollment is not
clear. Stanley Lieberson, for example, suggests, from contemporary
data, that working mothers have less time to concern themselves with
their children’s schooling than do mothers who are at home, thus
reducing the parental support for school success. That argument was
also voiced in the early years of this century. But a competing argu-
ment is common among historians who concentrate on issues of fam-
ily economic strategies: A working mother freed the child from the
need to work. This second argument has already been considered in
detail (Section 5.2).3¢ However, only the first hypothesis is directly
relevant in the present context: Our concern is to identify factors that
may have had a negative impact on enrollments. If mother’s work,
instead, had a positive effect, as the second hypothesis predicts, it is
not one of the factors we seek. In fact, mother’'s work has little ex-
planatory power once the number of parents present has been taken
into account. Nevertheless, because its effect on secondary school en-
rollment was negative, it was included in the regressions.

Those regressions reveal, with striking consistency, that family
structure does not explain why blacks reached high school in fewer
numbers than whites. Controlling for family structure does reduce
the size of the black-white gap, but not by much (Table 5.13, last
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column). Restricting the comparison to those whose fathers were low
manual workers has a considerably greater impact (Table 5.13, fourth
column). The dynamics that explain this result are straightforward:
Membership in the low-manual strata had a greater influence on
whether or not any child (black or white) would reach high school
than did family structure, and the difference in the proportions of
black and white children growing up in families in the low occupa-
tional strata was greater than the difference in the proportions grow-
ing up in broken homes.?”

5.6. Explanations of race differences in schooling: discrimination and
culture

Clearly, the patterns of schooling of black children were unique. Blacks
stayed in school, and out of the job market, as long as the children of
Yankees. When we take into account their poverty, they remained in
school longer than any group in the city. When other dimensions of
schooling are studied, the educational situation for blacks appears far
less favorable. Levels of grade retardation among blacks were very
high; black GPAs were low; patterns of tracking by race were strong,
at least once the social meaning of the curriculum was established and
blacks began to enter high school in substantial numbers. Levels of
grade attainment among blacks reflected the advantage of longer
schooling and the disadvantage of high rates of grade retardation, as
well as disadvantages due to background characteristics. The balance
of these factors was such that with family background taken into ac-
count, the black handicap in grade attainment largely disappeared.
The most critical of these aspects of family background was social
class: Blacks were overwhelmingly concentrated among the poor.
Family structure exerted a much weaker influence on schooling.

With the exception of grade attainment, then, the educational pat-
terns of blacks cannot be fully understood as the result of differences
between black and white family backgrounds. Moreover, even grade
attainment is more clearly understood in the context of rates of school
attendance and grade retardation that cannot be fully explained by
differences in family backgrounds.® Other sorts of explanations, then,
must also be examined. The most obvious of these is discrimination
against blacks, in several forms. The literature about blacks also in-
cludes discussions of cultural differences between them and others
that might account for some differences in schooling. Because no one
doubts that discrimination operated in a multitude of contexts, the
issue is how much, if any, of an observed race difference should be
attributed to cultural factors.®
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Any pattern that seems to typify blacks more than whites can be
related ultimately to the treatment of blacks by whites, to the history
of racism, South and North. If, for example, blacks attended high
school less than whites in the northern cities, it may have been be-
cause black families were generally poorer than whites. But that so
many more of them were poorer, of course, may in turn be explained
by referring to their history of slavery, migration, and discrimination.
Nevertheless, it is valuable to consider the issue of discrimination and
black education in a narrower way. Discrimination may not have been
equally virulent in all domains of life. Northern public schools, though
surely exhibiting discriminatory practices,* constituted a particular
domain — one run for children, by the state, and conditioned by prin-
ciples in special ways. In that sphere, discrimination may have oper-
ated less virulently than in such other domains as the job market or
the housing market.*! In what ways and to what extent do patterns
of schooling suggest that race differences were operating directly on
children’s schooling?*? That proportionately more blacks than whites
lived in poverty, to return to the preceding example, can indeed be
related to the history of slavery and discrimination in America. But
were black patterns in schooling simply like those of other poor resi-
dents of the same city? Or, even acknowledging the impact that pov-
erty had on blacks, were there ways in which black patterns of school-
ing were special? To the extent that such patterns were not special,
the pattern of black schooling itself does not require attention to the
dynamics of discrimination (or of cultural diversity) in order to ex-
plain it.

To the extent that distinctive black patterns of schooling cannot be
understood by reference to social characteristics of blacks, such as
poverty, racial discrimination in the schools no doubt played a role in
determining them; but other factors may have been influential too.
When the different behavior patterns of two white ethnic groups are
compared, differences in their cultural norms often are invoked as
part of the explanation. In the case of blacks, it is certainly reasonable
to assume that discrimination played a far larger role than among
whites, but it need not necessarily have been the only influence.

However, recourse to cultural explanations for black—white differ-
ences is problematic for several reasons. One strand of discussion
concerns the black commitment to schooling. The freedmen’s hunger
for education after emancipation is often cited. Blacks flocked to the
schools in order to learn to read, in part because that right had been
denied them, and the learning confirmed their freedom, in part be-
cause they wanted to be able to read the Bible. Hunger for education
for their children has also been seen as a prime motive behind the
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northward migration of blacks.*> Reading of these aspirations and
struggles, whether in primary sources or in the descriptions of histo-
rians, we cannot fail to be moved. But these texts also leave us won-
dering about the prevalence of the phenomenon: Just how many
flocked to the schools, and how many stayed how long? Such ques-
tions are by no means unique to the case of the blacks; they are ex-
actly the sort that should be troubling when we read descriptions of
alleged cultural norms among white ethnic groups. However, the black
case is special in other ways. In discussions about most other groups,
there may be disagreement concerning the importance of cultural norms
in influencing behavior, but the direction in which those norms op-
erated, if they did have much impact, usually is clear. No one argues
that southern Italian culture drove children disproportionately into
the high schools, nor that Russian Jewish culture led children to leave
school early for the mills. In the case of the blacks, there is much less
agreement about cultural norms. Despite the claims about unusually
strong black commitments to schooling cited in the preceding para-
graph, arguments that black cultural norms worked to depress school
attainment have often been advanced too. One such argument is the
same as that noted for many immigrant groups: Black migrants to the
northern cities came from rural areas, where schooling was less ex-
tensive and less important in preparing for the future than in the city,
and where there was no special concern with book learning in gen-
eral. Another variant stresses factors unique to the black experience:
Slavery, and indeed a particularly repressive form of it, did not pre-
pare blacks for self-advancement or for self-assertiveness and com-
petition with whites. Finally, a third argument rests on the nature of
conditions since emancipation: Blacks came to perceive that racial dis-
crimination was too pervasive and too strong, even in the North, for
educational credentials to matter much, and therefore came to value
them less. In short, cultural explanations have been invoked to ex-
plain both higher and lower educational attainments of blacks com-
pared with those of whites.**

Another difficulty arises in assessing the extent to which explana-
tions based on cultural norms are relevant to black patterns of behav-
ior. The usual strategy of analysis in the case of other groups (used
and evaluated in earlier chapters) is to isolate a residual ethnic differ-
ence that other social background factors cannot explain. If that resid-
ual is large, cultural norms could be an important part of the expla-
nation for the ethnic differences in behavior. The strategy is far from
perfect, because the power of the norms is not measured directly. In
the case of blacks, however, there is an additional problem: The resid-
ual ethnic factor usually can be attributed either to cultural norms or
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to discrimination, whereas differential discrimination is rarely likely
to be the crucial factor operating in the case of two white ethnic groups.
It is difficult to believe that Italian children dropped out of school
before Russian Jewish children because American teachers were so
much more prejudiced against them.*

The effects of discrimination were, of course, also complex. Dis-
crimination in the schools could have discouraged black achievement
and attendance. However, labor-market discrimination could have had
various countervailing effects. Discrimination in the labor market for
young people, for example, could have encouraged black school at-
tendance.

Finally, it is important to recall the prevalence of black working
mothers (discussed in Section 5.2) in this context. If discrimination
operated to discourage black children more than mothers from seek-
ing work, or if black families had a special commitment to education,
they may have accepted working mothers instead of child labor. Fi-
nally, even in the absence of these two conditions, a greater accep-
tance of employment for mothers among blacks than among others
could have depressed black child labor rates and encouraged school
attendance.

Clearly, then, the race differences in patterns of schooling could be
understood to result from numerous possible combinations of factors:
(1) labor-market discrimination, (2) discrimination in the schools, (3)
black cultural supports for schooling, (4) black cultural impediments
to schooling, and (5) the prevalence of working mothers.* There is
no need to belabor the point; the problem is that firm evidence to help
rule out some of the plausible hypotheses and confirm others is, alas,
extraordinarily difficult to find.

Perhaps the simplest interpretation is that discrimination in the youth
labor market drove rates of child labor down and school attendance
up. The child labor and school attendance patterns could also have
been encouraged by a greater acceptance of working mothers in black
families. Another factor, a special commitment to schooling on the
part of blacks, could have encouraged these patterns as well. At a
minimum, it would not be surprising, in the light of the preceding
analyses, if their commitment to schooling was greater than that of
various immigrant groups, for example, the Italians. However, in the
context of other influences on behavior, particularly discrimination in
the youth labor market, that probably operated to create the same
outcomes as did a special commitment to schooling, the Providence
data cannot provide any firm demonstration of such a commitment.
One kind of relevant evidence could be the high proportion of black
working mothers - if the reason so many of them worked was to



192 Ethnic Differences

extend their children’s education. However, the evidence that so many
of them did indeed work for this reason was found to be very weak
(Section 5.2).% Also, the formulation of the argument for a special
commitment to schooling among blacks would have to explain their
high rates of grade retardation and low GPAs (found even when fam-
ily background characteristics were controlled), for example, by ref-
erence to discrimination within the schools. Finally, the opposing hy-
pothesis, that black cultural patterns operated in some way to reduce
school achievement, cannot be ruled out conclusively. However, some
relevant evidence fails to support it. That evidence can be explored
most effectively in the next section, by treating school and work out-
comes together.

If discrimination in the youth labor market (and the prevalence of
black working mothers) did drive up school attendance, it may have
had other, less obvious but related influences on black grade retar-
dation and GPAs. Other things being equal, academically unsuccess-
ful students dropped out sooner. Yet if discrimination in the youth
labor market (and black working mothers) operated as an impetus to
keep children in school, then at each age and level of economic well-
being, relatively fewer of the academically unsuccessful and less in-
terested students among the blacks should have dropped out than
among the whites. Thus, more of the black students remaining in
school at each age would have been academically marginal students:
students more likely to have had low GPAs and low effort grades and
to have been grade-retarded.*

Labor-market discrimination, rather than discrimination within the
schools, could also have been the source of racial tracking by curric-
ulum in the high school. True, teachers (and later, also guidance
counselors) with little respect for black abilities may have guided them
to these programs as the “natural” place for the race. Nevertheless,
these curriculum assignments may have resulted from the expecta-
tions of sympathetic school authorities, or of the black students them-
selves, concerning the job-market prospects. If offices would not hire
a black secretary, preparing for secretarial work was pointless.*’

Of course, the fact that responses to job discrimination could have
contributed to all these results does not mean that it actually con-
tributed much to any of them. Discrimination in the schools and per-
haps cultural differences could have been far more important.> It is
striking, however, just how many features of black schooling could
have been touched by youth labor-market discrimination.

We may conclude by considering how rarely contemporaries them-
selves must have tried to identify and weigh the sources of race dif-
ferences in schooling. The various subtle explanations for those race
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differences — family background, various forms of discrimination, or
cultural patterns — were surely less glaring than the simple fact that
white and black school achievements differed, with the latter in many
respects lower. To the extent that the complex social dynamics led to
that simple reality in schools, beliefs about inherently low intellectual
ability among blacks must have seemed confirmed.” Indeed, if the
responses to job discrimination did operate in the subtle ways just
suggested, that confirmation of racist beliefs was one of the most
damaging consequences.

5.7.  Black occupational attainment

Race differences in the jobs held by the young men in Providence
were large, and devastatingly consistent, over the course of half a
century. Somewhat smaller proportions of blacks than whites were to
be found in the city directories, the sources indicating their occupa-
tions when they were twenty-two to twenty-six years of age. Perhaps
more blacks had left town; perhaps the directory covered blacks less
well than others. Whereas 46-52% of all male sample members in
each of the four periods were found, only 35-40% of the blacks were.
Moreover, the numbers of black sample members were not high to
begin with; those for whom job information is available compose an
especially small group (see Appendix Section 5). Nevertheless, the
race differences are glaring.

As Table 5.14 shows, in each of the four samples the mean level of
black occupations was at least 10 points below the lowest mean for
white groups. In 1880, 76% of young black men worked in low man-
ual occupations, in 1900, 68%, in 1915, 72%, and in 1925, 79%. Cor-
respondingly small proportions managed to obtain white-collar work.
Indeed, even those who had enrolled in high school were unlikely to
receive such jobs. The experience of men from the two later samples
is especially clear in this regard, for notable proportions of those black
men had obtained some secondary schooling. Among those who had,
18% reached white-collar work in 1915, and 11% in 1925. The com-
parable proportions for high school entrants citywide were 68% and
60%.

Controlling for the family background of individuals naturally re-
duces the race differences in jobs somewhat (Table 5.14). Blacks, after
all, were raised in some of the city’s poorest families. Nevertheless,
the size of the residual difference is enormous. Moreover, when ed-
ucational attainment is controlled as well, the differences generally
are not reduced at all, because, as we have seen, blacks were as likely
as whites of comparable family backgrounds to attend high school.
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Table 5.14. Race differences in occupational attainment, males,
1890-1935*

Differences in means: each group
compared with blacks

Controlling for? family

background
And length of schooling
No All  Low And GPA
Father’s group Means N controls Only strata manual (all strata)
1880 sample
Blacks 16.1 (35)
NWNP 40.8  (249) 247 17.5° 17.6 14.3 ¢
NWFP 31.2 (37) 15.1 11.3 11.2  14.6
FBW 28.7  (307) 12.6 13.0 13.8 139
1900 sample
Blacks 20.8 (46)
NWNP 40.2  (163) 19.4 144 151 14.6 ¢
NWFP 340 (125) 13.2 105 11.9 128
FBW 31.5  (280) 10.7 9.7 107  7.4%
1915 sample
Blacks 16.5 (46)
NWNP 35.0 (77) 18.5 11.3 104 94 10.2
NWEFP 36.5 (109) 20.0 151 144 158 14.2
FBW 336 (797) 171 145 141 154% 13.8
1925 sample
Blacks 17.8 (60)
NwW 34.7  (158) 16.9 84 93  5.6* 9.4
FBW 307 (342) 12.9 87 101 83 10.3

Note: All race differences are statistically significant (£ >1.96) unless otherwise
indicated: #, 1.50<t<1.96; &, 1.10<t<1.49.

“Male sample members’ occupational attainment a decade after the census
year. Based on a numeric score for each occupational title (the Duncan score).
Available only for those sample members who remained in the Providence
area ten years after the year of the census from which they were selected
(e.g., until 1890 for 1880 sample members). The standard deviation of the
occupational scores was 17.9-19.3 in each of the four periods. The differences
in means are coefficients on ethnic dummy variables in OLS regressions.
Supplemental samples of ethnic groups and of high school entrants are in-
cluded in the regressions. In the regression analyses for 1880-1915, these
samples were weighted to reflect their true relative magnitudes. The effect of
including the supplemental sample of blacks from 1925, the only supplemen-
tal sample from that year, was controlled by the ethnic variables in the regres-
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It also appears that blacks derived less advantage than whites if
they did enroll in high school (as the rates of white-collar employ-
ment for high school entrants, mentioned earlier, suggest). In 1915
and 1925, the jobs of white high school entrants averaged roughly 10
points above those of white non-entrants. Although the sample sizes
were too small to draw conclusions with much confidence, the advan-
tages of high school entrants over nonentrants were uniformly smaller
among blacks than among whites, and possibly negligible. The hand-
ful of black college entrants seem to have fared better than other blacks.
They offer the only hint that at the very highest levels, the advantages
of education may have been considerable for blacks as well as whites.>

Whatever the subtleties of the race differences, the most basic point
emerges clearly: The great race difference in occupational advance-
ment cannot be attributed to blacks’ low social-class origins, nor to
the proportion of broken homes among them, nor, finally, to their
educational attainment. By far the largest part of the race difference
in every one of the eleven comparisons in Table 5.14 remains unex-
plained by all these factors taken together.

Some of the race difference in occupational advancement could still
have been related to educational patterns, but related in a way that
eludes the controls for length of schooling. In particular, perhaps the
quality of their schooling was poorer, independent of the length of
time they remained in school. A number of scholars, particularly
economists, have explored this issue in another context.® They have
sought to understand how much of the race difference in American
incomes is related to schooling, and how significantly changes in
schooling have actually affected the income differential. They have
wondered not only about the importance of the length of schooling
but also about the quality of schooling. Blacks, nationally, have gained
on whites in length of schooling throughout most or all of the period
since emancipation. They may have gained in the quality of their
schooling as well. In particular, the black schools in the southern seg-
regated systems operated with smaller budgets, and as a conse-

Table 5.14 (Cont.)

sion model. The N’s reported are for actual sample size. N’s for the column
“Low manual” are lower. See also note 29 to the text.

*Family background controls include birthplace, father’s occupation, family
property value, number of siblings, whether or not both parents present.
Length of schooling is coded no high school, some, graduation, or (1925 only)
college entry. GPA refers to sixth-grade academic grades in courses.
¢Available for 1915 and 1925 only.
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quence, they operated for less time each year and with less well-trained
teachers, more pupils per teacher, and so forth. If the quality of edu-
cation obtained in such schools was lower than that in the schools
that whites attended, blacks who completed as many years of school-
ing as whites still suffered an educational handicap. Measures of length
of schooling would not adequately capture differences in human cap-
ital gained by the races through education. Consequently, the chang-
ing returns to black schooling over time may reflect gradual improve-
ments in the quality of black schooling, not merely the decline in
employer discrimination. Direct measures of school quality are gen-
erally unavailable, and indeed most of the research has not tried to
estimate its effect on labor-market outcomes directly. Rather, scholars
have concentrated on the evidence that black schools were of lower
quality and on the long-run changes in black-white income differ-
ences that school quality might explain.

The specific results of such studies are not directly relevant to our
purposes here, for several reasons. Such work has had a national fo-
cus, and so the trends for our period have been overwhelmingly de-
termined by the fate of blacks living in the South. Moreover, the sep-
arate and unequal school systems of the South were the chief focus
of the argument for differences in school quality. In any case, most of
the gain in black income, relative to white, that those studies sought
to explain came after our period (the black-white income ratio was
0.44 in 1890 and 0.49 in 1930).> Nevertheless, the fundamental issue
raised by those studies is of great interest here: Were employers sim-
ply choosing better-educated individuals, rather than discriminating
against blacks? The Providence schools of 1880-1925 present a picture
very different from that of the southern schools, organized on a racial
basis by law. Blacks in Providence attended racially integrated schools,
at least at the grammar school and high school levels (Section 5.4),
and hence schools of the same quality as those whites attended.

On the other hand, the preceding analysis has shown that blacks,
on average, achieved lower GPAs than did whites (Section 5.4). Con-
sequently, this race difference in academic performance may indicate
that blacks obtained less sturdy skills from schooling than did whites,
even when they had completed the same number of grades in the
same schools. Was this the reason employers favored whites?

The Providence data allow us to test this hypothesis directly. If em-
ployers selected by school skills, those who had received relatively
poorer grades should have received poorer jobs. That blacks and whites
attended the same grammar schools makes it all the more meaningful
to consider the sixth-grade GPAs. The same teachers were judging
the work of both.
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It may seem strange to argue that such an early indicator as sixth-
grade GPA, our best measure of grades, would be related to “human
capital” as judged by employers. However, it should be recalled that
most children, particularly those of low social-class origins, would
have been at work by age sixteen or seventeen. These grades, then,
provide a relatively current measure of the school-related skills of these
young men. We know, too, that GPA did indeed measure something
related to academic outcomes quite well, because it was a powerful
predictor of high school enrollment.*

The association between boys’ course grades and their later jobs
offers no support to the idea that employers were discriminating on
the basis of educational quality. Specifically, controlling for the sixth-
grade GPA (or for children’s effort grades) had no effect on the sizes
of the race differences in occupations (Table 5.14, last column). True,
the average child’s academic performance had some relation to his
later occupation, because it helped determine how long he would stay
in school, and length of schooling, in turn, was strongly related to
later jobs. But once the length of schooling has been taken into ac-
count, the association between grades and jobs is reduced to trivial
levels.®

Because the net association between GPA and jobs was trivial, even
blacks who received higher grades than whites could expect no dim-
inution of the race handicap in jobs. A majority of blacks had sixth-
grade GPAs over 1.83 (a C— average); roughly a quarter of all whites
had GPAs that were lower than that. How did these blacks and whites
~ all of the former having higher grades than any of the latter — fare
in the job market? The occupational differences between them in both
1915 and 1925 were as great as those separating all blacks from all
whites (Table 5.15, part A).%’

Thus, black grades were lower than white grades, and blacks re-
ceived lower-level jobs than whites, but there was very little in the
way of a causal relationship between the two social patterns. Conse-
quently, in the Providence data, we can find no support for the idea
that the quality of black schooling, over and above length of school-
ing, can account for any part of the race difference in occupational
advancement.

Thus far, the differences in black family background and schooling
have been considered as possible sources of the race difference in
occupational attainment. Blacks may also have been handicapped by
the contextual effects of living in a very poor ethnic community. Con-
tacts for jobs, information of every type, and peer culture may all
have worked to reduce black occupational attainment, even when an
individual's family background and school attainment favored ad-
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Table 5:15. Race differences in occupational attainment,
selected subgroups, 1925-1935

A. Men classified by GPA

Blacks with higher GPAs (>1.83) compared
with whites with lower GPAs (=1.83)

Differences in means:
each group compared

with blacks
Father’s All® No With
group (means) Means N controls controls®
1915 sample
Blacks 15.5 15.9 (16)
NWNP 38.8 33.6 (14) 17.7 12.4 (1.34)¢
NWFP 38.5 38.5 9) 22.6 18.2 (1.93)
FBW 35.3 32.7 (115) 16.8 16.5 (1.89)
1925 sample
Blacks 17.5 15.0 (37)
NwW 35.4 30.7 (19) 15.8 15.1 (3.02)
FBW 31.1 28.1 (57) 13.1 18.2 (4.59)

B. Whites compared with blacks from families long resident in the North

Differences in means: each group compared
with blacks (with controls?)

Father’s

group 1880 sample 1900 sample 1925 sample  All 3 samples?
NWNP 19.4 (2.81)¢ 9.9 (1.55)¢

NWEFP 13.0 (1.78) 6.4 (0.98) 8.8 (2.52)° 12.4 (3.26)°
FBW 15.5 (2.26) 4.8 (0.75) 9.7 (2.90) 10.8 (2.83)

“These means differ from those in the first column of Table 5.14 because they
exclude those for whom no GPA information was available and can thus be
compared to figures in the second column. With controls, the differences
from black means, which can be compared to figures in the fifth column,
were NWNP 15.6, NWFP 17.2, FBW 15.5 in 1915 and NW 10.4, FBW 11.3 in:
1925.

*Controls for family background and length of schooling. See Table 5.14, notes
aand b.

°t values.

Controlling for sample year. When all blacks (not merely those long resident
in the North) are compared with whites in this way, the resulting differences
are NW 13.0 (4.55) and FBW 11.3 (4.02).
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vancement. Once again, the question is how large such contextual
effects may have been. An effort to measure such effects was de-
scribed in detail in the chapter on the Italians. Such an effort involves
measuring that impact by assessing the relation between the mean
occupational score of fathers (or other household head) in each ethnic
group and the occupational scores of their sons, with other family
background variables controlled. The dangers of spurious correlation
make the procedure risky, but at least it offers some hints, and it is
helpful in ruling out factors that are not strongly correlated. In think-
ing about the contextual effects of class origin on blacks, it is espe-
cially revealing to compare them with the children of the immigrants,
for the differences in class origin, though still striking, were less than
they were between blacks and other whites. The procedure for mea-
suring contextual effects just described does indeed suggest that there
was some relationship between context and jobs for blacks, but that
association can account for no more than 1-2 points of the differences
between blacks and the children of immigrants — differences that
amounted to more than 10 points in every period.*® The vast majority
of that difference, then, remains unaccounted for by the contextual
effects of class, as well as by the other characteristics we have con-
sidered.

Finally, then, we are left with a huge race difference in occupational
attainments that cannot be explained by any of the factors we have
considered: class origins, education, and contextual effects. In the case
of white ethnic groups, the discovery of a substantial residual has led
us to consider seriously various cultural attributes that could explain
the group’s distinctive school or work behavior. In the case of the
blacks, racial discrimination commands our attention first. As to just
how discrimination operated, we cannot determine much from the
Providence data. Only on one point do these data offer any hints.
Historians have noted that quite apart from employer behavior, blacks
may have encountered great difficulty in entering skilled work as a
result of labor’s behavior in controlling the apprenticeships required
for that work. Perhaps so; however, such training programs would
have been much less relevant to white-collar work. Yet, as noted ear-
lier, black high school entrants were drastically less likely to obtain
white-collar jobs than were white high school entrants (18% versus
68% in 1915, 11% versus 60% in 1925), suggesting the importance of
employer behavior rather than discriminatory unions in this instance.
We cannot probe the actual concerns, goals, and behaviors of em-
ployers - such as simple dislike, thought processes that entailed gen-
eralizing from blacks with certain characteristics (such as poor job-
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related skills) to all blacks, and concerns about the attitudes of cus-
tomers and white employees toward blacks.>

Was an important part of the unexplained race difference in occu-
pations due to cultural attributes as well? There has been a great deal
of heated debate on this issue. The arguments stressing dysfunctional
cultural attributes were mentioned in the preceding section: rural origins
(similar to those of European peasants), slavery’s legacy, and re-
sponses to discriminatory behavior (“feedback” mechanisms). It is
only fair to say at once that the Providence data cannot provide con-
clusive evidence to show either that cultural patterns were insignifi-
cant or that they played an important role in creating black occupa-
tional patterns. Nevertheless, several considerations suggest treating
arguments that stress cultural attributes with much skepticism, par-
ticularly if those arguments minimize or dismiss the importance of
discrimination.

One piece of evidence might, at first sight, seem to confirm the
hypothesis that cultural attributes, and particularly a work ethic, were
operating. The grades of blacks were lower than those of whites, and
black occupational attainment was Iower. The work ethic could be
relevant to both. However, quite apart from the fact that discrimina-
tion alone could also have caused both, it should be recalled that in
fact there was little connection between grades and later outcomes
and that, indeed, whites with low GPAs differed occupationally from
blacks with higher GPAs by as much as all blacks and whites (Table
5.15, part A). If a work ethic played a large role in determining both
grades and job outcomes, the magnitude of the black handicap should
have been substantially lower in this instance.

We can also attempt to test the version of the cultural hypothesis
that stresses the pre-migration cultural heritage, particularly the leg-
acy of slavery.®’ Consider the attainments of blacks whose families
had lived in the North for a long time. If southern rural life, and
slavery in particular, left an important negative cultural heritage that
_in turn affected attainments, children of more recent migrants should
have suffered greater losses than children of families long resident in
the North, who would have been influenced by other cultural con-
stellations.

The Providence data provide relevant information in the 1880, 1900,
and 1925 samples. In the first two, we can isolate those resident in
the North for at least three generations (the sample members’ grand-
fathers were northern-born). In all likelihood, then, the relevant black
families had lived in the North for at least sixty years: since 1820 for
the first sample, since 1840 for the second.®’ For the 1925 sample, we
can at least isolate those families resident in the North for two gen-
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erations (the sample members’ fathers or, if fathers were absent, their
mothers were northern-born). Did such individuals enjoy a more fa-
vorable record of attainment, compared with whites? They did not
(Table 5.15, part B). The samples are very small (fifteen to twenty-five
cases in each period), and numbers can be expected to fluctuate con-
siderably. The race handicap in attainments does appear substantially
lower for one of the three years (1900), but such a result is not unex-
pected when the samples are so small. For two of the three years, the
remaining race differences are huge. Moreover, results from the three
years can be combined (while controlling for sample years), thus con-
serving sample size. When that procedure is followed, the results in-
dicate clearly that the family’s length of residence in the North was
irrelevant to occupational advancement for young black men. Once
again, a pattern that probably would have existed if differences in
cultural attributes had been influential is not found. Similarly, the
Providence data indicate that among northern-born blacks, those whose
parents had been born in the South did not obtain less schooling than
those whose parents had been born in the North.%

We might also consider how large a difference in outcomes can
conceivably be attributed to such cultural attributes. The other major
example of an ethnic occupational disadvantage that we encountered
involved the Irish in 1880 and 1900. Even after family background and
schooling were controlled, Irish occupations averaged 6.4 points less
than those of Yankees in 1880, and 7.2 points less in 1900. Those
differences, in part, may have been related to cultural differences -
the “fatalism” of the Irish, which many historians have stressed. But
whereas Irish occupations averaged 6-7 points less than those of Yan-
kees, black occupations averaged a staggering 11.4 points less than
those of the Irish in 1880, and 8.4 points less in 1900. Just how great
a cultural legacy could slavery have been? The Irish themselves are
often thought to have suffered under a disadvantageous cultural leg-
acy whose origins (in the political oppression and grinding poverty
of Ireland) and character ("’fatalism’’) were somewhat similar in na-
ture to the putative cultural legacy of black slavery. Perhaps one would
argue that the cultural legacy of slavery was more crippling. But how
much more?%

Another version of the cultural hypothesis, already mentioned in
connection with school patterns, stresses experiences in the North
rather than the effects of slavery. According to this theory, discrimi-
natory conditions produced attitudes and behaviors among blacks that
were rooted in a hopelessness of producing any improvement in their
lives. These attitudes and behaviors, in turn, were themselves sources
of low achievement. Feedback theories usually are conceived in terms
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of the contemporary ghettos, or of the Depression years and after.
However, in order to explain the huge race differences in attainment,
such feedback would have had to operate as strongly in the northern
black communities of 1880, for the race differences were as large in
the 1880 sample as in the 1925 sample. Indeed, the job profile of the
black parents in that year suggests that what needs to be explained
was already in place much earlier still.*

As Robert Higgs has observed, the issue is the magnitude of feed-
back influences. This form of the cultural hypothesis lends itself still
less than the pre-migration heritage hypothesis to investigation with
the sort of data at hand. Nevertheless, the finding that the low black
GPAs coupled with low occupational attainments do not demonstrate
the influence of cultural attributes is, of course, relevant also to this
variant of the cultural hypothesis. Moreover, we should recall that
the very reason for a feedback loop is that it involves feedback from
discrimination. Just how weak could the force of discrimination have
been if the feedback was so strong?%

The black handicap was uniquely large throughout the half century
covered by the Providence data. We have sought evidence that might
test the theory that black cultural attributes played an important role
in creating this handicap — evidence indicating the influence of such
attributes that would not as easily be explained by discrimination. To
repeat, no such evidence has been found. However, even if some part
of that race handicap was nevertheless due to cultural attributes, it
would still strain credibility not to conclude that racial discrimination
in the job market was extraordinarily powerful and destructive.



Conclusion

We can now return to the interpretive challenge posed in the Intro-
duction - understanding the sources of ethnic differences — by con-
sidering at once the school and work experiences of the four ethnic
groups we have studied in detail. Many early efforts to grapple with
the sources of ethnic differences appealed to biological explanations.
Later efforts stressed how different cultures encouraged different be-
liefs, attitudes, and values. Much recent work has concentrated on
“structural” or “compositional” explanations — on the extent to which
a group’s location in the American social structure explains its differ-
ences from others. These structural explanations focus on a group’s
social-class composition and may also include typical family size and
structure, educational attainments, geographic concentration, and the
like.?

An emphasis on structural location need not, of course, preclude
attention to other factors, such as pre-migration cultural attributes or
discrimination against a group. These sources of behavior may all in-
teract, of course (as sociologist Stephen Steinberg and social historian
John Bodnar have stressed). Nevertheless, current discussions that
stress structural location typically minimize the independent roles
played by other sources of ethnic behavior (except racial discrimina-
tion against blacks). One reason they do so is no doubt the intellectual
context of their work - the need to counteract both the earlier empha-
sis on cultural attributes and the persistent strength of ethnic stereo-
types in popular thinking.? There results a natural, and often healthy,
tendency to wonder if ethnic differences in behavior deserve atten-
tion at all, or if they merely reflect other major social divisions,
particularly social-class divisions (for example, to speculate that Ital-
ian children’s distinctive patterns of schooling simply reflected the
social-class composition of the Italian immigrants).

Our findings about the school and job experiences of the second
generation in Providence bear on these interpretations. The social po-
sitions of their parents — immigrants and black migrants in the cities
of the northern United States — surely owed much to the conditions
of migration and to pre-migration characteristics, such as job skills.?
However, once the migrants’ structural locations had been deter-
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mined, did a group’s advancement in American society largely derive
from that location? In particular, can the experiences of the second
generation be adequately explained by reference to their social-class
origins and to other structural characteristics of their families?

In virtually every comparison across groups, social-class origins and
family structure played an important role in creating ethnic differ-
ences in schooling and work, and similarly, length of schooling was
itself an important determinant of jobs.* In some important cases,
these background characteristics (social-class origins, family struc-
ture, and in connection with jobs, length of schooling) fully explained
why ethnic groups differed in the observed outcomes. However, in
some other important cases, these explanatory factors left large unex-
plained ethnic differences in school or work outcomes. Pre-migration
cultural attributes of a group, or discrimination against it, can help
account for those ethnic differences.

The ethnic differences remaining after other factors had been taken
into account bear on a very large theme, the relationship between
class and ethnicity in American history — for they bear on the nature
of ethnic distinctiveness: distinctiveness in schooling and job attain-
ments, behaviors central to social and economic life. They suggest
that whereas some patterns of apparent ethnic distinctiveness merely
reflect the social-class composition of the ethnic group, or other struc-
tural characteristics, an impressive number of ethnic patterns cannot
be explained adequately in these terms. Insofar as they cannot, eth-
nicity is not a redundant category of explanation. Rather, to that ex-
tent, the distinctive ethnic patterns operating within and on the class
structure were not merely derivative of it, and their distinctiveness
was not barely noticeable, but of considerable importance.’ That the
distinctive ethnic elements interacted with and were reinforced by
class divisions made them still more salient to contemporaries and to
the student of American history. The following pages ground these
observations in our findings concerning the Irish, Italians, Russian
Jews, and blacks of Providence.

Family background characteristics and schooling. Tables C.1 and
C.2 provide a synthesis of relevant data drawn from the preceding
chapters. Table C.1 concerns ethnic differences in high school entry
rates, before and after controls for family background characteristics
have been imposed. Other dimensions of schooling were also studied

*  We did not usually evaluate the individual contribution of social class and family
structure, but when we did (particularly in the case of the blacks), social-class influ-
ences were clearly the more important ones.*
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in the preceding chapters, of course, but including them here would
add little. Table C.2 concerns ethnic differences in job attainment,
before and after controls for both family background characteristics
and length of schooling have been imposed. These tables are ar-
ranged differently from the tables presented in the preceding chap-
ters: Tables C.1 and C.2 do not include all of the groups we have
studied in each period, but only the groups whose patterns of school-
ing or occupational attainment were clearly distinctive even after con-
trols were imposed.

The family background characteristics we regularly took into ac-
count included the father’s occupation, the assessed value of the fam-
ily’s property, whether or not both parents were present, and the
number of siblings. On occasion, we supplemented these with other
economic and demographic indicators of family origins (for example,
whether or not the father was an employer or parents were literate).
These family background characteristics accounted for all, or nearly
all, of the differences in high school entry rates between Irish and
Yankees after 1880 and between blacks and whites in all periods.*

At the same time, each of the four groups also exhibited patterns
of schooling that could not be explained by family background char-
acteristics (see Table C.1). High school entry rates were lower among
the Irish of 1880, lower among the Italians and higher among the
Russian Jews than among other relevant groups. Black high school
entry rates, admittedly, differed little from those for whites once fam-
ily background characteristics were controlled, but the social dynam-
ics creating these rates were complex and actually involved more than
family background characteristics. In any case, race differences in two
other measures of schooling could not be wiped out by controlling
family background characteristics — those in GPAs and in high school
curriculum choice.

Family background characteristics, schooling, and job attainments.

Family background characteristics also had a substantial part in creat-
ing ethnic differences in job attainments. Patterns of schooling con-
tributed to these differences as well. We found, first, that extended
schooling provided individuals with a strong advantage in job attain-
ments as early as 1880 (Section 1.5). Consequently, the ethnic differ-
ences in length of schooling enhanced the advantage of the Yankees

* As we saw in the preceding chapter, many factors may have affected the black high
school entry pattern. However, the relevant point here is that a substantial black—
white gap was observed before family background characteristics were controlled,
and it was wiped out by the controls.



Table C.1. Selected ethnic and social-class differences in high school entry rates, 1880-1925

1880 1915¢ 1925
Odds ratio® Odds ratio Odds ratio
Rate No Rate No Rate No

Gender  Father’s group (%) controls  Controls (%) controls Controls (%) controls Controls
Male Yankee® 23.0

Irish¥ 49 5.8 1.8
Female Yankee 33.2

Irish? 8.3 5.5 2.8
Male Italian 17.2 33.0

All other 39.6 3.17 1.76¢ 60.7 3.14 2.37
Female Italian 8.7

All other 4.1 8.28 4.89¢
Male Russian Jew 54.3 69.4

All other 36.1 2.08 1.85 51.7 2.13 1.79
Female Russian Jew 47.5

All other » 39.1 1.41 1.41
Both White-collar 31.0 53.8 70.9

Blue-collar 6.1 6.92 27.7 3.04 46.4 2.81

Occupational scale:

1 SD differencef 2.56 1.85 1.76

“Limited to native-born children in 1915.

®*The ratio of the odds of high school entry in the two groups (ratio of higher to lower odds in each case). Controls: odds ratio
controlling father's occupational score, family property value, number of siblings, and whether or not both parents present.
“Yankees are defined as native whites of native parentage.

1Because of missing Catholic high school records in 1880, these rates and ratios are estimated (see Chapter 2 and the Appendix for
details; midpoint of range used as estimate here). School attendance rates of 13-16-year-old children (no estimation required) were
as follows:

Male: Yankee 79.1%
Irish 42.1 5.20 3.52
Female: Yankee 73.9
Irish 41.4 401 2.54
Both: White-collar 76.5
Blue-collar 45.6 3.88
On occupational 2.26
scale: 1 SD
difference

‘Head'’s citizenship status also controlled. With only the other controls imposed, the ratio for boys was 2.33, and for girls, 6.24.
fThe increase in the odds of high school enroliment associated with an increase of one standard deviation in father’s occupational
score.
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as a group over the Irish in 1880 and the advantage of the Russian
Jews over all others; they also created disadvantages for the Italians,
compared with all others. The magnitude of the occupational advan-
tages or disadvantages created for ethnic groups by their school pat-
terns may seem relatively small. For example, we noted that high
school entry created an advantage of roughly 10 points on the occu-
pational scale for the average individual, and roughly 20% fewer Ital-
ians than others received such an education (after family background
characteristics were controlled) (Section 3.3). The distinctive educa-
tional pattern, then, reduced the group’s mean occupational score by
only 2 points (0.2 X 10=2). Nevertheless, a substantial minority of the
group (20%) lost a substantial amount (a 10-point advantage).

The implications of extended schooling for jobs were different for
blacks. Their occupational disadvantage was not due to any lack of
extended schooling among them, for blacks were as likely as whites
to obtain that schooling (once family background characteristics were
controlled). The data also suggest that although the occupational ad-
vantage an individual obtained from extended schooling did not vary
much among white groups, it was lower for blacks (Section 5.7).

The dynamics of family background characteristics, length of
schooling, and ethnicity in influencing job attainments were pre-
sented in preceding chapters. By contrast, Table C.2 is restricted to a
presentation of ethnic differences in jobs when both family back-
ground characteristics and length of schooling are controlled. With
the controls imposed, some ethnic differences in job attainments dis-
appear entirely (and are therefore excluded from the table) — those
involving the Irish in the later years and the Italians. However, the
Irish in the early years and the blacks in every period suffered sub-
stantial occupational disadvantages that these controls do not ex-
plain; the Russian Jews enjoyed a substantial advantage.

The magnitude of the residual ethnic differences. The portion of
the entire ethnic difference in schooling (Table C.1) or in occupational
attainment (Table C.2) that remained unexplained even after the con-
trols were imposed we have called the residual. As just discussed,
some of the residuals were of trivial magnitude, but the residual eth-
nic differences presented in Tables C.1 and C.2 were generally at least
as large as, and often much larger than, the portions of the ethnic
differences that could be accounted for by the controls.

Just how large were these residual ethnic differences in schooling
and jobs? The question immediately suggests comparisons: How large
were other differences in schooling and jobs among social groups?
Tables C.1 and C.2 address this issue by comparing the magnitudes
of ethnic and social-class differences in schooling and jobs. As al-



Table C.2. Selected ethnic and social-class differences in mean occupational scores, men, 1890-1935

1880 sample 1900 sample 1915 sample 1925 sample
Difference Difference Difference Difference

Father’s No No No No
group Mean controls Controls® Mean controls Controls Mean controls Controls Mean controls Controls
Yankee® 40.8 40.2
Irish 26.2 14.6 6.4 28.8 114 7.2
FBW 28.7 31.5 33.6 30.7
Blacks 16.1 12.6 13.8 20.8 107 10.7 16.5 17.1 14.1 17.8 129 10.1
Russian Jew* 45.5 41.2
All other 33.0 125 8.7 31.1 101 5.4
White-collar 41.4 38.8 39.2 39.9
Blue-collar 294 120 3.7 7.1 3.7 75 29.0 10.9
Occupational scale:

15D

difference* 7.4 5.0 5.4 6.6

“Controls include family background characteristics (father’s occupational score, family’s property value, number of siblings, and
whether or not both parents present in census year) and length of schooling (no high school, some, graduate; in 1925, college
entrants distinguished from other graduates). Comparisons between blacks and the children of the foreign-born were also con-
trolled for place of birth of the son (northern or southern, native or foreign, respectively).

*Yankees are defined as native whites of native parentage; FBW, foreign-born whites.

€1915 comparisons limited to native-born sons.

4Mean increase in son’s occupational score associated with an increase of one standard deviation in father’s occupational score.
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ways, our best indicator of social-class origin is the father’s occupa-
tion. Two measures are offered. The first compares the children of
white- and blue-collar fathers. These differences in behavior we have
loosely translated into differences between middle-class and work-
ing-class children. Second, the tables compare children whose fa-
thers’ occupations differed by a standard deviation on the occupa-
tional scale (the scale described in Chapter 1). The standard deviation
measures the dispersion of occupational scores around their mean.

Consider first the occupational attainments of blacks. In the job
market, race mattered even more than social-class origin. In three of
the four samples (and very nearly so in the fourth), the residual occu-
pational disadvantage of blacks — the disadvantage unaccounted for
by family background characteristics and schooling — was greater than
the entire disadvantage that working-class boys suffered in compari-
son with middle-class boys (including disadvantages operating through
schooling, or, for example, because fewer working-class boys were of
native stock).

On the other hand, differences in schooling and jobs among the
white ethnic groups were often smaller than the social-class differ-
ences, even when no controls were imposed. The residual ethnic dif-
ferences were smaller still, of course. Nevertheless, these residual dif-
ferences were impressive; nearly all were at least half as large as the
social-class differences in schooling and jobs. Several were consider-
ably larger than that, and a few actually exceeded the social-class dif-
ferences.

The advantages associated with an increase of a standard deviation
in the father’s occupational score were not as great as those associated
with middle-class compared with working-class origin. The standard
deviation amounted to some 18-20 points on the occupational scale,
whereas the difference between middle-class and working-class oc-
cupations was roughly 28 points. Still, a difference of a standard de-
viation is considerable — separating a clergyman from a boilermaker,
or a glazier from a bootblack, for example. In many populations (those
that statisticians call normally distributed), two-thirds of the individ-
uals are found within one standard deviation of the mean.®

Nearly every ethnic difference presented in Tables C.1 and C.2 -
including the residual ethnic differences — was as large as the differ-
ence associated with a standard deviation in the father’s occupation.
Many were larger. Individuals from these different ethnic groups, then,
typically differed in schooling and jobs — even after background char-
acteristics had been taken into account — by as much as or more than
the child of a clergyman and the child of a boilermaker, or the child
of a glazier and the child of a porter. The residual ethnic differences
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among white groups, in short, were large judged in comparison with
social divisions that we readily acknowledge to be crucial - albeit gen-
erally smaller than those between middle-class and working-class
families.”

The ethnic behaviors presented in these two tables, of course, do
not pertain to all ethnic groups in the city. Tables presented in Chap-
ter 1 showed patterns of schooling and occupational attainment among
all groups. They revealed that many groups did not differ sharply
from each other.® Our focus has been on the most salient ethnic dif-
ferences; yet these differences pertain to groups that were large and
important, both in Providence and elsewhere.

Contextual effects. We explored several ways in which the social
positions prevalent in the group may have affected the individual,
even if the individual’s own family did not occupy those positions.
Social contacts limited to the poor, for example, reduced the supply
of information about jobs and the chances for being hired, even if
one’s own family was not poor. Perhaps such contacts also stimulated
distinct attitudes and values. Conversely, contacts with many people
engaged in commerce could have been an asset even if one’s own
father did not work in commerce. Living among many people who
planned to remigrate may have had distinct effects as well.

Assessing the importance of these contextual effects, it must be ad-
mitted, is frustrating and inconclusive. No method captures such ef-
fects as clearly as standard statistical techniques capture the effects of
family origins. The available method - based on ranking the ethnic
groups in terms of the context of interest, for example, the mean oc-
cupational score for fathers in the ethnic group - suggested that con-
textual effects were weak (see Section 3.4 and Appendix, Section 9).

Further work on the role of contextual effects in ethnic differences
would be welcomed - work on conceptualization and on measure-
ment. Considering these effects should at least stimulate explicit dis-
cussion of ways in which the structural location of a group mattered
to an individual — beyond the individual’s own structural location.
That issue is important to any adequate statement of the relationship
between class and ethnicity in American history, and it has received
too little attention. But pending further work, the assessments noted
earlier must stand: There is no evidence that the contextual effects of
an ethnic group’s structural location were particularly important, once
family background characteristics were controlled.’

Ethnicity and social structure. We are therefore confronted with large
ethnic differences unexplained by other social characteristics that we
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can measure. We turn later to interpretations of these differences.
First, however, it is worth noting that these results bear on another
study of social divisions in the American city during the same period,
that of Olivier Zunz. From a study of Detroit, Zunz concluded that
nineteenth-century ethnic divisions constituted crucial social fault lines,
but by 1920, class lines were at least equally important. This change
in the nature of major social divisions occurred as a result of economic
transformations: In the earlier period, entire economic structures could
exist within an immigrant community. By the twentieth century, ma-
jor industries dominated, and the compositions of groups, as well as
their places of employment, were determined by that reality. Zunz’s
stimulating suggestion has been questioned on the grounds that the
contrast between nineteenth- and twentieth-century social divisions
has been overdrawn and that conditions in Detroit may well have
been special (given the nature of the giant automotive industry).
Zunz's criteria for judging the salience of ethnic and class divisions
were residential patterns and, to a lesser extent, a few other indica-
tors of social behavior (fertility, homeownership, family structure, and
the like). The present study offers two other indicators of social be-
havior as criteria for the extent to which ethnicity and social class
were important fault lines: patterns of schooling and occupational at-
tainment. These behaviors, after all, are no less salient to social his-
tory than those Zunz studied. Yet in terms of these behaviors, Provi-
dence appears to have been noticeably divided along both class and
ethnic lines, rather than primarily on ethnic lines, even in 1880. More-
over, the city remained divided along both dimensions throughout
the period 1880-1935. Admittedly, Tables C.1 and C.2 do not provide
any single, neat measure of the changing degrees to which class and
ethnicity determined outcomes, but they surely show the continuing
salience of both forms of social division. Italian schooling differed from
that of other groups (especially natives and Jews, but even other im-
migrants), much as Irish schooling had differed earlier from that of
Yankees. Jewish rates of occupational attainment also suggested the
continuation of sharp ethnic differences in important behaviors. The
presence of such differences, of course, depends on the ethnic com-
position of a given city. In Providence, in any event, the magnitudes
of differences do not seem to have changed in the time period Zunz
suggests, notwithstanding changes in the scale of urban industry. The
ethnic divisions may well have become less crucial in later decades,
but, if so, the cessation of large-scale European immigration and the
shift from ethnic to racial differences (following massive migrations
of blacks from the South) — not the transformation of industry in the
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early twentieth century — would seem to provide the reasons for the
change.

Pre-migration cultural attributes and discrimination. The discov-
ery of the large residual ethnic differences in schooling and jobs led
us to consider seriously other sorts of explanations for these differ-
ences, namely, differences in pre-migration cultural attributes of groups
and discrimination against some groups. There is a weakness inher-
ent in this line of argument. The historical evidence available (with
which we can study representative individuals and assess the impact
of family background characteristics) does not permit us to measure
the impact of cultural attributes directly. Moreover, our ability to as-
sess the magnitude of the effects of social class, family structure, and
other such influences is imperfect, as it is in every study. Some of the
magnitude of the residuals might result from mismeasurement of the
other characteristics controlled, as well as from other economic and
demographic characteristics that we were not able to control. We con-
sidered these issues fully in connection with the Italians (Section 3.5).
Several considerations lead us not to dismiss the residuals by appeal-
ing to such possibilities. We have exploited several indicators of social-
class origins in order to improve our estimates of its impact, and in
any case measurement error probably also weakened our estimates of
ethnic influences on schooling and jobs. Moreover, the residuals refer
to measured associations between ethnic origin and schooling or job
attainment (not to unexplained variance in the dependent variable).
Finally, in some instances, the background variables controlled did
account for all, or nearly all, of the observed ethnic differences. Black—
white and, later, Irish—Yankee differences in high school entry rates
involve little or no unexplained residual, nor do ltalian differences
from others in occupational attainment. The variables we have con-
trolled, then, seem adequate to some purposes. If they were not ad-
equate for others, we should not rush to assume that problems of
measurement can explain away the results.!!

Invoking cultural attributes and discrimination as explanations does
not mean that the entire strength of the residuals is derived from
these sources. Clearly, the other explanations just reviewed (mea-
surement error and the impact of omitted structural characteristics)
would explain part of their strength. The rest poses an interpretive
challenge. The presence of large ethnic differences unexplained by
various competing explanations cannot prove the influence of cul-
tural attributes or discrimination, but the discovery of these large re-
siduals makes the case for cultural attributes and discrimination much
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stronger than it would have been had the residuals been negligible.
The appeal to cultural attributes and discrimination should be viewed
as tentative, but reasonable, given the current state of the evidence
and the methods available.

Discrimination against the Irish and especially against the blacks
will command our attention later. Discrimination against ltalians and
Russian Jews no doubt existed as well. However, though evidence is
scant, it seems unlikely that the discrimination leveled against them
was much greater than that leveled against others with whom they
have been compared. In any case, the relevant ethnic differences do
not readily suggest discrimination: low school (but not job) attain-
ments by Italians, and high job and school attainments by Russian
Jews. Consequently, in considering Italians and Russian Jews, we
concentrated on possible cultural attributes - particularly differences
in orientations to school or work derived from the pre-migration her-
itages. We were able to say relatively little about the particular cul-
tural attributes that may have created these ethnic differences, and
instead had to rely on the descriptions of others. These descriptions
stressed attitudes of estrangement from schooling among southern
Italians (and related attitudes favoring child labor contributions to the
family economy), especially positive attitudes toward learning and
toward socioeconomic advancement generally among Russian Jews,
and finally lower valuations of schooling for girls than for boys. Al-
though the Providence data set shed little light on the specific content
of these descriptions, it did reveal the importance of the gender dif-
ferences, and it did permit us to eliminate other explanations for Ital-
ian behavior, namely, those based on a distinctive work ethic (be-
cause their job attainments were not distinctive).

We could, of course, have dwelt on the pre-migration cultures at
much greater length, drawing on countless available descriptions of
their supposed influence on the migrants,'? but doing so would have
added nothing new. The problem has not been to find such descrip-
tions, but rather to find evidence of the existence of such influences
and their impact on behavior. We have found evidence consistent
with the impact of cultural attributes, however poorly defined they
may be.

Some might argue that describing the nature of these cultural attri-
butes should, in fact, be the principal aim of a historical study of eth-
nic groups. That view, however, implies a peculiar value judgment
about historical topics. Describing beliefs, attitudes, and values prev-
alent in communities of the past is surely of interest, but there is no
reason that that goal should be of greater interest than describing the
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impact of these beliefs, attitudes, and values on important social be-
haviors.

Nevertheless, further work on the nature of pre-migration cultural
attributes themselves would certainly be welcomed. For much of that
work, historians’ traditional methods, supplemented by anthropolo-
gists” approaches, would be preferable to the quantitative techniques
used here. Such qualitative work could produce better descriptions of
cultural attributes than we now have — more precise, more rooted in
the insights of recent social history than in the psychology and an-
thropology of the 1940s and 1950s. If could also produce hypotheses
about the ethnic differences in social behavior that such cultural attri-
butes generated. However, techniques of the type used in this study
still will be required to support descriptions of cultural attributes drawn
from necessarily restricted, unrepresentative historical evidence, as
well as to test the influences of these attributes on behavior.’®

We can also pause here to consider several connections between
social structure and cultural attributes. First, the origins of pre-migration
cultural attributes usually can be found in the economic and social
history of the country of origin, particularly in the future migrants’
social-class positions there. For example, many migrants’ peasant
origins in regions relatively unaffected by industrial capitalism help
explain their pre-migration cultural attributes.’ To ignore this pre-
migration class analysis, as Stephen Steinberg has urged, is to mis-
represent the central mechanisms of migration and cultural change
and to make a mystique of ethnic cultural differences. Moreover, fol-
lowing migration, specific cultural attributes will be more advanta-
geous for success in some societies than in others; in this sense, as
well, the social advantage of particular cultural attributes depends on
the social structure itself.’®

These observations are useful to recall. Nevertheless, they do not
bear on the most important intellectual challenge posed by the notion
of pre-migration cultural attributes. Indeed, many writers who have
stressed the influence of cultural attributes assume the truth of these
observations. For example, Nathan Glazer and Thomas Sowell, like
Steinberg, typically explain the origins of immigrant cultural heri-
tages in terms of pre-migration social structure,’® and informed dis-
cussion of these cultural heritages certainly need not include any im-
plication that the same cultural attributes will be advantageous in every
society. Rather, the intellectually significant debate has been about
whether the behavior of an ethnic group within American cities in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries can be understood ex-
clusively, or at least largely, as the outcome of the group’s location in
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the social structure of these cities or, alternatively, whether pre-
migration cultural attributes seriously influenced that behavior as well.
The broad generalization that cultural attributes generally derive from
and are shaped by social structures will not resolve that issue for us;
what matters here are the nature, strength, and persistence of partic-
ular attributes in a given social context over several decades. What,
then, is the empirical record? The Providence data cannot directly
prove the point, but they strongly suggest that in the cases of the
Italians and the Russian Jews (critical, given the importance of these
groups in American history and their roles in the debate), pre-migra-
tion cultural attributes cannot be dismissed or even treated as after-
thoughts, but rather constitute an important part of the explanation
for group differences in behavior."”

Of course, immigrant culture interacted with the American social
context; outlooks and behaviors did not exist in a vacuum. Thus, the
school behavior of the Italians changed, approaching the American
norms in later generations. Nevertheless, it matters how quickly these
transformations occurred; they did not require centuries, but in some
cases they apparently required decades.'

Similarly, the salience of particular cultural attributes may depend
on the social-class position of the immigrants within the American
social structure. Any Russian Jewish predisposition for schooling and
mobility may have received greater encouragement in the middle-class
(or upper working-class) context in which many of the second gen-
eration grew up; the Italian conception that child labor should con-
tribute to the family economy may have been encouraged by the
working-class context in which most of these children grew up."
Nevertheless, simply noting the interaction between class and culture
does not permit us to slight the cultural element involved in it. More-
over, and most important, the process of interaction envisioned does
not necessarily explain most, or even much, of what requires expla-
nation. Italian children from middle-class homes left school earlier
than Russian Jewish children from working-class homes and earlier
than other children from working-class homes as well.

As this example shows, the interaction of pre-migration cultural
attributes and social-class position in America is a concept that is partly
subject to empirical research. In particular, we can explore whether
or not ethnic differences themselves differed across social classes. For
example, did Italians and Russian Jews from middle-class origins dif-
fer more than those from working-class homes? The results of such
exploration suggest caution in attributing too much importance to such
interactions. Any interactions in the Providence data between ethnic-
ity and class origins were less important to the schooling and jobs of
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individuals than was the ethnic identity shared by individuals from a
particular ethnic group, regardless of their class origins.?

Of course, cultural and structural factors did operate together. Per-
haps an adequate conceptualization can be advanced by focusing on
the family economy, especially for issues involving children. Families
had to make choices about resources and needs; these were deter-
mined partly by shared material constraints, and partly by other fac-
tors. The result was a range of ethnic behaviors — a range of family
strategies that varied across ethnic lines. Mothers” work, children’s
job prospects, and views on the value of schooling, the proper role
for an adolescent, and whether or not children should contribute to
the family economy - these issues blended objective constraint and
cultural differences. Although this study has not been built explicitly
around the concept of the family economy, it can be thought of as an
effort to assess the extent to which strategies related to schooling dif-
fered across groups and to assess the factors determining them.

Finally, the experience of the Italians offers at least a hint about
distinctive behavior patterns of Slavs and of other groups composed
largely of peasants from preindustrial environments. We have not
studied the distinctive patterns of the Providence ethnic groups in
such detail only now to generalize crudely about others. Neverthe-
less, the Italian patterns suggest that some apparently distinctive be-
havior patterns of these groups probably can be fully explained by
structural characteristics, that some other patterns cannot be, and that
pre-migration cultural attributes are plausible explanations for these
latter. The school patterns of these groups may well be important
examples of the latter type, as was the case for the Italians.?!

Our interpretation of distinctive Italian and Russian Jewish pat-
terns of behavior (reflected in the residuals) has directed attention to
pre-migration cultural attributes; our interpretation of distinctive Irish
behavior directs attention to several different influences. Although
family background factors accounted for all the important Yankee-
Irish differences in the later years, they left large residuals in 1880.
One source of the ethnic difference in 1880 may have been pre-
migration cultural attributes. The regularity of historians’ appeals to
a cultural legacy involving a fatalistic attitude, as well as the restricted
familiarity with schooling (reflected in nineteenth-century Irish illit-
eracy), support this hypothesis. Changes in pre-migration culture may
have occurred in the later years, resulting, in turn, from changes in
Irish economic, social, and political life. However, a second source of
the Irish pattern may have been alienation of the Irish Catholics from
a hostile school system, as well as discriminatory hiring in the job
market, and these, too, probably declined in later years. It seems worth
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considering alienation and discrimination in the case of the Irish more
seriously than in the case of the Russian Jews and Italians. First, the
Irish were compared principally with the Yankees, rather than with
other immigrants; Yankees, surely, suffered less discrimination than
others. Second, the virulent Protestant—Catholic hatred that rein-
forced ethnic divisions in the nineteenth century became more muted
later. Finally, the position of the Irish, first as a numerous and threat-
ening group to the established order, and then as a rising political
power (amidst the new immigration of southern and eastern Euro-
peans), suggests fundamental changes in the social status and power
of the Irish that could explain their changing behavior.

Like the mix of factors operating to explain Irish behavior, those
affecting black schooling could not be fully disentangled. We did,
nevertheless, observe the important impact of social class, especially
compared with the impact of family structure, and the presence of
some mix of other factors — perhaps cultural characteristics of various
sorts, the prevalence of working mothers, and discrimination within
schools and in the youth labor market. By contrast, the pattern of
black occupational attainment indicated uniquely virulent discrimi-
nation. An important competing explanation was rejected: Schooling
- including quality as well as length of schooling — cannot explain
much, if any, of the very large residual race differential in occupa-
tional attainment. Like other analyses, ours, admittedly, cannot dis-
tinguish the role of black cultural attributes - if indeed they played
any role at all - from the role of job discrimination in a fully satisfac-
tory way. Nevertheless, our analysis strengthened arguments that
stress racial discrimination over cultural attributes of blacks for sev-
eral reasons. First, no evidence was found that could not be explained
as easily by discrimination as by cultural attributes. Second, one kind
of evidence that might seem to indicate the influence of a poor work
ethic among blacks can be rejected (namely, the lower GPAs of blacks,
for whites with low GPAs differed occupationally from blacks with
higher GPAs by about as much as all blacks and whites). Third,
nineteenth-century blacks whose families had lived in the North for
generations generally differed from whites by about the same margin
as did all blacks, calling into question the impact of slavery’s cultural
legacy. Fourth, the magnitude of the occupational disadvantage the
blacks suffered far exceeded the occupational disadvantage of the late-
nineteenth-century Irish, the other group for whom a disadvanta-
geous cultural legacy of somewhat similar character has often been
argued. Finally, the argument that dysfunctional cultural attributes
developed among northern blacks of this period as a response to ra-
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cial discrimination itself implies the importance of that discrimina-
tion.

One generalization will not serve to describe or explain the ethnic
differences found in American social history. Many groups behaved
in similar ways; others differed for a range of special reasons. Neither
culture nor discrimination nor class origins in the American city can
alone provide a credible summary. Rather, ethnic groups are prod-
ucts of distinct histories. We need not seek the single, consistently
primary factor creating ethnic distinctiveness, nor even a single gen-
eralization that will cover the relationships among several factors; far
better, with a comparative perspective and an eye on theory, to ex-
plore the individual ethnic histories.






Appendix: The Research Design,
the Data Collection, and the Use
of Regression Analyses

The purpose of this Appendix is to provide enough information to
enable the reader to understand how the samples were gathered,
coded, and processed and how regression analyses were used to con-
struct the tables in the text. I have discussed all these issues, particu-
larly the research design and data collection, in several other con-
texts. Consequently, the discussion here is not meant to be exhaustive.!
This Appendix is divided into nine sections:

An overview of the research design

Selecting the samples

Obtaining additional information on family background

Obtaining information on schooling

Obtaining information on the male sample member’s career

The coding and classification of occupations

The organization of the data collection and processing

The use of regression analysis

Assessing contextual effects: the case of the Italians
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1. An overview of the research design

In its essentials, the research design is simple. Manuscript schedules
were available from censuses taken by the federal government in 1880
and 1900 and by the state of Rhode Island in 1915 and 1925. Male
sample members were drawn from these manuscripts and then traced
in their school records. Samples of girls were gathered in the same
way from the sources for 1880 and 1915. Finally, all male sample
members were traced one decade forward in time in city directories,
which indicated their occupations. They were traced in the directories
for Providence as well as those for nearby towns.?

Other data gathering involved variations on this basic design: an
age cohort selected from census records, traced through school rec-
ords, and its males traced forward in time in city directories and tax
books. One variation was to trace all sample members” guardians in
the city directories and tax books for the census year. This procedure
provided information about their property holdings and added infor-
mation (beyond that available in the census) about their occupations
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and the spelling of their names (critical for tracing across time). The
second, and more extensive, variation involved collecting samples to
investigate special populations more closely. There were two types of
such samples:

Supplemental ethnic samples. In order to study immigrant groups
in detail, I selected large supplemental samples of blacks in every
period and of Irish, Italian, and Russian Jewish children in 1915. These
samples were collected from the census manuscripts and traced in
other sources in exactly the same way as were the random samples.

Samples of high school entrants. Most adolescents did not attend
high school at all during most of the period under consideration. In
order to investigate the high school population in detail, a separate
sample of high school entrants in the census years was selected from
high school records. It was traced back in the census records and then
in other sources in the same way as the census sample. Table A.1
provides a summary of these samples and the number of individuals
in each.

2. Selecting the samples

A. The census samples

In order to obtain a representative sample of adolescents, individuals
were drawn from the entire city rather than from only selected neigh-
borhoods. The age range for the sample members was chosen in or-
der to maximize the probability of successfully tracing them in rec-
ords of grammar school graduation or high school entrance. The age
range included the three most common ages of grammar school grad-
uation, as well as the ages one year younger than these (in order to
increase the size of the group sampled). In the 1880 and 1900 periods,
these ages were thirteen to sixteen, and in the 1915 and 1925 periods,
twelve to fifteen. The change is due to the fact that the grammar school
course was shortened by one year in 1904. In addition, for the 1880
period, the age range was extended to include individuals eleven to
sixteen years old.>

Only about 2% of the population fell into the four-year age ranges
in which I was interested. Therefore, a pure random sample - for
example, one based on combinations of randomly chosen census enu-
meration districts, page numbers, and lines — would have involved
rejecting some 98% of the lines selected, an unnecessarily inefficient
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Table A.1. The size of each sample

Number Number
in sample in sample
Period Sample of boys of girls
Selected from the census
1880 11-16-year-olds in Providence 1,223 898
11-16-year-old blacks 125° 1424
1900 13-16-year-olds in Providence 914
13-16-year-old blacks
1915 12-15-year-olds in Providence 915 903
12-15-year-old blacks 1557 158¢
12-15-year-olds whose fathers 388° 324
were born in Russia
12-15-year-olds whose fathers 581 291
were born in Italy
12-15-year-olds whose fathers 446 215
were born in [reland
1925 12-15-year-olds in Providence 1,090
12-15-year-old blacks 165°
Selected from public high school records
Individuals entering high school in
The 1880 period 216° 112¢
The 1900 period 581° 367°
The 1915 period 349° 416°

“Includes entire population in age range — not a sample.
*Includes entire classes in selected years — not a sample.

procedure. A common alternative to a pure random sample is a sys-
tematic sample, in which every nth individual is chosen, but for my
purposes, such a procedure would have exactly the same drawback
as a true random sample. I chose instead to sample every nth page of
the census and to include every individual in the age range on sam-
pled pages. Because there were fifty individuals listed on each page,
there tended to be few sample members chosen from any given page.
Indeed, on average, one was chosen from each page. Strictly speak-
ing, the samples probably should be defined as cluster samples (each
page constituting a cluster chosen by systematic sampling), but with
the number of clusters so high and the number of sample members
selected from each cluster so low, they approach systematic samples.*
When two (or more) siblings in a family fell into the appropriate age
range, both were included in the sample.
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The supplemental ethnic samples. These included (1) all black boys
in the age range in all four periods and all black girls in the age range
in 1880 and 1915 (the years for which random samples of girls were
collected)” and (2) samples of Irish, Italian, and Russian Jewish boys
and girls in 1915. Supplemental samples of those groups in other pe-
riods were not drawn because the critical comparisons could be made
among individuals selected from one point in time, and because large
numbers of the Irish were found in the 1880 random sample and large
numbers of the Italians in the 1925 sample.

The criterion for inclusion in the black supplemental samples de-
pended, of course, on the race of the individual (the few listed as
“mulatto” were also included). For the other supplemental samples
of ethnic groups, the criterion was the father’s place of birth. In Prov-
idence (as in the United States generally), the vast majority of immi-
grants from Russia were Jews. The 1905 Rhode Island State Census,
which ascertained respondents’ religion, showed that fully 95% of
those Providence residents who had been born in Russia were Jews.%
Although no figures are available for 1915, there is no reason to as-
sume that the proportions had changed in the intervening decade.

One use of the supplemental samples was to make all results less
subject to sampling error. The sample members in the random sam-
ple who came from ethnic groups for which supplemental samples
had also been selected were replaced by the supplemental sample
members from the appropriate ethnic group. The latter, however, were
weighted down to equal the number replaced. The same procedure
was used in the analysis of occupational attainment. In these, the
supplementary samples of high school entrants were also included,
and weighted down to equal the number of high school entrants in
the random samples.”

Sample representativeness. The most straightforward way to assess
whether or not the samples adequately reflected the populations from
which they were drawn would be to compare the distribution of spe-
cific characteristics (such as age or ethnicity) in sample and popula-
tion. That procedure, however, proved difficult to follow because the
sample members are adolescents. There were few tables in the pub-
lished census data that reported figures on adolescents or, of course,
on their parents. However, a few comparisons with published data
were possible, and many comparisons between the independently
collected samples of boys and girls could be made. The results of these,
reported elsewhere, raised no problems of representativeness due to
the research design.® Although we are, of course, ultimately depen-
dent on the adequacy of the census enumerations, we may be confi-
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dent that the process of sample selection did not create important
biases.

B. The sample of public high school entrants

In the 1880 period, there was a single public high school in the city -
the Providence High School. 1t included the Classical, English and
Science, and Girls” Departments. By the 1900 period, this institution
had been replaced by Classical, English, Hope, and Manual Training
(later Technical) High Schools. These same institutions provided the
city’s public secondary schooling until the Great Depression.

The samples from the public high schools included all boys and
girls entering the ninth grade in the year of the corresponding census
sample. Thus, all those entering high school in 1880, 1900, and 1915
were included. Because the numbers of boys who entered in 1880 and
1900 were too small for an adequate sample, those entering in the
years before and after were included as well.?

No sample of high school entrants was selected from the 1925 pe-
riod because the boys in the census sample enrolled in sufficient
numbers to make supplemental data unnecessary. Also, no special
sample was selected from the Manual Training (Technical) High School.
Its records had been interfiled alphabetically in an enormous file of
other records; tracing a person in that file was easy, but selecting a
sample of one school’s students from it would have been difficult.
The information on entrants to this school is based on the census
sample members who enrolled there. Because the school admitted
large numbers of boys (and, by 1915, of girls as well), the absence of
a supplemental sample did not prove to be a serious limitation. Fi-
nally, no supplemental samples of private school students were se-
lected. Full student academic records (as opposed to lists of entrants)
were unavailable for some private schools; in the case of others, the
special data-collection effort was deemed unnecessary.

3. Obtaining additional information on family background

A. Tracing sample members’ guardians in the city directory
and tax book

The city directory lists individuals in alphabetical order, providing
address, occupation, and often business address. The guardians of
sample members were traced in the directory of the census year in
order to supplement the information on their occupations and to pro-
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vide additional information on the spelling and commonness of names
(useful in tracing to still other sources).

For each period except 1880, a biennially published house directory
was also available. It ordered entries by street address rather than
alphabetically by name. The house directory appears to have been far
less inclusive than the city directory, perhaps limiting listings to heads
of households. Nevertheless, it was of considerable use in locating
those individuals whose names had been hopelessly misspelled in
the census manuscripts. All guardians not successfully matched to a
listing in the city directory were traced in the house directory.

The city directory also listed tradesmen by occupation in a “busi-
ness directory”” — a separate list of names printed in the same volume
as the list of residents. Finding an individual in the business directory
would have indicated that he was self-employed. However, it also
would have required an additional trace and therefore was not un-
dertaken. Fortunately, in Providence, the city directory itself often
indicated the name of a proprietor’s enterprise (in parentheses fol-
lowing his name). Consequently, it was possible to identify many
owners merely by using the list of residents. Whether or not this pro-
cedure revealed all the self-employed individuals who could have been
identified by using the business directory is uncertain, but probably
the more important proprietors were indeed noted. In any case, a
critical additional perspective on self-employment, no doubt more
complete than the business directory, was available for one sample:
The 1915 Rhode Island State Census provides information on the self-
employment status of all gainfully employed (indicating whether em-
ployee, employer, or other self-employed).

The Providence Tax Book has been published annually since the early
nineteenth century. It includes the name of each individual owning
taxed property, the assessed worth of that property, and the amount
of the tax. The property is divided into two categories: real property
and personal property. The latter includes all property other than real
estate. After 1912, it was subdivided into tangible personal property
(such as machinery or furniture) and intangible personal property (such
as bonds or savings accounts). The actual assessment for any individ-
ual was only a very rough estimate of his financial status. Salaries
were excluded, savings accounts may have been routinely ignored,
and other property escaped assessment through loopholes in the laws.
Moreover, different assessors evaluated property differently, and all
assessed at only a fraction of true value. Finally, of those fathers who
could be traced unambiguously in the tax book, most owned no as-
sessed property (67-70% in different samples). Nevertheless, the tax
records supplemented the use of occupation as a measure of class
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origin. As a rough approximating of the relative wealth of families,
and especially in marking those who possessed something more than
the average, the assessed value of property was useful.

The tax book rarely listed the address of a property owner. Conse-
quently, only those with uncommon names could be traced in the tax
book, roughly between half and two-thirds of the guardians in each
period.

B. Tracing the high school entrant sample to the census
manuscripts

The census manuscript schedules are not arranged alphabetically. An
index exists for the heads of households in the 1900 U.S. Census. All
the guardians of sample members selected from the high school rec-
ords were traced in it. However, only a partial index exists for the
1880 U.S. Census, and none at all for the 1915 Rhode Island State
Census. Therefore, the 1880 sample members not found in the index,
and the entire 1915 sample, required a special strategy.'”

Every street address fell between two cross streets. These cross streets
were found with the help of a special street directory (published in
the city directory). Then the census enumeration district that in-
cluded the address could be determined (descriptions of district
boundaries were obtained from the National Archives). Knowing the
relevant enumeration district made it fairly simple to find the address
by skimming the street names on each page of the census manuscript
schedules for that district. If an individual was not found by this
method, directories were consulted to determine any recent change
of residence, and the alternative addresses were then checked in the
census.

4. Obtaining information on schooling

Information on education in this study pertains especially to second-
ary schooling: entry or nonentry, curriculum, GPA, and graduation.
The other major type of information drawn from school records is
sixth-grade GPA. Far less central evidence of college entry patterns in
1925 was briefly discussed in Chapter 4 and used throughout the study
as a control in analysis of occupational attainment. Finally, the U.S.
Censuses of 1880 and 1900 had ascertained whether or not children
had attended school during the preceding year; this evidence was
particularly useful in the case of the Irish in 1880 (when it supple-
mented incomplete evidence on high school entry) and in illuminat-
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ing the contrast between teenage school attendance and high school
entry among blacks.

We have focused heavily, then, on one dimension of school behav-
ior: extended schooling (reflected in high school entry and other mea-
sures of grade attainment). For the study of educational differences
in whole populations (rather than elites, for example), the importance
of this dimension can hardly be overemphasized, as the uniform con-
cern with it among social scientists and social historians studying school
patterns suggests.!!

Throughout, the available measures of grade attainment, high school
entry, for example, have been preferred to those bearing purely on
length of school attendance, notably responses to the census-takers’
question about school attendance in the preceding year. One simple
reason is that every choice of a measure involves some limitations,
and whereas the data on high school enrollment are available for all
four years sampled, school attendance was not a question in the 1915
and 1925 Rhode Island State Census. But there are more important
reasons for the choice.

High school entry (and grade attainment generally) was deter-
mined by progress through the grades as well as by length of school
attendance; the looseness of the age—grade fit makes it important to
recall both determinants, and both were affected by social origins.
Consequently, the relations of social origins and schooling typically
are clearer when a measure of grade attainment, such as high school
entry, is studied than when length of school attendance is the mea-
sure. Moreover, when it comes to assessing the influence of schooling
on later social destinations, grade attainment has still other advan-
tages as a criterion; for employment opportunities, the child who
completed two years of high school surely had an edge over the one
who left in the eighth grade, even if they had both spent ten years in
school. Finally, the information bearing on length of school atten-
dance in historical studies derives from the census-taker’s question
whether or not the child had attended school in the past year. The
answer does not in fact provide us with the length of the child’s school
attendance — first, because children entered school at a range of ages
and, second, because the answer tells us only the child’s attendance
status that year, not the age at which he left school.!?

Of course, both measures, high school entry and school attendance
in the preceding year, could have been studied in depth, but the rel-
ative positions of ethnic groups on these two measures were not so
different that the discussion should be complicated by adding more
details about the less revealing of the two. Exceptions were noted in
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the case of the Italians (Section 3.2) and especially the blacks (Section
5.3).

The school records, and the collection of data from them, are de-
scribed next.

A. Descriptions of the high school and grammar school records
1. The high school records

Public high school records. These were kept in register books until
about 1900, and then on record cards. The information given was
quite consistent over the entire period of the study: name, guardian’s
name, address, age, previous school, date entered, date left, whether
or not graduated (and sometimes the curriculum follcwed), atten-
dance data, and grade in each course each quarter, semester, or year."
Grading systems (5-point scale, 10-point scale, A-F, and others) var-
ied over time, but often were stated explicitly on the card and in any
case were easy enough to determine.'

Catholic high school records. The register book for the boys’ Cath-
olic high school, La Salle Academy, had been discarded. By the 1915
and 1925 periods, however, record cards were in use, and these re-
mained intact. Luckily, a list of all graduates of the school since its
establishment had been prepared from the missing register. Also, some
" teacher registers were available from the 1900 period. The records of
the Catholic girls high school, St. Xavier's Academy, were preserved
in a similar form. For the 1915 period, sheets indicating the name and
grade of each student (arranged by class) were used, as well as a list
of graduates. For the 1880 period, only a Iist of graduates was avail-
able. On the estimation of missing Catholic high school records, see
Section D1.

Other private high school records. The more elite private schools of
the city published annual catalogs. These often listed the names of
the students, sometimes with their addresses, and often by grade level.
Lists of past graduates were often included as well. Thus, information
was available on length of schooling, but not academic achievement.
The clientele of these schools came disproportionately from among
the wealthy and included no more than 1-2% of the age cohort. For
some purposes, this elite would be an important subject of study; in
considering ethnic differences, they were not. Other children, still
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fewer in number, attended out-of-town boarding schools. Given these
circumstances, complete coverage of private high schools was im-
practical. However, available information covered the most important
of the select schools in Providence and therefore most entrants to elite
private schools.

2. The grammar school records

Prior to about 1905, the public grammar school records seem to have
consisted of register books, which have been lost. The public gram-
mar schools’ student academic records are available for the 1915 and
1925 periods on record cards. During the Depression, WPA workers
created a single alphabetical file of old public elementary school rec-
ords. Intensive checks indicated that records of five grammar schools
in the 1915 period (of some fifteen) were incomplete. Moreover, be-
cause parochial (and other private) grammar school student records
also were incomplete, and because those preserved were not inter-
filed, no effort was made to exploit them. Consequently, grammar
school GPA data are available only for 53% of the sample members in
1915 and 70% in 1925. Not every unavailable grammar school record
reflects missing or untapped sources; some children left school before
reaching grammar school, probably some 11-20% of the population.
Thus, the grammar school GPA data would reflect the population’s
academic performance with some bias even if they were complete
(this problem is considerably more severe, as noted in preceding
chapters, in connection with high school GPA data, because only a
minority of sample members entered high school).

Despite these limitations, the GPA data remain useful. The most
important biases due to loss of a particular public school’s records
probably would be related to social class and ethnicity (because of
residence patterns and attendance at neighborhood schools). Con-
trols for social class and ethnicity surely reduce such biases. The larg-
est single omission, the Catholic records, is less serious to the preced-
ing analyses because grammar school GPAs were not included in the
study of the Irish, by far the most frequent users of these schools in
Providence. Finally, the selectivity bias probably would tend to mute
rather than create the ethnic differences observed, because, other things
being equal, those with the lowest GPAs were most likely to drop
out, and more of them were found among groups characterized by
low school performance.’®
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B. Descriptions of other records pertaining to schooling
1. Post-secondary schooling

The inclusion of information on post-secondary schooling involves
many of the same difficulties as the inclusion of information on pri-
vate school students: There were innumerable institutions that sam-
ple members may have attended. However, the overwhelming ma-
jority of sample members could not possibly have reached college,
because they dropped out at lower grade levels. By 1925, somewhat
more were reaching college than before, but by then, other school
sources provide information on post-secondary education of high school
graduates (the school census card and high school graduate follow-
up card, described later).™

2. Other records kept by the Providence School
Committee

The sources described earlier included all the student records used in
this study. Other information on schooling was available from lists of
graduates of grammar schools and other institutions published in
newspapers (and occasionally in reunion books) and from additional
documents kept by the Providence School Committee other than stu-
dent academic records. These latter included working papers, school
census cards, and high school graduate follow-up cards. Working pa-
pers were required by the laws regulating compulsory education and
child labor. They certified that a youth was legally entitled to work by
virtue of his age and, in some cases, length of schooling. The school
census, also an outgrowth of compulsory-education legislation, was
an attempt to keep track of all youths in the city. It ascertained whether
or not they were enrolled in school and, if so, in which school and in
what grade. It was introduced in the late 1870s as an annual enumer-
ation. In 1927, an ongoing census was begun in which records of in-
dividuals were periodically updated. It included all in the age range
from five to twenty. The records of the effort begun in 1927 have been
preserved.'” Both the census cards and the working papers have the
advantage of indicating private as well as public schooling. Finally, a
follow-up card on each public high school graduate of the 1925 period
is also available. In addition to listing the student’s entire academic
record, it listed the father’s occupation, birthplace, religious back-
ground, occupational aspirations, further schooling, and/or early em-
ployment.
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3. Marginal institutions

Other private institutions offering instruction in various skills abounded
- schools of music, dance, or art, for example. No effort was made to
include information on attendance at these. One kind of institution
does deserve special attention, however: the business or commercial
school. Throughout the years 1880-1925, a number of such schools
thrived in Providence. Most have disappeared completely (Schol-
field’s Commercial College, Max Magnus’s School for Shorthand,
Spencerian Business College, and others); the rest have evolved into
other kinds of schools (one as the Katharine Gibbs School, another as
Bryant College). Most of their student records were no doubt de-
stroyed. Extant catalogs, which are very few, generally do not list
enrolled students.

Such institutions offered a very different range of training than the
public school “commercial programs” (which were begun partly in
response to the success of these business colleges). Some offered
courses in traditional disciplines that were useful for business careers
— especially grammar, writing, and arithmetic. Principally, however,
they offered a wide range of courses and work programs to provide
business skills. These included courses of a year or more, but also
many others that lasted two to three months. The Providence data set
does not identify sample members who completed such courses. Such
information also may well have been missed when the federal census-
takers inquired about respondents’ “years of schooling” (beginning
in 1940). How, for example, did respondents report a three-month
bookkeeping or shorthand course taken after leaving grammar school?
Yet such schools may have been important for individuals entering
the business world. Information about the clientele of these schools
(class and ethnic origins, and even gender) is at a minimum. Our
inability to probe this question is unfortunate, particularly given our
concern with the mechanisms of social mobility for those starting near
the bottom.'®

C. Linking sample members to school records

Tracing sample members in files of student record cards was tedious
but straightforward (the largest file even included soundex informa-
tion on alternative spellings of names). Tracing them in high school
register books was more complicated. The names of students found
in these sources were copied, along with any information that would
identify them (address, guardian’s name, year of entry or gradua-
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tion). Every student who by virtue of age might have fallen into the
census samples was included. The resultant list of student names was
then alphabetized, and all sample members could be traced to it. De-
termining whether or not a sample member and a student listed in
the high school records with the same name were indeed the same
individual was generally simple because the registers included the
age, address, and guardian of the student.'® Linking sample members
to lists of students that did not provide that information required more
careful attention to the probability of erroneous matches, but the use
of such records in this analysis was limited to a few private school
records and therefore was altogether minimal.

How complete are the data based on the school records? The gram-
mar school data, as already indicated (Section 4B2), covered only part
of the sample; however, controls for indicators of social class and eth-
nicity mitigate the effects of biases due to missing data. The high school
records, our basis for measuring length of schooling, were nearly
complete. The exceptions include the Catholic high school records of
1880 and 1900 and the elite private school records. With regard to the
rest, there is no reason to suspect incomplete records. Abundant pub-
lished information made clear the schools existing in each period, their
courses, and approximate size. Extensive exploration in the manu-
script records confirmed their completeness.?’ Errors due to difficul-
ties in tracing from source to source were likely minimal as well, be-
cause, as already explained, a good deal of information on a student’s
identity was available. The actual tracing work of research assistants
was also carefully checked (see Section 8). Difficult names were treated
with special care; for example, a second-generation Italian individual
reviewed the linkages involving Italian names.?!

D. Estimating Catholic school enrollments

This subsection provides details relevant to two estimates of Catholic
schooling discussed in Chapter 2. Catholic school enrollments have
not received much attention from social historians. Consequently, these
details are also provided to stimulate consideration of sources and
methods. Nevertheless, because they bear on a narrower topic than
the rest, many readers may wish to skip them and turn to Section 5.

Estimating the proportions of Irish-American sample members who
entered the Catholic high schools in 1880 and 1900. The Catholic
high schools” student academic records for 1880 were lost; those for
1900 are incomplete. For both periods, lists of graduates remain at the
schools. Consequently, the sample members who had entered these
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schools, but had not graduated, were not identified. In the 1880 sam-
ple, all of these students were erroneously classified as not having
reached high school; in the 1900 sample, some were so classified. In
order to estimate their number, it was first necessary to estimate the
total number of entrants and then subtract the number of known
graduates.

A variety of independent sources provided figures that could be
used in estimation. The Providence School Committee’s annual re-
ports gave public school enrollment figures by level (primary, gram-
mar, high school). The school census report (published with the School
Committee’s report) presented the number of children five to fifteen
years old who were attending public, Catholic, and other schools.
Beginning in 1891, the reports of the Rhode Island Commissioner of
Public Schools, published annually, included the numbers enrolling
in and graduating from each Catholic school. The Catholic Directory,
published annually, included the number of pupils enrolled (or the
number of seats) in each Catholic school. Newspapers listed gradu-
ates of many public grammar schools beginning in 1881 and for Cath-
olic schools beginning in the 1890s.

The number of Catholic high school entrants was estimated in three
ways, based on (1) the rate at which the public system produced high
school students and the ratio of the number of pupils in the public
and Catholic systems, (2) the rate at which the public system pro-
duced grammar school graduates 1881-1900, the rate at which the
Catholic system did after 1892, and continuation rates in the public
schools between grammar school and high school (published for a
few years in the School Committee reports), and (3) the number of
Catholic high school graduates at La Salle Academy and St. Xavier’s
Academy in the 1880s (available from their lists of graduates), the
number of pupils in other academies, estimated rates of attrition in
these schools, and estimated proportions of Providence residents
among the pupils. This third method was also used to estimate the
number of entrants at La Salle Academy in 1900.

The first and second methods also required estimates of sex ratios
in the high school classes. Similarly, the estimates assume, conserva-
tively, that all Catholic pupils in 1880 were the children of Irish im-
migrants; in 1900, the proportion they constituted among all pupils
was estimated. Gaps in series of enrollment figures required further
estimates.

Despite the many estimates, however, the methods are largely in-
dependent, and yet the results accord reasonably well. For example,
the three estimates for the number of Catholic high school entrants in
the 1880 sample of boys were six to twenty, fifteen to twenty-five,
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and twenty-one to twenty-eight. The figures, and the extent of con-
sistency, were similar for the girls. In a sample of 488 Irish boys, the
entire range of six to twenty-eight covers but a small fraction of the
whole and is adequate to the purposes at hand.

On the basis of the estimates, the odds ratios comparing Yankee
and Irish enrollments could be corrected for the missing data among
the Irish (Table 2.2, last section). The odds ratios with no controls
imposed were calculated directly from the corrected proportions of
high school entrants. The odds ratios with controls imposed (ob-
tained from logit regression analysis) were adjusted by the same fac-
tor as those without controls.*

Estimating the proportion of Irish Catholic pupils in Catholic
schools. In order to determine the proportion of Irish Catholic pu-
pils in Catholic schools directly, one would need complete primary
and grammar school records. Because these were not available, the
proportion was estimated for each census year, as shown in Table
A.2. The estimates were surely rough. On the other hand, two partly
different methods of estimation produced very similar results — one
is shown in line 9; the other is calculated as (line 1)/(lines 1 + 6).

There were two published sources for the number of pupils in
Catholic schools: The Catholic Directory and the school census. The
first probably provided an administrator’s estimate either of the num-
ber of seats or of the average number of children registered. The num-
bers of students listed for a parish were therefore certainly rough; for
example, they often were round numbers that remained unchanged
for several years. The Catholic Directory also distinguished the national
parish schools from the rest, allowing us to exclude high school stu-
dents. These were found in academies, not parish schools. However,
because in the early years many of the students in these academies
were in fact grade school pupils, their numbers had to be estimated
and included in the figures in line 1.

The second source, the school census, ascertained for all children
ages five to fifteen which schools they attended, if any. At best, it,
too, surely provided only a rough count.?? The census was also pub-
lished annually, and it provided figures for public, Catholic, and other

* D = (B/A) x C, where A is the observed odds ratio, no controls, B is the corrected
odds ratio, no controls, C is the observed odds ratio with controls imposed, and D
is the corrected odds ratio with controls imposed. This adjustment assumes that if
the sample members who attended the Catholic high school could have been iden-
tified correctly, the sum of the logit coefficients for the family background charac-
teristics controlled in the regression analysis would remain the same; the coefficient
for the Irish dummy variable would change.
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Table A.2. Proportions of Irish Catholics enrolled in Catholic schools, estimates

for Providence, 1880-1925

Components of the estimate 1880 1900 1915 1925
A. Enrollment in Catholic and public grade
schools*
1. Total Catholic grade school enrollment 3,571 4,070 5,873 7,872
2. Less French national parish school
enrollment 300 628 845
3. Less Italian national parish school
enrollment 231 655
4. Subtotal: territorial parish school
enrollment 3,571 3,770 5,014 6,372
5. Territorial proportion of all Catholic
enrollment 1.00 0926 0.854 0.809
6. Public grade school enrollment 11,759 21,863 33,260 41,020
B. School census enrollment figures®
7. Catholic school enrollment 2,759 4,256 5997 7,523
8. Public and non-Catholic private school
enrollment 12,408 24,130 32,910 39,861
9. Proportion Catholic 0.182 0.150 0.154 0.159
10. Estimated proportion territorial
Catholic (line 9 X line 5) 0.182 0.139 0.132 0.129
C. Proportion of school-age population in
major Catholic ethnic groups (from sample
data)®
11.  Children of Irish 0.411 0.202 0.131 0.073
12. Children of U.S.-born, Irish parentage  0.031 0.117 0.108  0.150
13. Children of French Canadians 0.001 0.049 0.045 0.036
14. Children of Italians 0.003 0.065 0.158 0.286
D. Adjustment for ethnic differences in school
enrollment
15. Irish enrollment rate compared with
city average rate, 5-15-year-olds only 0.767 1.00 1.07 1.16
E. Estimated proportion of Irish Catholic
schoolchildren enrolled in Catholic schools:
{(line 10)/(line 15)]/(line 11 + line 12) 0.537 0.436 0.516 0.499

Lines 1-5 are based on the Catholic Directory (see text); line 6 is based on the Prov-
idence School Committee’s annual reports. All pupils in Catholic grade schools
other than those in national parish schools (i.e., the schools of French Canadian
and Italian parishes) were assumed to be Irish Catholic.
Figures are based on the school census and on line 5.

The ethnic composition of the school-age population (part C) is based on the sam-
ple data (the composition of the sampled age range representing that of the entire
school-age” population). Lines 12 and 13 for 1925 had to be estimated from earlier

years (and from line 11).

“The 1880 adjustment was estimated from school attendance data on sample mem-
bers 11-15 years of age and from a hand count of attendance rates for ages 5-10
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private schools. It is reasonable to assume that it offers the advantage
of comparing enrollments from different kinds of schools using the
same definitions of school populations (presumably enrollment of a
certain age range on a certain day).

James Sanders, who made similar computations for Chicago and
Boston (see Chapter 2), calculated the following: (line 1)/(lines 1 + 6).
Although that method 1gnores enrollments in the non-Catholic pri-
vate schools, they were small and their exclusion affects the estimates
only slightly. Nevertheless, a different strategy was adopted here.
Wherever possible, the school census was used (rather than the Di-
rectory and the public school enrollment reports). However, the data
from the Directory still were needed in order to estimate the propor-
tion of Catholic school pupils enrolled in territorial parish schools (line
10). The calculation in part E does not require lines 6, 13, and 14 of
the table; they are included to provide a fuller context.

5. Obtaining information on the male sample member’s career

Tracing sample members across time in the city directory involved
correctly matching them with names listed there.” Name changes
posed one problem. One frequent kind of change was the Anglicizing
of non-English first names (e.g., Luigi to Louis) by the individual
himself or by others — a census-taker or a schoolteacher, for example.
Another involved small changes in spelling that did not substantially
affect the sound of a name, for example, Di Meo to De Meo, Brown
to Browne. Both sorts of changes were routinely considered. Other
changes usually were not. The dropping of a suffix or prefix from a
name, and similar changes, would have made the pool of similar-
sounding names too large, thus probably increasing rather than de-
creasing error, and it would have made the rules for tracing too un-
systematic and too time-consuming.

Table A.2 (Cont.)

(not broken down by ethnicity). Because 1900 Irish-American attendance rates at
ages 13-16 were about the same as the city average, no adjustment was made.
Attendance data were not available in the Rhode Island State Census schedules for
1915-25; attendance rates at ages 5-12 in 1915 and 5-13 in 1925 were assumed to
be about the same among the Irish as in the city as a whole (compulsory school
laws having some effect). Attendance rates at 13-15 in 1915 and 14-15 in 1925 were
estimated from high school entry rates in the sample data (i.e., rates of entry among
second- and third-generation Irish-Americans in the 1915 sample, and among the
second generation in the 1925 sample, were compared with the rate for all chil-
dren).
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Table A.3. Male sample members traced across time: results of the tracing

effort

Successful traces: residential

information

Available

Father’s Unsuc-
ethnic group, cessful  Not Not Needed
by period traces® available needed fortrace Total
(selected groups) (%) (%) (%) (%) (100%) N*®
1880
Yankee (NWNP)© 46.9 23.1 24.3 5.7 (449)
Irish 53.0 20.1 13.9 13.0 (452)
Black 64.6 20.4 12.1 2.9 (101)
All 51.6 20.9 18.7 8.9 (1,307)
1900
Yankee 53.3 18.0 24.4 4.3 (339)
Irish 52.9 16.1 18.3 12.7 (219)
NWIRP* 48.7 19.1 21.3 10.9 (149)
Black 59.8 18.3 21.0 0.9 (115)
All 54.3 18.2 19.7 7.7 (1,379)
1915
Yankee 52.9 16.5 24.8 5.8 (162)
Irish 45.3 15.0 24.7 14.9 (427)
NWIRP 40.4 14.8 34.9 9.9 (109)
Black 64.5 15.3 19.5 0.8 (130)
Russian Jew* 52.5 11.7 28.8 7.0 (214)
Italian“ 52.4 12.1 27.8 7.8 (368)
Other immigrants®®  56.7 16.3 24.5 2.4 (202)
All 52.8 16.6 24.5 6.2 (2,248)
1925
Native white 49.3 13.2 30.7 6.8 (296)
Irish 48.5 11.8 26.5 13.2 (68)
Black 60.8 15.0 22.2 2.0 (153)
Russian Jew 45.8 11.1 40.3 2.8 (72)
Italian 46.7 10.0 34.5 8.8 (261)
Other immigrants®  48.7 12.2 31.8 7.4 (189)
All 47.7 11.8 32.9 7.6 (1,086)

“Includes those individuals not found in the directory and those found for

whom no occupation was listed.

*Included are the random sample members as well as members of the sup-
plemental samples of ethnic groups (both drawn from the census manu-
scripts) and samples of high school entrants (drawn from the school records).
The N's reflect the numbers of observations. For the proportions, cases were
weighted (as in all text tables dealing with occupational attainment) by sam-

ple of origin.
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Individuals with common names presented a greater problem. Be-
cause the directory did not provide information on identifying char-
acteristics such as age, place of birth, and race, it was difficult to match
a sample member with a directory listing if several individuals with
that same name were listed. When the research strategy was de-
signed, it seemed wise to avoid limiting the sample to individuals
with uncommon names, because no information was available on how
such a limitation would bias the results.? Preliminary work with the
samples indicated that those with common names were concentrated
by ethnicity, most notably among the Irish in Providence. Within an
ethnic group, no consistent differences emerged between those with
common and uncommon names. However, the effects of including
sample members with common names had been to reduce the num-
ber who could be found as adults in the directories. Middle initials
could be used to differentiate some individuals from others, but often
no initial was available, or, if it was, the directory listed more than
one individual with the same name and initial.

The directory included some additional information that could help
identify individuals, namely, address. Sometimes an individual with
the same common name as a sample member lived at the same ad-
dress that the sample member had lived at ten years earlier; in other
cases, such an individual lived at a different address, but another
individual was listed at that address too, and that second individual
had the same name as the sample member’s father (or mother, or
sibling). In such cases, the probability of a correct match between
sample member and directory listing was, of course, sharply in-
creased. The trouble with exploiting this information was that it biased
the sample in the direction of those who still lived with their families.

Table A.3 shows the results of the tracing efforts. No occupational
data could be obtained from the directory for one large group of sam-
ple members. The names of many of these individuals did not appear
in the directory, either because they no longer resided in the city or
because the directory compilers had missed them. Many others in
this group could not be matched because their names appeared more
than once, and no residential information revealed the correct match.
Still others were matched with a name in the directory, but no occu-

Table A.3 (Cont.)

‘NWNP, father is native white of native parentage; NWIRP, father is native
white of Irish parentage.

“Native-born sample members only in 1915.

eIn;migrant fathers from countries other than the British Isles, Russia, and
Italy.
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Table A.4. Comparison of multiple-regression results for occupational
attainment: samples weighted by residence status and not weighted

Not weighted Weighted
by residence by residence
status status
Selected coefficients Coefficient® SE? Coefficient SE

A. Ethnicity: all groups compared with Yankees for 18801915, and with all
native whites for 1925

1880 sample
Irish 6.4 (1.8) 6.2 (1.9
Black -17.8 (5.0) -17.7 4.7)
1900 sample
NWIRP* —6.3 (2.3) -6.9 (2.4
Irish 7.2 (2.3) 8.2 (2.3)
Black -15.7 4.9) -15.3 4.7)
1915 sample
NWIRP 4.3 (2.1) 4.7 (2.2)
Irish 29 (2.1) 29 (2.2)
Black ~11.0 (4.8) -11.2 (4.7)
Russian Jew* 10.4 (3.4 10.2 (3.5
Italian® 1.8 (2.4) 1.6 (2.4)
Other immigrants® 1.8 2.1 1.6 (2.0)
1925 sample
Irish 3.5 (2.8) 3.9 2.9
Black -11.4 (6.2) -11.0 6.1)
Russian Jew 5.4 2.7) 5.4 (2.6)
Italian -0.9 (2.0) 0.9 (2.0
Other immigrants 1.2 (2.0 1.4 (2.0)
B. High school: occupational advantages associated with high school entry*
1880 11.4 (2.3) 11.5 (2.3)
1900 11.6 (2.0) 11.6 (2.1)
1915 9.3 (1.3) 91 (1.3)
1925 10.4 (1.5) 10.2 (1.5)
C. Residence status as predictor of sample member’s occupational score
1880 -2.4 (1.3)
1900 —2.6 (1.4)
1915 -0.5 (1.2)
1925 -0.7 (1.6)

“QOccupational score regressed on background factors; coefficients on dummy-
variable terms for selected ethnic groups are shown. Also controlled; father’s
occupational score, property value, number of siblings, whether or not both
Earents present, educational attainment.

Standard error.
“See notes for these groups in Table A.3.
4The coefficients on high school dummy variable (treated here as dichoto-
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pation was listed with that name. If we were interested in levels of
persistence and turnover in the community, it would be important to
assess the proportion of individuals classified here for each reason.
For our purposes, the reasons matter much less; the critical point is
that we lack the information on their occupations. The other three
groups of individuals include those who could be matched to an oc-
cupation in the directory. Those in the second and third groups had
uncommon names; in the case of the third, residential information
confirming the match was also available (although it was not used to
make the match). The fourth group includes those with common names
who were matched with a directory listing — but only because con-
firming residential information was found. Thus, individuals found
on the basis of name only are those in the second and third catego-
ries. The possibility of bias due to residential status is introduced when
the individuals in the fourth category are also included in the anal-
yses.? These individuals, it can be seen, are not a large proportion of
all sample members; however, it should be recalled that they com-
pose about twice as large a proportion among those found.

My original plan had been to exploit information on the fourth cat-
egory and to correct for biases by weighting down members of the
third and fourth categories to the number in the third category alone,
with separate weights for each ethnic group. However, that proce-
dure was not followed. Rather, the cases were included without being
reweighted. After perusing preliminary results, I began by tentatively
ignoring the weighting issue (subject to later reweighting) because of
complications with some of the codes that indicated how individuals
had been traced. By the time the coding issues were resolved, much
of the analysis had been completed, and so, for consistency, all re-
sults pertaining to occupational attainment that are reported in the
text are based on samples in which the individuals found with the aid
of residential information are included. Had the regressions included
weighting for residential status, the results would have changed by
utterly trivial magnitudes. This conclusion can be confirmed by
studying Table A.4.

In Table A.4, occupational attainment was regressed on the same
variables used throughout the preceding chapters. The results for critical

Table A.4 (Cont.)

mous: compared with no high school). Except for education, the other terms
in the regression equation are those specified in footnote a.

¢Occupational attainment regressed on variables indicated in footnote 4; in
addition, a dummy variable for residential status (living with family of origin,
or not, at time of ten-year trace) is included; the coefficient on that variable is
indicated here.
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coefficients, particularly the relevant ethnic terms, are presented. For
convenience, all groups in these tables were compared with Yankees
in the first three periods and with native whites in the fourth. The
regressions were run twice, first with no weights for residential sta-
tus, then with weights for residential status (assigned separately for
each ethnic group). The comparison shows that the impact of the
reweighting was negligible — for the coefficients on high school entry
(studied in Chapter 1) as well as for the ethnic terms.

Another set of regressions (not shown) were run without reweight-
ing the residential variable, but including it as a control. This proce-
dure, too, demonstrated that the weighting variable had no impact
on the results of interest. It also produced estimates for the connec-
tion between residency status and occupational attainment; these are
presented in the table. In the first two periods, young men living with
their families of origin seem to have averaged slightly lower occupa-
tional scores than others. In the later periods, even this difference
nearly disappeared.

In sum, any residential bias involved in the tracing procedure has
not determined the conclusions of this study. That finding is not really
surprising. The proportion of individuals found by virtue of the resi-
dential information was not large, and there is no evidence that eth-
nicity or schooling influenced occupational attainment in a distinctive
way among them.

Another issue arising in any directory trace concerns the similarity
between the individuals found and the entire group. Table A.5 shows
comparisons between the entire sample and the successfully traced
subsample for each period (the attributes of those in all four catego-
ries of the preceding table compared with those in the last three cat-
egories). There are biases inherent in such tracing — by ethnicity, by
class, and also by education. However, they are actually quite mod-
est, suggesting that those for whom we could find information in
Providence and nearby towns were, at least on these criteria, quite
representative of all.

In order to increase the number and representativeness of those
successfully traced across time, sample members not found in the
Providence directory were also traced to the city directories of some
surrounding towns. They were sought in all the towns contiguous to
Providence (Central Falls, Pawtucket, East Providence, Johnston, North
Providence, and Cranston in 1910 and after), as well as in Warwick in
the period in which it was important as a suburb of Providence (in
1920 and after). These towns were chosen partly for practical reasons:
available sources, time and effort. However, the choice was also guided
by Sidney Goldstein’s study of suburbanization in Rhode Island his-
tory. He defines a first ring of suburbs for the period 1900-30 and a
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Table A.5. Comparisons of all male sample members and those found
ten years later

Proportions Proportions

of sample of sample

members members
Sample members’ Al Found Sample members’ All Found
characteristics (%) (%) characteristics (%) (%)

A.  Ethnic composition: selected groups ~ C. Fathers’ occupational strata
1880

Yankee (NWNP) 321 352 High white-collar 9.7 124
Irish 40.8 39.5 Low white-collar 16.6 18.4
Black 24 1.8 Skilled 29.5 30.7
1900 Semiskilled 19.4 17.6
Yankee 20.7 21.2 Unskilled 249 21.0
Irish 19.6 20.2 1900
NWIRP* 12.7 143 High white-collar 64 7.5
Black 24 21 Low white-collar 17.8 15.5
1915 Skilled 314 334
Yankee 13.8 13.7 Semiskilled 23.7 22.7
Irish 12.1 14.0 Unskilled 20.7 20.9
NWIRP 10.1 127 1915
Black 20 15 High white-collar 8.0 84
Russian Jew* 32 32 Low white-collar 19.8 20.2
Italian“ 10.7 10.8 Skilled 27.2 285
Other immigrants®  17.4 15.9 Semiskilled 24.7 24.1
1925 Unskilled 20.2 18.8
Native white 31.5 30.6 1925
Irish 72 71 High white-collar 102 9.8
Black 14 1.2 Low white-collar 18.2 16.6
Russian Jew 77 79 Skilled 27.7 308
Italian 27.8 283 Semiskilled 24.8 258
Other immigrants 20.1 19.8 Unskilled 19.0 17.0
B. Proportion entering high school D. Mean occupational scores for fathers
1880 10.1 12.7 1880 251 273
1900 16.8 19.6 1900 25.0 257
1915 33.6 41.0 1915 26.1 26.4
1925 53.0 559 1925 27.8 27.3

Note: Proportions and means in this table may differ slightly from those in
preceding chapters, because the weighting used for the group traced across
time (which includes the high school supplemental sample) differed from
that used for the entire age cohort selected from the census and used to study
patterns of schooling. In this table, to maximize comparability across col-
umns, the high school samples are included in the “all” group (as well as in
the “found” group), and both are weighted like the group traced across time.
In addition, many text tables pertain to both males and females, whereas this
table pertains to males only.

“See notes for these groups in Table A.3.
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second ring for the period after 1930. With the exception of two small
towns (Barrington and Smithfield), all of his first ring was covered in
the tracing.¢

6. The coding and classification of occupations

Chapter 1 surveyed the issues that arise in using occupations to cap-
ture the important social distinctions among individuals. This section
covers the specifics of occupational classification.

Total flexibility of coding was preserved in order to experiment with
various classification schemes, in particular those of Stephan Thern-
strom and Otis Dudley Duncan. Their work, in turn, rests on earlier
efforts by Alba Edwards at the U.S. Census Bureau and on modifica-
tions in his classifications undertaken by the bureau.?”

It is worth distinguishing three levels of generality in occupational
classification. The most detailed level comprised (a) the descriptions
respondents gave the census-takers - tens of thousands in every fed-
eral census; these were collapsed to (b) several hundred categories of
occupations used for detailed tabular presentation. Census Bureau
coders converted (a) into (b) by means of an alphabetical index of
occupations that the bureau has published in conjunction with each
census since 1910. A similar broad categorization was used to classify
industries. Finally, the detailed categories were collapsed into (c) a
few broad categories.

In the 1920s and 1930s, Alba Edwards created a version of the broad
categories (c) that he believed were vertically ordered social strata,
categories that would be useful descriptions of socioeconomic posi-
tion (professionals, clerical workers, semiskilled workers, and so forth).
He simultaneously overhauled the detailed list of occupational cate-
gories (b) and assigned each new detailed category to one of the broad
strata he had proposed. He made the crucial judgments about vertical
order on the basis of his knowledge of occupations derived from sev-
eral decades of Census Bureau work. He did not systematically apply
criteria such as average income, education, or surveys of occupational
prestige, but Edwards made it clear that he was thinking of each of
these, and more particularly of the skills required for the work.

The Census Bureau modified his scheme, most notavly by diluting
its purely vertical character. Specifically, it added broad categories of
service workers to Edwards’s list of strata. These service categories
included a wide vertical range. Also, the bureau modified Edwards’s
detailed categories. He had included an enormous number of jobs in
residual categories, particularly “‘operative, not elsewhere classified”
and “laborer, not elsewhere classified.” The bureau subdivided these
larger categories by industrial sector. Finally, it reassigned categories
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on Edwards’s detailed list to different strata. Many, for example, were
shifted from the unskilled to the semiskilled stratum. This Census
Bureau scheme was used in the 1940 U.S. Census and in each census
thereafter, with some modifications introduced each time.

Thernstrom relied on the Census Bureau scheme, but modified it.
First, he reassigned the occupations that the Census Bureau had placed
in the anomalous service groupings back into the appropriate vertical
category. Second, he subdivided the white-collar workers into high
and low. The clerical and sales workers were clearly low, and profes-
sionals clearly high. Remaining were “managers, officials and propri-
etors.” Those individuals who were unambiguously relatively wealthy
("banker, manufacturer”) were classified as high white-collar. The rest
were classified low white-collar, subject to revision later if they pos-
sessed a certain amount of assessed property (and if tax data were
available).

Duncan’s classification scheme, widely used by sociologists, as-
signed to each of the detailed occupational categories in the 1950 cen-
sus a two-digit numeric score. The score was based on the educa-
tional attainment and income level typical of individuals in that
category. These criteria were used because they had been found to
predict the prestige value of occupations exceedingly well in survey
data.

I assigned distinct codes to each occupational description — each
combination of occupational title and industrial sector. These occu-
pational descriptions, along with my code for each, were made
machine-readable, alphabetized, and printed out as an occupational
codebook. Research assistants who coded occupations with the help
of the printout were therefore not required to make decisions about
occupational classifications, but only to look up occupations in the
codebook, much as Census Bureau coders use the alphabetical index
mentioned earlier.

I also determined the Census Bureau code for each occupational
description listed in my codebook (from the 1950 version of the bur-
eau’s alphabetical index).?® Once each individual’s occupation had been
assigned the appropriate code from my codebook and made machine-
readable, a program also assigned it the corresponding Census Bu-
reau code. Finally, on the basis of these census codes, each occupa-
tion was assigned its score on Duncan’s scale, the “occupational score”
referred to throughout this study.

My own occupational code had been constructed in a way that also
made it easy to classify individuals into Thernstrom’s major occupa-
tional strata, high and low white-collar, skilled, semi-skilled, and un-
skilled blue-collar. Some tables in the text exploit Thernstrom’s clas-
sification. In all of the regression work, the father’s occupation is
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controlled using Duncan’s occupational score. Assessed property value
is controlled as a separate variable. Virtually all analysis of occupa-
tional attainment as a dependent variable is based on Duncan’s scale.?

7. The organization of the data collection and processing

I studied the various sources, determined the research design, drew
up directions for use of the sources, designed forms on which to re-
cord the information collected, pilot-tested them, and supervised all
stages of the data collection. The data were actually collected by stu-
dent research assistants, several score having been hired at one time
or another. They spent, in all, many thousands of hours on the proj-
ect. I trained each one, and frequently checked samples of their work.%

Large samples often are easier to collect from historical records than
in contemporary surveys, because interviews and mailings are not
involved. In the present case, however, the sample size (some 12,000
cases) does not convey the true scope of the effort, because each sam-
ple member had to be traced by hand in six to eight other sources.
Each of those traces, on average, required nearly as long as the origi-
nal process of selecting a sample member from the census. One may
liken the effort, then, to the collection of a census sample of some
85,000 — except that the start-up effort of mastering new sources and
working with new directions was much greater. These start-up costs
may be understood by considering the directions required to collect
the data (e.g., directions for the use of out-of-town directories or
Catholic high school records). In all, I produced 125 single-spaced
typewritten pages of directions for the project. The directions for the
use of each source (city directory, census schedule, etc.), on the other
hand, were generally three to six pages, and thus proved manage-
able.

Once the data were keypunched and verified, a considerable effort
was made to check carefully for errors in keypunching or coding. Pro-
grams were written to check for incorrect values in every variable and
to check for combinations of values on several variables that were
logically inconsistent or improbable. The keypunching of all such cases
was all rechecked by hand, and often the coding was rechecked by
consulting the primary sources.

A professional programmer worked with the project through the
data-collection and processing periods on a consulting basis, and sev-
eral students contributed considerable amounts of programming time
as well. However, I worked very closely with each of these program-
mers. I undertook nearly all the programming for the data analysis,
principally in the SAS package.
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8. The use of regression analysis

In studying rates — of high school entry or graduation, curriculum
choice, or white-color employment — logit regression analysis was used.
In studying means — GPAs and occupational scores — ordinary least-
squares (OLS) regression was used.?!

School variables typically were regressed on (1) the father’s occu-
pational score (using Duncan'’s scale of occupational scores), (2) the
assessed value of the family’s property (four categories: high, low,
none, or unknown because of common-name problems),32 (3) the
number of children in the household, (4) whether or not both parents
were present (yes, no), and (5) ethnicity. Ethnic groups were classi-
fied differently for each sampled year. These classifications follow;
each category of ethnic origin among whites refers to the sample
member’s father. Regressions using 1880 data included dummy vari-
ables for the following: Yankees (native whites of native parentage);
native whites of Irish parentage; native whites of other parentage;
blacks; English, Scottish, and Welsh; Irish; and all others. For 1900, a
dummy variable for Italians was added, and for 1915, another for
Russian Jews. In addition, in 1915 (and only in that year) both native-
born and foreign-born sample members were numerous among the
children of Italians, Russian Jews, and the miscellaneous group of “all
others.” Accordingly, two separate dummy variables were included
for each of these three groups. For 1925, the three categories of native
whites had to be collapsed into one because the Rhode Island State
Census of that year did not provide information on the sample mem-
ber’s grandfather’s place of birth.

In many of the tables, a particular group (e.g., the Russian Jews) is
compared with specific groups as well as with “all others.” For the
comparison with specific groups, regressions included the ethnic terms
just indicated. For comparison with “all others,” the regressions were
rerun with all groups except the one of interest (e.g., the Russian
Jews) placed in one category. Finally, when blacks were compared
with three groups of whites (children of Yankees, of other native whites,
and of immigrants), dummy variables for these four groups were
created.

Regression for occupational attainment also explored the role of ed-
ucation. Three categories were distinguished: those who had not en-
rolled in high school, high school entrants, and high school gradu-
ates. For the 1925 data, a fourth category, those high school graduates
for whom evidence of college entry was available, was added. '

The figures reported from OLS regressions are the coefficients, typ-
ically the coefficients on ethnic dummy variables. These indicate the
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difference in the means on the dependent variable between two eth-
nic groups, with other variables controlled - for example, the differ-
ence in mean occupational score between Russian Jews and Yankees,
or Russian Jews and all others. The ¢ statistics for the coefficients are
included as well.

The figures reported from logit regressions are also the coefficients
and ¢ statistics, but the coefficients have been exponentiated. In ex-
ponentiated form, a logit coefficient can be interpreted as an odds
ratio — the ratio of the odds that members of one group would behave
in a certain way compared with the odds that members of the other
group would do so (would enter high school, for example). Thus, in
comparing all others with the Italian boys for 1915, the logit coeffi-
cient was 0.8459; exponentiated, it was 2.33. That figure indicated
that the odds that all others would enter high school were 2.33 times
as great as the odds that Italians would do so.%?

Sample members usually were weighted by sample of origin. The
exception occurred when two conditions were met: (1) only the ethnic
samples, not the sample of high school entrants, were included, and
(2) ethnicity was controlled. Unless otherwise indicated, regression
analyses excluded the tiny fraction of sample members who were liv-
ing with no relative and the small fraction of others whose father’s
occupation (or other guardian’s occupation) was unavailable. The
numbers of cases indicated in each table always refer to the numbers
included in the particular analysis presented in that table.>*

Regressions for each census year (1880, 1900, 1915, and 1925) and
those for boys and girls were nearly always run separately (excep-
tions are noted in context).

Typically, the first column of a table presents rates (or means), and
the second shows the odds ratios (or differences in means) based on
the first column (i.e., with no controls imposed). Then a column rey
ports results from regression models in which controls were imposed
(or several columns show the effects of imposing various combina+
tions of controls in different regression models). For a fuller descrip=
tion of the table arrangement, see Section 2.1.

9. Assessing contextual effects: the case of the Italians

This section supplements the discussion of contextual effects in Sec-
tion 3.4. It provides more detail on the methods employed and on
their limitations. It also calls attention to some national data relevant
to the relationship between return migration rates and length of chil-
dren’s schooling.

How, in the first place, is a contextual factor to be measured? Social
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scientists have relied on group rates (or means) for measures of con-
textual factors.* For example, remigration rates for immigrant groups
would serve to order the groups according to how prevalent remigra-
tion was in each and thus how great its effect on each would be ex-
pected to be. The contextual effects of the class composition of the
group can similarly be crudely gauged by arranging groups according
to the mean of the fathers’” occupational scores in each. In fact, a num-
ber of measures for the contextual effects of class composition were
examined; the mean fathers’ occupational score will serve as well as
any of them.3¢

Each ethnic group in the city was assigned a score on each of these
two measures. One was based on the rate of remigration for the group
in the United States as a whole; the other was the mean score for
fathers’ occupations in the Providence sample.*” We can now proceed
to consider how strongly these factors are associated with measures
of school behavior. For exploratory purposes, we can consider the
rates of high school entry in 1915. How strongly, then, are rates of
remigration for ethnic groups, and their mean occupational scores,
correlated with high school enrollment rates?

Stated in this way, the second measurement problem is immedi-
ately clear: If there is in fact a strong association, is it due to these
contextual factors, or is it simply spurious, due to some other factors
associated with both (for example, with both the remigration rate and
high school entry)? We can reduce the chances of spurious correlation
to some extent because the Providence data make it possible to con-
trol for some of the obvious differences between groups, namely, the
family background characteristics we have routinely controlled
hroughout. Thus, we can consider the contextual factors in a regres-
sion analysis that considers high school entry to be a function of sev-
>ral family background factors (father’s occupation, value of the fam-
ly’s assessed property, number of siblings, whether or not both parents
present) and of the rate of remigration for the group in which the
individual is a member (or the mean occupational score of that group).
In effect, the contextual factor replaces the ethnic categories in our
analysis, and the question becomes to what extent the net ethnic dif-
ferences in high school enrollment observed earlier (the ethnic differ-
ences that were not due to family background) can be explained by
the rate of remigration (or mean occupational score). How much re-
mains unexplained even after the rate of remigration (or mean occu-
pational score) has explained all it can?®®

Still, the problem of spurious association remains critical. Spurious-
ness is always a possibility, but in the present case (the study of con-
textual effects of ethnic-group membership) it assumes vastly greater
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importance. It does so because there are only a few ethnic categories,
and individuals are classified on contextual variables on the basis of
their ethnic identity alone. Consequently, the effective sample size
for the purposes of sorting among competing explanations is less than
a dozen. If, for example, the rate of remigration is found to be strongly
associated with schooling, we cannot explore whether other features
of these groups are more critical or whether the rate of remigration
remains strongly associated with schooling even when controlling for
these other features.

Checking for contextual effects, then, may be more useful in elimi-
nating factors that are not strongly associated with school patterns
than in confirming the operations of those contextual factors that are
strongly associated with schooling.*® Indeed, in the light of these dif-
ficulties, the preferable course usually is to study the effects of a rel-
evant factor at the individual level - for example, class origins — and
if those individual-level effects explain most of the ethnic difference,
we may assume that the contextual effects associated with it explain
the rest. If, on the other hand, they leave much of the ethnic differ-
ences unexplained, it would be rash to assume that the correspond-
ing contextual effects can account for the rest of that difference. How-
ever, because of the explanatory importance of social class and
remigration, an attempt to assess their contextual effects directly was
made.

In fact, the contextual effects of social class apparently created vir-
tually none of the differences in schooling between Italians and oth-
ers. The association between the mean occupational score of the group
and high school entry (with family background factors, including the
occupation of each particular family head, controlled) was negligible,
and, as indicated in the text, the relevant odds ratios dropped by
negligible amounts.*

The association between rates of remigration and the schooling of
second-generation children provides an example of the dangers of
misinterpreting a strong correlation between a contextual effect and
the behavior of interest referred to earlier, for that association was
very strong, and statistically significant. Indeed, the association be-
tween remigration and schooling can explain all of the difference be-
tween Italian rates of high school entry and those of others that had
not been explained by family background characteristics. The odds
ratio measuring the ethnic difference in male high school entry rates
will drop from 1.76 with family background characteristics (including
household head’s citizenship status) controlled to 0.60 (indicating Italian
rates of entry substantially higher than those of others) when the re-
migration rates of groups are also controlled! The results for female
high school entry rates are similar.
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Table A.6. Correlations between remigration rate and
median years of schooling

Age cohort (in 1960)
Group 45-54 55-64
All groups included ~0.70° —0.58¢
“Old immigration” only 0.21 0.25
“New immigration’” only
All groups —-0.67 —-0.61
USSR excluded -0.38 -0.17

Note: The remigration rates and medians for schooling are
presented in Table 3.10.
“Statistically significant (t>1.96).

The strong relationship between the rate of remigration and school
achievement is visible also in national data that include over a dozen
ethnic groups (Table 3.10). The 1960 census data on median years of
schooling completed by age cohort permit us to examine two espe-
cially relevant cohorts: those who would have reached age fifteen in
1910-20 and 1920-30 (i.e., those age forty-five to fifty-four and fifty-
five to sixty-four in 1960). The remigration rates for the European groups
are strongly negatively correlated with median years of schooling
completed: —0.58 and —0.70, respectively (Table A.6).4! Of course,
this correlation does not control for other family background factors,
as the associations discussed in connection with the Providence data
do, but it is surely suggestive.

What, then, is the explanation for the strong association between
remigration rate and school achievement? Is it indeed due to the con-
textual effects of the former, or is it a spurious association, an associ-
ation due to some other aspect of the ethnic differences?

Most of the association is almost certainly spurious. In the first place,
it is striking that in the national data, those classified as part of the
"old immigration,” the British, Germans, Irish, and Scandinavians,
were characterized by lower return rates. The “new immigrant” groups
(those predominating after 1880) generally had higher rates (the Jews
are the notable exception), although there was a considerable range
among them. Within the old immigrant group, the association be-
tween schooling and return rates is trivial, and within the new im-
migrant groups, it is trivial once the Jews are excluded from the cal-
culation. If the return rates were influential, why should they appear
so much less so when the groups are classified in this way?
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A second argument concerns the Providence data. We have solid
estimates of the impact of family background characteristics (social
class and family structure) on ethnic differences in schooling. We are
faced with the suggestion that the contextual effects of the remigra-
tion rates were much more important in distinguishing the school
patterns of the Italians from those of others than were class, family
structure, and household head’s citizenship status together.*?> Com-
mon sense argues against such a strong effect. Also, controlling the
household head'’s citizenship status should capture some contextual
effects of remigration — much as controlling the father’s occupation
appears to capture most contextual effects of the mean occupational
score. It stands to reason, after all, that the children of aliens probably
were closer to the contextual effects of remigration than were the chil-
dren of citizens (even if most return migrants were not parents). Only
those contextual effects of remigration not captured by the individual-
level variable (household head’s citizenship status) would therefore
be left to be captured by the contextual variable (the remigration rate)
— reducing still further the possibility that those effects could be as
great as the regressions suggest.

A third consideration involves the relationship between the school
and occupational outcomes. The supposed contextual effects of re-
migration noted earlier (restriction of information, restriction of op-
portunities for employment by members of one’s own group, and
establishment of a peer culture less oriented toward American pat-
terns of mobility) could be expected to have influenced occupational
attainment as well as schooling. Yet, in fact, only the school patterns
of the Italians require explanation; occupational attainment differs
hardly at all once family background characteristics and schooling have
been controlled.

That is the best we can do in considering the impact of the contex-
tual effects in creating the ethnic difference in schooling. The contex-
tual effects of the remigration rate cannot be measured with preci-
sion. However, as the concluding paragraph of the text in Section 3.4
indicates, in the context of other findings, it would be rash to assume
that it could adequately account for the residual difference between
the schooling of Italians and that of others.
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York, 1949), chap. 2. These referenda are interesting because they reveal
something about how individuals from different social backgrounds per-
ceived extended schooling. On the intriguing Beverly case, compare Mi-
chael B. Katz, The Irony of Early School Reform: Educational Innovation in
Mid-Nineteenth Century Massachusetts (Cambridge, Mass., 1968); Maris A.
Vinovskis, The Origins of Public High Schools: A Reexamination of the Beverly
High School Controversy (Madison, 1985). See also my own essay review
of the latter (Journal of Interdisciplinary History, 1988, in press).

PSCR for 1884, 64. The two most important changes of the intervening
years occurred in the 1850s: First the high school was reorganized so that
it offered a classical program and an English program, leading to diplo-
mas (which had not been awarded in earlier years). Second, following
various short-lived arrangements, the School Committee came to be elected
on a ward basis directly by the voters. PSCR for 1899-1900, 157, 268;
Carroll, Public Education in Rhode Island, 391.

The proportion for ten-year-old children is based on a hand count of
children of that age selected from the manuscript schedules of the cen-
sus. The proportion for fifteen-year-old children is based on the 1880
sample described in the next section.

PSCR for 1902-3, 87; Carroll, Public Education in Rhode Island; Barbara Tucker
Cervone, “"Rounding Up the Children: Compulsory Education Enforce-
ment in Providence, R.1., 1883-1935" (doctoral thesis, Harvard Graduate
School of Education, 1983).

PSCR for 1899-1900, 157-9; Joel Perlmann, "’Curriculum and Tracking in
the Transformation of the American High School: Providence, R.I., 1880-
1930,” Journal of Social History, vol. 19 (Fall 1985), 29-55.

PSCR for 1899-1900, passim; PSCR for 1900-1, 92.

Carroll, Public Education in Rhode Island, 239-42; Carroll, Rhode Island, Three
Centuries, 956; PSCR for 1923-4, 37. The laws also required that older
children attend school if they were not at work. This provision applied
to children one to two years older than the legal employment age (the
requirement was altered from time to time, and in some years those who
had completed a certain amount of schooling were exempted from this
requirement).

DPSCR for 1902-3, 69; PSCR for 1886, 55; PSCR for 1890, 31-55; PSCR for
1895, 31-48. Age-grade tables appeared annually in the reports for a
decade after 1917.

PSCR for 1902-3, 78 (on evening schools); PSCR for 1911-12, 41-50 (on
industrial education); PSCR for 1915-16, 31 (on prevocational schools);
PSCR for 1917-18, 35-43 (on the trade school).

PSCR for 1899-1900, 136-7; PSCR for 1911-12, 19-33; PSCR for 1916-17,
10-11 (on special schools); PSCR for 1917-18, 49-70; PSCR for 1921-2,
31-5; PSCR for 1922-3, 23 (on IQ tests); PSCR for 1917-18, 43-9; PSCR
for 1919-20, 30-7 (on guidance); PSCR for 1919-20, 26-8 (on American-
ization).

PSCR for 1922-3, 31-2; PSCR for 1924-5, 15-17 (on the Gary Plan).
DPSCR for 1921-2, 28-31; PSCR for 1931-2, 5-14 (on junior high schools);
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PSCR for 1925-6, 5-9 (on the size of the School Committee); Division of
Field Studies, Institute of Educational Research, Teacher’s College, Co-
lumbia University, Report of the Survey of Certain Aspects of the Public School
System of Providence Rhode Island, School Year 1923-1924 (New York, 1925).
PSCR for 1935-6, 12-14, 36.

On the Catholic schools, see especially Americo D. Lapati, ’A History of
Catholic Education in Rhode Island” (unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Boston College, 1958); Carroll, Rhode Island, Three Centuries, chap. 34, deals
with Catholic and other private schools.

See, for example, David B. Tyack, The One Best System: A History of Amer-
ican Urban Education (Cambridge, Mass., 1974); Michael B. Katz, Class,
Bureaucracy and Schools: The Illusion of Educational Reform in America (ex-
panded edition, New York, 1975); Edward A. Krug, The Shaping of the
American High School 1880-1920 (Madison, 1964); Marvin Lazerson, Origins
of the Urban School: Public Education in Massachusetts 1870-1915 (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1971); Selwyn K. Troen, The Public and the Schools: Shaping
the St. Louis System, 1938-1920 (Columbia, Mo., 1975); Raymond E. Cal-
lahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency: A Study of the Social Forces That
Have Shaped the Administration of the Public Schools (Chicago, 1962).
State-of-birth information was available only in the 1880 and 1900 cen-
suses. The generalizations in the text therefore are based only on data
from the first part of the period under consideration.

There is no consistent difference between the occupations of Yankee fa-
thers who were migrants and those who had been born in Rhode Island.
Similarly, the children of Yankee migrants enrolled in high school about
as often as the children of Yankee nonmigrants. For a fuller discussion,
See Ari Joel Perlmann, “Education and the Social Structure of an Amer-
ican City: Social Origins and Educational Attainments in Providence, R.I.,
1880-1925" (doctoral dissertation, Harvard University, 1980), 164-73.
Figures in the text are based on mothers, fathers, and grandfathers of
sample members. Had information been collected on grandmothers as
well, it could only have reinforced the conclusion that very few families
were unfamiliar with recent migration.

Ninety-one percent of the eleven-year-old children had attended school
during the year preceding the census. All school attendance rates dis-
cussed in this section are based on the census question concerning chil-
dren’s school attendance during the year preceding enumeration - not,
strictly speaking, attendance at the time of the census. On the history of
school attendance earlier in the century, see Carl F. Kaestle and Maris A.
Vinovskis, Education and Social Change in Nineteenth-Century Massachusetts
(New York, 1980), especially chap. 3 and 4; Lee Soltow and Edward Ste-
vens, “Economic Aspects of School Participation in Mid-Nineteenth-
Century United States,” Journal of Interdisciplinary History, vol. 8 (Au-
tumn 1977), 221-43.

Figures on age at school entry by ethnicity and class are not available in
the Providence data set because it covers children ages eleven to sixteen.
Nevertheless, a hand count of children five to twenty years old in the
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1880 census manuscripts showed roughly equal attendance rates at each
age from seven to eleven. This suggests that the pattern among children
of age eleven in the Providence data set — nearly universal attendance in
all social groups — also existed in the rest of the seven-to-eleven age range.
See also Kaestle and Vinovskis, Education and Social Change, 98, and Ta-
bles A4.4-A4.9, which also suggest nearly universal schooling in this age
range well before 1880.

Joel Perlmann, “After Leaving School: The Jobs of Young People in Prov-
idence, R.I., 1880-1915,” in Ronald K. Goodenow and Diane Ravitch,
eds., Schools in Cities: Consensus and Conflict in American Educational History
(New York, 1983), 3-43.

The median was estimated to be 8.8 years. Beverly Duncan, Family Fac-
tors and School Dropout: 1920-1960 (Ann Arbor, 1965), 148-50, indicates a
method for calculating average length of schooling from the proportions
enrolled at each age. It assumes ““that a child enters school only once and
entry occurs before the age of peak attendance, that a child leaves school
only once and leaving occurs after the age of peak attendance; and age
of entry is independent of age of school leaving.”

One reason for this pattern is simply that the primary and grammar school
program in Providence, as in many other places in New England, in-
cluded nine grades, not the eight with which we are familiar today. In
addition, however, many did not progress at the rate of a grade per year;
there was a considerable tendency to hold students back to repeat grades.
As a consequence, the age—grade fit was loose indeed. On the age—grade
fit in the early nineteenth century, see Joseph F. Kett, Rites of Passage:
Adolescence in America 1790 to the Present (New York, 1977), 14-21.

In particular, given the questions of interest here, there will be virtually
no attention to definitions of social class that stress the importance of the
changing class consciousness of historical actors, forged in interaction
with other classes; E. P. Thompson, The Making of the English Working
Class (New York, 1963), 9-10; for a recent discussion, see, for example,
Olivier Zunz, ‘“The Synthesis of Social Change: Reflections on American
Social History,” in O. Zunz, ed., Reliving the Past: The Worlds of Social
History (Chapel Hill, 1985), especially 86-92. Or, rather, insofar as changes
in class consciousness affected the behaviors of interest here, those ef-
fects should be reflected in the behavior of children of different social
backgrounds defined in terms of the characteristics we do study — the
father’s occupation and wealth, insofar as we can measure it. Otherwise,
the states of consciousness affected groups defined on some other basis.
Or, more precisely, the heads of households are grouped into the five
strata; a mother or other relative was taken as the head when the father
was not present. The occupational classification scheme described in these
paragraphs follows Stephan Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians: Poverty
and Progress in the American Metropolis, 1880-1970 (Cambridge, Mass., 1973);
see especially his Appendix B and the section on occupational classifica-
tion in the Appendix to.this book.

Another vertical ordering of occupations is presented later in this chap-
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ter. Other aspects of economic position — notably, comparisons of em-
ployees versus employers and of individuals in different economic sec-
tors — will be considered, especially in connection with the Italians and
Russian Jews. Information on self-employment is available from the city
directories; in one period, 1915, it is also possible to distinguish employ-
ers from others.

Because social origins clearly influenced both length of school attendance
and progress through the grades, the relations between social origins
and schooling typically are clearer when a measure of grade attainment,
such as high school entry, is studied than when merely length of school
attendance is considered. For a fuller discussion of the two measures,
see the introduction to Section 4 of the Appendix.

In later chapters, information on high school graduation is exploited,
as well as information on college entry in 1925 (the one period for which
it is available); here it would add little.

Directories excluded most women even if they were gainfully employed.
The limitation of the study to male patterns of mobility is one shared by
nearly all studies of social mobility, and espedially historical studies, be-
cause data on men’s jobs are much more readily available. The 1915
Providence data include women’s occupations (drawn from marriage
records). However, the issues arising in the study of women'’s attain-
ments in the context of overwhelming gender segregation in the labor
market led me to defer that study for a separate treatment. The complex-
ities of using two quite different kinds of occupational data (one from a
given age, the other from age of marriage) suggested the same strategy.

The restriction of the study to those who remained in the city is common
to virtually all historical studies of social mobility, because all rely on
tracing individuals from one source to another of a later year. Also, the
percentages mentioned in the text refer to individuals who were success-
fully located in the directory and whose occupation was given there. See
Appendix, Section 5, for details.

An increase of a standard deviation in sample members’ mid-twenties
occupational scores was associated with an increase of 0.44-0.72 of a
standard deviation in their mid-thirties scores. Also, in most of the sam-
ples, the earlier score explained more of the variance in the later score
than did measurable family background characteristics and education to-
gether.

A three-strata classification of occupations is used here instead of the
five-strata classification used earlier in order to conserve cell sizes. The
initial sample has been reduced in size by the omissions discussed ear-
lier; figures are presented for many ethnic groups, and very few of the
young men had reached the high white-collar stratum.

Except in the 1925 cohort, who spent their twenties in the Great Depres-
sion.

The 100-point scale does not combine occupational information with evi-
dence on the assessed value of the family’s property, as the occupational
strata can be constructed to do (see text). In controlling family back-
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ground, the father’s occupational score and the assessed value of the
family’s property were treated in regression models as two separate vari-
ables influencing the schooling and occupational attainment of the sam-
ple members. Tax data were not used in evaluating the social positions
of the male sample members as young adults. For further details, see the
Appendix, Sections 6 and 8.

Another dimension of social position, employment status, is often taken
into account in the use of the 100-point scale, because the coding scheme
for the scale calls for assigning a different score to the self-employed in
many occupations. The evidence of self-employment was derived from
the 1915 Rhode Island census schedules and the city directories.

The use of the scale instead of the strata might be less attractive (because
interpretations of results might be less easily presented) if interactions
between class background and ethnic background were critical in deter-
mining schooling, or if those between class background and educational
experience were critical in determining occupational attainment, but they
were not.

Otis Dudley Duncan, A Socioeconomic Index for All Occupations,” in
Albert J. Reiss, Jr., et al. Occupations and Social Status (New York, 1961),
109-38; Robert W. Hodge, Paul M. Siegel, and Peter H. Rossi, ""Occu-
pational Prestige in the United States, 1925-63,” American Journal of So-
ciology, vol. 70 (November 1964), 286-302; Christopher Jencks et al., In-
equality: A Reassessment of the Effect of Family and Schooling in America (New
York, 1972), 176-9; Donald ]J. Treiman, "’A Standard Occupational Pres-
tige Scale for Use with Historical Data,” Journal of Interdisciplinary History,
vol. 7 (Autumn 1976), 283-304; Robert M. Hauser, ""Occupational Status
in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries,” Historical Methods, vol. 15
(Summer 1982); Joel Perlmann, "Who Stayed in School? Social Structure
and Academic Achievement in the Determination of Enroliment Pat-
terns, Providence, Rhode Island, 1880-1925,” Journal of American History,
vol. 72 (December 1985), 598.

It is possible that the slight rise for fathers’ occupations in the last year
was due to the fact that occupations had to be determined only from city
directories for that year’s sample; the Rhode Island Census of 1925 did
not include a question on the respondent’s occupation.

If the last cohort of sons is ignored, their jobs having been obtained in
the depths of the Great Depression, the mean occupational score of the
sons varied by less than a point across three samples over thirty-five
years. Somewhat greater numbers appear to have received white-collar
jobs in the two later cohorts. Because the mean occupational score did
not change, these probably were clerical and sales positions, whose rel-
ative standing was not much different from that of the skilled jobs that
suffered a comparable decline.

The standard deviation for fathers’ occupations was equally consis-
tent over time: 19.1, 18.1, 19.2, and 19.8. Standard deviations for the
sons’ jobs showed a similar stability over time: 18.4, 18.4, 19.3, and 17.9.

The occupational scores of the fathers of those male sample members
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found in the later city directories differed hardly at all from the scores of
the fathers of all male sample members: by two points in 1880, and by
less than a point in each of the other periods. See Table A.5 in the Ap-
pendix.

Conclusions about attainment (or about mobility), of course, can be put
in terms of occupational strata or in terms of the occupational scale. The
choice will make virtually no substantive difference for the purposes of
this book.

See, for example, Christopher Jencks et al., Who Gets Ahead?: The Deter-
minants of Economic Success in America (New York, 1979), 316-27, which
summarizes the correlations among background characteristics, occupa-
tional attainment, and income in eleven major contemporary data sets.

Chapter 2

Patrick J. Blessing, “Irish,” In Stephan Thernstrom, ed., Harvard Encyclo-
pedia of American Ethnic Groups (Cambridge, Mass., 1980), 528, 540.

See Blessing, "Irish”’; David Noel Doyle, Irish Americans: Native Rights and
National Empires: The Structure, Divisions and Attitudes of the Catholic Mi-
nority in the Decade of Expansion, 1890-1901 (New York, 1976), 38-90; Kerby
A. Miller, Emigrants and Exiles: Ireland and the Irish Exodus to North America
(New York, 1985), 492-506. Miller (in note 186 to chap. 8) provides an
extensive list of the recent work on Irish-American social structure.

In 1880, the third generation constituted 7% of the Irish-American chil-
dren, in 1900, 37%, and in 1915, 45% (from Table 1.1). The 1925 Rhode
Island State Census unfortunately did not ask for parents’ places of birth.
Consequently, whereas we can identify the places of birth of the 1925
sample members’ own parents (by examining what the parents said about
their own places of birth), we cannot distinguish the third-generation
Irish-Americans from other children of natives.

See Table 1.1.

The small number of native whites of Irish parentage in the 1880 sample
were also better off than the immigrant heads of that year.

The average of the upper estimates for high school entry rates of Irish
boys and girls is 8.8% (from Table 2.2).

Child labor rates exhibited the same trend as schooling: With controls
imposed, a large difference between Yankees and Irish remained in 1880,
but only trivial differences were found in 1900 and 1915.

The tables present comparisons to the most relevant group, the chil-
dren of Yankees (native whites of native parentage). Comparisons to all
others (which are routinely made in later chapters) were omitted as mis-
leading or redundant. In 1880, nearly all others were in fact Yankees. In
later years, their composition changed considerably, making the com-
parison to 1880 less clear. Table 2.7 compares occupational attainments
of Irish-Americans with those of Yankees, as well as with those of all
others, because the relative position of the Yankees with respect to oc-
cupational attainment changed over time. The behavior of the children
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of the native whites of Irish parentage is not reported for 1880 because
the number of cases is too small for meaningful multivariate analysis.
For a full discussion, see Joel Perlmann, “Working Class Homeowner-
ship and Children’s Schooling in Providence, R.I., 1880-1925,"” History of
Education Quarterly, vol. 23 (Summer 1983), 175-93, and the references
cited there. For a different view, see David John Hogan, Class and Reform:
School and Society in Chicago, 1880-1930 (Philadelphia, 1985), 114-25, 287~
8.

Some support for this argument is available if we look more closely at
the factors we can control. In 1880, when no controls for social back-
ground are imposed, the odds that the sons of Irish immigrants, 11-16
years of age, would work were 9.45 times as great as those that the sons
of the Yankees would do so. With all controls except father’s occupation
imposed, the ratio was 7.69; with father’s occupation also controlled it
was 4.99 (t=5.69). Father’s occupation is the most important measure of
economic class in the data (property value being negligible for so many).
Had family income data been available, it, too, would surely have had
some independent effect, notwithstanding its correlation with father’s
occupation. But even if this second measure of economic class had as
large an impact as the first, it would reduce the odds ratio from 4.69 to a
ratio 0.65 as great (4.99/7.69=0.65) - to 3.24. That ratio would still con-
stitute strong evidence that family background factors cannot adequately
explain the ethnic differences in child labor patterns. Another category
of influences on behavior, known as contextual effects, is discussed in
the following chapter (Section 3.4). Concerning their relevance to Irish—
Yankee differences, see Appendix, note 40.

For 1925, the Irish advantage in high school enrollment rates over native
whites (to whom they are best compared in the absence of data on Yan-
kees) is statistically significant. However, the high school graduation rate
of the sons of Irish immigrants in 1925 was similar to that of the sons of
natives, suggesting that the significantly higher Irish rate of high school
entry observed was not sustained into the later teen years.

Other measures of school performance, including high school gradu-
ation rates and grades in courses in grammar school and high school
(available only for 1915 and 1925), show no pattern that would lead one
to doubt the conclusions drawn in the text from measures of school at-
tendance, child labor, and high school entry.

When corrections for missing data have been taken into account in the
table, the estimated range for the residual ethnic difference in male high
school entry rates is frustratingly large, including a low minimum (an
odds ratio of 1.3; see last rows of Table 2.2). If only this series had been
available, it would, of course, be risky to conclude that a change had
occurred. Fortunately, much less ambiguous evidence is available: the
girls’ high school enrollment rates, and especially the evidence from school
attendance and child labor (which involves no estimation).

See Providence School Committee, Report for 1881, 20, and for 1899~
1900, 90, which remark on the return of prosperity after the depressions
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of 1873 and 1893, respectively. Each indicates that economic improve-
ment had reduced enrollments during that year to an unusual degree.
Miller, Emigrants and Exiles, 107. See also Oscar Handlin, Boston’s Immi-
grants: A Study in Acculturation (Cambridge, Mass., 1941), chap. 5; Ste-
phan Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians: Poverty and Progress in the Ameri-
can Metropolis, 1880-1970 (Cambridge, Mass., 1973), 168-9, note 30.

See Miller, Emigrants and Exiles, 472-6, 508-9.

On the history of schooling in nineteenth-century Ireland, see Donald
H. Akenson, The Irish Education Experiment: The National System of Educa-
tion in the Nineteenth Century (London, 1970).

The arguments here could be rephrased in terms of theories of “modern-
ization,” but it is not necessary to complicate the discussion with an eval-
uation of such theories. For a recent discussion, see Walter Nugent,
Structures of American Social History (Bloomington, Ind., 1981), 5-12.
Sample members were classified in terms of the literacy status of the
head of the household, usually the father. Earlier work indicated that
classifying them according to the mother’s literacy status would not have
altered the conclusions presented in the text. Ari Joel Perlmann, “Edu-
cation and the Social Structure of an American City: Social Origins and
Educational Attainments in Providence, R. 1., 1880-1925" (unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1980), 341, 403.

See, for example, Handlin, Boston’s Immigrants; Diane Ravitch, The Great
School Wars: New York City, 1805-1973 (New York, 1974), 3-76; James W.
Sanders, The Education of an Urban Minority: Catholics in Chicago, 1833-
1965 (New York, 1977); James W. Sanders, “Boston Catholics and the
School Question, 1825-1907,” in James W. Fraser, Henry L. Allen, and
Sam Barnes, eds., From Common School to Magnet School: Selected Essays in
the History of Boston’s Schools (Boston, 1979), 43-75; James W. Sanders,
“Catholics and the School Question in Boston: The Cardinal O’Connell
Years,” in Robert E. Sullivan and James M. O’Toole, eds., Catholic Boston:
Studies in Religion and Community, 1870-1970 (Boston, 1985), 121-69; Mi-
chael R. Olneck and Marvin Lazerson, “Education,”” in Thernstrom, ed.,
Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups; William G. McLoughlin,
Rhode Island: A History (New York, 1978).

Robert W. Hayman, “Catholicism in Rhode Island”’ (doctoral disserta-
tion, Providence College, 1977), 491-6; Americo D. Lapati, ’A History of
Catholic Education in Rhode Island” (doctoral dissertation, Boston Col-
lege, 1958), 130-5.

On the Providence Democratic Party, see Elmer E. Cornwall, Jr., “Party
Absorption of Ethnic Groups: The Case of Providence, Rhode Island,”
Social Forces, vol. 38 (March 1960), 207. On the Rhode Island political
background generally, see McLoughlin, Rhode Island; John D. Buenker,
Urban Liberalism and Progressive Reform (New York, 1973), and, on Boston,
Sanders, ‘‘Boston Catholics and the School Question” and “‘Catholics
and the School Question in Boston.”” Figures on the School Committee
come from hand counts traced to the census schedules; figures on the
proportion of Irish teachers in 1880 come from a seminar paper by Vic-
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toria MacDonald Huntzinger, Harvard Graduate School of Education,
1984; figures for 1908 come from U.S. Immigration Commission, The Chil-
dren of the Immigrants in School (Washington, D.C., 1911), vol. 2, 265-7,
vol. 5, 194-5.
The Irish increase in schooling did not come as a result of a great growth
in Catholic educational institutions. The Catholic school system was in-
deed expanding, but in order for it to have been the source of the overall
rise in levels of schooling among the Irish-Americans, that system would
have had to sharply increase its share of their enrollment. That had not
occurred. The Catholic share of all Irish secondary school enroliment did
not sharply increase either (Table 2.11).
Austin Dowling, "Diocese of Providence,” in William Byrne et al., eds.,
History of the Catholic Church in the New England States (Boston, 1899), 383.
Thomas Sowell, Ethnic America: A History (New York, 1981), 37-8. Sow-
ell's references to sources in the quoted passages have been omitted.
Sowell cited Diane Ravitch, The Great School Wars, 178. In that context,
she indeed mentioned the finding Sowell mentions, but also cited an-
other, less dramatic, contrast among the groups found in another study
from those years. She cited Leonard P. Ayres, Laggards in Our Schools: A
Study of Retardation and Elimination in City School Systems (New York, 1912),
and David K. Cohen, “Immigrants and the Schools,” Review of Educa-
tional Research, vol. 40 (February 1970), 13-27. Ayres presented evidence
(e.g., p. 107) that suggests that such extreme differences between the
Irish and the Jews and Germans did not exist, and several of Cohen’s
tables suggest the same point (e.g., Table 2, which shows that, in a sur-
vey of several cities, among those born in the city surveyed, 27.6% of the
children of the Irish were “'retarded in grade,” whereas 31.3% of the
children of the Germans and 29.6% of the children of the Russian Jews
were). However, Cohen, who surveyed many studies, also cited Joseph
King Van Denburg, Causes of Elimination of Students in Public Secondary
Schools of New York City (New York, 1911), 96; cf. Cohen, “Immigrants,”
17. Van Denburg had reported that after eight semesters, only 1 Irish
high school entrant of 73 in his sample had graduated, and 6 others were
still enrolled ("'retarded in grade”): a 1.4% graduation rate; Cohen’s pa-
per apparently mistakenly printed the 1% figure as 0.1%. In sum, Van
Denburg found that 1% of the Irish graduated on schedule (and another
8% had persisted through eight semesters); this result, an atypically low
summary statement for Irish school achievement, was lowered still fur-
ther through an error, and then cited in Ravitch’s and Sowell’s widely
read studies. ’
Calculated from U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population:
1960, Final Report PC(2)-1A (“Nativity and Parentage: Social and Eco-
nomic Characteristics of the Foreign Stock by Country of Origin”)
(Washington, D.C., 1965), 52, 55, 63 (Table 12). The figures used are for
the northeast region.

Any use of retrospective data involves biases due to differential mor-
tality; in this case, the poorly educated were more likely to die young.
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Consequently, ethnic differences in the proportion poorly educated would
appear less extreme among those sixty-five to seventy-four years of age
in 1960 than among the same cohort in 1910, for example (when they had
been fifteen to twenty-five years old). However, in order to explain how
the Irish (who by 1960 appeared so similar to others) could have begun
so much less well educated in 1910, one must assume unrealistically high
educational differentials in mortality. Also, the comparisons with the
Germans and with some others in Table 2.5 show the Irish rates to be
higher. Assumptions of very high ethnic differentials in mortality within
categories of educational attainment would be required to square this
1960 pattern with a 1910 pattern in which Germans had the higher rates.
For evidence on educational differentials in mortality, see Evelyn M. Ki-
tagawa and Philip M. Hauser, Differential Mortality in the United States: A
Study in Socioeconomic Epidemiology (Cambridge, Mass., 1973), 17.
According to Thernstrom, “immigrants from Sweden closely resemble
those from Ireland both in their low educational level and in their over-
whelming concentration in blue collar jobs, and yet the second-genera-
tion Swedes outperformed the Irish by all three measures of achievement
. . . differences in group culture played a significant role. Whether these
cultures are best described with religious Iabels {or national labels] can-
not be determined. . . . But. . . immigrants from . . . Catholic peasant
societies . . . brought with them distinctive habits. . . .”” The Other Bos-
tonians, 174-5.

Eighteen percent of Irish, 40% of German, and 52% of English fathers
held white-collar jobs. The median level of education among Irish fathers
was two years below that of the English and German fathers. The im-
portance of the Protestant—Catholic distinction (see preceding note) is
not supported by this evidence. The Swedish experience was far more
successful than those of the other two Protestant groups, and the Irish
Catholic experience seems to have been about what one would expect
when compared with the other two Protestant groups (after social origins
are taken into account). If the Irish of the twentieth century can be thought
of as peasants (and the Germans and English as something else), this
evidence also does not support the idea that origin in a peasant society
is of critical explanatory importance.

All this is not to discredit the largest of Thernstrom’s points: Oid World
cultural values may well have mattered, as the success of the Swedes
and the Jews (compared with all the others) suggests.

The U.S. Census provides figures on the children of native whites only
for the United States as a whole. Because the natives were concentrated
in different regions than the Irish, and because educational attainment
varied by region, the reliance on national figures is less than optimal and
probably favors the Irish.

The 1960 U.S. Census data, of course, cannot provide support for the
argument that Irish patterns of behavior in 1880 were quite different from
what they were later, because the data do not extend that far back in
time; they provide support for only the second argument made in this
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section: that by 1900 the Irish level of educational attainment was not
low relative to that of other groups.

For one historical study that lends direct support to the idea of a change
in Irish patterns of behavior during the decades of the late nineteenth
century, see the discussion of child labor and school attendance in John
Modell, “Patterns of Consumption, Acculturation and Family Income
Strategies in Late Nineteenth Century America,” in Tamara K. Hareven
and Maris A. Vinovskis, eds., Family and Population in Nineteenth Century
America (Princeton, 1978), 206-40. Modell’s data cover several northeast-
ern cities between 1874 and 1901. His main purpose is to show that by
1901, and probably by 1889, there were no differences between patterns
of schooling among the children of Irish and natives when other demo-
graphic factors are taken into account. But in the present context, the
critical point is the strong possibility that such differences did exist in
1874.

The sample includes children eleven to sixteen years old in 1880. Those
eleven to twelve years old were traced to the directory of 1892, rather
than to the directory for 1890, to increase the likelihood that they would
be old enough to be listed.

We can also try to refine the controls for father’s and son’s education by
restricting attention to homogeneous subgroups. Most who entered high
school or graduated from grammar school can be identified and excluded
from analysis; in this way, most of the effects of differences in schooling
between Yankees and Irish can be eliminated. Nearly all those remaining
received less than a grammar school education. Finally, those who had
illiterate parents can be excluded. With all these exclusions, the magni-
tude of the Irish-Yankee gap in job levels remains large. It drops from
6.4 to 4.8 points in 1880, and from 7.2 to 6.8 points in 1900.

There is no reason to assume that sensitivity to the value of schooling
was perfectly correlated with all other forms of familiarity with modern
ways. It was especially tied to the diffusion of schooling and literacy in
Ireland; these, in turn, were only imperfectly related to the diffusion of
other forms of social transformation. Similarly, the Irish influence in the
school system and that in the labor market probably grew at different
rates.

These reasons for differences in timing may help explain why Irish
school attainment appears to have changed by 1900, whereas occupa-
tional attainment changed only in 1915 (relative to that of Yankees).
However, the difference in trends must be treated cautiously; it is based,
after all, on only one of the four samples, the 1900 sample. That two
measures might spread fairly far apart in one of four samples is not ter-
ribly improbable. Another reason to suspect that the 1900 gap between
Irish educational and occupational attainments is due to sampling varia-
bility is that the gap is less pronounced for the third generation of Irish-
Americans than for the second (see Tables 2.2, 2.4, and 2.7).

On the historiography of Catholic education in the United States, see
James W. Sanders, “Roman Catholics and the School Question in New
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York City: Some Suggestions for Research,” in Diane Ravitch and Ronald
J. Goodenow, eds., Educating an Urban People: The New York City Experi-
ence (New York, 1981), 116-40, especially 116-19; Marvin Lazerson,
“Understanding American Catholic Educational History,” History of Ed-
ucation Quarterly, vol. 17 (Fall 1977), 219-317. On the earlier period, see
Jay P. Dolan, The Immigrant Church: New York’s Irish and German Catholics,
1815-1865 (Baltimore, 1975). Major studies of the contemporary Ameri-
can situation include Andrew M. Greeley, The American Catholic: A Social
Portrait (New York, 1977); Andrew M. Greeley and Peter H. Rossi, The
Education of Catholic Americans (Chicago, 1966); James S. Coleman, Thomas
Hoffer, and Sally Kilgore, High School Achievement: Public Catholic and Pri-
vate Schools Compared (New York, 1982).

See studies such as that of Michael B. Katz, “Who Went to School?”
History of Education Quarterly, vol. 12 (Fall 1972), 432-54, and others cited
by Maris Vinovskis, "Quantification and the Analysis of American An-
tebellum Education,” Journal of Interdisciplinary History, vol. 12 (Spring
1983), 761-86. Little of this sort of work has focused on the Catholic
schools, partly because census schedules, which most historians have
mined, provide information on school attendance generally, but not on
whether or not the school attended was Catholic.

Their social origins, unfortunately, cannot be studied fully with the sam-
ple data; Catholic elementary school records, as well as Catholic high
school records prior to 1915, were too poorly preserved to permit that.
Consequently, this section rests more heavily than others on published
data.

Sanders, The Education of an Urban Minority; Sanders, "Roman Catholics
and the School Question in New York City”’; Sanders, "’Boston Catholics
and the School Question’’; Sanders, ‘’Catholics and the School Question
in Boston: The Cardinal O’Connell Years.”

See Sanders, “"Roman Catholics and the School Question in New York
City,”” 119, for the difference in the proportions of Catholics in Boston
and Chicago; see Table 2.8 for the similarity between Boston and Provi-
dence.

From Table A.2 in the Appendix. Some ltalians (and some French Ca-
nadians) no doubt enrolled in territorial parish schools rather than in the
schools of national parishes, but their numbers can hardly have invali-
dated the conclusions from the figures in the text.

On the Irish-German contrast, see especially Sanders, “"Roman Catholics
and the School Question in New York City,” 127, ’Boston Catholics and
the School Question,” 56, and ’‘Catholics and the School Question in
Boston,” 164-5.

Sanders, The Education of an Urban Minority, 45, indicates enrollment in
national parish schools. The Immigration Commission, The Children of
Immigrants in Schools (Washington, D.C., 1911), vol. 2, Chicago report,
Table 2 (pp. 564-8), indicates the ethnic identity of public school pupils
in attendance on a particular day in 1908. Although these figures relate
to attendance and those cited by Sanders relate to enrollment, biases
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should be similar for both groups. As for Italians, 702 enrolled in their
national parish schools, and 9,258 in the elementary grades of the public
schools. For the Poles, the figures were 21,310 in the parish schools and
6,915 in the public schools.

Dowling, "’Diocese of Providence.” For example (p. 383), during the mid-
nineteenth century “’the first cost of the churches made the building of
schools impossible.” It is, however, difficult to determine how much in-
struction preceded the construction of buildings.

Indeed, some 45-50% of the Providence school children were Catholics
in 1880, 1900, and 1915, and by 1925 that proportion had risen to 55—
60%. By comparing these proportions to the estimated proportions that
pupils in the Catholic grade schools constituted among all pupils (Ap-
pendix Table A.2, line 9), it would appear that about 38% of the Catholic
pupils were in parochial schools in 1880, about 32% in 1900 and 1915,
and about 28% in 1925. If these estimates were compared with the pro-
portion of Irish Catholics in the Catholic school system, it is clear that
the two series bear little relationship. The reason is the changing ethnic
composition of that Catholic population: In 1880, nearly all were Irish; by
1900, they included many lItalians.

Even the formulation of the Third Plenary Council left room for excep-
tions when it was impractical to establish schools. James A. Burns, The
Grown and Development of the Catholic School System of the United States (New
York, 1912), 193.

Greeley, The American Catholic, 167.

Sanders, "Roman Catholics and the School Question in New York City,”
130~1. See also Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians, 174, and especially
Howard Ralph Weisz, Irish-American and Italian-American Educational Views
and Activities, 1870-1900: A Comparison (New York, 1976), 47-96.

James A. Burns, who studied American Catholic schools in the first dec-
ade of this century, indicated that tuition generally ranged between fifty
cents and a dollar per month. He also concluded that “the increasing
tendency in the public school system of late years to eliminate every
element of expense to the parent, has greatly accelerated the movement
toward Catholic free schools. The change has been made quite generally
in the larger cities, as well as in many of the towns. . . . In many par-
ishes textbooks are also provided free.” The only direct evidence from
Providence itself is a comment made in 1893 by the Superintendent of
the Providence public schools Horace Tarbell, in which he distinguished
the parish schools from Catholic academies: "the academies charge tui-
tion while the parochial schools are all free.” But whether or not the
burden of tuition and other school costs had really been removed from
parents as fully as these observers suggest is unclear. Finally, Studs Lon-
igan’s father paid a dollar per month in Chicago during the World War I
years. Burns, The Growth and Development of the Catholic School System,
276-7; James T. Farrell, Studs Lonigan (New York, 1938), 13; Providence
School Committee, Report for 1893, 35. On wages, see, for example,
Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians, 298-300.
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Providence School Committee, Report for 1893, 35-6.

In addition to the works already cited, Charles C. Carroll, Rhode Island:
Three Centuries of Democracy (New York, 1932), and Rhode Island Com-
missioner of Public Schools, Annual Report for 1892-1921 (Providence),
include useful information about the Catholic schools.

Joel Perlmann, “’Curriculum and Tracking in the Transformation of the
American High School: Providence, R.I., 1880-1930,” Journal of Social
History, vol. 19 (Fall 1985), 29-55.

Perlmann, “’Curriculum and Tracking.”

The academic program in which a student was enrolled was not indi-
cated systematically in the Catholic high school records prior to that time.
Among the sons of the Irish, the trends are especially strong (Table 2.14),
but their extreme nature may well owe something to sampling variabil-
ity. Also, evidence from the 1915 sample suggests that the extreme dif-
ferences in curriculum choice among the Irish sample members of 1925
did not hold among their predecessors of 1915. For the earlier year, cur-
riculum information is not available at La Salle, but it is available at the
comparable public high schools. In those schools, a larger proportion of
the sons of Irish immigrants were in college preparatory programs than
in 1925 (38% versus 24%).

The trends in the samples receive important confirmation from the re-
ports of the Rhode Island Commissioner of Public Schools. These indi-
cate the number of students enrolling in each high school and the num-
ber of graduates from each for the years 1891--1921. The proportion that
graduates constituted among total number enrolled provides a rough
measure of the graduation rates in Catholic schools compared with those
in public schools. Prior to 1905, the proportion was greater in public high
schools for both boys and girls in every year but two. In 1905 and after,
it was larger in the Catholic schools for both boys and girls in twelve of
the fifteen years, and larger by at least 50% in seven of these years. Even
when compared only with the Classical High School pupils, the Catholic
high school students were more likely to graduate.

In the 1915 regression analyses, all Catholic school pupils were compared
with pupils in the public high school college preparatory programs. This
procedure was used because curriculum-choice data for that year was
unavailable in the Catholic schools.

Nearly all the sons of the Irish immigrants who chose a college prepara-
tory program in 1925 chose one at La Salle; nearly all who chose a ter-
minal program chose it at a public high school (Table 2.14). Conse-
quently, the relevance of ethnicity and curriculum track cannot be fully
distinguished. In 1915, however, many Irish-Americans in the public in-
stitutions were enrolled in college preparatory programs, so that com-
parisons between them and the Catholic school students permit us to
distinguish the impacts of ethnicity and curriculum. See also the preced-
ing note.

Coleman, Hoffer, and Kilgore, High School Achievement.

Richard J. Murnane, A Comparison of Public and Private Schools: Les-
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sons from the Uproar (Review Essay),” Journal of Human Resources, vol.
19 (Spring 1984), 263-77.

It is possible that the list identifies priests only, excluding other brothers.
Still, it is probable that less than one-eighth of the entrants chose the
school with the intent of entering the clergy. Moreover, some among the
public high school students, particularly Protestants, were also consid-
ering a career in the clergy. Their behavior affected the public high school
graduation rates.

Lapati, "’A History of Catholic Education in Rhode Island,” 160, 201.
The peer influence will not be captured by the regression analysis even
when that analysis takes account of the social origins of each individual.
This peer influence is an example of a contextual effect. Contextual ef-
fects are discussed more fully in Chapter 3.

An intriguing question raised by this material concerns the parochial
schools: If the Catholic high schools were academically special in the
ways indicated, was the same true for the parish schools? They shared
many of the attributes of the Catholic high schools that might have mat-
tered. In particular, by the twentieth century, the Irish parochial schools
in Providence were serving a long-settled community. However, on this
issue the Providence data shed no light.

Chapter 3

The magnitude of the Italian immigration can also be appreciated by not-
ing that those from the northern, more economically developed, prov-
inces of Italy (although but one-sixth of all Italian immigrants) would, if
considered alone, have constituted the eighth largest immigrant group
during the period, after the Irish, but before any Slavic group except the
Poles.

See Thomas J. Archdeacon, Becoming American: An Ethnic History (New
York, 1983), chap. V, and especially Table V-3, for a useful summary of
the data on immigrant arrivals and departures. See Imre Ferenczi, comp.,
International Migrations, Vol. I: Statistics (New York, 1929), Table 10, for
the figures distinguishing northern and southern Italians. For a discus-
sion of remigration, see Dino Cinel, From Italy to San Francisco: The Immi-
grant Experience (Palo Alto, 1982), especially chap. 3-4. For comparisons
of northerners and southerners, remigration, and intriguing interna-
tional comparisons, see also Samuel L. Baily, “"The Adjustment of Italian
Immigrants in Buenos Aires and New York, 1870-1914,”” Herbert S. Klein,
""The Integration of Italian Immigrants into the United States and Argen-
tina: A Comparative Analysis,” Jorge Balan, John D. Gould, and Tulio
Halperin-Donghi, ’Comments” (on Klein’s paper), and Klein, "Reply,”
American Historical Review, vol. 88 (April 1983), 281-346.

Leonard Covello, The Social Background of the Italo-American School Child
(Leiden, 1967; edited by Francesco Cordasco from Covello’s New York
University doctoral dissertation of 1944), especially chap. 8-10.

See, for example, citations to the work in Herbert J. Gans, The Urban
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Villagers: Group and Class in the Life of ltalian-Americans (New York, 1962),
and in Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Beyond the Melting
Pot: The Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Jews, Italians and Irish of New York City
(Cambridge, Mass., 1963), passim.

Covello, Social Background, 287.

Covello, Social Background, 403; he adds (403—4): “The most overt conflict
between the American school and the Italian parental home seems to
derive from the economic values of Italian family life. This does not nec-
essarily mean that the poverty of the family per se — material deficiency,
unemployment, etc. — are the real motives. The economic motives are
subordinate to the total culture complex of the Italian family, but the
conflict itself is most frequently rationalized by the Italian parent as one
of economic validity. Thus the old-world tradition which demanded of
the child a share in the economic upkeep of the family regardless of the
child’s age and capacity, was invoked in America. The American com-
pulsory school attendance law which conflicted with the economic role
of the child was bound to produce a negative attitude toward the Amer-
ican school and toward formal education.” Further sources of conflict
arose over the nature of social life and discipline in the schools (chap. 9).
Covello, Social Background, 401.

Alice Kessler Harris and Virginia Yans-McLaughlin, “European Immi-
grant Groups,” in Thomas Sowell, ed., American Ethnic Groups (Washing-
ton, 1978), 119-20.

"Cultural factors have little independent effect on educational outcomes,
but are influential only as they interact with class factors.” Stephen
Steinberg, The Ethnic Myth: Race, Ethnicity, and Class in America (Boston,
1981), 132-44. From the examples he provides, one can infer that Stein-
berg expects the differences between Italians and others to be greatly
diminished when social class is controlled (pp. 141-5). See also Stephen
Steinberg, The Academic Melting Pot: Catholics and Jews in American Higher
Education (New York, 1974), chap. 4. Steinberg's views are also discussed
in the Introduction and the Conclusion; see especially the Conclusion,
note 17.

Other authors who have stressed the cultural factors include Virginia
Yans-McLaughlin, Family and Community: Italian Immigrants in Buffalo, 1880—
1930 (Ithaca, 1977), Thomas Sowell, Ethnic America, A History (New York,
1981), chap. 4, and Michael R. Olneck and Marvin F. Lazerson, "“The
School Achievement of Immigrant Children: 1900-1930,”” History of Edu-
cation Quarterly, vol. 14 (Winter 1974), 453-82.

John W. Briggs, An Italian Passage: Immigrants to Three American Cities 1890~
1930 (New Haven, 1978), especially chap. 3, 9, and 10. This work is dis-
cussed further in the concluding section of this chapter. Another author
who has treated the cultural theme with some skepticism is Miriam Cohen,
“Changing Educational Strategies among Immigrant Generations: New
York Italians in Comparative Perspectives,” Journal of Social History, vol.
15 (Spring 1982), 443-66.

Michael J. Piore, Birds of Passage: Migrant Labor and Industrial Societies (New
York, 1979).
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On comparisons among particular groups, see Josef ]. Barton, Peasants
and Strangers: Italians, Rumanians and Slovaks in an American City 1890-
1950 (Cambridge, Mass., 1975), John Bodnar, Roger Simon, and Michael
P. Weber, Lives of their Own: Blacks, Italians and Poles in Pittsburgh, 1900-
1960 (Urbana, Ill., 1982), Thomas Kessner, The Golden Door: Italian and
Jewish Immigrant Mobility in New York City 1880-1915 (New York, 1977),
Judith E. Smith, Family Connections: A History of Italian and Jewish Immi-
grant Lives in Providence, Rhode Island, 1900-1940 (Albany, N.Y., 1985).
Changes in the proportions of the foreign-born could also have been
brought about if the sample had included more younger children of es-
tablished families, or more children from families in which the parents
began raising children at a later age. In fact, there were no consistent
rises in the fathers’ ages over time, which would have been expected had
either of these explanations been correct.

More precisely, the data indicate little family dissolution among couples
who were raising children.

See U.S. Immigration Commission, Reports (Washington, D.C., 1911),
vols. 29-33: "“The Children of Immigrants in Schools,”” Table 4 for each
city. The rates are calculated from the numbers enrolled in school at ages
twelve and fifteen. The assumption is that very few of either sex had
dropped out by age twelve, so that the number enrolled at that age re-
flects the size of the cohort. Also, the figures are based on public school
enrollments only. However, few Italians were enrolled in the parochial
schools (see Chapter 2).

Covello, Social Background, 287, 292, stressed that for girls, in particu-
lar, extending schooling was regarded as both unnecessary and unattrac-
tive because it mingled adolescent boys and girls. See also Jerre Man-
gione, Mount Allegro: A Memoir of Italian American Life (New York, 1981;
original edition Boston, 1943), 162, 218, 274-5, 308. For an interesting
discussion of the changing roles of these cultural values, see Donna R.
Gabaccia, From Sicily to Elizabeth Street: Housing and Social Change Among
Italian Immigrants, 1880-1930 (Albany, 1984), especially 111-15. Even Ga-
baccia’s formulations, however, leave plenty of room for ethnic distinc-
tiveness in the treatment of girls.

Restricting analysis to native-born children may also reduce the range of
ethnic differences in economic standing. Those families whose adoles-
cent children had been born in the United States had had a longer time
to establish themselves. Although controlling for the father's occupation
and for other aspects of family background is meant to capture the fam-
ily’s economic standing, it no doubt does so imperfectly.

The ethnic composition of the “’other immigrant”” group was as follows:

1915 (%)

(U.S.-born only) 1925 (%)
French Canadian 25.6 32.4
Other Canadian 11.6

Scandinavian 16.1 8.2
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Table (Cont.)

1915 (%)

(U.S.-born only) 1925 (%)
German 9.7 5.3
Austrian 6.0 4.7
Polish 10.9 19.4
Other eastern European 4.0 10.0
Portuguese 6.7 6.5
Turkish and Armenian 4.1 8.3
All other 5.3 5.2
Total 100 100

The 1925 Rhode Island Census did not distinguish French and English
Canadians. The figures for the three earlier census years suggest that
about three in ten Canadians were of English background. Obviously,
the comparison with the Italians would be conceptually more satisfying
if the English were excluded here (because the intention was to exclude
English-language groups). However, in 1925, the distinction, as just in-
dicated, could not be made. It seemed pointless to redefine the ethnic
groups for 1915 that had been used throughout the study simply to iso-
late the small group of English Canadians. However, additional runs
confirmed that their exclusion would have made little difference in the
tables, and none in the conclusions.

The Russian-born were excluded on the assumption that they were
Jews (see Chapter 4). Poles and others from eastern Europe were less
likely than Russians to be Jews, but many of those in Providence were
(as their names show).

These “other immigrants’ are discussed further in Section 3.5.

Had the Italians been compared with all other immigrants, or with the
Jews or Irish, instead of with the restricted subgroup used here, the dif-
ferences in each of the following tables would have been greater than
those presented.

The point is clear even in a comparison of high school entry rates among
the sons of white-collar Italians and low-manual-worker “other immi-
grants’’: 24% versus 19% in 1915, 46% versus 51% in 1925.

The limitations of the GPA evidence are also less serious when the focus
is not on the Irish (the group most concentrated in Catholic schools). The
GPA data are discussed in the Appendix (Section 4B2); see also Joel Perl-
mann, “Who Stayed in School? Social Structure and Academic Achieve-
ment in the Determination of Enrollment Patterns, Providence, Rhode
Island, 1880-1925,” Journal of American History, vol. 72 (December 1985),
588-614.

The exception concerns the boys in 1915, who had the highest mean GPA
of any ethnic group. The anomalous result probably is due to sampling
variability. High school grade differences were more likely to have been
due to sampling error than were those of sixth-graders (the { ratios com-
paring Italians and all others were all below 1.7 in the former case, and
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all above 3.1 in the latter). To attribute the anomaly to the academic self-
selection of the Italians choosing to go on to high school seems rash in
the face of the low mean GPAs for ninth-grade girls in 1915 and boys in
1925. On the anomalous group, see also the figures in note 28.

U.S. Immigration Commission, Report, vol. 29, 64-5 (Tables 46 and 47).
The tables refer to pupils eight years old or older.

The retardation figures based on the Immigration Commission data, of
course, do not include controls for family background, but in the context
of the rest of the evidence they strongly suggest that Italian grade retar-
dation would have been much greater than that of other groups even if
such controls had been imposed.

In the Providence data, the school patterns of boys, in particular, sug-
gest the importance of the grade-retardation factor: Ethnic differences in
child labor rates at age fourteen or fifteen are much smaller than ethnic
differences in high school entry rates (under ten percentage points, com-
pared with over twenty-five).

A third factor in determining who received extended schooling was,
of course, the age at which children started school. If the Italians started
much later than others, they could have reached high school less often
even if they were as likely to remain enrolled through age fifteen or six-
teen. The Immigration Commission data cited in the text, indicating that
even among those starting school at age six there were great differences
in rates of retardation, provide strong evidence that much more than
entry age is involved in explaining low rates of extended schooling among
the Italians.

Fewer of the foreign-born were found in Providence ten years later, a
fact that might seem to suggest that more had returned to Italy. How-
ever, fewer of the Russian Jews born abroad were successfully traced
across time than were Russian Jews born in the United States, and very
few Russian Jews returned to their country of origin.

Stephen Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians: Poverty and Progress in the
American Metropolis, 1880-1970 (Cambridge, Mass., 1973), provides some
data on the Italians that support the same conclusion. The Italians in his
1910 sample were more concentrated in lower-strata jobs, but their prog-
ress over time does not seem particularly different from the city norm
(The Other Bostonians, 61, 136):

Skilled Low

High white-  Low white- manual  manual

collar (%) collar (%) (%) (%) N (100%)
All sample members
1910 5 26 27 42 (1,067)
1930 14 36 22 28 (278)
Italians only
1910 2 10 23 65 (138)
Last job 10 25 27 38 (48)

Data pertain to 1930 for the entire group, and to the last known job for the ltalians.
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Discussions of Italian advancement do not typically argue that the Ital-
ian occupational mobility was particularly slow, only that the starting
position was low, and that the particular positions taken by the second
generation may have been affected by patterns of schooling. See also
Kessler Harris and Yans-McLaughlin, “European Immigrant Groups,”
107-38, especially 112-15, and Sowell, Ethnic America: A History, chap. 5,
especially 1234, 126-7.

There was some variation by level of schooling in the magnitude of the
Italian disadvantage in occupational attainment (for the figures, see note
28). The variation is interesting here chiefly because it suggests that in
1915, the Italian disadvantage may have been somewhat larger than Ta-
ble 3.5 implies for those who had not entered high school, four-fifths of
the entire [talian cohort. Nevertheless, even among this group, the Ital-
ian occupational disadvantage amounted to only 3 points, and some part
of it was surely due to years of elementary schooling completed (0.6 of a
point controlling for differences indicated in the imperfect Providence
elementary school data). Also, the relevant variation by educational level
(the interaction term) was not statistically significant.

Admittedly, ambiguities arise in comparing ethnic differences in educa-
tional and occupational attainments. The difficulty is especially great when
one has been measured in terms of categories (high school entry, high
school graduation) and the other in terms of a continuous scale (the 100-
point occupational scale). Nevertheless, the conclusion that Italians dif-
fered from others in schooling more than in jobs is strongly supported
by several sorts of evidence.

First, differences in schooling between Italians and others were as large
as any ethnic differences in schooling encountered in any period — com-
parable to those between Irish and Yankee in 1880, or those between
Jews and others in 1915 and 1925. But the differences in occupational
attainment between Italians and others were not large compared with
those that stand out: the Irish—Yankee contrast in the first two periods,
the position of the Jews in the later periods, or the position of the blacks
in each of the four periods.

Second, differences on GPA were stated in terms of a continuous scale
(Table 3.4). Because the standard deviation of sixth-grade GPA was about
0.76 in 1915 and 0.80 in 1925, the GPA difference between the Italians
and others was between 0.29 and 0.37 of a standard deviation in each of
the three samples. The difference between Italian men and others in oc-
cupational attainment, by contrast, was only 0.06 in 1915 and 0.13 in 1925
(see Table 3.5).

Efforts to estimate differences in mean years of schooling between
groups on the basis of the Providence data (and with an eye to published
census data as well) are more difficult and involve larger risks of errors
in estimation, but they, too, suggest that ethnic differences in mean years
of schooling completed were greater than ethnic differences in occupa-
tional attainment in both samples.

One can argue, in the terms of the economist, that the costs of eventual
occupational attainment were partly, or fully, offset by the additional
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income earned in the extra years of work made possible by entering the
job market at an earlier age. The assumption here is that other groups
were acting to maximize their returns in leaving school when they did.
By deviating from the behavior of these other groups, the Italians were
acting in a way that did not maximize those economic returns. See also
note 28.

The large difference between Italian and other rates of entry into white-
collar work noted earlier was analyzed in detail. At first sight it seems to
hint at an important shift in the relationship between schooling and jobs
among the Italians, for the white-collar jobs were surely the ones de-
manding extended formal schooling as a requirement. Moreover, an im-
portant part of the difference in white-collar employment rates (in con-
trast to mean occupational scores) remains even when family background
and schooling have been controlled (the odds ratio for white-collar em-
ployment with no controls is 0.33, and with controls, 0.51, t=2.42). Fur-
ther controls for the curriculum in which high school students enrolled
and the number of semesters high school dropouts had completed showed
that these could not account for the ethnic difference in white-collar em-
ployment. The Depression may provide the broad context for the change
since 1915, but the precise causes remain unclear.

Is it possible that the returns to schooling were lower among the Ital-
ians, at least by 1925? Such lower returns could help explain the lower
school achievement of the Italians. The possibility of lower returns was
examined by assessing the magnitude of the ethnic difference in occu-
pational attainments within levels of educational attainment. Results for
mean occupational scores are presented at the end of this note; those for
rates of white-collar employment were similar. The 1925 ethnic differ-
ences, lower for the high-school-educated, are consistent with lower re-
turns to schooling for the Italians, but they are not statistically signifi-
cant. Moreover, lower returns in 1925 would still leave unexplained the
origin, or early strength, of the Italian educational pattern, because no
hint of lower returns was found in the 1915 sample. Indeed, if the earlier
data reflect any more than sampling variability, they would seem to point
to higher Italian returns to schooling. On the 1915 high school entrants,
see also note 20.

Differences in mean occupational scores: Italians compared with
all others (family background characteristics controlled)

1915 1925
College entrants (1925 only) +1.0 (0.25)*
High school graduates -3.2(0.03)* -5.1(0.97)*
High school entrants +9.0 (2.41)* -5.4 (1.30)*
Nonentrants -3.0 (1.44) —0.5(0.25)
All (from Table 3.5) -1.2(0.64) -2.2(1.31)

*These ¢ ratios refer to the contrast with the magnitude in the last row
(i.e., to the statistical significance of the interaction term).
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The occupational classification scheme routinely takes into account some
sectoral differences (chiefly among semiskilled and unskilled workers) in
assigning occupational scores (see discussion and references in Chapter
1 and the Appendix). However, the advantage of the analysis here is,
first, that it does so for every occupation and, second, that the distinc-
tions it recognizes are those that most sharply distinguished Italians from
others.
On the argument that the employment status of the household head
should matter greatly, see Michael B Katz, "’Social Class in North Amer-
ican Urban History,” Journal of Interdisciplinary History, vol. 11 (Spring
1981), 579-605, David J. Hogan, “"Whither the History of Urban Educa-
tion?"” History of Education Quarterly, vol. 25 (Winter 1985), 531, and Joel
Perlmann, “Who Stayed in School? Social Structure and Academic
Achievement in the Determination of Enrollment Patterns, Providence,
Rhode Island 1880-1925," Journal of American History, vol. 72 (December
1985), 603. The census-takers asked each gainfully employed individual
whether he was an employee or an employer or was "“working on his
own account.” On the coding of the industrial sectors, see the Appendix,
Section 6.
Calculated from the number of Italian arrivals and departures and the
proportions they constituted among all immigrants and departures, pro-
vided by Archdeacon, Becoming American, 118-19, 139. Note that the
measure of the prevalence of remigration, the ratio of departures to ar-
rivals, is very crude. It does not tell us, for example, if a small proportion
of an immigrant group crossed the ocean many times or if a large pro-
portion came to America only to return permanently to the old country.
See, for example, Klein, “Integration of Italian Immigrants,” 328-9, and
Briggs, An Italian Passage, 242-3, for a similar argument.
The return rates were calculated from Ferenczi, International Migrations,
Tables 10 and 19. Numbers of arrivals are available for 1899-1924 (25
years), and departures for 1908-24 (16 years). The latter were multiplied
by 25/16 and divided by the former. This method is identical with that
used by Archdeacon, Becoming American, chap. 5, see especially 118-19,
in calculating the return rates for males and females together.
Betty Boyd Caroli, Italian Repatriation from the United States, 1900-1914
(New York, 1973), 12-13. Caroli cites the Reports of the U.S. Commis-
sioner General of Immigration, 1908-13, and Robert F. Foerster, The Ital-
ian Emigration in Our Time (Cambridge, Mass., 1919). See also Cinel, From
Italy to San Francisco, chap. 3-4.
In San Francisco, the typical Italian immigrant had arrived four to seven
years before finding a spouse (Cinel, From Italy to San Francisco, 174).
Even if a first child was born soon after marriage, the sample members
were not necessarily firstborn children. The parents of most native-born,
then, must have been resident substantially longer than twelve to fifteen
ears.
}S’ee Cinel, From Italy to San Francisco, chap. 3-4, on the reaction of
American-born children to the return.
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On the nature of citizenship hearings in this period, see Reed Ueda,
’Naturalization and Citizenship,” in Stephan Thernstrom, ed., Harvard
Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups (Cambridge, Mass., 1980), 740-1.
The implied rate is calculated from the rate of others (converted to odds)
and the odds ratio: [0.396/(1 —0.396)] X (1/1.76) =0.373, the implied Ital-
ian odds of entry. Because odds are converted to a rate when divided by
(1+the odds), 0.373/(0.373+1.00) =0.271, the implied Italian rate of en-
try.
Conceivably, decisions about school enrollment versus work were more
subject to plans for remigration than day-to-day behavior related to grades.
Of course, the differences in the impact of citizenship by gender and
across the two dependent variables (GPA and high school entry) may be
due to no more than sampling variability. The logic of the argument in
the text is to explore the strongest possible case for an association be-
tween citizenship rates and schooling. This is done by focusing on sec-
ondary schooling rather than on GPA, and on boys rather than on girls.
The differences in results across the dependent variables were not due
to the fact that GPA regressions were OLS, whereas those for high school
entry were logits. The differences remain even after expressing the de-
pendent variable in standard-deviation units (the standard deviation of
the former dependent variable is about 0.8, and that of the latter about
2.0).

Drop in ethnic coefficient due to including household
head’s citizenship status in the model (units are
standard deviations)

Boys Girls
GPA 0.024 0.059
High school entry 0.141 0.122

Because the immigrants likely to remigrate were primarily low-skill
workers, some correlation would be expected between the contextual
effects related to the remigration rate and those related to the class com-
position of the group.

It is striking how little work has been done on this issue. Even in the
work of Cinel (From Italy to San Francisco), whose treatment of remigra-
tion is the fullest, there is little discussion of how the lives of those Ital-
ians who remained in the United States were different as a result of being
part of a group in which so many chose not to remain.

For discussions of contextual effects in the social science literature, see
Appendix, note 35. Contextual effects, of course, might also have con-
tributed to the Irish~Yankee differences in schooling and jobs found in
the 1880 and 1900 samples. For a discussion, see Appendix, note 40.
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Another sort of contextual effect of class composition can be conceived
to operate on the later cohorts. It involves the class composition of earlier
cohorts of sons of Italian immigrants. If the earlier cohorts received rela-
tively low-level jobs, as a result of family origins and schooling, their
ability to help the younger cohorts, with job offers or information or as
role models, would have been reduced. Such an effect might show up in
reduced returns to schooling for the later cohorts, because those Italians
who received extended schooling would not have had as many options
as other youths (see note 28 on the weak evidence for such a possibility).
Lower returns, in turn, would help discourage extended schooling in the
later cohorts.

On the use of the five strata, see the comments in Section 1.5. Another
experiment with alternative occupational classification included using the
mean wage reported for each occupation, based on a classification scheme
kindly provided by Claudia Goldin, “Family Strategies and the Family
Economy in the Late Nineteenth Century: The Role of Secondary Work-
ers,” in Theodore Hershberg, ed., Philadelphia: Work, Space, Family and
Group Experience in the 19th Century (New York, 1981), 285. A third, in-
volving Russian Jewish differences from others, is described in Chapter
4, note 57. Finally, each occupation including at least a minimal number
of workers was entered separately as a dummy variable in a regression,
and many categories for the miscellaneous occupations were included.
This method of classification did not actually involve a great change in
the number of occupational categories (after all, the occupational scale
used throughout the study involves almost 100 categories), but it did not
treat the categories as levels arranged along a linear scale.
Contemporary efforts to study the impact of measurement errors in fa-
thers’ occupations and in other economic and demographic variables
suggest the same conclusion. See Christopher Jencks et al., Who Gets
Ahead? The Determinants of Economic Success in America (New York, 1979),
34-6.

Also, the regressions may understate the influence of pre-migration cul-
tural attributes by assigning some of it to the controlled family back-
ground characteristics. For example, Italians may have viewed both fam-
ily limitation and American schooling in a negative light because each
violated important cultural norms. Part of the association between large
families and Iow levels of schooling would then have been due to the
relation of both to the same complex of ideas. That part of the association
could be interpreted as the result of pre-migration cultural attributes, yet
be attributed to the family-size variable in the regression analysis.
Indeed, the same point may be made about parental education generally.
If information on years of schooling completed by each parent had been
available, and if controlling for these characteristics had reduced the dif-
ference between Italians and all others, parental education might well
have “accounted for” the ethnic difference precisely because it would
have reflected the sorts of cultural differences that Lopreato described.
Controlling for parental literacy had relatively little impact on the Irish—
Yankee differences, once other controls were imposed (see Table 2.4).
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Nor could the pattern of residuals remaining be dismissed as random.
Those discussed throughout this book are confirmed in multiple inde-
pendent samples from different years and often across gender (a sum-
mary, including those found in later chapters, appears in Tables C.1 and
C.2 in the Conclusion). The Irish residual changes dramatically over time,
but the change over time is itself statistically significant.

The most influential formulation is that of Max Weber, The Protestant
Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (New York, 1958). Further comments on
its relevance to American immigration history will appear in later text.
Joseph Lopreato, Italian Americans (New York, 1970), 149-61, and Stein-
berg, The Academic Melting Pot, chap. 3, offer unsympathetic but useful
surveys of the research on personality differences among ethnic and re-
ligious groups in the United States. Herbert Gutman, “Work Culture and
Society in Industrializing America, 1815-1919,”” American Historical Re-
view, vol. 78 (1973), 531-88, can be read as suggesting that differences in
pre-migration cultures created differences in immigrant work ethics, and
the essay discusses explicitly presumed differences between the work
ethics of natives to industrial societies and those migrating from a pre-
industrial milieu (see also the discussion of Gutman in the Introduction).
Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians, chap. 7, also speculates on the possible
importance of the Protestant—Catholic distinction, as well as others that
involve differences in work ethics between groups. See also note 24 and
the discussion of his argument in Chapter 2. John Bodnar, ""Materialism
and Morality: Slavic American Immigrants and Education, 1890-1940,”
Journal of Ethnic Studies, vol. 3 (Winter 1976), 1-19, also discusses immi-
grant aspirations.

See, for example, Covello, Social Background, and Gabaccia, From Sicily to
Elizabeth Street.

Covello, Social Background, 403 (cited in Lopreato, Italian Americans, 153
4).

Lopreato, Italian Americans, 153—4.

Lopreato, Italian Americans, 154. Lopreato’s own conclusion is that Ital-
ian immigrants were not always energetic in guiding their children through
the formal educational channels” (p. 160). He argues, however, that the
reasons are at least in part shared with all immigrants: The school held
immigrant cultures in contempt, schools often trained students for man-
ual jobs for which training was available on the job, and poor families
needed income from children’s work. In addition, he notes that "’school
and teachers were generally hostile to the family. The immigrants saw
little or no value in the education provided by the American high school”
(p- 160). Whether or not he means these to be features specific to ltalian
immigrants is unclear. In any case, the issue here is to explain the large
degree of difference between Italian and other immigrant groups. Most
of the factors Lopreato cites would be true for all of them, or, like degrees
of poverty, were largely controlled in the regressions. These factors did
not eliminate the substantial differences between Italians and others.
See Briggs, An Italian Passage, 242. Much of Briggs’s interesting work
actually sets a rich background for the question of a cultural heritage’s
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influence, instead of dealing with it directly. Descriptions of workers’
organizations calling for more schooling in Italy, or ethnic leaders doing
so0 in the United States (chap. 2, 3, and 9), are not evidence of popular
patterns of behavior, nor even necessarily of representative attitudes.
Indeed, reading those descriptions, one recalls Donna Gabaccia’s com-
ment: “Briggs’s immigrants resemble artisans; Yans-McLaughlin’s [Fam-
ily and Community) peasants” (Gabaccia, From Sicily to Elizabeth Street, 142).
In any case, both Covello and Cinel (From Italy to San Francisco, 88-9)
interpret Italian attitudes on schooling in a different way than Briggs.
Briggs’s analysis of Italian regions shows that where there was little
schooling, illiteracy was most prevalent, that the common people had
little power to determine the availability of schools, and that many con-
tadini attended where schools were available. These realities do not in-
dicate what proportion actually attended where schools were available
nor provide other credible measures of popular attitudes toward school-
ing. Briggs's discussion of schooling in southern Italy must be supple-
mented by that of Covello, Social Background, chap. 8, for Covello stresses
just how rare schooling was in the countryside and how much rarer still
extended schooling (beyond three years) or any schooling for girls was
there.
Concerning conditions in the United States, Briggs offers an intriguing
discussion of school performance (chap. 10). He matched each Italian
child listed in school registers to the nearest non-Italian child listed. He
then determined if the ltalian had been less likely to have been promoted
or had been a truant or overage. The Italians were indeed overage, but
differed little from others in promotion or truancy rates. Briggs therefore
argues that the critical issue is the age at which Italian children started
school; it was later, he suggests, than the age of other children.

However, social differences within schools could well have been large,
and Briggs could not control for them. Non-Italians in Italian neighbor-
hoods may have been quite special populations, as Briggs himself notes
(p. 232). So, too, in one of three cities (Rochester), he was obliged to
choose Italians outside the areas of greatest Italian concentration (p. 230);
they were very likely unrepresentative. In Providence, such individuals
were much more likely than the rest to reach high school (even after
controls for family background had been imposed). Also, Briggs does not
indicate the grades from which his samples were drawn; yet by the higher
elementary grades, many Italian children were retarded in grade or had
dropped out of school. Both eventualities would affect an interpretation
of comparable work in the grade. Finally, Italians may have started school
at relatively late ages. However, as noted earlier in the text, the Immigra-
tion Commission Reports (vol. 5, Tables 46 and 47) show that among chil-
dren who began school at age six or earlier (rather than overage), Italians
were still far more likely to have been grade-retarded.

Briggs calls for better data (pp. 225, 274); those from Providence do not
fit his views: (1) Italian GPAs obtained in the sixth grade were much
lower than those of others, suggesting that more than merely a late start
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was at issue. (2) Working-class high school entry rates before 1920 were
not so low that they must be ignored (as he suggests), and Italians reached
high school much less than other working-class children. (3) There were
great differences between boys and girls in patterns of schooling, sug-
gesting cultural sources of behavior (at least concerning views of women
and their relation to schooling) that he does not discuss.

Richard Easterlin, “Immigration: Economic and Social Characteristics,”
in Stephan Thernstrom, ed., Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups
(Cambridge, Mass., 1980), 476-86, especially 482-3, and John Bodnar,
The Transplanted: A History of Immigrants in Urban America (Bloomington,
Ind., 1985), chap. 1, especially 20-2. See also Donna Gabbacia’s com-
ment cited in note 54.

Figures for ethnic groups are based on the proportions for the entire
country. See U.S. Census Bureau, Educational Attainment, Table 2, and
Nativity and Parentage, Table 12. The Immigration Commission Reports are
less helpful on the issue of gender differences in schooling among Slavic
groups, because in most cities relatively small numbers of most of these
groups were found, and because the Poles, the largest of the Slavic groups,
were heavily enrolled in Catholic schools (of which the commission’s
coverage was uneven).

On some related implications of membership in a large group, see Stan-
ley Lieberson, A Piece of the Pie: Blacks and White Immigrants Since 1880
(Berkeley, 1980), 379-82, as well as the discussion about the occupations
of Russian Jewish fathers in the next chapter.

The Scandinavians, Germans and Austrians, Armenians, English Cana-
dians, a few others from western Europe, and some Jews among the
Poles and other eastern Europeans may well have amounted to a major-
ity of the group. Indeed, even the Poles and other Slavs in Providence
may have been atypical, for they settled where few others of their group
did (see note 16).

Chapter 4

Thomas J. Archdeacon, Becoming American: An Ethnic History (New York,
1983), 116-19; Aryeh Goren, “Jews,” in Stephan Thernstrom, ed., Har-
vard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups (Cambridge, Mass., 1980), 571.
Archdeacon estimates that the Italians constituted 16.9% of the perma-
nent immigrants arriving between 1899 and 1924, and the Jews 14.3%.
The next most numerous groups, the Germans and Poles, constituted
9.2% and 7.6%, respectively. See also Charles A. Price, "Methods of Es-
timating,” in Thernstrom, ed., Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic
Groups, 1035-6.

There is an extensive literature on the schooling and economic advance-
ment of eastern European Jews and their descendants in the United States,
the subject of the next few paragraphs. See, for example, Nathan Glazer,
“Social Characteristics of American Jews, 1654-1954,” American Jewish
Year Book, vol. 56 (1955), 3-41, David L. Featherman and Robert M. Hau-
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ser, Opportunity and Change (New York, 1978), 448-61, Stanley Lieberson,
A Piece of the Pie: Blacks and White Immigrants Since 1880 (Berkeley, 1980),
162-5, 201-6, Stephan Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians: Poverty and
Progress in the American Metropolis, 1880-1970 (Cambridge, Mass., 1973),
130-75, Thomas Kessner, Beyond the Golden Door: Italian and Jewish Immi-
grant Mobility in New York City, 1880-1915 (New York, 1977), Sidney
Goldstein and Calvin Goldscheider, Jewish Americans: Three Generations in
a Jewish Community (Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1968), chap. 4, Michael R.
Olneck and Marvin F. Lazerson, "The School Achievement of Immigrant
Children: 1900-1930,” History of Education Quarterly, vol. 4 (Winter 1974),
453-82, Selma Berrol, "Education and Economic Mobility: The Jewish
Experience in New York City, 1880-1920,"” American Jewish Historical
Quarterly, vol. 65 (1976), 257-71, Selma C. Berrol, ""The Open City: Jews,
Jobs and Schools, New York City, 1880-1915,” in Diane Ravitch and Ronald
K. Goodenow, eds., Educating an Urban People (New York, 1981), 101-15,
Stephen Steinberg, The Academic Melting Pot: Catholics and Jews in Ameri-
can Higher Education (New York, 1974), Seymour Martin Lipset and Ev-
erett Carl Ladd, Jr., "Jewish Academics in the United States: Their
Achievements, Culture and Politics,”” American Jewish Year Book, vol. 72
(1971), 89-128, George S. Counts, The Selective Character of American Sec-
ondary Education (Chicago, 1922), chap. 12, and Judith E. Smith, Family
Connections: A History of Italian and Jewish Immigrant Lives in Providence,
Rhode Island, 1900-1940 (Albany, N.Y., 1985).

Berrol, “Education and Economic Mobility’” and ""The Open City”’; Irving
Howe, World of Our Fathers (New York, 1976), 277-8; Charles E. Silber-
man, A Certain People: American Jews and Their Lives Today (New York,
1985), 123-4.

U.S. Immigration Commission, Reports (""The Children of the Immigrants
in School”), vol. 32 (Washington, D.C., 1911), 667, 692, 707. The figure
is based on the ratio of the number in the fourth year of high school to
the number twelve years of age.

The issue of an intellectual elite is considered very briefly in Section 4.3.
The relevant chapters in S. Ettinger, ""The Modern Period,” in H. H. Ben-
Sasson, ed., A History of the Jewish People (Cambridge, Mass., 1976), 727-
1095, offer one of the many overviews of the history of the Jews in east-
ern Europe. Calvin Goldscheider and Alan 5. Zuckerman, The Transfor-
mation of the Jews (Chicago, 1984), offers a survey of much relevant infor-
mation and a bibliography leading to much more. See also Simon Kuznets,
“Immigration of Russian Jews to the United States: Background and
Structure,” Perspectives in American History, vol. 9 (1975), 35-124, and
Glazer, ""Social Characteristics of American Jews.”” Mark Zborowski and
Elizabeth Herzog, Life Is With People: The Jewish Little-Town of Eastern Eu-
rope (New York, 1952), an effort at anthropological reconstruction of the
life of the Shtetl (little town), is easy to criticize on methodological, sub-
stantive, and stylistic grounds, but it is useful here for its stress on the
dual status hierarchies of wealth and intellect. There is also, of course, a
vast imaginative literature that touches on Jewish life in eastern Europe:
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for example, Abraham Cahan, The Rise of David Levinsky (New York, 1917),
and L. J. Singer, The Brothers Ashkenazi (English edition, New York, 1936).
Kuznets, “Immigration of Russian Jews,” 79-82.

How did the role of study differ from that in Christian Europe? To some
extent, Judaism itself, as an intellectual system, may have stressed the
value of study (or the value of relatively widespread study) more than
Christianity. The fact that the system of laws and their interpretation was
so central may have encouraged that difference. Perhaps, too, the more
learned among the Christian clergy were more likely to be closed off from
the population as a whole because of residence in monasteries. The crit-
ical difference, however, probably was that the social structural position
of the Jews permitted more of them to be occupied with texts. Whether
or not the scholarly life was, in the abstract, any less revered by the
Christian peasantry seems moot. It was, for whatever combination of
reasons, closer to the lives of the village Jews.

The discussion in the text stresses intellectual and social structural sources
within eastern Europe for any distinctive pattern of educational behavior
among their descendants. Other theories have also been offered regard-
ing Jewish intellectuality generally. The theory of marginality argues that
growing up between two cultures places marginal individuals in a cog-
nitive and emotional position that contributes to their creativity. See, for
example, Lipset and Ladd, "“Jewish Academics.” In Thorstein Veblen's
original formulation of related views (although they do not involve the
term “marginality”’), the skeptical, critical stance acquired by those Jews
who rebelled against the world view of traditional orthodoxy is empha-
sized: Thorstein Veblen, “The Intellectual Pre-Eminence of Jews in Mod-
ern Europe,” in Essays in Our Changing Order (New York, 1934). The the-
ory has generally been offered to explain intellectual achievement at the
highest level, and it is doubtful that it makes much sense to invoke it in
dealing, for example, with high school enrollment rates. But the theory
involves a further difficulty. When formulated not in Veblen’s narrow
sense (the impact of breaking out of a rigid orthodox world view) but in
the broader sense of occupying a marginal position between two groups,
the theory includes nearly everyone. Blacks, Catholics, immigrants, rich
men in a middle-class community — everyone can be considered mar-
ginal in some sense. Why some marginalities are conducive to intellec-
tual achievement and others not is not explained by the theory. David
Riesman argues a similar point in “Some Observations Concerning Mar-
ginality,” in Individualism Reconsidered and Other Essays (Glencoe, Ill., 1954),
161.

Ernest Van den Haag, The Jewish Mystique (New York, 1971), argues
for a higher intellectual capability among Ashkenazic Jews than among
non-Jews or among Sephardic Jews. The culture of the former, Van Den
Haag argues, rewarded the most intellectual with well-to-do wives and
the economic position to sustain large families. Hence, the most intellec-
tual produced more offspring. This argument does not consider how large
a difference such factors might make (given the probabilistic nature of



286

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Notes to pp. 126-30

the inheritance of intelligence). It also conceives of intelligence in far too
narrow a way. Many merchants, not to mention peasants, presumably
had as much intelligence as many of the great rabbis, but not the interest
or environmental support to engage in study; if they prospered, they,
too, may have supported large families — and their descendants could
one day engage in intellectual pursuits. Van den Haag also passes much
too quickly over the cultural supports for rabbinic study in Sephardic
Jewish culture (p. 19). It is true that Sephardic Jews do not exhibit the
Ashkenazic pattern of high educational attainment in Israel. However, it
is not at all clear that Sephardic scholars were not rewarded with well-
to-do wives and large families.

The article was later reprinted or excerpted in at least two important
collections: Louis Finkelstein, ed., The Jews: Their History, Culture and Re-
ligion (third edition, Philadelphia, 1960), and Marshal Sklare, ed., The
Jews: Social Patterns of an American Group (Glencoe, Ill., 1958).

The following quotations are from Glazer, “’Social Characteristics of
American Jews,”’ 1722-4.

See, to cite but one, Olneck and Lazerson, ’School Achievement of Im-
migrant Children.”

He has noted the impact of “’studies of social and national character that
had been pursued by Margaret Mead, Geoffrey Gorer, Abraham Kardi-
ner and others” in Nathan Glazer, “’Beyond the Melting Pot Twenty Years
After,” Journal of American Ethnic History, vol. 1 (Fall 1981), 43-55.

The following quotations are from Goldscheider and Zuckerman, The
Transformation of the Jews, xi, 158, 168.

Goldscheider and Zuckerman do not say, of course, that long-held atti-
tudes, habits, and values can never play a role, but as the preceding
quotations make clear, they are emphatic, on methodological as well as
substantive grounds, about the primacy of structural factors. Occasion-
ally, however, they do allow a statement such as the following (p. 169):
"’The structural supports for educational attainment were strong. Oppor-
tunities were present and a relatively greater proportion of the Jews than
other immigrant groups had the means to take advantage of them. Jewish
values stressing study and education supported their ability to attend school in
relatively large numbers” (emphasis added). Such statements seem quite
undigested into the body of the book and leave the reader wondering on
what basis a decision about the primacy of structural factors over values
was made in this case.

Goldscheider and Zuckerman indicate the primacy of the occupational
factor. After noting that the greater permanence of the Jewish migration
had implications for the speed with which they learned English, these
authors note that “’the occupational links to education were more impor-
tant.”” The Transformation of the Jews, 168.

Stephen Steinberg, The Academic Melting Pot, chap. 4, and The Ethnic Myth:
Race, Ethnicity, and Class in America (New York, 1981), chap. 3 and 5. See
also Colin Greer, The Great School Legend: A Revisionist Interpretation of
American Public Education (New York, 1972), Miriam Cohen, “’Changing
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Education Strategies among Immigrant Generations: New York Italians
in Comparative Perspective,” Journal of Social History, vol. 15 (Spring 1982),
443-66, and Silberman, A Certain People, 131-48. A variant of these ar-
guments suggests that educational attainments are adequately explained
by the orientation to economic advancement, which brings about an in-
terest in schooling to achieve that end. Mariam K. Slater, "My Son the
Doctor: Aspects of Mobility among American Jews,”” American Sociological
Review, vol. 34 (June 1969), 359-73.

A striking example is found in Glazer, "’Social Characteristics of Ameri-
can Jews,” which offers a wealth of detail about Jewish social patterns.
However, it includes only one piece of evidence bearing on eastern Eu-
ropean Jewish education before the Depression: “When the Immigration
Commission surveyed seventy-seven colleges and institutions in 1908,
no less than 8.5% of the male student body was composed of first- and
second-generation Jews. (Jews at this time made up about 2% of the
American population.)” (p. 1706). However, the Immigration Commis-
sion’s survey was limited to institutions in the twenty cities it studied -
cities in which the Jewish population was heavily concentrated and in
which they constituted far more than 2% of the population (particularly
among the young), such as New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Bos-
ton. In a survey covering the enormous number of collegiate institutions
in existence throughout the country at that time, Jews would have been
drastically less well represented. Moreover, of course, even if they had
been 8.5% of the national student population, the figure ignores the is-
sue of social background: For the sons of an urban group, unusually
concentrated in middle-class occupations, was 8.5% high? Finally, the
figure ignores the experiences of the overwhelming majority who did not
reach college. The survey of colleges is described in U.S. Immigration
Commission, Reports (Washington, D.C.; 1911), vol. 33, 713. For similar
considerations concerning European- patterns, see Goldscheider and
Zuckerman, The Transformation of the Jews, 86.

See Joel Perlmann, “Beyond New York: The Occupations of Russian Jew-
ish Immigrants in Providence, R.I. and in Other Small Jewish Commu-
nities, 1900~1915,”" American Jewish History, vol. 72 (March 1983), 369-94.
The figures in Table 4.1 are drawn from data presented in that paper. As
a result, the groups compared are defined slightly differently than is the
case for other comparisons in this book: The table is restricted to male
family heads, and it counts the fathers of siblings in the sample only
once. Also, it is based on the samples of all children and on the supple-
mental sample of Russian Jews, but excludes (from the comparison groups)
the supplemental samples of the Irish, Italians, and blacks. The effect of
these definitional differences on the rates shown is trivial, but the N's
are considerably smaller than they would be if the omitted groups had
been included.

Rhode Island Commissioner of Industrial Statistics, Twentieth Report ("'The
1905 Rhode Island Census”), section on ""Church Statistics and Religious
Preference,” 275.
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In 1915, in any case, the mean number of children in a Russian Jewish
family was the same (4.7) in families in which the sample member was
born abroad as in those in which he was born here, although the second
group of families must have been resident in the United States for a longer
period.

Samuel Joseph, Jewish Immigration to the United States: From 1881 to 1910
(Columbia University Studies in History, Economics and Public Law, No.
145) (New York, 1914), 192-4. Illiteracy data are also available on the
parents of the 1900 sample members. The illiteracy rates in the sample
are considerably above those reported in the text for all Russian Jewish
immigrants. Of twenty-two fathers, seven were totally illiterate, and three
were partly so. Two-thirds of the mothers were totally illiterate, and an-
other one-fifth partly so. The differences between these and the figures
of the immigration authorities could, of course, be due to the small sizes
of the samples. Still, further work with the 1900 U.S. Census on Russian
Jewish literacy would be interesting.

Under 3% of intact families included working mothers; 17% of the other
families did.

The description of fathers’ occupations in the 1915 sample, which follows
in the next several pages, is based on Perlmann, “Beyond New York."”
One might suppose that the underrepresentation of the Russian Jews in
these industries was simply a reflection of the fact that so many were in
trade. However, even among Russian Jewish low manual workers, the
proportion in textile mills and metal and machine production were below
the city norms. See Perlmann, “Beyond New York,” 381.

Rhode Island Business Men’s Association, Manual (Providence, 1912?),
49-50.

The mean occupational score also suggests the extent to which the socio-
economic position of the Russian Jewish fathers improved in Provi-
dence between 1900 and 1925. In 1900, the mean score was 16.4; in 1915
it was 28.0 (25.6 among the fathers of foreign-born sample members, 30.2
among the fathers of the native-born), and in 1925, 31.6.

The occupational score for peddlers is &; for laborer it is 6; for man-
agers, officials, and proprietors it is 49. Thus, the scale treats the ped-
dlers as roughly comparable to unskilled workers. The point is important
in connection with the multivariate work discussed later. When the fa-
ther’s occupation is controlled, it is with the occupational scale. In terms
of their ability to support children’s extended schooling, the score for
peddlers may be the most reasonable approximation. See also note 57.
Evidence from one point in time, 1915, also suggests that during the
course of their careers, many who began as peddlers became petty pro-
prietors and that many petty proprietors became major proprietors. Those
whose sampled children were native-born were more likely than the rest
to have been proprietors rather than peddlers, and more likely to have
been major rather than petty proprietors.

Ida Cohen Selavan, “Jewish Wage Earners in Pittsburgh 1890-1930,”
American Jewish Historical Quarterly, vol. 65 (March 1976), 272-3; U.S.
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Census Office, Eleventh Census of the United States Taken in the Year 1890
(Washington, D.C., 1897), vol. 2, 714, and U.S. Census Bureau, Thir-
teenth Census of the United States Taken in the Year 1910 (Washington, D.C.,
1913), vol. 4, 593-4; W. M. MacDonald, "Population,” in William Kirk,
ed., A Modern City: Providence R.1. and its Activities (Chicago, 1909), 58.
Kessner, Beyond the Golden Door, 60. Kessner included many, but not all,
self-employed individuals in the white-collar category (personal com-
munication), whereas all were so classified in the Providence data. The
difference in coding would give an upward bias to contrast between the
concentration in white-collar occupations among the Jewish immigrants
of the two cities.

A survey of thirty-six cities based on the 1900 U.S. Census revealed strik-
ing parallels and contrasts with the New York City situation. In the thirty-
one smaller communities, as in Providence, the proportions occupied as
peddlers or petty proprietors were higher than in the metropolises (Prov-
idence 42%, other small cities 34%, metropolises 19%). The proportion
engaged in all ”manufacturing and mechanical pursuits”” was corre-
spondingly lower (39%, 38%, and 57%, respectively). The proportion en-
gaged as tailors reached 28% in New York City. It was somewhat lower
in the other metropolises, but very much lower still in the small com-
munities. For a detailed discussion of these intercity comparisons, see
Perlmann, “Beyond New York,”” especially 385-94.

On the smaller communities, see also Oscar Handlin, Adventure in Free-
dom: Three Hundred Years of Jewish Life in America (New York, 1954), 106—
7.

For some evidence supporting these arguments, see Perlmann, "Beyond
New York,” 385-93.

Kessner, Beyond the Golden Door, 52, 110. Kessner’s comparison groups
include 854 individuals who arrived within six years of the census, and
509 who arrived at least fifteen years before it, so that the results are very
unlikely to be due to sampling error. Kessner also presents the propor-
tion in white-collar work among the small number (twenty-eight) who
had arrived at least twenty years before: 68%. We can, of course, have
less confidence in that proportion, given the sample size, but it is entirely
consistent with the figures cited in the text.

These figures also suggest a reconsideration of a central finding of
Kuznets in “Immigration of Russian Jews to the United States: Back-
ground and Structure.” Kuznets showed that the occupations listed by
Russian Jewish immigrants arriving in the United States differed dra-
matically from those listed by Russian Jews in the census of 1897. Of the
gainfully employed arriving in the United States, a mere 6% described
themselves as engaged in commerce; of those in the Russian Empire,
over 30% did. On the other hand, 64% of these immigrants and only 38%
of the Jews in Russia listed themselves as engaged in manufacturing (in-
cluding the needle trades). Was the migration from Russia, then, dis-
tinctly unrepresentative of the huge commercial element among the Jews?
Before accepting this conclusion, consider the jobs at which the Russian
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immigrants actually worked after arriving in the United States. In large
cities, a fifth of the Russians listed themselves as engaged in commerce
in the 1900 U.S. Census, and a third of those surveyed eight years later
by the U.S. Immigration Commission did so. Similarly, the data on New
York men in 1905, as already indicated, show 35% in white-collar work,
54% among household heads. In short, one must conclude either that
those involved in commerce were not as unlikely to immigrate as Kuz-
nets thought or that despite an edge as skilled workers, the Jewish arti-
sans fled that work at an astonishing rate to enter commerce. One pos-
sible explanation for Kuznets’s finding could be the prevalence of
“Columbus tailors,” men who described themselves as tailors on arrival
in America, perhaps because the description indicated their intentions,
perhaps because they thought it would be a more acceptable description
to immigration authorities than that of a businessman without resources.
The rate among the 1900 Russian Jewish sample members was greater
than that among all 1900 sample members. These Russian Jewish rates
are only suggestive; they are based on too few cases to be statistically
meaningful.

Even among low manual workers, the Russian Jews were less likely than
others to be found in the textile mills. Similarly, even among manual
workers other than those in textile mills, the Russian Jews were more
likely to be employed in skilled work.

The comparison with all others also exploits the larger sample sizes and
thus produces more reliable estimates. This is particularly advantageous
in observing the 1925 data, which do not involve any supplemental sam-
ples of ethnic groups. On the composition of the “other immigrants,”
see Chapter 3, note 16.

It is true that the remaining differences are not statistically significant in
all cases. Nevertheless, many of the differences are statistically signifi-
cant, and others are significant for graduation if not for entry; the uni-
form direction of differences adds additional confidence.

See, for example, Olneck and Lazerson, “School Achievement of Immi-
grant Children.” For dissenting views, see Joseph Lopreato, Italian Amer-
icans (New York, .1970), 149-61, and John W. Briggs, An Italian Passage:
Immigrants to Three American Cities 1890-1930 (New Haven, 1978), chap.
3,9, and 10.

1960 U.S. Census data on the age cohorts covered by the Providence data
(forty-five to fifty-four and fifty-five to sixty-four in 1960) show about the
same odds ratios as the sample data for high school completion among
second-generation Irish and Russians in the Northeast (0.52 and 0.54,
compared with 0.53 and 0.57 reported in Tables IIl and IV). U.S. Bureau
of the Census, U.S. Census of Population: 1960, Final Report PC(2)-5B
(“Educational Attainment”), Table 3, 45-6, and Final Report PC(2)-1A
(“Nativity and Parentage”), Table 8, 16, and Table 12, 52, 63. On the
other hand, the 1925 high school entry rates, in which the Irish slightly
exceed the Russian Jews, probably are due to sampling error or are un-
representative of other places (even in the Providence samples, the Irish
lead disappeared by high school graduation; see Table 4.4).
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In later years, the gap between the Russian Jews and the Irish may
have widened. Estimates of differences in mean years of schooling based
on the 1960 U.S. Census data show a difference of 0.6 of a year in favor
of the Irish for the cohort born before 1885. Thereafter, it was in favor of
the Russian Jews. For each succeeding ten-year cohort, the Russian Jew-
ish advantage was 0.1, 0.6, 0.8, 0.5, and 1.0 year. See also David L.
Featherman and Robert M. Hauser, Opportunity and Change (New York,
1978), 448-56.

The later Irish arrivals, of course, also entered a long-settled Irish-American
community, as the earlier discussion of their schooling noted; but the
Russian Jews followed the German Jews, who served at least a somewhat
similar role.

Unfortunately, there is no way to be sure how complete the record-keeping
was or what biases the process created, but records indicating collegiate
education exist for a substantial proportion of the high school graduates,
including those from Catholic schools.

The evidence on college enrollment from the small numbers in Provi-
dence is supported by census'data on continuation rates: Whereas about
half of the high school graduates continued to college, 64% of the sons
of Russian immigrants did so between 1910 and 1930. The college contin-
uation rates were calculated from the census tables described in note 40.
For all males born in and living in the Northeast in 1960, the rates were
0.471 for those age forty-five to fifty-four, and 0.533 for those age fifty-
five to sixty-four; for the sons of immigrants living in the Northeast, 0.498
and 0.552; for the sons of Irish immigrants there, 0.417 and 0.475; for the
sons of Russian immigrants, 0.635 in both cohorts.

The census data, of course, do not offer controls for effects of family
background, and the sample data cover too few members of each ethnic
group to support a multivariate analysis. However, if the impact of con-
trols were roughly the same as in Tables 4.3 and 4.4, that would still
leave a considerable Russian Jewish advantage. For example, among Irish,
the group most similar to the Russian Jews in those tables, the odds of
continuation would have been no greater than 0.7 of those for the Rus-
sian Jews.

In my doctoral dissertation, I came to a different conclusion: that the
Russian Jewish rate was indeed at the high end of the spectrum of length
of schooling, but not uniquely high when family background was taken
into account. See Ari Joel Perlmann, ""Education and the Social Structure
of an American City: Social Origins and Educational Attainments in
Providence, R.I., 1880-1925" (Harvard University, 1980), 202-31. I fo-
cused almost exclusively on rates of high school entry and noted partic-
ularly the striking similarity between Russian Jewish and Irish odds of
high school entry once social background had been controlled. The pres-
ent discussion is based on controlling somewhat different variables
(Duncan’s occupational score was used for the father’s occupation, in-
stead of five occupational strata, and family-structure variables were con-
trolled). However, the major difference in the analyses is the present
emphasis on many different aspects of schooling: high school entry,
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graduation, and college entry, as well as curriculum and GPA. The con-
clusion based on several indicators and comparisons with many groups
must surely be that although not every group differed dramatically from
the Russian Jews on every measure, the position of the latter was distinct
even after controls had been imposed.

The college preparatory curricula included all enrollment at Classical High
School and at the elite non-Catholic private schools. They also included
enrollment in the classical track at Hope High School and in the classical
and scientific tracks at the Catholic high schools.

The curriculum choices of the Irish-Americans in 1915 were based partly
on estimation, because the Catholic high school did not provide that in-
formation for dropouts then. In 1925, 75% of the entrants were enrolled
in a college preparatory program. Assuming that a comparable propor-
tion were enrolled in such programs in 1915 produces the correction fac-
tor for 1915. See Section 4D in the Appendix.

In the sample, the boys were slightly more likely to enter, and the girls
were slightly more likely to graduate, having entered; so graduation rates
among all boys and all girls were nearly identical.

Sample data are useless on this point, college enrollment data being un-
available for the 1915 sample (the one that included the girls).

The figures for others pertain to those born between 1895 and 1904 in the
Northeast (and residing there in 1960). The figures for the children of
Russians pertain to the same age group (fifty-five to sixty-four in 1960)
residing in the Northeast. In the 1960 U.S. Census data on educational
attainment for children of Russians forty-five to fifty-four, fifty-five to
sixty-four, and sixty-five to seventy-four years old, gender differences in
the proportions receiving one to three years of high school were small (6
percentage points in the oldest cohort, 3 points or less thereafter). Dif-
ferences in high school graduation rates were also small (3 points or less).
By contrast, college continuation rates differed by very large amounts
(the rates were 63.4-64.4% among the boys and 29.6-34.3% among the
girls). For the references to the census data, see note 40.

The only comparable evidence of which I am aware is in Counts, The
Selective Character of American Secondary Education, 110-12. It indicates that
in Bridgewater, Connecticut, in 1920, (1) Russian Jewish boys were in-
deed far more likely to enter the “college’” program than were Russian
Jewish girls (and the difference was greater than among other groups),
but (2) Russian Jewish girls were no less likely than other girls to do so.
Virtually all the Russian Jewish children who reached high school en-
rolled in the public high schools; the Catholic schools and the elite pri-
vate schools were hardly serious options.

One could enroll in the normal school, and prepare for a career in teach-
ing, with a degree from any of the city’s high schools, so that aspirations
to teach would not explain the choice of a high school. On the high school
curricula, see Joel Perlmann, “Curriculum and Tracking in the Transfor-
mation of the American High School: Providence, R.1., 1880-1930,” Jour-
nal of Social History, vol. 19 (Fall 1985), 29-55.
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Was Russian Jewish behavior in the classroom less distinctive than their
behavior in obtaining a long schooling? The available evidence is too
inconclusive to support the view. The smaller Russian Jewish advantage
in GPA compared with the advantage in length of schooling may be an
artifact of the data limitations. Specifically, GPAs are available for only a
part of the sample — for those who reached grammar school. Among
these children, ethnic differences in high school entry rates were smaller
than in the entire sample. Comparisons between the magnitudes of eth-
nic differences on the two dependent variables (entry and GPA) were
made by standardizing both. In 1925, the entry-rate differences were larger.
In 1915, the differences were only trivially different among girls; among
boys, the results depended on the method of standardization. A stan-
dard deviation on GPA was about 0.8 of a grade.

Lipset and Ladd, “Jewish Academics in the United States”; Charles Ka-
dushin, “Who Are the Elite Intellectuals?”” The Public Interest, vol. 29 (Fall
1972), 109-25; Veblen, ‘“The Intellectual Pre-Eminence of Jews.”

Because they were more likely than most to enter high school, more likely
to enroll in classical curricula, and more likely to graduate from high
school, it is hardly surprising that this was the case. On the other hand,
their rate of graduation from classical or other college preparatory pro-
grams was not greater than that of the Irish-American groups, who tended
to enroll in the Catholic academies, which stressed these curricula and
which had high graduation rates.

The GPA used was that based on the semester before the last of the
student’s career; in the case of graduates, this would have been the first
semester of the senior year.

We can also confidently dismiss the possibility that the ethnic difference
is due to an underestimate of the wealth and opportunities of the sons
of peddlers. Even when all the peddlers were recoded to have the same
occupational score as merchants (49 instead of 8!), the regression results
changed little.

The interaction terms for Russian Jewish high school entrants, gradu-
ates, and college entrants were all trivial in magnitude and statistical
significance in both 1915 and 1925. Thus, the Russian Jews did not derive
a different occupational advantage from each specific increment in
schooling than the rest of the population. Insofar as Russian Jewish oc-
cupational attainment was based on schooling, then, it was based on

. relatively greater proportions of boys reaching higher educational levels,

not on special advantages derived from those levels. For more on this
issue, see Section 1.6.

The availability of free colleges in New York may have had a similar
impact. However, given the relatively low tuition charged by most col-
leges and the relatively limited sizes of the New York City colleges before
1930, the importance of this factor was probably limited. In 1908, for
example, The College of the City of New York (CCNY) enrolled 676 stu-
dents, of whom 493 were listed as Jews. If roughly 165 Jews per year
entered CCNY, they would have constituted about 1.5% of the age co-
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hort of 11,075 Jewish boys (assuming that the cohort size was approxi-
mately equal to the number of boys enrolling in school at age twelve,
before many dropped out). See U.S. Immigration Commission, Reports,
vol. 32 ("“The Children of the Immigrants in School,” vol. 4), 692, and
vol. 33 ("“School,” vol. 5), 721.

Immigration Commission, Reports, vol. 32, 656, 665, 692. The estimates
were made by dividing the number of first-year high school students and
fourth-year high school students by the number who were twelve years
of age (assuming the latter to represent the size of the age cohort).

As late as 1963-73, 34% of the Russian Jewish occupational advantage
remained unexplained in one national survey, and 48% in a second, even
after education and family background were controlled. In the Provi-
dence data, regressions that compared the Russian Jews with all others
left 66% of their advantage unexplained in the 1915 sample and 54% in
the 1925 sample, when controlling for many of the same variables as
have the recent surveys. The recent surveys (1) are weighted heavily
toward New York and the other large centers (where most Russian Jews
lived), (2) pertain to a period in which more of the Russian Jews were
preparing for the professions (possibly increasing the influence of schooling
on their occupational advantage), and (3) impose more controls (more
levels of schooling, and evidence on the father’s education). Perhaps,
then, the figures for 1963~73 may be regarded as a sort of lower bound
for what results might look like if data comparable to those available for
Providence were available for New York. See Featherman and Hauser,
Opportunity and Change, 453.

On contextual effects, and on the use of the mean occupational score in
particular, see the discussion in the Appendix, Section 9. In order to
assess associations with educational or occupational attainment, the pro-
portion of each group’s concentration in commerce could be studied just
as the mean occupational score of the group was (the procedure was
discussed in the preceding chapter). Doing so illustrates the great risk of
spurious correlation associated in measuring contextual effects directly.
Such an exercise presents us with a strong independent association be-
tween the contextual factor and high school entry, but not between the
contextual factor and later occupational attainment. This difference in
outcomes is in itself improbable and certainly not predicted by the argu-
ment that the contextual effects of concentration in commerce were influ-
ential. Further evidence of spuriousness comes from analysis of the cor-
responding individual-level variable: whether or not one’s father was
engaged in commerce. As already noted in the text, it had a negligible
independent impact on schooling and jobs.

The formulation of Simon Kuznets on this issue is also worth noting
here. At the close of his long monograph on the demographic character-
istics of the Russian Jewish migrants, he noted that the records “do not
reflect directly the major features of the historical heritage of Russian
Jewry that shaped the human capital transferred to the United States by
immigration. It is this transfer of human capital that constitutes the es-
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sential content of migration, internal or international; and while sex, age,
occupational structure, and literacy tell us much about this human capi-
tal, they do not help us to distinguish the more fundamental character-
istics of capacity for social organization and for adjustment to the chal-
lenges of a new environment. Nor do they describe the long-standing
scale of priorities inherited from the past and likely to shape the goals of
immigrants and their descendants for several generations after their ar-
rival in the country of destination. . . . If one could establish the charac-
teristics of this heritage of human capital other than the basic demo-
graphic and economic characteristics, one might be able to explain, in
tracing their consequences in the history of the Jewish community in the
United States, aspects of American social history that are otherwise ob-
scure. But the tools needed for such a study of the historical heritage of
Russian or East European Jewry are not those of economics and demog-
raphy; and the account above, long as it is, must be left incomplete.”
Kuznets, “Immigration of Russian Jews,” 123-4.

64 See, for example, Cahan, The Rise of David Levinsky, 61-2, Goldscheider
and Zuckerman, The Transformation of the Jews, 164, Charles S. Liebman,
"Religion, Class, and Culture in American Jewish History,”” Jewish Journal
of Sociology, vol. 9 (1968), 230, and Aaron Rothkoff, “The American So-
journs of Ridbaz: Religious Problems within the Immigrant Commu-
nity,”” American Jewish Historical Quarterly, vol. 57 (1968), 557-72.

65 Slater, "My Son the Doctor,” argues that the differences in learning styles
in eastern European Jewish culture and in American institutions suggest
that the experience of the one would not be helpful in the other. The
discussion in the text circumvents that issue in suggesting that the par-
ticulars learned, and the style of learning, may have been irrelevant to
the transmission of a special prestige for education. See also Steinberg,
The Ethnic Myth, 133-4.

Chapter 5

1 Robert Higgs, Competition and Coercion: Blacks in the American Economy
1865-1914 (Chicago, 1980), 34. In Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, and Cincin-
nati, closer to the South, the black population reached 5%. For a social
history of Providence blacks in earlier years, see Robert ]. Cottrol, The
Afro-Yankees: Providence’s Black Community in the Antebellum Era (West-
port, Conn., 1982).

2 This study of black family and school patterns follows some intriguing
earlier work that lacked the data for an integrated exploration of all these
school-related themes. Claudia Goldin, using an 1880 census sample,
discussed child labor and, to a lesser extent, school attendance in the
context of the family economy. Timothy Smith, using aggregate census
figures from the first decades of the century, examined attendance rates.
Stanley Lieberson, using later census publications, analyzed grade at-
tainment. See Claudia Goldin, “Family Strategies and the Family Econ-
omy in the Late Nineteenth Century: The Role of Secondary Workers,”
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in Theodore Hershberg, ed., Philadelphia: Work, Space, Family and Group
Experience in the 19th Century (New York, 1981), 277-310, Timothy L. Smith,
""Native Blacks and Foreign Whites: Varying Responses to Educational
Opportunity in America, 1880-1950,"" Perspectives in American History, vol.
6 (1972), 309-35, and Stanley Lieberson, A Piece of the Pie: Blacks and White
Immigrants Since 1880 (Berkeley, 1980), 123-252. For a fuller discussion of
Lieberson’s conclusions than is provided in the text and notes, see Joel
Perlmann, A Piece of the Educational Pie: New Evidence and Some
Reflections on Black and Immigrant Schooling since 1880,” Sociology of
Education, vol. 60 (January 1987), 54-51. Finally, for an analysis of school
patterns in the South, see Robert A. Margo, "“Accounting for Racial Dif-
ferences in School Attendance in the American South, 1900: The Role of
Separate-But-Equal,” Review of Economics and Statistics, vol. 69 (November
1987), 661-6.

See, for example, Oscar Handlin, The Newcomers: Negroes and Puerto Ri-
cans in a Changing Metropolis (Cambridge, Mass., 1959), Smith, ""Native
Blacks and Foreign Whites,”” Lieberson, A Piece of the Pie, and Stephan
Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians: Poverty and Progress in the American Me-
tropolis, 1880-1970 (Cambridge, Mass., 1973).

Stanley Lieberson, “‘Generational Differences among Blacks in the North,”
American Journal of Sociology, vol. 79 (November 1973), 552. The 1915
Providence data, unfortunately, include no information on place of birth
within the United States.

Elizabeth Hafkin Pleck, Black Migration and Poverty, Boston 1865-1900 (New
York, 1979), 50-5; Theodore Hershberg and Henry Williams, ""Mulattoes
and Blacks: Intragroup Color Differences and Social Stratification in
Nineteenth-Century Philadelphia,” in Hershberg, ed., Philadelphia, 407~
8.

Edwin Leigh, “Illiteracy in the United States,”” American Journal of Educa-
tion, vol. 19 (1870), 801-35; Lee Soltow and Edward Stevens, The Rise of
Literacy and the Common School in the United States: A Socioeconomic Analysis
(Chicago, 1981), 155-9.

Leigh, “Illiteracy’’; U.S. Census Office, Ninth Census, vol. 1 (Washington,
D.C., 1872), xxx, 4-7, 396-7, 618-19; U.S. Bureau of the Census, Thir-
teenth Census, vol. 1 (Washington, D.C., 1913), 1224-9, and Negro Popu-
lation 1790-1915 (Washington, D.C., 1918), 405-8.

The censuses of 1850 and 1860 suggest that about half of the free blacks
were literate and that free blacks constituted about 6% of the southern
black population. These individuals, then, may have constituted about
3% of all blacks in the South in 1870 (50% X 6%). Thus, 9% of southern
black men in 1870 would have been literate former slaves (the 12% liter-
ate blacks less the 3% who had not been slaves). See the discussion of
the 1870 census cited in the preceding note.

In 1880, even less than 22% of that southern cohort must have been lit-
erate. Some, after all, must have learned the skills of literacy after age
thirty. Moreover, early death may well have been more common among
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the illiterate. See Edward Meeker, ’Mortality Trends of Southern Blacks,
1850-1910: Some Preliminary Findings,”’ Explorations in Economic History,
vol. 13 (January 1976), 30.

Ibid.

Lieberson concluded that in the decades after 1910, literate blacks were
more likely than others to migrate (A Piece of the Pie, 220).

Higgs, Competition and Coercion, 32, 120. Pleck found that half of the Bos-
ton blacks of 1870 who had been born in Virginia had migrated from
towns (Black Migration and Poverty, 51-2).

On the black family in the North, see, for example, Pleck, Black Migration
and Poverty, 161-96. On contemporary trends, see Reynolds Farley, Blacks
and Whites: Narrowing the Gap? (Cambridge, Mass., 1984), 133-42.
Goldin, “Family Strategies,”” 299, and ’Female Labor Force Participation:
The Origin of Black and White Differences, 1870 and 1880,” Journal of
Economic History, vol. 37 (March 1977), 87-108; Elizabeth H. Pleck, A
Mother’s Wage: Income Earning among Married Italian and Black Women,
1896-1911,” in Nancy F. Cott and Elizabeth H. Pleck, eds., A Heritage of
Her Own: Toward a New Social History of American Women (New York, 1979),
381-8.

W. E. B. DuBois, The Philadelphia Negro: A Social Study (New York, 1967;
original edition 1899), 111; U.S. Census Office, Eleventh Census (Washing-
ton, D.C., 1897), Table 118; U.S. Census Bureau, Thirteenth Census, vol 1,
Table 8; Duane Clinker, Scott Molloy, and Paul Buhle, * ‘We Want Integ-
rity’: An Interview with Al Sisti,”” Radical History Review, vol. 17 (Spring
1978), 184. Because the figures on black children come from the Provi-
dence sample data, and because each of the five supplemental 'samples”’
of blacks actually includes the entire black population in the age range,
no sampling error need be feared: No black of the sampled age worked
in a mill. Also, there seems to have been a preponderance of those black
children who did find work in Providence in menial service jobs — a
pattern that suggests the difficulty of finding other work. Joel Perlmann,
" After Leaving School: The Jobs of Young People in Providence R.I. 1880—
1915,” in Ronald K. Goodenow and Diane Ravitch, eds., Schools in Cities:
Consensus and Conflict in American Educational History (New York, 1983),
3-43. )

Goldin, “Female Labor Force Participation’” and “Family Strategies,”” 299—
301, 304-5.

The variables controlled in the regressions reported in Table 5.7, part B,
were chosen in order to maximize the comparability to Goldin’s work.
The control for parental occupations, however, is based on the occupa-
tional score used throughout the study (see Chapter 1 for details). It should
also be noted that the Philadelphia sample includes children in a wider
age range, extending into the early twenties. However, the idea of a
trade-off would seem to hold for the ages eleven to sixteen as well as for
the later ones. Finally, it is precisely among boys in 1880 that the rela-
tionship between mother’s work and child’s work is most strongly posi-
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tive in the Providence data; the evidence for Goldin’s second hypothesis
was that the same relationship was positive in the Philadelphia data that
same year. :

The proportion of low-manual-worker immigrant families that included
a working mother and a fourteen- to fifteen-year-old sample member
who did not work was 1.8% in 1880, 3.2% in 1900, and 7.0% in 1915.
Among low-manual-worker black families, the comparable figures were
22.2%, 21.8%, and 30.4%.

The 1925 census did not provide information on occupations; conse-
quently, data from that year cannot be included here. Occupational data
were collected for fathers in that sample from the directories of the city,
but they did not indicate children’s work.

Smith, “Native Blacks and Foreign Whites.”

U.S. Immigration Commission, The Children of Immigrants in Schools, vols.
1-5 in Reports of the Immigration Commission (35 vols.) (Washington, D.C.,
1911). The figures used in Tables 5.9 and 5.10 were drawn from the “Public
School Pupils — General Investigation” section, Tables 3 and 4, for each
of the five cities indicated.

The ratio of the number of children enrolled in the public schools at four-
teen or fifteen years of age to the number enrolled at age twelve (in each
ethnic group) was used to estimate the proportion attending school at
the higher ages (because few had dropped out by age twelve). The ratio
of the number in the ninth grade (at whatever age) to the number twelve
years of age provides the estimate of the proportion of the group enter-
ing high school.

Chicago Commission on Race Relations, The Negro in Chicago: A Study of
Race Relations and a Race Riot (Chicago, 1922; original edition 1922), 258.
For one group of cities, the commissjon reported the proportion of each
group’s schoolchildren who were grade-retarded by two years or more.
The commission also reported these proportions in a separate table lim-
ited to the subgroup of children born in the same city in which they lived
in 1908. Although the comparison is a bit more restricted than would be
optimal, it does exclude southern-born blacks and foreign-born children
of immigrants. In this subgroup, the differences in proportions grade-
retarded are actually more unfavorable to blacks than in the whole group
(vol. 1, Table 32).

If blacks started school later than others, their grade retardation at a
particular age could have been a result of that pattern rather than of
slower progression through the grades once enrolled. However, in con-
nection with the comparisons noted in the preceding paragraph, the
commission also presented one limited to the subgroup who entered school
by age six. Once again, the limitation increases the black—white gap (vol.
1, Table 46). This evidence strongly suggests that the black retardation
was not due to those who started late, but rather to slow progress once
enrolled.

One could, in fact, interpret the Immigration Commission data as sug-
gesting a slightly higher black median age of entry (calculated from the



25

26

27

28

29

Notes to pp. 179-82 299

numbers enrolled at ages four to six on the assumption that the entire
cohort at each age equaled the number enrolled at age twelve), but the
differences could account for only a small part of the differences in grade
attainments by age fourteen or fifteen. In any case, the U.S. Census ta-
bles on school attendance in 1920 (the earliest with the necessary infor-
mation on young children) do not indicate late black school entry.

In the wake of the Great Migration, studies of black conditions in the
North noted grade retardation and attributed it primarily to the presence
of southern-born children, although the effects of poverty and family
structure were noted as well. See the Chicago Commission on Race Re-
lations, The Negro in Chicago, 256—67, and Louise Venable Kennedy, The
Negro Peasant Turns Cityward: Effects of Recent Migrations to Northern Cen-
ters (New York, 1930), 196-200.

Computations comparable to those in Table 5.10 for Italians and Poles
show levels of grade retardation at age twelve higher in some cases and
lower in others than those of blacks, and generally quite similar. But in
the Immigration Commission tables restricted to children born in the same
city in which they lived in 1908, black-Polish and black-Italian differ-
ences in retardation rates are more unfavorable to blacks then without
the restriction.

Lieberson, A Piece of the Pie, 162-7. Precise comparisons are not possible
because the census data pertain to native-born children of immigrants
and to northern-born blacks, whereas most of the Immigration Commis-
sion data presented pertain to all children of immigrants and all black
children living in the North - quite apart from other differences between
the two sets of data (median grade attainment in national, retrospective
data compared with median grade retardation at a given age in data for
several cities collected at the time). Lieberson called attention to the longer
time blacks spent, on average, in each grade. However, his interest in
that phenomenon was limited to whether or not the race difference in
grade retardation changed enough to account for the relative drop in
black median grade attainments later in the century (A Piece of the Pie,
229-33).

Therefore, notwithstanding the ambiguities involved in measures of black
education based on length of schooling, the preceding does not chal-
lenge a central conclusion reached by both Smith and Lieberson about
black educational levels relative to those of whites during the course of
the century. Both concluded that there had been a relative decline (par-
ticularly after 1930). Lieberson, in particular, studied in detail the grade
attainment of blacks compared with that of the new immigrant groups.
He found that black grade attainment had been higher than that of some
of these groups early in the twentieth century and declined later. The
Providence data call attention to the conditions that helped produce the
black grade attainments of the early decades.

There were a few sample members in each period for whom information
on the father’s occupation (or, more precisely, the occupation of the head
of the family) was unavailable. Generally, these individuals constituted
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a very small proportion of the entire sample and were simply excluded
from the regression analyses. However, in the 1925 sample, there were
more sample members for whom this information was lacking: The 1925
Rhode Island State Census did not provide occupational data, and hence
the head of the sample member’s family had to be traced in the city
directory in order to obtain it; but the directory omitted many working
women. This problem was significant for the study of blacks, because a
higher proportion of blacks lived in families headed by women (see Table
5.4B). Consequently, in the relevant analyses discussed in Chapter 5 (and
presented in Tables 5.11 and 5.13-5.15), the 1925 sample members whose
family head’s occupation was unknown were not excluded from the
regressions. Instead, the family head was assigned the mean occupa-
tional score for their group (i.e., the mean score for native whites, for-
eign-born whites, or blacks). Also, in order to control for unobserved
differences between these individuals and others, a dummy variable
identifying these individuals was added to the regression model. How-
ever, the dummy variable was omitted from the regression analysis for
Table 5.13, column 6, because the purpose there was to show the impact
of controls for characteristics other than family structure. Also, this pro-
cedure was not used in analyses of 1925 patterns presented in other
chapters (because the missing-data problem was far less common among
the Irish, Italians, and Russian Jews). Because the cases with missing
data were treated differently there, the N’s, rates, and means presented
for the native whites of 1925 in those other chapters (when the native
whites are compared with the Irish and Russian Jews) differ slightly from
those presented in Chapter 5. Lastly, because this procedure had not
been used in two earlier papers (Joel Perlmann, "The Schooling of Blacks
in a Northern City” and ”A Piece of the Educational Pie”), results for
1925 differ here from those presented in those papers.

Because blacks received lower GPAs than others, and because there
was a strong positive association between GPA and high school entry or
graduation, we would expect that with GPA controlled, the likelihood of
black high school or graduation would improve relative to that of others.
It does. Put another way, controlling for GPA erases some of the discrep-
ancy between school attendance and high school entry rates of blacks
noted in the preceding section. On the association between GPA and
high school entry, see Joel Perlmann, ‘“Who Stayed in School? Academic
Achievement and Social Structure in the Determination of Enrollment
Patterns, Providence, R.1. 1880-1925,” Journal of American History, vol. 72
(December 1985), 588-614.

See Cottrol, The Afro-Yankees, 91-101, and Providence School Committee,
Report for 1899/1900 (Providence, 1900), 132.

The name of the last elementary school attended by each sample member
was recorded. This was in most cases a grammar school. In the 1925
sample, blacks were less concentrated at particular schools, and in none
did they reach 15% of the student body. The school name is unavailable
for about a third of the 1915 and a quarter of the 1925 black sample mem-
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bers. However, no matter what assumptions are made about the schools
they attended, less than two-fifths of the black children could have at-
tended a predominantly black grammar school in either year, or last at-
tended a predominantly black school. The most reasonable assumptions
about the missing data would reduce the estimated fraction consider-
ably.

Joel Perlmann, “Curriculum and Tracking in the Transformation of the
American High School: Providence, R.1. 1880-1930,” Journal of Social His-
tory, vol. 19 (September 1985), 29-55.

Focusing on the lower economic strata is also worthwhile, because high
school entry rates of black children from higher strata are perplexing.
The children from these strata were not consistently more likely to enroll
in high school than were blacks from lower strata. Indeed, when all pe-
riods are taken together (and the period itself is controlled), those in the
higher strata actually reached high school significantly less often than
those in the lower strata. Consequently, the race difference is much greater
for the higher strata than for the lower strata. No such result occurs among
other groups. The most probable explanation is that the occupations of
blacks classified as skilled or as white-collar workers were atypical of
those strata and that their economic well-being was not at all commen-
surate with that of others in the strata. In any event, it seems best not to
base conclusions on the racial gaps in education among the children of
the higher strata.

The specific occupation of the household head is controlled by using its
score on the occupational scale (see Chapter 1 for details). See also note
29.

It is worth noting in passing that the patterns of high school graduation
were similar to those of entry, at least in 1915 and in 1925, when the
numbers of blacks enrolled were large enough to merit attention. With-
out controls, the proportion of black entrants to graduate from high school
was the lowest, but when social background factors were taken into ac-
count, the size of the racial gap was reduced, so that it was within the
white range; Joel Perlmann, “The Schooling of Blacks in a Northern City:
Providence, R.1. 1880-1925," Perspectives in American History, N.S. 2 (1985),
125-82; see especially 157.

The only hint in the small samples of 1880 and 1900 that the earlier
patterns within high school (patterns of GPAs achieved, tracking, or
graduation) may have been different than later patterns concerns the
graduation rate of the ten black students in the earliest sample who reached
high school. None of them graduated. The 1900 rates resemble the later
rates rather than the 1880 rate.

Lieberson, A Piece of the Pie, 1976; Chicago Commission on Race Rela-
tions, The Negro in Chicago, 262; Jacqueline Jones, Labor of Love, Labor of
Sorrow: Black Women, Work, and the Family from Slavery to the Present (New
York, 1985), 182-90; Goldin, “Family Strategies.”

Stanley Lieberson reached the same conclusion about the relative strength
of family and class based on an examination of some aggregate census
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data from 1940—60 (A Piece of the Pie, 173-93, 220—6). For a full discussion,
see Joel Perlmann, "’A Piece of the Educational Pie: Reflections and New
Evidence on Black and Immigrant Schooling Since 1880,” Sociology of Ed-
ucation, vol. 60 (January 1987), 54—61. Race differences in school atten-
dance rates, like those in high school entry, were more dependent on
social class than on family structure.

The available data did not permit a direct analysis of grade retardation,
controlling for family background. However, the contrast between high
black school attendance rates and relatively lower black high school entry
rates persists when family background is controlled.

Stanley L. Engerman, "“Three Recent Essays of Ethnicity and Relative
Economic Achievement: A Review Essay,” Historical Methods, vol. 16
(Winter 1983), 30-5. Additional references to discussions of the cultural
issues are cited later.

See, besides the earlier discussion of integration in Providence, David B.
Tyack, The One Best System: A History of American Urban Education (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1974), 109-25, 217-29.

Higgs, Competition and Coercion, 129-33, offers a brief discussion of pub-
lic- and private-sector discrimination.

Evidence of discriminatory attitudes and practices by administrators is
not a clear guide to the impact of those practices. On a similar point, see
Perlmann, "Who Stayed in School?”’

Leon Litwack, Been in the Storm So Long: The Aftermath of Slavery (New
York, 1979), chap. 9; Emmett J. Scott, comp., “Documents: Letters of
Negro Migrants of 1916-18,” Journal of Negro History, vol. 4 (July—Octo-
ber 1919), 290-340, 412—65; Lieberson, A Piece of the Pie, 139-40, 169; John
Bodner, Roger Simon, and Michael P. Weber, Lives of Their Own: Blacks,
Italians, and Poles in Pittsburgh, 1900-1960 (Urbana, 1982), 35-9.

Thomas Sowell, Ethnic America: A History (New York, 1981), 199, 203, and
The Economics and Politics of Race: An International Perspective (New York,
1983), 123, Higgs, Competition and Coercion, 128-9, Smith, "Native Blacks
and Foreign Whites,”” and Lieberson, A Piece of the Pie, 169, 252, 354-9,
discuss one or more of these arguments.

For a similar formulation, see Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians, 213—14.

Some examples: (1) Labor-market discrimination against black youth may
have worked to keep them in school longer. (2) Discriminatory practices
in school may have negatively affected black schooling (notably, grades,
promotion, and tracking). (3) Blacks may have had a special commitment
to schooling (for its own sake or as a hope of advancement) that was
expressed in longer attendance, but, for various reasons, that commit-
ment may not have extended to academic achievement, expressed in
grades, promotion rates, and other measures. Alternatively, the commit-
ment may have extended to academic achievement, but may have been
masked by the effects of the second factor noted earlier (discriminatory
practices in the schools). (4) Contrary to the third hypothesis, blacks may
have had no special commitment to schooling; indeed, they may have
been less committed than most other groups. However, measures re-
lated to blacks’ length of schooling (school attendance and grade attain-
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ment) may not reveal this because they may be driven up by the first
factor (the indirect effects of labor-market discrimination). A related ver-
sion of an argument about the dysfunctional nature of black culture would
be that blacks had a commitment to schooling, but a less consistent work
ethic than other groups (as a by-product of slavery, for example). (5) A
greater acceptance of mother’s work could have reduced child labor rates
and increased school attendance. This factor could have operated in con-
junction with any of the preceding dynamics.

However, black families may have had higher regard for the American
public schools than did many immigrant groups (such as the Irish in 1880
and the Italians in later years) and may have been more willing than
those immigrants to send mothers into the labor force instead of chil-
dren.

If job discrimination led to the presence of more academically marginal
black students, it did so only among children of an employable age. To
the extent that grade retardation or low GPAs were more prevalent among
blacks than among others at younger ages, ages seven to eleven, for
example, the difference must be explained in other ways, for example,
by discrimination in the schools or cultural patterns.

Perhaps an upper bound for an estimate of the effects of youth labor-
market discrimination (combined with mother’s work) can be found in
the black lead over Yankees in adolescent school attendance rates. The
ratio of the odds that Yankee children would attend school compared
with those that black children would do so within low-manual-labor strata,
and with other controls for family background, was 0.61 in 1880 (t=1.51)
and 0.57 in 1900 (¢=1.18); corresponding immigrant/black ratios were
0.24 (t=5.97) and 0.27 (t=4.32). Clearly, not all of the difference between
blacks and immigrants can be attributed to the indirect impact of job
discrimination in keeping blacks in school. After all, Yankees, too, re-
mained longer than immigrants, and for other reasons (a greater com-
mitment to schooling, for example, which may well also have held for
blacks compared with immigrants).

Finally, a possible challenge to the theory that labor-market discrimi-
nation drove up black attendance, but drove down black GPA, is that
other ethnic groups with high rates of school enroliment (Yankees, Irish
in the later samples, Russian Jews) did not have low grammar school
GPAs. Of course, the enrollments of these groups were not driven up by
labor-market discrimination.

Jones, Labor of Love, 179-81. Also, academically marginal students, at
least by 1925, may have been more likely to enroll in the Technical High
School. Job discrimination, if it kept more marginal black students in the
schools, could have contributed to the concentration of black students
there. However, if that pattern were the predominant one, we would
expect to find very small race differences in curriculum patterns once
grades (as well as social background) were taken into account. Instead,
the race differences for girls in 1915 and for boys in 1925 remain huge
regardless of the controls.

Note also that labor-market discrimination itself could have had quite
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different effects than those indicated here. For example, (1) the black
handicap in the adult labor market could have served as a counterbal-
ancing factor, encouraging whites to remain in school longer than blacks,
and (2) family choices about the use of resources could have operated in
a more complicated way than envisioned in the text. White families faced
with the advantages of higher returns to child labor could have chosen
to exploit those returns to keep some children in school longer. The dis-
cussion in the text is meant to call attention to one simple, plausible, and
possibly very important source of black patterns of schooling (discrimi-
nation in the youth labor market, possibly supported by the effects of
mother’s work), some of the outcomes of which would have been quite
subtle.

For examples of such beliefs in the schools, see the Chicago Commission
on Race Relations, The Negro in Chicago, 438—40.

The differences in educational advantages by race are not statistically
significant, but they are reasonably consistent, and the generalization in
the text therefore seems warranted.

Advantages of For whites For blacks
1915

High school entry 8.6 (6.31) -3.9 (1.13)°
High school graduation 13.9 (7.34) b

1925

High school entry 7.5 (4.54) 1.3 (1.26)
High school graduation 12.7 (6.36) -3.4 (2.09)
College entry 22.6 (8.75) 14.9 (0.90)

“These { ratios for the black advantage refer to the statistical signifi-
cance of the difference from the comparable white advantage (to the
significance of the interaction term).

*Only one black high school graduate of 1915 was successfully located
in the directories ten years later.

Finis R. Welch, “Education and Racial Discrimination,” in Orley Aschen-
felter and Albert Rees, eds., Discrimination in Labor Markets (Princeton,
1974), 43-81; James P. Smith, “Race and Human Capital,” American Eco-
nomic Review, vol. 74 (September 1984), 685-98; Eric Hanushek, ““Ethnic
Income Variations: Magnitudes and Explanations,” in Thomas Sowell,
ed., American Ethnic Groups (Washington, D.C., 1978), especially 157-64.
Finis R. Welch and James P. Smith, Closing the Gap: Forty Years of Economic
Progress for Blacks (Santa Monica, Calif., 1986); Robert Margo, “Race, Ed-
ucational Attainment, and the 1940 Census,” Journal of Economic History,
vol. 46 (March 1986), 189-98.

Smith, “Race and Human Capital,” 695.

Joel Perlmann, “Who Stayed in School?”” Sixth-grade GPA also correlated
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reasonably strongly with ninth-grade GPA among those who stayed in
school that long (0.45 in 1915, 0.25 in 1925).

Although the effect of GPA (via length of schooling) on occupational
attainments in the population as a whole was noticeable, it is also true
that virtually none of the black-white occupational differences are re-
lated to GPA, even if length of schooling is not controlled. This is be-
cause, as Table 5.14 shows, length of schooling itself had such trivial
effects on the magnitude of that race difference.

A second test, in which the criterion for selection was the grade the boys
had received for effort, rather than for academic subjects (B or above for
blacks, C or below for whites), produced the same result. The propor-
tions of black and white students with GPAs above or below 1.83 (cited
in the text) refer to males successfully traced across time for whom GPA
data were available. See Appendix, Sections 4 and 5, for details.

Even if contextual effects reduced the race differences in Table 5.14 by as
much as family background did, they would barely affect the huge black-
immigrant differences found there, except in the 1925 sample.

Higgs, Competition and Coercion, 80-9, 132.

For a recent formulation, see Sowell, Ethnic America, 187. .
Assuming the sample member was about age fifteen and that his father
and grandfather had each been in his early twenties when his child had
been born.

As the coefficients suggest, the mean occupational scores of the young
black men long resident in the North did not vary to a statistically signif-
icant extent (or in a consistent direction) from those of the descendants
of more recent southern migrants.

On the school patterns of black children by parents’ region of birth,
see Perlmann, "The Schooling of Blacks in a Northern City,” 179-81.
That paper (and Perlmann, ”A Piece of the Educational Pie”’) also com-
pared black and Italian school performances and occupational attain-
ments, showing that both blacks and Italians had low GPAs, but that the
occupational-attainment difference between the groups was huge. It went
on to acknowledge that the comparison was not a conclusive rejection of
the cultural hypothesis, because the hypothesis could be reformulated to
argue that Italians were especially uncommitted to schooling, but com-
mitted to work, whereas among blacks a weak work ethic operated on
both. Subsequent work (presented in the chapter on the Italians) indeed
suggests that their relative standings in school and occupational attain-
ments differed, leaving the meaning of the comparison with blacks un-
clear. The more direct approach taken here, therefore, compares whites
with low GPAs and blacks with higher GPAs. See also note 29.
Similarly, the other large residual difference in occupational attainments
observed in the preceding chapters was the Russian Jewish advantage
over all others: 8.7 points in 1915, and 5.4 points in 1925. But the black
disadvantage regarding all others measured the same way amounted to
nearly 14 points in 1915 and 10 points in 1925.

Lieberson and Smith mention the feedback hypothesis in connection with
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the later years. Higgs raises the question of feedback without limiting
the period in which it might have operated, and he notes that DuBois
clearly thought that it operated when he wrote The Philadelphia Negro,
published in 1899. See the references cited in note 44.

Eventually, a culture that developed out of such a mechanism could be-
come self-sustaining, even in the face of reduced discrimination. Lieber-
son briefly notes such a possibility with regard to recent American social
history (A Piece of the Pie, 237, 252; Perlmann, "“A Piece of the Educational
Pie”). However, such a process hardly describes the period 1880-1935.

Conclusion

Stephen Steinberg, The Ethnic Myth: Race, Ethnicity, and Class in America
(Boston, 1981), 77-81; Robin M. Williams, Jr., “’Structure and Process in
Ethnic Relations: Increased Knowledge and Unanswered Questions,”” in
Hubert M. Blalock, Jr., ed., Sociological Theory and Research: A Critical Ap-
praisal (New York, 1980), 243-57, especially 243; W. Parker Frisbie and
Frank D. Bean, “Some Issues in the Demographic Study of Racial and
Ethnic Populations,” in Bean and Parker, eds., The Demography of Racial
and Ethnic Groups (New York, 1978), 1-14. See also Roger D. Waldinger,
Through the Eye of the Needle: Immigrants and Enterprise in New York’s Gar-
ment Trades (New York, 1986). The influence of these structural charac-
teristics may be complex in nature. For example, social-class origins may
have cultural as well as economic implications.

On the interactions of social structure and culture, and the tendency to
minimize the independent role of the latter, see Steinberg, The Ethnic
Myth, ix-x, 77-87, cf. 103, 127, 131-2, 137-8, 141-4; John Bodnar, The
Transplanted: A History of Immigrants in Urban America (Bloomington, Ind.,
1985), xvi-xxi, cf. 142. Steinberg’s views are discussed in the Introduc-
tion and in Section 3.1, as well as later in note 17. Bodnar’s earlier views
seem to have stressed pre-migration culture more than these recent for-
mulations. See, for example, Bodnar, ‘‘Materialism and Morality: Slavic
American Immigrants and Education, 1890-1940,” Journal of Ethnic Stud-
ies, vol. 3 (Winter 1976), 1-19. See also Calvin Goldscheider and Alan S.
Zuckerman, The Transformation of the Jews (Chicago, 1984).

Some of the recent work on blacks has stressed the extent to which
factors other than discrimination affected their advancement. Thomas
Sowell’s emphasis on their cultural heritage is described in the Introduc-
tion. Robert Higgs, Competition and Coercion: Blacks in the American Econ-
omy, 1865-1914 (Chicago, 1980), stresses how the competitive position of
blacks, in job skills, for example, as well as discrimination, determined
their progress (see. e.g., “Preface to the Phoenix Edition”).

Other important characteristics of a migrant group include, for example,
the prevalence of males, of literate individuals, and of permanent mi-
grants. Pre-migration cultural attributes (attitudes, beliefs, values) may
have helped determine the migrants’ position as well. If these attributes
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did not affect the second generation directly, however, its behavior may
be explicable entirely in terms of social structure.

See Section 5.5 and also Chapter 2, note 9.

Even if we were to find (and we do not) that the ethnic differences unex-
plained by family background could be explained by the contextual ef-
fects of structural location, ethnicity would still remain a critical part of
the story, for the behavior of a group could not be sensibly discussed
without recourse to ethnic origin: The ethnic bond, not merely the struc-
tural location of individual families, would have created the context. Ital-
ians (in this hypothetical example) differed from others not simply be-
cause so many were laborers, for example, but because those who were
not were tied economically and culturally to those who were.

The latter classification scheme also exploits information on the value of
family property holdings. See the Appendix. Note, too, in connection
with Table C.1, that (1) the odds ratio associated with a 20-point differ-
ence in occupational score (roughly the standard deviation of the fathers’
occupations) is the ratio associated with a 1-point difference raised to the
20th power, and (2) the odds ratio associated with a 28-point difference
in occupational score (roughly the difference between the average white-
collar and blue-collar occupations) is the ratio associated with a 1-point
difference raised to the 28th power. These two ratios therefore differ by
more than the ratio of 28 to 20.

The comparisons involving the ltalians include controls for the house-
hold head’s citizenship status, because it may reflect the commitment to
return to Italy. However, it may also reflect pre-migration cultural attri-
butes. See Section 3.4.

For this reason, as well as because of the ambiguity involved in assessing
magnitudes that have been squared, the R* explained by ethnicity and
social class is not a useful measure for interpreting the significance of
membership in particular ethnic groups. The R? associated with ethnicity
generally was much smaller than the R? associated with social class.
However, this outcome tells us very little of use concerning the magni-
tude of particular ethnic differences in behavior.

In any case, even if unmeasured contextual effects were assumed to be
as large as the total effects of measured family background factors — surely
a risky assumption — several of the residuals in Tables C.1 and C.2 would
still remain large. The point is especially noteworthy because some of
the family background characteristics controlled were related to contex-
tual variables of interest (father’s occupational score, household head’s
citizenship status, and involvement in commerce). When the family
background variables explained relatively little of the ethnic difference,
it seems unlikely that the corresponding contextual variables could ac-
count for much of it. On contextual effects as explanations of Irish-Yan-
kee differences, see Appendix, note 40.

Olivier Zunz, The Changing Face of Inequality: Urbanization, Industrial De-
velopment, and Immigrants in Detroit, 1880-1920 (Chicago, 1982); Zunz,
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“The Synthesis of Social Change: Reflections on American Social His-
tory,” in Reliving the Past: The Worlds of Social History (Chapel Hill, 1985),
53-114; Zunz, "’ American History and the Changing Meaning of Assim-
ilation,” with “Comment” by John Bodnar and by Stephan Thernstrom,
Journal of American Ethnic History, vol. 4 (Spring 1985), 53-84.

Moreover, it should be recalled that there is nothing novel about the
method used here (it is the standard method used in studies of ethnic
differences).

See the relevant references in the preceding chapters for some of these.
Thomas Sowell, Ethnic America, A History (New York, 1981), provides
something of a compendium.

The challenges of studying restricted qualitative evidence are large. For
example, one typical kind of study involves examination of the state-
ments of ethnic leaders, such as those appearing in the immigrant press.
Do such statements by an ethnic elite reflect the attitudes of the majority?
A similar issue must be faced, of course, even if the evidence comes not
from an ethnic leader but from a follower - a reader of the press, for
example. Moreover, the work using nonquantitative methods must be
genuinely comparative. The Slavic press may indeed have written edi-
torials against the gross materialism of America. But were such senti-
ments uncommon in the Yiddish press? Indeed, did not the organs of
the Yankee urban elites decry an excessive concern with the things of
this world? The statements in the Slavic press may be indicative of a
more complete rejection of material values, but how can this be shown?
Evaluating the impact of cultural attributes on behavior with qualitative
data is harder still. What method is available in such studies for assessing
the relative importance of cultural attributes as sources of action - rela-
tive, thatis, to each other and to other sources of behavior? These issues
may be well known, and they exist for many kinds of historical work.
However, to recognize that fact is not to resolve the difficulty or the
choice of methods.

Concerning the observation that not all Italians or Slavs were in fact for-
mer peasants, see Section 3.5. There are, no doubt, exceptions to the
generalization that the origins of cultural attributes can usually be found
in economic and social history. At the very least, for example, one would
want to include the Jews’ centuries of minority status, not merely social-
class position, as part of the relevant social history. In addition, the par-
ticular role of learning in eastern European Jewish religious life, though
supported by social and economic developments, had sources in reli-
gious history as well. The commitment to learning is difficult to assess as
a distinct source of later behavior by Russian Jews in America, but it
cannot be ruled out on the basis of available evidence.

Another hint that more than pre-migration economic developments
and social-class position may have operated in creating pre-migration
cultural attributes involves European educational institutions. Their
prevalence presumably had sources in addition to economic develop-
ment, such as religious, cultural, and political constellations unique to
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particular countries. The prevalence of those institutions, in turn, prob-
ably influenced responses to American schooling.

By contrast, in American ethnic history, evidence of a Protestant-
Catholic difference in world view (i.e., a distinctive Protestant work ethic)
is generally difficult to distinguish from other sources of difference that
characterize the same people. Moreover, in the present study, a Protes-
tant work ethic cannot explain the evidence: Yankee-Irish differences
before, but not after, 1900, and distinctive ltalian patterns of schooling,
but not of jobs.

Steinberg, The Ethnic Myth, ix-x.

Sowell, Ethnic America, 194-200, 216-20. See references to Glazer’s work
in Section 4.1. Steinberg, The Ethnic Myth, ix-x.

On this question, Stephen Steinberg’s important and generally clear
analysis (The Ethnic Myth) does not provide a useful answer. His work
was meant as a rebuttal to the “failure to consider class factors {that] has
been characteristic of nearly half a century of social research” (p. 139), as
well as to other alarming trends of thought that tended to obscure and
romanticize the nature of ethnic differences (pp. ix-x). He discusses the
interaction of culture and social structure, stressing issues such as those
raised in the preceding paragraphs of the text. However, on the influ-
ence of pre-migration attributes in the American context, his formula-
tions are vague and his evidence weak. He seems to assume not merely
the dependence of culture on social structure in the long run, but its
dependence and secondary nature even within the American social
structure in the decades following immigration: “Where the class theory
differs from the cultural theory is in its emphasis on the primacy of class
factors. That is to say, it is held that cultural factors have little indepen-
dent effect on educational outcomes, but are influential only as they in-
teract with class factors” (p. 132). At the same time, he notes, for ex-
ample, that “obviously, [Southern Italian] immigrants from peasant
backgrounds were not likely to have the same outlook upon education
as other immigrants, including Northern Italians, who came from more
industrially advanced sectors of their countries of origin” (p. 141). How-
ever, he eventually concludes that “in short, if Italians and other Catho-
lics have not excelled academically, this cannot be blamed on a value
system that discouraged education, since these values themselves only
reflect the operation of social class factors and the unfavorable structure
of educational opportunity that confronts the lower classes generally”
(p. 144). Leaving aside the issue of “other Catholics,”” the third passage
seems to rule out the importance of the pre-migration cultural attributes
recognized in the second, unless “’the operation of social class factors” is
meant to cover the pre-migration class structure as well. In either case,
the question that emerges from the second passage (and is not answered
clearly in the first or third) is the question stressed here, and, I believe,
the question around which important debate has centered: Just how much
did pre-migration cultural attributes (whatever their origin) determine
patterns of behavior in America?
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The evidence from the early part of the century on which Steinberg

was obliged to rely is generally restricted to showing that the social com-
positions of ethnic groups differed and that these differences could rea-
sonably be expected to have affected outcomes such as schooling and
occupational attainments. The Providence data show that these factors
did indeed influence the relevant outcomes, but not to a degree that
would eliminate serious consideration of pre-migration cultural attri-
butes.
Also, the nature of particular attributes may have been transformed. If,
for example, the Jewish tradition of learning did have an important im-
pact on the Jews’ advancement in the New World, or in modern Europe,
it was only because that tradition could be shifted to focus on secular
learning rather than on religious study. That process may have been aided
by the relative distance of most eastern European Jewish migrants from
such study, while still accepting its status. See the concluding pages of
Chapter 4.

For a discussion of the transformation of Italian views of women, see
Donna R. Gabaccia, From Sicily to Elizabeth Street: Housing and Social Change
Among Italian Immigrants, 1890-1930 (Albany, 1984), 111-16.

Bodnar, “Schooling and the Slavic-American Family, 1900-1940,” in Ber-
nard J. Weiss, ed., American Education and the European Immigrant, 1840~
1940 (Urbana, 1982), 78-95, especially 85-6.

Interactions between the contextual effects of class composition and eth-
nic identity also may have had some effects; these we cannot measure.
The techniques used to assess contextual effects cannot be extended to
interactions with ethnicity, because the contextual and ethnicity vari-
ables cannot be entered in a regression model together. See Appendix,
Section 9.

The pattern of the Irish in 1880 seems to point to the same conclusions
as that of the Italians, but because discrimination leveled against the Irish
may have been distinctly important, the Italians present the clearer case.

Perhaps the Jewish experience, as a minority engaged in commercial
roles, is helpful in thinking about a few other groups, such as the Ar-
menians.

Appendix

See Joel Perlmann, “Using Census Districts in Analysis, Record Linkage
and Sampling” (a research note), Journal of Interdisciplinary History, vol.
10 (Autumn 1979), 279-89, Perlmann, ‘“The Use of Student Records for
the Study of American Educational History,” Historical Methods, vol. 12
(Spring 1979), 66-75, the Appendices to Perlmann, “Who Stayed in School?
Academic Achievement and Social Structure in the Determination of En-
rollment Patterns, Providence, R.I. 1880-1925,” Journal of American His-
tory, vol. 72 (December 1985), 588—614, and especially Perlmann, “Edu-
cation and the Social Structure of an American City: Providence, R.IL
1880-1925: The Research Design and the Data Collection” (final report
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submitted to the National Institute of Education, and document no. 170-
220 in the E.R.1.C. [Educational Research Information Clearinghouse]
microfiche collection), or the Appendix in Perlmann, “Education and the
Social Structure of an American City: Social Origins and Educational At-
tainments in Providence, R.I. 1880-1925" (Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard
University, 1980). An early, undistributed working paper, Perlmann, ""The
City Directory: The Quality of Its Coverage and Errors Resulting from Its
Use, Providence, R.I. 1880-1935" (1977), also concerned methodological
issues.

Women were also traced across time. They could not, however, be traced
in the city directories, because those volumes regularly omitted large
proportions of women and because even those included might not be
found under their maiden names. Women were traced, instead, to mar-
riage records, which also provided information on whom they married.
The data on women'’s occupations, however, are not included in this
study. Consequently, the use of the marriage records is not discussed
here.

Male sample members were traced twenty years forward in time, as

well as ten, but those data involved reductions in sample size that were
not counterbalanced by the additional evidence about the rest (see Sec-
tion 1.5). Similarly, the young adult males were also traced across time
in tax books, but that evidence also was not used (see note 29).
Originally, the inclusion of those eleven to twelve years of age in 1880
was undertaken to permit comparisons between a randomly selected group
of that age and a special sample (not used in this study) of those age
eleven to twelve not attending school. Extending the age range by two
years, however, was also advantageous because it increased sample size
by half.
Statistical analyses were all based on the assumption of simple random
sampling. The chief drawback of any sample not based on a purely ran-
dom selection is that it may involve some unsuspected bias. The census
pages are arranged by enumeration districts and, within district, by
whatever route the census-takers chose to follow. It is difficult to see
what socially important variables would not be accurately represented
by selecting every nth page of the manuscript. Nevertheless, for a method
of random selection using these records, see Joel Perlmann, "’Using Cen-
sus Districts in Analysis, Record Linkage and Sampling,” 279-89.

When the handwriting in the census manuscripts was illegible, the

case was skipped, and the first person in the age range listed on the
following page(s) was selected instead. Replacements were rarely needed,
except in the 1900 U.S. Census. The manuscript for that year had been
through the smoke and water of a fire and also was difficult to read
because a Census Bureau code had been written over many names.
The supplemental samples include all Jewish boys, three-quarters of the
Jewish girls, half of the Italian and Irish boys and one-quarter of the girls.
In each case, the proportions were obtained by sampling certain pages,
in the manner described earlier.
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”The 1905 Rhode Island Census,” in Twentieth Report of the Commissioner
of Industrial Statistics (Providence, 1907). On using the Russian-born as a
surrogate for East European Jews, see Joel Perlmann, “Beyond New York:
The Occupations of Russian Jewish Immigrants in Providence, R.I. and
in Other Small Jewish Communities, 1900-1915,"” American Jewish His-
tory, vol. 72 (March 1983), 369-94.

Many runs were carried out with and without the high school sample
members present, however, to be sure that, weighting notwithstanding,
the results were not artifacts of the methods.

See my dissertation and final report to the NIE (cited in note 1).

In selecting the entrants, year of entry rather than age was the criterion.
It seemed worth suffering a small loss of comparability to the samples
drawn from the censuses in order to obtain profiles of entire classes.

For further details, see Perimann, "“Using Census Districts.”

It might also be noted that the grade attainments, such as high school
entry, reported in this study are generally lower than those reported in
the 1940-70 U.S. Censuses for cohorts of comparable ages in the region.
Some possible reasons for the differences include (1) the variation in ed-
ucational attainment rates by place within the Northeast, (2) differential
mortality by education in retrospective census data, (3) reporting errors
by respondents or census-takers, particularly in converting years of school
attendance into highest grade completed, and (4) missing data in the
Providence samples. A rough perusal of published figures on enroll-
ments and age cohorts indicates that the differences between the census
data and the Providence data probably are due principally to the first
factor, and in any case, not to the lasi.

For example, according to the 1960 U.S. Census, 37.3% of the males
sixty-five to seventy-four years of age who were born and resident in the
Northeast had completed at least one year of high school. The compara-
ble proportion among those fifty-five to sixty-four years of age was 47.0%.
Among the Providence male sample members (twelve to sixteen years
old in the census year), 17.1% had entered high school in 1900, and 33.6%
in 1915. The Immigration Commission Reports (Washington, D.C., 1911,
vols. 30-33) present figures for Providence that are roughly comparable
to the sample data, with an estimated 28.1% of the age cohort reaching
the first year of high school in 1908 (based on the ratio of first-year high
school pupils to pupils twelve years of age in the public schools). The
Immigration Commission data also show that the comparable figure var-
ied widely, even within the larger urban areas. Among the fourteen large
northeastern and north-central cities the commission studied, it was un-
der 20% in two, 20-29% in six, 30-39% in three, 40-49% in two, and
68.7% in one (from Table 1, public school general investigation for each
city; the median for the fourteen cities was 28.7%).

Some of the influences on age of school entry were the same as those on
age of school leaving; others were not. These latter probably affected
both the patterns of length of schooling and the patterns of high school
entry in complicated and largely irrelevant ways. Age at school entry
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would be important if many immigrant children entered the first grade
at advanced ages. However, the analysis in the preceding chapters dis-
tinguishes native and foreign-born children of immigrants and concen-
trates on the former.
Curriculum coding for high school students was based in part on the
designations found in the records. However, for many students, no cur-
riculum was listed. This was the case for schools in which curricula did
not entail enrollment in departments, but only completion of particular
courses. In these schools, if the student did not graduate, the designa-
tion was not listed. However, extensive information on courses had been
coded, as described later. Close study of the requirements for each cur-
riculum and of course enrollment patterns permitted me to construct rules
for assigning students to curricula based on the kinds of courses in which
they were enrolled in their first year of high school.
No single course was chosen to reflect academic achievement, because
the courses required (in all subjects) varied widely over time and across
institutions. A maximum (six grades) was therefore selected from one
term, the end of the first year of attendance at high school (before too
many students had dropped out, but after an initial period of adjust-
ment). For those who had already dropped out, semester or quarter grades
were taken instead. If a student repeated a grade, the first set of marks
was used. A similar procedure was used in recording grammar school
grades: Those from the beginning of the sixth grade were taken; if the
student had already dropped out, fifth-grade marks were substituted.
Finally, for those remaining in high school at least five semesters, the
penultimate semester’s marks were taken for comparison with the first-
year marks.
The proportion of children who had never reached grammar school was
estimated from age—grade reports. These were published in the Provi-
dence School Committee’s annual reports for 1917 and later years. By
comparing the numbers attending public schools at ages thirteen and
seven, one arrives at an estimate of the proportion still in school at age
thirteen (about 90% in 1915, 95% in 1925). Among those enrolled at age
thirteen, about 10% in both 1915 and 1925 were not then enrolled in
grammar school. Therefore, one can estimate the proportion of those
who had never reached grammar school among those who had dropped
out of school before age thirteen (assume that that proportion is two to
five times as high as it is among those thirteen years old who were still
in school). By these calculations, 0.11-0.14 of the cohort did not reach
grammar school in 1915 [0.10 X 0.90 + (0.20-0.40) X 0.10 =0.11-0.14], and
0.11-0.12 did not in 1925 [0.10 X 0.95+ (0.20-0.50) X 0.05=0.11-0.12]. Some
other students (but not many) must have left grammar school before
being graded. Perhaps, too, the attrition was slightly higher in 1912-16
than in 1917 and after (the years for which the age—grade reports are
available). However, the estimate cited in the text, 11-20% (rather than
the 11-14% range calculated here), allows for such possibilities.

The other source of bias was the unavailability of records from some
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grammar schools. Catholic grammar school records and the records for
five public grammar schools covering at least part of the period relevant
to the 1915 sample were unavailable. The proportion of children age eleven
to thirteen in Catholic schools, according to the annual reports, was 17—
18%. These figures suggest that perhaps 10-19% of the public grammar
school records were missing in 1915 (of the 47% whose records were
unavailable, between 11% and 20% had dropped out, and a further 17%
were in Catholic schools, leaving 10~19% missing) and that virtually none
were missing in 1925. On the relation of attrition to GPA, see Perlmann,
"Who Stayed in School?”

Sample members were also traced in the catalogs of the Rhode Island
School of Design and the Rhode Island Normal School (later the Rhode
Island College of Education). These two institutions included post-sec-
ondary programs, and their records contributed to our knowledge of ex-
tended schooling among the sample members. The annual catalogs of
both included lists of students. If other school records indicated that the
sample member had earlier completed high school, enrollment at these
institutions was treated as post-secondary. Otherwise, it was recorded
as secondary.

The evolution of the laws pertaining to the working papers and school
census are described in Charles C. Carroll, Public Education in Rhode Island
(Providence, 1918), 200-2, passim.

On the commercial schools, see Edmund J. James, “Commercial Educa-
tion,” in Nicholas M. Butler, ed., Education in the United States: A Series of
Monographs (Albany, 1906), 653-704.

Rules for tolerable differences in ages reported in school and census rec-
ords were established. Few matches were ambiguous, but research assis-
tants referred all those that were to me. For a fuller description, see the
references in note 1.

Providence School Committee, Reports for 1875-1935, and its Manual for
the same years (the latter has the title Directory of the Public School in some
years). The author of the most detailed history of Rhode Island, Charles
C. Carroll, came to his subject from studies of the educational history of
the state. Several long chapters in his history, as well as his other work,
provide a guide to the evolution of the schools. See Charles C. Carroll,
Public Education in Rhode Island (Providence, 1918), and Rhode Island: Three
Centuries of Democracy (New York, 1932). See also Sadlier’s Catholic Direc-
tory, Almanac and Ordo (New York, published annually; title and pub-
lisher vary), Americao Lapati, "’A History of Catholic Education in Rhode
Island” (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Boston College, 1958), Mary
C. Morgan, Little Sketch of the Work of the Sisters of Mercy in Providence, R.1.
from 1851 to 1893 (Providence, 1893), and Thomas B. Stockwell, A History
of Public Education in Rhode Island from 1636 to 1876 (Providence, 1876).
The catalogs of the major private schools are available at the Rhode Is-
land Historical Society Library and Brown University Library. Finally,
invaluable records for the schools between 1893 and 1920 are found in
tables published in Rhode Island Commissioner of Public Schools, An-
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nual Report, for 1892-1921. They include enrollment by sex, number of
graduates, number of students over age fifteen, and other information
for every private school in the state and every public high school. When
a school failed to report (a violation of state law), the school’s name was
still listed.

I also checked the records themselves in various ways to be sure they
constituted complete collections. For example, I verified that they in-
cluded both boys and girls, graduates and nongraduates, all parts of the
alphabet and (in the case of high schools) all known curricula, and all
relevant years of entry. Finally, for every public grammar school and
high school in the 1915 and 1925 periods, numbers of graduates were
selected from the newspaper lists and traced in the record cards.
Extensive efforts to test the resulting patterns of schooling against pub-
lished data were described in my earlier discussions of the data-collection
effort, and the findings were satisfactory. But, in fact, as stressed there,
the tests are most important for determining the quality of the incom-
plete primary and grammar school data, rather than the much better
high school data. Such tests involved constructing estimates of expected
patterns from published school records, and all the estimates required
many assumptions, each including some range for error. For example,
the expected number of sample members entering Classical High School
could be estimated from the school’s total male enroliment, but only by
assuming male dropout rates for each class over several years, as well as
the distribution of entry ages. If such estimates were constructed from
published sources, and were in fact found to be discrepant from the high
school data, we would be well advised to attribute the discrepancy to
errors in the crude assumptions required, not to the quality of the high
school data.

For a critique of the school census procedures in Providence in the 1920s,
see Division of Field Studies, Institute of Educational Research, Teacher’s
College, Columbia University, Report of the Survey of Certain Aspects of the
Public School System of Providence, Rhode Island, School Year 1923-1924 (New
York, 1925). It would be naive to think that census procedures had been
any better in earlier years.

Whereas all other male sample members were traced a decade across
time, the eleven- and twelve-year-old boys selected from the 1880 census
schedules were not traced in the directory of 1890, but in the directory
for 1892 (comparability in age seemed more important than comparabil-
ity in the year in which they were traced).

Stephan Thernstrom, The Other Bostonians: Poverty and Progress in the
American Metropolis, 1880-1970 (Cambridge, Mass., 1973), 270, urged such
a strategy; his samples had been limited to individuals with uncommon
names.

One might wonder if the presence of residential information meant that
research assistants coded cases into the third category when they should
have placed them in the fourth. That possibility is unlikely. Coding was
done on the basis of commonness of name; if a sample member had a
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name appearing but once in the directory, he was coded as found, and
residential information was not consulted. If his name appeared more
than once, the residential checks were made. Many months later, those
found on the basis of name only were retraced in the directories in order
to ascertain whether or not residential evidence also existed — permitting
the analysis presented in Tables A.3 and A.4.

Sidney Goldstein and Kurt B. Meyer, Metropolitanization and Population
Change in Rhode Island (Providence, 1962), 27-30. It should be noted that
these towns are not all “suburbs.” In some cases, notably much of Paw-
tucket and Central Falls, they are simply extensions of the same urban
industrial area as Providence.

All the relevant directories were treated as one in determining if an
individual had indeed been found: If the name appeared more than once
in all out-of-town directories taken together, it was considered a common
name. Few additional sample members, approximately 150 in all samples
together, were found in these traces, perhaps because the Providence
directory itself listed appreciable numbers living in surrounding towns.
This discussion is based on Alba Edwards, "’ A Social Economic Grouping
of the Gainful Workers of the United States,” Journal of the American Sta-
tistical Association, vol. 27 (1933), 377-87, and Comparative Occupational
Statistics for the United States, 1870-1940 (Washington, D.C., 1943), James
Scoville, “The Development and Relevance of U.S. Occupational Data,”
Industrial and Labor Relations Review, vol. 19 (1965), 71-9, Gladys Palmer,
"The Convertibility List of Occupations and the Problems of Developing
It,” Journal of the American Statistical Association, vol. 34 (1939), Otis Dud-
ley Duncan, A Socioeconomic Index for All Occupations,” in Albert J.
Reiss, Occupations and Social Status (New York, 1969), and Thernstrom,
The Other Bostonians, Appendix B. On occupational classification gener-
ally, see also the discussion and references cited in Chapter 1.

Because both Duncan and Thernstrom relied on the alphabetical index
of 1950, that seemed the logical one for me to use also. The only earlier
one incorporating Edwards’s work is the very similar 1940 index. Also,
in 1940, a category of semiprofessional workers was used, and in 1950 all
these workers were “promoted” to professionals. I retained the semi-
professional classification and followed Thernstrom in classifying those
workers as low white-collar workers.

A few rare occupational titles, accounting for roughly 3% of all occupa-
tions coded, did not receive discrete codes. About half of the occupa-
tional descriptions included an industrial modification; 80% of these
modifications were coded distinctly. Occupational titles and the indus-
trial modifications not receiving a distinct code were nearly all coded at
the level of detail retained by the Census Bureau. A tiny proportion (0.5%)
not listed in the bureau’s index were assigned to a broad stratum only.
These cases were omitted from regression analyses because no occupa-
tional score had been assigned to them.

Thernstrom had distinguished between major and petty proprietors,
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designating as major those possessing real property assessed at $5,000
or more, or personal property assessed at $1,000. He assigned these to
the high white-collar category. I used the same cutoff points, except in
1925, when they were raised to $7,500 and $1,500, respectively, because
of a general rise in assessed property values. It probably would have
been wiser to sacrifice comparability with Thernstrom’s study and code
assessed property values on a continuous scale. However, efforts to re-
run some analyses controlling for a continuous property variable pro-
duced minuscule differences in the coefficients of interest.

Finally, the male sample members located in the directory were traced
in tax books, but because so few were found with holdings, and because
the data involved a problematic coding scheme, the tax evidence was not
used. In the rare tables in which the young men were classified by strata,
rather than by occupational score, the assignments to strata were also
made without using tax data. Because these classifications involved only
distinguishing which young men were white-collar workers (rather than
distinguishing between high and low white-collar), the tax data would
in any case have been of minimal use.

I was most compulsive about the forward traces in directories, checking
approximately every tenth case throughout. For other operations, I gen-
erally checked one in fifteen or one in twenty-five, or even (for the sim-
plest operations) one in forty.

The SAS programs CATMOD and REG were used for this work. Models
studied with logit analyses generally were also run in OLS regression
using the linear probability model for a second perspective.

On the common name problems involved in use of the property tax data,
see Appendix, Section 5. Unless otherwise indicated, father's age was
not included in the regression models. Its inclusion would not have af-
fected the results in important ways. It should be recalled that the sam-
ples were restricted to children of certain ages or to high school entrants.
Consequently, even assuming that important differences existed in the
average age of members of ethnic groups, these differences would be
reflected only in muted ways in the average ages of the fathers of young
adolescents in these groups. The differences in means and standard de-
viations of fathers’ ages were in fact small. In 1880, for example, the
means (and standard deviations) of father’s age were: Yankees, 45.6 (8.1);
Irish, 46.6 (7.7); blacks 44.0 (8.8). In 1915 the relevant figures were: Yan-
kees, 46.1 (6.2); Irish, 46.5 (6.0); blacks 44.8 (8.9); Italians, 45.5 (7.2); Rus-
sian Jews 43.8 (6.6). The trivial effect of omitting a control for father’s age
may be seen directly in two examples. When the logit regression model
used in the first panel of Table 4.3 was rerun with a control for father’s
age, the t statistic for that control was 0.64; the odds ratios comparing
the Russian Jews with the other five ethnic groups listed varied from
those shown in the table by 0.02 or less. Similarly, when the OLS regres-
sion model used in the first panel of Table 4.10 was rerun with a control
for father’s age, the ¢ statistic for that control was 0.25; the coefficients
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comparing the Russian Jews with the other five ethnic groups listed var-
ied from those shown in the table by 0.1 point on the occupational scale
or less.

For examples, see Perlmann, “Who Stayed in School?”” Appendix. Note
that whereas the logit coefficients divided by the ¢ statistics will give the
standard errors, the errors are not symmetrical around the logit coeffi-
cients when the latter are in exponentiated form.

Weights were always added for members of the sample of high school
entrants, even when controls for high school entry were included in the
regression, because some high schools were not included in the high
school samples, and sampling ratios differed by school (see Section 2B).
It seemed preferable to weight them than to include high school of origin
in the regressions, because that factor could have been related to other
variables and could have complicated the analysis and exposition. For
additional details on the treatment of missing data, see Chapter 5, note
29.

On contextual effects, see the useful review of the literature in sociology
and social psychology by Hubert M. Blalock, Jr., "Contextual Effects
Models: Theoretical and Methodological Issues,”” Annual Review of Soci-
ology, vol. 10 (1984), 353-72, Blalock and Paul H. Wilken, Intergroup Pro-
cesses: @ Micro-Macro Perspective (New York, 1979), chap. 7, especially 288~
300, and Robert M. Hauser, “Contextual Analysis Revisited,” Sociological
Methods and Research, vol. 2 (1974), 365-75.

Other measures tested included the proportions of the group in various
categories: unskilled, low manual, blue-collar, white-collar, employers.
Also, the proportion of males among migrants was studied, but as it
correlated so highly with the proportion remigrating (r=0.69), it was
necessary to consider only one or the other. Because the proportions of
males in several groups were not readily available, the remigration rate
was used. See Thomas J. Archdeacon, Becoming American: An Ethnic His-
tory (New York, 1983), 139.

The remigration rates were derived from Archdeacon, Becoming Ameri-
can, 118-19. It might at first sight seem that the proportion of citizens in
the group would be a good measure of remigration tendencies in Provi-
dence. However, that proportion would cover only those Italians living
in families with a teenage child. The contextual effects of interest also
concern the wider community, which included many other Italians. A
similar argument could be made in connection with the contextual effects
of the group’s class composition (that the mean occupational score of all
Italian workers, including young men, was much lower than that of sam-
pled family heads, and that the difference was greater than in other eth-
nic groups). However, because remigration appears to have been more
concentrated among the single men than were low-level occupations, the
argument carries more force in connection with remigration than with
class composition.

More precisely, in a logit regression analysis, high school entry was re-
gressed on the variables indicated. The ethnic categories could not them-
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selves be entered into the model because they correlated perfectly with
the return rate (or mean occupational score), and a situation of perfect
multicollinearity would have resulted. Rather, the procedure was to sub-
stitute a continuous variable, the return rate (or the mean occupational
score), for the ethnic dummy variables. The procedure involved calculat-
ing
a-b-c

where a is the logit coefficient for the ethnic term from the earlier regres-
sion in which family characteristics, household head’s citizenship status,
and ethnicity were controlled (the regression used for Table 3.9), b is the
logit regression coefficient for the contextual effect (the rise in the log
odds of high school entry associated with a unit increase in the contex-
tual-effect variable), and ¢ is the number of units by which the Italians
differed from all others on the contextual-effect variable (percentage of
return migrants, or points on the occupational scale). The result was ex-
ponentiated. ‘

It will be recalled that the regressions compare native-born children of

Italians with all other native-born children. The remigration rate for all
native-born was determined by a weighted average for all the ethnic groups
of the city. It made little difference whether the children of natives were
included (and assigned a remigration rate of zero) or excluded. A second
method was also used, producing parallel findings. The logit coefficients
on ethnic dummy variables obtained when high school entry was re-
gressed on family background factors were themselves regressed on the
return rate for each ethnic group. Expected values for the ethnic differ-
ences in entry rates were obtained and compared with the actual values.
Obviously, an omitted variable could also act to suppress the true strength
of an association. In the present context, in which several possible rea-
sons for spurious correlations come to mind, spuriousness is the more
serious concern.
In obtaining the coefficient for the mean occupational score’s association
with high school entry, the Italians were omitted from the regression
analysis. This procedure was used when it became clear that their inclu-
sion was dramatically inflating the coefficient (no other omission of a
single group had a comparable effect on its magnitude). The assumption
is that the increase in the association was spurious and was caused by
factors other than the remigration rate. Rejecting that view, one would
still be obliged to acknowledge that the association was strongly nonlin-
ear, such that the Italians behaved in a different way than the association
based on the other groups predicts.

For similar reasons, the contextual effects of the Irish social-class po-
sition were not assessed in Chapter 2. A regression of high school entry
on the mean for fathers’ occupational scores in each group in 1880, the
critical year, would largely reflect the Yankee-Irish differences on both
variables (because the city included fewer other groups in that year than
in 1915, and these two composed three-quarters of the sample). Explo-
rations of these effects in Chapters 3-5, however, strongly suggest that
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Notes to pp. 250-2

they did not create the change in Irish patterns observed over time (also,
the mean for fathers’ occupational scores for the Irish changed by only 3
points over those two decades).

The census data on medians are from U.S. Census Bureau, Nativity and
Parentage, Table 12; the Commissioner of Immigration’s figures for remi-
gration are conveniently tabulated by Archdeacon, Becoming American,
118-19. Categories of immigrant origins differed between the two sets of
figures. For the purposes of the association, Scandinavian was equated
with Norway and Sweden; Bohemian and Moravian and Slovak with
Czechoslovakia; Croatian, Slovenian, Dalmatian, Bosnian, Herzegovin-
ian, Bulgarian, Serbian, and Montenegrin with Yugoslavia; Hebrew,
Russian, and Ruthenian with the USSR. French and other Canadian were
combined. The other groups included were British, Irish, German, Pol-
ish, Hungarian, Lithuanian, Finnish, and Italian. Mexicans, although in-
cluded in both reports, were excluded from the calculation. Their pattern
of school achievement differed dramatically from that for any of the Eu-
ropean groups (the Italian median level of schooling among those fifty-
five to sixty-four years old was 8.4 years; among the Mexicans, it was 4.3
years). Their inclusion would sharply skew the results, but would have
much less relevance to the patterns of interest here.

42 These three reduced the odds that other boys would enroll in high school,

compared with the odds that Italians would do so, from 3.17 to 1.76, a
reduction ratio of 0.56 (1.76/3.17 =0.56). The supposed contextual effects
of remigration would imply a further reduction to 0.60, a reduction ratio
of 0.34 (0.60/1.76 =0.34). Among girls, the corresponding reduction ra-
tios are 0.59 and 0.20.
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