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Introductory Statement

The CentérAFor Social Organization of Schools has two primary objec-
tives: to develop a scientific knowledge of how schools affect their students,
and to use this knowledge to develop better school practices and organization.

The Center works through three programs to achieve its objectives. The

schools_and Maturity program is studying the effects of school, family, and

peer group experiences on the development of attitudes consistent with psycho-
social maturity. The objectives are to formulate, assess, and research important
educational goals other than traditional academic achievement. The program has

developed the Psychosocial Maturity (PSM) Inventory for the assessment of

adolescent social, individual, and interpersonal adequacy. The School Organization

program is currently concerned with authority-control structures, task structures,
reward systems, and peer grdeAprocessez in schools. It has produced a large-
scale study of the effects of open schools, has developed the Teams-Games-
Tournament (TGT) instructional process for teaching various subjects in elementary
and secondary schools, and haé produced a computerized system for school-wide

attendance monitoring. The School Process and Career Development program is

studying transitions from high school to postsecondary institutions and the role
of schooling in the development of career plans and the actualization of labor
market outcomes.

This report, prepared by the School Process and Career Development program,
examines the consequences on educational attainment of attending high social

status high schools and more or less selective colleges.
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High School Context, College Quality, and Educational Attainment:

Institutional Constraints in Educational Stratification

ABSTRACT

Does where one goesto college depend upon the kind of high school
attended? And, what are the consequences of attending a more or less
academically se?eétive college or university? These questions are
evaluated separately for college men and women using Tongitudinal data
from a national sample of youth who were high school sophomores in 1955.
For males, but not females, the social status composition of high schooi
was found to enhance one's prospects for attending a selective institution
of higher education. Selectivity, in turn, had total salutary effects
on educational attainment, despite its depressant effect on grade

performance and academic self-conceptions in college.



High School Context, College Quality, and Educational Attainment:

Institutional Constraints in Educational Stratification

This paper examines the role of institutional contexts in the
educational attainment process, with special reference to the transition

from high school to college. Employing longitudinal survey data for a

background and high school characteristics, particularly the school's

status composition, in providing access to select colleges and universities

institutions of varying levels of selectivity.

In a recent study, Karabel and Astin (1975) persuasively argue that
access to post-secondary schooling must be defined not only in terms of
whether one goes to college, but also where one goes to college. For at
least the last two decades, concern over equality of opportunity has pro-
duced an abundance of research on the retention or attrition of students in
the transition from high school to college. That the question of "Who
goes to college (and why?)" underlying thjs body of research remains of
considerable policy interest is reflected in the Commission on Human
Resources' publication of a sequal (Folger, Astin, and Bayer, 1970) to
Wolfle's (1954) now classic review of talent loss in the transition from
school to college. However, in contrast to the extensive literature on
retention and attrition and the rapidly accumulating evidence on the
consequences of attending institution: of varying quality (Alwin, 1974;
Feldman and Newcomb, 1969; Folger, Astin, and Bayer, 1970; Sewell and

Hauser, 1975; Sharp, 1970; Solmon and Taubman, 1973; Solmon and Wachtel, 1975;




Spaeth, 1968a; 1968b; 1970; Wegner and Sewell, 1970), relatively little
is known about the process by which the college-going population is sorted
among institutions of higher education.

This is aﬂréééécia11y salient concern in view of changes over the
past generation in the demand for college and in the structure of post-

secondary education. The extension of educational opportunities ‘has

resulted in not only a tremendously expanded student population, but also
in one substantially more heterogenous in background, preparation, needs,
and interests than previous cohorts of college students. In response to

these enrollment trends, colleges and universities themselves have become

more diversified and specialized (Alwin, 1974; Karabel and Astin, 1975;

Solmon and Wachtel, 1975).

The importance of differences among colleges for educational attain-
ments deserves careful consideration. For example, it has sometimes been

contended (Karabel, 1972; Clark, 1960) that two year junior and community
colleges, which have evidenced remarkable growth over the last decade,
serve primarily to legitimate inequality and failure rather than to promote
socioeconomic opportunities for segments of the population previously ex-
cluded from college. The analytic issues here are two-fold: by what cri-
differ among one another in important respects; and, what are the conse-
quences, educational or otherwise, of attending such different institutions?
Propositions such as the above on the role of colleges and universities
in perpa2tuating inequalities make assumptions about both processes govern-
ing selection into college and the impact of colleges upon their clients,
yet rarely have both issues been considered simuTtane@us1y.1

Institutional selectivity, a measure of a caTTegé'S ability to
attract highly able sfudents, appears to be a particularly important

ol



dimension of the college environment. It and college affluence (or the
cost of attendance) have been characterized as "...probably the two most
representative measures of the total resources of higher education insti-
tutions " (Karabel and Astin, 1975: 385). Moreover, selectivity has been
found to have modest enduring consequences for a range of educational
outcomes and socioeconomic achievements (see citations above). Previous
research on how students are sorted and selected among post-secondary
institutions of varying quality has focused exclusively on the role of
individual student attributes. Karabel and Astin, for example, found
student aptitude and high school pérfcrmaHCE to be by far the student
trafts most strongly related to enrollment in select colleges and uni-
versities, with the unique effects of race, sex, and status origins much
less consequential. We too will consider the importance of various
individual student characteristics in this regard, but, more importantly,
will also explore the role of institutional contexts in the transition
from school to college and the effects of such contexts on later outcomes.
Our central thesis is that high schools, by virtue of school-to-
school differences in the status origins of their Studentsz arising from
patterns of residential segregation% may differ appreciab1y in the types
of colleges attended by their graduates. More specifically, it is assumed
that middle-class high schools are characterized by organizationai struc-
tures and normative cTimates4 oriented toward college placement, which has
both short and Tong run effects for subsequent educational attainments.
Such high schools not only differentially prepare students for college,

but also for colleges of different quality, which, in turn, independently



contributes to théir later attainments. This progression from one insti-
tutional environment to another, should it be realized, thus may constitute
an important mechan{sm for class cohesion and status maintenance in college-
oriented communities.

Some years ago, James Conant wrote a provoccative but, as it turns

out, largely ignored essay entitled Slums and Suburbs (1961) in which he

argued that an overriding concern of parents in wealthy suburbs was for
their children to obtain admittance to a "top-flight" college. The public
schools in these comunities, Conant thought, were as good as the profes-
sionals knew how to make them and probably as good as most private secondary
schools. The emphasis was not simply on preparing students for colleqge,
but on getting them into a prestige college on the assumption that, since
college was becoming universally available for almost anyone who wanted
it, where one attends college may become no less important than going. |
Unfortunately, Conant had no hard evidence to test these propositions and’
no one to our knowledge then or since has examined the central question,
i.e., whether or not middle-class schools actually succecd in placing
their students in more selective institutions, apart from other advantages
their students hold.

This, then, is the major substantive question of the present inquiry.
Using Tongitudinal data, we will assess the implications of where students
go to high school for where they go to ga?Tege and, in turn, the effects
of college selectivity on educational attainment, controlling forvsex,
individual family background status, ability, school curriculum, and

academic performance both in school and college.



The Model
Our substantive model is presented schematically in Figure 1. The
seven exogenous variables include both individual Tevel and high school
contextual measures of socioecowomic status and ability. ATlthough Conant's
thesis pertains only to community and school status characteristics, our
previous work (Alexander and Eckland, 1975a) suggests that ability and
status dimensions of studenﬁfbody composition should be distinguished in
research on the schooling process. Since these two measures of school
context are themselves positively related but generally impinge upon
school outcomes in opposite ways, failure to control for one in evaluating
the effects of the other may underestimate either's importance. Hence,
both ability and status context are included in the present ingquiry even
though the relationship of high school status composition to college

selectivity is our immediate concern.

Measures of curriculum enroliment (college preparatory versus all
others) and class standing (grade performance) during the senior year of
high school appear next in the model. These are portraye’ as dependent
upon prior background and school variables and are antecedent to all
college outcomes. Since college preparatory enrollment and high class
standing are known to enhance the likelihood of college attendance, they
may also be instrumental in providing access to select postsecondary
institutions.S In our earlier research at the high school level (Alexander
and Eckland, 1975a) both class standing and curriculum were modestly
affected by the school's ability and status composition. Should these

results maintain for our subsample of college-goers, then the status

11



context of the high school may affect college selectiyvity in part through
its consequences for the kinds of academic credentiajs Secondary students
acquire.

The dependency of college selectivity upon this entire set of back-
ground and high school variables is assessed next. Her¢ we will consider
the role of both individual and institutional characteristics in pro-
viding access to select colleges and universities. conant's hypothesis
prospects for enrollment in a select college, even net of whatever other
advantages students in such schools might enjoy in terms of their own
- socioeconomic origins, aptitude, academic achievement, and so forth.

a The remainder of the model represents a simple specification of
college-level achievenent processes.s Freshman year grade-point average
and anticipated major are considered first. The latter represents the
distinction between "high" and "low" performance career thoices employed
in Davis' (1966) study of the caﬁpus as a "frogpond," inwhich he argued
that attendance at academically select colleges should attually depress
career goals somewhat. This expectation is derived froma relative
deprivation model of career decision-making. For Studenls of comparable

ability, those competing against more able counterparts %ill generally

perforh relatively less well (i.e., obtain lower G.P.A.'S). Since career
aspirations are tempered at least in part by self-assessments of one's

capabilities, this depression of grade-point averages chould itself serve
to Tower goal levels. Hence, college selectivity, through its immediate

consequences for academic achievement, indirectly may impinge upon other

fomt
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outcomes of schooling.

Although such "frogpond" effects have been found to obtain in both
secondary and postseEOﬁdary institutions, offsettihg advantages of
attendance at select schools have also been noted (Alexander and Eckland,
1975a; Davis, 1966; Drew and Astin, 1972; Meyer, 1970; Reitz, 1375;

Spaeth, 1968a; 1968b; 1970; Nelson, 1972; Werts and Watley, 1969). As
our model Suggestsgkwe will consider here both thezgggciFic propositions
of the "frogpond" phenoménon as well as other possible effects of college
selectivity, especially its consequences for eventual level of education.

An index of self-conceptions of academic competence follows the
measures of freshman year GPA and anticipated major, and all three of
these are allowed to operate upon the senior or terminal year counterparts
to the two freshman variables (i.e., actual college major énd cumulative
GPA). Based on Davis' "frogpond" model, college selectivity should lower
seif-conceptions of academic competance and incline students somewhat
towards low performance career choices through its depressant effect on
freshman GPA. Although the magnitude of these effects is unspecified in
Davis' formulation, we would expect them to be rather modest. Moreover,
it is unclear what, if any, residual direct effects of selectivity should
be anticipated, except with regard to level of education which is the
final outcome of the model.

In light of the research cited earlier, the overall effect of selectiv-
ity upon educational attainment should be positive. That is, attendance— --- -~
at select institutions should promote school retention aﬁd higher levels

of educational certification. We will be particularly interested, however

13




in the extent to which this benefit might be masked by the "frogpond"
process which-suggests rather that selectivity should depress at least

certain intervening cutcomes. Hence, any direct selectivity effect on

Tevel of attainment would have to offset these countervailing tendencies.
Finally, the two-step linkage between high school status compo-

sitioniand educational attainment through college selectivity will also
merit special attention, since it speaks to the major analytic issue of
this inquiry: What educational advantages (or liabilities) accrue to
students by virtue of their secondary Schob1'svabi1ity to situate its
graduates in select colleges and universities? As noted ear1ier;h§ﬁgﬁ”
iﬁétituticna? effects, if pronounced, would have important implications

for equality of access to postsecondary schooling.
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METHODOLOGY

The analysis is based on data for the‘subsampTE of youth in a
fifteen year longitudinal study of high.schao1750phcmores first surveyed
in 1955 and followed-up in 1970 who reported attending college and for
whom usuable information is available for all variables in the substan-
tive model discussed above. There were 869 youth in our sample of 2077
who reported having pursued an academic course of study in eitherfa two

year community college or a four year college or university. Respondents

whose postsecondary schooling was restricted to either technical/vocational

tution were excluded. Our usable sample was reduced by another 28
percent due to missing data on one or more of the variables required for
study. The final sample for the present analysis consists of 630 respon-
dents, 356 men and 274 women. Our results will be presented separately
by sex. »

The data set is_part of a 1955 survey of public high school students
conducted by the Educatioﬁ;I Testing Service and a follow-up conducted
by the Institute for Research in Social Science in 1970. The nationally
representative sample originally included all seniors in 516 schools and
all sophomores in 97 of these. The 1955 survey consisted of two major
sections: a twenty item test of academic aptitude, measuring both verbal

and mathematical ability, and a relatively brief student questionnaire.

- iH




=10-

The 1970 EEO follow-up survey was restricted primarily to the
national sophomore sample. Students constituted the Basic sampling units.
These were stratifiéd by region and size, and to some extent by parental
education, group test scores, and school dropout and college-going rates.
The targetted éamp]e consisted of 42 schools with 4,151 sophomores from
all regions. More detailed descriptions of the EEO schools (Eckland and
MacGillivary, 1972) and sampling procedures (Alexander and Eckland, }973) 3
are available elsewhere, | |

Variable Measurement

In order to minimize sample attrition due to missing data on different
1‘£emsi procedures were employed for estimating missing data whenever it
appeared empirically and logically sound to do so. Although tﬁe extent
of>mf53ing data on individual items was generally moderate, usually in the
2-5 percent range; there was COﬂSidEF?bTé independence in their occur-
rence across items and respondents.

While no single strategy was relied upon exclusively, the procedure
usually entailed assigning scores, when possible, from a comparably
worded item from the same or a different schedual, e.g., father's educa-
tion was included in both the 1955 and 1970 questionnaires. A comparison
of means, standard deviations, inter-item correlations and parallel
analyses with and without missing data estimates revealed no notable esti-
mation biases. These procedures and their evaluation are reported else-
where (Alexander and Eckland, 1973:92-7).

1. Family Bac.ground Status. The effects of four status background

variables are examined in the analysis. Except for some missing data

15
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estimates, all were obtained from the 1970 schedule:
A. Mother's and Father's Education: a set of nine pre-coded
response categories ranging from "none, or some grade school"
to "Ph.D. or professional degree"; tﬁese levels of ¢ artification
were rescaled into years of schaa?iﬂéi
B. Father's Occupational Status: an open-ended item ‘pertaining
to father's occupation "while you were in high schodl" and
assigned scores on Duncan's SEI scale.

C. Acquisition Index: a factor weighted index of possessions in

the respondent's high school household, using Maxwell's weighting
schemz (Maxwell, 1971). The initial set of 22 household com-: .
modity items in the questionnaire was reduced to 13, with a H
scale reliability coefficient of .83.

2. Academic Aptitude. Aptitude was measured with an untimed,
twenty-item test administered by ETS during the 1955 survey, with an
estimated reliability of .82 (Stice and Ekstrom, 1964).

3. Senior Year-c1ass Standing. Senjor class standing is based on
a quintile ranking obtaineq from school records in 1959 (Stice and Ekstrom,
1964).

4. Senior Year Curriculum Enroliment. A curriculum enrollment item
was included in the 1970 questionnaire. Responses were dichotomized into
college preparatory versus all other categories.

5. Contextual Variabjes. Aggregate school-level measures of apti-
tude and status background were computed on the ETS test of academic apti-

tude and an item from the 1955 schedule regarding father's education.

17
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The latter is the only “family status" variable for which usable 1955

data were available. Both aggregate mneasures are based on data for EED

included in the original ETS study.)

6. College Selectivity. College selectivity scores have been
assigned to the first undergraduate institution attended using Astin's
Estimated Selectivity Level index. Selectivity is defined as "the
total number of highly able students who want to enroll at the college
dividéd by the number of freshmen admitted. Thus, the greater the number
of these bright students who apply, relative to the number admitted,
thé more 'selective' the institution can be" (Astin, 1965:55). Opera-
tionally, selectivity scores were computed as the ratio of National Merit
Scholarship finalists, semi-finalists and recipients of the Letter of
Commendation who named a given school as one of their two preferred
colleges to the freshman enrollment in the Fall of 1961 (Astin, 1965: 25).
Since Astin's scores were for 1961, these values are only slightly out-
dated for those spohomores in our sample who entered college immediately
following high school graduation (1957). We suspect that there would
be very little change in college ranks over such a short period.

A sizable number of our respondents attended either junior colleges
or four year institutions which were not included in Astin's ranking;
consequently, selectivity scores could not be directly assigned in these
cases. Average aptitude scores within college selectivity categories
within our sample were used to determine the placement of these non-
coded types on the Astin scale. The average aptitude score for students

attending four year colleges not ranked by Astin was 8.74 (76 cases);

18
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for Jjunior college students the average aptitude score was 7.87 (100 cases);
and, for those attending "other unlisted colleges," it was 7.46 (50 caseg).
The first of these écrréspcnds quite closely to the average aptitude of
éstudents in the lowest Astin ;étegﬁry, which, for the 59 students attend-
ing schools with an Astin rank of 37, was 8.68. Thus, all students attend-
ing unranked four year colleges were assigned scale values of 37.

_That students in junior and community colleges in our sample evidence
somewhat lower levels of academic ability and achievement on the average
than do their counterparts in four year institution; is consistent with
enrollment patterns nationally (American College Testing Program, 1972;
Fofgér, Astin, and Bayer, 1970; State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia, 1966). For example, data for 55,702 1970-71 college freshmen
participating in the ACT Assessment Program indicate that students in
colleges offering a two-year program of study average from about a fifth
to one fﬁ11 standard deviation below students attending various typeé
of four year colleges and universities on the ACT composite score, an
estimate of “overall academic ability" (ACTP, 1972:3). In our data these
students scored about one-fourth of a standard deviation below those
attending schools with an Astin rank of 37 on our ability test. Drawing
upon this as our best estimate of the selectivity of their colleges, stu-
dents attending two-year colleges and "other unlisted colleges" were assigned
selectivity scores about a fourth of a standard deviation below 37, or
a value of 35. Althou,.: this procedure disregards qualitative distinc=-
tions among the institutions grouped within these categories, we never-
theless expect that their placement relative to institutions actually o

ranked by Astin is reasonably accurate, with most errops being, if anything,

19
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conservative vis-a-vis the hypotheses under consideration.

7. Freshman and Cumulative Grade-Point Averages. Grade point aver-
ages were obtained from the 1970 schedule. A ten category precoded scale
was provided with categories ranging from "A or A+" to "D or less" in
half grade intervals. Both letter grades and numerical grade point aver-
ages (based on a ngu té “4,0"scale) were associated with each response
category. 7

A substantial number of college dropguﬁgw%;%led to provide cumula-
tive GPA's, probably thinking that this item did not pertain to them,
but did provide "terminal year" GPA's which also were requested. In
order to maintain as many dr@paﬁts in the analysis as possible, cumula-
tive GPA's were estimated as follows: when non-respondents reported only
three semesters or Tess of college enrollment, freshman GPA was also
used as the cumulative G.P.A.; when attendance extended beyond three
semesters, freshman year and terminal year GPA's were averaged when
both were available.

8. Freshman and Terminal Year College Major. Items in the 1970
schedule asked for the academic major that, as freshmen, the respondents
eventually intended to pursue and their actual senior or terminal year
major. These responses were divided onto "high performance" and "low
performance" choices corresponding to Davis' dichotomy (1965: 7-11:
1966). The following majors were included in the Tow performance category:
agriculture; business; education; home economics; nursing; physical
Edug§tian; and "other" majors. The following were designated "high perfor-
mance career'" majors: the arts and humanities; the biological sciences;

the physical sciences; the social sciences; engineering;.dentistry; law;

yAV
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and medicine.

With but one exception, engineering, this classification conforms to
that employed by Davis. The distinction between "high" and "low perfor-
mance" career choices is based upon the academic competencies of the stu-
dents typically attracted to a given major. The only marked difference
in the distribution of student abilities across majors between Davis'
respondents and ours occurred for engineers, who were well above the
average ability level in our sample. For this reason engineering was
designated a "high performance career choice."” Our results for engineers
are consistent with those for almost every pertinent study reviewed by
Feldman and Newcomb (1969).

A procedure similar to that just described for cumulative GPA was
employed to retain college dropouts for analysis. Those enrolled in
college four semesters or less who did not indicate a terminal year major
were assigned their freshmén year preference as their firal year major.

9. Academic Self-Concept. A factor weighted self-concept scale was

- constructed according to Maxwell's (1971) weighting scheme. Five pertin-

ent items from the 1970 schedule were subjected to a principal components
factor analysis. Through selectionof items with factor-Toadings below

.40, a three item scale was constructed with an estimated reliability of

.74. The items pertained to perceived difficulty in "learning how to

study" andin "keeping up with my grades" and to "lack of adequate prepar-
ation (in high school) for college."
Reliance upon retrospective data for self-conceptions of competence

during the college years is, of course, problematic. In particular, it
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might be suspected that suchldata would inflate the association between
self-conceptions and attainment outcomes. vActqa11y, the zero-order
| correlation between the index and ]evei of educational attainment is only
.16. Hence, the modest importance of self-conceptions to be reported may.
be, if ahything, overly generous.

10. Educational Attainment. This was measured with the same set

of categories reported for the parental education items.

Analysis

Multiple regression and path analysis will be our basic analytic
techniques. The coefficients to be presented may be interpreted as net,
standardized effects. Due to considerations of space, metric coefficients
will not be reported. The implications of metric comparisons for our con-

clusions regarding sex differences are, however, virtually identical to

assumptions of path gnaTysis and structural equation modeling are avé%ié
able in a number of sources (Aiwin and Hauser, 1975; Duncan, 1975; Duncan,
1966; Heise, 1969; Land, 1969; Finney, 1972) and need not be recapitu-

lated here,
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RESULTS

Our model presupposes that high schools differ from one another in
the manner in which their graduates are allocated among more or less
select colleges and universities and, perhaps to a lesser extent, in the
Tevels of educational certification fheir graduates typically obtain. It

" is further assumed that these differences from school to school are attri-

|

butable not only to individual differences among students but aTso“tD
differences between schools %n their status composition. The patterns of ‘college
attendance and levels of educational attainment for the youth in our sample

are consistent with these expectations, although, as has been found repeatedly

in the school effects literature, the differences in outcomes between

high schools are not dramatic,

tional attainment for graduates of the various high schools in our sample
are summarized in Table 1. .The school and student standard deviations for
each outcome also are presented. The variability ambng school means in
college selectivity is about half as gfeééméé that among individual stu-
dents. This impiies rather marked differences from school to school, and
indeed this is reflected in the broad dispersion of school averages in
Table 1. |
| ----Table 1 about her¢----

High schools.are substantially less varied in the average educational
attainments of their college-going graduates. Here mean school attain-
ments are only about one-fourth as variable as are student attainments.

Nevertheless, the differences in school averages are still sufficiently

i)
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large to warrant consideration. For sixteen of the forty-two high schools
the average graduate who goes to college receives at least sixteen years
of education (or the equivaient of a B.A. degree). The average college-
goer from the remaining twenty-six high schools terminates his or her
formal schooling before completion of a baccalaureate program. For four
of the twenty-six this is as early as the second year of college.

These differences 5n the school to school variability of outcomes also
are obtained (as they should be) when tﬁé selectivity and education vari-
-ances are decomposed into their.within and between school components.
Approximately one-fourth of the total variance in college selectivity is
situated between high schools in our sample (25.2 percent to be exact).
For educational attainment the correspanding figure is 7.5 percent.

These vaTQes establish upper-bounds on the extent to which any and all
other differences between schools might contribute to such outcomes.

We have hypothesized that the sociceconomic status composition of
high schools will be particu?ﬁr]y Salieﬁt in this regard. Indeed, about
7.7 and 2.0 percent of the total variance in selectivity and educational
attainment, respectively, are accounted for by our two measures of student
body composition, i.e., school status and ability context (in each instance
here the effect of ability context is negligible and non-significant).
These represent about 30 and 27 percent, respectively, of the between
school variance in selectivity and attainment. Thus, while it is clear
that our model will not provide a comprehensive accounting of the between-
school variability in these educational outcomes, it nevertheless does

A

tap quite relevant institutional characteristics. We will now consider
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the model itself and its informative value for assessing access to post-
secondary institutions of varying selectivity and the dynamics of college
attainments.

~.-As noted earlier, separate estimates of the model's parameters will
be presented for men and women. Although covariance analysis revealed the
processes under consideration to be generally quite similar for both
sexes, a few notable differences were of sufficient substantive interest
to warrent reporting the analysis separately by sex. To avoid undo
repetitiveness, however, we will consider first in some detail the esti-
mates for males (which are based on a somewhat 1arger_§amp1e) and then
note at the end of this section the important respects in which the results
obtained for women differ.

The standardized parameters, for males, for the model presented in
Figure 1 are reported in Table 2. The entrig; in Table 2 probably merit
brief explanation. We have employed A1wiﬁiéﬂd Hauser's (1975) algorithm
for decomposing total effects (Finney, 1972; Lewis-Beck, 1974) into their
direct and indirect components. Each row.of the table presents the para-
meters for an estimated equation. The first row for a given dependent
variable is its reduced form equation (for two variables, high school rank
and class standing, this is the only equation implied by the model}. .These
equations estimate the total effects (i.e., sum of direct effects and all
effects mediated through intervening variables) of exogenous variables.
Subsequent equations for a dependent variable add intervening endogenous
variables in the sequence implied by the flow of influence portrayed in the
model. Consider, for example, the fourth row of Table 2. Here high school

curriculum and class rank have been added to the reduced form

|
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selectivity equation of row 3. The parameters for these two intervening
variables are their total effects on college selectivity and the changes
in exogenous coefficients from row 3 to row 4 reflect the mediation of
influence through variables newly added to the equation. Thus, this
method of sequential estimation identifies the total effects of vari-
ables and the mechanisms through which antecedant inf1uenCES-are mediated.

The six equations for educational attainment, our terminal outcome,

reflect the six stages or levels of influence in the systen.

One further feature of Table 2 deserves mention. The aggregated
effects of mother's education, father's education, the gcquisition index,
and father's occupation are reported in the column labeled "SES." These
are "sheaf" coefficients (Heise, 1972), representing the gross impact of
‘the set of four status origin indicators. They may be compared directly
with other standardized effects in the model. It must be eWphasized, how-
ever, that these parameters are merely alternative represeni. tions of
the disaggregated effects of the separate status indicators.

With these explanatory remarks in mind, we now considér the analysis
reported in Table 2, moving down the table rows (or, equivilently,
from left to right in the diagram). The results for high school class
rank and curriculum enroliment are quite consistent with our earlier work
at the secondary school level (Alexander and Eckland, 1974; 1975a; 1975b).
Curriculum placement is affected about equally by academic aptitude and
status origins (although only one of the four separate status indicator
effects is significant), and less so, but still significantly, by high
school status (SES) context. Academic ability is by fap the major deter-

minant of class rank identified in our model. In view of the frequent

o
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assertions of status biases in the evaluation of academic performance

it may once again be worth noting that high school class standing is
unaffected by status origins once other background variables are con-
trolled. Similar results are reported in almost every recent inquiry

to have systematically considered this matter .(Aléxander and McDiT1, 1976;
Hauser, 1971; Hauser, Sewell, and Alwin, 1976).

One of our major substantive concerns is addressed next, the dependency
of college selectivity upon background and high school variables. The
coefficients of determination ob*ained for the reduced form and structural
equations,.179 and .244 respectively, are substantially lower than that
Dﬁtained by Karabel and Astin, .479 (1975: 392-393). This large dif-
ference apparently arises from the overwhelming importance of measured
ability in their analysis. Their zero-order selectivity-student ability
correlation was .65, considerably higher than our value of .285 for
males (.238 for women).

Several factors may contribute to this discrepancy. It may partly
reflect changes in college admissions criteria over the ten or so years
separating the two studies, suggesting that Les: ares have become in-
creasingly fmportant_‘ It may also be a consequence of Karabel and Astin's
use of NMSQT, SAT, and ACT scores as indicators of measured ability,
which are the tests directly employed in college admissions. Additionally,
differences in research design and their implic. oans for the relationships
between test scores and institutional selectivity may be relevant to the
discrepancy. Let us expand on this last point.

The EEQ survey sampled high school students who subsequently were



dispersed among a large number of colleges, with relatively few attending
any given school. The Karabel and Astin data, on the other hand, are
based on a sample of college freshmen, with all (or at least most) such
students in attendance at a given institution being included in the Survey
~ Assuming that the selectivity of an institution is ‘rather 5tab191>
over time and that there is a reasonably high cerrelation between a school's
acadgmic reputation among highly able vouth and its ability to actually
enroll such youth (which is what is implied by Karabel and Astin's results),
then one would expect the relationship between student ability and insti-
tutional selectivity to be at a maximum in the Karabel-Astin research
design. Since they exhaustively sampled college freshmen, the average
ability level of their respondents within schools would Tikely be a reasah!
ably good approximation of the actual competancy of the student body, which
itself should be a reasonably good proxy for the college's selectivity.

In contrast, the "estimates" of institutional selectivity derived
from our séudents would correspond rather poorly to the true school values--
we have sampled high school rather than college students, and a relatively
small number of them at that. Hence, the {ow students in our sample
attending a particular college, given their Tikely non-representativeness
vis-a-vis their same college peers, will not rrroduce accurately any
institutional characteristics. Our results, then, must be interpreted
cautiously as applying to the educational careers of a sample of high school
students, who might not represent well any particular cohort of college
students.

In this regard it might be mentioned that analysis of the Project

28



Talent data on the relevance of thirty-nine characteristics of students
and of their high schools for graduation from more or less select senior
colleges produced proportions of explained variance quite similar to

those reported here, .179 for men and .173 for women (Folger, Astin, and

~Bayer, 1970:168-69). 'This comparability strongly suggests that our

results do not reflect deficiencies in our measure of academic aptitude,
for a battery of five Project Talent ability tests was employed in their
analysis. Of course, the Project Talent research design parallels ours
in that students were first surveyed in secondary school and subsequently
followed through their educational careers. It might also be noted that
Spaeth reports a zero-order correlation of .312 between college selectivity
and student ability for the relatively few respondents (699) in the 1961
NORC survey of college graduates for whom ability data were available
(Spaeth, 1968b). This value also is considerably closer to ours than to
Karabel and Astin's, despite its being based on a sample of college
seniors.

Returning now to our results for selectivity, we note that three exo-
genous variables have significant téta] effects on where the male respon-
dents go to college, the family acquisition index (which might be consid-
ered a proxy for family income), measured ability, and, as predicted, the
status composition of the high schools attended. A1l three parameters
are roughly comparable and of modest magnitude, ranging from .151 to .196.
The parameter for "SES" is somewhat larger, at .203. Appreciating the
modesty of these effects, it is apparent that high status background, high

ability, and attendance at a socially select secondary school all enhance

29
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the 1ikelihood of attending a relatively select college or university.

The structural equation for college selectivity, which includes
senior class standing and curriculum, appears next in Table 2. The
Sizéble parameter for class standing, .269, and corresponding reduction
~of-the abitity coefficient; 039, indicate the extent to which the rele-
vance of ability for college selectivity is mediated through high school
performance. Interestingly, despite the well-documented importance of
college preparatory enrollment for the likelihood of attendingrco11egeg
the curriculum effect on selectivity is negligible. A

Twé remaiﬂfng features of the structural selectivity equation deserve
special attention. First, high school status context, net of any advan-
tages or disadvantages arising from differences in curriculum enrollment
class standing, ability and family background, is as important a direct
determinant of where one goes to college as any other variable in the o

male model, with the exception of class standing. Second, high school

the schools themselves in their resources and counseling and educational
practices as suggested by Conant, or from the admissions policies of
colleges which favor students thought to attend "quality" high schools,
or, what is more Tikely, from some combination of both, it is nevertheless
.revea1ing that it is the status compositicn of high schools rather than
their ability levels that affects the sorting of students among colleges.

While these effects are admittedly modest and their practical importance

31



-25.

should not be exaggerated, they nevertheless suggest that, all other
things being equal, graduation from a socially elite secondary school
enhances one's prospects for attending an academically select college,

while the academic quality of one's high school, as indexed by the intel-

Jdectual selectivity of its. student body, is essentially drrelevant for. .

where one goes to college.

~We might also note that a number of the structural coefficients here are
slightly larger than their reduced form counterparts. These arise by
virtue of the indirect depressant effects of high school status and ability
contexts on college selectivity. The reduced form parameter, it will be
réca]1ed, is the "total" effect of a variable, which will necessarily equal
the sum of its direct and indirect effects. Youth in schools with high
context scores achieve somewhat lower class standing, and high academic
standing itself enhances the 1ikelihood of enrollment in a relatively
direct and indirect effects implies, however, that the Tiability accruing

to such youth by virtue of their high school environments must somehow be

were it not for their somewhat lowered class staﬁding, youth in high
status secondary schools wouid,evidencevan even greater advantage over
their counterparts in lower status schools with regard to the Tikelihood
of enrolling in relatively select colleges and universities.

We now review, in somewhat less detail than above, our analysis of
college attainments. We will, of course, attend especially to the con-

sequences of institutional selectivity for college outcomes,
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Self-reported freshman GPA is significantly affected by only three
variables, i.e., ability, class standing and college seTectivityg7 About
a third of the ability effect is mediated through high school class stand-

ing, which also contributes independently to freshman grade performance.

factors and study habits that are relevant to academic performance in
college but are otherwise untapped in our model. The moderate effect of
college selectivity on freshman GPA in the structural equation is, of
course, negative. This coefficient is comparable in magnitude to those
of ability and high school rank and implies that, net of other variables
invthe analysis, attendance at relatively select institutions tends to
depress freshman grade-point averages. Thus, the first proposition of
Davis' "frogpond" model again finds support in these data.

Since frestnian major is unaffected by any of our institutional vari-
ables, we will not dwell on these results, other than to note that no
such effects were predicted for this outcome and that, of the other vari-
ables in the model, only high school performanéé and curriculum enroll-
ment are directly related, while academic ability is indirectly related,
to preference for "high performance career choices." These results are
generally consistent with Davis' (1965).

Despite the Timitations of our measure of self-conceptions of academic
competance, its dependency upon prior variables is largely as would be
anticipated. Academic ability evidences the single largest exogenous
influence on self-concept and high school ability and status contexts
have modest, offsetting total effects, the former depressant and the latter

enhancing.

32
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High school rank also affects self-conceptions and mediates almost
half the total effect of ability. Freshman GPA, however, is by far the
strongest determinant of self-conceptions in the structural equation, and

almost all the effects of prior variables are mediated through this

¥
structural equation, that of father's occupation (which happens to be
negative). Thus, of the measured variables in our model, perceptions of
competence appear to be primarily responsive to academic aptitude and
demonstrated performance. These results parallel those obtained in our
earlier study of high school attainment processes (Alexander and Eckland,
1975a; 1975b).

It is of special inte;ést that the total effect of college selectivity
upon self-conceptions of academic competance, though negative, is negligible,
at least for men. Although it will be noted shortly that our results are
somewhat otherwise for women, at this point we find 1ittle support for the "rela-
tive deprivation" hypothesis that selectivity affects career preferences '
indirectly through its immediate consequences for relative academic
performance and subsequent implications for self-assessments of capa-
bilities.

Our results for senior or terminal year GPA parallel those obtained
at the freshman level. Here too the total effect of college selectivity
is negative and of moderate magnitude, -.160. However, most of this effect
is mediated through other mechanisms in the model, particularly freshman

grades. Thus, it appears that the main impact of selectivity upon per-

formance occurs during the early college years, the period of adjustment

mechanism. - Only one other.parameter is statistically significant in.the .
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to a new learning environment, and that later performance is largely
unaffected by where one goes to college, ai least as measured here. This
would imply that net of differences in student abjlity and early perfor-
mance, average GPA's across institutions should be more comparable for
1‘“““““”""”tﬁé”éénﬁbf“yééf”tﬁéﬁ“?ﬁﬁ“fﬁé“fféghﬁéﬁ‘yééf;;"ThEFE”afé”a”1éFéé"ﬁQﬁbéf“Of"
mechanisms by which this could come about, including informal grading
practices that recammeﬁd leniency for upperclasspersons and the gradﬁa1
sorting of students into niches commensurate with their competencies
over the course of their college careers. While this matter merits
additional attention, especially considering current concerns over grade
inflation, it cannot be pursued further within the context of the present
model.

Only one other point of immediate interest arises from our consider-
ation of the senior year measures, and this pertains to the finding that
fresiman preference is identified as practically the exclusive determin-
ant of college major (B=.645). Since anticipated major as freshman is
unafiected by any of the institutional variables considered in our analysis
and freshman performance is not identified as an important determinant of
one's actual major, Davis' prediction that ée]ect college environments
should incline youth toward low performance career choices by depressing
grade-point averages is not borne out. Indeed, college selectivity haé |
no relevance, either direct or indirect, Fé} choice of major, which was
Davis' primary substantive concern. It should be noted that the strategy
employed here has elsewhere been suggested as particularly appropriate

for evaluating the propositions of Davis' model (Werts, 1968). Yet,

w




none of the postulated "frogpond" effects are obtained for men, except for
the depressant selectivity effect on freshman GPA. Spaeth (1968b; 1970)
obtained comparable results in exploring a number of related issues within
a path analytic framework.

.. Educational attairmment is the terminal outcome of our model. Its
responsiveness to the entire set of background, high school, and college
variables is evaluated. Only two exogenous variables have significant
total effects on educational attainment,- individual ability, .402, and
high school status composition, .152. Thus, high school status context
has a modest, though significant, long range impact, and one which is
largely independent of all other mechanisms in the model. Expressed in
more concrete terms, a one standard deviation increase in high school

status composition is "worth" about an additional third of a year of

school, net of the other factors considered.

It is also interesting to note that the coefficients for all of the
individual SES indicators fall below .100, a commonly employed criterion
for identifying substantively interesting effects, and that two of the
four are negative. This is consistent with previous findings that status
background is not particularly relevant to the educational achievements
of male college-goers (Alexander and Eckland, 1974; Sewell and Shah, 1967;
Spaeth, 1968b; 1970) and with Wolfle's conclusion-(1954) that most of the
ascriptive influence of status origins is spent at the high school-college
transition.

Both high school and co]iege academic performance are also identi-

fied as relevant to continued enrollment. Indeed high school class



standing has a notable direct effect upon level of educational attainment
even net of college grades. Only about half of its total effect is medi-
ated through all of the intervening variables in the model. ,

Finally, we turn to the impact of college selectivity on educational

_attainment, which has a small but significant total effect of .111. MWhen |

selectivity's depressant effects on grade-point average and self-concep-
tions of competance are taken into account, however, its structural or
direct effect increases to .152. Increasing the selectivity of where

one goes to college by a standard deviation would have the net effect

of boosting attainment by about one-fourth of a year, although the direct
benefit of such a change would be almost a third of a year. Thus, both
high school status composition and college selectivity do appear to be
modestly implicated in the educational attaijnment process; but the advan-
tages or disadvantages deriving from these particular institutional
qualities are quite small. In fact, the indirect effect on educational
attainment arising from access to academically select colleges provided
would be a trivial .02. It is apparent then, for men, that while such
institutional contexts may modestly affect selected outcomes in the educa-
tional process, including level of attainment itself, their practical
importance, with the possible exception of the high school status compo-
sitionacaliege selectivity linkage, is slight. In particular, secondary
school "quality" (either high or low) does not appear to contribute sub-
stantially to the subsequent educational fortunes of college-goers, either

directly or through its relevance for their graduates' access to uore or
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Tess select colleges and universities.
---Table 3 about here---
The results for our female sample are presented in Table 3, which

again reports standardized coefficients. The similarities and differences

pargmeters, but these have not been included due to considerations of space.

In general, most high school and college vafiéE%ES épérété similarly in -
the two models, and hence will not receive extended consideration. On
the other hand, some differences in background effects and estimates of

institutional impact are of considerable substantive interest. These

Differences in the exogenous effects reported in the two tables
reflect two particularly important sex differences in regard to the deter-
minants of access to select colleges. First, individual status origins
are substantially more strongly implicated in the sorting of women among
colleges than is the case for men. This is consistent with our earlier
finding (Alexander and Eckland, 4974) that the educational outcomes of
women are in general more constrained by status background. In contrast,
and unlike our findings for men, women's access to select colleges is not

at all affected by their secondary schools' status composition. Thus,

dance for the EEQ sample of women, suggesting that the mechanisms by
which socially select high schools enhance the educational prospects of
their students are in this respect salutary only for men.

Although Conant's hypothesis regarding institutional influences in

‘the transition from high school to college is not borne out for our female
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sample, Davis' "Fregﬁond" model fares somewhat better, indeed even
better than among males. First, the depressant effect of college selec-
tivity on freshman GPA is somewhat stronger for women than men. Next,

as anticipated, the total selectivity effect on self-conceptions of aca-

demic competence is negative, and largely mediated through the freshman

MdééAsséiF%image linkage. Thus, college selectivity affects academic self-
conceptions almost exclusively by depressing relative academic perfor-
mance. This mediated "frogpond" effect was not obtained for men.

In other respects, however, the results for men and women do cor-
respond. As in the male model, college selectivity modestly depresses
the cumulztive GPA's of women through its implications for early per-
fermance. fdditionally, as was the case for men, Davis' primary hypothesis
that highly zelect environments should dissuade youth from pursuing
"high performance" majors by virtue of their'poorerAacademic performance
in such settings finds no support in the female model.

Finally, we note one last respect in which the male and female
models differ. -oliege selectivity is found to be irrelevant to the even-
tual educational st“iinments of women, whereas a modest positive effect,
consistent with tha% obtained on previous research with men, was obtained
for our male sample. Thus, for women, neither is access to select colleges
constrained by the social selectivity of their secondary schools, nor
are levels of educational attainmenf appreciably affected by either the
social =2lectivity of their high schools or the academic selectivity of
their rc!’eges. In contrast, the caﬁsequénces of both school and college

contc:Ts ior the various social-psychological and performance outcomes

33



-33-

considered in the model appear to be somewhat more pronounced for women

than men. The reasons for these sex differences in tﬁe effects of insti-

tutional contexts certainly merit further attention.
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CONCLUSION

This paper has examined several propositions regarding the role of
secondary and postsecondary school institutional contexts in the educa-

tional attainment process. These propositions were derived from a number

"'*Dfm§fsparat3’sourée5f “commentaries on ¢changes in the social ‘organi- "~ T

zation of postsecondary schooling and what these might imply for the
importance of variations in school quality for educational attainments;
previous studies of college effects upon educational and socioceconomic
achievements; Conant's provocative suggestion that a his school's status
characteristics may be quite instrumental in affording . : y~:iuates
access to more or less select colleges and universities; and Davis'
relative deprivation, or "frogpond," model of the consequences of attend-
ing colleges of varying levels of selectivity.

To pursue the'sSuggestions in this literature regarding the numerous
ways in which schools might impinge upon the educational fortunes of
their students, a multivariate model of the high school-to-college transi-
tion and college attainment process was developed and evaluated. The
following specific questions regarding school effects upon college attain-
ments were addressed:

1. Does attendance at a socially select secondary school enhance
one's prospects for attendance at an academically select college or
university?

2. Assuming such an effect does maintain, what are its implications

for one's subsequent educational attainment?
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3. Do the consequences of attending postsecondary schools of vary-
ing levels of selectivity conform to those postulated in Davis' “frog-
pond" moée]?

Although a number of the hypothesized school effects were obtained,
they were uniformly modest. Thus, while we would conclude that where one
goes to school does make a difference, the difference is hardly suffi-
cient to support fndictments against the organization of schooling as
constraining educational opportunities or as a very significant conser-
vative force in the status attainment process. With this qualification
in mind, we will review the institutional effects in the transition
frém school to co]iege.and in the dynamics of college attainments idéntie
fied in our analysis.

Consistent with Conant's hypothesis, enrollment in a high status
secondary school was found to modestly enhance, at least for boys, the
Tikelihood of enrolling in an academically select co11e§e or university.
This school effect ma“ ‘ained net of can£r015 on a variety of individual-
level student traits, including four indicators of status background and
academic ability. A number of these student characteristics were them-
selves also related to the selectivity of college attended. Contrary to
Karabel and Astin's findings, a notable degree of §i£g££ status ascription
in the high school-college transition was obtained.

College selectivity was itself found to impinge upon a number of

later outcomes. As predicted in Davis' "frogpond" model, attendance at

select institutions modesiiy depressed the freshman grade-point averages

of both men and. women and through this mechanism also ihdirectly depressed



female self-conceptions of academic competence and, for both sexes,
cuwuiat%Qé grade-point averages; however, the preference for "high per-
formance career choices" was unaffected by institutional selectivity.
rThus, Davis' expectation that highly competitive environments should
Tower career goals was not borne out.

Finally, despite these various liabilities of attending select
colleges, men at such institutions nevertheless achieved somewhat higher
Tevels of educational attainment; however the attainment advantage thus
accruing to students by virtue of their high school's ability to situate
its graduates in select colleges and universitiés was trivial. Thus,
although the linkage between socially select high schools and academically
select colleges hypothesized by Conant was obServed, the consequences he
envisioned of that linkage were not especially reflected in the educational
careers of the youth in our sample. Moreover, college selectivity in fact
had no effect on the educational attainment 6f women,

While a number of interesting institutional effects in the -educa-
tional attainment process have been identified in this study, numerous -
issﬁés still remain unanswered. How, for example, do socially select
secondary schools actually contribute to the 1ikelihood that their gradu-
ates will attend academically select colleges? Through their normative
climates and organizational structures as suggested earlier? Of course,
the specific dimensions of such constructs must be jdentified and evalu-

Aé;maLedmbef@re“anywmdre.specifjcmintenphetatjcﬁ-can—béagiven—for—theviﬁst%tusrrvvfiTJTZ

tional effects documented in this study. Similarly, how do academically

select colleges and universities promote high retention rates and the later




success of their graduates? While such questions CErtéinTy deserve con-
sideration, it is unlikely that their pursuit will unearth dramatic school
effects. This canc]ﬁsiaﬁ is consistent with our own inquiry as well as with
the now voluminous literature on institutional fmpact in the educational

attainment process.




Footnotes

1. Spaeth‘s study (1968a) of undergraduate selectivity and access to

select graduate training institutions is one exception.

2. While almost every school input and outcome considered thus far in
the school effects literature evidences éuEéfantiaTTy greater within
school than between school variance, the between school variance in
social status background is consistently large relative to that of
other variables. See, for example, Heyns (1974), Hauser, Sewell, and

Alwin (1976), and Hauser (1971).

3. Hauser (1971) demonstrates the rather close correspondence between
community status Fharacteristics and those of the StudéﬁtSf?ttEﬂdiﬂg
school within them. _ -

4. McDi1l and his colleagues (McDi1l and Rigsby, 1973), for example,
obtained a strong zero-order correlation (.508) between a measure of
status composition (pércent of students in the high school whose fathers
had at least some college) and their measure of institutional "academic
emulation" - the first of their six factors characterizing high school

normative climates (personal communication).

5. We have also considered other high school variables for inclusion in

this model, such as educational expectations, friends' college plans,

and parental and teacher encouragement for college. In gereral, these vari=——

ables contributed 1ittle to the college attainment model and had no

effect upon our conclusions regarding institutional contexts.




See Spaeth (1968b; 1970) for related models of college attainment processes.

The explanatory power of our madejbfér the various college variables

is uniformly modest, except in thése instances in which a terminal year
outcome is regressed upon its freshman year counterpart. Spaeth's
results (1968b; 1970) were similar in thisgregard_ In part, this re-
flects the greater homogeneityof college-goers relative to represen-
tative samples of high school populations on many of the character-
istics most pertingnt to educational attainments (e.q., academic

ability; goal Orieﬁtations; performance).

It would also be of interest to compare "residual" sex differences in
the various school process and attainment outcomes of the model. How-
ever, the significant sex interactions that.dictated estimation of the
high school-to-college transition model separately for men and women
complicate this task somewhat. Such deviations from additivity imply
that the adjusted differences betwgen the sexes on a given outccmé

will not be uniform at.every point af camparisoniliThis; of course,

is the basis of textbook proscriptions against interpreting differences
in intercepts in covariance analysis when the condition of homégeneity
of regression is not satisfied. Consider, for example, sex differences
in levels Qf educational attainment. The mé]e”énd female intercepts
for the full structural model are 10.6 and 11.5, implying that after

adjustment for the effects of all other independent variables women

actually evidence about a year's educational advantage sver men. ow.

ever, the levels of educational attainment estimated for men and



women when the other independent variables are at their minimum

observed values are essentially identical, at 12.4 and 12.5 respect1ve1y
These would be the estimated intercepts were the other regressors re-
scaled to a substantively meaningful zero point as suggested by Althauser
and Wigler (1972). Finally, when all regressors are at their maximum
observed values the estimates of male and female educational attainment
are 20.8 and 17.2 years respectively, implying a substantial female
"deficit" of 3.6 years. Clearly, then, an adequate cansideratiﬂﬂ of
such residual sex differences would require extended discussion and
substantial additional analysis. .Despite our own interest in these
matters, their pursuit at this point would constitute an unwarrented

digression from the immediate substantive concerns of this report.
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Figure 1. Structural Model of the High School-to-College Transition and
College Attainments?
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a) Variables at a given level or stage of the model have been "blocked" for ease
of-presentation. The model is actually fully recursive and all implied
effects will be estimated. A1l exogenous variables are freely intercorrelated.

b) The following variable abbreviations are used thrcughout "Moth Ed," Mother's
Education; "Fath Ed," Father's Education; "Fath Occ," Father's Occupation; ’7
"Acquis," Acquisition Index; "Sex," Sex; "Apt," Academic Aptitude; "SES/Con,"

High School Status -Composition; "Apt/Con," High School Aptitude Composition;
"Stand," High School Class Standing; "Curric," High School Curriculum Enrollment;
"Fr" and "Sr GPA," Freshman Year GPA and Cumulative GPA; "Fr" and "Sr Major,"
Freshman Year Major Preference and Terminal Year Major; "Image," Self-Conceptions
of Academic Competence; "Educ," Level of Educational Attainment;"Select," College

Selectivity.
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Table 1. The Distribution of High School Averages on Selectijvity and
Educational Attainment (N=42)

Range of Selectivity Scores

35 36~ 39- 42- 45- 48- 51- 54
38 41 44 47 50 53 56

No. of Schools | 2 2 5 10 8 7 4 4
School 5.D. 4.8
Student S5.D. 9.9

Range of. Educational Attainments (expressed in years)

14~ 14.6- 15-  15.6- 16- 16.6- 17- 17.6-
14,5 14.9 155 15.9 16,5 16.9 17.5 17.9

No. of Schools 4 2 13 7 14 1 0 1
School S.D. .51
Student S$.D. 1.88




Moth Fath 7 Fath b Apt SES
o.v. Ed Ed ~ Acquis: Occ__ _ SES” ~ Apt Con_ Con _
Curric .... .068 .035 J19% 112 .252 .256%  ,022 .069
stand ..... -.002 .024 027 -.034 .039 S10% -.T14 -.082
Select ... 075 -,053 J51% 067 .203 J196% .034 167*
Select .... .070  -.062 .135% 1068 182 -039 -063 J183*
Fr.GPA .. .. -.078 126 -.082  -.059 131 B17% -163% .074
Fr.GPA ... -.073 123 -.079  -.043 -.120 231%  -.138 . 096
Fr.GPA-" .. -.058 110 -.05] -.029 -.093 .239% 2125 .133
Fr.Maj -.053 .105 -.021  -.018 -.081 L243% -.044 .049
Fr.Maj - .065 .093 -.049  -.03] -.089 082  -,023 .055
Fr.Maj -.073 .100 -.063  -.038 -.105 077 -.030 .035
Image .... 024 -.051 -.031 - 126% . -.163 .188% - 152+ 157
Image 021  -.057 -.082  -27% =176 .096  -.136 .166*
Image « .- .023  =.059 =037 -.125%  -.172 008 -.134 173
Image +---- .041  -.096 -.021 - N6 2177 .007  -.085 121
Sr.GPA -.037 .050 -.132% 001 -.133 324% =127 .040
Sr.GPA -.039 .043 -.143* 003 -.145 211%  -.105 .053
. Sr.GPA -.028 .033 -.122¢ 014 -.19 .217%  -.095 .082
Sr.GPA .001  -.024 -.096 .028 .100 082 -.023 .006
Sr.GPA -.005  -.010 -.093 .045 -.092 081 -.0m -.011
Sr.Maj. .004 .063 -.005 .012 .070 J153%  -,044 . 066
Sr.Maj -.002 .058 -.017 .007 .055 .078  -.033 .069
Sr.Maj -.005 . 062 -.024 .003 .054 076 -.037 .059
Sr.Maj .044  -.009 .019 .029 .065 .008  -.008 .026
Sr.Maj .040 . 000 .021 .039 .076 .007 . 000 .014
Educ. +ee- -.026 .073 -.084 .090 -.122 402% =113 .152%
Educ, «---- -.034 .063 -.104 .085 -.123 .250%  -,088 .164*
Educ. «-e-- -.041 .070 -9 .078 -.131 .245% .05 S143%
Educ. «»ee -.023 .039 -.103 .087 -.115 190%  -.067 113
Educ. +ee+ -.024 .042 -.103 .091 -.118 190*  -.064 .109
EdUC, «vees -.026 . 045 -.076 .074 -.096 J165% .06 AN
Mean ...... TI6B8 11,441 398 46.728 = 9.461  7.193  3.397
SD veennn 2.697  3.772 819 22.081 - 4,080 1,043 .583

Table 2. Standardized Parameters for the EEQ Model of the High School to C011ege

and College Attainment Process, for Males (N= 356)

Trans

ition

a) Coefficients at least twice their standard error are identified by an asterisk
Figure 1 for variable abbreviations.

“See note to

b) The "sEs” parameters represent the aggregated effects of the Fgur status background indicators:
father's and mother's education, father's occupatien, and the acquisition index. Signs for the
SES parameters are implied by the disaggregated Betas and correlations among indicators. No
significance tests are available for these coefficients, but effects of .15 or greater may be
considered worthy of note.
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Table 2. (Continued)

Cur-
D.v. Stand  ric_

Se- - Fr Fr .
lect Maj  GP

sr

Image  Maj

Sr
GPA

Curric ....
Stand .....

Select .... o
Select .... .269* .076

"Fr.GPA ....
Fr.GPA .... .206%
Fr.GPA .... .261%

.076
. 060

Fr.Maj .

Fr.Maj .... .225¢  .181%

Fr.Maj .... .195%  ,173*

Image .....

Image ..... .151* . 058
Image ..... .161%* . 061
Image ..... .070 .098

SF.GPA ....
SP.GPA .... .199%  .044
Sr.GPA .... .242* 056
SF.GPA .... .103*  .105%
Sr.GPA .... .093 .091

Sr.Maj ...
Sr.Maj .... .107  ".078
Sr.Maj .... .092 .074
Sr.Maj .... -.051 -

Sr.Maj .... -.057  -.035

Educ. ..... aeearpiin
gduc. ..... .240* J17*
Educ. ..... .210%* .109*
Educ. ..... .140* .105%

-.204*
.108

. 038
.053 -.074 .405*%

=.160*

-, 031 -.077 -591*

-.038  -.066 .533*

056
. 007 .611* .088
.002 .618* .050

1%
142% 092 .201*
.140% 094 .187%
152% 066 .020

Jlagx

.093

.035
=.017 .079

49.067  .632  4.236

9.890 .483 2.139

282 .559
571 .497
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Table 3.Standardized Parameters for the EEQ Model of the High School to College Transition
and College Attainment Process, for Females (N=274)2

Moth Fath , Fath b Apt SES
D.v. Ed B Acquis  Occ SES Apt Con  Con
curric .... ! -.062 .168* .091 -.003 .203 .164% 102 .200%
Stand ..... -.01 J91% -042  -.160%  -.143 S11* - 173 -.021
Select .... .039 .198% L221* .079 .437 179* .060 -.019
Select .... .048 .148 .218*% .106 .416 .077 .079 -.036
Fr.GPA .... -.053  -.047 -.075  -.013 -.149 276%  -.044 .051
Fr.GPA .... -.054  -.087 -.059 .027 -.148 .156* .005 .066
Fr.GPA . -.038  -.039 L0117 .062 .058 .181% .030 .054
Fr.Maj. ... -.080 ,099 .060 .071 168 .248*  -,010 -.007
Fr.Maj. ... -, 081 .096 .066 .078 174 .230* .002 .001
Fr.Maj. ... *-.087 .079 .040 .066 137 .221%  -.007 .005 .
Image ..... -.049  -.052 036 -.031 -.093 .283*  -.055 .165
Image ..... -.051 -.099 .055 .019 -.100 .136 .006 .186*
Image ..... -.039  -.064 107 .044 -.097 154+ .025 .178%
Image ..... -.018  -.051 .100 .013 -.084 . 061 .012 .153*
Sr.GPA .... -.027  -.006 027 -.039 -. 051 .248*  -.010 .048
Sr.GPA .... -.028  -.042 .043 .000 -. 051 .135 .038 .065
Sr.GPA .... -.018  -.010 090 .023 .089 . .152* .054 .057
SP.GPA .... .007 .018 083  -.018 .091 .031 .034 .019
Sr.GPA .... .010 .028 .065  -.02 .080 .020 .031 -.009
Sr.Maj: ... -.015 182+ 001 ~-.056 . .146 .276%  -.020 .077
Sr.Maj. ... -.017 .194* .001 -.063 .154 .303*  -.026 .080
Sr.Maj. ...  -.022 J77% -.023  -.075 125 .294%  -.035 .084
Sr.Maj. ... ~ .038 127 -.051 -.123% 2113 J136%  -.032 .077
Sr.Maj. ... .038 .128 -.054  -.123% 114 134%  -.032 .073
CEduc. ..... .085 166 -.042  -.092 160 186%  -.027 .105
EdUC. +ue. .094 .096 -. 041 -.049 .125 .03 .008 .088
Educ. ..... .096 102 -.033  -.045 .134 .034 .01 .087
Educ. ..... .103 .102 -.035  -.053 .138 .010 .008 .082
ZdUC. .vus. .104 .104 -.039  -.053  .138 .007 .008 .075
Educ. ..... .104 107 -.061 -.058 .135 013 -.003 .083
Mean ...... TZ.500  12.398  .587  50.380  --  9.818  7.243  3.438
S0 .iiennes 2.655  3.952 ' .838  23.680 -- 4.293 .972 .528

a) Coefficients at Jeast twice their standard error are 1dent1f1ed by an asterisk. see note to
~ Figure 1 for variable abbreviations.
b} The "SES"parameters represent the aggregated effects of the fgur status background indicators:

. father's and mother's education, father's occupation, and the acquisition index. Signs for the
SES parameters are implied by the disaggregated Betas and correlations among indicators. No
significance tests are available for these coefficients, but effects of .15 or greater may be
considered worthy of note.



Table 3. {(Continued)
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0.v. Stand ric _ lect  Maj = GPA _Image Maj  GPA Educ R
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