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FOREWORD

Legislation concerning vocational education has placed pri-
mary emphasis on the economic consequences of vocational educa-
tion. Consequently, a large research literature has developed
designed to assess wage and earnings advantages that might accrue
to individuals with secondary vocational education. 1In contrast,
very little research has investigated potential noneconomic out-
comes of secondary vocational education. Yet there are reasons to
believe that vocational education has important consequences on
factors such as basic skills development, educational expectation,
occupational expectation, postsecondary schooling, and self estee-
m. This study is designed to help rclose the gap between knowledge
of economic consequences of vocational education and knowledge of
noneconomic consequences. It must be acknowledged that much
remains to be learned, but the present study launches important
first steps. The National Center for Research in Vocational
Education is pleased to offer this report to the research commu-
nity. It is hoped that the research reported here both informs
resiarch scholars and helps to stimulate more research on the
topic.

Several individuals have contributed to this report. 1In
particular, the National Center extends appreciation to N. L.
McCaslin, Associate Director, Evaluation and Policy Division ~nd
to Lawrence Hotchkiss, project director uand author of the report.

Critical reviews of the report have contributed in important
respects to enhancing the quality of the final product. Adam
Gamoran, Assistant Professor of Sociology at the University of
Wisconsin - Madison and Paul Campbell, Senior Rerearch Specialist
at the National Center for Research in Vocation2l Education car-
ried out mid-contract —eviews. Final reviews were conducted by
Alan Kerckhoff, Professor of Sociology at Duke University; James
Rosenbaum, Professor of Sociology and Edacation at Northwestern
University: Richard Miguel, Associate Director, Research and
Development Division at the National Center for Research in
Vocational Education:; and Frank Pratzner, Senior Research
Specialist at the National Center for Research in Vocational
Education.

Appreciation also is extended to Mary Zuber for assistance

with production of the manuscript, and to Judith Balogh and
Crickett Park for editorial assistance.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Substantial literature on the economic outcomes of secondary
vocational education now is available, and the findings are impor-
tant and encouraging. 1In contrast, very little is known about the
noncconomic consequences of secondary vocational education. Yet,
potential noneconomic outcomes of vocational education in high
school are impurtant. First, it is unclear, based on economic
theory, how to interpret economic advantages that may accrue to
individuals with vocational education. Second, noneconomic out-
comes such as basic skills, pPostsecondary education, family forma-
tion, drug use, and criminal activity have important impacts on
the economy. Basic skills and postsecondary schooling shape the
pool of human capital available for market production. Family
formation and fertility influence expenditures on education, the
size of the labor pool, and aggregate demand for goods and ser-
vices. criminal activities and drug use affect the amount of
human talent focused on productive activities and the amount of
national resources devoted to law enforcement, rehabilitation
programs, and the sense of personal well being of those who may be
victims of crimes.

This project examined the effects of secondary vocational
education on six types of outcomes measured while respondents
remained in high school and five “ypes of post-high school out-
comes. The six tvpes of in-school outcomes are--

o Basic skills (4 test scores)

© Career expectations (educational & occupational =xpecta-
tions)

o Significant others' career expectations of the respondent
(e.g., number of years of schooling one's mother expects
one to complete)

© Attitudes (e.g., self-esteenm, rerceived ability to comp-
lete college, locus of control, work values, community
values, altruism)

© Grades in high school

© Homework

The five categories of post-high school outcomes are--
o Postsecondary education and training (e.g. college atten-

dance, junior college attendance, technical school
attendance)

ix



© Marriage and family (e.gq., marriage, separation,
fertility)

© Voting behavior (registered, voted)

© Criminal behavior (e.g., percentage of income from illegal
activities)

O Substance use (tobacco, alcohol, marijuana. other)

Two major national data gets were used to study these out-
comes, the High School and Beyond (HSB) survey and the National
Longitudinal Survey New Youth Cohort (NLS). Three measures of
curriculum were used. The primary measure consists of the voca-
tional profiles created by Paul Campbell. fThis typology is based
on student transcript data. The second measure is the traditional
sel f-report track consisting of 3 categories--academic, vezational
and general. The final measure is a curriculum index consisting
of coursework, self-vreport track, taken remedial courses, and
taken honors courses.

Because selection of vocational curriculum in high school is
influenced by many of the same variables that influence the out-
comes studied here, it is important to include a large array of
control variables in the analyses. It is especially important to
control for lagged values of senior year outcomes like test scores
and educational expectation, as these variables are stable over
time and have a strong influence on curriculum choice. The gta-
tistical analyses conducted during this project therefore did
incorporate many control variables. The usual controls for socio-
econonmic background, race, gender, ethnicity, and region were
included. Additionally, where possible, lagged values of the in-
school outcomes were included as controls. For example, in the
HSB analyses, sophomore year measures of test scores, career
expectatiors, attitudes, grades, and homework were controlled when
examining senior-year measures of the same variables as outcomes

ence is always risky, especially in the absence of experiments and
presence of measurement error, the results reported here probably
are more secure than in most statistical analyses with survey
data.




Results of the study indicate small negative effects of
vocational curriculum on basic skills, educational expectation,
occupational expectation, perceived ability to complete college,
grades, and hours per week spent on homework. The curriculum
index hes a much stronger positive effect on these outcomes.
Findings regarding postsecondary schooling are mixed. In the HSB
sanple, vocational curriculum in high school reduces attendance at
a 4-year college after high school, but it does not preclude
college education. This result is confirmed with the total NLS
sample, but it is not confirmed with a subsample of the NLS in
which it was possible to properly implement controls for
educational and occupational expectations measured in early high
school. Vocational curriculum in high school does not appear to
have strong effects on the other outcomes studied during this
project. It is nevertheless encouraging to find limited evidence
that vocational education is associated with reduced propensity to
use marijuana and other drugs, as is academic curriculum.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Although a broad range of goals for vocational education
has been espoused, a primary goal is to prepare youth for entry
into paid employment. The emphusis on narrow jcb-specific train-
ing was particularly strong in the early years of vocational
education, as explicated in the Suith-Hughes Act of 1917. More
recent legislation broadened the goals of vocational education,

tacing increasingly strong importance on equity for minorities,
temales, disadvantaged, and handicapped. The Education Amendments
of 1976 and the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1984,
however, still require that vocational education be evaluated
against the economic benefits that accrue to individuals who
receive vocational education.

Because the prime goals and avaluation criteria of vocational
education have been economic, a growing empirical literature has
developed that is designed to assess wage and hours benefits of
participation in vocational education. 1In contrast, relatively
little is known about noneconcmic consequences of vocational
education. Yet, there are at least three reasons why it is a
mistake to confine attention in the evaluation of vocational
education to economic benefits that may accrue to individuals who
have taken vocational education. First, it is unclear whether
acgregate social and economic benefits of vocational education
bear any relationship to individual wage and hours differentials
between those with and without vocational education. Economic
theory of competitive markets suggests that wage and hours differ-
entials between those with and without vocational training are not
indicative of the aggregate social benefits of vocational educa-
tion. Second, the educational philosophy of vocational education
indicates that there may be important noneconomic consequences of
vocational education, primary among these being dropout preven-
tion. Third, noneconomic and economic variables operate in a
complex world of mutual interdependencies. For example, produc-
tive capacity is influenced by drcpping out of school and, more
generally, by the level of education one attains. Conversely,
education is costly. Similarly, marital status and parenthood
affect ecuvaomic variables (e.g., labor force status) and are, in
turn, affected by economic variables (e.g., income).

One of the focal elements in the rationale for vocational
education is that it provides additional options for youth who,
for reasons of temperment, career goals, interests, or aptitudes
may not be well suited for a traditional abstract curriculum. It
would be easy to overlook the potential importance of this aspect
of vocational education in a world dominated by a competitive
model. A competitive world, however, implies--produces--some
"winners" and some "losers." From the standpoint of public
policy, it is important to worry about what happens to those who
are no* successful by prevailing standards. This is a classic

1
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theme in the literature on deviance. In a much cited essay,
Merton (1957) proposes a paradigm defined by cross-classifying
acceptance of social standards of success ("cultural goals") by
acceptance of social norms defining permissible means for achiev-
ing success ("institutionalized means") Merton's scheme is repro-
duced i» exhibit 1:

EXHIBIT 1
MERTON'S TYPES OF ADAPTATION
institutionalized
Modes of Adaptation Cultural Goals M2ans
Conformity + +
Innovation + -
Ritualism . - +
Retreatism - -
Rebellion + +

Source: Merton (1957, p.140).

The + symbol means rejection of old values accompanied by attempts
to institute new ones, e.g., change the rules.

The types labeled "innovation” and "retreatism" are of most
interest in the present context. If youth are unable to achieve
success by current standards--for example, to do well in school--
they are more likely to engage in deviant acts ranging from minor
deviance such as refusal to complete homework, truancy, misbe-
havior in class, "featherbedding"” on the job, and occasional
marijuana use to major criminal behaviors. This collection of
hypothesis is often called w"gtrain" theory (Elliot, Huizinga, ard
Ageton 1985).

This discussion certainly is not meant to imply that voca-
tional education should be viewed in narrow terms of preventing
deviance and delinquency. The main point is this: By providing
viable alternatives to a strict academic curriculum and by com-
plementing the academic curriculum, vocational education may help
to avert the sense of frustration that accompanies failure to
achieve a tightly prescribed course of learning. In doing so,
vocational education may contribute to integration of individuals
into social life. If this broad hypothesis is true, then it
should be manifest in small effects of vocational education on a
wide variety of noneconomic outcomes indicative of social integra-
tion. These outcomes include divorce, substance use/abuse, effort
in school, voting behavior, family stability, self-esteem, loCus
of control, and child care.

The argument linking vocational education to diverse outcomes
such as substance use and voting behavior via strain theory
entails a number of untested links in a long chain, however.

~
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There are more direct reasons to presume that vocational curricu-
lum may influence outcomes such as basic skills, academic know-
ledge, career plans, and postsecondary schooling. Secondary
vocational education is primarily designed to prepare youth for
immediate entry into the labor market. Hence, one might expect to
find less acquisitions of acadrmic knowledge and lower incider.ce
of attendance at a four-year ¢ ~“ege or university among youth
with vocational education in high school than among other youth.
Oon the other hand, vocational education combined with strong
academic education might contribute positively to these outcomes
due to a complementarity factor. The issues just raised are
important, but many of them have not been addressed seriously in
prior research.

The present study takes initial steps toward resolving these
issues; it builds on past research by exploring the relatively
uncharted domain of noneconomic outcomes cf vocational education
in high school and compares those effects to the effects of other
curricula. With the exception of the studies of the impact of
vocational education on Jdropping out, little empirical work on
this topic has been reported to date. Hence, the results reported
here will be exploratory. A broad array of outcomes will be
examined. These include attitudes such as self-esteem, locus of
control, and work values; academic achievement as measured by test
scores and grades; attendance at postsecondary institutions
(including 4-year colleges and universities), substance abure,
deviant behavior, and family variables.

The approach is to conduct statistical analyses of existing
survey data. Information from both the High School and Beyond
(HSB) and the National Longitudinal Survey Youth sample (NLS) will
be utilized. Preliminary empirical tests of a large number of
speculative hypotheses that have been stated will be conducted.

The accompanying table (table 1) presents the major variables
and their status as independent or dependent. Subsequent chapters
will specify the nature of the expected relationships between and
among them. The variables are based upon questions included in
the national longitudinal surveys.
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CHAPTER 2
CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

This chapter is crganized into three sections. The first
reviews research on economic outcomes of secondary vocational
education. The second summarizes literature on noneconomic out-
comes. The third takes up conceptual and measurement issues
related to operational procedures for defining degree and type of
participation in vocational education.

Economic Effects

Early studies of economic benefits of secondary vocational
education mainly conclude that the economic payoffs are small or
nonexistent (e.g., Grasso and Shea 1979; Gustman and Steinmeier
1981; Meyer and Wise 1982). However, small benefits have been
more consistently observed for women than for men (e.g., Grasso
and Shea 1979; Mertens and Gardner 1981).

Two developments have operated to alter these early pessimis-
tic results. First, recent studies have relied on transcript
records of high school courses completed rather than student
reports of membership in academic, general, or vocational curri-
cula. Second, recent studies have examined effects for youth who
are working in jobs related to their vocational education.
Positive economic payoffs of vocational education have been
reported when these procedures are used (e.g., Campbell et al.
1986; Campbell and Basinger 1985; Gardner 1984; Daymont and
Rumberger 1982).

Despite substantial progress toward evaluating secondary
vocational education represented in recent research, much remains
to be learned. Even within the human capital framework that
undergirds most of the research on economic benefits of secondary
vocational education, many difficulties are evident. First, none
of the studies assess economic benefits for more than a few years
following high school. Yet, human capital theory is framed within
the context of lifetime discounted earnings. It is well known
that age earnings curves vary dramatically by years of schooling
and occupation and that earnings differentials are highly com-
presse( at young ages.

Second, it is not clear that effective vocational education
should be measured by economic benefits to individuals. Theory of
markets indicates that wage differentials between vocational and
nonvocational students will reduce to zero in the long run
(Gustman and Steinmeier 1979; Meyer 1981). Alternatively, in
imperfect markets, wage differentials might persist due to queuing
effects (Thurow 1975), leaving little or no net economic benefits
in the aggregate. According to this argument, credential effects

5
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simply serve to change the distribution of goods and services and
have little or no impact on productivity or total production.

Third, one of the fundamental aspects of the philosophy/
rationale for secondary vocational education is that it provides
options for youth whose temperament, learning style, attitudes,
interests, and abilities are incongruent with academic course
work. This rationale implies that the benefits of vocational
education should depend on factors such as learning style, inter-
est, and ability. Yet no study has tested the interaction speci~
fications implied by this type of hypothesis. To do so adequately
probably requires large samples and precise measurements that are
not available even in national surveys such as the High School and
Beyond (HSB) and the class of 1972. The study by Campbell and
coauthors (1986), for example, is predicated in part on the idea
that vocational education should provide options for women,
minorities, the disadvantaged, and the handicapped. Even with the
large sample size of the HSB, however, they reported insufficient
number of cases for some of the analyses with specific
subsamples.

Noneconomic Effects

To date little empirical research has been reported with its
primary objective being to assess noneconomic outcomes of voca-
tional education. There do exist, however, a number of pertinent
inquiries and commentaries. For convenience of presentation these
are grouped into three categories. The first is the least pre-
cisely delimited. It consists of speculative commentaries and
exploratory research studies that encompass a variety of postu-
lated outcomes. The second is highly focused by comparison. 1It
deals with the effect of vocational education on dropping out of
high school. The third category embraces a large empirical liter-
ature on outcomes of high school curriculum and tracking. This
work is pertinent because one of the tracks in these studies is
defined by vocational curriculum.

Commentaries and Exploratory Research

The idea that the benefits of schooling of any kind--academic
or vocational--must be assessed against economic criteria is
deeply embedded in American culture (see Spring 1976). Yet,
confining attention to direct economic benefits measured by wage
and hours differentials is unduly restrictive. Haveman and Wolfe
(1984), for example, catalogue 21 potential noneconomic benefits
of schooling. These include quality of child care, marital choice
and stability, crime reduction, social cohesion, charitable giv-
ing, and capacity to learn. Haveman and Wolfe do not distinguish

1However, vocational and general tracks frequently are collapsed
into a single category and compared to the college preparatory
track.
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between academic and vocational schooling, but others have made
specific claims regarding noneconomic benefits of vocational
education (e.g., Farley 1979; Darcy 1980). One of the strongest
claims for vocational education has been that it helps to prevent
school dropout (Mertens, Seitz, and Cox 1982). The idea that
vocational education options in high school act as preventive
medicine against dropping out is a pivotal hypothesis. If voca-
tional education serves this function, then part of the aggregate
social benefits of nonvocational education may be due indirectly
to availability of vocational education.

Some have argued that the benefits of vocational education
are not confined to jobs and wages but contribute to the well-
being of vocational students and of the community in many other
respects. For example, the Unfinished Agenda (National Commission
on Secondary Vocation 1984) states five primary goals of voca-
tional education:

Broadly, vocational education should be concerned with
the development of the individual student in five areas:
(1) personal skills and attitudes, (2) communication
and computational skills and technological literacy,

(3) employability skills, (4) broad and specific occu-
pational skills and knowledge, and (5) foundations for
career planning and lifelong learning, (p.3)

Only one of these goals includes specific skill training (4). Two
are indirectly related to economic outcomes (3,5), and the other
two are as general as the goals of nonvocational education (1,2).

Farley (1979) compiled a list of 252 outcomes of vocational
education derived primarily from written materials and frequently
based upon statements of expected or desired, as well as observed,
outcomes. Nearly one-third, 74 of the 252, referred to noneco-
nomic variables. These were expressed in question form and inclu-
ded the following:

o Does participation in vocational education programs on the
high school level contribute measurably to the moral
development of students?

o By participating in vocational education, do students
become aware of means by which they can continue their
learning outside of the formal system of schooling?

o Does participation in vocational programs and
affiliated youth organizations develop in youths a sense
of responsibility for the welfare of others?

However, when Darcy (1980) reviewed a subset of these ques-
tions, or questions of a similar content, with a panel of experts,
a question of occupational skill development was the only one upon
which there was unanimous agreement. (Two other questions--both
referring to schooling--achieved majority agreement.) Further,

7
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when another group of experts, representing a variety of d:sci-
plines, conducted yet another review of potential important out-
comes, noneconomic outcomes were not included. This review was
based upon an analysis of existing literature that reported evalu-
ation evidence on the topic of vocational outcomes (McKinney and
Fornash 1983).

Although research on outcomes of vocational education is
poorly represented in the evaluation literature and not directly
reflected in the law, the issue of noneconomic consequences of
vocational education persists. A recent exploration of the ele-
nents of vocational program gquality (Campbell and Panzano 1985)
found nearly unanimous agreement among both secondary and postsec-
ondary administrators, teachers, and students on the importance of
such goals as positive interpersonal interactions, self-confi-
dence, information finding skills, and societal improvement.

Also, although most noneconomic outcomes are missing in the carl
D. Perkins Vocational Education Act, academic competency is speci-
fically mentioned. Goodlad (1984) argues that vocational educa-
tion should be provided to all students, not as a prerequisite to
training related employment, but as an essential part of general
education (pp. 147-148).

Silberman (1980) states the following rationale for broad
outcomes of vocational education:

In this viewpoint the primary purpose of vocational
education is to promote full human development through
exposure of the learner to activities that are intrinsi-
cally meaningful and absorbing. (p. 43)

Silberman identifies five dimensions of human development that
vocational education should promote--sense of personal competence,
aesthetic expression, integrity, cooperativeness, and altruism.

Woods and Haney (1981) conducted a broad assessment of voca-
tional education outcomes. Their study was conducted under con-
tract to National Institute of Education (NIE), which was mandated
by congress to carry out such an evaluation. Consequently, Woods
and Haney consulted the goals expressed for vocational education
in federal legislation. They identified eight goals:

Gainful employment above the unskilled level;

Academic credentials for advanced technical education
_programs (below the baccalaureate level):;

Occupational knowledge and skills;
Basic skills in reading, writing, and math;
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Ability to cope with changes in jobs;
Long-term occupational advancement:;
Years of schooling:;

Employability skills. (p. 1-3-2)

Woods and Haney present an extensive review of past research and
original analyses of national data gets to assess the degree to
wvhich these goals are met. The bulk of their wvork, however, is
directed at the gainful employment outcomes. Their results re-
garding the noneconomic outcomes are inconclusive because of

(1) inadequate data and (2) absence of strong patterns in avail-
able Jdata.? Similarly, Grasso and Shea (1979) focus on economic
outcomes of vocational education, but they also examine outcomes
such as post-high school training and education and various
psychological attitudes, including belief in adequacy of school-
ing, perceived economic well being, and perceived chance of reach-
ing occupational goals. They found that a vocational program of
study in high school depressed the amount of schooling completed
after leaving high school, even after controlling for educational
aspirations expressed while in high school. This finding held for
the total sample of males and females when the contrast was to
college preparatory students. Also, males in vocational programs
reported less college than those in the general program when
college prep students were excluded from the sample. This finding
does not hold for women, however. Also, using self-reported cur-
riculum, Grasso and Shea found that vocational students are less
likely to be dissatisfied with their level of educational achieve-
ment than general students (except black males). Male vocational
students expressed greater satisfaction with the progress of their
career than did general students. Differences between vocational
and general gtudents on educational expectations measured after
high school, satisfaction with their high school education mea-
sured after leaving high school, and perceived chance of realizing
their occupational goals were negligible except that black male
vocational high school graduates were substantially less optimis-
tic about achieving their occupational goals than were black male
general graduates.

Mertens and her coauthors (1980) report a comprehensive
review of research conducted through 1979 on vocational education
outcomes. They found mixed results regarding impacts of voca-
tional education on labor market outcomes, with probably a slight

2Their strongest finding is that business/commercial training
improves the economic prospects of women. This is consistent
with other research on the topic of economic benefits of voca-
tional education.




edge going to youth with vocational backgrounds. Their conclu-
sions regarding noneconomic outcomes of vocational education are
similarly ambiguous. For example, they state

The results of the studies on basic skill attainment ure
mixed, and veaknesses in the studies prevent drawing any
meaningful conclusions at this time, (p. 79)

Curriculum differences regarding attitudes toward schooling,
feelings of success, and voting behavior also were found to be
negligible. Mertens and her coauthors do conclude that educa-
tional and occupational plans of vocational students are lower
than those of other students, however. But they do not discuss
the knotty issue of distinguishing cause from effect in examining
relationships between curriculum and career aspirations. For
example, an association (or effect estimate) between college plans
and vocational curriculum could arise because curriculum affects
plans, because plans affect curriculum, or because of a combina-
tion of these two effects.

Numerous studies have investigated the impact of vocational
education on basic skills. Two reviews of this work conducted at
the National Center for Research in Vocational Education reveal
overvhelming evidence that vocational students have lower test
scores than academic students (lotto 1983; Weber et al. 1982).
Differences between vocational and general students are small by
comparison. Although test score differentials between vocational
and academic students are indisputable, the reasons for those
differences remain very much in dispute. The key issue here is
whether the differences are due primarily to selection or to
differential learning. This question has been raised repeatedly
in the literature (e.g., Wiley and Harnischfeger 1980; Alexander,
Cook, and McDill 1978), but it remains unresolved. The present
study takes important steps toward untangling the issue of ef-
fects of vocational education versus selectivity into vocational
curriculun.

Dropout Prevention

Dropout prevention could be viewed as just one among many
potential noneconomic outcomes of vocational education. There are
two reasons for treating dropouts as a special case. First, there
is a widespread conviction that keeping youth in school at least
until they complete high school is important to the youth's wel-
fare and to the general social welfare. Dale Mann (1986), for
example, writes that "dropping out of high school is again nearing
the much-to-be-desired status of a scandal in education" (p. 307).
Second, the belief that vocationally oriented curriculum is in-
strumental in retaining youth in school also is pervasive among
vocational educators. The Unfinished Agenda (National Commission
on Secondary Vocational Education 1984) states the case as
follows:




The real strength of vocational education lies in its
ability to motivate students....Many students report
they would have dropped out of high school if they had
not had the opportunity to take vocational courses in
high gchool. (p.5)

Weber (1986) lists 10 reasons found in the literature why voca-
tional education should, in theory, help to retain youth in
school. These can be condensed into six reasons: relative to
other curricula, vocational education (1) provides more active
learning experiences; (2) provides more concrete, "hands-on"
learning, (3) leads students to encounter more school learning
that is clearly related to everyday life outside the school ;
(4) is conducted in smaller classes; (5) is more frequently up-
dated to reflect current learner needs; and (6) provides better
preparation for labor market entry (p. 5).

Several empirical investigations have addressed the impact of
vocational education on dropping out. Weber's (1986) recent study
uses the HSB data; two types of analyses in his research are
pertinent. First, weber examines bivariate differences between
dropouts and "potential®™ dropouts regarding participation in
vocational education. Few substantial differences in vocational
course work are reported between dropouts and potential dropouts.
Following Mertens, Seitz, and Cox (1982), Weber identifies poten-
tial dropouts via multivariate statistical analysis. Second, he
reports a multivariate analysis in which the HSB schools form the
unit of analysis. The dependent variable is the dropout rate
calculated by aggregating values on the dropout variable for each
student in the sample. The results of these procedures indicate a
net positive association between the dropout rate and several
indicators of the level of school participation in vocational
education (e.g., percentage of students in T&I, whether auto
mechanics is taught in the school, and whether the school offers a
work experience program). Most of the partial correlations asso-
ciated with vocational participation of the school are positive,
but well over half (out of 46) are not statistically significant.
These results are not, however, indicative of effects of vocation-
al education because the calculations do not include controls for
numerous factors that may affect entry into vocational education
and the outconmes.

Mertens, Seitz, and Cox (1982) report statistical analyses
from the National Longitudinal Survey (Youth) designed to assess
the impact of vocational education on dropping out. They identify
two critical barriers against accurate assessment. First, indi-
viduals who are prone to dropout also are likely to select voca-
tional course work. Second, early dropouts by definition cannot
have taken many vocational courses, especially in view of the fact
that most vocational course offerings in secondary schools are
available only in the 11th and 12th grades. Mertens and her
coauthors handle the first problem in the following way. They
first calculate a pPropensity to drop out using OLS regression.




Next they divide the sample into high- and-low pPropensity drop- I
outs and conduct OLS regressions on the high pPropensity subsample, |
using many of the same regressors that were used to divide the |
sanple. The second difficulty was handled by analyzing drepout
separately for each of the last 3 Years of high school and using
course work regressors measured in the prior year. Mertens and
her collaborators found that vocational credits in the prior year

exhibit significantly negative effects on dropping out in the 10th
and 12th grades but not in the 11th.3

Grasso and Shea (1979) report analyses of dropouts from the
young men's and young women's National Longitudinal survey (NLs-
YA) data. Using self-reported vocational program, they found that
vocational track membership reduced the likelihood of dropping
out for white females, but the vocational track coefficients are

not statistically significant for the other three race and sex
combinations.

Woods and Haney (1981) report cross-sectional data from the
NLS-Youth sample that ghow more vocational program students among
high school graduates than among dropouts. Vocational program
status was measured at the time of leaving school. Woods and
Haney go to great lengths to point out the difficulty with cross-
sectional data in this regard, however. The difficulty is that
there is a net flow into vocational courses over the high school
Years (partially because many schools do not offer vocational
courses until the 11th and 12th grades). Thus, measuring voca-
tional program nmembership at the time of school leaving imparts a

bias to the estimates of effects of vocational program on dropping
out.

A massive literature has arisen in comnection with the drop-
out problem; yet in spite of the pervasive view among vocational
educators that vocational education helps to prevent dropping out
few studies not specifically designed to assess vecational educa-
tion outcomes include any mention of vocational education. For
example, of nine papers in a recent special issue of the Teacher's
College Record (Spring 1986) devoted to dropout, only one pays any
attention to vocational education (Hamilton 1976). Hamilton's
paper is intercsting in view of the paucity of research attention
outside of vocational education paid to the influence of voca-
tional studies on dropping out. Hamilton reviews a number of
programs designed to prevent dropping out. In spite of the incon-
clusive nature of research on the topic, Hamilton finds that
vocational education is an important component of most of the suc-
cessful dropout prevention programs.

3The authors speculate in this regard that insignificant
coefficients in the 11th grade are due to a flood of youth

dropping out who just reached the legal minimum age for leaving
school.
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Empirical Studies of Curriculum
and Tracking

One important study from the National Center for Research in
Vocational Education examines the effects of vocational curriculum
on selected noneconomic outcomes. Campbell and Basinger (1985)
report small and generally insignificant regression coefficients
associated with vocational concentrator, limited concentrator, and
concentrator-explorer where attendance at any postsecondary in-
stitution was the dependent variable. Their estimates rely on NLS
Youth data and Probit analysis. Campbell and Basinger do find
positive effects of academic curriculum on postsecondary atten-
dance for all but minority males.4 Given attendance at some
postsecondary institutions, then the three vocational categories
do exercise positive effect on attending a vocational or technical
school for whites. The conditional equation (given postsecondary
attendance) for attending a 4-year college or university shows the
primary effects (positive) associated with academic high school
curriculum.

A substantial research literature exists that investigates
determinants and consequences of curriculum tracking in high
school. Much of this work makes use of a trichotomous track
variable defined by the usual three categories: academic track,
vocational track, and general track. Since the outcomes of track
in this work typically include test scores, educational plans,
grades, and college attendance, the work is particularly pertinent
to a broad investigation of noneconomic outcomes of vocational
education.

One of the focal ideas at issue in the debate over tracking
is as follows: status origins influence curriculum track in high
school, and the curriculum track selected shapes the contours of
future educational options. Since education is a critical factor
in determining other status outcomes, tracking is a key institi-
tional feature of schools that perpetuates a hierarchical strati-
fication system. Much of the research on tracking appears to be
stimulated by a model of this general form.

Rosenbaum (1976) argues that track systems in schools shape a
number of outcomes, including measured IQ. The tracking syster is
analogous to a tournament; one may fail at any point by being
placed in a nonacademic curriculum track. Once having fallen out
of the academic track, it is virtually impossible to reenter it.
Rosenbaum presents convincing evidence supporting this argument
for one high school in Boston that he studied intensively. Being
relegated to a nonacademic track led to discrimination in at least

4In the Campbell and Basinger analysis, respondents are classi-
fied as concentrator, limited concentrator, and concentrator-
explorer only if they were in a training-related job. This pro-
cedure, it would seem a priori, should have generated some tenden-
cy Zor these categories to be relrted negatively to postsecondary
attendance.
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three forms: (1) repeated teacher insults, (2) diluted curricu-
lum, and (3) application of a weighting system in computing class
rank that was extremely biased against students in nonacademic
tracks. Since colleges (at the time of the study) placed heavy
weight cn class rank, this procedure had important consequences.
Virtually none of the students in a nonacademic track managed to
enter a major college.

Conclusions similar to Rosenbaum's have been drawn by a
number of investigators. Schafer and Olexa (1971) conducted
comparative case studies of two midwestern high schools. The
authors concluded that track has a pronounced effect on a number
of outcomes, including failing grades, noninvolvement in extracur-
ricular activities, misbehavior, dropping out, and delinquency.

In another case study, Cicourel and Kitsuse (1963) also concluded
that high school tracking often is unfair and detrimental to
students. They observed, however, that a rigid ascription system
does not characterize the operation of high schools. Rather, a
complex bureaucratic system operates. Ostensibly the bureaucracy
depends on a rationalized set of rules, but, in fact, decisions
that strongly affect youths' futures depend on many diffuse cri-
teria. The Carnegie Foundation report (Bcyer 1982) provides inde-
pendent, though anecdotal, evidence that nonacademic students
receive inferior education. The report summarizes as follows:

Vocational students are often academically short-
changed. This is, in fact, the most serious issue
presented by the current tracking pattern. (p. 123)

Oakes (1982) also concludes that tracking is deleterious to
the interests of those not in the academic track. She finds that
teachers offer nonacademic track students a watered down curricu-
lum that focuses on rudimentary basic skills rather than analytic
skills, expect low performance and little homework from nonaca-
demic track students, emphasize conformity for nonacademic stu-
dents at the expense of problem solving, are unenthusiastic and
lack clarity in class presentations in nonacademic classes, are
punitively oriented tcward nonacademic students, and spend little
time in nonacademic classes on instruction. Further, she finds
that nonacademic track students feel less respected by their peers
and view peer relationships as more prone to conflict than do
academic track students. Her conclusions are compromised, how-
ever, by lack of controls for measures of ability, achievement,
and socioeconomic background.

Based on statistical analyses of survey data, papers by
Alexander and his collaborators (1978) also support the importance
of curriculum track in shaping ou’.comes such as grades in school
(class rank), math test scores, characteristics of one's peers,
and educational expectation (Alexander and McDill 1976). 1In
additional work based on longitudinal data, Alexander, Cook, and
McDill (1978) support Alexander and McDill. The 1978 paper
examines effects of curriculum track on standardized achievement
test score, educational expectation, and aspirations held by




significant others for youth. 1In each case, lagged values of the
dependent variables were entzred as control variables, thus help-
ing to confirm the effects of curriculunm.

In a more recent analysis, Alexander and Cook (1982) reconsi-
der the earlier conclusions of Alexander and his collaborators.
Alexander and cook examire track effects on educational expecta-
tion, test scores, grades, and college application. Introducing
controls for course work pattern in junior high school, they find
substantially reduced coefficients associated with track compared
to track-effect estimates without these controls. Track effects
persist on educational expectation, however. Alexander and Cook
also find that course work pattern followed in junior high school
has a dominant effect on track placement in high school. They
conclude that thorough understanding of track effects requires
data describing educational experiences prior to entering high
school. If, however, Alexander and Cook had used high school
course work in lieu of self-reported track, their conclusions
regarding the direct importance of junior high school curriculum
might have been different. It seems likely, as reported by
Schafer and Olexa (1971) and Rosenbaum (1976) that junior high
curriculum directly affects high school curriculum, and high
school curriculum then has the most immediate impacts on outcomes
such as test scores and career expectations.

Rosenbaum (1980b) shows that student perceptions of curricu-
lum track often do not correspond to "actual" track. Actual track
has a stronger effect on educational plans and college attendance
than does perceived track. Perceived track plays a role as a
mediator between actual track and college plans but has no im-
portant role in determining college attendance, once actual track
is controlled.

Using HSB data, Gamoran (1986) reports statistical analyses
of self-reported track on changes in test scores. He fi.ds that
the total effects of being in the academic track at time 1 are of
the same order of magnitude as the effects of dropping out of
school, and the total effects of track at time 2 generally are
substantially larger than the effects of dropping out. His esti-
mates indicate that the effect of time~2 track on math achievement
is over three times the effect of dropping out. The impact of not
being in the academic track on math achievement is by far the
strongest effect of any track variable in Gamoran's statistical
models.

In contrast to the gstudies summarized above, a number of
scholars have argued that tracking is not a critical link in the
stratification system. Rehberg and Rosenthal (1978) conclude that
the independent effects of curriculum track in their upstate New
York sample are modest and serve more as a mechanism for translat-
ing "merit"™ into achievement than for transmitting status between
generations. Hauser, Sewell, and Alwin (1976) arrive at a similar
conclusion--track is not a critical variable in determining out-
comes related to status attainment. They find that the college




prep curriculum exercises small effects on significant-other
college expectations of youth, youths' college plans, youths'
occupational plans, and co.lege attendance. But Hauser and his
coauthors conclude that the influence of grades is stronger than
the influence of track and that grades function as a meritocratic
mechanism in schools that dominates the hierarchical aspects of
tracking. Of course, evidence from observational studies such as
Rosenbaum's (1976) suggests that grades are not entirely "merito-
cratic.® Heyns (1974). analyzing a subsample of the Equal Educa-
tional Opportunity data, concurs that track is not a critical
determinant of outcomes reiated to status attainment. In an
txtensive review of the evidence, Jencks and his associater (1972)
also agree that track is not a critical 1ink in the socioecononic
attainment process.
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CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES

This chapter is divided into three sections. The first
discusses conceptual issues related to the definition of voca-
tional variables in the analyses. Section two addresses issues
related to accurate theoretical depiction of dynamic processes
related to vocational education and its outcomes and proposes a
preliminary model to guide statistical analyses. The third sec-
tion describes the methodoiogy, including statistical methods and
data sources.

Conceptual Issues

A number of definition and measurement issues regarding the
meaning of vocational education must be resolved in order to
proceed with empirical investigation. The most fundamental ques-
tion is how to identify a vocational course. Campbell, Orth, and
Seitz (1981), for example, note difficulties differentiating
between occupational and nonoccupational home economics and be-
tween vocational and general typing. Generally, however, dis-
tinctions between vocational and other courses are made by school
officials. It is impossible to obtain sufficient informatior from
a survey or school transcripts to make an independent determina-
tion. Therefore, statistical analyses of etfects of vocational
course work necessarily address the following type of question:

Do students who take many courses labeied vocational by school
administrators differ with respect to some outcomes from those who
take few such courses?

For users of existing survey data, issues related to the
definition of a vocational course entail few short-run decisions.
If one intends to study curriculum effects with such data, it is
necessary to use administrators' definitions of curriculum. At
least three more immediate conceptual-measurement issues arise:
(1) whether to use self-report or transcript information,

(2) whether to treat vocational courses as independent entities or
attempt to cluster them into a program or track, and (3) whether
to differentiate among vocational specialty areas. Each of these
issues is discussed below.

Most research on curriculum effects has of necessity relied
on student self-report of curriculum (e.g., Grasso and Shea 1979;
Rehberg and Rosenthal 1978; Gamoran 1986; Meyer and Wise 1982;
Alexander and McDill 1976). When both self-report and transcript
information are available, large discrepancies between classifica-
tion based on the two methods have been found (Woods and Haney
1981; Rosenbaum 1980; Campbell, Orth, and Seitz, 1981). Woods and
Haney find particularly poor correspondence between self-report
and transcript-based measures in the class of 1972 data. It
should be noted, however, that the tra:script measures in their
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data were not taken directly from the transcripts. Instead, the
school questionnaire associated with the survey requested that the
principal or other school official make the classification while
referring to the student's transcript. It is likely that classi-
fication errors occur in this procedure because respondents had
little incentive to do a tedious task carefully.

It would seem apparent that transcript data is preferable to
student self-report. There are two reasons. First, transcript
data are more accurate. Second, they are more detailed. Fre-
quently, in fact, surveys simply ask students to indicate member-
ship in one of three tracks: academic, vocational, and general.
Nevertheless, Woods and Haney found that self-report track was a
better predictor of labor market outcomes than transcript course
work (as filtered through the school administrator). Additional-
ly, a curriculum index defined from self-report of courses as a
part of the present study exhibits unusually strong effects on
many outcomes.

Most research on the outcomes of high school curriculum has
relied on the trichotomous curriculum variable (academic, voca-
tional, general) or a dichotomous collapsing of it (academic vs.
vocational/general), (e.g., Gustman and Steinmeier 1981; Rosenbaum
1980b; Gamoran 1986; Alexander and Cook 1982; Grasso and Shea
1979; Rehberg and Rosenthal 1978). Often this operational defini-
tion is imposed by the available data, but whatever the reason for
using this type of broad categorization, it implies that curricu-
lum is experienced in bundles or packages--sometimes referred to
as curriculum track or curriculum program. Two issues may be
posed here. First, are there patterns of courses that, if taken
as a track or program, exert influence on, say, scholastic
achievement that could not be captured by a linear additive speci-
fication of the individual courses? Second, if so, is the tricho-
tomy (academic, vocational, general) an adequate way to group
courses into programs/tracks?

The most sophisticated effort to develop a vocational cur-
riculum typology is reported by Campbell, Orth, and Seitz (1981).
Their typology is intended to capture the degree of participation
in vocational education and therefore remains undifferentiated
with respect to nonvocational courses. The typology consists of
six categories. These are arranged below in order of degree of
participation in vocational curriculum.

Concentrator 11.0%
Limited Concentrator-=====- 18.2
Concentrator/explorer--==--310.2
Explorer 1.5
Incidental/personal==e====- 37.5
No vocational creditg-===-- 21.7

The percentages are from the New Youth Cohort of the National
Longitudinal Survey. (See Campbell, Orth, and Seitz 1981,
p. 71).
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Individuals are assigned to one of the six categories based
on information taken from their high school transcripts. Trans-
cript data on courses are used to create a profile for each case
along five dimensions. These dimensions are intensity (number of
vocational courses in one's vocational specialty, if a specialty
exists), diversity (number of vocational service areas in which
courses were taken), continuity (number of grades in which the
same specialty was pursued), supportive diversity (number of
nonspecialty creditg in a "related" service area), and proximity
(scored high for credits taken late in high school and low for
credits taken in early high school). Individual respondent pro-
files are compared to an ideal profile assigned to each category
in the typology. Respondents are assigned to the category that
has an associated ideal profile of least Euclidean distance from
their individual profile. The ideal profiles were assigned as a
result of judgments. These judgments were based on the following
qualitative princioles: concentrators should exhibit high inten-
sity, low diversity, high continuity, moderate supportive diver-
gsity, and high proximity. Limited concentrators should exhibit a
similar profile but with somewhat less intensity and continuity
and somewhat more diversity. Concentrator/explorers should ex-
hibit moderate intensity and continuity, fairly high diversity,
and lowv proximity. Explorers should be high in diversity and low
on everything else. Incidental/personals should be low on diver-
sity and zero on everything else. The category of no vocational
courses is self explanatory.

Using the Patterns of Vocational Participation created by
Campbell, Orth and Seitz (1981), Campbell and coauthors (1981)
find strong positive effects of being a vocational concentrator
on labor market outcomes--provided that the job was related to
one's training program. Studies of economic outcomes of voca-
tional education generally have relied on a modified version of
the six categories just described. Campbell et al. (1986), for
exanple, use dummy variables for concentrator, limited concentra-
tor, and concentrator/explorer categories. They also include a
dummy variable for academic curriculum, based on transcript data.
The comparison category is the "general® curriculum; it is defined
as a residual.

The seven standard high school vocational service areas
comprise still another way of categorizing vocational courses.
Relatively little work has been reported in which explicit dis-
tinction among the service areas is included. However, Woods and
Haney (1981) show that business and office for women and trade and
industry for men are more adequate indicators of the effects of
voc::ional curriculum than is the undifferentiated vocational
track.

The most straightforward way to study effects of vocaticnal
education is to use the number of vocationazl courses or vocational
credits, either as a raw number along with courses or credits in
other subjects or as a percentage of total credits. When Woods




and Haney approximated this procedure, they found self-report
vocational program (commercial for women, T&I for men) to be a
better predictor of labor market outcomes than undifferentiated
vocational track. Daymont and Rumberger (1982) also used number
and percentage of total credits that were vocational, finding that
vocational and academic credits are of about equal value in the
labor market. They also found that credits taken as part of a
progranm related to one's job had stronger positive labor market
effects than other vocational Credits.

It is clear from this brief review of conceptual considera-
tions and operational procedures that no single best conception of
how to define exposure to vocational education in high school has
emerged. Therefore, this report will conduct analyses with more
than one set of procedures. Three types of measures will be used.
Primary reliance will be placed on the patterns typology created
by Campbell and his coworkers. This emphasis is maintained be-
cause the patterns typology is the most sophisticated summary of
exposure to secondary vocational education and to preserve
continuity with the accumulation of research on vocational
education effects conducted at the National Center for Research in
Vocational Education. The version of the typology used in this
report will be defined by dummy variables for concentrator,
limited concentrator, concentrator explorer, and academic, as
described previously. The second type of variable will be the
standard trichotomous self-report variable. The third type of
variable will be a curriculum index based on courses taken, as
reported by the respondent.

Data

Two data sets will be used for the statistical analyses:
(1) the High School and Beyond (HSB) and (2) the National longi-
tudinal survey of Labor Market Experience New Youth (abbreviated
as NLS). The HSB was funded by The National Center for Education
Statistics (now the National Center for statistics), and data were
collected by NORC. The NLS was carried out by the Center for
Human Resource Research with financial support from The United
States Departments of Labor and Defense. NORC also collected the
NLS New Youth data.

The HSB consists of two cohorts. The younger cohort is
comprised of 30,000 youth who were high school sophomores in 1980,
and the older cohort is comprised of 28,000 youth who were geniors
in 1980. For simplicity these cohorts will be identified in this
report as the sophomore cohort and senior cohort, respectively.
The basic sampling unit of the HSB data is the school (1,015 in
the sample). Schools were stratified along several dimensions,
including race, ethnicity, and public-prisate ownership.

Data collection on both cohorts was initiated in 1980. Two
follow~ups have been completed, one in 1982 and one in 1984.
Base-year data collection included extensive questionnaire data,




scholastic achievement test scores (tests constructed by ETS espe-
cially for the HSB), and a school questionnaire. The first
follow-up for the younger cohort included a repeat of most Ques- |
tionnaire items and retesting. For the older cohort the first
follow-up questionnaire was revised to reflect changed circumstan-
ces after leaving high school. No retesting was conducted. The
first follow-up questionnaire focuses on labor market experience,
post-secondary schooling, and family formation. A subsample cof
about 11,000 was included in the first follow-up of the older
cohort. The second follow-up questionnaire for both cohorts
concentrates on labor market, schooling, and family variables; no
retesting was conducted. The second follow-up of both cohorts is
a subsample. For the older cohort, the same subsample as for the
first follow-up was resurveyed a second time. About 14,000 cases
comprise the second follow-up of the younger cohort.

In addition to the survey and test data, high school trans-
cripts were assembled for about 15,000 members of the younger HSB
cohort. These data also were collected by NORC under contract
from NCES. The transcripts contain the following information for
each course taken by the student: (1) a six-digit identification
code, (2) year and semester course was taken, (3) credits earned,
and (4) grade. 1In addition, transcripts contain class rank, grade
point average, number of days absent, number of days suspended,
date and reason the student left school, and standardized test
scores and a code identifying the type of the test. Since this
study makes use of transcript data, and no transcript data were
collected for the senior HSB cohort, analyses in this report are
based on the sophomore cohort data.

The NLS contains 12,686 youth selected through households
rather than schools. These youth were aged 14-21 in 1979, the
base year of the survey. Yearly follow-ups through 1985 are now
available. The sample is stratified by race, ethnicity, sex
economically disadvantaged, and military status. Extensive ques-
tionnaire information form part of the database. This includes
background data on family of origin, high school experience, labor
market experience, post secondary, schocling, family (of destina-
tion) information, and attitudes (see Borus et al. 1980).

High school transcripts were also collected for most NLS
sample members (those in the military sample and foreign high
schools excluded). Transcript data collection was carried out by
the National Center for Research in Vocational Education with
financial support of the United States Department of Education.
Transcript information includes (1) specific courses taken (sub-
ject, grade, credits, year and semester taken): (2) days absent
(grades 9-12); (3) class rank; and (4) test scores.

Detailsd information describing respondents' career expecta-
tions, homework, and attitudes in early high school for older
members of the sample are not available. Further, the test score
data that are available were collected once, in 1981. The timing
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of the test administration has important implica .ions for inter-
pretation of results, as will be discussed later.

Variables

Although there is general agreement that some variables such
as test scores and educational expectation belong in a model of
curriculum effects, no consensus has developed regarding the full
complement of variables that should, at minimum, be included.

Case studies generally note that a large number of diffuse cri-
teria enter into the selection of courses (Rosenbaum 1976;
Cicourel and Kitsuse 1963; Oakes 1985). Statistical studies show
that achievement and ability test scores exercise strong influence
on selection of curriculum track, socioeconomic background mani-
fests modest effects, but that most students believe that they
personally chose their track (Rehbnrg and Rosenthal 1978; Heyns
1974; Alexander and McDill 1976; Alexander and Cook 1982; Jencks
et al. 1972). One conclusion is clear from theory and past
research~-a large number of potential outcomes of curriculum also
may influence it. Therefore, it is impera’.ive to control for many
potential confounding factors if conclusions are to be secure.

The structure of the HSB data differs from that of the N1s.
Consequently, the selection of variables from the HSB differs from
the selection in the NLS. HSB variables are described first, then
the NIS. variable names used as identifiers on all tabulations,
variable definitions, means, and standard deviations are given in
the appendix for all variables.

HSB variables

Twenty-four endogenous variables, other than vocational
courses, were selected from the HSB sample. These include four
standardized tests--verbal test score (combined HSB reading,
writing, and vocabulary), math test score (two HSB math tests
combined), science test score, and civics test score; two measures
of career expectation--educational expectation and occupational
expectation; perceived ability to complete college; five attitu-
dinal variables--self-esteem, locus of control, community values,
work values and "altruism"; one index of school deportment (high
values indicate "misbehavior” in school); grades (self-report GPA
on a 4-point scale); amount of time per week spent on homework (in
hours); seven measures of significant other expectations/aspira-
tions or characteristics--mother's educational expectation of the
youth, mother's college aspiration for the youth, father's college
aspiration for the youth, teachers' college aspiration for the
youth, counselor's college aspiration for the youth, friends' and
relatives' college aspirations of the youth, and friend's college
plans; an index of time spent with friends; and one measure of
type of friends with which one associates.

The index of deportment includes the following gix items, all
standardized prior to averaging: days absent from school but not




sick, days tardy to school, cutting classes, disciplinary problenms
at school, suspended from school, and trouble with the law. Type
of friend was defined as an index of three items--whether best
friend gets good grades, whether best friend is interested in
school, and whether best friend attends classes regularly; each
component is a binary variable scored 1 for yes and 0 for no.

The use of test scores is so pervasive in the literature on
curriculum effects that it needs no additional justification here.
Likewise, career plans are universally viewed as important poten-
tial outcomes of curriculum. Both test scores and career expecta-
tions affect future career options; therefore, effects of cur-
riculum on these variables potentially are important to future
achievements. A strong case for inclusicn of the three attitu-
dinal indexes can be made. Two views may be argued with respect
to probable effects of vocational curriculum on attitudes such as
self-esteem and locus of control. First, justifications for
supporting vocational education argue that specializing in voca-
tional education should help improve self-esteem and locus of
control, because vocational courses offer students alternatives
that permit them to be successful. Forcing everyone into an
academic curriculum generates an unnecessarily large number of
nfajilures® (Silberman 1980). On the other hand, many argue that
attitudes such as self-esteem and locus of control are depressed
by vocational track. Observational studies (in contrast to sur-
veys) report that students in nonacademic curricula are exposed to
indignities from teachers and peers. If critics of schooling such
as Bowles and Gintis (1976) are to be believed, then work values
of those in the nonacademic track should be strengthened. Grades
also affect options for admission to college and frequently have
been used in past studies of curriculum. One of the frequent
observations of case studies is that few demands are made of
nonacademic students (e.g., Oakes 1982; 1985; Boyer 1982; Finley
1984; Rosenbaum 1976). Inclusion of homework as a potential
outcome of curriculum reflects, in part, this observation. Since
significant others have universally been found tc exercise strong
influence on career plans of youth (e.g., Hauser, Tsai, and Sewell
1983), the inclusion of these variables is indicated.

Control for socioeconomic background and personal charac-
teristics is also important in evaluating curriculum effects,
since variables such as SES, race, and ethnicity affect curriculum
choice and potential outcomes of curriculum. Exogenous variables
in the HSB analyses include region dummy variables, race, ethnici-
ty, father or male guardian in the household, mother or female
guardian in the household, family income (log), and a status index
composed of the following elements: father‘s occupation (Duncan) ,
father's educatinn, mother's occupation (Duncan), mother's
education, number of siblings, proportion of possessions -ut of a-
1ist presented to respondents, home ownership, and number of rooms
in the home. All these variables were measured by the student's
report. A missing data dummy for family income was included in
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the regressions, but its coefficients are not reported in the
tables. also, dropout status was controlled in all equations for

Three types of outcomes are included from the second follow-
up of the HSB sophomore cohort: schooling, marriage and fanily,
and voting behavior. These variables were measured 2 Years fol-
lowing high school (for respondents who finished on schedule).
Four schooling variables are included: enroliment in a 4-year
college or university at the time of the second follow-up, enroll-
ment in a 2-year junior or community college at the time of the
second follow-up, enrollment in a vocational or technical school
at the time of the second follow-up, and the amount of time since
high school (1982) enrolled in any postsecondary school. Four

since high school, separation from a marriage since high school,
becoming a parent gince high school, and number of children
born since high school.

NLS variables

The NLS sample does not include the rich assortment of vari-
ables describing respondents' early high school period that is
contained in the HSB. Lack of this information stems in part from

time of the base-year interview (1979). Only three of the eight
cohorts were in junior high or early high school (sophomore or
earlier) in 1979. This means that questions about educational and
occupational expectations did not refer to early high school for
most of the NLS respondents. This is an important aspect of the
NLS data because of the need to control for these variables at
"intake" into a curriculum. When measures taken at a later date
are used as controls, they very likely masgk part of the total
effects of curriculum. For example, if, in an equation for
College attendance, one controlled for educational expectations of
those who were 19 in 1979, effects of curriculum that Operate
through influence on educational expectation would be removed from
the estimates. This problem is even more acute for those who were
21 in 1979, because their educational expectations very likely
would be heavily influenced by their educational attainment to
date. Entirely parallel difficulties arise in connection with
occupational expectation. Because of these difficulties regarding
timing of measurement, neither educational nor occupational expec-
tation are included in most of the NLS analyses. Limited analyses
of post-high school educational ocutcomes are conducted with only
the younger three NLS Cohorts. These calculations do include

- career expectation variables as controls.

A similar problem occurs with the NLS test-score data. These
data were collected in 1981, This fact means that it jg imposs~
ible to contrsl for test scores at "intake" into one's high school
curriculum for many of the NLS respondents. Controls for test
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scores are nevertheless included in the analysis of NLS data, on
grounds that test scores are more stable over time than, for
example, educational expectation. It must, howvever, be noted that
the test scores very likely are affected by high school curric-
ulum. Analysis with the HSB data strongly supports this view.
Four ASVAB tests are included, a verbal test score, a math test
score, a science test score, and a technical test .'core.

Twenty exogenous control variables were included in the NLS
analyses. These are rural residence at age 14, urban residence at
age 14, gender, member of the black race, Hispanic ethnicity, age,
mother in household at age 14, stepmother in houselrold at age 14,
father in household at age 14, stepfather in household at age 14,
mother's occupation (Duncan) when the respondent was 14, mother's
education in 1979, father's occupation (Duncan) when the respon-
dent was 14, father's education in 1979, number of siblings, and
whet?er the interview was conducted in a language other than
English.

All outcome measures from the NLS gample are post-high school
measures. They fall naturally into 4 categories: education and
training, marriage and family, substance use, and crime. There
are nine education and training variables: attendance at a 2-~year
college, completion of a 2-year college degree, amount of school-
ing completed (approximate years), government training received,
government training completed, received other training, and

other training completed.

There are eight marriage and family variables: married since
high school, became a parent gince high school, number of children
since high school, DPT shots for one's youngest child, measles
shots for one's infant, prenatal care, "well baby care" during the
first year, and the month of a pregnancy in which one first re-
ceived prenatal care. The latter five variables are defined only
for females who had a baby in 1982 or 1983.

Twelve measures of substance use are examined: number of
cigarettes smoked per day in the month prior to the interview, an
index of alcohol use in 1983, an index of alcohcl use in 1984,
number of times smoked marijuana in the year prior to the inter-
view (measured in 1980 and 1984) , number of times sold other drugs
in the year prior to the interview, life time use of marijuana,
life time use of other drugs, number of times smoked marijuvana in
the month prior to the interview, and number of months since the
base-year interview smoked marijuana.

There are four measures of criminal behavior. These are an
index of nonserious criminal offenses, an index of serious crimi-
nal offenses, percentage of income obtained by illegal activities,
:nd nuTber of times stopped by police in the year prior to the

nterview.




Models and Method of Analysis

There are dozcns of ways that could be used to analyze a
given set of data. Generally the qualitative nature of the con-
clusions is not influenced very much by the choice of statistical
methodology (e.g., OLS, probit, logit) so long as the game vari-
ables are used with the different statistical methods.5
other hand, the choice of control

A critical aspect of the
8 in longitudinal data is
pPredictors any variableg measured at the

same time point as the dependent variable. Whether or not one
does so often has dramatic impact on substantive interpretations.
In this report only time-lagged measures of independent variables
are included. This strategy is based on a fairly elaborate con-
Ception of the manner in which the processes under study here
operate over continuous time. a summary of the rationale
follows.

time it takes for effects of one variable on another to occur. It
can safely be assumed in most cases, however, that the spacing
between measurements in longitudinal data does not correspond to
the length of the "causal interval." Consequently, questions

ments, should the statistical specification include the current
value of x as a predictor of the current value of y, and vice
versa? If so, then some non-OLS statistical estimation method
probably is indicated. This type of reasoning is often used to
Justify statistical specifications with *simultaneous" feedback,
yet a reasonable model of simultaneous feedback operating over
continuous time indicates otherwise (See Tuma and Hannan [1984)
for a clear statement of this 1ine of reasoning). 1In the follow-
ing paragraphs a differential equation model of a system of vari-
ables permitting all feasible feedback effects among endogenous
variables is sketched. This model does not Precisely describe any
of the substantive analyses to be conducted in this report, but it
does lead to a working principle on use of time sequencing that
will be followed in the report.

51n contrast, comparison of OLS results to simultaneous estima-
tion methods such as two-stage least squares often does generate
substantial differences. Use of the simultaneous estimation
methods, however, alwvays imply some changes in specification of
variables with direct effects on the outcome, bectuse of the need




The model depicts the rate of change in several outcomes as a
linear functions of J exogenous variables and K endogenous vari-
ables. The first equation in the system is typical of the others;
it assumes the following form:

(1) gjtn = ajp + a33x3 + ... + aygxy + bj1yy + bigyk + c3 VE

vhere y; = dependent variable (e.g., verbal test score, educa-
tional expectation, self-esteem), dy;/dt = instantaneous change
rate in y; with respect to time (derivative of y; with respect to
time), x4 = exogenous variables (assumed constant over time), yx =
endogenous variables -- jointly dependent, VE = underlying con-
tinuous variable for which vocational curriculum variables are
proxies, and agg, bj4, cx = constants. The notation for vocation-
al education (VE) is"distinct from that for the other jointly
dependent variables, to emphasize the focus on curriculum in this
report. In many of the analyses, acazemic curriculum also will be
included, but the general principle of egyuation (1) is not af-
fected by this expansion.

The solution to the set of equations typified by (1) is a set
of linear equations, a typical member of which assumes the follow-
ing form:

(2) yx(2) = aﬁ°+ aﬁ1x1+...+aﬁJxJ+b£1y1(1)+ "°+bﬁKYK(1) + cﬁ VE

The notation y(1), y(2) stands for observations on the dependent
variable at time 1 and time 2, respectively. The coefficients
marked with an asterisk are functions of the coefficients in the
differential equations (1) and of the length of time between
measurements.

From equation(s) (2) it is apparent that, with the simultane-
ous model of instantaneous change rates (eq. [1]), the appropriate
regression structure is a cross-lagged specification. It is
important to emphasize the conceptual basis of this result. The
effects are hypothesized to be simultaneous (i.e., lag time be-
twveen cause and effect ~--> 0). Moreover, all possible feedback
effects among the endogenous variables are permitted. According
to the maintained hypothesis, these effects operate continuously
over the time between measurements to produce the cross-lagged
structure of which equation (2) is one component. Déespite the
presumption of instantaneous effects, the model implies that no
time 2 measurements are included as independent variables.®

€1f some of the exogenous variables change linearly over time,
change in x as well as lagged x may be included as a regressor
(Coleman 1968; Tuma and Hannan 1984). For simplicity, we here
assume that all the exogenous variables are fixed over time. 1It
is interesting to note, however, that even if the exogenous vari-
ables are permitted to be linear functions of time, it is possible
to derive a specification of the regression that omits any use of
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This is an important point regarding appropriate specification of
regression models that generally is not well understood. It is
worth noting that the regression coefficients estimate the accumu-
lated total effects over a specified time interval, not the in-
stantaneous effects.

The regression coefficients in the cross-lagged structure are
exponential functions of time katween measurements. Hence, esti-
mates of the effects of curriculum on post-high school outcomes
depend on age in a nonlinear form. The re ression coefficients
themselves are exponential functions of age. This result has

mportant implications for the NLS sample, but in this exploratory

report we simple enter age as a linear term in the NLS analyses.

The differential equations do not adequately describe change
in curriculum, because curriculum shifts occur abruptly, and the
model describes smooth changes. Moreover, curriculum u.adoubtedly
depends on many of the 20 outcomes under study here (as well as
partially determining thenm). Hence, the model ought to describe a
system in which some of the endogenous variables change continu-
ously over time, and some of them are categorical and change
abruptly. The need for such a model is even more acute when
outcomes include post-high school variables such as college entry
and exit, marriage, parenthood, and educational expectation. An
adequate conceptualization of a general change model that combines
both discrete and continuous endogenous variables in a single
simultaneons system has not appeared yet in the literature, and
such development certainly lies outside the scope of this report.

Tuma and Hannan (1984) review three possible approaches to
"coupling"” endogenous quantitative and qualitative variables into
a single system of equations describing change over continuous
time. One approach is to create categorical variables from all
variables in the system by establishing a small number of (ord-
ered) categories for each numerical variable. A second approach
is to create approximate numerical variables from categorical
variables by assigning numbers to the categories of the qualita-
tive variables. This method requires that some rough order be
established among the categories of the qualitative variables.
The third method is to write differential equations connecting
numerical variables and transition rates describing the stochastic
processes that determine shifts from one qualitative state to
another. The latter approach is, by far, preferable from a the-
oretical and methodological standpoint, but its implementation
currently poses so many practical barriers as to render it vir-
tually impractical in ongoing empirical research. This paper
adopts method two.

the time 2 measures of the x's. This omission would be one way to
resolve the ambiguity that arises from the over-identitication
implied by including the change in x on the right of the regres-
sions. Also, any use of the theoretical model for forecasting
purposes necessarily would have to depend solely on the lagged
values of the x's.

28

(%)
O




Though the differential equation system does not provide an
exact model of the processes under study here, it does indicate
three working principles thzt will be used to specify regressions
for this report. First, whenever possible, a time lag between the
measurement of a dependent variable and indeperndent variables
should be present. Resulting regression coefficients estiuate
accumulated effects over relatively long time periods ratier than
instantaneous effects of the differential equation (1). Second,
time-lagged values of the dependent variable should be included
among the regressors whenever possible. For example, sophomore
educational expectation should be one predictor of senior educa-
1ional expectation. Three, time-lagged values of all endogenous
variables should be included as regressors whenever possible.

on adding a disturbance to equation (2), the constant parame-
ters in eaca equation can be estimated with linear regression
(Coleman 1968; Doreian and Hummon 1976; Tuma and Iannan 1984) or
by maximum likelihood (Arminger 1983). As in the general case,
OLS regression will produce biased and inconsistent estimates of
the starred coefficients in all the models presented here unless
the disturbances are uncorrelated with all regressors in each
equation (Judge et al. 1982). Such an assumption is particularly
hard to entertain with respect to the lagged dependent variable
{Jannan and Young 1977), but there are few practical alternatives
to OLS unless more than two waves of data from a panel are avail-
able. The possibility of deriving maximum likelihood estimates
from an explicit specification of a system of stochastic differen-
tial equations appears remote given the present level of under-
standing of simultaneous stochastic differential equations (Tuma
and Hannan 1984). The estimates presented in this paper are OLS.
The regressions for in-school HSB outcomes were carried out from
correlation matrices that were computed by the pairwise present
method. All other regressions were carried out by deleting cases
in which the dependent variable was missing and substituting mean
values for missing independent variables or by linewise deletion.
Missing data dummies were used in some, but not, all cases. Means
were never substituted for missing values of the dependent
variable.

Several of the dependent variables studied here are dichoto-
mous and some have skewed proportions (e.g., married since high
school for the HSB sample). Consequently, OLS estimates are
inefficient and yield biased sampling error estimates. 1In addi-
tion, predicted values from OLS estimates may fall outside the 0-1
range. Experience indicates, however, that non OLS methods such
as probit or logit seldom change substantive conclusions. More-
over, they are much more expensive to use and entail conceptually
more difficult interpretation. Nevertheless, probit calculations
were carried out with all dichotomous post-high school outcomes in
the HSB data. Selected results are reported in appendix B. 1In
every case, the pattern of signs and statistical significance on
the probit resuits exactly matches those on the OLS and the rela-
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tive magnitudes of coefficients ‘n probit are similar to those in
OLS.

A number of regressions can be viewed as a reduced form, for
example when college entrance is the dependent variable. 1In these
regressions, curriculum and the other high school variables that
are endogenous with curriculum become predetermined with respect
to college entrance. Consequently, with the HSB data only base-
year measures of the endogenous variables are controlled when
post-high school outcomes are studied. To control the cirst
follow-up measures would be to control some of the outcomes of
curriculum, thereby masking part of the tr+al effect of
curriculum,

This report makes use nf indexes of socioeconomic background,
curriculum, and significant others' career aspirations for respon-
dents. These indexes are not proposed as imperfect indicators of
a latent factor, as in classical test theory or LISREL modeling.
Rather, they are used as convenient devices for summarizing
etfects of conceptually related variables. However, regression
ccefficients associated with indexes of this type can be given
pr:cise interpretation. They indicate the effect of simultane-
ously incremerting each component of the index one unit while
holding constant all variables noi included in the index, under
the constraint that all components of the index have the same size
effect on the outcome. when components of the index are standar-
dized prior to calculating index values, this interpretation
applies to the standardized units. If the index were calculated
as an average rather than a sum, then the units are 1/J times the
original units (J being the number of components in the index).
Of course, the equality constraint on the ccefficients may not
hold in fact. Even if it doesn't, however, an index can often
reveal important patterns in data that otherwise would be con-
cealed or difficult to detect. Use of the curriculum index in
this study illustrates how mse of an index can help to ic-~ntify
dominant patterns in data.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

The findings of the study are organized according to data
source and type of outcome. The first section of the chapter
analyzes outcomes measured during the last year of high school for
the HSB sample. The dependent variables include test scores,
grades in high school, horework time, career plans, and attitudes.
Section 2 extends this analysis to include outcomes for HSB re-
spondents measured 2 years out of high school. Outcomes for this
section include postsecondary schooling, family formation and
parenthood, and voting bebavior. The third section analyzes
several outc~mes from the NLS Youth data. These ocutcomes &are
classified into 4 types: postsecondary schooling, family forma-
tion and parenthood, crime, and drug use.

b Throughout the discussion of findings the term effect is us.d
as a matter of convenience. Since the analysis has attempted to
control for many potentially confounding factors, the term effect
seems preferable toterms such as association or relationship. Yet
it is critical to keep in rind that what are termed effects in the
following pages are highly imprecise estimates. 1In this feature
they do not differ from the vast majority of social science
research, but that iact most social science research is imprecise
does not make the results reported here any more precise than they
otherwise be.

In-School Out.omes for the HSB Sample

It is widely known that persistent differences between voca-
tional students and other students occur along an array of in-
school outcomes. This fact is documented in table 2. The table
displays the mean value for 24 variables. Each of these 24 vari-
ahies undergoes important development during the high school
years; as shorthand notation they are referred to as in-school
outcomes. The first pancl of the table presents first follow-up
outcomes (respondents' senior year in high school). It shows
subs‘antial differences among the five curriculum categories on
most ¢f the outcomes. Difference: are particularly strong for
test scores (VERBAL2 & MATHSD22), career expectations (EDASPZ &
OCCASP2), ability to coxplete college (COLABL2), grades (AVGRAD2),
r.sework (HOMWRK2), parents' and friends' career aspirations for
ti.e respondent (EDASPM2, MAHSCOL2, FAHSCOL2, TAHSCOL2, GAHSCOL2,
FRAHSCOL2, and peer friends' college plans (CFPICL2). For each
variable, those in the academic category average well abcve the
others and those in the general category generally average second
highest. Distinctions between the concentrators and concentrator/
explorers are small. The pattern involving the vocational concen-

‘ trators is interesting. The concentrators average lowest on
educational expectation, occupational expectation, perceived
ability to complete college, verbal test score, math test score,
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TABLE 2
NEAN DIFFERENCES ANONG CURRICULUN TYPES ON 24 VARIABLES: N33 DATS
Panel 1% First Follow-up Nessures
VERDAL2 NATMSD22  SCINSD22  CIVCaD22 — EDASP2 0CCASP2 CONCPT2 LOCUS22
PRGENRL 83.554¢ $2.0927 51.9484¢ 64,0864 15.1604 $2.4328 3.9747 3.6371
PRCONCD $51.2156#00e 40,68860000 49,741 70000 51 .94690000 14.01040000 47,03460000 3.9368¢ 3.53560000
PRLCONCD $2.653410es0 50.9571es0e S1.049%0000 S3.53180 14.66210000 49,66440000 3,9636 3.5891 00
PRCONEXD $2.1680#-00 §0.5306000e 50.5995400ee S2.9942e000e 14.75590000 S0.265800¢ 3,910 3.572600
PRACADD 63.838B00ee 64.29220000 61.53780000e 62.02540000 17.73190000 63.55820000 4.11900008 4.0490vcse
B-S0 0.0386 0.0518 0.0305 0.0206 0.0541 0.0146 0.0018 0.0108
«/CASES 133172 13312 13312 13312 13312 13312 13312 312301
YORKVAL2 INSEEQ2 connun2 COLABL2 AVGRAD2 HONVRK2 EDASPN2 BARS?0L2
PRGENRL 2.6430 1.7761 0.5570 4.3848 2.8747 5.0598 15.9421 0.7%61
PRCONCD 2.6500 1.67170000 00,5408 4.07S10000 2.83210 3.59990000 15.02340008 0,489C0000
PRLCONCD 2.667100 1.73430¢ 0.5009 4.23650000 2,7770%008 4.10680000 1S_.5511000e 0.64950000
PRCONEXD 2.6286¢ 1.7568 0.5618 4.23760000  2.7699%080 4.30930000 15.61254000 0.6477%s0e
PRACADD 2.€402 1.8176 0.20990¢ 4.83760000 3.396Ce000 §.1146%008 17.6819%000 0O.96140000
2-30 0.0010 0.0023 0.0004¢ 0.0259 0.0203 0.0339 0.03%6 0.0487
«/CASES 12521 12369 13312 13312 13312 13312 13012 11132
FANSCOL2  TAHSCOL2 = GANSCOL2 ~ FRANSCLZ  CFPLCL2 TIRUFRYZ  TYPFRNZ SHDEPRT2
PRGENRL 0.6746 0.5827 0.6239 0.6300 0.7986 2.7979 0.3472 0.4968
PRCONCD 0.4170000e 0.38532070 0.43130%000 0.367Sssse 0.6053000e 2.8714 0.8131 0000 -0,09110000
PRLCONCD 0.5624000e¢ 0.4790ax%0 0.50658080 0 493600se 0.71S54000e 2,.8788¢ 0.8367 0.0057000e
PRCONEXD (.5600ee00e0 0.48280000 0.52160000 0.5033%088 0.713Sesse 2.8078 0.83110 0.113800
PRACADD 0.903Besee 0.0355%080 0.8489008e O, 89070000 0.93250000 2.6723 0.8896%0 -0.8577000e
ADJ R-S0 0.0414 0.0294 0.0288 0.0460 0.0272 0.0006 0.002% 0.0040
NO./CASES 11062 11061 11063 11102 11109 11349 12197 13172
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Table 2 ~- com’t.

Penel 2: Base Yesr Neasures
VERBALL NATNSD21 SCINSD21 CIVCSD21 !6:3?1 OCCASP] CONCPT1 LOCUS21
PRGENRL. 80.6689 $0.5786 $0.1739 $0.5330 15.1322 $3.0109 3.0081 3.4943
PRCMICD 48.22310800 47.91890000 48.41370080 48,.54510000 13,.92040000 46.40738000 3,7657¢ 3.432100
PRLCONCD 49.3089%000 49.55330005 49,25980000 49.940100 14.69340000 50.51430008 3.7874 3.4293000
PRCONEXD 48.80560000 48,92400000 48.81150000 ¢9,39350008 14.63700000 50,.6017000e 3.7653¢ 3.41440000
"w‘w ”- m‘m. ‘0-55540000 s’- 13970000 57-7652.... ‘7-“‘7.... ‘2- 0654 enae 4.00200000 3.89000800
ADJ 2-30 0.0430 0.0422 0.0271 0.0198 0.0480 0.0166 0.0033 0.00%
N0./CASES 13312 13312 13312 13312 12732 13312 12779 12747
YORKVAL1 INSEEO] CONNUNL COLABL1] AVGRAD] NONURK1 EDASPN] NANSCOL1
PRGENRL 2.6421 1.802¢ 2.05%63 44,0243 2.6772 4.379? 15.9921 0.7008
PRCONCD 2.6391 1.7714 2.0291¢ 3.78470000 22,7092 J.48810088 15,0016%000 0,51120080
PRLCONCD 2.6499 1.8143 2.0802¢ 3.9639+ 2.6874 3.93020000 15,75940000 0,.667300
PRCOREXD 2.6302 1.0419» 2.0803 3.9132000 2.6690 3.65040000 15,66150000 0,64120000
PRACADD 2.675% 1.8091 2.0343 4.70550000 3.42330080 7,03040000 17,.56370000 0,95150008
ADJ 2-90 0.0003 0.0003 0.0010 0.0169 0.0198 0.0267 0.0307 0.0237
%0./CASES 12077 12674 128432 12512 1318S% 13156 13212 12789
FANSCOL1 TANSCOL1 GANSCOI.1 FRANSCL1 CFPLCL1 TINUFRNL TYPFRN1 SHDEPRT1
PRGERRL 0.6150 0.3301 0.3278 0.4410 0.6993 X 5888 0.8082 0.0807
PRCORCD 0.4223008e 0,23130888 0.210G088e 0.28860000 O0,57158e08 : 5872 0.8052 =0.64380000
PRLCONCD 0.573S0se 0.2927e0080 0,.28010%08 0,39210080 0.6869 1.5744 0.8151 «0.64730000
PRCONEXD 0.53S51%vee 0,.288600s 0.26960000 0,37470800 0.63820000 1,%5904 0.8006 =0.3591 0008
PRACADD 0.893%0000 0.57050008 0.50650080 0.726700s8 0,91860088 0.99318000 0.91290008 -1,.78590000
ADS 2-30 0.0246 0.0127 0.0116€ 0.0193 0.0139 0.0038 0.0033 0.0121
NO./CASES 12777 12%16 12624 12814 12660 13066 12958 13296
Slotet Probabilities sre for voaperisons tc the genersl] curriculuas (PRG.NRL).

®@p<C .05 o0 p< .01 ®80p < .001 @eee p ¢ .0001
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and homework hours per week. On the other hand they do not
average much below the other groups on self-esteem (CONCPT2),
(internal) locus of control (LOCUS2), and grade average (AVGRAD2).

Of course it would be unfair in the extreme to conclude from
the top panel of table 2 that academic education produces desir-
able outcomes and vocational education does not, because voca-
tional students average below the academic students before they
took very much vocational or academic coursework in high school.
The bottom panel of table 2 documents this well-known result.
Using the same outcomes as in the top panel but measured during
respondents' sophomore year in high school, a pattern of differ-
ences on the 24 outcomes nearly identical to results in the top
Panel of the table is revealed. Comparison between the two pPanels
shows dramatically the need for extensive statistical controls, as
argued in chapter 3, when one is attempting to identify aiffer-
ences on these outcomes that are produced by curriculum
differentiatica.

A large number of variables potentially may influence the
in-school outcomes analyzed here and selection into vocational
curriculum. Campbell, Gardner and Seitz (1982) document the
influence of background on curriculum, and table 3 ghows estimates
of effects of selected background variables on the full complement
of in-school outcomes. The dropout (DROPOUT2) variable is inclu-
ded on the firs: part of the table only, because outcomes in the
second part of the table were not measured for dropouts. Because
there are no controls for intervening variables, except for drop-
ping out of school (DROPOUT2), these coefficients approximate the
total effects of the background variables. The results are con-
sistent with past research. The status background variables
exercise pervasive effects. Small-to-moderate and highly statis-
tically significant coefficients are associated with the status
i .dex (SESNINC1) for every one of the 24 outcomes. The family
income variable (LFAMINC1) also exhibits pervasive influence.
These effects are particularly strong and positive for educational
expectation, occupational expectation, test scores, and parental
career expectations of their children (EDASPM2, MAHSCOL2, and
FAHSCOL2). Fairly strong positive effects also occur on p--ceived
college ability (COLABL2), career expectations held by school
personnel and by friends (TAHSCOL2, GAHSCOL2, FRAHSCL2) , whether
one's best friend expects to attend college (CFPLCL2), time spent ;
with friends (TIMWFRN2), and the index of the college or gchool
orientation of one's friends (TYPFRN2). Effects of status on
attitudinal variables also are pervasive and fairly strong in some
cases (e.g., locus of control (LOCUS2}). significantly positive
effects are observed for both status and income on locus of
control, self-esteem (CONCPT2), and work values (WORKVAL2). A
slight positive effect of status on altruism (IMSEEQ2) is
overbalanced by a substantial negative effect of income. Both
status and income exhibit small but significant negative effects
on community values (COMMUN2). The youth from high status homes
interestingly tend to misbehave (SMDEPRT2) more than other youth.
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EFFECTS OF BACKGROUND VARIASLES AND DROPOUT:

Panel 1t

TABLE 3

NSB DATA

Effects of Bechgreund snd Drepout

VERBAL2

RATHSD22

CIvCsD22

OCCASP2

-$.120
=0.20400000
-3.747
=0.141 30000
1.169
0.063) 0000
4.041
0.2852%0c0
1.248
0.07180300
-3.840
«0.19760000

-4.599
«0.17290000
-3.3%
-0.11870000
-1.277
=2 ,.06800000
4.084
0.24440000
1.18
0.07180000
-5.478
=0.10410000

-$.381
«0.2¢43120000
-$.9323
=0.14140000
-2.469
«0.12690000
3.571
0.20840000
0.9412
0.08170000
-4.022
«0.1639¢0000

-2.183
=0.1170e000
-3.047
«0.1070e000
1.047
0.082¢ 0000
2.01)
0.36780000
0.8867
0.0476 0000
-4.640
-0.18410000

0.8366
0.08360000
-0.1692
-0.024900
0.1622
0.03420000
1.237
0.30390000
0.4148
0.0934 %000
-31.267
-0.17660000

1.693
0.0291000
-0.9301£-01

-0.0018
7.832
0. 1821 c00e
0. 16110000
2.0e1
0.08¢ 70000
-$.401
-0.0996 0000

0.1087
14268

LFRINCIn
DROPOUT2

ADJ R-30
N0./CASES

concrr2

WORKVAL2

0.132¢
0.099% 0000
-0.48688-01
-0.0202000
~0.41468-01
-0.03660000
0.62628-01
0.06360000
0.69108-01
0.06530000
-0.6375£-02
-0.0037

-0.6492E-01
«0.03230000
-0.1676
=0.07890000
0.1326
0.0893¢c000
0.19%87
0.185620000
0.1218
0.08750000
-0.2303
«0.10260000

0.6806K-01
0.0817ec00
«0.1243EK-01
-0.0141
-0.73298-01
«0.11910000
0.2004£-01
0.0840¢0000
0.38731-01
0.06210000
=0.43221-01
«0.046%0000

0.14610000
0.29188-01
0.0047
-0.10978-02
=0.000)
0.9080
0.24790000
0.3186

0.3006
0.16760000
0.98078-01
0.08170000
0.4349£-01
0.03280000
0.2979K-01
0.02660¢
-0.83892-01

0.7720
0.14120000
0.2108
0.03780000

«0.3089

«0.0764000e

-0.86172-01

«0.028 300

-0.74238-01

0.0777e00e -0.04%10000 -0,0196°

-©0.789%
=0.12020000

-0.6030E-02
=0.0020

0.49548-01
0.007%

0.0219
14268

0.0380
14268

0.0387
1426%

Panel 2:

Rffects of Bachground

SExcupP2
SESRINCY
LFnIncin

ADJ 2-30
HO0./CASES

COLABL2

AVGRAD2

SHDEPRT2

RANSCOL2

FanscoL2

0.1887
0.0829000e

-0.1241

-0.03280000
0.112%
0.0680000e
0.27¢7
0.19670000
0.1283
0.08290000

-0.1773
=0.09820000
-©0.1710
~0.089%800¢0
0.2244
0.16840000
0.187¢
0.314000000
0.58092-01
0.04660000

0.40%8
0.03780000

-©0.1490
-0.0132

1.077
0.1361 0000

$.049
0.18710000
0.3784
0.08110000

0.1047
0.0149
0.9%67
0.02720¢
-1.440

“0.1%5690000
=0.3890
«0.05020000

0.72298-01
0.008¢

0.86975-01 -0.26228-02
0.0690¢00e -0.0020

0.82888-01
0.09030000
0.2168

0.27%880000
0.68325-01
0."“....

=0.18908-01 -0.867%K-02

-0.0342 -0.0041

0.92868-01
0.09500000
0.247¢
0.30020000
0.1196
0.1308 0000

TANSCOL2

FRANSCL2

crecL2

TIRVFRN2

TYPFRN2

0.06398-01
0.06410000
0.21878-02
0.0018

0.7404E£-01
0.07440000
0.1544

0.180270s00
0.50188-01
0.08390000

0.76238-01
0.0%59c000
-0.18188-01
=2.0128
0.8844£-01
0.08630000
0.1430
0.37300000
0.49788-01
0.7837¢e00e

0.8$7728-01
0.04300000
=0.42708-01
=0.0301 000
0.1264
0.12730000
0. %024
0.24160000
0.80878-01
0.08670000

0.9034£-01
0.07%80000

=0.36904-02
-0.0029

0.7033£-01
0.079%90000
0.1487

0.19620000
0.39178-01
0.0476¢ o000

-0.3084

=0.07880000
-0.93135-01
=0.0227¢¢
«0.90928-01
=0.03170000
0.1808
0.06230000
0.1480
0.08430008

0.42878-01
0.0893 0000

=0.13998-01
-©0.0182¢

0.58218-01
0.10r 70000
0.2309%-01
0.0831 70000
0.71118-02
0.0142

0.1037
142¢8

Botes: 1.

Dependent veriadles eress ooluans; independent verishbles CTress rovs.
Dependent variables in panel 2 were not sessured for dropouts

st firet fellew-ups hence, DROPOUT2 could set be used 88 s pro-
dictor of thes.

Piret ontzy in esch pair of revs ig the unstanderdized seefficiant;
the second entry ia the stenderdised eeefficient.

®epeC .08 oo p ¢ .01 sco p ¢ 001 owoe p ¢ 0001
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Many statistically significant coefficients are associated
with race. The patterns here are not predictable from the pat-
terns associated with status and income, however. For example,
whereas blacks have lower internal locus of control, lower test
scores, and lower grades (as would be predicted from the fact that
they are members of a minority), being black has positive effects
on self-esteem, educational expectation, and homework. Hispanics,
on the other hand, exhibit a pattern that is much easier to anti-
cipate from the fact they are members of a minority group. The
effects of gender (SEXCMP2) also are interesting but distinctive.
As is vell known, females do better on verbal tests and not as
well in mathematics and science. Females earn much higher grades
and study much harder than males. They also have lower self-
esteem and higher internal locus of control.

Because of the current high interest in the high school
dropout phernomenon, table 3 also exhibits effect estimates asso-
ciated with dropping out (DROPOUT2) on the variables that were
measured at first follow-up for dropouts. These estimates are net
of the influence of the other variables in the table; however,
they are not net of sophomore year measures of grades, tests,
career, expectations, and attitudes. It will be interesting to
compare the coefficients in table 3 associated with DROPOUT2 to
those in table 4 where all these sophomore measures are con-
trolled. without the sophomore controls, dropping out appears to
have pervasive influence: nearly every coefficient associated with
dropout is statistically significant and with the expected sign.
Dropping out appears to have no association with self-esteem, net
of the status background variables.

Coefficients in table 4 estimate the effects of lagged
values of each of the outcomes on the senior-year measure of each
outcome. It ghould be noted that each equation (column) in table
4 was estimated under control for all the background variables in
table 3 and for dummy variables used to represent the effects of
the curriculum profile variable, but the coefficients for these
variables are not displayed in table 4 (those for the profiles are
given in table 5).

The data in table 4 are too extensive to summarize in detail,
but there are some important observations contained in the table.
First, the lagged values of the dependent variables exercise
pervasive influence on the senior-year outcomes. The lagged value
of each variable (except civics test) has the strongest effect on
the senior-.year measure, but many crossed effects also occur. The
test scores exercise particularly strong and pervasive effects.
Verbal test score, for example, has the second highest effect on
educational expectation--second by a very thin margin to mother's
educational expectation (EDASPM1) --and exhibits by far the strong-
est effect on occupational expectation. Verbal test score also
exercises a dominant influence on locus of control, perceived
ability to complete college, and grades. Math test score has an




TABLE ¢

EFFECT ESTINATES OF LAGGED ENDOGENOUS VARIABLES ON 24
IN-SCHOOL OUTCONES: HSB DATA
VERBAL2 MATNSD22 SCInsSD22 CIlvCcsSD22 EDASP2 OCCASP2
DROPOUT2 -2.037 -1.7%4 -1.901 -1.641 -0.9508" ~-3.206
=0.07260006¢ ~0.05830000 =0.0673000e -0,.05450000 -0,.07080000¢ -0.04930000
VERBAL1 0.5446 0.1128 0.2100 0.3248 0.20498-01 0.2210
0.50220000 0.0979000e 0.18460%00 (0,279500%0e 0.0739000e (,0879%00e
NATHSD21 0.8304E-~01 0.85040 0.830SK~01 O0.4137E-01 0.1454E-01 -0.3997E-02
0.0506eese 0.454000se 0.0786000e 0.0368000 0.0543000e -0,0016
SCINSD21 0.6119E-01 0.6010E-01 0.335)3 0.6510E-01 0.3474E-02 -0.4457E-01
0.062Ce00e 0.057900se (,.3265ecee 0.0619%0se 0.0139 -0.0196
CIvCSD21 0.3749E-01 -0.11328-01 O.7S42E-02 0.1361 0.31008-02 0.3764E-01
0.0381 %000 -0,.0108 0.0073 0.1207%0ee 0.012) 0.016%
EDASPL 0.8455£-01 0.2503 0.1338 0.1213 0.2%87 0.6C92
0.023700 0.06630000 0.0358s00ee 0.03170« 0.2839e00e 0.0732000e
COLABLL 0.2436 0.299?7 0.1730 0.123 0.106S 0.4163
0.027%e00e 0.0319#e0e 0.0186¢ 0.0130 0.0470000e 0.0203¢
OCCASP1 0.6923£-02 -0.4750£-02 -0.6527E-02 0.5:10E-02 0.31228-02 0.1813
0.015200 -0.0099 =0.0137¢ 0.0105 0.02680000 0.1720%00e
CONCPT1I ~0.2189 -0.2976 0.8476E~-02 -0.2707 0.1848E-01 -0.1461
-0.014300 -0.0183000e 0.0008 -0.016%» 0.0047 ~0.0041
LOCUS21 1.098 0.509% 0.779%0 0.9746 0.3595E-01 0.9388
0.0862%000 0.0377s00e (0.05830s0e 0.071300e0e 0.0110 0.0318%0e
WORKVAL: O0.2386 -0.241% 0.2%42 0.3%81 0.568SE-01 1.73¢
0.0081 -0.0077 0.0082 0.0113 0.007S 0.025300
CONNUNLI -0.9488 -0.5912 -0.7080 -0.5%99 -0.38078-01 -0.8308
-0.04470000 -0,0263000 -=0.0318000 -0.0246¢ -0.0070 -0.0169
SXDEPRT1 -0.258SE-01 -0.10S2E-01 -0.9249E-02 -0.2%68E-01 0.1049E-01 O0.3461E-01
-0.0103 =0.0040 -0.003% -0.0096 0.0164¢ 0.0060
AVGRAD1 0.6828 1.193 0.5238 0.058¢ 0.1617 0.%5037
0.0597000e 0.0983%0ee 0.0436e00e (0.0699%000 0.05520eee 0.0190
HONWRX1 0.6985E-01 0.129% 0.37738-01 O0.9550E-01 O0.8922E-01 0.1457
0.02S3e%se 0,.04430800 0.0130¢ 0.0322¢%00e 0.08370ee0 0.0229%¢
INSEEQL 0.2338 0.4086E-01 0.2346 0.2066 0.59285-01 0.9348£-01
0.0171 e 0.0028 0.0164 0.019%« 0.0169 0.0029
EDASPML 0.1084 0.63468-01 O0.6580E-01 0.9946E-01 0.8021E-01 0.1033
0.02640000 0.0146¢ 0.0183e 0.0226 %« 0.076Sec0e 0.0109
NAHSCOL1 0.3748 0.782%E-0: 0.1071 0.4323 0.9138E-01 0.4698
0.019300 0.0036 0.0082 0.0207« 0.0183e 0.0104¢
FAHSCOL1 -0.1142 0.6112E-01 ~0.1366E-01 -0.2%06E-01 0.217% 0.8199
-0.0061 0.0031 «0.0007 -0.0012 0.0484000e 0.0120
TAHSCOL1 -0.13%7 =0.8046E-01 -0.6172K-01 -0.1€637 0.18398-01 0.1981
-0.0067 -0.002¢ -0.0029 -0.0076 0.0036 0.0042
GANSCOL1 0.4835E-01 0.3362 0.1988 =-0.1972E-01 0.4089E-02 0.4251
0.002¢ 0.0156* 0.0093 =0.0009 0.0008 0.0090
FRANSCL1 -0.2060 =0.2934E-01 ~0.4809 =-0.7748K-01 0.1019 1.%47
-0.0109 -0.0018 «0.022700 -0.0038 0.02100s 0.03%52000
CFPLCLL 0.79928-01 0.9900E-01 -0.6600E-01 ~0.3%504 0.188¢ 2.199
0.0041 0.0048 -0.0032 -0.0166* 0.0378ecce 0.04830000
ADJ R-S0 0.6044 0.6320 0.939%6 0.3728 0.4%63 0.1843
NO./CASES 14268 14268 14268 14268 14268 14268




Table ¢ == con‘’t.

colcrT2 LOCUS22 WORKVAL2 EDASPN2 INSEEQ2 COMNUN2
DROPOUT2 0.7795£-01 ~0.4747E-01 -0.2729K-01 -0.2944 0.5034EK-02 -0.9222E-01
0.0456%a0s ~0,021108 ~0,.0293%0¢ ~0.0448000e 00,0028 -0.0151
VERBAL1 0.1872E-02 0.1440E-01 0.2655E-04 0.1568E~01 0.2232£-03 -0.2087E6-01
0.0203« 0.1689000e 00,0007 0.0618000e 00,0029 ~0.08830000
NATHSD21 -0.2460K-0¢ =0.24838-02 -0.6393E-03 C.3312E-02 -0.37915-02 0.19%0E-02
-0.0004 =0.0296%0 -0.018¢ 0.0138 =0.0306es0e 00,0088
SCINSD21 0.3138E-03 0.42S8£-02 -0.1269E-02 0.4574E-02 -0.1182E-02 -0.8708E-02
©0.0053 0.05430000 ~0,03910e 0.0200 -0.0169 =0.040800
CIVCSD21 0.9862E-03 0.2220E-02 0.85563E~03 -0.59480K-03 0.9101E-03 -0.5589E-02
0.0164 0.02840» 0.0170 -0.0026 0.0129 -0.0260»
EDASP) 0.52528-02 -0.45935-03 O0.3167E-02 0.129S 0.1591E-01 0.6723E-02
0.0242¢ -0.0016 0.0268¢ 0.1653%00e 0.0625w000 00,0087
COLABLL 0.3S04E-01 0.8025£-01 0.3334E-02 0.6542E-01 0.1329E-02 0.4886E-01
0.0649%00e 0.0709e00e 0.011) 0.0316¢%0s 0.0021 0.0253«
OCCASP1 -0.406SE-03 0.33245-03 -0.1183E~03 0.2990E-02 0.2048E-04 0.4760E~03
-0.0147 0.0091 -0.0078 0.0281 000 0.0006 0.0048
CONCPT) 0.3702 0.9267E-01 0.1366K-01 ~0.3765E-01 0.8030E-02 -0.19618-01
0.39S8%wan 0.075Seses 0.026800 -0.0108 0.0073 -0.00%9
LocuUs21 0.2603E-01 0.33%9 . =0.6954E-02 0.3470E-01 0.1134E-02 0.4689E-01
0.033Senne 0,32940000 -0,.0165 0.0117 0.0012 0.0169
WORKVALLY 0.2799E-01 -0.1974E-01 0.3252 0.8159E-01 -0.58366-01 -0.49SSE-01
0.0156 -0.0084 0.3323000e¢ 0.0110 =0.027700s -0.0077
CONNUNL 0.1598E~-01 0.2%73E-01 0.1231E~01 0.4660E-01 0.1371 0.5369
0.0123 0.0151 0.0178 0.009¢ 0.0903%0se 0.11610000e
SHNDEPRT1 0.8817E-03 -0.2723E-02 0.1933£-02 0.1464E-01 0.1474E-02 0.1699E-031
0.00%8 -0.0136 0.0233%e 0.0250%e 0.0082 0.0311000
AVGRAD] 0.9317€-02 0.3388E~-02 -0.9599E-03 0.6676E-01 -0.S039E-02 0.2288E-0)
0.0133 0.0037 -0.002% 0.0249%0 -0.0062 0.0092
HONWRK] 0.2180E-02 ~0.5984E-03 0.1027E-02 0.3448E-01 0.5796E~02 -0.4541E-02
0.0129 -0.0027 0.0112 0.0533%00e 0.02930e -0.0078
INSEEQl -0.31203E-01 =0.2293E~01 -0.1304E-01 -0.4981E-02 0.1693 =0.1866E-01
=-0.0144 -0.02100 =-0.02800 -0.0016 0.17330800 -0,0063
EDASPNL 0.2023E-02 0.522SE-02 0.2065E-02 0.1092 0.18098E-02 0.1093E-02
¢.0081 0.01%9 0.0211e 0.1972«000e 0.006% 0.0012
NANSCOL1 -0.23%6E-01 0.5053E-02 0.1529€-01 0.179%¢ 0.3233E-01 0.3590E-01
-0.0198 0.0032 0.0237« 0.0394s00s 0,0232¢ 0.008S
FAHSCOL1 0.1233E-01 -0.2519E-01 0.1627E-02 0.2%77 -0.2013E~-01 ~0.8076E-01
0.0108 -0.0168 0.0026 0.0589%00e -0,0210 -0.0198
TAHSCOL1 0.9818E-02 0.37025-01 -0.1410E-01 0.8104E-01 0.4574E-01 0.4%21E-01
0.0080 0.0229% =-0.02100 0.0171 0.031700 0.0103
GAMSCOL1 0.2780FE-02 -0.11495-01 0.1202E-01 =0.8957E-02 0.3944E-03 0.1612E-01
0.0022 -0.007% 0.017¢ -0.0019 0.0003 0.0036
FRAHSCL1 0.2874E-01 0.21875-01 0.1371E~02 0.5402E-01 0.238080E-01 0.3302E-01
0.0223« 0.0144 0.0022 0.0122 0.0176 0.0080
CFPLCL1 ~-0.3684F~01 -0.93%3E-03 0.3031E-02 0.8365E-01 -0.1576£-01 -0.1232E-0)
=~0.030800¢ ~-0.0006 0.0047 0.0102 ©0.0112 -0.0029
ADJ R-SQ0 0.2129 0.3198 0.1846 0.3097 0.1139 0.07%9
NO./CASES  1426S 14268 14268 14263 14265 14268
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COLABL2 AVGRAD2 HONWRK2 SHDEPRT2 NAHSCOL2 FAHSCOL2
VERBALL 0.83228-02 0.4778E-02 -0.6215E-02 0.10991-01 0.1009E-02 0.4707E-03
0.0860%e0e 0.061300e» ~0.013¢ 0.0208% 0.018% 0.0082
NATHSD21 ©.409SE-02 0.7120E-02 0.2170E-01 -0.98268-02 O0.1685E-02 0.2589E-02
0.0438000a 0.094G0eee 0.04850eee -0.0190 0.03200» 0.04690 000
SCINSD21 O.18938-02 -0.2537E-03 —0.1498E-02 0.69678-02 -0.5471E-04 -0.6501E-03
0.0217 =0.0036 -0.0036 0.0144 -0.0011 -0.0126
CIVCSD21 0.2202E-02 O0.1463E-02 0.2269-02 0.4606E-02 O0.1133E-02 0.4816E-03
0.0281 00 0.0207« 0.0054 0.009%¢ 0.0229¢¢ 0.0093
EDASP) 0.1177E-01 0.2315£-02 0.1187 -0.2%91E-01 0.9261E-02 0.%9062E-02
0.0370000 0.0090 0.0781e0ee -0.0147 0.0518000e 0,0483%000
COLABLY 0.1990 0.8314E-02 -0.1949E-01 -0.61426-01 0.4101E-01 0.3062E-01
0.2819«00e 0.0084 -0.0082 -0.0140 0.0922000e 0.0656000e
OCCASP1 0.7117E-03 0.230SE-03 —0.9364E-04 -0.1083E-02 0.1039E-02 0.7016E-03
0.017%e 0.0071 =0.000% =0.0048 0.045Secse 0.0293%00e
CONCPT) 0.47275-01 0.8780E-02 0.36028-01 -0.1113 -0.1652E-01 -0.1637€-01
0.03460nne 0.0052 0.0058 -0.0147 -0.02150e «0.02030e
LOCUS21 0.3293E-01 0.2398E-01 0.4950E-01 0.2205E-01 O0.1106E-01 0.9673E-02
0.0290%0e 0.026200e 0.0091 0.003% 0.0173« 0.0144
VORXVALY O.1663E-01 -0.2SS9E-01 -0.2977 0.3326 0.9636E-03 -0.2060E-01
0.0063 -0.0121 =0.02360» 0.02280» 0.0007 «0.0133
CONNUN] 0.3152E-03 O0.1184E-01 0.7196£-01 -0.8224E-01 -0.18996-01 -0.9204E-02
0.0002 0.0078 0.0079 -0.0078 -0.0178¢ -0.0082
SNDEPRTY 0.1027E-01 0.6501E-02 0.4476E-01 0.3823 0.6248E-03 -0.1637E-02
0.0460%eee 0.0361%0ce 0,041900ne 0.3085%ec0e 0.0080 -0.0124
AVGRADL 0.6651E-01 0.4342 0.%144 =0.2094 0.2568E-01 0.1838E-01
0.06520000 0.5281000e 0.064400ee -0.0546en0e 0,04470000 0.0305%0e
HONWRK] 0.1072E-01 O0.6S13E-02 0.4867 -0.2676E-01 0.2382E-02 0.1483E-02
0.043Seese 0.03280cce 0.4122000e -0.0195« 0.0172« 0.0102
EDASPNL 0.3022E-02 ~-0.3314E-02 0.2670E-02 0.4332E-01 0.1231E-01 0.4971E-02
0.0083 -0.0113 0.0018 0.0214¢ 0.0598000e 0.02300e
MAHSCOL1 O0.4S7SE-01 -0.3118E-01 0.1199 0.4685E-02 0.2393 -0.8123E-02
0.0264¢« -0.0223« 0.0144 0.0008 0.2450000e ~0,0079
FAHSCOL1 O0.6641E-01 -0.5779E-02 -0.1660 0.3143E-01 O0.6831E-01 0.383S
0.0398%0ee -0,0043 =0.0208¢ 0.003¢ 0.0727000e  0,.389000ee
TANSCOLY ©.1327E-01 O0.7098£-01 0.169% -0.9122E-01 -0.2373E-01 -0.2783E-01
0.0074 0.048%00e 0.0197¢ -0.0091 «=0.023400 =0.026100
GAHSCOL1 O.31055-01 -0.1631E-01 -0.3119E-01 -0.78°3E-01 0.2246E-01 0.1300E-01
0.0171 -0.0112 -0.0036 =0.0079 0.0220« 0.0121
FRAHSCL1 O0.6404E-02 -0.1009E-02 0.1164 0.1860 0.21528-01 0.1634E-01
0.0038 -0.0007 0.0144 0.0166 0.02260« 0.0164«
CFPLCLA 0.4903E-01 -0.1351E-01 -0.1488E-01 0.3140E-01 0.6487E-01 0.5489E-01
0.0280%¢ ~-0.009% -0.0018 0.0032 0.06Skenne 0.05S310see
TINVFRNI O.2163E-01 0.1042E-01 0.2640E-01 0.2332 -0.62376-03 0.12156-02
0.0372000e 0.02220¢ 0.009% 0.0722000e <0.0019 0.003%
TYPFRNL -0.2621E-01 0.1445E-02 0.1988 -0.7297 «0.3013E-02 -0.1472§-01
-0.0091 0.0006 0.0144 ~0.04560300 =0.0031 ~-0.0086
ADJ R-SQ 0.2722 0.4806 0.2895 0.1766 0.3810 0.38%0
NO./CASES 14268 14268 14268 14263 14263 14263
3% 4




Table 4 -~ con‘t.

VERBAL1L
NATHSD21
SCINSD21
C1vecsDp21
EDASP)
COLABLY
ocCasP1
CONCPT1
LoCus21
WORKVAL1
CONNUN1
SHDEPRT1
AVGRAD1
HONURK]
EDASPN1
NAIISCOL]
FANSCOL)
TAHSCOLL
GANHSCOL)
FRANSCL1
CFPLCLL
TINUFRNL
TYPFRNL

ADJ R-3S0
NO./CASES

TAHSCOL2

GANSCOL2

FRANSCL2

CFPLCL2

TINWFRN2

TYPFRN2

0.11178-02
0.0192
0.2728%-02
0.048S%%000e
0.3524E-0)
0.0067
0.9761E-03
0.018%
0.$071£-02
0.026%«
0.2208E-01
0.0481 02000
0.9792E-03
0.0401 0000
0.8649E-02
0.010%
0.2654E-01
0.0388%000
-0.1956E-02
-0.0012
0.4198E-01
0.0368%00s
0.1319E-02
0.0098
0.6910E~-01
0.11240000
0.7334E-02
0.04%¢ 0000
0.6061E-02
0.0275ee
0.2940E-01
0.028100
0.2993E-01
0.02980¢
0.1362
0.12%€C000e
0.6810E~-01
0.0597000e
0.9042E-01
0.0888%00s
0.1248E-01
0.0118
0.6284K~-02
0.0179
-0.7482E-02
-0.0043

0.9%68K-03
0.0168
0.21828-02
0.039000e
-0.2831K~-03
-0.0084
0.13078-02
0.024800
0.87395-02
0.04590 000
0.3069K-01
0.06490000s
0.9488£-03
0.03910000
0.3131E-03
0.0004
0.2192E8-01
0.0322000
0.306SE-02
0.0019
0.4%818-02
0.0040
-0.1238E-02
-0.0093
0.8357E-01
0.0876000e
0.6671E-02
0.04520000
0.4630E-02
0.0212«
0.3940E-01
0.037900e
0.4132E-01
0.0414%000
0.8690a-GC1
0.0527000s
0.1262
0.11630000
0.6651E-01
0.06S7000e
0.4601E-01
0.0439%0000
0.4886E-02
0.0140
-0.6831E- ¢
-0.0038

0.14235-02
0.0248
0.24125-02
0.060%000e
-0.1004E-02
-0.0192
0.4782E-03
0.0091
0.12765-01
0 .066% 000
0.2628E-01
0.05840000e
0.93%208-02
0.0391000e
-0.1233E-01
=0.0150+
0.2448E-01
0.0359s00e
-0.9972E-02
-0.0063
0.1048E-01
0.0092
-0.1%47E-03
-0.0012
0.4377E-01
0.071 40000
0.4233E-02
0.0286v0e
0.3462E6-02
0.0158
0.9300E-01
0.0893000e
0.3216£-01
0.0321%0
0.12108-01
0.0112
0.11808-01
-0.0109
0.1473
0.1451 0000
0.8629E-01
0.0821 0000
-0.25828-02
-0.007¢
0.83098-02
0.0048

0.10786-02
0.0209
0.1494E-02
0.0301¢
=0.6504E-04
-0.0014
-0.1587E-03
=-0.0034
0.6727E-02
0.0398¢00
0.2363E-01
0.05620000
0.8013E-03
0.0371000e
=-0.9539£-02
-0.0131
-0.108SE-02
-0.0018
-0.1070E-01
=0.0076
0.6770E-02
0.0067
-0.1537E-02
-0.0129
0.1219E-01
0.022¢4¢
0.4272E-02
0.0326000
0.606%E-03
0.0031
0.2527k-01
0.0274¢
0.30S0E-01
0.034400
0.2778E-01
0.0290%e
0.10%4E-01
0.0109
0.1458E-01
0.0162
0.1803
0.1937%00e
-0.1177E~-01
=0.0380%00
0.7230E-01
0.0471000e

0.5362E-02
0.0320e
-0.4260E-02
~0.0264¢
-0.4419E-02
=0.0292«
0.2049£-02
0.0187
0.8728E-03
0.0016
-0.8321E-02
-0.0061
0.20705-02
0.0041
0.3895E-01
0.0164
-0.3466E-02
-0.0018
0.3164
0.06940000e
0.8194E-03
2.0002
0.11935-01
0.0308000
=0.84978-01
=0.0481 0000
-0.9501£-02
-0.0222«
-0.8919E-02
-0.0141
0.6112E-01
0.0203
-0.1003E-01
-0.003S
-0.24835-01
-0.0080
0.7643E-02
0.002¢
0.49535-01
0.0169
0.12108-01
0.0040
0.27%7
0.27360000
-0.4824£-01
-0.0097

~0.9997E-03
=0.0319¢
~0.7843E-03
-0.0259+
0.5468E-03
0.0193
-0.33576-03
-0.0118
0.7326K-03
0.0071
0.774SE-02
0.0302¢#
~0.4186E-04
=0.0032
0.8768E-02
0.0198+
0:.8691E-02
0.0236*
=0.3615£-01
=0.04240000
0.26078-01
0.04250000e
=0.3905E-02
«0.05390000
0.209SE-01
0.06330000
0.2743E-02
0.0343%00
-0.2103E-03
-0.0018
-0.1764E-01
=0.0313¢%e
0.17308-01
0.03200e
0.10036-01
0.0172
-0.1827E-02
=0.0031
0.5421£-02
0.0099
0.2502E-01
0.0441%000
=0.1102€E-02
=0.0058
0.1785
0.19100%000

0.2388
14268

0.2233
14265

0.3042
14263

0.1939
14269

0.1352
14268

0.1088
14263

®p<¢c .08

Dependent variables cross colusne; independent varisbles cross rowa.
Dependent varisbles in panel 2 were not sessured for dropouts

First entry in esch pair of rovs ia the anstendardized coefficient;
the second entry ia the atenderdized ccozfficient.

% p ¢ .01 @we p ¢ 001

asee p ¢ ,

0001




even stronger effect on grades. Math test score also has a per-
vasive influence on the opinions of others as to whether one
should attend college and how much schooling one should complete.
The effects of educational expectation also are strong and per-
vasive. In fact, the estimated effects of educational expectation
on the mathematics test score is slightly stronger than the effect
of mathematics test score on educational expectation, and this
pattern holds under controls for homework and grades. The effects
of droppii.g out remain parvasive, but they are substanti:zlly
reduced in magnitude as compared to their values in taple 3=--by
over one-half in many instances. It is indeed interestir- to see
that dropping out net of the controls in table 4, has an estimated
positive effect on self-esteem.

Estimates of the effects of vocational curriculum on these
outcomes are displayed in table 5. None of these effects is
large, but they certainly are consistent. Being a vocational
concentrator has a negative effect on all 4 test scores, educa-
tional expectation, occupational expectation, perceived college
ability, grades, time spent on homework, and every variable mea-
suring tha opinions of others regarding how much schooling one
should attain, as well as the amount of schooling one expects
one's friends will achieve. 1In each of these instances the coef-
ficients tend to shift gradually from negative to positive as the
concentration in vocational curriculum decreases. The magnitude
of the effects of the academic dummy variable, however, are not
strong. The effects of the curriculum variables on self-esteem
(CONCPT2) are negligible. Small negative effects of participation
in vocational education are evident on locus of control and

"altruism" (IMSEEQ2), and small positive effects are observed on
work valuves (WORKVAL2).

Vocational students also spend more time with peer friends
(TIMWFRN2), and their friends tend to be less oriented to doing
well in school (TYPFRN2). Each of the unstandardized coefficients
associated with one of the profile variables is equivalent to the
deviation from the mean of those classified as in the general
curriculum. Direct comparisons of the results in table 5 can be
macde to the original differences by subtracting the mean for the
general curriculum from the mean of each of the variables dis-
played in table 2. This exercise shows that the original differ-
ences among the 5 curricula are partially accounted for by con-
trols for background and the lagged dependent variables, but not
entirely. Because so many controls are used in the present study,
and the number of cases is adequate to handle models of the size
reported here, it is difficult to argue that the remaining effects
of curriculum are spurious--due to selection into curriculum at
the beginning of high school. However, such an interpretation
could never be ruled out entirely.

Until the work carried out at the National Center for
Research in Vocational Education under the direction of Paul
Campbcll appeared, most empirical investigation of the effects of
vocational education relied on self-rerort curriculum, and three
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TABLE §

EFFECT ESTIMATES OF CURRICULUM PROFILES ON 24 IN-SCHOOL OUTCOMES:

HSB DATA

VERBAL2

NATHSD22

SCINSD22

CIvCsD22

EDASP2

OCCASP2

PRCOXCD -0.672% -1.44% -0.7666 -0.7749 -0.4374 -2.338
=0.02200080 -0.0464%000 =0,02480000 ~0.0245000 -0,08800000 -0.03420700
PRLCONCD -0.3668 -0.5448 -0.3201 -0.3309 -0.2911 -2.176
-0.018100 -0.02110000 -0.0129¢ -0.0127 -0,04670000 -0,0386%000
PRCONEXD 0.2473E-02 -0.2718 «0.67148-01 -0.2868E-01 -0.9656E-01 -0.644¢
0.0001 -0.0089 -0.0022 =0.0009 =-0.0130® -0.0096
PRACADD 0.9600 2.312 1.190 C.$339 0.4%17 2.833
0.0181ee 0.03430Q;o 0.01780« 0.0078 0.02770cee 0.0172¢
ADJ R-3Q ©.6844 0.6320 0.839 0.3728 0.4563 0.1843
NO./CASES 14268 14263 ‘14268 14268 14268 1426S
CONCPT2 LOCUS22 WORKVAL2 EDASPN2 INSEE02 CONNUN2
PRCONCD 0.7340E-02 -0.3723E-01 0.1%936£-01 -0.2744 -0.7467E-01 -0.3288E-01
0.0041 -0.0158¢ 0.0198¢ =0.03980008 =0.0354000es -0.0051
PRLCONCD 0.2490E-01 -0.4931E-02 0.3033E-01 -0.2177 =0.3498E-01 -0.133¢
0.0168¢ -0.002% 0.03760%0a =0,0382000s -0,.0201¢ =0.025200
PRCONEXD 0.2214E-01 O0.1391E-02 -0.9016E-03 -0.9223K-01 -0.4633E-01 -0.1023
0.012% 0.0006 =-0.0009 -0.0136 -0.022400 -0.0162
PRACADD 0.2443E-01 0.4411E-01 -0.1846E-01 0.3884 0.3507E-01 0.5402E-01
0.0063 0.0087 -0.0087 0.026100e 0.007?7 0.0039
ADJ R-SQ 0.2129 0.3198 0.1546 0.2097 0.1139 0.07%9
NO./CASES 14268 14268 14268 14268 14268 14265
COLABL2 AVGRAD2 HOMWRK2 SHDEPRT2 NANSCOL2 FANSCOL2
PRCONCD =0.1397 -0.40%8E-01 -~0.7291 -0.1193 -0.1368 -0.1177
-0.0531e0n0e -0,.019200 -0.0580000e -0,0082 -, 09240000 =0,.07580000
PRLCONCD -0.8171£-01 -0.96418-01 -0.6428 -0.1831 -0.7142E-01 -0.7345E-01
=0.03760000 -0,05810000 -0.0619%00s -0.0152 -0.058%ec0e -0,.0573000s
PRCONEXD =0.4743E-01 -0.7669k-01 -0.2998 -0.2147 -0.5373E-01 -0.SS84E-01
-0.0184¢ =0.0369%90000 -0,0243%0%¢ -0,0150 -0.0370000e =0.0366%000
PRACADD =0.4730E-02 0©0.49S1E-01 0.8091 -0.1009 -0.66408-02 -0.3125E-02
=-0.0008 0.0108 0.0327e0se -0,.0060 -0.002,: -0.0009
ADJ R-SQ 0.2722 0.4%0¢ 0.209% 0.1766 0.3%10 0.3850
MO./CASES 14263 14263 14268 14268 14268 14268
TAHSCOL2 GAHSCOL2 FRAKSCL2 CFPLCL2 TINWFRN2 TYPFRN2
PRCONCD =-0.10%6 -0.9990E-01 -0.18548 -0.1299 0.1113 -0.4026E-01
=0.06670000 =0 06350008 -0,09020008 -0,092%90000 2,02480e =0,0472%ece
PRLCONCD =-0.7321E-01 -0.9283%E-01 -0.1009 -0.72128-01 ©0.1308 =0.20785-01
«0.08600000 =0,07140000 =0,07750000 -0.06250000 0.034700es -0,.029500e
PRZONEXD ~0.6449E-01 -0.4766E-01 -0.7399E-01 -0.6206E-01 O0.5S49E-01 -0.13%9K-01
=0,04150000 -0.03080000 -0,04770080 -0.0482e00s 0.0124 -0.0162¢
PRACADD 0.6088E-01 0.2127I-01 0.2372E-01 -0.3784E-02 -0.9716E-01 -0.20208-03
0.0178e 0.0063 0.0070 -0.0013 -0.009%9 -0.0001
ADJ R-S0 0.2388 0.2223 0.3042 0.1939 0.13%3 0.1080
NO./CASES 14268 14268 14268 14268 14268 14263

1.
2.

Notea:

epcC .05 oap ¢ .01 weep ¢ 001 @aee p ¢ 0001
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Dependent variasbles cross columna; independent variasbles cross rova.
First entry in each pair of rows is the unstasnderdized coefficicont;
the second entry is the standardized coefficient.




categories of curriculum were used--academic, vocational, and
general. Often these have been collapsed into academic and other.
Although Campbell and his colleagues (1981) showed that self-
report curriculum and transcript data are not in close agreement,
it is nevertheless of interest to examine the effects of self-
report curriculum for comparison with past research and because
perceptions may carry influence that would not be reflected in
formal records of curriculum. The top panel of table 6 (panel 1)
reports estimates of the effects of self-report curriculum.
Except for the substitution of self-report for the profiles based
on transcripts, specifications of the equations in table 6 match
the specifications in table 5. Although the effects here
generally are not as strong as the effects derived from the trans-
cript data, the pattern is precisely the same. Perceived voca-
tional curriculum tends to deflate performance and career
expectations, and perceived academic curriculum has positive
effects on their outcomes.

It would be impossible to fully capture in survey data the
exposure of students through 4 years of high school to various
curricula. Therefore it is useful to experiment with a variety of
approaches. In an attempt to gather into one variable some of the
most salient aspects of curriculum, the present study defined an
index that is intended to differentiate both at the bottom and the
top of the curriculum hierarchy. The index is defined by posi-
tively weighting the following aspects of curriculum: taken first
algebra course, taken second algebra course, taken trigonometry,
taken calculus, taken geometry, taken biology, taken chemistry,
taken physics, taken honors English, taken honors mathematics,
nunmber of foreign language courses taken (standardized to the 0-1
range), and self-report academic curriculum. The following
aspects of curriculum were weighted negatively: taken remedial
English, taken remedial mathematics, and self-report vocational
curriculum. All components of the index were measured by self-
report of respondents. Estimates of the effects of the index on
each of the 24 outcomes are displayed in the second panel of table
6. The curriculum index exercises pervasive and very strong
effects. Curriculum has a strong positive effect on all the test
scores, particularly mathematics, on both career expectation
variables (EDASP2 and OCCASP2) and perceived college ability, on
homework, on grades, and on all of the variables indicating expec-
tations of others regarding the amount of schooling one should
attain. A high score on the index alsc increases the chance that
one's friends expect tc attend college. Curriculum has a positive
effect on internal locus of control (LOCUS2) and on self-esteem
(CONCPT2), though the latter effect is small. It also tends to
increase association with peers who get good grades and are inte-
grated irto school life and decreases the amount of time spent
with peer friends. Although the coefficients of the full model
used in conjunction with the curriculum index are not tabulated to
conserve space, inspection of them reveals that in most instances
the curriculum index has the strongest effect of any independent
variable except the lagged value of the dependent variable; in
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TAMLE §

EFFECT ESTINATES OF ALTERNATIVE NEASUNES OF URRICULUN
ON IN-SCHOOL OUTCOMES:

HS\\ DATA

Panel 13 [Effects of Self-kepc 't Currizulua
T VERBAL2 NATHSD22  SCINSD22 cIvCsp22 EDASP2 OCCASP2
voca -0.8224 -0. "§1 -0.4473 -0.7504 -0.6329E-01 -0.8178
-0.03480000 -0.U18G00e -0.0180%¢ =0.0296%e¢%e -0.0105 20.0%49
ACADNIC1 0.5338 0.9682 0.382¢ 0.8013 0.2290 0.417¢
0.027Scese 0.0471e0wse 0.01880¢  0.0241%¢  0.04620%0e 0.0093
ADJ R-SQ 0.8862 2.6321 0.5403 0.3740 0.45¢0 0.1827
NO./CASES  1426S 14268 1426S 14268 14268 1426S
CONCPT2 Locu”.12 WORKVAL2  EDASPN2 INSEEQ2 CONMUN2
voca -0.1902E-01 -0.5./E-01 -0.1111E-02 -0.11S$ 0.391SE-01 0.4761E-01
-0.0132 -0.0284000 -0.0014 -0.020900 0.02320« 0.0092
ACADNIC1 0.2426E-01 0.1136E-01 -0.5S4SE-04 0.9S42E-01 O0.6004E-02 0.3251E-01
0.0205¢ 0.0073 -0.0001 0.0210¢ 0.0043 0.0077
ADJ R-SO 0.2140 0.3208 0.1338 0.3079 0.1130 0.0760
NO./CASES 14268 14265 14268 14268 14265 14265
COLABL2 AVGRAD2  HOMWRKZ  SHDEPRT2  MAHSCOL2  FAHSCOL2
voci 0.2692E-02 0.1512E-01 0.1070 2.2687 -0.4329E-01 -0.3163E-01
0.0013 0.0089 0.0106 0.02300¢ -0.036Sesss —0,025400e
ACADNIC1 0.3649E-01 0.3273£-01 0.3079 -0.8649E-01 0.2341E-01 0.1707E-01
0.0211¢ 0.023%%« 0.0372¢000¢ -0,0090 0.02410 0.0167«
ADJ R-SO  0.2689 0.446S 0.2033 0.1770 0.3436 0.3788
MO./CASES  1426S 14265 14268 14265 14265 14265
TAHSCOL2  GAHSCOL2  FRAHSCL2  CFPLCL2 TINWFRNZ  TYPFRN2
voca ~0.1951E-01 ~0.1796E-01 ~0.2244E-01 -0.SSS8E-01 -0.3121E-01 -0.1677E-01
-0.0154 -0.0142 -0.0177¢  =0.04967eee -0.0086 -0.024500
ACADNIC1 O0.4059E-01 O0.SO4SE-01 0.3341E-01 0.1671E-01 -0.3217€-02 0.6227E-02
0.0390¢ass 0.0488eare 0.032200¢ 0,0182 -0.0011 0.0111
ADJ R-SO 0.2333 0.218S 0.2932 0.1870 0.1336 0.1072
NO./CASES 14265 14268 14265 14268 14265 142¢S
Q _—
ERIC 44 9«
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Table 6 -— con’t. Panel 2: ERffects of Curriculus Index
VERBAL2 NATHSD22  SCINSD22  CIVCSD22  EDASP2 OCCASP2
CURINDX1 3.863 7.48%9 3.343 3.244 1.279 4.672
0.1038000e 0.18910%e08 0.08S6u0ee 0.0812000e 0,.134300ce 0.054100ce
ADJ R-80 0.6896 0.8478 0.8433 0.3788 0.4613 0.182%
NO./CASES  1426S 1426S 14268 14268 14265 14265
CONCPT2 LOCUS22 WORKVAL2 EDASPN2 INSEEQ2 CONNUN2
CURINDX1 O0.69878-01 0.2041 0.3909E-02 0.72%6 0.14615-02 O0.6967E-02
€.0308¢e 0.0685000e ©,0032 0.0833%0ee 00,0008 0.0009
ADJ R-S0 0.2140 0.3223 0.1539 0.3108 0.1126 0.0760
NO./CASES 1426$ 14265 . 14268 1426S 14268 14265
COLABL2 AVGRAD2 NONWRK2 SHDEPRT2 RAHSCOL2 FAHSCOL2
CUYRINDX1 ©0.4020 0.4053 2.334 -1.102 0.3830 0.3%52
0.1214%000 0.1516ecee 0,.1469000e -0.0598000e (,20500cee O.1811000e
ADJ R-SG 0.2763 0.4580 0.2938 0.1783 0.3633 0.3947
NO./CASES 14265 1426% 1426S 14268 1426S 14265
- “"TAHSCOL2  GAHSCOL2 FRAHSCL2  CFPLCL2 TINWFRN2  TYPFRN2
CURINDX1 O©.3%85 0.376S 0.385S 0.3074 -0.3040 0.8252£-01
0.17940ses 0.18940cce 0.19350eee 0.174100008 =0.05290«08 0.076700ce
ADJ R-SO 0.2484 0.2349 0.3112 0.1998 0.1351 ©.1296
NO./CASES 14265 1¢268 14265 1426S 1426% 1426S

Panel 3: Effects of Curriculus Index
snd Significent Other Index

VERBAL2 NATHSD22 SCINSD22  CIVCSD22 EDASP2 OCCASP2
EDASPSO1 -0.3225 ~0.1442 -0.6009 -0.270% 0.62%3 6.778
-0.0101 -0.0043 -0.0180¢ -0.0079 0.0769+00e 0.064800ce
CURINDX1 3.795 7.167 3.183 3.123 1.194 4.1%50
0.10200e8s 0.1817ssse 0.081Geses 0.07820ese 0.1254%sse 0.0481000s
ADJ R-SO 0.6893 0.6489 0.8433 0.37%4 0.4602 0.184S
NO./CASES  1426S 14268 16265 14268 14265 14265
CONCPT2 LocUS22 WORKVALZ2  INSEEQ2 COMNUNZ
EDASPSO1 —0.86Z0E-02 -0.1799E-02 ©.2329F-01 0.71326-01 0.1281E-01
-0.0028 -0.0007 0.0221¢ 0.0314%s  0.0018
CURINDX1 0.71728-01 0.1978 0.1.86E-01 -0.2290E-01 -0.1984E-01
0.03160e  0.06G3eesesr 0.00% -0.0086 -0.0024
ADJ R-SQ 0.2132 0.32:8 0.1847 0.1130 0.0763
NO./CASES 14265 14268 14268 14268 14268
COLABL2 AVGRAD2 HONWRK2 SHDEPRT2
EDASPSO1 0.1707 -0.39828-01 0.17198-01 0.2889
0.06020880 =0.0174» 0.0013 0.0104
CURINDX1 ©0.37%7 0.3888 2.077 -1.200

0.1132000e 0.54548ves 0.13070ces =0.06520000

ADJ R-8S0 0.2770 0.4%83 0.2973 . 1786
NO./CASES 14268 14263 1426S .A28S




Table € -- con‘t., Penel 4¢;

Effects of Profiles & Curriculus Index

T VERBAL2 NATHSD22 SCINSD22 C1vCsD22 EDASP2 OCCASP2
PRCONCD «n,29%5s -0.7393 -0.4461 -0.4611 -0.3232 -1.949
-0.0100 =0.02372000 -0,0144¢ -0.0146¢ ~0.0429¢0000 -0,028S%000
PRLCONCD =0.2458 -0.3214 -0.2206 -0.2268 -0.2880 -2.049
-0.0101¢ =0.012%« -0.0086 -0.0087 ~0.0410%000 -0.03630000
PRCONEXD 0.1442 -0.6708E-02 0.5729£-01 0.9187E-01 -0.5331£-01 -0.4928
0.0080 =0.0002 0.0019 0.0030 -0.0072 -0.0073
CURINDX)1 3.788 7.178 3.182 3.112 1.170 3.989
0.100% 000 0,18190000 0.0815000e 0.0779s000 0.1229000e 0.04620000
NO./CASCS 14268 14268 14268 14268 14268 14268
CONCPT2 LOCus22 WORKVAL2 EDASPN2 INSEEQ2 CONNUN2
PRCONCD 0.1344E-01 -0.1867E-01 0.19958-01 -0.2101 ~0.7721£-01 -0.3804E-01
0.0075 '0.0079 00020‘. -0.0305.... -°o°3‘7.... -0.2059
PRLCONCD 0.2587E-01 0.8788E-02 0.3010£-01 -0.198¢6 -0.3610E-01 -0.135¢
0.0174¢ 0.0008 0.0373a008 -0.03¢90000 -0.0208¢ =0.0285ee
PRCONEXD 0.2386E-01 0.86428-02 -0.94875-03 -0.6940E-01 ~0.4752E£-01 -0.1035
0.013S% 0.0037 -0.0010 -0.0102 -0.02300e -0.0164¢
CURINDX1 0.7¢11F-01 0.1986 0.1064E-01 0.6463 =0.23186-01 -0.1423£-01
0.03260e 0.0667200e 0,0086 0.0742000e -0,0087 -0.0018
ADJ R-3Q 0.2141 0.3222 0.18%2 0.3124 0.1139 0.076%
NO./CASES 14265 14268 14268 14258 14268 14268
COLABL2 AVGRAD2 HOMYRK2 SHDEPRT2 MAHSCOL2 FAHSCOL2
PRCOKCD -0.9889E-01 2.3 75E-02 -0.4972 -0.2%38 =0.9804E-01 -0.8167E-01
«0.0376000e .0013 =0.0395e00e -0,0174¢ =~0.066300008 -0,.05260000
PRLCONCD -0.6669E-01 ~0.8034£-01 -0.8569 -0.2341 ~0.5697E-01 -0.6003E-01
~0.0307e00e -0,04590000e ~0.0536enne -0,019¢0 =0.0466%000 -0.04680000
PRCONEXD -0.3204E-01 -0.6022E-01 -0.2113 -0.2686 =0.3869E-01 -0.4193E-01
-0.012¢ ~0.02890000 -0.01710 =0.0187« =0.02660000 -0,0275000s
CURINDX1 0.3679 0.3938 2.090 -1.208 0.3486 0.3248
C.1108e00e 0,14720000 0.13160000 -0,.065¢n000n 0.1866%000 0,165 0000
NO./CASiS 14268 14268 14268 14268 14268 14268
TANSCOL2 GANSCOL2 FRANSCL2 CFPLCL2 TINWFRN2 TYPFRN2
PRCONCD -0.6914E-01 -0.6101%-01 -0.1173 ~C.9977E-01 0.8236E-01 =0.3236E-01
~0.04370000 -0.03880000 ~0.07420000 -0.0713e00e 0.0181« ~0.03800000e
PRLCONCD -0.59%59£-01 -0.7826£-01 -0.0582E-~01 -0.60776-01 0.1201 -0.178%E-01
=0.045600ne ~0,06020000 ~0.0666evee -0,.05260000 0.0320000e -0.025¢00
PRCONEXD -0.85032E-01 -0.3240E-01 -0.5929E-01 -0.8014E-01 N,.4S5125-01 -0.1086E-01
=0.032400¢0 -0,021000 =2.03820000 -0,036Senes 0.0101 -0.0126
CURINDX1 0.3280 0.3498 0.3402 0.2711 -0.2623 0.7119E-01
- 0.16420000 0,176000ne 0.1708«00e 0,183%0n0e =0.04570000 0.06C10000
ADJ R-S0 0.2%17 0.2388 o.a:is . 0.2088 0.1260 0.1108
NO./CASES 14268 14268 14268 142€8 14268 142653
Notea: 1. Firest coefficient {n each Pair of rows is unstsndardized; the second
cnefficient is standardized.
2. Dependent varisbles €roas columns; findependent varisbles cross rovs.
3. First entry in each Pair of rovs is the unatandardized coefficient;
the wecond entry is the stendardized coefficient.
*PC .03 e0p< .01 oane P € .001 esee p ¢ .0001
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most instances the effect of curriculum is strongest by a wide
margin.”

A voluminous body of research in the status attainment tradi-
tion has emphasized the importance of the effects of significant
others such as parents, peers, and school personnel on the forma-
tion of career plans of teenage youth (see Campbell [1983] for a
review). The eviden_ e supporting this view is pervasive and
impressive (e.g., Hauser, Tsai, and Sewell 1983; Jencks, Crouse,
and Mueser 1983). The evidence presented here raises fundamental
questions about the primary conclusion of that research. The
basic idea in the status attainment work is that status background
characteristics get translated into career outcomes by the mecha-
nism of parents and other significant others influencing the
career goals of youth. Here, however, we have seen that what
happens in school has a much stronger effect on educational expec-
tation and occupational expertation than any of the significant
other variables. Furthermore, what happens in school, as indica-
ted by the curriculum index, has a much stronger effect on the
career expectations held by significant others for youth than does
the status index or income. Of course, it is pussible that if all
the significant other variables (EDASPM1, MAHSCOL1l, FAHSCOL1,
TAHSCOL1, GAHSCOLl1l, FRAHSCL1, and CFPICL1l) were aggregated into a
single index of significant others' expectations and behaviors,
the effects of significant others would be as larre as those of
curriculum. When the calculations are repeated with an index of
significant other variables substituted in place of the components
of the index it is found that the significant other index has
almost no effect on the test scores and moderate effects on educa-
tional and occupational expectations. The curriculum index has
twice the effect of the significant other index on educational
expectation and about the same size effect on occupational expec-
tation (though just slightly smaller). The dominating effects of
curriculum on homework, grades, perceived college ability, and
locus of control are preserved in the new specification. The
coefficients for both the significant other index and the curricu-
lum index are displayed in panel 3 of table 6. Panel 4 of table 6
shows effect estimates of curriculum when the vocational profiles
and the curriculum index are entered simultaneously as right-side
variables. The simultaneous inclusion of both types of curriculum
variables does not change the substantive interpretations very
much over those already inferred. Effect estimates of the curri-
culun index are changed to only a trivial extent (compare panel 4
to panel 2). The effects of the profiles are changed somewhat,
but not enough to change qualitative conclusions very much (com-
pare panel 4 of table 6 to table 5). The effects of being a
vocational concentrator on test scores and career expectations are
amaller (in absolute magnitude) in table 6 (panel 4) than in
table 5, but they were not large in table 5. Similar observations
apply to all the significant other variables and to the two
friends variables (TIMYFRN2, TYPFRN2). It is interesting that the

7The effects of gender on science test score and occupational
expectation are somewhat stronger than the curriculum effects.
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magnitude of the effect of being a vocational concentrator on
grades and homework increases when the curriculum index is added
to the specification in table 5.

Post-High School Outcomes for the HSB Sample
Results for post-high school outcomes using the HSB sample
are reported in three subsections. The first summarizes findings
for educational outcomes. The second reports results for family

outcomes. The third reports findings for voting behavior.

Post-High School Educction and Training

Four post-high school outcomes are includes in the analyses.
These are ihether the respondent was attending a 4-year college or
university at the time of the second follow-up (CUNI4YR3), whether
the respondent was attending a junior college at the time of the
second follow-up (JRCOL3), whether the respondent was attending a
vocational or technical institute at the time of the second
follow-up (CVOCSCH3), and the amount of time in years that the
respondent had been enrolled in a post-secondary institution since
high school (COLTIM3). Table 7 reports estimates of effects of
curriculum and selected other variables. The full specification
of each equation (column in table 7) closely matches the specifi-
cations used for the in-school outcomes. Table 7 reports results
from mcdels in which both the curriculum profile variables (based
on high school transcripts) and the curriculum index (based on
respondent report) are entered as independent variables.

One of the chief findings summarized in table 7 is that none
of these variables has much of an effect on attendance at a junior
college or a vocational-technical institute. The R-square for
both of these equations is near 0. on the other hand, moderately
good prediction of current enrollment in a university or 4-year
college and of the amount of time enrolled in college is observed.
The curriculum index, as with the in-school outcomes, exercises a
dominant influence, but being a vocational concentrator or limited
concentrator still has a small negative impact on college atten-
dance. A fascinating result reported in table 7 is that the
curriculum index has as strong or stronger effect on college
attendance than does lagged educational expectation. It also has
a stronger effect than any other variable except for the effect of
dropping out of school on time spent in college; even tne four
test scores do not have as large an effect. It must be empha-
sized, however, that these effects are total effects, not direct
effects. If first follow-up (senior year) measures of educational
expectation and the test scores had been used, the results pro-
bably would show larger effects of these variables and smaller
effects of curriculum. The current specification is preferable
for present purposes because we first want to identify total
effects. It certainly will be of interest in future research to
identify the intervening routes by which these total effects
operata,
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TABLE 7

EFFECT ESTINATES OF CURRICULUM AND SELECTED OTHER
VARIABLES ON POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION OUTCOMES:

HSB DATA
CUNIQYR3 CIRCOL3 CVOCSCHI COLTIN3
BLACKCHP 0.43405-01 -0.4292E-02 -0.2029E-02 0.6609E-01
0.0303e0e -0.0042 -0.0034¢ 0.0321 000
HISPINCHP -0.6491E-02 0.2880E-0%F 0.2222E-02 0.31096-01
-0.0058 0.03%7¢0 0.0048 0.0192«
SEXCNHP =0.1860E-01 0.2368E-01 0.8306E-02 0.3493£-01
-0.0170 0.0362%00 0.0141 0.026600
SESNINCY O0.4826E-01 0.2604E-01 O0.678%9E-03 0.1%39
0.1182e0000 0.04880000 00,0022 0.14360000
LFEINCIN O0.1390E-01 -0.9528E-02 O0.2650E-02 0.11%3E-01
0.0188 -0.018S% 0.0078 0.0094
VERBAL1 0.34736-02 -0.3384E-03 -0.0492E-03 0.17826-02
0.0643c000 -0.0088 =0.0381¢ 0.0226
HATHSD21 0.3620E-02 -0.6442E-03 -0.1349E-03 0.30663-02
0.0705%00e -0.0178 -0.0064 0.0416000
SCINSD21 -0.1746E-02 0.1447E-02 0.2820£-03 -0.12%7E-03
=0.03%7ee 0.041400 0.012% -0.0018
CIVCSD21 0.9336E-03 -0.7469E-03 0.4178E-03 0.1647E-02
0.0196 -0.0214 0.0207 0.023%«
DROPOUT2 -0.1048 =0.84480E-01 -0.2809E-01 -0.3802
=0.0741000s ~-0.0838%000 ~0.0483%00e¢ -0.18S700ses
EDASP1 0.2549E-01 0.4618E-02 -0.7026E-03 0.4419E-01
0.1486%000 0.03770e -0.0099 0.1796000e
OCCASP1 0.8004E-03 ~-0.1799E-03 -0.46S0E-03 0.1180E-03
0.0360%00s -0.0113 =0.0507e00e 0.0037
COLABL]1 -0.7940E-02 O0.1409E-01 0.1224E-02 0.289SE-01
-0.0177 0.0439000 0.0066 0.04020000s
AVGRAD1 9.6760E-01 -0.120SE-01 -0.1118E-01 O0.p8028£-01
0.1177s00e -0.0294% =0.0472000 0.097Secce
HONWRK]1 0.71286-02 -0.8261E-04 0.1053£-02 0.7374E-02
0.0830ea0e -0,0009 0.0190 0.0383000e
CONZPT1 <=0.8733E-02 -0.2423E-02 0.8997E-03 -0.9622E-02
-0.011% =0.0048 0.0029 -0.0088
PRCONCD <=0.7814E-01 0.1404E-01 0.6128£-02 -0.7712E-01
=0.0508c00e 0.0128 €.0097 =0.0381000e
PRLCONCD =0.4442K-01 0.1873E-01 0.6332£-02 -0.3071E-01
=0.03620000 0.0214¢ 0.012% =0.017%e
PRCONEXD =0.3062E-01 0.8480E-02 0.781%5£-02 -0.2307E-02
=0.0206¢ 0.0080 0.0127 =-0.0011
PRACADD 0.7384E~01 ~0.6192E-01 -0.6571£-02 -0.2863£-01
0.0240¢0e =0.0282¢0 -0.0082 -0.006S8
CURINDX1 0.3432 =0.43118-02 -0.1754E-02 0.4786
C.18%540000 ~0,.0033 -0.0023 0.1790s00e
ADJ R-SQ 0.3%27 0.029%8 0.0086 0.4140
NO./CASES 9938 9938 9928 2819
Notes: 1. Dependent varisdles cross columns; independent veri-
ables cross rowvs.
2.

First entry in each pair of rowvs is the unstsndsrdized coefficient;
the second entry is the standsrdized coefficient.

®p¢ .05 eep< 01 one p < 001 sose p € ,0001
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Family Outcomes

Four outcomes related to family are examined in this section.
These variables are (1) married since high school (MARAHS3), (2)
Separated from a marriage since high school (SEPAHS3), (3) became
a parent since high school (PARAHS3), and (4) number of children
born since high school (NCHAHS3) . Because of the likelihood of
gender differences regarding these variables, all analyses were
carried out Separately for males and females. In addition, it is

married, and the probability of having children is higher among
married people than among single people. Moreover, the conse-
quences of parenthcod depend on whether one is married, especially
for females. Therefore, analyses of separation, parenthood, and
number of children are reported separately by sex and by whether
the respondents were ever married. Respondents in the HSB sample
were asked a sequence of questions regarding marriage and family
in the base-year survey. Several of these variables were added as
pPredictors of the post-high school marriage and family outcomes.
The added variables are (1) an index of family values (FAMILY1)
that is intended to indicate the importance a respondent places on
a strong or stable family, (2) whether the respondent expected to
get married (MAREX1), (3) whether the respondent expected to have
children (CHILDEX1), (4) age when the respondent expected to
become a parent for the first time (CHILAGEl), (5) whether the
respondent was married at the time of the first survey (MARRIED1),
and {6) whether the respordent was a parent at the time of the
first survey (PARENT1). None of these variables were included in
the preceding analyses. However, all lagged variables included in
the previous analyses are retained here.

Table 8 displays effect estimates for most of the variables
used in the models (region and nissing data dummies excepted) .
Few significant coefficients are associated with the curriculum
variables. There may be some tendency, however, for females
oriented toward an academic curriculum to have fewer children.

As might be anticipated, drovping out of high school has a
strong association with marriage and family outcomes. The term

the pe iod following high school (number of children born gince
high school, for example), the chance for confounding cause and
effect in this situation is high.

Even with all these controls for intervening variables,
parental gtatug (SESNINC1) exhibits many significantly negative
effects. Small samples occur for the ever married groups, and it
is for these cases that coefficients are not significant. Blacks
are less likely to be married, but they are shown to have more
children than non-blacks: again, these effects are significant




TABLE &

EFFECT ESTINATES OF CURRICULUN AND SELECTED OTHER

VARIABLES ON FANILY OUTCONES:

DATA

Narriage sfter Seperstion from » Parent eince HS
High School Herrisge gfter HS Nsles
Nales Fensles Nslcs Females Nev NMar Rarried
NARAHS3 NARANSI SEPANSI SEPANS3 PARANSI PARANSI

BLACKCHNP -0.4844E-01 -0.9884E-01 -0.2059E-02 -0.7485E-01 O0.6407E-01 0.123¢
~0.0589%000 ~0,08%59000e -0,0023 -0.0672 0.1420%eee 0.0549

HISPNCHP O0.1657E-01 ~0.3659E-01 -0.2385E-01 0.69328-02 -0.8507E-03 0.4903E-01
0.026% ~-0.039600 -0.0416 0.0114 -0.0024 0.046%

SESNINC1 -0.28%2E-01 -0.3709E-01 O0.4965E-01 -0.4230E-02 -0.9760E-02 -0.6319E-02
-0.0683%00 -0,0608%00 0.1003 -0.0091 =0.0417¢ -0.0%69

LFMINCIN O.4030E-02 -0.96S3E-02 -0.4790E-01 >.1728E-01 -0.18SS3E-02 0.5791E-01
0.0086 -0.0134 - =0,098% 0.0331 -0.00%9 0.0627

DROPOUT2 0.105% 0.2713 0.9494E-01 0.1325£-01 0.2282E-01 0.5319E-01
0.1364%000 0,23150000 00,1694 0.0290 0.049400 0.0518

VERBAL1 -~0.1100E-02 -0.6124¢E-03 -0.2811E-02 0.291%E-03 -0.6471E-03 0.3257E-02
-0.0368 -0.0137 -0.0821 0.0089 -0.0386 0.0516

BATHSD21 O0.4849E-04 -0.9393E-03 0.1610E-02 -0.1179E-02 0.6628E-03 0.1992E-02
0.0018 -0.0216 0.0490 -0.0347 0.0432 0.0329

SCINSD21 -0.1642E-03 0.2706E-03 0.11256-02 0.28108-02 -0.5329E-03 -0.6447E-02
-0.0060 0.0066 0.0399 0.0958 -0.0345 -0.1241

CIVCSD21 O0.5984E-03 -0.3477E-03 -0.1416E-02 -0.2046E~02 O0.8173E-04 0.1440E-03
0.022¢ -0.008% -0.0%13 -0.0696 0.00%4 0.0028

EDASP1 -0.378SE-02 ~0.6713E-02 O0.1502E-02 -0.2291E-02 -0.1147E-02 -0.2098E-01
-0.0400 «0.0479%0 0.0126 -0.0224 -0.0216 -0.09%7

OCCASP1 -0.2187E-03 -0.4296E-03 ~-0.S082E-03 -0.1935E-03 -0.6419E-04 0.2262E-03
-0.0192 -0.0206 -0.0386 ~0.0140 -0.0101 0.0093

COLABL1 -0.127SE-01 O0.18536E-02 0.4691E-01 0.4702E-02 0.2988E-02 -0.2443E-01
=-0.0523e0 0.0040 0.2034¢ 0.020¢ 0.0219% -0.057%

AVGRAD1 0.1004E-01 0.4901E-02 -0.2301E-01 0.39S8E-02 -0.33%56E-02 0.4260E-01
0.0316 0.0102 -0.0711 0.0128 -0.0188 0.0718%

HONWRK1 <0.1S16E-02 O0.1777E-03 -0.3192E-02 -0.3703E-02 -0.8923E-03 -0.1546E-01
-0.0198 0.0016 -0.0327 -0.04%9 -0.0210 -0.00858

CONCPT1 -0.1077E-02 -0.4957E-02 0.4147E-01 O.1646E-01 0.3963E-02 0.S475E-01
-0.002¢ -0.0082 0.0900 0.0413 0.0162 0.064S

FANILYL -0.306SE-03 -0.6235E-02 -0.2979E-01 -0.23776-01 0.9281E-03 -0.1199E-01
-0.0002 -0.0060 -0.0409 -0.0314 0.0024 -0.0089
MAREX1 0.3082E-0%1 0.1361E-01 -0.1119 0.7320E-01 0.2002E-01 0.1091
0.02%7 0.0089 -0.1224 0.0629% 0.0583¢ 0.0647

CHLAGE1 -0.3773E-02 -0.1092E-01 O0.4888E-02 -0.1194E-02 -0.7019E-03 0.1067E-01
-0.044200 =-0.0799«e8e 0.0563 -0.013% -0.0146 0.0667

CHILDEX1 -0.1199E-01 O0.3420E-01 O0.63S9E-01 -0.4682E-0) -0.1241E-01 -0.8560E-02
-0.01%1 0.0272 0.0776 -0.0494 -0.0279 -0,0057
MARRIED1 -0.4513E-01 0.1079 -0.1418 -0.1449 -0.1021 -0.9569
-0.0067 0.0149 -0.0307 -0.058% -0.0258 -0.1126
PARENT1 0.8617E-01 -0.6662E-0?! 0.2073 0.5990E-01 0.9478E-01 0.3176
0.0234 -0.01%4 0.0894 0.02%6 0.0427e 0.0743
PRCONCD 0.3850E-02 0.2162E-01 -0.2%798-01 -0.5653E-01 0.3980E-C2 -0.1075
0.0042 0.0183 -0.0294 -0.0722 0.0078 -0.0666
PRLCONCD -0.2666E-02 -0.4477E-02 ~D.,1449E-01 -0.9071E-02 -0.6270E-02 0.1663

-0.003% -0.004% -0.019% -0.0120 -0.0166 0.1217 -

PRCONEXD -0.2887E-02 0.2787E-01 -0.6449E-01 -0.4169E-01 -0.5118E-02 0.3637E-01
-0.003¢ 0.023% -0.0726 -0.0563 -0.0108 0.02>2
PRACADD -0.1597E-01 0.9174E-02 1.836 =0.8660E-01 -0.6554E-02 1.993
-0.0099 0.003S8 0.0274 -0.0184 -0.0076 0.0161
CURINDX1 -0.9141E-02 ~0.4574F-01 -0.8734E-01 0.3283E~-01 -0.2608E-02 0.1664
-0.0092 -0.0293 -0.0818 0.0302 -0.0047 0.0843
ADJ R-SQ 0.0740 0.1608 0.0107 0.0004 0.0371 0.0510
NO./CASES 4191 4999 294 832 3897 294

-
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Tadle 8 -- con‘t,
Parent gince ns Nuaber of Children gince High School
Fenales Neles Fengles
Hev Nar Kerried Nev Nor Nerried Nev Nar Nerried
PARANS3 PARAHS)S NCHANS3 NCHAHS2 NCHAKS3 NCHAHS3
BLACKCHP 0.8723E-01 0.1722 0.6658E-01 0.3009 0.9962K-03 0.2769
0.1408%0000 0.0788¢+ 0.12290000 0.09%48 0.1337¢00e 0.09410
HISPNCHP 0.1464E-01 -0.9181E-02 ~0.3604E-02 0.1312 0.1498E-0; -0.5236E-01
0.027s «0077 -0.008% 0.0881 0.0237 =-0,0327
SESNINC) ~0.14498-0) 0.77448-02 =0.1296x-03 0.9223£-01 ~0.1%69E-03 =0.2303E-01
. -0.0422¢ 0.008S8 =0.04610 0.0717 -0.0381¢ =-0.018s8
LFNINCIN =0.8724E-02 0.4534£-02 =0.1032E-02 0.2252g-01 -0.1359g-03 -0.1088E-01
=-0.0214 0.0047 -0.0033 0.0173 -0.0278 =-0.0084
DROPOUT2 0.13588 0.1802 0.20%51£-01 0.8826E-01 0.1941 0.2426
0.18400000 0.17460000 0.0370« 0.0606 0.1873000e 0.1744000e
VERBAL) ~0.980%£-03 ~0.6744£-03 -0.9887E-03 0.4533E-02 ~0.12758-02 =0.3680E-02
-0.0390 -C.0108 -0.0491 0.0509 -0.0422 -0.0426
NATHSD21 0.7312E-03 ~0.7948E-03 0.7157e-03 -0.4194E-02 0.8810E-C3 =0.3400E-02
0.0301 =-0.0119 0.0389 =-0.0491 0.0292 -0.0379
SCINsSD21 0.2904E-03 -0.15618-02 ~0.4820E-03 -0.1413E-02 0.3514E-03 0.8233E-03
0.0128 -0.0272 -0.0260 -0.0193 0.012¢ 0.0106
CIvesp2: ~0.2783E-03 ~-0.2342E-02 0.2133€-0% 0.2374E-02 ~0.4217E-04 -0.2582E-02
-0.0121 -0.040¢ 0.0001 0.0331 =-0.0015% -.0333
EDASP) 0.9500E-03 0.5124E-03 ~-0.2033£-02 -0.2693E-01 0.2483c-02 ~0.1645E-02
0.0118 0.002¢ -0.0319 -0.0870 0.0257 -0.0061
0CCaASP1 -0.8337E-0¢ 0.7142E-03 ~0.6006E-04¢ -0.7842E-03 =0.3731E-04 0.1583E-02
-0.0070 0.0264¢ =0..)79 -0.0229 -0.0026 0.043¢
CoLABL] -0.4698E-02 0.23418-02 0.6427£-02 -0.8160E-01 -0.6215E-02 0.2134E-01
-0.0208 0.00S2 0.038s -0.1361 -0.0229 0.03%0
AVGRAD1 =0.6208E-02 -0.683SE-02 -0.88S7E-02 0.7606E-01 -0.1163E-02 =0.7405E-02
-0.022¢ -0.0108 -0.02%9 0.090s -0.003% -0.0091
HONWRK) -0.6843E-03 -0.1191E-03 ~-0.1003E-02 -0.27S9E-01 -0.4157E-03 -0.1271E-01
-0.0112 «0.0752e -0.0197 -0.1086 =-0.0057 -0.0896
CoNCPT)L 0.4803£-02 0.1814K-02 0.8152E-02 0.6896E-03 0.5166E-02 -0.1396E-01
0.0140 0.0019 0.017s 0.057¢ 0.0126 -0.0133
FANILY) -0.2418E-02 0.1658£-01 -0.22178-02 0.7998E-01 -0.4023E-02 0.6183E-02
=0.0041 0.0112 -0.0048 0.0422 -0.0087 0.0031
NAREX) ~0.1869E-0) 0.2952E-01 0.3300€-03 0.1667 -0.10896E-01 -0.1027
-0.0221 0.0129 0.0572¢ 0.0701 =-0.0187 -0.033¢
CHLAGE) -0.37375-02 -0.1347£-03 ~0.4160E-03 0.73915-02 -0.4835E-02 -0.258SE-01
~0.046600 ~0.077¢» -0.0072 0.0328 ~0.0502¢0 =0.1092es
CHILDEX 0.2477E-03 0.13435-01 =0.11235-01 -0.657SE-01 0.3078E-01 0.9108E-01
0.0353 0.0072 -0.0210 -0.0309 0.0367 0.036¢
NARRIED -0,.2187 -0.2449 -0.1493 -1.089 =-0.2909 -0.3616
=0.03%9¢« -0.0478 -0.0314 -0.09%08 ~0.040300 -0.082¢
PARENT) 0.2968 =-0.1209 0.1879 0.5822 0.%720 0.3309
0.114Secne -0.0264 0.059300e 0.0966 0.18380000 0.0836
PRCONCD ~0.4811E-02 -0.95662-01 0.81805-03 -0.1189 ~0.3748K-02 -0.%4s9E--01
-0.0072 -0.0624 0.0013 ~0.0%22 -0.0047 -0.0266
PRLCONCD ~0.2%178-02 -0.2218E-0) =0.11595-01 0.9990E-01 0.5864E-03 -0.%217E--03
-0.004¢ -0.0180 -0.0288 0.0818 0.0009 -0.0003
PRCONEXD -0.6098E-02 ~0.1865E-01 ~0.1041£-0) 0.6386E-01 -0.42675-02 0.41071-01
-0.0089 -0.0128 -0.0182 0.027¢ =-0.0082 0.0210
PRACADD 0.11298-01 0.2270 ~0.9%495-02 -3.272 0.1268E-01 0.2478
0.0082 0.0318 =0.0092 -0.0188 0.007¢ 0.025%
CURINDX)1 -0.43668-01 -0.8832E-01 0.46408-02 0.22%¢ ~0.63%3E-01 -0.483SE-01
-0.04910 -0.02¢0 0.0069 0.0809 ~0.05%es -0.0158
ADJ R-80 0.1182 0.064¢ 0.03%8 0.0453 0.1369 0.0772
NO./CASES 4147 882 3897 294 4147 882
Notes: 3, Dependent variebles croas coluans; independent varisbles croass rova.
2. First entry in each Peir of rows ig vhe unstandardized Coefficient;
the second ontry is the standsrdized coefficient.
*PC.0% wepc .0y *%e p € .001 eese P € .0001
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where the sample size is large. Although the sign of the coeffi-
cient associated with black for being separated from a marriage is
negative for both sexes, it is not significant in either case. 1In
the case of males, it is very close to 0. Unlike the case for
education, plans and attitudes regarding family expressed in high
school do not exercise strong effects on marital and family
behavior in the first 2 years after high school. The age at which
one expected to first become a parent (CHLAGEl) expressed when a
sophomore in high school does, however, have a statistically
significant negative effect on whether one has had any children
since high school and on the number of children for females,
irrespective of whether they were ever married, but similar effect
estimates are not observed for males. The effects for females are
not large. Interestingly, age when one expects to first become a
parent has a negative effect on marriage for both genders,

but marriage expectation (MAREX1) does not. In addition, having
been a parent in high school (PARENT1) has a significantly posi-
tive effect on parenthood and number of children since high
school.

Voting Behavior

Two variables describing voting behavior are available from
the second follow-up survey of HSB sophomores; these are regist-
ered to “rote since reaching 18, and having voted since 18. Effect
estimates are presented in table 9. Effects of the curriculum
variables are negligible, but other variables related to career
attainments do exhibit significant effects. Dropping out of high
school has a marked negative impact on the propensity to register
to vote and to vote. Educational expectation, perceived college
ability, and verbal test score all have small but statistically
significant positive effects on registering to vote and voting.
Parental status also has moderately strong positive effects on
both outcomes. It is interesting to note that blacks, ceteris
paribus, are more likely to register to vote and to vote than
nonblacks. None of these effects is strong, however, and both R-
squares are small.

Results from the NLS Sample

In many ways the analyses with the NLS Youth is different
from the analyses with the HSB. First, the NLS sample contains 8
cohorts. As noted in chapter 3, presence of 8 cohorts in the
sample means that a simple dynamic model that applies precisely
the same for each cohort nevertheless implies that nonlinear
estimatisv ghould be car ‘ed out involving the age variable, or
that separate analyses be conducted for each age group. In the
present exploratory analyses, however, age is simply entered as a
linear control in all the analyses.

A second way in which the NLS sample differs from the HSB -s
that the older cohorts of the NLS have been out of high school
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TABLE 9

EFFECT ESTIMATES OF CURRICULUM AND SELECTED CTHER
VARIABLES ON VOTING BEHAVIOR: HSB DAT.

REGVOTED VOTED3
BLACKCNHNP 0.1326 0.84SSE-01
0.08%500nee 0.0561000e
HISPNCHNP 0.2820E-01 -0.7066E~02
0.0229« -0.00%9
SEXCHP ~0.1394E-01 -0.6704E-02
-0.0140 -0.0070
SESNINC1 O0.6923E~01 0.49598-01
0.0853000e 0.06320000
LFNINCIN O.88SOE-03 0.2231E-02
0.0009 0.0028
VERBAL1 0.2756E-02 0.2042E~02
0.04700e 0.0360«
MATHSD21 -0.1239E-02 ~-0.2138E-02
~0.0222 -0.0396«
SCINSD21 -0.1177E-02 -0.2877E-03
-0.0221 -0.0056
CIvVCSD21 0.932SE-03 0.8117E-03
0.0176 0.0158
DROPOUT2 -0.1530 -0.127¢
=0.0995e00e -0,.08570cee
EDASP1 0.8039E-02 0.6181E-02
0.043000 0.0343e
OCCASP1 0.7045E-05 0.5800E-04¢
0.0003 0.002%
COLABL1 0.2363E-01 0.1483E-01
0.048200s 0.0313e
AVGRAD1 -~0.1085E-01 -0.6S15F-02
-0.0174 -0.0108
HONWRK1 0.23802E-03 0.5212E-03
0.0016 0.0037
CONCPT) 0.2630E-01 0.3472E-01
0.031800 0.043400ne
PRCONCD -0.238SE-01 -0.18577E-01
-0.0142 -0.0098
PRLCONCD 0.6640E-03 0.7764E-03
2.0008 0.0006
PRCONEXD -0.3739E-01 -0.S048E-02
-0.0231¢ -0.0032
PRACADD 0.2112E-01 -0.1707E-01
0.0063 -0.005%3
CURINDX1 O.438SE-01 0.42878-01
0.0218 0.0220
ADJ R-SQ 0.0608 0.0493
NO. /CASES 9730 92686

Notea: 1. Dependent variables cross columna; independent
varisbles croas rovas.
2. First entry in esch psir of rows 18 the unstsndardized
coefficient, and the second entry is the standardized
voafficient.

€ p<C .08 a0 p < .01 e0ep < 001 esee p ¢ ,0001
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much lenger than the HSE scphomore cohort. TR9se who were 21 at
the time of the base-year survey (1979) would be out of high
school 8-9 years or more at the time of the fifth follow-up con-
ducted in 1984. A third difference is that the NLS data were
collected by interview rather than by self-administered question-
naire; the NLS data appear to be more accurate, probably due in
part to the method of administration. On the other hand, the NLS
data do not contain good measures of career expectations, no
measure of parental income while respondents were still in school,
and only one administration of tests. Further, the tests were not
administered in early high schocl for most of the sample. Last,
the data needed to construct the curriculum index (CURINDX1) were
not requested from NLS respondents; consequently, results are
reported here for the profile variables and self-report curriculum
track (academic, vocational, general). The self-report is viewed
in part as a proxy for educational and occupational expectations
measured during high school.

Results for the NLS sample are organized into four sections.
The first summarizes findings for educational cutcomes; the second
treats crime. The third analyzes drug use, and the last deals
with family variables.

Educational Outcomes

Nine educational outcomes are examined. These are {1) at-
tended a 4-year college or university (ATN4YCOL), (2) completed a
4-year college or univerzity (COM4YCOL), (3) attended a 2-year
junior or community college (ATN2YCOL), (4) completed a 2-year
junior or community college (COM2YcOL), (5) years of schooling
completed (EDATTN6), (6) rece.ved government training after high
school (RGTRNAHS), (7) completed government train’'ag after high
school (CGTRNAHS), (8) received other training after high school
(ROTRNAHS) , and (9) completed other training after high school
(COTRNAHS) . ™able 10 shows effect estimates for these outcomes.

As in the HSB sample, the curriculum variables do exercise
fairly strong effects on attending and completing a 4-year ccllege
and on educational attainment. Being a vocational concentrator
has a small but significantly negative effect on attendance and
completion. Its effect on attainment is not significant, though
it is negative. Being in the academic track as defined by the
transcripts (ACADTRSC) has a small positive effect on attendance
and attainment but not on completion. The self-report academic
track (ACADMIC) has a strong positive effect on attendance and on
attainment. These results likely are due to the omission of
educational expectation from the specification.®

8see the aiscussion in chapter 3 of this decision.
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TABLE 10

EFFECT ESTINATES OF CURRICULUN AND SELECTED OTHER VARIABLES

ON POSTSECOMDARY EDUCATION AND TRAINING:

NLS YOUTH

Panel 1: Totsl Saaple, Mo Expectstion/Aspirstion Varisbles
ATH4YCOL ATN2YCOL CONeYCOL CON2YCOL EDATTNG RGTRNAHS  CGTRNAHS ROTRMAHS  COTRNAHS
RURALIEG -0.41108-01 -0.2736E-01 ~-0.576SE-02 O0.4012E-01 O0.8425E-02 -0.4190E-01 -0.2331E-01 ~0.2206E-01 -0.1396E-01
-0.0363 -0.0276 ~-0,009S 0.0842 0.0018 -0.1056 -0.0762 -0.0222 -0.0210
URBANIG ~0.1445E-01 -0.7886E-02 -0.2168E-02 0.3171E-01 0.5311E-02 -0.4418E-01 -0.1989E~01 -0.1861E-01 0.7233E-02
-0.0128 -0.0080 -0.0036 0.0669 0.9012 -0.1120 -0.0654 -0.0189 0.0109
SEX -0.2212E-01 0.2671E-01 -0.1177E-01 0.1344E-01 -0.7004E-01 0.3715E-02 0.3217E-02 0.5478E-01 O0.1533E-01
-0.0236e 0.0326e -0.023% 0.0341e -0.0185 0.0113 0.0127 0.0667%0008 0.0278¢
BLACK 0.1488 0.6167E-01 0.3092E-01 0.7802E-02 0.6248 0.1604E-01 0.1SMNE-01 0.266S5E-01 0.2809%:~-02
0.13390080 0.06340nse 0,0521ecee 0.0167 0.1392e008 (0,.041200 0.,0529000e 00,0274 0.0043
NISPANIC O0.6845E-01 O0.6659E-01 0.7590E-02 0.1525E-01 0.2970 0.61SSE-02 0.1238E~01 O0.4445E-02 0.3882E-02
0.052000ee 0.0578ee%se 0.0108 0.0275¢ 0.0558%s0e 0.0133 0.034800 0.0039 0.0050
AGE 0.78188-02 -0.8934E-02 O0.6460E-02 0.1418E-02 O0.87S7E-01 0.2409E-02 O0.4508E-02 0.1529E-01 0.1257E-01
0.03660e -0.047800 0.0566%e0e 0.0158 0.1C1Seeee 0.0322¢ 0.0781e00e O0,0816%008 0.09990rse
NOINHR1IC 0.36393-02 -0.1458E-01 0.2739E-02 -0.6523E-02 0.1576 ~0.1192E-01 -0.4062E-02 -0.2684E-01 ~-0.S5038E-02
0.0018 -0,0084 0.0026 -0.0078 0.0197e -0.0172 -0.0076 -0.0154 -0.0043
SHINHNIG ~0.6100E-01 -0.6414E-01 -0.1589E-01 -0.1353E-01 -0.3953E-01 -0.3638E-01 -0.2157E-01 ~-0.38658-01 -0.2502E-01
-0.015% -0.0187 -0.0076 -0.0082 -0.0025 -0.0265e -0.0203 -0.0112 -0.0108
FAINNM1S 0.1333E-01 -0.36258-02 O0.5579E-02 0.1426E-01 0.1359E-01 -0.1077E-02 0.4244E-02 -0.9074E~-02 0.4311%-02
0.0125% -0.0039 0.0098 0.0318 0.0032 -0.0029 0.0147 -0.0097 0.0069
SFINHN1G -0.30698-01 -0.9817E-02 -0.1337E-03 0.3427E-02 -0.2612 0.1143E-01 0.1787E-02 0.6300E-02 0.1877E-01
-0.015S -0.0057 -0.0126 0.0041 -0.0326000 0.0164 0.0033 0.0036 0.0161
NTHSEI14 0.7777E~03 -0.6819E~04 0.3164E-03 0.1612E-03 0.6796E-03 0.2294E-03 0.29415-04 ~G.4572E-03 0.4873E-04
0.0260% -0.0026 0.0198 0.0128 0.0056 0.0213 0.0036 -0.0174 0.0028
FTHSEI14 O0.12158-02 0.1102E-02 0.2625E-03 0.9848E-04 0.6318E-02 -0.1169E-03 -0.5488E~04 0.4019E-03 -0.1629E-05
0.0438008 0.045400 0.0177 0.0084 0.0565¢e00 ~-0.0120 -0.0073 0.0165 -0.0001
NTHEDC) 0.1067E-01 ~0.1004E-02 0.1432E-02 ~0.1492E-02 0.3795E-01 -0.2260E-03 ~0.9068E-04 ~0.2876E~02 -0.244E-03
0.0636%08e -0,0060 0.0160 -0.0212 0.0561%e0e -0.0038 -0.0020 -0.0196 -0.0025
FTHEDCY 0.1099E-01 0.2277x-02 0.5287E-02 0.3821E-03 0.5292E-01 -0.1027E-02 O0.2119E-03 0.4789E-02 0.17€¢2E-02
0,0789«00e 0.0187 0.0711ea0e 0.006S 0.0941 %000 -0,.0211 0.0056 0.0392¢e 0.0215
nSIkS1 0.7382E-04 ~-0.2867E~-02 O0.6369E-04 -0.2081E-02 -0.2494E-01 0.2839E-02 0.2%527E-02 -0.2066E~02 O0.6211E-03
0.0004 -0.0176 0.0006 -0.0266¢ =0.0333%e0e 0.0436000 0.05048008 -0,0127 0.0057
INTLANG -0.1823E-01 -0.2405E-02 -0.26708-03 -0.103SE-01 -0.5731E-01 -0.6434E-02 -0.4387E-02 -0.1192F-01 -0.2720E-02
-0.0151 -0.0023 -0,0004 -0.0204 -0.0118 -0.0152 -0.013% -0.0113 ~-0.0038
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Table 10 -- coa‘t.

ROTRNAHS

0.36396-02
0.08300000
0.7991E-02
0.2305%000
TRECANCL3 -0.706SE-02
=0.13250000
0.8638E-02 -0.7031E-03
0.0910%000
0.91695-03%
00,0976 o000
0.7709E-01
0. 152 e e
-0.80058-01
=0.0490%000
-0.27028-01

0.%4001E-02
0.1043000s
0.3455E-03

-0.1359E-~-02
=0.05800e

0.3723E-02
0.20800900
«0.2056E-02
-0.0722000

0.52278-02
0.1031 0000
0.5039E-01
0,10040000
0.2862E-01
0.0070.“.
=0.3914E-01
=0.0449000n
=-0.1271E-01

0.2884E-03 0.101S5E-01
0.057300e

0.3667E-01
0.2710s00e
-0.2724E-01
=0.1265%000
0.4198E-01

0.1095e00e

=0.19318-03 -0.1467E-03

0.7130E-03 =0.2268E-03 0.9186E-04

0.4 236F~N3 -0.1972E-93 0.1751E-03 -0.20958-03

0.5048E-03 -0.38756-04 0.2887E-03
0.7578E-01
0.0921 000

0.5754E-02

0.3295E-01
0.0833000e
0.3971E-02

-0.40358-02 -0.%5020E-02
0.2871a000
-0.7696E-02 -0.55876-02
0.12220000

0.3502E-01 -0.88135-02 -0.7082E-01

-0.2052E-01
=0.03590e
=0.1686E-01
=0.0361ee
=0.3108E-02

~0.9506E-02

0.1676E-01 0.3881E-02 -0.78278-02
0.0321 0000
=0.3312E8-01 0.2889K-01 -0.2914E-01 -9.8232E-02
0.80775-01
0.03680000 =0,0410%we

-0.81645-01

=0.7877E~01 0.1984E-01 -0.1758E-01 =0.4964E-0C -0.5714E-02

0.05310¢00

LS

=0.48958-01 0.1239E-01 0.541SE-01 0.1186E-01
0.0333000e
~0.7475E-01

=0.05400000

0.3257E-01 -0.2197€-01 -0.6128E-02

0.17490s08 0.0%3600%0 0.14708e

0.6711E-03
0.017S
0.1251E-02
0.0426¢
0.3851E-02
0.0824%%00
~0.20898-02
-0.002S
0.5567E-01
0.0676%%0e
-0.2163E-01
=0.04010#
=0.1882E-01
=0.0132
-0.11598-01
-0.0099
=-0.5343E8-02
=0.0036

0.1341E-02

0.5017E-0S
0.33538-03
0.1831E-01
~0.31458-02
0.6771E-03
~0.1464E-02

0.3487E-02

-0.47158-02 -0.1461E-02

=0.002%
-0.2738K-01
-0.0079
-0.5625E-01
-0.0248

R0./CASES

0.04.i6
8235

0.2914E-01

0.4067E-02
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 10 -- con°t.

Panel 2:

Subsasple of Respondents ¢ 26 in 1979
Aspirstion/Expectation Varisbles Included

RURAL14
URBAN1IG
Sgx
BLACK
HIsPaNIC
AGE
NOINHN1Q
SHINNN14
FATURN1I G
SFINNN1G
NTHSEI1G
FTASKILG
NTHEDC)
FTHEDC)
ISIDSI'
INTLANG

ATHNAYCOL ATN2YCOL EDATTNG RGTRNAHS ROTRRAHS
-0.4573E-01 O0.960SE-01 0.2217 0.1592E-01 0.1194E-02
-0.0430 0.0995 0.0682 0.0463 0.0015
=0.25108-01 0.9029E-01 0.8536E-01 0.17366-01 -0.1892E-01
-0.0237 0.0940 0.0264 0.0507 -0.0234
~0.3095E-03 0.445SE-02 -0.2653E-01 -0.5994E-02 0.6SS3E-O1.
-0.0003 0.005S -0.0097 -0.0207 0.0961%0¢

0.7338E-01 0.38308-01 0.4771 -0.9177€-02 0.3622-02
0.06970¢ 0.0401 0.1482000¢ -0.0269 0.0045
-0.19388-01 0.3728F-01 0.147S 0.3468E-02 -0.5737E-01
-0.0158 0.0336 0.03%e 0.0068 -0.0614¢
0.2474E-01 -9.1576K-02 0.1743 0.1617E-03 0.2229E-01
0.0298 -0.0021 0.0685%000 0.060100 0.0352
0.17792-01 0.2591E-01 0.2507 =-0.2937E-01 -0.16458-02
0.0101 0.0163 0.0467¢ ~0.069300 -0.0012
0.1234E-01 -0.4560E~-01 0.1520 -0.7028E-01 0.14388-01
0.003S ~0.0142 0.0141 -0.0615¢ 0.0053
0.31378-01 -0.2360E-01 0.124%1 0.1130E-02 0.2908-0})
0.0326 -0.0270 0.0421 0.0036 0.0335
-0.6217E-01 -0.3136E-01 -0.3354 0.13476~01 0,.3475E-01
=0.0352 -0.0196 -0.062100 0.0236 0.0258
0.76408-03 0.45685-03 -0.3524E-02 -0.4342E-03 0.2663X-03
0.u272 0.0184 -0.0421 -0.0491 0.0128
0.133SE-02 0.7541E-03 0.84485-02 0.32354-03 ~0.653¢8-03
0.0508 0.0316 0.1051#0¢ 0.0381 -0.0326
0.8001E~02 0.2618E-03 0.1784E-01 0.1302E-02 -0.759SE~03
0.0479¢ 0.0017 0.0350 0.0241 ~0.0060
0.3744E-02 -0.38626-02 0.1869E-01 -0.1471£-03 0.9597E-~0S
0.0270 -0.0307 0.04941¢e ~0.0033 0.0001
=0.11078-03 -0.9584E-02 -0.2943E-01 O0,3492E-02 -0.13398-02
-0.0006 -0.0591¢ -0.05398¢ 0.06058 =-0.0098
=0.3045E-01 0©.1311E-01 -0.4826E-01 -0.3053E-02 -0.1447E-01
-0.0275% 0.0131 -0.0143 -0.008S -0.0172
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Table 10 -- con’t.
ATN4YCOL ATR2YCOL EDATTNG RGTREAHS ROTRNANS
VERBALS 0.2450E-02 -0.1437E-03 0.1363E-01 0.1793E-03 -0.1637E-02
0.0490 -0.0032 0.08930e 0.0080 -0.0430
NATR3 0.8446E-02 -0.5140E-03 0.2328E-01 -0.1052E-02 0.8025E-03
0.1686%a8e -0.0113 0.1520%08e -0,0649 0.0210
TECHNCLI -0.1484E-62 -0.4314E-03 -0.8262E-02 -0.1242E-02 0.4091E-02
-0.0289 -0.0092 -0.0525 -0.0747 0.2 4300
SCITST3 -0.18098-03 0.3490E£-02 0.4339E-02 0.9593E-03 -0.31572E-03
-0.0037 0.0788¢ 0.0291 0.0607 -0.0042
HSGRAD3 0.9908E-03 -0.8361E-02 0.7536 0.1652E-01 0.5625E-01
0.0356* -0.0033 0.0885e0ee 0.0183 0.0265
GPAL0 0.7726E-01 0.1380E-01 0.2306 0.7292E-03 -0.1684E-01
0.1342e0ee 0.0264 0.1310e0ee 0.0039 -0.0383
EDaASP1 0.1078E-01 O0.5791E-02 0.1868E-01 0.7407E-02 0.2803E~03
0.0514 0.0304 0.0291 0.1092e@ 0.0018
EDEXP1 0.2826E-03 O0.2657E-01 0.1210 -0.8234E-02 -0.2619E-02
0.1352e00e 0,1400000¢ 0.18920s00 -0.12180¢ -0.0164
SEIASP1 0.6228E-03 O0.2677E-03 0.1079E-02 0.7028E-04 0.1190K-03
0.0325 0.0154 0.018~ 0.0113 0.0081
OCCHANCY -0.1383E-02 0.1054E-01 -0.7649E-0% 0.4461E-02 -0.3369E-02
=0.0022 0.0182 -0.03%1e 0.0216 -0,0069
CONCNTR 0.13328-01 0.1239 0.4682 ~0.2957€-01 -0.2501E-01
0.0087 0.0897eases 0,.1005800¢ -0.0600%e -0.0215
LCORC ~0.23436-02 0.1191 0.5460 -0,.1951E-01 0.2966E-01
-0.0019 0.10430800 0.1419%e00 -0,.0473@ 0.0309
CONEXPL -0.1946E-0% 0.1838%-01 0.3486 -0.1263E-01 -0.50508-01
-0.012% 0.0130 0.07320082 -0.0251 -0.0425
ACADTRSC 0.6462E-01 -0.8174E-01 0.1801 -0,6597E-02 -0.4521E-01
0.0281 -0.0392 0.0257 -0.0089 -0.0258
VOCTRX -0.9411E-01 -0.1379 0.4572 0.5917E-01 -0.31958-01
-0,0336 -0,.0543e 0.0534e» 0.06530% -G.0150
ACADRIC 0.2699 0.3009E-01 0.8759 -0.1550E-01 -0.5201E-01
0.1665e800 0.0192 0.1661%0ee -0.0278 ~0.0396
ADJ R-SG 0.3553 0.0668 0.4561 0.0206 0.0114
%0O. /CASES 215S 2155 2155 2155 2155
Notes: 1. First coefficieat in esch psir of rows is unatandardized; the second
coefficient is standsvdized.
2. Dependent varisbles cross colusnasj independent varisblea cross rows.
3. First zatry in esch pair of rows is the unatendardi
the second entry is the stsnderdized coefficient.
e p¢C .05 ea p¢ .01 #w0 p ¢ 001 oweep < .0001
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It is curious, however, that the effect of self-report aca-
demic track on college completion is negative! This phenomenon
very 1lik~ly is due to the fact that the tests, particularly math
and scie ce, are associated with very strong coefficients in the
equation for college completicn. 1In many instances, as noted in
chapter 3, respondents took the tests after they completed part or
all of their college. Herce, the strong positive coefficients on
the tests may be in large part due to the effects of college on
the tests rather than the effects of the tests on college comple-
tion. Certainly, evidence from the HSB sample indicates that
educational experience during high school has a strong effect on
growth in the test scores. Dropping out has a strong negative
effect on them.

It is interesting indeed that the absence of effects on
postsecondary participation in nonbaccalaureate degree programs
found in the HSB data tends to be repeated here, although being a
concentrator does have a small positive effect on attendance at a
junior college. One might expect that being a vocational concen-
trator, for example, would have a positive effect on propensity to
engage in technical training after leaving high school, but one of
the two statistically significant coefficients in this connection
is negative--concentrators are less likely to receive government
training than general students. Concentrators are slightly more
likely to attend a 2-year college tuan are general students.

The R-squares for college attendance and educational attain-
ment are higher than comparable R-squares in the HSB data. There
are several possible reasons for this. First, we expect higher R-
squares on educational outcomes as a sample ages, because a higher
proportion of respondents will have completed their schooling,
thus generating higher variance in the dependent variable. Sec-
ond, the NLS data were collected by interview aud probably are
more accurate because of this fact. Third, some part of the high
correlations may be due to confounding of cause and effect with
respect to the test scores, as discussed above.

Because of the difficulties associated with omission of
educational and occupational aspirations/expectations from the
equations in panel 1 of table 10, a new set of estimates was
calculat d which included educational aspirations at .ase year
(EDASP1), educational expectation at base year (EDEXPl), occupa-
tional aspiraticn at base year in p. -“n SEI units (SEIASP1), and
respondent's judgment (measured at base year) regarding the
chance of achieving his or her occupational aspiration (OCCHANC1) .
Tu &void the L.oblems that arise in the case of respondents who
were not in early high school or junior high when these
aspiration/expectation variables were first asked, the sample for
these calculations was restricted to respondents who were under 16
years old at base year. Since few respondents aged 15 and younger
in 1979 would have been able to complete a 4-year college educa-
tion by 1984, COM4YCOL wrs omitted fror the analyris. Completion
of a 2-year college and completion of government or other training




were also omitted because of low R-squares and few significant
coefficients. The data are shown in panel 2 of table 10.

The results are quite revealing. After controlling for
educational and occupational expectations/aspirations, all tenden-
cies for vocational students to be less likely to attend a 4-year
college vanish. None of the coefficients on the vocational pro-
files is statistically significant, and all are very close to 0.
In contrast, to the results in panel 1 of table 10, it is now
found that youths who took vocational curriculum in high school
are more likely to attend a 2-year college than general students:
this is true of both concentrators and limited concentrators. The
most interesting pattern of coefficients in this set of findings
is observed for years of education (EDATTNG) . With the controls
for career aspirations in place, concentrators, limited concentra-
tors, and concentrator explorers all achieve more years of post-
secondary schooling than general students. These effects are
relatively strong. For example, the estimates indicate that both
concentrators and limited concentrators have about 1/2 year more
years of postsecondary schooling than do general students.

It also is noteworthy that, of the career aspirations/
expectations variables, only educational expectation exhibits
significant effects. These effects are strong, however. Anoma-
lously, self-report academic track (ACADMIC1) sti.l has strong
effects on 4-year college attendance and years of education com-
pleted. The self-report academic track (ACADMIC1) still has
strong effects on attendance at at a 4-year college and amount of
schooling completed, even with controls for ca:eer aspirations/
expectations.

The findings here differ from findings with the HSB data. In
the HSB, the vocational profile variables are estimated to have
negative effects on 4-year college enrollment and amount of time
in postsecondary schooling since high school. Effects on junior
college enrollment and enrollment in a vocational school were
found to be negligible. Reasons for these discrepancies between
the two samples are not clear. One possibility, however, is that
the control for high school dropout is inadequate to compensate
for the fact that all youth who were out of school by 1979 or 1986
would be classified into the general curriculum because they would
have accumulated insufficient credits to be classified elsewhere.
This situation does not occur with the HSE sample because all
respondents were in_school at base year.

Delinquency and Crime Qutcomes

Four outcomes defined as delinquent or criminal behavior are
investigated. The first is an index of the frequency of nonserij.-
ous crimes (NSCRIME). The second is an index of serious crimes
(SERCRIME). The third measure is an estimate of the percentage of
one's income gained through illegal activities (ILLINC2). The
last measure of criminal behavior is the respondent's report of




times stopped by police in the year prior to the interview
(PSTOPLY2). Table 11 contains estimates of effects on these 4
outcomes.

All of the R-squares are small, but there is an interpretable
pattern in the coefficients. Youth who get good grades in high
school, graduate from high school, are from a middle-cliass home,
and perceive themselves to be i.; the academic track all are as-
sociated with diminished criminal activity. This pattern is
consistent with findings in delinquency research and with "strain"
theory (reviewed briefly in chapter 1). The signs of the coef-
ficients associated with vocational profiles also are negative,
implying that vocational students are less prone to deviance than
general students. However, few of these coefficients are statis-
tically significant.

Tobacco, Alcohol, and Drug-Use Outcomes

Twelve variables summarizing substance use are included in
the anaiyses. These include one indicator of tobacco use--number
of tobacco cigarettes smoked per day in the month prior to the
interview (NCIGSTM6). Two variables describing alcohol use are
included. Both are defined as an index of several variables
describing alcohol use. The components include items like number
of drinks last month, number of times went to a bar last month,
does drinking interfere with schooling, and does drinking inter-
fere with work. One measure is defined from interview 4
(ALCOHLU4), and the other is defined from interview 5 (ALCOHLUS).
Five variables associated with marijuana use are included. These
are number of times smoked marijuana last year (SMKPOT2), number
of times sold marijuana last year (SLDPOT2), lifetime use of mari-
juana (LTPOTU6), number of months since last smoked marijuana
(NSPOTMS6), and number of times smoked marijuana last month
(NSPOTIM6). Four variables describing use of drugs other than
marijuana are included. These are number of times used drugs
other than marijuana last year (UOTHDRG2), number of times sold
other drugs last year (SOTHDRG2), lifetime use of drugs other than
marijuana (LTDRUGU6), and number of times used other drugs last
month (UOTHDRG6). Table 12 contains the results of the analyses.

The data in table 12 reveal that being a vocational concen-
trator tends to inhibit use of and selling of marijuana and use of
cther drugs (negative signs on SMKPOT2, SLDPOT2, and UOTHDRG2).
Although the other coefficients associated with being a concentra-
tor are not significant, all are negative except the
first mezsure of alcohol use (ALCOHLU4). There also is some
tendency for being a limited concentrator and concentrator/
explorer to reduce drug use as compared to general students. The
strongest effects are on the self-report acadenic student. Those
who perceive thamselves to be an academic student in high school
are less 1il :1ly to use alcohol, smoke tobacco cigarettes, use
marijuana, or use other drugs. Also, high grades in school tend
to help prevent tobacco, alcohol, and drug use. High test scores
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TABLE 11

EFFECT ESTINATES OF CURRICULUM AND SELECTED OTHER

VARIABLES ON CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR: NLS YOUTH
NSRCRINE SERCRINE ILLINC2 PSTOPLY2
RURAL14 -0.8067 0.2%00 0.3952E-02 ~0.2198E-01
-0.113% 0.04%9 0.0168 -0.00%4
URBAN14 -0.6918 0.3203 0.1138E-01 0.7037E-01
-0.0%79 0.0610 0.0487 0.0178
SEX -0.7862% -0.4667 -0.1904£-01 -0.39.3
=0.1268%%08 ~0.1026%008 -0.09710008 -0.11570000e
BLACK -0.1259 0.6478E-01 -0.2974E-03 -0.5987E-01
-0.0179 0.0120 -0.0013 -0.0149
HISPANIC -0.513S£-01 -0.1871 -0.6410E-02 0.9616E-01
-0.0061 -0.0292+ -0.0232 0.0201
AGE -0.9136E-01 -0.2220E-01 -0.2010£-02 -0.1318f 71
=-0.0674000e -0,0214 «0.044900 -0.0171
MOINHH14 -0.4860E-02 0.2986 0.1185E-01 0.6227E-01
-0.0004 .0.0307« 0.0283» 0.0086
SH.NHH14 O0.6641 0.4500 0.18085-01 0.3904
0.0265+ 0.0234 0.0218 0.0273e
FAINMH1G -0.1427 -0.2392 -0.4028£-02 -0.1669
-0.0210 -0.0460¢ -0.0180 -0.0432+
SFINHH14 O.9887E-01 -0.4128E-01 -0.9935£-03 -0.2139
0.0079 -0.0043 -0.002¢ -0.0298+
NTHSEIl14 -0.7629E-03 0.8890E-03 0.2442:-04 0.2352E-02
-0.0040 0.0062 0.0039 0.0219
FTHSEI14 -0.1118E-02 -0.1232E-02 0.8194E-04 O0.6S88E-04
-0.0064 -0.0092 0.0142 0.0007
NTHEDC1 0.1325E-01 0.1100E-01 0.3056E-03 0.1105E-01
0.0126 ©.0136 0.0088 0.0184
FTHEDC1 0.1360E-01 -0.3838£-02 0.5S812E-04 -0.4075E-02
0.015S -0.0057 0.0020 -0.0082
NSIBS)1 0.1899E-01 0.8714E-02 -0.1582E-03 -0.4535E-02
0.0161 0.0097 -0.0041 =0.0068
INTLANG 0.2102 0.1178 0.8279E-02 0.4595E-01
0.0273e 0.0199 0.0325%0 0.0105
VERBAL3 0.1315E-01 0.9577E-02 -0.7838E-03 0.2877E-02
0.0477» 0.0453 =0.086000e 0.0183
MATH3 0.202%5E-02 -0.114SE-03 0.1370E-03 -0.2289E-02
0.009%6 -0.0007 0.0197 -0.0191
TECHNCL3 0.2322E-02 -0.372JE-03 -0.3054E-03 0.8171:-02
0.0069 -0.0014 -0.027% 0.0427
SCITST3 -0.5198E-04 0.2360E-02 -0.8882E-04 ~0.2846E-03
-0.0001 0.00%2 -0.004S -0.0008
HSGRADI -0.2927 -0.2833 -0.7151E-02 -0.648SE~01
-0.0491 %0 -0.0620%s0e -0.0363 -0.0191
GPA10 -0.2709 -0.227% -0.6782E-02 -0.1408
=0.06950000 ~0,07620000 -0.05270000 -0.06340000
CONCNTR -0.1534 -0.93118-01 -0.4702E-02 -0.44%1E-02
-0.0149 -0.0118 -0.0138 -0.0008
Lcoxc -0.14851 =-0.4%594E-01 -0.7267E-02 -0.1406
-0.0174 -0.0072 -0.0263e =0.0295*
CONEAPL -0.2291 0.13478-01 -0.7379E-02 -0.6823E-01
-0.0218 0.0017 -0.0212 -0.0114
ACADTRSC -0.1908 -0.7096E-01 -0.4851E-03 -0.1308
-0.0138 -0.0067 -0.0011 -0.0192
VOCTRK -0.3098 -0.2181 -0.3026£-02 -0.1217
-0.012% -0.0118 -0.0037 -0.0086
ACADNIC -0.7003 -0.9243£-01 -0.24828-01 -0.4%39
-0.0438%0 -0.0078% =~0.0470000 -0,049000
ADJ R-SQ 0.03%¢ 0.023% 0.03688 0.0290
NO./CASES 742% 7428 7428 7428
Notes: 1. Dependent varisbles cross coluans; independent varisbles cross rows.

2. First entry in esch pair of rows is the unstanderdized coefficient;
the second entry is the stesndardized coefficient.
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TABLE 11

EFFECT ESTINATES OF CURRICULUNM AND SELECTED OTHER

VARIABLES ON CRININAL BEHAVIOR: NLS YOUTH
NSRCRINE SERCRINME ILLINC2 PSTOPLY2
RURAL14 =0.8067 0.2800 0.39S2E-02 -0.2198E-01
-0.113% 0.04%59 0.0168 =0.00%4
URBANI4 -0.6918 0.3303 0.1138E-01 0.7037E-01
-0.0979 0.0610 0.0487 0.0178
SEX -0.7826 -0.4667 -0.1904E-01 -0.391)
~0.12680000 ~0.1026%00s -0,0971000e ~0, 1157000
BLACY -0.129%9 0.6478E-01 -0.2974E-03 -0.5987E-01
-0.0179 0.0120 -0.0013 -0.0149
RISPANIC -0.8138E-01 -0.1871 -0.6410E-02 0.3616E-01
-0.0061 =0.0292¢ -0.0232 0.0201
AGE -0.9136E-01 -0.2220E-01 -0.2010E-02 ~0.1318E-01
=0.0674000e -0,0214 =-0.04490¢ =0.0171
FOINHH1G -0.4860E-02 0.2986 0.118SE-01 0.6227£-01
=0.0004 0.0307« 0.0283* 0.0086
SHINHH14 O.6641 0.4%00 0.1808E-01 0.3904
0.0268¢e Vv.0234 0.0218 0.0273+
FAINHHAIC -0.1427 -0.2392 =0.4028E-02 -0.1669
-0.0210 =0.0460¢ -0.0180 =0.0432¢
SFINHN1G O.9887E-01 -0.4128E-01 ~0.9935E-03 -0.2139
0.0079 -0.0043 -0.0024 =-0.0298+
NTHSEIl1e -0.7629E-03 0.8890E-03 0.2442E-0¢ 0.2352E-02
=0.0040 0.0062 0.0039 0.0219
FTHSEI14 -0.11188-02 -0.1232E-02 O0.8194E-04 0.65S88E-04
-0.0064 =-0.0092 0.0142 0.0007
NTHEDCL 0.132SE-01 0.1100E-01 0.3056E-03 0.110SE-01
0.0126 0.0136 0.0088 0.0184
FTHEDC) 0.1360E-01 -0.3838E-02 O0.5812E-04 -0.407S5E-02
0.015% -0.0087 0.0020 -0.0082
uSIBSL 0.1899E-01 0.8714E-02 ~0.1582E-03 -0.453SE-02
0001“ 0.)097 -0000‘1 «0.0068
INTLANG 0.2102 0.1178 0.8279E-02 0.4595E-01
0.0273e 0.0199 0.0325ee 0.0105
VERBALZ 0.131SE-01 0.9577E-02 -0.7838E-03 0.2877E-02
0.0477¢ 0.0482 -0.0860%ee 0.0183
NATHI 0.2025£-02 -0.11456-03 0.1370E-03 -0,2289F-02
0.0096 =-0.0007 0.0197 -0.0191
TECHNCLY 0.2322E-02 -0.3723£-03 -0.3054E-03 0.81718-02
0.0069 -0.0014 -0.027% 0.0427
SCITST3 =-0.5198E-04 0©.2360E-02 -0.8882E-04 -0.2046E-03
=0.0001 0.0082 -0.0048 -0.0008
HSGRAD3I -0.2927 -0.2832 -0.7151E-02 -0.6485E-01
=0.0491 00 =0.06200%00e -0,0363¢ -0.0191
GPAL10 -0.2709 -0.227% -0.67828-02 -0.1408
«0.0695000e =0,.0762000e -0,052700080e -0.06340000
CONCNTR -0.1534 «0.9311E-01 -0.4702E-02 -0.4451§-02
-0.0149 -0.0118 -0.0138 =0.0008
LCONC -0.1481 -0.4594E-01 -0.7267E-02 -0.1406
-0.0174 '0.0072 -° 00263. '0.0295.
CONEXPL -0.2291 0.13478-01 -0.7379E-02 -0.6823E-0.
-0.0218 0.0017 -0.0212 -0.0114
ACADTRSC -0.1908 «0.7096E-01 -0.4851E-03 -0.1308
-0.0138 -0.0067 -0.0011 -0.0192
VOCTRK -0.3098 -0.4181 -0.30268-02 -0.1217
-0.012%8 -0.0118 -0.0037 =0.0086
ACADNIC -0.7003 -0.9243E-01 ~0.2482E-01 -0.4539
=0.0438%» -0.0078 «0.047000e <0,0498000
ADJ R-SQ 0.0354 0.2239 0.0388 0.0290
N0./CASES 7428 7428 ) 7428 7428
Notes: 1. Dependent verisbles cross colusns; inde
2. First entry in esch psir of rows is the unstenderd

the aecond entry is the stenderdized coefficient.

eap<c .08 0 p <€ .01 &vep < .001 ®ese p € ,0001
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VARIABLES ON SUBSTANCE USE:

TABLE 32
EFFECT ESTIRATES OF CURRICULUN AND SELECTED OTMER

ALS YOUTM

aDJ n-39
%0./CASES

ALCONLUS

ALCONLUS

BCICSLKE

SKKPOT2

UOTHDRC2

SLDPOT2

RURALIe -0.8776%-03
-0.03889
-0.52268-01
-0.0322
-0,23%2
=0.1769¢e00
=0.2247
=0.13230000
-0.$261K-01
«0,0264
0.21585-01
0. 069400
-0.3599
=0.0833*
0.29285-03

0.0086
=0.34815-03
«0.038"
«0.1743E-02
=0.6%64

0.13495-02

0.0319
-0.1102E-02
=0.0283

0.43775-02

0.017)
=0.1309E-03
=0.0007

0.2706£-02

URsANIe
m .
aLace
RISPANIC
AGR
ROZNRNIG
“SMINNNIG
TAINNNIG
SFINNHIG
NTHSEING
FTHSEIlG
WTHEDC)
FINEDCY
us1ssy

0.00%8
0.63075-03
0.027%
0.3060E-02
0.04.9
0.23635-02
0.0648
0.7012E-09
0.0092
=0.891345-02
-0.037)
-0.63935-03
=0.0479
=0.8100E-03
«0,09190000
0.47265-013
0.0204
=0.42685-01
=0.0220
=0.3634E-03
=0.0068
ACADTRSC «N,2%06E-02

-0.0008
vocTaK

0.51892-01

0.0089
ACADNIC <=0.24%0

«0.064400

INTLANG
VERBALZ
RNATHD
TECcnNLY
SCITSTI
ASCRADD
SPal0
CONCETR
Loone
CONEXPL

«0.14278-01
=0.0088
=0.26848-01
=0.0160
-0.923%0
=0.23640000
-0.2242
=0.1293000s
=0.35¢6
=0.0863*
0.2290E-02
0.0073
=0.14954
=0.0487
-0.1877
=0.03%¢
«0.$1818-03
=0.0330
=0.73865-03
=0.02%7
=0.7332E-03
-0.0169
-0.1024E-0)
«0,.002¢
-0.3901E-02
«0,0079
0. 8171K-02
0.0389
0.38735~-02
0.0138
0.67798-03
0.039%4¢
0.3008E-02
0.C460
0.36945-02
0.0746e
0.367%5-0)
0.0047
«0.319785-02
=0.0140
«0.82%08-03
=0.0608
-0.1093
=0.4212%000
=0.32295-01
=0.013¢8
0.9%435-02

=0.34478-01
=0.0108
=0.1719
=0.029%0
=0.6830K-01
=0.017¢

3.938
0.1426
4.384
0.181¢
=0.34898
=0.01%3
-4.887
=0.17020000
-$.866
=0.20420000
0. 7342(—0:
0.0540
«2.200
=0.0424
=0.6790
-0.0077
-0.7921
-0.0208
0.8342
0.017¢
-0.2306E-01
-0.0322
-0.2123E-01
-0.0323
0.1322
0.0262
0.3401E-02
0.0010
0.8802E-03
0.0389
-3 o“’
=0.0498¢
0.1186
0.3070¢«
=0.1493
=0.3824v00e
0.63215-01
0.049%
«0.1020
-0.0437
-0.7776
=0.034%
-3.062
=0.12800000
-0.5418
=0 .0087
1.219 .
0.0373
=0.6942
=0.0164
-31.978
-0,.0288%
-%.8078
=0.0002
-?2.331
=0.31090000

=-0.376%
=0.0609
=0.3402
-9.0228
=0.3038
=0.0208
-0,9114
«0.0484e
«0,.2491K-01
=0.0033
0.3396E-03
0.0209
=0.130%
=0.0318
=0.68675-03
=0.003%
=0.46%4¢
=0.0808¢
0.1844¢
0.03181
0.310205-02
0.0064
0.2540E-02
0.0372
0.67892-03
0.0709¢e
0.13718-03
0.017¢
-0.42178-03
=0.000¢
=0.307¢
=0.0369
0,4738E-03
Ve1987000e
=0.12035-03
«0.0700e
0.79¢08-02
0.027%
=-0,385%K-03
=P ,0004
=0.332¢
=0.02¢¢
=0.5628
=0.1687000s
=0.6848
=0.0747000
«0,3190
=D.04%40

. =0.,49%4

=0,.04840
=0.427¢
=0.03%4
-0.9270
=0.0240

.’ . “’
=0.344%0000

-3, 102
=0.2582¢
=0.9686
=0.2338

0.1337

0.039)
=0,3049
=0.0708%e
«0.76635-01
=0.01%3

0.37335-03

0.0479

0.7%3175-03

0.0098

0.2208

0.0173
=0.93%518-03
«0,0239

0.3829

0.026)

0.86335-0)

0.0080

0.%000E-0)

0.00%0

0.30835-03

0.0168

0.3349E-01

0.0297
-0.4293E-03
=0,0613ee

0.3687

0.039%¢

0.37395-03

0.10¢€8%
=0.3760E-02
=0.0308

0.131395-03

0.087?

©0.1%805-03

0.048%0
-0.1773
=0.0822¢
-0.2888
0.1184000e
=0.3588
=0.06040
-0.2%78%
=-0,0823¢
=0.1817
=0,0286
=0.4088
=0,0800
=0.4876
=0.03%0
-0,.9497
=0.09830000

-3,.02%
=0.30%0*
-0.8666
=0.269¢
-0.2297
«0,0836e0
=0.1002
=0.0287
-0.93228~01
=0.0228
=0.3394E-01
=0.0832¢
=0.3%235-03
=0.008?

0.1312

0.032)
-0.1892
=0.0304¢

0.3688

0.0300

0.37085-02

0.042¢
=0.3286E~02
=0.0161

0.2788E-01

0.0529

0.1090E-02

0.0026
=0.1380E-01
=0.0244

0.6031K-01

0.037¢

0.33245-03

0. “SSO
=0.76785-02
=0.0773e

0.33425~03

0.0728
-0.19395-02
=0.0068
=0.1248
=0.04%8
=0.343)
«0.0793000
=0.2873
=0.0843¢
=0.133%9
=0.033%
-0.2129
=0.0414
-0.7963K-01
-0,0123

0.87628-02

0.0073
=0.6978
=0.0892000

0.0942
2412




Tadble 12 <= gon°t.

SOTHDRG2 LTPOTUS NSPOTLNG NSPOTHSE LTORGUE UOTHDRGE
-0.2210 -0.08813 0.148¢8 0.0882 -0.1392 0.0089
URBANIG -0.3069 -24.32 4.029 8.718 =344.3 0.8332
=0.220¢ -0.0282 0.1720 ©.0970 -0.1238 0.0249
X =0.62992-02 -€3.87 -31.81¢ -3.233 $.234 ©.1202
=0.0088 “0.079%¢¢  -0.07910¢ -0.1078n0ee 0.008% 0.0068
BLACK =0.21838-03% -10.82 1.854 1.99%0 =39.60 0.383¢
-0.0148 =0.0107 ©0.0638¢ 0.0323 -0.032% 0.0082
NISPANIC ~0.8794E-02 -24.94 0.3002 -0.1102 =28.88 0.279%
-0.0032 -0.0210 0.0033 =-0.0016 =0.0202 0.0106
aGE 0.3726E-03 §.843 0.82631-01 ~0.4678 11.64 0.4496E-03
0.0014 0.0218 0.0311¢ -0.0418 0.0323 0.0130
NOINHHIG ~0.14308-01 <-63.43 1.109 -3.8027 -247.9 -4.266
-0.003¢ -0.0258 0.02%8 =0.0333 =0.11320000 =0,.30780000¢
SHINNHIG O.3979E-03 -431.62 3.104 -31.782 =203.8 -3.136
0.0089 -0.0138 ©.0420 -0.0093 «0.0842¢ =0.0488
FAIRNHIG =0.3788E-01 <=30.43 =0.6644¢ -3.400 -32.87 =-0.2209
-0.0288 =0.033) =0.0302 «0.0630 -0.0298 «0.0109
SFINKNIG O0.4073E-03 77.3¢ =0.177¢ 0.8838 =34.23 =0.2006E-03
0.0208 0.0478 =0.0048% 0.00%¢ -0.017¢ =-0.0006
RTHSEI34 -0.31371K-02 -0.712¢ =-0.22718-02 -0.3293E-03 =0.9334E-02 -0.74931£-0)
-0.0377 -0.0283 -0.037¢ -0.0214 =0.0003 =-0.0033
FTHSEIl4 0.21708-02 31.436 0.266SE-03 0.8336£-03 0.8784E-03 -0.61178-02
0.06400¢ 0.0620¢ 0.0477 0.0876 0.0023 -0.0139
NTHEDC:  0.2180E-02 ¢.006 0.133¢ 0.4680 4.38¢ 0.8978k-03
0.014S 0.0266 0.0307 0.08609 0.02413 ©0.0003
FTHEDC: -0.43118E-02 2.477 0.1488% 0.18%0 6.199 0.13%)
=0.023¢ 0.020) 0.0494 0.0248 0.0423 0.0499
N3IBS:T -0.9743E-02 2.27¢ 0.2070E-03 0.2%32 =7.021 =0.1238
-0.0832 0.0339 0.0082 0.028) -0.0388 =0.0343
INTLANG 0.8232E-03 8.820 0.2006 =3.263 -22.47 =0.7873E-0.;
0.0361 0.0048 0.0086 =0.0206 -0.0186 =0.0034
VERBALS ©.2367E-02 1.619 -0.26748-03 0.9%66E-01 -0.2637 =0.49625-03
0.0468 0.042% =0.0293 0.0412 -0.0087 -0.0588
NATND -0.2818E-02 -2.188 =0.2960K-01 -0.6203K-03 <~3.069 =0.36278-02
TECHNCLY 0.36295-02 4.673 0.2776x-03 0.126¢8 4.609 0.49318K-02
0.0558 0.10300¢ 0.0284 0.0458 0.0843¢ 0.0049
SCITST) -0.8992E-03 131.4%4 0.6272E-03 0.8603E-03 0.34313 0.4829K-03
=0.0076 0.037Y 0.0217 0.0112 €.003¢ €.026%
HSGRAD) <0.5930E-01 -§8.32 =-31.828 «2.019 ~93.10 =-0.8628
=0.0818 =0.0860%¢ ~0.07980¢ ~0.0417 =0.0972000 -9.0490
=0.0212 =0.03%2000 -0.0603¢ =0.0893000 ~0,0492¢ -0.0038
CONCNTR  -0.82715-01 -9.312 -0.1899 =2.009 =38.96 -0.3378
-0.0268 -0.0068 =0.0087 =0.0229 -0.011¢ =0.0048
Loone ~0.10728-0: =27.62 -0.6219 -3.562 10.02 =0.84788-01
. -0.0239 -0.0223 -0.0193 0.0072 =0.0028
CONEXPL -0.$6218-01 -37.79 =3.088 -3.9.17 -318.62 -0.4194
-0.0262 =C.0380 -0.0302 =0.0431¢ =0.010¢ -0.0127
ACADTRSC ~0.97418-02 «28.33 =0.1038 -3.138 =40.92 =-0.9417
=0.00%¢ =0.0149 «0.0023 -02.0273 -0.0179 =0.022¢
VOCTRK -0.8$3108-01 64.79 9.79%0 -2.76?7 66.%¢ =31.483
«0.0108 0.0187 0.04880 -0.0130 0.0189 =0.0189
ACADNIC -0.67472-03 =-34¢¢.3 =1.746 - =14.99 -126.9 -0.779?
«0.0207 «0.083e0 <0.0320 =0.1088¢000¢ -0,0463 -0.0188%
ADJ R-30 0.0073 c.087? 0.0346 0.0483 0.02€63 0.0068
NO0. s/CASES 2412 2432 2412 2412 2432 2432
Notes:t 3. Deperdent varsiebles €ress golumns; independent varisdles croass Tovs.
2. First entry in each Pair of rows ia the unstendsrdized coefficient;

the second entry fa the standerdized goeffs

clent.




also tend to be associated with less substance use. These results
all are in agreement with "strain" theory. Thus, the key
hypothesis in strain theory, that failure to achieve according to
conventional standards leads to deviant ways to be successful and
to escapism, is supported in both the analysis of criminzl
behavior and the analysis of substance use.

Marriage and Family Outcomes

There are 8 dependent variables in the analysis of marriage
and family outcomes. Three of these match those used in the HSB
analysis. These are occurence of a marriage since high school
(MARAHS) , having a child since high school (PARENT6), and number
of chiliven born since high school (NCHILD6). The remaining 5
have to o with medical care for one's children and are measured
only for females with children. The child-care variables are: an
index of DPT (diphtheria, pertussis. tetanus) inoculations for
the youngest child in 1983 and 1984 (NDPTYC), an index of measles
shots for the youngest child in 1983 and 1984 (MSHOTYC), an index
of prenatal care in 1983 and 1984 (PRENATL),
month in pregnancy first received prenatal care (PNMONTH), and an
index of "well baby care"” in 1983 and 1984 (WELLBC). Results for
the first 3 variables are tabulated in table 13. Gender and ever
married are entered into each equation as linear components in
lieu of carrying out separate analyses by gender and ever married
as done in the HSB analyses. Data for the child care variables
are shown in table 14.

Unlike the results using the HSB data, calculations reported
in table 13 indicate that high school curriculum does have sonme
influence on fertility. Limited concentrators, academic track
(transcript), vocational track (self-report), and acadezic track
(self-report), are less fertile than general students. The reason
for the discrepancies between the estimates using NLS data and
those using HSB are not clear. The differences pos-i{bly are due
to the differences between the specifications of the statistical
models for the two samples. With HSB, the analyses included a
large array of base-year controls, such as educational expectation
and age at which one expected to have first child, and were con-
ducted separately by gender and ever married. To check whether
these differences in specification account for the different
results, an analysis was conducted with the HSB data ciosely
paralleling the one reported in table 13 on the NLS. The results
of this additional analysis still do not match the findings with
NLS Youth. A second possible reason for the discrepancy between
the two sets of findings may derive from the distinctive struc-
tures of the two samples. 1t is possible, for example, that 2
years after high school is an insufficient amount of elapsed Table
time for the effects observed in the NLS sample to materialize.
Because the post-high school data in the HSB were collected after
2 years following high school, and the NLS sample spans a much
longer time after high school, this could account for the discre-
pancy in findings.
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TABLE 13

EFFECT ESTINATES OF CURRICULUNX

OTHER VARIABLES ON FaNMILY OUTCONM

AND SELECTED
ES: MNLS YOUTH

RURAL14
URBAN1 4
SEX
BLACK
HISPANIC
AGE
NOINHM1G
SNINHH1G
FAINHH1G
SFINHH16¢
NTHSET14
FTHSEIle
NTHEDC1
FTHEDC1
NSIBS)
INTLANG
VERBAL2
NATH3
TECHNCLI
SCITST3
H3GRADI
GPAlO
CONCNTR
Lcoxc
CONEXPL
ACADTRSC
VOCTRK
ACADNIC

ADJ R-3S0
NO./CASES

NARANS

PARENTG

NCHILD6

0.6218E-01
0.1006
0.6074E-01
0.0%89
0.68885-01
0.1320%000
=0.7146E-01
=0.12770000
-0.2278E-01
-0.0323»
0.28196-01
0.24260000
=0.3083E-01
=-0.0300e
=0.3223£-01
-0.0148
=-0.1783E-01
-¢.0320
0.24298-01
0.0220
=0.304SE-03
-0.019%6
~0.2%569E-03
-0.0176
0.9€S0E-03
0.0109
=-0.2297E-02
-0.0312
0.1250E-02
0.0128
~0.3906E-02
-0.0063
=-0.2732E-03
-0.0102
=0.2078E-02
«0.080%000
0.10228-02
0.0392
~0.3974E-03
-0.0154
-0.5129E-01
=0.10300000e
0.15938-02
0.0049
-0.1304E-01
~0.0147
=0.7690E-02
-0.0107
-0.1076E-01
-0.0118%
=0.2804E-01
-0.0224¢
=-0.4072E-01
-0.0204
-0.3479E-01
-0.0273

-0.9410E-01
-0.0998
-0.76178-01
-0.0813
0.177¢
0.2331 0000
0.1626
0.12040000
0.3144E-02
0.0029
0.3546E-01
0.20000000
-0.5247E-01
-0.03330
-0.8631E-01
-0.0260
=0.3713E-01
=0.0437¢
0.409%E-01
0.0243
-0.18192-03
-0.007?
-0.%071£-03
-0.0228
-0.4201£-02
-0.0312
-0.8080E-03
-0.0072
0.6781£-02
0.0457e00
0.1746E-01
0.0184¢
-0.4977E~02
=0.1222e000e
«0.1871E-02
-0.047Se
0.3943E-02
0.0990¢c0ce
0.3761E~-03
0.0096
-0.9374E-01
=0.12340%000
-0.2702E-01
=0.0%49¢000
-0.2289E-01
-0.0169
=0.33488-01
=0.0306+
-0.263838-01
-0.0186
~0.4433E-02
-0.02%9%
-0.1418
=0.046S000
-0.9703E-01
=0.0808000

-0.2420E-01
-0.01%3
~0.4324E-02
-0.002s
0.2884
0.22640000
0.2329
0.16310000e
-0.1277E-01
-0.0071
0.7841£-01
0.2543¢e000
-0.1019
~0.0389¢0
~0.8577E-01
-0.018%
-0.4432E-01
-0.0312
0.7866E-01
0.0279
-0.1428SE-03
=0.0036
-0.1326E-02
“0.03%7
-0.6498E-02
-0.0288
~0.9378E-03
-0.0050
0.928SE-02
0.037400
0.2265E-01
0.0142
-0.1118E~01
=N.163704s00
-0.1132E-02
-0.0172
0.5803£-02
0.0872¢00
0.1473E~02
0.0228
-0.196S
=0:1547e000
=0.388S7E-01
~0.04690 0
=-0.4479E-01
-0.0197
=-0.8%22E-01
=0.0466000
-0.4730E-01
-0.0199
-0.6120E-0%
-0.0214¢
-0.2304
=0.04%2000
-0.1342
=0.042000s

0.0763
$709

0.1982
8709

0.196¢
$709

Notes: 1.

Dependent variables cross colusns

2. First entry in esch psir of rowve
the gsecond entry ia the stenderdi

3 independent variasbles cross rows.
& the unstenderdiszed coefficient;
zed coefficient.

*PC.O8 o0 p<C .01 w00 p ¢ 001 eene P € .0001
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TABLE 14

EFFECT ESTINATES OF CURRICULUN AND SELECTED OTHER

VARIABLES ON CHILD NEDICAL CARE: NLS YOUTN
NDPTYC NSHOTYC PRENATL PNNONTH WELLSC
RURALLIE O.9020E-01 -0.3363E-0% 0.4918E-01 0.2666 ~0.1344E-02
0.0374 ~-0.0368 0.1688 0.084) -0.0038
URSAN1E 0.1048 -0.21478-01 0.4938K~01 0.269? 0.81%28-02
0.0436 -0.023% 0.1713 0.0881 0.0231
BLACK ~0.37098-01 0.2806-01 -0.13498-01 0.99328-01 -C.7958K-02
-0.0170 0.0340 -0.0817 0.0348 -0.0280
NISPANIC =0.6130K-01 -0.6064K-01 -0.130%E-01 0.3038 ~-0.1281E-01
-0.0217 ~0.0842¢ -0.0308 0.0833¢ -0.0303
AGE 0.84318-01 0.362E-01 ~0.3893E-02 -0.6442E-01 -0.429%5K-02
0.1100¢¢ 0.1943¢0000 -0,0687 -0.099%¢¢  -0,089%
NOINHN14 -0.1460 0.36238-01 -0.2489K-01 -0.7843E-01 0.3321£-02
-0.036s 0.0241 -0.0823 ~-0.0148 0.0087
SHINNNIG -0.8543835-01 -0.407SE-01 0.4969E-01 -0.94391-01 0.1286£-01
-0.00862 -0.0122 0.0473 -0.0047 0.0100
FAINRHIG 0.29775-01 -0.1540E-01 0.36778-02 -0.1986K-01 -0.2007E-01
0.0139 -0.0204 0.0144 ~-0.0073 -0.0643
SFINN ¢ -0.1632 0.98778-03 0.35178-02 -0.7293E-01 -0.2%318-01
-0.0438 0.0007 ©.0081 -0.01%6 -0.0481
NTHSEI1G -0.13368-02 -0.2970E-04 0.7273E-04 -0.12798-02 -0.1976E-0)
-0.0188 -0.0011 0.0088 -0.0137 ~-0.0190
ROCNDD1e -0.1260 ~0.9941£-02 -0.9639E-02 -0.3340E-01 0.3745-02
-0,0617¢ -0.0128 -0.0393 -0.012% 0.0128
FTHSEILG 0.29318-02 0.1338-0) -0.6831K-0) -0.1836K-02 ~-0.4154E-0)
0.0448 0.008) -0.0858¢ -0.0211 -0.0428
FOCHDD14 -0.6193E-01 -0.94898-02 0.6302£-02 -0.$232-01 -0.14428-01
~-0.0290 -0.0117 0.024¢ -0.0187 -0.0462
NTHEDCL <=0.1816Z-01 -0.1488K-01 0.4082E-0) -0.10198-01 -0.2275K-02
-0.0481 -0.C994 00 0.0006 -0.0197 -0.039%
KEDCNDDY 0.1330 -0.99%6E-01 0.2073£-01 -0.7318£-01 0.37098-C2
0.0304 -0.0334 0.0390 -0.0126 0.00%8
FTHEDC) 0.7299E-02 0.2163E-02 0.9769E-03 0.3935E-02 0.13628-02
0.0213 0.0166 0.0238 0.0087 0.0272
FEDCNDD1 0.2235£-01 0.3689L-01 -0.92%58E-"2 -0.33276-01 -0.20628-01
0.0086 0.037¢ -0.029%6 -0.0097 ~-0.0%42
[ L34 138 0.6018E-02 0.9391K-02 0.3103£-03 0.2780K-01 -0.8681-0)
0.0189 0.0670¢ 0.006% 0.0561 -0.0187
INTLANG O0.5195£-01 -0.76928-02 0.1010K-01 0.163% ~-0.12078-01
0.019% -0.0076 0.0316 0.0467 -0.0310
VERBAL? 0.1432E-01 0.1467E-02 0.89836-0) -0.15436-01 0.6652E-0%
0.1266¢ 0.0338 0.06%) -0.1027 0.0004¢
NATND 0.4164K-02 ~0.287WL~02 0.2568E-03 0.1064E-01 0.169%94£-02
0.0340 -0.06% ., 0.017% 0.0662 0.0946¢
TECRACL) -0.1658E-01 0.1708£-02 -0.91138-03 0.9793K-02 -0.1218E-02
=0.1097¢ 0.029%8 -0.0%03 0.049%¢ -0.03%82
SCITST) <-0.4479E-02 0.25092-02 -0.1496E-03 0.1756E-02 0.%801K-04
-0.0362 0.03%2 -0.0101 0.0108 0.00%4
ASVABNDY 0.2070 0.8046E~-0;i 0.1931E-02 ~-0.4226 0.29%4K-01
0.0338 0.021» 0.0026 -0.0821 0.0327
NSGRADI -0.8894K-02 0.04028-02 0.11128-01 -0.18%0) 0.3686E-01
-0.0042 0.0107 0.0449 -0.0888 0.1222000¢
GPalO 0.1444E-01 0.88108-02 -0.8684K-02 -0.1366E-01 -0.24068-02
0.0102 0.0103 -0.033¢ -0.007¢ -0.0117
CONCNTR 0.31968-01 -0.27672-01 -0.3886K-02 0.1771 -0.33868-02
0.0091 -0.0207 -0.0092 0.0383 -0.0108%
LCONC 0.4476E-01 -0.3683E-01 -0.1888E-01 0.1999 -0.28228-01
0.0184 -0.0331 -0.,0484 0.0823 -0.0893¢
CONEXPL <0.4323E-01 -0.43543E-01 -0.48%8K-02 -0.26£18-01 -0.1229EK-01
-0.0123 -0.0342 -0.0108 -0.0088 ~-0.0240
ACADTRSC -0.1879 -0.1862 ~0.37218-01 -0.85460E-01 -0.86352E-01
-0.0413 -0.0874¢ -0.0362 ~0.0049 -0.0482
VOCTRK -0.8379 -0.92108-01 -0.2873£-02 -0.2022 N, 89208-02
-0.0848 -0.0280 «0,0022 -0.0187 -0.0041
ACADNIC -0.4922 -0.207¢ -0.42118-01 -0.1639 «0.81318-01
-0,0827 -0.0888e -0.0376 -0.0134 -0.039%¢
ADJ B-8C 0.0193 0.0888 0.0088 0.0219 0.0066
HO. /CASES 1218 1218 1218 1218 2313
Netes: 1. Dependent verisbles cross ocelusns; indspendent verishles cross revwe.
2. First entry in sach pair of rove is the unstenderdised coefficient;

the secend evtry is the atsnderdized coefficient.

o p¢ .08 ©0p ¢ .01 e00 p ¢ .001 oene p ¢ 0001
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Table 14 rev S no strong effects of the curriculum vari-
ables on child mea_:al care. Mos: of the coefficients associated
with the curriculum variables are negative, though few are gtatis-
tically signifscant. Except where month of first pPrenatal care
(PRENAT") is the dependent variable, the negative signs imply that
both vocational and acadenic curriculum s:e associated with less
chi .d medical care than the general curriculum. This result is
not easy to irterpret and the finding is not strong. MHowever, oi
explanation may be that females who follow the academic curriculum
in high school tend to delay childbearing. 1t ig possible that
those few v.10 do have children early are deviant in other respects
as well, including propensity to seek medical care for their
children. This interpretation ig highly Speculative, however, and
more analyses would be required before reaching firm conclusions
regarcing possible effects of high school curriculum on chila
redical care.




CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

summary o2 Findings

Tis study reports findings from The High School aad Beyond
survey (HSB) and The National lLongitudinal Survey New Youth Cohort
(NLs) of the effects of vocational curriculum on a broad span of
nonecononic outcomes and compares those effects to effects of
academic curriculum. Some of the outcomes were measured during
respondents’ senior year in high school, and some of them were
measured afcer high school. The in-school out-omes can conven-
jently be classified into six categories: (1) test scores
(verbal, math, science, and civics): (2) career expectations and
related variables (educational expectation, occupational expec-
tation, and perceived college ability): (3) grades and homework
time; (4) significant other career expectations or aspirations for
the respondent and peer friends, (mother’s educational expectation
of respondent, mother's college aspiration for respondent,
father's college aspiration for respondent, teachers' college
aspiration for respondent, counselors' college aspiration for
respondent, friends' and relatives' college aspiration for respon-
dent, friends' college plans, amount of time spent vith peer
friends, and integration of peer friends into high school life):
(5) other attitudes (self-esteem, locus of control, altruism, and
work values), and deportment (*misbehavi~r®, ia school. The post-
high school outcomes £it naturally into x.ve categories:

(1) four-year college or university education, (2) two-year
college or technical training, (3) marriage and fanmily, (4) crime
and substance use, and (5) voting behavior (registered, voted) .

Three measures of vocational curriculum were used. The
vocational profiles created by Paul Campbell and his associates,
self-report curriculum track, and a curriculum index based on
self-report of courses taken and curriculum track. rthe difficulty
of sepa ating the effects of curriculum from incidental associa-
tion dus to differences among students in different curricula at
the beginning of high school is well known. It certainly is not
possible to claim an a.rtight case in any research undertaking,
and this generalization applies doubly when one is working with
gurvey data of any type. The present report has attempted to

ard against spurious inference by includinjy an extensive array
of statistical controls. This strategy was easier to implement
with the HSB data than with the NIS because the HSB contain a rich
agsortment of variables describirg youth toward the beginning of
their high schcol c.reers (sophomore year). In all analyses with
the HSB data, <controls for sophomore-year test scores, educational
expectation, occupational expectation, grades up to the sophomore
year in school, average homework time per week, perceived college
ability, and several other sophomore year measures were included.
Senior year meaaures of these variables were excluded from con-
trolg in the analyses of the post-high school outcomes because the
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goal was to assess the total effects of vocational crrriculum. To
control for senior year measures would entail contrc.s for poten-
tial outcomes of curriculum. Controls were also implemented for
status background, personal characteristics (race, gender, ethni-
city), and geographic region.

Since the NLS data do not contain many descriptors of in-
schcol measures, the primary controls were for status background,
personal characteristics, and grades. Cnntrols for test scores
also were implementad, but the value of these controls is subject
to some question as the tests were nct taken at the early stages
of respondents' high school. Hence, ccntrolling for test scores
in the NLS may control for some of the outcomes of curriculum as
well as selectivity into curriculunm.

Consistent effects of participation in vocational education
are observad on a numpber of key outcomes irrespective of the
method of measuring curriculum. The findings indicate not so much
that vocational curriculum is detrimental as they do that absence
of ar academic curriculum is detrimental. The curriculum index is
heavily weighted with academic courses, and it is observed to have
strong effects on most of the in-schocl outcomes. It raises test
scores, grades and homework, career expectations, and significant
others' educational expectations and aspirations for respondents.
In contrast, being a vocational concentrator tends to lower these
outcomes, but the effects here are not nearly as strong. The
evidence is inconsistent regarding the influence of vocational
curriculum on postsecondary schooling. In the HSB sample the
regression coefficientr, indicate negative effects of vocational
curriculum .a four-year college enrollment and near zero effects
on other pcstsecondary schooling. These results are replicated on
the total NLS sample, but an:#lyses with the total NLS sauple
exclude controls for educational and occupational expectation
(because most NLS respondents wcvre not asked gquestions about their
educational and occupational expectations until after they had
completed most or all of their high school curriculum). Conse-
quently, additionzl NLS analyses were performed which included
controls for educational and occupational expectations/aspirations
and limited the sample to the youngest two cohorts. These results
showed no negative effects of vocational surriculum on attendance
at a four-year college or uuiversity and positive effects on
attendance at two-year colleges. Reasons for the discrepancies
between the HSB and revised NLS results are not clear, though
numerous differences ir. the specification of the statistical
models and operational definitions probably account for part of
the discrepancies. It will be impoirtant to resolve the discrepan-
ciee in future research.

The effects of vocational curriculum on the other outcomes
are small and inconsistent. There may be a slight tendzncy for
vocational concentrators to use marijuana and other drugs less
than general students, but these effects are nct large. The HSB
resuits and NLS results regarding marriage and family conflict.
In the NLS data, self-report academic curriculum decreases the
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propensity to marry and decreases fertilit,. Limited concentra-
tor: also are less fertile than general students. None of these
effects are observed in the HSB data. No important effects of
curriculum are observed on voting behavior. 1In summary, the
effects of curric.lum are strong where one would expect--on
educational and related outcomes. They are weak elsewhere.

Discussion

It would be easy to nisuse the findings reported here. They
most emphatically do not imply that vocational education should be
phased out in favor of a "tough" aczdemi= curriculum. 7There are

several reasons. These are listed below and discussed more fully
in the following subsections.

© Most outcomes examined here (e.g., test scores) are
tailored to the goals of academic curriculum.

© A hierarchical status system appears to operate in many

high schools that probably interferes with achieving the
Joals of vocational education.

© The evidence regarding curriculum effects remains incom-
plete.

o The optimum mix of vocational and academic curriculum
depends as much on national needs and priorities as it does
on the outcomes of vocational education in the education
system as it currently operates.

Type of Outcomes

Most of the outcomes measured here are tied specifically to
the goals of academic education. None of the tests scores, for
example, assess practical knowledge that forms part of the impor-
tant goals of vocational education. Wwhen vocational and academic
students are compared on tests that contain specific applied

knowledge, vocational students score higher than academic students
(Loadman and Rinderer 1986).

Curriculum and Status Hierarchy

() et - ud g 4

Curriculum allocation is highly selective and marked by
status distinctions that do not form an irtrinsic part of the
different curricula. There is no doubt, for example, that voca-
tional education could easily he garnished with the hiyh prestige
that currently is reserved for academic studies. oOne would simply
need to make the vocational programs selective enough to assure
that not everyone could get in and difficult enough to assure a
certain percentage of failures. Combine this strategy with d
increased financial rewards for vocational education and it

{}
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appears assured that vocational education would become the high
prestige curriculum. Certainly, the content of practical know-
ledge is complex enough to suppo.t such a strategy without impos-
ing artificially strict standards. The barriers would be politi-
cal and economic. Policy regarding appropriate mix of abstract
and practical course work ought to be determined after removing

The analyses here lend support to "strain® theory. The
primary hypothesis in strain theory is that failure to be success-
ful according tc contemporary standards generates propensity to
various forws of deviance and withdrawal. 1t appears likely that
this phenomenon is operating in some of the findings reported in
this study. Those who find themselves outside the preferred
academic curriculum and with low to mediocre grades find that

Scorn the entire enterprise. This phenomenon is described in
pPersuasive terms by Finley (1984). She characterizes the teacher-
student relationships in nonacademic Classes as one of negotia-
tion. Students simply refuse to dc more than a minimal amount of

teachers. Further, the teaching gtaff that Finley describes is
divided by a status hierarchy in which the high prestige teachers
are those who teach academic subjects to the "brightest" students.
It is difficult to imagine that such a system could be making
optimal use of our nation's human resources or optimally serving
the needs of individual youth.

Incomplete Evidence

The present study is based on some of the best availakrle
~vidence regarding impacts of secondary school curriculum. This
evidence neverthelags ig incomplete and fragmentary. FPirst, the
evidence presented in this report is contradictory. For example,
the HSB data indicate that vocational curriculum has a negative
effect on four-year college or university attendance and little or
no effect on two-year College attendance. In contrast part of the
analysis of the NLS data indicate that vocational curriculum in
high school does not change the chance of attending a four-year
college but does increase the likelihood of attending a twc-year
college.

Second, it is not clear that all students benefit equally
from a given curriculum. The knotty issues implied by the simple
idea that the best curriculum for one student may not be the best
for another student have not been addressed in this report and,
indeed, have not received much research attention anywhere. Yet
the issue is 2 critical one, because there is much informal evi-




dence to suggest that not everyone benefits equally from, say,
course work in calculus, or wecedshop.?

Third, it is well known that measurement error produces bias
in coefficients ¢stimated by regression methods. Although the HSB
and NLS data were collected with care by a reputable survey firm,
measurement error remains an epidemic problem in all social
science research. Fourth, all the controls used in the analyses
reported here not withstanding, it remains possible, even likely,
that the models lack control for some crucial variables.

National Needs and Priorities

A modern industrial society requires a wide variety of skills
and knowledge to operate efficiently. Presumably the mix of
skills and knowledge in a population has critical bearing on how
well the economic and social institutions serve individuals and
the general welfare. It seems obvious, for example, thzt a
society in which everyone hLad expertise in higher mathematics but
in which no one had knowledge and skills of plumbing would not
function even at a minimum level of satisfaction. Further, it is
unlikely that the best way to produce plumbers is to teach every-
one mathematics and no one plumbing. Nevertheless, all plumbers
do need to know some mathematics (and to be literate). This line
of reasoning suggests that an important policy option is to take
measures that will help improve the basic skills and career
options of vocational students.

Policy Consideraticns

This study documents strong and pervasive effects of high
school curriculum on learning indicators such as test scores and
grades, career expectations, and postsecondary schooling. The
clearest findings are that those who pursue a strong academic
course of study in high school do exhibit stro:nger grcwth on test
scores, educatiunal and occupational expectation, grades, home- -
work, and perceived ability to complete college. They also are
more likely to attend a four-year college or university. Evidence
regarding vocational course work is not as strong and consistent.
as evidence regarding academic curriculum, but the balance of
evidence indicates some modest disadvantages to those who take
vocational education regarding the outcomes just listed.

Other studies reviewed in this report suggest some important
reasons for the findings reported here. First, students who are
not pursuing an academic curriculum are not motivated to work hard
in school, and little is demanded or expected of them. This

9The National Center for Research in Vocational Education plans
to conduct an investigation of the conceptual and methodclogical
issues that appear to pose barriers against successful interaction
studies thut are needed to resolve the issues raised here.
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conclusion is bolstered in the present study by the finding that
academic course work has a strong positive influence on homework.
Seconu, students who do not follow on academic curriculum appear
to suffer from a variety of discriminations in school--ranging
from teacher and staff prejudice to prejudicial grade-weighting
schemes ased in calculating grade averages and class rank.

Nne of the important policy implications of this report and
related work is to improve the incentives for nonacademic students
and remove the stigma that often appears to be attached to nonaca-
demic status. Youth need to develop a sense of pride and impor-
tance regarding their secondary schooling. They need to realize
that their schooling is important and therefore deserves serious
effort. Ir this regard, vocational education potentially has much
to offer. To reach this potential, vocational courses must con-
tain important content and require that students learn it.
Students of all ability levels should be encouraged to take voca-
tional courses. For vocational concentrators, schooling should be
tied to appealing jobs and the chance of obtaining those jobs
directly connected to school performance. Vocational students
should be required to do well in basic skill development. When
they do not, special attention should be devoted to bringing them
up to standards. Implementing these conditions, of course, would
be difficult, but if they were in »lace, they would be instrumen-
tal in reducing the stigma that currently appears to be associated
with nonacademic curricula.

Implementing a demanding vocational curriculum in a high
school still leaves unresolved how to handle youth who cannot
benefit from demanding course work whether it is vocational or
academic. It remains a probing question: What real incentives
can be devised for youth who have no realistic prospect of ever
obtaining primary labor market employment?




APPENDIX A
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TABLE Al

VARIABLE NAMES, DEFINITIONS, Ns, MEANS, AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

HSB Sophomore Cohort

ACADMIC1 Self report academic or college prep HS program 13943 0.369 0.384

AVGRAD1 Self report grade point ave--4 point scale 14129 2.701 0.801

AVGRAD2 Self report grade point ave--4 point scale 14265 2.854 0.€66

CHILDEX1 Does respondent expect do have :hildren? 12539 0.889 0.314
1=yes, O=no

CHLAGE1 Age 2t which first child is expected 14265 24.653 2.71S

CIVCSD21 Civics test score 1426S S0.241 9.467

CIVCSD22 Civics test score 1426S S3.808 10.039

CJRCOL3 Currently enrolled in 2 yr college? 1=yes, Osno 11903 0.120 0.325

COLABL1 Perceived ability to cosplete college--S point 13414 3.993 1.040
scale from definitely yes to definitely no

COLABL2 Percieved ability to complete college--S point 14265 4.316 0.815

COLTIN3 Total time in college since 1982 11732 0.706 0.65S
COFCPT1 Self-esteem scale--6 Rosenberg items 13703 3.800 0.603
CONCPT2 Self-esteem scale--6 Rosenberg iteas 14265 3.967 0.567
CUNI4YR3 Currently enrolled in 4 yr college? 1syes, O=no 11903 0.275 0.446
CURINDX1 Curriculum index (see text) 14182 0.497 0.249

CVOCSCH3 Currently enrolled in voc school? 1s=yes, O=no 11903 0.036 0.187
DROPOUT2 Dropped out of high school before August 1982. 14265 0.119 0.324
1syes, O=no

EDASP1  Level of educational expectation--aprox yrs 13703 14.930 2.650
EDASP2 Level of educational expectation--aprox yrs 14265 14.956 2.427
FAMILY1 Fanmily orientation coaposite scale 13783 2.428 0.368
FATHER1 Father in household? 1syes, O=no 14210 0.746 0.435
HISPNCHP Hispanic ethnicity? 1s=yas, O=no 34137 0.199 0.399
HOMWRK1 Self rsport hrs/wveek spent on homework 149099 4.172 3.389
HOMWRK2 Time spent on homework per week 1426S 4.706 4.049

INSEEQ]l Percieved importance of correcting inequalities 13584 1.806 0.680
IMSEEQ2 Percieved importance in correcting .aequalities 13263 1.758 0.666
LFMINIS]1 Missing data dummy for LFMINC1N 1426S 0.132 0.339
LFMINCIM Log of feaily income-=-in 1000’s 14265 2.871 0.543
LOCUS1 Locus of contro)l--6 Rotter itmes (high=internal) 13677 3.545 0.560
LOCUS2 Locus of control--6 Rotter items (highrinternal) 14265 3.690 0.5%9
MARAHS3 First marriage or ured after HS? 1syes, O=no 11903 0.119 0.324

MAREX1 Does responient expect to get married? 12863 0.915S 0.278
1syes, O=no

MARRIED]1 Narried at time of interview? 1syes, O=no 12863 0.003 0.053

MATHSD21 Math test score 14265 S0.136 8.962

MATHSD22 Math test score ’ 14265 S1.618 9.857

MDRURAL2 Missing data dumay for RURALDN2 11993 0.120 0.32%

MOTHER1 MNother in household? 1syes, O=no 14209 0.914 0.281
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NCHAHS3 Number of children after HS

OCCASP1 Level of occupational expectation--Duncan SEI

OCCASP2 Level of occupational expectation--Duncan SEI

OTEGRD1 Other female guardian in ho:sehold? 1=yes, O=no

OTMGRD1 Other male guardian in household? 1=yes, O=no

PARAHS3 Parent after HS? 1=yes, O=no

PARENT1 Parent at time of interview? 1=yes, O=no

PRACADD Acadenmic curriculum as defined from transcripts,
(see text)

PRCONCD Profile concentrator (see text)

PRCONEXD Profile concentrator explorer (see text)

PRLCONCD Profile limited concentrator (see text)

REGVOTE3 Registered to vote since age 18? 1=yes, O=no

RURALDM2 Lived in rural area? 1syes. O=no

SCINDS22 Science test score

SCINSD21 Science test score

SESNINC1 SES index--average of 8 parental status
variables: Father’s occupation. father’s
education. mother’s occupation, mother’s
education. number of family possessions
from a list, home ownership, number of
rooms in the home, and number of siblings
(reflected)

SEPAMS3 Separated from a marriage since HS? 1l=yes. O=no

SMDEPRT1 Summary deportment index (sr_ text)

SMDEPRT2 Summary deportment index (see text)

TIMWFRN] Inder of time spent with friends

TIMWFRN2 Index of tise spent with friends

TYPFRN1 Index describes type of friends, high values
indicate nondeviant

TYPFRN2 Index describes type of friends, high values
indicate nondeviant

URBANDM2 Lived in urban area? i=yes, O=no

VERBAL1 Verbal teat score

VERBAL2 Verbal test score .

voC! Self report vocational HS progras

VOTED3 Voted in any election since age 18? 1=yes. O=no

WORKVAL1 Work orientation composite scale

WORKVALZ Work orientation composite scale

11903
14265
14265
14207
14206
11903
12539
13312

13312
13312
13312
11625
11903
14265
14265
14265

11903
14249
14122
14003
12199
13894

12037

11903
14265
14265
13943
11566
13798
13429

0.102
$1.797
51.036

0.049

0.093

0.086

0.007

0.022

0.108
0.115
0.178
0.552
0.171
S1.606
49.869
-0.014

0.009
=0.126
0.345
1.567
2.8:%
0.8C7

0.841

0.621
$0.148
53.190

0.180

0.354

2.642

2.645




NLS YOUTH -- 1979 to 1984 INTERVIEWS

Definition

- - o ——-— ---------_-------—-----------------------—-------———_------------

ACADMIC
ACADTRSC
AGE
ALCOHLU4
ALCOHLUS
ASVABYD3
ATN2YCOL
ATN4YCOL
BLACK
CGTRNAHS

comycoL
COM4YCOL
CONCNTR
CONEXPL
COTRNAHS

EDASP1
EDATTNG
EDEXP1
EVRMAR
FAINHH14
FEDCNDD1
FOCMDD14
FTHEDC1
FTHSEIlq
GPAlO

HISPANIC
HSGRAD3
ILLINC2

INTLANG

LCONC
LTDRGUE
LTPOTUS
MARAHS
MATH3
KEDCHNDD1
HOCMDD14
MOINHH14
HSHOTYC

Self report high school academic track

Acadenic student from transcript data

Age of respondent as of September 1983
Composite of alcohol use in 1981

Composite of alcohol use in 1982

Nissing dummy for Asvab test battery

Ever attended a 2 year college? 1=yes, O=zno
Ever attended s 4 year college? 1syes, O=no
Neaber of black race? 1=yes, O=no

cospleted governaent training after leaving high
school

Completed a 2 yr associate degree?
Completed 8 4 yr bachelor degree?
Concentrator fros transcript data
Concentrator explorer froa trsnscript data
Completed other training after leaving high
achool

Highest grade desired, base yr.

Highest grade cospleted as of 1983

Highest aqrade expected. base yr.

has respondent ever been married? i=yeg, O=no
Father in household at age 14? \1=zyes, Ozno
Missing dummy for father’s education

Missing dumay for father’s occupation at age 14
Father’s education as of 1978

Duncan SEI of father’s occupation at age 14
Sophomore grade point average from transcript
data -- 4 point scale

Hispanic ethnicity? ‘i=yes, O=no

High school graduate ss of 19802 ilsyes, O=no
Percentage of income earned froa illecal acts
in 1979

82, 83, or 84 interview conducted in langauge
other than English

Linited concentrator froa transcript data
Lifetise drug use (other than pot)

Lifetime pot/hash use

Narried after leaving high school? i=yes, O=no
Asvab math test score

Nissing dumay for mother’s educa“ion

Missing dusmy for mother’s occupation st age 14
Nother in household st sge 14? i=yes, Osno

1=syes, O=no
l=yes. O=no

Index of measles shots given to ysungest ~hild
in 1982 snd 1983

8265
8265
8265
S314
5421
8265
8265
8265
8265
8265

8265
8265
8265
8265
8265

2157
823%
2157
8265
8265
8265
8265
7141
4836
7749

8265
8265
8265

8265

8265
8265
7866
8265
8265
8265
8265
8265
1360

0.115
0.048
23.241
0.050
0.048
0.043
0.213
0.32¢
0.230
0.016

0.040
0.067
0.091
0.084
0.083

14.3S8
12.629
13.800
0.361
0.739
0.136
0.283
11.408
35.013
2.43%

0.149
0.544
0.027

0.186

0.144
©1.331
142.048
0.971
41.488
0.058
0.495
0.941
0.612

0.141
0.225
2.103
0.624
0.645
0.206
0.430
0.452
0.472
0.164

0.151
0.269
0.217
0.201
0.200

2.132
1.871
2.138
0.436
0.493
0.304
0.417
3.677
22.029
0.764

0.394
0.424
0.048

0.304

0.337
338.226
324.630

0.160

13.968

0.286

0.503

0.299

0.377




MTHEDC1
MTHSEIl4
NCIGSLM6E

NCHILD6E
NDPTYC

NSIBS1
NSPOTLM6E

NSPOTHS6
NSRCRINE
OCCHANCI
PARENT6
PNMONTH

PRENATL
PSTOPLY2
RGTRNAES

ROTRNAHS

RURAL14
SCITST3
SEIASP1
SERCRINME
SEX
SFINHH14
SLDPOT2
SHMINHH14
SHKPOT2
SOTHDRG2
TECHNCL3
UOTHDRG2
UOTHDRG6E
URBAN14
VERBAL3
VOCTRK
WELLBC

NOTE:

Mother’s education ss of 1978

Duncan SEI of mother’s occupation at age 14
Nuaber of cigarettes smoked per day last sonth
-- 1983

Number of children as of 1383

Index of DPT shots given to youngest child in
1982 and 1983

Number of siblings as of 1978

Rumber of times smokec pot/hash last sonth

-- 1983

Nuasber of months since 1979 used pot
Non-serious crimes comnitted as of 1979
Expectation of achieving occ asp, base yr.

Was respondent a parent in 19835? 1=yes, Osno
Month first received prenatal care in 1982

snd 1983

Index of prenatal csre in 1982 and 1983

Nusber of times stopped by police in 1979
Received government training after leaving high
schonl

Received other training sfter leaving high
school

Lived in rur'l area a’ age 14?7 1syes, O=no
Asvab general science test score

Duncan SEI index of aspired occ, base yr.
Serious crimes committed as of 1979

Sex of respondent 1=female, O=msgle

Stepfather in household at age 14? 1=yes, O=no
Number of times sold pot in 1979

Stepmother in household at age 14? 1syes, O=no
Nuaber of times smoked pot in 1979

Nuasber of times sold hsrd drugs in 1979

Asvah technical test score

Number of times used other drugs in 1979

drug use other than pot last month -- 1983
Lived in urbzn area st age 14? 1=yes, O=no
Asvab verbal test score

Self report high school vocational track
Number of months received well baby care in
1982 and 1983

7782
4174
4601

8265
1356

8265
8265

8265
7884
2157
8265
1516

1583
7563
8265

8265

8265
8265
2157
7886
8265
8265
7806
8265
7821
7825
8265
7805
8265
8265
8265
8265
1583

11.218
34.234
9.458

0.443
2.510

3.670
2.124

11.33¢%
0.881
2.862
0.298
2.783

0.388
0.311
0.028

0.215

0.219
14.839
$2.900

0.592

0.512

0.059

0.308

0.015

1.797

0.054
24.209

0.568

0.620

0.778
34.791

0.057

0.345

The last character of most variables is a number indicsting

the tinme sessuresent, 1=base year, 2=ist sollow-up, etc.

Varisbles not #nding with numbers sre s coaposite or vere only
neasured once. A few exceptions to this convention occur,

88 identified in the varisble definitions.

2.833
22.040
11.040

0.766
0.725

2.537
7.147

20.328
3.075
0.699
0.409
1.310

0.105
1.764
0.190

0.433

0.409
4.330
23.311
2.289
0.482
0.274
1.090
0.124
2.353
0.448
8.782
1.326
5.473
0.411
10.679
0.18S
0.159




APPENDIX B

PROBIT TABLES




TECHNICAL NOTES

Table Bl displays comparisons between OLS and probit esti-
mates for postsecondary schooling using the HSB data. Table B2
shows the same comparisons for marriage after high schocl.

Three technical notes on these tables are needed. First, the
reported sample sizes differ from those in the text because means
were substituted for missing values of independent variables here,
and linewise deletion was used in the text. Second, the line
labled "Adj. R-sq" contains adjusted R-squares for OLS estimates.
The entries on this line for probit results are phi-squares (£<)
calculated on the crosstabulation of predicted and observed
responses on the dependent variable. Omitted phi-squares are due
to too few predicted 1's (O or 1 case predicted to = 1). Third,
the effect estimates for probit were calculated at the maximum on
the normal curve (Z = 0). They are differences between the inte-
gral index the normal curve for each independent variable set to O
and then to 1. This procedure also was applied to the curriculum
index (CURINDX1) even though it is not dichotomous. (The calcula-
tion has an obvious interpretation).
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TABLE 81

EFFECT ESTIMATES OF CURRICULUM ON CURRENT
ENROLLMENT IN POSTSECONDARY SCHOOL: OLS-PROBIT COMPARISONS

University or 4. Yr.
Coliege (UNILYRS

Community or Junicr

College (CJRCOLY)

Vocational /Technical

School (VOCSCH3)

Probit Probit Probi t |
oLs Coeff.  Effect OLS  Coeff. Effect os Coeff. Effect
PRCONCD  -.0809™™" -.22¢5™"" -.0890 L0193 L1067 0425 0133 1412 L0562
PRLCONCD  -.0458™""" -.0904"  -.0362 0220 L1106 L0440 L0061 L0754 0301
PRCONEXD  -.0366™  -.0864  -.0344 .0080  .0397 .0158 L0060  .0655 .0201
PRACADD 0996 L1396 0855 -.062™ -.3712" -.1450 -.009 -.2207  -.087%
cwinNoxi  .3887"" 1™ et .0083 0685 .0273 -.0056 -.7745  -.0309
NO. /CASES 11903 11903 11903
Adj R-sq 3491 2949 - L0395 . .- .008% - .-
TABLE 32
EFFECT ESTIMATES OF CURRICULUM ON
MARRIAGE AFTER WIGH SCHOOL: OLS-PROBIT COMPARISONS
females Males
Probit Probit
oLS Coeff. Effect oLS Coeff. Effect
PRCONCD .0102 .0896  .0357 .0032 .0425 .0169
PRLCONCD  -.0035 .0082  .0033"" -.0114 .-.0785  -.0313
PRCONEXD  .0346" L1551 L0617 -.0077 -.0489  -.0195
PRACADD  -.0037 ..1838 -.0732"" -.0209  -5.2012  -.5492
CURINDXI  -.0648""  -.3473"" -.1379 -.0149 -.347  -.0537
NO./CASES 6105 5798
Adj R-sq  .1503 .0698 . .0654 -- .-
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