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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Career and Technical Education Across Three Decd@&2-2004

By
Mary Ellen Cashen
Doctor of Philosophy in Education
University of California, Irvine, 2014

Professor George Farkas, Chair

In this study, trends in career and technical etloicdCTE) course completion and their

effects on post-secondary degree attainment, emm@nl/and earnings are analyzed using high
school transcript data from HS&B: 1982, NELS: 129@ ELS: 2002. Findings show a
decrease in overall career and technical educatide completed that is largely driven by a
decrease in such coursework by females in the 206Bart. Changes in the mean units of CTE
coursework by type are discussed. | hypothesizeGm& will decrease the likelihood of a
young adult enrolling in college, but increase avgpbility and earnings. My analyses find a
negative effect on later education; little effentemployability and mixed effects on earnings,
with results based somewhat on the type of CTE ¢eteqh. These findings cast doubt on

whether CTE as presently implemented is worthots.c

Keywords:Career and Technical Education, high school, séerences, post-secondary

education and earnings
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Chapter 1: Introduction

In the early 1900s, the United States economy redu large pool of skilled workers,
which resulted in the growth of career and tecHredacation (CTE) programs (Goldin & Katz,
2000). Over time, economic pressure to increaseattual attainment has resulted in increased
numbers of high school students completing coll@ggaratory coursework and attending
college, a movement termed “College for All” (Rosanm, 2001). Concurrently, the federal
government became increasingly involved in K-12oadion and their policies influenced the
“College for All” movementA Nation at Riskn 1983, Goals 2000 in 1994, No Child Left
Behind in 2001 and currently the Common Core Siéémdards (Domina & Saldafia, 2012). No
Child Left Behind imposed increased academic actaduility in 2001 and the current adoption
of the Common Core Standards has raised acadegoicaonsistently across states. These
standards are a set of academically focused benkbnmamathematics and English language
arts developed by the National Governors Associaitd the Council of Chief State School
Officers, currently being implemented in 43 statrd the District of Columbta

Raised expectations for American high schools énlditter part of the century impacted
curricular intensity (i.e. increased rigor in cgéepreparatory academic coursework), which has
permeated every aspect of schools. American schaais tasked with educating all students to
rigorous standards while combating mediocre sconasational and international exams
(Ravitch, 2000). This forced the majority of stutseimto academic tracks to prepare for college.
However, one criticism of these initiatives is thasiness and industry had limited input, and as

such, the standards reflect a narrow definitioagzfdemic proficiency with little attention paid

! corestandards.org



to specific skills and knowledge valued in the waddce (National Association of State Directors
of Career Technical Education Consortium, 2010).

This notion of "College for All" in high schools ibecome increasingly apparent in the
U.S. Department of Education's policy. This shofvards a rigorous academic curriculum
reflects the 1983 National Commission on Excellendéducation recommendation that all high
school students complete at least three full-yeadits in mathematics, science and social
studies and four full-year credits in English. Aseault, the total number of academic courses
taken by a typical high school graduate during fgears of high school increased by 31%: from
12.9 credits in 1982 to 16.9 credits in 2000 (BsBoMane, 2004). Analysis of nationally
representative transcripts shows that high scetoolents complete more rigorous academic
course loads than ever before (Adelman, 2006). fEsiglted in a diminished focus on the other
goals of high school.

Despite the curricular intensification, academacks are not the only high school
curricular options; alternative pathways to highaa graduation remain available to those
students who pursue career training. Career amhiead education (CTE) in U.S. high schools
remains a large and complex enterprise. In 20@fh $chool students spent more than 1.5 billion
hours in vocational courses of varying types. Cesiia general labor market preparation, which
include principles of technology, industrial atiging, keyboarding, etc., and family and
consumer sciences are offered in almost everys$sgbol. High school graduates in 2000 took
1.2 full-year introductory CTE courses during hggihool (National Center for Education
Statistics, 2003). In the same year, nearly 91%rafluates completed at least one occupation

specific course, and 44% completed three or moueses (Levesque, 2003).



Common Core’s substantial academic emphasis, attengse curricular integration
focus of Perkins IV poses a challenge for statistickts and schools to design CTE courses that
effectively support core competencies in math annglish (Bozick & Dalton, 2013). While
increased academic requirements might have resualt®aime students having less time to take
CTE courses, students’ predominant method for awgradditional academic credits seems to
have been to increase the total number of crdu#g ¢arned rather than to decrease CTE course
completion. The average student completed 0.5 fewigs in CTE in 2000 than the average high
school student in 1982, while completing 4 mordsuaf overall high school coursework
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2000).

Simultaneous to federal development in acadenmacclum in high schools, CTE
policy has also evolved since 1917, when the SHiighes Act was passed. This legislation was
based on Charles Prossétport of the National Commission to Aid on Vocwldducation
which promoted vocational agriculture to train plecgnd provided federal funds for this
purpose (Stone & Aliaga, 2007). This 1917 legiskatis the basis both for the promotion of
CTE, and for its isolation from academic curriculumJ.S. schools. The Vocational Education
Act of 1963 was amended and reauthorized in th@4.88d 1990s; the federal government
enacted several key pieces of legislation that otgzhvocational education.

In 1984 the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Techhikducation Act was first authorized
and subsequently reauthorized in 1988. In 199(R=il), 1994 (School-to-Work
Opportunities Act) and in 1998 (Perkins Ill) carpeeparation in schools was supported through
an integration of academic and vocational trairfidgLuca, Plank & Estacion, 2006). This
legislation was initially implemented to strengtreerd expand the economic base of the country,

develop human resources, reduce structural unemmglioly increase productivity, and strengthen



the Nation's defense capabilities by assistingStla¢es to expand, improve, and update high-
guality programs of vocational-technical educationthe mid 1990s concerns arose with the
school-to-work transitions in the U.S., stemmingnirthe lack of connections between high
school and work for the largest group of studertie were completing comprehensive high
school curricula. In 1994 the School to Work Oppoities Act (STWOA) was passed by
Congress to address the following: the lack of eation between school and work that
produced unmotivated young-adults with limited appoities to move out of low-wage jobs;
high school graduates who completed their educatitminsufficient skills for the labor
market; and increased labor market demands foehigiel thinking, teamwork and continued
on the job learning (Neumark, 2007).

In addition to STWOA, the Perkins Act provided dlumy for vocational education,
targeting specific populations of students: indiats with disabilities, individuals from
economically disadvantaged backgrounds, individwatis limited English language proficiency
and single parents. Essential to the most recerations of the Perkins legislation in 1998 and
2006 is the directive that occupational coursesrparate skills and concepts taught in core
academic courses to increase the likelihood thd& &dpports academic achievement (Bozick &
Dalton, 2013). In 2006, the reauthorized passagkeoPerkins Act, commonly referred to as
Perkins 1V, reflected the most recent national catment to prepare youth for the evolving
challenges of the workplace through occupatiorfaityised coursework. These goals have been
updated, providing both a framework and fundingtedes and school districts to implement and
maintain successful CTE. Notably, Perkins IV alsoamed vocational education as career and

technical education (CTE).



However, the goals of raising academic standandsraproving workplace
competencies are more competing than complememaademic and occupational programs
frequently have different goals, students, facahy separate areas of the school, making them
unlikely to join forces. As Castellano et al. (2D@3und, vocational and academic staff often do
not know each other well, and are therefore lésdylito collaborate with one another.
Additionally, prior research suggests that vocal@ducation has both positive and negative
effects. On the positive side, CTE should enhahogesits’ chances of finding employment as
skilled workers and reduces their chances of sligpo the bottom of the occupational ladder.
On the negative side, CTE has been reported taeeithe attainment of education beyond high
school (Shavit & Miller, 2000). Effects of thesemqueting interests have been reported and
discussed since at least the 1980s (National Cosmmni®n Excellence in Education, 1983;
Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary §kil991). The competing interests of U.S.
high schools have recently been combined into tagrated model of college and career
readiness for all high school graduates (Bozick&t@n, 2013; Smerdon & Borman, 2012).
Federal regulations impose increasingly rigorowlamic course requirements and assessments
intended to set high academic standards for allestis (Adelman, 2006; Domina & Saldafa,
2011; Ravitch, 2000; Rosenbaum, 2001). Despitetsfto prepare all students for college,
American teens continue to pursue CTE coursewohkgh schools and community colleges, or
forgo college altogether.

This concurrent course completion of both CTE academic units occurred at a time
when U.S. high schools were shifting away from pm@thods of course assignment. During
the mid-20th century, the majority of U.S. high sals were split into academic tracks that

assigned students to college preparatory, honergrgl and basic tracks (Lucas, 1999). This



tracking sorted students into homogeneous grougpsdban student's abilities and career goals
(Rosenbaum, 1996). During this era, vocationaksaxffered specialized courses to students
with similar skills. These skills were honed andeleped for particular career aspirations.
Despite the potentially positive implications of ETthe tracking of economically disadvantaged
students into CTE and non-college preparatory ewosk provides less access preparation for
careers in science and mathematics and AP and $vsaal courses (Blossfield, 1992; Geiser &
Santelices, 2006; Oakes, 1990). Consequently, begjnn the 1960s and 1970s the system of
tracking was gradually dismantled nationwide (Mo&rBavenport, 1988). Schools continued
to stratify coursework in each subject, but vogaicstudents were no longer isolated with other
work-bound students from their college-bound pesrthey were in previous decades (Lucas,
1999; Rosenbaum, 1996).

Despite development in both academic and vocdtmmaculum in U.S. high schools in
the 20th Century, a mismatch between the skillelbped by American high school students
and the skills required by high-wage employers geerWithout more advanced skills, middle
class jobs were inaccessible to low-skill workéisi(nane & Levy, 1996). The wage gap
between college graduates and both high schoolgtas and high school dropouts widened
(Autor, Katz & Kearney, 2005). Regardless of theans regarding post-secondary
enrollment, proponents of high school CTE trairangued the effect of CTE on the
opportunities of the academically weak should reojunlged against the odds of obtaining a

college education (Arum & Shavit, 1995).



Chapter 2: Conceptual Framework and Literature Review

In this dissertation | build on Human Capital theavhich suggests high school
coursework should result in real skills having nueable impacts on earnings and employability.
Human Capital theory is based on the work of Be¢k875) and Mincer (1974); this theory
explains both individuals’ decisions to invest iminan capital activities such as education and
training, and the resulting pattern of individudigtime earnings. Individuals’ different levels
of investment in education and training are ex@dim terms of their expected returns from an
investment (Cellini, McKernan & Ratcliffe, 2008)ubhan Capital theory implies school
curricula have value because they impart skills ith@rove graduates productivity and wages in
the labor market (Rose & Betts, 2004). Investmenexducation and training such as CTE, entail
costs in the form of both direct expenses and dppdy costs. Human capital theory can also
explain the pattern of individuals’ lifetime eargs) Early investment in human capital facilitates
increasing financial benefits with age (Becker,39% ounger people have a longer remaining
work life to benefit from their investment and thi&regone wages are lower, so costs of
investing are lower.

Based on the foundation that high school curriauigart skills that affect graduates
productivity and wages in the labor market | analffze changes and consequences of CTE
course taking from high school graduates in 198821and 2004. My work focuses not only on
how types of CTE courses have changed over tintdydo the completion of CTE coursework
impacts college preparatory course completion.Heurmbore, | investigate how enroliment in
CTE courses changes over this time period by sewily income and race/ethnicity. Finally, |
build upon this to investigate the consequencesnfing levels of CTE, as well as different

types of CTE on labor market outcomes. The propssadly builds on Mane's 1999 study which



used NLS:72, HS&B and NELS:88 to analyze trends@épayoffs to academic and vocational
high school courses for non-college bound studémys.esearch incorporates a new generation
of survey data from ELS:2002. | use this new walvéata to analyze differences in CTE
coursework for males and females and how over tiifierent types of CTE coursework impact
labor market outcomes.
Literature Review

Patternsin CTE Course Taking

Prior research suggests that students tend todtgmed on high school curriculum
tracks that either put them on a path to post-s#agyneducation or to immediate employment.
For most students, the choice appears to be athenmce work force preparation and college
readiness are difficult to complete simultaneoyklmple & Willner, 2008). For decades,
vocational education was distinguished by its isofafrom both comprehensive and academic
high school curricula (Hayward & Benson, 1993). $§h8tone and Aliaga (2007) found that only
5.9% of youth in the National Longitudinal SurveiyYauth 1997 identified as both academic
and CTE concentrators. However, the isolationtuwdants completing vocational coursework
was not without concern. In the 1980s and 90s péares arose over the academic skills of the
American workforce, and that high school vocaticgcation had become an "educational
backwater" for disadvantaged and disabled studeh& Department of Education, 1994).
Consequently, vocational education began to shwatds efforts to integrate academic and
vocational skills in high school (Neumark, 2007% &result of this integration, far fewer

students are now tracked into any one programuolystLucas, 1999).



Despite an overall reduction in high school stusievho focus on vocational training,
over time, more high school students engaged in ElUEsework, while fewer had distinct CTE
concentrations. Over 95 percent of high schoolesitgltook at least one CTE course in 2000
(U. S. Department of Education, 2004), and natignalthe class of 2005 only 3% of students
took no vocational classes or CTE units (Hudsonag&d, 2009); however, from 1982-1998, the
percentage of students who completed vocationales@rations of three or more courses in the
same labor-market preparation domain decreased3ddmto 25% (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2000). From 1982-2000, CT&®® completion decreased slightly from
4.7 to 4.2 units (U. S. Department of Educatior80The decrease in vocational concentrators
and frequency in which high school graduates ton&lsamounts of vocational coursework is a
logical consequence of the dismantling of schoaensystems of tracking (Moore & Davenport,
1988). With the continued stratification of comsek by subject, vocational students were no
longer isolated by track from their college-boumefs as they were in previous decades (Lucas,
1999; Rosenbaum, 1996).

Changes in the completion of vocational conceiatnatby U.S. high school students
varied across the domains of CTE. The overall dedh the percentage of students completing a
CTE concentration reflects the decline in the targést vocational work forcesade and
industry,andbusinessThe percentages of students concentratifgaith caretechnology and
communicationsfood service and hospitalitandchild care and educatiomcreased (National
Center for Education Statistics, 2000). By 200&raes had occurred differentially by CTE
concentrations: course credit declinebusiness servicematerials productionandmechanics
and repairwere offset by credit increaseshaalth care communication technologgnd

computer technologftevesque, 2003).



Historically, CTE has targeted mainly low-incomelahsadvantaged high school
students (Lynch, 2000). There is an inverse ratah@ between family income and the number
of CTE credits completed; students with the higlsss completed small amounts of CTE
significantly more frequently than their lower Sg&ers, while low SES students predominated
in completing high levels of CTE (Aliaga, Kotamra&uStone, 2014). Although students in the
lowest quartile of SES completed three or moresumfitSES with much higher frequency than
their peers in the highest quartile of SES, 49%238% respectively, CTE can no longer be said
to serve exclusively low-income students, undegrering students or students from special

populations (Aliaga, Kotamraju & Stone, 2014).

Effectsof CTE

Some have argued that high school career and tatheducation is obsolete in our very
technologically based, global economy. They artpa¢ $chools should concentrate on
cultivating academic skills (Jacobs & Grubb, 20@3rlier work examined the impact of high
school vocational education, finding little longrtreeconomic benefit (Gustman & Steinmeier,
1983; Meyer & Wise, 1979; Neuman & Ziderman, 19%®wever, short-term benefits to CTE
have been well documented. Vocational programs atsycontribute to dropout prevention;
students who complete CTE coursework typically hagaker academic backgrounds, and
lower educational expectations than those on thderuic track (Kelly & Price, 2009). Evidence
shows that vocational programs help keep thesestsian high school. Without vocational
programs, more at-risk students would drop outhbsl each year than currently do (Kulik,
1998). In the 1980s, students with more than 20%heif coursework in CTE were more likely

to graduate from high school (Arum, 1998). In 11880s, increasing the number of CTE units a
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student completed by 10th grade increased theHi@dl of dropping out of high school
(Ainsworth & Roscigno, 2005). However, Plank (20@d)nd a contradictory result in which
high school CTE positively impacted high school pdgtion in 2000.

Despite positive impacts on dropout preventiomess researchers identify large
negative effects of high school CTE on all typepadt-secondary enrollment (Arum, 1998). In
the 1990s, increasing the number of units of CTdE ghstudent completed by 10th grade
decreased the likelihood of attending a four-yedlege (Ainsworth & Roscigno, 2005). With
the continued growth in overall college attendamioce number of 18- to 24-year-olds increased
from 28.0 million to 31.1 million between 2001 a?@l1, an increase of 11%. The percentage of
18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in college rose frad8a3in 2001 to 42% in 2011 (National Center
for Education Statistics, 2013). This study seekddtermine if this finding continues to hold
true in light of shifting federal policy to prepaneggh school students for colleges and careers. |
also investigate the role CTE coursework servgsedicting educational attainment eight years
after high school graduation.

Mane (1999) compares the short- and medium- rumne to vocational course taking for
students who graduated high school in 1972, 19861892, and finds that these returns grew
much higher after the 1970s. Bishop and Mane (26R4inine literature on the effects of
secondary vocational education and also find ewdéhis return has been growing, possibly
because the skill needs of business were growidgshifting very rapidly during the 1980s and
1990s, and because this type of education has keepwre effective.

Arum and Shavit (1995) argue while vocational ediwn may inhibit future educational
and occupational plans for some students, vocdtexhacation teaches students marketable

skills and attitudes that can help them find sHiliebs and reduce their risk of unemployment or
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employment as low paid, un-skilled workers. Bislaopl Mane's analysis of NELS:92 data on
high school graduates from 1992 and 1993 (inclutiege who graduated in five years)
indicates those who trained for specific occupatimnhigh school were more successful in the
labor market. These graduates spent more time geglooth immediately after high school
and eight years later), worked better jobs andeshsignificantly more than students who did
not take advanced CTE courses (Bishop & Mane, 2004)

Both high school graduates who do not pursue fugbacation and college dropouts are
at an earnings disadvantage in their initial y&atse labor market compared with those who
obtained post-secondary CTE credentials. Studies she average college graduate's earnings
increase over their lifetimes, while adults whamttittle more than a high school degree (or
perhaps some college) have been experiencing stagneages (adjusted for inflation) across
their lifetimes (United States Bureau of Labor Stats, 2007). Some scholars argue it might be
more advantageous to pursue other educationalssutsh as a two-year technical degree to
develop skills that are readily applied to the leighkilled labor force than completing some
academic coursework at a post-secondary institwtittmout completing a bachelor's degree
(Kerckhoff, 2003; Rosenbaum, 2001).

Bozick and Dalton (2013), utilizing ELS: 2002 deténed that most of the achievement
differences between students who take a large nuaflmecupational courses and students who
take few or no occupational courses are due tocgtaey differences between students before
they enter high school, not the actual courses tetegh Those who are high achievers gravitate
to and/or are placed in academic courses, whilegdclwevers gravitate to or are placed in CTE
courses. With these selection processes operatimggdefore students reach the end of high

school, only a small effect can be attributed torses completed (Bozick & Dalton, 2013).
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Differential Effectsof CTE for Female and Male High School Graduates

Experiences in early adulthood vary greatly by gerashd highest level of education
completed (Settersten & Ray, 2010). Gender sigamtiy predicts career choices across all
career clusters, which partially explains the wd@parities in earnings and stratification of
career choices based on gender (Nauta & Epper808).2There are distinct gender differences
in occupational training, college majors and cact@ices that contribute to differential earnings
potential (Fletcher & Zirkle, 2009).

Historically, participation in the CTE track hadryimg effects on men and women. Forty
years ago, women were routinely directed into traially female occupations like nursing,
secretarial work, teaching and homemaker. Whilelénoaly” or “female only” labels are gone,
gender roles remain (Sadker & Zittleman, 2009197, girls made up 14% of students in trade
and industrial courses (National Women’s Law Cerzg@05). In 1990, girls outhnumbered boys
in home economics, health and secretarial courbde oys outnumbered girls in agriculture,
trade, industry and technical fields (National @eror Education Statistics, 1991). In 2004,
girls represented 15% of students taking classesditionally male, higher-paying fields such
as carpentry, automotive, masonry and welding. Moae 85% of females were clustered in
traditionally female courses such as cosmetololgydcare, medical assistant, health aid and
nursing (National Women’s Law Center, 2005). Maie &male high school students also
completed disparate amounts of CTE coursework; dDftales completed three or more CTE
courses in comparison to 33% of females, while 4¥hales completed one or fewer units in
comparison to 29% of females (Aliaga, Kotamraju t@rie, 2014). Additionally, CTE fields,

which are nontraditional for their gender, have agrad virtually unchanged since the 1970s
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(United States Department of Education, 2004). differences in high school CTE training by
gender result in distinctly different employmenpoptunities with male dominated CTE fields
paying an average wage of $20, while female fiplls $15 per hour (National Women'’s Law
Center, 2005).

Arum and Shavit (1995) found that, regardless oidge, CTE had negative effects on
post-secondary enrollment. Post-secondary enrotlossrall also reflects differences by
gender, however these gender differences have etdanger time: from 1900 to 1930 male to
female undergraduate enrollment in the U.S. wabaut parity, however male enrollment
increased in the 1930s and soared after World W&dldin, Katz, & Kuziemko, 2006). The
highpoint of gender imbalance occurred in 1947 whrally 29% of the undergraduate population
nation-wide was female (NCES, 2013). From 194 7#@male enroliment increased, especially
in the 1970s (Goldin, Katz, & Kuziemko, 2006). Gendquality occurred again in 1979 when
51% of the undergraduate population was female $I@B13). Subsequently, women overtook
men in undergraduate enrollment and graduatiorn, %i€6 of the undergraduate population
being female in 2012 (NCES, 2013).

Differences in college enrollment rates reflect-pxesting gender differences from high
school. Girls achieved considerably higher graddsgh school than boys in the NLS:1972 and
in NELS:1988 (Goldin, Katz, & Kuziemko, 2006). Femaigh school seniors were more likely
to have developed college plans, and reported sdrihe following perspectives: education is a
vital investment, and knowledge that occupatioey tought to pursue required a college
education (Kleinfeld, 2009). In particular, womefrcolor and low-SES participated in higher
education at higher rates than their male countexp@uring the 1990s twice as many African

American women as men earned college degrees (L2p63). Concurrently, there was a
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substantial female lead in college graduationlgBB5 levels, but this gender gap was largest in
the bottom of the SES distribution (Jacob, 2002¢irdeld's research revealed two concerning
mindsets of high school boys: those from familigdhywarents who graduated from college
perceived higher education as expected and wezby xcited about college; while those boys
from working class families had little knowledgetbé job market, the likelihood of obtaining
their "dream job" and the income necessary todafortable adult lives (2009). These findings
provide evidence that something more is neededdage young men in pathways to
meaningful employment. Findings in the school-tadnderature show evidence that program
participation is particularly advantageous for methe forgotten-half with respect to both
schooling and work-related outcomes. There aretantial benefits from such programs with
targeted efforts towards male high school studehisse characteristics and backgrounds make
them less likely to attend college (Neumark, 200hese programs can mediate the higher
frequency of young men disliking school and lackptans beyond high school that Kleinfeld
identified (2009).

Over the past quarter-century, the earnings of wpmelike the earnings of men, have
risen. Women'’s earnings have grown faster tharetbbsnen—although men have continued to
out earn women. This is partially a result of worsemages were much lower to start; however,
their average earnings have remained well belowetlod men. Nationally, women are
concentrated in the jobs that cluster at the bottbthe income distribution (Blank, 1997). In
1975, a female high school graduate earned abd&ata&much during the year as a male; by
2002, she earned 62% as much. As with men, the edosiated women saw the largest earnings
gains. In 1969, only about 10% of men in theire#rirties had wages that were below poverty

level. By 2004, the share had more than doubledn®/ofared a little better over the same time
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span, but nearly half were still earning povertyelevages by their mid-thirties (Danzinger,

2004).

The Economy and Effects of the Recession of the Early 2000s

During the later part of the first decade of thetZ2entury, the United States experienced
a tremendous economic downturn. This recessionugextia spike in unemployment, poverty
and failed businesses; many people lost their jotsies and savings (Iceland, 2012). From
December 2007 to October 2009, unemployment doudhbded 5% to 10% (Sahin, Song &
Hobijn, 2010). Household income inequality rosetighout this decade; there was a striking
gap between those at the very top of the incontelulision and the rest of society. For the first
time since the 1960s the median household incormedsed (Iceland, 2012). The effects of the
recession varied by gender; in August of 2009 themployment rate for men was 11% while it
was 8% for females. Job losses were concentratgdads-producing industries of
manufacturing and construction, which employ a aigbroportion of male workers (71% and
88% male dominated respectively), while the heedite and education sectors which employ a
higher proportion of women increased during thsti(23% male) (Sahin, Song & Hobijn,
2010). The faltering economy had dramatic consecggenn wages and rates of employment

that differentially affected men and women in talkedr force during this time.
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Resear ch Questions and Hypotheses

In order to understand the impacts of CTE for buo#lles and females from these three

graduating classes, | will conduct this study, wihiE based on the following questions:

1.

3.

Did U.S. high school graduates in 1982, 1992 arii28ke different quantities and
types of career and technical education? Did fematbmale U.S. high school graduates
in 1982, 1992 and 2004 take different quantities igpes of career and technical
education?

What effect does high school career and technaataion for graduates in 1982, 1992
and 2004 have on post-secondary educational attaittiHave these effects changed
over time? What effect does high school careenteduhical education for graduates in
1982, 1992 and 2004 have on employment and eafhibgsthese effects vary for
different types of CTE coursework completed?

Are there differential effects of high school caraed technical education for female and
male high school graduates in 1982, 1992 and 2@(#bst-secondary education? Are
there differential effects of high school careed &chnical education for female and

male high school graduates in 1982, 1992 and 26@htgloyment and earnings?

In my research | expect to find that high schoaatmnal education has negative

impacts across cohorts on earnings. This hypotieb@sed on previous research showing that

high school vocational education has little longrteeconomic benefit (Gustman & Steinmeier,

1983; Meyer & Wise, 1979; Neuman & Ziderman, 1998ylditionally, | expect to find that all

types of high school CTE would have negative effect post-secondary degree attainment

across cohorts. This is based on previous worktifyerg large negative effects of high school
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CTE on post-secondary enrollment (Ainsworth & Rgaoi, 2005; Arum, 1998; Arum & Shavit,
1995). My final hypothesis is that males who cortel@TE coursework in high school will earn
more than their female counterparts because tleegamnpleting preparation for higher wage
occupations. This is based on the findings abontlgedifferences in labor market preparation
and its effect on earnings from the National CefdeEducation Statistics, 1991; National
Women’s Law Center, 2005; and Sadker & ZittlemdQ2 | believe CTE training will mediate

some of the negative effects of a downturn in t@emy for young men.
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Chapter 3: Data and Methods

In this study examining vocational course takiregmtls and post-secondary education and
employment outcomes, | use three nationally repitasige surveys collected by the National
Center for Educational Statistics (NCES), High Silamnd Beyond (HS&B), the National
Educational Longitudinal Survey (NELS), and the &ational Longitudinal Survey (ELS). All
three datasets include student surveys and trabsiaia that span high school cohorts from
1982-2004. HS&B originally sampled approximately@®m high school sophomores in 1980,
NELS began with 24,000 eighth graders in 1988 adrffl Began with 18,000 high school
sophomores in 2002. These data include studentegmifts of family background, educational
aspirations, school and work experiences, par@atrte of educational attainment, as well as
student high school transcripts. These sampleadeadflata from the 10th and 12th grade as well
as ten years after high school graduation for H&&B eight years later for NELS and ELS.

In my analyses, | include variables that have lesditionally used for measuring
participation in CTE, such as background charasties, prior academic achievement, and
academic performance in high school. Outcome visabclude a categorical variable of
highest level of education completed as ten yeites laigh school graduation for HS&B and
eight years later for NELS and ELS. A continuousalde of annual earnings was collected ten
and eight years after high school graduation raspyg. This survey question asks participants
to self-report their total earnings from the pre@alendar year. Survey participants without
data on their highest level of education or earmiwgre excluded from these analyses.

Using the Classification Scheme of Secondary Saioarses (CSSC) based on the 2000
High School Transcript Study, the categories of €bHrse completion are compared with

transcript level data from all three datasets. Dpstee analyses are conducted to determine if
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there are differences in the number of units infthlewing categories of CTE: technology and
communication, health care, personal and othergemnarketing and distribution, agriculture
and renewable resources, business, trade and ipd@bthigh school course work across data
sets is measured in Carnegie units. A CarnegiesiBijuivalent to a one-year academic course
taken one period a day, five days a week (Ingeds. e2007). | compare differences between
cohorts in the total number of CTE units compleiedvell as differences in the number of units
taken in each specific CTE category.

Students from the classes of 1982, 1992 and 2@0#lentified as vocational and
occupational concentrators based on the spectitafrom the 1998 revision of the Secondary
School Taxonomy. Participants are identified agslanac concentrators if they completed at
least four Carnegie units of English, three of reathtics with at least one credit higher than
algebra Il, three credits of science with at leamsd credit in U.S. or world history and two credits
in a single foreign language. The identificatioraochdemic concentrators across cohorts is
particularly challenging because the curriculareztations of American high schools has
changed dramatically in the decades sifad¢ation at RiskThe average class of 2004 high
school graduate earned approximately 5 more acadeeulits than the average class of 1982
graduate, and the proportion of students compleétiagNew Basics” curriculum prescribedAn
Nation atRisk, increased from 2.32% in 1982, to 16.32% i82.%nd 31.92% in 2004 (Domina
& Saldarfia, 2011). Occupational concentrators aetified across cohorts if they completed at

least three credits in CTE.
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Methods

In this study, | first document the changes inrthenber of CTE courses completed by
high school graduates in 1982, 1992 and 2004. Sulstly, | investigate the transformation in
the types of CTE courses taken as the demandspbgens change with technological
advances. In this study | assess the effect of saahsework in high school on post-secondary
education, employment and earnings. Later, theydarlises on the interaction between CTE
course completion for male and female high schoadigates. Variation in CTE course taking
and its effects are evaluated based on the sess alal race/ethnicity of the student.

| recoded high school coursework across datasets@ing to the CSSC, based on the
2000 High School Transcript Study. The National t€efor Education Statistics (NCES)
provides complete high school transcripts (as @fatie High School Transcript study series)
with standardized course credits, grades, and asslag the Classification of Secondary School
Courses (CSSE)This recoding provides a coherent mechanism tapeme course completion
across the three decades documented in HS&B, N8 &nd ELS: 2002. To maximize the
comparability of the three graduating classes inamglyses, | use data only from on-time high
school graduates from the HS&B, NELS, or ELS 1Ztdg cohort for whom full transcript data
were available, following the procedures outlinedalton et al. (2007). All analyses are
weighted using the National Center for EducaticatiStics transcript data weights. All statistical
analyses utilize the Stata “cluster” function terect standard errors for the clustering of HSB,
NELS and ELS respondents in high schools. This @sdrols for some of the differences in

local course taking requirements.

2 Using the CSSC course level coding, | applied #ear Y000 definitions of vocational courses to all
three cohorts in order to use a single set of difits of vocational specializations (Badby & Hudso
2007). In the 2000 CSSC there were 22 vocationateatrations including: engineering technologies,
computer science, marketing, business, construatidnagriculture.
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My subsample for analysis includes only high st¢lygpaduates with complete high
school transcripts available in their respectiviasiet, since | relied heavily on the transcripaidat
(rather than self-reports) to identify vocationahcentration. It is important to note that by
including only high school graduates in this analys is possible that the findings reflect the
course-taking histories of higher achieving stugesince dropouts are more likely to be less
academically proficient. In table 5 survey partaips from each of the three datasets with
transcript data are compared to survey participahts have transcript data and graduated from
high school on time. On time graduates in my subgda for analysis included 80% of HS&B,
82% of NELS and 78% of ELS survey participants. $hlesample for analysis was slightly
more White, Asian and female, and less Black, Higpand male than the complete samples of
HS&B, NELS and ELS. For NELS and ELS the sub-sarfpl@nalysis was slightly more
female than male.

| categorize course taking patterns into threesipes concentrations: college prep,
vocational, and a general track for neither vocetiomor college prep. Students who take three
or more courses in CTE are considered vocationatemtrators, and students who complete
greater than zero and less than three Carnegie i@ TE are considered vocational samplers.
For the longitudinal analysis, a college prepasatamncentration is defined as taking: four
credits of English, three credits of math, scieracel social studies, as well as two years of
foreign language Across the three cohorts there was a statisfisahificant increase in the
percent of students whom completed college preparabursework over time; with 55% of
students completing college preparatory concentrafihigh school graduates in 2004 were

more likely to take some vocational courseworkighlschool while simultaneously completing

3 This is also one definition of a “New Basics” daafum.
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college preparatory coursework. Vocational and A&aaid tracks are no longer mutually
exclusive routes to high school graduation. Studesdit ratios measures the proportion of
vocational to total credits to represent the proporof vocational courses students take.

The highest level of education outcome variable ve@oded to create fewer categories.
Participants are identified as one of the followfagr categories: high school graduates with no
additional education; high school graduates whopetad some college or an associate's
degree; bachelor's degree recipients and post-lmaisheertificate recipients; or participants who
completed a master's or doctoral degree. Earniatgsfcbm all cohorts was recalculated using
calculations from the Bureau of Labor Statisti®LS) to account for inflation. All earnings are
recalculated to reflect the equivalent of 2013 alsl| the most recent year that complete BLS
data is available for.

Interaction variables were constructed to meathaenteraction between sex and CTE
behaviors. These interactions include: the inteyadietween the number of high school units
completed and sex, the interaction between theepead high school coursetime spent in CTE

courses, and sex as well as interactions betweearskeach category of CTE coursework.

* http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm
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Chapter 4: Results

Changesin Career and Technical Education Course Taking

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics of on-tgnaduates from each of the three
cohorts. This sample is slightly more White, Aszard female, and less Black, Hispanic and
male than the complete samples of HS&B, NELS an8.Ebver the three decades the sub-
sample became more ethnically diverse, with moeelBlAsian and Hispanic high school
graduates surveyed. Both female and male high $gnaduates completed more total high
school units in 2004 than in previous cohorts. @herage high school graduate completed
nearly four more Carnegie units in that year thmah982. Concurrently, the total number of
vocational or CTE units completed decreased bygust half a Carnegie unit. As a result of
increased total high school course taking and @seict CTE course taking, the percent of
vocational units completed by high school graduatéke three cohorts gradually decreased.
Across the three decades, overall educationahatemt increased, which is consistent with
previous research (NCES, 2013). During that same-period annual earnings decreased; this
is likely a reflection of the overall decreaseuii-time employment and increase in the
completion of higher levels of education that kgepng-adults out of the labor market until
later in their twenties. This is particularly trieg women, who across the three cohorts have
surpassed their male counterparts in bachelor'sreastier's degrees. Seven years after
graduation, 73% of female and 86% of male high stgmaduates from the class of 1992 had
full-time jobs, while 64% of female and 77% of maigh school graduates from the class of
2004 had full-time jobs. This may be a reflectidipoor economic opportunities for young
adults in 2011 when the 2004 graduates were sexa@ns yemoved from high school, or it may

be a reflection of their increasing commitmentda&ation later in their twenties. With 26% of
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females and 23% of males the class of 2004 enrolledme form of education in 2011, this

shows a 5% increase for females and 1% increasedt®s in post-secondary enroliment from

the 1992 cohort in 1999.

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics of On-time High School Graighs from the Three Cohorts, by Sex

H&SB: Class of 1982

Female

Male

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Female Male Female Male

% N % N % N % N % N % N
Black 11% 600 9% 470 11% 670 11% 650 12% 700 12% 620
Asian 2% 80 2% 90 4% 250 4% 230 4% 230 4% 230
Hispanic 10% 520 13% 660 9% 540 9% 530 14% 800 13% 680
Other 2% 100 2% 120 1% 50 1% 50 5% 270 5% 260
White 76% 4,060 74% 3,770 76% 4830 76% 4660 65% 3660 66% 3540
Total HS Units 21.82 5370 2131 5110 2414 6380 23.90 6170 2596 5680 25.80 5330
Total Voc Units 4.56 5,150 4.44 4,850 469 6060 4.57 5880 3.61 5250 429 5070
% Vocational 21% 5,370 20% 5,110 19% 6380 19% 6170 13% 5680 16% 5330
HS Grad 48% 2,310 54% 2,390 12% 520 17% 660 7% 340 11% 490
Some College 22% 1,070 16% 710 47% 2050 50% 1930 49% 2470 50% 2150
BA 25% 1,220 25% 1,100 35% 1530 30% 1180 34% 1680 32% 1360
MA+ 4% 210 5% 240 5% 220 3% 120 10% 500 6% 280
Any Employment 81% 3,860 93% 4,130 87% 3750 93% 3610 82% 4090 88% 3750
Full-time Job 73% 3180 86% 3330 64% 3210 77% 3270
Part-time job 20% 880 15% 600 25% 1270 19% 800
Current Student 21% 900 22% 860 26% 1290 23% 1000
Earnings>0 $34,020 3,950 $44,500 4,080 $36,270 4090 $48,070 3670  $27,850 4250  $35,600 3750
Earnings>0 w/
FT Job $39,480 3040  $51,490 3100  $32,820 3050  $39,530 3000

Note. Weighted with NCES weights

Figure 1 illustrates the proportion of high schoolrsework focused on Career in

Technical Education in the early 1980s, 1990s,20Q0s. This figure demonstrates that the

course-taking patterns of American high school etiisl changed over these decades. Graduates

in 2004 were more likely to complete zero or ldemtthree units of CTE than their

predecessors. The 2004 cohort also completed [BEscGursework in proportion to their overall

course completion.
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Figure 1
Mean Number of CTE Units Completed by Cohort
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Table 2 provides the mean number of total higloetbourse units completed as well as
the mean units in each CTE specialization for stteleho completed more than zero units in
each particular course type. Additionally, the totamber of students in each cohort who
completed some of a particular course type is plexvito demonstrate the likelihood that a
student in each cohort might have been exposedpedfic CTE specialization. Notably, there
was a 20% increase in total units completed adhwsthree decades, and 15% decrease in CTE
units completed. 1982 graduates completed a meah.67 units, while in 1992 graduates
completed 23.92 units and 2004 graduates compB&aa® total high school units.

For students who completed any agriculture claasesss the three cohorts, the mean
number of agriculture units completed decreaseatigiefrom 1982 to 2004. The number of
survey participants who completed health courseeased from just over 400 in 1982 to over
1,000 in 2004, which was accompanied by an increafee mean number of health units
completed. For students who completed any tradsetaacross the three cohorts, the mean
number of trade units completed decreased by aléahunit from 1982 to 2004. During this

time the percent of survey participants who congaletny trade courses remained stable;
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however those students were exposed to less abesdrours of trade instruction. The mean
number of technology units completed increased 088 to 1.09 from 1982 to 2004. During
this time, there was a large increase in the nurabkigh school graduates who completed
technology coursework, with just over 1,000 conipletechnology classes in 1982 to over
7,000 in 1992 and nearly 6,000 in 2004. While &y of survey respondents in 1982 and 1992
and 5% in 2004 completed military coursework, rarjtcourse takers completed a mean of
1.41, 2.09 and 2.44 for each cohort respectivel004, military units were higher
proportionately than any other CTE specializatidome economics/consumer home economics
saw a decline in the mean number of courses coetpatross the three decades, however the
number of high school graduates who completed saalses was high across cohorts, with a
minimum of at least 4,800 in each of the three ctshdn 1982, 54% of survey completing
students completed some business and marketingesgark. These students averaged 2.08
units of business and marketing in their high stleaceer. By 2004, 56% of students completed
some business and marketing, however they compéetederage of 1.41 units, while

completing more overall high school units.
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Table 2
Mean Number of Courses Completed by CTE Specialiat

HS&B: 1982 NELS: 1992 ELS: 2004

M N % M N % M N %
Total HS Units 21.57 10,480 100% 23.92 13,740 100% 25.79 11,550 100%
Total CTE 450 10,000 95% 4.69 13,070 95% 3.90 10,810 94%
General CTE 1.31 7,960 76% 1.24 2,910 21% 1.33 ™4,3037%
Agriculture 2.06 800 8% 1.93 1,160 8% 1.81 1,0509%
Health 1.09 440 4% 1.32 660 5% 1.28 1,000 9%
Trade 257 3,630 35% 2.46 4,710 34% 1.97 3,920 % 34
Technology 0.88 1,380 13% 1.02 7,560 55% 1.09 43,9 51%
Military 1.41 190 2% 2.09 250 2% 2.44 530 5%
Home Ec & Consumer 1.56 4,890 47% 1.43 6,060 44% 1.34 4,860 42%
Business & Marketing 2.08 5,680 54% 1.76 10,1003%7 1.41 6,480 56%

Note. Mean number of units for students who congpletO units in a specific course with NCES weighitsf
survey participants and the % of participants whimgleted each specific course type.

Figure 2 illustrates the percent of all surveyedisnts in each cohort who completed
some coursework in each specialization. Acrosshtee decades there is a dramatic decrease in
the percentage of students who completed generald@lirsework. In 1982, 76% of students
completed some general CTE; this fell sharply iB2L&b 21% and remained relatively low in
2004 with 37% of students completing some genefé.@dditionally, from the 1982 cohort to
the 1992 cohort there was a 42% increase in treepeof students completing technology
coursework. This increase persisted in the 200értpith over half of all students completing
some technology coursework. Although students cetimg) health courses represent less than
10% of the population, there is a notable incréasle percentage of students completing health
courses. In 1982 and 1992 only 4% of students cetegblhealth courses, which doubled in 2004

to 9%.

5 CTE specializations and the courses from CSSCrulfdk each specialization are found in
table 4 in the appendix.
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Figure 2
Percent of Students Participating in CTE by Type
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Table 3 shows the mean units completed for ppgids who completed any amount of
coursework in a particular concentration. Graduaties did not complete any coursework in a
concentration were omitted from the mean to cateulae average for those who participated.
There was an overall increase in high school wutspleted for both female and male students.
The total number of CTE courses completed by hafflosl graduates decreased over time,
particularly for females in the 2004 cohort. Matesnpleted more trade units than females
across all three cohorts. Military unit completionreased steadily over time, but as illustrated
in table 2, served a relatively small populatioanfale students completed home economics and
consumer home economics courses more frequentgsathne three cohorts. Females dominated
business and marketing courses in 1982, but theletion of these courses by male graduates

increased in 1992 and 2004 and was nearly evenfantlales in the 2004 cohort.

29



Table 3
Mean Number of Units Completed by CTE Specialindtho Female and Male participants who
completed some coursework in a particular concditna

HS&B: 1982 NELS: 1992 ELS: 2004
Female Male Female Male Female Male

Total High School Units 21.82 21.31 2414 2390 2596 25.80
Total CTE 4.56 4.44 4.69 457 3.61 4.29
General CTE 1.27 1.37 1.13 1.27 1.31 1.34
Agriculture 1.35 2.33 1.47 2.16 1.55 2.00
Health 1.29 0.68 1.54 0.83 1.43 1.01
Trade 1.20 2.94 1.50 2.69 1.25 2.31
Technology 0.77 0.96 1.04 0.98 0.99 1.18
Military 1.31 1.46 1.83 2.36 2.46 2.44
Home Economics & Consumer

Home Economics 1.86 0.96 1.59 1.12 1.53 1.06
Business & Marketing 2.49 1.41 1.98 1.48 1.48 1.38

Note. Average number of units for on-time high satgraduates who completed >0 units in a specdiaorse with
NCES weights

Effects of Career and Technical Education on Earnings

Figure 3 shows the distribution of inflation-adgdtearnings by number of vocational
courses completed for each cohort of high schadggites. Across all three cohorts, graduates
who completed fewer CTE courses earned more te&EH8nd eight years (NELS & ELS)
after high school graduation. The 2004 cohort edtess than their predecessors in the 1992
cohort; much of this is likely attributable to thggher number of workers employed full-time
and a smaller portion of the sample enrolled irt4sesondary education eight years after high
school graduation for the 1992 cohort as well agrsating wages, which is particularly

detrimental for the least educated.
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Figure 3
Earnings of On-time High School Graduates by CTE Course Completion
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Effects of Career and Technical Course Completion on Post-Secondary Education

Table 6presents odds ratio coefficients from multinomagistic models measuring the
effect of varying amounts and types of CTE on mestendary educational attainment. The first
equation uses background characteristics, total $opool units and a continuous variable
measuring the percent of CTE units out of the totahber of high school units completed to
predict educational attainment. The second moddlides specific types of CTE courses to
predict earnings to predict post-secondary attaimin¥eable 6 shows that increasing the percent
of vocational coursework completed as a part @i toigh school coursework decreases the
likelihood of completing all types of post-secondaducation. This is significant and consistent
across the three cohorts, and was found despiyeex¢ensive control variables, including math
test scores. The completion of the majority of Gblrse types decreased the likelihood of
completing future education. This was true forball health and technology coursework, which
did not have adverse implications for completingtfar education beyond high school. This
could be a result of high school graduates whardegested in health, pursuing further career

training in entry level medical fields includingnsing, phlebotomy, x-ray technicians or dental
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assistants. Those students interested in technblagy opportunities to pursue entry-level
computer repair certificates or bachelor's levehpater science degrees. Trade courses had
smaller negative effects on completing some collbgethese effects grew steadily larger for

bachelor's, master's and doctoral degree attainment

Effects of Career and Technical Course Completion on Employment

Table 7 presents odds ratio coefficients fromdtigiregressions estimating the impact of
varying amounts and types of CTE completion onlike#hood of having any type of
employment nine (HS&B) and seven (ELS & NELS) yesdter high school graduation. The
first equation uses background characteristicsedipt employment. The second equation adds
total high school units and a continuous variabéasuring the percent of CTE units out of the
total number of high school units completed. Thedtmodel includes specific types of CTE
courses to predict employment. SES is a stronggtigtor of employment for the class of 2004
than the classes of 1992 or 1982. This may dematestie power of family SES on employment
when the economy is struggling as it was in 20Echhology coursework had significant
positive effects on employment for the class of2L3r the class of 2004, the percent of
vocational coursework completed in high school,eg@hCTE and home economics/consumer
home economics had significant negative conseqsemtemployment.

Table 8 measures the impact of varying amountsygres of CTE completion on
employment for one of the most vulnerable popultetim the economy, high school graduates
with no post-secondary coursework completed. Tis¢ équation uses background
characteristics to predict employment. The secayu@dion adds total high school units and a

continuous variable measuring the percent of CTiEs wut of the total number of high school
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units completed. The third model includes spedypes of CTE courses to predict employment.
For the class of 1982 there was no significantoefdé any type of CTE. For the class of 1992,
technology coursework had a significant positivie&fon the likelihood of being employed,
while trade coursework had a significant negativece. For the class of 2004, health
coursework had a significant negative effect onlegment for high school graduates who
pursued no further education. There are notabferdifices between the effects of CTE
coursework on employment for all high school gradsian table 7 and those high school
graduates who pursued no further education in @bk®r the class of 1982, technology had
significant positive effects for the complete cdhbut these effects were smaller and no longer
significant for those who did not pursue post-seleoy education. For the 1992 cohort, trade
coursework had more negative effects on employiroerihe less educated, and technology had
much more positive effects for those with only ghhschool diploma. For graduates from the
class of 2004, the coefficients increased in tleasof general CTE and home economics for
high school graduates who pursued no further edugdiut became insignificant because of the
much smalleN for the sub-sample in table 8.

Table 9 measures the impact of varying amountsypes of CTE completion on
employment for high school graduates with some-pesbndary experience or an associate's
degree completed. The first equation uses backgrobaracteristics to predict employment. The
second equation adds total high school units as@h@inuous variable measuring the percent of
CTE units out of the total number of high schoatsinompleted. The third model includes
specific types of CTE courses to predict employmeéhis tableshows few effects for
participants who completed some college on employniéowever, for the class of 2004,

agriculture coursework had a significant positifea on employment.
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Table 10 measures the impact of varying amourdgygres of CTE completion on
employment for participants who completed a baatsettegree or higher. The first equation
uses background characteristics to predict employniée second equation adds total high
school units and a continuous variable measuriag#icent of CTE units out of the total
number of high school units completed. The thirddeiancludes specific types of CTE courses
to predict employment. For the class of 1982, lheadtd significant positive effects on
employment for the more educated members of thertahterestingly; health coursework did
not have significant positive effects on employmentess educated members of this cohort.
For the class of 1992, technology, and businessyaréleting coursework had significant
positive effects on the likelihood of being empldy€&or the class of 2004, there was no
significant effect of any type of CTE. Across tabtthrough 10 the negative effects on
educational attainment after high school graduageem much stronger than the effects on

employment.

Effects of Career and Technical Education on Earnings

Table 11 presents OLS regression models meastiéngffect of varying amounts and
types of CTE on (inflation adjusted) earnings. Tirgt equation uses background characteristics
to predict annual income. The second equation addkhigh school units and a continuous
variable measuring the percent of CTE units ouheftotal number of high school units
completed. The third model includes specific typE€TE courses to predict earnings, while the
fourth model gives the direct effect of CTE on @ags and also shows the extent to which CTE
mediates the effects of varying levels of post-adeny degree attainment. The percent of

vocational coursework completed as a part of totgh school coursework has significant
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negative consequences for graduates from the sla$4®©82 and 1992. In the 2004 cohort, there
was an insignificant positive effect of the perceh€TE completed in high school on earnings;

it appears that the control variables matter mothis most recent cohort. The completion of
agriculture coursework has positive, but insig@ficimplications on earnings for the classes of
1992 and 2004. Completing health coursework hagniigant negative implications that
become positive, but also insignificant in latehads. Home economics and consumer home
economics have negative and significant impactsawnings across all three cohorts.
Unsurprisingly, both the completion of BachelonwlaMaster’s degrees has positive and
significant earnings implications.

Tables 12, 13 and 14 are similar to table 11 @ they analyze the effect of completing
varying amounts and types of CTE in high schook iliference is that participants are split
based on their highest level of education complatdte final data collection for their
respective cohort. The first equation uses backgtalaracteristics to predict annual income.
The second equation adds total high school undsaatontinuous variable measuring the
percent of CTE units out of the total number ofthséghool units completed. The third model
includes specific types of CTE courses to predachmgs. For high school graduates with no
additional education, general CTE has negativesggrdficant consequences for members of the
graduating classes of 1992 and 2004. For high sgraduates who completed no additional
schooling, the percent of high school coursewost tias CTE had negative but insignificant
effects for all cohorts on earnings. For those wbimpleted some college, percent CTE
coursework had an insignificant negative effectlmclass of 1982 that became positive in 1992
and became even more positive in 2004, nearingfisignce. High school graduates who

completed an Associate’s degree or some colleg@bsitive earnings outcomes for completing
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trade coursework as high school students. Thispwagive and significant for the 2004
graduates who completed trade coursework. Homeoatias and consumer home economics
have negative and significant impacts on earnicgssa all three cohorts for participants who
completed some college, and those who completeuebats degrees or higher. For participants
who completed a bachelor’'s degree or higher, tihegpé of vocational coursework completed as
a part of total high school coursework has negatoresequences for all cohorts, and is

significant for high school graduates from 1982 aa@2.

Career and Technical Course Completion Effect on Earningsfor Femalesand Males

Figure 4 shows the distribution of earnings by banof vocational courses completed
for each cohort of female and male high school gaées. These earnings are inflation adjusted
to 2013 dollars using calculations from the Burefilabor Statistics. Across all three cohorts,
graduates who completed fewer CTE courses earneel te1o (HS&B) and eight years (NELS &
ELS) after high school graduation. The differenetaeen earnings for males within the same
cohort was relatively small in the 1982 and 200daets, but was much larger for the 1992
cohort. The 2004 cohort earned less than theirgmessors in the 1992 cohort; much of this is
driven by females, of whom only 64% were workint-fume and 26% were enrolled in post-
secondary education. This reduction in employmadtiacrease in schooling at the time of the
4th follow-up explains some of the drop in earnifrgen 1992 and 2004. Overall, it appears that
the more CTE courses completed in high schoolstha&ler the earnings are for both female and

male high school graduates.
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Figure 4
Mean Earnings of by CTE Course Completion and Sex
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Effects of Career and Technical Course Completion on Post-Secondary Education for
Femalesand Males

Table 15presents odds ratio coefficients from multinomaajistic models measuring the
effect of varying amounts and types of CTE on mestendary educational attainment for
females and males. The first equation uses bachkdrobnaracteristics to predict educational
attainment. The second equation adds total highadeamits and a continuous variable
measuring the percent of CTE units out of the totahber of high school units completed. The
third model includes interactions between beingenaald both total high school units and the
percent of CTE units out of the total number ofthéghool units completed to predict post-
secondary attainment. Across all three cohorts snare less likely to complete higher levels of
education in all of the first models with backgrdwrharacteristics. In the more complex model
that included the interaction terms, the percemnoaftional coursework completed had

significant negative effects, while being male ander had significant negative effects. In the
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1982 cohort the interaction between percent vooatiooursework and male had strong positive

effects on participating in some college or comptet bachelor's degree.

Effects of Career and Technical Course Completion on Employment for Females and
Males

Table 16 presents odds ratio coefficients fronisliogregressions estimating the impact
of varying amounts and types of CTE completionlmnlikelihood of having any type of
employment nine (HS&B) and seven (ELS & NELS) yesdter high school graduation. The
first equation uses background characteristicsedipt employment. The second equation adds
total high school units and a continuous variabéasuring the percent of CTE units out of the
total number of high school units completed. Thedtmodel adds interaction terms between
being male and both total high school units andotreent of CTE units out of the total number
of high school units completed to predict employtn&he fourth model includes specific types
of CTE courses, and the fifth model includes inteams between males and the specific CTE
course types to predict employment. SES is a stnopigedictor of employment for the class of
2004 than the classes of 1992 or 1982. Acrossiaetcohorts, being male was one of the
strongest predictors of employment even in the mostplex models. For the class of 1982, in
the third model, the interaction between male ardgnt vocational has significant positive
effects on employment. For the same cohort in doeth model, technology coursework has
significant positive effects on employment. Anddfil, in the fifth model, home
economics/consumer home economics coursework gatdisant negative impacts on
employment, while the interaction between beingenaald home economics/consumer home

economics coursework had significant positive inip@an employment. This indicates that home
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economics/consumer home economics coursework énmndles’ chances of employment and
helped males. Similar to the earlier cohort, far thass of 1992, in the third model, the
interaction between male and percent vocationaklumsficant positive effects on employment.
In the fifth model with interactions, technologletinteraction between being male and
completing military coursework and the interactimtween being male and completing home
economics/consumer home economics coursework @ligaificant positive effects on
employment. For the class of 2004, in the fourtidelpagriculture and home
economics/consumer home economics coursework gadisant negative effects on
employment. In the fifth model, with interactiof®me economics/consumer home economics
continued to have a significant negative effectilevtine interaction between being male and
completing agriculture coursework had a signifigaositive effect on employment.

Table 17 presents odds ratio coefficients fronisliogregressions estimating the impact
of varying amounts and types of CTE completion mpleyment for one of the most vulnerable
populations in the economy, high school graduaiés o post-secondary coursework
completed for females and males. The first equatg®s background characteristics to predict
employment. The second equation adds total higbadamits and a continuous variable
measuring the percent of CTE units out of the totahber of high school units completed. The
third model adds interaction terms between beinlg mad both total high school units and the
percent of CTE units out of the total number ofthsghool units completed to predict
employment. The fourth model includes specific ypECTE courses, and the fifth model
includes interactions between males and the speCifE course types to predict employment.
Similarly to the complete sample in table 3, ackthree cohorts of high school graduates with

no post-secondary education in table 4, being makone of the strongest predictors of
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employment even in the most complex models. Focldes of 1982, the interaction between
being male and completing home economics/consupnraeteconomics had significant positive
effects on employment. For 1992 graduates, in m8die¢ interaction between the total number
of high school units completed and being male hsigificant negative effect on employment.
In model 4, completing trade coursework had sigaift negative effects on employment, while
in both models 4 and 5 technology coursework hguaifstant positive effects on employment
for participants who finished their education watlhigh school diploma. For the class of 2004,
in both models 4 and 5 health courses significaidigreased the likelihood of employment,
while in model 5, the interaction between beingeraid military coursework significantly
increased the likelihood of employment.

Table 18 presents odds ratio coefficients fromdbgiregressions estimating the impact
of varying amounts and types of CTE completion mpleyment for high school graduates with
some post-secondary experience or an associatgsedeompleted for females and males.
Similarly to the models in previous tables, in tinst equation of table 18, | use background
characteristics to predict employment. The secayu@dion adds total high school units and a
continuous variable measuring the percent of CTiEs wut of the total number of high school
units completed. The third model adds interactesms between being male and both total high
school units and the percent of CTE units out eftttal number of high school units completed
to predict employment. The fourth model includescsfic types of CTE courses, and the fifth
model includes interactions between males andgbeifsc CTE course types to predict
employment. For graduates from the class of 198@ eompleted some college, in model 5
with interactions, agriculture coursework signifitlg decreased the likelihood of employment

while the interaction between being male and cotimgeagriculture coursework significantly
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increased the likelihood of employment. This firglindicates that agriculture coursework hurt
females’ chances of employment while helping médtes.the class of 1992, in model 5 with
interactions, military coursework significantly deased the likelihood of employment while the
interaction between being male and completing amjicoursework significantly increased the
likelihood of employment. This finding indicatesathmilitary coursework hurt female's chances
of employment while helping males. For the clas2@d4, in model 4 completing agriculture
coursework significantly increased the likelihodeemployment, while in model 5 home
economics/consumer home economics coursework gadisant negative effects on
employment.

Table 19 presents odds ratio coefficients fronisliigregressions estimating the impact
of varying amounts and types of CTE completion mpleyment for participants who
completed a bachelor's degree or higher for fenaidamales. The first equation uses
background characteristics to predict employmehé Jecond equation adds total high school
units and a continuous variable measuring the peafeCTE units out of the total number of
high school units completed. The third model asdisraction terms between being male and
both total high school units and the percent of Q@ifiEs out of the total number of high school
units completed to predict employment. The fourthdel includes specific types of CTE
courses, and the fifth model includes interactiogtsveen males and the specific CTE course
types to predict employment. For the class of 188#)pleting health coursework significantly
increased the likelihood of employment in both mesdeand 5 for participants who completed a
bachelor's degree or higher. In the fifth modeljtary coursework significantly decreased the
likelihood of employment while the interaction beswn being male and completing military

coursework significantly increased the likelihodeemployment. This finding indicates that
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military coursework hurt females’ chances of empient while helping males. For the class of
1992, in model 4, completing technology and busireesirsework increased the likelihood of
employment. In model 5, health coursework decrettsetikelihood of employment, while the
interaction of being male and completing healthrsework did not have any effect on
employment. For the class of 2004 who completedchélor's degree or higher, only the
interaction between being male and completing atjtice coursework significantly increased

the likelihood of employment.

Effects of Career and Technical Course Completion Earningsfor Femalesand Males

Table 20 is a regression model measuring thetaffecarying amounts and types of CTE
on earnings for females and males. The first eqonatses background characteristics to predict
earnings. The second equation adds total high $cimits and a continuous variable measuring
the percent of CTE units out of the total numbehnigh school units completed. The third model
adds interaction terms between being male andtbtahhigh school units and the percent of
CTE units out of the total number of high schoaksinompleted to predict earnings. The fourth
model includes specific types of CTE courses, aedifth model includes interactions between
males and the specific CTE course types to predistings. Across all cohorts and models,
being male, and of higher SES during high schodldignificant positive effects on earnings.
For graduates from both 1982 and 1992, the peaferdcational coursework completed had
significant negative effects on earnings. Additibnacross all cohorts, in model 4 with
coursework and model 5 with coursework interactét teing male, completing home

economics/consumer home economics coursework gadisant negative effects on earnings.
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Tables 21, 22 and 23 are similar to table 20 & they analyze the effect of completing
varying amounts and types of CTE in high schook diliference is that participants are split
based on their highest level of education complatdte final data collection for their
respective cohort. The first equation uses backgtaharacteristics to predict earnings. The
second equation adds total high school units as@h@inuous variable measuring the percent of
CTE units out of the total number of high schoatsinompleted. The third model adds
interaction terms between being male and both haggd school units and the percent of CTE
units out of the total number of high school ueisnpleted to predict earnings. The fourth
model includes specific types of CTE courses, aedifth model includes interactions between
males and the specific CTE course types to predistings. For high school graduates who
completed their education with a high school dipham2004, model 4 shows that technology
coursework had significant negative effects on iegs) For participants with some college
completed, across the cohorts home economics/cardumme economics coursework
negatively impacted earnings in model 4. The nggatffect increased when controlling for the
interaction between being male and completing heao&omics/consumer home economics
coursework. In the earliest cohort the earningsot$fwere significant, but the effects decreased
over time. For graduates from the class of 2004 wdmpleted some college, the percent of
vocational coursework completed had significantitpaseffects on earnings, as did trade, which
was largely driven by males. In table 10, for agdlegraduates who completed high school in
1982 and 1992, home economics/consumer home ecosicoursework negatively impacted
earnings in model 4. The negative effect increadeehn controlling for the interaction between

being male and completing home economics/consunraeteconomics coursework in model 5.
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For the 1982 and 1992 high school graduates, tfreepevocational coursework completed had

significant negative effects on earnings.
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion

Changesin Career and Technical Course Completion Over Time

Over time, high school graduates from the gradgatlasses of 1982, 1992 and 2004
took fewer overall units in CTE. A decrease in gah€TE units completed occurred between
1982 and 1992 and persisted in 2004. An increatechmical CTE units completed occurred
between 1982 and 1992 and persisted in 2004. Bémiycourse completion increased
significantly from the class of 1982 to the 199had and remained high in 2004. Additionally,
there was a small, but increasing group of higlostgraduates that completed health
coursework. A more mixed academic and vocatiorgth Bchool experience was observed; this

finding is consistent with prior research on trackand CTE (Lucas, 1999; Neumark, 2007).

Differencesin Career and Technical Course Completion for Females and Males

Across the three decades there have been notffeledces in the types of CTE courses
male and female high school graduates completegl oVarall drop in total CTE units from the
1992 to 2004 cohorts was largely driven by a desaéa CTE units completed by females.
Additionally, across all three cohorts male highsul graduates completed more trade
coursework than their female counterparts. Addalgn females completed far more business
and marketing coursework in 1982 than males, kattdtiference decreased in 1992 and females
and males completed nearly the same amount of éssiend marketing units in 2004. The
average number of units of health coursework cotaeg@lacreased across the three cohorts;
although both male and females completed morehealirses over time, the largest increase in

health units occurred for males.
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Post-Secondary Attainment and Earnings

| hypothesized that all types of high school CT&d have negative effects on post-
secondary degree attainment across cohorts. Thisttgsis is based on previous work
identifying large negative effects of high schodlECon post-secondary enrollment (Ainsworth
& Roscigno, 2005; Arum, 1998; Arum & Shavit, 199%able 6 shows similar findings to prior
research, showing that increasing the percent cditu@nal coursework completed as a part of
total high school coursework decreases the likelihof completing any type of post-secondary
education across all cohorts. The completion oftlagority of CTE course types decreased the
likelihood of completing future education. This wase for all but health and technology
coursework, consistently did not have adverse itagibns for completing further education
beyond high school across all three cohorts, tleeexeeption is the effect health on the
attainment of a Master's degree or higher in tH2X®hort.

These findings about educational attainment difi@m Bozick and Dalton's research,
which used an earlier wave of data from ELS: 2002 @determined that most of the school
achievement differences between students who tékg@ number of occupational courses and
students who take few or no occupational coursesaagely due to preexisting differences
between students before they enter high schootheodctual courses completed. Their work
focuses on what occurs during high school, whileerfocuses on the consequences of high
school behaviors on future outcomes. In my woflgd that even with controls similar to what
Bozick and Dalton used, such as total credits awadtonal credits, CTE had significant
negative effects on post-secondary degree attainasemeasured in follow-up four of ELS.

Previous research on employment found that voeatieducation may inhibit future

educational and occupational plans for some stggdaotvever, others argue that vocational
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education teaches students marketable skills diaddss that can help them find skilled jobs and
reduce their risk of unemployment or employmenbaspaid, un-skilled workers (Arum &
Shavit, 1995). Table 8 measures the likelihoodeshdp employed for high school graduates who
pursued no further education. This group is argutid least-skilled and therefore the most
vulnerable population in the labor market. Fordlass of 1982 there was no significant effect of
any type of CTE. For the class of 1992, only tedbgy coursework had a significant positive
effect on the likelihood of being employed, whitade coursework had a significant negative
effect. For the class of 2004, health courseworkdaignificant negative effect on employment.
These findings do not demonstrate strong suppgtefious findings in increasing
employability, however this finding is consistentmthe literature on the recession that health
care jobs increased while many other sectors &ter

The results from this study are consistent withrresearch showing large negative
effects of high school CTE on all types of postesetary enrollment. With negative implications
on further education beyond high school, one mx@trene the impact on employment and
earnings. If the current educational agenda in badiools is to graduate “college and career
ready” (United States Department of Education, 2@tidents, then efforts must be made to
ensure that students are prepared with coursewatlequips them for decent employment
where they can earn a living wage or for post-sdaoneducation. However, most CTE
coursework across cohorts had little effect on eyplent; this is despite the potential selection
bias inherent in CTE courses that often attrastetqerforming students. Surprisingly, despite
the efforts to increase employability, for the sla$ 2004, the percent of vocational coursework
completed in high school, general CTE and home @oars/consumer home economics had

significant negative consequences on employment.

a7



In conjunction with employment, earnings must dleaconsidered when evaluating the
effect of CTE coursework. | hypothesized that theact of high school vocational education
would have negative implications across cohorteanmmings. This hypothesis is based on
findings that the impact of high school vocatioediucation, finding little long-term economic
benefit (Gustman & Steinmeier, 1983; Meyer & Wis879; Neuman & Ziderman, 1999).
However, | found mixed effects of CTE on earningsdd on the type of CTE completed in high
school. Completing health coursework has insigaift;megative implications that become
positive, but also insignificant in later cohortis is noteworthy given the decrease in overall
earnings in the first decade of the 2000s when Bb8r-market outcomes were collected. Once
again, home economics and consumer home econoavesnegative and significant impacts on
earnings. Despite a reduction in both the numb@adicipants completing home economics and
consumer home economics as well as the mean nwhbaits completed, this type of CTE
coursework persists in its significant negative attpon earnings as shown in table 11.
Surprisingly, despite concentrated job losses wdgeproducing industries of manufacturing and
construction (Sahin, Song & Hobijn, 2010), my asayshows a significant positive effect of
Trade coursework on earnings. It is possible thatentrained workers in this field were less

likely to lose their jobs.

The Effect of Career and Technical Course Completion for Femalesand Males
In prior research on the effect of CTE course catigh in high school on post-
secondary attainment, Arum and Shavit (1995) fahadl regardless of gender, CTE had

negative effects on post-secondary enrollmentiiggtudy | found that increasing the percent of
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vocational coursework completed during high schaal significant negative effects on all
education beyond high school for both males andchfes

My final hypothesis was that males who complete €d&rsework in high school earn
more than their female counterparts because tleegampleting preparation for higher wage
occupations. This is based on the findings abontlgeroles in labor market preparation from
the National Center for Education Statistics, 199dtional Women’s Law Center, 2005; and
Sadker & Zittleman, 2009. In prior research, diferes in CTE training by gender result in
distinctly different employment opportunities wittale dominated CTE fields paying an
average wage of $19.62, while female fields pay. 3 per hour (National Women’s Law
Center, 2009). Correspondingly, completing hom@emics/consumer home economics
significantly decreased the likelihood of being éoypd.

In this study, | also found that across the threeades, many more females completed
home economics coursework than males. In all thesades this coursework negatively
impacted earnings. Additionally, the negative dffacreased when controlling for the
interaction between being male and completing heao®omics/consumer home economics
coursework. If participants in home economics/comsuhome economics coursework are less
likely to be employed, and earn less, what purploss this coursework serve in the labor
market? Prior research has shown that in factestisdrained in female dominated career and
technical courses like home economics/consumer lemmeomics are at a large wage
disadvantage when compared to those who enrolhiala dominated CTE (National Women’s
Law Center, 2009). This is in contrast to the aoireitcomes for those students who complete
home economics/consumer home economics and ahg tiilkencounter poverty and limited

future educational opportunities. Therefore, pohtgkers should consider what purpose home
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economics/consumer home economics courses settre toture academic trajectory, especially
for females who are less likely to work full-timedaearn lower wages than their male
counterparts.

For males in the most recent cohort, analyses shatinteractions between high school
CTE trade, business and marketing and being mal@absitive significant effects on wages in
2011 even when controlling for family SES and paohievement. With young men enrolling
and completing college at lower rates and facigi&i unemployment rates than their female
counterparts at this time, these high school CTiEs®s provide a pathway to employment even
when the economy was faltering. This finding th&EQraining mediated some of the negative
effects of a downturn in the economy for young releould be investigated further in future
research to examine specifically which sub-groudpgang men benefited most from CTE in

high school.

Limitations and Future Research

This analysis is limited to students with comeletinscript data from on-time high
school graduates, which includes 80% of surveyi@pants across the three cohorts and
disproportionately excludes high school dropoutser&fore, these conclusions have limited
generalizability beyond high school graduates. Addally, descriptive statistics suggest that the
subsample of participants analyzed in this studyightly more White, Asian and female, and
less Black, Hispanic and male than the completepbzsof HS&B, NELS and ELS. In HS&B
76% of all graduates completed some general CTihwk much higher than the 21% and 37%
of graduates from NELS and ELS respectively. Thoisl@d be the result of less sophisticated

course documentation in 1982 and may not reflextrilie variation in courses completed by the
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earliest cohort in the study. Selection bias intyipe of students that high school CTE classes
attract likely impacts all outcomes; controls h&een used, but it is possible that additional

controls could be added to the models to decreadtitedl variable bias.
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Table 4:Courses in Each Category of High School Career &achnical Education

General CTE Agriculture Health Trade
basic skills agribusiness and agricultural proadrcti health sciences construction trades
basic skills, careers and
employment agricultural business and management iolaggt and speech pathology brickmasonry, stonemgsand tile setting

basic skills, general

soep - supervised occupational experience
program

agricultural mechanics

agricultural production

agricultural products and processing
agricultural services and supplies
horticulture

international agriculture

agribusiness and agricultural production, othe
agricultural sciences
agricultural sciences, general

animal sciences

food sciences

plant sciences

ornamental horticulture

soil sciences

agricultural sciences, other
renewable natural resources
renewable natural resources, general
conservation and regulation
fishing and fisheries

forestry production and processing
wildlife management

marine management and oceanography
renewable natural resources, other

basic clinical health sciences
chiropractic
dentistry
emergensgatier science
epidemiology
health sciences administration
hematology

r.medical laboratory
medicine
nursing
optometry

osteopathic medicine
pharmacy
podiatry
population and family planning
pre-dentistry
pre-medicine
pre-pharmacy
pre-veterinary
prosectorial science
prosectod@e, other

public health laboratory scie
public health laboratory science,
other

toxicologyi@al)
veterinary medicine
bio-medical technology
health sciences, other

electrical and pavarsmission installation
carpentry
miscellaneoosstruction trades
plumbing, pipefitting, and steamgjtt
onstruction trades, other
maatwand repairers

electricadl &lectronics equipment repair
heating, air conditioning, and refrigeration
mechanics

industrial equiptmeaintenance and repair
miscetlasenechanics and repairers

stationary energy cgsur
vehicle and mobile equipment mechanics and
repairers

mechanics and repairtie,
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Technology

Military

Home Economics & Consumer Home Economics

Business& Marketing

construction trades

brickmasonry, stonemasonry, and
setting

carpentry

electrical and power transmission
installation

miscellaneous construction trades

plumbing, pipefitting, and
steamfitting

construction trades, other

mechanics and repairers

electrical and electronics equipmer
repair

heating, air conditioning, and
refrigeration mechanics

industrial equipment maintenance
repair

miscellaneous mechanics and
repairers

stationary energy sources

\vehicle and mobile equipment
mechanics and repairers

mechanics and repairers, other

military sciences
ile
aerospace science (air force)

coast guard science

military science (army)

naval sciencgy/(maarines)

military sciences, other
military technologies

military technologies

—

home econsmic

home ecomsogeneral

business home eccsiomi

family and comanity services

family/consumer resource management

food scienard human nutrition
mhu environment and housing

iddial and family development
international/comparative home economics
textiles and clothing
home economics, other

vocational home economics

consumer and homeméakime economics

child care and guidarsemgement and services
clothing, apparel, and textiles management, praoluct
and services

food production, management, and services.

home furnishing and equipment management, product

and services

institutional, home management, and suppogergices

vocational home economics, other

business and management secretarial and relatgthprs

typing, general office, and related
business and management, general programs
accounting

business administration and management businessficel other

business economics marketing astdlalition

mahnuesources development apparel and accessaiksting

business and personal services

institutional management marketing

insurance and risk geanant entrepreneurship

international businessmiagement financial services marketing

floristry, farm and garden supplies

nvestments and securities marketing

food marketing

olaimdustrial relations general marketing

management infoomatystems home and office products marketi

managemgmtcee hospitality and recreation marketin

marketing management and research  insurance marketing

organizational behavior spoatation and travel marketing

personnel management vehicles and petroleum magketi

al estate marketing and distribution, other
io
small business management and ownership commuorieati
taxation. communications, general
trade and industrial supervision and
management advertising

business and management, other communicationgchsea

business and office
accounting, bookkeeping, and related
programs.

journalism (mass communicafion

public relations
banking and related financial programs radio/taievi news broadcast
business data processing and related programs /tedeligsion, generala

office supervision and management special languages

personnel and training programs communicationgroth

g
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Table 5

Comparison of demographics of all survey particiggamith transcript data and on-time high school duates with transcripts

All survey participants with transcript data witleights

On-time high school graduates with weights

HS&B: 1982 NELS: 1992 ELS: 2004 HS&B: 1982 NELS: 1992 ELS: 2004

% N % N % N % N % N % N
Male 50% 13,020 50% 15,250 50% 14,070 49% 10,480 % 50 12,550 48% 11,010
Black 11% 13,020 13% 15,130 14% 13,980 10% 10,480 11% 12,450 12% 10,970
Asian 1% 13,020 3% 15,130 4% 13,980 2% 10,480 4% 12,450 4% 10,970
Hispanic 12% 13,020 10% 15,130 16% 13,980 11% 10,480 9% 12,450 14% 10,970
Other 3% 13,020 1% 15,130 5% 13,980 2% 10,480 1% 12,450 5% 10,970
White 72% 13,020 72% 15,130 61% 13,980 75% 10,480 76% 12,450 66% 10,970
General track 45% 11,850 54% 14,710 38% 14,530 439%0,630 50% 12,020 36% 11,370
College prep track 35% 11,850 35% 14,710 51% 14,530 38% 9,630 41% 12,020 55% 11,370
Vocational track 21% 11,850 11% 14,710 10% 14,530 19% 9,630 9% 12,020 9% 11,370
No vocational 10% 13,020 13% 17,290 11% 14,810 7% 10,480 8% 13,740 11% 11,550
Vocational sampler 20% 13,020 28% 17,290 34% 14,8107% 10,480 26% 13,740 32% 11,550
Vocational
concentrator 71% 13,020 59% 17,290 55% 14,810 77% 0,480 66% 13,740 57% 11,550
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Table 6

Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis of Postelary Attainment

Some College or AA

H&SB: Class of 1982

NELS :Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Bachelor's Degree MA or Doater Some College or AA Bachelor's Degree MA or Drate Some College or AA Bachelor's Degree MA octbmte
Male 0.668*** 0.674%** 0.747**  0.729** 0.776 0.763 0.645** 0.815 0.445%** 0.582** 0.247%** 0.332%** 0593***  0.568***  0.460*** 0.422%* 0.291%** 0.264** *
SES2 1.099 1.104 1.701%+* 1.717%* 1.208 1.139 1274 1.746* 1.729** 1.750** 2.383* 2.524* 1.409* 1421* 1.442* 1.512% 1.355 1.451
SES3 1.180 1.195 2.310*** 2.388%* 1.794 1.792 228 2.297%** 3.487*** 3.607*** 4.089** 4.284* 1.9 84%** 2.037%* 2.854** 2.991%* 2.173%* 2.309%**
SES4 1.396* 1.419* 3.151%**  3.257%*  2.566** 2.586 4.565***  4.510%*  8.006*** 7.982%* 10.704** 10 .813***  2.930%*  2.985** 5665 5.978%* 5.427% * 5.871%*
SES5 1.326 1.357* 5.652%* 50908  £.328**  6.378*  6.183**  6.315%*  21.550%*  22.845%*  35.040%** 38.047**  4,081***  4.222**  11.532%*  12.301**  13.969***  15.309%**
Black 1.278 1.313* 1.221 1.307 1.649 1.718* 1.130 151 0.970 1.111 0.875 1.006 2.478% 2.488** 25Bg+ 2.578%* 3.419%** 3.466%*
Hispanic 0.974 0.985 0.847 0.848 1.067 1.048 1.893* 1.843* 1.434 1.396 1.730 1.679 1.820*** 1.789** 1.470* 1.437* 1.356 1.337
Asian 0.769 0.775 1.128 1.145 3.010%* 2.982* 1.231 1.246 1.297 1.477 1.497 1.723 2.789%*  2.690%**  2@0*** 4.083%** 4.368%* 4.235%*
Math Test 1.013%** 1.015%** 1.067**  1.073%*  1.108*  1.118**  1.022** 1.024%*  1,082%** 1.088*** 1.1 46%* 1.154%** 1.038%**  1.040%*  1.103*** 1.110%** 1.145%** 1.154%*
Total HS Units 1.014 1.032* 1.055%+* 1.015 1.140* 1.174%+ 1.057*+* 1.134%+* 1.171%*
% Vocational 0.997 0.948%* 0.913%** 0.971%* 0.931%+* 0.925%+* 0.954%*+* 0.913%* 0.8@**
General CTE 1.015 0.880** 0.878 0.859** A4@Br* 0.629* 0.863** 0.737*** 0.639***
Agriculture 1.047 0.861 0.436** 0.785%* 0.638*** 0.384* 0.887** 0.767** 0.762*
Health 1.031 0.775 0.523 1.077 0.797 568 0.982 0.963 0.980
Trade 0.974 0.766*** 0.660*** 0.861** B696*** 0.648*** 0.864*** 0.700*** 0.660%**
Technology 1.046 1.093 0.853 1.064 1.193 1.288 1.046 1.060 0.946
Military 0.852 0.432%* 0.560 1.051 0.958 0.638 0.870** 0.695*** 0.581%*
Home Ec & Consumer
Home Ec 0.978 0.759*** 0.692** 0.887** EBL x> 0.612* 0.856*** 0.672%* 0.609***
Business & Marketing 1.006 0.835%** 0.662%* 0.923 0.808*** 0.816** 0.881*** 0.863** 0.846**
Note. Exponentiated coefficients. 8140 7780 9230

omitted categories are white females, lowest dei®ES who graduated from high school but purseepast-secondary education

*p<0.05 ** p<.01 ** p<0.001
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Table 7

Logistic Regression Analysis of Any EmploymentNAtl Currently Enrolled in Post-Secondary Education

HS&B: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 3.215%  3.247** 2.602** 3.785*** 3.768*** 4.306*** 2.096** 2.214%* 1.919%**
SES2 1.259 1.249 1.252 0.958 0.94 0.919 1.319* 1.301* 1.313*
SES3 1.347* 1.332* 1.326* 1.338 1.295 1.265 1.491*  1.444*  1.464**
SES4 1.465**  1.440* 1.443* 1.564 1.463 1.471 1.738*** 1.644*** 1.690***
SESS 1.115 1.086 1.100 1.669* 1.529 1.528 1.681*** 1.542**  1.633**
Black 1.090 1.086 1.134 1.19 1.154 1.227 1.210 1.197 1.285
Asian 1.011 1.009 1.030 1.049 1.009 0.962 0.864 0.845 0.883
Hispanic 0.606 0.599 0.591 0.736 0.738 0.741 1.007 0.979 1.008
Other 1.021*%* 1.019** 1.019*** 1.022** 1.020* 1.017* 1.033*** 1.028*** 1.030***
Total HS Units 1.017 0.974 1.034**

% Vocational 0.998 0.991 0.988**

General CTE 0.997 1.016 0.908**
Agriculture 1.057 1.097 1.097
Health 0.842 0.92 0.972
Trade 1.083 0.906 1.036
Technology 1.395* 1.259 1.021
Military 0.898 0.885 0.919
Home Ec & Consumer Home Ec 0.944 0.928 0.931*
Business & Marketing 0.998 1.002 0.974

N 8120 8120 8120 5950 5950 5950 6900 6900 6900

Note. Exponentiated coefficients.
* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table 8

Logistic Regression Analysis of Any EmploymenthHighool Graduates with no Additional Schooling

H&SB: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 4.981%* 5004** 3.888** 5045%* 6819 14.374%% 3 AT2** 3478 2.893*+*
SES2 1.131 1.127 1.138 0.994 0.935 0.885 1.319 1.321 271.3
SES3 1.181 1.177 1.175 0.772 0.724 0.626 1.386 1.386 721.3
SES4 1.179 1.159 1.172 1.533 1.414 1.351 2.591* 2.590* 5232*
SES5 1.219 1.198 1.244 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.986 0.985 7 0.9
Black 1.284 1.280 1.336 0.727 0.878 0.962 1.619 1.62 81.93
Asian 0.984 0.986 1.004 0.704 0.694 0.628 1.249 1.257 912
Hispanic 0.594 0.594 0.585 1.774 1.614 1.953 0.426 0.429 360.4
Other 1.017*  1.016* 1.015* 0.986 0.990 0.979 1.025* 1562 1.028*
Total HS Units 1.015 0.922 1.004

% Vocational 0.998 1.003 1.000

General CTE 0.987 1.048 0.936
Agriculture 1.141 1.171 1.075
Health 0.782 1.062 0.668*
Trade 1.082 0.853*** 1.087
Technology 1.288 1.950* 1.003
Military 1.150 0.877 0.996
Home Ec & Consumer Home Ec 0.962 1.018 1.06
Business & Marketing 1.007 1.155 0.911
N 3710 3710 3710 990 990 990 700 700 700

Note. Exponentiated coefficients.
* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table 9

Logistic Regression Analysis of Any Employment,eS0allege

H&SB: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 1.832* 1.855* 1.934 5.440*** 5.331*** 4.527*** 2.438*** 2.514*** 2.215%**
SES2 1.196 1.208 1.229 0.992 0.979 1.023 1.273 1.255 121.3
SES3 1.339 1332 1454 1.399 1.376 1.355 1.291 1.272 161.3
SES4 1599 1617 1665 1.418 1.321 1.423 1.397 1.362 3114
SES5 1521 1584 1584 0.882 0.796 0.857 1.375 1.329 571.4
Black 0.755 0.778 0.819 1.565 1.535 1.625 1.078 1.079 371.1
Asian 1.117 1121 1159 1.372 1.327 1.353 0.782 0.781 170.8
Hispanic 0.813 0.883 0.929 0.512 0.511 0.452* 1.031 1.037 062.
Other 1.024 1.024* 1.024* 1.028** 1.025**  1.025** 1.015* 1.012 1.013*
Total HS Units 1.023 0.971 1.031

% Vocational 1.005 0.990 0.993

General CTE 1.173 1.027 0.931
Agriculture 0.910 1.253 1.227*
Health 0.949 0.953 1.074
Trade 1.030 1.074 1.027
Technology 1.253 0.995 1.057
Military 0.452* 0.791 0.986
Home Ec & Consumer Home Ec 1.017 0.920 0.924
Business & Marketing 1.002 0.960 1.018
N 1520 1520 1520 2520 2520 2520 2860 2860 2860

Note. Exponentiated coefficients.
* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table 10

Logistic Regression Analysis of Any EmploymenthBlac’'s Degree or Higher

H&SB: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 2.069*** 2.040** 1.771* 1.536 1.527 1.629 1.649** 1.668** 1.578*
SES2 1.744 1.748 1.848 0.418 04 0.412 1.331 1.322 1.326
SES3 1.608 1.645 1.658 0.796 0.812 0.882 1.363 1.352 1.351
SES4 1.727 1.781 1.713 0.777 0.834 0.929 1.234 1.211 1.207
SES5 0.878 0.933 0.923 0.942 1.105 1.218 1.054 1.015 1.026
Black 0.870 0.878 0.872 0.785 0.816 0.784 1.037 1.039 1.111
Asian 1.021 1.023 1.090 0.705 0.758 0.703 0.706 0.69 0.732
Hispanic 0.569 0.582 0.607 0.849 0.832 0.829 0.762 0.754 0.753
Other 1.013 1.016 1.011 1.015 1.021 1.017 1.019 1.017 1.017
Total HS Units 1.002 1.038 1.023

% Vocational 1.010 1.037* 0.990

General CTE 0.887 0.826 0.846
Agriculture 1.104 0.898 0.963
Health 110.265** 0.629 1.074
Trade 1.156 1.05 1.167
Technology 1.769 1.512* 0.984
Military 0.926 1.000 0.784
Home Ec & Consumer Home Ec 0.889 1.052 1.01
Business & Marketing 1.158 1.343* 0.955
N 2890 2890 2890 2440 2440 2400 3330 3330 3330

Note. Exponentiated coefficients.
* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table 11
Regression Analysis of Earnings, All Not Curreidtyolled in Post-Secondary Education

HSB: Class of 1982 NELS: Class of 1992 ELS: Class of 2004
Male 9821.948*** 10000.190*** 8719.477*** 9123.715* 13152.599*+* 13188.688*** 13059.426*** 13873.214* 7658.971*** 7650.785*** 6632.005*** 7246.807***
SES2 4147 .345%** 3968.605*** 3989.442** 3776.163** 1874.483 1524.370 1629.284 1607.566 1847.261 585%8. 1813.783 1569.837
SES3 3850.701*** 3594.853** 3619.687** 2965.520* ®BU234 2862.145 2834.427 2210.406 2220.126* 227242  2180.311* 1316.723
SES4 6121.714%* 5624.208*** 5762.830%** 4869.777**  5791.564** 4765.245* 5058.313* 3812.702 4007.095*  4007.991*** 4051.288*** 2611.505*
SES5 8600.477*** 7645.676*** 7712.496*** 5781.184** 12929.739*** 11537.838*** 11778.392** 8394.219* 4958.650*** 4975.546** 5180.283*** 3190.952*
Black 56.810 -362.339 96.786 -184.347 -3512.536 384181* -3729.501 -3748.816* -3515.556** -3525.642* -3041.352* -3266.963*
Hispanic -387.520 -571.795 -465.944 -380.971 1132.8 643.856 710.581 990.259 -835.251 -778.330 a7 -456.404
Asian 670.608 228.659 111.667 -600.608 3163.218 7.808 3176.941 3070.453 6168.319*** 6200.408*** BAG7 7*+* 5473.464**
Math Test 313.923*** 264.328*** 278.331*** 199.152* 317.460*** 265.764** 256.303*** 149.410* 325.88** 321.742*** 315.705%** 212.670%**
Total HS Units 141.986 61.825 122.691
% Vocational -100.697*** -125.077* 85
General CTE 347.452 485.879 -793.808 -43B.3 -483.380 -283.832
Agriculture -57.005 122.050 492.141 805.425 289.607 542.880
Health -613.283 -372.796 108.026 509.408 701.918 727.622
Trade -293.735 -69.360 -610.185* -382.555 662.733* 964.861***
Technology -378.262 -318.343 806.800 590.26 -89.424 -149.099
Military -1354.252 -810.772 -1197.840 -1087 -908.149* -715.674
Home Ec & Consumer Home
Ec -1376.659*** -1165.117*** -1305.549** 2.574* -1064.494*** -716.737*
Business & Marketing -504.606* -297.257 2319 -52.795 436.753 462.556
Some College 1638.559 -215.327 192145
BA 6114.556*** 8178.578** 959318***
MA+ 9644.156*** 15231.639*** 547B41**
_cons 18570.182*** 22375.488*** 22375.488*** 2240R0*** 20641.700*** 24308.562*** 25194.385*** 25761 76*** 13744.935%* 10627.643*** 14501.179*** 1384.244***
N 7110 7110 7110 7070 5600 5600 5600 5600 6030 6030 030 6 6030

Note. Earnings outcomes are standardized to 20l&@slaising calculations from the Bureau of LabtatiStics for on-time high school graduates whoraecurrently enrolled in post-secondary educatiio earned at least one dollar.
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Table 12
Regression Analysis of Earnings for High Schooldbetes Who Did Not Pursue Any Post-Secondary Edurcat

HSB: Class of 1982 NELS: Class of 1992 ELS: Class of 2004

Male 12081.384** 12090.889*** 11455.053*** 2021688*** 20335.876*** 21187.600*** 12339.980*** 1249@L30***  11643.342***
SES2 5651.246***  5564.920***  5615.936**  330.584 301 -112.745 671.710 688.087 894.933
SES3 4724.328** 4651.182** 4732.483** 6001.678 57E5 4846.298 -1782.658 -1779.163 -1464.514
SES4 6365.138***  6182.076***  6346.827**  4803.949 027.437 4138.454 2481.968 2403.974 2737.418
SES5 6122.606** 5814.112* 5891.139** 6709.853 6847. 5128.393 -5038.342 -5190.792 -3274.387
Black -30.411 -195.365 214.116 -6092.580 -5846.328 -6383.111 -3137.391 -3242.391 -2671.690
Hispanic -884.920 -964.149 -866.340 1266.632 189.9 712.932 1236.318 1463.261 1586.455
Asian -49.830 -189.728 -72.149 -6016.912 -5416.987 -4929.479 -6043.000* -5894.094 -4575.836
Math Test 113.702* 104.218 109.804* 108.184 114542  68.694 251.764** 246.473** 245.124**
Total HS Units 17.286 -355.890 149.290

% Vocational -30.588 -39.360 -10.447

General CTE 352.093 -1654.516* -637.979
Agriculture 710.361 223.312 504.403
Health -996.211 -1801.970 -415.277
Trade -256.089 -742.892 156.195
Technology -490.660 1937.314 -1901.485*
Military -0.894 651.903 -362.891
Home Ec &

Consumer

Home Ec -497.857 69.717 -298.348
Business &

Marketing -216.152 -542.505 955.467
_cons 21578.729** 22383.560*** 22585.573*** 223BB1*** 31687.913** 25458.087*** 11809.284*** 835@23 12539.853***
N 3130 3130 3130 930 930 930 560 560 560

*p<0.05 ** p<.01 ** p<0.001

Note. Earnings outcomes for high school graduates sompleted no post-secondary education who eatledst one dollar.
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Table 13

Regression Analysis of Earnings for High Schooldbetes Who Completed Some College

HSB: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 6700.128***  6799.595**  3424.844 11687.619** 11680.939*** 10778.636** 8436.593***  8189.583***  840.502***
SES2 1131.846 1090.920 718.249 3131.329* 3189.695* 3398.309* 1090.507 1055.495 1231.620
SES3 -216.627 -282.226 -393.039 2948.296 2988.799 133.891 2402.264 2511.437* 2535.629*
SES4 3241.861 3199.673 2964.686 2564.984 2559.119 111.363 3298.629** 3549.834** 3662.730**
SES5 4717.240 4445.176 3869.777 9563.519* 9649.039* 10190.542**  11.021 413.104 782.970
Black -3982.217 -4083.327 -3686.439 -5934.118**  98@34** -5388.229* -4019.174** -4042.550** -337608*
Hispanic -1182.339 -1237.013 -807.489 -3114.924 58304 -2911.374 -2167.840* -1981.312 -1657.046
Asian 2829.340 2667.187 2052.082 -4954.552* -4808%4  -5201.536* -976.172 -690.090 -315.273
Math Test 237.438* 222.915* 207.034 65.550 71.719 4.183 123.973** 135.646** 127.960**
Total HS Units 75.539 -151.982 75.214

% Vocational -43.602 4.894 77.104

General CTE 1271.331 332.388 -242.947
Agriculture -1098.398 1490.046 886.427
Health 266.112 254.988 952.844
Trade 819.958 468.701 1037.069**
Technology -1636.393 -259.518 314.334
Military -4008.830 -1069.716 -548.622
Home Ec &

Consumer Home

Ec -2293.702%** -826.082 -624.786
Business &

Marketing -411.411 271.637 348.583
_cons 24914.763** 24812.226** 28627.195***  277%®/7*** 31003.386*** 27563.581*** 18499.519** 1490(08*** 17646.133***
N 1340 1340 1340 3330 3330 3330 3660 3660 3660

*p<0.05 ** p<.01 *** p<0.001

Note. Earnings outcomes for high school graduates sempleted some post-secondary education wheeatrieast one dollar.
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Table 14

Regression Analysis of Earnings for High Schooldaetes Who Completed a Bachelor’'s Degree or Higher

HSB: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 9361.360%** 9701.626%** 9099.121*** 10383.81%* 10476.892*** 10523.903*** 6213.832*** 6228.622*  5691.632***
SES2 2054.430 1804.911 2225.272 1146.143 1190.023 214.447 6.308 3.646 73.898
SES3 2557.581 2088.145 2490.666 -656.631 -769.721 561.871 -1709.560 -1719.904 -1647.003
SES4 4135.174 3659.409 3764.554 2902.958 2684.742 883.@93 -1068.783 -1079.108 -1034.321
SES5 5989.182** 5216.632* 5314.710* 5295.047** 4968B* 5226.864* 249.011 217.019 336.323
Black 1195.460 953.396 1553.526 2163.819 2168.757 710.194 -3290.400 -3282.231 -3137.321
Hispanic 881.734 636.409 1079.432 4392.192 4201.456 3767.623 -2889.118 -2887.974 -2856.918
Asian -1087.959 -1445.383 -1394.977 2910.650 2133.4 2775.542 4608.515* 4601.727* 4561.872*
Math Test 413.446%** 351.321%** 375.157%** 326.955* 308.105%** 295.457* 356.939%** 356.642*** 342.31***
Total HS Units 256.176 128.123 -28.390

% Vocational -122.488* -65.633 -5.346

General CTE -69.324 2468.034 -378.471
Agriculture -639.197 -1556.119 -158.919
Health -1563.904 3848.515 25.788
Trade -484.899 -522.237 555.374
Technology 493.362 831.148 83.466
Military -2705.465 -221.501 -1037.830
Home Ec &

Consumer Home

Ec -1689.953* -2033.940* -1047.848
Business &

Marketing -202.010 317.443 323.502
_cons 19475.949***  18279.190* 22790.618** 268792F2 25498.790*** 28090.941** 18316.851*** 19147.83*** 19247.707***
N 2640 2640 2640 3090 3090 3090 3760 3760 3760

*p<0.05 ** p<.01 ** p<0.001

Note. Earnings outcomes for high school graduates @@mpleted a BA or higher who earned at leastdatiar.
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Table 15

Multinomial Logistic Regression Analysis of Post@e&lary Attainment with Interactions by Sex

Some College or AA Bachelor's Degree MA or Doater
H&SB: Class of 1982N=8140
Male 0.663***  0.668*** 0.645 0.708** 0.747% 0.62 0.711* 0.776 0.703
SES2 1.107 1.099 1.086 1.780%** 1.701%** 1.679*=* 204 1.208 1.194
SES3 1.188 1.18 1.158 2.526%* 2.310%** 2.256***  d55* 1.794 1.757
SES4 1.415* 1.396* 1.376* 3.753** 3.151%* 3.095* 3.142%* 2.566** 2.523*
SES5 1.361* 1.326 1.315 8.294*** 5.652%** 5.562** 10.471%* 6.328*** 6.231%*
Black 1.292 1.278 1.284 1.462** 1.221 1.228 2.081* 1.649 1.657
Hispanic 0.980 0.974 0.977 0.881 0.847 0.849 1.119 1.067 1.070
Asian 0.783 0.769 0.765 1.422 1.128 1.123 3.996***3.010** 2.993*
Math Test 1.015%* 1.013** 1.013** 1.087*** 1.067* 1.067**= 1.139%** 1.108*** 1.108***
Total HS Units 1.014 1.020 1.032* 1.037* 1.055%** 1.062**
% Vocational 0.997 0.409* 0.948** 0.002*** 0.913** 0.000***
Total HS Units*Male 0.988 0.992 0.990
% Vocational*Male 3.574* 7.151** 7.252
NELS: Class of 1992, N=7780
Male 0.681** 0.645**  4.128 0.467** 0.445** 18.515 0.254%* 0.247** 3.952
SES2 1.882** 1.742** 1.694** 2.022%** 1.729** 1.655 2.905** 2.383* 2.316*
SES3 2.574%*  2.282%* D 269%* 4 527*** 3.487** 3481%** 5.438** 4.089** 4.097*
SES4 5.610*** 4.565** 4526** 12.335** 8.006***  8.012*** 17.054**  10.704**  10.770***
SES5 8.861***  6.183*** 6.055*** 44.114** 21.550*** 21.348** 74.876** 35.040** 34.807***
Black 1.379 1.13 1.136 1.45 0.97 0.987 1.285 0.875 0.88
Hispanic 2.290***  1.893** 1.861** 1.964** 1.434 1B 2.381* 1.73 1.709
Asian 1.391 1.231 1.229 1.603 1.297 1.283 1.918 971.4 1.498
Math Test 1.032%**  1.022** 1.022** 1.110%** 1.082* 1.081%** 1.181%** 1.146%* 1.146%*=*
Total HS Units 1.015 1.062 1.140%* 1.249%** 1.174%*= 1.263***
% Vocational 0.971**  0.076*** 0.931*** 0.001*** 0.925%** 0.001***
Total HS Units*Male 0.933 0.860* 0.898
% Vocational*Male 0.421 0.868 0.278
ELS: Class of 2004\=9230
Male 0.496**  0.593** (0.221* 0.337** 0.460** 0.105** 0.203*** 0.291** 0.028**
SES2 1.432** 1.409** 1.405** 1.518* 1.442* 1.443* 1.454 1.355 1.357
SES3 2.134%*  1.984%**  1.974%* 3 274%** 2.854%* 2.859%** 2.581%* 2.173%=* 2.181%**
SES4 3.372%*%  2,930***  2.945%*  7.390*** 5.665** 5.731%** 7.405%* 5.427%* 5.494*
SES5 5.114%*  4.081** 4.112*=* 17.510** 11.532** 11.697** 23.023** 13.969*** 14.167***
Black 2.688**  2.478***  2.479%*  2.797** 2.595%** 2.576%= 3.555%** 3.419%* 3.388**
Hispanic 2.130%*  1.820** 1.828** 1.813** 1.470* 1.476* 1.675* 1.356 1.362
Asian 3.312%*  2.789*** 2. 79Q9%* 5 537**x 4.290%* 4.296** 5.791%* 4.368***  4.360***
Math Test 1.050***  1.038**  1.038** 1.129%** 1.103* 1.104%*=* 1.177%* 1.145%*=* 1.146%*=
Total HS Units 1.057*** 1.030 1.134%*= 1.093*** 1.171%*= 1.114%=*=
% Vocational 0.954***  (0.015*** 0.913** 0.000*** 0.892*** 0.000***
Total HS Units*Male 1.046 1.072* 1.109*
% Vocational*Male 0.500 0.151 0.104

Exponentiated coefficients.
*p<0.05 ** p<.01 *** p<0.001
Note. omitted categories are white females, lowasttile SES who graduated from high school buspead no post-secondary education
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Table 16

Logistic Regression Analysis of Any Employmentdsy &ll Not Currently Enrolled in Post-Secondaryugation

H&SB: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 3.215%* 3247 1013 2,602+ 1,898  37&* 3768+  47.515** 4306 = 2.899%  2,096%*  2,214% 1.853 1.919%** 1.924%*
SES2 1.259 1.249 1.237 1.252 1.235 0.958 0.94 0.9 0.919 0.921 1.319* 1.301* 1.298* 1.313* 1.316*
SES3 1.347+ 1.332* 1.311 1.326* 1.311 1.338 1.295 1.268 1.265 1.25 1.491** 1.444% 1.437* 1.464* 1.462%*
SES4 1.465* 1.440* 1.427* 1.443* 1.430* 1.564 1.463 594 1.471 1.45 1738+ 1,644%* 1.630%* 1.690%** 1685*+*
SES5 1.115 1.086 1.074 1.100 1.098 1.669* 1.529 1576  524. 1.524 1.681%*  1.542% 1.533* 1.633* 1.631%
Black 1.090 1.086 1.095 1.134 1.125 1.19 1.154 1.222 71.22  1.263 1.210 1.197 1.217 1.285 1.288
Asian 1.011 1.009 1.012 1.030 1.027 1.049 1.009 1.003 620.9 0.962 0.864 0.845 0.849 0.883 0.883
Hispanic 0.606 0.599 0.596 0.591 0.586 0.736 0.738 0.74 10.74  0.737 1.007 0.979 0.984 1.008 1.005
Other 1.021%*  1.,019%*  1.019%* 1.019%*  1.019%*  1.022***  1.020** 1.018* 1.017* 1.017* 1.033**  1,028%* 1028%*+ 1.030%** 1.030%**
Total HS Units 1.017 1.009 0.974 1.025 1.034% 1035

% Vocational 0.998 0.473 0.991 0.264* 0.988** ®16

Total HS Units*Male 1.035 0.873** 0.999

% Vocational*Male 8.125* 48.302** 3.614

General CTE 0.997 0.975 1.016 0.995 0.908* 935
Agriculture 1.057 1.003 1.097 0.938 1.097 0p.9
Health 0.842 0.831 0.92 0.899 0.972 D.94
Trade 1.083 1.193 0.906 0.94 1.036 1.00
Technology 1.395* 1.268 1.259 1.345* 1.021 .08D
Military 0.898 0.887 0.885 0.693 0.919 48.9
Home Ec & Consumer

Home Ec 0.944 0.930* 0.928 0.909 0.931* 0.907*
Business & Marketing 0.998 0.991 1.002 0.985 0.974 98.9
General CTE*Male 1.085 1.08 0.919
Agriculture*Male 1.091 1.378 1.601**
Health*Male 1.138 1.000 1.255
Trade*Male 0.904 0.971 1.038
Technology*Male 1.354 0.717 0.897
Military*Male 1.004 1.962* 0.929
Home Ec & Consumer

Home Ec*Male 1.474* 1.666* 1.177
Business &

Marketing*Male 1.125 1.218 0.924

N 8120 8120 8120 8120 8120 5950 5950 5950 5950 5860 900 6 6900 6900 6900 6900

Note. Exponentiated coefficients.
* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table 17

Logistic Regression Analysis of Any Employmentdsy Bigh School Graduates with No Additional Schapl

H&SB: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 4.981%+ 5004**  0.984 3.888%%  2.0951%* 5 O&M*  §.8109%* 1586163  14.374%*  17.654%* 34727 3478  0.347 2.893*%*  3.124*
SES2 1.131 1.127 1.121 1.138 1.120 0.994 0.935 0.897 850.8  0.887 1.319 1.321 1.289 1.327 1.323
SES3 1.181 1.177 1.176 1.175 1.160 0.772 0.724 0.840 260.6  0.617 1.386 1.386 1.385 1.372 1.380
SES4 1.179 1.159 1.167 1.172 1.147 1.533 1.414 1.379 511.3  1.363 2.591* 2.590* 2.594* 2.523* 2.459*
SES5 1.219 1.198 1.187 1.244 1.242 1.000 1.000 1.000 001.0  1.000 0.986 0.985 0.982 0.97 0.952
Black 1.284 1.280 1.290 1.336 1.311 0.727 0.878 1.364 620.9  0.980 1.619 1.62 1.643 1.938 1.944
Asian 0.984 0.986 0.984 1.004 0.998 0.704 0.694 0.777 280.6  0.606 1.249 1.257 1.223 1.29 1.286
Hispanic 0.594 0.594 0.575 0.585 0.559 1.774 1.614 1.752 531.9  1.937 0.426 0.429 0.449 0.436 0.431
Other 1.017*  1.016* 1.016* 1.015* 1.016* 0.986 0.990 8® 0.979 0.978 1.025* 1.025* 1.026* 1.028* 1.029
Total HS Units 1.015 1.003 0.922 1.092 1.004 0.962

% Vocational 0.998 0.644 1.003 1.417 1.000 1.045

Total HS

Units*Male 1.066 0.785%** 1.097

% Vocational*Male 3.748 3.364 0.892

General CTE 0.987 0.976 1.048 1.061 0.936 70.9
Agriculture 1.141 1.213 1.171 1.303 1.075 70.7
Health 0.782 0.778 1.062 1.059 0.668*  640*
Trade 1.082 1.209 0.853**  0.867 1.087  1.054
Technology 1.288 1.109 1.950* 2.116* 1.003 .04B
Military 1.150 1.446 0.877 0.879 0.996 26.9
Home Ec &

Consumer Home Ec 0.962 0.948 1.018 a.01 1.06 1.073
Business &

Marketing 1.007 1.005 1.155 1.152 0.911 0.998
General CTE*Male 1.059 0.943 0.934
Agriculture*Male 0.919 0.804 1.672
Health*Male 1.038 1.000 1.172
Trade*Male 0.888 0.975 1.043
Technology*Male 1.742 0.675 0.956
Military*Male 0.644 1.003 2.955
Home Ec &

Consumer Home

Ec*Male 1.678* 1.025 0.941
Business &

Marketing*Male 1.081 1.033 0.841

N 3710 3710 3710 3710 3710 990 990 990 990 970 700 0 70 700 700 700

Note. Exponentiated coefficients. * p<0.05 ** pgD.*** p<0.001
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Table 18

Logistic Regression Analysis of Any Employmentdsy Some College

H&SB: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 1.832¢  1.855*  0.330  1.934 1.163 5.440** 5381  0.095 45277+ 3.622% 2438  2514% 2808 2215 2.240%
SES2 1.196 1.208 1.213  1.229 1.174 0.992 0.979 0997 2310  1.013 1.273 1.255 1.250  1.312 1.319
SES3 1.339 1.332 1.343  1.454 1.477 1.399 1.376 1.362  551.3  1.360 1.201 1.272 1.269  1.316 1.327
SES4 1.599 1.617 1.668  1.665 1.769 1.418 1.321 1.296 2314  1.426 1.397 1.362 1354  1.431 1.414
SES5 1.521 1.584 1.626  1.584 1.557 0.882 0.796 0.796 570.8  0.857 1.375 1.329 1331  1.457 1.447
Black 0.755 0.778 0.765  0.819 0.791 1.565 1.535 1567 2516  1.738 1.078 1.079 1.087  1.137 1.133
Asian 1.117 1.121 1.143  1.159 1.161 1.372 1.327 1.335 5313  1.368 0.782 0.781 0781 0817 0.814
Hispanic 0.813 0.883 0.866  0.929 0.937 0.512 0.511 0536 504 0470 1.031 1.037 1.046  1.062 1.050
Other 1.024 1.024*  1.024  1.024*  1.022 1.028** 1.025%  29*  1.025% 1.024*  1.015* 1.012 1.012  1.013* 1.013
Total HS Units 1.023 1.005 0.971 0.954 1.031 1.035

% Vocational 1.005 1.309 0.990 0.220 0.993 0.391

Total HS Units*Male 1.077 1.147 0.991

% Vocational*Male 2.127 41.958 2.064

General CTE 1.173 1.152 1.027 1.047 0.931 86.9
Agriculture 0.910 0.488* 1.253 1.054 1.227%  .054
Health 0.949 0.943 0.953 0.939 1.074 21.0
Trade 1.030 1.621 1.074 1.051 1.027 32.0
Technology 1.253 1.071 0.995 1.108 1.057 98.0
Military 0.452*  0.438 0.791 0.580* 0.986 .04
Home Ec & Consumer Home

Ec 1.017 0.997 0.920 0.907 0.924 0.889*
Business & Marketing 1.002 0.981 0.960 0.950 1.018 41.0
General CTE*Male 1.055 0.894 0.850
Agriculture*Male 2.143* 1.757 1.548
Health*Male 0.686 1.000 1.991
Trade*Male 0.626 1.041 0.999
Technology*Male 2.076 0.659 0.924
Military*Male 1.041 2.148* 0.875
Home Ec & Consumer Home

Ec*Male 1.390 1.449 1.355
Business & Marketing*Male 1.357 1.119 0.912
N 1520 1520 1520 1520 1520 2520 2520 2520 2520 2480 860 2 2860 2860 2860 2860

Note. Exponentiated coefficients.
*p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table 19

Logistic Regression Analysis of Any Employmentdsy 8ho Completed a Bachelor’'s Degree or Higher

H&SB: Class of 1982 NELS: Class of 1992 ELS: Clas2004
Male 2.069%** 2.040%* 1.921  1.771% 1.810* 1.536 .527 0.586 1.629  0.709 1.649** 1.668** 3.083 1.578* 1.798*
SES2 1.744 1.748 1.756  1.848 1.863 0.418 0.400 0.402 120.4 0.436 1.331 1.322 1.319 1.326 1.2¢
SES3 1.608 1.645 1.635 1.658 1.681 0.796  0.812 0.825 820.8 0.946 1.363 1.352 1.354 1.351 1.3(
SES4 1.727 1.781 1.782 1.713 1.709 0.777 0.834 0.841 290.9 0.980 1.234 1.211 1.209 1.207 1.17
SESS5 0.878 0.933 0.931 0.923 0.931 0.942 1.105 1.121 181.2 1.321 1.054 1.015 1.014 1.026 1.0C
Black 0.870 0.878 0.883 0.872 0.872 0.785 0.816 0.837 840.7 0.816 1.037 1.039 1.034 1.111 1.0
Asian 1.021 1.023 1.029  1.090 1.106 0.705 0.758 0.750 030.7 0.745 0.706 0.690 0.688 0.732 0.7
Hispanic 0.569 0.582 0.586  0.607 0.608 0.849 0.832 0.837 290.8 0.832 0.762 0.754 0.754 0.753 0.7
Other 1.013 1.016 1.016 1.011 1.011 1.015 1.021 1.02 71.011.017 1.019 1.017 1.017 1.017 1.01
Total HS Units 1.002 1.003 1.038 1.037 1.023 1.031
% Vocational 1.010 1.882 1.037* 6.413 0.990 0.405
Total HS Units*Male 0.998 1.014 0.978
% Vocational*Male 2.432 391.08 0.790
General CTE 0.887 0.862 0.826  0.743 0.846 20.8
Agriculture 1.104 1.227 0.898  0.785 0.963 15.8
Health 110.265**  65.410* 0.629 0.457* .074 1.185
Trade 1.156 1.118 1.05 0.795 1.167 1.2
Technology 1.769 2.048 1.512* 1.398 0.984 062
Military 0.926 0.340** 1.000  1.000 0.784 117
Home Ec & Consumer
Home Ec 0.889 0.890 1.052 0.946 011 1.051
Business & Marketing 1.158 1.195 1.343* 1.264 0.955  946.
General CTE*Male 1.079 1.24 1.15
Agriculture*Male 0.867 1.252 1.93
Health*Male 194.970 1.000 0.73
Trade*Male 1.035 1.442 0.91
Technology*Male 0.764 1.440 0.87
Military*Male 5.002** 1.000 0.56¢
Home Ec & Consumer
Home Ec*Male 1.005 3.159 81
Business &
Marketing*Male 0.881 1.312 1.025
N 2890 2890 2890 2890 2890 2440 2440 2440 2400 2370330 3 3330 3330 3330 3330

Note. Exponentiated coefficients. * p<0.05 ** p@0.*** p<0.001
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Table 20

Regression Analysis of Earnings by Sex, All Not&hilty Enrolled in Post-Secondary Education

HSB: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 9821.948%*+ 10000.190%+ 8719.477% 7095.874%* 1852.500%*  13188.688**  13059.426%*  12057.983**  G58.971%* 7650.785%* 6632.005++ 4355.847%
SES2 4147345 3968.605** 30989.442 3954.996%+ 187.483 1524.37 1629.284 1615.346 1847.261 1818575  813.I83 1869.235
SES3 3850.701%* 3594.853** 3619.687** 3561.591% 34082 2862.145 2834.427 2809.525 2220.126* 2222.427%  180B11* 2092.438
SES4 6121.714%* 5624.208** 5762.830** 5711.894%* 579.564* 4765.245* 5058.313* 4947.834* 4007.095**  0@7.991** 4051288 3994,394+
SESS 8600.477%* 7645.676% 7712.496% 7660.188* 1299.739%*  11537.838**  11778.392%*  11685.207**  498.650*** 4975.546% 5180.283** 5120.318**
Black 56.810 -362.339 96.786 52.123 -3512.536 -4138.981* -3729.501 -3755.309 -3515.556%* -3525.642%* 30423 -3020.292*
Hispanic -387.520 -571.795 -465.944 -460.533 1182.852 643.85 710.581 617.947 -835.251 -778.33 -492.733 -485.63
Asian 670.608 228.659 111.667 178.711 3163.218 3037.005  176.941 3635.646 6168.319% 6200.408** 6453.077*  6539.642%*
Math Test 313.923% 264.328% 278.331% 280.184%+ 317.460% 265.764%* 256.303% 258.879%+ 325.886 3217425 315705 318.241%
Total HS Units 141.986 61.825 122.601

% Vocational -100.697%+* -125.077* 6.285

General CTE 347.452 -113.327 -793.808 -1672.395% -483.38 -707.529*
Agriculture -57.005 -302.245 492.141 -918.081 28D.6 52,784
Health -613.283 -245.250 108.026 -87.5 701.918 393.863
Trade -293.735 -450.305 -610.185* -1702.302** 662.733* -678.23
Technology -378.262 -345.284 806.8 1118.928 -89.42 17.608
Military -1354.252 -419.670 -1197.84 -1920.629* -908.149* -1187.270%
Home Ec & Consumer

Home Ec -1376.659**  -1442.033* -1305.549  -1315.645%* -1064.494**  -1052.782%*
Business & Marketing -504.606* -614.180** -332.349 -364.559 436.753 -127.013
General CTE*Male 804.762 1707.415 479.236
Agriculture*Male 291.336 1686.631 447314
Health*Male -2759.109 1550.162 1165.102
Trade*Male 201.340 1219.041 1555.811%
Technology*Male 12,112 -627.138 -8.612
Military*Male -1306.654 946.508 715.142
Home Ec & Consumer

Home Ec*Male 608.697 202.992 69.4
Business &

Marketing*Male 672.887 84.034 T285*
_cons 18570.182%*  19633.267** 22375.488**  2308E9™*  20641.700**  24308.562** 25104385  2562206™*  13744.935%*  10627.643**  14501.179%*  1543.951*
N 7110 7110 7110 7110 5610 5610 5610 5610 6030 6030 030 6 6030

Note. Earnings outcomes are standardized to 20l&@slaising calculations from the Bureau of LabttiStics for on-time high school graduates whoraecurrently enrolled in post-secondary education

*p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table 21

Regression Analysis of Earnings by Sex for Higlo8locBraduates who Did Not Pursue Any Post-SeconHdrcation

HS& B: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 12081.384**  12090.889**  11455.053** 0151.088** 20258.208**  20365.698** 21066.031** 23806.564** 12330.980**  12490.430** 11643.342**  9557.686*
SES2 5651.246%*  5564.920% 5615.936**  5622.036** 483896 129.436 35.763 2.363 671.710 688.087 894.933  220.811
SES3 4724.328" 4651.182%* 4732.483*  4668.352% 612283 5824.652 4935.671 4780.542 -1782.658 1779.163 464514 -1173.583
SES4 6365.138**  6182.076** 6346.827%*  6250.407** 511568 4269.740 4380.837 4235.825 2481.968 2403.974 2737.418 3439.024
SESS 6122.606** 5814.112* 5801.139%  5739.589* 9341.783  9437.484 7693.755 6682.194 -5038.342 -5190.792 4387 -2648.541
Black -30.411 -195.365 214.116 190.588 -6291.144 -61%3.47 -6654.832 -6304.774 -3137.301 -3242.301 -2671.690 -2818.308
Hispanic -884.920 -964.149 -866.340 -861.720 1247.110 986.88  626.808 771.499 1236.318 1463.261 1586.455 1783.9
Asian -49.830 -189.728 -72.149 -311.793 -7178.973 -66B.1  -6047.546 -6170.124 -6043.000*  -5894.094 -4576.8  -4357.506
Math Test 113.702* 104.218 109.804* 108.688* 113.378 116.875  70.791 70.132 251.764% 246.473% 245.124% 247.795
Total HS Units 17.286 -349.490 149.290

% Vocational -30.588 47,571 -10.447

General CTE 352.003 -316.474 -1694.877* -1368.108* -637.979 -879.191
Agriculture 710.361 568.958 194.213 1975.916 54.40 2052.776
Health -996.211 -858.303 -1857.041 -1228.048 415:277 839.487
Trade -256.089 -727.233 -740.125 -534.737 196 -300.764
Technology -490.660 -1977.781 2071.414 3753.395 9011485+ -1990.095
Military -0.894 1428.366 644.898 -3476.855 8B -526.393
Home Ec & Consumer Home Ec -497.857 -365.782 9.592 268.748 -29B.34  -266.104
Business & Marketing -216.152 -461.733 -590.256 -745.474 958 -497.332
General CTE*Male 1037.493 -786.316 261.523
Agriculture*Male 263.897 -2127.617 -1872.569
Health*Male -2079.674 -6608.483 -7436.026
Trade*Male 587.657 -292.077 502.703
Technology*Male 2075.331 -3474.588 -16.055
Military*Male -1856.866 4818.640 1361.919
Home Ec & Consumer Home

Ec*Male -1173.203 -915.356 -14u2
Business & Marketing*Male 1379.512 842.415 2218.295*
_cons 21578.729%+  22383.560"* 22585573  230@Q0**  22079.932%*  31658.634*™  25542.240*  2416B41™*  11800.284**  8350.823 12530.853**  13791.35*
N 3130 3130 3130 3130 920 920 920 920 560 560 560 560

Note. Earnings outcomes are standardized to 20l&sloising calculations from the Bureau of LabtatiStics for on-time high school graduates whorarecurrently enrolled in post-secondary education

*p<0.05 ** p<0.01 ** p<0.001
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Table 22

Regression Analysis of Earnings for High Schooldsegtes by Sex who Completed Some College

HS& B: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 6700.128** 6799.595%** 3424.844 3559.283 1B65856*** 12659.662*** 11952.635*** 8066.098 104003**  9925.825%* 8654.927** 3734.081
SES2 1131.846 1090.920 718.249 464.920 1894.7 4815, 2340.691 2344.071 2716.597 2699.725 2887.404* 800.316*
SES3 -216.627 -282.226 -393.039 -318.273 2899.287 866.29 3151.066 3092.274 3870.306* 4076.575* 411036 3921.437*
SES4 3241.861 3199.673 2964.686 2682.329 3615.339 480.85 4335.866 3957.601 4940.758** 5462.912***  58989*** 5237.515%*
SES5 4717.240 4445.176 3869.777 3678.445 12239.133* 12053.087* 12755.094* 12559.128* 1618.261 2437.378  2965.027 3096.613
Black -3982.217 -4083.327 -3686.439 -3605.501 -67Br* -6504.099* -5920.596* -6062.328* -4287.697* 4307.512* -3658.818 -3605.536
Hispanic -1182.339 -1237.013 -807.489 -851.485 8114 -1881.734 -1676.161 -1812.579 -1324.687 19723. -583.368 -638.172
Asian 2829.340 2667.187 2052.082 2239.306 -3795.109  -3818.917 -3891.34 -2480.971 1579.045 2127.748 6.58D 2950.254
Math Test 237.438* 222.915* 207.034 206.932 90.118 86.127 81.248 85.565 82.188 105.774 95.903 100.400
Total HS Units 75.539 -78.284 96.906

% Vocational -43.602 -18.909 141.224*

General CTE 1271.331 1580.556 356.486 8m4. -290.796 -527.362
Agriculture -1098.398 -3450.473* 1641.856 1692.841* 937.793 683.788
Health 266.112 490.504 729.177 968.309 1470.213 859.089
Trade 819.958 3168.998 194.199 -1064.858 1332.928** -885.260
Technology -1636.393 -2413.283 184.654 mB3. 466.329 -932.446
Military -4008.830 -1755.453 -1550.310* 480782 -250.076 93.389
Home Ec & Consumer

Home Ec -2293.702** -2753.947% -1012.25 -1194.197* -339.877 -658.201
Business & Marketing -411.411 -341.245 42%. 144.522 744.505 281.663
General CTE*Male -761.800 2183.671 565.994
Agriculture*Male 2387.732 4024.780* 370.412
Health*Male -7022.114 -3916.32 12M39
Trade*Male -2519.126 1639.213 2889***
Technology*Male 1367.097 5.155 32476
Military*Male -5515.420 -529.038 -526.664
Home Ec & Consumer

Home Ec*Male 3566.954** 949.66 100327
Business &

Marketing*Male -247.498 1012.343 1182.001
_cons 24914.763*** 24812.226*** 28627.195*+* 285@R5** 27642.926*+* 30143.069** 27396.116%* 2894897*** 19244.283** 13578.940** 16959.894*** 1924815%**
N 1340 1340 1340 1340 2380 2380 2380 2380 2410 2410 410 2 2410

Note. Earnings outcomes are standardized to 20l&sloaising calculations from the Bureau of Lab@tiStics for on-time high school graduates whorarecurrently enrolled in post-secondary education

*P<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001
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Table 23

Regression Analysis of Earnings for High Schooldbietes by Sex who Completed a Bachelor’'s Degrétgirer

HS& B: Class of 1982

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 9361.360% 9701.626%*  9099.121% 7177.724%% 1163.228%*  11055.220%*  12724.400**  15150.960**  G16.881"* 6220.995%*  5447.835 6319.777*
SES2 2054.430 1804.911 2225.272 2587.386 1671.911 1688.5 2086.676 2221.159 34.662 17.673 171.592 342.187
SES3 2557.581 2088.145 2490.666 2643.808 722.053 -957.8 553.231 -430.450 -1279.26 -1316.829 1208919  874.041
SES4 4135.174 3659.409 3764.554 3725.780 3023.047 2804.2 2786.793 3041.751 -163.035 -215.443 -178.306 6254,
SESS 5989.182** 5216.632* 5314.710* 5523.,783% 6119.665*  5163.592* 5650.266* 5824.504* 1492.849 1392.285 131849 1701.826
Black 1195.460 953.396 1553.526 1544.383 2144.871 218619  1718.382 1720.919 -3745.015 -3733.026 3604238 3453.084
Hispanic 881.734 636.409 1079.432 1038.222 7613.362 7105.648  7056.717 6899.404 -1578.55 -1600.784 -1519.079 00155
Asian -1087.959 -1445.383 -1394.977 -894.726 9797.423%*  9687.849%* 9730.955% 9698.039%+ 7248644 721044 7160.486** 7311.132%
Math Test 413.446" 351,321+ 375.157%+ 375,705 389.30#* 348,212+ 331.907* 331.833% 354,425+ 35183+ 331,385 333,714+
Total HS Units 256.176 78.193 -27.89

% Vocational -122.488* -196.244* -19.552

General CTE -69.324 -1470.746 2249.217 611.027 23 332.11
Agriculture -639.197 -287.200 -2465.430* -2445.716 -560.063 -641.134
Health -1563.904 -393.463 3606.369 -135.987 5.392 1.348
Trade -484.899 -1990.382 -1839.224* -1032.731 988.212 380.32
Technology 493.362 4141.182* 644.625 453.738 89.6 1136.118
Military -2705.465 -7381.217* -1309.095 -1386.300 -1474.849 -3157.831%
Home Ec &

Consumer Home Ec -1689.953* -1996.978* 52B33% -1983.077 -1508.466* 774.605
Business &

Marketing -202.010 -13.443 -133.959 730.689 75.249 -226.962
General CTE*Male 2844.841* 4122.477 207.372
Agriculture*Male -361.764 229.325 4179
Health*Male -2450.889 7014.318 523.248
Trade*Male 1583.528 -1017.362 708.119
Technology*Male -5257.869* 568.472 -1835.915
Military*Male 4955.925 -144.762 2879.509
Home Ec &

Consumer Home

Ec*Male 2180.134 -2094.778 3635,
Business &

Marketing*Male -435.985 -2452.568 802.849
_cons 19475.949++  18279.190* 22700.618**  23496086"  25206.636**  28136.341%*  28899.621**  27686.83**  18897.516™*  20013.117*  20566.667** 1086845+
N 2640 2640 2640 2640 2300 2300 2300 2300 3060 3060 060 3 3060

Note. Earnings outcomes are standardized to 20l&sloaising calculations from the Bureau of Lab@tiStics for on-time high school graduates whorarecurrently enrolled in post-secondary education

*p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001

80



Table 24

Logistic Regression Analysis of Full-Time Employtnah Not Currently Enrolled in Post-Secondary Edtion

NELS: Class of 1992

ELS: Class of 2004

Male 4.468*** 4.500*** 158.931** 5.060*** 6.010*** 2.195** 2.237** 1.323 2.019%**  1.766***
SES2 1.314 1.342 1.290 1.317 1.316 1.178 1.168 1.162 741.1 1.175
SES3 1.429 1.483 1.465 1.477 1.472 1.266* 1.250* 1.239 .261* 1.255*
SES4 1.038 1.125 1.126 1.134 1.134 1.433* 1.405** 1886 1.432* 1.422*
SES5 1.696** 1.889** 1.922** 1.913* 1.908** 1.472%*  1429** 1.415* 1.489***  1.483**
Black 1.132 1.181 1.215 1.182 1.196 0.899 0.894 0.915 3920.9 0.940
Hispanic 1.403* 1.465* 1.453* 1.416* 1.413* 0.827 0.825 83 0.856 0.857
Asian 1.184 1.176 1.164 1.247 1.228 0.794 0.789 0.793 110.8 0.808
Math Test 1.010 1.013* 1.012 1.011 1.011 1.025%*  1.023** QR3*** 1.024*** 1.024***
Total HS Units 1.031 1.082* 1.024* 1.022

% Vocational 2.881 2.311 0.674 0.286*

Total HS Units*Male 0.851* 1.009

% Vocational*Male 6.026 6.601**

General CTE 0.967 0.942 0.924** 0.929
Agriculture 1.097 0.930 1.101 0.918
Health 0.973 0.957 1.067 1.028
Trade 0.975 1.041 1.053* 1.024
Technology 1.261 1.364* 1.008 1.064
Military 1.070 0.863 0.961 0.978
Home Ec & Consumer Home Ec 1.020 1.024 0.943 0.907**
Business & Marketing 1.128* 1.135* 1.018 1.020
General CTE*Male 1.061 0.980
Agriculture*Male 1.380 1.443**
Health*Male 3.632 1.296
Trade*Male 0.916 1.036
Technology*Male 0.691 0.914
Military*Male 1.891* 0.961
Home Ec & Consumer Home Ec*Male 1.000 1.242**
Business & Marketing*Male 0.966 0.994
N 5950 5950 5950 5950 5950 6900 6900 6900 6900 6900

Exponentiated coefficients.
*p<0.05 ** p<.01 *** p<0.001

Note. Full-time employment for on-time high schgohduates who are not currently enrolled in posbisdary education





