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1. INTRODUCTION -
: - R ~

The Hiq? Schooi and Beyond First Follow-Up survey was conducted\durinq
the spring of 1982 as the—firsthof a..geries of planned resurveys of the
stuéeﬁts and schools selected .in the Base Year survey. J&hié report provides

= inﬁérmﬁlion~tha£ fﬁl%y documents major techﬁical asbe;ts of the First Follow-

‘ ¢
Up sample selection and implementation, describes the weighting procedures,

examines the.possible impact of nonresponse on sample estimates, and,evaluates
. o
the prgcision of estimates derived from the sample.
A thoYough understanding of the First Follow-Up sample design requires

familiarity with the Base Year design. The present report reviews the Base

Year sample design but does not discuss it in detail. Readers who want more
- & 4

N ( o detailed information about the Base Year sample should consult the High School
X
5 . .
and Beyond Base Year Sample Design Report.1 In particular, readersgnot
- <

familiar with the Base Year schobl and student selection procedures may wish

to review the construction of the sampling frame, selection procedures,
~ - :

replacement and substitution procedures for ineligible and noncooperating

schools, and Base Year weighting procedures.

1.1 é@erview of High School and Beyond s

~

1.1.1 NCES' Longitudinal Studies Proéram‘ ’
The mandate of the National Center for fEducation Statistics (Ncgéixj
includes the résponsibility to "collect and disseminate statistics and other
déta related to education in the United States” aﬁd~to “conduct and publish
reports on specific analyse; of the meaning and significance of such statig-
N \

tics" (Education Amendments of 1974--Public Law 93-380, Title V, Section 591,

L
amending Part A of the General Education Provisions Act).

~
a3

N\

. .
3
1Martin R. Frankel, Luane Kohnke, David Buonanno, and Roger
Tourangeau, Sample Design Report (Chicago: NORC, 1981).
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- Consistent with this mandate and in }esponse to the need for policy-

*

reievant, time-gseries data on a nationadly representativé sample of high
school students, NCES instituted “the National Longitudinal gkudies (NLS)
program, a continﬁing long-term-effort. The general aim of the NLS program is

to study_ the educational, vocational, and personal devélopment of high schobl

students a the_personalﬁlfamilial, social, inétitutionalL and dultuidl_

factors that Way affect that development. . , ’ ’ _ )
. . : » .
- The NLS pﬁpé{@g)was planned .to utilize time-series data bases in two
N > 4 \Q . -

ways: (1) each c;Lort is surveyed at regular intexvals over a span of years,
’ r~

: -
’, and (2) comparable data is obtained from successive cohorts, permitting

r

studies of trends rélevant to educational and career“deveiopment and societal

roles. The NLS program, thus far, consists of two major studies: The
o . \

National Longitudinal Study of the High School-Class of 1972 (NLS-72) and High,

° School and Beyond (HS&B)."The latter study included a sophomore as wefl\as a

r - '
. )
senior cohort. i T
" ]

-

~

,Nﬁ8—72 began with the collégtion of comprehensive Base Year data frémw

over 22,000 high(school éeniéts in the spring of 1972. .Four Fdﬁlow—Qp surveys

were conducted in the fall and winter of 1972, 1974, 1976, and 1979, using a &
combination of mail surveys and personal and telephone interviews.
3 _ S _ . ).
HS&B was designed to inform Federal and‘state policy in the decade of

. *
! the 1980s. "It began in 1980 with the collection of Base Year data on high
4 1] "\.

school seniors and sophomores. The First Follow-Up study was conducted in the

- spring of 1982; and the second_is scheduled for the spring of 1984.
’ ' . =

1:1.2 Brief Description of the HS&B Base Year survey
. T v )
The HS&B Basgse Year survey was conducted in the spring of 1980. The

survey utilized a highly strétified‘national probability sample of over 1,100

-
-

secondary schools as the'first—spage units of gelection. In the gecond 'stage,

s
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36 gsenliors and 36 sophomores- were selected per schbol (in schools with fewer
than 36 in either of these groups, all eligible students were included). Over

30,000 sophomores and 28,000 seniors enrolled in 1,015 public and private high

schools across the country participated’in,the Base Year survey. 'Studeﬁt
questionnaires focused on individual and family background, high school

experiences, work experiences, and plans for the future. Students were also
- £

given cognitive tests to medsure a variety of abilities. .

School guestionnaires, filled out by principals or school

administrators, provided information about enrollment, staff, educational

progrags, facilities and services, dropout rates, and spec&ef programs for
A L

>

handicapped and disadyantaged students. Teachers filled out_chébﬁ 1$ts in

which they commented on the abilities, behavior, and attitudes of stud

participating in the survey. A parent guestionnaire, with guestions on,plans

- -
«

for postsecondary education, was mailed to the parents of a subsample of
. [ 4 o

-

students.

: 4
[} - /

1.1.3 Brief Overview of HS&B First Follow-Up Survey
The First Follow-Up survey,.éonducted in 1982, included subsamples of
nearly 30,000 sophomore cohort and 28,000 senior cohort represehtatives‘ )

selected from the Base Year survey*samples. Sophomore cohort questionnaires

’

focused gon school experi%éges and plans for furtth/éducation or work

’ . . ,
following high school. Senior cohort questionnairres focused on postsecondary

«

education and work. Sophomore cohort sample members were retested with the

.
rl

same cognitive test used “in" the Base Year survey, but seniors were not-
retested. S&hools where sophomore cohort students were still enrolled or to

. -
which they had transferred en magse were asked to complete a school

%

questionnaire.
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1.2 Overview of Chapters 2 through 5
e | | N
Chapter 2 summarizes the Base Year sample selection procedures and *

]

dgscribes in detail the First Follow-Up procedures.” It describes the sub-

» / . A
\.., Sampling plan that was adopted and shows the allocation of cases to sample

cells in the sophomore and senior cohorts. -Base Year sample stratification

-

and sample allocations are also summarized.~

{ Chapter 3 describes the calculation of samp)le case weights that adjust
. _ . )
for differential probabilities of selection and for nonresponse. within weight-

,ing cells. In order to provide‘fq}l technical information, the honresponse

adjuistment factors for all weighting cells are included”in Appendices 1 and 2.

/ ‘ . #

Chapter 4 examines the possible impact of survey nonresponse, a

. ¥
potential source of bias. The amount of bias depends on the proportion of.

o™ ~

nonrespondents and the magnitude of any difference between respondents and

nonrespondents on variables of interest. Unfortunately, it is seldom possible
- ~
g . \ . : ) 2
" to estimate accurately the amount of bias because, although the proportion of

nonrespoﬁdéhts i1s known, there is uéually no satisfactory way to estimate the

difference between respondents and nonrespondents. Panel surveys, however,

4
often are able to obtain estimates of nonresgpnse bias based on the character-

\

istics of sample members who participated in one wave but” were nonrespondents

8

to the other wave. Chapter 4 presents the rggults of a comparison between

v
- i »

Base Year refusing schools and ‘their substitutes, a comparison of Base Year

"

responding students and nonresponding students, and a description of

nonresponse raﬁes among various subclasses of the First FOlloy—Up sample.

4

Chhpter 5- describes procedures for coﬁbuting saméling errors and de-

-

sign effects. The High School and Beyond sample, because it is a clustered,

stratified, ‘and disproportionately aIlogated sample, presents some special

Y

H < _
difficulties in estimating actuwal sampling. errors. Chapter 5 discusses the.

/- S ‘ ‘
4 2




apprpach NORC has taken to this problem and presents the results of two

methods Jf computing sampling errors on a representative set of 'sample

~ & c

)
estimates. Sampling errof¥s and design effects are presented for a_represen-—
. - . ’

A S

tative gset of estimated proportions and for estimated mean scores on selected

achievement ‘tests, both for the entire sample and for important domains or

sﬁbgroups. Design effects obtained from the Fira{(Follow—Up sample are

compared to those obtained from the Base Year sample. Finally, several "rules

N - -
‘ x
of thumb".are offered for estimating standard errors under various
s ’ \ L
circumstances. ;

o



2. SAMPLE DESYGN . :

{ i N ¥

Th1s-chaptqr reviews khriefly the Base Year sample design and then
{

describes the sample design for the First Follow-Up survey. Dur1ng the High
7

School and Beyond Base Year surve&h,conducted in 1980, a national.probabi%ity

sample of 1,015 high schools was selected. These schools served as{ first-

stage units -(clusters) for the ultimate selection of a national probability

_ | /[
sample ;ﬁ high school students. Sample case weights were calculated for each
“ : . ..

school and @ach student such that the weighted samples of schools;gné/of

~

studentg prdject to the universe of eligible U.S. high schools and the

universe of eligible students. The weights adjust for differential prob-

abilities of selection and for differential /response “rates, both-at the school

o

level and at -the student level.. A probabilit§\sample bf approximately 7,00Q

parents of participating students was also selected in order to study the

1

~financing of -postsecondary education. This sample was weighted to represent

»

the universe of elfgibie students from which the parents were selected. ' .
The Firdt Fo;low—Up survey, conductea in 1982,'ret;ined the 3psie

sample design of the.Base Year survey. All students gselected for the Base

Year survey had a nonzero prebability of retention in the First Follow-Up

sample. All sophomere tohort sample members still in school were retained

witn certainty. Sophomore cohort sample members no longer in school were sub-

sampled as described in 2.2.2.2 below. Senior conort students were subsgsampled

so as to retain with greater probability certain policy-relevant subgroups,

for example, students in‘private schools, high—échieving_minority gstudents,

1)

setc. . ' ’ ' .

.
. ’

! See High School anduBeyond Parent Questionnaire Codebook (¢hicago:
NORC, 1981) for further details on the selection and weighting of this sample.

R
1i




‘ high schools.

i

)

A further subsample of approximately 18,000 of the sophomore cohort
k]

students retained”for the First Follow-Up was selected as a sample base for a
N

study of high school student transcripts. The sample design and weighting
procedures for this sample are described in chapter 6. The Base Year sample

design is described in more detail in 2.1 and the First Follow-Up design' in 2.2,

-

2.1 Base Year Sdmple Design1
- In the Base Year survey a stratified, disproportionate probability

sample of 1,122 schools was initially selected from a sampling frame of 24,725

2 within.each selected school, 36 seniors and 36 sophomores were

randomly chosen. In those schools with fewer than 36 seniors or 36

sophomores, éll eligible -students were drawn in the sample. Schoolsg were

included on the sampliﬁg frame if they had sophomores. or gseniors (or both)

i

enrolled in 1980. Schools were selected from the frame with probabilities
- <

proportional to the average of the estimated enrollment in their 10th and 12th
. : 4

grades. (The average equaled the total number of sophomores plus 3{€§t0tal
. ' ‘ , _ N
number of seniors in the school, divided by two.) The sampling rate for each

gstratum was set so as to select in each stratum the number of schools needéd

fo sgtisfy study design criteria regarding minimum sample sizes for certain

types of schools. As a result, some schools had a very high probability of

inclusion in the sample (in some cases equal to 1.05 while others had a very

’ ) \

'For a complete description of the Base Year sample design see Martin
R. Frankel, Luane Kohnke, David Buonanno, ind Roger Tourangeau, Sample Design

'Report (Chicago: NORC, 1981). -

T
.

2mhe sampling frame, defined ad the universe of high schools in the

" United States, was obtained from the 1978 list’ of U.S. elementary and

secondary schools ‘of the Curriculum Information Center, a private firm. This

was supplemented by the NCES lists of public and private elementary and
secondary schools. .Any school listed in any of these files that contained:

either a 10th grade or 12th grade or both was made part of the frame..

. Ay
o

12 -
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low probability of inclusion. Substitution was carried out for schools that
v “ ) -’
refused to participate in the survey and was carried out only within

Y
.~ -

strata.’ In certain cases no substitution was possible because a school was f-

t&g sole member of its stratum. There was no substitution for students who

- . .

. refused, whose parents r@fused, or who were absent on Survey Day and make-up .

v -
days. The-allocation and realization of the sample of schools by major strata
X .

(school types) is shown in Table 2.1. Th$ allocation and realization of the

\sanle of students by the same major strata and by cohort is shown,iﬂ Table

2.2. Table 2.3 shows the composition of the Base Year sample of students by

selected classification variables. The percentages shown are unweighted , '

-~

figures.

2.2 First Follow-Up Sample Design

The First Follow-Up sample is a probability subsample of the Base Year

sample. It retains the essential features of a multi-stage, stfatifieﬁ, and
clustered design. The following sections (2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 2.2.3) describe
the First Follow-Up sample of schools, of sophomore cohort students, and of

senior cohort students.

2L 2.1 First Follow-Up Sample of Schools
The First Follow-Up sample design did not involve any subsampling at

the school level. The Base Year probability sample of 1,015 schools was

-

retained intact for the First Follow-Up survey. Howeverjy for practical and

administrative reasons, a number of sample schools wereé not asked to complete

¢

1Apart from substitution for schools that refused, there were a number
of schools in the ‘originally-drawn sample that were "out-of-scope," failing to
fit the criteria for inclusion in the sample. The sample was then augmented

" through selection of an additional. school for each out~of-scope school, within

major strata. Most of the omt-~of-scope schools were area vocational schools,

“having no enrollment of their own, although they were listed in the frame as

having enrollments. 1.} . .
" <
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2 TABLE 2.1

t

School samplekéllocatioR and realization: High School and Beyond Base Year

e

Estimated Drawn in  ———meme

Stratum gtpatum size” 'sample Original Substitute
- \/// ' o Total selections selections
TOTAL : 2M174 1,122 1,015 811! 204
Regularﬂpublica 15,633 808 . 735 585 150
Alternative publicP ’ 200 - 50 45 - 41 4
“'Cuban public® 20 20 11 11 —_ X
Other Hispanic"public? | 445 106 i 102 - 72 30
Reqular Catholicd 1,468 Cas 45 40 5
Black Catholic® y 131 30 30 23 7
Cuban Catholic® 15 1q#; - 9 7 2
High performance private® 15 1£¥&L" 11 . &*t .90 ‘2
Other non-Catholic privated 3,157 38 27 fi | 23“ 4

*Estimated as the sum of the school-level weights for each school type.
3stratified by nine census divisions; racial composition; enfgllment; central-
city, ysuburban, rural.

-

bAlternative gchools were defined as those in which a significant portion of a

student's time is spédnt in non-classroom activities.

SThese schools were defined as those Having 30 percent or more of enrollment from -
.the indi‘cated subgroup. . : .

\ ) ~
d5tratified by four census regions§. - r

©High performance private schools were defined as the 12 private schools with the

" highest percentage of graduating .seniors who were National Merit Scholarship semi-

finalists, subject to the following conditions: (1) the 1978 senior class had to graduate
40 or more students; and (2) no more than one school could be selected from a“single
state. Of the 12 schools selected in this stratum, one was Catholic and the rest non-
Catholic. ' . ‘

s

Cooperated -in student survey-aetivities-~f~



T TABLE 2.2
", ' ° 3
'Student sample allocation and realization: High Schopl and Beyond Base Year

A

\ LY
Estimated ﬁumber Number

¢
Stratum ‘stratum size : selected i realized

Sophomore cohort *:

- P )

TOTAL T 3,780,000 35,723 36,030
Regular public - | 3,267,000 o 26,139 : ?2,;{1
Alternative‘public B ’ . 33,000 ‘ 1,388l e 899
Cuban public 16,000 - : 397 - 31§
Other Hispanic public - 107,000 73,665 2,912
Reqular Catholic - 213,000 ‘;; 1@604 1,517

¥ Black Catholic 16,000 f" 1,070 © 989
Cuban Catholic ) 2,000 325 - T 302
High performance private 1,000 . : 3§6‘ ' 349
Other non-Catholic private 125,000 . 739 632
Seﬁior cohortl ; ’

foraL : 3,040,000, 34,981 ' 28,240
Regular public ' 2,617,000 25,521 ) 20,637
Alternative public | 27,000 ©1,435 910
Cuban public ‘ 11,000 . 393 314
Other Higpanic public 78,000 . ) . 3,570 ° ’ 2,817
Regular Catholic 186,000 1,59 1,426
Black Catholic 13,000 * 1,074 968
Cubdn CWPholic o 2,000 - 324 h 293
High performance private 2,000 ' 395 324
Other non-Catholic private 104,000 673 : , 551

ad
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- TABLE 2.3

Sample composition by‘selected classification variables:
‘High School and Beyond Base Year

. - )

Senior cohort ' ‘"Sophomore cohort
Classification variable ,
and subgroup Number Percent Number Percent
TOTAL SAMPLE 28,240 100.0 30,030 100.0
Sex: . ) : ,
Male . : 12,907 ' 45.7 13,382 . 44.6
Female 14,086 49.9 14,511 48.3
o~ Missing 1,247 4.4 2,137 7.1
Race/ethnicity: \\\ ) 1 .
Hispanic 3,177 11,2 3,521 11.7
Non-Hispanic:
Black . ’3,775 13.4 _ 4,064 13.5
White ' 19,852 70.3 20,815 © 69.3
American Indian/Alaskan
Native 217 0.8 278 0.9
‘ Asian or Pacific Islander ) 365 1.3 323 1.1
Other 854 3.0 1,029 3.4
v
Curriculum (self-reported): \
Academic or college preparatory 10,532 ~  37.3 9,941 33.1
General 10,293 36.4 13,417 44.7
Vocational:
Agricultural occupations 792 2.8 856 2.9
-~ Bugsiness or office ) ' -
occupations 2,703 9.6 2,007 6.7
Distributive educationg 603 2.1 519 1.7
Health occupations 329 1.2 387 T1.3
" Home economics occupations : 397 1.4 488 1.6
) Technical occupations 562 2.0 517 1.7
' ' Trade or industrial T
occupations . 1,573 5.6 1,225 4.1
Missing - 456 1.6 673 2.2
. kY
Socioeconomic status composgite:
Lowest quartile ' - 8,409 29.8 - 8,245 27.5°
Middle two guartiles 12,801 45.3 13,591 45.3
Highest quartile 6,180 21.9 , 6,801 22.6
Missing . : 850 .3.0 1,393 4.6
Region:
Northeast 5¢789 20.5 6,248 - 20.8
North Central . 8,002 28.3 8,575 28.6
South » . 9,309 33.0 9,679 32.2
West 5,14) 18.2 5,528 18.4
Missing 0 0 0 0
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a First Follow-Up school questionnaire. There were 40 such schools: 11 had
no 1980 sophomores, 5 had merged w¥kh other schoq}s Blready in the probability
. ¥ . ‘

sample, 17 were junior high schools or schools that had closed since the Base

v
y

Year survey, sending all their 1980 students to a single "target s&hool," and
7 had closéd and sent their 1980 sthdents to al}argernumbgr éf geographically
dispersed.schools.. The 17 "target schools" that had received pools of Base
. Year studeqté were.added‘to the 1iéf of schools to be surveyed, but thése
schools were not consideredlpart of ;he probability sampleland were not
weighted. Thus, 975 of the 1,015 ;chools in tﬁgiggse Year probability sample
T were éontacted fo? the First Follow-Up survey. Of fh;se/ 956 (99 percent)

completed a First Follow—Up school questién;aire: An additional 17 "target
schools" (not members of the probability sample) were .contacted to provide
school questionngire data.that can be used as contextual data for the students

whp transferred to these schools. Sixteen (94 percent) of these schools -

completed a school questionné%re. \\\
- ' . N

2.2.2 éophomore Cohort Sample Design r
The sample design for the séphomore cohort established different
probabilities of retention in the First Fo}low;Up sample for different
categories of students. The following sections describe these sampling plans
. N

and their rationale.
2.2.2.1. Currently Enrolled Students

| All sophomore cohort students selected for the Base Year sample were
retained with certainty for the Fif?t Follow-Up S:Lple if they were still
enrolled in their Base Year schools at the time of the Fi;st Follow-Up survey
Day at the schooli Students who transferred as a class to a different school

were considered to be currently enrolled if their original school had been a ,

junior high school, had closed, or had merged with another school. Students

o1y

a
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\\V," _
who had transferreg‘qs individuals to other schools, as well as those who had

dropped out or graduated early, were treated as "schoel leavers" for purposes

of sampiing. o ;'
i

~——

The decision to retain with ce}tainty all students still gnrolled in
the same school was influenced by the fact that the field plan called for
group administration oévthe quéstionnaire and test to students still in
school.‘ This meant that any savings from subsampling "in-gchool"” students

would be small. In contrast, the advantages that would accrue to retaining

the larqe'in—school sample would be substantial.

1

2.2.2.2 School Leavers _
Among those no longer in school and, those who had éransferred as -

individuals to oth&r schools, certain categories of persons were selected with

[

certainty in order to retain sufficient numbers of them in the sample to carry

out important policy analyses. Others were subsampled at vafying rates.
. / . =

Subsampling rates for the "school leavers" are shown in Table 2.4. Persoﬁ%

included in two or more sampling categories that had different subsampling
4

rates were sampled only at the higher rate. Table 2.5 shows the sophomore

cohort sample allocation by school t¥pe and student® status.

« v

2.2.3 Senior‘Cohoft Sample De;ign

J The goal of'the Figst Follow-Up senior cohort sample design was to
reduce the overall size of the sample while at the same time retaining :
sufficient numpers of sample members in certain subgropps to allow important
policy analyses. A sa&ple of Base Year nonrespondeAts s included in the
subsample in order to provide the baéis for estimating any possible bias in

sample estimates due to Base Year student-level nonresponse.

The First Follow-Up senior cohort sample consists of 11,995 selections

from the Base Year sample. This total includes 11,500 selections from among
. _ 1.§
L O
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R TABLE 2. 4

High School and Beyond First Follow-Up sample

<T’/

retention rates for school.leavers: - Sophomore -cohort ----- -

Sampling cgtegory , ~ Retention rate

Twin/sibling” - _ 1.0

Cuban .- bR ' 1.0

Puerto Rican ‘ 1.0 “

. .Asian | Yy (\ . 1.0 e

N American Indian - . RN 1.0

School dropout _ ' ) 1.0

Non-Hispanic black, . o : _', 0.7

Non-Cuban, non—Puetto—ﬁicaﬁ Hiépanic v , . ’ 0.6

Non-Hispanic, non-black . ; 0.3 4

Base Year non-participant ( 0.1

-~

*Twins/siblings were retained with certainty only if both ﬁembers of

the pair had participated in the Base Year survey.

) ' TABLE 2.5
“High School and Beyond First Follow-Up .
sample allocation: Sophomore cohort ’,
ya _ Student Status
. _ N Currently* - Early
School type enrolled Dropout Transfer graduate Total
TOTAL o 25,150 2,601 1,290 - 696 29,737
Regular public ' 18,684 - 1,932 796 493 21,905
Alternative public 672 184 58 39 953
Cuban public T 220 52 17 30 319
. Other Hispan{c public 2,375 336 121 86 2,918
_Regular Catholic 1,372 19 57 10 1,458
" Black Catholic . 780 © 32 128 1 951
. Cuban Catholic 252 o 15 25 ¢ 8 300
High performance private 336 0 15 4 355
Other non-Catholic private . 459 . 3 . 73~ 15 578

i *Currently enrolled in Base Year (other rglated) school.

}
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the 28,240 Base Year participants and 495 setections from among the 6,741 Base
Year non-participants (students who were enrolled in 1980 in schools\which,
~- ] . ~
participated in the Base Year and who were selected to participate.but _did not
respond to the 1980 questionnaire). In add{E}on, 204 non-sampléd co-twins or ..
t

. | .
triplets (not part of the probability sample) were included in the First
\ .

"Follow-Up survey.

—
'3

into selection cells according %o Base Year participation status ag%ﬂsﬁ‘er
) : ,t_,;‘f':“-,. 4

relevant characteristics as shown in Table 2.6. (Cell definitionsufre shown

in the. footnotes to the table.) Seiection cellé were established in

cgnsultation,w;%gfgCES and in light of the sample sizes needed to support
important policy analyses. In all cells not marked with an asterisk, Base

Year sample members were retained for the First Follow-Up sample with

»

certainty. Students in cells marked with an asterisk were subsampled.

Subsampling was carried out with probabilities proportional to Base Year

)

weights in order to,reduce the impact of disproportionate selection on whole

sample efficiency.

.

-~

The sample of 495 students was selected from the Pool of 6,741 Baée
Year nonresbondents in two stages. First,l404'schools were selecﬁed with
probabilities based upon the number of nonrespondents and Base Year sampling
weights. From the 404 gelected schools, indi vidual nonrespondents were

selected by sequence number from the original Base Year sample rosters. A

\ . '
Igingle gselection was made in 318 schools; in 86 schools, two or more non-

respdndents ‘were selected.

Table 2.6 displays the number of Fira§ Follow-Up sample selections
allocated to each cell of the sample design and the marginal number of casesj
realized in each sample subgroup.

Table 2.7 shows the composition of the sophomore and senior cohort

First Follow-Up sample by selected classification variables.

’ 20 o

-
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TABLE 2.6

Sample alilocation and realization for genior cohort:
High School and Beyond First Follow-Up

X Base Year data available
. ' ‘ Ngi$her twin
Twin Parent Twin and nor Total(b) Total
5 Subgroup ' data ° data parent data parent data selected realized
Base Year participants:
Hispanic (a) . .
High achievement (c) 4 - 70 2 583 . 659 626
Others 15 264 5 1,557+ 1,841 1,705
Asian 3 3 » 72 "0 . 479 554 516
American Indian ' 2 21 1 ’ 184 208 192
Black ) : ) "
High achievement (¢) * 7 73 0 474 554 521
Others ' . 36 307 . 4 2,099* 2, 446 2,265
White - X : u
Low SESpghigh T
achievement (4d) o 63 1 452 516 500
Other . 168 1,465 (f) o 21° 2,460* 4,114
Misging data (e) 17 27 0 356+ 400 " 4,490
All others® . 3 86 _) 0 119% 208
Base Year non-participants 0 0 Y0 495 495* 412
PROBABILITY SAMPLE .
TOTAL 255 2,448 34 9,258 11,995 11,227
Non-Sampled Co-twins 204 0 0 0 204 192
TOTAL IN SURVEY 459 . 2,448 34 9,258 12,199 11,419

*These cells were subsampled.
(a) Includes Hispanic supplement of 1,500 students.

(b) Includes USARC supplement of 200 additional high—achiéving males with no college
plans. The total sample size for this subgroup is 947.

(c) Higbzachievement for Black and Hiséénic students is defined as having a composite High
Schodl and Beyond test Score above the weighted mean for the entire population.

(d) Among Whites, low SES is defined as the lowest quartile of the ‘composite SES score
distribution for the entire population. High achievement is defined as a composite High
School and Beyond test score in the highest quartile for the entire population.,

(e) Cases in this row are Whites who are missing data on either the composite SES score or
the composite High School and Beyond test score. -

(f) Cases in this cell include: (1) all 1,305 students whose parents provided data and
wNo reported in 1980 that their main activity after high school would involve
postsecondary education; and (2) approximately 160 selections from the group of 875 N
"other Whites" with parent data who had no plans for. postsecondary education and thus
were not reselegted with certainty.. - ;2 ' :

[ i _

-
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TABLE 2.7 .~

) .
Sample composition by selected classification )
variables: High School and Beyogd'First Follow-Up

Classification variable Senior cohort - Sophomotre cohort
and subgroup \Numbe r Percent Number’ Percent
TOTAL SAMPLE e ' 11,995 100.0 - 29,737 100.0
P
Sex: ’ _ . . —
Male i 5,675 . 47.3 14,825 49,9 ‘
3 Female P 6,320 52.7 14,912 . 50.1
Missing N 0o -0 0 - 0 '
. 1 - 13 >
- Race/ethnicity: .
Hispanic 2,918 ° 24.3 - 5,220 17.6
Non-Hispanic: , T ]
Black ' 2,940 £ 24.5 . 3,914 13.2
White 5,417 45.2 . 19,295 ™™ 64.9
American Indian/Aiéskan g
Native. . ‘ 209 1.7 322 y 11
Asian or Pacific Islander 391 " 3.3 . 448 i 1.5 ’
~ Other | 120 1.0 . 538 1.8
Curriculum (self—reported):* - . \
Academic or college preparatory 4,328 . 37.6 10,152 39.3
General T 4,118 35.8 8,789 34.0
Vocational: ' .
Agricultural occupations 343 3.0 742 2.9
Business or office L -
occupations ’ - 1,063 9.2 2,593 10.0
Distributive education 259 2.3 495 1.9
Health occupations - 140 1.2 307 1.2
Home economics occupations 213 1.9 418 1.6
' Technical occupations _ 225 2.0 590 2.3
Trade. or industrial ’
' occupations 610 5.3 1,519 5.9
Missing - 201 1.8 225 0.8
Socioeronomic status composite:* _
Lowest quartile 4,218 36.7 6,752 22.7
Middle two quartiles 4,824 41.9 ' 12,368 41.6
Highest quartile 2,088 18.2 6,341 - 22.3
Migssing 370 3.2 4,276 14.3
Region:
Noytheast R | 2,341 19.5 6,617 22.2
North Central . 2,800 23.4 8,383 28.2
South o . | 4,434 36.9 9,283 31.3
West . C 2,420 20.2 5,454 =18.4
Missing 'J 0 0 0 0

*Senior cohort totals for self-reported curriculum and for socioeconomic status
composite are taken. from the Base Year questionnaire and therefore include only the 11,500
Base Year respondents retained for the First Follow-Up sample. Sophomore cohort totals
are based on the sophomores who completed a First Follow-Up questionnaire. '

2.2
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3. SAMPLE WEIGHTS ' o .

>

=

The Firsf Follow-Up weighting scheme was desigrfed to compensate for
unequal probabilities of retention for the follow-up survey and to adjust for

the fact that not all individuals selected for participation in the survey

t@gtually participated. The .weights afe based on the inverse of the

probabilities of selection through all stages of the sample selection procegs

\\ . and on nonresponse adjustment factors computed within weighting cells. A raw

yeight,'unadjusted for "instrument"~nonresQ?nSe in the First Eollbw—Up, was
" also calculated for the sophomore and senior cohort samples. This chapter
deséribes thg weighting of the First Follow-Up .school questionnaire data file

and the First Follow-Up sophomore apd senior student data files. Weighting of

the high school transcript data file is described in chapter 6. ‘ )
3.1 School_ Weights

! . : i. '
' School-level weights that adjust for differential probabilitjes of
selection, for ineligibility, and for nonresponse were calculated during the

. Base Year. (Base Year weighting procedures are described in detail in Frankel ~

et al., Sample Design Report, chapter 6.) These same weights are appropriate

for computing weighted population estimates for the First Follow-Up dataland
‘therefore have beén included on the[school questionnaire data file. These
weights incorporate a nonresponsé'adjustment that compensates for the fact
- that of the 1,122 schools selected in the Base Year, only 1,015 allowed
gstudents to participate in the survey. However, the we;ghts do not adjdst for .
tﬁe fact that of the 1,015 "particig;Zing" schools, only 996‘comp1etéd a Base ’
Year school questionnaire. The reasoq-for'this is that 996 of 1,015 repre-
sents a_ 98 percent completion rate, and it was felt that an adjustment for two

percent nonresponse would not significantly affect estimates of school

questionnaire items.

23
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In the First Follow-Up survey, 956 schools completed a First Follow-Up

~

- u
school questionnaire. This represents a nonresponse rate of six percent.

Again,/}t was not felt necessary to adjust for this level of "instrument" .
nonresponse. This decision was influenced by the fact that the Base Year and
First Follow-Up school questionnaires gathered very similar information and

tﬁat information is a&ailable in either *the Base Year gr Figst Follow-Up data

A

. ) —_
fi}es for 1,012 of the 1,015 schools in the probability sample.

.During the Base Year survey, a weight was computed for each of the

1,015 schools in the probability sample. A school's weight was based on its

. where .

-

[4

probability of selection and on a factor that adjusted for the nonpartici-

pation or ineligibility of some selected schools.
. ; N

2 s \ . . ——

The school-level weight was calculated as

oy | Wihi = V/Ping X AFyp

A

i

1hi the probability of selection for school i in stratum h

AF,, = an adjustment factor that compensates for ineligibi-
lity and nonparticipation at the school level within
stratum h. (See Frankel et al., Sample Design Report,
especially p. 153, for a detailed discussion ef these
weighted procedures.) ’

Table 3.1Pdisplays the statistical properties of the school-level
*weights. A school's weight equals the number of schools represented by the
school in the universe of eligible schbols. (Only schools that had sophomore
or senior students, or both, enrolled in 1980 were eligible for the sample.

See Frankel et al., Sample Design Report, chapter .4, for a discussion of

schools foUnd.ineligible.during the Base Year.) Therefore, the mean weight of

20.9 indicates that the average school,in the sample represents about 21

kY

schools in the universe of eligible schools. However, the minimun weight of
’ - .

1.00 shows that some schools ?%hose selected with certainty) represent only
themselves. The maximum weight of 169 shows that some schools (those selected

with low probabilities) represent a large number of eligible schools.

A

N ' T . T s . - .
\ T . 24



3.2 Student-Level Weights

- TABLE 3.1
~ Statistical properties of school sample
weight: High School and Beyond First Follow-0Op

A

2

Mean . _ 20.9

Standard deviation 30.4 N
Coefficient of variatipn ) 1.45

" Minimum . ’ 1.00
Maxi mum ’ . ) - 169
Coefficient of skewness o 3.04
Coefficient of kurtosis o 9.35
Number of cases : 1,015 §

U

The Base Year school weiéhts sum to a total of ¥,174. - This indicates that
- \ % : . '

the 1,015 schools in the High School and Beyond sample represent a popﬁlatidn -
of about 21,174 schools that had sophomof% ahd/or senior enrollment in 1980.

This is less than the number of schools on the original samplﬁbﬁ frame

\ -

"(24,725) because a certain proportion of the sampled sSchools failed to .meet

the definition of an eligible school. ; ‘y
It should be noted that 17 "target schools" appear in the school file
without a weight. BAg discussed in 2.2.1 above, these are schools that

received blocks of Base Yéar students who moved en masse from their original

-
»

L. i :
schools. School questionnaire data was collected from the "target, schools"

' during the First Follow-Up survey, but since these schools are not part of the

b .
probability sample and since it is not feasible to calculate their prob-

-~ . .
abilities of selection, no weight can be assigned t?/zgem. They are included

in the school file to provide contextual data for students but are not

intended to be used to form estimates for the population of schools.

w

In addition to school questionnaire data, the First Follow-Up data
. ' Vs
base includes student questionnaire data for each cohort and follow-up‘test -

data for the sophomore cohort. (Each cohort also has questionnaire data. from

23
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-the Base Year parent survey. The weighting of Parent sur&ey data for the

A

First Follow-Up sample 4is described in 3.3 below.) Therefore, several differ-

-

ent weights have been calculated for each cohort to adjust for the fact that
¢ *. v

not all sample members have data for all instruments in both waves. Tables
¥ -

N -

3.2 and 3.3 shoy the nine weights calculated for the sophomore cohort and the
N _

]

six weights calculated for the senior cohort. All sophomore cohort weights,
when used with the samplé cases for which they are appropriate, project to. the
population of approximately 3,780,000 high school.sophomores of 1980. The

senior cohort weights project to the population of approximately 3,040,000

1990 high schodl seniors. - -

ol

The First Follow-Up weightihg procedures, similar for both the senior

-

and th sophomore cohorts, consisted of two basicisteps:

. Step t. Calculation of a preliminary- follow-up weight for each
/’\\_ 7

gselected case based on the inverse of the cumulative probability of selection

for the Base Year and Follow-Up sample. The cumulative probability of selec- .

tion is equal to the probability-of selection in the Base Year sample times

3
-

the probability of retention in the First Follow-Up sample. The inverse of
the product of these two probabiiities equals the preliminary follow-up
weight. |

Step 2. Adjustment of thi; preliminary weigh% to compensate for.
“unit"jﬁpnresponse, that is, noncompletion of an entire questdonnair; or test
(except for the raw weight, RAWWY, which is unadjusted for nonresponse).

In the senior cghort, a third step was employed:

Step 3. Calculation of a égcond adjustment factor to reproportion the

sum of adjusted weights between Base Year participants and non-participants.

~ -

These steps are described in more detail for each cohort below.
] % .
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TABLE 3.2 //

High School and Beyond First Follow-Up
sample case weights: Sophomore cohort

I ]
Unweighted number of cased
4 Weight - Applies to cases with: having these data
BYWT* Base Year questionnaire data . 27,118
BYTESTWT* . Base Year test data 24,938
FUWT ‘ Follow-Up questionnaire data “28,119
FUTESTWT Follow-Up test data 26,216
PANELWT . Base Year and Follow-Up
5 - questionnaire data 25,875
PNLTSTWT Base Year and Follow-Up 22,436
' test data
BYPARWT Bage Year questionnaire and
. parent data 3,055 4
FUPARWT Follow-Up questionpaire and ’
é, parent data 2,920
, ' RAWWT All éirst Follow—ﬁp selections 29,737

*These Base Year weights are not the same as those calculated during
the Base Year survey.

B 3

—-— ¢

TABLE 3.3
High School and Beyond First Follow-Up
. - sample case weights: Senior cohort ‘\\
Unweighted number of cases
Weight " Applies to cases with: having these data
BYWT* ' Base Year questionnaire data 11,500
FUWT - Follow-Up questionnaire data 11,227
PANELWT Bagse Year and Follow-Up
questionnaire data 10,815
BYPARWT* Base Year questionnaire and
¢ . parent data . 2,484
FUPARWT Follow-Up questionnaire and
parent data : 2,372
RAWWT All First Follow—Up selections 11,995 s

.

3

*Thegse Base Year weights are not the gsame as those calculated during
ehe Base Year survey.

2/



3.2.1, Sophomore Cohort
Step 1: Preliminary follow-up weight. The first step in weighting
the sophomore cohort was to calculate for each sample case a preliminary

follow-up weight (whij) based on the inverse of its prohability of retention-

v

'for the follow-up survey. This was calculated as:
. ¢
' "hij = Wing X (1/Papyq) x (1/Pgy)
where ) _ : :

wlhi = the Bage Year stage one (schéol fevel) weight for the
- ith school.in the hth superstratum (see Frankel, et
al.,®sample Design Report, p. 153) E )

td

Pohij = the Base Year stage two (student level) selectipn

~-probabitity - forthe—jth—grade—in—the-ith—schoot—of -
the hth superstratum (see Frankel, et al., Sample
. Design Report, p. 154).

Py = probability of retention in the First Follow-Up °
sample for students in the kth sampling category

« = 1.0 for certainty selections
¥

= subsampling rate for noncertainty selections

H

Wini’ the Base Yeér stage one wéight, had been calculated durin -the

a

Base Year by first taking the inverse of the probability of éelection'of_the

school and then miltiplying this by a factor that adjusted for ineligible and

noncébperating schools. P2hijf the Base Year probapility of selection fqr
ggch étudent within his or her school and grade (given that the school had
been gselected), had been calculated during the Base Year as equal to the
number of students selected in a grade within a school divided by the total
number of students in that grade in the school. The value of P3k" the
.probability of selection in the First Follow-Up, given selection in the Base
Yeér, depends on the specific sampling category in which a student was placéd.-
; 'og .
These retention rates xanged ffom-1.0 for students retained with certainty to +

~

L]

. 0.1 for out-of-school Base Year non-participants. (See Table 2.4 for a list

of these retention rates.)

<4
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Step 2: fonresponse adjustment. In this step, the preliminary weight

obtained in SEFP 1 was multiplied by a nonresgponse adjuétment factor. For

-~

sophomores,

defined by:

(1)

(2)

i

(1)
(2)

Dropout status:

(1)
(3)
(7)

School~type:

¢

non;dropout
dropout

Regular public and alternative
Hispanic public :
Catholic i

these factors were calculated separately for weighting cells

. (9) Private non-Catholic

(1)
(2)

male’
female

(3)

Sex:

Hispénic
non-Higpanic Black
non-Hispanic, non-Black

Y (1)
(2)
(3)

Race:

(4)

,9

¥

(5) Base Year test quartile:
i (0) no test data available
(1) 1lowest quartile
(2) second quartile (1) " below median
(3) third quartile (2) above median'

(4) highest quartile ’

; .
* The choice of thesg variables to define the weighting cells was based

no test data
available

(0)

on two factors: (1) av bility of data to classify everf\selected case on

these variables; (2) assod¢iation with the nonresponéé rates for the First
Follow-Up survey.

Within each weighting cell two sums of preliminary weights were

o

The first was the sum of preliminary weights for all students in

the cell selected for parti¢ipation in the First Follow-Up (Selections).

computed.

The second was the sum of preliminary weights for all students in the cell
who actually completed the First Follow-Up questionnaire and/or test
(Participants). The quotient of these two sums (Selections/Participants)

- ) 4
provided a factor by which to multiply the preliminary weight of each

- & - .
participant to compensate for the zero-value weights of those who were Ve

4

L S . \_ | ‘ : 225;
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selected but did not participate. (The preliminary weights of First Follow-Up

-~

non-participants were mpltiplied by & nonresponse adjustment factor of zero to
produce a final follow;up weight of zero for these cases.) Thus, the

. . b \
nonregponse adjustment amounts to distributing the preliminary weights of the

3

non-participants proportionately among the participants in their weighting
cel%;

It should be noted that just as in stratifying a sampling frame prior

to selection, so too, in forming weighting cells, a fixed and rigid applica-

tion of the classification Pcheme is- neither desirable nor necessary.

Therefore, the classification scheme was adjusted by collapsing weighting

e 1 e e

cells whenever it would have led to a weighting cell with either (1) a small
number of sample cases, or (2) a véry larée-ndhresponse adjustment. Both
gituations are undesirable because of the increased variability they introduce
%nto the final wéigﬁts and the consequent loss of gtatistical efficiency for
whole sample estimates. rThe tables in Appendix-1 show the weighﬁﬁng clasgifi-
cation schemes that were actuali& used, the sums of weights in each cell, and
tﬁ% resultant nonresponse adjustment factors for each weight. Generally

speaking, cells with fewer than ten cases or with nonresponse adjustments

greater than 2.0 were avoided.

3.2.2 Senior Cohort

}

The senior cohort of the First Follow-Up sample consgists of two
" gseparately selected and weighted strata: a stratum of 11,500 Base Year parti-

cipants, and a stratum of 495 Bagse Year non-participants. These two strata

b ]

were sgeparately weighted with inverse probability weights, and adjusted for

nonresbonse following procedures gimilar to those described above for the

sophomore cohort. An additional step was then carried out for FUWT and RAWWT

to combine these strata so as to properly represent Base Year participants and

~
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non-participahfs }n the follow-up sample. (Since Basé%iear non-participants
are not used with BYWT, PANELWT, BYPARWT, or FUPARWT, repgoportioniﬁg was not
necessary w{th thegse weights.) Thps, the Base Year non—pérticipants who were
selected for and participatea in the First Follow-Up are allowed to “stand
for" all Base Year non—paiticipénts-in their school type. Similarly, Base

Year participants are represented by the stratum of Base Year participants who

) . i
ﬁérticipated in the First Follow-Up. This stratified weighting approach

reduces the possible impact of any bias due to Base Year nonreéponse. The

L4

welighting of the Base Year participant stratum is discussed first, followed by

the Base Year non-participant SETatUmM. . oo e

3.2.2.1 Base Year Participant Stratum
Step 1: A preliminary First Follow-Up weight. As the first step “in
weighting this stratum, a preliminary follow-up weight, Whijr was

established equal to the Base Year final weight times the inverse of the

probability of retention in the First Follow-Up. ' a

"hij = Wpy x (1/Pg)
in which .
WBY = Bagse Year final weight
-P3k = probability of retention in the First Follow-Up

sample for students in the kth sampling category’

1.0 for certainty selections

1

subsampling rate for noncertainty selections

For students retained Lith certain;;?\tgfs preliminary weight is the same as

their Base Year final weight. For all others, it reflects their effective
rate of subsampling for the First Follow-Up.
Steb 2: Nonresponse adjustment. In this step, the preliminary First

Follow-Up.weight obtained in Step 1 was multiplied by a nonresponse adjustment

N - o 3i



factor. These factors were obtained sébarately for weighting cells based on
the following vari&bies: séhool type, sex, race/ethnicity, and Base Year test
A quartile. .The classification variables were constructed as described for |
sophomores above. Weighting cells that contained only a few cases were
collapsed with neighboring cells to avoid unacceptably large nonrééponse
adjustment factors.
Within each wéightip; cell a nonresponse adjustment factor was

calculated as the quotient of the sum of preliminary weights for selections

and the sum of preliminary weights for participants. This quotient

=t e congtititéd thé nonresponse adjustment factor for sample cases in this cell
and is applied to the weight of each sample participant in the cell.
Nonparticipant cases were multiplied by a nonrespgnse adjustment factor of

zero to produce a final weight of zero for these cases.

P

3.2,2.2 Base Year Nonparticipant Stratum.

Step 1: A prel%minary First'Follow—qP weight. For senior Base Year
non-participants, the probability of retention in the First Follow—Qp sample
was made proportional to the Base Year weight of students in the schpoi where
the Base Year non-participant had been selected. Bs a result, for each of the
495 Base Year non-participants selected for the First Follow-Up sample,” the
probability of selection in the Base Year times the probability of seleétion_
in the follow-up equaled a constant (.0009536785).. Using the inverse of this
selection probability;/é preliminary Firét Follow-Up weight of 1048.5714 was
obtained for each denior Base Year non-participant selected for the follow-up
sample. This weight was then adju;ted for nonresponse as despribed below.

Step 2: Nonresponse adjustment. In this Step, nonresponse adjustment
factors were calculaged from the sums of weights of selections and partici-

pants within weighting cells. Cells’ were baséd only on four categories of

k- d
P

- Eﬂiﬂ;‘ - ELE
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participants.

school type.because of the small number of cases in this stratum (n=495

selections).

Step 3: Reproportioning. Of the 11,995 senior cohort students

-

selected for the First Follow~Up, 495 were Base Year non-participants. Of

these 495, 412 participated in the First Follow-Up survey. Prediminary

weighted analyses comparing the characteristics of thegse 412 respondents with

. - .

the characteristics of the 10,815 Base Year participant follow-up respondents

i

revealed substantial differencea betWeen these two sets of First Follow-Up

Therefore, it was decided to treat Base Year participants and

-

Bage Year non-participants as separate strata for purposes of weighting. To

do this the sum of finél weights was partitioned proportionately between Base

~

Year participants and non-participants and each stratum was weighted separ-

ately. The partitioning was carried out separately for each of four school

types (see Table 3.4). Within each school type, separate targets for sums of
final weights were established for Base Year participants and non-

participants. These targets were calculated using the sum of final Bage Year

-

weights for each school type and the weighted propqrtion of gtudents
participating and not participating in each school type in the Base Year
survey. In each of theé eight cells, a ratio was formed using the target sum

of weights as the

" TABLE 3.4

High School and Beyond First Follow-Up Population targets
. (sums of final weights) for partitioned sample
(base year participants/base year non—participants)
' s+ by school type: Senior cohort

Base Year _ Base Year

School type o participants non-paxticipants - Total
TOTAL 2,586, 226 453, 494 3,039,720
Non-Higpanic public and | i
alternative schools 2,247,160 ) 399, 245 2,646,405
Hispanic public schools - 73,959 ‘14,700 . 88,659
Catholic schools " 180,245 20,094 200, 339
Non-Catholic private schools 84, 862 33 19,55 104,317
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numerator and the First F011?w~Up sum of weights (adjugted for First Follow-Up
nonresponse) as the denominator. 1In each cell these "repropor&ioning ratioé"
were multiplied by the\adjusted~follow—up weight to producq a final
reproportioned weight. The sum of these weigh}s then equalled the "target"
7sum in each cell. Thus, the Base Year non-participants who were selected for
and participated in the First Follow-Up are élldwed to "stand for" all Base
Year non-participants in-their school type. Similarly, Base Year participants
are represented by the stratum of Base:Year participants who participated in
_the First Follow-Up. This stratified weighting approach reduces the possible
impact of any bias due to Base Year nonresponse, o

The tables in Appendix 1 display the nonrespohse weightihg cells that

1

were used for fﬁe senior cohort, the sums of weights within cells for seléc— :
tions and participants, and the'resultant nonresponse adjustment factors. Fof
FUWT, where reproportioning was applied, the sums of weights of selections and
participants reflect the partitioned "targets" shown in Table 3.4. For both
FUWT and PANELWT, the nonresponse ;djustment factors are between i.O and 1.5,
with most less than 1.1, indicating that the cell construction strategy was

satisfactory. J

3.3 Special Procedures fo; Parent Weights

In the case of BYPARWT and FUPARWT the preliminary follow-up weight
_ was calculatedduéing the B&Se Year final parent weight instead of the Base
Year final student weight and a stbdent'é probability of retention in the
First Follow-Up. The Base Year parent weight takes into actount the sub-
sampliné of Bale Year participants for the parent study and incorpbrates an-

adjustment for differential nonresponse to the parent survey. (See Base Year

Parent Questionnaire Codebook, Chicago, NORC, 1981, pp. 6-13, for details on

the construction of the parent weight.) Because of the relatively small

34
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number of First Follow-Up cases with parent data (about 2,400 in the senior
cohort and 3,000 in the sophomore cohort), adjustments to these weights for
student nonresponse were limited to the calculation of ratios within the

27 superstrata, which served.as the principal sampling strata in the design

o .
for the Base Year Parents survey (see the Parent Questionnaire Codebook, ’

4

pp. 3-6).

3.4 Results of Weigﬁting

As a check on the adequacy‘of the sample case weigﬁts NORC analyzed
firét the statistical properties of the wéights and second the effects of

M Q

various weights on the composition of the First Follow-Up sample. The results
of the first procedure are displayed in Tables 3.5.and 3.6. These tables
describe the distributions of the weights, in terms of the mean, variance,
gstandard deviation, coefficient of variation, minimum value, maximum value,

coefficient of ske%hess, and coefficient of kurtosis for each of the sets of

weights calculated for each cohort.

TABLE 3.5
High School and Beyond First Follow-Up statistical propgrties v/’/
of sample case weigh§¥: Sophomore cohort '

Weight RAWWT ~ FUWT BYWT PANELWT"FUTE§&WT BYTESTWT PNLTSTWT BYPARWT FUPARWT
Mean 127 134 139 146 144 152 168 1,217 1,270
Variance 16,07% 19,536 10,066 x11’358 23,842 12,337 16,402 658,573 698,437‘
Standard :
deviation 126 140 100 107 154 11 128 812 836
Coefficient . _
of variation .992 1.05 .719 733 1.07 . 730 «762 .667 ¢ .658
Minimum 1.45 1.45 1.61 1.62 1.45 1.97 2.13 14.84 15.3
Maximum 2,627 3,196 1,933 2,163 3,690 2,224 2,774 8,060 8, 1,86
Skewness 7.2 8.2 3.4 3.6 8.7 3.7 4.1 2.5 2.5
Kurtosis 76.4 99.6 25.5 28.3 112 30.0 35.6 13.j 12.6
Number _ ._
of cases 29,737 28,119 27,118 25,875. 26,216 24,938 22,436 3,055 2,920

¥ I }
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B TABLE 3.6

ﬂigh School and Beyond First Follow-Up statistical
‘properties of sample case welghts: Senior cohort

Weight - RAWWT FUWT BYWT PANELWT BYPARWT FUPARWT
Mean ’ 253 271 264 281 1,222 1,279
Variance | 69,496 83,131 72,661 81,292 475,466 507,628
Standard deviation 264 288 270 285 690 712
Coefficient of variation  1.04 1.06 1.02 1.01 0.56 0.56
Minimum | 1.09 1.0~ 1.35 1.35 9.75  10.32
Maximum . 1,081 . 1,390 - 752 . 1,037 4,965 3,761
Skewness ' 1.02 1.20 .931 .927 .166 .094
Kurtosis ~.396 .414  -.992  =.983 .202  -.096
Number of cases 11,995 11,227 11,500 10,815 2,484 . 2,372

Tables 3.7 through 3.12 disgplay the compositiqn of the follow-up
sample using different First Follow-Up weights. In some tables the composi-
tion of the Base Year public use tape sample is also displayed. These tables
Ishow that in terms of school type, sex, and race, the composition of the
weighted First Follow-up sample is stable across various weights that may be
employed and that the cohpdsition of the First Follow-Up sample differs only

in trivial degree from that of the Base Year public use tape dataset.



~ TABLE 3.7

High School anj Beyond First FollowQUp percent of students by school
type using Base Year and First Follow-Up weights: Sophomore cohort

oW Fd

Data source

Base Year public use tape First Follow-Up data files

School type
Base Year 'y ! ,
weight RAWWT FUWT BYWT PANELWT FUTESTWT BYTESTWT .PNLTSTWT

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Regular public 86.5 : 86.5 86.6 86.6  86.6 86.6 86.7 86.7
Alternative public 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.7

‘ . }
Cuban public 7 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
Other Hispanic public 2.8 ‘ 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8 2.8
Regular Catholic 5.6 - 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.7 5.7

) N |
Black Cathélic 0.4 £ 0.4 0.4 ° 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
Cuban Catholic 0.1 0.1 071 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

N
High performance private " 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0° 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other non-Catholic Private 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.3 © 3.3
| 33
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TABLE 3.8

High School and Beyond First Follow-Up percent of students by sex
using Base Year and First Follow-Up weights: Sophomore cohort

Data source

Sex Base Year public use tape First Follow-Up data files
= —¢
Base Year
- weight ' RAWWT FUWT BYWT PANELWT FUTESTWT BYTESTWT PNLTSTWT
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.00 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

"Male 44.7 \ 49.9 49.9 49.9  49.9  49.9 49.9 49.9
Female 48.1 50.1 50.1 50.1 50.1 50.1 50.1 - 50.1
Missing 7.1 - - - - - - -




i TABLE 3.9

High School and Beyond First 'Follow-Up percent of students by composite
race variable using First Follow-Up weights: Sophomore qohort

Data source

Composite race First Fol}OWhUp data files
* . ' ’
variable : RAWWT FUWT BYWT  ° PANELWT FUTESTWT BYTESTWT  PNLTSTWT

TOTAL ¢ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Hispanic 12.6  12.7  12.9 13.0 12.7 12.9 - 13.0

American Indian o 1.3 1.4 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.1 1.0
3 : . . ]
Asian 1.2 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.1 1.1 W
. 7 ?

Black L 12.2 12.2 12.1 12.1 12.2 12.1 121

White 70.0 72.2 > 72.4 72.6 72.3 72.6 72.7

Other | 2.7 0.3 0.4 Og1 0.2 0.3 0.1

) *This variable was constructed hierarchically by clas8ifying -as Hispanic any student who.were self-identified
as Hispanic either in the First Follow-Up or in the Base Year. Then, from among the remaining students,
classifying as American Indian any -student who self-identified as American Indian in either the First
Follow-Up or in the Base Year. This procedure was repeated for each category in turn. .-

X iy
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TABLE 3.10

High School and Beyond First Follow-Up percent of students by
school type using Base Year and First Follow-Up weights: Senior cohort

haP
P E—T -

Data sgource

- R
School: type Base Year public use tape First Follow-Up data files
Base Year weight " RBWWT FUWNT BYWT  PANELWT .
R Y& .

TOTAL - 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Regular public ' 86. 1 _ 86.1 86.1 86.3 6.3
Alternative public . 0.8 _ 0.9 0.9 0.8 0.8
Cuban publioc ' 0.4 . 0.4 0.4 0.4 ° 0.4
Other Hispanic public 2.5 . 2.6 2.5 2.6 2i§

. Regular Catholic 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.1
N . b
Black Catholic 0.5, 0.4 0.5 R 0.4 0.5
Cuban Catholic 0.1 oy 0.1 0.1 0.1 k
High‘performance private 0.0 A ‘ 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 ~
Other non-Catholic private 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 -
v — .
2
TABLE 3.11 _
High School and Beyond First Follow-Up percent of students by
sex using Base Year and First Follow-Up weightgs: Senior cohort
5 - : Data source
Sex TR W UBage Ye&f’pﬁﬁlid?use'tgpe ‘ First Follow-Up data files
Base Year
weight . . RAWWT FUWT BYWT PANELWT

TOTAL 106.0 . _ ,2100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Male ~ 46.1 . 48.9 48.9 48.4 48. 4
Female 49.7 51.1 51.1 51.6 51.6
Missging ' 4.2 : - - - -
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- TABLE 3.12

High School and Beyond First Follow-Up percent of students by »
composite’race variable using First Follow-Up weights: Senior cohort

Data sgource .

Composite race First Follow-Up data files

variable* RAWHT" . FUWT ' BYWT PANELWT
TOTAL 100.0 .100.0n . 100.0 .100.0
Higpanic - ; — 8.8 9.1 : 9.3 9.5 .
American Indian 0.7 0.7 : 0.8 0.8
Asian 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
S )
Black 11.0 11.2 11.2 11.2
White 75.2 77.2 76.8 76,8
Other 2.9 0.2 0.4 0.1

*This variable was constructed hierarchically by classifying as Hispanic any student
who were self-identified as Hispanic either in the First Follow-Up or in the Base
Year. Then, from among the remaining students, classifying as American Indian any
student who were self-identified as American Indian in either the First Follow-Up
or in the Base Year. This procedure was repeated for each category in turn.
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4. NONRESPONSE ANALYSES

Nonresponse inevitably introduces some.degree of error into survey
~— ‘ resQlts. Iﬁ examining thf}%ﬁ?aCt of nonresponse, it is‘useful}to think‘of tﬁe
survey population as incilpding two strata--a respondent stratum ﬁhat consists
of all units that would have provided data had they been selected for the

survey, and a nonrespondent stratum that consists of all units that would-have —  ——— —

been survey nonrespondents. The actual sample of respondents necessarily

’

consists entirely of‘units from the respondent sgstratum. Sample statistics can
serve as unbiased estimates only for this stratum; as estimates for the entirg

population, the sample statistics will be biased to the extent that the

v
¥

characteristics of the respondents diffé? from those of the entire
. '
population.1

- Bias = YR - Y 7 (1)
in which

7
G- _

YR = a parameter (e.g., a mean) charactefizing the
population of respondents

Y = the corresponding parameter characterizing the entire
population.

)/
) '
For many simple parameters, such as means and proportions, the population

- parameter (¥) is a weighted average d@bthe stratum parameters (Yg and-Y&R)

Y = P(YNR) + (1 - P)YR (2)
in which

P = the proportion of the population in the nonrespondept
stratum. o .

. G. Cochran, Sampling Techniques, 3rd ed. (New York: John Wiley,
1977), 361. '
‘ 45 g
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It is evident from equations (1) and (2) that the nonresponse bias for an
- &
estimated mean or proportion depends on P and on the magnitudz of the

difference between respondents and nonrespondents:

Bias = P(YR - YNR) . (3)

Nonresponse bias. will be small if the nonrespondent-stratum constitutes only a

small portion of the survey population or if the 'differences between respon-

dents and nonrespondents are small. P can generally be estimated from survey

data using an appfopriately weighted nonresponse rate. .

In the High School and Beyond study, there were two stages of sample
selection and two stages of nonresponse. During the Base Year survey, sample
schools were asked to pqrmit the selection of individuwal sophomores and
seniors‘from school rostérs and to designate "gurvey days" for the collection
of studé;t questionnaire and test data. Schools that M¥fused to céoperate in

either of these activities were dropped from the sample. Individual students

o

at céoperating schools could also fail to take part in the Base Year survey.

-

Unlike "refusal" schools, nonparticipating students were not dropped from the
sample; they femained eligible for selection into the First Follow-Up sample.

Estimates based on student data from the Base Year survey include two

components of nonresponse bias: ' .

Bias = (Y. -Y) + (Y, - ¥, ) ' (4)

\ in which | . 7

Y = a parameter characterizing all students

K

= the corresponding parameter for all studénts "
attending cooperating schools v

Y1R

Y2R = the corresponding parameter for all cooperating

students attending cooperating schools.

I3

4y
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The first component (?1R - Y) represents the bias introduced by nonresponse

at the school level; the second component (Y2R - Y1R) represents biag
introduced by nonresponse on the part of students attending cooperating

schogls. Each component of the overall bias depends on two factors—-—the level

of nonresponse and the difference between respondents and nonrespondents:

~

Biag = (P (¥ - Y- +P (Y -Y
ias YR iNR) 2Yor INR (5)

in which : 1

P1 = the proportion of the population of students attending
- schools that would have been nonrespondents;

Y}NR = The parameter describing the populatidn of students
attending nonrespondent schools;

P, = the proportion of students attending respondent
schools who would have been nonrespondents; N

j -

= the parameter describimg this group of students.

Y
2NR

The implications of equations (4) and (5) can be easily seen in terms of a

particular Base Year estimate. On the average, sophomores got 10.9 items

right on a standardized %ocabulary test (Frankel, et al., Sample Design

o

Report, p. A-4). This figure is an estimate of Y the population mean for

2R

4

all participatingwstudents at cooperating schools. Suppose that sophomores at

Y

cooperating schools average two moS; correct answers than sophomores attending‘

refusal schools (?1R —'Y1NR = 2) ; suppose further that among sophomores

attending cooperating schools, student respondents average one more correct

answex than student nonrespondents (?éR - ?éNR = 1). The Base Year school

nonresponse rate was about .30 (Frankel, et al., Sample Désign Report, p. 93)

LY .

. and, among the sophomores, the student nopresponse rate was about .12

“(p. 124). Wwith these figures as estimates of ~P1 and P,, the bias can be

calculated from equation (5):
Bias = .30(2) + .12(1) = .72 .

That is, the sample estimate is biased by about .7 of a test score point._

~

£

4 - .
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This example assumes knowledge of the relevant population means; in

’

T e practice, of course, they are not known and, although P, and P2 can

o

°

generally be estimated from'the'nonresponseyrates,i{he lack of survey data for
nonrespondents prevents the estimation of the nonresponse bias. The High /

School and Beyond study is an exception to this general rule: during the

fifst foliow-Up, School Questionnaire- data was obtained from'most”of“the'gase
Year refusal schools and student data from most of the Base Year student

no;:éﬁpondents selected for the First Follow-Up sample. (&hese data provide a
basis for assessing the magnitude of.nonresponse bias in Base Yeﬁr egstimates.

The bias introduced by Base Year school-level refusal is of particular
concern since it carries over into successive rounds of the survey. Students
attendihg refusal schools were not sampled during ﬁhe Base\Year and have no
éhance for selection into subsequent rounds of observation. Tq the extent
that these studéngs differ from students . from Eoopefating schools during léter
waves of the study, the bias introd@ced by Basé Year schooi nonresponse will
persist. Student nonresponse is not carried over in this Yéy é;ﬂbe st;dent
nonrespondents remain eligible for sampling in later waves of the study.

This chapter describes the results of three types of analyses concerning
nonresponse. Baged on School Questionnaire data, schools that participatéd
during the Base‘Year are compared with all eligible schoolst gaséd on First
Follow-Up student data, Base Year student respondents are compared with
nonrespondents. Finally, student nonresponse during the First Eollow—Up is
analyzed. The focus on student noresponse during the First foilo&—Up ig
appropriate since school cooperation was, for the most part, no longer
critical for the collection of student data, which could be obtained via
questionna;res ﬁéiled directly to the students. The school—level'nonresponse

bias in First Follow-Up estimates is just the carryover from Base Year school

nonresponse, which is addressed by the first analysis.

43
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4.1 Base Year School Nonresponse
During the Base Year, a total of 1,445 eiigibla schools were selected
into the High School and Béyond sample. Another 141 schools were selected but

were discovered‘to be ineligible for the study. Most of these "out—éf~scope"
1] S

1,

schools were vocational schools\that did not enroll students on a full-time

O

~basis.  Of the eligible schools, 1,015 agreed to participate in the survey of

students and 430 refused to participate, yielding a school-level response rate
of approximately 70 percent (1,015/1,445). The characteristics of the

“ ;
cooperatinq' refusal, and out—bf—scope schools are described in detail in

Frankel et al., Sample Design Report (see chapter 4).

The'majority of the refusal schoolé did contribute to the survey by
completing a First Follow-Up School Questionnaire. With these data, it is
possible to assess _the bias resulting from school nonresponse. This section.

. pregsents the results from two such analyses. The fir;t analysis compares the
Base Year cooberating schools with the entire set of eligible schools. The
second analysis compa?es Base Year refusal schools with the cooperating
schoolg'selected to replace them. (In order to achieve a sample of Base Year
schools large enough to meet the analytical needs of the studé% substitute

)

gselections were made when a sample school refused to participate. The

procedures for 3electing substitute schools are described in Frankel et al.,

Sample Design Report, pp. 73-81,)

4.1.1 Cooperating Schools vs. Eligible Schools

Table 4.1 shows the unweighted means on the - 31 itéhs from the First
Follow-Up School Questionnaire for all eligigle schools, cooperating schools,
and refusal schools. There was considerable 1item nonrésponse on the School

Questionnaire; the table also gives the number of observations that each mean

is based on. The difference between the means for all eligible schools and

a

4
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for the cooperating schools is an estimate of the bias produced by Base Year

school nonresponse. The table includes these differences. Since the raw

differences between means reflect factors of scale, it is useful to reexpress

them as percentages of the estimate based on the cooperating schools. These
reexpressed bias estimates are given in the final gp}gmn of Table"4.1.

-~ The use gf School gnestionnaire data to assess bias in estimates con-
cern;;g the population of students is not entirel; straightforward. As

equation (4) shows, Base Year school nonresponse is one component of the

nonresponse bias in estimates of student population characteristics:

School-~level bias component = Y}R - ¥ . (6)'
Y refers to a parameter describing students attending cooperating schools

1R

and Y refers to the corresponding parameter describing all students. The
School Questionnaire data, on the other hand, describe only the schools these

students attend. Thus, to the extent that school characteristics are closely

et

related to the characteristics of the students attending them, then statistics

based on School Questionnai;e éata can serve as reasonable proxies for '¥1R
and Y .

Another probiem in using School Questionnaire data to estimate the bias
contributed by school-level nonresponse is that the data from the refusal
schools are unweighted. Because an appropriate'keight (taking inta account
the initial estimate of the size of each sampling stra?ym’6$>schools, the
sampling fraction, and the school ineligibility rate) would have been
difficult to compute,\no é£témpt was made to weight thesé data. For the
cooperating schools, weights have been computed; weighted and unweighted

estimates differ substantially for only a few of the School Questionnaire

variables.
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TABLE 4.1 > :
Comparison of all sample schools with
cooperating and refusal schools
! Cooperating Refusal Bias
’ All schools schools schools estimate
Statistic -
Mean n Mean n Mean n Raw %
- Total membership _ ‘
~in 12th gra§ggﬂﬂri - o 366 1371 359 957. 385 _ 414 =7  =1.9
Percent of graduating class
enrolléd in 2 or 4 yr. college 49.7 1362 49.1 952 51.1 410 -.6 -1.,2
Percent of graduating class
enrolled in non-college :
postsecondary education 1.8 1339 10.5 945 15.2 394 -1.3 -12.4
Percent of class of '82 who
dropped out of h.s. (sophomores) 7.9 1342 8.4 .948 6.6 394 0.5 6.0
Percent of class of '83 who
dropped out of h.s. (sophomores) 7.0 1325 7.3 936 6.3 389 0.3 4.1
Eegceﬁf of students who need
femedial help in reading 21,2 1344 21.8 938 19.7 406 0.6 2.7
Percent of students who need
remedial help in English 21.5 1327 22.2 924 19.9 403 0.7 3.2
Percent of students who need , :
remedial help in math 22.0 1344 22.4 938 20.9 406 0.4 1.8
Percent of seniors engaged in ) :
out—-of-school programs 17.2 1161 17.4 904 16.3 257 0.2 1.1
Average total per-pupil _
district expendi ture 2048 909 2088 653 1946 256 40 1.9
Average total per-pupil
school expenditure 2185 626 2215 384 2138 242 30 1.4
Percent of 12th grade students ",
-suspended out-of-school 3.1 1342 3.1 947 3.1 395 0.0 0.0
Level of student absenteeism 2.3 1188 2.2 933 2.3 255 -.1 -4.5
Level of class-cutting 2.5 1177 2.5 923 2.6 254 0.0 0.0
Level of parents' lack ! .
of interest in progress a 2.5 1184 2.5 930 2.6 254 0.0 0.0
Level of parents' lack
of interest in school 2.4 1182 2.4 927 2.5 255 0.0 .0

1
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TABLE 4.1

Comparison of all sample schools with
cooperating and refusal schools
(continued)

|
!

,/

Cooperating

A

CFPor all "confrontation" 1items:

.month; 4=rarely or never

ol . ~Refusal Bias
Statistic : All schools schools , schools estimate
Mean n Mean n Mean n Raw %
Level of teacher .absenteeism 3.0 1180 3.0 926 3.0 254 0.0 0.0
Level of teacher's lack -
of motivation 3.0 1177 3.0 924 3.0 253 - 0.0 0.0
Incidence of robbery or theftC 2.8 1187. 2.8 932 3.0 255 0.0 0.0
Incidence of wvandalism 2.8 1188 2.8 933 3.0 255 0.0 0.0
Incidence of drug and alcohol use 2.5 1181 2.5 926 2.6 255 0.0 0.0
Incidence of rape or
attempted rape 3.9 1182 3.9 927 3.9 255 0.0 0.0
. H
Incidence of weapons possession 3.6 1185 3.5 930 3.7 255 -.1 -2.9
fy
Incidence of verbal
abuse of teachers . 3.1 1185 3.0 930 3.2 255 -1 —3,3
Verbal confrontation (i
among studentsg® ) 2.6 1173 2.6 927 2.9 246 0.0 0.0
"Verbal confrontation
among teachers 3.9 1177 3.9 929 3.8 2.8 0.0 0.0
Verbal confrontation between - - . _
teacher and students = 3.1 1176 3.0 927 3.2 249 -.1 =3.3
. Verbal confrontation between :
teacher and administrators 3.8 1174 3.8 926 3.8 248 0.0 0.0
. X 4
Verbal confrontation between
teachers and parents 3.8 1170 3.8 922 3.8 248 0.0 0.0
Verbal confrontation between
adminigtrators and parents 3.7 1173 3.7 925 3.7 248 0.0 0.0
‘*‘\\ . A
Verbal confrontation betw&en -
school and central office 3.9 1166 3.9 921 3.9 245 0.0 0.0
aFrequency count .
Pror all "Level"” and "Incidence! items: 1=serious; 2=moderate; 3=minor;

4=not at all

1=daily; 2;at least once a week; 3=at least once a

&
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Bearing these limitations in mind, it is s8till reassuring that nearly all of the

differences between the means for all schools and for cooperating schools are quite

Ml

small, When reexpressed as percentages, most (22 of 31) of the differences are less than

two percent and virtually all (30 of 31) are less than six percent. The mean unsigned

| S

percentage difference is 1.7; the median is 0.0. Table 4.2 gives the distribution of
these percentage differences. The largest. percentage difference occurs in the mean
percentage of graduating cPass that is enrolled in non-college, postsecondary educational

'/brograms; the means on this variable (11.8 and 10.5) differ by 12 percent (].3/11.8). The
; \ ] .
/second largest percentage difference is 6 percegt (7.9 vs. 8.4) for class of 1982

/ -
/ dropouts. On the whale, however, there appear to be few large differences between the

cooperating schools and the eligible schools.

It may seem unusual to compare' cooperating schools with eligible schéols (of which

they represent a subset) rather than with refusal schools. However, as equations (5) and

*

(6) ind{cate, the differénce between cooperating and refusal schools on a particular

$

characterisgtic (Y}R - Y} )*" ovérestimates bias. This difference must be multiplied

by Py, the rate of nonresponse. 'Thus,

-
-

School-level bias component = ?}R -y

v

= P Y _ -Y . |
1 C Yg wr v (7)

. TABLE 4.2 : .

Frequency distribution -of unsigned,
reexpressed bias estimates

Unsigned ’ . ' )
o . egstimate N Frequency
- . Less than 2% 22 ’. _ '
~ 2,08 - 4.0% | | .5
4.1% - 5.9% 3
| 6.0% - 10.0% : 1
! . L
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Y. -Y ) and

Moreover, since bias is the product of both the difference (Y1R INR

the rate of nonresponse (P1), and since the estimates of both factors are

subject to sampling error, it is difficult to calculate a standard error for
the bias estimates. For this reason, tests to determine whether the estimated

bias differs significantly from zero have not been performed.

”»

~

4.1.2 Refusal Schools and Their Replacements

The analysis presented in Section 4.1.1 has two major shortcomings: the

: : - 2
results are unweighted; and it is not possible to determine whether the -

*
~

régults are statistically significant. In this section, results are pfesehted
that overcome both of these difficulties. For a subset of the refusal and

cooperating scgbols, it is possible to present weighted data and to assess

*-

whether refusal schools and cooperating schools differ significantly. \{5 the -

refusal schools do not differ significantly from cooperating schools, then it

is reasonable to conclude that the school-level bias estimate would not differ-
significantly from zero. On the other hand, significant differences betweeni»
refusal and cooperating schools do not necessarily imply that the bias
estimate would differ from zero; the bias estiyate refleéts ?oth the magnitudé
of the differeﬁce and the rate of nonresponse (see equation [7]).

The subset of schools for this analysis includes refusal schools for
which a cooperating substitute school was selected. When a school that was
selected for .the BQSe Year survey refused to participéte, a substitute school’
was. selected. 1In gome cases, the substitute school also refuéed oY was
ineligibi; for the sample and another substitute was drawn. Altogether,>204
initially selected refusal séhools were evéntually replaced, by a cooperating

. —

substitute school. The aim of the procedure was to replace refusdl schools

.with schools that were-as similar to them as possible.

v [

For 184 o#f- these 204 pairs of schools, both the initially selected

refusal school and the cooperating substitute school returned School

94 | S
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Questionnaires. Table 4.3 presents means of responses to the same 31 jitems

-

given in Table 4.1. Means are given separately for the initialléelection and
the substitute selection. The mean difference is also provided, both in raw

form and reexpressed as a percentage of the mean for the initial selections.

-
~

The two groups of schools were not selected independently. Rather, the

probability of selecting a substitute school is dependent on the selection

-

probability of the school it replaced. For this reason, it is appropriate to

weight the data from each pair of schools using the school weight of the

cooperating school in the pair. In addition, paired—comparison4E_t§sts can be
used to determine whether the average difference is significantly different
from zero. For the most part, the differences between the substitute and
initial refusal schools appear small. Again, the variable showing the largest

relative difference is the mean percentage of graduating class enrolled in

non-college, postsecondary education. The mean difference-of 8.2 (18.2 for

the initial selections vs. 10.0 for the substitutes) is significantly
s -

different from zero (t = 3.68, df = 183). The only other statistically

% 4
significant comparison involves the incidence of robbery or theft (3.2 vs.

2.97 t = 2.34? af = 183).

Table 4.4 gives the frequency distribution of.the unsigned percentage
differences on all 3t variables. The mean is 9.2 and the median is 3.6.. The
figures in Tables 4.3 and 4.4 are nog strictly comparable to those présented
earlier in Tablés 4.1 and 4.2. Because the earlier tables coﬁpare cooperating _
schools with eligible schools, the d?!fere;ces'reported there are direct
estimates of the school-level bias component. The differences in Tables 4.3
and 4.4, h;wever, compare cooperating schools with refusal schools. These

differences must be multiplied by the school nonresponse rate (29.8 percent,’

or 430 refusal schools of 1,445 eligible) in order to serve as estimates of
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TABLE 4.3

Comparison of Base Year substitute schools with refusal schools
(weighted by school weight)

l Mean .
Statistic A Initial Subgtitute - Raw :iﬁ %
gselection " sgelection difference difference
‘Total membership in twelfth grade® . 203 179 ~24.0 © -13.4
Percent of graduating class
enrolled in 2 or 4 yr. college 44.9 47.3 2.3 4.9
Percent of graduating class enrolled i
in non-college postsecondary education 8.2 10.0 -8.2 -82.0
Percent of class of '82 who dropped :
out of high school (sophomores) 4.7 6.5 1.7 26.2
Percent of rlass of '83 who dropped ‘
out of high school (sophomores) 4.6 6.1 1.5 24.6
Percent of students who need -
remedial help in reading 20.4 18.1 -2.3 -12.7
Percent of students who need
remedial help in English 20.9 18.0 . -2.9 -16.1
’ *
Percent @f students who need
remedial help in math ' 20.9 20.5 -0.4 -2.0
Percent of seniors engaged in
out-of-school programs 18.6 18.4 -0.2 -1.1
Average total per-pupil ) )
district expenditure . 1910 ~ . 2109 . 197
Average total per-pupil S
school expenditure 1745 2337 592
Percent of twelfth grade studerits
suspended out-of-school 2.6 2.4 -0.2
Level of student absenteeism® vt 2.4 - 2.5 0.1
Level of class-cutting 2.8 2.9 0.1
Level of parents' lack
of interest in progress 2.6 2.3 ~-0.2 -8.7
Level of parents' lack 4 .
of interest in school 2.6 2.4 -0.1 -4.2
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Q. TABLE 4.3
Ciyparison of Base Year substitute schools with refusal schools .
] ' (welghted by school weight)
N (tontinued) . j\\ ///
A ya — \E‘_.//
| : Mean J7 \
Statisti ’ - : :
a < o ' Initial Substitute Raw %
- selection gelection differekce difference
2 ~
Level of teacher absenteeism 3.1 3.2 0{1;_ . \;>IN
Level of teachers' lack of motivation 3.1 3.1 0.Q 0.0 (\
. . - '\_\
Incidence of robbery or theft 3.2 2.9 -0.3 ~-10.3
Incidence of vandalism 2.9 2.9 0.0 , 0.0
Incidence of drug and alcohol. use 2.5 2.7 0.2 7.4 -
Incidgnce of rape or attembfed rape 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.0
Incidence of weapons possession 3.8 3.8 ~0.1 -2.6
Incidence of verbal abuse of teachers 3.2 3.3 0.1 3.0
Verbal confrontation.among students®© 2.9 2.7 -0.1 -3.7
Verbal confrontation among teachers 3.8 3.9 0.1 2.6
Verbal confrontation between
teachers and students - 302 3.1 -0.1 -3:2
Verbal confrontation between
teachers and administrators ' 3.8 3.8 0.0 0.0
. S
'Verbal confrontation between ! ,
teachers and parents 3.8 3.8 0.0 o;f////ff//
‘Verbal confrdntation"between-v~~wv~wm~-m~“~~-wrww~~~~--~~u~ﬂu~‘rf3.tunnnhszm.;0027_MM““_"”MMMM.
‘adminigstrators and parents - 3.8, 3.7 -0.1 T-2.7
Verbal confrontation between

school and central office 3.9 3.9 0.0 0.0

aFrequency count

b . S .
PEor all "Level" and "Incidence" items: 1=serious; 2=moderate; 3=minor; 4=not at all

CFor all "confrontation" items: 1=daily; 2=t least once a week; 3=at least once a
month; 4=rarely or never i , s

S ¢




TABLE 4.4

s

Frequency distribution of unsigned
percentage differences .

Unsigned
percentage
differences Frequency
Less than 2% 7

2.0% - 3.9%
4.0% - €.9%

9
3
7.0% - 9.9% 4
10.1% - 25.0% ' 5

3

Greater than 25%

’ e

Mean: 9.2 Y
Median: 3.7
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the school-level bias component. The mean percentage difference of 9.2 thus
corresponds to a bias egstimate of 2.8 percent, which is gquite gimilar to the
figure of 1.6 given in Table 4.2.

Taken together, the results of both analyses suggest that school-level
nonresponse may have contributed a bias that averages about 2.0 percent. For
a few variables, the bias ﬁay be considerably larger than that; for most

variables, the bias estimates do not differ significantly from zero.

L 4
f

4.2 Base Year Studgnt Nonresponse

Equations (4) and (5)"distinguish two components of nonresponse bias.
The first component reflects school-levelX nonresponse, the second student-
level nonrespongse. During the Base Year, about 12 percdent of the.sample of
sophomores and 15 percent of the sample of seniors were nonrespondent§

(Frankel et al., Sample Design Report, p. 125).s# Samples of these

nonrespondents were retained for the First Follow-Up survey. The impact of

Base Year student nonresponse can therefore be assessed using *First Follow-Up

data from Base Year nonresponéents.

The responses of Bage Year participants and non—pgfticipahts were
compared on geveral items selected from the First Follow-Up student
questionnaires, including selected sociodemographic variables,’attitude items,
.and _items .relating to the student's present status and future élans. Some
g {;ems were available for both cohorts, and otherwétems were avallable for only

one of the two cohorts.

'
i

Table 4.5 presents the results of comparisons for sex, race and ‘N_

eduqational aspirations. Results for 35 additional variables for the senior ‘-

cohort and 18 additionalyvariables for the sophomore cohort are included in

Appendix 2A. The percentages in the table are weighted and are conditional on

]
L]

<
o
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TABLE 4.5

Comparison of Base Year participants
with all Base Year selections and non-participants: Sophomore Cohort?

variable All students Participants Non—pdrticipanQ% Bias
Sex
Y. Male . 49.3 48.9 52.8 -.4

Female 50.7 51. 1 47.2 .4

Race
. *
Whi te 71.8 73.5 59.6 1.7
Black 12.4 1.7 17.3 -7
Hispanic 13.0 12.6 | ’ 16.6 -.4
Other? 2.8 ’ 2.3 6.5 -.5

'Educational.goal -

: High school or less 35. 1 34.4 39.7 .7
Vocational school 13.2 13.3 12.7 A
Some college - | 17.2 . 17.8 12.5 .6
College degree | 16.9 15.6 ’ » 12.1 7
Advanced degree 6.0 6.2 5.2 .2
Other/missing 11.4 10.6 17:8 -.8

® an11 figures in the table are weighted percentages conditional ‘on the
column variable. e

bRemaining racial/ethnic groups were combined because of their small
sample size.

ﬁr
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TABLE 4.5

Comparison of Base Year Participants .
With All Basgse Year Selections and-Nop-participants: Senior cohort?

* * (cbntinqed) .
\Variablé Alllstudents Participants Non-participants Bias
Sex
Male \} 48.1 47.6 51.7 - -5
. '
Female 51.9 52:& 48.3 .5
) &
. Race
g White 77.5 77.2 79.1 -.3
Black 1.1 © 1.0 1.5 , ~.1
Hispanic 9.0 _ 9.4 6.8 ' .4
Other® 4 2.4 2.4 2.6 0.0
Educatioﬁal Goal-
High school or less  23.1 . 22.3 28.6 -.8
‘ Vocational school 14.9 14.7 "~ 16.4 -.2
Some college 18.4 . 19.0 : 19.6 ' T .6
College degree 28.4 29.1 ) 5&.3 W7
\ Advanced degree 5.3. 5.5 ' 4.5 .2
Other/missing , 9.7 9.4 1.7 -.3

an11 figures. in the table are weighéed percentageg conditional on the
column variable.

bRemaining racial/ethnic groups were combined because of their small
sample gize.

*
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Base- Year participation status; the percentages within each column sum to 100

(except for small rounding errors).

i

Equation (4) shows that the pias due to Base Year student nonresponse
depends on the difference betwean respondents at cooperating schools and all
students at cooperating schools:

Student-level bias component = 'Y2R —'Y1R (8)

in which )

]

Y = a parameter, such as a mean or proportion, characterizing

2R
respondents attending cooperating schools, «
— . s
Y1R = the corresponding parameter characterizing all students
" . attending cooperating schools.
The percentages in Table 4.5 for all students are estimates of Y and the

1R

percentages for Base Year participants are estimates of f?éR. Th'd differences

between the two are estimates of bias.

On the whole, the table reveals only small discrep;hcies be tween
estimates based only on data from Base Year participants and estimates based
on data from both participants and non-participants. In terms of nonresponse

, 2
bias, the tables indicate that the studeQF—level b%as component is small.

Table 4.5 includes estimates of the bias for twelve estimates for each
cohort; the frequency distribution of these bias estimates is given in Table
4.6. (Since the original estimates are all percentages, the bias estimates
have not béen reexpressed.) For the sophomore cohort, the mean of the
unsigned bias estimates is .6 percentage points_and the median is .5; for the
senior cghort, the mean and median are both .4 percentage Qsints. The ;ésults

for sex, race, and educational aspirations are represkntative of the larger

get of variables examined in Appendix 2A.
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\\
A .
TRABLE 4.6
Distribution of unsigned bias estimates
Sophomore cohort Senior cohort
i Bias estimate frequency frequency
L0 - 1% : 1 2
.2 - .3% -0 1 4
04 - 05’% : 4 3
. 3 .
.6 - .7% 4 . -2
.8 - .9% 1
1.0% or greater ) 0
h - ——
- : 12
',, .
Mean: . 6% v . 4%
Median: .5% ' . e 4%
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These results (along with those presentéd in the tables in Appendix 2a)
show that the magnitude of the bias is generally small--few percentage
estimates will be off'by as much as.oneigquent—-and its direction
predictable. The direction of the bias is partly a function of the different

qgtes of nonresponse for different subgroups. In the Base Year survey, males

had a higher nonresponse rate than females (Frankel et ai., Sample Design

Report, pp. 146-147); this difference explains why les are. slightly

underreprésented and females slightly overrepresented among the

participénts. Sfmilarly, Blacks had a higher nonresponse rate than Whites; as
a result, when-estimates of raéial composition are based only on participants’
data, the estimate for Black§‘appears to be to? low and.the estimate for

¢
Whites too high. Whenever a factor related to nonresponse is also related to
a variable of gsubstantive interest, estimates concerning the substantive

variable will be somewhat biased. Because few variables are strongly related

to student nonresponse and because the overall rates of student nonresponse

ld

are low, the bias estimates g;e small. .

-

4.3 Analysis of First Follow—Ué Student Nonresponse Rates
The analyses concerning Base Year nonresponse examihed the effects of
nonresponse. This section, which is concerned with student‘nonréspohse during

the First Follow-Up, is more descriptive in its aims. It examines the
antecedents and correlates of nonresponse. A few breliminary remarks on tLe
bias resulting from nonresponse are nonetheless in order. First, it shoﬁld be
noted that school nonresponée has the saaé\effect on Base Year and First
Follow-Up estimates—;§£udents attending refusal schools were not 'sampled in

. 3 .
the Base Year and have no chance of inclusion in the First Follow-Up. For

this reason, the estimates presented in Tables 4.1 and 4.3 serve as estimates

. of the hias due to school nonresponse for both the Base Year and_First Follow-

“ - A

(
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\ :
Ué surveys. Second, student nonresponse was ALch lower in thexFifst Follow—ﬁp
th%n in the Base Year survgy; other things being equal, the bias due to

\st%dent nonresponse shoﬁld be correspondingly smaller (cf. Equation [7]).
Ov%rall, the weighted student nonresponse r#ate during the First Follow-Up was

6.% percent in the sophomor; cohort (versus 12.0 percent during the Base Y%ar)

and| 7.0 percent among the seniors (versus 15.2 percent_during the Base |

Yeak). Thus, it is reasonable ﬁo expecf that bias in First Follow-Up

aestimates due to student nonresponse is about 50 percent smaller than in Base

Year estimates, where, as Tables 4.5 and 4.6 indicate, it is already small. s

There were several causes of student non-participation in the First

Follow-Up survey. 'Somg students refused to cooperate;y others could not be

| .
lodated or were unavailable at the time of the First Follow-Up survey; a few
|

ha% died. ©Nonresponse rates were calculated in thesusual way; the nonresponse

ra#e is the proportion of the selected studéntd (excluding deceased students)

|
wﬁo were nonrespondents:

f

NR
P =
R + NR
in which . . T}
P = the nonregspomgse rate

R = the number of responding students;
NR = the numberlof nOnrespondihg students.
Nonresponse rates were calculated for each cohort by school and student-
level variables using both unweightgd and weighted data. The weight used was
RAWWT. (See chapter 3 for a complete descriggion of the .weighting

* 4

+ " .
procgcedures.) C ! T

\

An overall indication of the lével of particpation‘and non-participation

in both the Base Year and.First Follow~-Up surveys is presented in Tables 4.7

"
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&

and 4.8. Frequencies in each of the cells and the totals presented in Table
4.7 are unweighted data. Weighted data are shown in Table 4.8. The weighted
i .

| |
nonresponse rate was approximately F\4 percent (5.3 percent unweighted) in the
i t

sophomore cohort and 7.0 percent (4.3 percent unweighted) in the senior
~

cohort. Of particular interest inITable 4.8 is the large percentage
1

(approximately 83 percent) of Basé%&ear non-participants who participated in

!

- /
the First Follow-Up survey. pespyte this high response rate, Base Year non-
© !

participants constitute a substaﬁﬁial proportion of the First FolloQ—Up.non—

participants. In the sophomore.#ohort, 23 percent (370 of 1,586) of the First
} : ] .

¥ /
Follow-Up nonrespondents did not participate in the Base Year survey eilther;

~
’ S 4
/" TABLE 4.7
. Distribution of/barticipation levels for Base Year
and/First Follow-Up cohorts
/ Base Year
Basge Y%;r : non- :
First Follow-Up particiyants participants Total " Percent
/ Sophomore cohort?
. // . _
Participants ' 25{875 2,244 28,119 94.7
/ ‘ .
Non-participants 71,216 370 1,586 5.3
Total 27,091 . 2,614 29,705 100.0
' &
/ . .
Percent "‘§ 91.2 8.8 ' 100.0 -
L
N Senior cohortb
Participants 10,815 412 11,227 . 93.7
Non-participants 674 83 - \.757 i , 6.3
Total .“k ] 11,489 495 11,984 100.0
Percent ' ) 95.9 4.1 - 100.0 —-—

Apxcludes deceased students (n=32)

Pexcludes deceased students (n=11) - -
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TABLE 4.8

Welghted distribution of participation levels for Base Year
' ahd First Follow-Up cohorts

Base Year

Bagse Year . non-
First Follow-Up participants participants Total Percent
Sophomore Cohort?
- .3 M
Participants 3,107A209 428,934 3,536,143 . 93.6
. - . ’ . R
Non-participants 154,811 85,179, . 239,990 , 6.4
a . -y
5 Total ‘ 3,262,020 L 14,113 _ 3,776,133 100.0
Percent ‘ 86.4 “13.6 100.0 —
~ i » .5‘.-
ta - " _ Senior Cohort? o . o
Participantsl/ 2,444,228 377,441 2,821,669 93.0
Non~participants 138,493 76,052 - 214,545 7.0
Total 2,582,721 .. 453,493 3,036,214 100.0
Percent i : ~ 851 T 14.9 * 100.0 -
7/ qgxcludes deceased stugents (weighted n=3,668)
bExcludes deceaged students (weighted n=3, 498) é?
e ' |
1 - /
e

6/




in the senior cohort, the figure is 11 percent (83 of 757). The weighteé

percentages are even higher--35.5 percent for the sophomores and 36.4 percent .

*

-~

for the seniors. The absence of survey ‘data for these double nonrespondents

introduces some uncertainty into the descriptive results presented in this
: \
gsection. >

-

Throughout this section nonresponse rates are based on welghted data.

~

This was done for two-reasons. First, the magnitude of the differences in
nonresponse rates differs only trivially when the data are analyzed in

welghted versus unwéighted form. Second, when nonresponse'rates for the

sample are appropriately weighted, results may be projected to the entire
population of sophomores and seniors in the Undted States (see chapter 3) and

may serve aé estimates of the parameter P2 in equation (5). .@
N _ . )

- ‘

4.3.1 Student Nonresponse Rates: 'School Variables

This section examines nonresponse for each cohort by school-level vari-

Ap-
ables. Five variables are shown in Table 4.9: school type, Census region,

level of urbanization, percentage of Black enrollment, and average enroll-

ment. Base Year data were used to classify the schools.
Table 4.9 indicates that the highest nonresponse rate for the sophomore
cohort occurred among alternative school students (14.2 percent) and the

lowegt among students at Catholic schools (3.1 percent). Among sehiors, non-

Catholic private school students had the highest nonresponse rate (10.5

»

4

percent) and Catholic school students the lowest (4.3 percent).

There is little variation in nonresponse by regidn, although in“both .
cohorts, students selected at schools in the West show the highest rate of
nonresponse (9.2 percent for the sophomores and 10.6 percent for the

seniors). The nonresponse rates in the other regions are, for both cohorts,

around six percent.

b4



. | ~61- ,_V/

TABLE 4.9

)

- Weighted stuéent nonregponge rates ’
by selected school characteristics

LY

4

Characteristic 3 Sophomore cohort ¢ Senior cohort
ALL STUDENTS ' '€£64 .071
thool Type - . ¥ o
‘i Regular public . 065 - .071
Hispanic public T . H,'".084 h .094
(Alternative public ‘ S 142 T Lo70 *
Non-Catholic private . . 052 ] ©.105
Catholic ’ . .031 _ .043
Region _ )
Nortﬁeast ' - <059 . . .056
North Central . : : .063 .068
South . o .053 .063
West . ' .092 . 106
N
Urbafization )
¢ . Urban : ‘ . +090 .094
N Suburban ‘ .067 " .067
Rural C L .038 .060

Percent Bléck
25% or less . ) ) .065 , .066
Greater than 25% | T L070 | .101

,, -

Average enrollment

‘1Q0 or 1199 ’ .069
" 101-135. ) .057
326-550 .073
- . More than 550 . -7 : .099 .088 C
- 3]
}_
¢ LY
[ N
# | & 2 .
L .. .
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For both cohorts, there is a small but consistent relationship between

student nonresponse and level of urbanization. The nonresponse rate is

. \ AR,
hiYyhest for students who were atténding urban schéols at the time of sgsample

selection (9.0 percent for the sophpmore cohort and 9.4 percent for the

\
m

senior), next highest for students from suburban schools (6.7 percent for both
! .
cohorts, and lowest for students from rural schools ¥3.8 and 6.0 percent).
Students selected at schools with a large percenkage of Blacks (25 per-
. R \ .
; |

cent or more)' showed somewhat higher rates of nonrespdpse than students .at

\
\

schools with fewer Blacﬁs. The difference in nonrespopge rat§g is much larger

i

for the senior cohort (10.1 vs. 6.6 percent) than fg;7=' gsophomores (7.0 vs.

Y
.ok
6.5 percent). -

¥

Stﬁdent nonresponse seems to ghow a;c plex rglationsh;p to school
size. For both cohorts, the rates are 6£ist for schools with betw;én 101 and
325 gtudents per class (3.9 percent r the ;éphomorea and 5.7 percent with

R

the seniors) with higher rates amofg students who atended the smallest and
largest schools. ' o
4.3.2 First Follow-Up Student Nonresponse Patterns: Indiviéual Level Variables

In this section, ﬁhe student nbnresponse rates to the First Follow-Up ;urvef'
are analyzed by individual-level variables, including demographic
characteristics, academic aptitude; attifude toward school, and self-reported
school-related behavior. Students were classified by their responses to the Base
Year Questionnaire. «

Table 4.10 shows the weighted rate of nonresponse by race, sex, academic
program, SﬁS, test quartile, and student status._ Appendix 2B displays the
-unweighted results for these variables and results for supplementary analyses

I
based on &ther classification variables. The category "other/unknowﬁ" is a

general classification that includes both missing data and data for respondents
\ . -

X
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TABLE 4.10

Weighted student nonresponse rates
by selected student characteristics

Characteristic

b Sophomore cohort

Senior cohort

ALL STUDENTS
Race
White
Black
Hispanic

Other /unknown

Sex
Male

Female

Academic program
General
Academic

, Vocational

Other /unknown

SES

Lowest quartile
Middle two quartiles
Highest quartile

Other /unknown

Test quartile

Lowest quartile
Middle two quartiles

Highest guartile

Other /unknown

Student status
In school

Transfer

Ea;ly graduate

Dropout

-064

. 040
. 050
.030
- 491

.074.
. 053

_.051

, .036
. 055

.154

. 051
. 042
. 045 .
. 151

. 061
. 043
.032
. 137

.042
.105
.073
.147

-071

.042
. 061
.044
.558

.085
.056

.061
. 040
.057
.164

.062
- 050
. 046
.159

.078
. 050
.030
e 1.28
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who did not fall into any of the other specifiqglly defined categories.
Nonresponse generally is substantially higher for the "other/unknow(" .
categories. This is an artifact attﬁibutable to the substagtial number of
Firgt FolloQ—Up nonrespondents who-were also Base Year nonrespondents, These
double non~particiggnts could only be classified in the unknown category, 4\§J’
elevating the nonresponse rate for that group.

There is little variation in student nonresponse by race. Blacks show
the highest nonresponse rate in both cohorts, but a substantial portion of the
First FolloﬁCUp student nonrespondents were also Base Year nonrespondents and
could not be classified by race. For this reason, there is some uncertainty
about the actual nonresponse ;ates for the different races.

In both cohorts, males exhibit a higher nonresponse rate than females.

The difference is 2.1 percent in the sophomore cohort (7.4 percent for males

vs. 5.3 percent for females) and 2.9 percent in the senior cohort (8.5 vs.

e

.

: 5.6).

In both cohorts, gtudents who wére in academi? programs during, the Base
Year were less likely to be nonrespondents than students in general or
vocatf%nal programs. The differences among the programs are not large (sée
Table 4.10).

In each cohort, nonresponse was highest for students classified in the
lo&est SES level (5.1 percent in the sophomore cohort, 6.2 percent in the
senior cohort). The lowest nonresponse rate was observed for the sophomore
cohort'members classified as "middle" SES (4.2 percent), and for the senior
cohort, for students classified in thg highest SES category (4.6 percent). In
general, Fhere is little variation ;n the rate of nonrespons; for the |

ﬁifferenf SES classifications. ;

o
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There 1s an inverse relation between test quartile and rate of
nonresponse for each cohort. For the soghomore cohort, students classified in

the lowest quartile had rates of nonresponse almost twice as large as students

classified in the highest qﬁartile (6.1 percéht vs. 3.2 percent); the

L]

difference is even more prqhbdnced for seniors (7.8 vs. 3.0). ,

c - .

Table 4.10 aléo’éﬁéﬁézthaﬁ the sophomores who dropped out (14.7 percent)
- Qo.' ’ . .
or transferred (10.5 percent) .had the highest nonresponse rate for the First

-

.--.. .o. > ..’
Follow-Up survey. Stydents who remained in school showed the the lowest

-

’Dropouts and transfer students are the most
L 8
@

difficult to locate apnd this difficulty may account for their relatively high

nonresponse rate (4.2 percen®).

nonresponse rates. a

° o

[ - M ’ .""‘
These differences across groups‘in responge rates are for the most part

similar to those observed dAuring the Base Year. 2 picture of student

nonrespondents is beginning to emerge from the analyses, which suggest that

groups with less involvement with education were less likely to participate in

z & -

the survey: dropouts had higher nénresponse rates than non-dropouts; students
with lower gradeg and lower test scores showed higher nonresponse than
stﬁgents with higher grades and test scores; students who were frequently
absent from school showed higher nongesgpnse than students absen;

infrequently; students in vocational or general progfams were more likely to

be nonrespondents than students in academic programs. .

4.4 Summary

The analyses presented here support ®hree general conclusions:

o«

(1) The school-level bias component in Base Year and First
Follow-Up estimates is small, averaging less than 2
percent; . :

73 :
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(2) The gtudent-level bias component in Base Year estimates
is also small, averaging about .5 percent for percentage
estimates concerning either cohort;
(3) The student-level bias component in First Follow-Up
estimates ig limited by the nonresponse rates, which for
both cohorts were about half the Base Year rates.
The first and second conclusion together suggest that nonresponse bias s not
a major contributor to error in Base Year esfimates; the first'and third
suggest that nonresponse biags 1s not & major contributor to error in First
Follow-Up estimates.

Each of 'these conclusions must be given some QualificatiOn. The analysis
of school-level nonresponse is based on data .concerning the schools, not the
students attending them. The aﬁalyses of student nonresponse are based on
survey data and are themselves subject to nonresponse bias. Despite these

s

limitations, the results consistently indicate that nonresponse had a small

impact on Base Year and First Follow-Up estimates.

>



5. STANDARD ERRORS AND DESIGN EFFECTS
This chapter: examines the standard errors for statistics--such as

means and proportions-—-derived from the First Follow-Up data sets. Most

i
researchers are familiar with the use of standard errors to assess the

variability of estimates based on simple random samples; more complex designs,

-~

however, raise less familiar statistical issues. Both the senior and
sophomore cohorts for the First Follow-Up were sQ&ected using stratified,
clustered, unequal probability designs. With such complex designs, standayxd

errors must be calculated using different procedures from the- familiar methods .

-

used for data from simple random samples.
Before presenting standard errors for First Follow-Up estimates, it is

. & . -
useful to discuss gome of the statistical jiggues raised by complex sample

-

designs. First, the computational procedures used to estimate the standard

errors are discusséd, followed by an examination of the relatioenship between

.

standard errors based on complex samples and those based on simple random

samples.

N

5.1 Computational Procedures

. ] . .
In a simple random sample, the mean is estimated as

1

n A
X =1L x,/n ! - (1)
S¥s i . .
N . A k-3

Only the numerator is subject to sampling error; the denominator (the sample

size) ‘is taken as a fixed constant. In more complex sample designs, the mean

is estimated as a ratio of estimates; for the High School and Beyond survey,

the ratio is ;

LI v
r=—— 03 _ ¥ | (2)
LT x : -

hi

b1
»



) in which S - ' .

yhij = the weighted value for student j
. , from school i in stratim h,

[4

. - gy = the -estimated size of school i in N ;
" . L . gstratum h. . ?/”

The numeérator~ (y) representa'an'estiﬁate of the' popllation total; the '

denominator (x), an estimate offfﬁg/pcﬁﬁiation size. When cluster sizes are '

~ .
¢ .

unequal, the owverall sahpie size will fluctuate depending on which clustexs &

¢ -

are selected. For the same reason, the estimates of the population size will

+

show sampling fluc£ﬁation. Thus, for a ratip est}mator, both the numerator -
and the denominaéor are subﬁect to eampling error. -
In their classic paper, Kish and Frinkeldeistinguish tﬁree major
approaches to the computation of gtandard errors for statistics based on
.« complex designs where ratio estimators must be used:. Taylor Serjes, bala;cea
repeated replication (BRR), and jackknife repeated r;plication (JRR).

Taylor Serie§ estimMation. It can be shown2 that the variance of r

A

(1.e., the square of the standard error. of r) is &
Br -R)% - p, ¥ -Rax - y 2 (3)
\ X 1 + dx/X
" \ ;
in which ., .
g \ .
o E(r - R)2 = the expected value of the' squared '
difference between the population
parameter R and the sample estimate r.
dy = the difference between the sample
A . estimate y and the population value Y.

X % the population size

, ) : b

dx = the difference between the sample estimate of
i ‘the population size, x, and the population size X.

14

g L. Kish and M. Frankel, "Inference From Complex Samples,® Journal ©f
" the Royal Statistical'Societyz Series B (Methodological), 36 (1974):2-37.

1 21,. Kish, Survey Sampling (New York: John-Wiley, 1965), 206-208.
O 76 v
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If the term involving one plus the relative error of x (i.e., dx/X) is

€

ignored, it can be shown that (3) reduces to:.

. , |
E(r-R)? = 1/x2 (var, + R%Var, - 2 R Cov,ey) (4)

in which

f

vVar = the variance of

. .
the variance of x

H

Var
X

Covxy = the covariance of x and y

All the terms in equation (4) can be estimated from sample data (e.g., r would
take the place of R, x the placeyéf X, and so forth). The variance terms are
egstimated by the variation of.primary selection means around the stratum

mean. Sampling statisticians have offered several rationales for the use of
equation (%) a; an approximation of (3). One line of a‘fgument1 makes use of a
standard aﬁProximation technique: called Taylor Series apprbximation, which
gives this-approach its name. . o

Balanced repeated replication (BRR). The replication approach was

2

originally developed by Deming. The principle underlying replicated sampling .

is quite simple. If a sample of size n is desired, g independent replicate
samples~are gelected, each of size n/g. The variation among estimates from

. each replicate can be used to estimate the variance of estimates based on the

entire sample.

. .
M. Hansen, W. Hurwitz and W. Madow, Sample Survey Methods and Theory,
vol. II (New York: John Wiley, 1953).

2y. Deming, "On Simplification of Sampling Design Through Replication
With Equal Probablilities and Without Stages," Journal of the American
Statistical ‘Association 31 (1956):24-53. : o
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Balanced repeated replication extends the principle of replication.

-

It is usually applied to stratified designs.with two primary selections per

stratum. By choosing one primary selection from each stratum, a half-sample

1s created; the unselected primary units form another half-sample. In a

~

design with h strata, a total of 2(h=1) gifferent pairs of half—samples—can be
formed in this fashion: Each pair is referred to as a replicate. It is
customary to form only a portion of the possible replicates using an
orthogonal balanced design.

For any given replicate, esgimateg such as the ratio means r, and r,
can be computed frdﬁ_each half—sample.. Then the sampling variance for the

~

overall gthtistic (r) can be estimated in any of several ways1. One method

A

compares the estimate from one half-sample with the overall estimate:

var, (r) = (rqy - r)2 - (5)
in which
var, (r) = the variance estimate based on replicate k}
r = an estimate’based on the entire sample,
4 = an éstimgke based on one of the half—sampies
from repliqate X.

The final estimate for the variance of r is the average of V'ark across all the

replicates. The estimate r need not b%.a ratio nfean; the logic of BRR applies

to any type of estimate, giving the method its broad benerality.

Jackknife repeatgd replication. Equation (5) shows that the variance -

of a sample statigtic can be estimated using data from, a ‘'portion of the

sample, that is from a single half-sample. Jackknifing is a generalization of
)

]
-~

T Frankel, . Inference from Survey Samples: An Empirical Investigation
(Ann Arbor: ‘Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, 1971), 35.

7’8

L



. T

this iqdea. 'I‘ukey1 has shown how egtimates of variance can be obtained from a

subsample of the original sample, even when the subsample includes all but one

of the sample observations. He refers tothe technique as jackknifing.

- Frankel? has shown how jackknifing can be used with complex stratified

samples. Again this agsumes a desidn with two primary selections in each

gstratum. For a particular stratum, the variance using (6) can be estimated:

2
Varh = (r1h el rh)

in which

(6)

ryp = an estimate based on one of the primary selections from

stratum h,

ry, = the corresponding estimate based on both primary selections

a

from the stratum.

’ . |
The estimated variance for the entire sample is just the sum of the esgstimated

,strata variances. With JRR, each "replicationf fepresents the contribution of

a single stratum to the .variance of estimates from the entire sample. -

-

Comparison of -the methdéds. In the Base Year survey, NORC provided

standard errors for sample statistics, using a program based on the Taylor

Series approach.” Prior to the First Follow-Up survey, NCES acquired a program g

that computes BRR standard error estimates. The BRR program was used to

‘compute  standard errors for statistics derived from the First Follow-Up gd&a

™~

sets.

|

/

\‘1See for example, J. Tukey, Exploratory Data
Wwiley, 1978). ¥ . ‘

2Frankel, Inference from Survey Samples: An

Analysis (New York: John

Empirical Investigation (Ann

Arbor;?'institute for Social Research, University
/ N

Q ' é - /; n _ ,75)

of Michigan, 1971).

&

4

¢



~72~ /

BRR assuméa a design with two primary selections per stratum.

i Although the High School and Beyond sample is stratified, each of the ofiginal
strata:includes more than two primary selections (the ;rimary selections in
this case were ﬁigh schools or gstudents at high schools that came into the
sample with certainty). 1In order to meet the assumptions of BRR, the original
26 school strata were divided into 90 "computing" strata. Within each comput-
ing stratum, the primary selections were randomly divided into two groups,
which were treated as "éseudo-primaries." ‘The BRR program, thus, treats the

sample as though it included two primary selections from each of 90 strata.’

Previous empirical investL_gation2 indicated that Taylor Series, BRR, .
and JRR gave comparable results, although BRR standard error estiﬁates
consistently gave more accurate significance levels for t-statistics.
Nonetheless, a comparison of Taylor Serigs and BRR staﬁdard error estimates
was undertaken ip order to assure that standard errors from the Base Year and
First Follow-Up surveys can be interpreted in the same way.

\

For 60 estimated proportions based on senior cohort data,b?tandard
error estimates were calculated using both procedures. Thirty of the propor-
tions are based on First Follow-up questionnaire data. The other 30 are based
on comparable Base Year items from Base Yeagxrespondents who were retained in
the First Follow-up sample. Téble 5.1 gives the two gsets of standa;d errors
for the First Follow-Up statiétiés. Table 5.2 gives them for the Base Year
statiétics;

In line with the earlier empirical work, no marked difference are found

between the Taylor Series and BRR standard error estimates. In both tables,
L 2 ’ -

Ild had

'The BRR program is available through NCES. The public use data tapes
include the computing strata and pseudo-primary selecdtion codes.’

2Frankel, Inference from Survey Samples: An Empirical Investigation (Ann
Arbor: Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, 1971).

s
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TABLE 5.1

BRR and Taylor Series SE estimates for Follow-Up gtatistics

Statistic .Egtimate SE-BRR SE-Taylor

Prop. Planning professional'careér 0.260 0.006 0.006
Prop. Able to finish college ‘ - 0.867 0.005 0.006
Prop. Planning to finish college ‘ 0.486 0.011 0.010
Prop. Satisfied with less than college 0.629 . 0.0Mm 0.011
Prop. Whose mother finished college 1’ 0.142 0.009 0.009
Prop. Whose father finished college 0.227° 0.010 ’ 0.010
Prop. Married 0.107 0.006 ~ 0.005
Prop. Expecting child by 25 0.489 0.010 0.009
Prop. Started first job " ‘' 0.420 0.009‘ . 0.008
Prop. Expecting own place b& 24 0.916 0.004 . ‘ 0.004
Prop. Completed full time education 0.136. 0.006 0.005
Prop. With handicap " 0.070 0.003 0.003
Prop. "Success not very imp;rtant" 0.829 '0.005 0.005
Prop. "Money not important"” 0.147 0.004 0.005
Prop. "Community leadership important" 0.465 0.007 . 0.008
Prop. "Inequality important" 0.670 . 0.007 0.007
Prop. "Leisure not important" 0.013 . 0.001 0.001
Prop. "Good luck more important 0.100 _ 0.004 0.004
o Prop. "Someone prevents sguccess" 0.216 0.006 . 0.006
Prop. "Plans never workK .out" ' 0.143 ' 0.005 0.005
Prop. With not much to be proud of s 0.087 0.004 0.004
Prop. Who .watch more than one hour -of TV 0.778 0.007 - 0.007
Pfop. Expecting no kids 0.098 0.004 0.004
Prop. With siblings in college 0.372 0;007 0.006
Prop. With 2 or more sibs in H.S. 0.099 0.003 0.004
Prop. Hard of hearing 0.012 0.001 0.001
Prop. "éeople goof off at work" = 0.182 g 0.006 . 0.007
Prop. Who prefer work to school 0.513 0.008 ~ 0.008
Prop. "Job encourages good habits" 0.858 0.005 0.005
Prop. With positive attitude to self 0.949 0.003 0.004

81
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TABLE 5.2

BRR and Taylor Series SE estimates for
Base Year statistics

Ui

Statistic

Egtimate

P{Qp.

SE-BRR SE-Taylor
Prop. Planning professional career 0.269 0.005 0.006
Prop. Bble to finish college 0.803 0.005 0.006
Prop. Planning to finish college 0.457 0.009 0.009
Prop. Satisfied with less than college 0.713 0.009 f. 0.009"
Prop. Whose mother finiéhed college 0.148 0.008 . @.007
Prop. Whose father finished college 0.245 0,011 0.011.
Prop. Married 0.010 0.002 - 0.002
Prop. Expecting child by 25 0.523 0.010 0:009
Prop. Started first job 0.170 0.005 0.005
Prop. Expecting own place by 24 0.913 0.004 -0.004
Prop. Completed full time education 0.013 0.001 . 0.001
Prop. With handicap -0.054 0.003 0.003
Prop. "Success not very important"” 0.880 0.004 0.005
Prop. "Money not important" . 0.116 0.005 " 0.005
Prop. "Community leadership important” 0.510 -0.008 0.008
‘Prop. "Inequality important” 0.610 0.008 0.007
Prop. "Leisure not important" ' 0.021. 0.002 0.002
Prop. "G6bd luck more important ‘ 0.121 0.004 0.004
Prop. "Someone prevents success" 0.236 0.0Q7 0.006 .
Prop. "Plans never work out" 0.188 0.006 0.006
Prop. With not much to be(proud of _0.116 0.005’ 0.005
Prop. Who watch more than one ﬁour of TV 0.848 0.006 0.006
Prop. Expecting no kids 0.098 0.005 - 0.005
Prop. With siblings in college 0.314 0.007. 0.007
Prop. With 2 or more sibs in H.S. 0.141 0.005. 0.005
Prop. Hard of hearing 0:018 0.002 0.002
Prop. "People goof off éf work" . 0.169 0.005 0.005
Prop. Who prefer work §§§§Ch601 0.515 0.007 .0,007"
Prop. "Job encourages good habits" ‘ 0.787 0.006 0.006
With positive attitide to self 0.906' _ 0.006 0.005 /
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- the correlation between the two setd of estimates exceeds .97. The mean of

<

~the 30 Taylor Series standard error estimates in Table 5.1 is identicalJto the

«

. v . 4
mean of the BRR estimates. The difference between the means of the estimates

in Table 5.2 is miniscule (.00007), with the BRR program giving the slightly ‘
; % ]

~

highér estimates.

5.2 Design Effects ' . &

No matter which method is used}to estimate the étAndard errors for

First Follow-Up statistics, .the s%ahdard'errors will be different from
standard errors calculated on the asgumptioﬁ that the-data is from a simple

\l\’.

random sample. Like most national samples, the High Sthool and -Beyond sample

is not a simple randqm samplé; it departs from the model of gsimple random

sampling in thfee major rgspects: the selections are'clusteredlby school,

- . .
¢

major subgroups (such as private school students) are deliberately: o
8 » .

overrepresented -in the sample, and the selections are stratified by gchool

.9 .
L 1 .
/ﬁ

Each .of these departures from simple‘rihddm sampling has a predictable .

type. 7 (The sampie'design is summarized in chapter 2 of this report.)

Pes
-

" impact on the sfandard errors of sample estimates. The variance of a statis-

’

-tic from a complex sample can be represented as the product of four factors:

-~

)]
4

‘Var (;3 = Varg, o x Cluster, x Strat x Disprog " (7)
in which ~

var (x) = the actual variance of a sample estimate’

Varg, o .= the estimate variance that would be obtained if -

i

the sample were treated as a simple random sample

I

Cluster, Strat, Disprop.=-factors representing tge impact of ¢lustering,

stratification, and_didproportionate sampling.

'~Var(;3ﬁcan be estimated from, sample. data dsing any of the
® . ’ é‘_"%.» : R i

techniques considered earlier. . . K ' ‘ \

+

. .. @ . - .
-~ . 'f\-‘.‘ fim N m . \
- ) ' N . S
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The ratio between Var (x) and Vafg*is commonly referred to as the

design effect (DEFF).: From equation (7), it is clear that this ratio is the

- . ’ ¥ At - ’
g var

product of three factors:

DEFF = Cluéter X Strag‘\u’atspfbp . - (8)

w3
It can also be"sﬁw that each factor is itself a ratio:
var

Cluster =, 1

cluster = DEFF ) (9a)

Varsrs

. .
2 v

Strat = cluster,strat = DEFFz < (9b)
Varcjuster . -
< “
; ' Vard. cluster trat .
Disprop = 1Sprop, r Strat - pgrry (9¢)
Varcluster,strat #

in which Var.jygter refers to the variance from & clustered sample wth the

same number of observations as_the actual sample, Var

A

cluster,strat refers to

the variance from a clustered and stratified sample with the same number of
b . -

observations as the act?al sample, and Vardisprop,cluéter,strat refers, to the ="~

variance from a disproportionate, stratified, and clustered sample with the .

same number of observations as the actual sample. Formulas are available! for

-

estimating the values of the three DEFF factors for means or proportions. In

general, DEFF; and DEFF3 are greater than 1.0, while DEFF, is less than 1.0.

4

~

That is, clustering and disproportionate allocation increase- the gverall-

design effect, while stratification reduces it. ]

In many cases, it gmore useful to work with standard errors than
_ T , ,

with variances. The root Vsign effect (DEFT) expresses’ the relation between

the actual standard erro;\of'an estimate and the standard error of the

corresponding dstimate from a'sxwple random sample:.

1
7

! , , ) ’ /
< 14
% ” - . “

: . o -
1Ki'sh, Survey Sampling (New York: John Wiley, 1965). -

-
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1

. /2
DEFT = (DEFF)

(10)

- 1
= (Var(x)/Varsrs)/2

3 = se(x) /8 g

5.3 Standard Errors and Design Effects for the First Follow-Up

-

Standard errors and design effects were computed for three types of
statistics derived from the First Follow-Up data sets: a) simple estimates, |
such as meaﬁs“aad prbpsrtions, baged on First Follow-Updata; b) simple Base

Year estimates, based on the Base Year data from” respondents selected into the

e

- A i ‘/
First Follow-Up sample; and c) change estimates, based, on data from -
. ' .

: i ' i ' vooo. T
respondents @o participated iq both rounds of data collection. For the -
. . ’ N -
senior cohort, the simple estimates consist of 30 proportions calculated using

‘gyé“appropriate weiéhts:' The change estimates are the weighted mean changes

d ' L

“v/on these same variables. .8imilarly, for the sophomére cohort, the simple

[

estimates include 30 proportions and, in addition, seven test score. means.

L ~

-

‘Thgwchangé estimates are the wyeighted mean changes on these 37 variables.

Y ) . -
Variables for ?he standard error computations were selected with three

~

main criteria ‘in mind: the vatriables should be frequently ‘used in aﬁalyses of

b

the daéa{ comparable variables should be avai lable in both the Base Year and

r -
a4 -

First Follow-Jp, and the proportions should cover a range of values.

4

These gtatidtics were computed for each cohort taken as a whole and
*, o - » . : N

for selected sdbgppdps. For the senior cohort,'subgroups were formed based on

~
.

race (White and other, Biack,‘ﬂigbénic), SES (low, middle, high), and post-

- - o - . ! . <

¥

secondary education"(ho'postsecoﬁaary schooling, some postsecondary

schooling). In addition,.for the senior cohort taken as a whole (but not for
- . Y | ) : ‘ .
the subgroups), estimates of* a fqﬁ;th type were Célculated~730 simple

. correlations involving,K Base Ysar %ariables and 30 involving #ollgy~0p ,

AN

&

.4

vafiables. ) »

s
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A
For the sophomore cohort, the subgroup classifications were based on

race, -SES, -school type (public and private), and school program (academic,

vocational, and general).‘ The complete set of estimates, standard errors, and

design effects is preéented in Appendix 3 (for tha senior cohort) and Apbendix
4 (for the sophomore cohort). |
Tables 5.3 and 5.4 show the-mean design effeats (DEFF8) and mean-’root
design effects (DEFTs) for each cohort and subgroup. To facilitate
compariaons‘ﬁetween the two cohorts, two means are presented for the sophomore
cthrt. The first inclades only the thirty proportions; the second includes
both tﬁe‘proportions and the test—score means. These tables suggest that the
efficiency of the FirstrFollow—ﬁp sample deéends in part on the type of
estiﬁate being made. Thelmean design effect éor estimates concern£né all

members of the senior cohort is highest when the estimates are simple . -

X

v

es%imates"(2.64afor simple Follow~Up estimates and 2.73 for simple Base Year

estimates), lower when the estimates are change estimates (2.19), and lowest

1

when the estimates are correlations (1.93 for Follow-Up correlations and 1.99
3 . . ¥

for Basge Year correlations).‘ Similarly, for the sophomore cohort, change
estimated have lowé} mean design effécts than either type of simple

estimate, This result (which applieé to subgroup estimates as wellj is in

-
B
rF

line with, emplrical results suggesting that more complex«estimators generally
Lo T - ’ ., -

show lower design effects.z}:

~ v
’

1In the'Base‘Yeat, statisties were also included for males and females.
The design effécts for the two groups were very similar to each other and to
the desfgn effects for Whites and others. For this reason, separate standard
errors and-design effects were not calculated for either sex in the First
Follow~ Up study.

- w v

2Kish and Frankel, “Inferenqe -from Complex Samples," Journal of the Royal

Statistical Society: Series B (Methodolo@ical), 36 (1974) .- *
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TABLE 5.3
o Mean design effects and root design effects ‘ . ;k/
\ for senior cohort estimates ' S
Group FolloQ—Up _. ~Base Year ~Change
estimates estimates estimates
) Mean design effects
_ All students 2.64 2.73 2.19
White and other 1.92 1.98 l1.67
Black \ 2.75 1.66 1.53
Hispanic 3.47 2.78 2.32
Low SES 2.42 ) 2.50 ’ 2.55
Middle SES -i{73 _ 1.90 1.84
High SES , v 1.87 1.77 r 1.80
No postsecondary ed. 2.10 ) 2.10 - 1.92
- Some postgecondary ed. 2.69 2. 45 2.24
Correlatioﬁs (all students) 1.93 | 1.99 ., - -
T " ¢ Mean root désign effects ‘ -
All students o - o 1.57 1.62 N " 1.43 }T
White and other 1.35 1.39 1.28
Black | | 4 1.64 ' 1.27 1.22
- Hﬁspgnic ‘ 1.84 1.66 " . ) 1:51
Low SES ‘ | 1.54 | 1.57 1.47
8? Middle SES , 1.31 . 1.37 | 1.35 ‘
~ ! . .
High SES | .36 1.32 1.33
No postgecondary ed. '1.43 - 3.43 | 1.37
Some postsecondary ed.” ‘ 1361~ A . 1.54° R 1.48’__
Correlations (all'students)\ 1.38 1.39 o " -
. ' ’ Y .
L@, N
¢ 87 q*\\ E
A‘T . .
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A

..~ TABLE 5.4 ',

for sophomore ‘cohgrt: estimates

ts and root désign effects

T

~v

%

hd T

Groug\; Fo}low-Uprestimates Bdsé‘Year‘estimates Changé estimates
Prop. All Prop. « A1l Prop. All,
X \ g
’ \\. Mean design effects e L
. .
All students .\\§\3.14 3.59 2.42 2.90 . 1.80 1.91 o
White and other .92 3.12 2.13 2.44 1.62 1.72 -
Black 2.68, 2.85 _1.%4 1.86 1.56 1.61
Hispanic 2.63 #\\\ 2.72 .04 © o 2.05 1.88 1.92
. Low SES 1.7p 178 e 1) 1.52 1.42 1.46
Middle SES © 182 1.96 1.61 N 1.64 1.48 1.57
High SES 2.34 2.44 1.85 2.19 1.52 1.57
Public schools 2.54 2.87 2:15 2.42 1.66 1.77
Private schools . 7.76 9.17 5.67 T 7.62 2.65 2.82 *
Academic program  2.49 2.54 2.33 2.54 1.75 1.76 -
Vocational program 1.81 1.81 1.54 1.52 1.42 1.48
General program _é.OO 2104.. 1.63. - 1.75 ,1.70. 1.77
) - "\ Meén root desigﬁheffects -+
ALl students | 1.72 1.84 1.51 1.64 ,1.33 1.37
White and other  '1.67 1772 1.42 1.51 1,26 - 1.30
Black . 1.61 1.66 1.26 1.33 1.23 ‘1720 -
Hispanic L 161 1.63 1.1 1.41 1.35 1.37
Low SES _ 1.29 1.32. « 1.21 1.22 1.18 1.20
Middle 'SES  1.33 1.38 1.25 1.26 “1.20 1.24
High SES 1.50 \\1.53 1.35 1.45 " 1.22 1.24
Public school 1.56 }\Fs 1.42 1.50 1.28 ., 1.32
Private school 2.51 ) 2.78 2.16 2.49 1.57 1.62
Academic program 1.53 1.54\ 1.48 1.54 1.29 1.31
Vocational pxoqkﬁm.1.34 1.33 1.24 1:22 1.18 1.21
General program _ 1.40 1.41° 1.27 1.31 1.29 1.32
o .S\\ ]
"
, \§§; 5%8 \3;
. ) \\ LY
) 7 e \'\
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Senior cohort. On the whole, the simple Base Year and Follow-Up

i

N

estimates are about equally effic%gnt for the senior cohort. The two types of

b

estimates show similar mean design effects for the cohort as a whole and for
each of the subgroups (except the Hispanics); Moreover, the mean design
effects réborted in Table 5.3 are similar to those observed during the Base

Year. For all senior cohort mehbers, the mean design effect during the Base

| R ) e
Year was 2.69, a value quite similar to those in Table 5.3 (2.64 and 2.73).

3.

" Most of the mean design effects for the subgroups are also similar to those

-

calculated using data from the entire Base Year sample. (The_Base Year. design

- ’

effqects are described in detail in Frankel et al., Samgle‘Deéign Report, pp.

v
%
[
%

A ES - ’ “ b }
- . .
» . - .
[

\-u . & . , .
Aj24 rough A-42,) - T o R : 4

St ) - ! - ‘ : - \4 +
= It is perhaps surprisihg that the senior cohort First Follow-up sample 3}

Y
y

4 t

design effects are so similar to those found in the Base Year. The First

. ) -3
Follow-Up sample design called for the systematic overrepregentation of- a

\ .
- 2

number of policy-relevant subgroups and, as equation (8) shows, such

‘digproportionate allocatibp has an. impact "on the design effects. (Although

R . P . : \
“ some of these groups were already overrepresemted in the Base Year sample, the
> N

. degree of overrepresgsentation is much greater in the First Follow-Up sample.)

For means and proportions, the impact of disproportionate allocation (DEFF3)

.

is related to éhe variability of the weights, which are designed to compensate
for the disproportionality. DEFF4 can be estimated by

. Var

- w - N *
. DEFF_ = 1 4 —= ’ . 11
3 - T3 \/ Gt
1) - ) w . - ‘\ "
in which o ,
A q © ’ Varw = the variance of the weights ,
3 ..’ .
w = the mean of the weights i

89




For both BYWT and FUWT, the value of DEFF3 exceeds 2.0. For the entire Base

Year éample, the value is only 1.32.

”

Something must be compensating for the increage in DEFF3. There is
little reason to think it is a change in thg value of DEFFz, which rgflects

the efqui\i; strafification. For simple estimates, DEFF2 depends on the

differenceaes mong stratum means. The original strata were school tYpes, aﬁd

it is reasonable-to assume that the differences among students attending
different types of schools have not changed much in the two years gince the

Base quf. (For estimates involving Base Year data, the value of DEFF2 should
' a8, .

-

be the same whether the estimate is based on the -entire sample or just the
5 . . . B _

subsample for the First Follow-Up.)

On the other hand? the cluster effect (DEFF,) is likely to have

changed considerably. CluStérinq reduces the effiéiency of the sample, and
increases the design'effecp, becausge -obgservations within a cluster tend to be

Similar. For means and proportions, DEFF, is related to the number of

W

selections per cluster and to the degree of within-cluster homogeneity. It

o

can be estimated as

. o .
DEFF, = 1 + ( b - 1) rho- (12)

-

-

“in which “L. -

A N
-

the impact of g¢lustering on the overall design effect

DEFF{ =
e (compare equation [9a]) e
b -= the average number of cases per cluster
rho = the +dntraclass correlation coeffiJ&ent, a .measure of . g

within-cluster homogeneity
« . d

-ty
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Rho takes on different values for different variables. There is no indication

that it is, on the average, either lower or higher for First Follbw4Up var-

iables. (0Of course, for Bagse Year variables, rhq should be the same whether

“ g )
the estimates are based on the entire sample or just the subsample retained

for follow-up.) By contrast, b hés changed dramatically--the average numbe;\\\

- # N

of studéntg per school has dropped from about 28 in the Bage Year sample to

-

about 11 in the First Follow-Up sample. For this reason, the average value of

_DEFF, should be considerably lower--enough to cancel out the effect bf the \

9

increase in DEFF3.

£

Sophomore cohort. For the sophomore cohort, estimates using the

Follow-Up sample are relativély less efficient than estimates using the Base

Year sample. For all cohort members (see Table 5.4), the mean’design‘effect

N\

is higher for simple Follow-Up estimates than for simple Base Year. egstimates -
(3.14 vs. 2.42 for proportions; 3.59 vs. 2.90 for all statistics). Most of

the subgroups show similar differences between means for Follow-Up ahd Basge

w

Year simple estimates. The'relative inefficiency of the Follow:Up estimates

can be traced to the increased variability of the weights.

- When the Follow;Up sample is used to make inferences about the Follow-

L S

Up pop&latiqn, the appropriate weight is FUWT (or FUTESTWT with test

?

&

~scores).” When Base Year data from members of the'Follow—Up-sample is used to

4

s

make inferences about the %?se Year gzbqlation,nthe appropriate weight is BYWT

:

f(o} BYTESTWT). As chaptef'z&shows, FUWT is congiderably more variable

-

(variance = 19,530) thén BYWT (variance = 10,066). Base, Year non-participants
who were gptained in qﬁe‘Folléw—Up sample appear to be the source of the

increased variability of FUWT. Basé Year non-participants who had left schooi

+

were subsampledffor the'Firs%,Foilow—Uéjat a rate of .10 and the mean FUWT' for

.-

3 : ~ . L
this group is about 15 times larger than the mean; for the rest of the
[

:

« N .
o ] . .l

” | _— i~

» R . - i '

-
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sample. Because these cases were Base Year non-participants, they were not
included in Base Year estimates and hence do not affect the efficiency of Base

Year estimates.

N

The senior cohor£ designAeffects do not show a similar disparity in

the efficiency of Base Year and Follow-Up estimates. This presumably reflects

" the fact that Base Year nonrespondents are not so systematically

t

4
underrepresented in the senior cohort of the First Follow-Up sample.
In the Base Year the mean design effect for sophomore cohort estimates

was 2.88. Using Base Year data from the subsample retained for the First

-

Follow~Up, a mean design effect of 2.90 is found. This should hardly come as
\ ‘ ' k

a surprise, since the subsample included nearly all of the Base Year par-

ticipants. As noted already, thé_subsampling of hase Year non-participants

increased the design effects for éimple First Follow-Up estimates. T>

5.4 Design Effects and Approximate Standard Errors’
The mean design effects givenﬂin Tables 5.3 and 5.4 can be used in ap--
proximating standard errors that are ndk included in the appendix tablgs. For

example, the standard error of a proportion can be estimated from the siﬁple

random sample variance and the appropxiatg mean root design effect (DEFT):

3

_SE = DEFT x (p (1 - p) / n) /2 . (13)

-

-

Similarly, the standard error for a mean can be cafbdlated with the mean DEFT
. . <% .-

and the weighted variance of the individual scores:

]

SE DEFT ‘x (WTVAR / n)..\/2 : N - (14)
in which E .

-

- . WTVAR = ‘weighted vériance of the,individ&alzscores

n unweighted number of valid observations o 1 .

. . . .‘@ " .. ...‘ ~.»
,DEFT = mean of the root design effects ;for simple estimates.

® -



The formula for the approximate standard error of a mean also applies to mean
changes. The appropriate wejght for change estimates ig the panel weight
(PANELWT) .

Subgrqﬁp estimates. Tables 5.3 and 5.4 make it clear that the mean

\ design effects and mean root design effects vary considerably by subgfoup.

~

For this reason, it is important to.use the mean for the relevant subgroup in
calculating approximate standard errors for Subgroup statistics.

Two rules of thumb are useful for calculating additional approximate

gstandard errors for éubgroups. First, the sample will generally be more

3
efficient for making inferences about groups, that are formed by subdividing
groups listed in the tables. Estimates concerning Higpanic males, for L
example, will generally Pe more efficient than corresponding estimates
concerning all Hispanics or all males. It will geﬁerally be conservative to
"use the mean root design effect for all Hispanics to estimate standard errors
for Hispanics of either sex. This first rule applies only when the variable
’ ugsed in subdividing a group crosscuts schools. Sex is one such variable since
most schools include both males and females.
A second rule of thumb applies to comparisons between subgroups. If
the subgroups c?gsscut‘schools, then the design effect for the difference
b between the subgroup means will be somewhat smaller than the design effects
for the individual means:
. .ﬁ. v
. Var, .. < Vary + Var, - ) (157
in which ‘
3 : .
. Var, . = the Yariance of the difference between means
// . ; 4
Yo . 1 ‘ v -
var, = the variange of the mean for subgroup a : . v
. . * ” .,
’ * Varb = the variance of the mean for subgroup b

[y

- N

Thus, Var, + Var, can be used with conservative results.
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More complex estimators. Tables 5.3 and“5.4 also show that)ﬂesign

effects vary considerably by type of‘statistic. A third rule of thumb1 is
that more complex.estimators show somewhat smaller design effects than simpler
ones. Thus, correlations éend to have smaller design effects than change
estimates and change estiﬁatés tend to have sgsmaller design effects than

means. ‘Investigators calculating approfimate standard errors for complex

statistics (such as multiple correlations or regression coefficients) can use

. T e
d& the mean root design effect for change estimates with generally conservative

results. The procedure for calculating the agpproximate standard error of a

complex estimate is analogous to the procedure for simpler gtatigtics. First,
IR

a standard error is calculated\using the formula for simple random samples.

Then the simple, random sample st?@dard error is multiplied by the appropriate

AN .
{ mean root design effect. , N\ .

i
v

ad

i > @ -
L v R

e
| N

-4
! Kish and Ffankel, "Inference from Complex Samples," Journal of the
Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 36 (1974).
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6. SAMPLE DESIGN FOR THE HIGH SCHOOL TRANSCRIPTS STUDY

6.1 Introduction

The“sample for'the High Séhool Transcripts study consistg of 18,427‘
selections from among the 1980 soRFomores who were eligible for the First
Follow-Up survey. The majbf'featu;eé of the sample design include:

-

. continued oversampling from population segments of special concern to
education policy makers (described below);-

. the inclusion of non-sampled co-twins of HS&B sampled twins;

. the inclusion of a small sample of nonparticipants in the Base Year
survey to aid the assessment of the extent of nonresponse bias in Base
Years results., -

These design features were implemented by stratifying the sample of .1980
sophomores who were retained for the First Follow-Up according to self-
reported gtudent characteristics and school level data. Initially derived

strata were then combined into two major. partitions: - one containing policy-

relevant subgrogps which were to be selected with certainty for the

-

Transcripts study, and the other containing all remaining 1980 sophomores (see
Table 6.1). In all, 12,309 cases were retained in the sample with certéinty—h
. \

. - - b, .
¥2,034 cases in.the probability gample plus 275 non-sampled ég—twins. In

o .
-

addition, a systematic sample of 6,118 caseé were subsampled’ from among 17,703

" remaining Fifst Follow-Up selections, with a yniform probability of

approximately .35.-
Y

» Sampiing strata shown in Table 6.1 were defined as indicated in the

legend. Sample members were then assigned to strata in the sequence specified
)

in the table. That is, first, all twins were identified and assigned to the

Twins stratum. Then, from all remaining cases, members of the specially

selected subsample of Base Year .survey nonparticipants were identified and

h—
-

W,
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TABLE 6.1 . !

Sample allocation for the High School Transcripts Survey
of High School and Beyond

A
N of Total N
Marginal in .
’ Stratum .Selections Stratum

-

.1

A. Retained in Transcripts sample with certainty (given retentionn in the First

\

Follow-Up) .
Twins (in sample) 357- 357
Base year nbnrespondents . _ :
(for nonresponse bias assessment) _ 485 . 488
- _Students from private schools 3,576 3,636
i Dropouts, early graduates, and rl _ ’
trangsfers to private schools ] 2,947 ‘ - 3,424
Cubang and Puerto Ricans 544 990
High ach&evement Hispanics 570 1,195 .
Asians and Pacific Islanders - " 356 544
High achievement Blacks _ 453 803
High achievement/low SES Whites , 308 474
American Indians and Alaskan Natives 424 731 " .
® Students with Parents survey data 2,014 13,047
- e e ( )
© - i} . 3
B. Subsampled for Transc¢ripts gurvey (p = .35) " . o,
Other Hispanics ‘ . ] ) 800 ' , ®
Other Blacks C . 930
2
~ All other sgtudents - - 4,388 . : K
Totals in probability sample 18,152 ) X
Non-gsample co-twins . - 275 -
' Total Selections 18,427 R i\
1
. | . | || o
NOTES: Sampling strata are defined as follows (only casei ¥9§ained in the . B
First Follow-Up were eligible for -gselection for tjeiTranscriptS survey):
1

by & ’
1. Twins--All cases identified as twins or triplets in the Base- Year suryey
whogse co-twin also attended the same school{ and was ﬁnc#uded in the s%udy.

N ’ . 1
o, -
( % ‘ }
Nl 1 ! [
.. - ¥ i .
o K
5 3 . .
. ] .
1
7
N ]
: ;

“h

4
A -

3 N T ’
y +
M

. . Fxa . . . i -
N N ¥ " .
B M ) i
r
FullTxt rovia c . .
. )
v

(A

9

3
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1.

12.

13.

14.

.
‘l

Base Year nonrespondents--The sample design for the First Follow-Up of
HS&B included a procedlire for designating a 10 peryent subsample of the
approximately 5,000 Base Year nonrespondents in the 1980 sophomore
cohort. These cases were to be retained in the follow-up samples regard-
less of their 1982 enrollment staggs or any other eligibili'ty criteria.

Students from private schools--Students who attended any type-of noh- &
public school at the time of the Base Year survey. :
N e . .

+

Dropouts, early gradqﬁtes and transfers to'priyate schools-—Students who
had graduated ahead of schedule or had left high school before
graduating, or who had transferred: from public td*private schools.

Cubans and Puerto Ricans--Students who identified themselves as being of
Cuba r Puerto Rican origin or descent in either the Base Year or First
Follow— qusurvey. i

~.

&> . Y . .

High achylevement Hispanics~—Students who 1dentified themselves as being
of Hisp&glcﬁorigin or{ descent in either the Base Year or First Follow—Up_
survdy, and who had composite HS&B test scores above the- ‘median for the
whole population (estimated by . the we1ghted median for the .sample).
‘First Follow-Up HS&B Composite Test Quartiles were used if availablej; if
they were missing, Base Year Composite Test Quartiles were substituted.

¢

asians and Pacific Islanders--Students 320 identified themselves as '
Asians or Pacific. Islanders in either t Base Year or First Follow-Up
survey. i oot Y ~ ; i

PR

High acggevement Blacks——Students who identified themselves as Rlack in
¢ither the Base Yéar: or First Pbllow-Up survey and who had composite HS&B
test scores above the median for the whole population (estimated by the
welighted. median for .the sample). First Follow-Up HS&B Composite Test . .
Quartiles were used- if available; if missing, Bage Year Composite Test
Quartiles were substituted. “

!

<

High achievement/low SES Whites--Students who identified themselvés as
White in the Base Year or First Follow-Up gurvey, who were in the highest
quartile of the composite HS&B test score distribution, and who were in
the -lowest gquartile of the composite SES scale. First Follow—Up HS&B
Composite Test.Quartiles were used if avajlable; if they were miss1ng,

. Base Year Composite Test Quartiles were substltuted.

s Ed

e o o S (R o o o o o PN N Y N e

as American Indians or Alaskan Natives in eithQr the Base Year .or First ~
Follow-Up survey. - .
Students with Parent survey data--Students whose parents participated in
the Base Year Parents survey. . _ . ~

] >

‘i < . . ) : . ’
Other Hispanics--Students tho identified themselves as Hispanic in either

the Base Year or First Follow-Up survey and who .are not members of any
strata nuﬁpered 1 through 11.

o 1

Other Blacks--Students who identified themselves as non—Hispanic Blacks. -

in either the Base Year or First Follow-Up survey qu who are not members'
of any strata numbered 1 through 12, 9? . _ -

All 6thers-—All remaﬁning students whd are not members of any strata
numbered 1° through 13. ‘g

s A e U S . . r o 4 U G
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\

assigned to the second stratum. Third, students from private schools were
. : . +
identified from among those not previously assigned to the Twins or Base Year
? -

Nonparticipént strata, and were*asgigneq to the Private School stratum. Eight
a&ditional strata were created by repeating the process of assigning ;o sach
subsequent stratum all cases that had not been previously assigned tdé any
‘earlier sératﬁm. The first column of Table 6;1 presents the marginal stratum
sizes resulting from the hierarchical nature of the assignments. A-total of

12,309 cases (including 275 non-sampled co-twins of sampled studenfs) were

. 3 <
assigned g& the eleven policy-relevant strata, and were retained in  the

. - < '

Transcripts study with certainty. Because the stratum definitions for the

study are not inherently mutually exclusive, the second column-of.gable 6.1
) 7

: "shows the total number of cases who fit each stratum degi?ition, ignoring the
hierarchical assignment. (Note: column 2 ignores the stratum gpmbership of
: 5 AdE ) ) - f
> non-sampled co;twins.) . s -

The remaining sampling stratum contains all residual cases not assigned

4

to pblicy—relevant strata. After these studen%s had been sorted by school

type‘and sex, a systematié sample of 6,118 was sgelected frpm the pool of

—~

17,703 remaining cases. The numbef of subsampled selections- was conditioned
by the requirement for a final data file containing approximately 16,000 .

transcripts and an estimated completion rate of approximately 85 to 88
s . i “ 4

percent. The lower portion of Table 6.1 also displays the numbe;s of
selections belonging to each of three major racial or ethnic categories.

" High school transcripts could not be obtained for every case in ‘the

BN +
sample. Therefore, weighting procedures were devised that would take account

“

of both differential seleq&ion probabilities for sample members and ai f~

ferentiallﬁesponse rates for different types of schools and studehts.i For

-

= each sampled student, an initial weigﬁt was .computed as the product of the .
. - . -

I8
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First Folréw-Up welght (prior to nonresponse adjustment) and the reciprocal of

- E

the student's retention’ probability in the Transcripts study. For the “
certainty q@lectioﬁs, the initial Transcripts weights are obviously equal Eo '
. .

their initial First Follow-Up weights. (See section 3.2 for a complete

description‘of First Follow-Up weighting procedures.) For the subsampled

I3

cases, the initial Transcripté'wgights are equal to their First Follow-Up:

we@ghts multiplied by the reéiproéaisqof their selection probabilities.
The strateqgy for adjusting ste weights for nonresponse &f the
N ‘ . v .
Transcripts study was conditioned by a series of analyses of response rates by

v v 8

-4 variety of school and student characteristics. Since transcript requests

were sent to school officials for processing, school variables predictably had
the greatest impact ot data collection reshlts. One factor in particular--the

N

gschool's Base Year primary sample .type (stratum)--showed the greatest vari-
lv3

Il
-

ability in response rates to the Transcripts survey. Moreover, within most/of

) o .
the nine school types, significant differences were observed in ,the ability of

- schools to return'transcripts for students who had transferred or who had left

school without graduating (dropouts). As a result, nonresponse adjustment 0

cells were created using nine levels of school " sample t;be and three levels ofs
P _ _ . .
student status as shown in Table 6.2. Note that one cell assotviated with

+ kd ¢ " ’

dropouts from high performance non-Catholic private schools was empty. The

weighted response rates presented in Table 6.2 (using initial Transcript study

2

weights described above) vary from a high 6f 96 percent for non-transfer non-

dropouts in regplér Catholic schools to a low of 42 perceng for dropduts f}om'

‘e

Py

Catholic schools with  greater than 30‘perpeqt of enrollments made up of Cuban
: 4 N "

students. .On average, the nonresponse adjustmentﬁfactor used in computing the

final weight for'the Transcripts study was approximately 1.13. 1In only, one of

e

the cells is the nonresponse adjustment greater than 2.0 (drdpouts from Cuban
A 7 .
' . iz

Y -
. ) - I

% o . . , E)g) o . L
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Catholic schools). However, this factor is applied to only 6 cases in the

. \ . \

dataset, and thus has nédligible aeffect on the variance of the final case

welghts. 1In a total of 12 cells, the adjustment factor ‘is greater than

4

. _
a 1.30. These $elatively large multiplierstare applied to a total of 822
£ ) k\
completed cases, or only 4.3 percent of the Transcripts sample. IThe impact on

4

the design efficiency of the Transgcripts sample is therefore minimal.

\\\ ‘ ’ TABLE 6.2

Nonresponse adjustmient cells. for the HS&B Transcripts Survey
(unweighted N of respondents / weighted response rate)

b ' .

Nwr . ’

Student status

School - Transfer Dropout Other
Sqmple éype ) Unw. Wtql Unw. wtd. Unw. wtd.
N L N % N
ReguZar public n 349 788 1,490 77% 8,534 921
‘ Alternative public - ) 29{ 718 128 71% 369  93%
- - - [ |
Cuban public = 6 55% 33 69% 126  68%
Other Hispanic public L 57 74% 258, 65% 1,316 87%
i :q  Regular Catholic - 50  '90% 17 92% 1,323 96%
" Black catholic - 99 748 21 633 671 = 85%
' Cuban tatholic , '}4 56% ‘ + 6 ‘ 42;' | | 205 -ssg‘
El%te other private * 14 94% ‘ : .— - | : 315}. 95%
Other private ‘ 61’ 8@ 16 61% .‘ , 434 92%.

N6.2. Efficiency of the Transcript Design

Although standard errors were not calculated for speciffq statistics
* - . .
derived from Transcripts datd#, it is still bossible to estimate the overall.

efficiency of the Transcripts design. ChapterAS shpwed that thg overall

100
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design effect can be seen ag the product of three co%ponents, representing the

I

-
effects of clustering, stratification, and disproportionate allocatiomn (see
» - W

equations [B] - (9c]). The overall design effect can, thereforég'be estimated

using estimates of each component.

-

Such an estimate is developed here‘in three sﬁéps. First, the effect of

T

disproportionate allocation (DEFF3) is estimated. Second, from Base Year and

N

First Follow-Up data a range of reasonable values is established for the

effects of clustering and stratifichtion (DEFF; and DEFF,). Finally, this

range is uded to estimate the overall design effect for the Transcripts

sample.

6.2.1 Disproportionate Allocation
o

A sample design that calls for Hisproportionate allocation of cases

e

across strata requires the use of unequal selection probabilitjies; case
weights are used to compensate for the resulting differences among the

selection probabilities and the wariability of the weights measures the degree

« -
" .

of depart&re from proportionate allocation. The effect of disproporfionate

-

allocation on the efficiency—of sample means and proportions is closely

related to the variability of the weights: » < :

. : ’ ) ' ) '
DEFF3 = 1 + Varfw) /S ¥ . . . (1)

- -

Table 6.3 gjves the variance of the weighfs (Var [w]) and the mean of the 4

weights (w) for the Transdéript Sample and for the sophomore cohort of the

A

First Follow-Up sample. It should be noted that the relationship-in equation
(1) is exact only when the within-stratum variances are all/g;qu; in other

cases, equation (1) provides’a useful approximatfon)of the feffect of dispro-

portionate allocation. For the Transcript sample, the e timate of DEFF4 is = »

2.12. . ~

. 101
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The sums of the weightg are estimates of the size of the térget popu-
. - .
AN

lations (i.e., 1980 sophomores). The sums are virtually identical for the

©

Transcripts and First Follow-Up samples and Hoth are virtually identical to

-

the Base Year sum.
- ¥ .

h TABLE 6.3
‘Summary statistics for the final case weights
for Transcripts and First Follow-Up Surveys

Transcripts? | First Follow-UpP o
Mean ) 237.2 T s 134.4 -
variance ' 62,894, 19,536
Relative Variance . | 1.12 - 1.08
Sum 3,780,934 7 3,779,756
Number Comple%e i 159,941 284119

S B | : D g

"@gxcludes non-sample co-twins.

bFollo,w—Up weight (FUWT) of 1980 sophomores.

6.2.2 Base Year and First Folldw—Up Design Effects

For both the Base Year and First Follow-Up samples, standard errors an¥
¢

design effects were calculated for a¢number of statistics based on data from
- . . \ ]
the sophomore cohort. Design effectg vary across statistics. Most of this

variation reflects variations in the clustgr effect (DEFF1) and the effect of

gstratification (DEFFz)., DEFF 4, the effect of disproportionate ;}&pcatién,
\

will be relatively constant, since it depends only on the relatlve'variance of
the weights; for statistics concerning a particular domain, the relative

variance of the weights will exhibit only minor fluctuations attributable to

item nonresponse. N ! ' , -

s
[y

DEFF, depends on two factors--the number 6?\§ases per cluster (i.e., ™
' . \

_______

school) and their homogeneity: - »

~

»
DEFF, = 1 # ( b - 1 )rho. (2)

102
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For statistics concerning a particular domain, the avéraé@ number of caseg per
t

school (B) will be nearly constant, showing only minor fluctuations due to
, ,

item nonresponse. Homfgeneity within schools (measured by rho, the intra-
class correlation coefficient), however, will vary sharply depending on, the

variable involved--students’from the same school will be very similar on some
] . - ¢

v

~

variableé but'willlshow little similarity on oshers. DEFF, dependé on only <
.one factor——the degree that the strata’ differ from-each.bther. More formally,

. L § _ -
the effect of strgtification on the efficiency of means -and pgbportions can be
estimated by the ratio of the pooled, within-stratum variancés.to the total
variance. Siépe the within—stratum’variance is a portion of the total
variance, DEFF2 is always less Qhan one. 1Its eiact value will vary Hepéndinéz

on the degrée of homogeneity within strata for the particular variable.

Because the values of rho and DEFfz vary across different variables, it

Ay

is useful to estimate an "average" value for each of them. Thesexéverage -
. \ . :
' »

values can be estimated from mean overall design effects, such as those //

3

presented in chapter 5 (see Tables 5.3 and 5.4). Table 6.4 presents mean
’ . ’

. . ’ » . -
design effects based on wmore than thirty statistics deriwed from sophomore
data from the Base Year and First Follow-Up samples; in each case, the &,
’ .

statistics are means and proportions characterizing the sophomore cohort taken

as a whole. The table also includes estimates of DEFF3 (based on equation

&
y (1]1) and estimates of the average joint effect of clustering and
N stratificatién (DEFF, x DEFF2). Using different assumptions regafding the
. * value of'DEFFz, estimates of rho can be derived:
4 r »
rho = (DEFF, - 1) / (b - 1) (3)
v -
/ ~where DEFF, is estimated by : .
N L ]
DEFF, = Overall Design Effect / (DEFF, x DEFFy).

/ ! -
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The estimated
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°

values for rho and DEFF, are also presentad in the table.

—

Sincer the éveragé value of DEFF, is unlikely to be less than .9, the estimated

values of rho

averade rho.

in Table 6.4 represent a range of reasonable values for the
- o | - — N
The estimates are considerably smaller for the First Follow-Up

- s ’ I'4
TABLE 6.4

Estimates of mean design effect and désign
effect components: Base Year and

First Follow-Up .Samples

L 2

Bagse Year

-
L]

First Follow-Up

- - " v
Mean Overall DEFF 2.88 ’ . 3.59 ’
DE§§3 ) 1.38 N, .2.08
(b -,1) 28.9 . :027.6
DEFF, x DEFF, 2.25 1.72

Assumed Values of DEFF2

Corresponding values foy rho and DEFF,

1.0 rho .043 .027
. -DEFF1 2.25 1.72
.95 rho .047 .030
‘ ' DEFF, 2,37 " 1.81
.90 . " rho ® .052 .034
' DEFF, 2.50 1.91° -

NOTE:

b is the number of completed cases (30,030 for the Base Year and

28,119 for the First Follow-Up) over the number of sample schools with

1980 sophomores (1,004).

the First Follow-Up statistics.

[N

S,

/
/

The First Follow-Up weight (FOWT) is used for

- .

than for the Base Year sample and this may reflect a real decrease in the

uﬁomogeneity.of students within a school.

For the purpose of computing First

. Follow~Up sampling errors, school leavers were classified with students at the

[y

school fﬁ?m which  they were originallyﬁselected. On a wide range of

variables, school leavers will differ sharply from students attending the same

Base Year School and these differences will reduce within-school homogeneity.

-

.

104
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6.2.3 Transcrip#s Sample. . f
s - "\—_—- B
The analysis of the mean overgll design effects for the Base Year and
. l e

First Follow-Up statistics suggests a range of reasonable values for rho and

-
4

for DEFF,. Using the estimate of‘DEFF3 dedgloped earlier, Table 6.5

." -}..
provides estimates.of the mean berall design effect for the Transcript R

-

sample. Each estimate makes aéSumptions about the average valuesg of rho and
DEFF,; within the limits @f 1likely values for these éomponents, the egstimate

for the overall design effect ranges from 2.7 to 3.8. Although®the Transcript
’ . ' .
! sample design uses an allocation scheme that.is even more disproportionate

-than those used in the Base Year and First Follow-Upr design, the estimates of
the overall design effects in Table 6.5 are not much largér than the mean

design effects for the Base Year and First Follow-Up samples. Apparently, the
' _ _

& .

TABLE 6.5

’

Estimated mean design effects for transcripts
sample under several assumptions

rho DEFF, DEFF DEFF 4 DEFF

.027 1.40 .90 _ 2.12 2.67

.027 1.40 1.00 2.12 2.97

.034 ' 1.51 .90 2.12 2,87

" .034 1.51 | 1.00 2.12 ' 3.19

.043 1.64 .90 S 2.12 3.13

2045 ‘ 1.64 1.00 2.12 7 3.48

.052 1.77 .90 2.12 3.38

\ .052 1.77 1.00 2,12 - 3.76
Noge: The value of b for the Transcripts sample is about 15.9 (15,941

cases selected from 1,004 Base Year schools with' 1980 sophomores).

-
-

a

reduced cluster size ( b is 15.9 for the Transcripts sample vs. 29.9 for the

-

Bage Year and 28.0 for the the First Follow-Up sample) offgsets much of the

%
'

effect of the increased disproportionality.

~ ~ 5
&
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Chapter 5 explains the use of generalized design effects. ‘Standard
computer packages, such as SAS* and SPSS, assume that the datg are from a S

- -

) ‘ 3
simple random sample; sampling variances for means and -proportions calculated -
under the assumption of simpleirandom sampling underestimate the actual

sampling variance by a factor .equal to the désign effect. The analysis

-

-

summarized in Table 6.5 suggests that thé error will be consjiderable. For.

this reason, the qnalyst who lacks thq sof tware to compuée more.exactﬁsamplin;w
variances'may wish to correct the butput of standard cqméuter programs qsing

an estimat@.of the a&é?agé design.effect.[(Chaptei/S describes éﬁe correttion
procedure in detail.) The most conservativé.aggroach is to assghe a design(

effect of 3.76, the largest value obtained under "reaébnable" assumptions.
Although the values in Table 6.5 are estimates for means and proportions based
on the entire sample, Chapter 5 gives geveral rules £ thumb sugbestiﬁg'how

[ - .

they can be used for other classes of gstatistics and for statistics

charactefizing subgroups of the sample. .

o

s .

-
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APPENDIX 1
SﬁMS OF PRELIMINARY WEIGHTS AND NONRESPONSE-ADJUSTMENTS

Sophomore Cohort

Senior .Cohort -



APPENDIX lA:

Sums of Preliminary Weights and Nonresponse Adjustments

Sophomore Cohort
A
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SUMS OF PROBABILITY WEIGHTS AND NONRESPONSE ADJUSTMENTS
. :

»

. SOPHOMORE COHORT
N - .

- Weight: FUWT
. ' Selections Participants Nonresponse
Cell Sum of Sum of Adjustment
Weighting Cell Name Code N Weights N Weights Factor
- yatt ® 1%“ >
N
.Non-Dropout Students
‘Regular Public & Alternative Schools
) — :
Male Hispanic \ ' : ‘
No Test Score ¢ 11110 242 36004 237 35250 1.021
Lowest Quartile 11111 346 45459 336 44295 1.026
Second Quartile 11112 258 34173 246 32097 1.065
Third Quartile 11113 130 18632 126 18195 1.024
Fourth Quartile - 11114 90 11331 89 11156 1.016
Male Black t
_No Test Score 11120 301 37426 - 290 35727 1.048
‘Lowest Quartile 11121 . 509 . 66840 .- 480 62727 1.066
Second Quartile 11122 290 36961 %276 . 34913  1.059
Third Quartile 11123 136 16927 - 130 “16396 1.032
Fgurth Quartile 11124 60 8077 57 7778 1.038
¥ Male White/Other ) :
No Test Score 11130 1249 187092 1061 -7 153790 1.217 -
Lowest Quartile 11131 1073 - 144067 995 133178 1.082 .
Second Quartile 11132 1580 220413 1506 208756 1.056
Third Quartile 11133 1856 249372 1792 241264 1.034
Fourth Quartile 11134 2251 " 295067 2159 282577 1.044
Female Hispanic’ i
No Test Score 11210 147 21679 140 20907 1.037
Lowest Quartile 11211 305 40543 293 38865 1.043"
Second Quartile - 11212 202 25693 198 25290 .1.016
Third Quartile 11213 105 13781 = 102 13581 1.015 [~
Fourth Quartile 11214 - 50° 6634 48 6386 1.039
Female Black
No Test Score 11220 280 39992 . 271 39059 1.024
Lowest Quartile - 11221 645 80524 - 617 763901 1.047
Second Quartile 11222 390 47352 374 - 45111 1.050
Third Quartile 11223 163 © 20806 159 20393, 1.020
Fourth Quartile 1122% .74 9188 72 8974 1.024
Female White/Other =
No Test Score 11230 1020 158467 . 897 139185  1.139
Lowest Quartile 11231 1085 148159 1038 141128 1.050
Second Quartile 11232 1665 228216 1601 219765 1.038 .
Third Quartile 11233 2026 284212 1974 275484 1.032
Fourth Quartile 11234 2214 297166 2170 291376 1.020
Hispanic Public Schools : . |7
Male Hispanic o, ' ,
No Test Score 13130 191 7385 189 7320 1.009
- Lowesgt Quartile 13111 267 89?11() 252 84893 1.058
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Second Quartile 13112 161 5189 148 . 4705 .

1.103
Third Quartile 13113 130 4276 124 . 4026 1.062
Fourth Quartile 13114 57 1764 56 ¥ 1714  1.029
Male Black N
No Test Score 13120 37~ 1165, 34 1073 1.086
Lowest Quartile 13121 44 1451 44 1451 1.000.
Second Quartile 13122 . 22 - 729 20 673 1.084
. Third Quartile 13123 10 1300 10 306 1.000
Fourth Quartile 13124 4 %10 4 11.0- 1.004Q
Male White/Other oo
No Test Score 13130 94 3284 - 53 - 2031 1.617
Lowest Quartile 13131 78 2613 70 2325  1.124
Second Quartile » 13132 ~ 102 3354 93 3083 1.088
Third Quartile 13133 86 . 2874 82 - 2722 1.056
Fourth Quartile 13134 33 3008 92 2979  1.010
Female Hispaniec - . _ \}4
No Test Score 13210 149 6011 5 896 . "1.019
Lowest Quartile «» 13211 ° 348 1L642 342 . 11472 1.015
Second Quartile 13212. 222 Ci7447 - 213 7101 1.049
Third Quartile 13213 - w404 . 3347 1.00 . 3171 1.056
Fourth Quartile 13214 46 1409 46~ 11409 1.000
~Female Black _ : - "
No Test Score 13220 30 1428 39 1404 1.017
Lowest Quartile 13221 75 2598 67 2320 1.119
Second Quartile 13222 43 1505 43 1505 1.000
Third Quartile 13223 11 411 10 . 369 1.113
fourth Quartile — 13224° 4, 123 4 123 1.000
Female White/Other : )
No Test Score 13230 75 3686 S 55 2165 1.702
Lewest Quartile 13231 77 : 24473 71 2262 1.080
Second Quartile 13232 89 2666 86 2588 1.030
Third Quartile 13233 - 106 - 3295 .98 . 2998 1.099
Fourth Quartile 13234 94 .~ 2946 93 2915 1.011
Catholic Schools .
Male gl Spanic ' )
No Test Score 17110 13 228 13 228 1.000
Lowest Quartile 17111 30 1025 29 - 1017 1.008
- Second Quartile 17112 ' 53 1749 51 1720 1.017
Third Quartile 17113 59 2873 58 2863 1.003
Fourth Quartile 17114 45~ 1423 - 45 1423 1.000
Male Black
No Test Score 17120 « 10 478 9 473> 1.011
Lowest Quartile 17121 45 1335 43 - 1300 1,027
‘ Second Quartile 17122 51 - 1181 48 1124  1.050
' Third Quartijle 17123 54 1643 54 1643 1.000
. . .Fourth Quartile 17124 27 913 26 759. 1,203
Male White/Other - " - . .
No Test Score 17130 - 69 '/M#9816 65 9002 1.090
Lowest Quartile 17131 36 3672 36 3672 1.000
Second Quartile 17132 134 . 13953 133 13828. 1.009 -
Third Quartile 171x33 231 77005 226 26583 1.016
Fourth Quartile 17134 311 33289 309 33010 1.008
111
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Femaie Hispanic . ’

No Test Score~ 17210 20 437 20 437 1.000

, Lowest Quartile - 17211 71 1782 65 1709 1.043

_ Second Quartile 17212 + 84 28188 79 2740 1.028
Third Quartile 17213 85 3295 82 . 3152 1.046/

« Fourth Quartile 17214 66 2506 63 2491 1.006

Femaie_Black .

.No Test Score 17220 37 845 35 826 1.024
Lowest Quartile 17221 76 1713 69 1636 1.046

* Second Quartile 17222 54 - 1768 53 1748 1.011
Third Quartile 017223 36 1569 35 1557 1.008
Fourth Quartile 17224 . 26 1736 26 - 1736 1.000

Loy

Female White/Other =

~ No Test Score 17230 60 4539 52 4072 1.115
Lowest Quartile 17231 65 5927 61 5857 1.012
Second Quartile 17232 182 - 20163 - 175 19200 1.050
Third Quartile 17233 279 . 32845 . - 272 32003 1.026
Fourth Quartile 17234 334 40067 329 . 39592 1.012

| Y
Non-Catholic Private Schools®' = ¢

Male Hispanic 19110 29 3264 29 - 3264 1.000

Male Black . 19120 22 1651 21 1648 1.002

Male ®White/Other
No Test Score 19130 106 13511 94 12309 1.098
Lowest Quartile 19131 13 3448 11 3351 1.029
Second Quartile 19132 29 6468 . 28 ."5943 1.088
Third Quartile 19133 57 8854 55 8499 1.042
Fourth Quartile 19134 291 19052 283 18519 1.029

Female Hispanic 19210 21 3543 21 3543 1.000

Female Black 19220 6 680 6 680  1.000

Female White/Other = ‘

. No Test Score 19230 69 13172 61 10900 1.208
Lowest Quartile 19231 23, 4617 22 4459 1.035
Second Quartile 19232 34 7039 33 6881 1.023
Third Quartile 19233 67 11946 67 11946 1.000
Fourth Quartile 19234 135 16752 131 15664 1.070

Dropout Students )

Male Hispanic
No Test Score 2 110 90 . 22216 85 21995 1.010
Below Median 2 111 179 18102 168 16528 1.095
Above Median 2 113 15 990 13 913 1.084

Méle Black .

No Test Score 2 120 76 23826 68 22986 1,037

Below.Median 2 121 147 . 18994 129 16537 1.149

Above Median 2 123 11 1328 9 1098 1.210
: 1

Male White/Other ) :

No Test Score 2 130 165 77928 126 52002 1.49
Below Median 2 131 503 80362 441 7Q814 1.135
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. . ‘
Above Medigh = 2 133 177 32666 149 % 28401  1.150
' o
Female Hlspanic - '
No Test Score 2 210 65 1685 . 57 15766 1.069
v Below Median 2 211 195 1494 183 ° 13830 1.081
Above Median 2 213 22 2025 .20 1963 1.032
. Female Black | ' . '
No Test Score 2 220 49 - 17013 45 - 16462 1.034
Below Median 2 221 142 17285 128 15113  1.144
Abovg Median 2 223 8 1000 8 1000 - 1.000
Female White/Other . . h .-"7
No Test Sgore ~ , 2 230 . Q124 66375 102 52722 1,259
Below Median 2 231 . 473 75761 423 68243 1.110
Above Median 2 233 - 160 27798 _ 135 23516 1,182
TOTAL, ) 29737 3779815 28119 3536157

B
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SUMS OF PROBABILITY WEIGHTS AND NONRESPONSE ADJUSTMENTS

§ : 4 . '
' SOPHOMORE COHORT .
Weight: BYWT
Selections Participants Nonresponse
‘ ‘ Cell Sum of Sum of Adjustment
Weighting Cell Name Code N Weights N Weights = Factor
Nan-Dropout Students
Regular Public & Alternative Schools
Male Hispanic 1111 . 1066 145601 944 123731 1.177
Black 1112 1296 166233 1148 147445 71.127
White/Other .1113 8009 1096013 7206 969938 1.130
> Female Hispanic 1121 \\209 108331 735 95794 1.131
Black 1122 1552 197865 1424 175876 1.125
White/Other 1123 8010 1116221 7365 1010338 1.105
Hispanic Public Schools : ©
: . T _ , .
Male Hispanic 1311 806 ,27598 723 23846  1.15% - _
Black 1312 117 3757 102 3324 1.130 |
- White/Othe¥ - 1313 453 15135 378 12429 1.218
Female Hispanic 1321 © 869 29857 799 26613 1.122
Black. 1322 163 6067 149 5089 1.192
White/Other 1323 441 15038 389 12086 1.244
Catholic Schools i P
Male Hispanic 1711 200 7300 196 7255 !:ﬁ.oos
Black 1712 187 5552 183 5278 --1.052 |
White/Qther 1713 781 87736 - 751 84523 1.038
Female Hispanic 1721 326 10840 312 1p589 1.024
Black 1722 229 - 7633 214 : 092 1.076
White/Other 1723 920 103543 N 881 100096 1.034
Non-Catholic Private Schools : ’ o
Male Hispanic 1911 29 3264 26 2883 1.132
Black 1912 22 1651 21 1485 1.112
White/Other 1913 496 51335 441 45169 1.137
Female Hispanic 1921 21 : 3543 .19 3284 1.079
Black 1922 6 680 6 680 1.000
\)White/Other 1923 328 53528 286 - 46427 1.153
Dropout Students
Male Hispanic 2 11 - 284 41309 257 23866 1.731
Black 2 12 234 44150 217 26176 1.687
White/Other 2 13 - 845 190957 788 131178 1.456
Female Hispanic 2 21 282 33828 265 22456 1.506
' Black 2 22 199 35300 184 22412 1.575
White/Other 2 23 757 169935 710 117981 1.440
TOTAL | 29737 3779815 27119 3265355
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SUMS OF PROBABILITY WEIGHTS AND NONRESPONSE ADJUSTMENTS
. . SOPHOMORE COHORT

Weight: DPANELWT

. Selections Participants Nonresponse
] Cell Sum of ) Sum of  Adjustment
Weighting Cell Name Code N Weights N Weights Factor
\\-‘ _ —
Non-Dropout Students
Regular Public & Alternative Schools

Male Hispanic . 1111 = 1066 145601  .912 119125 1.222
Black - 1112 1296 166233 1085 138755 1.198
White/Other 1113 8009 1096013 6859 921067 1.190

Female Hispanic . 1121- 809 108331 707 . 92494 1.171

Black ‘1122 1552 197865 1365 168450 1.175
White/Other 1123 8010 1116221 7139 977102 1.142
Hispanic Public Schools | |

Male Hispanic . 1311 806 27598 ' 68& 22504 1.226
Black 1312 117 3757 97 3175 1.183 '

‘ White/Other 1313 453 15135 353 11591 1.306 P

Female Hispanic 1321 869 29857 776 25807+ 1.157

Black 1322 163 6067 139 © 4745 1.279
White/Other 1323 441 15038 358 11403 1.319
Catholic Schools
; - /5 A

Ma¥® Hispanic 1711 200 7300 192 7209  1.013
Black ' L1712 187 5552 176 5026 1.105
White/Other / 1713 781 87736 742 83179 1.055

Female Hispanic ¢ =1721 3267 10840 - 295 10280 1.054

Black ) 1722. 229 7633 203 6964 1.096
White/Other 1723 920 . 103543 858 97746 1.059
Non-Catholic Private Schools _

Male Hispanic 1911 29 © 3264 26 2883  1.132
Black 1912 22 1651 20 1482 1.114
White/Other 1913 496 51335 424 43121 1.190

Female Hispanic 1921 21 3543 19 3284 1.079

' Black 1922 6 680 6 680 1.000

White/Other 1923 328 - ‘53528 280 - 45023  1.189
Dropout Students

Male Hispanic 2 11 284 41309 239 21994 1.878
Black 2 12 234 44150 ., 189 22648 1.949
White/Other 213° 845 190957 684 114142 1.673

Female Hispanic 2 21 1282 33828 243 20187 1.676

Black 2 22 199 35300 166 19688 1.793
White/Other 2 23 757 169935 627 105452 1.611
TOTAL | 29737 3779815 25875 3107222
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‘ -~ ' SUMS OF PROBABILITY WEIGHTS AND NONRESPONSE ADJUSTMENTS

Yy
» \,
SOPHOMORE COHORT , /. ' .
Weight: FUTESTWT
. A Selections Participants  Nonresponse
Cell . Sum' of Sum ol Adjustment
Weighting Cell Name Code N Weights N Weights Factor
. - ’ ' ‘ -
Non-Dropout Students
Regular Public & Alternative Schools
Ve '
Male Hispanic
No Test Score 11310 " 242 36004 213 1.087 -
Lowest Quartile 11111 346 45459 316 1.083
Second Quartile 11112 258 34173 T 226 1.165
Third Quartile 11113 130" 18632 - 120 1.087
Fourth Quartile 11114. 90 11331 86 l.O‘
Male Black o ~ ) o ' . X
No Test Score =~ 11120. 301 37426 260 32113 1.165
"Lowest Quartile 11121 509 66840 456 59631 1.120
Second Quartile 11122 290 36961 273 34621 1.067
Third Quartile 11123 136 16927 123 15354 1.102
Fourth Quartile- 11124 60 8077 ! 56 7670 1.053
Male White/Other / N
No Test Score 11130 12489 187092 3910 133168 1.404
Lowest Quartile 11131 1073 144067 914 122351 1.177
Second Quartile 11132 1580 - 220413 1402 194131 1.135
Third Quartile 11133 1856 249372 1680 225835 1.104
Fourth Quartile 11134 2251 295067 . 2033 266648 1.106
Female Hispanic
No Test Score .. 11210 147 21678 128 ~ 18269 1,186
Lowest Quartile = 11211 305 40543 276 36513 1.110
Second Quartile 11212 202 25693 185 23698 1.08¢4
Third Quartile 11213 105 . 13781 99 13148 1.048
Fourth Quartile 11214 . 50 6634 46 617 1.08¢4
Female Black
No Test Score 11220 280 39992 242 34100 1.472
Lowest Quartile . 11221 645 80524 590 " 73478 1.095
Second Quartile 11222 390 47352 360 43581 1.086
Third Quartile 11223 163 20806 147 18974 1.096
Fourth Quartile 11224 74 5188 71 8885 1.034
4 Female White/Other | . -
No Test Score 11230 1020 158467 804 124173 1.276
Lowest Quartile 11231 1085 148159 968 131851 1.123
Second Quartile 11232 . 1665 ° 228216 1492 205436 1.110
¢ Third Quartile 11233 2026 284212 1861 258530 1.099
Fourth Quartile 11234 2214 297166 2050 274806 1.081
Hispanic Public Schools
Malé Hispanic ) N
No Test Score 13110 191 7385 174 6266 1.178
Lowest Quartile 13111 267 8981 231 © 7722 1.163

o
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Second Quartile
Third Quartile

Fourth Quartile .

Male Black
No Test Score |
LoWEEt Quartil¥
Second Quartile
Third Quartile
Fourth Quartile
%

Male White/Other
No Test Score
Lowest Quartdle
Second Quartile
Third Quartile
Fourth Quartile

Female Hispanic

No Test Score |,
Lowest Quartile
Second Quartile
Third Quartale

Fourth Quartile

Female Black
No Test Score
Lowest Quartile
Second Quartile
Third Quartile
Fourth Quartile

Female White/Other
No Test Score
Lowest Quartile
Second Quartile
Third Quartile
Fourth Quartile

Cathdlic Schools

Male Hispanic
No Test Score
Lowest Quartile
Second Quartile
Third Quartile
Fourth Quartile

Male Black
No Test -Score
Lowest Quartile

Second Quartile

Third Quartile
Fourth Quartile

Male White/Other
No Test Score
Lowest Quartile
Second Quartile
Third Quartile
Fourth Quartile

13112

13113
13114

13120

-13121

13122 .

13123

13124

s
13130
13131

13132

13133
13134

1340
13211
13212
13213
13214

13220
132212

13222
13223

13224

13230
13231
13232
13233
13234

17110
17111
17112
17113
17114~

17120
17121
17122
17123
17124

17130
17131
17132

17133

17134 .

~ AlA-8 -

161
130
57

37

44

22
10

94
78
102
86
93

149

348 -

222
104
46

30
75

11

75
77
89
106
94

13
30
53

59-

45

10
45
.51

54 °

27

69
36
134
231
311

43

5189
4276
1764

1165
1451
729
300
110

3284
2613
3354
2874
© 3008

‘6011
11642
7447

3347

1409

1428
2598
1505
411
123

3686
2443
2666
3295
2946

228
1025
1749
2873
1423

478
1335
1181
1643

1913

9816

3672
13953
27005
33289

117

~

140
119
56

32
42
19
10

46
62
84
79
85

139
324
208
95
45

24
63
40

46
65
84
91
85

13
29
51
58
44

43
46

53
25

64
36
131
220
305

4454
3878
1714

1006
1394
639
300
110

1855
2093
2858
2623
2819

5675
10923
6943
2967
1377

964
2216
1403

323

123

1435
2049
2536
2719
2734

228
1017
1720
2863
1406

473
1300
1095
1628

739

. 8898
‘ 3672

*+ 13690
25364
32536

(S S = S S e S S Sy e e =

S NSNS N

il T S S

.164
.102
.029

.158
.041
. 141
.000
.000

.770-
.248
.173
.095
.067

.059
. 065
.072
.128
.023

.480
.172
.072
.271
.000

.567
.192
.051
. 211
.077

.000
.008
.016
.003
.012

.011
.027
.078
.009
.235

.103
.000
.019
.064
.023
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Female Hispanic

No Test Score 17210 ~ 20 437 18 409 1.068
Lowest Quartile 17211 71 1782 62 .. 1687 1.056
-~ Second Quartile 17212 84 2818 76 2442 1.153
. Thi{d Quartile 17213 85 3295 81 3015 1.093
- Fourth Quartile 17214 66 2506 62 2475 1.012
remaPe Black o
e No Test Score 17220 37 845 14 505 1.674
Lowest Quartile 17221 76 1713 65 © 1581 1.083
Second Quartile 17222 ., 54 1768 52 1736 1.018
Third-Quartile 17223 36 1569 © 33 1529 1.026
Fourth Quartile 17224 26 1736 25 1723 1.?07
Female White/Other ) 5 - ’ g .

No Test Score 17230 60 v 74539 39 3640 1.247

Lowest Quartile 17231 65 . 7 5927 61 5857 1.
Second Quartile 17232 182 20163 172 18809 ° 1.071
Third Quartile 17233 279 32845 263 31153 1.054
) , Fourth Quartile 17234 334 P 40067 318 38127 1.050

Non-Catholic Private Schools _
Male Hispandic 19110 29 3264 27 3120 1.046
Male Black 19120 22 1651 20 1645  1.003
Male White/Other - .
No Test Score’. 19130 106 13511 84 10879 1.241
Lowest Quartile 19131 13 3448 10 2826 1.220
Second Quartile 19132 29 6468 28 5943 1.088
Third Quartile 19133 57 8854 53 8240 1.074
Fourth Quartile 19134 291 19052 273 17911 1.063
Female Hispanic 19210 21 3543 18 3071 1.153
" *Female Black 19220 6 680 6 680 1.000
Female White/Other
No Test Score 19230 69 13172 56 10409 1,265
Lowest Quartile 19231 23 4617 22 4459 1.035
Second Quartile* 19232 3% 7039 31 6514 1.080
Third Quartile 19233 67 11946 67 11946 1,000
Fourth Quartile 19234 /2, 135 16752 122 14885 1.125
Dropout Students ( ST
Male Hispanic ',
No Test Score 2 110 90 22216 - 74 19153 1.159
Below Median . 2 111 179 18102 147 . 14805 1.222
Above Med}an 2 113 : 15 990 10 431 2.294
Male Black
No Test Score 2 120 76 23826 67 22852 1.042
Below Median 2 121 147 18994 115 14591 1.301
Above Median 2 123 11 1328 S 1098° 1.210
Male Whiie/bther - ‘ '

No Test Score "2 130 165 77928 109 45220 1.723

Below Median 2 131 503 . 80362 390 62379 1.288
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Above Median 2 133 177 32666 123 ° 23116 1.413
Female Hispanic . |
No Test Score 2 210 65 16859 47 14521 1.161
Below Median 2 211 195 14943 164 12865 1.161
Above Median | 2 213 22 2025 18 1927 1.050
A ‘
Female Black )
No Test Score 2 220 49 17013 S 15731 1.Q481
Below Median v 2 221 142 17285 118 13956 1.238
Above Median 2 223 8 1000 7 853 1.172
“Female White/Other 7
No Test. Score 2 230 124 66375 S0 46804 1.418
Below Median 2 231 473" \ 75761 379 ° 61463 1.232
Above-Median ‘J 2 233 160 27798 123 20763 1.338
TOTAL 29737 3779815 26216 . 3285881
: ~
_ 4




. - AlA-11 -
SUMS OF PROBABILITY WEIGHTS AND NONRESPONSE ADJUS%@ENTS
: . : -

SOPHOMORE COHORT

Weight: BYTESYWT . a
- - Selections - Partjcipants Nojpresponse
_ Cell Sum of . : Sum of Adjustment
Weighting/Cell Name Code N Weights N Weights Factor

Non-Dropout udents

Regular Public & Alternative Schools

o . : I

Male Hispanic /f 1111 1066 145601 ' 824 109596“ 1.328
Black 1112 1296 166233 995 128807 1.290

- White/Other 1113 8009 1096013 6760 908920 -.1.205

Female Hispanic 1121 809 . .108331 662 86652 1.250

Black 1122 1552 197865 1272 157872 1.253
White/Other 1123 8010 }1116221 6990 957754 +1.165
Hispanic Public Schools’ -

Male Hispanic 1311 806 27598 615 20213 1.365
Black 1312 117 ° 3757 80 2591 1.449
White/Other - '?%13 453. 15135 359 ©11850 1.277

Female Hispanic 01321 869 29857 720 23846 1.252

Black 1322 163 6067 133 4639 1.307
White/Other 1323 441- 15038 -+ 366 11352 1.324
Catholic Schools

Male Hispanic 1711 200 7300 187 7071  1.032
Black 1712 187 5552 177 - 5073 1.094
White/Other 1713 781 87736 712 ' 77920 1.125

Female Hispanic’ 1721 326 10840 306 10403 1.042

' Black 1722 229 7633 192 6787 =+ 1.124
White/Other 1723 920 103543 860 99004 - 1.045
Non—-Catholic Private Schools

Male Hispanic 1911 29 3264 16 1502 2,172
Black 1912 22 1651 17 874  1.889

A White/Other 1913 496 51335 390 37824 1.357

Female Hispanic 1921 21 3543 10 1876 1.888

Black 1922 6 ' 680 4 298 2.281
White/Other 1923 328 - 53528 259 40355 1.326
Dropout Students

Male Hispanic 2 11 284 41309 194 19092 2.163
Black 2 12 234 44150 158 20323 2.172
White/Other 2 13 845 190957 680 113028 1.689

Female Hispanic 2 21 282 33828 o217 16969 1.993

Black _ 2 22 199 35300 150 18286 1,930
‘White/Other 2 23 757 169935 = 633 103559 1.640
TOTAL 29737 3779815 24938 3004350
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SUMS OF PROBABILITY WEIGHTS AND NONRESPONSE ADJUSTMENTS

r SOPHOMORE COHORT
Weight: PNLTSTWT ’
J Selections Participants Nonresponse
* Cell Sum of Sum of Adjustment

Weighting Cell Name Code N - Weights = N Weights Factor

-

Non-Dropout Students

Regular Public & Alternative Schdols

Male Hispanic 1111 1066 145601 748 99152  1.468
Black 1112 1296 Ag 66233 908 ~"117279 1.417
White/Other 1113 8009 1096013 . 6029 808967 1.354

Female Hispanic - 1121 809 -~ 10833% 606 79475 1.363

Black '1122 1552 186 1168 1449719 1.365
White/Other 1123 8010 11221 6371 870625 1.282
Hispanic Public Schools

Male Hispanic 1311 806 27598 546 N\ 17770  1.553
Black 1312 117 3757 75 . 2444 1.537
\White/Other 1313 453 15135 310 - 10394 1.456

Female Hispanic 1321 869 29857 672 22211 1.344

Black 1322 163 60q7 115 4067 1.491
White/Other = 1323 441 15038 325 10040 1.497
‘s ®#tholic Schools

Male Hispanic 1711 2Q0 7300 182 7008 1.041
Black 1712 187 5552 . 167 4763 1.165 f
White/Other 1713 781 87736 692 % 75264 1.165.

Female Hispanic 1721 326 10840 281 9619 1.126

Black 1722 229 7633 175 6571 1.161
White/Other 1723 920 103543 814 93948 1.102
Non-Catholic Private Schools . . -~

Male Hispanic 1911 29 3264 15 1500 2.174
Black 1912 22 1651 15 868 . 1.901
White/Other 1913 496 51335 364 34923 1.469

Female Hispanic 1921 21 3543, 9 1719 2.061

Black 1922 6 680" 4 298 2.281
White/Other 1923 328 53528 242 37806 1.415
Dropout Students h

Male Hispanic 2 11 284 41309 157 - 15237  2.711
Black .2 12 234 44150 124 15689 2.813

' White/Other 2 13 845 190957 513 85496 2.233

Female Hispanic 2 21 282 33828 182 - 14793 2.286

Black 2 22 199 35300 125 14809 2.383
White/Other 2 23 757 169935 502 82226 2.066
TOTAL - 29737 3779815 22436 2689892
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APPENDIX 1B: Sums of Preiiminary ights and Nonresponse Adjustments

— Senior Cohort B
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SUMS {F PROBABILITY WEIGHTS AND NONRESPONSE ADJUSTMENTS
SENIOR COHORT

Weignt: FUWT

4

Selections " Participants  Nonresponse
Cell Sum of " Sum of Adjustment
Weighting Cell Name Code N Weights N Weights Factor
Baseyear Nonparticipants
Non-Hispanic Public . )
& Alternative _ '
Schools 01 O 442 399244 369 333306 1.197
Hispanic Public
Schools 03 O 16 14699 12 11024 1.333
2 VN
Cathclic Schools . 07 O 19 20094 17 17978 1{117
:Non—Catholic Private .
Schools 09 O 18 19455 14 15131 1.285 . . —
4‘_ Basevear Participanté
cRegular Public & Alternatiwve Schools
ﬁale Hispanic . .
No Test Score 11110 73 8499 63 7493 1.134
Lowest Quartile 11111 -239 23826 214 21550 1.105. -
Second Quartile 11112 - 112 11626 103 10729 1.083-
Third Quartile 11113 74 7961 70 7491 1.062
Fourth Quartile 11114 33 3311 31 3125 1.059
Mcle Black ' _ _ '
No Test Score © 11120 200 22376 180 20455 1.093.
Lowest Quartile 11121 534 53839 468 47152 1.141
Second Quartile 11122 236 24653 - 213 22429 1.099
Third Quartile 11123 145 14735 133 13480 1,093
) Fourth Quartile 11124 60 _ 6979 57 6618 1,054
Male White/Other
No Test Score 11130 232 118690 213 109879 1.080
Lowest Quartile 11131 345 139573 316 126789 1.100
Second Quartile 11132 480 200797 438 181009 1.109
Third Quartile 11133 561 205928 531 195937 1.050
Fourth Quartile 11134 - 798 254374 768 - 244840 1.038
Female Hispanic _ ' ’
No Test Score’ 11210 - 74 7596 69 6957 1.091
‘Lowest Quartile 11211 222 22421 206 20855 1.075
Second Quartile 11212 100 10126 95 9559 1.059 B
Third Quartile - 11213 60 5782 59 5687 1.016
Fourth Quartile 11214 . 36 4218 33 3891 1.084
Female Black , ' | | ‘ a
No Teést Score 11220 203 21875 194 20819 1.050
Lowest Quartile 11221 766 77913 729 73830 1.054
Second Quartile 11222 295 Biﬁfg . 286 ' 25349 ° 1.027
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Third Quartile 11223 136 11789 131 11402 1.033
% -Fourth Quartile 11224 55 -~» 5243 52 - 5028 1.042
Female White/Other ol ] . -

No Test Score 11230 180 93899 168 88697 1.058

Lowest Quartile 11231 448 174069 422 162545 1.070

Second Quartile 11232 580 231413 . 549 = 220395 1.049

Third Quartile 11233 668 - 231083 . 654 226664 1.019

Fourth Quartilg 11234 - 702 222379 2 690 218221 1.019
Hispanic Publgc Schools |

Male Hispanic . . : .
No Test Score 13110 57 2284 -~ . 55 2207 1.035

Lowest Quartile = 13111 203 7295 180 6392 1.141
Second Quartile: 13112 92- 3292 84 3009 1.094
Third Quartile 13113 106 2887 99 2707 1.066
" Fourth Quartile 13114 57 1358 56 . 1337 1.016

MalL Black : , .

" No Test Score 13120 11 - 850 8 . 600 1.418
Lowest Quartile = 13121 24 1636 22 1526 1.072
Second Quartile 13122 11 528 "9 414 1.276

. Third Quartile 13123 6 160 5 146 1.100
Fourth Quartile 13124 4 68 4 68 1.000
Male White/Other = e
No Test Score 13130 '8 185 6 140 1.327
- Lowest Quartile 13131 41 4266 37 3612 1.181
Secohd Quartile 13132 29 4041 27 3434 1.177
Third Quartile 13133 38 3103 "33 2999  1.034
Fourth Quartile 13134 33 2359 31 . 2315 1.019

Female Hispanic ' : ’ ( _ _
No Test Score 13210 75 3038 71 2881 1.054
Lowest Quartile 13211 o 287 10430 271 9879 . 1.085
Second Quartile 13212 124 4250 121 4150 1.024
Third Quartile 13213 92 2311 . 88 * 2216 1.042
Fourth Quartile 13214 38 919 38 ° 919 1.000

Female Black
No Test Score 13220 10 836 9 753 1.311
Lowest Quartile 13221 44 2465 43 - 2436 1.011
Second Quartile 13222 14 709 13 625 1.133
Third Quartile 13223 6 159 6 - 159 ° 1.000

# Fourth Quartile 13224 "4 84 . 4 .-~ 8% 1.000

Female White/Other ' . A
No Test Score T 13230 8 188 8 ., 188  1.000
Lowest Quartile ' 13231 - 35 3576 - 31 3501 - 1.021
Second Quartile 13232 31 . 4049 28 - 3995 1.013
Third Quartile 013233 35 3610 35 . 3610 1.000
‘Fourth Quartile 13234 33 - 2998 .31 2948, 1.017

Catholic Schools ~

Male Hispanic ' \

No Test Score ' 17110 8 1020 8 1020 1.000
Lowest Quartile 17111 9 568 7 390 1.459
Second Quartile 17112 29 1711 28 1540 1.111

Third Quartile - 171137 42 1418 38 1230 1.1%53
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‘Fourth Quartile 17114 45 1572 44 1559 1.008
Male Black ) ' . . ‘
No Test Score 17120 3 446 3 446 1.goo
. Lowest Quartile . 17121 3 269 : 3 270 1.000
Second Quartile 17122 i8 1261 15 865 1.458
® Third Quartile 17123 40 - 699 37 . 668 1.046
Fourth Quartile 17124 26 - 985 24 956 1.030
/ . , .
Male White/Other / \
No Test Score 17130 22 11358 21 10728 1.058
Lowest Quartile 17131 13 5188 11 4546 © 1.141
Second Quartile 17132 . 34 14175 34 14175, 1.000
Third Quartile- 17133 49 17229 . 48 16600 1.037
Fourth Quartile 17134 80 22718 78 22075 1.029
Female Hispanic ' . 4
No Test Score 17210 4 379 3 275 1.380
Lowest Quartile 17211 .28 1424 24 1254 1.135
Second Quartile 17212 37 1483 36 1441 1.029
Third Quartile 17213 § 72 : 1910 69 1875 1.018
Fourth Quartile 17214 . 41 544 .39 526 1.034
Female Black M | '
Nc Test Score 17220 5 303 5 . 304 1.000
Lowest Quartile 17221 20 1275 19 1267 1.006
S€cond Quartile 17222 38 2159 . 35 2009 1.074
Third Quartile 17223 28 733 26 /7 708 1.036
FoufSth Quartile 17224 15 1086 15 ] 1086 l.OQO
Female White/Other . ,
No Test Score 17230 8 2803 8 2803 1.000
Lowest Quartile 17231 28 10470 25 9922 1.075
Second Quartile 17232 64 - 19434 62 18789 1.034
Third Quartile 17233 74 23568 70 - 23322 1.010
FqQqurth Quartile 234 114 31832 ' _112 31081 1.024
Non-Catholic Private, ools
Male Hispanic 19110 19 2219 19 2219 - 1.000
Male Black 19120 24 1347 23 1249  1.078
Male White/Other
No Test Score 19130 12 5653 8- 3820 1.480
Lowest Quartile 19131 4 «1576 4 1577 1.000
-Second Quartile 19132 11 4697 10 4128 ° 1.138
Third Quartile 19133 16 5893 15 5324 1.1%97
Fourth Quartile 9134 69, - 17824 68 17440  1.022
" Female Hispanic 19210 12 1295 10 915 1.416
Female Black 19220 16 2061 15 -1986 1.037
Female White/Other . N :
No Test Score 19230 12 6391 12 6391  1.000
Lowest Quartile 19231 . 11 5&12 ‘9 4661 1.161
Second Quartile 19232 14 6320 13, 6188 1.021
Third Quartile 19233 =« 27 8742 - 24 8476 1.031
Fourth Quartile 1923¢ 53 15418 50 13895 1.109
TOTAL ) 11995 3039719 11227 2821675
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SUMS OF PROBABILITY WEIGHTS AND NONRESPONSE ADJUSTMENTS

SENIOR COHORT

Weight: PANELWT

Selections Participants Nonresponse
. Cell Sum of Sum of Adjustment
Welghting Cell Name Code N Weights N Weights Factor
Regular Public & Alternative Schools
Male Hispanic '
No Test Score 11110 73 10010 63 8825 1.134
Lowest Quartile 11111 239 28062 214 25381 1.105
Second Quartile 11112 112 13693 103 12637 1.083
Third Quartile 11113 74 . 9377 70 8823 1.062
Fourth Quartile 11114 33 - 3900 31 3681 1.059
J
Male Black *
No Test Score 11120 200 - 26355 180 24091 1.093
Lowest Quartile 11121 534 63411 468 55535 1.141
Second Quartile 11122 . 236 29036 213 26417 1.099
Third Quartile 11123 145 17355 133 15877 1.093
Fourth Quartile 11124 60 : 8220 57 7795 1.054
Male White/Other - - , "
No Test Score 11130 232. 139790 213 129413 1.080
Lowest Quartile 11131 345 164386 316 149329 1.100
‘* Second Quartile ,11132 480 236494 438 213188 1.109
Third Quartile 11133 561 242537 531 230769 1.050
Fourth Quartile 11134 798 299596 768 288366 1.038
Female Hispanic )
No Test Score 11210 74 8947 69 8193 1.091
Lowest Quartile 11211 222 26407 206 24563 1.075
Second Quartile 11212 100 11927 95 11258 1.059
Third Quartile 11213 60 6811 59 6698 1.016
Fourth Quartile 11214 36 4968 33 4583 1.084
Female Black
No Test Score 11220 203 25764 194 24520 1.050
Lowest Quartile 11221 766 91765 729 87025 1.054
Second Quartil w1222 295 35522 . . 286 34566 1.027
Third Quartile 11223 136 13885 131 13429 1.033
Fourth Quartile 11224 55 617% 52 5922 1.042
Female White/Other :
No Test Score 11230 180 110592 - 168 104465 1.058
Lowest Quartile 11231 448 205014 . 422 191441 1.070
Second Quartile 11232 580 272552 549 259575 1.049
Third Quartile 11233 668 272164 654 266959 1.018
Fourth Quartile 11234 702 261913 . 690 257015 1.019
Hispanic Public Schools , '
Male Hispanic
No Test Score 13110 57 2739 55 - 2645 °1.035
Lowest Quartile 13111 203 8746 180 7663 1.141
Secdbnd Quartile 13112 92 3947 84 3607 1.094
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Third Quartile 013113 106 < 3461 99 3245 1.066
Fourth Quartile 13114 57 1628 56 1603 1.016
Male Black
No Test Score 13120 11 1020 8 719 1.418
Lowest Quartile 13121 . 24 1962 22 1830 1.072
Second Quartile 13122 11 634 9 497 1.276
Third Quartile 13123 6 192 5 175 1.100
Fourth Quartile 13124 4. 82 4 82 1.000
Male White/Other ~ -
No Test Score 13130 8 222 6 167 1.327
Lowest Quartile 13131 41 511s. 37 4330 1.181
Second Quartile 13132 29 4845 27 4116 . 1.177
“* Third Quartile 13133 . 38 © 3720 33 359% 1.034
Fourth Quartile =~ 13134 33 2828 31 2775 1.019
Female Hispanic . P |
. No Test Score +13210 75 3642 71 3453 1.054
Lowest Quartile _ 13211 - 287 212504 271 11843 1.055
Second Quartile 13212 124 5095 121 4975 .1.024
Third Quartile 13213 92 2771 88 2657 1.042
Fourth Quartile 13214 ", . 38 1102 38 1102 1.000
Female Black
No Test Score 13220 10 1003 9 902 1.111
Lowest Quartile 13221 44 2955 43 2920 1.011
Second Quartile 13222 . 14 850 13 750 1.133
Third Quartile 13223 6 - 191 6 191 1.000
Fourth Quartile 13224 4 101 4 101 1.000
Female White/Other
No Test Score 13230 8 226 8 22 1.000
Lowest Quartile 13231 35 4287 31 419 1.021
Second Quartile 13232 31 4855 28 4789 1.013
Third Quartile 13233 35 4328 35 4328 1.000
Fourth Quartile 13234 33 3594 31 3534 1.017
Catholic Schools
Male Hispanic .
No Test Score. . 17110 8 1134 - 8 1134 1.000
Lowest Quartile 17111 9 632 7 - 433 1.459
Second Quartile 17112 29 1902 28 1711 1.111
Third Quartile 17113 42 1577 38 1367 1.153
Fourth Quartile 17114 45 ) 1748 ; 44 1733 1.008
Male Black
No Test Score 17120 3 496 3 496 1.000
Lowest Quartile 17121 3 ' 300 3 300 1.000
Second Quartile 17122 18 1402 15 961 1.458
Third Quartile 17123 40 777 37 743 1.046
Fourth Quartile 17124 26 1095 24 1062 1.030 °
Male White/Other . '
No Test -Score 17130 22 12625 21 11925 1.058
Lowest Quartile 17131 13 5767 11 5053 1.141
Second Quartile 17132 34 15756 34 15756 1.000
Third Quartile 17133 49 19151 48 18451 1.Q037
Fourth Quartile 17134 80 252582 78 24537 1.029

Fé?ale Hispanic
Q ' . 127
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No ~.-st S-cre 17210 4 422 3 305 1.380
Lowest Quartile 17211 28 1583 24 1393 1.135
Second Quartile 17212 37 1649 36 1602 1.029
Trnird Quartile 17213 72 2123 69 2085 1.018
Fourth Quartile 17214 41 : 605 39 585 1.034
Temale Black
No Test Score 17220 5 - 337 5 337+ 1.000
Lowast Quartile 17221 20 1418 19 1409 1.006
Second Quartile 17222 38 2400 35 T 2233 1.074
Third Quartile 17223 28 815 26 787 1.036
Fourth Quartile 17224 15 1207 15 1207 1.000
Female White/Other :
No Test Score 17230 8 3116 8 3116 1.000
Lowest Quartile 17231 28 11860 25 11028 1.075
Second Quartile 017232 64 21602 62 20884 | 14034
Third Quartile 17233 74 26197 70 25922 1.010
Fourth Quartile 17234, 114 b 35382 112 34547 1.024

Non-Catholic Private Schools

‘Male Hispanic 19110 19 2728 19 2728  1.000

Male Black 19120 24 1656 23 1536 1.078
Male White,’Other : : _
No Test Score 19130 12. 6950 8 ) 4696 1.480
Lowest Quartile 19131 4 1938 4 : 1938 1.000
Second Cziartile 19132 11 5775 10 5074 1.138
Third Quartile 19133 16 7245 15 6544+ 1.107
rourth Quartile 19134 69 21911 68 21439 1.022
Female I:lspanic 19210 12 1593 10 1125 1.416
Female Black 19220 16 2534 15 * 2441  1.037
Female White/Other :
No Test Score 19230 12 7857 12 7857 1.000
Lowest Quartile 19231 11 6653 9 5730 1.161
Second Quartile 19232 14 7770 13 7607 1.021
Third Quartile 19233 27 10747 24 10420 1.031
Fourth Quartile 19234 53 18953 50 17080 1.109
TOTAL ) 11500 3039717 10815 2444234
¢
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APPENDIX 2

RESPONSE AND NONRESPONSE RATES BY SELECTED VARIABLES
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APPENDIX 2A: First Follow-Up Questionnaire Weighted

Response Patterns by Selected Variables
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Table 24-1

First Follow-up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by
' Base Year Participation Status, and
“Working For Pay at a Full-Time or Part-Time Job"

( Seniors)

_
£ ’
&
Base Year Participation Yes § No Refusal Missing Total
Status
Non—participants 52.8 45.2 _ 0.0 2.0 13.4
Participants 54.7 v 44.3 ' + 0.0 1.0 86.6
i @
: L
Total " 5830(54.5) 5225(44.4) 2(0.0) 170(1;L;/ 11227(100.0)
NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. -The frequencies -
represent the number of First Follow-Up participants.
AN
b Table 24-2 v
First Follow—up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year
Participation Status:, and “Other Activities”

N (Seniors)

[

B T
Base Year Participation _ R
Status 1Yes No Refusal Missing - Total
Non-Particdpants \_ 5.3 92.8 0.0 2.0 134
Participants 5.2 93,8 0.0 1.0 ¢ 86.6
Total 541(5.2) . 10514(93.7) 2(0.0) - 170(1.[}. 11227(100.0)

ag
.

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies \
represent the number of First Follow-Up participants.
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i Table 2A-3

First Follow—up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year P icipation

Status, and "Taking Academic Courses at a Two- or Four-Year College"”

(Seniors)

+

Base Year Participation

Status Yes No Refusgal Missing Total

Non-Participants 35.3 62.8 0.0 - 2.0 ljyé
¥

Participants 42.9 56.1 0.0 1.0 86.6

; _ {
Total ' 4822(41.9) 6233(57.0) 2(0.0) 170(1.1) 11227(100.0)

—

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequengies
represent the number of First Follow-Up participants.

!

Table 24-4

. : \
First Follow-up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year Participation
Status, and "Taking Vocational Courses at Any Kind of School or College™

(Seniors)
Base Year Participation:
Status Yes No Re fusal Missing Total
Non—-Participants 5.1 _ 92.9 0.0 2.0 13.4
Participants 7.7 . - 91.3 0.0 1.0 86.6
Total 870(7.4) 10185 (91.5) 2(0.0) 170(1.1) 11227(100.0)

-

~

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies
represent the number of First Follow-Up participants. / -

.
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Table 2A-5
First Follow—up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year Participation -
Status, and "Serving in an Apprenticeship Program or N
Government Training Program”
e y
(Seniors)
Base Year Participation !
Status Yes No Refusal Missing Total
Non—-Participadts 1.3 96.7 0.0 2.0 13.4
Participants : 1.1 97.9 0.0 1.0 86.6
Total 127(1.2) 10928(97.7) 2(0.0) 170(1.1) 11227(100.0)

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies
represent the number of First Follow-Up participants.

+
.

~N

Table 2A-6

First Follow-up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year Participation
Status, and “"On Active Duty in the Armed Forces (or Service Academy)”

(Seniors)
Base Year Participation
Status . Yes No Refusal Misging Total
Non—-Participants : b.4 93.6 0.0 2.0 13.4
Participants 4.0 95.0 0.0 1.0 . 86 .6
Total 473(4.0) 10582(94.8) 2(0.0) 170(1.1) 11227(100.0)

i
T . o
.

NOTE : Cellé;néries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies

repré€sent the number of First Follow-Up participants.
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Table 2A-7

First Follow-up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year
Participation Status, and "Homemaker Only”

(Seniors)
Base Year Participation
SCaCUsm Yes No Re fusal Missing Toctal
Non—Participantcs 5.0 93.0 0.0 ?.O . 13.4
Participants A.j 94.7 0.0 | 1.0 86.6
Total 500(4.4) 10555(94.5) 2(0.0) 170(1.1) 11227(100.0Y

\

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies
represent the number of First Follow-Up participants. :

Table 2A-8

First Follow—up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year Participation
Status,\ and "With a Job but on Temporary Layoff from Work or
Waiting to Report to Work™

(Seniors)
Base Year Participation )
pratus Yes _ No Re fusal Missing Total
Non—Participants ] 2.9 . 95.2 0.0 2.0 1344
Participants 2.3 96.7 0.0 1.0 86.6
Total 258(2.64)  10797(96.5)  2(0.0)  170(1.1)  11227(100.0)

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represenﬁ weighted percéntages. The frequencies
represent the number of First Follow-Up participants.

Table 2A-9
First Follow-up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year
g Participation Status, and "Looking for Work"
(Seniors)

Base Year Participation

Status Yes ‘ No Refusal Missing Toctal
Non—-Participants ) 13.2 84.9 3‘6 2.0 13.4
Participants 9.8 , 89.2 0.0 1.0 . . 86.6

Total 1301(10.2) 9754(88.6) 2(0.0) 170(1.1) 11227(100.0)

NOTE: Cell entries and all mgrginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies
represent the number of First Follow-Up participants 134 .
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Table 2A-10

.

First Follow-—up Questionnaire Weighted Respounse Pattern by Baseyear Participation
Status, and "Taking a Break From WOrking and From School”

(Seniors)
Base Year Participation '
Status ' o Yes No Refusal Missing Total
Non-Participants - 2.9 95.1 0.0 2.0 13.4
Participants 2.8 96.1 0.0 1.0 | 86.6
Total 383(2.8) 10672(96.0) 2(0.0) 170(1.1) 11227(100.0)

~

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies
represent the number of First Follow-Up participants.

., .
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Table 2A-11

First Follow-up Ouestionnafre Welighted Response Pattern by Base Year
Participation Status, and Expected Mgh School Graduatlon Pate

(Sophomores) R
Refore July or Sept 1982 Feb | After wilt .

Base Year Participation June August Through Through June Not Molt .

Status " 1982 1982 Jan 19R) Juna 198) 19813 Fintsh tinknown Resp Re fueal Miasing " Total
Non -Pattictpanta 53.7 1.6 2.1 2.7 0.7 1.2 .7 0.0 .0.9 4.9 12.1

! . o
Partictpanta 81.6 1.8 1.0 1.0 0.4 1.0 9.8 0.0 n.6 - 2.8 \ "A7.9
. : : — \
Total 23690(78.2) 521(1.8) 370(1.2) 293(1.2) 133(0.4) -278(1.0) 2289(12.5) 3(0.0) II9(0.])’ 423(3.1) 28119(100.0)

NOTE!  Cel) entrfes and,all marginnls represent welghted percentages_ The frequcnclea represent the number of First Follow-Up participants.

Table 2A-12

First Follow-up Queationnnlre Welghted- Response Pattern by Base Year Participation Status,
and High School Graduation Stntus

(Seniors)
Base Year Participatton .Seill In Dd Not Got Mult Refusgal Miasing Total
Status ' Graduated IHigh School Finish GED Resp
» . .
Non-participants 91.} 1.0 5.8 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.4
Particlpauts 97.9 0.2 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.2 86.6
Total 10947(97.1) 19(0.3) - 160(1.7) 70(0.7) 2(0.0) ;(0.0) 26(0.2) 11227(100.0)

9

NOTE: ! Cell entries and all-marginals represent wélghted percentages. The
frequencles represent the number ofFirst Follow-Up participants.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘ . ~ Table 2a-11

Flint Follow-up tucstlomatcs Holghted Renponse Pottern by Base Year

a.

The frogmenctes repsescnt the nomher ol Fleag l‘ulluu—-llp_lm_r,(_l,c!jmnfu,

Al T o
’ ’ %&»}i L_yt ¥ 2w v oa M

HOLE:" Coll cotoles amtb at) margtnals |))|ult.-z.wn(. weighted purcentagues,

138

~
Pactlcipation Statue, ond Oecupat lonal Fxpoctalbons By Age 30
f (Sophomorew) .
.- - e [ ——— ——— e i
Babe Yeat Yartictpation e Ciafoee- Home- M;nll‘u.(ar, HItL- Opera - Profee- Profon- Praprte Frotective
Status Cl.{rlcnl man Farmer - makor Jxbocar AdmSnfitvator tary ttvd alonatl Y afonal 11 (3% ] "iurvlcc
. »
CNap-partictpants 5.9 10.9 |.8 2.8 1.0 7.4 3.0 5.3 20.7 5.9 h,4 1.7
racthetpaits 8.7 1.8 2.0 3.2 I.8 1.0 2.4 1.3 25.3 A.A 4.4 2.0
Total 2408(8.)) 2049(8.0) 318(2.0) T63(2.1) 302(1.8) 2053(7.0) 682(2.4) 905(1.6) 7HM(2I0.7)- Zﬁill(R.S) 1141(4.6) 613(2.0)
, ~
8 . \@i"
e e e e s e e L\ .
\
a L4
8chool Not Holt .
Sulayp Teacher Sexvice Technteal Worktog Raaup Refoesl Hisalng Total
Non-partict pants 1.9 2.2 6.3 9.} 1.2 0.\ &.4 0.7 12.%
Participants 19 . 1. 4.2 10.8 0.8 0.2 2.1 0.4 87.
e b e - —
“» .
Total A? 536(1.9) 914(1.2) ll}#ﬂ(#.#) JO16(10.6) 232(0.R) 54(0.25 640(2.1) 143(0.4) 21190 100.0)
¥ :
¥ A
MOTE:  Gell entibes and all maiginale represceat welghited percentages., The lr:quuuclu- roprescat the aumbur uf Flvet Follow Up pa(('pnnln.
Table 2A-14 oo
) l'lr_ul Follnw-up (ueattonnalrce Helghted Ruaponee Pattorn by Base Yenr
Pacticipation Status, and Occupational FExpectstfons By Age O “
' A
(Scniora)
/
Base Year Patticipatton Crafre- ome -~ Hanager, Hibd- Opera~ Pxofos- Profee- floptie- Prutoctive
Statuy » Clerical man Y7 Faymer ! mukak taborer Admingetrstor tary thve aldnal 1 atounl 11 tor forvice
e e e $ »
Non-patciclpants 7.7 6.7 1.8 2.2 2.7 9.} 2.1 4.3 6.8 5.6 LY} 1.9
Partdclipants 8.9 6.3 1.5 1.8 2.4 9.9 i.8 3.1 25.3 A.5 4.1 2.0
—_— ———m e e e B
é K . - R A
lotat 112)(8.8) 6b7{6.6) 128(1.5) 284(3.4) 221(2.5) 11U 9.9) 22%1.9) 329(1.2) 294 25.7), 994(R. 1) 424 4. 4) 235(2.1)
&
k]
School - Nou Hult
- Sales Toscher Service Technlcal Horking Resp Refuunl MHisalng Tatal
Non-participants 1.9 3.8 4.8 8.5 1.0 0.5 0.3 1.9 . 13.4
Participants 2.7 4.2 1.2 9.5 0.5 0.7 0.2 1.0 f6.6
Totat 276(2.6) 498(4.2) 3 1().4) 1160(9.4) _ T4(0.s) 66(0.6) 20(0.2) 108(1.1) nzzrnu.n)
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Table 2A-15
# First Follow-up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by
Base Year Participation Status, Cohort and Origin or Descent

L

.
-M-,) l »
.

o } (
. O
Bﬂ§e/4€nr Participation Puerto Other Non -
Status Mexican ‘Cuban Rican latino Hispanic Mult Resp Refusal Missing Total
Sophomore
- I l - @
Non-participants 7.4 . 0.5 3:3\\' 4.9 76.4 0.0 6.4 0.7 12.1 '
Participants ' 5.4 0.6 1.2 3.3 84.8 0.0 4.4 0.4 87.9 s
- ?._;
———————— . - e i g ——— A 3 ——— —_—e —————— X m .
Total 2558(5.6) 373(0.6) 498(1.5) 1061(3.5) 22170(83.7) "3(0.0) 1346(4.7) - 110(0.4) 28119(100.0) 1
Sentors ' _ %
.
% Non-participants 4.1 0.2 0.5 1.9 91.8 0.0 0.2 1.2 13.4 )
Participants 4.0 0.4 0.7 2.7 91 0.0 0.1 0.8 86.6
Total ~ ) . 1390(4.0) 244(0.4) 213(0.6) 501(2.6) 8739(91.3) 2(0.0) 15(0.1) 123(0.9) ‘_11227(100.0)
N o " A
v

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies represent the number of First Follow-Up participants.

8
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Table 2A-16

First Follow-up Questionnaire Weilghted Response Pattern by
Base Year Participation Status, and "Held.Job Since High School”

(Seniors)
Base Year Participation Yes No Refusal Missing Total
Status ' )
. i p;
Non-participants ° 93.2 6.1 0.0 0.7 13.4
Participants 92.1 7.6 0.0 0.2 86.6
Total 10068(92.3)1 N 1133(7.4) 3(0.0) 23(0.2) 11227(100.0)

[l

~

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. Thé frequencies
. represent the number of First Follow-Up participants.

/
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Table 24-17

First Follow—-up Questionnaire Wetghted Response Pattern by Base Year Participacion
Status, and Post-High School Military Experience

e

(Seniors)

«

. Non-=

Base Year Participation Active Active Mult

Status Duty Duty No Reap Missing Total

Yo \
Non-Participants 5.1 1.2 89.8 < 0.0 3.9 13.4
Participants 4.2 1.7 89 .7 0.0 4.3 86.6
. . !

Total 528(4.4) 211(1.6) 9947(89.7) 5(0.0) 536(4.3) 11227(100.0)

NOTE: Call entrles and all marginals represent wetghted percentages.  The frequencles represent the number
ot First Follow-Up participants. )

i €

“ Table 2A-18

First'Follow—up Questionnafre Welghted Response Pattern by
Base Year Participation Status, and Applicd to College

(Seniors)

&

Base Yeoar Participation Yes No Mult Réfusnl Missing Total
Status Resp - ( '
Noun-participants 50.4 48.6 0.0 0.3 0.7 13.4
Participants 62.1 : 37.2 0.0 0.0 0.7 86.6
Tota) 7245(60.5) 3896(38.7{r\\ 1€0.0) 9(0.1) 76(0.7) 11227¢100.0)

£ 5
NOTE:  Celt entrles and all marginals represent welghted percentages. The 3533‘ Efw' '.'””'3!'_"\.7?;(5

1 frequencies vepresent the number of First Follow-Up parcicipants.
Q 2
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Table 2A-19
First Follow-up Questionnaire Welghted Response Pattern hy Base Year Participation
Status, and cpqt—ﬂlgh School Formal FEducational Courséwork

] (Senlorﬁ)
Base Year Partdcipation ) _ 7
Status " Yes ' No Mult Resp Refusal Missing Total
Non-Participants 57.0 41.6 0.0 0.3 1.2 13.4
_Participants 65.4 34 .0 0.0 0.1 0.5 ‘86.6
Total 7456(64.3) 3692(35.0) 2(0.0) 9(0.1) 68(0.6) 11227(100.)

o™

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals repreQénL welghted percentages. The frequencies represent the number
of First Follow-Up participants.

Table 2A-20 : '
First Follow-up Questionnaire Welghted Response Pattern by Base Year
Participation Status, and Post-High School On-the—-Job Trailning

(Senlors) ! = .
/

; Base Year Participation .

' Status ' Yes No Mult Resp Re fusal Missing Totral
'Non—Particlpants - 16.4 8l1.6 0.0 0.3 1.7 13.4
Participants’ \ T 16.3 82.5 0.0 0.1° . 1.1 86.6
Total - 1851(16.3) - 9215(82.4) 1(0:0) 13(0.1) 147(1.2) 11227(100.0)

"

NOTE: Cell cntries and ali marginals represent welghted percentages. The frequencles représent the number
of First Follow-Up participants. "

-
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Table 2A-21

Follow -up Ouestfonnalre Welghted Reaponse Pattern by Rase Year Pavticipation Status,

and Migh School CGraduation Status

¢

(Sentors)

Base Year Pn%tlclpntlon Still In nid Not Cot Mult Refugal Missing Total
Status Graduated ttgh School Finigh CED Reop N

Non-particlipants 9.3 1.0 5.8 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4
Participants 97.9 0.2 1.0 ﬂ‘g 0.0 0.1 0.2 A6.6

Total 10947(97.1) 19(0.7) 160(1.7) 70(0.7) 2(0.0) 0.0) 26(0.2) 11222€100.0)

Note: Cell entrles and all marginals rvepresent welghted percentages. . The -

frequencles represent the number of Firgt Follow-Up participante. ; .
[ ]

First Follow-up Questionnaire Welghted Response Pattern by Base Year Particlpation Status and Marital Status

Table 2A-22

as of First Week of February, 1982

4V N
(Seniors)
Base Year Participation Never - .

Status Married Divorced Widowed Separated Marcied ‘Re fusal Miesing Total*
Non-particpants 83.5 0.2 0.0 0.5 14.5 0.3 1.0 13.4
Participants 88.0 0.2 0.0 0.3 10.9 0.0 f 0.4 86.6
Total 9962(87.4) 28(0.2) 1(0.0) 45(0.4) 1127(11.4) 7(0.1) 57(0.%5) l1227(|00.0)

i
|
i
!
/
/

Vi - —_—

146

|
! Cell entries and sll marginals represent welghted percentages. The
o frequencics represent the number of First Follow-Up participants. .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(Senfors) *
— e Tt s e ¢ w4 -y wan -i —————— ) ———— e . _
Bage Year Partdcipatton )
Statuy < 1000 1000-5999 6000-10999 llOOO—IﬁB@B 16000~-20999 2> 21000 tmknowun Total N
e e e — S, . -\
Non=-Parttctpants 1.9 28.3 16.9 9.3 2.7 2.2 13.4 13.4
Pavtictipants 6.9 35.5 18,2 5.5 2.4 2.1} 29 44 H6.6
Tot al Y33(7.0) 3779(34.5) 1823(18.0) 562(6.0) 200(2.4) 186(2.1) 3744(29.9) 11227(100.0)
v
HOTE: Cell entrles and all margionals represent welghted pevcentages. The frequencies represent the number of First Follow-Up
participants.
. \ [}
. He
\ . Table 2A4-24 ','_.
Flrat Followv- uap Questtonnnlre Welghted Rosponse Pattern by Base Year w
. Partictpa fon Status, Cohort and Nousra of TV Viewlag Pex hay [
o B o o \
Bt Year Fattlodpatloa Ho TV (a . Hult
L Statue Werkatay < -2 2-) \\_3,4.(“ h-9 RAR Renp Refunas) HMianlop Toral
i « “ Sophomoten
Non - part ol paat s 1.4 1.4 .|n,u 19.5 13.7 9.6 1.6 0.1 0.4 5.1 12.1
Farttolpaat s . 5.3 14.9 22.0 19.6 17.9 f.4 12.8 0.1 0.0 2.7 A7.
total 1905 .0) ’||)~5(|’|.7) 6Y94(28.6) 5459(19.6) IBIH8(1.9) 'ESH(H.‘)) 1977(12.6) 19(0.1) 11(0.1) Ra201.00) 28019100 .0)
Senjors .
oy poat b bpaniy 8. 12.9 230 19.5 16.2 6.5 12.1 0.0 0.3 K1} 1).4
Part lodbpanty 1.4 ta.h 203 20,6 15.¢ R.8 (1} 0.1 0.4 Al (.
fotal H11(7.9) 1484(14.2) 2158020.9) 23mM(20,4) £732(15.2) 1EE9(R.S) I")H?(I'Z.’L) B(N.1) 29€0.1) M NLS) 11222¢v00.0)
HOUF: et catvien and abd manpttaals sepreaent welghted percentages.  The freguencies tepresent the aomher of Flyat Fodlow .ilp participanta. °
’ T ' BE%‘? BT nany 1 4 3 .
. h p iRy 5 TAR A .
C( 1 4 8 , A § LJPL-; ¥ inuédd:g;ng&g.ﬁ '
- - - / :
’ . / . ‘.

Table 24-23

Fivst Follow -up Questionnalre Welghted Response Pattern by Base Year
Pavticipation Status, and Total 1981 Yncome (Dollarg)




N Table 2A-25

First Follow-up Qucscinnnaife Weighted Regsponse Pattern by Base 'Year
Participation Status, Cohort and Physical Disability '

Base Year Participation Mult
Status  ° v, \ Yes - No Resp Missing Total
Sophomores s “ N
“Non—-participants 79.3 9.1 0.0 11.6 12.1
Pavticipants 82.1 7.6 . 0.3 87.9
!
- ' . 7 E}
Total 22791(81.7) 2156(7.8) 4(0,0) 3168(!074) 28119(100.0) 1
i =
'
Senlors _
N T
_ 5 ALY
Non-participants - 88.2 6.8 0.0 | 4:9 13.4
Participaots 89.3 6.7 0.0 4.1 86.6
Total 9870(89.1) 845(6.7) 2(0.0) 510(4.2) 11227(100.0)
£y
NOTE:  Cell entries and all margivals represent welghted percentages. The frcquéncieb represent the number of First

Follow-Up participants.

!
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Table 24-26 ’

g : : First. Follow-up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by
Base Year Participatdon Status, Cohort and
“Belng Successful in My Line of Work"” -

Base Year Participation Not Somewhat - Very Mult . Missing Total

™ Status ; Important Important Important Resp

Sophomores

Non-particpants 1.3 2. 74. /0.0 11.3 12.1
Participants 1.1 .8 81.2 0.0 9 .
. Total ) 297(1.1) 3210(12.0) 22773(80.4) 1(0.0) 1838(6.6) 28119(100.@)
Seniors
Non—purllcpants 1.2 17.1 76.3 0.2 5.1 13.4
Participants 1.0 . 15.0 . 79.7 0.0 4.2 " B6.6
Total . 102(1.0)  1508(15.3)  9094(79.3) 4(0.1) 519(4.4) 11227(100.0)

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies represent the number
of First Follow-Up particlpants. ’

. 152 ' | | - 153

- ST-vey -



/ »
. . ' /
Table 2A-27 * d
First Follow-up Questiomnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year Participation Status,
Cohort and "Finding the Right Person to Marry and Having A Happy Family Life"

Base Ycar Participation Not Somewh4t Very Mult
Status . Important Important Important . Resp Missing Total

Sophomores

- 9T-VZV -

L

¢
Non-participants 4.4 12.7 71.7 0.0 11.2 12.1
Participantcs ) 3.4 11.1 79.4 0.0 6.0 87.9
Total 953(3.5) J 3077(11.3) 22214(78.5) 6(0.0) 1869(6.7) 28119(100.0)

Senliors .
*
Non-participants 3.5 9.0 81-..9 0.0 5.6 - 13.4
Participants 2.4 9.3 3. 0.2 4.2 - 86.6
Yoo

Total ' 296(2.6) 1045(9.3) 9341(83.6) 14(0.2) 531(4.4)  11227(100.0)

NOTE: Ccll entries and all marginals represent weighted-percentages. The frequencies represent the number of First
Follow-Up participants.

159




*

Table 2A-28

First Follow-up Questionnaire WCighted Response Pattern by Base Year

Participation Status, Cohort and "Having Lots of Moncy"

~

~ B,
. 4
. 1
\
Base Year Participation Not Somewhat Very Mult
Status ) Important Important Important Resp Missing Total
Sophomores .
Non-participants 9.6 42.0 36.4 0.6 11.4 12.1
Participants 9.6 54.1 30.1 0.0 6.1 87.9
Total T 2595(9.6) 14877(52.6) 8727(30.9) 10(0.1) 1910(6.8) 28119(100.0)
Seniors
Non-participants 14.2 59.5 21.2 0. 5.1 13.4
Participants 14:1 60.7 20.8 0.1 4. 86.6
Total 1510(14.1) 6647(60.5) 2533(20.9) 10(0.1) 527(4.4) 11227(100.0) )
NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies represent the number of First
Fol 18w—-Up participants. - '
.
3
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Table 2A-29

First Follow-up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year

Participation Status, Cohort and "Having Strong Friendships"”

»

Base Year Participation Not Somewhat Very Mult
St atus Important Important Impbrtant Resp Migsing Total
Sophomores
Non-participants ' 5.0 18.2 64.3 0.0 12.5 12.1
Participants 1.8 17 .4 74.5 0.0 6.3 87.
N
o - )
Total 567(2.2) 5088(17.5) 20511(73.3) 9(0.0) 1944(7.0) 28119(100.0)
L . 7/‘- {__) .
; ,
Seniors {
. N ] /
N
Non-participants 2.6 Q2.5 69.5 0.0 5.4 ]‘/3.4
Participants 2.0 17.8 75.9 0.1 4.2 86.6
Total 351(2.1) 2537(18.4) 7799(75.0) 15(0. 1) 525(4.4) "11227(100.0)
2 v - \ .
NOTE: Cell centries 4nd all marginals represent weighted percentages, The frequencies represent the number of First

Follow-Up participants.
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Table 2A-30
First Follow-up Questionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year
Participation Status, Cohort and "Being Able to Find Steady Work"
7
Base Year Particlpation ‘ Not Somewhat - Very Mylt
Status Important Important Important Resp Missing Total
. ‘,ﬁ
Sophomores
Non—-participants 3.2 12.0 72.9 0.1 11.9 12.1
Parvticipants 1.4 12.0 79.7 > 0.2 6.6 87.
, - ¥
/ ' ' f
Total : 429(1.6) 3308(12.0) 22270(78.9) 62(0.2) 2050(7.3) 28119(100.0)
r o
Seniors .
C
i
Non—participants 2.0 17 .4 | = 75.3 0.2 5.1 13.4
Participants 2.0 14.9 ' 78.2 0.3 4. 86.6
Total 205( 2.0) 1604(15.3) | 41(0.3) 561(4.6) 11227(100.0)

8816(77.8)

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages.

Follow-Up participants.

160
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L aaVe ‘.

Table 2A-31

First Eollow~up Questionnaire Weighted Response

s
[l
13

Pattern by Base Year
Partic¢ipation Status, Cohort and "Being A Leader In My Community”

162

! E Y
\
. !
Base Year Participation ' Not * Somewhat Very Mult !
Status 1mportant_ Important Important . Resp Missing s Total
. - —
: . Sophomores
//} Lé
y . .
Non-participants t49.3 31.8 7.0 0.0 12.0 12.1
Participants :48.0 .2 7.9 0.1 6.9 .
" Total 13060q48.l) 10539(36.5) 2367(7.7) 15(0,1) 2138(7.5) 28119(100.0)
» Sehiors v
i (/-
Non—partléipants 52.5 35.9 5.4 0.0 6.3 13.4
Participants "50.3 36.0 B.4 0.0 5.3 86.6
N | - _
Total 5211(50.6) v 4274(36.0) 1093(8.£? T 200.0) 647(5.5) 11227(100.0)
1 ,' " . . -
e . :
NOTK: Cell entries and all marginals represent welghted percentages. The frequencles represent the number of First
Follow=Up participants. - -
%y
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Table 2A-32

First Follow—-up Ques(ionnalrc Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year Participation Status,
Cohort and “Belng Able to Give My Children Better Opportunities Than 1've Had”

)
Base Year Participation Not Somewvhat Very Mulc
Status - ImpoELang‘ » lmportant W Important Regp Missing Total
. ) 5 Sophomores
& .
I'd o
Nun~p5rtlcipuuls , 4.6 16.2 67.4 0.0 | 1.8 - 12.1
Participants 3.7 24.0? 65.7 . 0.1 6. 87
Total 1041(3.8) 6406(23.0) 18625(65.9) 18(0.1) 2029(7.2) 28119(100.0)
= - [
o Seniors .
, ' SN
Nonparticipants 8.0 21.0 65.1 0.0 5.8 13.4
Participants 5.0 27.4 62.5 0.0 5.0 86.6
Toral 466(5.4) 2480( 26.6) 7682(62.9) 3(0.0) 596( 5.1) 11227(100.0)

.
<o

- NOTE: Cell entries and.all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies represent the number of Flrst

Follow-tp participants.

e, 184
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‘ Table 2A-33 S

First Follow-up Ouestionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by Base Year
Participation Status, Cohort and “Living Close to Parents and Relatives”

)sc
Basce Year Participation Not Somewhat Very Mult N
Status ' Important Twportant - Important Resp Missing Total
Sophomores ;
Non-participants 24.2 <49 .1 14.8 0.0 11.9 12.1
Participants 27.6 51.5 14.4 0.0 6.5 87.9
h . '
Total 7486(27.2) ~ 14374(51.2) 4215(14.4) 12(0.0) 2032(7.2) 28119(100.0) ;E.
. : | % o
- N
Seniors : '
Non—-participants . 25.3 ) 51.5 17.6 ’ 0.0 5.6 13.4
Pari icipants : 27.5 53.5 14.6° 0.1 4.4 86.6
Total . 3064(27.2) 5808(53.2) S 1796(15.0) \:(O.I) 554(4.6) ll227ﬂl00.0)
LN .

NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent welpghted percentages. The frequencies represent the number of First

Follow-Up participants.
~Up | i . ; . &R
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Table 2A-34

First Yollow-up Ouestionnaire Weighted Response Patlern by Base qur.
Participation Status, Cohort and "Cetting Avay From this Area of the “Country”

P 4
©

Base Year Pavticipation . ° " Not Somewhat - Very Mult . .

Status AP ) Iwfportant Important ; Tmportant Resp Migssing Total

e § ® ’f' - Sophomores -

S : . 2
Non-pm Licipants 3 49.1 26.9 . 12.3 -().() ' 1.6 2.1
Participants 2 s e 53] 27 .4 12.4 0.0 6.4 87.9

- 4 : . i <
Total i . 14826(57%.2) 7816(27.3) 3472(12.4) 9(0.0) 1996(7.0) 28119(100.0)
(&}
e B a —~
Senlors

Non--participants 62.5 22.4 9.2 0.0 5.9 13.4
Particlpants - 64.2 213.0 8.1 0.0 4.7 86.6 -
T N . o -
Tota) 6876(64.0) 22118(21.0) 1945(13.2) 13 0.0) ’ 579(4.8) 11227¢100.0)

NOTE:  Cell entries aod all marginals represent weighted percentages.  The frequencies represent the number of FKirse
Folltow-Up participants.

%
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Fivst Follow-up Questionnaire Welghted Response Pattern by Base Year Participation

Table 2A-39

Status, Cohort and "Working to Correct Social and Economic Jnequalitics™

Folltow-Up participants.
-

171

Base Year Participation Not Somewhat Very Mult
Status - Importaat Important Important Resp Missing_' Total
AR
"
Sophomores
e
L_— 4
Non-participants 33.6 41.0 13.1 0.3 12.0 12.1
Parvtictpants 36 .8 45.4 . 10.8 0:1 6.8 #87.9
v | p
Total 10028(736 .4) 12699(44.9) 3254()11.1) 29(0.1) 2109(7 .4) 28119(100.0)
b‘\\\ Senlors
Non-participants 30.3 48.7 14.9 0.0 6.1 13.4
Participants 3.4 © 0.2 13.2 0.0 5.1 86.6
Total 2973(31.3) 5676(50.0) 1929(13.4) 200.0) 647(5.93) 11227(100.0)
NOTE:  Cell entries and all marginals represent weilphtod pevcentages. The frequencles represent the number of First

-~
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Table 2A-36

First Follow-up OQuestionnaire Weighted Response Pattern by )
4
Base Ycar Pavticipation Status, Cohort and "Maving Children”

: \

¥

Base Yeav Participation Not . Somewhat Very Mult

Status Tmportant Important Important Re sp Missing Total

. Sophomores
Non-participants 17.3 34.6 35.7 0.0 12,4 12.1
Part iclpants 15.2 18.6 19 .4 0.0 d 6.7 87.9
Total 4171(15.5) 10781(38.1) 11088(139.0) 5(0.0) 2074(7 .4) 28119(100.0)
#
Senfors

Non--pabt icipants . 14 .6 \37.8 41.5 _0.0 6.1 13.4
Participaots ’ 13.3 34.8- 47.9 . 0.0 4.5 6. A

_“‘;-—- "’
Total 1533(13.5) 4065(35.2) 5051(46.5) ' 3(0.0) 11227(100.0)

575(4.7)

NOTE: . Coll entries and all marginals represent weighted percentages. The frequencies reprosent the number of First

Follow-Up parvticipants.

1772
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Table 2A-37

AN

First Follow-up Questionnaire Welghted Responsce Pattern by Base Year Particlpation
Sratus, Cohort anp'"uaving lelsure Time to Enjoy My Own Interests”

e — / ; .
f// ’

Base Year Participation Not Somewhat Very . Mult

Status Important Important Import ant Resp Missing Total

Sophomores
Non-participants 2.1 27.0 59.1 0.0 ~11.8 12.1
Palticiziyis 1.5 27.17 64 .4 0.0 6.3 87.
— o - .. e ' e
Total 464(1.6) 7680(27.7) 18004(63.8) 5(0.0) 1966(7.0) - 28119(100.0)
) ) . .
Seniors

H - - B - o T - T - s
Non-participants 1.9 C29.5 63.2 0.0 5.4 13.4
Pavtictpants 1.2 j 26.6 67.8 0.0 4.4 R6.6
SR - S S T ——
Total 162(1.3) J186(27.0) 7329(67.2) 200.0) 548(4.5) 11227(100.0)
NOTE: Cell entries and all marginals represent welghted pevcentages. The frequenciles represent the number of First

Follow-Up participants.
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Base Year Participation

- Tablo 24-38

Flrat
Base Yaar Partictipatfon Status, Cohort and Age

P

Follou-up Questionnalre Welphted Response Patiern hy

Status 14 15 16 17 L) 19 20 n 222 Unknowun Total Mean
~
Sophiomores
Non-Partic Ipanta 0.9 0.0 0.0 R 1.6 55.8 29.) A.1 1.2 0.5 3.8 12.1 18.4
Pactlicipants 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.8 6R.5 21.9 2.7 0.3 0. 3.7 87.9 1R.3
1
Total 4(0.0) 4 (0.0) 8 (0.0) I6(0.9)  19004(66.9) 664 I(24.6) 807(3.3) 103(0.4) 27(0.1)  1203(3.2) 28119(100.0) -
r
Sanlors ’

e e i e e e - — e e - A e e i e e e e o e ot e e
Non -Pas Ul dpanys - - 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.2° 1.7 67.) 2 2-4 3.2 1.4 20.)
Pat tlclpangg wewsy——————— 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 5 10.9 21, 1.6 2.5 R&a.6 0.1
e —— S, gt — S e e ek e
totat - - 1(0.0) 10.0) Mo.0) 15(0.1) 219(1.5) 7704(7‘(.\.1«) 2685(23.5) 290(1.7) W7(2.6)  N2270100.0) - -

- e
Mote:  Cell catries and all marginale represent welghtod |:L:rtunluguu. The frequenclans represent the womber of lv‘lxutvl‘a\ow—-llp participante.
»

L]
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APPENDIX 2B: HS&B Unweighted Student Nonresponse
o Rates by Selected Variables '
4

Note: Perortions represent the nonfesponse

rate within.school type. The frequencies

(in parentheses) are the number of non-
. responding students within school type.
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B ,
" Table 2R-1
HS&B -Student Non‘sponse Rates by School Type, Cohort and Region

7 T & e

- T-427 - .

School Type { Northeast " Northcentral South West Total
: N . :
- - . Sophomores
a * 6 : )

Non-alternative, non- \"‘—') . : .

lispanic public schools L0476 (227) .0484 (23)) .0495 (418) L0796 (274) 0536 (1172)

_ NU!]*&)]!.C!::i&, ‘ P

Hispanlc public schools 0685 (15) 1072 (49) 0341 (38) .0763 (110) 0656 (212)
Alternative schools . .0962 (48) - .1031 (10) .0354  (11) ¢ .0435 (2) L0745~ (71)
Non-public, non-, '

Cathollc schools 0735 (15) .0358 (1) ' 0350 (10) 0368 (5) L0439 (41)

. : . .

"Non-public, Catholic . _ .
schools .0324  (30) 0523 (19) .0338 (35) L0157 (6) .0333  (90)

~ Total .0506 (335) L0533 (322) L0459 (532) 0729 (197) L0534 (1586),

x ' . R , " Seniors . " & _ /KK
Non-alternative, non- : _ ) o _— J/
Hispanic public schools ..-0504  (85) 0647 (153) . .0580 (188) . -0857 (128) - L0630 (354)
| - o ' . S ]

Non-alternative ' _ : ) //" T

Hispanic public schools 1019 (11) .0550 (11) 0349  (21) , 0952 (63) o2 (r06).

; s ' S . //,", d’ ¥ . . -
Alternative schogls 0959 (14) . .0488  (2) . 0349 () 1333 (2) <L0729 T (21)
Non-public, non- . | : R Lo ..
Catholic schools 0833  (7) 0667  (6) 0563 (4) .0959  «(7) 0755 (24)
Noon-public, “Catholdc - ’ i ; -
schools N .. -0543 (17) -~ .0333 _ (5) L0607 (23) 0402 (7) . L0512 (52)
- ; : @

Total ~ . .0573 (134) L0622 (177). - .0546 (239) .0856 (207) L0632, (757)
Note:  Proportions represent the non-response rate within school type 'l‘l\é.,fl'etl!nelmcies (1n parenthesis) are the

number of non-responding stndents within school type.



_ Table 2B-
HS&B Student ﬁon~response Rates by School Type, Cohort and Level of Urbanization §
+

2 : !

1

School Type Urban Suburban Rural Total

Sophomores
Noﬁ-alternatlve, non-—
IHspanic public schools 0725 (320) .0588 (617) 0338 (2135) 053 (1172)
Non-Alterpat ive, ‘ , -
Hispnnic public schools 0696 (74) L0811 (107) 0364 (31) 0656 (212)
Alternative schools ".0952 (58) .0367 (11) L0455  (2) 0745  (71)
Non-publtc, non-
Catholtic schools .0480 (13) L0400 (19) .0481 (9) 0439 (41)
Hon-public, Catholic
schools 0485 (25) L0313 (62) 0142 (3) .0331 (90)
JTotal ” -0713 (490) .0560 (816) .0339 (280) .0534 (1586)
T * i T v

Sentors
Non—alturnétivb, non- )
llispanic public schbols .0698 (160) 0651 (248) L0543 (146) .0630 (554)
1 " ° :
Non—al(efhative _ . -
Hispanic public schools L0681 (37) 40661  (43) 0690 (26) 0675 (106)
&
Alternative schools L0773 (16) .0548 (4) .1250 (1) 0729 «.(21)
: ‘ - ¥ ‘
-
Non—-publ ic, non- - t ‘
Catholic schools L1068 (11) .0486 (7) .0845 (6) 0755 ~ (24)
an~publlc, Cathollc ; : _ _ . »‘, . ) :
schools .0769 (15) ©OLRA6L  (35) L0323 (2) L0512 (52)
& .2 . . .., ‘,' ) < . .
Total > 0715 (239) 0620 (337) 0564 (181) 0632 (757)
L . ' .n.\ - . ~

Note: proportloné represent- the nbh—respoqse rate within school type. The frequencies (in

"

a o .
parenthesfs) are the ntmber of non-responding gtudents within school type. .

“ o
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Table 2B-3
» H5&B Student Non-regsponse Rates by School Type, Cohort, and Percentage Black

School ;Type

lesg than
25% Black

Creater than
25%Z Black

Total

Sophomores

Non-alternattve, non-
Hf{spanic public schools

Non-alternative,
Hispanlec public schools

Alternative gechools

T.0526 (955)

-0643 (192)

L0907  (50)

L0584 (217)

.0800 (20)

0522 (21)

L0536 (1172)

0656 (212)

0745 (71)

Tmeal

L0601 (564)

.0746.(193)

ey .
Non--public, non-
Catholic schools .0439 (41) -— 0439 (41)
S
Non-public, Catholic *
schools 0333 (90) — 0333 (90)
Total - .0524(1328) .0591 (258) 0534 (1586)
_____ | . .
)
Senlors
- %3
. < A
Non-alternat{ve, non- N
Hispanic public schools 0584 (375) - .0757 (179) 0630 (556)
Non-alternative
Higpantc public schools 0675 (96) .0909 “(]0) 0675 (106)
Alternative schools -1006. (17) - L0336 (14) 0729 (21)
Non-public, non- P .
Catholic schools 0795 (24) - 0755 (24)
Non-pubttc, Catholic
schools 0512 (52) . - 0512 (52)
n.

0632, (757)

i ey T—

~F

L 4

Proportlons represent the non-respon
(in parenthestis) are the number of non-responding students within school type.

)

‘ i &
sc'lgiézwlthln school type.

A
4 o

The frequencies
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Table 2B-4
S - NSEB Student Non-teaponse Ratas by School Type, Colhort and Averagn Envollment
e e e e ey R e e i = e e I —
Schoul type £ 37-300 101-173 176-250 251- 325 326400 A01-A75 476-550 551625 > 625 Tot al
te Sophowmoree '
— - e e e < e R e e e - - e R ._' e s
Non-altetnative, won- RN ‘
Nispantc public schoals L0254 10) - L0414 (12) 0131 (15) L0375 (9)) L0360 (92)°1 L0512 (121) L0501 (119) 0656 (140) 0674 (112) L0853 (340) 0536 (n).)
Non-alternatlve, Nispanic ¢ ; L™
public uchools -0299 (2) 066t (7) 0N3 () 01t (8) L1091 (24) .0608 (18) ﬂm} (29) 0786 (A7) JOB2A (06) L0556 (40) .0052\(212)
~
Alternative schools L0426 (4) 0606 (4) .0500 (1) L0139 (D) 04735 (1) Y1y (1) 0)55 (4) ~ 0684 (8) L0837 (1) 1009 (33) ».0745 (1)
. !
! o N
Non-poblic, non-Cathollce -
schools -0698(19) .0354 (19) .0566 (6) . .o0228 (1) - - - L0000 (0) ——— - e - ——- e - .- 0439 (41) v
Non-public, Cathollce ) < . - - : s B . ]
schaoly L0000 (0) 0504 (26) .-0441 (41) \.QQ5 (9) S04 (&) 035 . (8) 0000 (0) m—— e ) 0000 (0) - - - .031) o)
.- - o - - — o o 4. . — g > e — — [P
» 4 - v
Toual <0881« L0625(128) -0367(138) 03500111 L0384 (123) . .0520 (154) L0546 (152) L0680 (3183) L0697 (15)) L0820 (41)) -01534 (1586)
- Senforce
e e e e p : e e e
Non -altermut lve, aon- A - y
ti{spante public achools 20345 (5) L0437 (28) {0627 (57) .0561 (50) 0321 (51) 0594 (55) L0743y (217) W 0642 (59) 0666 (53) L076% (123) S L0630 (9554)
Now - alln‘ludllvg Rispanlc ) R ) 1 .
. publle schouly <0396 (1) L1061 (8) %0432 (1) 0421 (6) 0435 (5) 1026 (12) L0690 _ (10) L0289 (21) 041 (14) L0643 (22) L0615 (106)
. - . r .
Alternat tve schounls L1057y (2) 1429 () .1667  (4) 0000 (0) 0400 (1) L1000 (1) 0000  (0) L0000  (0) L0000 7 (0) L0792 (8) L0129 (21)
Nun-;mbilc, now-Catholle - ) * . . :
achools o0y - Losto (9) 0588 () 0588 (1) R -0000 (0), = - - = - - =-- o mmm s T olalsy (24)
Nun- |;ll|)|‘c, Catlhinlic. ., ) . - " ’
uchuols . L0000 (0) -0718 (14) 0446 (18) 065y (11) -0320  (4) 0388 (5)« L0000 (1) - e .0000  (0) SRS - M2 (52) )
T e T e - - e < ——— e e
Total L0679(19) 0969 (62) L0574 (89) -05%4 (68) 0490  (61) ;0643 (15) L0720 (ﬂ'.7) 0656 (76) 0665 (67) 0206 (15)) 0632 (75)
- Note: Proportlung tepesent the: non-xespgnse rate within school type.  The f[uquunc!cu (1o parcathests) are the mmbor ot non-tcaponding atadeats withia ‘school type.
: : * LI ’ f
- A
N . - A
" Q <
9 . .
s
o ; ¥ -
. i - AY ﬂ "
. —,- \ b ) ;"..Y,’? e ..v? ;..u-.-ﬂi 'ngg .
v - 3 .
J " G- 1! e .~,n‘, <k
. . s - . , .
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Table 2B-5
H3&B Student Non-response Rates by School Type, Cohort and Race

A e senaimass

School Type White Black . M spanic , Other Total

Sophomores

™
Pl

Non—alternat tve, non—

Hispanic public schools . 0399 (628) .0534 (150) 0295 (71) L3561 (323) 0536 (1172)
Non=alternative,
Hispanic public schools .0492  (37) .0584 (18) L0379 (75) A4)62  (82) 0656 (212)
Alternative schools 0344 (12) 0372 (13) 0559 (10) L4737 (36) L0745 (71)
Non-public, non—- :
Catholic schools ‘ .0278 (22) 0323 (1) 0000 (0) 3830 (18) .0439 (41)
Non-public, Catholic e
schools .. . 0172 (28) 0434 (18)\. .0389 (23) . L2763 (21) .0333 (90)
R ‘ - i
Total o 1//0377 (127) 0511 (200) ©.0343 (179) .3684 (480) 0534 (1586)
L S | ]
- _ Seniors e
Non—ul(elnatiyc, non- - ‘ i - ¢ <
Wispanic public schools 0412 (188) 0723 (176) 0580 (75) .2291 (115%) 0630 (554)
Non-alternative L : | i 7
Hispanic public scli()oLmﬁs (13) . 0840 (1)) 0575 (68) L1333 (14) .0()7‘3'= (106)
' , _ « N '
¢ _ Alternative schools L0484 (3) .080% (11) .0678 (4) .0968 %) .0729 85])
jﬂl)n-|nd)llc, non-— : o
Catholic schools -~ .0594 (13) 0513 (2) 0556 (2) 2917 (7) 4=0755 - (24) -
Ngn~pub%kp, Catholic ! o o .- R . . f‘ - &
s¢hools B ~ L0289 (12) - 7 L0758 (15) 0549 (19) 1053 (6) 0512 (52)
) Total ‘ - 0423 (229) L0732 (215) L0576 (168) ©.2017 (lﬁ%& 0632 (757) -
‘ Note: Proportlons represent the non-response rate within school type. The frequencies (in parenthesis) are ghe

number of non-regponding students within school type.
og ' .

- . "
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HS&B Student Non-response Rates by School Type,

Table 2B-6

Cohort and Sex

School Type Male Female Total
;;\homores

Non—alternative, non- - /

Hispantie¢ publfc schools 0619 (683) ©.0451 (489) 0536 (1172)
Non—alternative,

Hispanic public schools .0768 (120) 0550 (92) 0656 (212)

3 |

Alternative schools 0828 (37) 0672 (34) .0745 (71)
Non-publlc, non-

Catholic schools 0478 (27) L0380 (14) 0419 (41)
Non-publle, Cathollc

schiools 0210 . (25) 0429 (65) 0333 (90)
Total ' 0603 (892) L0466 (694) L0534 (1586)

Séniors
™

Non-alternative, non- ¢
Nispapic public schools .08103(343) 0463 (211) 0630 (554)
/. O

Non--alternatlve : . _

Hispanic public schools 0005 (66) 0475 (40) L0675 *(104)
Alternative schools L0926 (10) 10611 (1) .h729 (21)

- "

Npon-public J non- | : _
Catholic schools ‘ L0667 (11) .0850 (13) 0755 (24)
~ANon-public, Catholic '

gchools 053 (23) L0496  (29) 0512 (52)
Total ) .0800 (453) L0481 (304) .0632  (757)

Proportlons represent the non-response rate within school. type.
(in parenthesis) are the number of non- reopondlng students wltllin school type

18 .

The frequencies’



_Table 2B-7
HS&B Student Non-response Rates by School Type, Cohort .and School Program

school Type Genevral ' Academic Vocat ional Other : Total
S A
Sophomores
e e L _ . /
Non-alternative, non- ’ o , )/,
Higpanic public schools .0497 (458) 0365 (221) 0482 (207) .1235 (286) L0536 (1172)
Non—-alternative, _ )
Hispanfc public schools .0480 (66) L0487  (33) .0675 (48) L1383 (65) 0656 (212)
)
Alternatlive schools L0564 (19) .-0403  (10) .0778  (14) 1489 (28) 0745 (71)
Non-public, non- : ' {
Cathollc schools .0249 (5) 0334 (20) .0000 €0) L1455 (16) 0439 (41)
Non-pubtic, Catholic
schools L0336 (27) .0290 (46) .0324 (6) »0827 (11) .0333 (90)
Total .0482 (575) .0360 (330) .0510 (275) .1262 (406) 0534 (1586)
éenlors
Jﬂ Non-alternat fve, non- " : ) . )
Hispanic public schools L0639 (197) . .0410 (116) L0669 (153) .1492  (88) L0630 (554)
Non-attdrnative 2w | :
Wispanic public schools L0746 (50) L0498 (21) 0681 (29) L1132 (6) L0675 (106)
Alternative schools ,.0857 (9) 0560 (7) 0851 (4) .0909 (1) .0729 (21)
[
Non-public, non- e
Cathollc schools 1167 (7) - 0543 (12) 0556 (1) L2105 (4) 0755 (24)
NJnﬂpuhllc, Cathollc k~“ o -
schools ~ 0942 (18) L0357 (26) 0541 (4) - 1739 (4) 0512 (s2)
Total _ .0684 (281) * L0421 (182) L0670 (191) 1480 (103) - 0632 (757)
Note: Proportlons represent the non-response rate within school type. The frequencied (in barenthesié) are the

number of non-responding students within school type.
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_ Table 2B-8
H6&B Student Non-tvesponse Rates by School Type, Cohort and SES Trichotomy

School type Lowesl Middle Highest Other /Unknown Total

Sophomores

Non—-alternat fve, non-

Wispanic public schools 0484 (256) 0402 (387)  .0474 (200)  .1202 (329)  .0536 (}172)
Non-alternative, Wlspanic ' 3

public schools 0446.  (61) .0534 (54) L0568 (18) ’ 474 (79) L0656 (212) -
Alternative schools 0565 (16) 0669 (17) 0482 (8) L1200 (30) L0745 (71)

Non—public, non~Catholic

schools .0638 %) .0046 (1) 0362 (20). L1491 (17) 0439 - (41))
Non-~publtic, Catholic ' . _ .

schools . 0466 (20) 0249 (30) L0302 (27) 0718 (13) .0333 (90)
Total L0480 (356) .0397 (489) L0444 (273) L1226 (468) .0534 (1586)

. Sentors . N
Non—-Al ternative, non- :
Nispanic public schools L0650  (204) .0517 (180) 0457 (66) 1433 (104) .0630 (554)
Non—alturﬂafive, M spanic -
public  schools L0681 (61) L0690  (34) .0238 (3) 1429 (8) .0675 (106)
Alternat tve “schools © L0916 - (12)  .0562  (5)  .0000 (0)  .1667 (4)  .0729  (21)
Non-public, non-Catholic . : ' : . ] s
schools- L0667 (3) L0556  (5) L0736  (12) L2000 (4) L0755  (24)
Non-pubiic, Catholic ) '
schools =~ 7 i .0536 (14) 0466 (19) 0518 (16)«* 0789 (3) .05!2_ (52)
Total - L0658 (294) L0532 (243) .0465 (97) L1424 (123) L0632 (757)
Note: Prnpnrtipns represent the non-response rate within school type. The frequencies‘(ln parentheslis)

@ arc the number of non-responding: students within school type. X o
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Table 2B-9 -
H36B Student Non-response Rates by School Type, Cohort and Test Quartile

School type Lowest Middle Highest Other/Unknown Total
Sophomores

Non~al}ernativc, non- - . S Lo
Hispanic public schools -0593  (270) .0408 (376) -0324 (153) . .1099 (373) .0536(1172)
Non-alternative, Hispanic . .
public schools : .0542 (58) .0565 (67) .0194 (6) - .1211 (81) .0656 (212)
Alternative gchools .0520 (12) .0590  (16) .0379  (5) .1233 7 (37) .0745 (71)
Non-public, non-Catholic : '
gchools Lo, 0682 (3) -0271  (6) .0266 (12) - .0922 (20) 0439 (41)
'Non-public, Catholic c . v >
schools .0634 (22) .0300 (40) .0148  (12) L0755 (16) .0333 (90)

b §

Total f .0584 (366) L0413 05). .0293 (188) .1100 (527) . .0534 (1586)
e o - ’
: Seni;:§

Non-alternative, non- fg/
Hispanic public schools .0767 (189) .0529 (176) .0293 (48) .1035 (141) .Q630 (554)
Non-alternative, Hispanic L . . " }
public schools -0789  (50) -0616) (36) .0296  (5) .0815 (15) -0675 (106)
Alternative schools .0805  (7) 0517 (6) 0455 (2)* 11463 - (6) 07295 (21)
Non-public, ﬂon—Catholic ' oot N ¥
schools .0952 (2) 09214 (7) .0282 (4) .1392  (11) .0755  (24)
Non—pgblic, Catholic ) : " | s R
schools : .1188  (12) L0514 (27) .0280 *(9) .0580  (4) .0512° (52)
Total .0786 * (260)  -.0544 (252)  .0294 (68) ,.1020 (177)  .0632° (757)

: | X ' '
Note: Proportions represent the non-response rate within school type. The frequencies (in parenthesis)

are the number of non-responding students within school type.
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.0761

. N : A
; A , “
- ST Table 2B 10
) HS&B “Student Non- response Rates by .School Type and Dropout Status (SOphomores Only)
School Type In School . Transfer* Early Grad ¢Drop Out Total
\\,’Non—al't}.rnativez non— ) . . . a
Yispanic public schools -.%Aﬁﬁ (829) L0917 (73)" -0649 (32)- . .1232  (238) . .0536 (1172)
Non-alternative, K ‘ ) , ot ‘ .o
“Hispanic public_ schopls .0548  (142) .1449  (20) %- .0948 (11) .1005  (39) ' L0656 (212)
Alternative schools T L0565  (38) 21034 (6) . .1026  (4) -1250  (23) -0745  (71)
e a u ﬂ
Non-public, mon- <. » . . K ‘
Catholic schoobls - 0415 (33) »  .0455 (&) 21579 (3) .0323 (1) 0439, (41)
] “g- . ;.; > ~ . ‘
Non-public, Cgﬁhﬁﬁic‘ '3 ‘ \ o .
schools E -0250- \(60) -0810 (17) -1034  (3) .1538 (10) .0333  (90)
[ 23 - - __ : - T ‘
Total -0439 (1102) .0930 (120) (53) -1196  (311) -0534' (1586)

~

—

Pxoportlons erresent the non- rLSponse rﬁcg within school type.

numb&r- 0f non- responding: étﬂdbnns within sahool type.

x . .
No -longer 1n school

’

te

The frequencies (in parenthesis) are the
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APPENDIX 2C:’
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HS&B Welghted and Unweighted Student

Nonrespénse Rates by Selected Variables

\ . ,; -t

Proportions represent the nonresponsé rate
within school type. The frequencies (in -

parentheses) are the number of nonresponding
students within school type.
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. . . - Table 2¢- 1A ‘
! ' ) JI568 Stwdent Non-Regsponae Rates by Schogl Type, Cohart and Mgh Sahool Craden
~ . " 4
. v .-
R e o e L4 ————— — e Rt s s i e s e 23 —— e e e+ et e n aen ——— e e
. Svheol Uype Hout ly A's A's & D's toutly B’y ll"?i & C'n Mosl(ly 's C's & Da Hoatly D's . <N OUiey /Uaknoun Total
OO T e g —— e - S, —— — e e e e R S
‘U . . Sophmaren . K
Noun-altevnnd Lve, aon- . oo . ) i > N ’
WMspante public schoals 0321 (62 L0292 (100) L0136 (120) 0511 (266) 0587 (174) .0549 (107) 0902 (46) 0075 (23) 14 (274) L0536 (1172) .
: 4 - d ~
¢
Non-altetnattve, Hlapante . ° . y .
spublic schools - 02 (0) T Lot (2o 065 (29) 0936 (46) 0597 (29) 0625 ¥X1R) 800 (8) 01y () L1669 (6)) 656 (212)
» . .
Altevnatlve schools 8200 (y) 941 ) .()71.5 (1 0619 (14) L028) (1) L0409 (@) 0000 (0) L0000 () c JHARG (2D) 0745 0 (1)
, . - .
Noa -publlic, nos tat le ' . v i
srhools 0095 (1) .03 (73 0492 (9) 0099 (2) * .06l (5) 032) (1) 00 (0) 0000 (0) SHae (16) D419 (an
New pabliv, tatholi. . " . - .
schools R 029 (10) .(2]0 (). 0227 (1Y) 0364 (25) 0510 (16) ' L.0088 (1) L0357 (1) 429 (1) L0984 (12) . 031 (90)
o T e — . e A e - - e e SR P B _—
Fotal L0312 (1Y) L0302 (146) L0370 (182) 20492 (353) T L0574 (22)) L0531 (13 SORAY (5Y) -7 (25) S1159 (1) 4 .05V (1586)
e e - R - {_ . e —
a . - - J
. Senilovrs s
Hon -Altetnative, noa - ) - b
Wspanic public schobly 0297 (26) o) (471%) 0488 (A1) D697 (160) 0856 (102) (. 1004 (5)) L0822 (6) TOI818 (2) 519, (1) L0630 (594)
- . <
- . 1 , . ‘ . ‘ /
Noo-altetnat fve, WHinpaale .
weblle schools . 0208 (4) 0548 (16) L0556 (o) 679 (32) 0947 (2D L0976 (R) 0833 (1) L0000 (0) L1935 (6) L0675 (106)
Alteroative schools. 04315 (1) 0294 (2) 357 (2) Y2 (11) 0571 (2) 0000 () - ——- U L1000 n ) 0729 (21)
. .
Non-public, aon Catholl : '
sclhivols 0098 () 0429 (1) 0094 (5) 658 (%) 104 (@) 1250 \ (1) = -= == == 200 7 (4) 0755 (24)
oy .. N _ /
Nonspubllc, Catholtic b - . ’ . .
schools A2 (D 028 (1), .05 (12) . L0602 (10) L0919 ¢ (4) 3 () R e 667 (4) 2.0512  (92)
« " ’
Total | : . L0322 (41) L0324 (75) 0507 (H16) 0707 (220) '.()Ii‘)(l"(l.]/o) L0998 (64) 824 (7) A9 (2) 1954 (92) 06132 (787)
- :‘,-- B e, - - e e ————— e e - — . — e - ——— o ——
- Hote: Proportipns vepresent the non-response r'u‘( e within gschaol type.  The frequenclen (In parenthesis) are the number of noa-regponding studeotas withln school ) ,
' ) ' y‘ul{
o i ) ) * -
. L]
\ . AN “\ ’ .
. o &
190 D ) - 196 -
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TaWgjo - 2C-1n .
HS&R Helphted SGulent Hon -Heaponse Rates by School Type, Tohort and gl School Crades .
R - [ : et e e o - R p — e e o JR—
Sahodl lype Tlout Ly A'n A'sm A R'n Houtly B'a A'n & C'n Hoatly C'n @ C'n & e Hoatly N'a <n l O hor Jink asun Total
v’ A 3 -
- - Saphomorten
e e 4 el e et e e —— PR e S i e b e et = e e e e —— ——— e e e e e e
Non altewnative, wen > N N
Wiapante publte achools S (R4 0346 (16344) 0393 (1723510) 0533 (19084) 0GRS (2B6R4) 0584 (16321) 0912 (6901) .08%% (NRY) L1545 (74829) -NALY (251460
- . .
Hon alternatlve | . .
NEopante public »chool. 8% (169) 0367 (649) 07157 (1) 0346 (137R) DHRE (R4S NULS IR GLYS A2 (154) L0312 (36) SHARY (4R9Y) SORYS (10207
Alternat tve solmain RIDIY (116) ° 0870, 0 (142) NIAY {116) 0669 (42Y) v (103) y -M6) (1) : OO0 [41)] 0000 (n) S2R12 O (3261) BEIR) (4569
Non publfc, nna . - an
Cathol v schoots .01 (162) 086t (220) 0396 (1350) .0n7) (2111) RiTL I (5172 . .01K) 94) 0060 Q) 0000 (ﬂ* S179% (293 NS2% (6534
. \ N : N - MY
o Non public, Cathnlie . )
T pehaols LS (497) 01346 (1044) N262 0 (125%) N287 (1629) N214 (546) % L0016 (16) .o (a2) Ribyii] an L2085 (205R) 0350 (110
. - - e e e e i SN —— — - - [ - g
T lotal \ N9 (9219) 0349 (197935) L0368 (21584) 0502 (4292)) 0649 ()0735)° L0562 (17266) .OR6A (1£177) -0RY0 (3)218) L1605 (R2976) 0637 (2199
4 i Scn'lors'I .
e i e e i 4 e A — — — i o e S - -

o alternatlve, aon J l' . . - N
Wapante poblic siha.mls L0383 (10n89) L0230 (1031 4610 (21123) 0639 (16506) -0R19 (231)9) 0846 (12546) L.OR&4 (16RD) L2680 (721) 1621 (66518) MI07 (1847 4¢
Hon-alteonat tve . . N -
Wspante publty schanls .095) (129) 0166 (46R) NIS8 (4R)Y) L EY (um( 0875 (942) ‘.|965 (AL1) 01391 ()9) 0000 ({1)) L2317 (V138) N9&a2 (A"

“ - . «© -
Alferastive achanls 0129 (15) 159 (106) 0180 (10)) 1191 (702) M6 (101) 0000 (n) - - -~ - A2 (901) 0706 (19

. € .
Non -public, nan- . « " - )
Catholle  schonla O RT3 {515) 0029 (1199) LN4RD (l(l))\ L0530 (1049) 2529 {(17109) L2007 (510) -— o~ - - 2R (42Y) Jd046 (1000w
Al
Non-poblice, Catholle ) , 3 N
schools D& (1)24) .001s (@)} 042 (171Y) 042 (211)) 0762 (RRAY 06018 (117) -- - - 087 (234R), 0430 (A6
e e e e - L AU — e — L e - e e :
; .

. Total SAtn (12617) N2y (12129) D45 (24506) 0620 (A1514) SDR4R (2R11)) L0989 (1A0AA) . LOR2? (1122) J256R (12V) LA6hL (17024) 707 (21454°
e e et i e l_.,,___ B : e e e e e et et e —_— . - - v s e .u___,..‘.A.
Nul et Fropurl Lans represent the sop-reaponne cate within school type.  Vhe freguenclen (1n pfreatheals) ara O number of non-reaponding rtudents wlthiln school tvpe. ,

R . . 3
N -
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4
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4 . ) . Ql:E .
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A B a .
- ] ) -
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F Ld \ Y * -y
o A - .
\ L4
) Table 2C-2A ) N
L1 , . HSAR Student Non-Response Rates by Schaol Type, Cohort and Pays Ahsent From School
Sehool 'l'ypu- ' None PR R 2 ’ . -4 5-10 1115 16-20 > 0t her /Unknown Total ?
._‘_-__ [ .._..-____b_.;_,,_, et e e - j e o e e s o e e —_ e
. Suphomores ) )
e e e e = .__.__.'___\ PR U — ———— et ——— n —— - " e e e s i S e ’
NHdn-alteinat fve, oon - . . * , -
Uispanle publfic schools T IA (248) D446 (272) L0466 (1061) L0531 (H1y) 1030 (62) & L0913 (22) .()111(.’:-(22) To1i22(270) L0536 (13172)
Noat alternative, L4 " . — \{\ .
Wepanie public schoote L0505 (45) L0408 (37) L0579 (1) 7 -0508 (20) .0B40 (10) (0652 (1) <0400 (2) 62 (67) -0656 0 (212)
. ‘ , .
Altewnat fve m'hn-)(:'. 06028 (13) L0507 () 0521 ) 03197 0 (9)- L0690 (2) 0000 (0) JA579 (M) 1510 (29) 07485 (1))
) Hon--publbe, non- & .
Cathulie sehals 3270 (12) 0183 (9) 0446 (s) -055%6 (&) .0o0a (0) L0000 () L0000 (0) 1ASS (16) 46707 (41)
Hou publte, Catbalic ' - R : - .
g thoal s L0225 (28) 0294 (23) 051y (18) L0476 ") 030) (1) 0000 (0) : 12500 (1) .0a82 (11) L0311 T(90)
e e e e e e — -_..- (RS S [ —== :
Total 00 (3406) L0427 (148) L0488 (225) L0920 (151) 0948 (15) 0814 (25) L0771 (28) .13720388) _()’H’. (15R6)
*,_A,_,__A__._f, e et ———— e e et e = e < e ! . b b > ———
! T . . . So\nlm's AN ‘ )
' . b ' z —_
ST T ST T T e s e A R— - I
Non altermatlve, non- ‘ . ~
spanic publle schooly Laas? (103) L0496 (1271) L0698 €122) L0714 (8)) _ 0673 (22) 07160 (9) -(”{0 9) L1596 (79) 0630 (554)
Hon-alternative : “ R ' : . i :
Wspanlc publle schools L0452 (19) L0044 (25) L0609 (21) 0824 (21) L1290 (7) L0331 (1) SHATY 1 (9) L2800 (1) N 0675 (100)
Alternative schooly ) 09130 (D L0241 (2) 186 (1) 0667 (2) L0526 (1) L0000 (0) L2000 () |9 R 1) 0129 (21)
Hon publlc, non- h . ' N
Catholle schools L0659 T(6) L0680 (1) 0469 (DY) L0000 () L3150 (1) -ongn (o) L2000 (1) -1905  (4) 0755 (24)
. 3 )
Nan-pubttce, tatholle . . x> \ R - -
sthaols 20523 (19) -0358  (14) L0641 (D) D409 (D) , <158 *(7) 0000 (0) L2000 (1) L5 (W) A512 0 (52)
. I - ’
. e S e e Y b - ;
Jotal 601 (154) . L0496 (175) L0687 (162) CL01es (109) ORE6 (35) . A06Y] (1) L0877 (7)) L1616 (99) 0612 (7157)
Hote: |'|‘(mn Tons represcal the non-tesponne rate within school rype. The frequencles (In parenthesis) ave the numher of -non-1esponding dtudents within th'hnnl.lvpl:.
. ¢ / - '
- - i ~ - ’ YN
- \ .
. o . . -
\ . :\ - . . . » ,.,-‘4» ;pl .
. - . // ) * ’ .-’2:: ’
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. - » [l
P . Toble 2C-28 - ’
> . HS&R Student Wetghted Noo-Responne Rates by School Type, Cohort sand Dayy Abgent From School N
. e e m e e e e s e e X - ——— —— e - — -———— p—— - ° —— ey e - ..o—:._-_- ——— -
School Typcl. None 1-2 ) -4 5-10 11-15 ‘ 16-20 > 21 nuhaer Minknown Total
——— ey s e rm i ein e m e e - emass s i o e o oare e e i et s e fom ot et ot et [ — S, P e s e —
- ’ M - R
. Sophomoree M S
et et e e e e o e L i s e e o e e e e e o e e s e e e b U [ A S
ton-alternative, nou- . N . ) : ~ :
upanle public schools NIRTAY ()hh‘)')K/ L0475 (40086) L0916 (25761) L0551 (17625) S1041 (9402) L1125 (4430) L0814 (1401) 948 (739806) 0649 (211468)
Non -alternative, - -
Hupaygle public schools L0549 (1601) 0405 (1224) , 0636 (1249) 0497 (691)) 96 (344) 0511 (81) 0934 (96) J18B6 (4919) L0835 (1o207)
AMiernative schools 081 (501) 0499 (285) -0530 (2%6) 0496 118%5) 0882 (713) L0000 (0) L1471 80m) 220856 (1299) I3 (4659}
3 S P <Y . ) A
Non--public, nou - +
Catholler schooly 038, (1324) - L0342 (t1400) 030 (571) G254 (322) 0000 (0) 0000 0) .0000 n) 1782 (293)) .052% (6554)
N . ~ 4 :
Non-public, Cathalle ¢ ) .
achobls 0169 (1809) 0271 (1873) L0131 ()60) 0769 (987) 0068 (17) .0000 o) 0683 (17) L2159} (7()1‘))\ L0000 (1102)
e e s o n et e o maam x ' AN i
Ny ; = »
Tatal 370 (41930)- 0457 (44B67) 0496 (281176) L0545 (19011) L0992 (9916) L1068 (4512) 0784 (1596) A6t (sn181) L0637 (219990)
~‘_ . e . - A ; = - -
* Senforsy :
e e e ———— e et e e —_— - = D S
ton-alteraat bve, noa - - " '
Hispanic public schools L461) (22859) L0455 (V1541) 0637 (29453) 672 (22416) L0646, (6020) OB02 (2971Y) L0528 (1718) 654 (07764) 0707 (1RA746)
Non alternatlve . o
Wispanic publle schoals .084)  (1720) L0526 (905) RiTBY; (Y46) “T0698 (751) L0599 (2)1) 0190 (1) 122 (1) 2870 (i) 009472 (81345)
1 d
Alternat Ive schoouls 0786 (342) 0057 (36) 21235 (484) - .0l180 (48) 0244 on -.0000 0) .3576 (85). 100 ~(90)) L0704 (1930)
Noa -publde | non- . ha
Catholtc schools ¢ 0834 (2165) 06348 (Y747) 0721 (Y 96) 0000 (0) 2156 (70R) 0000 n) L4911 (570) 2197 (4323) L1046 ¢.(10909)
L . . -
Noa-pabllc, Cathollce . h . *
achools * 0302 (18712) 0324 (2419) 0370 (Y1) 0226 (101) L2956 (641)) .N000 0) .0982 (95) 142 (2351) 0430 (8619)
T A e '
- S -
Total L0435 (289%9) Q447 (I6670) 0625 (32994) L0619 (23516) L0233 (1632) 0736 (1012) 07248 (2604) 1672 (7‘)!':‘).) 0707 (5!4‘.1.8)
€ - " .
¥ - ‘ p -
Note:®  Propurtioas tepresent the non-response rate within school type. The frequencies (In parenthestis) are the nusher of non -respanding students within school type,
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. . . Table 2C-)A - . :
4 US&B Student Non-tesponse Ratas by Schodl Type, Cohort <and Days Tardy ta School
- . e U et e+t o et e e e e
W
Schoo 'Iypu Hona 1 2 13-4 5-10 11-15 va-’Z() >21 Other/Yuknoun Total
’ . —
M Sophomores *

v_—ﬂ ’b:lu;wulf;:rﬁn;n lV"G "' ',‘m;" 2 e i R T e et
Higpanle pulilic schaols L0158 (312) 20473 (28)) 056 1(151) L1636 (10Y) 0617 (28) L0671 (1Y) L0756 (18) 1333 (264) L0516 (11712)
Hon-altetnative |
NMspanfc publle gchools 0509 (62) 0474 (}7) L0554 (29) 065 (t7) 0617 (5) 0625 (V) L0476 (2) 1113 (61) L0656 (212)
Atternat tve nehools L0720 (18) L0355 (1) L0493 (1) L0600 (6) L1143 (8) .0000  (0) -0476 (1) -1489  (28) 0745 (1)
Nulll—llnllllk“ non-Cathat i :

g hools 0096 (1) L0462 (12) 0234 (3) 0685 (%) L0000 (0), L0000 (0) LAY (2) a6 (16) L0439 (41)
3 Nun pal ) ;:, Catholte P ”

schodly 0232 (29) L0296 (24) L0543 (17) 044) 7N L0227 (1) 04760 (1) <0000  (0) 0912 (11) .01 (90)

——— - - e — e el e — X ——— e e e —— . —— e e ——— - —— J e s a— i e "
lotal s 0362 (424) L0452 (36)) -0545(207) 0625 (118) 0597 (18) L0556 (17) .0680 (21) <1384 (310) L0534 (1586)

. . b A
S U —— - - _ I —— - S . e
. Sealors,
' f

e e e e e e e . [ — O - -

Hon altevaat lve, aon- - . : . .

Uispanlyc public .achools 0435 (128) 0658 (156) 0638 (90) 0204  (66) 0452 ( I/c)_ L0649 (10) 0698 (12) L1589 (78) L0630 (554)
Non-alternative, Wspanlc ’

public schogly 0481 _(26) 0529 (21) 079 (22) L0929 (17) 12500 (9) L0345 (1) L1154 (3) L2258 (7) L0675 (106)

y ’
Alternat tve schaols 0449 (4) 0448 ) 800 (9) 488 (2) 014 (1) . 0000 (Q) 1000 (1) L0909 (@) 0729 (21)
- 4 v - I
Non-publlc, non -Catholte .
schooly L0519 (4) 0909 (1) L0758 (5) L0204 (1) 0716 (1Y) L0000 (0) 1661 (2) .210% (%) L0755 (24)
. 3 » o

ton pablite, GCatholtic ) (?'(K

schoolts 0508 (20) 0362 (11) 0852 (12) L0421 (4) L0385 (1) L0714 (1) 0000 (0) L1250 () .N512 (52)

Total L0450 (182) L0616 (198) .0704(118) L0689 (90) L0596 (26) L0580 (12) L0753 (18) 1615 (9]j L0632 (281)

Notue: Proport Long tepresent the non-regponse rate within school type. The frequencies (tn paranthests) are the number of non-vesponding students withty sclicol type.
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Table Zt]l)

\

~

. . : -~
4 ) G138 Helghted Student Nm\--res‘\uunc Rates by Schoal Type, Cohort and Daye Tardy to School
I 7 * o
K -~ -
, e e R e LT REat P e s s s e
Schuol 1ype < tione 1-2 3-4 S 1-15 16-20 210 0thet/Unknown Ténl
e e e
) Sophomores o ) . : \
- "\ N N ) W
v b § “ “
Noa-altetnntlve, non- ' 4 * v i
Hlspunlcg public m-lmurn L0388 (46854) 20520 (43249) .0597 (23Mm9) 0665 (15957) 1646 (4151) 0709 (2167) 0825 (3142) <1597 (72920) L0649 1211468)
Non-alCeiantdve, N N
Hilypanlc public schools .65[7‘ (A54) 0503 (1288) 0652 (981) 0619 (546) 06T (181) Q644 (106) .0588 (86) 191 (4865) L0835 (310207)
‘Alterwatlve schools .09137 (61?2) 0342 (195) 0593 (229) 0619 (178) L1007 (117) 0000 0) 0644 (41) L2870 (3206) BRI b] (4659)
Hon-public, non- ) A E . ~ * ’
Cathollce schools 019 (711 .0362 (1183) -0256 (50%) L0971 (1052) .0000 0) .0000 (0) L0561 (165) .lt}ﬂ) (2937) » .0525 (6554)
- s . v, . ©
Hon-publlc, Cathalle R -
schoovlsy 0168 (1736) 0244 (1790) 0311 (r97) .0517‘ (602) L0314 (12%) L0061 (8) .0000 (0) L2151 (2019) 0310 (7102)
e e e R N M ¥
~ - T s . - T K N - T
. . .
\/[Ul.‘\l 0373 (52089) 20493 (417140 -0569 (25528) _ .067% (181)6) 061} }b?lﬁ) 0627 (2281) .0753  (1496) L1620 (34306) D637 (239990)
. . - : . o
. ¢ . A [ s
e - - —_— )
i Senfore . }
e s e . i 3
T, 4 e — S - - —-
N'm;-nll(:nml Ive:, non- ’ .
S MMspante public schools L0447 (36215) .0539 (32915) 0605 (22077)__ L0660 (15793) 0346 (2959 0874 (3999) 0625 (.3129) .165) (67645) 707 (184746)
Non -alternatlve, ) . " : B
Wspanic publlc schoots 0715 (19710) L0634 (7128)° L0489 (692) .0799 (681) .N876 (17} .0129 (19) .0656 (105 204 (n)7) L0942 (8345)
~ ) . AN
Ancnmgavc schools 0421 (2060) L0598 (210) -0888  (193) .0196 (58} 0219 ) L0000 £ (0) -0762 - (85) .|20(.' (903) L0704 (1930)
Non-public, nan- . ) ) ’ ’ )
Catholic schonly 082 (774) L1183 (2866) IO (2147 0071 (98) 0425 (129 L0000 - (0) 1777 (576) L2222 (472Y) L1046 (10909)
Non public, Catholic . ) ) - i
schools L0438 (J155) L0197 (1099) L0496 (1190) (285) L1070 (670) 0032 (10) .00 0) 099 (2245) T L0430 (861%)
e e e e e - mm—— e [T ——————— it ————— ——— - — @ —— .
- - i .
Total N L0453 (42)1)) L0532 (37819) L0621 (26500) (16916) L0410 (4045) 077171 C4024) L0640 (1916) (.l(ﬂ} {7R954) L0707 (214545)
T . e —— - —- — PR U - .
Note: Proporttons repregsent the i\un'rcnpnnuu tate wllhlnh school type. The ¥requencles (o paveathesis) are the nuwber of nan-responding students within schoal type.
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Y

‘School Type Yes - No Total
. ' /
. Sophomofes.(/ ° ) P
A
-Non—altgrnative, non- ) ) . d .
Hispanic public schools .0493  (415) L0429 (489) .1309 (268) .0536 (1172)
Non—alternative, Hispanic . \S! .
public schools .0594 . (55) .0491  (95) L1662 (62) L0656 (212)
a : : L
Alternative schools .0621 (18) .0520 (25) .1538  (28) .0745  (71)
Non-public, non-Catholic ) .
schools .0283 (8) .0314 (17) .1481  (16) .0439 (41)
‘Non—public, Catholic 2 :
schools o .0309 = (31) .0303 (48) 0932 (11) .0333 (90)
Total .0482 (527) . ..0422 (674& Y .1361 (385) .0534 (1586)
7 N
7/ P
Seniors
Non—-alternative, non-— : o
Hispanic public schools .0551 (275) .0605 (201) .1628 (78) .0630 (554)
Non-alternative, Hispanic
public schools 0651 (54) .0640 (46) .2609  (6) .0675 (106)
Alternative schools . .0612 (9) > .0758 (10) 2222 (2) .0729 (21)
Non—public; non—Catholic . - . o
schools PN ’0438, (6) .0807 (13) .2500 (5) 0755 (24)
Non—-public, Catholic 4
schools : .0380  (21) - .0636\’(28) 1304 (3) 0512 (52)
Total .0548  (365) .0624 (298) 1697 (94) .0632  (75%).
Note: Pfoportions represent the non-respouse rate -within school type. The frequencies

\

- A2C-7 -
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.Table 2C-4A

«

H§&B'Student~Non—réspon9e Rates by School Type s Cohort and\”WOfked‘for Pay Last Week”

4 .

-

OtherfUnknown~

(in parenthesis) are the number of non-responding students withiq'school type.
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, Table 2C-4B )
" HS&B Weigitred Student Non-response Rates by School Type, Cohort.and "Worked For Pay Last Week™

-

¥

School Type t‘ v Yes No ‘.Other/Unknown Total ‘§\
. : - Sophomores ' ( R
N¥on~alternative, non- | “l N\ ~ ) .
Hispanic public schools .0540 (64367) 0459 (73316) L1554 (73785) 0649 (211468)
Non-alternative, Hispanic L ) - - ,
public schools .0636 (1998)  .0512 (3313)" .1876 (4896) .0835  (10207)
Alternative schools .0717 = (578) .Q593  (806) 2907 (3275) 1415 (é6\f9)
. : \ . _ ‘ _
. Non—public, non—Catholic .
schools 0141 (614) .0460 (3002) .1803 (2937) .0525 (6554)
N . * \ . -

Nont—-public, Catholic : -
schools .0235 (2345) .0229 (2717) | .1979  (2039) .0310 (7102)

T R ) - - - h\ _ -
Total .0508 (69903) .0447 (83155) .1613 (86932) ~ .0637 (239990)

Seniors
il
. v
Non-alternative, non- . , '
Hispanic public schools .0517 (73085) .0554 (44043) .1667 (67618) .0707 (184746) -
Non—-alternatjive, Hispanic : . . '
public schodls .0623 (2383) .0623 (2209) .2507 (3753) .0942 (8345)
Altérnative schools T .0392 ¢ (467) .0578  (475)°  .1352  (988) 0704 (1930)
Non-public, non-Catholic o :
schools : T L0562 (2266) .0922  (4064) .2303 (4579) .1046  (10909)
Nou~public, Catholic , _ : u -
schools ’ - : .0329 (3799). .0398 (2571) .1108  (2245) 40430 (8615)
~ . :

Total { ' .0506 (81999) .0564 (53362) .1692° (79185) .0707 (214545)
Note: Proportions represent the non—-response rate within school the. The frequencies (in -

parenthesis) are the number of non-responding students within school type.
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Table 2C-5& ' J

»

HS&B Student Non—rEsponsg Rates by School Type, Cohort and "Suspended or on Probation”

~

School Type ' Yes _ No - ‘Other/Unknown Total

Sophomores

Non-alternative, non-

Hispani¢& public schools .-0627 (140) L0422 (697) L1074 (339) .0536 (1172)
. A
) Non—altérnaff&e, Hispanic ’
public schools « -0616  (17) .0494 (119) .1387 (76) .0656  (212)
Alternativé schools . .0536 (6) 0554 (32) 1255 (33) 0745 . (71)
. Non-public, non—-Cathoélic ’ - , .
schools T .0735 (59 0261 (19) (JZSO (17) .0439 (41)
' . Non—-publiq, Catholic '
schools ' - .0255 (6) .0305 (69) .0725 (15) .0333 (90)
Total .0595  (174) L0416 (936) L1114 (476) .0534 (1586)

— -~

. Y 3
Y : Senlors
. - _ >

. .
' - /
Non—-alternative, non- ‘i;,//

Hispanic public schools .0836 (85) .0500 (348) .1498 (121)~ |, .0630 (554)

Non—alternative, Hispanic : ’

public schools - .0763 (10) .0632 (87) 1429 (9) .0675 (106)

. * ’ ’ -
Alternative schools .1000 (4) L0622 (14) -1304 (3) 0729 - (21)
. - . /

Non—-public, non—Catholic . 7 ' -

schools .1351 (5) 0541 (14) L2273 (5) +0755  (24)

Non—puS}ic, Catholic ; . .- '

school .0756 (9) 0479  (41) L0488  (2) .0512 (52)

Total .0841 (113) .0520 (SQA) .1463 (140) 0632 (757)
. :! . Ll / 4

Note: Proportions represent the non-response rate within school type. The frequencies

(in parenthesis) are the number of non-responding students within school’ type.




" .

T ’ . . Table 2C—§B , . - .
HS&B Welghted S}\:udent Non-regponse Rates by School Type, .Cohort and “Suspended or on Probation”
R e e ”Mw,uw_wu,-__‘“‘_“__ff~hyn,_ﬂw_"ﬁwﬂ._u___*_
School ‘type Yes ' No ()t'her/llnknoyn b Total
—— A am ms m e s e e e ___.>\__._._.._.—_._.__._..>____ —ramm  me— - . —_— — e e e e - —— ——— e+ —  t ———
. e
: Sophomores .
— — — —— = . e ~ e 7
Non-alternative, non-
Bispanic public schools .0603* (20894) < .0459 (105962) L1352 (84612) L0649 (211468)
Non-alternatlve, - _
Hispanile public schools L0702 (668) .0519 (4201) .1677 (53jﬂ;_ .08135 (10207)\
- - R - ) 24 ~ '
Alternative schools .0601 (229) .0628 (971) .253% (345v g 1415 (4659)
\{\k)n«pu blic, non- - Fard v ,
Catholic schools 0515 (604) -0272  (2488) - 1603 (g 0525 (6554)
Non-pubtic, Catholic d ™ a
écbouls ' .0250 (453) .0231 (4563) 1537 (2086) - 0310 (7102)
! . . . ' .- _
Total . . . 0618 (22847) .0439 (118185) ~4 1401 (98958) .0637 (239990)
— —— —— | (
\ ‘ ] o ! ' ’ Seniors
__._\.\_ : .
Non—-alternative, non- ' )
Uispanlc public schools .Q807 (2)8066) L0461  (86406) 1629  (76533) L0707 (184746)
Non-alternative, . b
_lll:';p;mlc l)]lb.l'lC schools 0641 (4477) .0622 (4027). .2283 (3871) L0942 - (8‘345) ;
Alternative schools 0634 (2956) }.0380 (556) L1327 (1079) 0704 (1930)
Non-publtic, non- . o . '
Catholic schools L83 (19322) 0601 (4398) L2230 (4579) ., L2046 (10909)
« N [4
. . B - ﬁ .
Non-public, Ca(holiﬂ )
schoolgt . L0485  (10956) .01355 (540%) .0828 (2115) L0430 (8615)
s Y ' | ‘ ' o L
Total . . L0812 (255767) L63 (100791) L1610 (89178) L0707 (214545)
. - '
Note: Proportions represent th;\hnn:response rate within school type. The frequencies (In parenthesis)

. N
']:Ri(j are the number of non-responding students within school type.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Table 2C-6A

HS&B Student Non—resﬁbnse Rates by School™ype, Coh;&t and Cut Clasges Now and Then

- & e e e e ean e . . \ e o e e e s o O
. \ ) ~ _
School Type Yes N¢ Ot her/Unknown Total
_ 3 i o 45' Sophomores
Non -alternative, non- ' «h ’
Hispanic public schools .0628 (338) .01371 (496) | .1080 (31318) L0536 (1172)
Non-alternative, : _ . ’
Hispanic public schools .0639 (58) L0449 (80) L1360 (74) .0656 (212)
Alternative schools .0736. (22) L0404 \(16) 1279 (332 .0745 (7!)'
© T . ’
Non-publtc, non- ) e
Catholic S(‘.ll()()(ﬂ L0500 (9) 0247 (15) ‘ .1259 (17) ".0439 \ (41).
Non“publlp, Catholic -
schools L0462 (12) .0282 (61) L0704 (15). 0333~ (90)
S " . B i .
Total © L0624 (439) .036%//A\(670) 1115 (477) .0534 (1586)
S 2 " . < . <
Senfors ’
Non-alternative, non- 9 \)
Hispanic public schoods 0621 (214)° . L0487 (221) .1476 (119) :()630 (554)
Non-alternative, N \ - }
Nispanic puljlic schools 0772 (50) .0539 (106') -1%49 (10) L0675 (106)
Alternative schools p - L0615 (8) 0662 (9) 1818 (4) .0729 (21)
Non-public, non- . ’
GCathollic schools .0840 (10) .0508 <(9) 22273 (5) .0755 (24)
Non--public, Catholic
schools 0606 (12) .0487 (38) 0526 (2) L0512 (52)
Total 0648 (294) .0498 (323) 1467 (140) -0632 (757)
Ne @ Proportlions represent the non—respohse rate.withln school type. The frequencies (In parenthest8)

]ERJ(j are the number of non-responding students within school type.
e - - _ )

IToxt Provided by ERI
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-« L Table 2C-6B
HS&B N&lghtcd'Studcnt Hon-vresponge Rates by'.School Type, Cohort and Cut Classes Now and Then

- e [ . e ke TRy TN

School 7Type B Yes . No © Other/tnknown ¥ - Total
ANy e
| - SoppoTorcs f . _ o,
e e e __a‘“; S e e e e h m ek e e s = e e L e ——————— = At e e e e e e 4..___.__.._____,_.‘_.-_A_..___‘_.,_ Sl .
Non-alternative, non- . . . '
Hispanile public schools ¢ 0674 . (53551) L0396 (72962) 1356  (84955) L0649 (211468)
: . -
Non-alternat fve, lllsl)brllc : : : _
public schools 0666 (2060) .0481 (864) L1662 (5283) .0?35 (10207)
0 y v ' .
Alternative gchools L0807 (710) .0460 (490) « 22564  (3459) 1415 (4659)
Non-public, non-Cathollic _ ‘ .
schools 0410 (1157) .0258 (1935) 1602 (3462) L0525 (6554)
) : .
«Non-public, Catholic . -
schools .- L0545 (1300) 01 (3715) 514 (2086) 0310 (7102)
- N . \
Total . 0663 (58778) .0376- (81966) L1404 (99246) L0637 (239990)
Sentors
Non-alternative, non- \ '
Hispanlc public schools .0570 (57039) 0449 (51392) 1625 (76314) L0707 (184746)
Non-alternative, Hispanic Ca .
public schools . . 0757 (2329) .0507 (20061) .2299 (1955) .0942 (8345)
Altevnative schools . L0294 (312) 20521 (454) . <1435 (1164) L0704 (1930)
Non-public, wnon-Catholic
schools . 1091 (4066) 0497 (2264) L2170 (4579) L1046 (10909)
] ot
Non--public, Catholic _ )
schools N L0607 (2590) . .0296 (3910) 0834 (2115) 0430 (8615)
e A\
| N — ; |
Total 0592 (66337) 0438  (60081) ° L1627 (88128) L0707 (214545)
Nole: Proportions represent the non-response rate within school type. aThe frequencties (in parenthesis)
O are the number of non-responding students within school type. -
ERIC
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Table 2C-7A

S

HS&B Student Non-response Rates by School‘Type, Cohort and "Interested in School”

4

’

¥

School Tyﬁe Yes : No . Other/Unknown Total
- B ' R Sophomores
Noﬁ—alternativét non}\‘“’ S
Hidpanic public school .0408 (583) ' .0576 (254) .1054 (335) .0536 (1172)
Non—-alternative, -Hispanic -
public schools .0502 (110) 0553 (27) .1356  (75) 0656 (212)
2 Alternative schools .0532 (31) 0631 (7) 1274 (33) 0745  (71)
< - - b . e;/.' '
Non-public, non-Catholic
schools - .0285 (19) .0388  (5) L1232 (17) .0439  (41)
Non-public, Catholic - .
schools . .0296 (60) .0304 (14) . .0727 (16) -0333  (90),
Total -0406 (803) .0549 (307) L1095 (476) . .0534 (1586)
P ’ Seniors
Non—-alternative, non- | A}
Hispanic public schools -~ .0505 (311) .0650 (117) .1509 (126) L0630 (554)
Non—-alternative, Hispanic )
public schools .0650 (82) 0615 . (15) .1364 (9) .0675 (106
‘Alternative schools 0658 (15)  .0811  (3) 1306 (3) 0729 (21)
Non-public, non-Catholic :
schools .0602 (15) .0833 ~ (4) .2381 (5) 0755 (24)
Non-public, Catholic _ ' 3
schools 0532 (43) 0414 (7) .0513  (2) - .0512  (52)
\ .
Total .0536 (466)  .0635 (146)  .1474 (149) .0632 (757)
) : 3 : '
quote: Proportions ,represent the non-response rate within school type. The frequencies

(in parentHesis) are the number of non-responding students within school type.
>
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- A2C-14 - ) N

- Table 2C-7B .
HS&B Weighted Student Non-response Rates by School Type, Cohort and ”Interesf&% in School”
’ L

/
7

/

School Type ' Yes No Other/Unknown Total

Sophomores

T

Non—alternative, non-—

Hispanic public schools 0447  (89344) .0595 (37368) .1337 (84756) .0649 (211468)
Non—-alternative, Hisgpanic ' - .

public schools .0548 (4007) .0498 (840) .1663  (5360) .0835 (10207) i
Alternative schools , 0597 (980) . © .0740 (220) 2553 (3459) .1415 (4659)

-
Non—-public, non-Catholic ' N
schools .0309 (2462) - .0284 (629) <1506 (3462) _.0525, "(6554)
? ‘ -

Non—public, Catholic ™~ )

schools - .0225 (3787) .0263 (1223) L1426 (2091) .0310 (7102)
Total .0430 (100579) .0562 (40281) .1382 (99129) .0637'(239990)

Seniors i

Non—-alternative, non- g .

Hispanic public schools .0450 (70085) L0647 (37634) .1619 (77027) .0707 (¥84746)

v . . %

Non—alternative, Hispanic . . '

public schools ’ .0693 (3917) .0375 (557) .2248 (3871) .0942 (8345)
Alternative schools .0540 (787) .0133 (64) .1336  (1079) .0704 (1930) v
Non—publiec, non-Catholic ) :
schools ‘ .0673 (4488) .1080 (1841) .2230 (4579) J1046  (10909)
Non—public, Catholic _ \
" schools .0353 (4754) L0434 (1746) .0829 (2115) .0430 (8615)
Total .0459 (84031) .0635 (41842) .1621 (88671) .0707 (214545)

: L4
Note: Proportions represent the non—-response rate withiﬁ$échool type. The frequencies (in

parenrhesis) are the number of non-responding students within school type.

A
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« %o * . 1
4 ‘e
N Table 2C-8A
S\ NSAB Student n-regponye Rates by School Type, Cohort aand l-'.tluc:\tlc\m\l Agplratlons :
/i . by g .
& .

Vocat lonal Vocatlonal _
school Type < High School igh School School School College College College Masters Poctocate Mhec/unknown Total
Diplowa Diploma {2 Years 22 Yeara <2 Ycars 22 Yeavs Negace .
R T e e e e i S o o o s o e o e - - I

. Saphomores .
Non-alternative, aon- ’ ¢ - R - -
Iispanic publlc schools 098y (42) 444 (347) 0518 (54) L4010 (57) L0479 (70) _-h4n) (103) 0373 (96) -0495  (10) 04527 (18) .I()Y)l (19%)  .N536(1172)
Non-alternative, Hispanic - . ) M
publilc schvols L0348 (4) 044Y  (47) 0539 §')) .0332 (1) .0427 (10) A9s2 (20) 0683 (22) LOR2S (n) 01317 (3) S1IRYL (83) L0656 (212)
. * e B - *
Alternative schools L0294 m L0635 (¥2) -0357 () 0492 (3) .0164 1) 0114 (8) 0299 (4) -0270 (1) L1667 (5) AU (3%) L0245 (1) .
Noa - pabl i, nou- Cathol le h. N :
schools -09% (1) L0160 (2) L0000 (0) 0417 (47 0000  (0) L0469 (6) 0291 {9y, 0133 (1)  .04ps (2} 1A (19) L0439 (4))
"Non-public, Cathellc -
schonls 0702 (4) 121 (19) 1132 ) .0H221 (4) .0280 (D) 0289 (13) ~ 0209 (1)) .034'2 (s) NK25 (6) L7066 4018) , 00331 (9n)
A S 0 S S
Total L0552 (52) L0431 (421) 0489 (64) 0379 (72) .0421 (8R) },fcl() f150) 0364 (144) L0468 (45) .0520 (34) 126 (510) 0 .0534(1506)
S(‘(Llorﬂ
Noo-altetuatlve, nan- 4 . L' 4
Ispantc publle schools L001) (%) 0652 (162) L0807 (19) 0656 (51) . ;0541 (24) 04837 (58) 08 (BY) L0496 (19) 0361 (9) ANy (125) 0 L0630 (55%4)
\
2
Non-altevaative  Itlspanltc
p&;llkkc schools L1250 (2) 0610 (24) L0550 (6) 0872 (15) .0873 (1) 0662 (18) .0(‘376 (16) .024% 2) 1316 (5) .0/ (7) .4675 (106)
)
vy ~
Alternatlve schools -0000  (0) L0926 (5) L0000 (0) L1053 (2) 1250 (2) 0750 () L0506 (A) L0870 (2)  .pooo (0) 2000 (3) L0729 (21)
W ' :
Non publlc, aon-Cathol e .
schonls - ] 0000 (0) L0943 (S) 909 (1) L0417 (1) L0000 (0)  .0222 (1) L0476 (5)  .0667 })) 765 (1) L2500 (6)  .0755  (24)
Nou publice, Cathollce »
schools 0000 (0) 01217 (8) 1034 1) 0435 (1) .0000 ) 0619 (1)) 0731 (12) 0526 (5) 08712 (5) L0750 (3) .0512 (52)
A Y : 8 . :
Total 0377 (6) L0660 (204) 0751 (49) 0679 (72) 0589 (37 0491 (9)) 0408 (100) 0689 (1) 0SA8 (22) 1392 (V44) L0632 (757)
Note: Propm tions represent the aon-response rate within aschool type. The trequencles (tn patenthenls) are the number of non-responding students within schaol type.
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School Type

NS&N Helghtoed Studeoat Non-responae Ratee by School Type, Cohort and Fducattooal
¢

Tuble 2C-88

Asplrattions

Non-alternative, non
Hispanlc public acliools

Non-atternative, Nspantc
pubtlc schools

Alternnt lve schools

Non -public, non-Catholtic
achoole

Hoa-pubtlc, Catholle

aclhioply
L%

e e
Taotal

Nod .l'brnntlve, non
Illupqnl\: public dschools
4 .

Non-akternative, Hlspanic
public echoolse

Alternative schools

: Non"pu'hl tc, non-Catholte

echools

Noa -pubttc, Catholte
schools

e e g e
Totatl

Notes

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- A

Cittgh School iitgh Schoot Vocat lonal Vocational . College Collage College
Bl ploma Dptoma School School <? Yeara 22 Yenre Negrae Hasters Noctorate other /Unknowun Total
(2 Yenrs 22 Years . '
- ):‘ —— ————— e et m——a — e s A : e
Sophomores .
20592 (6000) 0492 (54985) .05A1 (AI12) .0A59 (9105) .0&TA (9754) _0a51 €15862) .n3A7 (13591) .0479 (4193)  .0569 (318%) 1338 (R6SRO) 0649 (211468)
0006 (129) L0497 (1774) L0641 (292) 0439 (D20) 035t (270) 0625 (7A1)  .0639  (684) .0764  (235) .0354  (110) S1ASA  (5650)  _nays  (10207)
0266 (25) L0643  (354) 0472 (AS) .0185 (62) .068)  (108) _0A49  (247) .oIDd (115) .0628. (63) .1874  (131) L2516 (3s0R) 1415 (4659)
L0010 (4) .ottt (304) .0000 (0) .033)  (14S) .oo00n (0) .03¥67 (691) .0556 (141%) .0324  (210) .o001? (V) L1660 (3781) L0525 (6554)
L0372 (178)  .opz8 (10200 L0722 (529) .o02t (31)  .0341 (1073)  .0212  (R03) .ot43  (776) .04SA  (A65) .0127 (a2) AW (2126) 0% (T102)
0536 (63)6) 0470 (58437) .0539 (9178) .0426 (9663) .0ASA (11207) .04 (18345) .0372 (16480) .0477 (5186) .0510 (I513) L6 (ro16s3) L0637 (2719990)
E4
———— e ——— — S LY - N
Senfors
0342 (957) 0661 (51076) .079S (9827) .0473 (8705) .05kl (6098) .0A1) (33536) .0298 (12678) .0355 (I179) .0)74  (2079) L1565 (76614) . .0707 (1RAY46)
L0994 (119)  .0699 (1501) _0Y64  (21A) .0655  (A61) .0808 (I67) _0935 (1182) .0392 (4RA) _0lf0 (58) .13 (137) L2043 (179)3) L0942 - (RI4S)
-0000 (0) 0371 (184) 0000 ) 71)17 (103) .0a37  (112) 0194 (73) .0sér (207) 0659  (170) .0000 0) -1245  (1079)  .0704  (1930)
A .
L0000 (M .0875 (1547) .2094 (570) .0696  (570) ~.0000 (0) .0)mt (370) .0593 (1529) .0129 (A .1820  (89)) L2491 (2149) L1046 (1909)
0000 (0) .0)90 (1286) .0090 (39) .onsa (67) .0000 (0) .074) (2611) 0248 (1520) .007) (62) .tnla  (7R4) LORRG (2245) L0430 (B61S)
0335 (1076) L0654 (55594) .0775 (l0250) N462  (9908) .04A1  (659R) 0458 (17972) _.odin (16422) .0320 (Is5S51)  .05%) (3no#¢ L1579 (ARARD)  L0l07 (21454%)

Proportions yepresent the non-tesponse rate within achoot type.

The frequenclas (ta

patentheats) nre the oumher of non-responding studeaty uithin school type.
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. Table 2C-9A
NS4 R Stodent Non-Besponna Ratea by Sclwol Type, Cahoct and Fxpectald Mafa Actlivity Year Alter NMigh School
S O - - — e e e e
Schonl Type Vark Fulld Appren - Mo - Tr mile-- . (Yo#lexe College tollege Vork Mt he
) e thceshtp Hilttary ; Haker fcliool (Academic) (Vocattanal) Full Tlme Part Time Plana Other [Mlanknow Total
et e o & e e mr — e ————— < — — - ——
- Sophomonrca ' /

T S s e e e ; S

Now-alteroatfve, non- ~

MHispaatc poblle schants 0914 (1) L0560 (32) 03521 (I0) 0467 (1)) 0006 (33) L0445 (51) SN428 (41) L0184 (25)Y) 0532 (32) 0876 (60) 190 () 053 (11122)
Hon-nltemnattve, . , * * . .

Htapante, pablic schonls 0442 (IB) 1096 (R) 0426 (8) 0476 (2) -0449  (7) 0479 (9) 0219 (10) .0350)  (43) 0550 (6) L0261 (4) 1525 U19) 0656 (212)
Alternative achonls L0957 ¢10) 0000 (0) & L1111 () L1000 (1) 0294 (1) 03 (1) L0210 (1) -0318  (19) -0AT6 (1) 0571 (2) -1a10 (12) L0745 (1)
Non- puhlic, noa- , . - ‘p\ )
Catholle schools SaBg o (4) -0000  (0) 0714 (1) -0000  (0) -Qooo  (0) 0800 (1) 0000 (0) -0285  (16) -0000  (0) L0588 (1) 1221 (1) 439 (A1)
Non-pul_n.ll(', Catholic -

sclloal s A (1) D570 (2) 0294 (2) SO5RR (1) 0261 (1) -%W (@3] 35 (N 0276 (4)) f-ﬂ“l 1) 0625 (1) SOR19 (14) -11)) (9)
—————— - . 14 - ——— ’

Tatal a0 (365)° L0572 (42) 0511 (90) 0476 (17) 0311 (46) 20445 (69) 0441 (59) <0179 (112) OSIA (4D) 0471 (76) 21275 (452) 0534 (15H6)
e e » B - U

Scult;rn y

B - .

Nouw-altevnat tve, aod™ ys

Mspantc public schools 0750 (to]) .Mﬂ (22) -1681 (57) 0400 (1)) 0381 (22) 0309 (21) 0544 (2R) 00 (117) 0479 (D) L0158 (16) L1405 (92) 0630 (554)
Hoa-allcerantive ¢ ] < N °
Wgpantc public gehoola 0938 (22) -11) (6) -14355  (A8) L0000 (0) -N8A2  (9) 0663 (1)) 0S1T (6) .05 (27) L0581 (2) -018¢  ()) ama o (n) 065 (106)
Alternattve schools o0 (2) 1667 (1) 0714 (1) .2500 (1) 0769 (1) 0000 (0) 0000 (0) -0915 (1)) 0000 (0) L0000 (0) -toono (2) 0729 (21)
Non-publle, non - *

Cathollc schnols St () -0000  (0) 0000 (0) -0000  (0) 0000 (0) L0169 (1) -2222 (D) L0650 (1) <0000 (0) 0000 (0) L-20RY  (9) L0755 (28)

>

Hon-public, Catholte ! ' ‘
~gchools b6 (6) 0000 (0) 1667 (2) 5000 (1) 0294 (1) 0313 () L0513 (2) 0502 (1)) 0714 (1) 0556 (1) O84S (2} L0512 (52)
e i e p

Total 7y (200) L1128 (29) 1604 (68) L0526 (3) 0444 (D) 0376 (40) 0551 (IR) - L0484 (20)) L0476 (10) 0694 (20) 1412 (i) 0632 (757)
ttes Propotttons teprescat the non-tesponse tate whthin schonl type.  The frequencles (En parentheala) are the nuaher of non-responding studenta wlthin school type.

LS
[ -
' E-3
e, .
2 1 9 o . wo . a'te
O -~ .

FRIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S

- L1-0TV .-



. " ) -
Pl
+
. Tsble 2C 9B .
NSAR Student WHelghted Hon ‘Roasponae Rates by Schiool Type, Colhort and Fxpected Haln Actlvity Year After High School
Schwal Typa ik Full Appran- o - Tende- Jv. Collcegre Collgyo ol lene Hovk Otherv

e ticenhip Hiltitary Haker Schnal (Acadewic) (Vocational) Full Time Parl Time Piana Other / Daknawa Tot al

Sophomares

P

Non-alterunative, aca: .
tapante publle achaola L0567 (AT941) 0521 (4421) 0617 (6335) 0389 (1632) .0286 (A566) .0462 (T7S44) .0510 (T72IR) .0404 (16443) L0645 (5)R4) L0508 (9749) L1438 (R0215) L0649 (21146R)
. e
Non-alteraat bve, ! o o ~ .
ispantc pubtic arliwolas 04U (1411) 1191 ((304) L0456 (220) .01392 (54) .0s56n (287) .03A7 (252) .0792 (360) .0S5IR (15W) 0604 (259) .021) (107)  .173s (5418) 0835 (10200)
. [

Alternattye schools L0550 (291) o000 (0) 1960 (172) 0986 (O1) .0210 (20) 0307 (1)) .oj(m (47) .0486 4 (573)  .0390  (25) .0715 (61)  .2660 (3410) (1415 (4659)
Nos- publtc, non ) .
Catholic rehoola NG (167) L0000 (0) .0012 (1) .0000 (0) .0000 (0) L0289 (157) .0000 Q) .0405 (2018) 0000 (n) L0407 (31)  L1ash (2931) L0525 {6554)
Now-publttc, Uathwlite - - \
schuotn M3 (1177) L0632 (243) L0027 (14) .00} (4) .0144 (136) .05 (1A9)  .0240 (170) .0204 (24R1) .05 (3R%) 0230 (225) .15V (2076)  .0m0 (02)
Totsl 1952 (S1587) 0529 (A969)  .0588 (6TAA) Z0366 (17210 0280 (50100 0K CRITSY I0%a7 (TR Ty 0 3AA TAIT3 Y)Y  T08 4N TROS N ™~ VS0R TVOS 7)Y ™ T 14R0 OISR Y™ TRIT (2 10990)
e e et e oo - - -

: ) Sculore o
TTT T o ST s e T . —W

How-altewnative, noa- , . .
Wispantc public schouls  OuB4 (£643)) 0077 (6157) 1653 (12278) 0314 (764) .035) (4836) .0269 (3230) .04R2 (6183) .09 (24506) 0469 (112)) L0670 (4199)  .159) (712IRT L0707 (1R4746)

Non alternutive f . .
Mispanic publle schoola 036 (1306) 1209 (184)  .1790  (340) .0000 (0) .0695 (320) .0576 (5210) .0306 (136) .06IR (11RD) 055 (1) 034 (102)  2¥AR 0 (1976)  Jnaal (nlu.ﬁ)
¢

Alternat lve schoola 7 (1r2) 053 (14) 2088 (RAS)  .mIAR (27)  .0354 (40) .0000 - (0) .0000 (0) .0686  (658) 0000 (0) 0000 - (0) L1195 (935) 5 0704 (1910)
Nou-publlc, non- ’ ) A 5

Cathollc achuonts 092 (924) .0000 (0)  .0000 (0) .00 (0) .0000 (0) _t109s (570) .2611 (693) .0762 (IR2R) L0000 ) 0000 (0) .2tR2 (4RAY)  Youe (m?m)
Ron-pubiic, Catholic i . -

achouls 0Wg (1nd) L0000 (0) .1355  €£179) .3156  (42) .0023 (13) 0616 (n60) .on2S5 (622) .0340 (ISRT) L0046 (12) , L0270 (105) 0984 (2015) L0430 (B61S)
Total U665 (A98N6) L0987 (6356) 1633 (13442) .09 (AYY)  .0339 (5210) .0321 (71R))  .05)2 (76RA) .NISA (J*%n) 0432 (1RDI) L0883 (AANS) L1612 -(RIRST) L0107 (214543)

. e i 21 )

Hote! Propoit fong tepresent the noa-responge tate vithin echool type. The frequenctes (tn parantheatn) are the anbcr of oon-vegpondlog atudents whithin achonl tvpe.
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hY
HS&B Student Non-Response Rates by School Type, Cohort and Plan to Go to Cogiege

Table 2C-10A )

v

Schootl Type Don't
' Next Year In 2 Years > 2 Years No Know Other/Unknown Total
N Saphomores -
> ¥
Non alternat{ve, non- - u
Hispantc¢ publlic achools 0376 (309) .0523 (118) 0444 (O19) 0544 (149) 0442 (165) L0915 (412) 0536 (1172)
Non-atternative, . .
Wispanlc publlc schools L0578 (70) L0354 < (13) 002 - (1) 0769 (17) L0368 (22) 1190 (89) 0656 (212)
!
Alternative scflools L0608 (22) 0390 (1) L1250 (2) 0526 (1) L0515, (7) 1150 (34) 0745 (71)
Nou-public, non- .
Cathotlc schools 0248  (15) L0635 (4) L.0000 0) 0000 (n) -0294 (2) .1258  (20) L0439 41)
-
Non-public, Catbolic .
schools L0273 (46) 0311 (7) LAty (3) .0189 (2) .0332 (9) -0590 (21) - 0113 (90)
Total L0382 (462) .0485 (145) L0440 (25) L0543 (171) .0427 (205) -0947 (578) -0534 (1586)
) Sentors
Non-alternative, non- ! * , ’
Hispanfc public schools L0374 (164) .0564 (29) L1150 (30) 0774 (105) 0817 (67) 1102 (159) L0630 (554)
Non-alternative : - - .
Hispantc public schools '’ L0982 (51) L0614 (1) .0600 (3) -0952  (18) .0599 (10) .0977 (;]) 0675 (106)
) -
Alternative schools L0618 (11) L2727 (3) .0000 (0) .0000 0) .0588 (1) 1224 (6) .0729 (21)
Non-public, non- ¢ - + ) N\
Catholic schools 0569 (12) 1875 ), -3713 1 - .0417 1) - 1000 (2) 1176 (5) .0755 (24)
Non-public, Cathollc” N
schools 0427 (33) .2059 (7) .0625 (1 .0500 (2) .0227 (1) L0734 (8) 0512 (52)
Total 0422 (271) L0711 (49) 1000 (35) L0773 (126) ( .0758  (81) L1072 (195) ;96]2 (757)
N - ‘ : .l x>
Note: Proportions represent the non-respense rate within school type. The frequencies (in parenthesls)

wlithin school lyq}.

<
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¢ Table 2C-10B

H5&B Welghted Student Non~Response Rates by School Type, Cohort and Plan to Go to College

- 0Z-0T¥ *

School Type : Don't
’ Next Year In 2 Years > 2 Years No Know Other/Unknown Total
Sophomores )
ﬁou*nllurnullve, non- c»f (
Hispanic public schools L0397 (44963) -0570 (18998) -0458 (2824) 0564 (21819) ¥ 0513 (27666) L2173 (95199) <0649 (211468)
. ].
Non-atternative, :
Higpanlc public achools . -0585  (2357) . -0413 (486) 0140 (235) .0851 (674) -0392 (769) -1488  (5876) .0835 (10207) P
Alternative schools .0671 (623) 0529  (107) .2377  (148) o .0512 (95) 0491 (208) #.2332 (3479) <1415 (4659)_
.y .
Non--public, non- ) ' ’
Cathollc¢ schools 0258 (1635) L0404 (480) .0000 0) .0000 (0) 0246 (355) 1603 (4084) \d)‘525 (6554)
Non-pubtic, Cathollic ’ . . : f .«
schools ; L0163 (2314) .0386 (801) .0178 (30) L0430 (545) .0265 (677) 1036 (2734) 0310 (7102)
A Q
Total 0374 (51892) " .0550 (20871) -0438 (3046) .0555 (23134) L0492 (29674) 214 (111372) .0637 (239990)
T T
Senlors ’
Non-alternative, non- - -
tilspantc public schools -0333 (37960) -0606 (8957) L1019 (7130) .0766 (32426) -0662 (14770) - 1371 (83503) -0707 (184746) -
. - 4
Non-alternative - ’ _ )
‘Nispanic public schools L0440 (1691) - .0398 (209) 0577 (134) L1165 (1755) -0542 (362) .2005 (4195) .094% (8345) L.
- - . '
Alternative schools -0427 (552) .2690 (140) .0000 (0) .0000 0) - 20348 (27) 1189 (1212) 0704 (1930)
Non -publfc, non- hd . °
Catholic schools 0677 (3646) - .2609  (1709) .0989  (125) .0819 -~ (570) . 0507 (280) 1516 (4579) L0460 (10909)
Non-public, Catholle
schools=— . .0298 (3778) ./)lﬁjﬂ; (941) 0475 (95) -0113 (148) 0013 (16) .0908 (3617) .0410 (8615)
<ﬂ Total ' 0347 (47626) 40718 (11956) 0972 (7484) .0758 (34899) L0623 (15454) 1367 (97127) L0707 (214545)

within school type.

« Note: Pfgport tons represent the non-response rate withio school type. The frequencies (4o parenthesis) ave the number of non-responding students
P P v _
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Table 2C-11A
NS&B Student Non response Ratan by School Type, Cohort and Age
[ e =y
" School type 19 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 > ot her/inknown Total
e , e #
' Sophomares
Non-alternative, non- i . -
Wapante public schools g0 () L0S80 (4) 0370 (347) 0467 (376) 0782 (68) 109 (1) L0000 (0) 2500 (1) 1333 (2) 1082 (159) .0536 (1172)
Nou--altesnative, lilupanic . .
publtc sehaols 0000 (0) ..0000 (0) .0494 (58) 0413 (49) 0948 (20) .0857 (1) 0000 (0) 0000 (0) 21113 (4) 11 (78) L0656 (212)
Alternative schools -—- - £.0000  (0) .0300 (9) L0772 (21) .0842 (8) 0667 (1) L1250 (1) <2000 (1) 0000  (0) L1261 (30) 0745 (@A D]
Non -publlc, um.\-(:u(lmll( '
schools s . .0%909 (1) .0258 (12) .030t  (9) L0370 () -000 (0)  —== == e eem e e -1185  (1R) L0439 (41)
Non-public, Cathelly
schools e e L0476 (1)) 0259 (40) 0318 (27) .0962 (s) 133 (1) T bt 0000 (0) D681 (16) 0311} (90)
B R i e ~ ¥ 3‘\. 1
Total 0968 (1) -0451  (6) .0362 (466) 0452 (402) L0813 (102) 4037 (1) L0345 (1) 158 (2) 74 (6) L1 (501) 05834 (1586) E
I - . . 5
Senfors L\ ’é‘)
et o e e e e e = "
Non-Altecnat fve, non- . B .
Wispantc publlc uchools T ——— e 0667 1) .0492 () L0421 (l7]$ L0617 (22Y) .0838 (29) L0909 (4) } 071 (3) 0020 (118) L0630 (554)
- {
Non-alternative, Hlspaptc :
public schools - e -y .0000 (0) 0400 1) .0%99 (40) 0671 (45) 0654 (7) L2222 (4) . 0000 /(0) 1184 (9) L0675 (106)
. : . ) = .
Alternattve schools —ee o e 0000 ) | 0000 (0) .081) (10) 0659 (6) 0000 (0) L0000 (0) -0?09 (\) "L 14481 (4) L0129 ()
Non-pobl tc, non-Catholtc ' . _
schools ! ~ - s —ee - e 1429 ) ‘()1452 (1) L0794  (10) 0000 (0) 0 - - 0000 (1) L2174 (5) L0755 (24)
Non-poblic, Catholle )
schools i - - .o e 0000 (0 L0000 (0) -0497  (29) .0506  (18) 0909 (1) L0000 (0) L0000 (0) L0851 (4) L0512 (52)
e e e e iy e ‘. -
Total - - - | - - .0526 (1) L0420 (5) 0459 (259) 0666 (102) 0758 (17) 1159 (8) 042 (5) 012 (ran) 0632 (757)
- .
Note: l'lnpurllnus-hepnr:anul the non-tegpondge rate ul[l\\ln_nchuo' type. The frequencies (In parenthesia) are the numbetr of non-responding students vithin achool type.
. ’ i
. |
|
i
|
: i
| A}
I‘.. . ,
la 7_,”\?7{‘ rj‘r..‘_.rn\e nrasren (’z,f,‘f‘j am
22 7 [.’m cv Lo el 2 8
Qo f ’ 2 -
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~ ) Toble 2C-11B
/ HSEB Helghtod Stuwldent Non-response Rateuw by Schonl Type, Cobort and Age .
School type 15 16 1] 18 19 20 21 22 > 2) o her fUnknown Totul '
Sophomorea

e g e e 2
Non-altetnative , non )
Miapanic public achools 1329 (560) L0534 (562) .0391 (51070) .05Y4 (58816) .0910 (11967) (1040 (1623) .0000 (0) .2426 (116) 1181 (361) ..1322 (R6389) 0649 (211468)
Non -alternative, Hispantlc R :
publtic schoouls 0000 (0) .0000 (0) .0506 (1930) .0403 (1613) .1200 (932) .t215 (154) .0000 (0) .0000 (0)  .4260 (13) S16YA (5446) -0835  (lo207)
Alternative schoola - - -0000 (0) .0309 (236) .0848 (674) .09)) (287) .!078 (45) .2248 (45) .09%89 (22) .0000 (0) -2595  ()351) 1415 (4659)
Non-public, oon-Cathoftc . .
schools - - 1428 (157) .0172 (1009) .0358 (1397) .0007 (4) .0000 (0) -—- -—- to—e - - - 1931 (1981) -0525 (6554)
Noa-poblic, Catholtc .
schools - - .0068 (5) .0202 (2719) .029% (2181) .021) (70) .2248 (4) —— Y e ——— --- -0000 (0) L1378 (2122) 03K (1102)
et e et e ‘ - .
Total 1286 (560)  .054) (125) <0369 (56964) .0495 (64681) .0878 (13258) .1046 (1826) .0157 (45) .1e98 (137) .19 (499) S1385(101295) 0637 (239990) il:)
T R VU A - - - B )

Senfois ’ !

N
e e - - e
W e o e e C e eem a e - -
Non-Altevuat fve, non- ) i 0
Hispantc poblic schooly —= - -—= --- 0277 (102) .0678 (A71)  .038%7 (44095) .062) (55624) .0859 (6101) .0496 (353 2947 (137) 1559 (76284) 0707 (184746)
Non -alternatlve, Wlspantc ) - ! k
publtc schooly - .- - - L0000 (0) .0495 (39) .0549 (1893) .0712 (2154) .0498  (242) .210) (145) .0000 (0) .2229 (3811) 0942 (8345)
Alternative wschools s --- = -— -0000 (0)* 0000 (0) .0602 (510) .0419 (275) .0000 (0) .0000 (0) .087 (40) L1185 (1106) »0704 (1930)
Non-public, non-Catholic
wchools - - ~-- - - - .08710 (182) ,06)35 (2483) .0881 (13540) .0000 (0) ———— ~=== 0000 (129) 22162 (4579) 1046 (10909)
Non -publice, Catholle !
schools SRR - -- .0000 (0) .0000 (0) .0256 (2568) .0522 (3682) .0567 (10%) .0000 (0) 0000 (0) L0887 (2261) / .0430  (8615)
Total S - - - .0262 (102) .0596 (1092) .0392 (51549) .0627 (65215) .0ROT  (6447) 0601 (499) .2510 (1482) L1566 (8810¢) 0707 (214545)
e e e g

Note: Proportfons cepresent the non-response rate within achool type. The {requencles (1n parenthesis) are the number ot non-responding atudents within achool type,

1 229 | SN
ERIC - | _

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIX 3

ESTIMATES OF PROPORTIONS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND DESIGN EFFECTS

Note:

Senior Cohort

- ._ -

g

Design effects and root design effects which round
to 0.00 were not*used in-'calculating means. The
number of such design effects is given in the last
line of each table. ’

Q31



r

SENIOR COHORT
DOMAIN: ALL STUDENTS
STATISTICS: FOLLUw=-UP

NUMBER UF WONCOMPUTABLE VEFFS= 0

STATISTIC - ESTIMATE SE
PROP, PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREEK 0,260 0,006
" PROP, ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE 0.867 0.00S
PROP, PLANNING TO F1INISH CULLEGE 0.48b 0.011
PROP, SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE 0.629 0.011
PROP, WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.142 0.009
PROP, WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.227 0.010
PROP., MARRIED 0.107 0.006
PROP., EXPECTING CHILD BY 25 0,489 0.010
PROP, STARTED FIRST J0O8 '0.420 0.009
PROP, EXPECTING UwN PLACE BY 24 0.916 0,004
PROP, COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDUC, 0.136 0.006
PROP, WITH HANDICAP 0.070 0.003
PROP, "SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT™ 0.829 0.005
PRUP, "MONEY NOT IMPORTANT" 0.147 0.004
PROP, "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP" 0.465 0.007
PROP, "INEGUALITY IMPORTANT" 0.670 0,007
PROP. "LEISUKE NOT IMPORTANT® 0.013 0.001
PROP, “GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT" 0.10 0.004
" PROP, "SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCLESS" 0,216  0.006
C PROP, "PLANS NEVER WORK 0uUuT"- 0,143 G.005
PROP, WITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF 0,087 0,004
PROP, WHO WAICH MUKE [HAN ONE HOUR OF TV 0,778 0.007
PROP, EXPECTING NO KIDS 0,098 0.004
PROP, WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE 0,372 0.007
PROP, wITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H.S, 0.099 0.003
PROP. HARD OF HEARING ; 0,012 0.001
PROP, "RPEOPLE GOOF AT WORK" ; 0.182 0.006
PRUP. WHO PREFER. NOKK TU SChHOOL 0.513 0,008
PROP, "JOB ENCOURAGES GOOU HABITS" 0.858 0.005
PROP, wIliH POSITIvVe ATTITUDE TO SELF 0.949 0.003
ME AN
STANDARD DEVIATIUN -
MEDIAN
MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
RANGE

. 2.3550

4.6123
S.2913
7.1608
5.918¢
3.9026
4.1v22
3.4827
2.2032
31815

1.4873

1.6900
1.3620
2.06306
2.3450
0.8024
1.8015

-2.1107

2.0564
2.0851
3.1672
1.8800
2.,2442
1.0788
0.8896
1.9060
2.0107
1.8036

1.9220 .

2.6U21
1,4993
2.0843
V.,8024
7.1608
6b,3584

DEFT

1.4367
1.5346
2.1476
2.3003
2.6760

- 2.4327

1.99u0b
2.0254
1.0662
1.4843
1.7837
1.21%¢6
1.37468
1.1671
1.0445
1.5313
0.8957
1.3422
1.4528
1.4347
1.4440
1.7797
1.3711
1.4981
1.0387
0.9432
1.3600
1.4180
1.34350
1.3800

{.5714
0.4227
1.4437
078957
2.67060

1.7803



T~A3-2- ¢

. W

SENIOR COHOKT
DOMAIN: ALL STUDENTS
~STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

STATISTIG ) -

PROP. PLANNING PNOFESSIONAL CAREER
PRUP,., ABLE TU FINISH COULLEGE

PROP, PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE

PROP. SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
PROP. -WHOSE MUTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
PROP, WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
PROP., MARRIEDY

PROP. EXPECTING CHILD BY 25

PROP, STARTED FIRST JOB ,

PRUP, EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 2u
' PROP, COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDUC. /
PROP, WITH HANDICAP
PROP, "SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT"
PROP. "MUNEY NOT IMPORTANT"
PROP, "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP 1MP"
PROP, "INEQUALITY IMPORTANT" /
PROP, "LEISURE NOT IMPURTANT™ ..
PRQP, "GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT"
PROP. "SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
PROP. "PLANS NEVER WORK QuT" )
PROP, WITH NOT MOCH TO BE PRUOUD OF
PROP, wHO WATCH MURE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV
CPROP. EXPECTING NU KIDS. '

PROP, wITH SIBLINGS IN CULLEGE
PROFP. wITH 2 OR MUKRE SIB8S IN H.S.
PRUP, HARD OF HEARING
PROP, "PEUPLE GOOF AT WORK"
PROP, WHO PREFER wORK 10 SCHUOL
PRUP, "JOB ENCOURAGES GOOD HABITS"
PROP, WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TU SELF

ME AN :
STANDARD DEVIATION ' .
MEDIAN . .
MINIMUM . ' L
MA X IMUM
RANGE .
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

ESTIMATE

0.269

0.803
0,457
0.713
0.148
0.245
0.010
0.523
0.170

* 0109f3

233

0,013
0.054
0.8560
0t.110
0.510

»610

021
0.121
0.236
0,188
0.110

0.098
0.314
0.141
0.018
0%109
0.515
0.787
0.908

SE.

0.005

0.005
0,009
0.009
0.008
0.011
0.002
0.010
0.005
v.,004
0.001
0.003
0.,004"
0.005
0.008
0.000
0.002
0.004

0.007

0.006
0,005
0.006
0,005

- 0,007

0.005
0.002
0,005
0,007
0.006
0.006

DEFF

-1.3898

1.7442
3.6460
4,3291
4.9147
5.460%
4.2996
4,1513
1.8679
2.1250
D.8443
1.9520
1.6952
2.7098
2.8150
2.9694
2.1837
1.5729
2.7630
2. 4337
2.D0438
3.1502
3.0574
2.4426
2.2215
2,4043
1.6065
1.8496
2.1037
4,5640

2.7283
1.1364
2.u4381
0.8443%
5.4605
4.6162

DEFT

1.1789
1.3207
1.909u4
2.0807
2.21069
2.3360
2.0735
2.037S
1,36b7
1.4570
00,9189
1.3900
1.3020
l1.680A
1.6778
1.7232
1.4777
1.3041
1.6622
1.5600
1.6010
1.7749
1.7428
1.95629
1.,490%
1.5506
1.2909
1.3600
1.4504
2.1364

1.6183
0.3301
1.5014
0.9189

2.336b
1.4179



SENIOR
DOMAIN
STATIS

"MEAN
STANDA
MEDI1 AN

~A3-3-

CUOHQRT
: ALL STUDENTS
TICS: CHANGE

STATISVIC

PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER

ABLE TO FINISH CULLEGE
PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFLlED W1TH LESS THAN COWLEGE
WHOSE MUTHER FINISHED CULLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MARRIED

EXPECTING CHILD BY 25

STARTED FIRST JOB ™

EXPECI1InG UWN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDUC.

wITH HANDICAP

"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT"
*MONEY ~NOT IMPORTANT®
"COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP"
"INEQUALITY IMPOKRJANT"
"LEISURE NOUT IMPORTANT"

“GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT"
*"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS NEVEK WORKX QuT"

WITH NOT MuCH TO BE PROUD OF
wHO WATCH MURE THAN UNE HOUR "OF TV
EXPECTING NO KIDS

WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

WwiTrH 2 OR MURE SIBS IN H.S.
HARD OF HEARING

"PEOPLE GOUF AT wWOKRRn"

wHU PREFEK WORKR Tu SCHOUL

"JOB ENCOUKAGES GUOD HABITS"
WwITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

\\\waQ
kD DEVIATION

MINIMUM _ _
MAXIMUM A

RANGE
NU

MBER OF NONCUMPUTABLE DBFFS= 0
) ]

—n

t

CESTIMATE

-0.010
0.0bb
«0.005

-0.079

-0.001
0.002
0.095

-0,032
0.247
0.003
0.11b
0.015

-0.047
0.030

«0.040
0.062

-0,009

-0.022

-0.026

-0.047

-0, 029

Sofo7

-0.004
0.067

~0.043%

-0.006
0,015

-0.010
0.060
0.043

SE

0.006
0.006
0.00b
0.006

0,004

0.004
0.005
0.007
0.008
0.006
0.005
0.v05
V.007
0.008

0.008 "

0.010
0,002
0.005

0.008 -

0.006
0.005
0,007
0.005
0.010
0,005
0.002
0.0u8

0,010

0.008
0.005

DEFF

1.3944
2.3539
1.9984
1.7202
2.9878
2.8944
2.6799
1.4333
1.9769

1.9492
2.4347
2.6132
4.1780
2.1547
22,9150
1.4078
1.5875
2.31064
1.5789
1.5198
2.2073
1.9783
3.5226
1.8459
2.0603

1.6933
1.05929
1.8922"

2.4148

0.6401

. 2.0293

1.3948
4.1780
2.7832

T 2.6899 .

/

_.DEFT

1.1810
1.5343
1.41306
1.31106
1.7285
1.7013
1.6398
1.1972
1.4060
1.6401
1.3961
1.9604
1.6165
2.0440
1.4679
1.7073
1.1865
1.2600
1.5220
1.2502
1.2328

~

1.4857

1.4065
1.8229
1.3579
1.4354
1.3013

1.3756
1.95490

1.4675S
«2070
.4cds
1.1810
2.044d0
0.8630

- 1.2856°

)



~A3~b

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE VDEFFS=

ld

SENIOR COHORT !
DOMAIN: RACE WHITE AND OTHEK
STATISTICS: FOLLOw=UP ;, //

CSTATISTIC . ESTIMATE SE DEFF . DEZT
PROP, PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER 0.265 0.008 1.8607 1.3641
PROP. ABLE TOU FINISH CUOLLEGE 0.879 0.006 1.3999 1.3784
PROP., PLANNING YO FINISH CULLEGE 0.500 0.012 2.8282 1,6817
PROP, SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE 05621 0.012 3.2102 1.7917
PROP. WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.154 “0.011 5.2007 2.2805
PROP. WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.255 0.012 4,2145 2.0529
PROP, MARRIED 0.112 0.006 1.9621 1.400%[
PROP, EXPECTING CHILD HBY 25 0.469 0.012 3.0659 1.7510
PROP, STARTED FIRS1 Jou 0.427 0,011 2.06954 1.641Y4
PROP, EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24 0.927 0.0095 2.0174 1.4204
PROP, COMPLETED FuLlL TIME EDUC 0.140 0,006 1.6039 1.2665
PROP. wWITH HANDICAP 0.065 0.004 1.4555 1.2064
PROP, "SUCCESS VErY IMPOKTANT" 0.818 0,006 1.3442 1.15%4
PRQP, "MONEY wOT IMPORTANT" 0.155 0.005 1.0583 1.0287
PROP., "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP"“. 0.447 0,008 1.4230 1.1929
PROP, "INEQUALITY IMPORTANT" 0.646 0.009 1.9502 1.3965
PROP, "LEISUKRE NUOT IMPURTANT™ 0.010 0.001 0.5480 0.7403
PROP. "GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT" 0.082 0.004 1.1308 1.0634 u
PRYP, "SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS* 0.191 0,008 2.1303 1.4616
PROP, "PLANS NEVER WORK OuT" 0.120 0.005 1.2521 1.1190
PKOP, WITH NOl1 MUCH TO BE PROUD OF .076 0.004 1.2292 1.1087
PROP, WHO WATCH MURE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV 3¥{§g 0.008 1.9976 1.4134
PROP, EXPECTING NO KIDS 0.1 0.005 1.5034 1.2261
PROP, WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE 0.373 0.007 1.1659 1.0798
PROP, WITH 2 QR MORE SIBS IN H.S. 0.090 0.004 1,0889 1.0435
. PROP, hHARD OF HEAKING' 0.012 0.002 1.8952 1.3767
PrOP, “PEOPLE GOOF AT WORK" 0.187 0.007 1.4067 1.1860
PROP, WHU PREFER WORK 10 SCHOOL 0.527 0.009 - 1.4107 1.1877
PROP., "J0OB ENCOURAGES GOOD HABITS" @§ 0.850 0.006  1.3486 1.1613
PROP, WITH POSITIVE AFTITUDE ‘10 SELF ™ 0,946 0.004 1.7114 1.308¢2
MEAN 1.;305 1.3496
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.9807 0.3200
MEDIAN 1.6576 1.2873
MINIMUM 0.5480 0.,7403
MAXIMUM * 3.2007 2.2b0Y
NANGE 4,.6527 1.5402



-~

SENIOR COHORT g
DOMAIN: KACE wWHITE AND OTHEK
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR : .
STAFISTIC ESTIMATE
PROP, PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER 0.272
PROP. ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE 0.815
PROP, PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE 0.407
PROP. SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE 0.709
PROP, WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.159
PROP., WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.268
PROP, -MARRIED 0.010
PROP. EXPECTING CHILD BY 25 0.515
PROP. STARTED FIKST JO08 0,175
PROP, EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24 . 0.922
PROP. COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDuUC. 0.010
PROP. WITH HANDICAP 0.046
PROP, "SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT" 0.877
PROP. "MONEY NOT IMPORTANT" : 0.124
PROP. "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP* 0.493
PROP, "INEQUALITY IMPORTANT" 0.582
PROP. "LEISURE NOT IMPOKTANT™ 0.016
PROP. "GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT" 0.097
PROP, "SOMEUNE PREVENTS SUCCESS" ' 0,216
PROP, "PLANS NEVER WORK OUTH L 0.167
PRUOP,. WITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF 0,104
PROP, WHO wATCH MURE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV 0.838
PROP, EXPECTING NO KIDS 0.101
PROP, WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE 0.311
PROP, wWITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H.S, 0.129"
PROP., HARD OF HEARING 0,018
PROP, "PEOPLE GOOF AT wORK" 0.170
PROP. wHO PREFER WORK Tu SCHUOL 0.532
PROP, "JOB ENCOURAGES GOOD HABITS" - 0.78vu
PROP, WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF . 0.903
" MEAN
STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN
'MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
RANGE
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE ?EFFS: 0
[}
236

-h

SE

0.007
0.006
0.011
0.011
0.009
0.012
0.002

0.012

0.006
0.004
0.002
0.004
0.005
0.006
0.010
0.010
0.002
0.004
0.008
0.v07
0.006

0.005
0.008
0.006
0.003
0.006
0.009
0.007
0.006

DEFF

1.3565
1.3322
2.7062
3.257¢6
3.0791
3. 4262
2.231%
3.0577
1.3445
1.2130
2.2734
1.9444
1.3001
1.8623
2.2300

2.2986 -

1.3921
0.9754
1.9584
1.8715
2.0719
2.0365
1.5041
1.6455
1.7651

2.6961

1.2755
1.6382
1.4556
2.2001

1.9800

0.6945
1.9079
0.9754

3,4262

2.45038

-

/&n

DEFT

1.1647

1.1542

1.6450

1.8049
1.7547
1.8510
1.4938
1.7486
1.1595
1.1016
1.5078
1.3944
1.1402
1.3647
1.4933
1.5161
1.1799
0.9876
1.3996
1.3680
1.439a
1.42713
1.2204
1.2828
1.3286
1.6420

1.1294

1.2799
1 .2065

1.4833

1.3892

0.2279 .

1.3812

0,9876

1.8510
0.8634

N
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SENIOR CQHORT

. el

DOMAIN: RACE WHITE AND OTHER
STATISTICS: CHANGE
STATISTIC ® ESTIMATE SE DEFF - DEFT

‘ , S
PROP, PLANNING. PROFESSIONAL CAREER. . . - =0.009  0.008 _1,2738. 1.1286—
PROP, ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE ’ 0,066 0,007 1,7722 1.3313
PROP. PLANNING YO FINISH COLLEGE +=0,001 0,008 1.9301 1.36893
‘PROP, IAFISFIED wITH LESS THAN COLLEGE -0.081 0.007 1.2661 1.1252
PROP. WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0,001 ™ 0.005 2.5261 1.5894
PROP., WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0,003 0.004 1.7279 1,3145
PROP., MARRIED 0,099 0.006 1.9239 1.3870
PROP., EXPECTING CHILD BY 25 ~0,041 0.009 1.2335 1.1106
PROP. STARTED FIRST JOB 0.247 0.010. 1.6204 1.2730
PROP. EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24 0,003 0,007 2.0964 1.4479
PRQP, COMPLETED FulLL TIME EDUC, n 0.124 7006 1,4569 1.2070
PROP. WITH HANDICAP 0.015 0.006 L.9799 1.4071
PROP, “SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT" -0,053 0.008 1.6951 1.3019
PROP. "MONEY NOf IMPUORTANT™ 0.031 0.009 2.6251 1.6202
PROP., “COMMUNITY LEADERSHIM IMP" -0.04]1 0.009 1.4340 1.1992
RROP, "INEQUALITY IMPORTANT" 0.065 0.011 1.7520 1.32306
PROP, "LEISURE NOT 1MPORTANT" ~0.007 0.003 2.0524 1.4326
PROP, "GOO LUCK MORE IMPORTANI" -0.017 0.006 1.3466 1.1604
PROP, "SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS" ) -0.027 0.009 1.6074 1.2678
PROP, "PLANS NEVEKR WORK OQUT" -0.045 0.007 1.2077 1.0990
PROP, WITH NOT MUCH TD BE PROUD OF ,o.OQ§ 0.006 1.2219 1.1054
PROP, WHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV -0.08 0.008 1.3840 1.1764
PROP, EXPECTING NO KIDS : -0.007 0.006 1.4610 1.2087
PROP, WITH SIBLINGS IN CULLEGE 0.073 0.011 2.1178 1.4553
RROP, WITH 2 Or MORE SIBS IN H.,S. -0.041 0.006 1.4496 1.2040
PROP, HARD UF HEARING . -0.006 0.003 2.3974 1y.5483
PROP, "PEOPLE GOOF AT WORK" . 04,019 0.009 1.2317 1.1098
PROP, WHO PKREFER WURK 10 SCHOOL -0.014¢ 0.012 1.3795 t.1745
PROP, *JOB ENCDURAGES GUUD HABITS" 0.060 0.009 1.3052 1.1425
PROP, wITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF . 0.046 0.006 1.711S 1.3082

_ | \ .
ME AN 1.6730 1.2850
STANDARD DEVIATIOW 0,4014 . .15006
MEDIAN 1.6139 1.2704
MINIMUM 1.2077 1.0990
MAX IMUM . 2.6251 1.6202
RANGE ~ 1.4174 0.5212
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0
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S

A}

SENIOR COHORT

DOMAIN: RACE BLACK
STATISTICS: FOLLUw-UP

STATISTIC

PRQPJ PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER.
PROP., ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE

PROP, PLANNING Tu FINISH COLLEGE

PROP, SATISFIED WwITH LESS THAN _COLLEGE
PROPs, WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
PROP. WHOSE FATHEK FINISHED COLLEGE
PROP, MARRIED

PROP, EXPECTING CHILD BY 2S

PROP, STARTED FIKST Jusg

PROP. EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24

PROP. COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDUC,.

PROP, wITH HANDICAP

PROP. "SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT™

PROP, "MONEY NOT 1IMPORTANT®

PROP, "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP"

PROP. "INEGUALITY IMPOKTANT"

PROP, "LEISURE NOT ,2IMPORTANT"

PROP., "G0O00D LUCK MORE IMPORTANT™
PROP%L”SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
PROP.F"PLANS NEVER WORK OUT" :
PROP. WITH NOT MUCH®TO BE PKOUD OF
PRUP, wHO WATCH MURE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV
PROP, EXPECTING NO KIDS

PROP. WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

PROP, wITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IM H.S.
PRUP. HAKD OF HEARING »
PROP. "PEOPLE GOUF AT wWORK"™

PRQP. WHO PREFER wORK 10 SCHLOL
PROP, "JOB ENCOUKAGES GOUD HABITS"
PROP, WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

L4

MEAN
STANDARD DEVIATIOnN
MED /AN
MINIMUM
" MAX IMUM
RANGE .
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

»

ESTIMATE \

@1363
0.860
0.a488
0.615
0.112
0.100
0.061
0.595
0.360
0.bb3
0.091
0.093
0.891
0.113
0.5606
0.801
0.028
0.200
0.344
0.252"
0.1206
0.881
0.101
0.398
0.148
0.012
0.167
0.391
0.878
0.963

o

238

SE

0.012-

0.012
0.018

. 0.017

0.ull
0.010
0.008
0.016
0.015
0.011
0.010
0.009
0.010
0.012
0.013
0.013
0.006
0,017

T 0.017

0.013
0.010
0.010
0.008
0.017

0.008 .

0.005
0.011

0.016°

0,011
0.008

DEFF

1,9788.

3.1346
2.9964
3.0349
3.1224
2.9590

2.8136 ,

2.6118
2.4457
2.6024
33,0370
22,4580
2.64%95
3.6654

1.7285

2.6640
3.3144
4,32482
3.0299
2.1218
2.2351
2.5805
1.74060
3.0795
1.2972
5.4830
1.4560
1.8010
2.1804
4,4633

2.7536
0.8978
2.b6258
1.2972
5,4830
4.1858

Y

-~

DEFT

1.40067
1.770%
1.7311
1.7421
1.7670
1.5997
1.6774

1.61 :
*1.5639

1.6132
1.7427
1.5078
1.6247
1.9145
1.3147
1.6322
1.6205
2.080a

“1.7407

1.4566
1.4950
1.6064
1.3213
1.7548
1.1390
2.3416
1.20606
1.3420
1.4766

2.1127

1.6393
0.2620
1.62v4
1.1390
c.341b
1.2026



—~A3-8-

»

SENIOR COHORT

DOMAIN: RACE BLACK
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

STATISTIC
PROP, PLANNING PRUFESSIONAL CAREER
PROP, ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE
PROP. PLANNING TO FINISH CULLEGE
PROP, SATISFIED wWITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
PROP, ‘WHOSE MOTHER FINLSHED COLLEGE
PROP, WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
PROP. MARRIED :
PROP., EXPECTING ILD BY 25
PROP, STARTED FIRS\ JOB -
PROP, EXPECTING OwWN PLACE BY 24
PROP, COMPLETED FuULL TIME EDUC.
PROP, WITH HANDICAP

PROP, “"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT"
PROP, “MONEY NOT IMPORTANT"

PROP, "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP .IMP"
PROP, "INEWUJALITY IMPORTANT"

PROP, "LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT®
RROP, "GOO0O LUCK MURE IMPORTANT®
PROP.., "SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
PROP, "PLANS NEVER WORK OUT"

PROP, wITH NOT MUCH TO' BE PROUD OF
PROP. wHO WATCH MURE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV
PROP, EXPECTING NO KIDS

PROP, WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

PROP, WITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H.S.

" PROP, HARD OF HEARING

PROP, "PEOPLE GUOF AT WORK" —

PROP., WHO PREFER wURK TO SCHLUL

PROP, "JOB ENCOURAGES GOOD HABITS"

PROP, WITH PUSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

}

MEAN
STANDARD QEVIATION -
MED I AN _
MINIMUM
MAX IMUM
RANGE

NUMBEK OF NUNCUMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

s

ESTIMATE

0.280
0.811

0.49%

0.671

0.120
0.138
0.006
0.549
0.138
0.856
0.019
0.076
"0.909
0,075
0.595
0,771
0.034
0.227
0.324
0.261
0.151
0.905
0.093
0.357
0.206
0.014
0.103
0.396

0.824

0.948

239

s

N

SE

. §.009

0.011
0.013

' 0.013

0.009
0.011
0.002
0.014
0.008
- 0.000
0.003
0.006
0.007
0.0ve6
0.012
0,009
0.005
0.012
0.013
0.013
0.008
0,010
0.010
0.008
0.010
0.003
0.007
0,013
0.008
0.006

DEFF

1.0953
2.1128
1.8850
2.0243
1.7531,
1.6504
1.6244
1.9576
1.3576
0.736D
1.19990
1.3867
1.6319
1.4101
1.5957
1.2382
2.08009
2.0406
1.8892
2.1530
1.2827
3.2669
3.0996
0.7143
1.5708
1.7677
0.7667
1.5224
1.0274
1.91482

1.6581
0.5842
1.6281
0.7143
3.26069
2.5526

DEFT

1.04606
1.4535
1.3730
1.4228

1.3105 -

1.2847

1.2745

1.3991
1.1652

- 0.8579

1.0950
1.4776
1.2774
1.14875
1.2632
1.1127
1.44285
1.4300
1.3745
1.467 3%
1.1326
1.8075
1.7606
0.8451
1.2533
1.3296
0.8756
1.2339
1.0136
1.3850 -

1.2686
0.2246
1.2759
0.8451
1.807%
0,%0c4

L)



~A3-9-

SENIOR COHORT /// " - f
DOMAIN: RACE BLACK .
STATISTICS: CHANGE 2

-

STATISTIC ESTIMATE SE DEFF _»...DEFT
.
PROP. PLANNING PROFESSKONAL CAREER -0,007 0.014 1.6137 1.2703
PROP, ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE 0,055 0.011 1.5894 1.2607
PROP, PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE ~0.Q42 0.014 1.9%15 "1,3898
PROP. SATISFLED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE -02366 0.014 1.6849 1.2980
PROP, WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE -0£003 0,006 1.1731 1.0831
PROP, WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE -0.017 0.009 2.0807 1,8429
PROP, MARRIED . 0.056 0.006 1.3815 1.1754
PROP, EXPECTING CHILD HY 25 0.041 0.010 0.6925 0.8322
PROP, STARTED FIRST JoB 0.213 0.016  1.8915 1.3753
PROP, EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24 0.009 0.008 0.7466 0.8641
PROP., COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDucC, 0.061 0.008 1.5321 1.2374
PROP, WITH HANDICAP 0.025 0.008 1.0449" 1.0222
PROP. "SUCCESS VERY I -0.021 0.012  2.4075 1.551¢6
PROP, ™“MONEY NOT IMPO 0.038 0.008 1.2075 1.0989
PROP, "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP" -0.038 0.013 1.2279 1.1081
PROP, "INEGQUALITY IMPORTANT" 0.023 0.014 1.8072 1.3443
PROP, "LEISURE NUT IMPORTANT™ -0.007 0,007 2.2765 1.5088
PROP, “GOOD LUCK,Z MORE IMPURTANT" -0,044 0.012 1.5783 1.1740
PROP, "SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™ -0.014 0.017 1.8560 1.3624
PROP., “PLANS NEVER WORK OuT" -0.033 0.011 00,9369 0.9679
PROP. WITM NOT MUCH TO BE PRUOUD OF -0.030 0.010 1.1396 1.0675
PROP, WHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HUOUR UF -0.027 0.012 ~ 2.3924 1.5468
PROP. EXPECTING NU KIDS 0.009 0.009 1.5574 1.2479
PROP, WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE 0.049 0,014 1.4271 1.1946
PROP. WITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H.S. -0.,049 0.010 1.3798 1.1747
PROP, HARD OF HEARING ' . =0.003 0.003 1.4766 1.2152
PROP, “PEOPLE GOOF AT wORK" 0,008 0,017 1.47060 1.21469
PROP. WHO PXEFER wORK T0 SCHUOL -0.014 0.021 1.3965 11817,
PROP, "JOB ENCOURAGES GOOD HABITS" 0.042 0.014 1.2669 1.1256
PROP, WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0,020 0.007 1.8432 1.3576
MEAN 1.5272 1.2231
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.4367 0.179%
MEDIAN 1.4763 1.2150
MINIMUM 0.6925 0.8322
MAXIMUM " \ , 2.4075 1.5516
RANGE ‘ N o . 1.7150 0.7194
NUMBER OF NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS= o0 - :
“
"

240




iy

.

SENIOR
DOMAIN
STATIS

PROP ,
PROP,

COHORT
¢ RACE HISPANIC
TICS: FOLLOw-UP

-

STATISTIC

PLANNING PRUFESSIONAL CAREER
ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE.

PROP. PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE

PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP
PROP,
PKOP,
PROP,
PROP,

s TPROP,
¥ 0

PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,

"~ PROP.,

PROP,
PROP,

MEAN

"STANDA
MEDIAN
MINIMU
MAX IMU
RANGE

NU

SATISFIED wITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED CQj
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED O
MARRIED

EXPECTING CHILD BY 25
STARTED FIRST JOB
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FULL TIME EDUC.
WITH HANOICAP

MSUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT"
"MONEY NOT IMPORTANT®
"COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP"
MINEWQUALITY IMPORTANT™
"LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT"
"GO0D LUCK MORE IMPOKRTANT"
*SOMEONE +PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS NEVER WORK OuT"

wITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF

»

WHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV

EXPECTING NU KIDS

WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

wITH 2 OR MQRE SIBS IN H.,S,.
HARD OF HEARING

"PEOPLE GOOF AT WORK™"

WHO PREFER WORK TO SCHoOL

"JOB ENCOURAGES 600D RABITS"
WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

RD DEVIATION

M
M -

MBER OF 2PNCUMPU1A5LE DEFFS= 0

#

ESTIMATE

0.217
0.767

0.360

0.723
0,071
0.109
0.118
0.545
0.433
0.887
0.151
0.081
0,851
0.119
0.499
0.726
. 0.025
0.145
0.283
0.216
0,137
0.830
0.074
0.329
0,122
0.016
0.145
0.504
0.911
0.950

e41

SE

0.017
0.017

' 0.018

0.016
0.013
0.010
0.011
0.017
0.0168
0.010
0.016
0.008
0.016
0.014
0.019
0,018
0.006

0,014

0.016
0,015
0,012
0,012
0.006
0.020
0,012
0.004
0.013
0.020
0.009

- 0.008

DEFF

a.ao&S
4.,2749,

'3.2370

3.151v
6.,6770
2.9938
2.9611
2.9021
3.3254
2.9396
4.9465
c.243

'S.2451

4.8631
3.7082
4.1072
3.8748
3.8549
3.0314
3.1948

3.0083

2.7802
1.3017
4,6709
3. 4572
2.6327
2.5004
2.9314
c.0914
3.3544.

‘? .

3.4718
1.1012

1.3017
b.b770
5.3753

DEFT

2.1407
2.0676

1.7992

1.7751
2.5H840
1.6109

1.7266

1.7036
1.8236
1.5936
2.2241
1.4977
2,2902
2.2053
1.9257

1.9684
1.9634
1.7411

1.7874

1.7344
1.6674
1.14089
2.1612
1.8594
1.6226
1.5833
1.7121
1.446¢
1.8315

1.8411

0.2913

1.7933°

“1.1409

2.5840
1.043]



SENIOR
DOMAIN
STATIS

PROP,
PROP ,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP .
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,

" MEAN
STANDA
MED I AN
MIN]IMU
MAX IMU
RANGE
NU

~A3-11-
v
COHUR ' dhe
: RACE HISPaNIC *
TICS: BASE YEAR
STATISTIC
PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREERK

ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE
PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE
SArIpFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MARRIED
EXPECTING CHILD BY 25
STARTED KIRST J0s
EXAECTING OwnN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDLUC,
WITH HANDICAP
"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT"
"MONEY NOT IMPORTANT"
"COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP"
'IWEOUALITY IMPORTANT™
"LUETSURE NOT IMPORTANT"
000 LUCK MORE _IMPORTANT"
30MEONE PREVENTS SULCESS"
NEVER WORK 0UT"
NITH NOT MUCH T BE PROUD OF
WHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV
EXPECTING NO KIDS ‘ '
WITH SIBLINGS IN CUOLLEGE
wITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H,S.
HARD OF HEARING ‘
"PEOPLE GOUF AT WORK"
WHD PREFER wORK TO' SCHOOL
"JOB ENCOURAGES 600D HABITS"
wITH POSTITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

“ALANS

™
kl

|

-
KD HEVIATION

%

M
M

MBER bF NONCUMPUIA&LE DEFFS= 0

Y

ESTIMATE

0.236
0.697
0.329
0,804
0.075
0.119
0.016
0.570
0.155
0.890
0.032
0,082
0.879
0.096
0.555
0,665
0.044
0.206
0.308
0.297
0.184
0.870
0,081
0.297
0,173
0.023
0.165
0.448
0.813
0,907

-

SE DEFF
0.012 2.1841
0.015 2.9369
S 0.01% 2.8707
0.013 2.9227
0.010 . 3.3544
0.012 2.8286
0.004 2.7397

0.020 4,2085%
0.011 2.4071
0.008 1.7207
0.006 33,0133
0,008 2.3130
0,009 2.1305
0.008 2.0567
0.018 3.6048
0,017 %.5705
0,006 2.3886
".013  2.6710
0.017 3,4256
0,016 3,1470
0,011 2.0928
0.011 3.0182
0.009 2.9261
0.013 2.1657
0.010 1.8718
0,004 1.9005%
0.013 2.7260
0.0106 2.2931
0.015 3.4990
0.012 4.4270
2.7805
0.6767
2.7841
1.7207
4,4270
2.7063

Y

DEFT

1.4779
1.7137

1.6943

1.7096
1.8315
1.6818
1.6552
2.0515
1.5515
1.3117
1.7359
1.5208
1.4596
1.4341
1.8986
1.889%¢6
1.5455
1.0343
1.8508
1.77490
1.4407
1.7373
1.7106
1.4716
1.3681
1.3786
1.6511
1.5143
1.8706

2.1040

0,2001

1,665
1.3117

2.1040

0.7923

g

-



N\

SENIOR
DOMAIN
STATIS

PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PRUP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP.,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP .
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.

'PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.,
PROP,
PROP,

MEAN

STANDA
MEDIAN
MINIMU

MAX IMUM

" RANGE
‘ NU

-A3-12~

COHORT
: RACE HISPANIC
TICS: CHANGE

STATISTIC -

PLANNING PRUFESSIONAL CAREER
ABLE TQr FINISH COLLEGE
PLANNING-TO FINISH COULLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN CULLEGE
WHUOSE MOTHER FINISHED CULLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MARRIED

EXPECTING CHILD BY 25

STARTED FIRST J08

EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDuUC,
wITH HANDICAP

"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT"
"MONEY NOT 1MPORTART"
"COMMUNITY LEALDERSHIP ImpP"
*INEQUALITY 1MPORTANT"
"LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT"

"GOOV LUCK MORE IMPORTANT"®
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS NEVER WORK 0UT"

WITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF
WHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV
EXPECTING NO KIDS '

wITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

wITH 2 OR MURE SIBS IN H.S.

HARD OF HEARING

"PEQPLE GOOF AT WORK"

wHO PREFER wORK TO SCHOOL

"JOB ENCOURAGES GOOD HABITS"™

#ITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE 10 SELF

RD DEVIATION

M

#

MBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0.

\ 243

ESTIMATE

-0.019
" 0.074

S 0,006

-0.074
0.0
0.012

0.09f
-0.0g£
0.2 3

-0.006

0.114
-0.004
+0.023

0.008
-0.037

0.074
-0.027
~0.043
-0.036
-0.082

-000“6

-0.031
0.007
0.036

0,050

-0.005

'0,021

0.037 .
0.089."
0.045 .

b

SE

0.012
0.014

0.012

0.013
0.007
0.008
0.011
0.018
0,018
0.011
0.014
0.010
0.014
0.008
0.018
0.020

S 0.007

0.014
0.016
0.013
0.014
0,014
0.011
0.014
0,012
0.005
0.023
0.026

0(Q013

DEFF

1.4592
2.2713
1.7622
1.8982
2.6597
2.4457

3.0328 .

2.3328
2.3478
1.7789
3.1399
1.8493
2.bH8b2
1.1770

2.5282

3.1211
2.28593
2.2242
2.0425
1.4907
2.2069
2.39¢8
2.5824
1.6100

2.3278-

2.1993
3.2995
a.3787
2.0039
3.9185

2.3151
0.5926
2.30065
1.1770
3.9185
2.7415

DEFT

1.208v
1.5071
1.3275
1.3778

1.6309

1.5639
1.7415
1.5274
1.5323

1.3337

1.7720
1.3599
1.6390
1.0849
1.5900
1.7667
1.5117
1.4914
1.4292

1.2209°

1.485¢
1.5469
1.6070
1.2689
1.5257
1.4830

.8164
?;5423
1.4156

1.9795

1.5096

0.1940
1.51487

1.0849

1.9795
0.8946

-
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SENIOR COHORT
DOMAIN: SES LOw .
STATISTICS: FOLLOw=UP .

PROP,
- PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP .
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
_PROP,

PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
" PROP,
PROP,
PROP ,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,

MEAN

STATISTIC

PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER
ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE

PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE -
SATISFIED WITH-LESS THAN COLLEGE
WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MARRIED '

EXPECTING CHILD BY 25

STARTED FIRST JOB

EXPECTING OwN PLACE 8BY 24
COMPLETED FuULL TIME EDUC.

WITH HANDICAP )

*SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT®"

"MONEY NOT IMPORTANT®
"COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP*
*INEQUALITY IMPORTANT"

"LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT*®

"GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT"
"SOMEONE PHEVENIS SUCCESS"
"PLANS NEVER WwWORK QUT"

wITH NOT MUCH TO BE PKROUD OF
WHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF Tv
EXPECTING NO KIDS

WwITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

WITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H_S,
HARD OF HEARING

"PEOPLE GUOF AT wORK"

wHO PREFER wWORK T0 SCHOOL

"JOB ENCOURAGES GOQOD HapITS"
wITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

hY

STANDARD DEVIATION ‘-

MEDIAN
MINIMUM .
MAXIMUM
RANGE

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

N
~

ESTIMATE

0.180
0.781
0.294
0.778
0.010
0.021
0.157
0.616
0.495
0.894
0,205
0.087
0.8511
0.156
0.423
0.691
0.019
0.142
0.306
0.211
0.114
0,897
0.100
0.272
0.129
0.012
0.159
0.550
0,882
0.936

244

SE

0.008
0.011
0.011
0,010
0.002
0.003
0.012
0,013
0.012
0.007
0.011
0.007
0.011
0.009
0,012
0.013
0.003
0.008

00'012

0.010
0.008
0.008
0.008
0.013
0,007
0.003
0.009
0.013
0.010

0,006

s

DEFF

1.7808
2.8
1.9644
2.1584
1.6900
1.6265
4,2000
2.7v48
2.2161

2.0093 .
2.8097 .

2,531
3.1300
24370
2.3946
3.0924
1.9509
1.9622
2.4947
c.217u
2.4107
2.169%0
2.7197
3.3807
1.7263
3.1515
1.6699

1.8961 )

3.0189
2.3089

2.4169
0.9984
2.3067
1.6265
4,2000
2.5735

o

LEFT

1.334%
1.6871
1.4016
1,8691
1.3000
1.2754
2.0494
1.bd4o
1.4886
1.0175
1,.6762
1.5602.
1.7692
1.5611
1.5181
1.7585
1.3968
1.4008
1.5795
1.4890
1.5546
1.4729
1.6491
1.8387
1.3139
1.7752
1.2922
1.3777

- 1.7375

1.5195

1.5438
"0.1864
1.5168
v1.2754
2.049y
V.7740



SENIOR
DOMAIN
STATIS

PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PHROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,

- PROP,

PROP,
PROP,
 PROP,
PRQP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
. PROP.,
PROP,
PKOP,
PROP.

ME AN

STANDA
MEDIAN
MINIMU

O AU Sy

—A3-14—

COHORT
: SES LOw ,
1TICS: BASE YEAR

STATISTIC

PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER
ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE
PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WNITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
WHOSE MOTHEKR-FINISHED COLLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MARRIED '
EXPECTING CHILD BY 25

STARTED FIRST JOB

EXPECTING OwWN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FuULL TIME EDUC.
WITH HANDICAP .

"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT"
"MONEY NOT IMPORTANT"
"COMMUNTITY LEADERSHIP IMP"
"INEQUALITY IMPORTANT®
"LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT"

"G00D LUCK MORE IMPORTANT"
“SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS NEVER WORK QUT"

WITH NOT MUCH T0 BE PKOUD UF

wHO WATCH MOQE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV
EXPECTING NO KIDS '
wITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

WITH 2 OR"MOKE SIBS IN H,S,

HARD OF HEARING ’

"PEOPLE GOUF AT WORK"

WHO PREFER WORK TO .SCHOOL

"JUB ENCUURAGES GOUD HABITS"

WITH POSITIYE ATTITUDE TU SELF

A AN

RO DEVIATION

M ™

MAXIMUM

RANGE
NU

MBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

»

ESTIMATE

0.214
0.694
0.262
0.849
0.002
0.005
0.024
0,600
0.161
0.902
0.023
0.071
0.864
0.130
0.453
0.633
0.037
0,169
0.338
0.263
0.154
0.887
0.101
0.228
0.193
0.021
0.175
0.516
0.790
0.894

SE

0.008

0.012
0.009
0.008
0.0uv1
0.002
0.005
0.011
0.010
0.0006
0,003
0.006
0.009
0,010
0.012
0.012

0,004

0.008
0.013
0,009
0.010

0.008
0.011
0.010
0-.003
0.011
0.013
0,010
0.008

- DEFF

1.62606
2.8975
1.8295

. 2.3100

2.1823
4,4066b6
2.0373
3.0421
1.6833
1.6345
2.3309
2.9862
3.813v
2.4771
2.6639
1.9072
1.8139
c.9416
1.6004
3. 1001
2.8039
2.9675
2.87638
2.b832
1.8472
2.9391
2.4111
2.3034

2.7518 .

2.5034
0,6559%
2. 4441
1.02b0b
4.,4066

DEFT

1.2754
1.7022
1.3526

1.5199
1.4772
2.0992
1.4274
1.7442
1.2974

1.2785

1.5267
1.7281
1.9527
1.5739
1.6322
1.4026
1.3468
1.7151
1.28606
1.7607
1.6745
1.7226
1.6961
1.63b61
1.3591
1.7144
1.55e8
1.51717
1.6589

1.5697
0.2025
1.5633
1.2754

2.N992
0.8238



SENIOR
DOMAIN
STATIS

PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP .
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
* PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP .
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,

COHORT ,
: SES LOw (.
TICS: CHANGE

STATISTIC
PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER

ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE -
PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS. THAN COLLEGE
WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MARRIED ' "
EXPECTING CHILD BY 25
STARTED FIkST JOB

EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FULL TIME EODOUC.
wITH HANOICAP

"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT™
"MONEY NOT IMPORTANT™
"COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP"
"INEWUALITY IMPORTANT™
"LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT®
"GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT"
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"™
"PLANS NEVER WORK 0OUT"

yITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF

PROP, WHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF

PROP .
PHOP )
PROP.
PROP,
PROP .
PROP,
PROP )
PROP

MEAN.
“"STANDA
MEDIAN

EXPECTING NU KIDS

wITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

WITH 2 OR MURE SIBS IN H.S,
HARD OF HEARING ' )
"PEOPLE GOOF AT WORK™

WHO PREFER wWORK T0 SCHOOL

"JOB ENCOURAGES GUOD HABITS"
wITH POSITIVE ATTITUVLE TO SELF

RD DEVIATIUN /)

MINIMUM .
MAXIMUM e

RANGE

'‘NUMBER OF NOWNCOMPUTABLE LEFFS= 0

ESTIMATE

-0.029
0.087
0.0

-0.063
0.003
0.007
0.136
0.027
0.334

-0.010
0.177
0.014

-0.050
0.024

“=0,027
:0.095

-0.018

'00031

-0,028

-0,059

-0.037

TV - =0.032

-0.003

0.047

-0.064

-0.008

-0.012

0.037 )

- 0.074
0.044

SE

0.008
0.009
0.007
0.009
0.001
0.003
0.012
0.011
0.015
0.008
0.011
0.010
0.012
0.011
0.013
0.015

0.005

0.010
0.020

9.012

0.010
0.011
0.010
0.014
0.008
0.004
0.015
0.018
0.013

0,009

DEFF

1.1732
1.4306
1,0441
1.6521
0.6436
2.8813
4,2533
1.3755

2.5131

1.06390
2,4689
2.9094
2.49%1
3.0409
2.1072
2.0518
1.895¢2
1.8639

3,8568.

1.8193
1.9777
2c.bdbdy
2.874¢2
3.0481
1.4269
2.8099
2.3600
1.9611
2.0200
2.5628

2.2480
0.8051

- 2.2339

0.643b
4,2533
3.6097

DEFT

1.0632
1.1961
1.0218
1.2853
0.8023
1.6974

2.0623 .

1.1728
1.5853
1.2802
1.5713
1.7232
1.5790

1.7437

1.4516
1.6223
1.3767
1.3652
1.9639
1.3488
1.4063
1.62608
1.6953
1.7459
1.1945
1.6763
1,5364
1.4004
1.4213
1.6009

11,4745
0.2761
1.4949¢

w0,8023

2.0623
1.2600



NUMBER OF NONCOMPUYABLE ODEFFS= 0

-A3~-16~

Q(
N
SENIOR COHOKT
DOMAIN: SES MIDDLE
STATISTICS: FOLLOw-UP
STATISTIC , ESTIMATE

PROP. PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER 0.259
PROP, ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE 0,879
PROP, PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE 0,454
PRUP, SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN.COLLEGE 0.668
PROP, WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.067
PROP, WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0,103
PROP. MARRIED o 0.101
PROP, EXPECTING CHILD BY 25 0.491
PROP, .STARTED FIRST JOu 0.458
PROP. EXPECTING OwN PLACE dgY 24 0.931
PKOP., COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDuC, 0.137
PRGP, wITH HANDICAP 0.059
PROP., "SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT" 0.842
PROP, "MONEY NOT IMPORTANT® 0,145
PROP, "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP" 0.458
PROP. "INEQUALITY IMPORTANT" 0.653
PROP, "LEISURE NOT_ IMPORTANT™® 0.011
PROP, "GOOD LUCX MORE IMPORTANT" 0.083
PROP, "SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS" 0.194
PROP, "PLANS NEVER WORK OUT" 0.127
PROP, WITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF 0.083
PROP. WHO WATCH MORE THAN UNE HOUR OF TV 0.769
PROP, EXPECTING NO KIDS ' 0.091
PROP, wITH SIBLINGS IN CULLEGE 0.364
PROP, wWITH 2 OK MORE SIBS IN H.S. 0.093
PkOP, HAKD OF HEARING . : 0.010
PROP, "PEOPLE GQOOF AT WORK" 0.187
PROP, wHO PREFER WORK 10 SCHOOL 0.541
PROP, "J0OB 'ENCOUKAGES GOOD HABITS" 0,801
PROP, WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF ’ 0.952
MEAN
STANOARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN
MINIMUM
MAX IMUM
RANGE

SE

0.008
0.007
0.011
0.010
0,006
0.006
0.007
0.013
0.011
0.004
0.007
0.0064
0.008
0.007
0.010
L.009
0.002
0.006
0.007
0.007
0.005
0.009
0.006
0.009
0.002
0.010
0.01YrY
0.007

0.005 °

DEFF

1.4179
1.9398
1.7998
1.7802
2.4057
1..6025
2.1995
2.6832

1.9762

1.0143
1.6693
1.1883
1.9964
1.6323
1.6485
1.4051
1.4071
1.8639
1.2018
1.7302
1.3164
2.0951

1.7855-

1.4452
1.7047

1.7169

2.0bdb
1.5232
1.4294
2.2177

1.7330
0.3718
1.7235

1.9143

2.6832
1.6089

"OEFT

1.1908
1.3928
1.3416
1.3342
1.5510
1.2699
1.4831
1.6381
1.4058
1.0071
1.2920

1.0901 

1.4v94
1.2776
1.2839
1.2104

1.2112

1.3653
1.0963
1.3154
1.1473
1.447S
1.3212
1.2022

1.3284

1.3103
1.4369
1.2342
1.1957
1.4892

1.3092
0.1408

1.3128 -
1.0071

1.63581
0.bp310

~



- [
SENIOR COHORT
DOMAIN: SES MIDDLE ]
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR
STATISTIC ESTIMATE SE DEFF DEFT
PROP. PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER 0.265 0,008 1.4462 1.2026
PROP, ABLE TO FINISH COLLEwE ’ 0.80b 0.007 1.3922 1,1799
PROP, PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE 0.425 . 0.010 1.8325% 1.3536
PROP. SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE v.761 0.010 2.4285 1.55b4
PROP. WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.062. 0.005 . 1.7963 1.3252
PROP, WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.081 0.006 1.7460 1.3214
PROP. MARRIED 0.007 0,001 0.6298 0.7936
PROP. EXPECTING CHILD BY 25 ‘ 0.5a4 0,013 - 2.8554 1 6898
PROP, STARTED FIRST JOB ‘ 0,190 0,007 1.3599 1661
PROP. EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24 0.922 0.006 2.1392 1 4626 .
PROP, COMPLETED FuLL TIME EULUC. 0.012 0.002 1.4242 1.1934
ARUP, WITH HANDICAP 0.052 0.005 2.2219 1.4906
PROP, "SUCCESS VENRY IMPORTANT" 0.884 " 0.006 1.9674 1.2520
PROP. "MONEY NOT IMPORTANT™ 0.111 0.006 . 1.6311 1.2172
PROP., "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP™ 0.501 _ 0.011 2.1301 1.4595
PROP, "INEQUALITY "IMPORTANT" 0.598 0,012 2.6471 1.6270
PROP. "LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT" 0.017 0.003 -2.4429 . 1.5630
PROP, "GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT" 0.110 0.007 2.1210 1.4566
PROP, "SOMEONE PREVEMTS 'SUCCESS" 0.228 0.010 2.3474 1.5321
PROP. "PLANS NEVER wWORK OUT" 4 0.179 0.008 1.4333 1,3540
PROP. WITH NOT MuCH TO BE PROUD OF .. 04107 0.006 1.6110 1.2693
PRQP. WHO wATCH MOKE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV ® 0.861 0.007 1.8396 1.3563
PROP. EXPECTING NO KIDS 97 0.006 1.7887 1.3374
PROP, WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE 22392 Q.010 - 2.1015 1.4496
PROP. wITH 2 OK MORE SIBS IN H.S, 0121 0.007 1.9981 1.4136
PROP. HARD OF HEARING 0.010 0.003 2.443p 1.5632
- PROP, "PEOPLE GOOF AT wORK" 0.166 0,007 1.3395 1.1573
PKOP. WHO PREFEK WORK [0 SCHulLL 0.536 0.011 1.8951 1.3020
PROP. "JUB ENCOURAGES 00D HABITS" . 0. 792f 0.008 1.5302 1.2370
PROP. wIlH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0.90% - 0.007  2,4419 1.5625
MEAN - 1.8967 1.3656
STANDAKD DEVIAATION ' 0.4740 0.1819
MEDIAN . L ~ 1.83064 1.3551
. MINIMUM : 70.6298 0 0.793
- MAXIMUM 2.8554 1.6898
KRANGE ‘12,2256 0.89b2
NUMUER OF NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0
. -9
w [} —t
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SENIOR COHORT

DOMAIN:
STATISTICS:

PROP,
PROP,
PKOP,
PROP,
PROP,
PRUP,
PROP,
PROP.,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
RROP .
PROP,
PROP .
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP
PRUP.
PrOP,
PROP,

MEAN

SES MIDDLE
CHANGE

STATISTIC

PLANNING PROFESSIUNAL CAREER
ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE
PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED wITH LESS THAN COLL
WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MAKRRIED

EXPECTING CHILD BY 25

STARTED FIRST JOB

EXPECTING OwWN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FULL TIME EDUC.
WITH HANDICAP

"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT®
"MONEY NOT IMPORTANT™
“COMMUNTITY LEADERSHIP IMP"
"INEQUALITY IMPORTANT"
"LEISURE NOT IMPORTANWNT™

"G00D LUCK MORE IMPORTANT"
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS NEVER WORK 0OUT"

WITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF
WHO WATCH MORE THAN OWE HOUR
ExngE?ING NO KIDS :
WITH\SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

WITH 2 OR MURE SI1B8S IN H.S.
HARD UF HEARING

"PEOPLE GOOF AT WORK" '

MHO PREFER WOKRK TO SCHUOOL
*JOB ENCOURAGES GOOD nABITS"
wITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SEL

STANDAKD DEVIATION

e MEU T AN

MINIMU
MAXIMUE’ -

RANGE

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS=

/ _

Foe—

OF Tv

F

0

ESTIMATE

-0.,006
0.066
0,014
-0.08%
0,004
0.011
0.095

- =0.057

0.267
0,000
0.125%
0.006
-0.044
0.034
-0.047
» 0.059
-0.,007
-0.024
~0.030
-0.050
-0.024
“0.,073
-0.0006
0.072

-0.029.

-0.006
0.014
0.0
0.058
0.047

€

SE

0,010
0.009
0.009
0,010
0.004
0.004
0.007
0.012
0,011
0,007
0.008
0,006
0.010
0.010
0.013
0.015
0.003
0.010
0.010
0.011
0.009
0.009
0.008
0,012
0.007
0.003
0.012

0.010
0.007

DEFF

1.5610
2.0527

1.7208

1.9432
1.5607
1.2284
2.1540

- 1.63208

1.4215
1.6467
1.9183
1.9560
2.2108
24737
2.3509
2.5150
1.6227
2.0963
1.5626
2.2196
2.0133
1.5047

DS S - L R

1.91066
1.6830
1.7793
1.5003
1.4063
1.2372
1.9811

1.8412
0.38049 . .

1.7500
1.22084
2.6963
1.4679

DEFT

1.2494
1.4327
1.3118
1.39490
1.2493
1.1083
1.4676
1.2776
1.1923
1.283¢2
1.3850

1.2474

1.4469
1,5728
1.5333
1.5859
1.2739
1.6420

1.2500

1.4898
1,“189
1412267

1.3844
1.2973
1.3339
1.2491
1.1859
1.1123
1.4075

1.390
0. 1348
e

1.10b3

1,4513



SENIOR
DOMATIN
STATIS

PROP,
PROP .
PROP ,
PROP .
PkOP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PRAP .
PROP,
PROP.,
PROP .

. PROP,

PROP,
PROP .
PROP,
PROP,
PROP .
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,

MEAN

MEDIAN
MINIMU

-A3-19-

COHORT  _
: SES HIGH
TICS: »FOLLOW=-UP

STATISTIC

PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER
ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE
PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED wITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
WHOSE MOTHEKR FINISHED COLLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MARRTIED

EXPECTING CHILD BY 25

STARTED FIRST JO8

EXPECTING UwN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDUC.
wITH HANDICAP

"SUCCESS VEKRY IMPORTANT"
*"MONEY NOT IMPQORTANT"
“"COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP"
“INEQUALITY IMPORTANT®
“LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT"

"G00D LUCK MORE IMPORTANT"
*SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
*PLANS NEVER WORK QUT" A"
WwITH. NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD UF

WHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV

EXPECTING NO KIDS
WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE
wiTH 2 OR MURE SIBS IN H.S.
HARD OF HEARING

"PEOPLE GOOF AT WORK™

WHO PREFER wURK TO SCHUOOL

nJOB ENCOURAGES 600D HABITS"
WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

) bl - - o ae T e
STANDQK£ DEVIATION

M

MAXIMUM

RANGE
NU

MBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

2

EST

IMATE

0.339
0.966
0.770
0.372

0.436.

0.714

.0.093

0.345
0.261
0.921
0.044
0.067
0.849
0.147
0.542
0.673

. 0.006

0.074

0.115.

0.082

0.057 ..

0.6b64
0.096
0.519
0.079
0.017
0.205
0,407
0.832
0.958

St

0.014
0,005
0.014
0.018
0,019
0,017
0,007
0,015
0.014
0.008
0.006
0,009
0.011
0.013
0.012
0.015
0.002
0,008
0.011
0.008

0,007

0.017
0.009
0.013
0.007
0.004
0.012
0.015
0.012
0.007

DEFF

1.7185
1.4902
2.0517
2.6116
2.8431
2.7359
1.8442
1.8391
1.9326
1.694]
1.6363

2.4729 .

1.8087
2.5877
1.1061
1.9422
1.2138
1.7245
2.1367
1.5705
1.7021
2.5652

1.7482

1.3012
1.2925
1.8045
1.3051
1.35e2
1.6484
2.2906

" 1.8657

0.4779
1.7763
1.1061
2.843]
1.7370

DEFT

1.3109
1.2207
1.4324
1.6161
1.68061
1.6541
1.3580
1.3561
1.3902
1.3016
1.279°2
1.5726
1.3449
1.608¢0
1.0517
1.393%6
1.1017
1.3132
1.4617
1.2832
1.3046
1.6016
1.322¢2
1.1407
1.1369
1.3433
1.,1424
1.1629
2839

1
{t5135'

1.3553

0.1729"
1.3327
1.0517
1.6861
0.6344



~A3-20— )

(s
) - b' » .
SENIQR” COHORT . -
DOMAIN: SES HIGH ' - : *
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR
STATISTIC " ESTIMATE SE - DEFF DEFT
PROP. PLANNING PRUFESSIONAL CAREER 0.441 ° 0.014  1.7a99 1.3228
PROP. ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE 0.928 0.008 - 1.9615 1.4005 "
PROP, PLANNING TO FINISH CULLEGE ~ 0.739 0.014 2.0749 1.44053
PROP, SATISFLlED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE 0,471 0.016 2.0939 1.4470
'PROP, WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.461 0.016 1.9587 * 1.3995
PROP_ WHOSE FATHEK FINISHED CUJLEGE ) 0.749 0.016 - 2.4907 1.5782
PROP. MARRIED 0.002 0.001 1.2398 1.1135
PROP. EXPECTING CHILD BY 2S5 ' 0.400 0.018 2.5962 1.6143
PROP. STARTED FIRST JOB 0.138 0.011 1.9948 - 1.4127
PROP. EXPECTING Own PLACE 8Y 24 0.912 0.008 1.5644 1.2508
PROP, COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDUC. ‘ 0.001 0.001 1.3473 1.1607
PKOP, WITH HANOICAP ' 0.038 0.004 00,8950 0.9a60
PROP, "SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT" ¢.8906 0.008 1.4157 1.1899
PROP. "MONEY NOT IMPORTANT" 0.114 _ 0.009 1.6483 1.2838
PROP, "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP" 0.587 0,013 1.4228 1.1928
PROP, "INEGUALITY IMPORTANT" : 0.606 0.014 1.6744 1.2940
PROP, "LEISURE NQT IMPORTANT" ' 0.012 0.003 1.6041 1.2665
PROP. "GUOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT" - 0.079 0.008 1.7301 1.3153
PROP. "SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS" \ 0.133 0.011 2.0053 1.4161°
PROP. "PLANS NEVEKR WORK uUT" . 0.120 0.010 1.8314 1.3533
PROP., WITH NOT MUCH TO BE' PROUD OF - 0.088 0.007 1.2108 1.1003
PROP. wHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR UF TV 0.781 0.012 1.7444 1.3208
PROP. EXPECTING WO KIDS : 0,093 0,008 1.5109 1.2292
PROP, WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE . 0.451 0,013 1.3745 1.1724
PROP., WITH 2 Ok MORE SIBS IN H.S. 0.121 0.010 1.88%52 1.3730
PROP, HARD OFf HEARING 0.020 0.005 2.4842 1.5761
PROP, "PEOPLE GOUF AT WwWOKK" 0.170 0.014 2.4971 1.580¢2
PROP, wHO PREFER wORK TO SCHOOL 0.469 0.015 1.6300 1.2767
PROP, "JOB ENCOURAGES GOOD HABITS" 0.767 0.012 .1.4808 1.2169
PROP, WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0.926 0,008 1.8610 1.3642
"MEAN : 1.7660 1.3202
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.4089 0.1547
MEDIAN ) i 1.7373 1.3160
MINIMUM ; 0.8950 © 0.9400
MAXIMUM 2.99062 1.6113%
RANGE : . 1.7012 0.6605%
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE VLEFFS=z 0 '
-
251
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NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

252

SENIOR COHORT
DOMAIN: SES HIGH
STATISTICS: CHANGE .

STATISTIC ESTIMATE
PKOP, PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER 0.001
PROP. ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE 0.037
PROP, PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE 0.007
PROP., SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE -0,090
PROP,. WHUSE MOTHEK FINISHED COLLEGE -0.017
PROP, WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE -0.017
PROP, MARRIED 0.054
PROP, EXPECTING CHILD BY 25 -0,044
PROP, STARTED FIKRST JOB _ 0.117
PROP. EXPECTING OwWN PLACE BY 24 0.008 4
PROP,., COMPLETED FULL TIME EDuUC, 0.040
PROP, wITH HANDICAP 0.031
PROP, "SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT" -0,050
PROP, "MONEY NOT IMPORTANT™ 0.032
PROP. "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP* -0.038
PROP, "INEGUALITY IMPORTANT" 0.071
PROP, "LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT™ «0.004
PROP., "GOOOD LUCK. MORE IMPORTANT™" -0,009
PROP. "SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS" -0.015
PROP. "PLANS NEVER WORK oOUT" -0.028
PROP, WITH NOT MUCH TQO BE PROUD OF -0.031°
PROP. wHO wWATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV -0,114
PKOP, EXPECTING Nu KIDS -0.002
PROP, WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE 0.073
PROP. wITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H.S. -0.046
"PROP, HARD OF HEARING “0.003
PROP, "PEOPLE GOOF AT WORK® 0.036
PROP, WHO PREFER wORK TO SCHOOL -0.064
PROP. "JUB ENCOURAGES GOOL HABITS" _ 0.053
PKOP. WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TOU SELF : - 0.036
MEAN
STANOARD DEVIATION -
MEDIAN
MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
RANGE

0.015

0.010
0.011
0.014
0.012
0.009

0,007 -

0.016
0.016

+0.006

0.009
0.014
0.014
0.013
0.021
0.003
0.010
0.012

0,013

0.009
0.016
0.009
0.017
0.010
0.004
0.019
0.023
0.019

0.009

DEFF

1.,3836
2.8809
1.5241
1.6403
2.4224
1.9975
1.7044

1.6163,

2.1419
1.7223

v 1;5516 :

1.7241
2.4144
2.7429
1.1025
2.5494
1.1708

1.6218.

1.5459
2.0511
1.1636
1.7111
1.2736
1.6016
1.4754
1.9977
1.8956
1,649
1.9219

L.7116

1.7970
0.4511
1.7077
1.1025
2.3809
1.7784

DEFT

1,1763
1.6973
1.,2346
1.2807
1.5564
1.4133
1.3055
1.2713%
1.4635
1.3123
1.2456
1.3130
1.553b
1.6560
1.0500
1,.5967
1.0820
1.2735
1.2433
1.432¢
1.0787
1.3061
1.1285
1.2655
1.2147
1.4134
1.3768
1.2642
1.3863

1.3063

1.3307
0.1643
1.3008
1.0500
1.6973
0.6473%



SENTOR
DOMAIN
STATIS

- PROP,

PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP.
PROP,
PROP.,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
-PROP)
PROP

PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
"PRUP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PRUP.,
PROP,
PROP .

ME AN
STANDA
MEDIAN
MINIMU
MAXIMU
RANGE
NU

* - ~A3-22-
\‘
1

CUHORT ’
. POST=SECONDARY EDUCATION NONE
TICS: FOLLOw-UP

CSTATISTIC
PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER ,
ABLE 10 FINISH COLLEGE )

PLANNING TO FINISH CULLEGE
SATISFIED wlTH LESS THAN COLLEGE
WHUOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WHOSE FATHEK FINISHED COLLEGE
MARRIED )

EXPECTING CHILD BY 25

STARTED FIRST Joa

EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDUC.

WITH HANOICAP - '

"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT"

*MONEY NOT IMPORTANT®"

"COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMRJ
"INEQUALITY IMPORTANT"

"LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT"

"G00D LUCK MORE IMPORTANT"
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS NEVER WORK OuT"

wITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUDL OF

wHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF Tv
EXPECTING NO KIDS .

wITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

WITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H.S,

HARD OF HEARING

"PEQPLEJEPOF AT WORKL

wHO PREFER wORK TO SCHOOL

*JOB ENCOURAGES GUOD HABITS" .
WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TU SELF

RD DEVIATION

M
M

MBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

-

~

ESTIMATE

0.132
0.725
0,120
0.918

0,057

0.089
0.199
" 0.610
0.637
0.918
0.300
0.074
0.7b4
0.134
. 0.3b4
0.619
0.017
- 0.137
" 00307
0.207
0.100
0.852
0.099
0.262
0.116
0.015
T 0.152
0.630
0.677

. 0,947

SE

0,009

0.009
0.007
0.007
0.008
0.013
0.015
0.013
0.007
0,014

0.005
V.008

0.008
0.012
0.011
0.003
0.009
0.012
0.010
0.007

- 0.009

00007
0.009
0,006
0.002
0.012
0.011
0.009

0.005

-

DEFF

2.5368
2.1422
2.0636
2.0740
3.1687
2.6191
3.9%02b
3.1056
2.4460
2.1935%
3.0112
1.217v
1.3125
1.9092
2.0a814d
1.7583
1.899¢6
2.2510
cq1803
179812
1.8241
2.35%00
1.8515
1.4638
1.2250

~

0.9525

2.740b
1.2991
2.1078

. 1.6682

2.0999
0.6236
2.0777
0,9525
3.5626
2.6101

DEFT

1.5927
1.4636
1.4365
1.,4401
1.7801
1.6184
1.8875
1.7623
1.5040
1.4810
AT353
1.1032
1.1456
1.3817
1.4427
1.3260
1.3783
1.5003
1.4766
1.4075
1.35006
1.5332
1.3607
1.2099
1.1071
0.9760
1.6555
1.1390
1.4517

.1.2916

1.4333
0.2170

1.4418
. 0.9760

1'. 8875
0,9115%



-A3-23-

SENIOR COHORT

DOMAIN: POST=-SECONDARY EDUCATIUN NUWE
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR
. 2
STATISTIC ESTIMATE .
PROP. PLANNING PROFESSIONAL .CAREER 0.147
PROP, ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE" 0.610
PRUP, PLANNING TO FINISH COULLEGE 0,131
PROP, SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN GOLLEGE 0.9a4
PROP, WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.068
PROP. WHOSE FATHER FINISHED CULLEGE D.104
PROP, MARRIED zﬁ\\ 0.022
PROP, EXPECTING CHILD BY 25 ' 0.626
PROP, STARTED FIRST JOR 0.225
PROP, EXPECTING OwN PLACE 8Y 24 0.926 *
PROP., COMPLETED FuULL TIME EDUC, 0.030
PROP, wITH HANDICAP 0.071
PROP., “SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT™ 0.834
PROP’, "MONEY NOT IMPORTANT® 0.112
PROP. "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP" 0.419
PROP. "INEGUALITY IMPORTANT" 0.560
PROP. ""LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT™ 0.032
PROP., "GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT" 0.187
PROP, "SOMEUONE PREVENTS SUCCESS" 0.335
PROP, "PLANS NEVEKR WORK 0uUT" 0.268
PROP, WITH, NOT MUCH TO BE PRQUD OF 0.157
PROP. WHO WATCH MOKE THAN ONE#HOUR OF TV ' 0.873
PROP, EXPECTING nNQ KIDS 0.098
PROP. WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE - 0.213
PROP. WITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H.S. 0.168
PROP, HARD OF HEARING 0.024
"PROP, "PEOPLE GOOF AT wORK" 0.163
PROP., WHO PREFER wURK TO SCHUOL 0.624
PROP, "JOB ENCUURAGES 00D HABITS™ 0,807
D7 PROP, WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0.901
[ ]
MEAN ’ v
STANDARD DEVIATIUwN >
MEDIAN -
MINIMUM
MAX IMUM .
RANGE S -
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFF5= 0
. 254

SE

0.008
0.013
0.009
0,007

0.009 .,

0.011
0.004
0.011
0.011
0.007
0.004
0.007
0.009
0.007
0.012
0.014
0.004
0.010
0,011
0.011
0.010
0.008
0.008

0.010

0.010
0,004
0.007

0.011

0.‘0005

70.008

DEFF

1.6816
2.3384
2.4049
2,2849
3.5193
3.037%
2.3158
1.5751
2.1513
2.2379

1.7053-
€2.,4433

1.9750

1.0487Y

1.9553
2.6335
1.7186
2.0304
1.6334
1.8831
2.3062
1.9727
2.3227
1.89u4
2.2813
2.2071
0.9992
1.4573%
1.2077
2.24atl

.\\2.0707
0.90V69

2.0908
0.9992
$.5194%
2.5201

DEFT

1.2968
1.5293
1.5508
“1.51l6
1,8760
1.7428
1.5218
1.255v
1.40b67

1.4960.

1.3059
1.5633
1.4046
1.3943%
1.6228
1.3110
1.4249

1.2780

1.3723
1.538¢2
1.4045
1.5201
1.3765
1.5104
1.4856
0.9996
1.2072

1.0989 . -

1.4970

1.4285
0.1709
1.44958
0.9996
1.87b60
0.8764

-



~ PROP,

~A3-24-

SENIOR COHORT ‘
DOMAIN: POST~-SECONDARY EDUCATIUN NONE
STATISTICS: CHANGE

STATISTIC
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
. PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PRUP,
PROP .,

PLANNING PRUOFESSIONAL CAREER

ABLE TO FINISH COLLEGE '
PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN CULLEGE
WHOSE MOTHEKR FINISHED COLLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MAKRIED '

EXPECTING CHILD BY 25

STARTED FIRST JOB

EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDUC,

WITH HANDICAP .

"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT"

"MONEY NOT IMPDQ&QNT"

"COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP"
"INEWUALITY IMPORTANT"®

"LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT"

"GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT"
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"

"PLANS NEVER WORK OUT" -

WwITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD, OF _
WHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV
EXPECTING NO KIDS

wITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

wWITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H.S.

HARD OF HEARING '

"PEOPLE GOUF AT WORK"

WHO PREFER WORK TO SCHOOL

"JOB ENCOUKAGES GUOD HABITS*" 5

PROP, WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

MEAN

STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN

MINIMUM

MAXTIMUM

RANGE

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFSz o T

\
\

3

3 /

ESTIMATE

'0-012

0.128
“0.007
~0.013
~0.003

0.001

0.176
“0.011

0.421
-0.006

"0.263

0,003
-0.044
0.025
-0.045
0-056
-0.016
-0.,054
-0.035
-0.071
-0.055
0,016
-0.,004
0.064

 -0.0S5

-0.009
-0.001
0.0006
0.057
0.043

St

0.010
0.013
0.008
0,007
0,005
0.005
0.013
0.014
0.016
0.009
0.014
0.008
0.010
0.012
0,012
0.01b

0.005

0.012
0,018
0.012
0.011
0.010
0.009

0,012 -

700010
0.004
0.017
0.020
0,009
0.007

DEFF

1.9570
2.0819
1.3397
1.439S
1.9492
1.4977
3.3514
1.,7517
2.1o86
1.9963%
2.3158
1.6935
1.3111
2.97384
1.4658
2.1592
1.7881
1.9573
2,7270
1.4704%
1.9066
1.7805

F2.0271

1.8648

109332'

1.8d4¢6
2.4883
2.1690
0.7846
1.4280

1.9209
0.59162
1.9199
0.7840
3.3514
2.5608

-—

DEF1

1.3969
1.8429
1.1574
1.1998
1.3961
1.2238
1.8307
1.3235
1.4726
1.4129
1.52138
1.2859
1.1450
1.7259
1.21
1.4694
1.3372
1,3990..
1.6514
1.2126
1.3808
1.3344
1.4238

" 1.3650

1.3904
1.3728
1.5774
1.4727
0.8858
1.1950

1.3739
0.1858
1.3856
00,8858
1.8307
0.9449



SENIOR COHORT

-A3-25-

DOMAIN: POST-SECUNDARY EDUCATION SOME

STATISTICS:

STATISTIC

FOLLOW-UP

PROP., PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER

PROP, ABLE

TO FINISH COLLEGE

PROP_ PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE
PROP, SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
PROP. WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
PRUP, WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE

PROP, MARRIED
PROP. EXPECTING CHILD BY 25
PROP, STARTED FIRST JOB

PROP, EXPECTING OaN PLACE BY 24
PROP, COMPLETED FuULL TIME EDuUC,
PROP, WITH HANDICAP

PROP.” ®"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT"
PROP., "MONEY NOT IMPORTANT"

PROP, "COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP"

PROP, "INEWUALITY IMPORTANT"
PROP, "LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT"
"G00D LUCK MORE IMPURTANT"™

PROP

-

PROP, #SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™

PROP, "PLANS NEVER WORK OUT"

PROP, wITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF
PROP, wHO WATEH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV

PROP., EXPECTING :
PROP, WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

NO KIDS

"PROP. wITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H.S.

PROP, HARD OF HEARING °
PROP, "PEOPLE GOUF AT WORK"
PROP, WHO PREFER wORK TO SCHOUL

PROP, ™JUB ENCOURAGES GUOOD HaBITS"
"PROP, WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

MEAN

STANDAKD DEVIATION
MEDIAN

MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
RANGE

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE OEFFs= 0

¢

- ESTIMATE

L N

0.331
0.944
0.653
0.478
0.189
0.302
0.057
0.424
0.305
0.9

0.'1
0.064
0.854
0.155%
0.510
0.699
0.011
0.080
0.165
0.108
0.0890
0.738

" 0.098

0.432
0.089
0.011
0,198
0.449
0.847
0,949

SE

0.008
0.004
0.011
0.013

W 0.012

0.013
0.004
0.011
0.008
0.005
0.004
0,005

0.006

0.006
0,009
0,008
0.002
0,004
0.007
0,005
0.005
0.008
0.005
0,009
0.005
0,002
0.008
0.010
0.006

L 0,005

DEFF

2.1290
2.2004
3.6170

-4,7085

6.7906
5.6058
2.0905
3.421¢06
c.1334
2.3233
2.3381
2.9724
2.0744
1.96049
2.3019
2.1577
2.5628
1.48959
2.3695
1.7620
2.3555

2.4580 .

1.9726
2.3585
2.20489
2.6963
2.1754
2.1499
1.6508
3.6358

2.b892
1.1095

T a.3126.

1.4859
o.79006
5.3047

DEFT

1.4595%
1.4834
1.9019
2.1699
2.6059
2.3677
1.4458
1.8498
1.4600
1.5242
1.5291
1.7241

"1.4403

1.40352
1.9172
1.4689
1.,6009
1.2190
1.5393
1.3274
1.5348
1.5678
1.4945
1.5357
].48b2
1.6420
1.47489
1.4v062
1.2848
1.9068

1.6114
0.3096
1.5207
1.2190
2.6059
1.3809



-A3-26—-

SENIOR COHORT
DOMAIN: POST-SECUNDARY EDUCATIUN SOME
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

STATISTIC

PROP,
PROP,
PROP
PROP,
PROP,
PKROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP .,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PRUP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,

PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER .
ABLE TO FINISH COLREGE :
PLANNING TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
WHOSE MOTHER FIx}SHEU COLLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MARRIED

EXPECTING CHILD BY 25

STARTED FIRST JOB /
EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FuULL TIME €EDuUC,

wITH HANDICAP

"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT™

"MONEY NOT IMPORTANT"

"COMMUNITY LEADEKRSHIP IMP™
"INEQUALITY IMPORTANT"

"LEISURE NOT IMPORTANT™

“G00D LUCK MORE IMPOKTANT™
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS NEVER WORK OUT"

WITH NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF

wHO WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV
EXPECTING NO KIDS

WITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

wITH 2 OR MORE SIBS IN H,S,

HARD OF HEARING

"PEOPLE GOOUF AT WORK"

MHO PREFEK wORK 10 SCHOOL

"J0B ENCOURAGES GOUD HABITS"
wITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

ME AN
STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN 3
MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
RANGE
NUMRER OF NONCOMPUITABLE DEFFS= 0

=

297

ESTIMATE

0.336
0.907
0.6306
0.598
0.192
0.314
0.004
0,475
0.140
0.909
0.004
0.,p4a3
0.H05S
0.)120
0.553

S 0.635

0.014
0.085
0.184
0.143
0.093
0.835

0.099

0.367
0.125
0.015
v.172
0.4599
0.776

0.911

0.007

0,006

0.010
0.012
0.010
0.013
0.001
0.013
0.005

0.004,

0.0v1
0,003
0.005
0.006
0.009

0,010

0.002
0.004
0.008

0.006

0.006
0.006
0.006
0.008

0,. 005

0.002
0.007
0.009
0,008

0.607

ol

1.5269
2.9927
3.0538
4,184dp
4,0983
4 3274
1.6226
4,5131
1.4032
1.3100
1.8738
1.5218
2.0633
2.4158
2.2918

3.0342

2.0465
1.3699
2.7852
1.9495
c.8696
1.8649
2.7697
1.89378
1.5757
1.7083
2.0053
1.9623
2.299%

4,0884

2.u514
0.9604
2.0043
1.3100
4.39131
3.2031

~

~

OGEFT

1.2357.
1.7299
1.7475
2.0456
2.0244
2c.0802
1.27
2.1244
1.1b4p6
1.1440-
1.3089
1 -2330
1.4564
1.5543
1.5139

1.7419

1.4305
1.1704
11,6089
1.3962

1.6940 -

1.3656
1.6643
1.3776
1.2553
1.3298
1.4371
1.4008
1.5151
2.0221

1.5369
0.,2933
1.4367
1.1446
2.1244
0.9798



SENIOR
DOMAIN
STATIS

PROP.
PROP.,
PROP,
PKOP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP.
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,
PROP,

MEAN
STANDA
MEDIAN
MINIMU
MAXIMU
"HANGE
NU

""MONEY

-A3-27~

&

COHORT
: POST-SECUNDAKY EDUCATION SUME
TICS: CHANGE

STATISTIC

PLANNING PROFESSIONAL CAREER
ABLE T0 FINISH CULLEGE
PLANNING TU FIN1SH CULLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
WHOSE MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WHOSE FATHER FIyISHED COLLEGE
MARRIED

EXPECTING CHILD BY 2S5 »
STARTED FIRST JO03

EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24
COMPLETED FuLL TIME EDUC.
wITH HANDICAP _

"SUCCESS VERY IMPORTANT®

NOT IMPORTANT"
"COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP IMP"‘
"INEGUALITY IMPORTANT™
"LEISURE NOT IMPURTANT" )
"GOOD LUCK MORE IMPORTANT®
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS NE'VER WORK QUT"

WITH NOT MuCH T0 BE PROUD OF

WHO WATCH MURE THAN ONE HOUR OF TV

EXPECTING NO KIDS
wWITH SIBLINGS IN COLLEGE

WITH 2 Ok MORE SIBS IN H.S.
HARD OF HEARING

"PEOPLE GUOF AT WORK"

wHO PREFER WORK TO SCHUOL

"JOB ENCOURAGES GOOD HABITS"
WITH POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

4
RO DEVIATION

M
M

MBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE UEFFS= 0

ESTIMATE

&—0.008

0.035
-0.004
-0.110

0.0

0.003

0.055
-0.042

0.162

0.004

0.048

0.020
~0.049

0.v32
-0.037

0.065
-0.0095
-0.007
-0.021
-0.035
-0.015
-0.099
=0.005

0.068
-0.037
-0.004

0.022
"‘0v019

0.062

0.042

N

SE

0.009
0.005
0.008
0.008
0.005
0.009

‘0.004

0.010
0.009
0.006
0,004
0.006
0.009
0.010
0.010
0,011
0.002
0.004
0.009
0.008

V.006

0.009
0.006
0.012
0.000
0.0ve
0.011
0001“
0.011
0.006

§

DEFF

1.7900
1.7262
2.3006
1.7291
2.8574
J.0112
1,8917
2.0202
1.9824
1.8000
c.0027

2.6540 -

3.4401
4.,4319
2.3366
2.5265
1.,3427
0.9000
2.417%8
2.2981
1.6800
2.2751

'1.9283

2.9719
2.0153
1.7535
2.1d403
2.1711
2.38606

2.4181

2.240¢2
0.0601
2.1587
0.9000
4.4319

3.9319 ~

DEFT

1.3379

1.3139
1.5164
1.31“9

.6904
1 735
13754

1.4213%

1.8080
1.3416
1.4152
1.6291
1.8547
2.105¢2
1.5286
1.589%

'1.1557

0.94b7
1.5550
1.5159
1.2904
1.5084
1.3860b
1.7239
1.4196

-1.3242

1.4650
1.4735
1.5449 .
1.5550

1.4818

0.2141

1.40692

0.9487
2.1052
1.1565

W



PPL

.
T
N

SENIOR COHORT
DOMAIN: ALL STUDEw
STATISTICS:

STATISTIC

EDUC COMPLETE WITH
EDUC COMPLETE wITH
MOM COLL GSRAD WITnh
MOM COLL GRAD WITH
PROF CAREER- WITH P

13

IMP OF
PRIDE
PRIDE
Epuc C
RIDE

-A3~28~-

FOLLOW-UP CORRELATLIONS

LElSURﬁ : .

OMPLETE

PROF CAREER WITH EDUC COMPLETE ®

SUCCESS
SUCCESS
IMP OF SUCCESS WIT
IMP OF SUCCESS WIT
ATT TO SELF wITH P

“IMP OF
IMpP OF

LR}
WIT

H IMP OF LEISURE

H PRIDE

H MOM COLL. GRAD

H PROF
xIDE

CAREENR e

ATT TO SELF wITH £DUC .COMPLETE
ATT TO SELF WITH PKOF CAREEK
ATT TO SELF WITH IMP OF SUCCESS
PPL GOOF OFF WITH PRIDE S
PPL GOOF OFF WITH EDUC COMPLETE +
PPL GOOF OFF wITH PROF CAREER

GOOF OFF wITA IMP OF SUCCESS
IMP OF COMM LEADERS“WITH IMP OF LEISURE
IMP OF COMM LEADERS WITH PRIUVE
IMP OF COMM LEADERS wITn MOM CULL GRAD
IMP OF COMM LEADERS WITH PROF CAREER
IMP_ OF COMM LEADENS wITH ATT TU SELF
IMP OF. COMM LEADERS WITH PPL GUOF UFF
ABLE TO COMP COLL wIlH PRIDE
ABLE TO COMP COLL wITH EDUC COMPLETE -
ABLE TO CUMP COLL wITH PROF CAREER
ALe. Tu COMP COLL wITH IMR OF SUCCESS
ABLE TO COMP TCOLL wITH PPL GUOF OFF
ABLE TO COMP COLL W/ IMP UF COUMM LEADERS-
ME AN : _
STANDARD OEVIATION
MEDIAN o
MINIMUM °
MAXIMUM
RANGE N . &

. NUMBER OF NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

#

&

ESTIMATE

<6.046
R

0.001

V.042

-0.121

0,018
-0.154
0.120
0.050
0.017
0.029

-0.002
-0.017
=0.105
0.007
0.045
-0.038
0.067
0.057
0.040
0.051
0.008
-0.174
0.021
0.108
-0.188

0.137

0.119
'0’015
0.124

259

SE

0.015

0.012
0.013
0.010
0.012
0.010
0.016
0.013
0.014
0.010
V015
0.015
0.015
0.014
0.017
0,017
0.017
0,017
0.014
0.013
0.014
0.013
0.012
0.016
0.014
0.018
0.012
0.014
0.018
0,010

DEFF

2.2647
1.4026
1.6849
1.0121
1.4628
1.0453
2.7620
1.7227

2.019%06

1.0541
2.44740
2.2151
2.5114
2.0365
2.1491
2.1710
2.2470
2.2382
2.0712
1.7029
2.0u05
1.7991
1.5089
1.9548
2.V0176
4.4444
1.5712
2.0975
2.95350
1,0589

1.9324
0.5407
2.0186
1.0121
3.4444
2.4323

DEFT

1.5049
1.18463
1.2977
1.0060
1.2095
1.0224

1.66021

1.3125
1.4211
1.0267
1.564%
1.48483%
1.5203 -

\1.“271

1.4660
1.4734
1.4992
1.4961
1.4392
1.3049
1.4144
1.3203
1.2284
1.3990
1.4204
1.8559
1.2535
1.4483
1.5915
1.0290

1.3764

,0.1976°
©1.4207

1.0000
1.8588%
.8499



~A3-29~

g,
SENIOR COHORT
DOMAINS ALL STUDENTS
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR COKRELATIONS
STATISTIC ESTIMATE SE DEFF DEFT
EDUC COMPLETE wITH IMP OF LEISURE . =0.045 0.015 2.3493 1.5327
EDUC COMPLETE WITH PRIDE - -0.043 0.013 1.6806 . 1.2964
.MOM COLL GRAD wlTn PRIDE 0.056  0.013  1.5275 1.2359
MOM COLL' GRAD WITH EDUC COMPLETE ' =0,008 0.014 1.7647 11,3284
PROF CAREER WITH PRIDE 0.052 0.015  2.2845  1.5115
PKOF CAREER WITH EDUC GUMPLETE _ =0.034 .Ulv 1.0171 1.0085
IMP OF SUCCESS wITH IMP OF LEISURE 0.151 .019 4.1006 2,0250
IMP OF SUCCESS WITn PRIDE 0,063 0.014 2.0051 1.4381
IMP UF SUCCESS wiTH MOM COLL GRAD 0,0 0.01% 2.1276 1.4586
IMP OF SUCCESS wlTH PKOF CAKREEK - 0.056 v.ule 1.5420 1.2418
ATT TO SELF wITH PRIDE ~0.241 0,015 2.4155 1.5542
ATT TU SELF wlTH EDUC COMPLETE ' 0,043 0.014 1.9507 1.3967
ATT TO SELF wITH PROF CAREER 3 } -~G,024 0.017 2.9342 1.7129
ATT TO SELF wITn IMP OF SUCCESS " -0.097 0.012 . 1.5269 1.2357
PPL GUOF UFF WITH PRIDE 0.035 0,013 1.4692 1.2121
PPL GOOF OFF WITH EDUC COMPLETE . 0.0 0.013 1.4700 1.2124
PPL GOOF OFF WwITH PROF CAREEK ) -0.018 0,014 1.7530 1.3240
PPL GOOF OFF wITh IMP OF SUCCESS 0.051 0,017 2.6547 1.,6293
IMP OF COMM LEADERS w1TH IMP OF LEISUR 0.059 0.012 1.5832 1.258¢
IMP OF CUMM LEADEKS WITH PKIDE - ‘ 0,060 0,013 1.7541 1.3244
IMP OF COMM LEADERS wITH MUM COLL GRAD 0.094 0.012 1.3551 1.1641
IMP OF COMM LEADERS WwITH PKROF CAREER 0.047 0.014 2.0667 1.4376
IMP OF COMM. LEADERS WITH ATT TO StLF ~0.184 0.012 1.9449 1.2426
IMP UOF CUMM LEADERS WITH PPL GUOF OFF 0.014 0.017  2.6186 1.0182
ABLE TO COMP COLL wITH PRIDE 0,1b4 0.015 2.39}5  1.54b4
ABLE TO COMP COLL wITH EDUC COMPLETE -0,084 0.016 2.6945 t1.6415
ABLE 10 COMP COLL WwlTH PKOF CAREER 0.150" 0.010 1.0811 1.0398
ABLE TO COMP COUL wITH IMP OF SUCCESS 0.1306 0.015 2.5017 1.5817
ABLE TO COMP COLL wITH PPL GOUF OFF. 0.018 0.015% 1.9303 . 1.2370
ABLE TO COMP COLL w/ IMP OF COMM LEADERS 0.113 0.013 1.8399 1.3564
ME AN : 1.9366 1.3934
STANDARD DEVIATION . ) 0.6361 0.2197
MEDIAN o 1.802% 1.3424"
MINIMUM 1.,0171 1.,0085
MAXIMUM \ 4,1000 2.0290
RANGE : " - 3.0835 1:0165

NUMBER OF NONCUMPUTAbLE DEFFS= -0
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APPENDIX 4

ESTIMATES OF PROPORTIONS, MEANS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND DESIGN EFﬁECTS

Sophomore Cohort

Note: Design effects and root design effects which round
to 0.0 were not used in calculating means. The

number of such design effects is given iIn the last
line of each table.
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/)

SOPHOMORE COHORT
OOMAIN: ALL STUDENTS
STATISTICS: FOLLOw=uP

~Ab—1-

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIUNAL PROG.

wORKED LAST wWEEK

WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB
"PEQPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"
"WwORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL™"
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HABITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED CULLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT,
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,
LEISURE NOT IMP, .
POSITIVE ATTITUVDE TO SELF °
"LUCK MORE IMP., THAN WORK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS DON'T wWORK QUT"

"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"
CORRECTING INEGUALITY NOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARRIED

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25
EXPECTING OwN RLACE BY 24
EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS

‘HARD OFRHEARING. -

vOCAB. SCORE

READING SCOKE

MATH, PART 1 SCOKE

MATH, PAKRT 2 SCUKE

SCIENCE SCORE

"WRITING SCORE

CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)
MEAN -
STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN )

MINIMUM

MAXIMUM

RANGE

NUMBEK UF NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

ESTIMATE

262

0.270
0.532
0.250
0.132
0.513
0,789
0,887
0.213
0.136
0.791
0.860
0,103
0,470
0.707
0,017
0,932
v.127
0.256
0.199
v.126V
0.396
0.949
0.103
0.035
0.538
0.921
- 0,382
0.744
0.089
0.019
10.387
7.657
10.820
2.736
9.475
9.503
S.441

St

0.007
0.005
0.005
0.004
0.005
0G.004
0.005
0.007
0.005
0.003
0.003
0.003
0,006
0.005
0.001
0,002
0.003
0.005
0.004
0.005

0.004

0.003
0.003
0.002

" 0.,00%

v.002
0.007
0.006

0.003

0.001
0,085
0.07¢2
0.143
0.041
0.07%
0.074
0,037

DEFF -

6.92195
2.8044
3.079b

2.9584

2.1499¢0
2.1141
6.2755
7.0404
5.3749
1.4802
1.9604
2.548b
3.7477

/3.1469.

1.5518
1,5636
1.9857
3,1218
2.4342
1.9916
1.7382
4,8449
2.46802
2.8830
2,4038
1.3256
5.2878
4.6928
2.7064
1.4719
5.7759
5.2171
7.4071
5.0310
5.9694
4.99350
§.3264

351362
3?;&93
1.8041
2.9584
1.325¢8
7.4071
6.0813

NEFT

2.6309
1.0746
1.754Y
1.720v0
1.4659
1.4540
2.5051
2.6534
2.3182
1,2166
1.,400¢2
1.5965
1.9359
1.7740
1.2457
1.2504

11,4091

1.7669
1.5602
1,4113
1.31684
2.2011
1.5749
1.6979
1.5504
1.1514
2.2995
2.1663

1.6451 °
1.2132
2.4033
2.2841

2.7216
2.2430

P.u4832
2.2345
2.0800

1.7187
1.8371
0.4695
1,7200
1.15914
2.7216
1.5702



—AL=2-

SOPHOMORE COHURT
DOMAIN: ALL STUDENTS
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PROG.

WORKRED LAST WEEK . . -
WORKING AT CLEKICAL JOB -

"PEOPLE GOOF OFF A} NURK"

"WORK BETTER THAN sCHOOL"'

"WORK ENCOURAGE Gouo HAQITS”
FATHER NON PRUFEShiUMAL

FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE" T
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE.. -
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HUUR TV
SUCCESS IN WOKK VEKRY IMPORT .
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT -
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP. e
LIVING CLOSE TQO PARENTS IMP, .
LEISURE NOT IMP, N
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MURE IMP, THAN WORK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™
"PLANS DON'T WORK UUT"™

"NOT MUCH TO BE HRQUD OF"
COHRECTINE)INEQUALITY NOT IMP

L

NO SERIOUS) TROUBLE WwWITrh LAwW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARRIED

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25
EXPECTING OwWN PLACE BY 24
EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS

HARDO OF HEARING

VOCAB. SCOURE

READING SCORE

MATH, PART 1 SCORE

MATH, PART 2 SCORE

SCIENCE SCORE

WRITING SCORE

CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPURTIONS OUNLY)
MEAN
STANDARD UEVIATION
MEDIAN
MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
RANGE
NUMBER OF NuNCUMPuTAbLE DEFFOS=

ESTIMATE
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0.212

0.362
0.vé2
0.103
0.557
0.722
0.883
0.225
0.139
0.909
0.850
0.102
0.539
0.749

s

0.022

0.909
0.155
0,301
0.221
0.150
0.363
0.944
0,166
0,003
04,583
0.929
0.397
0.800
0.101
0,024
8.479
6.649
9.801
2.u494
8.777
8.127
4,479

SE

0.0006
0.005

0,003

0.00_5
0.006
0.003
0.004
0.007
0.005
0.003
0.003
0.003
0.005
0.004
0.001
0.002
0.003
0.004
0.004
0.005
0.003
0.002
0,003
0.0
0.004
0.00
0.00
0.005
0.003
0.001

0.068 "

0.060
0.1106
0.039
0.069
0.070
0.039

DEFF

b
5.7053

- 2.9013

2.0l492
1.3558
2.0498
0.9449
3.1816
5.3077
445075
2.8953
1.84K7
2.5556
2.5781
2.1999
1.1894
1.1311
1.6117
1.7350
2.1900
1.6226
1.0026
1.9442
1.6057
0.0

1.5029

1.4092
3.9164
3.9431
2.4584
1.0342
4.06948
4.0246
S.6457
5.1483
5.5397
4.5226
S.1819%

2.4171
2.8952
1.52060
2.5668
0.9449
5.7053

a.7b04

OEF L.

2.3886
1.7033
1.6276
1.1644
1.7464
0.9720
1.7837
2.3038"
c.1231
1.7016
1.3586
.598¢b
1.60%6
1.483¢
1.0906
1.0635
1.2695
1.3174
1.4799
1.273%6
1.0013
1.3943
1.267¢:
0.0
1.2501
1.2121%
1.9790
1.9857
1.567Y
1.0170
2.0174
2.0001l
23701
2.2690

2.1266
2.2763

1.5079
1.6432
0.,44830
1.60021
0.972¢
2.3886
1.4166



SOPHOMORE

~Ab=3-

COHORT

DOMAINS ALL STUDENTS
STATISTICS: CHANGE

STALISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PKOG.

NWORKED LAST wEEK

WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL™
"wORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HABITS™
FATHER ~ON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT.

MONEY NOT

IMPORTANT e

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP.
LIVING CLUSE TO PARENTS Iup.
LEISURE NOT IMP. )
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

"LUCK MORE IMP,

THAN WORK

“SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™
"PLANS DOWN'T wORK OuT"

"NOT MUCH

TO BE FPROUD OF"

CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE

MARRIED

EXPECTING
EXPECTING
EXPECT TO
SATISFIED
EXPECTING

KIDS BY 25

OwWwN PLACE BY 24

FInNISH COLLEGE

WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
NO KIDS

HARD OF HEARING

voCaB.

MATH, PART

SCORE
READING SCORE

1 SCORE ./

MATH, PART 2 SCORt

SCIENCE SCOKE

WRITING SCURE -
CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPOKTIONS ONLY)

MEAN

STANDARD UEVIATION

MEDIAN

MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
KANGE

NUMBEKR OF NONCUMPUTAHKLE DEFFS: 0

ESTIMATE

0.054
0.177
0.168
-0.033
-0,046
0.077
0.002
-0.,001
-0.,002
~-0.116
{ 0.009
0.0
-0.057
-0,04a6
-0.006
0.027
.~0.030
0,047
-0.026
-0,036
0.033
0.007
“0'063
0.035
-0.037
-0.008
-0.021
-0.059

©-0.020
-0.004

2.070
1.177
1.352
0.317
0.884
1.603
lLOSb
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St

0.00u
0.005
0.005
0.004
0.0006
0.005
0.002
0.002
0.002
0.003
0.004
0.003
0,005
0,005
v.002
0.003
0,004
0,005
0.004
0.004
0.005
0.002
0.004
0.v062
0.005

0,003

0.004
0.004
0.004
0.002
0.040
0.026
0.053
0.024
0.033
0.044
0,035

DEFF

1.6404
1.6506

240333

1.1838
1.,4872
1.5504
0.9520
1.2415
1.6009
1.1929
1.9246
1.577¢2
1.7508
2.1302
2.7791
1.8007
2.0871
1.8100
1.4130
1.8330
1.6076
1.4052
2.0809
2.1982
1.6131
1.65406
1.7280
1.9367

3.0261

3.3381
c.8164
1.1454
2.5411
1.9262
2.04u44
2.8714
3. a508

1.8013
1.9145
0.0109
1.8007
0.9520
5.4508
2.44958

DEFT

1.28351
1.284/
1.4260
1.0880

1.2195

1.1647
0.9757
1.1142

1.2653

1.0922
1.3873
1.25%9
1.3232
1.4595
1.6671
1.3419
1.44847
1.3454
1.1887
1.3539
1.2679
1.1854 "
1.4425
1.4626
1.2701
12863
1.3145
1.3917
1.739b
1.8271
1.6782
1.07¢2
1.5941

-1.3879

1.42986
1.6945
1-.8576

1,3296

1.3676
0.2130
1.3419
V.9757
1.85706
0.8819



SO0PHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: RACE WHITE OTHER
STATISTICS: FOLLOw-UP

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAE/gROG.

WORKED LAST WEEK .

WORKING Al CLERICAL JOB

"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"

"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL™"

"WORK ENCOURAGE GOUD HABITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL

FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE

MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE

WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT,
MONEY NOT IMPONTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,
LEISURE NOT IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

"LUCK MORE IMP_, THAN WORK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS DON'T wORK QuT"

"NOT MUCH TO BE PRUUD OF"
CORRECTING INEWUALITY NOT IMP AN
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE

MARRIED _ .
EXPECTING KIDS B8Y 25 '
EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24

EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED TH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING 'NO KIDS
HARD OF HEARING
vVOCAB. SCORE ~
READING SCORE

MATH, PART 1 SCORE

MATH, PART 2 SCOURE

SCIENCE SCORE

WRITING SCOKE

CIvICs SCORE

®

MEAN (FROPORTIONS OUNLY)
MEAN

STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN

MINIMUM

RAN

~Ab=bim

NUMBEK OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= ¢

ESTIMATE

0.247
0.581
0.249
0.133
0.534
0.781
0.870
v.2ue
0.149
0.778
0.4853
0.110
0.451

0.709

0.012
v.927
0.098
0.230
V.1795
0.112
0.436
0.951
0.099
0.036
0.525
0.935
0.409
0.731
0.087
0.019
11.621
8.9574
12.443
3.151
10,550
10.538
5.861

SE

0.006
0.000

0.006

0.005
0.005
0.005
0.V08
0,007
0.004
0.004
0.003
0.0006
0.000b
0.001
0.003
0.003
0.005
0.004
0.003
0.005
0.003
0.003
0.002
0.006
0.003
0.009
0.007
0.003
0.002
0.087

0.074

0.147
0.047
0.066
0.077
0.038

LDEFF

3.7247

.2.8488

3.1545
3.2876
1.5465
2.2891
3.9662
6.0415
6.8497
1.7474
2.350b0b
1.6996
2.6587
1.,2002
1.4923
2.2949
1.7600
2.3689
1.9077
1.5681
1.8598
3.5330
1.68245
1.9970
2.4720
2.5440
5.9599
1.9633
4.1449
4.8783
35.8994
S5.6200
4,3933
3.9835
4.2667
0.9307

(

2.9154
3.1199
1.4634
2.6587
09307
6.8497
5.9190

LEFT

1.9300
1.6878
1,7761
1.8132
1.2436
1.5130
1.9915

2.4579

2.6172
1.3219
1.59351
1.3037
1.06306
1, 7889
1.221¢6
1.5146
1.3267
1.5391
1.38612
1.2%22
1.3638
1.8796
1.3507
1.4132
1.5723
1.59%0
2. 4413
2.0983
1.4012
2.0359
2.2087
1.9747
2.3706
2.0960
1.9959
2.0656
0.9647

1.6666
1.7209
0.4034
1.6306
0.9647
2.6172
1.6525

“~



SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: RACE WMITE ofHER
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

~

STATISTIC . ESTIMATE SE DEFF DEFT
IN VOCATIONAL PROG. 0,177 0.006 4.,5631 2.1362
WORKED LAST WEEK 0.39b ©0.006 2.7990 1.6730
wWORKING AT CLERICAL JOB 0.07% 0.003 2.0562 1.4339
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WOKK" . 0.161 - 0.003  0.,9992 0.9996 .
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL™ 0.578 0.006 2.2530 1.5010
"WORK ENCOURAGE 6000 HABITS" : 0.709 0.004 1.1822 1.0873
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL v.872 0.004 2.1637 1.4709
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE < 0.251 0.006 4.8234 2.1982
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0,151 0.006 4.4022 2.0981
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV - 0.905 0.003 1.9309 1.3896
SUCCESS IN WORK VEKY IMPORT, . 0,853 0.003 1.3091 1.1441
MONEY NOT IMPOKRTANT , 0.106 0.003 1.7379 1.3163
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP. 0.525 0,006 2.5987 ©1.6120
LIVING CLOSE TO PAKENTS IMP, 0.750 0.004 1.5456 1.2432
LEISURE NOT IMP. ' 0.017 0.001 1.0841 1.0412
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0.905 0,003 1.7152 1.3097
"LUCK MORE IMP, TH_AN WORK 0.117 0.003 1.4468 1.2027
"SOMEONE PREVENTS $SUCCESS" 0.279 0.004 1.2780 1.1305
"PLANS DON'T WORK OQuT*" 0.195 0.009 2.6485 1.6274
"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF" 0.137 0.003 1.2738 1.1286
CORRECTING INEWUALLITY NOT IMP- 0.387 0.004 1.2192 1.1042
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW 0.948 0.00e  1.4462 1.20286
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE 0.168 0,003 1.1220 1.0592
MARRIED 0,002 0,0 0.0 0.0
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25 % 0.581 0.005 1.7348 1.3171
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24 0.941 - 0.00¢2 1.2447 1.1156
EXPECT TU FINISH CUOLLEGE . 0.411 0.007 3.6813 1.9187
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE 0.79% 0.005 2.7418 1.6558
EXPECTING NO KIDS . ° 0.096 0.003 1.8124 1.3463
HARD OF HEARING : ' 0,023 0.002 3.0257 1.7394
VOCAB. SCORE N\ 9.601  0.072 3.6143  1.9011
READING SCOKE \ 7.490 0.066 5.5032 1.8717
MATH, PART 1 SCORE \ 11.324  9.128  5.0654 2.2506
MATH, PART 2. SCORE 2.669 0.043.  4.2557 2.0629
SCIENCE SCORE 9.796 0.067 &4.3243% 2.0795
WRITING SCOKE 9.123 0.076~ 4.1479 2.0366
CIVICS SCORE 4.821 ° 0.042 1.2299 1.1090
' . : N
MEAN® (PROPORTIONS ONLY) 2.1324 1.4208
MEAN ' 2.4439 1.5143
STANDARD DEVIATION . 1.2670 0.3938
MEDIAN - : 1.993% 1.4117
MINIMUM 0.9992 00,9998
MAXIMUM . S.0654 _2.2506
RANGE G.ub6¢ 1.2510
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= "1
\ “
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SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: RACE WHITE OTHER
STATISTICS: CHANGE-

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PROG,
WORKED LAST WEEK

WORKING A1 CLERICAL JoB
"PEQPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"

- "wORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"
"WORK ENCOUKAGE GOQD HABITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN OnNE HOQUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT,
MONEY NOT IMPORTANI

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP.
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP.
LEISURE NOT IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
SLUCK MORE IMP,_, THAN WORK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS DON'T WORK uuT®

"NOT MUCH TO BE:-PROUD OF*

CORRECTING INEWUALITY NOT IMP

NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARRIED _

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24
EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE

SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE

EXPECTING NO KIDS
HARD OF HEARING
VOCAB. SCORE
READING SCORE 3
MATH, PAKT 1 SCORE
MATH, PART 2 SCORE
SCIENCE SCORE
WRITING SCORE
CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)
MEAN | ‘
STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN

MINIMUM

MAX IMUM {

RANGE

<

NUMBER OF WNONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

—Ab—6-

S

ESTIMATE

0,066
0.190
0,176
-0.034
-0.045

0.0
0.0
-0.002
-0.1206
0.001
0.003
-0.063
-0.044
~-0.006
0.025
-0.020
-0.049
-0.026
-0.031
- 0,045
0.005
-0.071
0.035
-0.043
'=0.007
-0,011
~0.0060b
-0.016
-0.003
2.184
1.203
1.474
0.372
0.914
1.608
1.128

e

SE «

0.005
0.007
0.005
0,005
0.007
0.006
0.003
0.003 N
0.002
0,003
0.004
0.003
0.006
0.006
0.001
0.003

0.005

0.006
0.005

0.094
0.00
0.00

0,004

0.002
0.00b%w
0.003
0.004
0.004.
0.004
0.002
0.044
0.030
0.060
0.028
0.039
0.050
0.037

DEFF

1.9557
2.1928
1.5014
1.3780
1.5043
1.4073
1.5159
2.1149
1.2024
0.8063
1.3400
1.0698
1.8298
2.2455
0.6407
1.2360
2.7878
1.9094
1.7284
1.4482
1.6033
1.0917
1.5582
1.6248
1.7276
1.3991
1.2540
1.4303
2.2974
2.6108

1.6166

1.7242
0.5554
1.6033
0.6407
2.7992
2.1525

DEFT

1.3985
1.4808
1.2253
1.1739
1.2265
1.1863
1.2312
1.4543
1.09645
0.89
1.157
1.043
1.352
1.4985
0.8042
1.1117
1.6697
1.4034
1.3147

1.203¢

1.2662
1.0448
1.,2083
1.2747
1.3144
1.182b
1.1198
1.1960
1.5157
1.6158
1.6097
1.0253
1.5153
1.3512
1.4309
1.6385
1.6731

1.2570
1.2900
0.2137
1.26062
0.8042
1.6731
V.8689

Ay



- : —Ah-T-

SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: KACE BLACK
STATISTICS: FOLLOw-UP

STATISTIC .

IN VOCATIONAL PROG,

WORKED LAST WEEK |

WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB

"PEQPLE GUOF OFF A1 WORK"

"wORK BETTER TrAN SCHOOL"

"WORK ENCOURAGE GOUL HABITS™
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL P
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT.
MONEY WOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP.
LEISURE NOT IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TQ SELF
"LUCK MURE IMP, THAN WORK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™
"PLANS DON'T WORK Qul™

"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"
CORRECTING INEWUALITY NOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TRKROUBLE WITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARRIED |

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25
EXPECTING OWN_ PLACE BY 24

-

EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE \'

SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS

HARD OF HEARING |
vVOCAB, SCORE . o
READING SCOKRE . )
MATH, PART 1 SCOKE S
MATH, PART 2 SCORE
SCIENCE SCORE
WRITING SCORE \
CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)

- MEAN o

[

STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN

MINIMUM o '
MaXIMUM

"RANGE

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

\ '

4
ESTIMATE

268

0,327
0.335
0.266
0.137
0.408
0.821

0.949 .

0.098
0.101
0.861
0.912
0.074
0.568
0.643
0.029

0.961

v.216
0.339
0.253

V.lol
0.215

0.953
0.109
0.013
0.586
0.8b1
0.358
0,741
0.0906

0.016

6.353

4.830

5.551
1.298
5.7e28
b.282
4,185

SE

0.019
0.012
0.014
0.010
0.010
0.009
0.007
0.008
0.008
0.010
0.000b
0.007
0.015
0.01c
0.004
0.006
0.013

0'. 1

0.05

0.010
0.011
0.009
0.008
05002
0.014
0.009
0.015S
0.014
0.009
0.003
0,197
0.132
0.231
0.055%
0.171
0.154
0,103

DEFF

6.0088
2.3714
7537
2.0606
2.5990
1.4349
2.8965
1.9082
2.1905
2.9452
2.6188
2.3424
2.9519

. 2.0271

1.86065
2.9932

2.9845

3.3541
3.4891
2.2449
2.3172
5.7739
2.0861

" 0.9187

2.2475

1.91;%(ﬂ\
3.167

3.06006
2.6711
2.0602

4.8374 .

3.6040
4,2149
2.,0367
5.6555
3.4159
1.3224

2.8752
2.8471
1.1788
2.6188
0.9187
6.0088

5.0901

J

DEFT

- .,
2.4513
1.5399
1.6594
1.4355
1.6122
1.1979
1.7019
1.3814
1.4800
1.7162
1.6183
1.5305
1.7181
1.4238
1.3662
1.7301
1.7276
1.8314
1.8679
1.4983
1.5222
2.4029
1.44%80
0.9585
1,4992
1.3827
1.7796
1.7495
1.6344
1.4353
2.1994
1.89484
2.0530
1.4271
2.3781
1.8482
1.1499

1.6099
1.6554
0.3311
1.6183
0.958%
2.4513
1.4928



’ MATH'

SOPHOMORE COHOKT

DOMAIN: RACE BLACK
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR
STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PROG,

WORKED LAST wEEK

WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"
"WORK BETIER THAN SCHuualL"
"WORK ENCOURAGE 6000 HABITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH MORE TrHAN Ong HOUR TV

~ - SUCCESS IN WORK VEwrY IMPORT,

MONEY NOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,
LEISURE NOT IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MORE IMP., THAN wORK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS*®
"PLANS DON'T .WORK QUuT"

“NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"
CORRECTING INEWUALITY NOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITh LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARRIED
EXPECTING
EXPECTING
EXPECT 10
SATISFIED
EXPECTING NO KIDS
HARD OF HEARING
VOCAB. SCORE
READING. SCORE
MATH, PART 1 SCORE
PART 2 SCORE
SCIENCE SCORE
WRITING SCURE
CIVICS SCORE

KIDS BY 25
OwN PLACE BY 24
FINISH COLLEGE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)

MEAN ' .
STANDARD DEVIATION

"MEDIAN _

MINIMUM /

MA X IMUM - /

RANGE

WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE :

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

-

]

ESTIMATE

0.335
0.212
0.099
0.175
0.447
0,785

0,937

0.119
0.116
0.941
0,873
0.090
0.576
0.712

0.035 .

0.938
0.280
0.360
0.276

- 0.194

0.246
0.942
0.140
0.003
0.567
0.886
0.413
0.781
0.127
0.026
4.66b6
4,082
4,740
1.215
5.177
4,934
3,479

SE

0.017
0.007
0.007
0.011
0.015
0.010
0.008
0.008
0.000
0.005
0.0086
0,005
0.011
0.011
0.004
0.005
0.011
0.010
0.008
0.011
0.009
0.005
0.008
0.001
0.011
0.008
0.013
0.009
0.008
0.004
0.164
v.111
0.210
0.052
v.132
0.144
0.077

DEFF

ﬁ4£413
1.0230
1.4279
1.867S
2.0675
1.4074
2.1983
1.0341
0.8550
1.5259
1.8865
0.9947
1.5739
1.888S

1.5506

1.2788
1.7163
1.2179
0.9131
2.c2874

1.3997:

1.4258
1.6275
1.0261
1.3911
1.8159

2.3154 -
1.4444

1.7418

. 1.9794

3.8737
2.5829
3.7986
1.9579

3.2456°

3.0449
’0 o8539

1.6443
1.8564
0.6653
1.6275
0.8539
4,48413
3.5874

DEFT

2.1074
1.0115
1.1950
1.3666
1.4379
1.1863
1.4827
1.0169
0.9247

1.2353

1.3735
0.9973
1.254¢6

1.3742
S l.2476

1.1308
1.3101

. 1.1086

0.9550
1.5124
1.1831
1.1941
1.2757

.0130
1.1795
1.3475
1.5217
1.2018
1.3198
14071
1.9682
1.6071
1.9490
1.399¢
1.80106
1.7449
0.9241

o

1.2622

3

4

1.3314

0.2935

27157
v.9241
2.1074
1.1833



SOPHOMORE COHORT
.;DOMAIN: RACE BLACK
7 ST-ATISTICS: CHANGE

~Ab—9-

ESTIMATE

STATISTIC SE ~ DEFF DEFT

IN VOCATIONAL PROG. -0.010 0.013 1.8078 1.3046
WORKED LAST WEEK 0.140 0.014 1.8582 1.3631
WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB 0.156 0.013 1.3968 1.1819
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"® -0.,037 0.013 1.2067 1.0985
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL" -0.070 0.018 1.3279 1.1524
"WORK ENCOUKAGE GOOD HABITS" 0.030 0.017 . 1.8633 1.3650
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL 0.019 0.008 1.8941 1.3762
FATHER, FINISHED COLLEGE -0.0086 0.009 1.7995 1.3414
MOTHER FINISHED CULLEGE -0.015" 0.006 1.2434 1.1151
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV ~0.066 0.008 1.4699 1.2124
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT. 0,03Y8 0.0190 1.8674 1.,3665
MUNEY NOT IMPORTANI -0.015 6-.007 1.1429 1.0691
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP, -0.020 0.011  0.9617 0.9807
LIVING CLOSE 'TO PARENTS IMP, ;. -0.07S 0.016 2.0831 1.4433
LEISURE NOT IMP. ~0.002 0.006 1.8922 1.375%0
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0.024 £-006 -1.1731 1,0831
"LUCK MORE IMP_, THAN WORK -0,065 0.009 0.8318 0.9120
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS" -0.025 0.014 1.3893 1.1787
"PLANS DON'T WORK QuT" -0.023 0.010 0.8479 0.9208
"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF" -0.033 0.009 0.8686 0.9320
CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP . =0,012 0.01S 2.1002 1.4492
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW 0.023 0.005 0.9692 0.9845
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE -0.031 0.014 2.9761 1.7257
MARRIED . ) 0.018 0.004 1.7244 1.3132
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25 . 0.034 0.017 1.8462 1.35886
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24 -0,020 0.012 1.6932 1.3012
- EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE -0.058 0.009 0.8685 0.9319
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE -0.052 0.013 1.7395S 1.3189
EXPECTING NO XIDS -0,041 0.012 2.4114 1.5529
HARD OF HEARING . -0.013 0.004 1.5732 1.2543
VOCAB, SCORE 1. 644 0.103 2.0322 1.4255
READING SCORE _ 0.874 0.096 2.3524 1§§335
MATH, PART 1 SCOURE 1.300 0.119 1.7492 1.3226
MATH, PART 2 SCOKE 0.208 0.062 1.8190 1.3487
SCIENCE SCORE 0.784 0.093 2.0948 1.4474
WRITING SCOKRE . 1.642 0,079 1.1295 1.0628
CIVICS SCORE 0.830 0.069 1.6481 1.2838
MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY) 1.5610 1.2334
ME AN .1b§gZ3 1.2546
STANDARD DEVIATION 0.4937 0.1971
MEDIAN : 1.7244 1.3132
MINIMUM ° 0.8318 0.9120
MAXIMUM ' 2.9781 1.7257
RANGE 2.1463 0.8137

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0




-A4L—10-

SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: RACE RISPANIC
STATISTICS: FOLLOw-UP

STATISTIC

INn VOQCATIONAL PROG.
WORKEDr LAST WEEK
WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"

"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL™

"WOKK ENCOURAGE 6OUD HABITS"

FATHER NON FROFESSIONAL

FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE :
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE- P
WATCH MORE THAN OnNE HOUR TV

SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT,

MONEY NOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP.

LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,

LEISURE NOT IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

"LUCK MORE IMP, THAN WORK

"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS".

- "PLANS DON'T WORK QuUT"

"NOT MUCH TO BE PRQUD OF"

CORRECTING INEWUALILIY NOT IMP

NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAw
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTLVE - ,
MARRIED X
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25

EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24

EXPECT 10 FINISH COULLEGE

SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIOS '

HARD OF HEARING

VOCAB. SCORE

KEADING SCORE

MATH, FART 1 SCORE

MATH, PART 2 SCORE ’
SCIENCE SCORE .
WRITING SCORE

_CIVICS SCORE

-

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)

MEAN

STANDARD DEVIATION

MEDIAN

MINIMUM

MAXIMUM

"RANGE .

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

ESTIMATE

0.355
0.431
0.246
0.122
0.469
0.807
0.943
0.114
0.081
0.803
0.851
0.091

0.545

0.756
0.035
0.941
0.228
0.341

0.302 "

0.188
0.315
0.935
0.129
0.048
0.575
0.886
0.240
0.827
0.092
0.024

1.614
6.639
6.381
4.118

8

R71

SE

0.011
0.012
0.011
0.00b
0.013
0.013
0.005
0.009
0.006

0.007

0.006
0.007
0.010
0.010
0.0006
0.005

0.011

0.014
0.014
0.011
0.011
0.006
0.008
0.006

0.011

0.007
0.012
0.009
0.007
0.003
0.137
0.116
0.195
0.061
0.116
0.164
0.001

DEFF

2.6173
2.9314
2.6089
2.1528
2.46195
4,1020
2.0183
3.2982
2.0994
1.4913
1.2903
“2.b848
1.7977
2.4349
4.7361
1.8898
c.b67Y
3.5358
3.8147
3.2087
2.5017
2.625}

2.4934"

3.2291
1.9791
1.9514

2.3651
2.3944
1.8786
3.0219
3.3395
3.4072
3.0167
3.0901
4.5132
1.0564

2.6348
2.7160
0.8376
2.6173
1.0504
4.7301
3.6797

DEFT

1.6178
1.7121
1.61%2
1.4072
1.5689
2.0253
1.4207
1.8101
1.4489

1.2212 -

1.1399
1.6385
1.3408
1.5604 -
2.1763

-1.3747

1.6935
1.8804
1.9542
1.8080
1.5817

"1.6203

1.5791
1.7970
1.4068
1.3909
1.8765
1.5379
1.5474
1.3706
1-. 7384
1.8274
1.8459
1.7369
1.7579
2.1244
1.02768

1.6063
1.0284
0.2574
1.61768
1.0278
2.1763
1.,14d89



SOPHOMORE (COHORT N
DOMAIN: RACE HISPANIC
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

+ STATISTIC .

IN VOCATIONAL PROG.

WORKED LAST WEEK

WORKING AT CLER1ICAL JOB

" "PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK*"

"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOLT"

"WORK ENCOUKAGE GOUDL HABITS"
FATHER ~nON PROFESSIONAL .
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE

MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE

WATCH MORE THAN ONE "HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT.
MUONEY NOT.IMPORTANT )

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,
LEISURE NOT IMP.,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

"LUCK MORE IMP,_, THAN WORK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS DON'T WORK OQUT"

"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"
CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMF
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAw
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE

MARKRIED

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25

EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24 .
EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COULLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS

HARD OF HEARING

vOCAB. SCORE

ReADING SCOKE -

MATH, PART 1 SCORE «
MATH, PART 2 SCOKE

SCIENCE S8SCOKE
WRITING SCUKRE
. CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)

ME AN

STANDARD DEVIATION

MEDIAN

MINIMUM

Ma XIMUM .
RANGE | e
NUMBEK OF NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS=

ESTIMATE

0.309
0.301
0.109
0.163
0.509
0.750
0.924
0.118
0.083
0.906
0.816
0.09°2
0.585
0.760
0.043
0.906
0.280
0.385
0.328
0.241
0.324
0.927
0.183
0.007
0.610
0.892
0.292

- 0.849

0.108
0.030
5.473
4,140
5.642
1.473
6.153
5.206
3.376

SE

0.013
$0.011
0.008
0.007
0.012
0.010
0.007
0.007
0.000
0.008

“0.007

0.004
0.010
0.010
0.004
0.006
0.009
0.012

0.009

0.010
0.009

0.006 -

0.009

0.0b2"

0.011
0.00b
0.006
0.004
0.110

0.085

0,155
0.057
0.099
0.100
0.064

DEFF

3.6730
2.7120
2.4117
1.1816
1.9429
1.8428
2.3032
1,4229
1,6042
3.5118

0.8693
1.8329
2.6272
1.7636
1.7051
1.6144
2.4111
1.483%8
2.2444
1.6552
2.3722
2.3240
22,2465

1.6949

1.5216
2.6465
2.1452
1.6036
2.3937
2.2691
e.0388
2.4999
2.7634

2.1909

1.8670
0.7681

2.0435
2.0400

*0.6157

2.03588
0.70081
3.6730

'S

DEFT

1.9165

1.64db68 .
1.3630 ¢

1.0870
1.39%9
1.5176
1.1928
1.2889
1.8740
1.2189
0.9324
1.3538
1.6209
1.3280
1.3098
1.2706
1.5528
1.2181
1.4981
1.2865
1.5402
125245
1.49856
1.3019
1.2335
1.6268
1.4647
1.2663
1.5471
1.5063
1.4279
1.5811
1.6623
1.4802
1.3b64
0.8764

1.4139
1.4140
0.2187
1.4279
V.670b4
1.9165
1.04901



&y
i - ~AG-12- coo .

SOPHOMORE COHERT

DOMAIN: RACE HISPANIC :
= \STATISTICS: CHANGE : o
STATISTIC ESTIMATE SE DEFF DEFTY
IN VOCATIONAL PROG. 0.039 0.011 . 1.7313 1.31587
WORKED LAST WEEK | 0.136% 0.014 2.4331 1.5598
WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB 0.129 0,011  1.5755 1.2952
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK" -0.026 0,013 *1.9988 ' 11,4138
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL" ~ ~0.039 ~ 0.015 1,4820 1.2174
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HABITS" 0.065 0.011 1.109 1.0534
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL ’ 0.008 0.006 1.733 1.3164
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE -0.001 "0.005 1.4064 1.1859
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.003 0.005 1.6786 1.2956
" WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV -0.100 0.009 1.8341 1.5543
SUCCESS IN WORK VEKY IMPORT, 0.031: 0.009 1.557% 1.2480
_ MONEY NOT IMPORTANT -0.003 0.006 1.1887 1.0903
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP. A =0.040 0.013 1.8732 1.3686
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS.IMP, -0,035 0.016 3.8685 1.9669
> LEISURE NOT IMP, -0.010 0.006 2.1462 1.4650
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0,.037 0.007.° 1.6358 1.2790
"LUCK MORE IMP_, THAN WAOKK -0.060 0.011 1.6017 1.2656
" SOMEONE PREVENTS. successx, -0.050; 0.010, 1.0384 1.0190
"PLANS DON'T WORK OUuT™ -0.,029 0.013. 1.8113 1.3459
"NOT MUCH TO BE PRUUD OF" -0.069 0.015 3.1283 1.7687
CORRECTING INEWUALITY NOT -IMP -0.003 0,012 1.6262 1.2752
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAw 0.005 0.007 "1.9999 1.4142°
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE ' -0.046 0.012 ° 2.4631 1.5094
MARRIED o.oailf’ 0.005 1.5359 1.2393 .
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25° -0.047# . 0.010 1.0158 1. M07T9
EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24 -0.009 0.010 2.1700 1.4731
EXPECT 10 FINISH CULLEGE -0.05¢2 0.012 2.8273 1.6814 =»
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN GOLLEGE -0.021 0.007 1.148¢2, 1.0715
EXPECTING NO KIDS - " -0.023 0.009 2.3177 1.5224
HARD OF HEARING o, =0.005 0.005 2.3762 1.5415
VOCAB. SCORE . : 1.613 0.104 2.9659 1.0018
READING SCORE 0,955 0.075 1.5988 1.2644
MATH, P.AKT 1 SCORE 0.696 0.123 2.2009 1,4836
"MATH, PART 2 SCORE 0.087 0,058 {.8927 1.3758
. SCIENCE SCORE 0.801 0.084 2.0068 1.4166
.. WRITING SCURE ) 1.538 0.103 2.3704 1.5396
Y civICcS SCORE 0.835 0.071 ° 2.1339 1.4608
x C ' :
MEAN (PROPORTIONS UNLY) 1.3527
MEAN 1.3709
STANDARD DEVIATION TN ‘ 0.2072
MEDIAN S 1 1.3543
MINIMUM ) 1,0079
MAXIMUM _ - 1.9669
© RANGE - & . PR 2.85%27 0.9590
. . NUMBER UF NONCOMPUTABLE OEFFS= oo
N o B A
RN v [ 2l \ ‘
gl . Q;r . : '
. _ 273 - )
» - : ‘
e - \ -




w

, _
SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: SES LOw
STATISTEGS: FOLLOw=UP.

I

Ty \ . .
NUMBER OF -NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0 °

z

~Ab-13- ‘ :

STATISTIC &\v‘__ﬂjSTIMATE SE BEFF DEFT
IN VOCATIONAL PKOG. ) 0.386 0.008 1.8020 1.3424
WORKED LAST wE - 0.440 0.006  0.9786 0.9892
WORKING AT CLE} JoB 0.233 0.008 1.8683 1.3669
"PEOPLE GOOF UFF_ Al WOKRK" 0.131 0.006 1.5131 1.2301
"WORK BETTER THAN ScHOOL™" 0.482 0.011 2.3641 1.9376
"WORK ENCOURAGE 60ubL HABITS" 0.795 - 0.008 1.9768  41.4060
FATHER. NON PROFESSIONAL - 0.99S 0.001 1.0498 1.0246
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.002 0.001 2.5877 1.6080
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.004 0.001 1.3242 1.1507
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV 0.847 0.006 1.7897 1.3378
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT, 0.856 0.007 2.4383 1.5615
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT 0.109 0.005 1.5776 1.2560
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER 1IMP. 0.486- 0.009 1.9635 1.4013
LIVING CLOSE TO PAKENTS IMP, 0.712 0.008 1.8947 1.5765
LEISURE NOT IMP, 0.025 0.002  0.9923 0.9961
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0.925 0.004 1.3041 1.1420
"LUCK MORE IMP_, THAN WORK C 0,177 0.006. 1.3914 1.1796 -
“SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS" . 0341 0.010  2.4177 1.5549
"PLANS DON'T WORK QuUT* . 0.271 0.009 2.2697 1.5066
"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF" 0.163 0.007 . 1.9972 1.4132
CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP 0.350 0.007 1.3048 +.1423
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW 0.958 0.003 1.3324 1.1543
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE 0.144 0.007  2.3%47  _1.5345
MARRIED 0.030 0.002 0.7643" - 0.8743
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25 . 0.601 0.009 1.8276 -—"1.,3519
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24 0.907 0.004 . 1.0271 1.0135
EXPECT 10 FINISH COLLEGE _ : 0.210 0 0.007 1.7874 1.3369
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE 0.866 0.007 2.3822 1.5434 .
EXPECTING NO KIDS 0.083 0.005 1.8036 1.3430
HARD OF HEARING 0.025 0.002 | 1.0791" 1.0388
VOCAB. SCORE , 7.827 0.097 ° 2.0852 1.4440
_READING SCORE 5.832 0.088  2.4436 1.5632
MATH, PART [ SCORE 7.512 0.146 . 2.5816 1.6067
_ MATH, PART 2 SCORE 1.797 ~0.047  2.3903 1.5461 -
SCIENCE SCORE 7.619 0.095 2.7816 1.667b
“WRITING SCORE 7.922 0.088 1.8496 1.3600
CIVICS SCORE 4.671 0.052" 0.5992 0.7741
MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)"Q’ . . 1.7055 1.2905
MEAN ‘ hi a7 . 1.7809 ' 1.3156
STANDARD DEVIATION . - 0.5742 0.2272
MED L AN . . 1.82706 1.3519
MINIMUM 0.599¢2 G.7741
‘MAX IMUM .o '\ 2.7810 1.6676
RANGE B T 2.1524 0.56937

ok
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-

A ' —Ali=14m-

SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: SES LOw : .,
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PROG.

WORKED LAST WEEK

WORKING Al CLEKICAL JOB
MPEQPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"
"WORK JETTER THAN ScCHOOL™
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOUL HABITS"
FATHER NOw FROFESSIONAL,
FATHER FINISHED CQLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK YERY -IMPORT,
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER .IMP.
LIVING CLUSE T§§;ARENTS IMP,

3

LEISURE NOT IM
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MORE IMP, THAN WORK:
"SOMEDNE PREVENTS SUCEESS”
"PLANS DON'T WORK QUTY™ .
"N MUCH TQ BE PROUD OF "
_QOHREﬁTING INEWUALITY NOT IMP
“'NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE : . -

A MARKIED _
EXPECTING-KIDS BY 25 < .
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY R4 -~ .

EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE ' v
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS .
HARD OF HEARING .
VOCAB, SCORE ; )
READING SCORE-

B/MATH, PART 1 SCPRE =
MATH, PART 2 'SCUKRE N
SCIENCE SCORE RS
WRITING SCORE Lo
CIVICS SCURE ’ -

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY) “r

MEAN . ' e

STANDARD DEVIATION '

MEDIAN .

MINIMUM A L Xy

MAXIMUM ‘ > o8

~ RANGE ' ‘ \

NUMBER OF NONCUMPUTABLE DtFFS- 0

ESTIMATE

-~ 0,308
0.274
0.006
0.169
0.528
0.735
0.983
0.015
0.013
"0.936
0.825

0.120"
0.498.
0.774

0.037
0.898
0.208
0.385
0.294
0.199
0.335
0.958
0.206
0.003
0.625
0.910
0.233
0.891

0.119 .

0.031
b.U4Y
4,948

6.747

1.687
6,965

6.431.

" 3.735

Is

SE

0.009
0.007
0.004
0.006
0.012
0.007
0.002
0.003
0,002
0.003
0.005
0.000
0.007
0.007
0.003

0.004"

0.006
0.00v
0.008
0.007
0.0086
“0.003
0.008
0.001

0.010

0.00S
0.006
0.005
0.005
0,002
0.08Y

0.070"

0-.116
0.033
0.064
0,104
0.051

DEFF

2.2041"°

1.495¢2
1.2414
1.1191
2.5817
1.1396
0.9484
2.2290
1.4740
0.8988
1.011e6
1.9827
1.1203
1.6207
1.4943
0.8879
1.1254
1,7091

1.5830 .

1.6015
1.6570
~1.2647

21557

1.5975
2.2310
1.6231
1.1804
1L.4434
1.3142
0., 7458
1.9124

C1.6089

1.06878
1.1657
1.9950
2.5802
0.6280

1.4913
1.5221
0.493%

1.495¢2

V,6280

2.5817
1.9537

DEFT

1.5047
1.22286
1.1142
1.0579
1,0606b

- 1.0675

0.9739 .
1.4930
1.2141
v.9481

" 1.0058
1.4081

1.0585 -
1.2731°
1.2224
v.9421
1.0608
1.3073
1.258%
1.26599
1.2872
1.1246
1.468¢
1.2639
1.4937
1,2740
1.0865
1.2014
1.14064
0.8636
1. 3829
1.2684

1.2992

1.0797

v1.4125 -

1.6063
0.7925"

1.2071

1.2177
0.2009-

*1.d228

07929
1.6066
0.8143



SOPHOMORE COMHORT
SES LOwW
STATISTICS: CHANGE

ODOMAIN:

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PROG.

wORﬁE

D LAST wEEK

WORKING AT CLEXICAL JOB
"PEOFLE GUOF OFF Al
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"

"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HABITS™

WORK"

FATHER NON PRUFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHEO COLLEGE

WATCH MOKE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT,

MONEY NOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP.
CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,

LIVI

LEISURE NOT IMP,

HOSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MORE IMP, ,
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™

"PLANS DON'T WORK QuUT"
"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"

CORRECTING INEWUALITY NOT IMP
NU SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW

PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE

MARRIED
EXPECTI
EXPECTI
EXPECT

SATISFI
EXPECTI

NG
NG
TO
ED
NG

KIDS BY 25

OWN PLACE BY 24
FINISH COLLEGE :
WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE

NO KIDS

HARD OF HEARING
SCORE
READING SCORE
“MATH, PART 1 SCORE
" MATH, PART 2 SCOKRE"
SCIENCE SCORE..
RITING SCORE
IVICS SCORE

VOCAB.

MEAN (PROPORTION

MEAN

. STANDARD. DEVIAT

. MEDIAN
MINIMUM
MAX IMUM
RANGE

. NUMBER OF

A3

v

-

fON'

£

-

S ONLY):

P

THAN WORK '

"3

w

-AL-15-

E

~

NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

ESTIMATE

0,071
0.165
0.154
-0.040
-0.045
0.062
0.011
-0.008

Eal

-0,083
0.025
-0.009
-0.033
-0,060
-0.013
0.024
-0,048
-0.045
-0.034
-0.047
0.016
0.0
-0.060
0,030
-0.,021
-0.005
-0.022
-0,021"
-0.041
-0,005
2.07
1.064
1.015
0,163
0.835
1.705°
1.025

SE

0.009
V.009
0.010

- 0.007

0.014
0.010
0.003
0.002

0,002

0.006
0.006
0.007
0.009
0.008
0.004
0.006
0.008
0.010
0.008
0.007

0.010

0.005

0.007 .

0.003
0,010
0.006
0.007
0.006
0.005
0,003
0.069
0.056
0.0%1
0.045
0.056

0.065
0.056

DEFF

1.5137
1.3627
1.9726
0.7613
1.7685
1.2138
2.2440
1.4170
1.7211
1.4045
0.9111
1.80806
1.2709
1.2441
1.7448 .

.1.415

1.4531
1.3931
1.0314
1.1030
1.5431
2.2256
1.2275
1.2021 .
1.4150

1.2344 "
183757

1.3335
0.9757
1.2077
1.7890
1.3215
1.7745
1.6795
1.3711
1.4214
1.9838

1.4192
1.4572
v.3392
1,4045
0.7613
2.2440

. l.u4827

\

DEFT

1.2303
1.1674
1.4045
0.8725

1.3373°

1.1017
1.4980
1.1904
1.35119
1.1851
0.9545
1.3445
1.1273

1.1154

1.3209
1.1897
1.2054
1.1803
1.0156
1.0503
1.242¢2
1.4918
1.1079
1.0964
1.1895

1.1729
1.15486
0.98748
1.1259

- 1.3375

1.1496
1.3321
1.2960

S 1.1709

1.1922
1.4085

1.1828
1.199¢2
0.1401
1.1851
0.8725
1.49860
0.6255




~Ab-16-

SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: SES MIDDLE
STATISTICS: FOLLOw=-UP

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PROG,

WORKED LAST wEEK ~

WORKING AT CLERICAL JoB

"PEQOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK®"

"“WORK BETTER THAN S$cHOOL®

"WORK ENCOURAGE GOUD HABITS™

FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL

FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE

MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE

WATCH MORE THAN UNE HOUR TV.

SUCCESS IN WONK VERY IMPORT,

MONEY NOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEAOER IMP,

LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,

LEISURE wNOT IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

"LUCK MORE IMP, THAN WORK

"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"

"PLANS DON'T WORK OuTf™

~ "NOT MUCH TO BE PRUUD OF"
CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP

ND SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW

PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE

MARRIED

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25

EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24

EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE -

SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE

EXPECTING nNO KIDS

HARD OF HEARING

VOCAB. SCORE

READING SCORE

MATH, FPAR] 1 SCORE

MATH, PART 2 SCORE

" SCIENCE SCORE

WRIXING SCORE

CIVICS SCOURE i N

M@%N (PROPORTIONS. ONLY)
MEAN :
STANDARD DEVIATION

" MEDIAN

MINIMUM

MAXIMUM

RANGE 1 .
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS=

o

¢
b2

ESTIMATE

0.278
0.576
0.270
0.128
0.517
0.793
0.942
0.074
0.0593
0.796
0.867
0.098

0.470b

Ve

0,719
V.013
0.932
0.106
0.225
0.177
0.111
0.416
0.961
0.102
0.012
0.548
0.929
0.367
0.772
0.074
0.017
10.92¢6
8.065
11.619
2.831
10.006
10.113
5,084

SE

0.007
0.007
0.000
0.005
0.0006
0.004
0.003
0.003
0.003
0.005
0.004
0,004
0.007
0.000
0.001
0.003
0.003
0.00%
0.005
0.004

0.005

0,002
0.000
0.002
0.005
0.003
0.006
0.006
0,003
0,008
0.089
0.070
0.139

0.039

0.074

0.080_

0.038

DEFF

2.9994
2.4704
1.8545
2.1229
1.384¢2
0.95906
1.8767

1.4444

2.0541
1.845¢2
1.6202
2.1142
2.2699
2.0657
0.8899
1.5750
1.03487
1.5277
1.8642
1.7736
1.1913
1.2439
1.9865
3.5790
1.0804
1.4693
1.7835
2.2874d
1.4228
2.8911
3.3440
2.3770
3.4117
c.1450
3.1317
2.8985
0.60906

1.8229
1.9622
0.7447
1.8042
0.6090
3.5790

2.969Y¢

DEFT

1.7319
1.57148
1.3618
1.4570
1.1765
0.9796
1.3699
1.2018
1.4332
1.3584

-1.2729

1.4540
1.5060
1.4373

0.9434 "
1.2550 -

1.0192

1.2360-

1.3654
1.331b
1.0915
1,1153
1.4094

1.8918
1.0394

1.2121
1.33559
1.5124
1.1928
1.7003
1.8287

1.8a7{//

1.4646

1.7697

1,7025
0.7808

1.3321
1.3757
0.2679
1.3654
0.7808
1.8918

F. 1110 %2

&

.1

.
D



™SO "LUCK MORE IMP,
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS" . -

-

;
i

SOPHOMORE COHORT
DUMAIN: SES MIDOLE
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PROG,

WORKED LAST WEEK

 WORRING AT CLERICAL JOB-
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"
"wORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"
"wORK ENCOURKAGE GOOD HABITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGC
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
NAFCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV °
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY.,IMPORT,
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT T
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,
LEISURE NOT IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
THAN WORK

v

"PLANS DON'T WORK -OUT""

*"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"
CORRECTING INEQUALITY wNOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAw
- PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARRIED
EXPECTING
EXPECTING
EXPECT TU

KIDS BY 25
OWN PLACE BY ‘24
FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS
HARD OF HEARING
vOCAB, SCORE .
READING SCORE, )
MATH, PART 1 SCORE
MATH, PART 2 SCOKE ;
SCIENCE SCORE .
wRITING SCORE
. CIVICS SCORE - -

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)
MEAN A
STANDARD DEVIATION,
MEDIAN." , .
MINIMUM

MAXIMUM . ) . v
NANGE ' ’ L

.
r 7 '

7»#

(.7

~Ab-17-

Lo

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE LEFFSz 1

e D e et e Samaicand Svhiiiatn d

ESTIMATE

0.197
0.386
0.076
0.163
0.557
0.723
0.943
0.085

. 0.065

0.931
0.865
0.097

.0.547

0.768

~ 0,016

0.911
0,128
0.278
0.197
0.130
0.368
0.958
0.185
0.002
0,602

. 0.937

0.391
0.8%2
0.080
0.019
8.900
7.000

10,983

2.611
9.224
8.637
4,668

SE

0.007
0.007
0.003
0.004
0,006 _
04004
0.003
0,004
0.003
0.003
0.004
0.003
0.007
0.006
0.001
0.004
0.004
0.005
0.006
0,004
0.006
0.003
0.004
0.0
0.006
0,003
0.005
0.005
0,002
0.002

0.063

0.002
0.111%
0.0306
0.057
0.Q61
0.037

~

DEFF

3.?/32
2.5u420
1.2003
1..0346
1.3113
0.7222
1.5011
1.7150
1.3999
1.56833
1.5200
1.1368
2.1654
2.2255
0.6846
2.0006
1.4415
1.2240
2.3043

1.7052
2.4129
1.2309
0.0 .

1.5394
1.5733

1.1650 ,

1.9331

0.5311 °

2.2191
1.7724
2.0053

2.4196

1.9511

" 1.8510

1.6660
0.6113

1.638¢
0.6025

"1.5783

3.4732
2.9u421

DEFT

1.8637
1.5304
1.0983
1.0171
1.1451
0.8498
1.2252
1.30906
1.1832
1.2p83
1.2353
1.0662
1.4715
1.4917
0.8274
1.4144
1.20006
1.1063
1.5180
1.1794
1.3059,
1.5933
1.1094
0,0
1.2407
1.2543
1.0793
1.3904¢
0.7288
1.4897
1,3313
1.4101
1.5555
1.3908
1.3605
1.2907
0.7819

1. odbs

1.2577
0.2410
1.256%
v.7288
1.8637
1.1349



-
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SOPHOMORE COHORT

DOMAIN:. SES MIDOLE
STATISTICS: CHANGE -

STATISTIC ESTIMATE
IN VOCATIUNAL PROG. 0.077
WORKED LAST WEEK 0.200
WORKING AT CLEKICAL JOB 0.191
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK" -0.03b
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL" - -0.034
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOU HAQITS" . 0.075
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL ? 0.007
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE -0,013
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE -0.012
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV -0.129
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY "IMPORT, 0.004
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT 0.002
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,. -0,066
LIVING\CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP, ~0.054
LEISURE\ NOT IMP, v ~0.004
POSITIVENATTITUDE TO SELF ".0.023
"LUCK MORE IMP., THAN WOKK -0.022
"SOMEONE PREWENTS SUCCESS" -0.050
"PLANS DON'T wORK OuT» -0.023
"NOT. MUCH TO BE PROUD OF" -0,026
CORRECTING INEWUALITY NOT IMP 0.052
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW 0.004
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE -0,064
MARRIED - 0.010
EXPECTING. KIDS BY 2S5 . -0.050
EXPECTING QwnN PLACE BY 24 L _ -0.004
EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE N . =0.020
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE -0.062
EXPECTING NO KIDS -0,016
HARD -OF HEARING -0,003
VOCAB. SCORE 2.153
READING SCORE 1,260
MATH, PAKRT 1 SCORE 1.476
MATH, PART 2 SCOKE 0.342
SCIENCE SCORE 0.990
WRITING SCORE 1.736
CIVICS SCORE 1.116
MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY) - ' .
MEAN" '

“ 'STANDARD DEVIATION

MEDIAN
MINIMUM ’
MA XJdMUM - -
RANGE -

 NUMBER OF NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

'-

279.

£ 2% .-

SE DEFF
0.006 1.65606
0.007 1.4254
0.007 1.7236
0.007 1.6861
0.008 1.19006¢
0,007 1.21§3
0.003 1.3301
0.003 1.4217
0.002 0.9548 4
0.005 1.5501

0,005 1.4769
0.004 1.3127
0.006 1.1324
0.007 1.9568
0.001 0.4238
0,004 1.4275
0,004 1.0591
0.006 1.2038
0.006 1.5081
0.005° 1.3630
0.008 1.8871
0.003 1.763%
0.004 0.9385%
0.002 2.864b6
0.006 1.0370
0.005 1.1{19
0.006 1.9320
0.004 1.5327
0.002 1.9199
0.054 2.4530
0.044 1.43088
0,056 1.2565 .
0.037 2.0653
0.049 2.0995
0.0598 2.2407 °
0.043 "2.3913

1.4754

1.5731

=T . .0.4976
" 1L 4769

<\ 04438
™2.8646

2. 4408

|

"QEFT

1.2871
1.1939
1.3128

= 1 QEQUS

1.0911

71,1026

1Y

1.4533
1.1924
0.9771
1.2450
1.2153
1.1457
1.0641
1.3948b
0.6510
1.1948
1.0291 -
1.0972
1.2281
1.1675
1.3737
1.3279
0.96848
1.6925
1.0184
1.494b
1.0639
1.390¢
1.2380

1.3856 .

1.5662
1.1995
1.12160
1.4371
1.4490-
1.4969

'zf.ZOOO

1.2383
0.2024
1.2153
0.651v
1.6925

1.0415
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SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: SES HIGH
STATISTICS: FOLLOW-UP

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PROG.

WORKED, LAST WEEK

WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB
"PEOFLE GOOF OFF Al WORK"
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL™"
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HABITS™
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT.
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT,

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER tmp .
“LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,
LEISURE NOT IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO 'SELF e
"LUCK MORE IMP} THAN woi%//”
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCGESS®
"PLANS DON'T wORK OUT"
"NOT MUCH TO BE PRUUD OF"
CORRECTING INEWUALILIY NOT IMP
NO, SERIOUS TrOUBLE WITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARRIED"

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25
EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24 .
EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS .THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS

HARD OF HEAKRING

VOCAB. $CORE

READING. SCORE

MATH, - PART 1 SCORE

MATH, PART 2 SCOKE

SCTENCE SCORE ‘

WRITING SCORE

CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPQRTIONS ONLY) o
MEAN" ‘
STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN s
MINIMUM . ,
MAXIMUM ' S
RANGE

NUMBEH OF NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS=

L}

N

0

ESTIMATE

0.120
0.583
0.299
0.137
0.465
0.708
0.603
0.712
0.458
0.710
0.885
0.099
0.545

"0.674

0.012
0.940
0.080
0.142
0.110
0.085
0.400
0.963
0.070
0.003
0.388
0.913

0.706

0.465
0.085
0.013

14,1306

10.580
16,345
4,391,
12.126
12.297
6.767"

. 2630ﬁ

SE

0.008
0,010
0.008
0.005

0.010 °

0.008
05011
0.011
0,011
0,010
0.005
0.007
0.010

0.008

0.003
0.005
0.004
0.005
0.005
0.005
0.009
0.0v4
0.004
0.001

"0.012

0.005
0.009
0.012
0.005

.0.002

0.126
0.208
0.077
0.090
0.084

U.O“g
\'\

—y

DEFF

3.8306
2.6023
1.6459
1.0496
2.0181
1.8437
3.3234
3.5014
2.84871
3.0029
1.4862
3.3348
2.4300
1.7594
4.6229

- 2.5647

1.2407

. 1.1381

1.4537
1.8609
2.0342
2.6729
f1.3547
1.7025
3.4018
1.7837

2.3773.

3.4009
1.8439
1.9939
2.9747
3.9267
4.,1996
3.5666

- 247425
N 2-0965

0.6478

2.3384

2.4407
0.9711
2.3773

0.6“’8 e
4.6229

3.9754%

LEFT

1.9572
1.6132
1.2829
1.0245
1.8806
1.35%41
1.8230
1.68712
1.6991
1.7329
1.2191
1.8261
1.558¢%6
1.32064
2.1501
1.6015
1.1139
1.0668
1.2057
1.35641
1.4263
1.06349
1.1639
1.3046
1.8444
1.3556
1.5419
1.8441
1.3579
1 4121
1 7247
A 9816
2.0493

1.8686 -

1.6560

11,4479

0.804%9

1.5026
1.5305%"
0.3176
1.5419
v.5049

"2.1501

1.3452

~
/‘\
w



., RANGE . S ;
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= -

‘SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: SES HIGH
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

STATISTIC
IN VOCATIONAL PROG.

WORKED LAST WEEK
WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB

"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT wORK"
- "WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HABITS"

FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE

WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY .IMPORT,

MONEY NOT IMPORTAN]

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS ImMP,

LEISURE NOT IMP.

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MORE IMP_, THAN WORrK
"SUMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"

"PLANS DON'T wWORK OUT"

"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"
CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAw

PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARKIED
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25

EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24
EXPECT TO FINISH CULLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN GOLLEGE

EXPECTING NO KIDS

* HARD OF HEARING

'VOCAB., SCQRE
READING SCORE
MATH, PAKT 1 SCORE
MATH, PART .2 SCORE
SCIENCE SCORE .
WRITING SCORE *°
CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS .ONLY:)

MEAN ) . oy
STANDARD DEVIATION

MEDIAN ¢ ¥

MINIMUM
MAXIMUM

\

o~

~

-

~Ab=20-

ESTIMATE

0.089
0.401
0.094
0.142
v.518
0.681
0.b481
0.689
0.429
0.856
0.889
0.091
0.598
0.728
0.014
0.923
0.086
0.183
0.134
0.100
0.362
0.955
0.129
0.001
0.476
0.926
0.712
0.584
0.097
0,016
11;904
9.270

14.511

3.871
11.235
10.892
*5.642

SE

0.005
0.010
0.006
0.005
0.012
0.008
0.009
0.009
0.011
0.008
0.006

0,005

0.010
0.007
0.002
0.0095
0.005
0.006
0.007
0.004
0.008
0,004
0.006
0.0

0.010
0.004

0.008

0.010
0.005
0.00¢
0.123
0.113
0.195
0.084
126
107
0.076

DEFF

1.8504
2.4158
2.0700
0.9532
2.7044
1.3879
1.8840
1.7891
2.4695
3.008¢2
2.0989
1.7240
2.3977
1.4113
1.6730
1.48845%
1.7003
1.2414
2.25489
0.9559
1.5771
2.1055
1.7571
0.0

" 2.1283

1.2753

1.7730

2.3214
1.968%
1.3399
3.6549
3.1365
4.0802
84.7328
5.1336

3.0802 -~

123954

"1.8914
~2.1914

0.9766
1.8841
0.95%2

S.1336

4,804

DEFT

1.3625
1.9543
1.4388
0.9763
1.6445
1.1781
1.3726
1.3376
1.5715
1.7344
1.4487
1.3130

9355
1.1880
1.2934
1.3727
1.3039
1.1142
1.5030
0:9777
1.2558
1.4510
1.3255

0.0

1.4589
1.1293
1.3315
1.5236
1.2524
1.157¢6
1.9118
1.7710
2.0199
2.1755
2.2657
1.7551

1,1813
>

A.34895
1.449¢6
0.3048
1.3726
0.9703 |
222@57
1.2894

4



'

.

-A4-21~

SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: SES HIGH
STATISTICS: CHANGE

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PROG.

WORKED LAST WEEK

WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"
"WwOKK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"
"WORK ENCOURAGE 600D MABITS"®
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATMER FINISHED CULLEGE
MOTHEK FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH.MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT.
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP.
LEISURE NOT IMP.

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MORE IMP. THan WORK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™
"PLANS DON'T WORK OQUT™®

"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"
,CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW

< PMYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE

MARRIED _
EXPECTING KIDS 8Y 2S
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24

EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS ) .
HARD OF HEARING ' ’
VOCAB. SCORE
READING SCORE
MATH, PART 1 SCORE
MATH, PART, 2 SCOKE
SCIENCE SCORE *
WRITING SCORE
‘CIVICS SCORE

oA

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)

ME AN - : , ,
STANDARD DEVIATION ] <
MEDIAN - - : .
" MINIMUM : . '

MAXIMUM .

KANGE . _ . .
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

&

A4

EJTIMATE

0,026
0.18¢
0.202
~0.004
-0.056
0.094
-0.018
0.027
0.021
-0.144
-0,0086
0,004
-0.045
-0.055%
-0.004
0.025
-0.000b
-0.044
-0.026
-0.023
0.038
0.01¢2
"09053
-0.003
-0,073
-0.014
-0.010.
-0.126

-0.002
2.294
1.389
2.052
0.547
0.942
1.516
1.166

St

0.006
0.011
0.009
0.008
0.015
0.011
0.007
0.006
0.006
0.007
0.008
qioo&
0.010
0.009
0.003
0.004
0.008
0.007
0.007
0.00b
0.010
0.003
0.006
0.001
0.007
0.005
0.007
0.009
0.00S
0.002
0.054
0.056
0,089

. 0.044

0.068
0.072
0.054

DEFF

1.6462
1.8608
1.4240
1.1442
2.2100
1.4348
1.4380
1.6848
1.6393°
1.2606
2.1221
1.54%1
1.732
1.615
2.3642
0.9520
2.9398
1.2189
1.5564)
1.3380 ¢
1.5217
0.9424
1.4261
1.0714.
0.7941
1.0905
r.2aa7
1.7114
1.2860
1.2606
1.4949
1.2103
1.78138
1.4302
2.2198
2.1534
2.1500 -

”

1.9172
1.56b4
0.4518
1.4949

‘0.,7944

2.1457

DEFT

1.2§30
1.3641
1.1933
1.0697
1.48606
1.1978
1.1992
1.2960
1.2804
1.1228
1.4567
1.2590
1.3163
1.2710
1.5376
0.9757
1.71406
1.1041
1.2476
1.1567
1.2336
0.9708
1.1942

~1,0351

0.8911
1.0443
1.1156
1.308¢2

1.1340

1.1227
1.2227
1.1001
1.334%
1.1959
1.4899
1.4675
1.4663

1.2195
1.2395
0.,1758 .
.2227
g}ﬁg}l-
1.714b
0.82535

-



SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: SCHULUOL TYPE. PUBLIC
STAT1STICS: FOLLOw=-UP

STATISTIC

IN VOCATIONAL PROG,

WORKED LAST WEEK

WORKING AT.CLERICAL JOB
"PEQPLE GOOF OFF Al WORK"
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHuoOL"
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HARITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED CULLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HQUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,
LEISURE NOT IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MORE IMP_, THAN WOURK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS”
"PLANS DON'T WORK OuT"

"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"

CORKRECTING INEWUALILITY NOT IMP

NO SERIOuUS TROUBLE wWITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARKIED .

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25
cXPECTING OwWN PLACE BY 24
EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE

SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE

EXPECTING NU KIDS
HARD OF HEARING
VOCAB. SCORE .
READING SCORE ~N
MATH, PART 1 SCORE
MATH, PART 2 SCOKE
SCIENCE SCORE
WRITING SCOKE
CIVICS SCOKE

MEAN (PROPOKRTIONS ONLY)
MEAN '

STANDARD DEVIATIOWN
MEDIAN b t
MINIMUM -
MAX IMUM

*RANGE

NUMBER OF NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS=

-

~AL=22~

0

ESTIMATE

0.287
0.529
0.244
0,131
0.514
0.790
0.89¢6
0.190
0.120

0.800

0.860
0.102
V.469

0.705

0.018
0.93¢

- 0.132

T 0.265

0.205
0.131
0.397
0.948
0.106

0.037.

0.548
0.922
0.356
0.765
0.090
0.019

10.031

7.39¢6

10.331

2.605
9.2484
9.221
5.325

SE

0.007
0.vUS
0.004
0.004
0.006
0.005
0.004
0,006
0.004
0,003
0.004
0.003
0.005
0.005
0,001
0.002
0.003

0.005

0.004
0.003
0.004
0.003
0.003
0.002
0.005
0.002
0.006
0.005
0.003
0.001

03085 .

0.000
0.140
0.039
0.073
0.070b
0.037

t

DEFF AEFT,
5.8308 2.4147
2.4520 1.5659
1.7541 1.3244

*2.5964 1.6113
2.7026 1,6440
2.8997 117028
3.7852 1.94506
4.90748 2.2154
3.3286 1.8244
1.3337 1.1548;
L9412 1) I S i . 7~ e
2.2408 1. 4969
2.2709 1.5068
2.7318 1.0526
1.2856. 1.1338
1.3567 1.1648
1.6729 1.2934
2.6619 1.6315
2.0733 1.4399
1.6853 1.2982
1.5131 1.2301
4.1072 2.0266
2.1224 1.4509
2.3444 1.5311
2.0992 1.4489

. 1.17286 1.0830
3.4831 1.8663
3.0032 1.7330
2.318¢6 1.5227

" 1.2804 1.1316
5.0897, 2.2560
3.8708 1.9074
6.30a4 2.5109
4.0745 2.01485
S.1374 2.2666
4.5370 2.1300
0.9644 0.9820
2.5352 1.5598
2.8658 1.6467
1.3804 0.3981
2.5964 1.6113
U.9644 0.9820
6.3044 2.5109
5.3400

1.5289



SOPHOMORE COHOKRT

—A4=23-

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE

5.9821

-~

DOMAIN: SCHOOL TYPE PUBLIC
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR .
STATISTIC JAESTIMATE SE DEFF \\DEFI
IN VOCATIONAL PROG, 0,229 . 0.006 4.7191 2.1723
WORKED LAST WEEK 0.358 0.005 2.5436 1.5949
WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB 0.079 0.003 2.4071 .1.5515
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK" 0.163 0,003 1.1857 1.0889
"WORK BETTER THMAN SCHOOL* 0.556 0.006 2.6765 1.6360
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOUD HABITS™ 0.726 0.003 0.8362 0.9144
* FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL 0.895 0.003 1.6979 1.3030
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0,203 0.00% 2.5244 1.5888
MOTHEK FINISHED CULLEGE 0.123 0.004 2.7758 1.6661
WATCH MORE- THAN ONE HOUR TV 0.917 0.002 1.2156 1.1026
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT 0.849 0.003 1.5979 1.2641.
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT 0.101 0.003 2.2444 1.4981
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP, . 0.533 0.004 1.4349 1.1979
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,_ N 0.748 0.004 1.9097 1.%819
LEISURE nNOT IMP. 0.024 0.001 0.9771 0.,9885
POSITIVE ATTITUDE, TO SELF 0.906 9.002 0.9697 0.9847
M"LUCK MUORE IMP_, THAN WORK 0.162 .003 1.3571 1.1650
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS". 0.310 .004d 1.4886 1.2201
"PLANS DON'T WOKRK OuT™ 0,228 0.005 2.9096 1.7058 -
"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF" 0.160 0.004 2.4508 1.56595
CORRECTING INEWUALITY NOT IMP 0.362 0.004 1.5546 1.2468
NO SERIOUS THROUBLE wITH LAw 0.944 0.00¢ 1.6912 1.3005
PHYSICALLYSUNATTRACTIVE 0.169 0.003 1.3787 1.1742
MARRIED 0.003 0.001 6.8183 2.6112
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25 0.590 0.004 1.3657 1.1686
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24 0.930 20.00¢ 1.2866 1.1343
exPecT 10 FINISH CULLEGE 0.375 0.005 2.4211 1.5560
SATISFIED wITH LESS THAN COLLEGE 0.815 .0.004 2.3258 1.5251
EXPECTING NO KIDSg 0.102 0.005 2.1149 1.4543
HARD OF HEARING 0.025 0.002 3.5239 1.8772
VOCAB. SCPRE 8,201 0.070 3.8069 1.9511
READING SCORE b.465 0,058 3.3151 1.8207
MATH, PART 1 SCORE 9.450 0.i12 4.6235 2.1502 .
MATH,. PART 2 SCOKE 2.401 0.037 4.1128 2,0280
SCIENCE SCORE . 8.635 0.064 4.0971 2.0241
WRITING SCORE i N 7.909 9.072 4.1493 2.0370
T CIVICS SCORE - 4.390 o.osq\ 0.9517 0,9756
MEAN {(PROPORTIONS ONLY) 2.1467 1.4213
MEAN.... ‘C_ . 2.4178 1.5034
STANDARD DEVIATION 1.3302 0.4025
MEDIAN \ Z.2444 1.4981
MINIMUM 0.8362 0.v144
MAX1MUM R i 6.8183 2.6112
RANGE 1.6960



SOPHOMORE COKORT

~Ab—2b—

NUMBER OF NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS= o

285

\

DOMAIN: SCHOOL TYPE PUBLIC
STATISTICS: CHANGE
STATISTIC ESTIMATE SE DEFF DEFT
IN VOCATIONAL PROG. 0.055 0.004 1.3591 1.1656
WORKED LAST WEEK 0.179 0.00V6 2.0687 1.4383
WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB 0.165 0.005 1.790u 1.3380
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK" -0,036 0.00Q4 1.0416 1.0206
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL" -0.044 0,007 1.7762 1.3327
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HABITS" 0.075 0.005 1.1794 1.0860
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL 0.001 '0.003 1.9239 1.3870
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE -0.001 0.002 1.0741 1,0304
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE -0.001 0.002 1.4453 1.2022
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV -0.114 0.003 1.0668 .1,0329
e SUCCESS _IN. WORK VERY_ IMPORT 0.010 0.004 1.6992. - 1.2865

MONEY NOT IMPORTANT 0.0 0.003 1.3717 S1.1712
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP, -0.058 0.005 1.5154 1.2310
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP. . =-0,048 0,005 1.8306 1.3552
LEISURE NOT IMP. ~0.006 0.002 2.2654 1.5051
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0,028 0.003 1.5171 1.2317
"LUCK MORE IMP, THAN WORK -0.031 0,004 1.7617 1.,3273
" SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™ -0.048 0.006 2.2056 1.4851
"PLANS DON'T WORK LUT" -0.028 0.004 1.1945 1.0929
“NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF" -0,036 0.004 1.5682 1.2523
CORRECTING INEGWUALITY NOT IMP 0.03S 0.006 1.9994 1.4140
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW 0.006 0.0ve 1.1906 1.0912
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE -0.064 0,004 1.7730 1.3315
MARRIED . 0.037 0.002 1.7848 1.3360
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25 ° -0.033 0.00% 1.3853 1.1770
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24 -0.008 0.003 1.4541 1.2058
EXPECT TO FINISH CULLEGE -0.024° 0.004 1.5121 1.2297 .
SATISFIED WITH LESS IHAN COLLEGE -0.053 0.004 1.7280 1.3145
EXPECTING NO KIDS ~0.,021 0.004 2.5729 1.0040
HARD OF HEARING -0.005 0.002 2.7972 1.6725
VOCAB, SCORE. 2.021 0.04¢2 2.pAT72 1.627v
READING SCOURE . 1.128 0.026  ~1,1453 1.07ve
MATH, PART 1 SCORE 1.290 0.057 2.5522 1.5975
MATH, PART 2 SCORE 0.293 v.026 1.9458 1.3949
SCIENCE SCORE 0.8606 0.033 1.7504 1.3230
WRITING SCORE 1.575 0.047 2.7883 1.6698
CIVICS SCORE \\ T1.,048 0.034 2.7804 1.6675

> - . " “ - .
MEAN ,(PROPORTIONS:-ONLY) _ 1.6605 1.2785
MEAN 1.7682 f.3103
STANDARD DEVIATION . 0.5170 0.1909
MEDI AN 1.7504 1.3239
MINIMUM 1.0416° 1.0206.
MAXIMUM . 2.7972 1.6725
KANGE . 1.7956 0.6519



SOPHOMORE COHORT

DUMAIN: SCHOOL TYPE PRIVATE
STATISTICS: FOLLOw=-UP
STATISTIC

’

IN VOCATIONAL PROG.

WORKED LAST WEEK

WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"
*WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOQOL™"™
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOUOD HABITS™
FATHER NUN PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MUTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOQUR TV
~ SUCCESS JN WORK VERY IMPQRT

MONEY NOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,
LEISURE NOT, IMP/

PUSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
“LUCK MORE IMP_, THAN WORK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS*
"PLANS DON'] WORK QUT™

"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"
CORRECTING INEGWUALITY
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAwW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARRIED.... . . .

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24
EXPECT TO FINISH CULLEGE
SATISFIED
EXPECTING NO KIDS
HARD OF HEARING
VOCAB. SCORE
READING SCORE
MATH, PART 1 sSCORE
MATH, PART 2 SCORE
SCIENCE SCPRE
WRITING SCORE
CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS UNLY)
MEAN h
STANDARO_DEVIATION
MEDIAN

MINIMUM

MAXIMUM

RANGE

NUMBER OF NONCUMPUTABLE UVEFFS=

-AL-25-

NOT IMP

WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE

0

&

ESTIMATE

0.113
0.560,

0.311
0.141
0.496
0.776
0.803
0.4106
0.278

11

04859 .

v.113
0.9537
0.727
0.009
0.934
0.084
0.175
a.147
0.091
0.386
0.963
0.085
0,013
0.443
0.906
0.618
0.551
0.075
0.016
13.594
9.985
15.200
3.891
11.127
11,997
b.464

SE

0.028

0.022

0.017
04010
0.017
0.01b
0.029
0.040
0.014

UEFi;

DEFF

29.5723 S.a380.

T.4204 2.7=240°
4.2020 2.0499
2.3912 1+5464

S 3.3919 1.8417
5.6185 2.3703
8.6009. 4.3129
2.0498 u.6957
23.6560 4.8637
3.5635 | 1.8877

----- 19342 3} 3997 ——

2.9336 - 1.7128
8.3606 2.8949
5.9234 2.4338
1.96382 1.2582
2.7739 1 .b6&SS
6.3894 2..5277
6.6143 2.5718
b.0827 2.4663
2.6532 1.6289
2.9956 ~  1.7308
6.4839 . 2.540%
3.7062 1.92%2

1.0591 1.0291
7.1612 2.679p
0.%9855  0.9927
22.9215 4.787p
14,5776 3.8181
1.7779 1.3334
5.3155 2.3055,
21.2258 4.0074°
16,5479 4,0079
26.9782 5:194]
15.2094 3.8999
14.2146 3.7702
9.1355 3,0225

. 3.2634 1.8065 °
7.7580 2.5143
. 9.1706 2.7913
8.1865 . '1.26e8
6.0827 2.4063
*. 9855 0.9927
29.5723, S.4380
28.586H8 4.,445%
NN



~Ab=26-

SOPHMOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: SCHOOL TYPE PRIVATE
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

STATISTIC

IN VOCAYIONAL PROG,
WORKED LAST WEEK . :
WURKING AT CLERICAL JOB

. "PEOPLE GOOF OFF Al WORK" ) (
" "“WORK BETTER THAN ScCHOOLY

"WwORK ENCOURAGE -GOOD HABITS* .
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL | o
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE '
MOTHER FINISHED COLgfsc
WATCH MORE THAN 'ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORY ,
MONEY NOT IMPORTANI '
BEING COMMUNITY LEADE
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS.
LEISURE NOT IMP,
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF . .
"LUCK MORE IMP. THAN wORK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESSY
"PLANS DON'"T wQORK_OQuT*

"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF" )
CORRECTING INEQUALDIY :NOT IMP,

-IMF ¢
S IMP,

-

PHYSECALLY UNATTNACTIVE

MARRIED : e

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25 . ¢

EXPECTING OwWN PLACE BY 24

EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE °

SATISFIER WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE

EXPECTING NO KIDS _ ) -

HARD OF HEARING - _°

vOCAB, SCORE - ° o

READING SCOKE ' '

MATH, PART 1 SCURE

MATH, PART 2 SCORE

SCIENCE SCORE

WRITING SCOKRE .

CIVICS SCORE : - 1[
\ 4

(PROPORTIONS ONLY)

Pe

ME AN
MEAN

STANDARD DEVIATION . : ' )

MERQIAN
MINIMUM
MAX]1IMUM
" RANGE ,
NUMBER OF NONCUMPUTABLE DEFFS= - q

{

v

-y

ESTIMATE

1

l' “ i\\‘_\* .ﬁ"f "
NO SERIOUS THOUBLE WITH LAW oL

(N
~

0.069
.0.389
0.116
0.156
0.559
0.687
0.785
0.408
0.281
.0.84¢2

0.861,

0.11v

0:504

0.763
0.011
0.921
0.105
0.228

-1p1

e
0.371
0.945

0.140°

0.002
0.527
0.924
0.593
0.669
0,0
0.018
10.982

§.290 -
12.939 -
3,332

10,014
10,063
5.2599

SE

0.014

0.027
0.010
0.010
0.014
02,008
0.026
0.036
0.032

,.0.016

o

0.008

©0.007

0.028

. 0.011

0.002

_0.011

0.007
0.015

OiOIU

0.006
0.011
0.000

0,013 -

0.001
0.011H
0.005
0.031
0.035
0.008
0.004

L 0.352
'0.267 ’

0.550
0.208
0.340
0.329

0'193

DEFF

11.1714

11.3225

. 2.8226

2.0472
c.1694
0.8249
11.9483
14,5293
15.3571
7.0632
1.9477
1.8183
11,5821
2.4109
1.3950
5.5444
1.7277
" 4,0943
C.4707
1.1754
1.8678
2.4894
4,8810
2.098])
4.,3489
1.2106
14.3420
19.5253
2.7792
3.0717
16.9401
11,1647
19.9838

168421

23.2549

16,6905
;/§f09

5.6694
7.6235

- 6.7533

0.824%

23.2949
2e.4304

DEFT

"3.3%@“
.3.3o§9
1.6801
"1.4308

1.4729
0.9080
3.4624
3.8117

3.9188°

2.6577
1.3956

1.3484

[

3.4033 -

1.5546
1.4611

«2.48547

1.31u4
2.02354
1.5716
1.084¢2
1.3667
1.5778
2.2093
1.4485
2.0854
1.1003
3.7871
4,4187

1.6671

1.75¢206
4.1158
3.3444
4.4703

4.3400

4,8223
4,0854

2.2567

\
2.1565
2.4900
1.2095
2.0854

~0.9080

4,8223

3.9143

@



SOPHOMORE: COHORT
SCHOUOL TYPE PRIVATE

DOMAIN:
STATIST

IN.VOCA

WORKED LAST WEEK

WORKING

LEISURE

ICS5: CHANGE

STATISTIC

-

TIONAL PROG.

4

-

N

A1 CLEKRICAL JOB
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WOKRK"
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HABITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER' FINISHEU COLLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN .ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VEKRY® IMPURT.
MONEY' NOT IMPORTANI
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP.
LIVING CLOSE TO PARtNTS IMP .,

NOT - IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

""LUCK MORE IMP,
_ "SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™
"PLANS DON'T, WORK Oul"
“"NOT 'MUCH TGO BE PRUUD .OF*
CORRECTING INEQUALITY

THAN WOKRK

NOT “IMP

NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAw
PHYSICALLY UNATTNACTIVE

MARRIED

EXPECTING
EXPECTING

EXPECT
SATISFI
EXPECTI

KIDS BY 25
OWN PLACE BY .24

10 FINISH COLLEGE .
ED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE

NG NO KIDS

HARD OF HEARING

VOCAB,

READING
MATH, P
SCIENCE

SCORE

SCORE

ART 1 SCORE
ART 2 SCOKE,
SCORE

WRIVING SCOKE

CIVICS

SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)
< MEAN
STANDARD DEVIATION

MEDIAN
MINIMUM

MAX IMUM °

RANGE

~AG-27-

/

NUMBEK OF NONCOMPUTABLE UVDEFFS= 0

-ﬂ.

ESTIMATE

0.043
0.162
0.192
-0.010
-0.0067
0.095
0.016
0.004
70{&1“
-0.136
~-3.,004
-0.001
-0.045
-0.028
-0.004
0.013
-0.025
-0.035
~0.009
~0.028
0.009
0.014

—00056'

0.014
-0.075
-0.017

0.004

-0.109
-0.010
0.002

. 2.933

1.631
1.967
0.514

©1.052
1.868
1.134

SE

0.014
0.017
0.021
0.014
0.016
0.01b
0.007
0.005
0.006
0.009
0.009
0,008
0.020
0.020
0,003
0.007
0.01

0.013
0,011
0.008
0.013
0.006
0.017
0.003
0.019
0.009
0.014
0.016
0.011
0.004
0.088
0.110

0.205 =

V.030v
0.110
0.134
0.121

DEFF

5.3065
2.b892
4,5249
1.8319
1.3068
1.9329
1.2876
1.0944
1.4913
1.2096
1.5084
1.5573
4,0298
5.139y
1.8511
1.8242
S5.2648
2.2098
1.8991
1.14790
1.6207
2.2277
6.2792
1.5852
3.5898
1.8661
2.7644
3.5344
3.9117
2.9365
2.2285
3.0450
S.2464
0.u4423
3.4442
4.2490
6.3370

2.6494
2.8236

1.5811

2.22717

. 6.3370
9.8947

DEFT

2.3036
1.6399
2.1272
1.353S
1.1691
1.3902
1.1347
1.0462
1.2212
1.099s
1.2282

- 1.2479

2.0074
2.2bT71
1.3605
1.3506
2.2945
1.486606
1.3781
1,0710
1.2731
1.4926
2.5055
1.2591
1.8947 .
1.3660
1.6627
1.8800
1.9778
1.7136
1.4920
1.7450
2.2905
0.0651
1.8559
2.0613
2.5173

1.5734 .
1.6170
0.4633
1.4920 .

0.6651 -

2.5173 "
1.8522.



SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: SCHOOL PROGRAM ACADEMIC
STATISTICS: FOLLOw-UF

2

DEFT

STATISTIC ESTIMATE SE DEFF
AORKED LAST WEEK _ 0.553 0.008 2.6933 1.6411
AORKING AT CLERICAL JOB 0.275 0.007 2.148%4 1.4657
. "PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK" ~° 0.130 0.004 1.1507 1.0727
. "WOKK BETTER 'THAN ScrOOL" 0.421 0.007 1.6465 1.2832
"WOKkK ENCOUKAGE GOOD HABITS" 0.779 0,006 1.7526 1.3239
- FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL 0.811 0.00V6 4.0511 2.0127
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE . 0.368 0.011 ., 4.9441 2.2235
MOTHEK FINISHED COLLEGE S 0.232 0.011 6.6584 2.5804
NATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV 0.743 0.00b6 1,9268 . 1.3881
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT, 0.893 "0.004 1.6721 1.2931
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT 0.106 0.904 1.6846 1.2979
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP, 0.556 0.007 1.9699 1.4035
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP, 0.693 0.009 3.7924 1.9474
LEISURE NOT IMP, 0.010 0,001 1.0530 1,0262
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0.942 0.003 1.5875 1.2600
"LUCK MORE IMP., THAN WOKK 0.069 0.003 1.3307° 1.1536
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS* 0.153 0.006 . 2.5386 1.5933
"PLANS DON'1 WORK OUuT"™ ¢.110 0.004 1.5264 1.23b63
"NOT MUCH TO BE PRUUD OF" 0.076 0,003 1.2257 1.1071
CORRECTING INERQUALITYoNOT IMP 0.369 0,007 2.0921 1.4464
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW 0.977 0.00¢ 1.7559 1.3251
PHYSTCALLY UNATTRACTIVE 0.084 0.003 1.1458  1.0704
MARRIED - 0.012 0.002 3,0748 1.7535
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25 0.417 0.009. 3.0795 1.7546
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24 0.908 0.004- " 1.7813 1.3346
EXPECT 7O FINISH COLLEGE 0.709 0.009 3.8989 1.97486
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE 0.482 0.011 4,6935 2.16645"
EXPECTING NO KIDS 0.074 0.003 1.2358 1.1117
HARD OF HEARING 0.015 0,004 2.8057 . 1,6750
VOCAB, SCORE - 13.776 0.098  5.802¢ 1.9499
READING SCORE - . 10.658 0.082 2.78073 1.06674
MATH, PART 1 SEORE 16.522 0.164 4.4490 2.1093
MATH, PART 2 SCURE - 4.392 0.060  3.8U3b 1.9503
SCIENCE SCORE 11.899 0.079 3.2752 1.8098&
WRITING SCORE 12.366 0.059 -1.8327 1.3538
CIVICS-SCOKRE 6.6823 0.034 Q.457b 0.6765 -
MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY) 2.4907 1,5291
* MEAN ' & 2.5366 1.5400”
STANDARD DEVIATION : . +1.3530 0.4121
MED1AN 2.0310 1.4249
MINIMUM 0.u5$b. 0.6765
MAX IMUM b.b584 2.5804
RANGE 6.2008 1.9039
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= "0
‘ . ¢
) J N .




—AL—-29-

SOPHOMORE COHORT
DUMAIN: SCHOOL RRUGRAM ACADEMIC
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

STATISTIC

WORKED LAST wWEEK

" WORKING Al CLERICAL JOB

"PEQPLE GUOF OFF Al WORK"

"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"

"WORK ENCOURAGE GUUD HABITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL

FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE

MOTHER FINISHED CULLEGE

WATCH MORE THAN ONE HUUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VEKY IMPORT,

MONEY NOT IMPORTAWT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER ImMP.

LIVING TLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,
LEISURE NOT IMP,

POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF

“LUCK MORE IMP, THAN WORK
"SUMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™

"PLANS DON'T WPRK QUT" ' .
"“NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF" ~
CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP

NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAw
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE

MARRIED

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25

EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24 ‘
EXPECT TO0 FINISH COLLEGE -
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS

_HARD OF* HEARING

VOCAB, SCORE

READING SCORE

MATH, PART 1 SCORE

MATH, PART 2 SCORE

SCIENCE SCORE

WRITING SCORE

CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)
MEAN
STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDILAN
MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
RANGE
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= |
[}

)

ESTIMATE SE DEFF
0.368  0.011. 5.2315
0.084 0-004 1-7080
0.152 0.005 1.5127
0.483 0.008 2.0163
"0.691 0.006 1.3393 -
0.808 0.008. 3.3894
0.370 0.011 4.0261
0.234 "~ 0.010 4.8297
0.888 0.005 2.5286
0.893 0.003 0.9329
0.101 0.003 0.9671
0.59¢2 0.00b 2.599b6
0.750 0.005 1.3320
0.012 0.001 0.8582
0.920 0.004 2.0099«
0.087 0.003 1.0440
0.195 0.006 2.0572
0.133 0.006 2.8871
0.098 , 0.0U4 1.6957
0.330 ° 0.007 2.1837
0.972 0.003 3.2120
0,141 0.005 1.9592
0.001 0.0 0.0
0.491. 0.007 1.8120
0.915 0.003 1.0932
0.701 0.007 2.3052
0.625 0.010 4.1589
0.091 0,003 1.0403
0.014 0.002 2.6571
11,398 0.103 4,0341
9.164 0,098 4.0539 ..
14,262 -+ 0,151 4,0414
3.764 ©  8.062 4.9136 -
10.889 0.091 |, 4.2511
10,738 0.084 3.2481
5.639 0.0S7 1.2395

7 2.3256
. 2.5367

- ' 2838
£ co 2.1837
0.8582

5.2315"
4.,5714%3%
¢

DEFT

2.287¢
1.3069
1.2299
~1.4200

171575

1.8410
2.0005
2.1977
1.5901
0.9659

. 0.9935

1.6123
1.,1541
0.9264

.1.4177
1.4343

1.699¢

1.3022

1.4777
1.7922
1+.3997
0.0

1.34063
1.0485
1.5183
2.0393
1.0200
1.6301
2.0085
2. 0134

"2.0103

2.1246
2.06108
1,802¢2
1.1115

¢

1.4773
1.5419
0.4050 -
1,477
0.920b4d
2.2872
1.5608

’



b

e Y

SOPHOMOﬁE COHORT
DOMAIN: SCHOOL PRUGRAM ACADEMIC
STATISTICS: CHANGE: o

ot .
STATISTIC

NORKED LAST WEFK .
NORKING AT CLExICAL JOB
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WURK"
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOUL"
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HABITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED CULLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE

WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN .WORK VERY IMPORT.
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT °

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP.
LIVING CLOSE T0 PARENTS IMP.
LEISURE NOT IMP, A
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MORE IMP., THAN WOKK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS DON') WORK OQUT™.

"NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OF"
COQRRECTING INEGUALITY NOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TKOUBLE wWITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTKRACTIVE
MARRIED
EXPECTING
EXPECTING
EXPECT TO

KIDS BY 25

OWN PLACE BY 24
FINISH COLLEGE -
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN .COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS

HARD OF HEARING

é?@AB. SCORE

L ADING SCOKRE

MATH, PART 1.SCORE

MATH, PART 2 SCOKE
SCIENCE SCORE

WRITING SCORE

CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)
MEAN

__STANDARD DEVIATION

MED1AN
MINIMUM
MA X 1MUM,
RANGE

~

~Ab—-30-

N

!

NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

2
.

"

kY

ESTIMATE

0.187
0.191
-0.022
-0.059
0.096
-0.001
0.004
-0.002
-0.142
-0.001
0.008
-0.037
-0.064
-0.003
0.026
~0.016
-0.034
-0.021
-0.023
0,037
0.005
-0.055
0.015
-0.067
-0.007
-0.,002
-0.134
-0.015
0.00e
2.393
1.542

e.304

0.03b
1.083
1.6606
1.189

X

SE

0.009
0.008
0.007
0.009
0.010
0.005
0.003
0.002
0.005
0.006
0.005
0.007
0,008
0.00¢
0.003
0.004
0.007
0.005
0.005
0,009
0.003
0.005
0.003
0.008
0.005
0.006
0.007
0,003
0.002
0.049
0.046
0.004
0.034

. 0.050

0.053

0.042

r &
DEFF-

2.0803
1.9463
1.494¢6
1.3201
1.9925
1.7927
1.1384
0.5856
1.2031
2.2051
1.7177
1.4245
2.2133%
1.8835
0.8946
1.3023
1.9208
1.2947
1.6259
2.2839
2.3079
1.5651
4.6802
1.6648
1.6177
1.3720
1.6420
0.7849
2.0505
2.0697
1.6207
1.6762
1.5%07
2.1669
2.0305
2c.c414d

1.7361
1.7624
0.6b605
1.6705
0.5856
4.6802

a.ogu.b

DEFT

1.4444
1.3962
1.2225
1.1490
1.4116
1.3389
1.0609
0.7653%
1.0969
1.4850
1,.31vub
1.1935
1.4877
1.3724
0.9458
1.1412
1.3859
1.1379
1.2743
1.5113
1.519¢2
1.2%10
2.1634

-1.2903

1.2719
1.1713
1.2814
0.8859
1.4320

‘1.4386

L

1.2731
1.2947
1.2770
1.4720
1.4249

11,4971

A

1.2947
1.3078
0.2315
1,2925
0.7653
2.1634
1.3981

"



~AL-31-

SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: .
STATISTICS: FOLLUw-UP

STATISTIC
WORKED LAST wEEK *
WORKING AT CUERICAL JOB
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF -AT wOKK™
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"
"WORK ENCOUKAGE' 600D HABITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED CULLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT,
MONEY NOT IMPURTANT
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP.
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,
LEISURE NOT IMP.
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF’
"LUCK MORE IMP., THAN wWORK .
" SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
"PLANS DON'T wORK QuT*"
“NOT MUCH TO BE PROUD OFE"
CORRECTING INEWUALITY NOT IMH
NO SERIOQUS TROUBLE WITH LAw
FHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARKR IED
EXPECTING
EXPECTING
EXPECT TO

KIDS BY 25
OWNWPLACE BY 24
FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS ‘
HARD OF HEAKING -
VOCAB. S®DRE

READING SCOKE

MATH, PART 1 SCORE

MATH, PART 2 SCOKE

SCIENCE SCORE .-
WRITING SCORE

CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)
MEAN '
STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN \
MINIMUM
MAXIMUM
RANGE
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS=

+

SCHOQL PROGRAM VUCATIONAL _

0

ESTIMATE

0.545
0.275
0.118
0.501
0.609
0.947
0.063
0.059

0.807

0,850
0.095
0.443
0.727
0.020b
0.925
0.179
0.320
0.265
0,156
0.400

0.941

0.120
0.035
0.023
0.926
0.136
0,925
0.067
0.024
8.04¢2
5.7¢3
7.261
1.729
7.839
7¢818
4,526

n

SE

0.008
0.008
0.005
0.007
0.007
0.004
0.005
0.004
0.006
0.006
0.004
0.007

0.008
0.Q035
0.Uu4

U.p07
0.008
0.007
0.0006

0.008

0,004
0.006
0.003
0.010
0.004
0.006
0.005
0.005
0.002
0.095

- 0.069

0.141
0.03b
0.092
0.073
0.044

DEFF

1.8858
1-9120
1.3071
1.1vu41
1.8207
2.040b66
1.9880
1.8475
1.6306
1.9617
1.2d470b,
1.3106
2.1378
2.37606

©1.4396

2.0658
1.7808
§.5453"
1.p776
1.7618
1.9003
2.2212
1.6117
2.5680
1.4247
2.0152
2.2607
1.9416
1.2302
2.2749

- 1.7045

2.7038
1.7484])
2.7291
1.2956

0.4880 -

1.8099
1.8001
0D.d4662
1.8341
0.4880
2.7251
2.2371

I

3

~

%EFT
1.3732
1r3827
1.1433
1.0507
1.3493
1.4306
1.4102.
1.359¢
1.2769
1'.4006
1,1169
1.1448
1.4621
1.5416
1.1998
1,4373
1.3345
1.2431
1.2953

- 1.3273

1.3785
1.49¢4
1.2695
1.6025
1,1936
1.4196
1.5036

"1.3934

1.1092
1.5083
1.3283
1.6443
1.3200
1.6508
1.1382
0.698b

1.3383
1.3314
0.1857
1.4542
0.6980
1.6500
0.952¢2

-

»



SOPHOMORE COHORT
UOMAIN: SCHOOL PROGRAM VOCATIONAL
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR

GTATISTIC\\‘ )

NORKED LAST WEEK

WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB
"PEOPLE GOOF UFF Al WOKK"
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOUD HABITS"
FATHER NON PRUFESSIUNAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH MOKE THAN UNE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT.
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT ‘
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP.
LEISURE WNOT IMP, - i
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MORE IMP, [HAN wORrK
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS™
"PLANS DON'T WORK QuT" . °
*NOT MUCH TO BE PROQuUDL OF"
CORRECTING- INEWUALITY NOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TNOUBLE WITH LAwW ™®

PHYSICALLY UNATTRACIIVE \
“MARRIED

 EXPECTING KIDS BY 25 .
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24 ”

EXPECT TO FINISH CULLEGE _
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS., .
HARD OF HEARING

VOCAB. SCORE

READING SCOKE

MATH, PAR! 1 SCORE

MATH, PART 2 SCORE

SCIENCE SCORE

WRITING SCORE

CIVICS SCORE =

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)

MEAN ! £

STANDARD "DEVIATION

MEDIAN -

MINIMUM

MAXIMUM ' ' N
RANGE .
NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= ‘0

A

—AL-32-

A

4

ESTIMATE

0.363
0.080
0.172
0.602
0.739
0.943
0.095
"0.0064
0.921
0.827
0.102
0.500
0.756
v.031
0.901
0,215
0.384
0.289
0.196
0.309
0.925
0,183
0.005
0.658
0.935S
0.174
0.925
0.104
0.030
6.333
4,840
b.73%
1.651
7.209
6.185
3.646

233

SE

0.007
0.005
0.007

- 0.009

0.006
0.004
0.006
0.005
0.004
0.006
0,005
0.007
0.007
0,002
0.005
0.007
0.007
0.007
0.0U6
0.007
0.004
0.007
0.001
0.008
0.003
0.006
0.004
0.005

- 04003 .

0.069
0.058
0.120
0,036
0.071
0.075
0.043

DEFFE

1.4552
1.9325
1.7941
1.8030
1.0096
1.4777
1.9054
2.2004
1.4913
1.6490
1.785¢6
1.2571
1.7204
0.8759
1.6104
1.6776
1.1698
1.3821
1.3340
1.3649
1.4701.

240340

1.3105
1.6685
0.8743
1.0552

. 1.4511

18953 ..

1.3%528
1.3413
2.0360
1.5802w0
1.6246
1.4435
0.5254

1.5424
1.9229
0.3516
1.5357
0.5254
2.2004
1.e810~

DEF?T

. 1.20063

1.5901
1.3394
1.3427
1.0048
1.2150
1.3804
1.4854
1.2212
1.2841
1.3363
1.1212
1.5139
0.9359
1.2690
1.2952
1.0810
1.1756
1.155¢0
1.1083
1.2125
1.4206¢2
1.4448
1.2917
0.9350
1.28b0

1.20ao!

103 Teld -

1.1631
1.1581
1.4269
1.2571
1.274b
1.2019
0.724dd

1.2350
1.2248

» 0.1532

1.2391
v.7248
1.4854
0.7606



~.\“

‘DOMAIN:

SOPHOMORE COHORT
STATISTICS: CHANGE

STATISIIC

‘ N
WwORKED LAST WEEK
WORKING AT CLERICAL JOB
"PEQOPLE GOOF UFF AT WORK™"
"WOKRK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"
"WORK ENCOUKRAGE GOQO HABITS"
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHEKR FINISHED COLLEGE
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR.TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VEKY IMPORT.
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENIS IMP,
LEISURE NOI IMP,
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MORE IMP..THAN WUKK
" SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"
MPLANS DON'T WORK OUT™"

"*NOT MUCH TO BE PRuUD OF"

CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACIIVE

" MARRIED

EXPECTING KIDS BY 25
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24
EXPECT, 10 FINISH COLLEGE

SCHOOL PROGRAM VOCATIONAL

SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE

EXPECTING NO KIDS

_HARD. OF HEARING ... . o o«

VQCAB. SCORE

READING SCORE

MATH, PART.,1 SCORE
MATH, PART 2 S5CURE
SCIENCE SCORE .-
WRITING SCORE

CIVICS SCOKE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)

MEAN . .

STANDARD DEVIATION -
MEDIAN

MINIMUM 1

MmAXIMUM -

RANGE

NUMBER OF NONCOMRUTABLE DEFFS= ¢

\

~AL-33-
2

ESTIMATE

0.179
0.170
-0.057
-0.036
0.074
0.006
-0.009
-0.002
~0.111
0.024
-0.007
-0.058
-0.037
-0.005
0.027
-0.034
-0.058

- =0.021

-0,031
0.035
0.011

=-0.060
0.038

-o.ogau
-0.008

-0.0306
-0.021

~=0.008

1.702
0.911
V.587

0.088/ .

0.72
'1 . b‘09
v.899

-

SE

0.008
0.009
0.007
0.010

0.009

0.004

©0.003
0.004‘

0.006
0.007
0.005
0.009
03Qg9
0,004

0.Qub

0.069 "

0.009
0.008
0.008
0.010
0.004
0.009
0.00%
0.011
0.005
0.007
0.006
0.006
0.003
0.06¢2
0.060
0.084
0.047
0.067

"0.070

0.058

OEFF

.1.0063

1.6625

0.9079

5

1.0445
1.1957
1.3728
0.8287
1.7968
1.1944
1.4025
1.0856

. 1.3680

i:7358

'1.9498

1.0207

1.9839

1.1666
1.1303
1.4809
1.9264
1.0676

&

2.2878 -

1.0439
1.8696
1.1833
1.6555
1.9611

1.6111
1.3543

1.60277
1.5879
1.95631
1.8081
1.9322
1.6075
2.2379

1.4188 °
©.1.4820

0.38006

1.50356

00,8287

2.2872

1.458%
F

i

DEFT

1.u326
1.2894
0.99268

1.0220 |

1.0935
1.1717
0.9103
1.3404,
1.0929
1,1843
1,0419
1.1696

-1.,3175

1.3963

"1.010%

1.408S
1.0802
1.0632
1.2169
1.2355
1,0332
1.5124
1.0817
1.3674"
1.0876
1.2867
1.4004
1.2693
1.1638

“1.2660:

1.250¢e

1.3447 ©

1.3900
1.2913
1.4960

1.1813

1.2075

0..1569
1.2262
0.9103%
1.5124
v.b021

o



L "PLANS DON'T WORK QUT"
" "NOT mMUCH TO BE PRUUD OF"

—Ab4—-34—

SOPHOMORE COHORT
DOMAIN: SCHOOL PROGRAM GENERAL
STATISTICS: FOLLOw=~UP

-

- STATISTIC

ANORKED LAST WEEK
WORKING AfT CLErRICAL JOB

"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"

"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL"

"WORK ENCOURAGE GOOD HABITS*

FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL

FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE

MOTHEK FINISHED COLLEGE

WATCH MORE THAN ONE HUUR TV

SUCCESS IN WORK VERY IMPORT.

MONEY NOT IMPORTANT

BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP, ¢
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP,

LEISURE NOT IMpP, i o
POSITIVE ATTITYDE TO SELF .
"LUCK MURE IMP, THAN WOKK

"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS"

CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP

NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE

MARRIED . 3
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25 '
EXPECTING Own PLACY BY 24

EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE
SATISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NO KIDS
HARD OF HEARING
VOCAB. SCORE
READING SCURE

MATH, PART 1 SCORE
MATH, PART 2 SCORE
SCIENCE SCORE
WRITING SCON% -
CIVICS SCORE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)
MEAN

STANDARD DEVIATION
MEDIAN

MINIMUM

MAXIMUM

RANGE

- NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= -0

:

7 -

ESTIMATE

o

0

} .
0.518
0.231
0.138
0.552
0.789
0.917
0.158
0.099
0.818
0.840
0.101
0.439
0.705
0.019
0.927
0.136
0.290
0.226
0.140
0.417
0.940
0.111
0.044
0.587
0.927
0.258
0.85%4
0.089
0.020
9.382

-6.675 "

6.839
2.0u49
8.824
8.592
5.048

SE

0,008
0.007
0.0006
0.008
0.006
0.005"
0.006
0.0095
0.005"
0.004
0.004
0d.008
¥.007 -
0.002
0.003
0.004
0.008
p.0vb
0.004
0.006
0.004
0.005 -
0.003
0.007
0.003
0.007
0.006
0.005
0.002
0.091
0,080
0.131
0.038
0.076
Q.083
0.035

DEFF

. 2.5472
2.2547
2.2280
1.9461
1.6629
2.b860
2.2528
2.4707
l.6184
1.1109
1.6360
2.3881
2.174
2.0038

d.1560

1.1699
2.5974
1.7509
1.1337
1.3608
2.6105
2.2892
1.8146
1.6971
1.1237
2.2478
2.4957
2.6327

1.9614'

2.8216
2.8689
2.9327
2.0424
2.7230
2.4537
0.4174

"2.0022

2.0418

0.b179'

2.202¢2
0.4174
2.9327
22,5153

\;

L

DEFT

1.5960
1.5016
1.4927°
1.3950
1.2890
1.69808
1.5009
1.5719
1.2722
1.0540
1.2791
1.5453
1.4752
1.4156
1.0752
1.0816
1.01106
1.3232
1.0647
1.1665
1.6157
1.5130
¥¥.3471
1.3027

1.0600

1.4993
1.5798
1.6226
1.4076
1.6790
1.693b
1.7125
1.4291
1.6502
1.5064
0.6461

1.4013
1.4093
0.2389
1.4839
0.6461
1.7125
1.ubo04

©



NUMBER OF NONCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= 0

an
~4

T -A4-35~ '
&
. ay
SOPHOMORE COQHORT . . .
DOMAIN: SCHUOL PROGHAM GENERAL
STATISTICS: BASE YEAR ,
~ . STATISTIC g ESTIMATE SE DEFF DEFT
WORKED LAST WEEK . 0.358 0.007 2.0739, 1, 4801
WOKKING AT CLERICAL JOB 0.080° 0,003 0.9836 . 0.9918
"PEOPLE GQOF OFF AT WURK" 0.166 0.005 1.3380 1.1567
"WORK BETTER THAN SCHOOL™" 0.594 0,007 125450 1.2430
"WORK ENCOURAGE GOUU HABITS" 0.737 0.006 LU173 1..1905
FATHER NON PROFESSIONAL 0.917 0.003 . 8579 0.9262
FATHER FINISHED COLLEGE v.164 0.0006 1.7145 1.3094
MOTHER FINISHED COLLEGE 0.0696 0,005 2.1853 1.4783
WATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV - 0.922 0.004 2.1443 1.4643
. { SUCCESS IN WOKRK VERY IMPORT. . 0.829 A .005 1.67v6 x.2926
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT _ 0.104 0.004 1.6240 1.2744
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP. 7 0.513 0..007 1.8212 1.3495
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP, 0.740 0.006  1.7912 1.3233
LEISURE NOT IMP. 0.026 .. 0.002 1.4976 1.2236
sfSITlvE ATTITUDE TO SELF 0.905 0.004 - 1,5401 1.2410
UCK MORE IMP., THAN WORK 0,177 0.005 1.4355 1.1981
"SOMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS" 0.347 0.006. 1.2910 1.13062
"PLANS DON'T WORK OQuF" .0.258 0.005 1.0954 1.0466
"NOT MUCH TO BE PROuUD OF" 0.185 0. 006 2.0095 1.4176
CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP 0.391 0.007 1.9146 1.3837
NO SERIOUS TKEUBLE WwWITH LAwW 0.933 0.004 2.354¢2 1.5343
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE 0.179 0.005 1.5150 1.2309
MARRIED ' 0.004 0.001 . 2.3263 1.9252
EXPECTING KIDS BY 25 g 0.621 0.006 1.3059 1.1428
EXPECTING OwN PLACE BY 24 0.940  0.003 1.3886 1.1784
EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE 0.271 0.H05 1.1999 1.0930
SATISFIEO WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE 0.883 0.005 -~ 2.1865 1.4787
EXPECTING NO KIDS ) 0.108 0.004 1.4827 1.2177
HARD OF HEARING 0.028 0.002 1.3120 1.1454
VOCAB. SCORE 7.332 0.071 1.9695 1.4034
READING¥ SCORE 5.640 0.062 1.9947 1.4123
MATH, PART 1 SCORE 7.881 0.13¢ 3.3949 1.8425
MATH, PART 2 SCORE 1.909 0.037 2.1314 1.4599
SCIENCE SCORE 7.965% 0.074 2.6461 1.6267
WRITING SCORE 7.104 0.090 "%.0123 1.73%6
CIVICS SCORE a.oosl\} 0.044 0.7564 0.8697
MEAN (PROPORIIONS'UNLY) 1.6316 1.2679
MEAN 1.7468 1.3051 -
STANDARD OEVIATIOWN 0.5684 0.2113
MEDIAN 1.64 1.2835
MINIMUM 4,& 0.7564b 0.8697
MAXIMUM 31.3949 1.8425
RANGE J.0385 0.97268




E o

S0PHOMORE COHONT ,

JOMAIN: SCHOOL PROGRAM GENERAL
STATISTICS® CHANGE

STATISTIC

NORKED LAST WEEK

~ORKING AT CLERICAL JOB
"PEOPLE GOOF OFF AT WORK"
"WORK BETTER THAN.SCHOOL"
"wOkK ENCOUKAGE GOOD HABITS"
“ATHER NON PROFESSIONAL
“ATHER FINISHED COLLEGE
MOTHER FINISHED COLAEGE

NATCH MORE THAN ONE HOUR TV
SUCCESS IN WORK VEKY .~IMPORT.
MONEY NOT IMPORTANT ) *
BEING COMMUNITY LEADER IMP,
LIVING CLOSE TO PARENTS IMP.
LEISURE NOT IMP, ’
POSITIVE ATTITUDE TO SELF
"LUCK MURE IMP., THAN WORK
“SIMEONE PREVENTS SUCCESS":
“PILANS DON'T WORK OuT™

*"NOT MUCH TO- BE PRUUD OF"
CORRECTING INEQUALITY NOT IMP
NO SERIOUS TROUBLE WITH LAW
PHYSICALLY UNATTRACTIVE
MARKIED ' ‘ .
EXPECTING KIDS .BY 25
EXPECTING OWN PLACE BY 24
EXPECT TO FINISH COLLEGE
QQTISFIED WITH LESS THAN COLLEGE
EXPECTING NOU KIDS

HARD OF HEARING

VOCAB, SCORE

READING SCURE ¢ 4
'‘MATH, PART + SCORE .

MATH, PART 2 SCURE

SCIENCE SCORE

WRITING SCORE

CIVICS SCOURE

MEAN (PROPORTIONS ONLY)
MEAN

STANDARD DEVIATION

MEDIAN )
MINIMUM®
MAXIMUM
RANGE

Y

AN

!

NUMBER OF %ﬁNCOMPUTABLE DEFFS= .

ESTIMATE

0.165
~ 0.149
-0.029
-0.040
0.059
0.002
-0.001
-0.002
-0.098
0.007

-0.002 -

'05072
-0.037
-0.009
- 0.026
-0.039
-0.052
-0.035
-0.053
0.026
0.006
-0,074
0.051
-0.017
-0.011
-0.030
-0.024
-0.023
~0.008
2.010
0.996

0.949

v.167
0.805
1.533
1.038

SE

0.009
0.009
0,007
0.012
0.007
0.005
0.005
0.0053
0.005
0.006
0.005
0.010
0.008
0,003

"0.005

0.006
0.009
0.009
0.006

- 0.008

0.004

&

. 1.3620-
Iwbla2 .

0.006

0.003
0.008
0.004
0.006
0.005
0.006

0,003 .

0.055
0.050
0.083
0.040
0.065
0,069
0~ 054

DEFF

1.894do
2.4240b
1.226¢2
2.0710
0.9468
24,4133

§}3793 .
.290¢2

1,2864

.3081
1.9640
2.4240
1.8726
2.011n
1.0414
1.4237
1.89500
2.1252
1,2317

1.5274
1.2167
1.4788
1.1657
1.339¢6
1.3442

2.1727 °

2.6117
1.6953
1.4130
2.1082
1.83560
2.6256
2.2210
2.6840

1.6971
1.7723
0.4880
1.6683
0.9468
2.6b40
1.7372

DEFT

1.3765
1.5571
{1073
1.4391
0.9730
1.9555
1.5425
1.1359
1.134¢2
1.1437
1.2506
1.556%
1.368¢4
1.4183
1.c812
1.193c¢
1,300
1.4576
1.109%
1.1671
1.2709
1.2359
1,1030
1.2101
1.0797
1.1574

1.1594

1.4740

1.§161

1.3021
1.1887
1.4520
1.3550
1.6204
1.4903
1.6383

1.2914
1.3190
v.1826
1.2916
0.9730
1.63863%
0.0653



