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graduates in vocational education at the secondary, postsecondary,
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programs and academic high school graduates. The school level and sex

of the graduates were found to be the most significant variables in
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advar ~age. The report recommends an increased emphasis on general
training at all school levels. {BH)
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HIGHLIGHTS

. A national sample of vocational students who graduated from high school,

post-secondary school and junior college vocational programs in 1966
were surveyed three years later to determine the effectiveness of their
vocational education. It was found that the three school levels drew
students of differing socio-economic backgrounds, with the entrants to
junior college vocational programs coming from fauilies with a higher
socio-economic stabus.

The school level and the sex of the graduates were found to be the most
significant variables in explaining employment, wages and ezrmnings
during the three-year period following graduation. Junior college
graduates enjoyed a labor market advantage relative to those from post-
secondary vocational schools, and these, in turn, enjoyed an advantage
over the graduates of high school vocational programs.

Cost-benefit amalysis generally confirms this view. Given the compara-
tive costs of vocabional education at the high school, post-secondary
and junior college levels, and given the comparative benefits In terms
of wages and earnings of their graduates, the "pay-off" of vocational
education at the junior college level is greater than at the post-
secondary or high school level. However, the cost data used in this
study were severely limited. A survey of schools revealed that only
about 50 per cent would be able and willing to provide sufficiently
detailed cost data to permit a rigorous cost-benefit analysis by

school level and program area.

A relatively small proportion of high school graduates take jobs in
their field of training. Although a larger proportion of graduates from
post-gecondary and junior college vocational programs take initial Jjobs
in their program area, they mcve significantly away from their field of
training by the time of their current job. The lack of relatedness is
especially obvious in the case of graduates from Agricultural prograns,
and the tie to the field of training is found to be somevwhat greater in
the case of graduates in Health and Technical programs. The relatedness
of the job to training does not have a significant positive effect on
the graduate's employment or earnings, and, indeed, in some cases taking
a job in the field of training has a negative effect on earnings. How-
ever, graduates who took jobs in their field of training appear to be
more satisfied with their work than ithose who moved to other fields.

The choice of a specific program area is of less importance than the
choice of school level and other characteristics in affecting employment
and carnings after graduation. The 'pay-off" of a particular program
area depends on whether it is located in a high school, post-secondary
school or junior college; and ifi depends on the region of the country,
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the urban-rural setting demographic characteristics. Program area,
by itself, was of limited significance as an influence or employment
and earnings in tbe various regressions conducted in this study.

Except in post-secondary vocational schools, vocational education is not
a terminal education for half or more of the enrollees. Especially at
the junior college level, vocational education is a stepping-stone to
additional education, often on a full-time basis in a four-y=axr college.

These findings call for more generalized training at all school levels
as contrasted with specific occupational training; and may call for more
flexibility in integrating vocational education wivh general and
academic education. The advantages which graduates of junior college
vocational programs appear to enjoy apparently reflect some of these
characteristics; and they should be exterded in greater measure to
vocational and technical education at the post-secondary level and at
the high school level.
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PREFACE

This report presents a nationwide follow-up analysis of the
educational experience and economic and social benefits of graduates
in vocetional education at the secondary, post-secondary and Jjunior
college levels. It also includes some tentative cost-benefit compari-
song as well as comparative data on dropouts from vocational-technical
programs and on academic high school graduates.

A detailed report on the junior college segment of the study
was prepared by Laure Sha»p and Thelma Myint of the Bureau of Social
Science Eesearch, under subcontract with Wisconsin's Vocational Center.
Their full report can be obtained from the Buvr - zial Sciernce
Res.. "h. el . sections of the report onm junior college ex~
perience have been incorporated in this report. The coopezztive
relationship between our Center and the Bureau was a source o con-
timzing encouragement in helping to overcome the inevitablz re 2arch
problems which arose. DMuch of the value of the report stexs from
that collaboration.

The research presented in these reporis was funded 1 “he
Division f Adult end Vocational Research, U. S. Office of Zlucation,
Depertment of Health, BWducation and Welfar=s. We are especial.ly gratve-
ful to Marc Matland, Bernard Yabroff, and Bermard Michael f=x their

encouragement and advice at all stages of the research.
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Professor Kenneth Little, University of Wisconsin, and Pro-
fessor Richard wWhinfield, now with the University of Connecticut, were
assoziated with this research at its initiation and through most of its
data-gathering phase. Their help is gratefully acknowledged. Max U.
Eninger, Bducational Systems Research Institute, was also associated
with the project at ite initial stages and contributed significantly
to the plans, questionraire design, and initial data gathering.

Susan Fernbach Meives was especially helpful in supervising
the data collection and in her analyses of portions of data which she
incorporated in her Master's thesis at the University of Wisconsin.
David Zimmerman, a graduate research assistant at Wisconsin also
assisted effectivrly in the computer analysis, as did Wayme Bullen.

Professor Teh-wei Hu, Penngylvania State University, con-
tributed notably to the section on cost-benefit analysis.

Our thanks for imaginative typing goes to Sandra Offerdshl

and Genny Mittnacht.

Gerald G. Somers

Madison, Wisconsin
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Vocational-technical education can be defined as formal
instruction for both youth and adults which prepares them for initial
entrance into an occupation or for advancement within an occupation
which requires training other than a four yeaxr (or longer) college
degree. The basic purpcse of this research has been to provide some
measures of the effectiveness of such education. The measures can
take various forms. First, the programs can be assessed in terms of
how well vocational training currently available produces a work force
capable of meeting the occupational demands of the economy. Second,
it can be evaluated in terms of its ability to meet the educational,
employment-~oriented and income needs of various population groups.
Although our report throws some indirect light on the first question,
it is primarily focused on the second.

There has been marked growth in vocational enrollments in the
1960's, eppecially since the pasaage of the Vocational Education Act
of 1963. By 1967 there had been a 16 per cent increase over 1950.

In addition to the lfundes provided by the Vocational Education
Act of 19863 and its amendments, assistance for vocational education
and training in the 1960's was also available in other federal acts
and programs. The Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 released

$50 million for the construction of public commnity colleges,

18 ...
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technical institutes and two year branches of colleges and universities.
The National Student Loan Insurance Act of 196l made supporting loans
available to students of post-secondary business, trade, technical and
other vocational schools. Finally, the Manpower Development Training
Act of 1962 with its amendments in 1963, 1965, 1966 and 1968, and the
Arvea Redevelopment Act of 1962, provided funds for vocational training
and retraining aimed at reducing unemployment and underemploynment.

The Adult Basic Education Program initially authorized by the
Equal Opportunity Act of 196); serves as a supplement to national pro-
grams directly concerned with vocational and technical training. This
program is aimed at eliminating educational deficiencies which limit%
an individual's employment opportunities and narrow his horizons.

Tn spite of all the federal dollars allocated for vocational

education since the first act in 1917, there are no national data

available for an evaluation of the effectiveness of vocational
education. The current research was undertaken to further such
an evaluation.

The study originated when the TUniversity of Wisconsin, through
its Center for Studies in Vocational and Technical Education, obtained
a grant from the U. S. Office of Education to provide evaluative data
on the characteristics of graduates of vocational and technical pro-
grams and on the nature of their subsequent job placement and progress:
The bagic design of the study called for the inclusion of graduates
‘from programe at three levels: high school, post-high school, and
jumior college. To further refine the evaluation, "comparison seg-

ments," in particular dropouts from the same programs and graduates

i 9» e
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who had been enrolled in non-technical, non-vocational curricula, were
also scheduled to be covered. The original study design called for
the development of nationwide stratified random samples of schools for
all three levels, with study populations of June 1966 graduates and
appropriate "comparison students" selected within each school by
random procedures.

Tor a number of reasons, not the least being a reduction in
the grant due %o a cut-back in research funds within the Office of
Education, this initial study design had to undergo modifications.
Sumple selection proved to be a muich more serious problem than
originally envisioned. The cuapilation of a "universe,’ an inventory
of institutions offering programs in the various vocational and tech-
nical program areas, proved to be a complex task. Furthermore,
cooperation from some school systems, especially those in large urban
areas, was in many cases difficult or time-consuming to obtain. In
some states, confidentiality rules about student records eliminated
the possibility of obtaining data with respect to a student's school
performance. Information through school records for persons other
than graduates was seldom available.

Finally, throughout the study, low response rates, largely dve
to inadequate initial addresses available from the school and the high
level of mobility of persons in this age group, presented a major
problem and required time-consuming follow-up efforts. These method-
ological obstacles and efforts at their resolution are described in the
next chapter. Here it is only noted that the data collection and its

potentiél for analysis fell short of the tctal objectives which the

20 5
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investigators had set for themselves when the study was initiated.
However, the basic goal remains: the evaluation of tne effectiveness
of vocational education at various levels through cross-program and
cross-level comparisons, by means of the application of sophisticated
statistical technique, using employment and income as primary success
criteria.

In addition to the evaluation analysis, the report includes a
detailed description of the chéracteristics of students who graduated
from the various programs and their subsequent occupational and edu-
cational careers. If our own evaluation is far from complete and well
below our initial agpirations, it is felt that the research has at
lez st produced a valuable sample of baseline data as a contribution

to nationwide evaluation.
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CHAPTER IT

SAMPLING PROCEDURE AND DATA COLLECTION

Defining the Universe

The lack of national data on vocational education presented a
problem in selecting a sample for the project. Prioxr to the initiation
of the study, therefore, the Center for Studies in Vocational and Tech-
nical Education, in cooperation with the U. S. Oilice of Education and

state directors of vocational education, prepared the Directory: Vo~

1 cational Education Programs, 1966 which listed schools offering
federally reimburseable vocational education programs in 1966. This
listing, which included the vocational--technical enrollments in all
public high schools, post-secondary (non-college) schools, and junior
colleges, served as the universe for the project sample. Although
this was the most complete and comprehensive directory available, it
had inadequacies and inaccuracies, and these were inevitably trans-
ferred to the project sample. TFor example, since a decision wa,s;éde

to stratify the sample by size of program enrollment, schools which

did not report enrollments in the Directory survey had to be excluded

from the semple. Thisg omission, as well as subsequent problems of

GRS RN e o

lack of cooperation, resulted in the exclugion of some cities from

the universe and sample, including New York City, Boston, Detroit,

Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh. A number of other large cities in

these same areas were included, however.
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Sample Selection

The universe was divided into four regions (Northeast, South,
North Central and West), and for each region, lists were made of all
schools offering courses in each of the program areas (trade and
industrial, distributive, health, agriculture, technical and office).
Then each program area was cubdivided into high, medium, and low
enrollment schools. This procedure was done separately for secondary,
post-secondary, and junior college level schools. TFrom these lisbs,
a national sample of schools was drawn on a random basis. Twice the
desired number of schools was drawn in each cell to provide a list
of replacement schools.

At this point, the state directors of vocational education
were agked to contact the sample schools in their state and report
on their agreement to participate in the study. Replacements were
made for those schools which failed to participate. Among the
reasons given for nonparticipation were: mno courses offered in a
particulzr program area, ingufficient time and/or personnel to
complete the information requested, too many other education studies,
and inaccessible records. Many schools failed to respond at all to
contacts, and some sample cells could not be filled with replacements.
The particular problems and results for each of the school level
samples are given below. Part of the problem of misreporting by
schools is revealed in Tables II.1, II.2, and II.3 as the difference
between colums 2 and 3. Colum 2 represents the aumber of guestion-
naires returned by the graduates. Colum 3 represents the actual

mumber of usable questionnaires after those with inaccurate or
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incomplete data were discarded. It was discovered that some schools
incorrectly reported the graduation year of their students and in an
effort to keep the sample as originally planned, those graduating in

years other than 1966 were not coded.

Secondary Sample

The probiem of obtaining a national sample of high school
vocational education graduates was the most difficult due to the in-
adequate record-keeping at this level. In particular, many schools
do not keep separate records for vocational students, and many do not
keep records of graduates by year of graduation. Thig was a majox
problem in this study due to the proposal to focus on 1966 graduates.
The problem of misinformation was severe at the secondary school level,
but the major errors were corrected when the data from the graduates
were coded. The following table contains a breakdown of the final
sample as it was used for mailing and a summexy of the returns. The
final sample for mailing was approximately 50 per cent of the expected
sample with the health program area showing the poo:pes‘b'over all. The
technical program area also proved difficult in obtaining a sample,
and only 15 schools were included. All of the graduates ligted by

the schools in the sample were mailed questionnaires.

Post=-Secondary Sample

Sample selection of schools in the post-secondary level of
+he study presented fewer problems than the secondary sample. Question-

naires were mailed to graduates of approximately 70 per cent of the




TABLE II.1l

SECONDARY SCHOOL SAMPLE

Questionnaires Mailed Usable Usable as

Progran Sent Returns Returns % of Sent
Trade & Ind.

Schools 36 36 36 -

Graduates 1755 Lh7 Le3 2L.1
Distributive

Schools 32 32 30 -

Graduates 835 201 192 23.0
Health

Schools 8 8 8 -

Graduates 66 25 25 37.9
Agriculture

Schools 67 59 57 —-—

Graduntes 792 197 187 23.6
Technical

Schools 15 15 . 15 -

Graduates 353 146 139 39.4
Office

Schools n 1 Lo -

Graduates 1892 582 566 29.9
Academic

Schools 17k 166 165 -~

Graduates 1634 645 633 38.7
Total

Schools* 19l 186 181 -

Graduates 7327 22,3 2165 39.5

¥The number of schools in each program area does not add to the final

total due to the use of more than one program area from some schools..

schools in the proposed sample. The two weak areas us revealed in
Table II.2 are distributive education and agriculture with only 5§ and

I} schools, respectively.
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TABLE II.2

POST-SECONDARY SCHOOL SAMPLE

Questionnaires Mailed Usable Usable as

Program Sent Returns Returns % of Sent
Trade & Ind.

Schools 15 15 15 -

Graduaies 930 355 324 3.8
Distributive .

Schools 5 5 5 -

Graduates 192 £ 87 5.3
Eealth

Schools i, ik i, -

Graduates 680 365 339 h9.9
Agriculture

Schools L L L ~—

Graduates 165 79 56 33.7
Technical

Schools 18 18 18 -

Graduates 731 370 357 48.8
Office

Schools 16 16 16 -

Graduates 762 372 363 L7.6
Total

Schools* N Sk 5l -—

Graduates 3461 1638 1526 Lh.1

*The number of schools in each program area does not add to the final
total dua to the use of more than one progrzm area from some schools.

Junior College Sample

At the junior college level, about 76 per cent of the original
sample schoolg participated in the study. The representation of pro-
grams by schools ig fairly evenly divided in this sample with %he

weakest area in agriculture. The technical and distributive education

o
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TABLE IT.3

JUNIOR COLLEGE SCHOCL SAMFLE

Questionnaires Mailed Usable Usable zs
: Program Sent Returne Returrns % of Sent
Trade & Ind.
Schools 10 10 10 -
Graduates 277 137 138 18.7
Distributive
Schools 1l 1L 1) -
Graduates 390 203 196 50.3
Health
Schools 17 17 7 _~—
Graduates 501 27k =70 53.9
Lgriculture
: Schools 10 8 8 -
Gradnates 508 281 278 5L.7
§ Technical :
[ Schools 11 11 11 -- :
{ Graduates 658 269 2L9 37.8 ‘
{ i
| Office ;
E Schools 11 11 11 - {
Graduates 257 1L5 145 56.4
Total
Schools* an 61 61 -
Graduates 2591 1309 1273 h9.1

¥The number of schools in each program area does not add to the final
total due to the use of more than one program area from some schools.

areas in the junior college sample returned heavy concentrations of
graduates and so the number of questionnaires sent was reduced in these ‘
areas through the use of sampling ratios. Two out of three techmical

graduates were chosen from the rosters sent by the schools. In the

digtributive education area, all the ligted graduates were included ;
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with the exception of one large school ~here only ore in four was
chosen. Table II.3 sum:rizes the junior collegs sample as sent and
returned.

The questionnaires were mailed in the sprirg and swmer of
1969. Two follow-up mailings were made to the graduates to .z %o
increase the Teszponse rive. The appendix contains a sample ¢.=gbion=-
naire. Atthough a diffr—ent questiomnaire was used for each zzhiool
level, the information chosen for amalysis in this study was ¢ otained
through questions similar to those in the sample. Tables IT.. 11.2,

and II.3 illustrate the verying response rates for the samplés.

The Academic ''Control'' Sample

Students who had been enrolled in academic high school programs
were selected to serve ag a control or comparison group in analyses of
the employment and income experience of graduates of vocational pro-
grams. The number of questionnaires sent to persons in the academic
sample and the usable responses are indicated in Table II.1. The
wsable response rate, 38.7 per cent, compares favorably with that of
the total sample and with response in particnlar vocational~technical
programs.

Comparative characteristics of the academic program respondents
are indicated in Chapter III, and descriptive data on their employment
and earnings relative to vocational graduates are discussed in Chapters
V and VI. However, the lack of reliability of some of the basic data
provided for academic graduates and their high rate of college or uni-

versity enrollment after high school graduation reduced the value of



refined comparative analyses of academic-vocatic:al employment and
zaraings in the follow-up period. Although some reference is made .

Chaoter VI to the results of regression analysis including the acadzmrc

sagple, the academi?s are e...iuded from muich of ihe comparative findirgs.

The Dropout Sample

The original plan to make useful comparisons between gracrzwes
anc dropouts of vocational programs was also thwerted by the diffi-
culty in obtaining relizble data on dropouts. The most serious

conceptusl problem was the definition of a vocaticemal dropout used in

obtaining the basic universe data from the schools for sample selection.

Whereas some schools included only those who dropred out of school
entirely, others included many who dropped out of one vocational pro-
gram for transfer to amother vocational or academic program. #And, in
the questionnaire regponses of the "dropouts,” it was apparent that
many had dropped out of one echool only to resume their studies at
another school either as a vocational or academic enrolles.

In addition to the inadequacy of the data on dropouts supplied
by the scheools and the conceptual problems in defining dropouts from
vocational programs, the response rate from those who were sent
questionnaires was excepiionally low. Relative to the graduates, a
much larger proportion of dropouts had changed addresses and could not
be located through mail follow-up or telephone inguiries. Furthermore,
the gaps in data supplied by the respondents was such that many of the

questionneires had to be discaided.
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Consequently, the number of dropouts in several program areas,
and n other cells used for comparative amalysis in this study, were
inadequate for inclusion in the basic evaluation. Descriptive data
are provided on dropouts in Chapters IV, V and VI, and some reference
igs made to the significance of the dropout-graduate variable when
introduced into the equations on post-vocational school wage rates.
However, it was felt best to omit the data on dropouts in most of the
bagic evaluative analysis. For purposes of the comparative regression
analyses, the following numbers of dropouts and graduates by school

level were included:

Junior College Post-High School High School Vocational

Dropout 26 24 Ll
Graduate 295 701 528

The lack of adequate academic and dropout samples for inclusion
in refined statistical analyses deprives this study of useful "control"
groups in evaluating the benefits of graduation from a vocational-
technical program. However, the principal purpose of this research is
to compare the results of vocational-technical education in three school
levels and in six program areas. To a considerable extent, these cate~
gories represent control or comparison groups for each other and permit

meaningful comparative evaluations.

Non-~-Responsge Biasg

As a check on non-response bias, a random sample of non-
respondents was drawn for follow-up telephone interviews. Twenty

graduates were drawn from each program area for the post-secondary,

30

s 4t e



1L
junior college, and secondary-vocational school levels. This sample
was not stratified by size of school enrollment or by region as in the
case of the original sample. The useable returns are shown in App.Tbl.l.

In a comparison of some key characteristics, there do not

appear to be significant differences tetween the two samples which
arve consistent throughout the majority of variables. Table IT.l indi-
cates the characteristics of those who responded to the mail guestion-
naire and those who did not respond to the mail questionnaire but were
interviewed by telephone. Out of 1B tests for differences between the
mail and telephone respondents, only l; produced chi sguares significant
at .05 or less. In view of these results, in the remainder of this
study the telephone respondents are included with the mail respondents
in an uvndifferentiated total sample.

Even though the two samples are not dissimilar in a number of

e o AR T AT ST

basic characteristics, it should be noted that the telephone sampie of

"nonrespondents’ and the mail respondents are distxibuted unevenly

anong the various program areas. Since average follow-up wage rates
for some program areas are higher tham others, the differences in
program distribubtion of the two samples can.result in differences in
the wages on the first job following their vocational~technical
education.

These results are illustrated in Table II.5. The average

starting wage rate is given in each cell along with the per cent of

each sample in that program are&. If only the figures in the totals
column are used, it may be concluded that the non-respondents earn

more than the respondents &s that the economic benefits measured by

O
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TABLE IT.Y4

DIFFERENCE IN SOME BASIC CHARACTERISTICS BETWEEN RESPONDENTS (MAIL)

AND NONRESPONDENTS (TELEPHONE INTERVIEW)

15

(Percentages)®
Post- Junior Secondary

Secondary College Vocational

R#* NR R NR R NR
Relatedness of Job

1o Training

Same 55 53 L6 52 27 2l
Eighly Related 25 22 29 27 23 18
Stightly Related 13 8 14 13 20 16
Completely Different 7 17 11 8 30 L3
Chi Sguare signif. ats .05 .90 .20
Father's Education
None-8th grade Lo 27 28 26 30 32
9th~11th grade 1L 12 16 10 2l 26
H.8. graduate 30 L2 33 31 33 36
More than H.S. 16 19 23 33 13 6
Chi Sguare signif. at: .20 .30 .70
Sex
Male 54 63 65 59 53 62
Female L6 37 35 L1 L7 38
Chi Sguare signif. ats .30 .50 .30
Average Age 25.67 23.76 25.27 25.45 21.00 21.00
Marital Statusg
Single L1 37 L 39 53 L5
Married 55 63 52 60 L 38
Other L 0] L 2 3 i7
Chi Sguare signif. atb: .30 .50 .001
Race
Negro 6 6 8 12
White 89 93 92 92 91 8h4
Other 8 1 2 2 3
Chi Sqguare signif. at: . .10 .70 .30
Additional Education
Yes 10 18 72 inn 59 L5
No 90 82 28 56 L 55
Chi Square signif. at: .10 .00L .05

*Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
**R=regpouidents to the mail questionnaire; NR=nonrespondents to the
mail queriimnaire who were interviewed by telephone.
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TABLE II.5

AVERAGE STARTING HOURLY WAGE BY SCHOOL LEVEL AND FROGRAM FOR

RESPONDENTS (MAIL)

AND NONRESPONDENTS (TELEPHONE INTERVIEW)

Program

Pogt- Junior Secondary
Secondary College Vocational
R¥¥ NR R ¥R R NR

Trade & Industrial
Per cent*

Distributive
Per cent

Health
Per cent

Agriculture
Per cent

Technical
Per cent

Office
Per cent

Total
Per cent

$2.19 $2.43 $2.30 $2.33 $1.89 $2.21

18 18 10 15 30 19
2.24  2.36 2.27 2.24 1.58 1.61
L 27 13 28 12 13
1.75 1.98 2.26 2.16 1.6% 1.62
23 10 27 25 2 13
2.20 2.63 2.38 L4.06 2.00 1.83
3 4 iV 5 8 17
2.43 2.39  2.47 2.45 2.06 2.86
26 20 20 15 8 17

1.70 1.65 2.26 2.21 1.76 1,49
26 20 15 15 Lo 22

2.03 2.21 2.33 2.35 1.82  1.99
160 100 100 100 100 100

*Per cent of mail and
for each school level.

telephone respondents in each program area

**R=respondents to the mail questionmaire; NR=nonrespondents to the

mail questionnaire who

were interviewed by telephone.

this study may te understated. By examining the differences between the

samples by progranm

area, howsver, this conclusmion is seen to result

primarily from the distribution of the two samples by program srea. In

the post-secondary semple, for example, distributive graduates earn one

of the highest wage rates, $2.2l per hour for mail respondents and

$2.36 per hour for telephone respondents. The percentage of the total
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number of graduates in sach of these samples who fall in the distribu-
tive area is L for mail and 27 for telephone. This means that the
average starting wage in the post-secondary telephone sample is
influenced by their heavy concentraticn in a program area with higher-
paid graduates. On the other hand, the health field, which is one of
the lowest paying areas, contributes far less to the telephone semple
than it does for the mail sample. This same phenomenon is true to a
lesser degree for the secondary vocational gradiates. In the junior
college group, however, the samples are more evenly matched by program
area and the average difference in pay between the mail and telephone
respondents is only $.02.

It is more accurate, therefore, to assesg the difference in
starting wage rate in terms of program alone. In half of the 18 pro-
grams (6 programs in each of the 3 school levels), telephone respondents
earned more than mail respondents and in half the reverse was true.

It is interesting, however, to note that the sum of the differernces
between the wage rates in programs where the telephone respondents
earned mors than the mail respondents is $3.91, compared to only $.56
in those programs where the mall respondents earned more than the
telephone respondents.

Although there are some significant differences between the
respondents and non-respondents, the evidence available from ‘telephone
interviews does not indicate the customarily expected bilas in favor of
+he labor market characteristics and performance of respondents rela-—
tive to non-respondents. There is no consistent evidence that non-

respondents were more "disadvantaged" or "deprived" than reszspondents.
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Their lack of response zpparently reflected a somewhat random series
of causes which were not necessarily related to a less favorable labor

market experience.

Regional Sampling and Weighting

As noted above, the population of schools was divided into
four regions and subsequently the sample was stratified by size of
program enrollment for three school levels. This procedure was
designed to obtain an equal proportion of the sample in each region
by each school level. Thus, the probability of sampling from each
region differed. In order to decrease the possible sampling bias and
the variance of the sample, a weighting procedure, with weights being
the inverse to “hose probabilities, would be desirable.

However, due to the difficulties in the actual data collection
in this study as noted above, many sample cells could not be filled
with replacements. As a result, each region has different proportions
of “he total sample in each schcol level and program area, as shown
in Chapter III. Thus, the applicaticn of the customary weighting
procedure is not appropriate and may introduce further bias.

in alternative procedure for overcoming the regional weighting
problem is to estimate separate regres-ion egquations by region. Based
on the coefficients of the regression equations, one can determine the
existence and extent of differences among the four regions. This pro-
cedure has been followed in the regression analyses in subsequent

chapters.
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CHAPTER IIT
PFRSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE GItADUATES

Introduction

Although the survey was primarily designed as a follow-up of
experience in the labor market, a limited amount of information was
gathered on personal characteristics, the educational experience of
gstudents in the vocational prograns and the attitudes of graduates
toward their éducatione.l experience and labor market prospects. This
chapter presents some cross-tabulations with regard to personal char-
acteristics, and cross-tabulations describing the educational ex-
perience and attitudes of the graduvates are set forth -in the following
chapter.

The personal characteristics discussed below in tabular form
are also utilized in subsequent regression analyses as independent or
explanatory variables which may be related to subsequent labor market
and educational experience. BSince a principal focus of the survey is
on differences by school level and program area, much of the descrip-
tive data on personal characteristics is classified by these two

variables. Because of the need for a complete set of data for each

respondent to be used in the regression analyses; some reduction in the

size of the sample as set forth in the preceding chapter was necessary
in order to include only those regpondents for whom usable data were

available for each and every independent and dependent variable
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included in the regression equations. To insure that this procedure
did not introduce an unknown bias in the resulis, the descriptive cross-
tabulation tables wers run twice, first for the reduced sample and then
for the total sample described in Chapter II. This procedure revealed
no outstanding differences in the two samples.

Since the regression analyses, utilizing personal character-
istics as independent variables, include only the reduced sample, the
+tabulations presented in this chapter include the reduced sample rather
than the total sample of usable responses. Since the variables differ
in a number of "-:he‘ regression equations, the numbex of respondents in
variable cells differs slightly according tc the regression eguation
witich is being utilized. Table IIL.1 summarizes The key personal
characteristics of the samples broken down by school level. A more
detailed summary of personal characteristics, cross-classified by
region, program, and rural-urban sebting of schools is presented in

Appendix Table 2.

Age

In the sample respondents used in the regression analyses, the
mean age was 23.7 years. Since all of the secondary school graduates

completed school in 1966, it was assumed that the average age of the

: respondents at the time of the survey would e 21 for both the vo-
cational and academic respondents. Table I1II.2 indicates the average
age for the post-secondary snd junior college samples by program area.
Overall, there is little difference between the average age of the

junioy college graduates and the post-sescondary school graduates,
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TABLE I1T.1

CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLE 3Y SCHOOL LEVELS

Post~ High School
Junior College High School Vocational

%& Industry 23 (7.1)% 15 (20.0) 150 (26.2)
Distributive 15 (L4.7) L7 (6.5) 42 (7.3)
Health 76 (23.7) 119 (16.14) 10 (2.7)
Agriculture 30 (9.3) h (0.6) 58 (10.1)
Technical 110 (3L4.3) 203 (28.0) 69 (12.1)
Office 67 (20.9) 207 (28.5) 243 (42.6)

H Graduate Status

" Graduate 295 (91.9) 70L  ..7) 528 (92.3)

Dropout 26 (8.1) 2l (3.3) W (7.7

Male 19 (60.L) 403 (55.6) 281 (49.1)

Female 127 (39.6) 322 (L4.L) 291 (50.9)

; Age

Mean 25.8 25 -

Standard Deviation 6.1 6.5 -

[9 Range 21-55 yrs. 20-61 yrs. _—

Marital Status

Single 108 (33.6) 287 (39.6) 284 (49.6)

Married 196 (61.1) K17 (57.5) 267 (L6.7)

, Other 17 {5.3) 21 (2.9) 21 (3.7)

Race

White 289 (90.0) 66l (91.6) 535 (93.5)

’ Non-white 32 (10.0) 61 (8.4) 37 {&.5)

*Figures in parentheses refer to percentages.

g £ o i S T
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TABLE III.2

AVERAGE ACE OF POST-HIGH SCHOOL AND JUNIOR COLLEGE GRADUATES
BY PROGRAM AREA

Post- Average for
High School Junior Cullege Program¥*
Trade and Industrial 23.9L 25.57 22.61
Distributive 23.0kL 23.08 22.16
Hesl sh 30.11 28.50 29.07
Agriculture 23.51 22.92 z2.2,
Technical 2L.35 25.48 2L.07
Office 22.89 23.99 22.11

¥The averages for program contain the secondary vocational graduates!
average age of 21.

approximately 25 years for each. Nonetheless, as seen in Table III.1,
there is a wide range of ages in both samples, and, as seen in Table
TII.2, junicr college graduates in Health, Trade and Industrial, and
Technical programs are on the average older than those in Digtributive,
Office, and Agriculture programs. Somewhat the same age pattern is
found emong the post~high scnn:L graduates with the exception that
thosé in Trade and Tndustrial programs are closer to the average age

of the sauple.

Sex

Tn the total sample used for regression analyses, males
constituted 5h.3 per cent, females 45.7 per cent. As is sSeen in
Table IIT.1l, however, males represent a larger proportion of the junior

college sample and a slightly smaller proportion of the high school
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vocational sample. There is a notable distinction in sex shown by
program area (see App.Tbl. 2). Whereas males are clearly the dominant
group in Trade and Industrial I;rog:cams and in Agriculture and Technical
programs, females predominate in Office programs arnd they constitute all
but a handful of respondents in our sample cf graduates in Health pro-
grams. Although males constitute a large proportion of the total sample
in Distributive programs at the high school and post-high school levels,
the male predominance in Distributive programs is especially notable at

the junior college level.

Marital Status

In the total sample, 5l.L were married and L1.9 were single.
As is seen in Table III.1l, this ratio was reversed only at the high
school vocational level, and in the junior college sample over 60 per
cent were married. Reflecting sex and age differences, there are
notable differences in the percentage of married respondents in the
various program areas (App.Tbl. 2). Married respondents predominated
in Health, Agriculture, Techmical and Office programs, but they were
in a minority in Tiade and Industrial pregrams, wnd were equally
represented with single respondents in Distribubtive programs.

Whereas women were more likely to be married and men more
likely to be single at the high school level, in both vocational and
academic programs (see Table IIT.3), at the post-high school and
Junior college levelg married respondents predominated among both men

and women.
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MARITAL STATUS AND SEX OF SAMPLE BY SCHOOL LEVEL
(M < Male; F = Female—percentages)*

———————— g e

Marital Pogb- Junior High School Secondaxy

Status Rjigh School College Vocational Academic
by P M P M P M P

————— et s e e e

Single 43 36 L6 27 57 L3 70 L7

Married 57 59 52 65 L0 52 26 51

Other 1 5 2 7 3 5 3 1

——— A ————— e e sy =3 et
¥Totals moy Not add to 100 per cent due to rounding.

Rage

Our Ssmple of Tespondents was overwhelmingly white, with only
8 per cent nop~white. The racial compogition was roughly similar at
sach of the School levels, with a slightly greater proportion of
whites at the high gchosl vocational level, as compared with post-
high school and junior college samples. By program area, the only
sizable number of hon-whites were found in Trade and Industrial, and
the percentafe of non-whites was especially small in Agriculture,
Office and Digtributive education. At the junior college level, these
racial patteIns were also noted; with some concertration of non-whites
in Trade and Tndustrisl and in Health programs (see Table IIL.L).

Ag might Pe expected, non-whites in the total sample weTe found
primarily in the cities rather than the rural areas or the suburbs
(App.Tbl. 2), and the regional breakdown found that they were some-
what more heavily concentrated in the West and the South, as compared

with the NoXrtheast and North Central areas.
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TABLE IIT.L

RACE OF RESPOKDENTS BY JUNIOR COLLEGE FROGRAM
(In percentasges)

Program Negro White Other
Trade and Industry 10.7 88.5 0.8
Distributive 3.6 95.L i.0
Health 9.1 90.2 0.7
Agriculture 1.5 95.9 2.6
Technical 2.0 83.0 9.0
Office 1.4 90.7 7.9

Socio=Economic Background

The education and occupation of the respondents'! parents can be
utilized 23 a weasure of their socio-economic background. As can be
seen in T.%ie iII.5, respondents in the junior collsge and high school
academic samples have fathers with higher levels of educational achieve-
ment than thoge in the high school or post-high school vocatioral
gsamples. Whereae approximately one-fifth of the respondents in the
Junior coli-..:, and high school academic samples had fathers witn more
than a high school education, in the two vocational school samples the
corresponding percentages are 14.10 and 10.60.

There are also interesting differences in the educational level
of the respondents! fathers when the samples at each school level are
broken down by program arvea {see Appendix Tables 3, L and 5).

At the junior college level, almost one-third of the graduates from



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

26
TABLE 1II.5

FATHERS! EDUCATION BY SCHOOL LEVEL

(Percentages)

Fathers' Post~ Junior High School  High School
Biucation High School College Vocational Academic
5-8 years 39.55 30.54 32.45 25.67
9-11 yeaxs .47 16.59 24.28 35.63
High schnool 31.88 32.10 32.66 35.63
More than high school 14.10 20.L47 10.60 19.92
Total 10G.00 100.00 1.00.00 100.00

Chi Square significant at .001.

Technical programs had fathers who had achieved more than a high school
education, as compared with less than one-fourth of those from Health
and Agriculture progreams, and less than one-fifth of those who had
graduated ir. the other program areas. For graduates from high school
and post~high school vocational programs, on the other hand, the
fathers of those from Distributive programs had the highest levels of
education. At all schuol levels, the proportion of fathers with more
than a high school education was lowest for greduates from Trade and
Industry programs, ranging from 9 per cens at the high school vo-
cational level to 16.2 per cent at the junior college level.

The fathers of junior cnllege graduates also held jobs on their
way up the occupational ladder, as compared to fathsrs of graduates of
high school and post-high school vocational programs. As seen in

Tables III.6, IIT.7 and III.8, in the majority of program areas, the
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proportion of professional, technical and managerial occ.apations was
greater at the junior college level than at the post~high school and
high school levels. This is especially notable for those graduating
from technical programs, where almost one-fourth of the fathers of
junior college graduates held professional or technical positions in
contrast with only 10 per cent of the fathers of students in the post-
igh school and high school programs. Similarly, at the other end of
the occupational scale, a smaller proportion of the fathers of junior

sllege graduates were in service and unskilled occupations in the
‘ majority of program areas, as compared with the fathers of high school
graduates. The sccupational pattern at the post-high school level wau
closer to the Jjunior college patternm.
One notable feature of the socio=-economic background of the
graduates is the preponderance of skilled manual occupationg held by
| their fathers. This is especially marked in the case of the graduates
; of high schoul vocational programs, where the father of over one~third
% of the graduates of Trade and Industry, Technical and Office programs
! were skilled workers. However, family background in the skilled manual
trades was also significant among the graduates of post-high school ai.d
junior college programs. The major exception is found among graduates
of agricultural programs. At the high school and post-high school levels,
over half of the agricultural gradnates had a farming background, aand at
the junior college level 46.5 per cent of the fathers were farmers.
it is of some interest to note that over a third of the fathers
of graduates of Distribution education programs were employed -~ managers

or proprietors. Although the proportion from this occupational background
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is not as high for post-high school and high school vocational graduates
(approximately 20 per cent), at these school levels, too, the propo;tion
of fathers who are managers or proprietors was greater for graduates in
Distributive education than in the other program areas.

These findings are generally confirmed by the data un the socio-
economic index (using the NORC scale) of the father's occupation (see
Appendix Tables 5, 6 and 7). For most of the program areas, the occu-
pations of fathers of junior collegme graduates place +hem in a higher
socio~economic status than the fathers of vost-high school ap’ high
school vocational graduates. The fathers of graduates from Technical
and Distributive programs tended to have a realtively high socio-
economic occupational status, and the fathers of graduates of Agri-
culture and Trade =nd Industry programs tended to have a relatively
low position on the socio-economic occupational index.

The mother's education and occupation may also have some influ-
ence on the achievement orientation and social status of their children.
As is seen in Tables III.9, III.10 and IT1.11, the mothers of junior
college and post-high school vocational graduates had achieved a higher
~evel cf education than those in the high school vocatfonal programs.
This is especially notable in the Technical and Agricultural programs.
where the educational level of the graduates' mothers was relatively
high at the junior college and post-high school levels but not warkedly
higher than in other programs at the high school level. As in the case
of the father's education level, the edicational arhiavement of mothers
of graduates from Agricultural programs at the Junior college and post-

high school level was relatively high, as compared with the mother's




32

0° 00T gt 269 942 €€ H01II0
0001 6°i2 494 G*S1 ££2 Ty OLNHOZL
Q' 00T (A4 L*9s g°at 0L TINITNOTEOV
0°00T 102 718 G°ge 662 HITYHH
0°00T q*LT L*L9 g it €81 NOIZVHOE HATLOGTEISIT
0°00T 6°€T 6°£9 €422 oft LEISAQNT @ HaVEl
Te%0% Tooysg YSTH - *PRID TOOUOS spRID U6 82Tg wers01g
uey} 9O uSTH 01 U3 uRyg SSO] a1dureg

TOTFeop: S L9030

(se8egueoxsd ug)
WES0EA FOHTION HOINAP S)IfECALS I ‘NOTGVONTH S ¥EHLOK

6°TTT ETEVL

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3G

s e M 0V TR e e



33

QoL

ool

001

ool

oot

ool

o L30T

0°8t

SI0)

g ee

9%

TeaeT (00° 98 JUROTITUITS
(51 = Ip)

A

grei

6L

0°1€
961
6
ge€c
69

g s

&
1
o

{sjusprls Jo uad Jad)
UOTRBOTPY §,I3YIO0N

OT'IIT T4V

9°9L = =

-JuTpumoa 04 anp Q| Teuba qou Lew mmmmnqmonomm

28¢
Lhe
€5
i€
L8
so€

9Z18
aTdueg

AD1I40
AN
HHALTROTEOV
HETVEH
HATINGTYISTA

JUISNANT NV HIVHL

W=a30ad

WYEOOUd TYNGILVOOA TOOHOS HOIH ISOd S¢INEANIS X4 ‘NOILVONGE S«dHHION

O

R

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



3k

001

ool

oot

ool

0ol

001

12901

TeAST G0° 9® quUEOTITUITS qcU

(5L = p)

e = NM

+3utpunos 01 oup Q0 Teuba ¢o=AhmE mmmmpnmuawmm

6 1L 61
el 56N
s neen
0'tt 192
6°91 1]
§'6 n-en
R =T

e
L2
9Ll
gne
102

1°0¢

8" 81
€91l
9" €3
1*9¢
LA

19l

(sjuepnis jo qued asd)
uoT}EONPY S, ISUIOK

T1°IIT &8V

LES
62l
9L
€2

ngL

66

9Z18

atdueg

FOL4I0

TYSINHOEL
TUNITNOT HOY N
BLUTVEH T
1

NI INFTEISIA

JUISNANT NV HIV4L

WEeI50dd

WY¥00dd TYNOILVOOA TOOHOS HOTH §:INZINIS 8 “NOIIVONAE S MEHION

Q
IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e et ot

35
educational ievel for graduates of Agricultural programs in th= high
schoolr.

Approximately one-third of the mchers of post-high graduates
were working at the tiwe of the interview, and L2 per cewt of the mothers
of high school graduates were employed. At both school levels, the
largest proportion of pfofessionally or techunically employed mothers was
found among graduates o%ﬁﬁgricultural programs (33 per cent for post-
high school graduates and 25 per cent for high school graduates).
Relatively large percentages of the mothers were employed in clerical
occupations and relatively few were euwployed in unskilled occupations
(see Appendix Tables 8 and 9).

The socio--economic index cn e occupations of employed mothers
was consgiderably higher than that of employed fathers for graduates at
both high school and post high school vocational levels (see Appendix
Tables 10 and 11 ). At the post-high school level, over half of the
mothers of the students in Distributive and Agricultural programs were
in occupations with a NORC rating of 60 or more, whereas fathers with
occupational ratings in this category constituted 35 per cent of Dis-
tributive graduates and only 10 per cent of Mricultural graduates.

Tt is seen, then, that atudents entering and graduating from
particular programs and particular levels of vocational~technical
education come from varying socio-economic backgrounds. The etucational
and occupationel stutus of their pareuss has some influence in 4 recting
them foward post-high school vocational scheools or junior colleges, and
it has inflnenced their choice of specific program areas. As is dis=-

cussed in subsequent chapters, these differences in socio=~econonic
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hackground may also have influenced the resulits of the - dents’

-rocational—t ohni~al education.

Personal Characteristics of Junior College Dropouts

slthough dropouts are not included in this evaluation of
voeatismal-technical education, it is constructive to draw some com-
parisons between the Personal charscicristics of dropouts and graduates.
Comparisons of their educational experience and post-voca’ional ex~
perience is discussed in subsequent chapters.

At the junior college level, there were no marked differences
between dropouts and graduates with respect to sex ratio and age; how-
ever the graduates had a slightly higher proportion of married
respendents. As is seen in Table III.12, the socio—economic siatus of
the dropouts and graduates as measured by father's education and occu -
pation, are also quite gimilar. With regard to education, the findings
run somewhat counter to expectations: +he fathers of Trade and Industry,
Health and Office program dropcuts had. slightly more years of education
than the fathers of graduates from these programs. However, the
differences are seldom large enough to be statistically significant.

The differences between the socio—economic index of father's
occupation for dropouts and graduates is also relatively small. How—
ever, where differences occur they are in accordance with customary
assumptions, except for the graduates of Health programs where the
occuvational index for fathers of drcpouts was higher than that of
gradinites. The most marked difference waj found among graduates of

Office programs where the fathers of gri.duates had an orcupational



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

31

score of 39.5 in comparison with the occurational index of 31.2 for

the fathers of dropouts.

TABLE 1II.12

330I0-ECONOMIC STATUS OF IROPOUTS AND GRLDUATES, BY PROGRAM
Junior College Level)

Progran Dropoutbs Graduates
Father'!'s Median Years of Eduecaticn

Trade and Industry 11.8 10.3
Distributive Education 11.8 11.8
Health 12.0 11.2
Agricul*re 11.6 11.6
Technical 11.9 11.9
Office 1i.7 10.9

Father's Median Occupational Score

Trade and Industxy
Distributive Education
Health

Agr’ culture

Teornical

Cfilice

Less than 30
L2.8
35.0

Lesg than 50
43.9
31.2

30.8
L3.6
31.9
Less than 30
LhL.3
39.5
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CHAFPTE:R IV
THE EDUCATIONAL EXPFRIENCE AND STUDENT ATTITUDES

Although the principal focus of thie study is on the post-
vocational employment and income experience of vocational~technical
graduates, some useful information was gathered on the schonola’
attendants and on the educational experierce of the graduates while
enrolled ir their vocational~technical programs. These characteristics
are discussed in this chapter, along with factors explaining the dropouts
from the vocasional~techuic 2l programs and the gradaates' attitue 3
toward their vocational =ducation and preparation for their subsequent

careers.

Regional and Urban-Rural Setting of Schools
For the sample used in the regression analyses of subsequent

chapters, graduates were drawir from schocls divided into four regions.
A proximately one-third of the sample of respondents had graduated from
chools in the North Central regiwu, and a little over one-fouxrth from
schools in the West (see Appendix Tbl.2). A little ovor one-fifth were
7~om schools in the South and the remainder were drawn frc. schools in
the Northeast. Thess regional patterns differed by the school levels
and samples, however, as seen ir. Table IV.1l. Whereas over LS per cent
of the post-secondary graduates came from sehicols in the North Central

region, only 18.9 per cent and 21.9 pcr cent, respectively, of the
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TABLE IV.1

PER CENT OF SAMPLE AT EACH SCHOOL LEVEL, BY REGION

Post- Junior High Tchool  High School
Region High School College Vocational BAcagden
West iL.10 51.78 19.30 19.16
Northeast 16.75 21..65 2h.39 11.88
North Central Lg.22 13.91 21.95 34,87
South 23.94 4.65 34.26 34,10
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Chi Square significant at .001.

junior college and high school vocational graduates came from schools
in this region. Over half of the junior college grzduates cape from
schools in the West, and over one-third of the high schcol vocational
graduates came from schools in the South. Southern schools were algo
relatively important in Yhe distribution of the high school academic
sample, with a litile over one-third from that region and an equal
proportion fwom the North Central region. There was no significant
differsnce between the regional distribution of tne total initial
sample and the sample as reduced for purposes of Tregression apalysis.
As is seen in the Appendix tabulations on regional i tribution,
graduates from Trade and Indastry programs were predominantly from the
North Central region, Distributive program graduates were cOncentrated
in the Northeast, Health program g-aduates wer= primarily from the West
and South, Agricultural program graduates predominantly from “he North

Central region, the largest group of Technical program graduates was
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from the West, and Office program graduates were primarily from the
North Central region and the West.

While the regional distributicn of mal . graduates corresponded
closely tc that of the total sample, there was a somewhat larger pro-
portion of female gradnctes from schools in the West, and a somewhat
snaller proportion from she North Central region as compared with males
and the total sample.

For purposevs of enalysis, the school settings from which the
samples were drawn were divided into five categories: rural, medium-
size citie,, large cities, vsry lar.~ cities and suburbs. As is seen
in App.Tbl. 1 , most of the graduates from rural schools were in the
forth Centrzl region, the schools in medium-~size cities were pre-~
dominantly in the Nortneast and North Central regions, +the schools in
large cities were primerily in the South and West, the schools in very
large cities were primarily in the West and North Central regions, and
the suburban schools were predominantly in the West aud South. Both
regional locations and urban-rural settings were used as explanatoxy
variables in the regression analyses of follow-up experience in the
labor market.

Mthouzh graduates of the three levels of vocational-technical
programe were generally disbtributed throughout the categories of urban-
Tural settings, :.0 post-high school graduaiess were included from schools
in ve —ge cities. However, over half were drawn from schocls in
medium and large cities. (See Appen.Thl. 1.) Of the 349 gradzates in-
cluded in the sample from rural schools, those <¢oming from post~high

school and high school programs predominated. The largest numbexrs of

n
N
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junior college graduates included in the sample were from colleges in
very large and medium-size cities, with approximately one-fifth coming

from colleges located in the suburbs.¥*

Reasons for Enrolling in a Posgt-High School Vocational Program

When asked why they chose a post-~high school vocational course,
the respondents gave a wide variety of reasons and the pattern of re-
sponses differed according to the program from which they graduated. As
seen in Table IV.2, a substantial number chose to enroll in a secondary
vocational school because of a new career interest, and this factor was
especially important in the case of those in Health programs, and in
Trade 4 Industry programs. However, more respondents, overall,
stressed the increased earnings which they hoped would stem from
their vocational-technical training. Almost 42 per cent of the graduates
from Office programs and almost 30 percent for those in Technical pro-

grams stressed the desire to improve their earning ability.

Reasons for Enrolling in a Junior College

In surveying the junior college graduates, stress was placed on
their reasona for selecting a junior college rather than a four-year
school. Although the proportions giving this reason varied froxq program
to program--with a high of 67.1 per cent for the Health group as com-
pared to only 3L.5 per cent of the Office graduates--it was the dominant

reason for all program graduates except Agriculture, where the selection

*More detail on the characteristics of the junior colleges in-
cluded in this study can be found in the report prepared by the Bureau
of Social Science Research. Data on junior colleges include racial
composition, students' residential arrangements, entrance reguirements,
limitation of facilities, staff, per person cost, and growth of jumior
colleges.
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of the junior college for its convenient location was egually popular.
Trom Table IV.3, which shows the reasons given for selecting the Jjunior
college by program type, it can be seen that financial reasons were
cited by fewer than one--fourth of the respondents from every program.
Pinancial reasons are Seen as being more important by graduates from
the Distributive Education and Office programs; over a fifth of these
respondents said that they had selected 2 junior college instead of a
four-year college because they could not afford the expense that would
have been involved in attending the latter. It is worth noting that
these are not graduates of especially low socio-economic status; in
fact, their fathers are more often in higher status jobs. However, it
ia possible that these graduates, many of whom have tieé in the business
world and who aspire to business occupations, sre more "money oxiented"
than students who are more 'task oriented" (Technical, Health and Trade
and Industry students) anl. were primarily interested in programs which
could satisfy their work interests. For the agricultural students,
many of whom come from rural and isolated locations, the convenience
of a local college may have both financial and psychological ad~
vantages.

In this respect, the dropouts differed rather sharply from the
graduates. As is seen in Table IV.l, appreciably higher proportions in
every program type chose the two-year college because of locational
advanteges; special program interest, the main motivator of graduates,
was more rarely present among dropouts.

Socio-economic status, as inferred from the father's educational

and occupational status, was not seen to be related to the reasons why
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TABLE IV.3

REASHON FOR ENROLLING IN JUNIOR COLLEGE, BY PROGRAM
(In percentages)

Interest Could
in not afrd.

Program Sample Specific  Conven. L-yr.

Size Program Location College Other Total
Trade & Industry 135 5l.1 28.9 12.6 an 100.0
Digbributive
Education 193 37.3 15.0 2C.7 26.9 100.0
Health 264 671 15.9 12.1 L:.9 100.0
Agriculture 270 37.8 38.5 13.7 10.0 100.0
Technical 215 148.6 25,7  13.9  11.8 100.0
Office 139 34.5 28.8 24.5 12.2 100.0

TABLE IV.L

REASON FOR SELRECTING JUNIOR COLLEGE INSTEAD OF

FOUR~YEAR COLLEGE, BY PROGRAM
(In percentazes)

Progran Special

and Sample Program

Groups gize Interest Location Finencial Other Total
Trade & Industry

Dropout 17 17.6 h7.1 5.9 29.1 100.0

Graduate 135 £l.1 28.Y 21.6 7.4 100.0
Distributive Ed.

Dropout 16 18.7 25.0 31.3 25.0 100.0

Graduate 193 37.3 15.0 20.7 26.9  100.0
Health

Dropout 36 Lh.L 30.6 "~ 8.3 16.7 100.9

Graduate 264 67.1 15.9 12.1 L.9 100.0
Agriculture

Dropout 26 30.8 L&.2 3.8 19.2 10C.0

Graduate 270 37.8 38.5 13.7 10.0 1C0.0
Technical

Dropout 20 20.0 60.0 15.5 5.0 100.0

Graduate 2l5 L8.6 25.7 13.9 11.8  100.0
Office

Dropout 25 20.0 L40.0 24.0 16.0 100.0

Graduate 139 34.5 28.8 24.5 12.2 100.0
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the graduates selected a junior college instead of a four-year school.
Similarly, gradustes with less educated fathers dii not cite financial
reasons for selecting junio;r.' college more so than the others did. In
all fields, students' choices and decisions do not seem 0 be immedi~
ately motivated by the financial and social status of their families.
No doubt the stetus had a pervasive influence during the student's
childhood and zdolescence and together with other = ..cs influenced
his career goals and aspirations; however, it would be a serioug over-
simplification to view the junior college attender--especially the
student who enrolls in an occupational program--as being primarily

there because he camot afford to attend a four-year ccllege.

Reagons for Selecting Vocationa™ ’ourse

Although students in hi ‘chool and post-high school
vocational programs selected tF vocational course because of their
woxk—~oriented interes‘&s, they v ‘e generally motivated by the at-
tractions of the type of work : .ther than by knowledge of specific pay
or working conditions of the employment whick might mesult. As is seen

in Tables 4.5 and 4.6, hobby interests played zome part in the decision-

T D TR

making process, especially at the high school level, but work motivation
predominated, and the general attractiveness of the type of work was
especially important for students in Health, Office, Agriculture and

Distributive programs at the high school level, and in Health and

Distributive programs at the post-high school level. Relatively few

of the students chose their vocational course because of the advice of
parents, counselors, teachers or employers, with the exception of those

who enrolled in Technical courses at the high school level, where
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PABLE IV.5

REASON FOR SELECTING PARTICULAR HIGH SCHOOL VOCATIONAL COURSE,
BY PROGRAM

Reason (.n percentages)
Attract. Advice Advice Advice

Sampi-~ Hobby to type of of of

Program size in.. woi worll pro. . cuuds.  faenler Total¥
TRADE & IND. 200 20.0 66.5 6.0 L.5 3.0 100
DISTRIBUTIVE 70 5.7 77.1 7.1 4.3 5.7 100
HEALTH 17 1.8 8.2 0 0 0 100
AGRICULTURE 82 13.4 78.1 2. 3.7 2.4 100

. TECHNICAL 63 27.0 57.1 4.8 1.1 0 100

: OFFICE 216 2.9 8L4.6 5.3 5.1 .8 100

¥Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding.

SR PHIRVIT

11 per cent indicated that the advice of the counselor had influenced
their choice. Among the students at the post-high school level, pre-
vious job experience was an important motivating factor only in the
case of Agriculture programs where over one—fourth indicated that pre-
vious experience was the reason for their selecting that course of

gtudy.

Even though good pay and working conditions were seldom cited

e e e e e I AT 1 S R

as a reason for choosing the vocational course even at the post-high
school level, these factors were relatively more important for students
in Technical programs (15.7 per cent), Trade and Industry programs
(13.7 per ceut) and Office programs (10.8 per cent), than in the case

of students in other vocational programs.
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In contrast with the job-related (albeit not pay-related) moti-
vation of high school and post-high school students in selecting their
vocational course, the decision of junior college students to tai&e"a
vocational course or program was not primarily job-related. Even though
junior college students who select an occupational program may have a
fairly definite idea about the type of work they wish to pursue after
graduation, most of them unéertake the college vocational program in
order to become better~educated, rather than to acquire skills that
will give them entry into a particular job or advancement in a field
of work. Given the choices shown in Table IV.7, over half of the
graduates from every program chose the vague "wanted additional edu-
cation" category as the reason for selecting their college course.
The number giving this reason ranged from 75.7 per cent of the gradu-
ates in Office programs to 50 per cent of those in Health programs.
Over one-fifth of the graduates in Agriculture and Technical programs
gove career advancement as a reason for choosing their college vo-
cational course, but job entry as a rea:son for enrolling in vocational
courses was rarely mentioned except in the case of Health grzduates,
whore more than 27 per zent cited this Treason for their choice.
The detail on the high school curriculum which had been followed by
the junior college graduates and the length of their junior college
vocational ccurse, as additional factors influencing ¢heir choice, can

be found in the report prepared by the Bureau of Social Science Research.

Respondents' Ratings of the Quality of Imstruction

When asked to rate the quality of their high school vocational

instruction, students gave egpecially high ratings to the ins*iuction in
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TABIE IV.7

REASON FOR SELECTING JUNIOR COLLEGE VOCATIONAL COURSE, BY PROGRAM

Reasons (In percentages)
Wanted To Get To Enter
Sample Additional  Ahead

Program Size Bducation In Field Job Other Total
TRADE & IND. 134 60.5 14.8 15.7 9.0 100
DISTRIBUTIVE 185 65.4 18.9 6.5 9.2 100
HEALTH 256 50.L4 14.1 27.7 7.8 100
AGI;ICULTURE 266 62.4 22.2 5.2 10.2 100
t TECHNICAL 240 52.1 21.7 16.3 9.9 100
5 OFFICE 136 75.7 9.6 8.8 5.9 100

Health programs, where 50 per cent rated instruction as excellent ' and
29 per cent rated it as ‘Bood;'and in Technical programs, where U6 per
cent gave an 'excellent'rating and O per cent a rating of 'goodd Al-

though respondents who had graduated from Office programs gave fever

ratings of "excellent", over three-fourths felt that the instruction
‘ was either "good" or "excellent". Similar ratings were given by Te-

spondents who had graduated from Trade and Industry programs.

Whereas the ratings were high in all of the programs, with at
least half of the respondents giving ratings in the two highest cate-
gories, there was a some'wha.t higher proportion of "poor" and "fair" of
the vocational instruction in Distributive and Agricultural programs
at the high school level than in the other programs (Table Iv.8).

The ratings for the quality of high school academic instruction,

which were taken along with the students' vocational courses, were also
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relatively high. However, a smaller proportion of the graduates from
proorams in Trade and Industry, Distributive, Ag'riculturé and Technical

fields rated the quality of their academic instruction as "excellent"

as compared with the quality of vocational instruction rated by graduates

from thess program areas. Just as in the case of the guality of vo-
cational instruction, the gquality of academic instructicn was given the
highest proportion of "excellent" ratings by graduates from Health pro-
grams at the high school level (see Table IV.9). On the cther hand,
respondents who graduated Irom Agriculture programs at the high school
level gave a relatively low proportion of "excellent" ratings for
academic instruction as they did in the case of the quality of their
vocational instruction.

At the junior college level, students in every program gave
higher ratings to their vocatioral instruction than to the academic
subjects which were part of their curriculum (Table IV.10). The great
majority of the respundents (over 80 rer cent) in every program feld
that the guality of vocational instruction which they received was
Ngood" or "excellent". In contrast with the high school response, the
most enthusiasm &t the junior college lavel was found in the Agri-
culture group, with almost two-thirds reporting that the vocational
instiuction they received was "excellent". However, as in the case of
the high school response, the graduates of Agriculture programs were
somevwhat less enthusiastic about the academic instruction they had
received. The ratings given by graduates of Health programs at the
junior college level also indicated a considerable satisfaction with

+heir vocational instruction, and only slightly less satigfaction with

B O
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the academic instruction, similar to the findings at the high school
level.

Unlike the high school response, the largest proportion of
"pooxr" or "fair" ratings in the junior college sample was given by
graduates of Trade and Industry programs, with almost one in five giving
a rating in these two low categories.

Although ratings of the quality of academic instruction were
also generally favorable at the junior college level, with no more
than 25 per cent of the respondents iu any one field reporting it to
be either "poor" or "fair", there were fewer "excellent" ratings than
in the case of vocational instruction. Here, too, there were differ-
ences by program area, however. Whereas close to 50 per cent of the
Health graduates rated their academic instruction as "excellent", only
16.6 per cent of the graduates of Digtributive programs gave this high

rating to their academic instruction.

Respondents! Ratings of High School au

e

When asked to give an overall rating of the quality of their
high school or junior college, greater variance was found in the case
of the junior college responses than for those graduated from high
school vocational programs. At the high school level (Tabie IV.11),
those giving their school the highest rating ranged from 50 per cent
of the graduates of Technical programs 0 36.9 per cvent of graduates
of Distributive programs. At the junior college level (Table IV.12),
the range of highest ratings was from 67 per cent for graduates of
Agriculture programs to 15.5 per cent of those who graduated from

Digtributive education programs. In contrast with the junior college
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TABLE IV.12
RESPONDENTS' OVERALL RATINGS OF JUNIOR COLLEGE, BY PROGRAM
(Percentages)

Sample Rating
Program Size Low Medium High Total
AGRICULTURE 275 6.5 36.5 67.0 100.0
HEALTH 265 10.2 29. 60.4 100.0
- TRADE & INDUSTRY 136 11.8 a3 - L7.0 100.0
" TECHNICAL 245 20.4 35.5 L1 100.0
OFFICE 139 25.9 51.1 23.0 100.0
DISTRIBUTIVE 193 32.6 51.8 15.5 100.0

responsge, the lowest overall rating of high schools was given by re-
gpondents who had graduated <rom Agriculture programs, with only one-
third giving a "high' rating and 35 per cent giving a "low" rating.
Dissatisfaction of the respondents with their Junior college
(low overall rating) was greatest when the respondent was enrolled in
a program where the opposite sex predominated. The Agriculture and
Health fields, with their almost exclusively male and female re-
epondents, had the greatest number of dissatisfied ratings. As is
seen in Table IV.13, men in the Predominantly female Office program
were more dissatisfied than women (32.2 per cent vs. 21.9 per cent
rating the college "low"), and women in the predominantly male Tech-
nical program were more digsatisfied than men (30.7 per cent compared

to 19.2 per cent with "low" ratings).
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TABLE IV.13

RESPONDENTS' OVERALL RATINGS OF JUNIOR COLLEGE, BY SEX AND PROGRAM

Overall Ratings

e

Program Sample (Percentages)
and Sex Size Low Medium High Total
TRADE & INDUSTRY
Male 116 12.1 2.2 L5.7 100.0
Femzle 18 - - - -
DISTRIBUTIVE
liale 158 31.7 52.5 15.8 100.0
Female 35 37.1 18.6 14.3 100.0
HEALTH
Male in - - - -
Female 259 0.4 30.1 59.5 100.0
AGRICULTORE
Male 263 6.8 26.6 65.5 100.0
Female 12 - - - -
TECHNICAL
Male 218 19.3 35.3 5.5 100.0
Female 26 20.7 34.6 3.7 100.C
OFFICE
Male 56 32.2 Ll Loy ilv.u
Ferale 82 21.9 4.9 23.2 100.0

There were interesting differences between the ratings given
by dropouts and graduates at the junior college level. With few ex—
ceptions, the dropouts tended to rate the schools lower than the

graduates in all categories.*

*Further detail on the ratings of junior zollege graduates
concerning such specific aspects of their schools as physical con-
ditions, instructional facilities, guidance and counseling, ard
reputation of the college in the community, can be found in tke
report prepared by thie Bureau of Social Science Research.
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Recpondents' Rating of Preparation for First Full-time Job

As can be seen the summary tabulation (Table IV.1h), even though
a substantial proportion of the graduates at each school level took a
job in a field unrelated to their vocational-technical course, those
whose first employment was in the field of iheir “raining gave high
ratings to the preparation they hed received for their first full-
time job. Only a handful at each level felt that the vocational-
technical course had not prepared them very well for their initial
employment. Almost none responded that their preparation had been
"poor". The proportion of high school vocational graduates who felt
that they had been exceptionally well prepared for their first job was
relatively low because of the large pumber who obtained employment in
fields unrelated to their vocational course. When the latter group
ie omittnd (Table 1 .10, und ans v  progi. ar.a, .t 1s seen
that the relatively small number of graduates from Health programs
remaining in the reduced sample gave the highes’ re=tings to thelxr
preparation for'full-time employment. A relatz’zly small numbex of
high school vocational graduates from Agricult..e programs felt ‘that
they were exceptionally well prepared for thei= £ rst full-time Jjob
(20.5 per cent), and a relatively large peTcermag? (15.)) felt that
they were either not vell prepared or very poc iy prepared for their
first employment.

At the post-high schcol vocational let <, it is again found
“hat the gradvates generally fels that they w= . well prepared for
sheir first jobs, regardless of program area " see Tabie IV.16). How-

ever, there were significant variations in resjonse by program area.-
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TABLE IV.1l

HOW WELL VOCATIONAL TRATNING PREPARED GRADUATES OF EACH
SCHOOL LEVEL FOR THEIR FIRST FULL-TIME JOBS

(Percentages)

Post Junior High School
Preparation High School College Vocational
Exceptionally well 3h.4h 26.56 15.97
Well L3.07 L5.78 23.05
Not vexry well 2.4L7 3.59 3.00
Poor .00 .31 A3
Unrelated Field 20.02 23.75 51.5%
Total 100.00 100.00 -

Chi Square significant at .00l.

Those who felt that they were exceptionally well prepared for their
first full-time job ranged from 62.L per cent of the post-high school
graduates in Health progrems to a low of 20 per cent of the post-high
school graduates in Agriculture programs. There was also & relatively
low proportion of graduates from Distributive programs who felt that
they were exceptionally well prepared and a relatively high proportion
felt that they were not well prepared for their first job.

There were such variations in the evaluations of preparation
for employment by program area among junicr college respoiidents
(Table IV.17). Here, tco, as in the case of high school and post-
high school vocational graduates, those who had graduated from junior
college programs in the Health field gave the highest rating to their
preparation for full-time employment, with L.5 per cent saying that

they were exceptionally well prepared and 52.1 per cent saying that

m.&\

S -
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they were well prepared for their first fulleitime job. Also, as in the

case of high school and post-high school vocaiional graduates, a smaller

proportion of those in Agriculture programs at the junior college level
(29.3 per cent) felt that they were exceptionally well prepared for

their initial employment.

Conclusion

The graduates of vocational-technical programs in our sample
wvere generally well satisfied with their educational experience, ra-
gardless of the program area in which they had been enrolled. The
majority of respondents rated the quality of their instruction at high
levels and felt that the schools and colleges from which %hey had
graduated were high quality. More important, with the exception of
the high school graduates who took first jobs in fields unrelated to
their training, the overwhelming majority of {the graduates felt that
they had been well prepared for their first full-time jobs.

However, there were significant variations in the graduates'
satisfaction when comparisons were made by school level and by program
area. On the whole, Jjunior college graduates tended to be more satis-
fied with their educational experience than the graduates of post-

high school vocational programs, and these, in +turn, were more satis—

fied than the graduates of high school programs. There were exceptions

in particular program areas, however.
Generally, with a few notable exceptions, graduates of Health
and Technical programs appeared to be more satisfied with important

aspects of their educational experience than were those in a number of




6l
other programs. Graduates of Agriculture programs were more prone to
give low ratings to their educational experience (especially with
regard to preparation for employment) at the high school level than
at the other school levels.

As will be seen in the next two chapters, the generally en-
thusizstic ratings of the graduates do not always correspond with the
objective facts of their post~vocational labor market experience.
Nevertheless, when comparative analyses are made by school level and
by program area, the subjective evaluation made by the graduates
corresponds roughly to the objective facts of their employment and
earnings in the period which followed their vocational-technical

education.
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CHAPTER V
POST-VOCATIONAL, EMPLOYMENT EXPERTENCE

Tt is the expressed and explicit purpose of vocational and
technical education to provide students with the skills needed for
gainful employment in the labor market. In this chapter, there is an
evaluation of the effectiveness of the various vocational-technical
prograns at the high school, post-high school and junior college level
; in accomplishing this labor market objective. The analysis is con-
cerned with the employment, unemployment and labor force status of the
graduates from the time of their graduation in 1966 up to the time of
the survey in the winter and spring of 1969. In addition to the analy-
gis of the total employment picture during this period, there is a
special emphasis on the first full-time job, including job search and
the relatedness of the job to the training program, and the current
job held by the graduates—that is, the job held at the time of the
survey. Although this chapter is concerned with the socio-economic
index of the jobs held and the satisfactions or dissatisfactions of
the job-holders, the discussion of wages and earnings is reserved for

the following chapter.

Labor Force Status After Graduation

One of the complications in evaluating the employment impact of

vocational-technical education is that a proportion of the graduates go

L BT 4 VT
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on to further education rather than enter the labor market. Others
enter the military service or become housewives, and for these, too, it
ig (Lfficult to evaluate the employment effects of tneir previous vo-
@z ‘ior="~techrical education. 0:. the one hand, one might argue that
si-ce wocational education is dewigned to further employment, a failure
on tk~ part of the graduate to exnter employment constitutes a failure of
ths v-2tional system. On the cther other hand, one wouil not wish to
contend that further education, perhaps induced by the vccational pro-
gram, is contrary to the interests of society and should be recorded as
a demerit for vocational-technical education. Whether military service
or home-making constitute similar socially desirable post-vocational
education experiences is a matter of one's personal and social values.
At any rate, it is clear that one cannot evaluate the labor market
effectiveness of vocational-technicazl education simply by looking at
the employment rate, wages or income of the graduzates. However, it is
legitimate to be concerned about rates of unemployment and underemploy-
ment in low-paying jobs, and for those who do seek employment it is
appropriate to ask whether one type of vocational program and school
level is more effective in achieving their objective than are the
others.

As is seen in Table V.1, a notable proportion of the samples
at each of the school levels took up no full-time work during the
approximately three-year period following their graduation. The per-
centage with no full-time work ranged from a little over 10 per cent
for the post-high school graduates to a little over 50 per cent for
those who graduated from high school academic programs. Almost one-

fourth of the graduates of vocational-technical programs at the janior
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TAZLE V.1
FULL-TIME PERN T7ENT MPLOT INT SIHCE GRADUATIORN,

BT _CHOC.. LEVEL
{Parcen-a.ces)

Post Junior digh School High Sichool
High Schoc.l (’:zllege Vocational Academic Total

Some Full-Time

Work 89.83 75.93 82.42 18.97 100
o Full-Time

Work 10.17 207 17.58 51.03 100

college level had no full-time work in the period following their gradu-
ation, as compared with 17.5 per cent of those who graduated from high
school vocational programs.

Aside from those who had no full-time work in the survey, it is
interesting to note the differences between the samples in the average
time spent in full-time permanent employment since their graduation.
Whereas those who graduated from post-high school vocational and junior
college vocational programs spent approximately 80 per cent of their
time after graduation in full-time permanent employment, the high school
vocational graduates spent only two~thirds of their time and the high
school academic graduates only half of their time in full-time permanent
employment after graduation. The specific percentages are as follows:

Junior college - 81 per cent

post-high school - 79 per cent

high school vocational - 55 per cent

high school aczdemis - 5. per cent.
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The relatively small percentage of t:.ae spent in full-time em-
ployment for both of the high school samples is due to the large number
of graduates from these schools who went on ~or additicnal edusation
following their graduation. As indicated in Table V.2, more than 43
per cent of the academic graduates and over 17 per cent of the high
school vocational graduates went directly to further education immedi-
ately after their graduatior  This table includes only those re-
spondents who eventually held some full-time permanent job during the
survey period. The sample has been reduced in this comparison in order
to provide meaningful analysis of post~vocational employment experience.
For this group, it is seen that a larger percentage of the graduates of
post-high school vocational programs went directly to full-time work
after graduation, as compared to those graduating from junior college
vocational programs. Post-high school graduates were somevhat more
likely to go into the military service directly after graduvation, and
junior college graduates were more likely to go directly to full-time
school following their graduation, prior to their taking a full-time
Jjob.

These differences in the labor force status of graduates of
vocational programs by school level are further illustrated by compari-
son of the average number of monthe it took graduates to obtain their
first full-time job after graduation. As is seen in Table 5.3, of those
who went directly to full-time work (rather than school or other non-
labor force activity), high school academic graduates took 1.38 months
on average to obtain their first full-time jobk, as compared with only

.71 months for high school vocational graduates, .52 months for junior

ot
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TABLE V.2

FIRST LABOR MARKET RELATED ACTIVITY#* AFTER 1966 GRADUATION.
BY SCHOOL LEVEL

(Percentages
Posgt~ Junior High School Eigh School
Activity High School College Vecational Academic

Full-Time Job 86.3 79.5 62.8 39.3
(soly**  (Loi) (576) (101}
Full-Time School 2. 8.7 17.3 L3.6
(25) (sk) (159) (112)
Military Service L 3.7 L.1 1.1
(L6) (23) (38) (3)
Part-Time Job & 3.7 L.7 11.2 8.9
Part-Time School (39) (29) (103) (23)
Other 3.2 3.4 L.6 7.0
(34) (21) (L42) (18)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
(1048) (618) (918) (257)

Chi Square significant at .00L.

*Includes only those who held some full-time job during the survey
period.
*%Number of observations in parentheses.

TABLE V.3

AVERAGE NUMBER OF MONTHS IT TOOK GRADUATES TO OBTAIN FIRST
FULL-TIME JOB, BY FIRST ACTIVITY AND SCEHOOL LEVEL

First Activity Post~ Junior High School High School
After Graduation High School College Vocational Academic
Full-Time Job 1 .52 71 1.38
Full-Time School 3.4k L.50 11.16 iL.45
Military Service 8.98 7.35 11.11 7.67
Paxrt~Time Job & : <
Part-Time School L.T1 3.20 6.89 12.57
Other L. L.67 8.86 G.89
Total 1.15 1.42 L.02 8.65
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college graduates, and only .11 months for posi-high schoc:l graductes.
Those who went directly on to full-time school after gradiwation, .nd
prior to full-time employment, naturally took much longer tc obtain
their first full-time job after graduation from the vocatiional program.
The average number of months, by school level indicated = Table 5.3,
for those whose first activity after graduation was full~ ime school
reflects the length of their schooling moTe than their ;™ mearch.
However, the relative length of time before the first ful -time employ-
ment is in the same order as in the case of those whose first activity
was a full-time job, ranging from a low of 3.l; months for post-high
school graduates to 1ll.45 months for high school academic graduates.
The same ranking is maintained in comparing all of the graduates at the
post-hign school, junioT college, high school vocational =nd high school
academic levels.

One might conclude from these comparisons that the specialized
nature of training given to vocational graduates provides them with a
labor market advantage over academic high school graduates in the period
immediately following graduation. However, since only 59 per cent of
the academic sample went directly into the job market, with almost L
per cent going on to full-time education, the time taken in obtaining
the first full-time job may be complicated by factors such as moti-
vation and ability, as well as specific preparation for the labor
market.

Within each of the school samples, thers were interesting
differences in post—graduation labor force status by prcgram area. In

each case, the samples and tabulations include only *hose wno had some

87 . et
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full~time employment during the survey period. In the case of graduates
of high school programs (Table V.l), the graduates of Health programs
(all female in this reduced sample) had a much higher percentage of full~-
time employment (72 per cent) than did the graduates of other programs
at the high school level. Only 39 per cent of the time of Agriculture
graduates and only LO per cent of the time of Techmical graduates was
spent in employment during the survey period. However, in the case of
the graduates of Agricultural programs, the remainder of their time was
accounted for primarily by non-labor force status rather than unemploy-
ment. Only 2 per cent of their time was spent in unemployment during
the survey period. On the other hand, the unemployment rates for
Technical graduates was somewhat higher, with 3 per cent of the time of
the males and 7 per cent of the time of females being spent in unemploy-
ment during the survey period. Continuing education undoubtedly played
a major role in this non-labor force status, and only a small portion
of the time of the graduates in all these vocational~technical programs
at the high school level was spent in a search for work.

Whereas post-high school vocational g-eduates spent a larger
percentage of their time in employment in the survey period overall,
as compared with high school graduates (Table V.5), there is a similar
preponderance in employment for graduates of Health programs. Those
with the smallest percentage of time in employment at the post-high
school level were graduates from Distributive and Trade and Industry
programs, with 50 per cent and 60 per cent, respectively, of their time
absorbed in employment in the survey period. For graduates of Office

programs at the post-high school level, females spent 83 per cent of

T PRI
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their time in employment after graduation, whereas males spent only

53 per cent of their time in employment. As in the case of high school
graduates, there were very low unerployment rates for graduates of all
program areas, with the time not spent in employment partially accounted
for by non-labor force status, presumably further education.

The pattern of employment, unemployment and non-labor force
status for the graduates of junior college vocational-technical programs
ig gimilar to that for the post-high school graduates (Table V.6). Here,
again, the graduates of Health programs, almost all female, spent the
largest percentage of their post—graduatioﬁ time in employment, and
those graduating from Distributive Education programe spent the
smallest portion of their time in employment, as compared with the
other program areas. Percentages of time in full-time employment were
glightly higher than those of the post-high school graduates overall.
At the junior college level, too, the employment experience of female
and male Office program gradustes presents a contrast, with 89 per cent
of the time of female graduates being spent in employment and only 60
per cent of the time of male graduates being spent in employment. As
in the case of post-high school graduates, junior college vocational
graduates spent very little of their post-graduation period in unem~
ployment. When not employed, they tended to be out of the labor force,
primarily assuming further education.

The importance of the relationship of full-time education and

full-time employment in the post-graduation period can be seen in Table

V.7. Those who attended school on a full-time basis at some point during

the post-graduation survey period, obviously had less opportunity for
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TABLE V.7

AVERAGE PER CENT OF TIME SPENT IN FULL-TIME EMPLOYMENT SINCE
GRADUATION BY SCHOOL LEVEL AND FULL-TIME ENUCATION

Pull-Time Post- Junior High School High School
Bducation High School College Vocational Academic
Yes L6 75 51 ihn

No 82 91 17 66
Total T9 81 65 Sl

full-time employment during the period. At the post-high school and
junior college levels, those who did not go on to further full-time
education spent 82 per cent and 91 per cent, respectively, in full-time
employment. For those who had some period of full-time schooling after
graduation from the vocational program, the respective percentages of
time spent in full-time employment was L6 and 75. Similar contrasts are
found at the high school level. The percentage of time spent in full-
time employment after the graduation of vocational high school students
dropped from 71 per cent to 51 per cent if the student pursued full-
time education after graduation. The drop for high school academic
graduates was from 66 per cent to Ll per cent.

Job Search After Graduation by School Level and Program Area

A surprisingly large proportion of graduates at each school level
had no need to search for a job after their graduation, even if they de-
cided to enter full-time employment rather than pursue further education.
As can be seen in Appendix Tables 12, 13 and 1k, from 4O per cent %o 55

per cent of those graduating from various programs at the junior college
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level either had a job prior to their gradeation and retained it after
graduation, or had some job lined up for immediate referral after gradu-
ation; at the post-high school level, the percentages in this category
ranged from 20 ver cent to 4O per cent; and at the high school vocational
level, from 12 per cent to 37 per cent. Of those requiring no job
search after graduation from junior college programs, a substantial
number already had a job prior to graduation and remained with the same
employer following their graduation (Appendix Table 15). The graduates
requiring no job search varied considerably by program area at the three
school levels. At the junior college level, a relatively large pro-
portion of those who had been in Agriculture, Technical and Health pro-
grams were in this category. At the post-high school a roughly similar
pattern of job search is found. At the high school vocational level,
however, a larger proportion from Distributive and Trade and Industry
programs required no job search after graduation, as compared with those
in Health, Agriculture, Technical and Office programs.

These findings on employment, or employer commitment, prior to
graduation have significance for counseling and placement activities in
vocational programs. The success of those in Health and Technical pro-
grams at the junior college and post-high school levels in lining up
employers prior to their gradustion may provide some lessons for place~
ment activities at the high school vocational level, where only 12.5 and
16.7 per cent, respectively, of the graduates were able to avoid the
necessity of a job search following graduation. On the other hand, the
relative success of high school vocational graduates in Trade snd In-

dustry and Distributive programs in finding employment or employers
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prior to their graduation may have some implications for placement
activities on behalf of students in these programs at the post-high
school and junior college levels.

Status of the First Job After Graduation by School Level and Prograz Area

The socio-economic index (using the NORC) of the first jobs
held by junior college graduates was somewhat higher than that of the
jobs first held by graduates of post-high school and high school
vocational programs. As is seen in Table V.8, the higher status jobs
went to those in Office and Distributive programs at each of the school

levels; but Technical program graduates also achieved a relatively high

socio-economic scale on their first jobs. Those who graduated from
; Health and Trade and Industry programs tended to have relatively low

socio—economic indexes on the first jobs obtained after their graduation.

TABLE V.8
AVERAGE INDEX OF SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS OF FIRST JOB
BY SCHOOL LEVEL AND PROGRAM AREA
Post- Junior High School
High School College Vocational Total
Trade and Industrial 31.20 41.96 3i.h2 32.77
Distributive 53.L48 54.08 h2.92 149.05
Health 26.50 37.57 33.00 31.16
Agriculture 33.77 3h. 47 24.85 30.L7
Technical 51.37 149.22 42.06 149.20
Office 53.72 57.35 14,8.53 51.65
Total L2.34 15.09 39.71 _—
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Current Jobs of Graduates {At the Time of Survey)

By the time of the guestionnaire survey, approximately three
Yyears after 1966 graduation, junior college graduates had obtained jobs
which had a higher socio-economric status (us:z;g the NORC scales) than
those obtained by high school =i post-high school gradustes in a7l
program areas, w-th the excep:i_zz of Agriculture. For junior college
graduates as a whole, the avera =@ socio-econnr—¢ index of oceupations
wag U4B.9, as comr=red with 42..3 “or rosi-high school gradmates and L1.5
for high schesl vocational gredm:ibtes. It is notable that post-hign
sechool graduates enjoyed little :=zdvonvage over high school vocatiomal
graduates, taken as a whole, aiid in a number of program areas (Sach as
in Health, Trade and Industry) the index for occupations held by post-
high school graduates was below that of the high school graduates.
However, post-high school graduates of Agricultural programs enjoyed a
higher socio-economic status than those graduating from junior college
and high school programs in Agriculture. The latter group held jobs
with the lowest socio-economic index, 25.6, as compared with graduates
from all other program areas at each sSchool level.

There was a general consisiency in the socio-economic index of
current employment when analysis is made by program area, regardless cf
school level. Those who graduated from Office, Technical and Dist(r.i.bu«-
tive programs, on average, had current jobs with a substantially higher
socio-economic index than those who graduated from Agriculture, Health,
and Trade and Industry programs when the sample of graduates is taken as
a whole. The highest status, with an index of 52.9, was enjoyed by those

vho graduated from Office programs, and the lowest status., with an index
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of 31.3, was experienced by those who graduated from Health programs.
At the vocational high school level, however, graduates of Trade and
Industry programs (33.3) and Agriculture programs (25.6) had jobs with
even lower socio-economic indexes than those graduating from Health

programs (see Table V.9).

TABLE V.9

AVERAGE SES FOR CURRENT JOB BY SCHOOL LEVEL AND PROGRAM AREA

Post~ Junir High School
High School  College Vocational Total

: frade and Industrial 31.9L 50.93 33.38 32.28
: i)istributive 53.98 56.07 Lh.97 51.31
Health 26.36 38.57 40.25 31.39
Agriculture 40.32 39.63 25.69 3L.45
Technical 52.76 53.75 L3.38 51.85
z Office 53.37 59.72 50.11 52.92
: Total L2.86 L8.97 L1.59 —

Turther detail on the occupaticns held by the graduates at the

e

time of the survey is found in Tables V.10, V.11 and V.12. Interesting

differences among the three school levels are found for graduates of

Health programs. At the high school level, 35.7 per cent of the Health
graduates were registered nurses at the time of the survey, and 42.9
per cent were in the Qlerical occupaticnal category, with none being
clagsified as practical nurses. At the post-high school level, B82.4

per cent of the Health graduates were claseified as practical nurses in
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their current job; and at the junior college level, 42.3 per cent held
jobs as practical nurses, and 28 per cent as registered murses. It is
clear that the Bealth programs at each of the school levels supplied
health personnel to compiement each other by taking their place at vary-
ing levels on the health occupational ladder. Whereas high school pro-
grams turn out the largest proportion of registered nurses, they also
provide the largest proportion of clerical and semi-skilled workers,
some of whom may not be employed in the Health field.

The graduates of Agriculture programs also present an interesting
contrast when analysis is made by school level. For those who graduated
from pcst-high school programs in Agriculture, almost 1/ 3 were farmers
at the time of the survey, with the remainder being scattered in a
variety of occupational categories. At the junior college level, less
than l/h were farmers on the current job, and the remainder were pri-
marily in managerial, professional and technical, or in sales and skilled
occupations. In contrast, only 17.L per cent of the graduates of Agri~
;salture programs at the high school level were farmers at the time of
the survey, and much larger proportions were in other skilled, semi-
skilled or unskilled occupations. As was indicated in the tabulation
of socio~economic indexes, graduates of Agricultural programs at the
high school level appeared to have taken jobs at relatively low levels
in the occupational hierarchy, vwhereas those fiom Agriculture programs
at the junior college and post-high school levels frequently moved into
gkilled, professional, technical &and mamagerial positions at highexr

levels in occupational classifications.
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The specialization of graduates of Office programs in their field
of training a: the high school and post-high school levels is seen at
each of the school levels. At the Junior college level, however, only
55 per cent of the Office graduates held current jobs classed as "cleri-
cal", with most of the renainder being in the professional and technical
¢lassification. The movement to professional classification among Office
graduates at the high school and posi-high school levels was not so evi-
dent. The tendency of Technical program graduates to end up in technical
occupations is apparent at the junior college and post-high school levels,
in contrast with those from Technical programs at the high school level
where only a little over 1/5 were in current jobs classified as pro-
fessional or technical.

Marked differences in current occupational categories are also
found among Trade and Industry graduates at each of the school levels.
Although a little over 1/3 of the graduates of these programs at the high
school level held skilled current jobs, almost an equal proportion were
in semi-skilled, service and unskilled occupations at the time of the
survey. In contrast, almost 1/2 of the Trade and Industry graduates
from post-high school programs were in skilled occupations at the time %
of the survey; and at the junior college level, although only a little
over l/h held skilled current jobs, a relatively large proportion (L5
per cent) had moved to the professional and technical classifications.

In addition to those who were employed at the time of the survey,
a number of the graduates at each school level were unemployed or not
in the labor force at the time of the survey. The highest unemployment

rates were oXperienced by post-high school graduates (16.7 per cent) and
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high school vocational graduates (16.} per cent). As is seen in Table
V.13, junior college graduates suffered very little unemployment at
the time of the survey (2.l per cent), but almost 1/l were out of the
labor force. Even higher proportions were out of the labor force among
high school vocational graduates and high school academic graduates.
Military service zbsorbed approximately 13 per cent of each of these
groups, with 2 per cent of the high school academic graduates engaged

in full-time education at the time of the survey.

TABLE V.13

CURRENT LABOR FORCE ACTIVITY, BY SCHOOL LEVEL
(percentages)

Post- Junior High Schcol High School
High School College Vocational Academic

Unemployed 6.7 2.4 6.4 5.8

(11)* (17) (60) (15)

Employed 80.2 76.7 66.7 60.9

(848) (495) (629) (159)

| Militery 5.8 4.0 13.; 13.0

| (61) (26) (125 (34)

Full-Time School 2.§ 5.1 1.6 10.3
f (2 (35) (43) (27

1 Other 5.0 11.2 9.1 10.0

| (53) (72) (886) (26)

é Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

; (1057) (645) (943) (261)

*Number of observations.
Chi Square significant at .001.
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Relatedness of Joub to Training

There has been some controversy among vocational experts
as to the importance of the relatedness of a graduvate's job to his
training in affecting his economic well-being. Whereas Max Eninger, in
his follow-up of graduates of trade and industrial programs, found that
vocational graduates who entered and stayed in jobs related to their
field of study did better in each of the performance measures than
direct—to-work academics, others have questioned the economic value of
consistency between the field of training and field of post-graduation
employment. An effort to assess the relative importance of this factor
in determining the employment and earnings of graduates is made in sub-
sequent chapters. Here, we are concerned with the differences in the
relationship of job to training by school level and program area, and
some attempt is made to determine the factors which influence the
relatedness of a graduvate's job to his training field.

Part of the debate over the importance of training relatedness
stems from definitional problems. Experts differ over the method of
ascertaining the relatedness of a graduate's job to his training. In
this study, the graduate himself was asked the question: "How related
was tliis job to your vocational course?" He was then given four choices
for his response: (1) Same; (2) Highly related; (3) Slighily related;
and (l}) Completely different. As is seen iu Table V.1ll, most of the
post-high school and junior college graduates do enter training-related
jobs in their first full-time employment after graduation. The related-
ness patterns in post-high school and junior college graduates are very

similar, with only 10 per cent or less finding first jobs in a field

i
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TABLE V.1lhL

PER CENT OF SAMPLE IN BACH SCHOOL LEVEL, BY RELATION OF TRATNING
70 EMPLOYMENT ON FIRST JOB AFTER GRADUATION

Relation of Training Post- Junior 7High School
to Employment High School College Vocational
Same 55.25 L6.67 25.77
Highly Related 24.79 29.77 23,22
Slightly Related 13.34 13.49 20.47
Completely Different 6.62 10.08 30.584
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00

Chi Square significant at .001.

completely different from that of their training. On the other hand,
only a little over 1/)4 ofhigh schodl vocational graduates took their first
jobs in the field of their training, and over 30 per cent found their
first employment in fields completely different than those in whicn they
had been trained.

When relatedness of current job at the time of the survey to
the field of training is examined (Table V.15), it is found that very
1ittle change has occurred among the graduates of high school vocational
programs. Bven though the currsnt job, which may be the same as the
first job., iz not markedly different in its relationship io training for
post~high gschool and junior college graduates, there is some notable
shift away from the field of training, especially at the junior college
level.

When analyzed by program area, it is seen that graduates of

Health programs tend to have the highest proportion in employment

1058
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TABLE V.15

PER CENT OF SAMPLE IN EACH SCHOOL LEVEL BY RELATION
OF TRATNING TO EMPLOYMENT ON CURRENT JOR

Relation of Training Post- Junioxr High School
to Employment High School College Vocational
Same 50.41 Lh.2h 25.47
Highly Related 2h.33 29.29 24.05
Slightly Related 16.25 15.35 19.94
Completely Different 8.95 11.11 30.54
Total 100.G0 100.00 100.00

Chi Square significant at .00l.

related %o their field of training (see Tables V.17, V.18 and V.19).
This is especially true for the first full-time job after graduation.
Ninety~two per cent of the post-high school graduates, 80 per cent of
the junior college graduates and LT per cent of the high school vo-
cational graduates in the Health field were first employed in jobs
within their field of training. Even though this percentage was much
lower for high school graduates than for those graduating at the other
school levels, it still represented the highest proportion among the
program areas at the high school level.

On tue other hand, graduates of Agricultural programs repre-
sented the smallest proportion of those wh:.. obtained their first em—
ployment within their field of traiming. This was true at all school

levels, but it was especially notable for high school graduates, where

& much larger proportion obtained their first and current jobs in fields

entirely different from their field of training, as compared with those

who cbtained their employment within their field of training.
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TABIE V.18

RELATEDNESS OF FIRST FULL-TIME JOB AFTER GRATUATION TO
JUNTIOR COLLEGE TRAINING, BY PROGRAM

Degree of Relatedness (in nercentages)

Very Only
Sample Highly Slightly Wholly
Program Size Same Related Related Unrelated Total
TRADE & INDUSTRY 105 39.1 34.3 15.2 11.4 100.00
DISTRIBUTIVE ED. 125 32.0 33.6 22.4 12.0 100.00
HEALTH 2L6 80.5 15.5 2.0 1.6 100.00
AGRICULTURE 133 27.1 32.3 15.8 21,8 100.00
TECHNICAL 178 35.L 37.1 16.3 11.2 10C.00
OFFICE 115 37.4 31.1 22.6 8.7 100.00

At the post-high school level, a relatively large proportion of
the graduates of Trade and Industry Pprograms obtained their first and
current jobs in the field of their training, but this was less true at
the junior college level for Trade and Industry graduates and contrasted
with the situation at the high school level where over 30 per cent held
first and currer’ jobs in fields entirely different from that of their
training, roughly the same proportion as those with jobs in the same
field.

In a comparison of the relatedness of first and current jobs to
training, by program field, it is interesting to note that the proportion
of those in the field of their training declines between the first and
current jobs in each program area except Office programs at the post-

high school level, and in each program area with the exception of Technical
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and Office programs at the high school level. At the high school level,

even the greater proportion of graduates of Agriculture programs are in
current jobs entirely different from their field of training (51.8 per
cent) ac compared with those in entirely different fields on their first
jobs (L1.0 per cent).

Pactons Affecting Relatedness of Job to Training

slthough the cross-sectional analysis above vrovides cuntrasting
insights inbo the relatednass of employment to training for vocational
graduates in variows programs and school levels, it leaves a number of
important guestions unanswered. School level and program arsa ire un—~
doubtedly important in determining whether a vooational—téchnical
graduate is likely to obtain employment in his field of training or not.
However, it is important to know how these variables interact with each
other in affecting job relatedness, and it is appropriate to inguire into
the relative importance of such personal factors as sex, age, marital
status and race, as well as such background and environmental factors
as parental education, the student's grade-point average in school and
the environmental loeation in which his education and Job search occurs.
An effort to determine the relative importance of these possible ex~
planatory variables is made in the regression analyses presented in
Tables V.19 and V.20. 1In each case, the first relating to the graduate's
first job and the second to his current job at the time of the survey,
the dependent variable is "relatedness of Job to training." A value of
1 has been assigned in cases where the job is related to the field in
which the graduate took his training, and a value of O is assigned if

the graduate's job is not related to his training. The coefficientsin
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the tables presented indicate the probability that the job is related

to the field of training.

The independent variables for the three scheol levels, for the
four wegions, and for the six program areas have been describec ahove.

The SES variable, measuring the Socio-economic status of the
job, utilizes the NORC scale. Tt is a continuous scale from the lowest
status of O to the highest of 87.

Pather's education was coded as the last year of education
completed, with the number 5 representing less than the sixth grade,
the numbers 6 through 12 representing the actual year completed, and
the numbers 13 through 17 representing school completed past high
school. The last number, 17, includes any schooling past a college
degree. The variable is entered into the regression eguatious as a
continuous variable.

The sex variable is entered into the eyuations as a dummy
variable, taking the value 1 for male and O for female. Age is
entered into the regression models as a continuous variable. Marital
status is en+~red into the equations as two dummy variables. The
base variable is the "single" category, against which the other two
dummy variables 'married" and other" are compared. The race variable
has also been entered into the equations in dummy variable form, with
"yhite" chosen as the base category against which Ynon-white" is
compared. The student's grade-point average (GPA) has been entered
‘a8 a contihuous variable in the regression equations. It refers to
the grade-point average disclosed by school records for the graduates.

The vange is from O to L.0 for a straight A average.
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The variable for "setting" refers to rural, urban and suburban
locations of the graduates' vocational school, high school or junior
college. In the case of suburban locations, the sample has been
divided between medium, large snd very large cities. These have been
entered into the equations in dummy variable form, with "rural' being
the base variable against which the other categories are compared.

As is noted in the results of the regression analysis for the
graduates' first job in Table V.19, the variables which are most sig-
nificantly associated with increased probabilities that the Ffirst job
will be related to the graduates! field of training for the sample as a
whole are: hig attendance at a post-high school or junior college
rather than a high school, his location in the Northeast, his graduvation :
from a Traode and Industry, Health or Agriculture program, a high socio-
cconomic status as measured by the NORC scale, and the status as female “
or white. Iocation in a very large city and a high grade-point average
are significant at the .05 level, and the cther variablegs are not

significant at either thie .05 or .01 levels. i

; Since school level is found to be a highly significant variablie
in increasing the probability that the first job will be related to the
field of *training, separate regfessions were run for each of the school
levels. As ig seen in Table V.19, the Northeast region continues to be
a significant explanatory variable only Tor the junior college sample,

and program area emerges as a significant variable only in the case of

Trade and Industry graduates at the high school level, vhewveas Technical

training is added to the list of significant program variables for post-

nigh school graduates in addition to those f~und to be significant for

the total zample.
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Whereas the socio-economic status of the job is significantly
related to the dependent variable in the case of post-high school and
high school vocakional graduates, it is not found to be a significant
variable in the case of a junior college sample. Similarly, females
have a higher probability of close relationship of the first job to
training only in the case of post-high school graduates, and this
variable is nct found to be significant for the junior college and high
school vocational samples. Race is found ¢ be a significant variable,
only at the .05 level, for high school vocational graduates. The im-
portance of the environmental setting and the student's GPA score is
reduced in statistical significance when the regression is rw: for the
separate school levels.

For the sample as a whole, there is little difference in the
regression results for the relatedness of training to the graduates’'
current job, as compared to their first job (see Tablie V.20). How—
ever, those differences which emerge are of some interest and signifi-
cance. As the respondents move from their first jeb to their current
job, the significance of the program area in which they took their
training is reduced as a factor associated with higher probabilities i
that their job will be related to their training field. Whereas |
graduation from a Health program, a Trade and Industry program and an
Agriculture program significantly increased the probability of train-
ing relatedness on the first job, only Health programs were signifi-—
cantly associated with increased probabilities of training relatedness
on the regpondents! current job. Whereas all of the program areas were

positively related to increased probabilities of training reiatedness
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on the first job, graduation from Distributive and Agriculture programs
actually reduced the probabilities of itraining relatedness (as compared
with Office program graduates) on the current job, although these nega-
tive relationships were not statistically significant.

For the total sample, such personal factors as sex and race,

which significantly influenced the Pprobabilities of training relatedness

on the first job, were no longer found to be statistically significant
as explanatory variables on the graduates' current joh. On the other
hand, even greater significance was found in the relationship of the
student's grade point average to the relatedness of their training to
their current job. Although locaticn in a very large city is Sfill
positively related with the probability of training relatvedness on the
current job, it is no longer statistically significant as compared to
training relatedness on the first job.

Thus, for the total sample, such policy variables as school
level, participation in a Health program, socio—economic status of the
occupation and grade point average become more significant as explan—
ations for the probability of relaiedness to training on the currznt
job as compared with the graduates! first jobs; and some non-policy
personal characteristics become less iuportant. These findings may
then have some implications for policy if we wish to ircrease the
probability that a vocation.l graduate's job will be related to his
training. Of course, it cammot be claimed that the variables presented
in these regression equations fully explain the factors which determine
the relatedness of wvocational graduates' jobs to their training.

Appendix Tables 16 and 17 Dpresent the regression results

T4 TR
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including partial correlation coefficients, Rz and P-ratios. Although
the independent variables, taken as a whole, are statistically sig-
nificant as an explanation for the probability of training relatedrness
to the graduates' jobs, they explain the relatively small vercentage
of tre differences in probabilities among the graduates.

Tn tha regressica analyses within school levels for the related-
ness of training to the current job, we find the same marked decline in
the significance of program ai.:2 at the post-high school level, with
orly Health programs being significantly associated with highexr proba-—
bilities of training relatedness, and this only at the .05 level as
sompared with the .01 level for training relatedness to the graduates'
first jobs. A% the junior college level, the negative xsiationship
between Trade and Industry programs and the probabilities of training
relatedness, which was found to exist for the graduates' first job,
is found to be statistically significant at the .05 level in the case
of training relatedness to current job. At both the junior college and
high school levels, it is found that enrcllment in Agricultural and
i Technical programs reduces the probability of relatedness of training
! to the current job (as compared with Office programs) , although this

negative relationship is not statistically significant.

One of the corsistent findings in the regression analyses of

training relatedness is that the higher the socio—economic status of
% the job obtained by post-ligh school and high school vocational
graduates, whether their first jop or the currer job, the greater o
probability that the job Qill be related to the respondent's training.

Although SES is also positively asgociated with the relatedness of

O
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training to first and current jobs, the association is not statistically
significant.

At the high school level, in addition to the significance of the
socio-cconomic status of the current job, the aitnfents'! grade point
average also assumes a statistical significance .- splaining the
probability of training relatefness to current job., It is likely that
these two variables are intercorrelated.

Although the urban-rural setting of the respondents' vocational-
technical traiaing no longer has a statistically gignificant bearing on
training relatedness to current jous in any of the separate school level
regressions, the geographic region is statistically sigrpificant as a
variable for junior college graduates in conmectiun with both the first
an”. the current job. DLocation in the Northeast significantly increases
the probability that the jobs will be related to training, as does
location in the West to a somewhat lesser extent.

Satisfaction with Firgt Job

The vocational~technical graduates at the three school levels
who obtained enplcyment during the survey period were asked to indicate
their degree of satisiaction with their first job. At each school level,
thoge indicating thait they were ''very gatisfied" or "fairly satisfied"
considerably exceeded the proportion who stated that they were '"not
satisfied." On the whole, the graduates of post-high school vocational-
technical programs appeared to have somewhat higher levels of satis-
faction than those coming from high school and junior zvllege programs.
However, there were substan ' -ariations in thie Level of satisfaction
depending upon the program ares in w Son T gasloabes took their

training, especially at the post~high school and junior college levels.
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As seen in Tables V.21, V.22, and V.23, graduates of Health

programs expressed the highest levels of satisfaction with their first
full-time jobs st each of the school levels. Those indicating that they
were "very satisfied" with their first job after graduation represented
L7.8 per cent of the Health gradvates at the high school level, 56.1
per cent at the post-high school level znd'63.9 at the Jjunior college
level. Relatively small proportions of Health graduates at each of
these levels indicated that they were "not satisfied" with their first
job. Technical and Office program graduates expressed high levelg of
satisfaction at the high school ind post-high school levels, with Office
graduates representing the largest proportion of those who were yery
satisfied" with their first job, following the favorable reaction of
graduates of Health programs at each of the school levels. Technical
and Trade and Industry graduates expressed relatively high levels of
"non-satisgfaction" at the high school level; but for those graduvating
from post-high school and jundor college programs, £he Distributive
progrz. graduates expressed the highest levels of dissatisfaction, with
29 per cent at the post-high school and 30.9 per cent at the junior
college level indirating that they were "not satisfied" with their
first full-time job following their gradustion from Distributive edu—
cation.

In a regression cnalysis attemriing to explain the factors
associated with satisfzction on the first jcb, it is found that the
relative significance of school level and program area, when other
factors are taken into ¢ ccount in an equation utilizing a number of

regressors, with nsatisfaction with first job" as the depci.dent



105

I3A9T ¢0* 3B JuedT}iuBys jou
(0T =3p) 68°ST = X

*3uypunox o3 enp 0] Ienbe jou Aem mmmmunwuummm

001 L'61 1°¢y 'Le 8Ly A01140
001 8°Lg L'9¢ L°6g 86 TV INHDEL
001 0°91 £ 16 8°2¢ ¢11 FALNDTIOV
001 L1 8¢ 8" LY 114 HITVAH
001 6°81 _°7Y 7°9¢ el JALLNGIYLSIA
001 L't 0'6% £°8¢2 313 ALENANT OGNV JaVdL
18307, poTJsiaes PoIJSI1B6 FEIEEEYD 9275 WeI30xg
& J0N A1ateg Axap oydmeg

{Sedejusoasd Gy)
uot3oejsrIvg J0 3aafaqg

WVE004d ‘TO0HDS HOTH A4 ‘40 IS¥IL HITM NQILOVASILVS

Te'A ATEVD

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

= £



106

00

001

001

001

1949] 10Q° 28 IUBIIITUBLS
(0T =3p) 9L'CL = ;%

*Suipunox 03 @np QT 18nbe jou IS4 mmwmucmunmmm

8 y1 1y L'Ey 1A% 01440
6791 4y 1% 61¢ 7OINHDAL
881 1°28 7°6C 8% TAALIADILOV
£ L°8¢ 1°9¢ S0t HITVIH
0°67 7'9¢ 8 ¥t 69 FATINETHLSIA
[AR1S 2°8¢ S0t 67¢ A4ISDONI NV HAVEL
poijsIies pot3siies pe1ssties JZ1S We1801g
JON £1x184 d1ap a1dmes

(Se%a3uedied ul)
uo11083s1I8g 30 39x33Q

WYN90¥d TOOHDS HOIH LS0d AL ‘gor 1S¥I1 HIIM NOILOVASLLYS

Ze'A WIEVD

O

IC

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

107
TOT..L V.23

SATISFACTION WIYH FIRST JOR, BY JUNIOR COLLEGE PROGRAM

Degre:. © Satisfaction
(21 ~-:entages)

Sample Very oy Not
Program Size Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied Total
TRADE &

IWDUSTRY 103 36.9 41.8 21.4 162
DISTRIBUTIVE 123 30.1 39.0 30.9 100
HEALTH 2h), 63.9 26.6 9.4 100
AGRICULTURE 132 39.4 Li.7 18.9 100
PRCHNICAL 7L 34.9 L).8 20.7 100
OFFICE 113 L6.0 32.7 21.2 100

x2 = 65.3 (104f), significant at .00l level.

variable (see Table V.2U4). The dependent variable ig expressed as 2
dichotomous variavle, with those who indicated that they were "very
satigfied" or "fairly satisfied" represented by 1, and those who indi-
cated that they . ere™oi: satisfied" represented by O. The indepesdlent
variables are similar to those utilized in the previous regression on
relatedncss of job to training, with the addition of the variable
"additional education," a dichotomous variable in which addiviona’ edu-
cation after graduation from vocatiunsl and technical programs at each
of the school lavels is represented by 1, and the =zosence of any
additional education after graduation is repmeager “ed by O. In order
to include all those respondents wiic cipressed their satisfacltior with
the first job in additicn to data on all of the independent variables,

it was necessary to reduce the gize cf the sample.
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FACTORS AFFECTINC SATISFACTION WITE FIRST JOB, BY SCHOOL LEVEL

Dependent Variable:

Satisfaction With Firs:t Job

Independent Post=High Junior High School Toial
variables __School College Vocational Sample
LEVEL - High School Gr2d.G@

Post-High School Grad. .08

Junior College Grad. -.10%
REGION - South@

West . 007 -.09 .11 .04

Northeast .06 ~.08 -.009 . 004

North Tantral -.01 -.17 -.04 ~.04
PROGRAM AREA -~ Office@

Trade and Industry -009 -.14 .17 .04

Distributive .10 -.03 .13 .06

Health -.04 .25% .12 .15%

Agriculture no responsec -.03 .24 .13

Technical .01 -.06 .09 . 006
SES .000 .003%* .00" . 002%%
RETLATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING 1% . 35%% .11 . 16%%
FATHER'S EDUCATION .003 . 005 -.003 .002
SEX ~ Female@

Male -.08 . 24%% - N9 .02
AGE .002 . 004 -+ .001
MAKRITAL STATUS - Single@

Marricd .02 -.10 .03 . 006

Other 202 -,21 .11 .04
RACE - White@

Non~white .06 .04 ~.04 .04
ADDITIONAL EDUCATION ~.14% -,07 .03 -.03
SETTING - Rural@ .

Medium .03 L22% ~.05 .03

Large .02 .25 -.06 -.01

Very large no responses .14 .14 .09

Suburb .04 .10 ~.03 .cos
GPA .02 .05 . . 008 .03
R2 .1080 .2350 L0721 .1027
Numbier of Observations 283 225 352

Notes:

* Significant at the .05 level; *¥% Significant at the .0l level

@ Base variable against which the pchers are compared.
entered iunto the constant.

Its valtue is

+ Age of all high schoo™ wvocational students was coded zs 21.

.. 7
. e f !
1 " . £,
I N COG ST

870 .
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Althougn *he explanatory variables taken as a whole are not
found to be a statistically significant explanation for degree oI satis-
faction with the fivrst job, it is interesting to r>te that for the total
sample the two significant explanatory veriables at the .01 level ave the
socio—economic status of the job and the relatedness of the job to the
respondents' training. ‘[he only other wvariable which increases the
probability of satisfaction with the job for the total sampie, with
significance at the .05 level, is enrollment in a Hecalth program.

e importance of the relatedness of the job to training in
influencing job satisTfaction is seen in the fact that this variable is
significant at the .01 level for both the post-high school and junior
college samples in separate regressions. At the post-high school level,
there is a significant negative association between taking additional
education and the satisfaction of the respondent with his fiist job.
Here, the cause and effect relationship is somewnat obscured because
of the lack of specification of the time period of the additional edu-
cation . . relationship to the employment. However, it can be assumed
that many of the graduates who were dissatisfied with their first jot
were thereby induced to enroll in further educatioc..al courses.

At the junior college level, in addition to the significance of
enrollment in Health programs, a higher socio-~eccmomic status of the
job and a close relatedness of the job to previous training in explaining
higher degrees of satisfaction, it is found that the probability of
greater satisfactio:. ie increased for males, relative to females. A
separate aralysis of this factor by the Bureau of Social Scic ice Re-

search indicated thal females graduating from male-dominated pPrograms
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such as Trads and Industry, Diztributive and Technical, were more dis-
satistied with their first Jjob than males from the same prcgraus. The
significance of these factors in in “uencing the degree of satisfaction
changes the rclative importanc> of enrollment in a junior college im-
plied in tke cross-tare 1ations. When such factors as sex, program area,
socio-economic status of the Jjob c:d relatedness of job to the training
are considered along wit . other indepsndent variables, it is found that
former ennrollment in a junior college prograim, taken as a separate ex-—
planatory variable, actuaily has a significant negative relationship to
the probability of satisfaction on sie first job. Tn view of the small-
ness of the sample used for this analysis, and the small proportion of
the total variance explained by all of the independent variables,
caution must be exercised in interpreting these results.”

Placement Chaumels and Moi:iity of Junior College Graduates

Self-placement was the usual way iu which the vocational graduates
founé their first full-time job after leaving the junior coilege. Con-

tacts through friends, college instructors and private employment agencies

*por the sample as a whole, the F-ratio is L4.03, statistically
significant at +the .01 level. An effort has been made to avoid the
appearance of greas pracision i interpreting the results of the regres-—
sion analyses in this chaptor. The reader should be aware of the special
problems involved in the use of dichotomous dependent variables in linecx
regression models. Special caution must be exercised in estimating the
parameters and interpreting the correlation coefficient in models using
a 0,1 A=r=ndent variable. The 1,0 uneture of ‘the regressand enables the
cond. - _pbability that the event will occur given the X's and the
predi.. . O calculated value of y to be interpreted as an estimate of
this conditioral probability. A detailed discussion of the problems
involved in this approach would not be appropriate here. However, given
a eautious interpretation and the avoidance of the unwarranted impression

_of precision, it is felt that this regression model proides insights

into the relative importance of key explanatory variables, and that the
R2 £ ill indicates a proportion of variation in the depeulent variable
explained by these independert variables.

4 27;:.’. )}
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were next in importance. Private agencies were especially needed in the

case of graduates of Distribution education programs. On the whole,
college sources were not very effective in the placement prc:ess, with
the junior college placement office placing fewer than 10 per cent of
the graduates from any program area, and with the college instructor of
a Technical program {where the aid was greatest) helping approximately
1 in 6 students to ge his first job. Purther details on placement
channels for junior co.lege graduates are found in the Bureau of Social
Science Research Report, contractedas part of this survey.

There was no marked geographic mobility after graduation for
the vocational-technical graduates. No residence move to a new town orx
city was i.voi.ed for more than 2/3 of the graduates of each program at
the junior college level. The ratio of mobile workers after graduation
was even lower for those coming from high school and post-high school
vocationzl programs. At the jinior college level, the proportion of
movers was highest among Agriculture and Trade and Industry graduates,
29.1 per cent and 27.5 per cent, respectively. Further tabular details
on geographic roves for junior college graduates is found in the Bureau
of Social Science Research Report.

Conclusions

Although the central focusg of this study is on the post-high
school graduation employment experience of vocational-technical gradu-
ates, it must be observed that this is only one dimension to a follow-
up evaluation of vocational programs. A notable proportion of the
samples at each of the school levels took up no full-time work during

the approximately three-year period following their graduwation. The

A
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range was from a little over 10 per cent fcr the post-~high school gradu-—
ates to a little over 50 per cent for those who graduated from high
School academic programs. The corresponding proportions for junior
college graduates was approximately 1/1;, and for high school vocational
graduates, approximately 17 per cent. The significance of non-labor
force status after graduation is also seen in the proportions who pur-
cued further education, and in the length of time ensuing between
graduation and the first full-time job at each of the school levels.

Although there are some notable differences at each of the scnool
levels, it was found that, in general, the graduates of Health programs
spent the largest proportion of their time in employment rather than
non—labor force activities in the survey period following their gradu-
ation. The employment experience of female and male Office program
graduates presents a contrast at the pogt-high school amd junior college
levels, with 89 per cent of the time of female graduates of junior
college programs being spent in employment and only 60 per cent of the
time of male graduates being spent in employment in the survey period.

Although further education played a notable role in the post-
graduation survey period, relatively few of the graduates at any of the
school levels or in any of the program areas experienced significant
unemployment or a lengthy period of job search following graduation.

A surprisingly large proportion of graduates at each mchool level had
no need to search for a Jjob at all after graduation, even though they
‘decided to enter full-time employment rather than pursue further edu~-
cation. A substantial number already had a Jjob prior to graduation and

remained with the same employer following their graduation; and many
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others had lined up & job prior to graduation. There were significant
variations by program area and school level in this regard, however.

These findings on further education, employment and job search
following graduation from a vocatioral-technical programhave impli-
cations for counceling and guidance in the schools, as well as for other
aspects of educational planning. Although vocational~technical edu-
cation is often plamned asg a direct link to the world of work,. it muet
be noted that it often serves as a stepping-off point for further
education. The total curriculum of a vocational-technical student
should reflect these options. At the same time, the greater success
of students in some programs at each of the school levels in finding
employment or a potential employer prior to graduation is worthy of
further inquiry in order to determine the elements of success and
failure on this score.

As might be expected, t}e socio-economic index of the first jobs
held by junior college graduates was somewhat higher than that of the
jobs first held by graduatés of post~high school and high school 5
vocational programs. At each‘of the school levels, the higher status E
jobs went to those in Office and Distributive programs, with Technical ¢
graduates often rarking next in the socio-economic status of their

first jobs, and with those who graduated from Health and Trade and

Industry programs having relatively low socio-econcmic indexes on the

IR LRl 2

first job after their graduation. The higher status of jobs held by
junior college graduates continued to persist on the current job held
by the respondents at the time of the survey, possibly three years ;

after their gradustion. 4nd graduates of Office, Teckmical and
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Distributive programs, on average, continued to have current jobs with
a substantizlly hioher socio-economic index than those who graduated
from Agriculture, Fealth and Trade and Industry programs.

The findings have relevance for those who analyze the continuing
problem of the place of Agriculture programs in vocational-technical
offerings. For those who graduated from post-high school prograns in
Agriculture, almost 1/3 were farmers at the time of the survey, with
the remainder being scattered in a variety of occupationzl categories.
At the junior college, less than 1/l were farmers on their current job,
and 2t the high school level only 17.l4 per cent of the graduates of
Agriculture programs were farmers at the time of the survey. These
findings also correlate with data on their relatedness of first and
current jobs to training for those in Agriculture, and raise some
interesting questions conceming the relevance of vocational Agri-
culture programs for the immediate employment of their graduvates.

Quite aside from the questions of the relatedness of jouus to

Agricultural training, it was found that most of the post-high school

.and junior college graduates do enber training-related jobs in their

first full-time employment after graduation. On +he other hand, only
a 1ittle over 1/l of the high school vocational graduates get their
first jobs in the field of their training. In relatedness of current
job at the time of the survey to the field of training, it is found
that very little change had occurved among the graduates.of high school
programs. At the post-high school and junior college levels, there is
some notable shift away from the field of traiming, especially at the

junior college level. In almost all cases, Health program gradustes

134nd
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tend to hzve the highest proportion of employment relaied to their field
of training; and graduates of Technical programs also tend to have a
high degree of relatedness of job to training. These variations by
program area and school level have implications for the structuring of
curricula, and these implications are pursued in further detail in the
final chapter. A%t the high school level, there should be broader
curricula since graduates seldom go directly into the f.. - of their
+raining in any case. Analysis of the variations on thiis score within
wrogram areas also have policy implications for curricula planning.

Regression analyses generally support the view that school level,
program area, the socio-economic status of the job and the graduaies'
sex are important variables in explaining whether the job will be
related to training or nov. The imp: -tions of these findings for
vocational and technical curricula a. 1so discussed further below.

Regardless of the objective .cts of their post~graduation ew-
ployment experience, the overwhelmir wmajor.ty of the graduates at each
school level were gsatisfied with the ir first job alter graduation. Here,
too, however, there were some significant variaticns by =chool level and
program area. Health graduates tended to express the greatest satis-—
faction. And those coming from post-high school programs, on the whole,
appeared to be more satisfied with their first empioyuent than those at
the other school levels. However, the most notable finding in the
regression analyses conceined with job satisfaction was that the
relatedness of the job to training and the socio—economic status of the
job were of the greatest significance in bringing about job satisfaction.

Here, too, the implications for vocational and technical curricula are

13241
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important. Training a student for a gocd job in his field of training
is appavently an important determinant of his satisfaction as well as
the objective eccnomic aspects of his post-graduation labor market

experience.
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CHAPTER VI
POST-VOCATIONAL WAGES AND EAPNINGS

As has been noted above, an analysis of income benefits in the
three~year period following graduation from vocational and technical
programs is complicated by the fact of additional education which reduces
the opportunities for employment and earmings. Although the best measure

of income benefits is average monthly earnings during the survey period,

in that this neasure reflecis continuity of employment as well as the level

of wage rates, earnings will be reduced to the extent that time is taken
for additional education rather than labor market activity. Since the
principal goal of vocational-technical education is to prepare students
for remmerative employment, it might be assumed that an extended non-
labor force status following graduation detracts from this goal and that
it is legitimate to use the lower earnings which result as a measure of
the reduced benefits of vocational-technical education during the survey
follow-up. However, additional education is also construed to be an
important benefit, and this may actually lead to enhanced earnings in

the future.

Thus, as a supplement to the analysis of average monthly earmings,

this chapter includes an appraisal of the wage rate on the first job
following graduation and on the job held by the respondent at the time
of the interview surveys approximately three years after graduation.

Hourly wage rates and weekly wage levels on a particular job are free
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of the bias which may be introduced by the effect of further education
on average esrnings during the survey period.

Mean Wageg on First Job and Last or Current Job

When described in cross-tabulsr form, it is noted that junior
college graduates received higher hourly wage rates on their first job
than post-secondary graduates, and that the latter, in turn, received
higher hourly wage rates than secondary school vocational graduates
(Table VI.1). The range in mean hourly wage rates was from $1.80 at the
high school level to $2.30 at the junior college level.

Graduates at each of the school levels had improved their wage
rate position by the time of their last job, or the job they held at the
time of the interview survey. However, the ranking of mean wage rates
by school level was retained on the last job. The magnitude of increase
between first and last hourly vage rate reflected the same order of
ranking by school level: .90 per hour for junior college graduates,

.70 per hour for post-secondary graduates, and .60 per houwr increase
for secondary vocational graduates.

As will be apparent in the regression analyses below, however,
income differences by school levels camnot be meaningfully evaluated
aside from program area, Sex and other variables. Tor the sample as a
whole, distinct from school level and other variables, graduates of
mechnical programs enjoyed the highest mean hourly wage rates on the
firgt job after their graduation ($2.10), followed by those graduating
from Agriculture, Distributive programs, Health programs, and Office
programs ($1.80). As is seen in Table VI.1, this rank omder of hourly

wage rates as classgified by program area was maintained on the last
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TABLE VI.1

MEAN WAGE* ON FIRST JOB AND LAST OR CURRENT JOB
BY PROGRAM, SCHOOL LEVEL AND SEX AND REGION

Program Area

Distributive
Arriculture
Office
Health

Technical

gSchool TLevel
Junior College
Secondaxy

Post-Secondary

Sex
Female

Male

Begion

Noxth Central
North East
West

South

*Mean wage per hour.

Wage on First Job

2.00
2.10
1.80
1.90

2.h40

2,30
1.80

2.00

1.72

2.25

2.10
2.00
2.10

1.80

Wage on Last or
Current Job

2.70
2.80
2.30
2.50

3.20

3.20
2.40

2.70

2.25
3.07

2.80
2.70
2.80

2.40
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job in the survey. The megnitude of the increase between the first and
last job was roughly in proportion to the differences in initial levels
of mean wage rates by program area.

Male graduates experienced a mean hourly wage rate differential
of over .50 on the first job, and for the sample as a whole as seen in
Table VI.1, this differential widened so that on the last job male
graduates received an average hourly wage rate of $3.07 as compared'
with $2.25 for female graduates.

There were also important regional differences in mean hourly
wage rates. Although the differences between the North Central. Northeast
and Western regions was only .10 per hour for both the first job amnd the
last job, graduates in the South had average wage rates which were 40 per
hour below those of the lowest average in other regions. The differential
between the South and the other regions was maintained on the last Jjob
even though the improvement in wages between the first and last job in
the South was roughly comparable to the improvement experienced in the
other regions.

The range of average weekly take-hore wages by school level and
program area is described in Tables VI.2, VI.3 and VI.4. In the case of
high scliool and post-high school graduates, the range slassification
is for the first job after graduaticn only. For junior college grodu-
ates, a comparison is made between the range of weekly woges on the first
job with that of the last or current job (Table Vi.4). It is noted that,
at the high schcol level, the highest average weekly wages ave earned
by those in Trade and Industry, Technical programs and Agriculture

programs. In contrast, approximately 80 per cent of the graduates
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of Office programs at the high school level had an average weekly pay of
less than $80.00 on their first job, and less than 2 per cent received
more than $100.00 per week.

At the post-high school level (Table VI.3), graduates of Dis-
tributive and Technical programs had relatively high weekly take-home
pay, and the graduates of Health and Office programs had relatively
low weekly wages (Table VI.3). The range of weekly pay for Health
graduates at the post-high school level is in contrast with the pattern
of the junior college level on the first job. At the post-high school
level, approximately 75 per cent of fhe graduates earned less ‘han $80
per week, and only 7 per cent earned $100 or more. On their first job,
after graduation from junior college, only L) per cent of the graduates
of Health programs received less than $80 per week, and approximately
one-third received $100 per week or more. Hven 80, the average weekly
take-home pay of Health graduates at the junior college level was below
that of the graduates of most of the other program ares” ~rith only
Distributive education graduates having lower ge v. ...y bake-
home pay on the first job. Although the graduates of all the programs

at the junior college level improved their weekly earnings between the
first job and the last job in the survey period, the improvement was
relatively small for graduates of Agriculture and Health programs, as
compared with those in other program areas (Table VI.L).

Wages of Dropoubts and Graduates

Mthough the relatively small sample size of dropouts reduces
the statistical significance of a comparison between the wage rates of

dropouts and graduates on first and curvent jobs, some interesting

1475
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differences are found in the cross~classifications by school level and
program area. At each of the school levels, there are scme programs in
which dropouts received higher wages than graduates. Those graduating
from high school vocational programs in Health and Technical surricula
received a lower hourly wage rate on their first job than dropouts who
had been enrolled in the saue programs. On the last or current job,
only the graduates of Officc programs received wage rates which were
lower on average than these who had dropped out of Office programs at
the high school level (Tz :1s 7I.5).

At the post-high ' kool level, the relatively small sample of
dropouts from trade and industry programs received a higher wuge on their
Tirst job than graduates, but this differential was reversed by the time
of the last or current j .. The wages of graduates exceeded those of
dropouts in all of the progmam areas from the current job at the post~
high school level. Generally, the gap between dropouts and graduates
was larger on the current job than on *.. first job held by those leaving
post~high school vocational~technical progrems, .bu'b here, too, the sig-
nificance of the comparison is reduced because of the small sample of
dropouts (Table VI.6).

Unlike the experience at the high school and post-high school
levels, dropouts had higher current wages than graduates at the junior
college level in Trade and Industry, Distribution sfiucation, Agriculture
and Technical programs. This disparity also existed in the case of
wages on the first job in these programs, with the exception of the
Pechnical area in which graduates had a somewhat higher level of wages

on the first job than dropo.*s, rven though dropouts moved ahead in wage

142 . L%,
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rates on the current job. Dropouts from Health ard Office programs at

the junior college level were worse off than graduates with regard to
wage rates, regavdless of the point of time in the survey. Dropouts
started at relatively low wages ($1.80 for Fealth programs and $1.99
for Office programs); and they continued to be at these relatively low
levels of wage rates on the current job compared with other dropouts
and graduates. (See Table VI.7.)

Although the conclusions tc-> be drawn from these comparisons
can b only suggestive in view of the small sample of dropouts, they
do giwe rise to interesting speculation. When we couple the superior
wage mosition of dropouts in some program areas with the fact that
employment and earmings are not significantly emhanced by obtaining
a jol in ones field of training, guestions are raised concerning the
importance of pursuing and com; et a pari - oglan  wrr ot am.
I3 15 epparent uuau a number of students who leit school in order %o
tzke advantage of a job opportunity before completing their training
ir. a specific program area were able to do at least as well =us the
grzduates of that program area, especially at the junior c 1l ge level.
As noted earlier, however, dropouts from one program area—may have
enrolled in another program area before entering the job marked, and
this would explain their relatively high wage vates as wel.l &3 the
lack of relationship of wage rateg to the specified field =2 training.

Regresgsica Analysis of Facbors Influencing Wige Rates

Although the cross~tabulations throw some light or "ue factors
imflzencing wage rates for graduates;. of vocational and texnical pro-

grzm.:, t12 relative importance of particular factors, as Zrfluences on
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wage differences, can be fully assessed only through a regression analyesis
which introduces a number of key independent variables into the equation,
with wage per hour as the dependent variable. As is seen in Table VL.8,
region, program area, SeX, age, marital status, nrban-rural setting, and
grade point average are significant variables in explaining the differ-
ences in wages per hour of vocational-technical graduates on the last
or current job held at the time of the survey. The variables as a whole
explain 30 per cent of the variance in the wage per hour and the F-Ratio
is significant at the .01 level. TFor the sample as a whole, jumior
college and post-high school graduates enjoy a few ceats per hovxr more
in wages on the current job than do high school graduates. The differ-
ence for junior college graduates is not as great as that on the first
joo (see Appendix Table 13) where they experienced an hourly wage rate
of .20 per hour morz than high school graduates. Graduates in the West,
Northeast and North Central regions experienced significant wage
differentials ranging from .21 to .39 per hour above graduates in the
South on their current job.

Athough 211 of the graduates except those in Agriculture ex-
perienced higher wages thav the base group, graduating fi.~ Office
programs, the differences were significant statistically only for those
in Health and Technical programs. As might be expected, the socio-~
economic status of the cursent job was positively and significantly
related to improved wages.

Tt is notable that the improvement in wages on the current job
due to its relatedness to the field <f training is not statistically

significant, and in the case of wages on the first jab (Appendix Table 18)
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FACTORS INFLUENCING WAGE ON LAST OR CURRENT JOB -- TOTAL SAMPLE
Dependent Variable: Wage Per Hour On Last Ox Current Job
Partial Partial
Independent Regressicn Standapd Correlation
Variables Coefficient Error Coefficient
LEVEL ~ High Schoc_.@
Post-High School . 085 .067 .033
Junior College . 037%* 080 .119
REGION =~ South@
West . 219%% . 066 .085
Northeast . 337%* .074 .116
North Central « 399%* . 065 .156
PROGRAM ARFA - Office@
Trade and Industry «082 .088 .024
Distributive .107 104 .027
Health . 244% 095 ,066
Agriculture -.065 .127 -,013
Technical .173% .084 .053
SES . 006%% .001 122
RELATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING .007 .063 .003
FATHER'S EDUCATION .005 .008 .016
SEX - Female@®
Male .B21%* .074 .277
AGR . 014%% .005 .073
HARITAL STATUS - Single®
Married ,118% .046 .065
Other «252% »121 . 054
RACE ~ White@
Non~-white -.088 .085 -, 027
ADDED EDUCATION .074 .054 .035
SETTING - Rural@
Medium . 140% .062 .058
Large «202%% .076 .068
Very Large «311%% .111 .072
Suburb A 3FF* . 084 .133
GPA < 127%% .034 .096
R? .3051 Number of Observations 1524
F~Ratio 27.43 %% Constant .525
Notes:

% Significant at the .05 level; ** Significant at the .01 level
@ Base variable against which the others are compared. Its value
is entered into the constant,
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the wage is actually lower when the job is related to the field of
training. These findings are in keeping with those concerning em-
ployment status discussed earlier, but it should be noted that the
employment and wage {indings ars in contrast with the satisfactions
expressed by the graduates when their jobs were in the field of
their training. Age and marital status were positively and signifi-
cantly associated with increased wages on the current job, but the
most marked finding is that meles meceived .82 more per hour than
females on the curzent job. As is noted in Appendix Table 18, this
sex differential is also marked in the case of wages on the first job
of the vocational-technical graduates. Although non-whites have lower
wages than whites, the relationship is not gtatistically significant. |
Urban grzduates have significantly higher wages on the current
job than those graduating spom rural schools, with the partial re-
gression coefficient riging with the size of the city and reaching a
difference of .43 per hour in the suburbs as compared with rural
settings.
Grade point average is gignificantly associated with wages on
both the current and the first job, with 12 per hour being added for
each grade point on the current job.

Regression Analysis of Wages by Sex and School level

Because sex, school level and a number of other icey explanatory
variables appeared to play a deominant role in influencing wages in
vanelyses of the total sample, it was felt desirable to run separate ,
regression analyses of subsamples clagsified by categories of the key

independent variables. These separate sSubsample analyses throw
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additional light on the factors associated with wage differences, and
they overcome some of the problems of colinearity and interactions among
variables.

As is seen in Table VI.9, in separate regression runs for male
and female graduates with wege on the job at the time of interview, or
the last job, as the dependent variable, important changes occur in the
significance of the explanatory variables as compared with regression
rungs of the total sample. Female junior college graduates continue to
experience a significant increase in the hourly wage rate, as compared
with those at the other school levels, but the school level variable
is no longer significant in explaining wage differences for mule gradu-
ates even though there is a positive increase in wages for junior college
and post-high school male graduates relative to those graduating from
high school.

The strong regional influence on wages, noted in the total
sample, continues to be significant in the case of male graduates, with
those in the North Central regions experiencing .62 per hour more on
the last job than those in the South on the last job, and with those
in the West and the Northeast experiencing over .40 per hour more than
those in the South. However, the regional associabion with wage
differences is not nearly so marked in the case of female graduates.

The importance of sex differences is seen in the association
of program areas with wages on the graduate's last or current job.
Whereas graduates of Health and Technical programs had significant
wage increases relative to those in other programs in regression

anzlyses of the total sample, none of the program areas is gignificantly
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TABLIE VI.9 13
FACTORS INFLUENCING WAGE ON LAST OR CURRENT JOB, BY SEX
Dependent Variable: Wage Per Hour On Last Or Current Job

Total
Female Male Sample

Independent
yariables b s b s b s
LEVEL - High School@

Post-High School Grad. .003 .08 .06 .11 .08 .07

Junior College Grad. <& 5%% .10 .21 .12 o 3 Tk .08
REGION - South@

West .02 .08 Jb%k .10 . 22%% .07 ¢

Northeast . 25%% .10 Ay o111 o Jh4%% .07

North Central .18*% .09 0 62%% .10 La0%% .07
PROGRAM AREA - Office@

Trade and Industry -.21 +15 o 34%% .13 .08 .09

Distributive .01 .13 . 35% .17 .11 .10 -

Health .18 .10 .37 .54 . 24% .10

Agriculture no responses .17 .17 -.06 .13

Technical -, 17 .16 o 39%% .12 L17% .08/
SES . 005% .22 .007%% .002 . 006%* .OOf
RELATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING .03 .09 -.007 .09 .007 .06 ;
FATHER'S EDUCATION .009 .01 . 006 .01 .005 .007
AGE . .008 » 005 .03%% .01 LO1%% .005
MARITAL STATUS - Single@

Married -, 12% .06 o 26%% .07 sl 2% .05

Other -.02 .13 LO4%% 023 . 25% A2
RACE - White@ ;

Non~white .14 .12 -.23% .12 ~.09 .09
ADDED EDUCATION .03 .07 .09 .08 .07 .05
SETTING - Rural@

Medium .13 .08 e23% .09 14% .06 !

Large . 31%% .11 .18 .11 . 20%% .08

Very Large .16 .17 « 50%*% .16 o 31%% o111

Suburb o 37%% .10 . 56%*% .14 SlbFx .08 )
GPA L 10% .05 LJ11% .05 L1370k .03
R2 .1470 .2263 .3051 :
Number of Observations 701 823 1524

Notes:
» Partial regression coefficient
s Standard error :
% Significant at the .05 level; ¥** Significant at the .0l level
@ Base variable against which the others are compared. Its value is
entered into the constant. .
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associated with wage differences for female graduates. Indeed, female
graduates of Trade and Industry programs and of Technical programs have
lower wages than those in the base group. On the other hand, male
graduates from these two programs have significantly higher wages than
the base group, and male graduates of Distributive programs also re-
ceive .35 per hour more than the base group, significant at the .05
level.

The continued significance of the socio~economic status of the
job is not surprising in view of the obvious close relationship between
wage rates and socio-economic status of occupation. However, it is
notable that age is not a significant factor in female graduates,

unlike male graduates; and that married males eXperience gignificant

increagses in wages whereag married females have significantly lower g
wages than single females. Widowers and divorced males also have
significantly higher wages on the last or surrent job than single

maie graduates.

3
Non~white male graduates have significantly lower wages than ;
whites, whereas the racial factor was not significant in the case of i
females or of the total sample. ;

Suburban large~city settings tend to be significantly agssociated |
with higher wages for males and females, as in the case of the total |
sample, but the importance of the nonrural setting is not congistent |
in the cagse of females. TFor male graduates in very large cities or ‘

in the suburbs, on the other hand, there are significant differences

in wages exceeding .50 per hour.
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The grade point average, as a factor related to wage differences,
continues to be significant in the separate sex Tum, but at the .05
rather than the .01 level, as i the case of the total samnle.

I+ i= ncizble that in these separate regression runs, in wkich
the sex veriable has been omitted as one ol the independent variables,
the coefficisnt of determination is lower than in the case of the total
sample.

Similar regression runs for male and female greduates, with the
same independent varizbles but with wage per hour on the first job rather
than on the last job, are presented in Appendix Table 19. Although there
are similarities in the patterns of significant independent variables,
it is noted that there are differences in the first and last job wage
rate regression analyses in the significance attributed to program area,
age, marital statue, urban-rural setting, and the male GPA.

Separate Tuns by school level (Table VI.10) reveal the importance
of the school level of the vocational graduate in explaining differences
in wage rates. Region is found to be a significent variable only in
the case of high school vocational graduates, with the exception of the
North Central region for post~high school graduates. Trade and Industry,
Teckrical and Distributive programs which were significant e@lana‘cor;f
variables in the case of the separate male regression analysis proved
to be significant only in the case of post-high school graduates when
geparate runs are made by school level.

Males have substantially higher wages than females in each of
the separate school level regressions. However, age ig a significant

variable only at the junior college level and marital status is
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siznificant only at the post-high school level.

It ig notable that grade point average is no longer a significant
variable when separate regression avalyses are mads by school level, but
added education (that is, further education afier the vocational gradu-
ation), which was not significant in other regression rums, is found to
be positively and significantly asscziated with higher wages for high
school vocational graduates and negztively related with wages at the
post-high school and junicr college levels, in the formex case signifi-
cant at the .05 level.

It should also be noted that a binary variable for groduates
versus dropouts, included in this regression analysis, proved not fo
be statistically significant. However, graduation is negatively associ-
ated with wage increases compared to a dropout status at the post-
high school and junior college levels. Even though the relationship
is not gtatistically significant, the negative sign is contrary to
expectations.

Similar regression analyses by school level, utilizing the same
independent variables but wage on the first job as the dependent vari-
able, are presented in Appendix Table 20.

Regression Analyses of Wages by Region and Urban-Rural Setting

Given the influence on wage differences by region and urban-
rural setting of the school demonstrated in the regression analyses of
the total sample, a further effort to pinpoint the important explanatory
variables and reduce the effects of colinearity and interaction was made
in separate regression analyses for each of the four regions from which

the pational sample was drawn and for each of the five urban-rural

b
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gsestings. The independent variables are the same &g those vsec in the
analyses of the total sample.

As can be seen in Table VI.1ll, the R2 for each of the separate
regional regression equations is higher than that of the total =zample.
The F-ratio in each case is significant at the .Cl level.

Although sex c_%ontinues o be a significant explamatory —ariable,
in the separate regional regression analysis, such variables as schenl
level, program area, and grade point average, which loomed larg in
the analysis of the total sample lose significance in the separzte
regional regressions. The junior college graluates had a statistically
significant advantage on their current or last job relative to high
school and post-high school graduates only in the Western region. Al-
though there was a positive relationship between junior college gradu-
ation and wages in the other regions, it was mot gignificant at the .05
level. The only prngram area with a statistically gignificant relation-~
ship to differences in wages on the graduates' last or current job was
that of Agriéulture in the Southern region.

Unlike the other regression amalyses, including that for the
total sample, the relatedness of the current job to the field of train-
ing was significantly associated with wages on that job in the Southern
region. However, in the Northeast amnd the North Central region, this
veriable was negatively associated with wages although it was not
signiticant at the .05 level.

Male graduates experienced a substantial and statistically
significant wage advantage over females in cach of the separate regional

regressions; and married graduates had a significant advantazge over
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single graduates in the Southern and Western regions. The graduate's
grade point average was a statistically significant influence on wages
only for those graduating in the Southern region, although it was

positively associated with wage differences in the other regions as

well.

Graduation from a suburban school was statistically significant
at the .01 or .05 levels in each of the regions other than the West.
In the Western region, graduation from a school located in a medium
or large city was associated with gsignificantly higher wages on the
last or current job, as compared with those who graduated from rural
areas in the Westernm regl._n.

The relationship of the same independent variables to the wage
on the graduate's firgt job is indicated in Appendix Table 21.

In separate regression runs by each of the five rural-urban
settings, with wage on the last or current job as the dependent veriable,
a number of the explanatory variables whick were statistically signifi-
cant in amalyses of the total sample were found to be significant in
some settings and not in others. Thus, junior college graduates had
significantly higher weges than high schooi graduates in only the
regression runs for medium-sized cities and large cities, whelzas post-
high school graduates had significantly larger earnings in only the
regression runs for large cities. The relationship for post-high school
vocational graduates was negative in suburban settings, and the relation-
ghip for junior college graduates was negative in rural settings, but
neither of thesc negative relationships were statistically significant

(see Table VI.12).
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Similarly, the significance of region, found in analyses of the
total sample, is altered in the separate regression runs by rural-urban
setting. The significantly higher wages in each of the regions compared
0 the South, found in analyses of the fotal sample, continue to appear
only in the regression analysis for medium~sized cities. Graduation in
the North Central is a statistically significant variable in the re-
gression runs for large cities and suburban areas, and the Western region
is a significant variable in rural areas.

The pattern of wage rates by program area differs substantially
in the separate regression run for rural areas, as compared with the
total sample. In the analysis of the total sample, only Health programs
and Technical programs had positive significant relationghips with the
wage from the last or current job, and graduation from an Agricultural
program had a negative (nonsignificant) relationship with the last wage.
For those gradué.ting in rural areas, on the other hand, the largest
positive coefficients were for Trade and Tndustry programs, Agriculture,
and Technicel. Graduation from a Health program actually had a negative
relationship to the last wage, although this was not statistically
significant. Outside of a statistically significant negative relation-~
ship between gradvation from an Agricultural program and the last wage
in a suburban setting, none of the other program areas were significantly
related to wages in the separate regression rums by size of city. Some
of these results concerning iie statistical significance of program
areas are affected by the relatively small size of cells.

Relationship of job to training and father's education continue

4o have no statistically significant relationship to the wage on the

last or current job in the separate j:'eg;'ession runs for urban-rural setting.

,
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e
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Among the demographic variables, as in the total sample, males
have a statistically significant higher wage than females in each of the
separate regression runs for setting, except that of the rural areas.

Age is statistically significant (and only at the .05 level) in only the
gseparate analyses for rural areas and very large cities. Marital status
is significantly associated with wages on the last job only in the
separate regression run for large cities. Although non-vwhite status had
a negative relationship with wages in all of the separate urban regression
analyses, the relationship was gtatistically significant only in the
analysis for medium-sized cities. Added education was a significant
variable only in large cities, and grade point average was a significant |
variable only in suburban areas. As in the case of a number of the other i
variables, the small number of observations in very large cities (111
graduates) reduced the reliability of results in this separate regression

run, -
e —

The results for separate regression ruus for ‘each of the five

rural-urban settings, with the wage on the first job as the dependent
variable, are presented in Appendix Tahle 22.

Separate Regression Runs by Program Area

The separate regression analyses by program area were also

3
2
3
i
|
i
1
|
i

plagued by the relatively small number of observations in many of the

cells (see Table VI.13).
!

Tn the analysis of Office programs, the statistically significant 1
positive relationships with the wage on the last or current job were

found for graduates of the West, those with higher socio-economic siatus,

e A A R T T A T

et

mzles, and graduates in very lavge cities and suburbs.
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In Trade and Industry programs, the positive significantly
related variables were North Central regilon, male, age, and graduation
in medium-sized cities and suburbs.

Tn Distributive Educabtion programs, the positive mignificantly
related variables were North Central regdion, socio-economic status of
the job, males, non-whites, and graduation in a suburban setting.

In Health programs, the variables which were positively and
significantly related to wages on the last or current job were gradu-
ation at the juniox college level, Northeast regizn, arnd zreduation in
a large city. In a separate regression run for ..zriculuural programs,
the only statistically significant variable was the negative relationship
between non-vwhite status and wages. Non-whites earmed approximat aly
$2.50 less than whites after graduation from an Agriculbural vocational
program.

In the regression analysis of Technical graduates, region proved
to be an important explanatory variable, with all regions showing a
statistically significant advantage over the South ., Other positive
statistically significant variables were socio~economic status of the Jjob,
age, and marital status.

BEven though small cell mize refuces the statistical significance
of the separate regressions by program area, there is sone interest in
the changes in the signs of the relationship of some variables as com-
pared with the results of the regression analysis of the total sample.
Thus, junior college graduation, which was positively and statistically
significant in the regression analysis for the total sample, is nega-

tively related to wages in the regression equations for Office and

et o et i e o n e o
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Agricultwral programs. Fiereas graduation in an urban or suburban
getting was positively amd significantly relatec tc wages, as <ompared
with rural graduation, im the regressicn analysis of tke totel sample,
the signs were negative in a number of cases in th: serarate rz=gression
runs by programl area.

Appenliz= Table I3 presents the regressior resulits, =z the

same regressors, with wzes on the first job as e dependent ~Tariable.

Factors Influencing Average Monthly Earnings

The wage rate analysis is useful for determining the ssonomic
status of the graduates at the beginning and at {he end of tne three-
year survey period; and it overcomes any bias introduced by the fact
that some graduates pursued further education which removed them from the
labor force for a portion of the survey period. Another useful meas;:ce
of the labor market experience of the graduates following their
vocational-technical program is the calculation of average monthly
earnings during the survey period. Since average monthly earmings will
reflect not only the level of hourly wages but also the number of hours
worked, it provides some insight into the stability amd continuity of
employment of the graduates following their graduation.

Tn oxrder to obtain full and comparable data for a regression
analysis of earnings, it was necessary to reduce the sample to 1,337
graduates. The results of the regression analysis, with average monthly
earnings as the dependent variable, are presented in Table VI.1h. The
regressors (explanatory variables) are the same as those used in the
regression analyses of wage rates, with the exception that the related-

ness of job to training is included for both the first job and tho

g s 0
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FACTORS AFFECTING AVERAGE MONTHLY EARNINGE -~ TOTAL SAMPLE
Dependent Variable: Average Monothl: Earnings
Partial Tartial
Tndependent Regression Standard Correlatio:
Jariables Coefficient Error Cpefficien
“EVEL - High Schocl@
Post High School 27 41 11.56 .085
Junior College 95.33%* 14.86 .174
REGION - South@
West 4,56 12,22 .010
Northeast 37.38%* 14,01 .073
North Central 56,52%% 12.14 .128
PROGRAM AREA ~ Office@
Trade and Industry 30.83 16.46 .052
: Distributive -19.,70 19,97 -.027
! Health 21.75 17.48 .034
! Agriculture 9.60 24,21 .011
3 Technical 35.05% 15.40 063
? RELATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING
¢ (First Job) 23.93 16.70 .040
‘ SES 1.02%% .25 1L
' RELATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING
! (Last or Current Job) =8.077 16.42 -.0l4 |
! {
g FATHER'S EDUCATION -2.38 1.43 -.046 |
SEX - Female@ :
Male . 29.54% 13.62 .060 |
1 AGE b, Lww .89 127 |
MARITAL STATUS - Single@ ,
: Married 35,92%% 8.56 .115
L Other 37.33 22.89 U045
: i
¢ RACE -~ White i
; Non~whi te -10.42 15.95 -.018
SETTING - Rural@ !
: Medium 25,16« 11,63 .060
Large 36.38% 14.14 071 |
v Very Large 22,81 20.75 .030 !
1 Suburb 54, L4** 15.78 094 |
’ GPA 16.98% 6,34 .074
R2 .1942 Number of Observations 1337 |
F-Ratio 13,18 ** Constant -24,68
Notes:

* Significant at the .05 level; ** Significant at the .01 level

o @ Base variable against which the others 8re compared. Its value is
[E l(:‘ i entered into the constant.
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lzst or current job; and the added education variable has been onitted.
When cifferences in average hourly earnings are analyzed for

“he wotal sample of graduates taken together, it is found that junior

PO et

mllege graduates experienced significantly higher earnings than gradu-
zwzs Srom high school and post-high school vocational programs. They
sermed $95 per month more than high school vocational graduates (sig-
nificant at the .0l level). The advantage results from both higher

wa_ s and from fuller employment during the survey period.

Whereas post-high school vocational graduates did not have
significantly higher starting or ending wages than high school graduates,
they experienced significantly higher earnings, $27 per month more than
the high school earnings. This presumably reflects a larger percentage
of time in employment during the survey period, as compared with high
school graduates.

As in the case of our wage analysis, it is found that students

in the Wortheast and North Central regions have significantly higher

" monthly earnings than those in the South. Since the Western region is

a gignificant variable in the wage regressions but not in the earnings
regressions, the differences may be explained by a difference in the
per cent of time employed in the West as compared with the South.

Tor the sample of graduates taken as a whole, the only program
area in which earnings were significantly higher than those for the
base Office group was in the technical area. Here, the earnings ad-
vantage was $35 per month. The only group of graduates which have
average monthly earnmings below those of the base Office group were in
Distribution Education programs, but this earnings difference was not

glatistically significant. As in the case of the regression analyses

370
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wage rates, the relatedness of jobs to the training field, either for

— first or last job during the suxrvey period, bore no statistically

_:nificant relationship to differences in average monthly earnings.
: might be expected, the socio-economic status of the gradnate's last
1t was significantly related to earnings during the peried. However,
tle socio-economic background of the student, as reflected in the father's
education, was not significantly related to monthly earnings.

e demographic variables which proved to be important in ex~
r.zining wage differences also appeared to be significant in the
Tegression equation for monthly earnings. Males earned approximately
$30 per month more than females, This is not as great a difference as
s the case of wage rates, possibly indicating that males are more likely
-z pursue further education or enter the armed forces than females,
thereby reducing their time in the labor force.

Each year of age adds %k in average monthly earnminugs (significant
=t the .01 level); and married graduates have average uonthly earnings of
almost $3F gresier than single graduates. Although the racial variable
is not significantly related to earnings, possibly because of the small
nusber of non-whites included in the samp.<, the earnings regression

shows the same negative relationship between non-white statusg and earnings

a8 was indicated in the case of hourly wages.

As in the case of wage differences, graduates in urban and suburban

areas have significantly higher earnings than those in rural areas.
Cuhurban students enjoyed $54 per month more in average earnings (sig-

nificant at the .01 level).

v
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Confirming the findings for the sample as a whole in the wage
regressions, it is found that each additional point in the student's
grade point average adds almost $17 to his average monthly earnings
following gradustion from a vocation or technical program.

Separate Regressions of Esinings by Sex, Region, School Level and
Program Area

In separate regression analyses of male and female graduates,
it is found that those from junior college levels continue to show
significantly higher average monthly earnings than those from high school
programs, with the difference being especially merked in the case of
females (Table VI.15).

Patterns of significant variables similar to those for the total
gsample are found in the sepac-ate regression runs by sex. However, one
notable distinction is that male graduates of Trade and Industry programs
are found to have significantly higher earnmings then the base Office
group, whercas female graduates of Trade and Industry programs have
gignificantly lower earnings than those in the base Office group.‘ Con-
firming the view derived from our regression analyses of wages, that
males do better in male-dominated occupations, male graduates of
Technical programs also earned significantly more than the base group,
whereas the difference for female graduates from Technical programs wae
not statisticelly sigrdificant.

When separate regressior analyses are made in the North and in
the South (Table VI.16), it is found that the signs of the variables are
generally the same and that they are in accordance with the findings in
the regression for the total sample. However, there are scme notable

diffarences in the pattern of statistically significant variables in the

172
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FACTORS INFLUENCING MONTHLY EARNINGS OQF GRADUATES BY SEX
Dependent Variable: Average Monthly Earaings
Regression Coefficients1
independent Totel
Variables Male Female Sample
LEVEL - High School@
Post~High School + + 27.41
Junior College 67,28%*% 102.74%%* 95,33%*
REGION - South@
West + + +
Northeast + 37.12% 37.38%%
North Central 73.62%% 37.34%% 56,.52%%
RELATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING
(First Job) + + +
SES 1,21%% + 1,02%%
PROGRAM AREA - Office@
Trade and Industry 68, 55%% -59,91% +
Distributive + - -
Health + + +
Agriculture + No Resgonses +
Technical 60.11% + 35,05%%*
RELATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING
(Last or Current Job) - + -
FATHER'S EDUCATION - + -
AGE 9.30%% 2,214 4, 14%%
MARITAL STATUS - Single@
Married 81.35%% ~33,43%* 35,92%%
Other 125,58%% - +
RACE - White@
Non-white - + -
SETTING - Rural@
Medium 44 ,93% + 25,16%
Large + 50,59%% 36.38%
Very Large + + +
Suburb 67.39% 42,03% 54, 14%%
GPA + 18.66% 16.98%%
RZ . 2453 .2175 .1942
Number of Qbservations 735 602 1337

Notes:

1 + indicates positive insignificant partial regression coefficient
- indicates negative insignificant partial regression coefficient
% Significant at the .05 level; ** Significant at the .0l level

@ Base variable against which the others are compared.

entered into the constant.
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TABLE VI.16
FACTORS INFLUENCING MONTHLY EARNINGS OF GRADUATES BY REGION

Dependent Variable: Average Monthly Earnings 155
Regression Coefficients

Independent Total
Variables North1 South Sample
LEVEL - High School@

Post-High School + 39,70%% 27.41%

Junior College 101,69%%* + 95.,33%%
REGION - South@

West 2 -34,20% +

Northeast - (Base) 37.38%%

North Central + 56 .52%%
RELATEDNESS: J0OB. TO TRAINING
(First Job) + + +
SES3 1,22%*% + 1.02%*

PROGRAM AREA - Office(

: Trade and Industry + + +
; Distributive - - -~
; Health + + +
v Agriculture + - +
i Technical 40,62% + 35.05%
' RELATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING
(Last or Current Job) : -3,55% + -
FATHER'S EDUCATION - - -
SEX ~ Female@
Male + + 29,54%
AGE 5,33**‘ + 4, 14%%
MARITAL STATUS -~ Single@
Married 40, 11%* + 35.92%%
Other . + + +
RACE - White@
Non-white - -~ -
SETTING - Rural@
¥ Medium + + 25.16%
i Large + + 36.38%
B Very Large + + +
5 Suburb 53.36% + 54,14%%
¢ GPA 15.66% + 16,90%%
& RZ L2014 .1738 L1942
Number of Observations 1034 303 1337

Notes:
1 + indinates positive insignificant partial regression coefficient
- indicates negative insignificant partial regression coefficient
7 The equation for the northern region includes a dummy variable comparing
the effects of west, northeast and north central regions on wages. The
northeast region is the base group for this variable. Accoxdingly,
the regression coefficients reflect the differenée between the stated
region and the northeast region.
: % Significant at the .05 level; ** Significant at the .01 level
5 @ Base variable against which the others are compared. Its value is
entered into the comstant,
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two regions. The equation for the Northern region includes a dummy
variable comparing the effects of West, Northeast and North Central
regions on wages. The Northeast region is the base group for this vari-
able. Accordingly, the regression coefficients reflect the difference
between the stated region and the Noxrtheast region.

Whereas junior coilege graduates enjoy significantly higher
wages in the North, post-high school graduates enjoy statistically
significant increases in earnings in the South.

In a separate regression analysis for the Northern region, it is
found that graduates from Technical programs and from suburban schools
experience significantly higher average monthly earnings than graduates
in their respective base comparison groups. The significance of age and
marital status is also consistent with the findings for the regression
of ihe total sample. :

Probably because of the smaller sample, few of the variables are
statistically significant in ‘their relationship to earnings in the re-
gression equation for the Southern region. The only sign which is con-
trary to that of the regression analyeis for the North is that for
graduatzs of Agricultural programs. In the South, this variable is
negatively related to average monthly earnings.

In the separate regression runs or earnings by school level, only
sex, age and marital status are significant variables for the Jjunior
college nubsample. However. almost all of the other variables have the
same sign as in the regression equation for the total sample. Exceptions
are found in the program variables. Wiereas Distributive graduates earn

more and Agriculture graduates earn less than the base Office group in the
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junior college regression, the reverse was the case in the regression
analysis for the total sample.

At the post-high school level, graduation from Trade and Industry
and Technical programs was significantly related to average monthly earn-
ings with these graduates earning over $60 per month more than those in
Office programs. The signs of the other program variables were also
similar o those in the regression equation for the total sample. Age,
marital status and grade point average were also significant variables
in the post-high school regression analysise.

In the separate high school regression equation, only training
in the North Central region was a statistically significant variable, and
a mmber of other variables such as training in the Western region, and
graduation from Agricultural and Technical programs had negative signs,
in contrast to the positive signs in the regression equation for the total
sample.

Thus, in the casz of average monthly earnings as in the starting
and ending hourly wage rates, the labor market benefits of enrollment in
particalar program zreas are partly dependent upon the type of vocational~
technical school or college that the student attends. (See Table VI.17.)

The importance of the particular program area igs seen when these
same regressors are included in gseparate equations for the six program
areas. Enrollment in a junior college program is positively associated
with monthly earnings in each of the separate programs, as it is for the
total sample, but it is only in Health programs that the relationship is
statistically significant, and here there is 2 substantial advantage of
over $190 a month as compared to those graduating from high school Health

programs. Although the relationships are not statistically significant,

= Ty TSN
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FACTORS INFLUENCING MONTHLY EARNINGS OF GRADUATES BY SCHOOL LEVEL
Dependent Variable: Average Monthly Earnings
Regression Coefficients1
Independent Junior Post-High High School Total
Variables College School Vecational Sample
REGION ~ South@
West + - - +
Northeast 4 + + 37. 38
North Central + 42,84% 75.38*%%* 56, 52%*
PROGRAM AREA ~ Office@
Trade and Industry + 68.81% + -
Distributive + - - -
Health + + + +
Agriculture = + = +
Technical + 63.67% - 35.05%*
RELATEDNESS: JCE 0 TRAINING
(First Job) + + + +
SES 1.35%% + 1.02%%
RELATEDNEEEZ: JOB TO TRAINING
(Last or Current Job) + - - -
FATHER'S EDUCATION - - - -
SEX -~ Female@
Male 69.20% + + 29.54%* !
AGE 4, 80% 3. 94%% + 4. 14%%
MARITAL STATUS - Single@
Married 66. 84%% 35, 71%* + 35.92%% -
Other + + + H
RACE - White@
Non-white - + - _
SETTING - Rural@
Medium + + + 25,16%
Large + + + 36,38%*
Very Large + + + +
Suburb + + + 54 14%%
GPA + 25, 947k + 16.98%* |
R2 1771 .1360 .0970 1942
Number of Obsgervations 255 647 435 1337

Notes:

1 + indicates positive insignificant partial regression coefficient

~ indicates negative insignificant partial regression coefficient

Significant at the .05 level; %% Significant at the .0l level

base variable against which the others are compared. 1Its value is

*
@

entered into the constant.
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post-high school graduates have a positive advantage over high school
graduates in monthly earnings in each of thz separate program areas with
the exception of Distributive Education. (See Table VX.18.)

As in the case of the total sample, graduates in other regions
have an earnings sdvantage over Southern graduztes in each of the
separate program regressions, with three exceptions: Trade and In-
dustry and Office graduates in the Vest, and Agriculture graduates in
the Northeast. Oa the other hana, Agriculture graduates in the Vest and
Hezlth graduates in the Northeast have very substantial earnings ad-
vantages over persons in the same program areas in the South and the
differences are gbtatistically significant.

The importance of sex, age and marital status, demonstrated in
the regression for the total sample, does not hold up in the separate
regresvnions for all of the program areas. The three demographic vari-
ables prove to be statistically gignificant influences on average
monthly earnings for graduates in Prade and Industry programs. Age is

a significant variable in the Technical and 0ffice regressions; and

marital stabus is significant in Agriculture and Technical programs.
However, male status is negatively associated with earnings in the
regressions for Distributive Education and Office programs; age is
negatively associated with earnings in the Agricultural programs; and
marital status is neratively associated with earnings in Health and
Office programs. These relationships are not statistically significant,
however.

Non-whites graduating from Agriculture programs have a significant

earnings advantage, and non-whites graduating from Office programs have
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a significant earnings disadvantage. The relatively snall sample of
non-whites, when cross-classified by tae gix program areas, however,
reduces the reliability of the results for thio veaxriable.

The separzie Tegressions for program areas generally confirm the
earnings advantage of urban end guburban graduates, compared to those in
rural areas. However, for Technical gradnates there was a negative
relationship between average monthly earnings and training in a large
city or suburban area. These relationships were not significant at the
05 level.

The graduate's grade point average was positively and signifi-
zantly related to monthly earnings only in the case of those graduating
from Trade and Industry and from Health programs. For the other program
areas, there was a mixed pattern of negative and positive relationships
between grade point average and earnings; but these relationships were
not significant at the .05 level.

In general, the regression analyses of average monthly earnings
confirm the findings in the analyses of beginning wages and wages on the
last job. Tn a few cases, disparities batween length of employment and
hourly wage rates resulted in patterns of average monthly earnings which
differed from those of hourly wage rates.

Conclusion

In general, the wages and earnings of vocational graduates are
influenced by the type of school they attend, by such environmenital
‘factors ag the region of the country in whiéh the school is located and
its urban or rural setting; by the socio-economic status of the jobs held
and by such demographic characteristics as sex, age, marital status and

race. Higher grade point averages while in school also have a positive
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influence on wages and earnings. More gpecifically, juniox ccllege
graduates enjoy labor market advantages over those graduating from high
school vocational programs and post-high school vocational programs. The
post-high school graduates do not have a distinct wage advantage compared
to those coming from high school programs, but because of more contimious
employment their earnings exceed those of high school graduates. Gener-
ally vocational graduates in the West, Northeast and North Central regions
enjoy labcr market advantages compared to those coming from the South.

Men have higher wages and earnings than women; additional yeams
of age for the graduates increase wages and earnings; and married gradu-
ates have higher wages and earmings than single graduates. Although
non-whites appear to be at a disadvantage in the labor market, the
analysis of this variable has been hampered by the reiatively small
sample siize,

Jraésvbion in a city or suburban vocational rrogram generally
brings higher wages and earmings as compaved with graduation from 2
rural school; and graduation with a higher grade point averege is
positively related to higher wages and earnings.

Tp-. —a2gults for particular program sreas are related to the school
level and other envirormental aspects of the.progTam':s setting, and the
program results are greatly influenced by sex. Graduation from Trade and
Industry and Technical programs gives wage and earnings advantages to
males, especizlly if they graduate at the post-high achocl level. How-
ever, women have lower earnings after graduation from these program

areas than from Health, Distributive and Office programs.

TRD .
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Graduates from Agriculture programs, who do not do well on wages
and earnings relative to the other program areas in the Northern or
Western Tegions, or when the school is located in an urban or suburban
setting, appear to have advantages in wages and earnings over those from
other program areas in the South and when they come from schools in a
rural setting. Graduatesfrom Health programs appear %o have some ad-
vantages in wages, but primerily at the junior college level, and their
wages and earnings arve enhanced. if they graduate from schools in tke
North snd in large cities.

Jugt as important as the factors that appear to have a positive
influence on weges and earnings are those factors which appear to have
1little or no influence. The relatedness of the graduate's job to his
field of training is not significantly associated with his level of
wages or earnings after graduation. The relatedness variable is posi-
tive but not significent on the first job, and it is actually negative
in most of the regression runs for the graduzte's last or current job
during the survey period. The educational level attained by the
gradute's father, as a measure of socio-economic status, does not have
a significant relationship %o post-graduation wages and carnings.

It can be concluded that vocational- sechnical students who wish
to enhance their post-graduation wages and earnings would do well %o
He concerned with the school level and the environmental settiung of the
school, as related to the program area they select as well as to theiw
sex. Men do best when they graduate from predominantly male fields of
training such ag Trade and Industry and Technical programs. ind, for

this purpose, a post-high school vocational program would serve them

"
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well. Women fare better in the traditioral female fields of training
guch as Office and Health programs, the latter being especially effective
at the junior college level.

However, the findings also seem to indicate that the choice of a
particular program area in vocational-technical education is not as im-
poxtant an influence on futurc wages and earnings as some would suppose.
Being in the right school, region and urban setting and the accomplishment
of a Thigh grade point average would seem to sarve the vocational-
technical graduate better with regard to earnings than the choice of a

particular field of training.

BV
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CHAPTER VII
POST-VOCATIONAL EDUCATION  EXPERIENCE

It is one of the expressed purposes of vocational education
programs to give students options with regard to further education. While
providing skills for those who leave the educational process and enter the
labor market, vocational courses also serve to keep students in school who

| might otherwise drop out. 4nd by staying in school, students might later
. be afforded an opportunity to go on to college or, if already in a Jjunj.or
college, go on to complete their baccalaureate degree. Thus, one of the
values of vocational-technical education may be its option value. Labor
market skills are there for those who consider their vocational program
to be the end of their educational process, and yet oppertunities to go
on with further education are available to those who find new academic
interests while in the vocational school.

The Extent of Additional FEducation

A was indicated in Chapter V, a substential number of the
graduates wert on to full-time or part-time education immediately after
greaduating from their vocational program. Those graduating from high
school programs, either vocational or academic, included the largest
percentage whose first activity after graduation was further education
rather than employment. A largex percentage of junior college vocational
graduat.s " 'sted full-fime or part-time school as their initial post-
graduation activity as compared with post-high school vocational graduates.

(See Table V.2, p. 69.)
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There are interesting differences in the pursuit of further
education by program arez as well as by school level. TablesVIiI.1,
VII.2, and VII.3 indicate the percentages who obtained additional edu~-
cation after their vocatioral graduation by school ievel and progrsm
ciea. It is seen that a larger percentage of the junior college
vocational graduates had some additional education, in all program
arens, as compared with high school and post-high school vocational
graduates. Although the percentages of high school graduates with
additional education were not markedly different from those of the
Jjunior 'college graduates, there was a sharp contrast between junioi:
college and post-high school vocational piograms in this regard.

VWhereas the percentage with additional education after junior college
ranged from 63 per cent to 77 per cent, the range at the post-high
school level was from 5 per cent to 36 per cent.

Thus, only 5.3 pexr cent of those graduating from Health programs
at the post-high school lavel obtained additional edvcation in contrast
with 63.8 per cent who graduated from Health programs in the junioxr
college level, and L;8 per cent coming from programs ab the high school
vocational level. Similarly, the 7.2 per cent who obtained additional
education after graduvation from a post-high school Office program were
in gharp contrast with the 63.9 per cent at the junior college level,
and the 53.4 per cent at the high school level who went on to additional
education after graduating from an Office program.

As seen in Table VII.l, the percentage of high school g‘ra.dua‘sbes
who obtained additional education is higher for those in Technical,
Distributive and Agricultural programs than it is fox those in Trade and

Industry, Office ané Health programs. Less than half of those graduating

388 L
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from a Health program at this level obtained additional education as
compared with 71.9 per cenit of Techmical graduates.

At t..e post-high school level, on the other hand (Table VII.2),
only 7.8 of the Technical graduates obtained additional e”~ - =1, and
the largest percentages of those going on te further sducatic.. were
found in Distributive and Agriculiural programs. =»nven so, the 36.8 per
cent of Distributive graduates with additional education is below that
of the lowest perceuntages with additional education in the various
program areas at the high school and Jjunior college levels. It is
noteble that at botl: the high schonl and post-high school vocational
levels, the graduates of Health prograus were less likely to go on to
additional education than those graduating i‘rcm\_the other programs.

At the junior college level, too, the g'ra:’iﬁb,tes of Health pro-
grams had a smaller percentage with additional education as compared
with graduates from the other program c.ceas (see Table VII.3). However,
even though this was the lowest pexrcentage in the cross-program compari-
sora to the junjor college level, it represented almost two-thirds of
v. . Health graduates from jvnior college prugrams. The largest per-
centages with additional education at the junior college level weres in
Agriculture, Trade and Industry and Jistributive programs. ' In eacn of
these cases, well over 70 per cernt had obtained additional education
during the three-year period of the follow-up survey.

Factors Influencing Decision to Obtain Additionzl Educr-tion

Using the decision to obtain additional .education as a Aichoto-
mous dependent variable (additional educ. i = 13 mo ~AALTr sl edu-

ation = 0), an effort was made by regression anai, i+ . aseartain the
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factors associated wi h the decisicn to go on to further education
from a vocational program.

As seen in Table VII.lL, as compared with the high school
vocational graduates, the probability of some additional education
after graduvation frow a vocational. progrian is significantly greater
for those who graduate from junior college, and is significantly lesSs
for those who graduate from a post-secondary vocational school. This
finding confirme the cross-tabulation results, by program area, set
forth in Tables VII,1-VII.3.

Although the independent variables, taker as a whole, explain
almost 33 per cent of the variance in the dependent variable (witn an
F-ratio significant at the .01 level), only male sex, non-marital
status and grade point average have statistical significance at the .05
or .01 levels as specific Variables associated with the decisicn {0
obtain addit:onal education. The probability of males taking addibional
education is 16 per cent greater than that of females; married graduates
are 6 per cent lems 1ix.ly to take additional education than single
gruduates; and each point in the grade point average adds 5 per cent
to the increased probability of teking additional education after
graduation from a vocational-tectnical program.

When separate regressions are run for each of the schoul levels,
ssing the same independent variavles {wit1 the exceptic . of school level)
and the same dichotomous dependent variables, even the significance of
sex, marital status and grade polni aversge is remcved, althongh their
< loms generally remain the same as indic ted in the regression for the

total sample (see Appendix Table 24). Thus, the school level appésrs o

o
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TABLE VII.L

FACTORS AFFECTING GRADUATE'S DECISION TO OBTAIN
ADDITIONAL EDUCATION, T0TAL SAMPLE

Dependent Variable: Decision to Obtain
Additional Education

. Partial Partial
Independent Regression Standa—d Correlation
Variables Coefficient Error Coefficient
LEVEL - High School@
Pust High School - 48¥k .03 -.39
Junior College o 11%* .04 -08
i REGION - South@
West .04 .03 .04
Northeast -.02 .04 -.01
| North Central -.01 .03 -.01
i
': PROGRAM AREA - Office@ ;
‘ Trade and Industry -.1 .04 ~.06
Distributive .05 .05 .02
) Health .03 .05 .02
Agriculture .006 .06 .003
i Technical -.,08 .04 -.06
| RELATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING
(First Job) -.03 .04 -.02
r SES -.0003 . 0006 .04
{ RELATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING
{ (Last or Current Jcb) .03 .04 U2
[‘ FATHER'S EDUCATION .005 . 004 .03
! SEX - Female@
Male . 16%* .03 .12
i
. AGE -.00% .002 -.04
! MARITAL STATUS - Single@
Married - 0&% .02 -.07
Other .05 .06 .02
RACE - White@
Non~white -.02 .04 -.01
SETTING ~ Ruralf®@
Medium .008 .03 .007
Lavge .002 .04 .001
Very Large -.09 .05 -. 05
Suburb -.03 .04 -.02
5 GPA . 05%% .02 .07
R2 .3260 Number of Observations 1524
! woRatio  30.21%*% constant .42981
y -I:I-Stes:
Q . * Significant at the .05 level; ** Significant at th
E lC i @ Base variable against which the athgrs are comparag..o%t;ezgiue
. is entered into the constant. - s
g 192
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be an overridins influence on the deeision to obtair -4fitioral edu~
carion atter vocational graduvation.

Further Education of Junior College Graduates

The relatively large proportions of junior college graduates who
obtain additional education call for a more detailed analysis.® As can
be seen in Table VII.5, more of +" > junior college graduates weat on to
a full-time four-year college than part~time college. Over half of the
Agriculture and Digtributive Education graduates, a third of the Tech-
nical graduates and more than one-fourth of the Trade and Industry and
Office graduates had obte med some additional full-time college edu-
cation after completion of their junior college vocational program.

Only in the case of Health graduates were there fewer than 10 per cent
with additional full-time college. Part-time college was a more f-equent
choice of Technical grajuates and Health graduates, with one~fouth of
the Technical group having attended college on a part time basis.

After transferring to a four-year college, Trade and Industry
graduates enrolled mainly in arts and sciences (28.6 per cent) and
engineering (25.7 psr cent). The Distributive Education graduate.:
generally enrollsd in a business course (60.5 per cent), while many
Health graduaies selected science (28.1 per cent). Ir contrast, the
Agriculture gradustes enrolled almost exclusively in agriculture.
Technical graduates were more diversified, with a fourth going into
engineering courses, a fifth regirtering in arts and cciences, and

‘about 15 per cent going inbo business enrricula, 4As might be expected,

-— .

*.

Tn addition to the summary presented here, & more detailed
discussion can be found in Chapter VI of the report preparc by the
Bureau of Social Science Hesearch.

CoE,
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PABIR VIL.5
ADDIFLONAL COLLEGE, BY JUNIOR COrLEcE PROGRAM

N

~— S
A, Pull~Time College (i~ “roentages)

Total

;r:agram N A yes? No

TRADE AND INDUSTAY 118 100 29.7 70.3
DISTRIBUTIVE 172 100 51,2 1,8.8
HEATTH 233 100 7.3 92.7
AGRICULTURE 236 100 52,5 L7.5
TECTNICAL 211 100 33.6 66.h
OFFICE 126 100 25.L 7.6

3. Part-Time College (in pSrcentages)

TRADE AND INDUSTRY 118 100 15.3 8l.7
DISTRIBUTIVE 172 100 19.2 g0.8
HEALTH £33 100 13.3 86.7
AGRICULTURE 236 100 10.2 89.8
TECHNICAL 211 100 27.5 72.5
OFFICE 126 160 17.5 82.5

e T U i e

e median number of monthe of fihther edntation was 13 oF
more for every progtails

.er half of +thy Office gradwates envolled in a buslness curriculum
in college. Femgles in the Office progrzy Who s0ught further education
were more likely to 3o so either at the r%h-college level, or to switch
to other fieldas, while wen overwhelmingly transierrid to a business

course after thelr vocational ORfice progFam-
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At the time of “he survey, it was evident that the graduvataes of
a junior college vocational program were highly oriented toward funtner
education and training. The range varied from a low of 17.9 per cunt of
the Technical graduates to a high of 48.6 of the Health graduates. Those
strongly oricnted toward further education had similar characteristics
to those who attendcd full-time college after graduating from junior
college. Womsn had fewer plans for further education than men. BSingle
respondents had more extensive plans fox further education than married
responderits, especially if the married mespondents had children.

On the whole, howersr, no sirzle Ffactor can be said to promote
college orientation other than sex. The decision appears to stem from a
combination of personal anu snvironmental factolrs.

Qur findings irdicate that it is a mistake to think of a
vocational or technical program at the high school or jun ~ollege
level as aterminal" education prograi. BEven though many of the
vocational graduates went into esployrent directly, and almost all spent
1arge proportions of the three-year survey period in ewployment, a very
tabstantial proportion 2lso went c.. to further education, fregquently
full-time college. There was much less tendency to 4~ so, however, for
thosa who envolled in vocational vprograms in post-secondary vocational
schools.

T4 can be concluded that more emphasis should be given to the
educational option value of vocational ed:i-cahion than has been the case
in the past. The most important function of vocational education may
continue to be the preparation for direct labor market entrance. In

the case of mosi-high school vocational schocly, and in the casc oF
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women at ail school levels, this appears to be trus for our sample as
well. However, for graduates of the vocabtional and technical programs
at the high school and junior college level, especially males, it is
clear that vocatiornal education may be simply a siepping-stone to
further education.

When this finding is related to that cf other i{indings, such as
the limited significance of the particular field of training or program
area for labor market weges and earnings, further weight s given to the
need for a flexible emphasis on vocational program curriculz. This point

is expanded further in the concluding chapter.
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CHAPTIR VIII

EVAIUATION OF THE COSTS AND SENEFITS
OF VOCATIORAL EDUCATION*

The study thus far has been concerned with the benefits of
vocational~technical education in terms of educational experience,
satisfactions, employment, income and further education. Although
some Juc yments concerning the velative merits of the various school
levely and prosrams can be derived from a comparative analysis of
benefits, a full comparative evaluation requires data on relative
costs as weli.

The cost data meeded for various vocational education levels
and various programs are generally unavailable. Many schools do not
have detailed cost data, and it is not reasonable to expect 2 school
district to expend substantial resources %o collect such data unless
it can be made wcrthwhile for them to do so. The only national source
of cost data at the vocational level comes from the Annual Report on

o~

Vocational and Technical BEducation which is compiled “From state Te-

ports. However, these data have limited use because reported ex-
penditures cover only federally-sponsored Programs, nor are they

repc ., ©.n00ol level oxr hy type of vocational program. Due to the
lack of natiocnal data on per-pupil costs, vocational costs must be
either coliiected from individual schools or reliance must be placed

on the estimates provided by previous special studies.

*T am indebted to Professor Teh-wei Hu, Penmaylvamia State
University, for his work on this chapter.
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Coat-benefit analyses are encentialiy couched in economic

terms because of tne difficulty of meacullnb non-economic variablesn.

I+t should De strcoseé at the outset that there is a repogn*ulon of

tﬁe limitations of sich economic ratios. Both cqéts ard penefits of
vocational-techmical educatism clearly go well beyond the déllar ax-
penditures spernt in {raining and the inceome derived froé the training.
Sociél—psychologiéal and ecucational benefits, for both the students
and society, are nown to exist and the:é is no intention of according
the en a secondary role in this repor%.’_The.economic costs &and benefits

are measurable and are presented here as only one dimension in the

evaluatior rocational~technical sducation. '

A. Availability of School Cost ﬁata*

During the course of this study. 2 survey was directed to each

school concernlng the avallab‘lltv of cost data fcr vocaxwonal eau—

" cation. The costs were classified into seven types.’ admlnlstratlon,

professiohal auxiliary services, ing@ruction, plan? opeiati6n and
maintenance, ‘raﬁsportatian;”fi;;d charges, aﬁd-capital cutlay . (debt
servxces) ‘WO questlons ‘agked were: (1) Do your recbxds permit a |
determ¢n4tlon of the kinds of costs by type? and ( ) Are you able fo
ascertain whgt per henﬁ.of such costs are chargeable to your prograg?
There were [our alternative answers to the above two dﬁestions:

(1) The school had positive angwers to both questions; (2) the schocl

could only determine the kind of cost but not the per cent to vocationel

programs; (3) the school could only -determine the per cent of costs to

¥y . ~ .. -
¥See the summeary of estimated average costs and the sources of
data listed at the conclusion of thisg chapter.
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vpeatlomal programs; and {4} the scheool gave negablive answers tc toth

questions. The cont oueshionnaires were sent to nigh schocls and nost-
high schools, but not to junior colleges. For hii
high schocls, we present only the data on evailability of Vvocational
Trogram < gbs. The survey information on cost availlability is summer-
izec under three neadings: availability ty ihe types of sehools,
availebility by the size of the cchools, and the availability'5y tho
losation or setting of the schools.

Table VITI.1 shows the surﬁey_responses of over 2000 pigh
schools énd post-high schools. It can bé seen that secondary vécétionai
programs have higner ?ositive-answers to buil gquestions and lower nega-~
'tive answers to both questions than the post-Zecondary vocaticnal
education. . The Secondaery schools have the best inférmation on adminis-
tration costs while the post—secpﬁdary schools have the best informgtion
on inétructional Eosts“ Mére than 50, per cent of the secondary schnools

would be able to allocate all types of costs for .vocational programs,

'

_while only about one-third of the post-secondary schools would be able

to- allocate all types of cpsts for véocatignal programs. Tnus, it is
by no means poin¥less to‘try'%o collgct uséble data on tﬁe cost of
vocational progrggsbpy ihe éurvey‘method;
Table YIIIn2spresents.the information on the cdst data availf
ability by enroliment siﬁe. Eﬁrollment ié cragzsified iﬁto four
categories: less than SOQ, 500-999, 1000-1999 and éOOO above. It is
zeen £hat the smail and medium-size szhools, up %b 999 enrollment, have
better cost information thaﬁ the'latge,siée (1QOO—i999)'or Very iarge

size (2000 and over) schools. This is e reasonable finding since the

48
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~can provide almost cdmplete-cact.information on professional and

18

smaller the sghool the less complicated financial arrangenents and

accounting practices would be. The job of identifying custs of varicus

educaticnal programs would be easier for smeller schools. The chances
of getting ngable cost information from the emell and medium size schools
is ébouﬁ 50 per cent, while the chance of guttlng usable cost information
from the large sise schools is apout LO per cent.

Table VIIi 3 presents the information in T. -gt data avail-

ability by the school setting, t¥ % is, whether the school is locatei

in & rural ares; saburb or gheito area. We found that ghetto schools

awc iliary serv1“es, 1nstruct1cn, and capital cutlay, but they have no

information on fixed charges. Rural schools in geﬂeral have better

mcogt infgrmqtion than subgﬁban . ole. .hbout 50 per cent of phe rural

échooisupan provide cost inform 1, while about one-third of the
subﬁrban schcols can provide ct  .nformation on vobatiopél prograns..
This study has collect( information on cost data avaiXdbility

in a national sample of indivi 1l schools. MHowever, the task of

v e s I's i X
actuaily'gathering cost data from these schowls ca'” s for resources

“well beyond.those "available in this research. This deserves &

separate study Therefore. the vooaflonal costs nstlmates used in

this chapter are b@seﬁ on data collecte&“xn;prev1ous studies and reports.

e

B. The Costs Estimations
The costs of VOcational education are the resources of society
drawn away from alternative uaes.w.Tuese cowte cén rela’e to operating

and\capital TESOUrCeS. Slnoe th;s btuﬁy focuqes on the dlfferent school -
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ievels of vocational eiucation, the costs estimation will b
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in terms cf secondary vocational education, post-secondary vocational
education and junior college vocational education. The costs by pro-~

gramsz are not Telined; hut will be diccussed wherever poosible.

Secondery Vocational Sducation

There ave three previcus studies draling with secondary vocational
educa Jflo.. sosts including both operating ahd capitel coste 'in the reriod

1964-67: (1) Taussig study in New York City,” (2) Corrazini study in
3

. 2 - . : e
Worcester, ass., ‘and (3) Swanson study 1m San Mateo, California.

Since costs’ may very by s...c and the _OchlCr of comuunmity, it I use-

ful to compare the custs ip- these three siudies. - : ,
The Taussig studv of New York City *ndicateg *nat during 196h 65,

per pupil current cost in vocational educaulon is %1, 391 and the per

gupil capital costs is $305. Thus, the hotal cost per rup:l in gecondary

vocational education is 81,697. The Corra21n1 study of WOrcester, Mass.,
. ; N
indicates that during_l963»@$, per pupil}current cogts is $978 and the

capital costs is $1L7. TPnse are the-av=rage fwmgres of ‘he boys and
L j{ girlé trade schools. The total cost per nupl;}ws 81, 125 The west

coast study by Swanson shows that the average total -cost’ per pupil

Rl
0 t.

lMlcnael Tau351g, An Economlc Ana1751o of Vooatlonal Bducatlion
in the New York Clty,ngh Schools, paper prepared for the Conference on
Vocational Education, The Brookings Ingtitute, April, '1967.
o e : 2Arthu1 Corrazini, "Vocational Education: A Study of Benefits
and Costs (New Jersey: Princeton University, 1966).

3J Chester Swanson, Program-Cost fnalyses of Vocational-
leChﬂlCﬁl Bdijcasion in a Junior College and in a Unified School District
iBerkelqy: Unlver51tv of- Callfornla, 1969).
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{current and capital costs) for 1967-68 is §3C5. Basedﬁon these three
studies, perhaps & reasonable estiméte for the natiomal average would be
around 81,263, an average of the three estimates, per tupil for secondary
vocational education during 1965—55.

Tnere are oth;r costs of attending secondary vocationalvéchool
such as the opportunity costs and the incidental costs. There are nc
Uubifgned data revealing the foregone ~arnings for the secondary students. -
Ce¥?us data do rot report earnings by various kinds of secondary edu-
cation. The incidental costs should'represent the expenditures involved

v

‘n attending schnol which are over and above the rormal daily costs of .

'malntenance for students. There is no informaticn on this cost either,

although it wlll be small relatlve to the total school cost. Thus, 1t o

ahould be recogmnized that the estimated” cost for'secqndary Yocational

‘education, $1,263, is an underestimation of the total costa.

Poat-Secondary Vocational Education

Pogt-secondary education is defined as the grade"leveLg 13 . and 'v~
1. Thus far we have oﬁly very limited date on the’bosts by program in
post—secondar& vocational education. The only available study on the ¥
program cost of post-secondary vocationsl education was conducted for :
the Center for Studien in Vocational, Adult and Technical Educatibn at
the Univeréity of Wisconsin by LeRoy Pétérson (see Table VIiI.h). THisg
study examines costs at the Kenosha Technical Institute during 1965-67.
Using the sﬁraight-line depreciation method;~inis gtudy provides tobtal
cost, lncludlng capital costs and current costs, of two years of post-
~econdarv vocational education, at 32 113 per full time student. Among

the.detaﬁled analy= s of costs, tne study shows costs by programs which

22()() I S
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TABLY lr.i

TOTAL COST OF PROGRAMS P FULL-TIME QUTV‘_LH,U STUDELT
I KENOSHA TECHNICAL IXSTITUTE, 1965-67

. N e
Prog. Total Cost
Accounting (0ffice) 32,083‘k
Fluid Power Tecnnology (Technical) 2,705
General Business (Distributive) 1,593
Practical Nursing” (Health) 22kl
Secretarial Service (Office) 2,481
Welding (Trade and Indusizy} 2,256
. *Measured in two yeard costs instead of one year cource as the

Peterson report indicates.
Sourcess 'LeRoy J. Peterson, “Cost-Bénefit Theory in Vocational and

Technical Education,” Center for studies in Vocational,

v s Adult ond Techiiical Education, University of Wisconsin,
Madison (unpublished manuscript, 1969), b- 31.
f
N . . ’ ‘,’
, . , ‘ _ . : [
. ' - do noi exactly correspond ta thc general program classification. How~
/ ’ aver, we can cowv«der Accounting and Secretarial Services as the office
/ . - ; ©program, the Fluid Power Teuhnology as the technical piogram, Genersl -
Business as distributiVe program, Practicel NurSing as the health pro-
gram, and Welding as the trade and industry program. It is ‘clear that T
3z o .

the cost per student of thé'@istributive program is the lowest among the
programs, while the technicel program has the highest -cost per student. B
In additiori to the sohOOi costs of - urov;dinp poat secondaiy o
s vocztional education, there are the foregone earnings aud miscellaneous

costs of attending the post-secondary vocational” school. Miscellaneous

costs include fees, books and school gupplies. Students sre assumed to

O
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same community. Thus, they do not have to pay the
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m end board beyond the normal expenses. The miscellauscus
\ " -

costs are estimated in iirsch!s study as $234 per school year in 1960.

/
jased on &bout a 10 per cent inflation during 1960-65 pericd, the

ziccellanedus costs would be $257 ver year or 8514 for twe years.
/ = J J

The foregone earningc-af the post-secondary students are the

earnings that they could make during the two years of schooling. It is

““assumed that each year the student has a three~month swmer job; thus,

eighteen months is the accounting period in determining furegone earn-

ings. Based on our sample of‘graduatee from secondary vocational

schools, the average monthly eammings are $231. This earnings figure

hag taken into account the unemployﬁent factor during tne three-year
N : R \_\k .

period. Thus, this figﬁre is not the upper limit of monthly forepgone .

earnings of post-secondary students, but it :s believed to be a real-

istic estimate.” The esy;géted foregone earnings for the post-secondary

‘vocational students wdﬁld&é?_$@,15§7(8231,x l8)yduriﬂéilgé6¥67 period. .

/

-

Junior College Vocational Education -

The cont data for junior college “hcationel education is the

least available information among the threée levels of vocational

MWerner Hirsch _and Morton Mareus, 'Some Bunefit-Cost Qonéider—‘
ation of Universal Junior College Education," Hational Tsx Journal
{Mareh, 1956), bp. L8-~57. '

The upper limit estimate would be the use of average wage rate
of the secondary vecational graduate, assuming 40 hours » week and 78
weekz (excluding 2 swmners). The starting average wage rate for secondary
vocational gradustes in the sample is $1.87. The data alio indicate there
is an average $0.50 increase over the 33-36 montis period. Thus, we
assume the second yoar after graduation would be an increase of £0.20 in

“the wage vabte. The estimated foregpone earnings tased on the above

assumptions is $5,478.

[
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education. The Annual Report on Vocatioral and Techmical Educetiorn does— -

not ihclgde the clasgification of-junior college level in its.reports on
enrollﬁenté and expenditures.

Chester Swanson's study (%ee Table VIIL.5), b?sed on infoimation
from the California3San Mateo Junlor College'information, prs%ides the
total costs pe; student converted from tiie Qeekly‘étudent Contact Hoar
(WSCH). His estimate shows that ;he median~cost prograr for vocaiionsl-
teehnical education in the junior college_Ls £1,138 during the 1965-566
school year: Thus, two years of juninr college vocational educa@ion
will cost the school $2,276 for each student. .This estimate g close {0
thé;Peterson‘s Wisconsin th—year estimate in Spité=of the differences

in geographic setting and the nature of the schools.

TABLE Viii.5

COSIS OF TWO YEAR POST-SECONDARY VOCETIOMAL SCHOOL, AND
JUNLOR (OLLESE VOCATIONAL EDUCATICON PER STUDENT

Pbst-éecondary Junior Cbllege'

Typé of Costs- ' Vocational School Vocational. Program
School Costs* P 42,113 ‘ 52,276
Foregone Farnings byl 4,158
Miscellaneous Private Costg*¥* 51l ' 51
Total Costs ©$6,785. . 6,918

®Pogt-secondary vocational school cost'is based on LeRoy J. Petersony
"Cost-Benelit Theory in Vecational and Technical Education," Center .for

Studies in Vooational, Adult and Technical Education, University of Wis-

congin, Madison (unpublished manuscript, 1969),. p. 31. Junioy College
vogational programs cost is barad on J. Chester Swanson, Progrsm-Cost

Analysis of Vocational-Techni@al Education in a Junior College dnd in a.

Unified School District (Berkeley: University of California, 1969),p.LO.

*¥Baged cn the estimates‘by'Werner Hirsch and Morton Marcus, "Seme ™. .
Benefit-Cogt Consideration cf Universal Junior College:BEducation," e
National Tax Journal (Marih, 1966), pp. L8-57. i

?.
<
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Mthough SwanSon's report provides the program instruction costs

~ of vocational education per WSCH, it does not provide the total costs in

s

/

s

"/

WSCH units for each program. However, the report does indicate fhat the
health program {registered nursing, dental assistance and vocational
nursing) ranks the highest in cost among the programs, and the technical

Drogran (engineering technician and aeronautics) follows the health

program. The lowest cost pregram in the San Mateo Junior College is

Cosmetology.
The.foregone earnings for studer*s attending junior college

ghould be o pame as the students attending the post-secondary high

‘schools, totaling $L,158 for a two-year period. We also asgume that
v

amts in junior college stay &t home, thus, the miscellansous
" be the same as the coste of the post-secondary high school
wents, $257 per year. , . o 3
Based on the estimated cost of ppst;secondary vocational edu-
cation and junior college vocational education, it is apparent that both
schoolg’ total costs' and the students' privete costs are almost the .same.
Table VIII;S presents tﬁe total cqsts and‘priQate.costs cf thase two

s

kinds of education.

o

C. <Comparison of Benefits and Costs

Barlier chapters have set forth t?e economic benelits and non-~
monetary‘benéfits of varicus levels of vocational education. Among the
econonic benéfits, detailed data have beeﬁ presented on the wage differ-
entials and the earning differences of graduates at different lévels of

vocational educat;onj' As noted earlier, +the wage rate, itself, does not

:provide a complete picture of the greduates' labor market performance.
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earnings than both secondery and post-secondary vocational graduétesf

191
It ig the meagure of earnings that tekes into account both the wége
rate and the per cent of tlme employed during the approximate three-

year period of labor market exnerlence after their graduatlon ~ The net

differences in earnings at the d;fferent levels of vocatlonai education .

are measureu by the Tregression equation of average monthly earnlngs fer

the totaﬁ sample. The regrossion coefficients of the different levels

of vocetional education have controliea fexr the differences of socio-
f'7 .

economic faciors of the graduates and the differenﬁ vocational. programs

in which they majored. In these equations, if we take into account both

tne levels of eduuatlon snd the various vocational programs, ‘only the
junior college graduates' earnings are 51gn1f13antly dlfib?qﬂt from
those of other graduates. The‘earnings of yost—secondafy yocatlonal
graduateS‘are not significantly different from those of secondafy

vocationsl graduates. This is also consistent with the findings of the
' R

- wage raies regression equations, in which the post—secondary high school

g:aduates do not have higher wegzs than the secondary vocatlonal gradu~
ates. .Thusl in view of the cost of post-secondary v0uatlonal education
(the total school cogts of'$2;113 plus the foregone earnings'of §L,158

and the, mlsoelladeous oosts of $51hy giving totel social costs of

$6, 785) Dost~ secondary vocatﬁonal—techn;oa; education is ) not as

-economlcdlly "efficient”" as such educaomﬁh taken &t the junior college

Level and there is a questlon ag to’ whether increaged eaxnlngs due to

post—secondary vocational sducation offset the costs as estlmated in

this chapter.

Junior college vocational graduates have higher aversge mont#ly

!

;Jc
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The junior college vocational graduates earned about $138 ﬁore-each
month than the secondary vocational graduates end ebout $137 more ilhan
the post-secondary vocational graduates.

The junior college graduates' cost-benefit stream is presented

in Table VIIT.6. The cost-benefit stream is discounted at the 4 per cent

aiecount rete. The [irst two years represent the cost of attending a
juniér COllege vocational program, while the following years are the net
bvenefit after graduation from the junior callege. Bach year is assumed
to ﬁave the same benefit, that is, $1,656 ($138 x 12 ronths) and dig-
couhtpd by the compounded interest'raté of 6 per cent, resPéctiveiy.
Based on Table VIII.6, a nuﬁber of investment'criteria éan be
studied. First, for the benefi-cost retio, the total cost in terms of
the present value is §6,751 for the two-year period. The benefits of the

sample study period (three years) are $k,185, in texms of the present

value. Thus,‘the benefit-cosgt ratis is less -than one, 0.62. Obviously, .

we do not. expect that junior ébllegL 14 pay off in fuch a
gshort period. If we aszume that the benefit gtresm cdntinues for another

three years, then the bemefit-cost ratio would be 1.1)4. If we assuze

~that the b§nefit_stream continues far a total of 10 years, then the

penefit-cost zatio will be L.71.

The &1terné$ive.exagina¢ion of the benefit-cost ratio ias the
péyback period. That is, when will the ratioc be egual to one? As
Table fIII.é shows, fhé junior college vocational progsim will break
even, if the benefit stream extends for»six years after zraduation. ATQ
be exact, bas§d on the above aestimates, it takes five years and two
months of working experience for the junior college vocational graduate

%o break even on his investment in juniox ccllege.

,, 21k
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T4BLE VILI.G
COST-BENEFIT STRESM OF TUNIOh COLLEGE VOCATIONAT. GRADUATES,
. : DISCOUNTED &7 O AND 6 PER CET -
Time Period _ . TYear 0% &%
o 98453 ~$3, 470 -83, 7L
B! D BE - 3, L7k = 3,277%
2 T 1,656 . - L,L79
18 ' 1,656 - 1,392
I 1 1,656 | 1,31k
5 1 =50 1,656 1,235
6 7C-71 : 1,656 S L66
7 L 1a72 - 1,556 1,10L.
- : 8 ~73 . Less . nol
| 9 19737 - 1,656 980
2 10 o 197L-TE © 1,656 925
% n . 1978-16 1,656 1
é ;E;stkof attending a juni§r qollege.kvl > —
Source: Cost data are based on Table VIII.5. Benefit data are based
' ) ) on Table : |
i.; |
L The other alternative investment crlterlon is the net beneflt
) :" ’ : .I; ' of the jurior” collepe vocaxlonul program measured in terms of aresent
’ value. As Tab?e VIII .6 chows, any posrblve ne+ Penefit mll\ b«= “beyorid
) the gix-year period after graduation. Six ‘years after gradua‘hon, the
! net benefit of the junior college vocational program is $939, \mlle
' .tcn years after graduation it would be $li,761. 7 A ) i \
: 5 _ : \
. . + The final inve -enu br’iterion is the ,i_ntsrnal i‘a.te’:’of re'l:u\.‘r\n,r
which is the cate vhich will dquate the benefit and cost stream within

‘leaigf “ | f _‘i 
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a given time period. 'z‘;ga.i.n, we assume twe differant ti:ne pericds.
FWithin 2 six-year benefit periocd, fhé ra.e of return is §.7. Within
& len-year benefit periqd, the rate of return is 17.6. Since _t;tlese
ratés are higher than ‘the assumed market rate of § per cent, then the
investment® in Jumor college ig worthwhile, assuming that the beneflt
stream does ey ,cvxd to six yeers and ten years.

T4 snould be i 'ted thet we have not been &._. to examine the
cost-benefits of vocational education by programs. This is due to
limitibions on the availability of cost data by program. The previous

N yocational studies .'i_pdicz;fe that the cost of distributive programs is
perhaps. the lowest among all the prcgrams, while technical is the most
expenpive one. #Health progrsm:{s depend on thé naturs of the specific

progrem. If it is e regﬂ stered nurses' tra.lnmg program, it w111 be

very e:-:pensive.‘ If it ie a vocational nurse or dental assistant pro-
gram, the costs axe i‘ela.tively iow, compared to those for the registere:l
nurse px:ogrém.. On the benefit siae,.three pfograms, distributive,
technical, and health, all have h.:igher ‘earnings -and wage rates than

the other programs. -
§ R ; .
D. Conclus;on e

There ig a sca::cn.ty of ds&blﬂ cost data, for ﬁhe cost—beneflt
study on vocatlonal education programs. At the present time, the only
way to collect rellable cost information.is fo conduct a. sample survey
of schools rather than rely on government-published statistics. The

ixublished government statistics are cémpiled neither by school level

nor by program. Our survey indicates that the chances of getting cost

. | ” . , NNy
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. information on vocational ec .ion from secondary and post-secondary

schools a—. approximately 50 per cent.

“Lue- tc the limited resources of this study, ‘we were unanie to

collect the needed cost ata ourselves. Therefors, the cost information .

used in thic" chapter is based on previous stuadies of vocational edu-

cation. We fcmd that the costs of post-secondary vocational education

er«d Junior ccllege vocatmna.l education are ve-\; clnse, while thre 1abo*
ma.rket pexformances of post-cecondary voczliondl gradusztes were no betier
than secendary vocational g‘ra,dua.‘te,:. On the other hand, the gradua.‘bes
of juniox college vocatlonal programs did bettel thar both secondexy

and post: :econda;'y vocational graduates.

Since the graduates of ppsf—secondary _vocgtional gchools are not’

better off than secondary vocational graduates, the o?xly meaningful

‘benefit-cost compsrison would be the junior college vocational edu-

“ cational program. The cost-benefit analyses have shown tha.t; ‘based n

the assumpilon that the future beneflts of it acationai
gradvates are identical to those of the pest three years, and assuming
that their benefit stream will be extended for at least another three
years, then Junior ccllggp vocatlonal educatlon will "pay off" better
than - gecondary vocational education. A
The labor market 'performance” of post-secondary yocational
education in general did not “pay off" better than- secondary vocational
education. Thus, if society decides to irnvest in a higher level of
vocational education for gtudents of éomparable inte:ést, ability and
qualifications, it should be Junior college_ﬁaﬁher thaﬁ post-seconda: ¥

vocational education. This suggestion is not only based on ‘the economic

H o
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analysis of this study, but it is also based on possible non-e_onomic

= ’ :’

A junior college may provide more flexibilisy in that it mey
be less likely to become terminal education; and can provide more options

< A -

for further education.
However, the reader must be reminded of the caveats. Ficst, not
all prograns in junior college vocational edncation pay off. Nox do all

E S

programs in post-secondary vocational education fail to pay off. As wve

‘have found in our analysis by prograw, some DPrograms, such as healtn,

technical, and distributive, have better performance in the labor market

than otherxr 'programs; But these may &kso be the high-cost programs.

" Thus, our cost~benefit comparison only suggests which level of higher

—education a qualified student should attend; rather than which program

a student should choose from society's viewpoint.
*epeover, ¥ commi. VTR wooar leble thelir

vocational educetion in high school, pist-secondar: voca*&ione_l schocd
or -junior college may bave differing interests. .1 elligence and gualifi-

cations, it does not follow that these three 12 .in ars always possidle

alternatives for any particular individual or .c aty; The beneiibsz
. : \

d_erivéd by a vocational high school or p(;é‘b-hi:jh shool gradﬁaté may
not be com‘g;a.rable 4o those .which he might ‘deri-e rom ,jmliOl: college
bacause the latter alternative miy not be oper *r him. And many non-
ezoromic cogts and éene.i‘its of prrticular stud=r— ' er\_xrollmmu at
various school levels s.nd pé;:‘o:;ra s could not t  -easured liere. _

Thug, the implications ¢ awm from the:;- .uost-tenefit cnaly eu

rust be viewed with some cantion in formulati: . educational policy.:
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They snhould be viewed as only cpe :nyuv of data to be ubllizeld _
planners who will wish tc incersorate & much rarger siream of total
information before formulating their plans.
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CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSIONS AN POLICY DMPLTCATIONS

This s'.dy has focussed cn four prinéipal dimensions in evalu~
ating the effectiveness of vocaticnal and.technicalveducatiot{in the
United Staﬁes: the 2ducational experience of the students and their
ettitudes towurd their education; the employment experience, the wages
snd the earnings of the vocational graduétes in & three~year follow-up
period following their graduation; the further educational experience
following‘graduatioﬁ from a vocatiqnai program; and an evaluation i

~the cosis’ and benefits of vocational and technical education.

“izations about vocational and technical education by focussing on the
differential effects of envollment &t a particular school level, a
particular region, a particular urbain or rural setting,iand in a
.ﬁartipﬁlar program area. A% the same time, we have constantly asked
what are the differences und results according to difterences in demo-
‘graphic charaétepistics aﬁ@'graﬁe p;int averages.' Because of the iﬁ-
portancé that has been placed in ‘the vocational educational literature
on the‘relatedhess of the job‘to the training, a spesiai effort has
also been made to felgtg this variable to the outcome of chationa;
PrOKTAMS.

The sumery and conclusions cen best take the form of & dis-~

" cussion of the significance of these veriesbles in influencing attitudes,

1gbor market performsnce; and'furthe: edacationel experience.

217

The study has attempted to avoid the pitfslls of broad general-
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School Level: High School, Post-Secundary end Junior Cecllege

Kithowsh there is sometimes a tendency to lump all federally
financed vocational éducati_on together, our study emphasizes the im-
portance of d::éw:‘ : rsherp' distine “ions between the school levels &b
which ~v'o-cationaJ~ education occurs. The difference Eetweén.higlq school,
posi-secondary and junior college vocational education pegins at the
procesa of selection, and it continuocs tzx_.:ugh the educational ezperi-
ence and attitudes of the students to il Licir post-graduatior cmployment
and educational experience. .

Using father's education as a proxy for family socio-economic

background and, pOSz:lbl}, educational motivation of the student we

- CEEVe Toted Slg.x'ificant differsnces in the charabter‘lnticq of those who <7

enroll in vocatione.l programs at the junior college, pOSt~ueCOIldaIy and
high .,choo“ levels, &8 compared with those who enter academlc high
school programs. The higher educational 1evals of the fa.the::s of
studeuts entering jwilor college and high gchool academic Progrems are
in controst with those who enter post-secondary vocationa.l schools, and
evan more 89O with those who enter h:.gh schoecl VOcat:gona_,programs.
Although our data do mot include intelligence scores, the differences

in father's education as well as the student's orientation to further

education would uppear to justify a conclusion concerning higher levels .

of educaf.iqn motivation for those entering junior collége and high
school academic progra'\ms.‘ L . |
Within the sch‘ool levels, junior college students enroll pri-
parily in Technical, Health and Office pi‘og.rrams; poéxt-secqnda_ry s’cud_eh’cs
¢ primarily in Technical, Office a.nd.'I“rade and Industx:y Programs ;' and

high school vocational g:l:aduateé in Office, Trade and Industry,

P

>



Technicel and fgricultural programps. Thus, whe vocational programs at
~ne different scheool levels -serve different clientele and they serve
different purposes in skill and occupational training, cven thoush there
is a comson cqré of program titles among trem.

The graduates of the vocational -technical programs at all achool

Ay
levels wexe gener 11y vell-sasisfied #ith‘their wocational educaticnzl
experiehce; regardless of the program area in which they had been on-
rolled. Thay generaliy rated tne q uality of their instruction high
and gave good retings to the quality of the uc;oolsmand;colleges thay
attgnded. The overwhelming majority felt that they nad been well-
) . .

prepared for their first full~fime jobs. Eowever, there vere aignifi-

o ’ ’ cant differences by school. level. On the whole, junior tollege

gradustes were wore patizfied w1th their educatlonal experlcnce than
the vraﬁuates—cf pos*—hlgh school vocational programs, " and *hese, in
turn, were moTe. satlsfled than the graduates of high school PLOFT &
After +their vbcatlonal graduatlon, a sizablae, proportlon of the
fs - rsamplosateach of . thr school 1evels had no need for job search. They
\elther went directly into further educatlon or if the labor market was
thelr goal, they already had a job lined up or were already working
é whrla attendlng wchool. The graduates requ;rlng no 30b gearch varied
con81derably by program area at tha three sdhool levels. At the Junior
college level, i relatlvely large proportion of those who had been in
Agriculture; Technical and Health prbgrams ‘weTe in this category. At
the post—high school level, a roughly lellar pattern of job search in
- S found. At the hlgn school vocatlonal level, however, a 1arge proportiom™

from Distributive, Trade and Industry programs wequired no job search

O ; -
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after graduation, as compared with those in H~alth, Agriculture,'Tech-
nical and Office programs.

These findings dn employment or employer commitment, prior to
graduation, have sigr‘;ficance for counseling and placement activities in
vocational programs. The success of those in Heaith and Technical pfo—
grems at the junior college and post-high ‘school levels in lining wup
employers prior to their graduation should provide some las sons for
placement activity at the high schqol vocetional 1eve1,whereonly>12.>
and 16.7 per cent, respectively, of the graduztes were able to avoid
the necessity of a job search following graduatién. On the other nsnd,
the relative succese of high school vocational graduates in Trade and
Industry and DiStrib;tive progrems in find;ng employment or employers'

prior to their graduation has some implications for placement activities

on behal? of students in these pfogr&ms at the ﬁost-high school and

Junior college levels.

The graduates oi’vocational-technical_programs in our sample
were geﬁerallyIWell-satisfied with their educatioﬁal experience,
régardless of the progiam érea in which they had peen enrolled. The
majority of the :espondents rated the quality of their instruction at
high levels and felt {hat the aschools and,c;ileges from which they had
graduated were pf"a high quality. More important, with the exceptiun
of the high school graduates who took first jobs in ?ields urirelated
to their training, the overwhelming mejority of the gra&uates felt that
thcy had been well-prepered for their first full-time jobs. ‘

In every economlc measure considered, junior college vocutlonal

graduates experienced mqre success than other gradvates, vocational and
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academic. They experienced sigmificantly higher wage , employment and
earnings than the secondary school vocational graduates with whom they
were compared in a variety of regressIion equations; and they also ex-
perienced_better employment, higher wages and earnings than post-
secondary school VocationéiAkraduates in almost all of the regression
equetions. .

These conciusions with regard to the labor market experience of
graduates at each of the school levels have implications for our
limited cost-benefit analysis. There is a scarcity of useable cost

data for such analysis of vocational educationel programs. Our survéay,

‘indicates that the chances of gciting the cost information on vocational
information from secopdary end post-secondary schools are approx1mate’"
50 per cent. Duerto:the limited resources of the study, we wete unable
to collect the.needed cost data direcily. Therefore, the cost infor-
mation was based on previous studies of vocational education. We fouﬁdi
:* ) that the costs of post-secondary vocational education and juoior college

vocational education are very similar, while the labor market performance

of post-secondary vocational graduates was only slightly better than
those graduating from high school programs. On the other haid, the

graduates of aunior college. vocational programs experienced signifi-

S MBS Pt s e

cantly higher benefits in employment and earnings than those above.

N

In terms of dollex costs and benefits, we conrclude. that junior college

e LT

vocational education "pays off" better than either‘poat—seconﬁary
voc&tional education or secordaxry school vocational- educatlon.
However, as we have noted in Chaptex VIT1l. the reader must be

' . aware of the caveats. Not all programs in junicr c¢ollege rocational

\)4 A,
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education paid off., And a2 fupber of post-secondary vocational-educatsian.
programs also have some substantial Benefits. Some of the programs with
the highest benefits'may'also have the highest costs, and our inability
to get detailéd cost data by program area precludes an ahalysisvdf this
factor. |

We must beer in mind that studenis who complete their vocational
education in high school, post—gecondary vocational schonl or junior
college have differing interests, intelligence and qualifications.
Therefore, it does not follow. that these three 1e§els are always possible
alternatives for any:particular inaividual, or for gociety. The benefits
derived by a vocé{ional high school or post-high school graduzte may not
be comparable to those whiéﬁ\he might derive from Junior college simply
beqauée the latter altermative ﬁay'gof be open to him.

Many non-economic costs and benefits of 2 ﬁa:t;oular student’s
enrollment at the three school levels could not be meaaﬁ%éa\here. How-
evei, qur.findings with regard to the option value of vocational edu-
cation confirm the advantages of the junior college programs as compared
with post-secondary scho;ls.\ A much iarger proportion of junior college
graduates went on to further educatiom, qfteﬁ to full—timevfoﬁr;yearr
coliege,was compared with those at the post-secondary 1eye1. Thus, if a

high velue is slge placed on flexibility with regard to career goals

and the possibility of continued eduycation for ‘even those who may con-
'sider themgelves to be in a terminal vocational program, then high marks
must be given once again to vocational education at the junior'college

level.
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fleion and Urban-Rural Setting

It was generally found that the 2conomic benefits of wncationzl
and teci. .cal education = 'e higher fcr graduaﬁes in the ".est, iHortheast
ard - bk " .atral than the are for - 1wwose who graduate ia the South.

The »n  pc:sible exception %o thisAi.; for those who graduate from Agri-
cultur: » - -zgrams. Similarly, it ha been found in most of " he regression
ana’ve.g * .t graduation Srom a voca ional program locat=d ir n urban-

or suburt. érea results in better employment, wages and earr...gs. than
graduation in a rural area. Here, again, as might be expected, Agri-
cultural programs proved to bg an exceptiomn. |

Demographic Characteristics

The study emphasilze's'the mpoftance of sex in influencing the
r’esu.lts‘ot‘ the vocationa.l—tecbnical education. Males had s:.gm.i‘:.cantly' '
higher employment, wages and earnings than females J.n ulmost a.ll of ‘the
regression znalysec conducted in the. gtudy. Ehe superior labor market
experience of males was especielly notable at the post-secondary
vocational school level, and in such programs as Trade and Industry

and Technical. Mozeover, vma.lea. had a much higher ngoblability of going

-on to further educa‘tion then females in a.lmc;st?éi' the lprogram areas at

the- various school leve g.

B n e

In .mite of che .qlarity of this finding, there is mcarta.inty

ey 3

as to why it ocours.. To some extent it may.reflect (hscrjm:.nation on

the bazis of sex in voca.tlonal training and in job placement as well as
in earninge. However, it may Bmply be that males and fema:Les look upon

voc:;tiona.l‘é.duca*cion from different wiewpoints. TFor females, snrolled

primarily in Health and Office programs, vocational education may not

g
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be viewed ac the road tc permant - u  lgh-naying oc ,upat;onal" careers.
And females may view vocational . -ugrial mor. 1§ & tz-minal experiznce
than as a stepping-stone to furtk: .  T..atic opportunities. Regard-
less of the factors vwhich explai:. = ;‘on'traf“;ing- experience of rales

and fempales, however, it is impo- +.ni -2t v: T tional planners recogni: .

this difference and meke some accs.mc loTion I the differing roles thaz
vocational esducation plays for men 27 omen.

O}der graduate s enjoyed . -~u cages wid earnings as ii.d marricd
graduates. These findings ere in sping wit.: other analyses of larar

market performance. There would srpeer to be some advantage in the
labor market stemming from matu:clty. This i‘incling would accord with
those who say that vocat’onal decisions should not be made too early J.n
a atudent’s llfe, and that procedures should be found for a more lengthy
period of genera.l educatlon preceding a specific vocational choice. @

The Relatedneésg of Jobs to Training
: 7 -

It A/as found that most of the post-high school and junior éo_llege

graduates entered tram:x:ng—related jobs in their fn'st i‘ull-timp employ-
\

\_
mnﬂt after gragustion.  On the othef hand, onl;» a little over one-fourth

. of the high school vocational graduates take their fir job in the field

of their training. There are notable diffevences oy prog:ram area, Yor
those who graduated from -post-high school pragra.ms in Agriculture, almost
one-third were farmers at the time of the aurvey, with the remainder
being scattered in a variety oi‘ occupational categovies. At the junior
collcge 1lnvel, less than onO-Lou.rth were farmers on the current JOb

and at the high school level, cn: 7 4 7 the gra,duateb of Agricultizre

program: were fermers at the t.mw o the uwxvey. Tor graduates in c.er

s

2*_;@ lm
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>prog'rams, it was found that very little change oc xred between the

Ttiwst and the last job with regesd to its related 2ss to the f£i€ld of
aining a\the high school ‘level. However, at tne pos’c-hiéh school and
. Junior college lrevels; there wag a uotablo shift lf’%f from the field of
training between the first and the last job; and Jms shift was es-
peciallj notable at tne 31111101‘ col 1ege level. In almost all'cases,
Health program graduates tendel to have the highest nroportion of em-
ployment related to their field of training, as do graduates of Technical
programs -However, there were very 1ow proportions of grc.duates at the

S

high school level in all programs whoec last jobs were related to their

field of tra:m:l.ng
Regression analyses .._ndl‘cate that the school leﬂ\rel, program area,

.Jocio-economic status of the aob and.male sex are the most mportant
'\

* variebles in explaining whether the job ‘will be related to : i‘aining or

= '

net.

-~

Contrary to the views of a number of reseaxch investigatora in

-

b T T T

the vocationsl education field, the relatedness of the job to the field
of training appears to have no significance in influencing the level of
eqlployment, wages and earnings {'ollowing graduation from a vocational

program. In a number of instances, our regression anslyses revealed a

negative relationship between labor market performance and the related-

Ry R AT TR A s

L

ness of the‘job t6 tra.inmg. It is clea:c th.a.t many Btudents, at a.Jhl

* gchool levels, were sble to enjoy higher wages by moving out of their

PN

\ fleld of training when they entered the labor market.,
If students have & tondency to abandon their field. of training,

to move progressively awey {rom thelir field of training after their

oo .
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firs- employment, and to suffer no economic loss bestuse of this :OVGY
ment. then serious consideration must e giQen to th: curriculs in thg
vocational educztion programs. The £i: dings oupport the view that
general training in vocational skills =5 to be prefezred to specifié
training, that clusters 6: job skills :n voceilonal traiﬁing are to be

preferred o single Job skills. The orly consrary conclusion found in

our study to this general proposition -3 the fact that the aduates'
[2S L

o

atisfactions appear to be influenced Ty the relatedncgb,pf their Jobs
to their Tields of training. The probzbility of satisfacti\h wag
higher if gradustes were vorking in the field for which.-they nadg re-
ceived their skill preparation. However, this result may be more a

reflection of the desire "to do what I was trained for" then any real

ﬁdissatisfactién with the job. If this is true, - then tfainiﬁg in a

broader spectrum or cluster of skills wculamfesult ih job satisfaction
when the employee obtazined a job lying within that spectrum or cluster.

s ‘\ ~
The Importance of Program Area

Vocational education has been dominated by the categorica.
program areac. The allocation of federsl funds, the construction of
curricula, the organizatian of data and many other aspects of research

have been geared to the traditional program sreas. This research

project:began,with the traditionsal assumption that no, meaningful analysis.

_ could be made of the effectiveness of a vocational and technical edu-

cation without analysis dominated by program areas. -The sample

selection and research methodology were based on this premise.

The Tegearch findings suppcrt the view that program areas are of

" some importance in the labor market'experiencevand the post-vocational .-

educational experience of graduates. Huwevér, findings lead to the, view
SR ; g
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that program area 1s not as mo:tarnt as .‘l'alllt.a.”ﬂ wou .d ha. one belleve.x

Although enrolliment in Health a.nu Technical prog'J:‘ams appea =. to br »f

. ]
_considerable signifi_gan_cc in post-graduation labor ma~ket x ceolence
when the totel sample was analyzed, the geparate regressicac by scC hool
level and other factors revealed thet program area, in itsel.. was not
as significant as other varigbles. At the high school leve - specially,
the particular program ares was of 1ittle significance im “r . stuient's
post-graduation c—m'ployment and e_ainings. At trhe post~zecon ¥ 1@velv,

progrei &?O&&\Wblch seemed to "pay off" well at the junier . zvel or the

high school level, were not necessarily more beneficial thar enrollment

m other areas.

At an:,r rate, tne research '.LIld,lC&chL that the value ¢l enrollment

partl ular vocational o%\ techm.ca.l program depends upo:: the environ-

.

mensal sett:‘mg audk & numbéT of other releted fac%ors. For oxample, .

those who wigh %o gain the highesy, wages anu earnings from enrollment

in a Trade and Indtmtry 'orogram would’ apne to do well to enter a

post-seconda:x:y vooational ‘school. Those who \ash to venefit from 2

.

Health program would be aﬂvised to. enroll ina aunlor college.

When the 1:Lmited s:.g:uiflcanr‘e of articular program areas for
Y

labor ma:rke’c exner:.enoe 15 linked to the findings on ’che relatedness oi‘

jobs o training. the conclusions concerning required i‘le.clblllty in

oy

vocational educatlon are -given furthex emnhas:.s.

Some Adthtlonal Prog;ram Imphoatmns

The findimgs of thie national follow-up of vocational and,
echmcal graduates confirm wome Viewn Laat have been increasingly .

axpressed by experts in the i‘z_eld". The most ben"flcl& *ocat:.onal
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training for the individual and for éociepy does not apreaxr to be one
with a narrow occupational focus. Employmenﬁ and earpings &re not
significantly enhaﬁced by selectipg‘a particular pgogrgm area and by
insisting on taking and keeping a job in that specific field'of training.
The contwary appears to be the case. |

These findingé should give further impetus to the incipient
movement_gwa&tfrom training in narrow skills in the vocaticnal and
technical schools. The training should be generalized, especially at
%he high sghool level, and preparation for a broad range of skills should
take the place of narrow occupationsl training.

The research indicates tﬂat choice of school level, that is,
high school, post-secondery Vocatiqnal scnooi or junior college, may be
a more important decision from th; standpoint of labor market benefits
‘and from the stapdpoint of future education. Certainly, if a student
has the abilit& to enter a junior c§11ege‘for his vocational edugation,
especially in such fields as Health or Technical areas, he would be
well advised to do so. His employment, wéges and earnings arc likely
to be higher when he graduates,.and the probsvilities that he will go
on to further education are also enhanced. -

The research indicates that the notion that vocafionél education
is designed to p:eparé peQPl; for entry}into the world of work is-only 7
o half-truth. Roughly half of the high school vocational graduates’ and
over half of the junior college vocationsl graduates went on to additional
tducation after their vocational gréduation. It apprars that only fér'
those in poéﬁ-secondary vocational schools is vocational education a
tormingl cdupation. This finding, too, calls for flexibility in the

OUR:
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vocational program, snec1a,l for = closer tie to academic in-

-~

. struction.

Tnus, the advantages that sppear to lie in vocationel education
at the junior college level may siwply be 2 reflection of other char-
acteristics of junior college vocationzl education in & number of program
areas. 1f post-secondary vocational schoole vere to broaden their

urricula, generalizing the skill training and introducing a wider

Q

variety of academic subjects, it is likely that tleir graduates might
enjoy the same labor parket benefits and educational options as those
+

njoyed by junior college vocational graduates. The recent movement of

)

a-bumber of area post-secondary vocational schools to become technical
colleges would appear to be a move in this directicn.

At. the high school vocatlonal level,— too,.the ddoptlon of
characteristics which are SLmllar to those experlenced at the Junlor
college level would enhagmg the Labor market succeso and\ihc future

educatlonal advancement of-its graduates. Narrow and specific vocational

'ng eppears to have no useful role at this level. And given the

o
ﬂ(\
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LPPENDIX TABLE 1

USEABLE RETURNS FOR RICRESSION ANALYSIS IN MATL AND TELEPHEONE INTERVIEWS,
. BY SCHOOL LiVEL AND PROGRAM

4. Post-High School Graduates

Useable Returns ‘ ' Per Cent of Total

Progrem Mail Telephone Mail Telephone
Trade and Industry 195 9 18 18
Distributive L7 13 L 27
Health 257 5 23 i0
: Agriculture 37 2 3 )
A Technical 281 10 26 20
: Office 282 10 26 20
Total 1099 L9 100 1090
B. Fiah School Vocational Graduates
Useable Returns Per Cent of Total
Mail Telephons . Hail Telephone
Trade and Industry 308 ' 9 30 " 19 =
Distributive : 117 & 12 . 13 . B
Eealth 16 6 2 13 :
Agriculture : B6 8 -8 17
Technical ‘ 83 8 8 17
Office L6 10 _ L0 22 >
Total 1016 L7 120 100
C. Junior College Graduates
/ Useable Returns ' Per Cent of Total
A\ Mail Telephone - . Mail Telephone :
Trade and Industry 71 6 <10 - i5 |
Distributive . 89 10 : L. 13 : .25 v ¢
Health - 185 10 27 T2 e
Agricuiiure 26 ' 2 : ih g .
‘Pachnical 136 - : ‘6 } .20 . 15
0ffica " 99 6 . 15 15
Total - T 676 ko 100 100
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_1. LEVEL - REGION

NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS IN VARIABLE CELLS IH

TOTAL ~ 1,524

'~ SCHOOL LEVEL

“pPost~High School
Junior College
. High School

REGION
West 40

LPPINDIY DABLE

70
29
52

1

Northeast 274

North Central 50
South 34

PROGRAM :
Trade anc Industry
Distributive
Health -
Agriculture
Technical
) Office -

SEX o
Male 823
Female 701

MARITAL STATUS
Married 818

.. Single e47

“~Qther 59

RACE
Non-white 124
. White 1,400
SETTING
Rural 349
‘Medium 554
Large 298
Very Lerge 11
Suburb - 212

\

1
8

\" Yest

1
5
8

300
88
197
82
362
495

b

F

Northeast

-

North Central

Post~High Schooli
,Junior College
fiigh School
Total ‘

N ]

124
158

" 119

401

77

43
154
274

310

South “ Total.

190

20
138

o348

701
295
528
1528



APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)

: 213
J. LEVEL - PROGRAM
Trade
and . o
Industry Distributive Health, Agriculture Techrical Office Total
Posﬁ-High - g » .
School 137 43 116 4 200 201 703
Junior .
College 21 13 71 25 102 63 2565
High : _ '
School 142 32 10 53- 60 231 528
Total 200 88 197 82 362 495 1528
. K. LEVEL - SEX .
| ‘Hale Female Total
. Post-High School 391 310 7901
| Junior College 174 121 295
. High School 258 270 528
" Total 823 701 1528
L. LEVEL - MARITAL STATUS
;; Married Single other’ Total
SRS © Post-High School. 400 280 L2t 701
! Junior College 176 . 1102 . 17 295
. High School ; 242 265 21 . . 528
i . Tdtal .} ¥ 647 59 " 1524
i . .
! -
{ M. "LEVEL ~ RACE ;
| Non-white White Total
>Post~High School ) 59 642 701 V
Junior College 32 ’ 263 295
| High School ' 33~ “495 © 528
1400 1524

Total 124

>

Q
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N. LEVEL - SETTING ;

Ruxal Medium Large  Very lLarge Suburb Total
Post-High School 193 . -~ 298 178 0 32 701
Junior College” . .43 [ . BS 17 91 59 295
High School’ & . 113 171 103 20 121 528
Total: 349 554 298 111 212 1524

0.. REGION - PROGRAM
B Trade '
- :'agﬁ - ] )

‘ E'XEGU$KIV Nistribotive Health ‘Agriculture Technical Office Tota

Gest . 0 3 13 77 17 145 113 401
_ Northemstl 48 ; 39 26 14 55 92 274
I N P 42 79 198 50}

. . }

20 70 9 83 92 34€
B8 197 82 362 495 1524 -

Neweh s
Ty Cenvral

it e

i lsouth -

il
oe

Maie " Female Total

199 P 202 401

" thertheast” 146 . 128 , 274
x
1)

|\ “Wornth- Certral® © A V- 185 401

e _ 'i
. seuth v 162 - 186 348 |
© Fotal ' 823 . 701 1520

" Qs REGION - MARITAL STATUS

Married Single“ Other ) »Tota{

ot L uese T - 240 140 21 401

' ! Northemst 107 151 16 274
BT Novth Central 262 228 11 - 501
R South i 209 ' 128 11 348

C Tetal T . 818 %47 59 1524

\)‘, . o . _/ I ! °
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 (continued)

2.5

Total - /300 88

R. REGION - RACE .
Non-white White Other -
"West 56 145 401
Northeast g 9 265 274
North Central 19 482 501
South 40 308 348
Total 124 1400 1524
\; ?
. !
S. REGION - SETTING f
. i
Rural HMedium Large Very lLarge Suburb Total
West 44 122 95 48 92 401
Northeast 37 166 34 0 37 274
North Central 214~ 169 65 44 9 501
South 54 97 104 19 74 348
Total 349 554 298 111 " o212 1524
T, PROGRAM - SEX
Trade 4
and - _ : . K
"-~..Industry Distributiwe - Heaith Apgriculture Technical Office Total f
Male 268 ~— 51 3 82 337 82 823
Female 32 37 194 -0 25 413 701
Total 300 88 197 82 362 495 1526
U. PROGRAM - MARLTAL STATUS' i
Trade :
~and .
Industry Distributive Health Agriculture Technical Office Total
Married 141 43 133 ! - 194 256 818
Single 153 43 39 28 163 221 647
Other 6 2 25 3 5 18 59
197 82 362 495 1524
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APPENDIY TABLE 2 tinued}
PRENDIY TABLE 2 (continued) 216
Vv, PROGRAM - RACE '

Trade

and

Industry Distributive Kealrn Agriculture Technical Qffice Total

Non-white 53 3 25 1 27 12 124
Wwhice 247 85 159 81 335 483 1400
fTotal 300 88 197 82 Coa62

W. PROGRAM - SETTINC

Trade
and

Industry Distributive Health Agriculture Technical

495 1524

"0ffice Tota

Rural 73 12 58 59 “138 349
Medium 119 590 - 85 19 90 191 554
Large ‘ 71 11 92 4 94 % 298
Yery Large 15 5 2 0 45 44 111
N \
Syburb 22 10 9 1 74 56, 712
Total 300 88 197 82 362 . _-495 1524
]
X. SEX - MARITAL STATUS o
- -
Married - Single Other Total |
.. ’ o - | ;
Male 418 ) 389 16 823 ._,
Female - 400 258 43 701 5
Total 818 647 59 1524
Y. SEX - SETTING
|
Rural Medium Large Very Large Suburb Total
Male 210 © 265 164 86 98 823
. Female 139 289 34 25 114 ,aOI
Total 349 554 298 111 o212 1524
Z. RACE - SETTING
Rural Medium Large Very Large suburb Total
Nen-white 7 49 35 28 5 124
whité - 342 505 263 \/83 207 1;1;22
Total 34 554 . 2598 111 . 212 :
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APPENDIX TABLE 1L

LENLYTE OF TIME NEEDED T¢ OBTAIN FIRST FULL-TIME JOB
AFTER GRADUATION, BY JUNIOR COLIEGE PROGRAM

Time (perdentage.;) 1

N Sample 3 Weeks 1 Month
Program Size None¥ or Less or More Total
TRADE & INDUSTRY 105 Lo.5 25.7 20,8 100
DISTAIBUTIVE ED. 122 hC.2 1.1 28.7 100
EEALTH - éhé 58.9 2.0 1.1 100
AGRICULTURE - 132 65.2 12.1. 22.7 100
TRCETICAL . 175, 63.4 16.6 20.0 100
OFFICE ] v 113 - 39.8 23.9 36.3 100

*Includes those who had Llocated a job prior ieo graduation and
those wno remained with their pre—graduation empioyer.

APPENDIX TABLE 15

JUNIOR COLLEX}E RESPONDENTS EMPLOYED BY SAME EMPLOYER BEFORE
AND AFTER GRADUATION,. RY PROCGRAM
(In percentages)

Sample WYith Same Employex

Program Size Yes, No Total
. TRADE & INDUSTRY 105 21.0 79.0 100
% . DISTRIBUTIVE ED. . 116 26.7 73.3 100
: HEALTH 2Ly 33.2 - 66.8 100
AGRICULTURE 133 ;3.6 ‘Bé.u 100
TECHNICAL 180 42-8 §7.2 100
OFFICE 113 9.5 80.5 100
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AFDIF PLE 16

FACTNDRS ATTECTI'"? RELATEDNESS OF

TIRST JOB TO TRATNL TOTAL SAMPLE 229
Dependent Variable: Relatedness of First Job to Training
partial Partial
Independent Regression Stendard Correlation
Variables Coefficient Error Coefficient ’
LEVEL - High 3chool? )
Fost High School L 203%* ¢ L024 L2310
Junior Tollege L1L6%* .032 .083
REGION - South®
West .030 .027 L9029
Nor theast .100%* .030 . 086
North Central .028 026 . 028
PROGRAM AREA - Office
Trade end Industry L 139%* .035 .101
Distributive .0008 - 042 .000
Health . 166%* .038 L1120
Agriculture 0 133%% 051 .067
Technical .05¢9 ».033 .045
SES T, 003%* .0005 .158
FATHER'S EDUCATION .002 ,003 L015
SEX - Female@
Male ~.083%* .029 -,072
AGE .6003 .002 004
MARITAL STATUS ~ Single@
Married -.0008 .019 -.001
Other .060 049 .032
RACE ~ White@ |
Yon-white -.116%* .034 -.087
SETTING -~ Rural@
. Medium -.044 .025 -, 045
Large -.002 .031 ~-. 002
Very Large .089* 045 .051
Suburb .013 .034 .010
GPA .029% T L014 054 -
R .1302 ﬁumber of Observations 1524
F-Ratilo 10, 21%* Constant ’ 434
Notes: -

% Significant at the .

05 level; ** Significant at the .0l level

(@ Base variable against which thie others are compared. Its value

is entered into the

constant,

248
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APPERDIX TABLE 17

FACTORS AFFECTING RELATEDNESS OF LAST OR
CURRENT JOB TO TRAINING--TOTAL SAMPLE 2

L)
Q

Dependent variable: Relatedness of Last or Current Job to Training

Parcial partial
Independent Regression Standard Correlation
Variables Coefficient rIor Coefficient
LEVEL -~ High SchoolG®
Post High Sclool . 179%% .9025 .182
Junior College L120%% .032 095
REGION - South@
West . .014 027 L0114
Northeast ) .062% . 630 L.052
North Central 016 .027 .015
Tl PROGRAM AREA - Office@ '
e Trade and Lndustry .063 .036. .045
‘\\\\\\DLStributive ~.033 ,043 ~.020
Health L 163%% .039 L1111
Agricutture -.065 .052 . ~.032
Technical ™ .031 L0346 ,023
SES T .004 " 0005 .198
FATHER'S EDUCATION " .005 .003 L0481
SEX ~ Female( . . .
Male<’ -.040 . ) .030 .~.035
AGE g S .001 .002 014
MARLTAL STATUS ~ Singie@ _ ;? - ,
Married -~.014 7019 -.018
Other 014 7 .050, .007
: RACE ~ White@ i : : : .
: Non-white _~.086% o,038 o.063
f SETTING - Rural@ ’ :
’ Medivm - -.046 .026 - . -.046
Large ST -.0u6 .03§ .-.038
. Very Large ‘ .048 .046 027
Suburb 012 ) ' .035 .009
; GPA .04 74k .014 .087
Lo - r? L1599 Number of Observations 1524

F~Ratio 12,.98%% . Constant . L334

Notes: .
. .* Significant at the .05 level; ** Significaent at the ,0L level
@ Base variable agsinst which the others are compared. Its value
is entered into the constant.
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KPPENDIX TABLE 18

FACTORS INFLUENCING WAGE ON FIRST JOB -- TOTAL SAMPLE 231
. Dependent Variable: Wage Per Hour On Firzt Job
Partial Partiel
Independent Regression Standard Correlation
Variables Coefficient Error Coefficient
LEVEL - ‘ligh Schaocol@ i
Post-High School .054 L047 .030
Junior College L 207%% .055 .096
REGION - South@d
West L2116 046 120
Northeast . 238 ,052 117
Norph.central © L. 282%% 04b .158
PROGRAM AREA - Office
Trade and Industry -.004 .06 -~ 002
-~ Distributive .028 .073 .010
Health~ . 187%% .067 .072
Agriculture : : -,057 . .089 -.017
Technical L La4* .058 . 064
SES : L005%% - - .00l 137
RELATEDNESS: JOB TO TRAINING -.049 . .046 -.028
FATHER'S EDUCATION o .004 .005 .021 ,
SEX - Female@ . : '
Male .562%% .051 .272
AGE Ll . 012% .003 .090
MARITAL STATUS - Single@ L
Married .075% .032 .060
Other < W173% .084 .053
RACE - White@ g ;
Non-white .027 . 050 022
ADDED EDUCATION .052 .038 .035 |
L SETTING - Rural@® !
- Medium : .077 : 043 .046 N
i Large . 044 .053 .021 i
i Very Large . .078 L077 .026 |
¥ Suburb L 174%% "~ 2059 .077 :
. cra L061%% ,024 067
: RZ .2830 . Number of Observations 1524
e F-Ratio  24.65%% Constant .584
i Notes:
q % Significant at the .05 level; ** Significant at the .0l level

@ Base variable ggainst which the others are compared.
entered into the constaut,

O
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LPPENDIX TABLE 19

FACTORS .NFLUENCING WAGE ON FIRST JGB, BY SEX 232
Denendent Variable:' Wagze Per Hour On First Job
Total
Female Male Sample

Independent h
Variables b .8 b s b 8
L.EVEL - High School®@

Post~High School Grad. -.01 .05 .14 .08 .05 .05

Junior Cellege Grad. L 25%k .07 W17 LSO 21%% .06
REGIOI - South@

West L4 .05 L2994 % .08 L22x% .05

Northeast L 163 .06 L 2G%* .08 L 24%x .05

North Central LUS .06 LGBFx .07 . 28%* .05
PROGRAM AREA - Qffined

frade and Industry -.15 .10 .15 .10 -.004 .06

Distributive -.11 .08 .26% .13 .03 .07

Health . 14% .07 .18 407 L 19%¥ .07

Agricuiture no responses .14 L1200 T-.06 .09

Technical -.08 .10 31 .09 L14% .06
SES .004% 001 L 005%% .001 . 005%* .00
RELATEDNESS: JOB TO- TRAINING -,009 .06 -.08 .07 -.05 .05
FATHER'S EDUCATION .12 .007 .007 .008 .004 . 00!
AGE L009%%  ,003  .02%* .007  .0l¥* .00

\\

MARITAL STATUS - Single@

Married .009% .04 .09 .05 .08* .03

Qther .089 .08 .33% W17 17 .08
RACE - White@

Non-~white .N8 .08 ~.009 .09 .03 .06
ADDED EDUCATION .009 .o44  .08° .060 .05 .04
SETTING - Rural@ - T

Medium .09 .05 .10 .07 .08 .04

Large .01 .07 .10 .08 .04 - .05

Very Large .19 .11 .18 .12 .08 .08

Suburb .13 .06 . 28%% .10 L17%% .06
GPA . Ub* - .03 .03 .04 ,06%% .02
R? : .1883 .1770 .2830
Number of Qbservatlons 701 : 823 1524
Notes: '

b Partial regression coefficient

Standard error

s
* Significant at the .05 level; ** Significant at the .01 level
@ Base verianble against which the others are compared.

entéred intc the constant~-.. -

Its value is
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High

PLEASE READ ALL ANSWER ALTERNATIVES
BEFORE MARKING X YOUR ANSWERI(a).

Nhur pre of hngh schoel program did you com
piete? (MARK ONE.}
Voeotional
1 Trode or indusiriol accupatians
2. Distriburive occupations
3. Health cccupstions
4. Agricuitoral sccupations
5. Technical/rechnicion occupotions
[
B 7.
8.

5

q

o
e
RN

Office/business occupatians
Honvacational

General {on-college preparatary)

scademic (College preparatory)

School Vocatiooal Queationnaire

© 2. lfysifellowed o vocstional program, what spe-

cific occuparion or occupational field dnd you
study? (WRITE TITLE BELOW.)

Ex: autae mechenic, drafting, carpentry, etc,

3."Did the school” offer the course you really
wum'od to rake?

D 1. Ynsw'«~ s that the one you actually

did toke?
D 2.No {31, Yes,

2. No, because

WRITE
—a—|

4. Why did you select the pcvﬂ:uhv vocotional :
cayrse you 1ook? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY ¥

. It coincided with hobby infarns's‘
. Antracted:to the type of work
'Parovpﬁ odvisea the course
Counxelor advised the course
Teocher advised the » urse

Took it because my friends did
Good poy and working conditions
Prefarted it to other crarses
Other tesson {(Plagse stote balow)

-

100 S W0 N
W N

)

DL

!

“IRCLE 80X OF MOST IMFORTANT REASON)

V-

“43

S At she time you selected your vocohonal

rourse, did you really plen t¢ » to work an

© a1 fiek efter high schosi?

1. Yes, very definitely yes
. 2. Yes, but not reqlly certuin
" 3. No, but nor reclly certarn
4. No, very delinitely no

5. Dad you have o pqrcrﬂ relative ar friend in the
sgme line of work?
LJ 1. Neo

ia ch Parent

D73, Yes, relctive
i 4. Yes, friend

1
T
I
i
H
!

7. How well informed wére you obout the irems
below befor yrs selected the vocaotional
cour- .

o | hed . . Gooed Fair Poor

{tnformation about)

Y. Nature of work
Condition of work . . .
Rote of pay. . . .. . . o

" Job epenings. . ... ... 3
Long term future v .
-Job seniority’. . .- ... [ B

oUW

g

8. Did you switch from one to another vocahoﬂol
course during high school?
[11. No-»—GotoQ. 9
a2, Yesd—Skip 1o Q. 10

9. D:d you evef want to or iy to switch to an-
* ‘ather vecatienal course during high school?

-,

No~zm—-Gn to Q. 10 .

. Yas=~What kept you from swnchmg to
a different course?

WHECK ALL THAT AFPLY)

Porents advised against it

Schoel wouldn't permit ot

Other course toa crowded

Deozided to stay with friends

Insttuctor advisnd against it

Couldr™t have cumpleted course

¥louldn't have graduated on time |

Other reason (Specify below)

oo
»

P G VLA S S
PN AW

(T
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10. What did ,ou plan ro do ofter high zchoal

yraduation? (Mark what you planned to do
oven if yeu later did something ditfsrent.)

1. Find a full-tima jobk

2. Continue full-time in zchocl

{ 3. Go into militory sofvice

4 Part-time job and port-time schoel
Dther plons: (specify below)

XY

{SKIP TG . i4 IF YOU MARKED2,3,4 OR 5}

15.

1. 1f you plé.ﬁncd to gat a full-tima job, whot
kind of o job did you want?

{1 1. Some occupction studied in school
] 2. Highly related occupation

{1} 3. Slightly related occupation

] 4. Completely differant accupation

(SKIP TO Q. 14 iF YOU MARKED 1 OR 2}

12. Why didn't you wont ajob in the ocgupational
tiold rapresented by your vocational course?

1 1. Didn't think | learned enaugh
2. Instructor advised against it
1'3. Decided 1 didn't like the, work
E{ 4. Found out the pay was too low
5. Had o job cffer in another fiuid
[ 6. Dbveloped new work interasts
Lj 7. Other reasons (spegily below)

15,

. Which cetuolly camm firsy after groduetisn

246

|

fram high schoeo:?

i
Full-time job—3Skip 1o Q. 16 5
Full-lime schéol i
Milrtary service > H
Part-time schaol and partlime (ob H
Parttima

. Rome of  uve TEXAPLAL

BELOW) !

Have you aver helo a fulis
since leaving high school?

1. Yes ’
0 2. Nop——Skip 1o Q. 28.

How 1oon after graduation did you bagin your
first futletime joh? :

~
'2 immediately 6. About 1 month

3. About 1 ylae\t' 7. About_.months
1 4. About 2 weeks (WRITE IN}

Alrecdy hod iob E 5. Abgut 3 w?eks
i

13 When did you first decide that you dld not
: wont to eator the trada or field studied in
high schoo!?

0

]
H

Shortly bafore gmduation

. About 6 months before graduation
About o year before graduation
During last year of course

| never really planned to do 30

e

high school?

How did Ydl; get your first full-tima job ofier

. On my own, without onyoae’s help
Private employment agency

. State employment service .

Thru parents {ar ra|ohve)

Theu porsonal friend .

. Was clready with same e=nloyer
Thru school tegcher

Thru school counmselor ™

Thru scheal pldecament?olfice

Crooo o0
NG mAWN -

—_
.0

. Other thon above - (EXPLAIN BELOWS

Did your firs? full-time jub require o move to
o new tewn of ity?

1. e .

11 2. Yesp—How mony r-ules away
Did you move on your own or

! with parents ?

" [—] 1. On my own

: ) 2. With porants

s
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'y
b
¥
1y

Whet tyne of work did you do en your hirst
full.time job c ter groduation?® Give the title,
hke auto mechonmic, corpenter, salesman, lob-
cratery technicion, etc.

L R U

Checking wont.ads

Asking friends and relatives foc help
S hool placoment service

Ask ng school personnal for help
Coliing kanwn employers

SO E W

2645

Whot wot yout gross income ibefore deduc:
tions’ an thes job?

Starfed of
Wa-ked up ta

- 1. 1F on hourly rate '

2. if or solary } Storted o

i
iH-Iy R-1e

13

1o

20, viow related wos your first yob to your high \Wofked up 1o
cchool »ocotionc! caurse” » Whot was your averoge weekly take home
poy on thes job? .. ...
{1 1. Some as what [ studicd Go to 25 On the whoie, how sahsfied were you with |
77 2. Highly related Q. 2 the job? ‘
i’j 2. Only slightly reloted Go 1o - i o A .
71 4. Completely unrelated Q. 22 ‘Fi 1. Highly satisfied {itked most things)
- 1 2. Fairly satisfied {(some dislikes)
] ] ] (L] 3. Dissatisfied {maay dislikes)
21. How well did you; high sf:hcol ;:cononol {14 Verydissatisfied (disliked most things)
cagise prepare you tor your tirst job? - —_ -
- 24. How iong d:d your first (ob lost?
'._‘\, 1. Exceptionally well prepared o . .
i1 2. On the whole, wsll prepared it 1. 5tith therep—Skip 10 Q 133
17} 3. On the whole, not too well prepored Lz Year(s) ond Months
14 v I d ﬂ -
[“'7 ) (Sebr()IPpc;'oéyop‘;Ap:;TER Q.2m 27. What was the reason for leaving the job?
. L p Y. Laid off (Lack of work)
22. Why didn't or couldn’t you get yout first full- ‘r—l i' Lm.d i€ (Other teasen) .
time job in the field you studied?’ L3 Q“f' {Wonted more \'S?m”,) P
[] 4. Quit (Disliked typa W&k
1. Tried, butcauldn’tiing job(Goto Q.23) [15. Guir (Cxhiked work conditions]
E. 2. Couldn't ¢et intoc opprentice program ‘j] 6 Quf' {No future in i1) i
{] 3. Betrer type (cb evwe olong first ! - Quin 4(0"‘" reoson~ses below)
4 idn' t th > .
.} 4: Didn't wont thot tyi.2.of work CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE PRIMARY
1 5. instructor advised ageinst it REASON IF YOU CHECKED MORE THAN
{16 : PL L H /
{_l 6. Ovher recson {EXPLAIN BELO ONE REASON.
ERTPTO G 24 iF \ OU MARKED 2,3,4,5 OR 6) 28. How long were you unemiiloyed, looking and
g . avoiloble for work before your next filt-time
i . - job? | L —
23. Whot methods did you use fsar were unsuc: 11, Gernext jab immedictely )
cessful infinding ¢ it;b i your field oi study? {Y’ 2. Unemplayed _months, weeks
- . "1 3. S1ill unemployed
State e“"F"lc’)‘""’"' service i:} 4, Went inty military instead
Privote employment ogency {1 5. Wont boek to school instead

you do not presently hald a fuil-time job, skip
Q. 36 after mocking sour 3t: tus below.
U Unamplr red 1} Full-time achooi
C1 Mititary 1 Other



2%. Did yout provent fuli-time ob require ¢ moxe
fo g new city?

T, No’

2. Yesdm—How mony miles awoy?

Did yau move .~ your own of
r

36. Excluding the first ond oresent jbb since
! completing your vocotional course, how nwny
| other iyll-time jobs did yau have? |f none,

with parents
1. Onmy own

2 Wt aramts skip 10 Q. 41, WRITE 1N ALSWER 32—
. 1 3

RS S,

- T 2 fr . - i -
30. What 1ype- of work do you de? Give the taile, a7. Of the other fufi-time tobs F ', how maony ‘

\ . . were in each zategory of relotedness (see be-
like outa mechaniy, salesman, carpenter, éic, . K
¥ E frw} ve the oecupation studied 1n yaur voca-
slama tanel course?

31. How reloted is this work to your high school
- vocotional caurse?

Same 0. LpchiON . . . . L4 s
tHighly related eccupation . . . .
Slightly related occupation - . v et
Completely different occupation . %

Bl -

Some 1ype of work
Highly reloted

Only slightly related
' 4. Compleiely unrelated

W=

8. Haw mony cf the other full- ime jobs required
o residence move 10 0 now town or City? o |

32. What wos your gross income (before deduc-

tions) on thiy jab? Hriy Rote 39. How manymeonths wcre‘ycz;u availabte for full-
. . 3 ¢ time work sinc: completine “igh school?
' !_x 1. H cn hourly rote | 3 Storted ot e s * About__ Menaths
‘ o . . { Worked ug to —— A R -
Wily Sol. 40. OF thotsaumber ‘of months, | ow many were you
L2 #onsalary,  ..... , Started at S without o full-time (cb while looking ond
E Worked up 1o < ovailoble for wark ?=e-About . Manths
®Whot wos your averoge weekly t-=e home

payonthis job? . .. .. i iev e

33. On the whole, how satisfied ore you with your
present job? o .

. . o - 41. What additiac of educaticn cr treining
' ' ':_l 1. Highly satisfied (liked most things) fave you hod . ..ice nigh school?
) {1 2. Fairly satisfied (zoma dislikes) . (MARK ALL THAT APPLY TO YOU. IF
: [l 3. Dissatistied (many dislines} S5TILL AT ‘ENDING, CIRCLE THE NUM.
i I’} 4. Verydissorisiiaddiziikes most rings) BER.} -
34. How~ long have you been with your prarent R I—]- 1." Two yoor college o
employer? - E 2. Four yoar college/university
. 3. Privota 'vade/technicol school
H ' ) * Abo. —Yeoels)and Mo .. ] 4. Public 1ode/technicol school K
o * T — [}~ 5 Businewsicommerciol schoal -
5. What 1y the rame a..d oddress of your present ( 6. Adult continuat 3n school
employer? }-.‘ 7. Militory speciclist school
{ 8. Compouny course or school
. C,on‘;x’"y — {] 9. Cotres’ ~ndance course
{110, Apprenticeship progrom °
* Addres — 15 1. Hone of the cbove (Skip to Q. 47)

» CityStote -

O
ERIC v ey
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42,

41

How mony months of prrt.time callege attend-

{
How many monthe of fullrime college ottend. |
ance have you completed since high school?
« Atout__ months

» About months ot __ cluss hrs.

arze hove you cempleted since high 1cheo!? !
wrekly. \

time non-cciiriT.
Q. 41 List) Raon )
About___months

How many months i
education cr wraning {se
you hod since high schaal?

45.

i-aw mony meaths of porr-time non-coliege

aducation of trainitg {see Q. 41 list) hove

you hod smce high schoof?

« About______months a10bout_____ closs hrs.
weekly.

(If YOU HAD NONE. MARK HERE [1sKIP TO

Whe* was (1s) the moin purpose of your gosr-
high s¢acol education? )

1. Complate o callege rducation

2. Advoncemant in present field of work

1 3. Preparation for new field of work l
4. Geneml self-develapment

5. Other (Pleose specify bolow)

Q. 50)
47. How long wete you in service?
* About Months
48. Did you have ony speciclist training in seryv-
ice that was useful for civilian waork? .
(11 e
{1 Yesgum lf 30, whot type?
: TS — OO
49. Did w 'itary service infl 2nce you 1o chonge

yaur occupationul plans from what they wete |

bafaore seevica? 1
Y .
Sl V. Ne '
P 9. Yesd— MHow was ycour new occupctcn

prefetence related ' youriiigh
schoo! vocational ccurse? 7

Highly relates
Oniy slightly related
Completely ditferens

10

) ) or.
' . i}; 2.
B

A
<

‘ . 247

1HONS ‘ABGUT YOUR -

AT

50. Please reve your farmer school fegr 1
listed tems

on the

Poer ...

Faar

Good .....

PR

Excolient . .. o g—

RS '
1. Quolity vocational s TGETion o
2. Quality acodemic nstruction.

1. Phy icol conditics of achaol.
4. Physico) condition of shaps..
S. Teocher .. .rest 1n students..
6. Student guidences ‘covaseling. |

7. Jab plucemen’ of groduates ..
8. Reputation in community

51. Plegse circle the highest yeor
thot your parents completed.

Grode Schuel{ High $-hesl C;: ',:c
Fot 6678 1910V I2{1 2349
Mother\| - 6578 210111212349

<\ = Less than - 7 '“lore than

52. Whot wol your fother's occupation in 'your
lost yeor ‘of high school?

¢ He was 0.

t} Not opplicable to my father

53. Whor ~os your mcthet®s occupation in your
last yrot of high schael?

@ She ~ - 6

Meh applicable to my moti o7

54, Did either of your pan

. ever tuke avoulu-

tionol cours of any type
Hother Fothe s
"1, Yes 1. Yes
2. No 27 Neo

"; 3. HNot applicoble 3, Mot f.‘-;.nhcob!‘d

1

i
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gss. tem - 1. Mols | 2. Fer e :
T\, tom Y. & 2. wared |, 3. Othe
TG Vmew v depandena om0
58 lam j Y. Nege I 2. White B
.‘~:N.v.Dn youknve o disability, health or other non-
dition the: hir 15 your employohility?
i1 No {72 Yes :
pp— —— VY S SRS

60, Tloose astimate for 1967 your total income
from alt gainful emplaymen’? Do not include
incame from rant, interest dividends, inheri-
tance or zources cther thon gainfu! employ-
‘mant by you. :

~ % Aboule—— .. ... thousond daotlars
WOULD YOU LIKE TO RECEIVE A REFORT
ON GUR FINDINGS?

i .‘] Y. Yes et
ll i1+2. Ne :

245
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Hich School Academic Questionnaire

PLEASE READ ALL ANSWER ALTERNATIVES 5.
BEFORE MARKING [X] YOUR ANSWER(s).

1. What type of high school program did you cam-
plete? (MARK ONE.)

VYocaticno!
. Trode or industrial accupat. :ns
. Distributive occupations
. Health occupations
. Agricultural accupations
. Technical/technicion accupations
. Office/business accupations

249

What did you plan ta dc afterhigh schaol grad-
votion? (Mark what you planned to do even if
you later did something different. Mark two if
two apply.)

1. Find o full-time job

2. Find o port-time jah

3. Go full-time ¢= college

4. Go part-iime ta callege

5. Go full-time ta non-callege schaal
6. Go part-time ta nen-college schaal
7. Go inta military service
8. Dther pluns {Specify below)

1

Non-vacational
. General {Non-callege preparatary) 6.
. Academic (Callege preparotary)

R 0 0 0
CU A WR —

0O
o~

2. 1f youfollowed a ¢ ~ral or acodemic pragrom,
did you ot on ‘in.  onsider toking o vaco-
tional course nsfeoc:

0 1. No#=Skip to Q. 4
0 2. Yes

3. What mode you decide ogoinst o vacotianal
praogram? Mark all thot apply.

[0 1. Parents advised against it
[ 2. Teachers odvised agoinst it

Which actually come first ofter graduation from
high schanl?

1. Full-time jcb®=S5kip to Q. 8

2. Full-time cellege

3. Full-time non-college schaal

4. Port-time job - part-time callege

5. Port-time job - part-time non-callege
school

6. Militory service .

7. None of the abave (Explain belaw)

[ 3. Counselor advised against it
4. Type of students in program 7.
5. No callege preparatary passibility

6. Didn't wont to specialize

7. Didn’t offer my kind of course

8. Paar reputation of vocatianal programs
9. Other thon ober e {Specify below)

{0 [

A. Why did you take an academic or general pro-
gram? Mork ali that apply.

[] 1. Needed for college entry
[0 2. Needed far non-callege school entry
[0 3. Parents odvised it
[] 4. Teacher(s) advised it
B 5. Counseior advised it
6. Took it because my friends did
[J 7. Thought it better for o coreer
[ 8. Vacationol progrom was poar
[0 9. Other thon ahave (Specify below)

Hove yau ever heid o full-time job since leav-
ing high schaal?

O 1. Yes
[J 2. Ma®»Skip to Q. 16.

¥ OUR: EIRSTFULL-TIME JOB ", -
=R HIGH. SCHOOL GRADUATI

How saon ofter high schaal graduation did you
begin your firs: full-time job?

[0 1. Already hod job [] 5. Abaut 3 weeks
[ 2. Immediately []6. About 1 month
[ 3. About 1 week []7. About moanths
[ 4. About 2 weeks (Write in)

288
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9. How did you get your first full-time job after 14. How lung did your first jeb last?
high school? [J 1. Still therem—Skip to Q. 23
D 1. On my own, without anyone's help D 2.. Year(s) and Months
[} 2. Private employment agency 15. What was the reason for leaving your first
[ ] 3. State employment service job?
4. Thru parents (or relative) D 1. Laid off (Lack of vork)
L] 5. Thry personal 'frlend D 2. Laid off (Other reason)
[] 6. Was already with some employer 0 3. Qui
r . Quit (Wanted more money)
{1 7. Thru school teacher ! onit
0 8. Th hool : [] 4. Quit (Disliked type work)
e ru schoo counselor . [1 5. Quit (Disliked work conditians)
} 9. Thru school placement office [ 6. Quit (No future in it)
1 10. Other than above (Stote below) [] 7. Quit (Other reason - see below)
Circle the number of the primary reason if
10. Did your first full-time job after high school you checked more than one reason.

graduation require a move to a new town or
city?

0] 1. Nae

[] 2. Yes¥—How mony miles away?___Did
you move on your own or with parents?
[11. Onmy own
O 2. Wish parenis

n.

What type of work did you do on your first
full-time job after high school? Give the
title, like office clerk, salesman, laborer,
foctory worker, etc.

e lwesa

. How lang were you unemployed, loaking and
available for work befare you got your next
months,

full-time job? sAbout weeks

if you do not presently hold a full-time job,
skip to Q.24 ofter marking your stotus below.

[} Unemployed [ Full-time school
] Military [ Other

12.

What was your gross income (before deduc-
tions) on this job?

b
O 1. 1fon hourly rate . .+ . } Started at

Weorked up to

Started at
[0 2. Ifonsalary... ... } Warked up to
» What was your average weekly take home

Hriy Rate
$ ¢

. Did your present job require a residence

move to another city?

01 Ne

] 2. Yes-m=How many miles awa,?__Did
you move on your own or with parents?
[] 1. On my own
L] 2. With parents

Wkly Sal.
| —
| JE——

| J——

. What type of work do you da? Give the title,

like office clark, salesman, factory worker,
etc,

elama

. On the whole, how satisfied were you with

the job?

[7] 1. Highly satistied (liked most things)

{7] 2. Fairly sotisfied (some dislikes)

i} 3. Dissatisfied (many dislikes)

7] 4. Very dissatisfied (disliked most
things)

4

What was your gress income (before deduc-
tions} an this job?

{3 1. 1fon hourly rate . .+ . } Started at

Worked up to

Started at

. lfonsalary......
D 2 on salary - } Warked up to
e What was your average weekly take home

payonthis job?. ... .. i i

5

Hrly Rate
$ ¢

Wkly Sal.
$
s

L J—
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20.

On the whole. how sotisfied ore you with
your present job?

[] 1. Highly sotisfied (liked most tkings)
[0 2. Foirly sotisfied {scme dislikes)

[0 3. Dissotisfied {mony dislikes)

[0 4. Verydissatistied (dislikeo most things)

28,

21.

If you marked dissotisfied or very dissatis-
fied to Q. 20, mork whotever reosons listed
below opply to your situotion.

] 1. Poy too low
[ 2. Poor working conditions
3. Disliks the type of work

4. Poor supervision

5, Little odvancement opportunity
6. Work is not steody

7. Other than above (Specity beiow)

I

251

Whot odditionol kinds of educotinn or troin-
ing hove you hod since H.5.7 (Mork oll thot
opply i0 you. If still attending, ciicle the
number.)

[ 1. Two yeor college

. Four yeoi college/university

. Privote trode/technicol school
. Public trode/technicol school
. Business/commercial school
Adult continuation school

. Militory specialist school
Compony course ar school
Correspondence course

. Apprenticeship progrom

. None of th2 obove (Skip to Q. 34)

O
SO ENO L EWN

——

29.

. How long hove you been with your present

employer?

e About____Yeor(s) and Months

How many months of full-time college ottend-
once have you completed since high school?
—o— Months

30.

23.

Whot is the nome ond address of your present

employer?

C ny

p

Address

City State_.

4. ABOUT J0BS OTHERN HAN ¥
i, FIRST OR PRESENT:JOB.

. Exeluding the st and present job since com-

pleting your vocational course, kow many
other full-time jobs did you hove? if none,
skip to Q. 2B (Write in ons.»=—)

How muany months af part-time college ot-
tendonce have you completed since high
school?—~m—__.__months at closs hours
per week,

31,

How mony months of full-time non-college,
education or troining (See Q. 28 list) hove
you had since higk school?—w—. months.

32.

How mony months of pari-time non-college,
educotion or training (See Q. 28 list) hove
you hod since high school?=Pm—._____months
at an overage of hours per week, ex-
cluding study hours.

25.

How mony of the other full-time jobs required
o residence move to o new town or city?

33.

Whot was (is) the moin purpose of your post-
high school education?

1. Complete a colliege educotion

2. Advancement in present field of work
[] 3. Preparation for new field of work
[ 4. General self-develapment
[0 5. Other (Specify belaw)

26.

How mony months were you ovoiloble for full-
time work since completing high school?
About months.

27.

Of thot number of months, how mony were you
without o full-time job while looking ond
ovoiloble for work? 3= About months.

6

(If neae, mark here=3=—[] and skip to Q. 37)
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34,

Haw long were yau in service?

o About Months

35.

Did you have ony specialist training in serv-
ice that was useful for civilion wark?

D]. No

[J 2. YessmIf so, what type?

39.

252

Whot was your father’s occupation in yaur
last year of high schoal?

+ He wos o -~

[J Nat applicable to my father

36.

37.

Eak ol ol

®No

33.

. Job placement of groduates....

. Reputotion in community .......

Did your military service influence yau ta
chonge your accupational plans from what
they were befare service?

1. No
2. Yesam—Before, | wonted ta be a

After, | wanted 10 be o

Please rate your farmer school frankly on the
listed items.

1. Poore-

2. Fair
3. Goaod

4. Excellent g

A
Type of exominations given .. .0..
Quality academic instruction.. []..
Physical condition of schacl.. d..
Strictness in maintaining
discipline ccoeaveruviremnceneianne 0.
Teocher interest in students H

Student guidance/counseling..

OO0 CC0) — ——

COO00 OO0 <=

> IDIIDID mmalE

wv

40.

What was your mather's accupation in yaur
tast year of high scheal?

a She wos a

[ Not applicable to my mather

41,

Did either of your parents ever take o voca-
tional course of any type?

Mather Father

Hl. Yes .DI. Yes
2. No 2. No
d

3. Not applicable [] 3. Not applicable

. lom

O 1. Male  [J 2. Female

43.

lam [J1. Single [] 2. Morried {] 3. Other

44,

dapendents (Number}

| now have

45,

fom [J 1. Negra [ 2. White (] 3.

e

46.

Do you have a disability, health or other con-
dition thot limits your emplayability?

d1. Ne 0 2. Yes

Please circle the highest year of education
that your parents complcted.
Grade High
Schaal Schoaol College
Fother{<6 6 78191011 12|123 5 >4
Mother|<6 6 7 8191011 12|11 23 4 >4
< = Lass thon > = More thon
8

47.

Please estimate far 1967 your totel income
from all goinful employment. Da aot include
income from rent, interest, dividends, inher-
itance or sources ather than goinful employ-
ment by you.

» Abaut thousand dollars.

Would you like to receive o report an aur
findingn?

1. Yes
2. No

¢
i
]
i
2
!
:
f
!
i



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

et e e e s

Post High School Vocational Questionnaire

PLEASE READ ALL ANSWER ALTERNATIVES
BEFORE MARKING K] YOUR ANSWER(s).

. How much high school education did you com-

plete? (MARK ONE.)

On~ year

. Two years

. Three yoary

. Four years-graduated

Four years-did nat groduate
Noned=Skip to Q. 7

e
IR

253

. How many yeors ond/or months elapsed be-
tween when you left high school and when
you began the paost-high school (PHS) voca-
tional course? —Jma~

If 3 months or less, skip to Q. 19

Answer
below
U (1%

—— Mos

. He - mony months of active milifory service

dia you ' 2ve during this perigd?

[ 1. NonedSkip to Q. 11
2. Manths—Go to Q. 9

. In what yec: did you graduate fram or leave

high schoo'?

19 [ June O Jenvary

. What type of high schoo! program did you toke?

(MARK ONE.)

Vocational
Trada/industrial occupotions
Distribytive occupstions
. Health occupations
Agricultural occupations
Technical occupations
. Office/business occupations

o
e W

tonvocotionol
[0 7. General {non-college preparatory)
(] 8. Acodemic (college preparatory)

., Did you have any specialist training in the

service that could be useful for civilion work?

1. Ne
{1 2. Yes-m=Whot type of training?

. If you fallawed a vocaiional pregram what spe-

cific occupation ar occupational field did you
study in high scheol?

Ex: aute mechanic, drafting, carpentry, etc.

Write in

ailitary service influence you to change
sccupationol plans from what they were
: service?

No
. Yes3m»Fram whot occupation?

To what

occupatien?.

low many months did you ottend college cr
any other school full-time during this period?

[0 1. None3Skip t2 Q. 13
O 2. Months-3=Go te Q. 12

your
Answer

. Whot is the nome ond location of your former

or last high schaol?

Name

City State

o n

. Where are you now located relative to your

high scheol's lacation?

i
]

. Some tawn/city

. Different city, some state

Different state, same general region
Different region of country

2

F i ad b

12.

What type of course wer> you anrolled in dur-
ing this period?
(MARK APPROPRIATE £0QX & WRITE IN)

[ 1. College (writs in below)

O 2. Non-college (write in below)

272 .

. How many months were you unoble to work

because of illness/disability during THIS
PERIOD?

1. Nene
2. Manths

b i R s e
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. i : +high
14. Haw mony two week or mare periods of un- 20. What mode you decide to toke n post-nig
employmeni did you have during this period? s::l:'oc"l vo,cohor;nl course? (Check oil that
TRY TO RECALL. s olyeu
D 1. None-9=Skip ta Q. 16 [0 1. Job | held hod no future
g Such periods-®=Go ta Q. 15 {1 2. Not interested in job | held
(Write in) [ 3. Was laid off previous jeb
[] 4. Duveloped new career interest
15. How mony manths ond/ar weeks were you un- [y ] 5. Emp! odvised course
. . onths - mployer
employed, lacking ond ovailable far work dur- [} 6. Influenced by friend
ing this period? TRY TO BE EXACT. Woeks [ 7. Read about training opportunity
i [] 8. Imprave earning obility
16. How mony full-time employers did you have 1
during this peried? {1 9. Other reason (Please state belaw)
[J 1. Nonem=Skip 10 Q. 19
U2 Employers—»~Go ta Q. 17 (CIRCLE BOX OF MOST IMPORTANT FAC-
(Write in) TOR)
17. Whaot was your gross income (before deduc- 21. Did the school offer the course you really
tions) at the start and end of this period? Hrly Rat wanted to take?
$ ¢
T3 1. lien hourly rete . . } Started at [ [11. Yes¥Is that the one you
Ended with —— [12. No actuolly took?
Wkly Sal
T 2 lfonsalary. .. ... } Started at | § 0] 1. Yes rite in
Ended with | $ 0] 2. Ne, because
® What was your average weekly take home
pay during this period? . . .. ... . ... %

. If you took a vacational course in high

. What accupation or occupationa! field didyou

schoal, how related wos yowr First and last
full-time job during this period to that voca~
tional course? :

[J Not applicable=Go to Q. 19

Relatadness of First Last
job to course Job Job

0 0

* Same type work
o Highly related

o Slightly related
o Wholly different

" ABOUT YOUR POST-HIGH SCHOOL

falb ol ol

OGATIONALGOURSE -

study in your post-high school vocational
course?

{OR, GIVE VOCATIONAL COURSE TITLE)

4

Write in

22,

Why did you select the particulor course you
did? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY.)

It coincided with habby interests
Attracted to the typo of work
Parents advised the course
Counselor advised the course
Teacher advised the course

Had job experience in the ficld
Good pay and working conditions
Employer advised course

Other reason (Please <rate below)

i3

C@NE SN~

O

(CIRCLE BOX OF MOST IMPORYANT FAC-
TOR)

23.

Did you have a parent, relative or friend in
the same line of work?

[13. Yes, 1=lative
[] 4. Yes, fr:end

1. No
2. Yes, parent

5
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If yau plenned ta get a full-time job, what
kind of a job did yau want?

1. Same accupatian studied in schaal
i_l 2. Highly related accupstion

]J 3. Slightly related) accupation

'l 4. Campletely different accupatian

il
Il

(SKIP TO Q. 34 IF YOU MARKED 1 OR 2)

Why didn’t you want a jobin the accupotianal
field represented by yaur vacatianal caurse?

. Dida't think | learned enaugh

. Instructar advised agoinst it

. Decided | didn't like the wark
. Faund out the pay was tao law
. Had a job offer in anather iield
. Develaped new wark interests
. Other reasans (Specify belaw)

[
[ L AR

24. How well infarmed were you abaut the items 31.
below befare yau rzlected the vocatianal
course?
3 2 i
elhadieoiinn.., Gaod Fair  Paar
(Infarmatian Abaut)
1. Noture of work........ [] []D
2. Condition of wark ..... :1 [:]L}
3. Rate of pay.e.eenennes Yevend oeeel) 32.
4. Jab openings c.ovve .t . UD
5. Lang term future Lieeeel]
6. Job seniarity ......... U D
25. Did yau hald down o jab during the time yau
taok the course?
{:J 1. No-3=Skip to Q. 28
[} 2. Yes. the whale time,
[l 3. Yes, abaut % of the time
26. Abaut haw many haurs o week did you wark
on an average during the pericd you taak the Abaut
caurse? —Jmm— Hrs.
33.
27. Wos the job yau held related in aony way ta
the caurse yau taak?
1. Na
U 2. Yes, in the same field
I_} 3. Yes, in a related-field
28. Were yau married ot the time you taak the vo-
catianal course? i
Write in
[]1. Ne number
[] 2. Yes=m=Haw many children? <=
29. When did yau start the course? Mo, 34
(WRITE IN THE DATE AT THE RIGHT)

. At the time you campleted the course, what

. ABOUT THE,RLANS. YOU HAD FOR: |

- AFTER YOUR VOCATIQNAL COURSE

were yaur plons? (MARK WHAT YOU
PLANNED TO DO EVEN IF YOU LATER
DID SOMETHING DIFFERENT.)

1. Find a full-time jab

2. Continue full-time in schaal

3. Go inta military service

4. Part-time job and part-time schaal
5. Other plans (Specify belaw)

(SKIP TO Q.34 IF YOU MARKED 2,3,40R5)
6

?

—_—Yr

o

x4

When did yau first decide against o career in
yaur field of training?

[] 1. Shartly befare course campletion
{7} 2. At abaut the 3/4 mark
[} 3. At about midway in the course
H 4. At about the 1/4 mark

5. Never really planned ta da so

"' YABOUTYOUR FRST,JOB AFTER

Which actually came first ofter campleting
yaur vacatianal caurse?

2. Full-time schaal ar college

. Military service

. Part-time schaol and part-time jab
Part-time job

Nane of the abave {Explain belaw)

B 1. Full-time job-3Skip to Q. 36

" YOUR VQZATIONAL COURSE™-"

35.

974

Have yau ever held a full-time civilian jab
since campleting the caurse?

1. Yes
2. No»=Skip to Q.,49, ¥

7

i
{
¢
H
1
i
5
i
1
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48. Whot wos the reoson for leaving your 1st full-
time job? (Emplayer)

7 1. Laid off (Lock of work)
2. Laid off {Other reoson)
3. Quit (Wanted more money)
I__" 4. Quit (Distiked type work)
5. Quit (Disliked work conditions)
6. Quit (No future in it)
7. Quit (Other reoson - See below)

CIRCLE NUMBER OF PRIMARY REASON IF
YOU CHECKED MORE THAN ONE REASON.

256

§3. How long have you been with your present Yrs.
employer? ~Jwm —Mos. |

54. Whot was your gross income (before deduc- Hrly Rote ;
tions) on this job? sy ¢ '

D 1. If on hourly rote. . . } Storted ot | .|

Worked upto | —— —r
Wkly Sal. .

Stortedot |$
[J 2. 1fonsalory...... }Workedup'o s

© Whot was your overage weekly toke home

49. How long were you unemployed, Inoking and
ovailable for work before your next full-time
isb?

Got next job immediotely

. Unemployed months,
Still unemployed

. Went into military insteod
. Went back to school instead

wr bW

weeks

—

L
‘E

ABOUT-YOUR PRESENT JOB

1f you do not presently hald o fuil-time job
skip to Q. 56 after marking your stotus below.
7] Unemployed [} Full-time schoal
1 Military i’} Other

50. Did the job require c 1esidence move o o
new town or city?

{71, No

{1 2. Yes»~How mony miles? «Did
yau move on yourown or withyaur por-
ents?
i 1. On my own
[} 2. With porents

poy on this job? « oo e v v il $
55. Whot is the name ond oddress of your present
employer?
® Corapony
s Address
oCity ____ State
ABU PLO
56. Since completing the vocotional course, how About
mony yeors and months were you availoble
for full-time work? (EXCLUDE TIME IN MIL- Yrs,
ITARY, FULL-TIME SCHOOL, OR EX-
TENDED PERIODS OF ILLNESS.) Mos

57. Of the obove number of yeors and months, About
how many months were you without a full-time
job ond avoilable for work?

‘ABOUT "

58. Excluding the 1st ond present job since com-
pleting yous vacational course, how many
other full-time jobs did you have? If none,
skip to Q. 60 (Write in answer )

59. Of the other full-time jabs held, how many ;
were in each category of relatedness ta the KSee below)
occupation studied in your vacational course?

51. Whot type of wark do you do?
(Give title, like outo mech., droftsman, efc.)
elama

[ 1. Some accupation. «vvvvvvvnnnn

[] 2. Highly related occupotion. .. .. cene
3, Slightly releted ocenpation. . .+« v v .

- ghtly

[J 4. Completely different occupation. . . . «

52. How related is your work now to the post-high
school course you took?

" 1. Some type of work

2. Highly related

"' 3. Only slightly related
" 4. Completely unreloted

10

40. Since completing your post-high schocl veca-

tional course, how many months were you un-
avoiloble for full-time work for reusons given

below? . Months

D 1. Military « o oo v e .. About
[J 2. Full-time college ... .. «... About
H 3. Full-time (non-college) schoal. About
4. lilness/disabifity.. .. .. ... About
[] 5. Full-time housewife ....... About
[J 6. Otherreoson..... vevens. About

1a .

]
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61.

AECUT YOUR:FARE

Pleose circle the highest yeor of education
that your porents completed.

Grode High
School School College

Fother << 6 7 8|9 1011 121 23 4 >4
Mother <6 6 7 8[9 10 11 12|12 3 4 >4

< = less thon more than = >
62. What wos your fother's occupotion in your
lost yeor of high school?
¢ He wos o
[ Not opplicoble to my fother.
63. Whot was your mother's occupation in your
lost year of high schoei?
e She wos o
] Not opplicoble to my mother,——
64. Did either of your parents ever toke o voco-

ticnol course of ony type?

Mother Fother
B 1. Yes H 1. Yes
2. No 2. No
[ 3. Mot opplicoble {1 3. Not opplicoble
65. | om O 1. Male [ 2. Femole
66. lam [] 1. Single ) 2. Married {1 3. Other
67. | now hove dependents (Number)
68. lom [] 1. Negro [] 2. White [] 3. Other
69. Do you have a disobility, health or other con-
dition that limits your employability?
1. No [12. Yes
70. Pleose estimate for 1967 your tetal income

from oll goinful employment. Do not include
income from rent, interest dividends, inheri-
tonce or sources other thon goinful employ-
ment by you.

About thousond dollors.
WHAT IS YOUR AGE 7

12

* THANK-YOU VERY MUCH - -

27 6&. it

257

it
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Junior College Questionnaire

PLEASE READ ALL_ANSWER ALTERNATIVES
BEFORE MARKING YOUR ANSWER.

GH SCHOOL YEARS:

. How much high school educotion did you com-

plete? (MARK ONE.)

. One yeor

. Two yecrs

. Three yeors

. Four yeors-graduate

. Four yesrs-nongroduate
. NonedSKip to Q. 6

W

:
:

258

HE' PER1OD BE TWEEN'H

ABOUT, THE PER TWE |
O “AND JUNIOR COULEGE

P

B 5. How mony yeors ond/or months elopsed be-

tween when you left high school and when
you begon junior college?
*About

yeors ond months.

1§ 3 months or less, skip to Q. 17

. Inwhot yeardid yougroduote fromhigh school?

19_____[J June {0 Jonuory

. How long were you unemployea, (thot is,ovoil-

oble for work but unoble to find work; exclud-
ing ony period in which you were not avoiloble
for work) in the period betwesn high school
ond junior collego?

[0 1. Not unemployed.
O 2. Unemployed obout months.

. Whot type of high school program did you toke?

(MARK ONE.)
Vacotional

1. Trade/industriol occupations
2. Distributive occupations
3. Heolth occupations
4. Agriculture occupations
5. Technicol occupations
6. Office/business accupations

Nonvocotional
Generol (noncollege preparotory)
Academic (college preparotory)

o O 0

o N

. Did you hove ony military service between

high school ond junior collegs otterdonce?

1. Ne
[0 2. Yes— About months
o I§ yes, did you hove uny speciolist
troining useful for loter civilion
work?

1. Ne

[1 2. Yes 3=—Whot type of training?

. 1f you followed o vocationol progrom, whot

specific occupation or occupational field did
you study in high school? (WRITE YOUR AN-
SWER BELOW. FOR EXAMPLE: AUTO ME-
CHAMIC, DRAFTING, ETC.)

. Where ore you now located relotive to your

high school’s locotion?

[ 1. Some town/city

[] 2. Different city, some stote

Ll 3. Different state, some generol region
[ 4. Diiferent region of country

. Were you unovailoble for full-time work for

any period between high school ond junior col-
loge? (Check all opplicoble boxes ond write
in the number of months}.

[J 1. Avciloble for work the entire period.

[ 2. Attended full-time school (other thon
junior college) for obout months.

[0 3. Wos ill (or disnbled) for obout —
months.

] 4."Was o full-time hovsewife for obout___
—.-months.

[0 5. Unovoiloble for reosons other thon
above for obout months.
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10.

1.

What was your gress income (before deduc-
tiv:s) ot the start and end of this period?

{0 1. 1f on hourly iate . . . } Storted at
Ended with
O 2. If on saiary. .. .. - } Started at
Ended with

* Whot was your average weekly toke home
payonthisjob? . ........ ... ... ...

Why did you decide to go to a junior college
rather than to a four year college?
1. avenient locotion
B 2. interested in specific program
3. Could not otford four year college
[] 4. Other (Plecse stats bslow.)

Hrly Pate
$ ¢

¥kly Sal. ~

oy o

12.

What occupation or occunationol field did you
study in your junior college vocational
course? Write in (cr, give vocational course
title.)

15. What was the langth of yaur junior college

vocationa! course?
1. Less than 6 months
2. 6 1o 12 months

[1 2. 12-18 menths

[] 4. 18-24 months

16.

What degree did you receive afier the com-
pletion of your junior college educetion?

0 1. Nore

[0 2. Certificate

[] 3. Assaciate of Arts or Science

[] 4. Oiher degree

. Please rate your junior college frankly an the

listed items

. What made you dscids o take a junior col-

lege voccticncl course? (Check all that in-

flugnced you.)

[7 1. Needed this course for an entry jub in-
to my chosen field.

[0 2. Needed this course to get ahead in the
field of my choice.

{3 3. ¥anted to have more than o high school
education.

] 4. Other reason (Please state below.)

14,

Did the junior college offer the course you
reatly wanted to take?
1. Yes-pm-Is that the one you actually
took?
1. Yes
[] 2. Mo, because

{J 2. Nop~ Which did y..u really want?

4 3 2 1
1. Quelity vocational instruction..[1.[0..(0-.[]
2. Quality ocodemic instruction ... [}. [J..[0..[|
3. Paysical condition of schuo! ...[J.. []..[1..(0
4. Physicol condition of shops ....[J.. [J..(0--[]
5. Teacher interest in studenis. ... [ 1. [(J..00..00
6. Student guidance/counseling... [}.. [1..[J.-[]
7. Job placement of graduatas .....[ 1. [J..[J..1]
8. R-putation in community....c.... o.0..9..0
18. Did you hold down. e jab while you wore go-
ing to junior college, nat counting on-the-job
training connected with course work?
[0 i. Ne#=Skip to Q. 21
2. Yes, the whale time
3. Yes, some of the time
19. Was the job you held reiated in any woy'io
your junior college vocatianal trairing?
.E] 1. Na ’
[ 2. Yes, in the same field
U 3. Yes, ino related field
20. What wos your gross income (before deduc-

tions) an this job?

O 1. Eonheulyrate. . .} Started at
Worked up to

O 2. fonsalary.. ... } Started ot
Wecked up to

o What was your average weekly take home
payonthisjob? .. ... .. .l

Hrly Rate

$ ¢
"Wily Sall.
5_
5
5

e e et eso S S (ST
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Did you have any specialist training in the
service that would be usefu! for civilion
work?

1. Ne

(J 2. Yesm—\What type of troining?

ABOULY

F

ER co@iP ,ILNG'YOURIJUNIé COLLEGE <

JEATIONAL, COURS,

Have you ever helda full-time job since grod-
uating from junior college?

1. Yes

[ 2. Nom—Skip to Q. 47

28.

Following graduation fram junior college, how
long did it take you to get your first full-time
job?

[0 1. Hed job befare graduating

|

2
3
4. About 3 weeks
5
6

., About o week
. About 2 weeks

. Abcut 1 month
. About months
(Write in the No.)

e e S

21. At the time you completed the course what
were your plans?
[1 1. Find a full-time job
H 2. Continue full-time school
3. Go into military service
(] 4. Part-time job and part-time school
[} 5. Other plui.s (Please state below)
(Skip to Q. 24 if you marked 2,3,4 or 5.)
22. Relative to the cc'rse you took, what kind of
a job did you war °
(3 1. In the some occupation
D 2. A highly related occupation
[] 3. A slightly 12lated occupation
I 4 Completely different occupatian
if you marked 1 or 2.)
34 . ;.o want a job in the field of
you just completed?
1. Decided | didn't like the work
ﬁ 2. Didn't feel | learned enough
H 3. Developed new work interest
4. What | found out about the field made
me change my mind
D 5. Other reason (Pleose stote below.)
24. Which really came first ofter completing jun-
ior college?
(3 1. Full-time job—Skip to Q. 28
D 2. Full-time schaol or college —po—
Skip to Q. 27
D 3. Military servicepm-Answer Q.25 & Q.26
[0 4. Part-time school and part-time joby—
Skip to Q. 27
H 5. Part-time job Je—Skip to Q. 27
6. Became full-time housswife—3m
Skip to Q. 27
[] 7. Other (Please state below.)
25. How many months of active military service

did you have?

[HRE
0 2

Still on active duty-»Skip to Q. 53

2. _Months

29.

How did you get that first full-time job ofter
completing junior college?

Y O

1. On my own, without anyone’s help

2. Privote employment agency

3. State employment agency

4. Through parent or relative

5. Thraugh a friend

6. Was already with same employer

7. Through junior college instructor

8. Threugh junior college counselor

9. Through'junior college placement of-
fice

10. Other than above (Please state
below.)

oAk e vkt e

S

30.

£k

Were you with the same employer before you

completed the course?

11, No

[]2. Yes=—How long beiore?

e About

years months.
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31.

Did the job require o residence move to ¢ new

261

On the whole, how satisfied were you with
this job?

[] 1. Very sotisfied
[] 2. Fairly sotisfied
[J 3. Not setistied

32

town or city? 37
1. Re
[] 2. Yes3p—How many miles?

38.

How well didyour vocotioncl training program
prepare you for that first full-time job?

[0 1. Exceptionally well prepared
[J 2. We!l prepared—some gops

[J 3. Not well prepared—mony gops
[J 4. Very poorly prepared

33.

What type of work did you do on your first
full-time job after completing your junier col-
lege vocational course? (Give title, like
auto mechonic, solesman, carpenter, etc.)

| wos o

39.

How long did your first full-time job (after
your junior college vocatisnol training) lost?

[] 1. still there 3=—Skip 1o Q.46
[ 2. About Ye(s) Months

(Write in your onswer.)

If you do nat presently hold o ful-time job,

skip to Q. 47 after markingyour stotus below.
1. Unemployed {] 4. Full-time school
2. Militory 5. Housewife

[ 3. Part-time job ] 6. Other

ABOUT YOUR-PRESENT JOB.

. How reloted was this job 1o yeur junior cal-

lege vocational training?

I

. Did this job require o residence move too

news town or city?

[0 1. Ne

[] 2. Yesy— How many miles?

| 41,

What type of work do you do? ({Give title,
like ovto mechonic, droftsman, etc.)

lome

How related is your work now to yaur junior
college vocationad troining?

O 1. Scme type of work

[0 2. Highly reloted

[] 3. Only slightly reloted

[0 4. Completely unrelated

How long have you been with your present
employer? About. years ..——-months.

|

1. 1f on hourly rate . . . Started at
a on hourly rate } Worked uvp to
Siarted at
Worked up to
o« What wos your average weekly take home
pay on this job? «. v v v

[ 2. onsalory......

8

[] 1. Seme os whot | studied} Skip

[] 2. Very highly related to Q. 36 !

{1 3. Only slightly reloted Answer

[0 4. Wholly unreloted Q.35
. ¥hy didn't you or couldn’t you get your first | 42.

job after junior college in the field you '

studied?

(0 1. Tried, but couldn’t find a job

[J 2. Didn't get into apprentice program ;

[] 3. Better type job come along first ! 43.

[] 4. Decided ogainst thot typs of work

[] 5. Instructor advised agoinst it

[ 6. Other reason (Please state below.)

44.

. What was your gross income (before deduc-

tions) on this job? Hrly Rate

$ ¢

Wkly Sal.

[ S

S

$—

Whot is your gross income (be fore deductions)
on this job?

Started ot

[0 1. ¥ on haurly rote. } Worked up 10
Started ot
Worked up to

0 2. Ifonsnlnry....}

 Whot wos yaur averoge weckly toke home
pay on this job? .. . e e

Yo AN

Hrly Raote
$ ¢

e ® s

Wkly Sel.

L S—

S
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45. On the whole, how satisficd are you with
your job?

[0 V. Very sotisfied
{0 2. Fairly satisfied
O 3. Not sotisfied
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49. Excluding the first onu prasent job since
completing your iunior college vocationol
troining, how mony other full-time jobs did
you hove? If none, skip to Q. 51

(Write in answer)

46. Whot is the nome ond oddress of your present
employe-?

Company

Address

City State

s e

47. How long wers you unemployed, (thot is, a-
vaiioble for work bur unabls to find work; ex-
cluding any period in which you wersa not
available for work) in the period since leov-
ing junior college and your present job?

[3 1. Not unemployed
[3 2. Unemployed about months
M 3. still unemployed, ( _____months)

" ABQUT, UNEMPLOYMENT, IF'ANY:

50. Of the other full-time jobs held, how many
were reloted to the occupation you studied in

junior college? —————\
1. Same occupgtion . ... oo u oo S —_—
2. Highly related occupation . . . - — ——

3. Slightly related occupation . . .
4. Campletely different occupation

51. Since completing junior college, how mony
months of odditional educotion or training
have you had? (Exclude on-the-job troining.)

O 1. College educotion (months). . .......

[0 2. Noncollege training (months), .. .. ..
If none, check here [, ond skip to Q. 53

Full Port
Time Time

52. Whot type of course or progrom did you toke?
(Please write in below.)

48. Since completing your junior college voca-
tional troining, was there any period in which
you were not available for work (in military
service, full-time 'school, extended illness,

housewife)? (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY).

0 1. None

Not availabie for work hecausa:

O 2. Military service ( Months).
O 3. Full-time school _Moriths).
O 4. tliness/disability ( Months).
O 5. Full-time h ife ( Months).
O 6. Other

(Pieose specify) (No. of months)

53. Whot plans do you have now for future train-
ing or educotion?

O 1. Hov v lans aer training or

O 2. #ith i, .. courses or train-
ing

3. Enroll in four yeor coliege

4. Toke correspondence course

5. Enroll in public training progrom

6. .Other (Please stote below.)

54. How mony yeors of educotion did your par-
ents complete?
Circle the highest yeor completed

- ABOUT YOUR PARENTS. AND. YOU.

amre T

Grode High

School School College
Fother <6678 9101112 1234>4
Mother <6678 9101112 1234>4

< = less thon more thon = >

1
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55.

Whatwas your futher's occupation in vour last
year af high school?

He was a
[1 Not epplicable ta my fother

. What was your mother’s occupatio™ in your

last year of high school?

She was a
[J Nat aprlicable to my motker

57. Yaur Sex? [] 1. Male O: 7 male
58. Your age? —
59. What is your marital stotus?
[J 1. Never married3=—Skip te ™. Al
[} 2. Married, na children
3. Married, children
4. Other {separated, widow ed, divorced)
60. Please indicate the date of ,our morriage
{yearonly). 19
61. Your race?
[ 1. Negro  [J 2. White (] 3. Other
62. Do you have a disability or health condition
which limits your employability?
0. Yes {12 Na
63. What would be your estimate of your total in-

come for 19677  (lnclude only incame from
saiaries, wages, fees, cr business operations.
Exclude income from investments, pensions,
earnings of family members, etc.)

1. Under $3,000
H 2. $3,000-$4,999
{1 3. $5,000-§6,999
{1 4. $7,000-8,999
{1 5. $9,000-$9,999
B 6. $10,000-$14,999
7. $15,000 and over
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