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FOREWORD

US. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (DREW). The surve

of early"adulthood. The base-year suivey data, collected by the Edufat

alter conclusions or change meaning in.any way. -

-

Francis V. Corngan, Deputy Director
Division of Multilevel Education Statistics

(9} |

in!cgraated with the first followup survey data by the Research Triangle Institute (RTI). RTI has p:o-
cessed the data and 1s providing major findings in a series of reports to NCES, each:with a central theme.
NCES, in wrn, prepared this report from one In the series, with some minor revisions aimed mainy at
eliminating material considered extraneous to the substance of the report. No attempt has been made to

The National Lungitudinal Study of the High School Class of 197 a large-scale, long-term survey
supported primardy by the National Center for Education Statustics (NCES) in the Education Division,

y seeks to provide statistic on a

national sample of students as they move out of the American high school system into the critical years ¥

jonal Tésting Service, have been .

1

Elmer F. Collins, Chief
Longitudinal studies Branch—
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= . : ‘I. INTRODUCTION o
o~ ) °

Leaving high school years is critical for most adolescents. They face significant development tasks which, if
. /mastered, contribute to their healthy and satisfactory growth.! Physical maturation, &Wﬁom society,
and the individual’s personal values and aspirations comprise the psychological focus for this study

Typical of the tasks confronting the adolescent are: achievement of emotional independence from parents and
other adults; achievement of e¢onomic independence ; selection and preparation “or an otcupation; and preparation
for marriage and family life, including achievement of new and mature relations with ~--nates of both sexes.

Reaction to0 new experiences and role demands will produce a variety of attitudina and personzlity changes in
young adults, particularly in how they view themselves, in their perceptions of their control of peisonal and
environmental contingencies, and in the life goals they deem lmportam Some changes may be relativelv universal;
for example, resea chers? have demonstrated that self-esteem increases through carly adulthood.and the percelved
Incus of contsol over self and the environment becomes more incernal,® This universality prcvides an optimistic
picture since the research literature presents internal individuals as generally 8ffect|ve and competent. Otner
changes are expected te be linked with specific kinds of cxperiences, for example, to the extent that personal -
" success increases self-esteem, it can be seen as a way of assessing the impact of experiences and current environ-
ment on-the individual (Bachman and O'Malley. 1975). Research shows that perceived locus of control shifts in the
internal direction when the i1 Lvidual masters his environment arid in the external direction when he fails to.*

The psycholuglcal adjustments of young adults in connection with these t:ansitions and changes in environ-
mental context and role demands are of major interest. While adjustiient and development may be indexed in
many ways, the constructs of self-estgem, locus of conirol, ard attitudes about work, community, and fam%y
orientations were considered especially important and sensitive to ~hange. ..

Various hypotheses could be offered about self-esteer, locus of control, and goal orientations 1n relation to
classification variables. and transition sequences, however, 1i seemed best simply to describe and index these -ela-
tionships. Thus, this report uses Base-Year and Furst Followup Questionnaire data on self-esteem, locus of control,
and work-, community-, and fauly-related goal acuwities to generate profiles of subpopulations defined on the
basis of demographic and personal characteristics and on the basis of career patterns. More specifically, the
following questions are addressed:

1) What base-year differences exist amoag ihe subgroups defined by demographic and perscral.chatac-
teristics (sex, ethnicity, socioeconomic studies (SES), ability and high school progiam) and on the
basis of modal plar.ning-and activity sequznces”?

2) What differences exist at the tume of the first f«)llowui), particularly among groups differing in post
high school activities and transition state sequences?

3) How are the base'year to fiist followup changes in self-esteem, jocus of control and goal orientations

) related to demographic and pgrsonal charactenstics, transition sequences and changes in activities?

'fhe answer to these questions will be used in describing the psychological status differences associated with
background and demographic vatiables and transition sequences ard activities. Additionally, the resu'ts will be
used in hypothesizing possible casual roles of the psychological attnbutes.

.

1 R. J. Havighurst. (In all refersnces, refer to bibhiography for full cnauo;ns.) ”
f ? J. G. bachman and P. M. O'Malley; N. Rosenberg.
X 1 J. B. Rotter. v Q
| 4 J.B.Rotter; H. M. T “~ourt. g
- Q
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\ S . ' II. DATA CULLECTION
N\ . ] . I .
| \ L . .
;E \ The NLS base-year and first followuap data are used separately and jointly to answer the questions posed in the
' \ gltroduction. The NLS data base 1s exceptionally rich; its longitudinal design based .upon a national probability
E ‘\ sample permits analyses yielding valuable informaticn concerning the psychological, educational and career
; \\ development of young adults. The methods employed in collecting the data are described below
L 9 >+ A. The Sample ° .
The samplé consisted of a deeply stratificd 2-stage probabiiity sample with schools as first-stage sarapling units
amd students as second-stage units. he pqpulation comprised all 1972 twelfth graders enrolled in all public,
private, and church-affiliated-high schools in the 50 states and the District of Columbia. The first-stage sampling ’
: frame was conetricted trom computerized school fiies maintained by the Office of Education and by the National
= Catholic Education Association. .
P The schoo! sampling frame was stratified into 600 final strata based on the following vanables: -
' - . « typeof control (public or nonpublic); . .
— geographic region (Northeast, North Central, South, and West);
— grade 12 enroliment (less than 300, 300 to 599, and 600 or more); .
— proximity to institutions of higher learning;
* percent minority group eniollment;
— income level of the community; an«
= degree of urbanization. ‘ - .
'\ To increase the number of disadvantaged students in the Sample schools located in low-income areas and
schools with high proportions of minority group earollments were sampled at approxir:ately twice the sampling
fate used for the remaining schools. Schools in the smallest grade enrollment strata (less than 300 seniors) were
seiected with probabilities proportional to their estimated numbers of senjor students and without replacement.

stratum, four schools were selected initially and then tw o of“the four were randomly selected and designated as the
primary selegtions, The other two schools wete retained as backup or substitute s<lections atd were used only 1If
one 9r both of the primary schools did not cooperate (e g., refused, iﬁeﬁgible).\ Samples of 1K students per schoaL\
were selected and five additional students were selected as alternates. The students wese sampled with equal proba-
bilitics and without replacement within schools.

The sample design nvolved 1,206 primary sample schools and 21,000 students (18 pér school). Of the 1.20u
pnmery sample schools, 949 participated-in the base-year survey, 21 had no seniors enrolled and 230 either refused

- to participate or cou:d not participate because the request was received too late in the school year. However, 121
backup schools participated, bringing the total number of participating base-year schools to 1,070 and a total of
16,683 respondents who completed the Base-Year Student Questionnaire. ,

Since many schools did not respond’in the base-year survey, further attempts were made to secure partici-
pation of the 23" nonparticipant primary saniple schools and replacements for the 21 schools that had no seniors.
This “resutvey” activity, initiated by NCES prior to the first foliowup survey. involved securing school cooperation
and selecting random camples of up to 18 former students (1972 senic«s) per school. The *‘resurvey” activities were
successfu! A1i 204 of the 230 primary sample schools; thus, students from 1,153 of the 1,200 primary sample
schools were included in the "<t followup survey. Adding 131 backup sche is (dmpf;ﬁ\g 26 of the original 121
and adj(;g an additional 36 to insure at least two schools per stratum) and 16 sample augmentation schools (i.e.,
additignal schools riot coVered in the original school sampling frame) ingreased the total number of participating

Schools in the reragining strata were selected with equal probabilities aad without replacement. Within esch final
schooﬁ to 1°300. Respondents to the first followup survey provided 21,250 First Followup Questionnaires.

ERIC ' U




B, Instruments
* 1. Base-Year Instruments

. e - . ]

Each student in the sample was asked to complete th. Base-Year Student Questionnaire, containing 104 -
questions distributed over 11 major sections, and dealing with factors related to the student’s personar-family
background, educational and work experiences, plons, aspirations, attitudes, and opinions. . .
- ., In tddition to this questionnaire, each student was asked to take a 69-minute Test Book, measuring both
verbal and nonverbal ability, and consisting of the following six tests: Vocabulary, Picture Number (measuie of

L]

o associative ability), Reading, Letter Groups (measure of inductive reasoning), Mathematics, and Mosaic Compari-
- ' "sons (megsure of perceptual speed and accuracy). : - -
3 ) Base-year data were also obtained from a student’s Schoal Record Information Form (SRIF), including high
schoul curriculum, grade-point zrerage, credit hours in major courss, and, if “applicable, position in ability "o
3 groupings, remedial-instruction fecord, involvement in_certain federally supported programs, and scores on stan-
3 dardized tests. /

Finally, for each participating Xu'gh school, information was obtamned from a School Questionnaire and one or
two Counselor Questionnaires. Coux\\selor questionnaire information was not obtsined from schqpls involved in the
3 “resurvey” activity. ,, ) )

2. First Folowup Instruments o e

Two forms (A and B) of & First Follewup Questionnaire were develcped and designed to be filled out by .he

student. Form A was mailed to each sample member who responded to the Base-Year Student Questiopnaire.

Seniors from the class of 1972 who wereiunable to participate in the buse-year survey asually because of time and

schedulin§ considerations) were mailed m B of the questionnaire. Questions 1 through 85 were identical for

both questionnaire forms and dealt with the res, ondent’s activities (e.g., educztion, work, etc.) in October 1972 . .

and October 1973; socioeconomic statuss; work and educational experier.es since leaving, nigh school; and educa-

tiona) and career plans, aspirations, and expectations. Form B of the First Followup Questionnaire contained an

additionzl 14 questions to take the place of missing base-year information. .
Most Base-Year Student Quest onnaire and First Followup Questionnzire items were forced-choice. Open-

ended; or free-response, questions were limited to items involving dates, income, number of hours or weeks

‘worked, and the iike. ~ S
C. Procedures . .
1. Base-Year Data Collection . . 1

Most student data were collected in April, May, and June 972 through éroup administration of the guestion-
naire in each school by local school-based survey administrators.- Susvey administrators also completed School
Record Information Forms (SRIFs) for each participating student, and administered the School and Counselor
Questionnaires. . -

2. First Followup Data Collection . ,

_ The first step in data collection mnvolved an extensive tracing operation to update name and address files. The
major mailout of 23,020 First Followup Questionnaires to the last known addresses of potential respondents was
made on 23-24 October 1973. A planned sequence of reminder postcards, additional questionnaire mailings, and
reminder mailgrams to nonrespondents followed. Active mail return efforts continued through Decembe® 1973;
and by early February 1974, the questionnaire return rate by mail was 60.9 percent.
~ The names and addreses of those ample mémbers who failed to mail back their questionnaizes were then
turned over to the Bureau of the Census for personal interview in accordance with a Bureau arrangement with the
U. S. Office of Education. This personal interview phase of first followup data callection continued until April 7, ,
1974, by which time the overall response rate had increased to 92.7 percent—-21,350 respondents out of 23,020.

: / 11
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D. Data Processing ‘ )
The data were manually edited, keye& to tape, and then extensively machine editeu. EC.ting was extremely

complex: and comprehensive, reflecting the complexny of the instr»ments in terms of, for exaxmle skip patierns
wn.hm the questionnaire, and the effort to create a'data file that was as fntl..Jl to thé hard copy as possible.

E. Estimating Population Means and Sfandard Deviations - - v -

All means and standard deviations presented in this report are weihitéd estimates:of population means and
standard devistions Unadjusted student weights were calculated as the inverses o{ sample inclusion probabilities
. for all students scrapled. The weights were then adjusted for questionnaire nonfesponse by 1 weighting class
method. The weigh.ing class procedure involves defining homogeneous (weighting) classes and then adjusting the
respondent s weightr for questionnaire nonrasponse on the basis of weight totals for his or her unique welghtmg
*lass. The weighted inean for variable k for the total popuiationgfor examplé, was calculated as

4

n : )
= X W o
Py Mk = ﬁ.— N ;
z Wi L .
i ,
where: . .
r. = the total number of respondents for whom data were available; ' - .
w; = the appropriate adjusted weight for respondent i; and '
Xlk = the score of respondent i on variable k. : L , *

- Staudard errors for the various means presented in this report can be estimated by refemng to standaid error -
tables and direc ons for.their use, included as appen B.

’ .
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IIl. MEASJREMENT SPECIFICATIONS OF SELF-ESTEEM, .
) LOCUS OF CONTROL, AND LIFE GOALS

L This report presents group profiles means and standard deviations on self-estesm, locus of control, and three
life goals. These psychological attributes are measured by scales hased on 1tem source and factor analyses of item
sets using data from the Base-Year Student Questionnaire. From.a face-valdity viewpoiut each scale reflects a
conceptually appeahng factor. To prevent artifactual correlations among the scales, no single itern appears in more
than one scale. The same scale structure 1s used for the First Followup Questionnaire. Thus, each participant has
two scores for each of the five scales, one score for the Base-Year and one for the First Followup d uonnalre

Li?‘? A. Personality Attributes: Self-Esteem and Locus of Control

The sclf-esteem scale consists of four items, sach five resoonse choices ranging on a continuum from “‘disagree
“strongly” to “"agree strongly.” Corresponding numer . the response choices are 1 to 5, with 5 indicating
strong agresment. The four items were takea fron *ef., .« 1. -esteem scale-*
. (1) 11ake a positive attitude toward myself. .
g (2) ! feell anm a person of worth, on an equal plane with others. .
) (3) Iam able to do things as well as most other people.
(4) On the whole, I'm sausfied with myself.
Lik® the se'f-esteem scale, the locus-of-control scale consists of four items, each with five response options
e b ranging from “‘disagree strongly” to *‘agree strongly.” Items were scored so that disagreement,\indicating an inter-
nal locus of vontrol, was scored “5.” Thus, high scores on the locus-of-control scale indicate *Igternality” while
low scores indicate “‘externality.” The items are: .
(1) Good luck is more important than hard work for success. ] . \
- (2) Every time I try to get ahead, something or somebody stops me.
(3) Planning only.makes a person unhappy since plans hardly work out anyway.
(4) People whe accept their Jondition in life are happier than these who iry to change things.

X Since all eight of the abov: items appear together in the student questionnaires and, to some degree involve
self-report of pernguenstics a principal axis factor analysis was done on all eight items. A two-factor
varimax solution on the itdw intercorrelations strongly confirmed the existence of two distinct scales corres-

~  ponding to the self-esteem and locus-of-cdrirol s;alérdmb\ed above. The factor loadings (table 1) show a good
—— simple structure with: high loadings for sglf-esteem’items on the locus-of-control factor. An opposite pattern of

loading cxli&s for the locus—ofcontrol items. . Y,
.« Table 1.--Factor loadings for scif-esteem and locus-of-control items ~
. . . . . .
p . . " Self-esteem Locus of control
~? ‘ . ltem . Factor | Factor 11 : N
- . N T
. Self-esteem o . _ .
Positiveattitude (1)*. ... ......... .. ..., .... 0.73 ‘\f - -0.09
Equal worth (3) . . . .. R . iy I -13 !
: Able to do as well as most people (4) . . . ... .. cea ’ .69 -.05
Satisfied(8). . ..... e e e " .65 .08
’ Locus of control N ‘ I o
) Luck more important than work (2} ..... ... ce .08
Try to get ahead, but stopped (5). . .. ............ -.22
Plans hardly wark out (6). .. .. ... .. e i, -.14
Acceptcondition(7). ... ....... ... L.l 04

= -
* Nugnbers in parentheses 1ndicate order of appearance in questionnaires.

“ERIC *M rosenber ;13 .
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In addition to the facter structure, internai consistency was examined for each scale. Coefficient alpha was
.66 for the self-esteem scale and .56 for the locus-of-control scale. These values gre reasonably high, since only four
items appear in each scale. Other locus-of-controi scales bave internal consistency and test-retest reliabilities of only
a slightly larger magnitude even though they include many more items. For example, the 23-item Rotter locus-of-
control scale® has religbiitties ranging from the low .40’ to the low .80’s with a median value of approximately
.65.7 ‘

Table 2 presents the weighted item means and standard deviations from the base-year survey. These data
clearly show that both the self-esteem and locus-of-control means are well above the scale midpoint (3.0),
indicating that most respondents reported a positive self-concept and an internal stance on locus of control. The
item standard deviations indicate a fair amount of variability for botl: self-esteem and locus of contrql.

Table 2. --Base-year means and standard deviations of self-esteem and locus-of-control items

. < Weighted Total

Item w::s::‘ed standard base-year

deviation sample N

Self-esteem items

Positive attitude . . . . . ................. 3.89 0.96 - 16480
Equatworth. . .......... ... . ........ - 410 . .81 16382
Able to do as well as most people. . . . ... ... = 4.04 81 16388
Satisfied . .. ........... ... ... 3.60 1.10 16450

Locus-of-control items . .
Luck more important than work . ... ........ 4.16 - .92 ‘ 16476
Try to get ahead, butstopped . ............ : 3.65 l. 16431
Plans hardly workout . . . ... . o e 3.80 1.12 16461
Acceptcondition . . . . ... ... 342 1.30 16456

"
T

y .

Based on the distinct item sources and the confirmatory factor analytic support, separate seii-esteem and
locus-of-control scale scores were calculated for each person. Appropriate item scores were simply summed and
divided by the number of items avatlable (i.e., nonmissing 1tems). The resulting scale scores were used n all sub-
sequent analyses.

B. Life Goals

Three scales were derived from the 10 base-year uem?’measuhng the importance of life goals. Each item had
three response options “not important,” “somewhat important,”,and “very important.” The corresponding codes
were 1, 2, amd 3; however, in ordgr to presen the life-goal results on a numerical scale similar to the self-esteem
and locus-of-control scales, the item options cre respectively scored !, 3, and 5. The three scalcs nd their items

“were: < .

Work Scale o
Being successtul in my line of work
Having lots of money
Being able to find steady work

Community Scale ) ) . "y

Being a leader in my community

- Being able to give my children bétter opportunities than I!have H_id

'
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Working to correct social and economic inequahties "

-
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" Family Scale
Finding the right person to marcy and having a happy family life

Living close to parents and relatives

Getting away from this area of the country (scored in npposite direction)

Independent Item .

Having st r;)ng friendships

The composition of these scales was based on the results of a factor analysis of all ten goal-related items. A
3-factor principal axis solution followed by a varimax rotation yielded a fairly satisfactory simple structure.

Table 3 gives results of the factor analysis. ¢

Table 3.--Factor structure of life-goal items

3 Orientation factors
Item
/ . Work Community Family
Work scale
Successinwork (1)* . ................... 062 0.13 013
. Havinglotsof money 3) . . . .............. .73 .04 =09
Finding steady work (5). . ..... .......... ’ 69 12 T .19
Community scale )
Beingaleader(6) . . .................... 31 < .60 L .03
Giving childrery opportunities (7). . . . ... ... .. . .34 : 43 .33
Working to cofrect inequalities (10). . ... ... .. : -.22 -+ 81 -~.09
Famlly scale kif ~ ’ .
Marriage and family (2) . ................. .23 .15 .55
Living close to parents and relatives (8). . . . . . .. .08 .25 o .53
Gettingaway (9). . .................... 12 . .26 ' -.74
i -
Item no. appearing in any scale ¢
Having strong friendships (4). . . ............ .10 © 34 22

* Numbers in parentheses indicate item order in questionnaires.

Internal consistencies ‘were calculated for each of the three derived scates. The coefficient alphas were .53,
.44, and .30 for the work, community and family scales, respectively. The internal consistency values for the
¢ community and work scales were relatively low and may limit differences among groups and complicate inte1pre-
tation of change scores.

Weighted item means and standard deviations are presented in table 4. The item means indicated high endorse-
ment for 5 of the 10 items: success in work, finding steady work, giving children better opportunities; finding a
satisfactory spouse, and having strong frieadships. The remaining items had means near or below the midpoint
_ (3.0). The item standard deviations were generally large, indicating high variability among individuals. 7

Scale scores for individuals were based on a simple average of the item scores (based on the number 6f
available items). However, item 3 in the family scale was scored in a direction opposite to the remaining items
due to its reciprocal relationship (empirically and conceptually) with, the remaining two items.

-




Table 4.—-Base-year means and standard deviations for Iife-g‘oal items

s o ftem : Weighted Standard Sample
- o o mean . deviation N
O Vo L oo
- Successinwork .. ... ....... v ] 466 0.81 16564
i Having lots of money. . . ........ eVl 29 127 164
- " Findingsteadywork . .. ................... 450 99 1648
Community zcale - 7 i
Beingaleader. ... ....................... - 231 1.35 16474
i Giving children opportnnities . ... ... ......... 421 1.22 16430
s ~ Working to correct inequalities . .. ... ......... 3.12 1.38 16466
' Family s2ale
* Marriage and family ...... e e 454 1.05 16494
Living close to parents and relatives . . .. . ... I . 215 Lo 1.26 16492
Gettingaway . . ..................c....... 2.15¢ 1.46 16474
Item not inclnded in any scale '
Having strong fricndships . . .. ............... 4.54 3 16520
* This value is the mean of the reflected scale, i.e., “a0t getting-away.”
®



IV. MAJOR CLASSIFI(}IATION GROUPS: ANALYSES AND RESULTS,

-

wkp

Weighted me;n§ and standard deviations were computed for each of the five scales for the total group and
various subgroups defined by the major demographic and personal variables of sex, ethnicity, SES, ability and high
school program. Because the sample was a stratified probability sample instead of a sumple random sample, the

weighting procedure is necessary for obtaining unbiased ¢éstimates of population values.

The five psychological scales were included in the Base-Year Student Questionnaire (Spring 1972) a d in the
First Foltowup Questionnaire (QOctober 1973 through April 1974). These are respectively referred to as thg base-
year and first followup scores. The base-year sample comprised over 16,000 respondents, augmented by about
4,000 additional respondents during the first followup. Since this report describes all base-year and first followup )
respondents, as well as providing an analysis of first followup versus base-year differences, several different samples
were involved: the Base-Year Total (including all base-year respondents); the First Followup Total (including base-
year respondents plus resurvey respondents) and the Base-Year and First Followup Common Group (i.e., all

persons with both base-year and first followup scores). Most analyses were based on the last sample.

A. Total Group Profiles -

Table S gives weighted means and standard deyiations for the five psychological attribute scales for the total
base-year and first followup samples; table 6 gives them for the comimon sample. Relative to the scale midpoints
(3.0), the base-year means showed high self-esteem, an internal stance on locus of control, and a positive endorse-
ment of all three life goals. Of the three life goals, work recejved the highest, and community the lowest, ratings.
The standard deviations indicate a fairly large dispersion of scoses, especially for community and family life goals.

The means of the first followup groups indicated some shght shifts compared to the base-year. In particular,
the mean on self-esteem was higher and locus of control shghtly more internal. Work and tommunity goals were
apparently valued less since the means had shifted toward the midpoint, while family goals were apparently valued

more, with a mean shift toward more positive endorsements.

Table 5.~-Means and standard deivations of the psychological scales for bgse vear and first followup total groups

>

Self- Locus of
Group esteem control Work Community Family
Base-year total ' .
(Base-year data)’
Mean .......... ........ 391 3.75 4.02 3.20 351
Standard deviation . .. .. ... .. 65 72 .74 .90 .88
N . 16588 16570 1660 16570 £6581
+First followup total
(First followup data) i} ‘ ’
Mean ........ IR 4.12 384 3.84 3.04 A
Standard deviation . .. ....... 89 19

20104
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Table 6.-Means and standard devﬁtions of the psychological scales jor base-year first followup cominon sample

Self- Locus of

.i . . F
- Group / esteem control Work Community amiiy
:t Base-year data’
o Mean .................-- 391 3.76 4.02 3.21 3.52
o Standard deviation . . . ... .. . 65 72 91 91 86
- First followup data ]
- Mean ................... 412 3.86 3.83 3007 @ 370
.- Standard deviation . . .. ... ... 56 .66 76 .88 .78
 Difference (FFU-BY) "
5 CMean ... 20 .05 -18 -19 A8
Standard deviation . . . ... .... 68 76 82 95 94
N e 14747 14717 14774 14723 14741
B. Profiles of Subgroups 'Q &

A primary purpose of this report is to use psychological attributes to describe various subgroups formed by
major classification variables (sex, ethnucity, SES, ability, plans, high school program}. Two methods are employed:
first, each subgroup is descnibed by a base-year and firsy followup profile (Whose elements are the attrioutes of self-
esteem, locus of control, and work, community, 2nd family life goal orientations); second, the subgroups within
each classification variable are compared with one another, using base-year, first followup, and change score means
and standard deviations. R T

Descriptions of the subgroup profiles Tepresent interpretations based on deviations of subgroup means from

_the mean of the respective base-ygar or first*followup common group means. For example, the base-yvar group
mean for self-esteem is 3.91, indicating a positive self-concept relative to the item response options “‘strongly
agree,” “agree,” etc.;jhowever, in deac&q a subgroup, the term “High self-esteem” is used to typify a subgroup
mean significantly greater than the group mean, and “‘low seif-esteem” typifies a subgroup mean significantly
less-than the total group mean. Excéf where noted, the mudifiers “high,” “‘average,” “low,” etc., are relative and _
not absolute terms. The necessity for tins is clear: the psychological attributes are measured on arbitrary scales

Thus, even though the total group self-esteem mean is high relativerto the scale options, the mean represgnts
“average” self-esteem ini the population. S ¢ \

Since the NLS study is based on a large number f observations, statistical estimation can be quite precise;
however, it is expected that many among-group differences will be small but statistically significant at conventional
levels. Consequently, in addition to requiring statistical significance, preierence goes 1o interpreting and discussing
differenges that exceed one-fourth of a standard deviation. Any between-group difference less than this could not
(even under the optimal conditioris of only two groups with equal sample sizes) associate as much as 2 percent of
the total variance of the dependent measure with the classification variable. Differences which equaj .28 standard
deviation units for two equal-sized subgroups are equivalent to an r* 6f .02. Inczeasing the number of subgroups
and/or making'the subgroup frequencies disproportionatg reduces this variance accounted for. The same cniterion
is used for chan_ge‘ scores as for base-year or first followup comparisons. ‘

In the interest of economy, when there is not a significant or large deviation from the total group on a particu-
far attribute, profile description of that variable 1s usually omitted. Similarly, since base-year to first followup
changes have already been described for the entire sample, change scores 2 discussed when all subgroups on a
particular classification show changes similaf"in magnitude and direction. Desciiptions and interpretations are made
if somne subgrouveshow significant deviations Trom the general base-year to first followup changes of enhanced self-
esteem, greater wnternality, more positive ratings for family goals and less positive ratings for work and community

goals. *




C.

Male and Female Profiles

The male and female profiles are shown 1n Figure, 1, and means, standard deviatdons, and sample sizes for the
five psychological attributes are presented in appendix A, table A.1. Generally speaking, neither-males nor. females
deviated to any great degrec from the total group profile. The means show that males considered work more
important than females did, not unexpectedly in light of societal norms and sex role socialization.

The differences between males and females were fairly small on all five variables and, in particular, on self-
esteem, community orientation, and family onentation. On family orientation there was, however, a tendency in
the first followup for fem '>s'to value family life goals more than males Jid, a difference that increase overtime,
especially for females who  upt the traditional homemaker role.

On the locus-of-controi measure, females appeared shghtly more internal than did males, particularly during
the base-year. While sex differences on locus of control have been documented in the psychological literature,*
the trend has been for females to be mor> internal than males for younger age groups (zrades 3-8), but in late:
vears the difference is either nonexisten’ or reversed.” The current data are consistent with these findings.

D. Ethnic Group Profiles

The ieport compares three ethmic groups: white, black, and Hispanic (i.e., Mexican-American, Puerto Rican,
Cuban, and omgm of Latin American origin). Other ethnic groups, such as Oriental and American Indian, we.e
not ircluued, because of their small sample size.

Profiles of th. three ethnic groups 4re shown in Figwe 2, and means and standard devxauons are given in
appendix A, table A.2. Generally speaking, the base-year and first followup profiles were similar for the respective
subgroups. Additicnally, the profiles for blacks aad Hisparics were similar te one another and different from the
white majority profile.

For the base-year.aad first followup relaiive to tie toral gronp means, blacks were high external on locus of
control, and work and comm-nity goals were rated as very important. Similarly, Hispanics were external and
showed moderately high nte est in work and commurnity go  Because of the preponderance of whites in the
total sample, white meaus did not show large 1zagnitude devia:.. .s from the total means.

Differenc amnng the ethnic groups ware rcadily evident on ali but the self-esteem measure. Self-esteem
tended to be slightly higher for blacks than for whites or Hispanics on tl e basc-year measure; however, the dif-
ference was rather small and virtually disappeared at the time of the first frlowup. While “no difference” is usually
not ver : intersting, attitudinai research on ethnic group seif-perception in previous decades showed that mimority
groups ended to derogate themselves relutive to the white majority. Consequently, the data clearly documented
inproved self-esteem for blacks and Hispanics, confiiming similar results from ore recent studies.!

On locus of contrel, white: were moie internal than exithier Dlacks or Hispanics for both the bace-year and first
followup. This differer ce on locus of control is well support:1 by previous research on ethnic differences.'' To

the extent that locus f control 1s based »n experiencing control (or lack of it) over the environment, it would -

appear that blacks and Hispanics tended to see themserves as victiins of circumstances beyond theig control a belief’
not yet inodified by post -high zchcol experiences.

Fairly substanual cthaic group differences weie evident on life-goal ratings, especnally for cornmunity orién:
tation. Commur:ty-relaced life goals were most important to blacks and least important to whites, with a base~year
difference of .62 umts and z first followup dafferences of .62 units. Hispanics, while between blacks and whites on
community orientation wese closer to the n:ean for blacks. Similar; but smaller, ethnic group differences existed
on work orientation. Blacks rat=d work as being more important than did whites, Hlspamcs were in-between.

The high evaluation of community and work 1ife goals by blacks and, to 2 slightly lesser extent, by Hispanics
may welt reflect a Jesire to improve their overall socioeconomic status both as individuals (hence the endorseinent

of the importance of \v-ork) and as members of minority group communities (hence the interest of community
involverent). :

' V. J. Crandall, W. Katkovaky, and V. , Crandall
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Figure 1.--Psychological prefiles for sex groups
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Figure 2.-Psychological profiles for ethnic groups
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.; Mispanics rated family-life goals more highly than did blacks. The high mean for Hispanics on family orien-
tation probably reflected strong religious and cultural traditions apparently not shared by blacks. Research has
often indicated that black males do not consider the nuclear family extremely important; perhaps a more detailea
analysis of black males versus black females would be useful.

E - Profiles of Socioeconomic Greups Co. o

Three socioeconomic (SES) classifications (low, mmddle, and high) are analyzed in this report, based upon a
composite score involving five components: father’s education, mother’s education, parental income, father’s
~ccupation, and a houschold-iterns ifex. These components were first subjected to factor analysis, which revealed
a common factor with approximately equal weights for each of the five components. Missing components were
imputed by using the appropriate component mean of the subpopulation of which the respondent was a member.
The subpopulations were defined by cross-classifying race, high school program, and aptitude. An SES score was
computed by averaging the available standardized components. However, in order for an SES score to be com-
puted, the respondent had to have at least two nonimpute¢ components available. The continuous SES score was
then assigned to a high, middle, or low categoty depending on whether. it was in the upper quartile, middle two
quartiles, or lower quartile. The cutting points for the quartiles were-based upon the population SES distribution,
estimated by using sample weights. There were 656 individuals who could not be classified by SES; and these were
excluded from the analyses. “

Figure 3 gives the profiles of the three socioeconomic groups on the five psychologica: measures. The means
and stand#¥d deviations of the SES groups on the five psychological attributes are presented in appendix A, table
A.3. There were only minor differences between the base-year and first followup profiles, with the base-year and
first followup profiles showing that the. high SES group had moderately high intemnal locus of control while the
low SES group was external on locus of cont ol. The middle SES group did not differ from the total group on any
of the dimensions.

The subgroup means on locus of control showrd intemality associated with high SES status, externality with
low SES persons. Slightly larger differences existed between low and middle SES groups (.22 for base-year and

.21 for first followup) than between middle and high SES groups (.16 for base-year and .10 for first followup)

The correlation between locus of control and SES has been well documented.! ?

The only large life goal differences were on the community scale: the low SES group consrdered commumty
goals very important and differed more from the middle SES group than the latter differed from the high SES
group. Since blacks and Hispanics were more preponderant in the low SES group, these differences may refléct the

, greater interest among blacks and Hispanics in improving their overall socioeconomic status.
N I

.

. control and work orientation.

ERIC ~

F. Ability Group Profiles . g

Sample members were classified into three ability categories based upon the ability index derived from four
test scores: Vocabulary, Reading, Letter Groups (a measure of inductive reasoning), and Mathematics. Factor
analysis results of the base-year test scores indicated that-a single compaosite score mealsuring general ability (by
forming an equally weighted linear composite of these tests) sufficiently accounted for subtest variance and
covariancg. Each test was standardized with a mean of 50 and a standard deviatioi. of 10 before being used in the
composite. This continuous ability score was then classified into a high, middle, or low category depending on
whether the score was in the upper quartile, middle two quartiles, or lower quartile, based upon a weighted esti-
mate of an assumed normal distribution of ability. About 29 percent of sample members did not have test scores
and were not included in the analyses.

Profiles for the three ability groups are presented in Figure 4. The base-year and first followup ability group
profiles are very similar. In addition, the ability group profiles resemble those of the SES groups (figure 3) with
high ability corresponding to high  SES, middle ability to middle SES, and low ability to low SES. The major dif-
ference between the ability and SES pr were the greater differences among the abality groups on locus ot

'? R D. Franklin; E. S. Battle and J. B. Rotter. 1
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. ’ o Higure 3.-Psychological profiles for SES groups
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Figure 4.~Psychological profiles for ability groups’
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* G. High School Program Profiles
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The high-ability group during the base-year and first followap was typified by hgh internal locus of control
and low work and cominunity orientations. The low-ability group profile was the teverse; the low-ability group
was typified by an external Igcus of control but high work and community life goals. The middle-ability group
profile was fairly indistinct from the total group profile: there were w10 major profile changes from the base-year
10 first followup. . .

The means and standard dewviations of the five psychological measures tor the al;ility groups zre preser;tcd N

in appendix A, table A.4. Very small differences existed among the SES groups on self-csteem and family orien-
tation; larger differences were evident for work and communtiy onentation, and surprisingly large differeaces
eiisted on-the locus-of-control- measure. Although the magnitudes of the differences among abili'y groups were
not quite the same as those among the SES groups;"the-patternung was generally similar.

The locus-of-contro! measure showed thay the high-ability group was miore internal than the middle-ability
group, and the middle-ability group was markedly more internal than the low-ability group. The differences tended
to shrink at the time of the first followup, apparently because of the large change (.19 units) for the low-ability
group as compared to the middle-ability group change of .10 units and zero charige for the high-ability group.
Previous research relating ability to locus of control has been fairly limited and has shown mixed results. Studies
done on high-ability persons have shown virtually no relationship between ability’ and locus of control** while
studies on lower-ability persons haye demonstratéd modest correlations.! * The results presented in this report
indicate a-probable nonlinear relationship showing a stronger correlation for the low-ability range and a weaker
correlation i the high-ability range. '

All three life goals show similar patterns of differences among the ability géoups and, additionally, the dif-
ferences resemble those documented for the SES groups. There is, however, a farger difference among ability

groups in work than there is/among the SES groups. This finding seems somewhat perplexing and warrants further -

evaluation. Differences among ability groups on commutity orientation are quite similar to those among SES
groups. If the difference in community interest cuts across ethnic and SES groups, this could inuicate that high-
ability persons are removing themselves from commiinity involvement and improvement—whichcould eventually
weaken community efforts at improvelnent. This is true, of course, only 1if these psychological nieasurements
correlated with behavior in the expected manner. oo T

N

2 % -<-Semuple” members Were classified into three groups (general, academic, and vocational-technical) according to

their self-reported high school curriculum programs. Profiles for the high school program groups are shown in
figure S, and the means and standard deviations are- presented in table A.S in appendix A. There are only minor
differences in the pYofilés of the general and vocational-technical groups. Additionally, for both the base-year and
the first followup, the enly differences from the total group meaus, for all three high school programs were on
locus of control. Thus, the high school program profiles may be typified as showing averag® self-esteem and average
interest in work, community, and fr mily life goals; however, academic students were internel, but general and
vocational studzants were external. The locus-of-control profile ch;?racteristic, however, may be more related to
ability than to high school program per se since the patterning of means and changes was similar to that expected
from the ability and SES groups. Consequenuy, rath.er than réflecting indifferences mediated by "high school

program, the differences more probably reflected the ability, SES, and perhaps ethnic-group Vifferences associated *

with the various high school program popuiations.
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. w3 Respondents who indicated going into’regular rhilitary service orservice academy.

" V. PLANSAND ACTIVITIES: ANALYSES AND RESULTS

4 i

~

’ 4

The approach to the analysis’ of planning, activity, apd méjor transition grovps was generally wdentical with
those undertaken for the major classification_groups. Thus, weighted means and standard deviations were com-
Pputed ior each of the five scales (self-esteem, locus of control, work, community and family goals) for the va. sus

planning, activity, and transifion subgroups. Profiles were generated in the same manner (see section IV. B.) and

similar.constraints were plaged on differences deemed larg: enough to warrant discussion,
The differences between this section and the preceding section are that for the high school plan groups only
the base-yeas profile was discussed and the entire base-year sample was -used for this purpose. For the transition

__groups, only those subgroups with a sample sige of 100 or more were analyzed and on this basis (sample size)

were termed major transition groups. Further details on these groups are provided below, )

The basic purpose of separatirig these analyses from the preceding analyses-on major classification groups
was that the groups discussed inr this section were formed by personak or dynaniic variables associated with
changes iu state_whereas the preceaing groups.wzore static, i.e., a person’s sex, ethnicity, etc., do not change.

A. Profiles'of = rious Plan Groups. - .

.

» . -
In the base-year survey, all sample members were asked to indicate one activity that most likely would take
the largest share of their of time in the year aft®r leavin/g high schopk Based on their responses, the sample
members were classif.ed into six groups described as follows:

1. Study Group \ - .

* Here are included respondents indicating one of the following as their major activity: taking vocational or
technical courses at a trade or business school full time or part time; taking academic courses at a junior or

community college full time or part time; takiny technical or vocational subjects at a junior or commumity college:
full time or part time; and attending a 4-year college or university full time or part time.

™ 2. Work Group’

ey
7Y

4
'.‘

L )‘3 Military - . \

Re%pon"d?n,ts who indicated either working full time or working part time, or entering an apprenticeship or
en-the-job training program, but not atiending school or college.

w

4. Homemaker ) (e -
Respondents who indiczted being a full-ume homemaicer. e
S. Other , e

Respondents who indicgted other activities such as traveling, taking a break, or no plans.

6. Unclassifisbles

Respondents who did not give any information, and were not included in these analyses,. |, ¢
= !

Figure 6 gives the base-year profiles of the five major plan groups. The profiles show large differences from
one another and from the total group meaas. The study group, which is the largest subgioup, can be typified
as average on every dimension except locus of control on which they were internal. The second largest subgroup
was the plan-to-work group which was external on locus of cntrol and slightly high on the wcrk interest scale
(as would oe anticipated). The eroup planning to be in the military was slightly external »-. sho-ved a moderately

n <




Figare 6.—Psycholo§ical profiles for plan groups
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-given by the “‘other’ sample. The surprising finding here was that the pl-"ning-to-work gr. » did not rate com-

high work interest but low, family interest (see below for a possible confound for the military group on family
interest). The hoinemaker group was slightly exterrial and showed a very low work orientation and a moderately
high family orientation. The “other” group, comprised of individuals who indicated travel interests, taking a break,
or'no_definite plans, was low on self-esteem, very external on locus 6f-costrol and showed no definite life-goal
interests in comparison with the total group means. In fact, this group had the lowest means on every variable
ex¢ept for homemakers, who were lower on work interest. .
".'Table"A.6 in appendix A gives means and standard deviations for the five planning groups. Di es on self-
esteem were fairly small, but there,.was some differentation of those planning to study (highest self-esteeimn); _
enter the military, or to be homemakers from those who plan ta work or those who have no définife plans. The ™~
low self-esteem for those planning to work might possibly reflect self-awareness of ability limitations or a self-
derogation accomparying low socioeconomic status and low evaluatien of their probable job-related social status.
The “other” group, which had the lowest self-esteem, may lack self-esteem because of an indefinite future or,
equally likely, may not be making plans because of low self-esteem. To the extent that externality on locus of
control is correlated with anxiety,! ¢ the low self-estcem and high externality for the “other” group might indicate

‘@ more causative role of self-esteem in dictating the lack of plans for this group.

There were moderately large ‘differences on the locus-of-conirol variable; however, the previously mentioned
relationships of locus of control with ability andg*socioecononﬁc status could account for a large share of the
obs¢rved differences. In particular, te planning-tostudy group is most likely comprised of high-ability and high-
SES persons; thus. their high internal stance on locus of control seems quite reasongble. The remaining groups’
mesgns were all external n cotnparison to the total group average; however, the miltary and homemaker groups _

* were only moderately exteMal while the planning-to-work group was quite ‘external and the “other” group was

highly extemal. . . . . .

Among-group differences were also evident on the life-goal measures, and these generally corresponded to .
expectations. Those planning on work or the military rated work as very important while homemakers placed .
little interest on this composite. The “other” group was also not highly oriented toward work. The community
scale received the Highest ratings from those planning to study or enter the military, and the lowest ratings were

munity as being very important, yet this group would probably benefit from community involvenient and improve-
ment. However, this finding corresponded to interests during the\base-year only. As expected, family orientation
was given the highest rating by the homemaker planning group, and the lowest by the military and “other”
planning groups. However, there _is the possibility of a slight confound, Since two of the family orientation items
itvolved staying near home. Clearly, people planning to be in the military or to travel cannot simultaneously be
at home. There is, however, the possibility that desinng to get away from the home or home-community could
play a causative role in emering the military or planning to travel. The overall low interest in all three life goals
coupicd with high externality and low self-esteem for the other group could indicate that this is a potential
problern group. N

B. Profiles of Current Activity State Groups

In the first followup survey, sample members were asked to indicate what they were doing at the time the
questionnaire was filled out. Based on therr responses, seven mutually exclusive groups were classified. These
groups were. -

1. Study-Only

This group included respondents taking academic courses at a 2- or 4-year college, or taking vocatiopal or
technical courses at any kind of school or colleg.e, and not working for pay at a full-time or part-time job.

2. Work-Only

.

1! i ‘
This group included respondents workiqg for pay at a full-time or part-time job, and not studying at any kinA
of school or college. 1 ‘ .

'$ k. C. Butterfield. . 2 3




t

" 3. Study-plusWoik | -

This group included respondents working and also taking academic or vocational conlrse'§.

4. Military

. L o ‘
———Thisgroup included respondents on active uuty in the Arpled Forces and not in any other activities.

v

'\\

/

»

Ve

'

S. Homemaker

This group included respondents who were honiemakers only, but not engaged in any other activities.

6. Look-for-Work

This group included respondents looking for work only, and not engaged in any other activities. -
7.\_,bme:\ .

" This group iﬁcllﬂiengspondents who indicated activities other than those listed above.

~
~.

: Profﬂ}:s~for the seven "cur}rem‘écﬁ‘vuy state groups have been segiegated into two clusters for ease of presen-
tation. Figure 7a presents the base-year and first followup profiles for the three majo activity groups (study-only,
work-only, study-plus-work) and, for contrast reasons, the look-for-work activity group. Figure 7b presents the
bse-year and first followup profiles for the military, homemaker, and “other” groups.

With only minor differences apparent, the Study-only and study-plus-wark groups had dentical profiles with
one clear deviation from the total group means. During the base-year, these-two groups were internal on locus of
control, aud this internal stance was maintained during the first followup but at a%lightly lower level. During the
bast-year, the work-only and look-for-work groups were also fairly similar, with both groups being fairly external
(especially the look-for-work group) on locus of control. The base-year profile for the look-for-work group also
shows low interest on the fariuly onentation scale. At the time of the first followup, however, the profiles for
these two groups.are quite different. The work-only group had average self-esteem and was slightly external while
the look-for-work group showed low self-esteem and extreme externality. This group showed rating for community
and work similar to the work-only group, but they gave familyife goals a shightly below average importance rating.

The military group during the hase-year was slightly external, and gave work-life goals a high rating but family-

slightly high on self-esteem and average on iocus of control. While work goals were still important and family
goals were not, community orientation now appeared extremely important. One could speculate from these data

that being in the military plays a positive role In improving self-esteem, but the increased mt_efest in community

involventent could be due to being away from the home community, as well as to possible leadérship experiences.

During the base-year, homemakers could be typified by externality and lack of inteérest in work-life goals. On
the first followup, however, deviations from ! : total group means were greater on three of the five variables. The
homemakers, when this activity hhad been rea’ ed, were somewhat more external, extremely uninterested 1n work-
life goals and, as expected, oniented toward the fanuly. The variable of most interest was the iess-than-average
increase on locus of control. Homemaking should normally provide experientés in mastering the environment
(similar to the work-only or mulitary groups), however, the homemaker role may not have provided sufficient
independence to allow for incteased internalify.

" The “other” group during the base-year showed below-average interest in work and family-life goals, but was

otherwise undifferentiable from the group average. During the first followup, this group appeared slightly external
an showed slightly below-average interest on all three life goals. In contrast, the current “‘other” activities group
bore litile resemblance, in terms of th\e\extre.rne deviations from the average, to the base-year “other” activities
group. \ ) )
Means and standard deviatidns for ‘the seven current actwity groups arg given in appendix A, table A.7.
Fairly large agiong-group differences on locus of control and work orientation were evident during the base-year;
however, during the first followup there were large differences among groups on all five variables, indicating dif-
ferential rates of change for the va‘zious actwvity groups -

; : 35
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Aife goals a low rating. At the time of the first followup, the profile had shifted somewhat: the military group was
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Figure 7a.-Psychological profiles for study and work current activity groups
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Figure Tb.~Psychological profiles for miscellaneous current activity groups
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Self-esteem scores. during the base-year. were taurly homogeneous At the tume ot the first foﬁo*.»up. howeve;.
self-esteem differentiated the mulitary group (which had the greatest :hange trom the siudy-cniy). “othes”,
homemaker-only, and work-only groups. ail of-which had average sel.-esteem and equal changes trom the base-year.
At the time of the fiist followup, the study-plus-work group was also shghtly above average on seif-esteem On tne
first followup, the look-for-work group had the lawest se!t-esteem and showed e least change from the base-year.
At the other extreme, the look-for-work group had the lowest self-esteeni, but or the base-year they were also the
lowest. Thus, there is a possibility that base-ye.r self-esteem was a cause of their not obtaining work (1.e., they did
net ry to obtain work), or it reflected a realiza“ion that, in companson with their peers, they lacked social and
job-related skills. The very small chapge for ¢he lock-for-work group in self-esteem from the base-year to first
followup actually represented a elative loss in self-esteem, apparently attributable to the current activity state.
That is, persons who seek work but cannot find 1t would be quite likely to suffer some loss of self-esteem.! ¢

Ambng-group differences on locus of control were similar in pattern to those on self-esteem but were generally
larger. The two study groups (study-only and study-plus-work) were the most intemal for both the base-year and
first followup. Since the iigh-ability and high SES 3¢ were also quite internal, this result was not surprising.
During tne base-year, the “other,” hememaker, work, and military groups were similar, but the latter two fell
below the total group mean. At the time of the first followup, these groups all clustered together, but the military
and the work-only groups showed relatively large ncreases in internality. These were the two largest increments
and p:obably repres:nted the effect of perceiving greater control over the environment as a function of the work
and military experiences. The look-for-work group hd ihe most external score during both the base-year and first
followup. This group also showed an absolute decrease on locus of control &.04 units), which runs counter to the

- total group mean change. In fact, on the first followup thrs group was miore than one-half of a standard deviation

below average. As was the case with selt-esteem for this group, locus of control during the base-year could enter in
as a'causal factor; but during the first followy; . 1t appeared to be a resultant of not being able to obtdin work.

The activity groups during the base-year fell into three clusters on the work-orientation scale. The military was
the highest and was dictinctly above the work, leok -for-work, study-plus-work, and study-only groups. These four
groups. in turn, we.e above the “other”.and homemaker groups. On the first followup, the military group clustered
more closely with the work and study groups. These five activity groups wcre somewhat above the “other” group:
howgver, the homemaker-only group was extremely different from the other activity groups. In terms of change
from the base-year to first followup, the homesnaker showed.a decrease of-.58 units compared with an average
change of =17 units. The homemakers were initially (base-year) not work onented; however, the first followup
mean showed an extremely low endorsement of this life goal. ’

The community orientation means were very homogeneous during the base-year; however, on the first follow-
up the groups were méch more distinct, “the’ military group showing the greatgst interest in the community life
goal and quite different from the look-for-work group which ranked second. The study groups, work-only group,
and homemakers were clustered together and appeared distinct from the “‘other” group. Base-year to first tollowup
changes were also quite vanable. The overall trend was a decrease; however, the military group showed an absolute
increase and the look-for-work means remained constant, On the other extreme, the “other group showed a
larger-than-average decrease. To the extent that the military and look-for-work groups'compnsed blacks and
Hispanics, the high community 1rdterest was not surprising. By comparison (table A 2), the black mean oh com-
munity life goals was 3.57, and the mean for Hispanics, 3.41. Consequently, a more detailed analysis would seem
Wwarranted before offering any interpretation on the military and look-for-work groups.

The family life-goal scale during the base-year had two clusters of groups the study and work groups and
homemakers were all higher than the rathtary, look-for-work, and **other” groups The maximum group difference
changed a little on the first followup,.and the groups were clustered quite differently. As anticipated, hormemakers
showea the greatest interest (and increase over the base-yecar) and were distinct fron: the next nearest group (work-
only) The work-only and two study groups were fairly similar and clustered around the total group average The
least interest in famuly goals was shown by the look-for-work group, with the military and ““other” gioups talling
between the look-for-work and the study groups. As on the community factor, the ethnic composition of the look-

for-work and militar, groups must be considered before interpreting their low family interast. Also, as way stated

for the plan groups, the Jems of the famuly scale emphasized proxnnity 10 home, which could also account for the
low famuly interest shown by the military and “other™ groups,
e ————— N ‘ - "
'¢ 1. D. Bachmian and P. M. O'Malley ‘3 J
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C. Profiles of Major Transition Groups ‘ ..

Of the analysés undertaken for this report, those described in this section are likely to shed the most light on
changes in psychologica! development and adjustmert associated with post-high school experiences and activities.
The transition subgroups link high school pians to subsequent activities one-half year and one and one-half yzars
after high school. Thus, some measure of plan fulfillment, change, or failure can be indexed.

In accord with published reports'”, progress of adolescents in mastering the developmgntal tasks should be
associated with positive psychological changes. Generally, increases in self-esteem and intenality can be expected
to accompany plan fulfillment or achievernent of satisfactory goals, and absolute or relative decreases in self-
esteem and inte aality could be expected to accompany failure.'* . ‘

Currently, no adequate basis exists for predicting changes in life goals; differential experiences with work and
marriage can, howeyer be expected 10 fesult in changes in the ratings of importance given to work, community
and family life goals. For example, usa woman aglopts the role of homersaker, she could be expected to rate work
as being of lesser importanee and family a8 being of greater importance. However, as previously stated, this report

is oriented toward description and induction rather than hypothesis t.sting and deduction, and, consequently,’

the specification of anticipated changes associated with particular transition sequences has not been undertaken.
This section presents profiles of major transition groups, which were defined jointly by planring states in the

“_ spring of 1972, activity states in October 1972; and activity states at the time the first followup survey took place.

The pravious definitions of plansand  vities are applicable here. A transition group is indicated by the following
format: ) ' . i
PLANS (SPRING 1972) » ACTIVITY (OCT. 1972) - ACTIVITY (OCT. 1973)

An example of a transition sequence is: ‘
M STUDY '~ STUDY-ONLY - WORK-ONLY

This says that in the spring of 1972 the person planned to study if the subsequent year(s), and actually was
studying in October 1972; but the person was working (but not studying) when the first followup survey was
made. :

The grotips included in the analyses had initially planned to study or work and had a sample size greater than -

100. A grdup that had fewer than 100 members was not included because the sample size is considered toosmall
for stable estimates. : : ’ .

»

Because of the large number of groups involved in-the transition analyses, the profiles have been clustered on
iwo facets: (1)'on planring states into study and work plans (Spring 1972)7and (2) within study plans, by October
“72 activities into study-only (figure 8a). Within study plans, profiles have been clustered ‘into transition groups
involving some study activity (studv-only or studypluswork (figure 8b), and work-only (figure 8c). Within work
plans, they have been clustered into transtion groups involving no study activities (figure 9a) and into transition
groups involving some study activity (study-only or study-plus-work) (figure 9b).

1. Profiles of Study Plan Groups

The profifes (figure 8a) of the study - study-only - $tudy-only and study study-only = study-plus-work
groups were virtually identical during tie base vear and first foilowup, with both groups showing moderately high
internality. The study - study-only ~ work-only group, by contrast, is average on locus of ccntrol during the
base-year and showed less than average community interest on the first followup.

During the base-year (figure 8b), the study — work-only > study-plus-work group showed slightly elevated
self-esteem, moderate internality, and a high work orientation. Both the study - work-only = study-only and the

study - work-only = work-only g:oups were indistinguishable from the group average during the base-yeur and the

first followup.

The study = study-plus-work transition groups had profiles (figure 8c) which showed little ch.ange from base-
year to first followup and were moderately high on internality. The study > study-plus-work - work-only group
was generally indistinct trom the total group profile.

-
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Figure 8a.-Psychological profiles for “study -+ study only - transition groups-
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Figure 8b.-Pychological profiles for “study ~ work on

ly - transition groups
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The study plan groups discussed in detail above showed some systematic similarities and differences when the
October 1972 and first followup activities wese blocked according to those transition sequences involving study
activities (study-only or study-plus-work) versus those involving a work-only activity (either during Octcber of
w1972 or on the first followup). The study activity groups were all marked. by slightly high internality, while the
work-only groups were generally average on locus of control. The only gxception was the first followup profile
for the study = work-only > study-plus-work group which had above-average internality. This group was aJso above -
average on self-esteem and had a high work ofiema\tion. ’ : ' .

~ T S -

2. of Work Plan Groups ' s e,

Unlike the study plan groups discussed above, the work plan groups (figure 9a) showed a great dealdf profile
variation among themselves and relative to the total group means. The work wotk-only - work-only group
showed little change in profile f-om the base-year to the first followup with both profiles showing mode.ate
externality. During the base-year the two groups which were later looking for woik were extremely similar to one
another. Both had stightly low self-esteem and'were very external. ?\t the time of the first followyp these two
groups were somewhat different. The work look-for-work = work group was low on self-esteem, external (but
less so than during the base-year), and considered community involvement important. The group looking for work
at the*time of the first followup had a profile different from the grouptlooking for work in Octobgr 1972 and from
its own base-year profile. This group (work > work-only - look-for- ) had low self-esteem.

The remaining nonstudy transition group was the work = work-only ~ homemaker group. During the base- ¢ °
year, the homemaker group was low on self-estgem and manifested lightly less-tharr-average work interests and |
greater-than-average family interests. At the time of the first followup, however, self-esteem was average, but this -
group_had become relatively more external, less interested in community goals, and was almost a full standard
deviation below the total group mean on work interests. The gain in self-esieem was quite marked but the relative
‘ loss in internality was ptoblematic. The large decrease-in work interest seemed to indicate at least temporary plans

to remain out of the work force. . : ' )

The profiles for the]work plan groups which engaged in some study activity (study-only or study-plus-work)
are shown in figure 9b. No two of these profiles were very similar during either the base-year or first followup. .

The work - studypnly - work-only group during the base-year had low self-esteem, high externalify, and
considered the work lif geal as slightly more important than average. The first followup p:oﬁle for this group .
showed low seif-esteery, even relatively -greater externality, and above-average interests only on community ;
orientation. =~ + — . =

The group which hfad the mbdst similar transition sequence to the above group was the work - work only =
study-only group. Thig group, however, was-marked during the base-year and first followup by very lew self-
esteem, high externality, a moderately high work orientation but low community and fa\mjly orien‘ations. While
this group was studying at the time of the first followup. 1t did not resemble any oiiicr study group. The work ~
. study-plus-work ~ waqrk-only group was exteinal and showed above-average interest in work and skightly belo*-
average interest on cgmmunity orientation during the base-year. The first followup profile was genr rally simular
to the ‘total group means except for slight externality on locus of control. The work = study-plus-work = study- .
plus-work group had|a profile with above-average work and community Interesps during the base-year and high ~ f{f
self-esteemland work] interests at the first followup. The above two groups were similar on plans and October 72
activities and differefl in that the first group was only working white the second gronp was engaged 1n study and
work on the first followup. Despite the overlapping plans and Gctivities, these groups were quite dissumlar on the
self-esteem and. locys-qf-control variables. . o

The ‘group shegwing the smoothest profile was the work - work-only = study-plus-work group. Dunng the
b ar, {\is ar'o,ﬁp did not deviate from the total group. On the first followup, however. this was the only nter-
nal wosk pran group. It was also stightly elevated on work-life goals. v

Within the plan-to-work groups, some of the profiles were quite similar during the base-year , however. the only
similarities which existed for both the base-year and first followu were between the work -~ wogk-only =~ work.
only and the work — study-plus-work > work only groups. The only major deviation either of these groups showed
from the total grogp mean was that they were moderately external.
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Looking across. the two global planning groups ‘(study and work), only two transition group profiles were

 generally similar for both :he base-year and first followup: these were the study ~ work-only"=> work-only and

work - study-plus-work - study-pius-work — stud)-plus -work groups. Siralarly, overall differentes between the
study plan and work plan transition groups were not c.lean.ut because of the great variation within c h set of

. groups. The ahalysis of among-group differences concer.trates first on the study plan groups, “then the ‘work plan-
| _ groups, and finally on all major transition groups. Means and standard deivatiofis for the transition gronps are

“given in table A 8 in appendix A for both the study plan groups and the work plan groups.
3. Comparisons Among Study Plan Groups .

Within the study plan groups, only small base-year differences on self-esteem occurred (between the three
Study- plus-work current activities groups plus the study - study-only + study-only group and the remaining

groups). On the first followup self-esteemn measure, the same clusters could be distinguished; hov-ever, the study -

work-only - study-plus-work group had the highest self-esteem.
Modest differences existed within the study plan group or. locus of contrnl during the base-year, ard there
+ ¢ even smaller differences on the first followup. but the differences were systematically related to work activitics.

" The most internal groups are the four transition groups which onfy engaged in study or study-plus-work while the

single most external group engaged in work-only during October of 1972 and at the time of the first followup.

. Changes on locus of control were generally uniform except that *he most internal groups during the bas: -year

- changed the eut and the study -* work-onty - study-plus-work increased on internality the most. .
Diffe. 1ces on work goals were fairly small. fhe single clear difi % - - 1ong groups was the study = work-

only - study- plyf work grcup being differen' from all of the renaining groups and additionally showing an -

increase on the-work life goal while all other groups showed about average decreases. Apparently, this group which

also had the h’lghest first followup self-esteem and the greatest shift on intemality was undergoing psychological,
changes of A positive nature which may be due to financial self support in a planned-upon activity following some(

initial plan frustration. A more detailed analysis might show that this group comprised mostly oflow and middle-
SES students with upward mobile strivings.:

Differences among the si.ady plan groups on the other two life goals were quite small, wn. no adjacent means
differing by more than .04 units. It is felt that these differences do not warrant further mention.

4. Compatisons Among Work Plan Groups

Self-est.em differences within the work plan transition groups are fairly small. The three transition groups
enpaged i some study-plus-work activity were slightly higher on sel{-esteem than the remaining groups and the
work - work-only - homemaker and work - work-only = study-only groups had the lowest selt-esteem. The first
followup means show a clear separation of the fugh self-esteem work — study-plus-work - study-plus-work group

- from the remaining groups and the work = work 1ly = look-for-work group (which had the lowest self-esteem).
Otherwise, none of the differences were very large. Increases in self-esteem were vanable. with the homemaker
group showing the largest increase and the work - study-plus-work - work-only group and the 160k-for-work
groups showing the smallest increases. While the work  work-only = look-for-work group self-esteem change
could be obviously anticipated;the work — study-plus-work - werk-only ci.ange stead in contrast to the remaining
study-plus-work group. There 1s the p .bility that this group would have greferred to continue studving and t4us

—-has experienced Yhe same frustrations as the look-for-woik groups.

Base-year locus-of-control differences among the work plar- groups we:e generally small and all of the gfoups
were external. The most external groups were the look-foi-work groups, and the least external were the study-plus-
work activity groups. First followup differences were much greater than the base-vear differences. At the fiime of

. the first foliowup, the work = work-on'y = leok-for-work group was almost a full standard deviation bé¢low the

group mean, due to the relative and absolute decrease in the mean s-ore, and, by contrast, the work —/look-for-
work —* work- only group recorded an :ncrease These two groups had extremely simiiar base-year meas, but the
{irst followup differences on locus of control apparently reflected the relationship betwezn curreat uneﬁployment
an externality on locus of contrel. The ramaining group m ans were relatively unchanged except thay the work —~
work-cnly = study-plus-work group was on the internal side of the locus-of-control scale due to #he relatively
large increase from base.year to first followup. 4 1 !
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During the base-year the work plan transition groups were very homogeneous on work interest, with means
of all but the work — work-only = homemaker group clustering together. The homemaker group shewed lower
interest.in work goals. 2 ‘

On the first followup ir.re were small differences on work interest among eight of the nine work plan transi-
tion group; however, th:ere was a fairly clear clustering with the groups engaged in study or study-plus-work (as
current activities) rating work goals as being more important than those groups which were working or looking for
work. This pattern also corresponded with the pattern of changes 1 work onientation from the base-year to the
first followup; i.e., the study and study pluswork groups showed less of a decrease in work goal 1uterests than did
the group‘s actually working. The look-for-wor! group also showed a small decrement. Thus, experiences could
lead to some derogation of work ife goals. Oi course, this possibility could be contrasted with an alternate piopo- .
sition, namely, those who value work-related satisfaction will continue their education in order to maximize the
likelihood of fulfilling those goals. . . °

The one group most unlike the remaining work plan transition groups on work interests was the work = work-
only - homemaker group. This group, on the first followup, Was extremely below the nearest group ‘and showed
the greatest decrease in work interests. While work should clearly be less important to this group, so large a change
was totally unexpected. One could speculate that the relative disinterest and derogation of work-related goals was
due to dissatisfaction with previously held jobs and a subsequent retreat to a homemaker role or simply an aban- -
donment (temporary or perm-nent) of previous interests ift the service of homemaker activities. There was not,
however, a corresponding large increment on either community or family-life goals. ‘

Community-related goals did not' show large or clearly interpretable Gifferences during the base-year. Mo -
striking commoralities occurr. . among the two highest groups or two lowest groups in comparison to one anug\e:
or in comparison to the m. roups; hawever, on the first followup, there wasa clustering of the various work
plan transition groups. The 1+ urrent activity work groups which had no work activity during October of 1972
(i.e., tie work > study-only » ork-only and work look-for-work = work-only ;roups) ranked community goals
as being wnore important. The five groups which *.ad some njerpolated work activity (work-only or study-plus-
work) were in the middle and the two groups not involved 1n working or seeking work had the lowest means on
community goal interests. Changes from the base-year to first followup did not show zny clear patterning, but the

- work = look-for-work = work-only group shawed an increase running cousiter ¢ the overall trend, and-the home-

maker g1 p-showed the iargest decrease. The positive change for the look-for-work group along with their high
first followup evaluation of comm#nity 1s intriguing, but 1t may involve ethnic group differences. To the extent
that this group primarily comprised blacks anc Hispanics the above average interes: in community affairs would
not be surprising. -

. Family goals involve the same two clusters dunng the base-year and the first tollowup. The work - work-
only - look-for-work and work - work-only = study-only grours were shghtly lower on family-goal 1viportance
than were the remaming groups. While ethnic group and sex differences might underlie the low 1 st of the
look-for-work group, the low 1atings by * work work-only - study-only group were ome r rplexing.
Because: this gropp had the fowest mean during the ba.e-year, the difference was not an efftct of transition
activities This group was also marked by low self-esteem and high externality and was deviant on both work and
family interests as well. Hence, there was sbmething unique about this group. but no reaon could be offcred for
their deviant profile without a more detailed irvestigation.

The pnimary differences existing between the work plan and study plan groups were on 'f-esteem and locus
of control. The highest self-esteem was for the study olan groups who continued therr studies (s.e., study or
study-pluswork). The ».udy plan transition groups were also more internal (all above the group mean) than the
work plan groups (" group means except the first followup mean for the werk — work-only — study-plus-work
group being below the group mean) It should be reca'led, however, that ability group differences on locus of
control were large and ability associated diiferences most likely underlie the transition group ditferences a v Il

.
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VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

]

- 3

The intent of this report was to provide a description of the NLS respondents using the five psychological
attributes included 1n the Base-Year ard First Followup Questionnaires. The analyses presented were designed for
several purposes. First, profiles and subgroup means were usea to describe the respondents during the base-year
in order to establish differences among/the various demographic classification subgroups that might be related to
school expenences career plans, and sub3eq:ent activities. A second set of analyses was dorie on the first follow-
up data, and the results, n conjunction with the changes from the base.year, were used to describe the demo-
graphic subgroups at the time of the first followup. Subgroup differences were related to transition states and
base-year status as well. The pv.pose of the latter analyses was to hypothesize causal roles for the psychological
attributes at the base-year, as well as to present the description of first followup psychological status d: terences
resulting from different transition sequences. This material was 1ecessarily speculative, and resolving the 1ssue of
whether the attributes were determinants or codeterminants of career preferences or actwvities, or merely covariants
of some more basic determinant, was beyond the scope of this or any correlational study.

A. Summary of Profile Analyses for Major Classification Groups

The base-year sample was typified by high selt-esteern and an internal stance on locus of control. Work and
family were Considered somewhat important, but community importance ratings were near the scale midpoint
indicating indifie  ce. There was substantial variance on each scale, which to a'modest degree could be associated
with some uf the classification variables and transition sequences.

During the base-year, the sex, ethnic, ability, SES, and high school program classification groups showed small
and negligible differences on self-esteem. Locus of control emergeu as an important correlate of ability. In particu-
lar, the high-ability group considered itself more internal (i.e.. more 1n control of the environment) than did the
middle- or low-abihity group: the latter was most external. There was a strong possibility that the ability-group
differences underlie sonie of the other locus-of-control differences (1.e., SES and hign school program); however,
the ethnic-group differences appeared independent of the ability-related iocus-of-control differences. The ethnic-
group data also showed whites to be the most internal.

The base-year data also showed an association between the background and demographic variables and work,
ccmmunity, and fanuly goal ornentations Work onentation differences were not large and occurred where
expected, e.g., males were more work oriented than were females. Equally large differences occurred for ability
(lower abiliiy giving higher importance ratings) and ethnicity (blacks and Hispanics were more work oriented than
were whites).

Commumity orientation differences were quite large among the ethnic subgroups (blacks, the most community
oriented; whites, the least). Smaller ditierences also occurred among SES ang ability classifications. While the low
SES group’s high community ornentatton could be partly accounted for by ethnic composition, a supplementary
analysis of abik.y by ethnic subgroups indicated that high-ability blacks were not highly community oriented com-

" pared with low-ability blacks Neither high- nor low .bility whites were particularly community oriented.

Family onentation differenc 's were generally too small to warrant discussion, with the only exception being
that Hispanics (compared with blacks and whites) showed the greatest family orientation.

The total first followup sample (as well as the respondents at first follow ) who were present during the base-
year) had means diftering shghtly from the base-yearsmeans. The means indicated a self-esteem greater than the
base-year and a shght increase mternality. Goal onentatigns for work and community were lower, but family
interest was shghtly increased The goal ornientations interpreted relative to the scale labels were unchanged: the
means indicated that work and famuly were moderately important and community interest was at the scale iid-
point. For most of the subgroup classifications. the first followup profiles (taken as deviations around first follow-

; up total group means) were virtvally identical with the base-year:1.e , the subgroup orderings and differences were

Irelatively unchanged

44

37




1 \

B. Sumniary of Analyses for Plan, ‘Ag\kivity, and Transition Groups

'
t N

The base-year means on self-esteem generally showed small differences among the planning subgroups;
however, moderately large self-esteem differences existed among the plan g~ >ups and various subgroups associated
with first followup activity and transition classifications. In particular, the work plan and no plan (“other™) groups
had low self-esteem, and interestingly for predictive purposes, respondents who would be looking for work over a -
year later had low self-e.teem during the base-year.

Large differences on locus of control also existed among plan groups and among base-year subgroups asso-
ciated with various transition and activity classifications. While some of these differences may be related to ability
and ethnic group differences, other differences were larer and probably independent. In particular, persons high
in internality during the base-year were most likely to be involved n study or study-plus-work activities at the
time of the first followup, and persons external on locus of control would be more likely to be engaged in work
only or would be looking for work. The look-for-work group, in fect, was quite deviant on locus of control during
‘the base-year. .

The base-year data also showed differences among subgroups on work, community, and family orientations.
Homemakers (plan or current acitivity), and “others” were generally the lcwest on work orientation.

Homemakers had the highest family o.ientation ratings and the miltary and “other” plan and activity groups
had the lowest family-orientation ratings. There is a potential problem for the latter groupings in that the family
orientation scale leaned heavily on staying in the home community, an activity quite antithetical to military or
travel plans.

Compared with base-year subgroup differerces and deviations from total group means, the first followup pro-
tiles for the study plan groups (and transition groups which planned to study) were relatively unchanzed. Some
striking differences did occur for the current-activity subgroups and two of the work-plan transition subgroups.
Svecifically, the military current-activity group increased in self-esteem and community orientation, and the
“other” group drastically decreased in self-esteem and became more external on locus of control (making their
profile ‘more similar to the “other” plan group profile). Marked changes also occuired for homemakers and look-
for-work respondents (classified either glubally on current activity or as work-plan = work-only transition groups).
Homemakers rated work ».s extremely unimportant compared to other subgroups. The look-for-wori. respondents,
who were relatvely low on self-esteem and external on locus of control during the base year, had become even
more deviant at the time of the firet followup, apparently 1n reaction to the frustration of not finding work.

C. Conclusions

One conclusion seemed unequivocé:. clear and predictable differences among subgroups on the psychoingical
attribute profiles Most of these differences, however, existed at the ime of the imtial assessmznt (base-year) and
were unmodified (vclative to the total population) at the time of the first followup. The persistence of demo-
araphic differences unmoditied by interveni~=g experiences might be due partly to a heterogeneity of experiences
within demograpnic classifications that might tend to diminish differences over a long period of time, but not aver
a short-term {one and one-half year) interval. .

Difference: for subgroups classified accordirg 1o activity states and transition states were more marked; those
showing the greatest changes in profiles also appuared to be thosc which expenenced the greatest changes in
activities (e.g., work to look for work, or work to homemaker, or muitary to work). In this regard, perhaps further
anzlysis of these transition subgroups, with appropriate controls on demographic variabjes, 1s necessary. Perhaps
maximum use could be made of the data by predicting transition states trom demographiic and base-year psycho-
logical attnibutes and predicting psychological attribute states from base-year data and tranyition states. While this
type of mudeling was beyond the scope of the project, there seemed to be sufficient dlfferen\c\es to warrant further
analyses.
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A APPENDIX A
?ﬁ TABLES OF MEANS, STANDARD LEVIATIONS, AND SUBGROUP SAMPLE SIZES

HRN I

Table A.1.~Means, standard-deviations, and sample sizes of psychological attributés for sex groups

~Self-esteem | Locus of control |- Work Community | Family
BY FFU Change| BY FFU Change| BY  FFU Change{ BY - FFU Change| BY FFU Change

i

L J
- -,

394 413 019 ]| 568 381 012 416 399 .017)] 321 203 017 349 34 015
63 .55 66 73 66 .15 7138 .72 78 94 91 94 8. W 95
7,610 7166 7,118 | 7,598 7,159 7,100 | 7,621 7,176 7,141} 7,603 7,061 7,109 | 7,609 7463 7.114.

387 410 22 ] 383 391 071 38 368 2211 322 2.‘;8 ".24] 355 376 .20
.67 .56 .68 1 .65 72 12 19 85 87 .86 .89 .84 77 91
7936 7,647 7618 | 7933 7,648 7,616 | 7,938 7,659 7,632 |7927 7,648 7613|7931 7,659 7,626
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4 \ Table A.2.-Means, standard deviations, and sample sizes of psychological attributes for ethnic groups £
] Group T\ Self-esteem Locus of coittrol Work Community .. Famly
rou ; N
;_L . \l ﬁY_ FFU bhange BY FFU Change] BY FFU Change| BY FFU Changejs BY FFU Chang{
;‘mgk ¢ 2 :\ 1 ‘ . l‘
- Mean,...... ‘k ] 402 415 013] 348 352 004 430 416 0.3} 377 357 020| 347 358 0.111
_ Standard deviation . .66 .55 701 .82 .76 83| .6l .66 74 83 .82 92 .89 g8 102
. Sample size (Nl \ ] 1902 1805 17884 1,892 1,805 1,779] 1,899 ‘1809 1,792 1.888 1,801 1,7775] 1,887 1.804 1,773
1 1 ‘
” . ‘\
White ‘\ i
: |
E Mean ......... b s 3.90 412 .21 381 3.91 091 4.00 379 -.21 315 294 21 353 3 18
§tlndard deviation ‘\: .65 .55 .66 .69 .63 .72 .74 .78 .82 B9 87 91 .86 .78 91
Samplesize (N) .. 13 11,910 11362 llfﬂ 11,907 11,359 11,322}11921 11377 11,356 11,912 11,365 11.336]11919 11377 11,353
5» - }x\ . ) . — ]
Hispanic . ‘
j Mean .. .......| 393 411 18| 349 363 .IS| 414 401 .12 353 241 -15f 268 380 .11
3 Standard deviation . | .63 .58 N .80 ) O .63 .67 75 .85 .88 90 84 .82 1.02
Sample size (N) . .. { 675 646 643 675 645 640 673 646 640 ,f670 643 634 672 642 635
|
g .
> /
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Table A.3.~Means, standard deviations, and sample sizes of psychological attributes for S s groups >

Self-esteem Locus of control Work Community Family )
BY FFU Change | BY FFU Change] BY FFU Change] BY FFU Change| BY\ FFU ' Change
387 406 " 020 ] 356 368 012)] 409 389 020]| 337 318 019 | 357 3% 0.14
.67 .55 69 77 7 79 .69 J6 .82 .87 87 90 .84 79 95
..... 4,697 4455 4420 14,682 4,450 4401 | 4,697 4,461 4428 | 4,679 4,455 4407 |4,683 4,459 4410
- Middle SES ] . \
Mean ............ 389 412 23| 378 3389 JO | 403 383 2201 319 298 .21 | 354 374 20
Standard deviation . . . 65 53 65 V)| .64 .72 .73 g1 - 81 9 L7 9 .86 77 93
Samplesize(N) . .. .. 7,286 6924 6893 | 7,287 6,925 6,894 7,298 6935 6,917 | 7,292 6,918 6,894 7,296 6,927 6,907
. H
. !
High SES - - |
Mean ..... ...... 398 417 = I8 | 394 399 05 )| 394 378 -16| 308 .87 -21 [|°344 361 .17
? Standard deviation . . . .64 .60 66 .63 .60 .70 .79 79 82, 92 9 93 87 i81 91
Samplesize (N) .. ... 3,496 3405 3,396 | 3497 3403 3,395 | 3496 .3,410 3,401 | 3,492 3,407 3,395 |3,495 3,‘07 3,397
J
[

\\
N\

\
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Table A.4.-Means, standard deviations, and sample siz+s of psychological attributes for ability groups

Self-esteem Locus of control Work Corynunity Family
BY FFU Change| BY FFU Change| BY FFU Change | BY FFU Change| BY FFU Change

A%

... “....] 388 407 019} 335 354 019 ] 419 399 -0.|"‘ 327 323 014 357 375 020
...l 65 55 J0 J1 R 84 .68 74 83 89 .87 94 .84 83 105
..... 4325 4,054 4,003 | 4316 4049 3,988 4,333 4,059 4,018 | 4,312 4,046 3986 | 4,316 4,052 3,992

388 4.1 23] 380 391 10| 406 3.83 =221 3.22 3.02 -20] 354 372 18
65 .55 67 66 .61 N .70 75 .80 90 .86 92 86 a1 91
6,576 6,258 6,245 | 6,572 6,257 6,241 | 6,579 6,271 6,261-] 6,573 6,263 6,247 | 6,579 6,268 6,258

.65 .56 64 59 .57 .65 .80 .82 83 92 .89 89 87 86

398 417 8| 407 407 00| 38 370 -13| 306 281 -25] 344 3.31;1.15
3883 3,778 3772|3883 3778 3,772 | 3881 3,784+ 3,776 | 3880 3780 3772 | 3819 3782 3173

*
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S \Table A.5.~-Medns, standard deviations, and sample sizes of psycholegical attributes for high school program group;/
. \ . .

35 ~ N

2 \\ Self-esteem Locus of control f Work™ | Community Famﬂy' B
\{ BY FFU Change | BY FFU “Change BYIT _FFU Change| BY FFU Change| BY FFU Change
‘ i f/ B - : :
Mean .. .......... 386 408 023 | 363 376 013 | 4p3 382 019 319303 016 | 351 3469 0.8
“Standard deviation ... | .66 .5S 68| 713 671 .76 75 80 84| 89 \88\ 92| 87 19 96
...... .. | 5189 2898 4858 |5.180 4889 4843 [5200 4898 4870 [ 5185 4,887 " 4846 |5.187 4891 4851
—_ ) / Y ~ , 2
ENEN ~ . B / N L\‘
e n 397 4.15 18| 394 399  0a| 399 383 16| 3210 297 .24 | 351367 s
_ Sundard deviation ... | .65 .56 64 ]-65 0 68| 75 76 79| 8 90 91 85 .18 90
- Samplesize(N) . .. .. 6449 6217 6198 | 6445 6219 6,196 | 6449 6,227 6,208 | 6442 6,219 6194 K 448 6224 6,205
........... | 386 a09 23| 356 373 .16 | 411 386 .24 324 306 -18 | 357 377 .20
Standard deviation ... | .65 .55 o]l 6 1 9] 9 77 &i 88 85 9l 8 19 97
_Stmple size (N)-. . . .. 390¢ 3694 3676 | 3902 3695 3,673 |3906 3,706 3,691 | 3,899 3,699 3678 |3.901: 3,703 3,680
, .
‘ <
53 |
- , !
. vy -'
[ (fu S




aricl SQrp i & U

; base year o‘hly.
? e Group . Self-estcem Locus of control Work Community .| Family
CAE i
) }.(31.\";) - N
AT Study . ’ / _ .
Mean . ................ L7390 . 390 4.02 324 {4 355
Standard deviation”. . . . . ol . b4 - . 66 41 92 .84
Sample sized). -+ VU N 95300 - § 0 95237 T 185207 9521 9,520 -
—_— : F T e T Ty ; .
Work T ’ !
i 3
Mean ........... e 383 353 410 318 353
Standard deviation . . . p .66 .- .76 .Jo .88 90 -
{% Satnple size (N) . o 5.1¢3 ﬁ' ) .§,188 ¢ 5203 5,186 5.193
« Military
Mean ................. 392 3.66 " 414 - 326 . 3.29
* Standard deviation . . ... ... .62 a2 .68 92° 90 '
- _ Samplesize ............. 591 -, 589 590 <89 . 589
- - » - . “\‘
Homemaker ) t [ "
Mean ..... ..........!. 393 ‘ 365 . 158 3.16 365
Starida¥d deviation . . ... .. 61 73 90- .80 18
- Samplesize(N) . ... ..... 465 465 465 | 465 - - 466
Other\
~ A3
Mean .. ......... - e 3.78 ' 341 3.74 3.00 . 3.13
Standard deviation . . . . [ ] 13 » =76 1.00 98 1.06
Samplesize(N) . .. ... .. 719 715 © 794 719 723 >
LN
,' - ‘ =
! (
l‘?"‘"" >
I ,
l¥ L ) - BN
i 7
;- /

A1 g




Tavie A.7.~Means, standard deviations, and sample sizes of psycholcgical atm‘bu\es for current activity state groups

L Self-esteem Locus of cont:-ol Work \\ Community Family
v Uroup L E
N "BY FFU Change | BY FFU Change| BY FFU Change| BY FFU Clange| BY FFU Ch
Lﬁv only s
- Mean ... ......... 395 414 0.9 | 395 396 001 | 400 386 0.1 322 302 020 ] 355 369 0.4
Standard devistion 66 S8 65 65 .61 .68 .76 76 %7 94 92 88 84 76 87
\Sample size (N) .. ... 3,870 3,73 372s |3866 3,739 3,722 |3868 3,749 734 | 3863 3,744 3,725 |3,862 3,746 3,726
‘Mesn . ........ 386 4.09 23] 361 374 13 | 406« 38¢ -20'] 318 304 -14 | 353 375 22
Standyrds tee 65 54 .69 74 68 .76 72016 .82 88 .88 91 88 .82 98
Saffiple size 6213 5871 5834 | 6207 5867 5825 {6,226 5876 5851 |6,207 §,861 5818 |6212 5870 5837
4 work N - \ .
Mean ............ 397 4.8 21§ 391 398 07 1402 392 -10) 322 304 -18 ] 355 369 .14
. Standard deviation 63 .53 63 67 61 .70 ) .72 77 90 .88 92 82 78 .89
Sample size (N) 3,307 3,219 3206 |3. . 3220 3,205 {3,308 3,222 3,11 {3,306 3,220 3,207 |3,306 3 206
\ -+
uﬂ .......... 392 423 31 } 361 381 : 20 | 424 398 .26 326 336 +10 | 333 359 26
Standard devnatxon .65 A8 69 72 .60 68 .68 .70 .82 o .88 93 90 78 1.03
gqnple size(N) .. ... 393 333 330 | 391 33! 326 | 394 233 13l 14332 330 | 394 332 332I
o, " - |
maker only R : |
Mean. N 385 .10 25 1 36 373 07 | 384 326 .s52] 328 306 -22:| 357 387 20
Standard deviation . . 65~ .52 .66 71 .69 78| .80 .86 99 86 .86 91 J6 76 93
Sampie size (N) . 680‘ ©36 633 ] 680 637 634 | 680 638 635)] 680 639 636 | 682 640 639
X ft\r York ' )
Mean . e 383 395 12| 350 346 04 | 404 392 .12] 314 3.4 00 1 335 351 16
Stangard deviation . . . .70 61 74 7779 .87 .76 78 .86 94 90 93 98 82 1.02
Sample size (N) ..... 579. 343 539 | 376 543 537 | S5t0 544 540 | 578 4l 536 | 579 541 4;71
er K
‘Mean ... ......... 102 414 22 ] 375 380 05 | 38 372 .16 218 292 .26 | 339 363 .24
Stanuard deviation . 64 52 62 AT .83 92 84 -85} 106 94 101 0 7P 9]
Sampicsize(N) . . ... 185 173 171 187 174 172 185 175 . 172 184 175 17 37 vy 173
AY - r A‘——A - —-_d
: \) \)
\\'




Table A.8.-Means and standard deviations of psvchological attnbutes for transition groups initially planning to study*

Group S If-esteern ] * rocus »f control Work Community - Family
Plans ‘72 = act 72 -> current acuwities BY FFU Change | BY FFU Change | BY FFU. Chinge | B* FFU <Change | BY FFU Chang
Study - study only - study only .
MO . ..ot e 399 4.15 0.16 ~.00 4.00 0.00 398 384 014 324 296 -0.28 3.57 3.7 0.14
- Standard deviation . .. ............. 64 57 63 | .60 8 64| .76 76 78 | s4 90 89 | 84 74 84
.“1
r * Study -* study only - work only . .
| Mesn . .......... . o 391 4.12 21 377 3.88 .1 404 3.78 -.26 3.18 288 30 3.51 373
[ Standard deviation .. .............. 65 .55 .67 .69 .61 68 .66 78 .81 92 .88 .92 86 84
5 * —
A ktudy.-’ study only - study + work
\Mun e e e e e 4.01 417 .16 398 403 .05 396 3.82 -.14 3.28 298 -30 3.51 3.6l 10
“Snndard cevtion .. .. .. ........ 54 5€ .64 .63 .59 .68 .74 78 .76 90 .88 .87 84 .74 90
Study - Work only - study only
Mean ... .. [N 387 403 .16 380 394 .14 4.04 384 .20 316 292 -.24 249 3.65 12
Standard deviation . . .............. 69 .58 .64 17 .62 .79 86 .74 78 90 90 .79 .80 n R
Sv:dy - work only - work only ' '
Mean . ........ ... ... ... 389 408 .19 3.71 383 12 4.10 3.86 .24 332 3.04 .28 355 31 22
Star fard deviation ... ... ... .. ... . .64 .36 .67 71 .65 .74 .64 .78 76 86 .88 93 80 .78 90
Study ~ work cnly - study + work :
Mesn .. ......... ...... ' 401 .4.15 24 3.77 395 .18 4.00 4.08 +.06 328 310 -18 3.5 3.77 22
Standard ngmion e 57 S1 .59 .63 .62 A 74 N2 81 82 94 81 .90 .70 96
Study < study + work - study only
Meagp ........ 391 41l .20 398 4.03 .05 4.04 3.88 -.16 322 304 - 18 3.57 3.67 .10
Sun?hrd deviation . . . .. 65 6l .68 63 .6l .10 74 M2 73 94 90 85 82 84 89
Study - study ++2rk - work only
Mean......... e 363 412 19 351 o9 08 404 388 - 16 328 304 -24 3.5§ 3.87 12
’ Standard deviation . . . . 62 55 67 1063 N 70 76 .78 88 88 .86 84 .80 98
: ¢ - -
Study - study + work — study + work ‘
Mean ... ...... 3199 418 19 397 401 .04 406 3.94 -1? 326 198 22 3.61 3.69 0&
Standatd deviation . , 62 . 52 .6l 65 .60 70 68 .70 76 92 88 78 2+ 8t
4 - —_ - __-v—-q
*Sample sizes are given in Table A 10 ‘\ | \ ‘
. “‘ I
Q o
JV
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Tabie A.9.-Means and standard deviations of psychological attributes for transition groups initially planning to work®

\
!

[Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

Group Self-esteem Locus of control Work Community Family
“72 - act *72 - current activities BY FFU Chuage | BY FFU Change | BY *FFU Change BY FFU Change | BY FFU Change’
otk -+ study cnly - work only
....... e iieneeiiieae 1377 303 026 |349 362 013 |48 392 026 |330 318 -0.12 |3.63 369 006
Standard deviation . .. ........ .. ... .66 .51 .62 .68 .74 .83 J2omn - .19 92 .80 .86 84 84 98
. | T~ )
Woek -» work only - study only J‘_ .
......................... 368 398 30 |3.50 3.70 20 |412 400 12 }308 288 220 1335 383 18
) Standard devistion . . .............. J1; 6t .74 79 .76 89 6 76 .82 1.04 94 1.04 1.02 .78 1.09
Work -* work only - work only
........................ 384 409 24 354 3713 19 | 414 386 -28 316 296 .20 |3.61 379 18
Standard deviation . . . ... ........ .65 .54 .69 74 .69 79 68 .76 80 84 84 30 86 78 98
Work -+ work only - study + wotk
Mean . ...... .. 391 413 22 372 396 24 412 4.00 -12 314 304 -10 349 379 30
Standard deviation . . ............. 57 52 .67 69 .57 .64 64 .70 .70 86 .94 1.04 94 TN 97
Work - work only - homemaker |
......................... 373 409 36 |3.68 372 04 1392 312 .80 [3.20 2386 -34 363 379
Standard deviation . .. .... ...... ) 49 .4 .78 .66 83 .74 .88 98 .88 .84 92 .18 84
Work - work only — look “in work only ,
Mean ........ ..... 378 394 .16 335 3.30 -.05 400 392 .14 312 3.00 -12 339 353 14
Standard deviation . . 72 65 81 .87 80 15 J6 .80 81 88 .88 99 B4 .80 92
Work - study + work -* work only . ;
M2an . ... .. . 191 407 .16 354 396 22 4.12 392 .20 308 3.00 -08 355 375 .20
Standard devxauun o 64 57 74 76 .67 76 .68 74 .83 96 90 90 106 92 1.14
- Work - study + work — study + work
Mean ..... ..... 392 423 31 374 384 .10 4,16 4.00 -16 332 308 -2 359 371 12
Standard deviation . . 65 48 .63 74 .60 64 .68 12 72 26 94 5 82 .76 7i]
| Work ~ look .for work — work only
Mean . 379 401 22 i37 3.59 22 4,12 3.86 -.26 3.14 3.1¥ +04 349 371 22
Stmdud ,devuuon . 67 62 .68 .70 7 75 82 .88 92 .82 81 96 80 91
*Sample sizes are given It Table Al0 Lo oo \
P ’ﬁz s are gi W4 .
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- Plans‘72 »act ‘Sl;;o":iurrem activities Self-esteem l(ﬁ)cr:?r:lf Work Cox;u{\unity Family
Study - study only = study only. . . . 2,532 2,534 2,542 2,539 2,539
Study —>study only »workonly ... ...... 585 583 584 583 583
Study ~> study only = study + work . ... ... . 965 964 966 965 9635
Study > work only > studyonly . .. ... ... 13-5 135 136 136 -136
Stud$' - work only >workonly ......... 718 718 723 721 721
Study = work only —»study +work . ... ... 189 190 189 190 189
Study - study + work - study only . . . . . .. 549 547 544 542 544
Study ~* study + work - v-ork only PR ] ‘- 588 587 591 588 588
Study - study + work - stw%}i ..... 1,387 1,387 | 1387 1,385 1,386
Work - study only = work only. . ... ... ... 131 131 134 133 133
Work +» work only » studyonly .. ... .. .. 97 95 99 98 98
Work = work only > workonly . . .. ... ... 2,285 2,284 2,292 2,281 2,288
Work - work only - stud‘y twork. .... .. 208 208 211 211 210 ;
Work - wark only -» homemaker. . . ... .- 120 120 120 120 120 .

. Work ~ work only — look for work ..~ .- . 146 a6 | 148 147 147
Work - study + work ~+ work only. . g 215 215 216 214 216
Work = study + wurk = study + work . 158 158 ‘ 160 159 159
Work - look for work = work only 150 149 i5l 148 148

Tabie A.10.-Sample sizes for base year, first followup, and change scores for transition groups

03
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APPENDIX B
STANDARD ERRORS OF MEANS

Ti\e procedure used to estimate mean scores of aifferences in this survey involved the applicauoh of sample
weights to allow unbiased esimates of national parameters. The weights were calculated as the inverse of sample
in:lusion probabilities for all students sampled, and were adjusted for nonresponse of the sample members. The

sum of the individual weights was thus an estimate of the total number of the 1972 high school seniors in the

United States. )

Since the estimates are based on a sample, they may differ somewhat from the figures that wolld have been
obtained if the entire population of the 1972 high school seniors was surveyed using thre same survey procedures.
As in any sample survey study, the results obtained from samples are therefore subject io sampling error as well
as response errors and data processing errors.

The standard error is primarily a measure of sampling varigbility: that is, 1t retlects the variations that occur
by chance because a sample rather than the entire 1972 high school class was surveyed. By referring to a statis-
tic’s standard error, one may infer in probability terms how close the sample value is to the population value,
and, consequently, how confident one may be in making inferences concerning a population parameter. For
example, one may claim that the chances are about 68 out of 100 than an estimate from the sample would differ
from the population value by less than the standard®error, that the chances are about 90 ¢ 4t of 100 that the
sample value would differ from the population value by less than 1.6 times the standard error, and that the
chances aie about 95 out of 100 that the dilterence between sample and population values would be less than
twice the standard¥Tror.

This appendix provides approximate standard errors for the means discussed in this report. One table (B.1)
is presented for use with the major classification groups and a second table (B.2) is presented for use with the
planning, activity and transition groups. The methods of standard error approximations and guidehnes for their
use are provided below.

Standard Errors for Major “lassification Groups

The standard errors for means for the total, sex, ethnic, SES, ability and high school program subgroups were
calculated by the RTI computer program 5TERR. For each subgroup, the average design effect was determined
from the ratios of actual standard deviations to observed random sample deviaticns for the five psychological
measures during base:year and first followup, and for the base-year to first followup differcnce. Standard errors
were then computed for each group based on the average number of respondents, sample standard deviation and
average design effect for base-year and first followup, combined, and the base-year to first followup change. The
base-year and first year followup standard errors ate reported jointly because of the overall similarity of their
sample standard Ceviations The formula used to calculate the approximate standard errors was:

SE(M) = ADE —— T
n

where: '

ADE = average design effect for the specific classification group
s= (weighted) sample standard deviation for the specific classification group
n = average number of respondents for the specific classification group

Approximate standard erre generated by the above approach are presented in Table B.1. Th;s table protides
standar.  rrors for each of the major classification groups for each of the psychological nieasures. Its use 15
demonst: 1 1n the following example: ’ .

R
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Table B.1.~-Approximate standard errors for major classification groups

1

Average Average Self-esteem Locus of control Work Community Family
numbe .
design | BY & BY& BY & BY& BY &
of * Change Change Change Change Change
respondents effsct 1 FFU FFU FFU F?U FFU
Total. .............. 16,798 <} 146 0006 0007 ] 0007 0007 0.007 0.007 | 0.008 0.002 | 0.007 0.08
m "l
Male.............. 8,151 1.35 .008 009 009 .009 1 .009 010 012 012 1010 012
Female ............ 8,634 1.40 .0u8 009 .009 00 | .009 .010 011 .01l 010 011
Race 3 ,
Black............. 2,082 0.98 013 015 017 017 | 013 .015 017 .020 | .017 022
White............. 12,565 149 | 007 o008 | 007 008 | .009 009 | _.000 010 | 009 . .010
Hispanic . . ......... 708 1.06 023 027 031 .031 .031 .031 035 fﬁSS : 035 039
/
Socioeconomic status . }
Low. . ............ 4,127 122 | 090 010 010 .012 .010 .012 014 014 012 015
Middle ............ 6,365 1.41 090 .010 0:0 010 | .012 012 | 013 013 o1 012
High.............. 3811 142 011 013 .011 .013 .015 015 .:7_5017 017 | 015 017
Ability '
ow. ... .. N 580 1.17 .010 012 |- .013 .014 012 .014 01§ 015 014 018
Middle .. 0o, .. ... 7.803 145 009 .010 .008 016 | .010 61 012 012 01’ 012
High, . . s R 3823 1.37 011 .012 011 012 011 012 015 015 015 .01¢€
A E ‘ ) ] )
?,}H‘S!f“f@ﬁl’"’{m i )T . X
L U 5,692 1.23 008 011 011 012 J.012 .013 014 /014 | =013 0I5
¥ Keilemic'. .. ... ¢ 6929 146 | o9 o010 | 009 o0 f o1 012 | 013 013 | 012 013
Vodlech, ... .1 4,142 130 | o o2 | o012 014 f.13 014 | D16 016 | 015 018
S e e /

op]

| o




During base-year, blacks had a muan self-esteem rating of 4.02 and whites had a mean self-esteem rating of
3.90. From Table B.1, the standard error of the mean (for self-esteern) 1s .013 for blacks and .007 for whites
Using the large sample independent groups t-test, the hypothes:  at-these means differ can be evaluated as

follows:
» 14 M .
blacks -~ whites 4.02-3.90 ’
t= = — = 813
2 2 2 2
S-Eplacks * S-E-whites V.oi3" +.007

This valse of t is significant beyond the .001 -level, showing that blacks rated themselves higher on self-esteem
2 than did whites. - By ‘ o

Standard Errors for Planning, Activity and Transition Groups

The standard errors for these subgroups are based on generahized standard errors. These were estimated by
substituting an” overall mean design effect for the specific classification group average design effect. The overall
mean design effect (equal to 1.35) was calculated by averaging the design effects for the major classifications
groups described above and in addition. design effects for four geographical region subgroups were ncluded.
Thus the overall mean design effect is based on 285 indwvidually calculated design effects.

Table B.2 presents estimated standard errors as a function of sample size and (weighted) sample standard

deviation. Its use 1s demonstrated in the following example .
, The “look for work™ current activity group became more exterral on locus of centrol {e.g.. decrease of
by o 4 ungs)-for first followup as compared to base-year while the overall population trend was an increase of .09
_units. A'reasonable hypothess to test 1s whethet the mean decrease of .04 units évidenced by the “look for
work” group is sigmificantly different .rom a hypothetical population increase of .09 units. This hypothesis can
be tested by a t-test on difference scores as “ollows :

My - .0° -
. " est SEMy)
'where My = the mean change tor. the “look for work™ group (My = 04).
est bE(Md\ = estimated standard error of the mean cha.ige.

-

The s:ndard. deviation tor the “look for work™ group change on locus of control 1s 87 umts based on 537
cases. The approximate standard error of th: miean change_1s found from Table B 2 for the jownt values (.87,
537). Since these values do not appear 1n the table. the values for (S = .90, n = 500) were used to provide a con-
ser atwe estimate of the standard error If the difference 1s Agmiticant for {90, 500), 1t will also be significan
for (.87. 537) Borderhne significance could be further evalaated by unear interpolation The table of. approp-
mate standard erross yields a value of SE (.90, 500) = 0468 Thus the t-test is

. .04 .09 i3 /!

: 2 =.2.7788 . ;
0468 0468 . ’
. / ,

This value of t 1s sigmficant at p Ol for 536 degress ot freedom. showing that thé “lovk for wérk™ current
activity group decreased on locus of control relative 1o 3 hypothetical increase of a 0‘/) Gimits. /

/




Teble B.2~Estimated stenderd errors of means as a function of sample size and sémpte Standard deviatio~s

/
Ssmple standard deviations

size 0.50 0.60 070 080 0.90 1.00 1.10
- 100 058 070 081 093 105 116 128
150 4 057 066 076 085 095 .104
200 041 049 058 066 074 082 090
306 034 040 047 054 060 067 074
: 500 026 031 036 \%) 047 052 057
. 750 021 025 030 034 038 . 042 . .047

1,000 018 022 026 029 ¢ 033 037 040

1,250 016 020 023 026 030 033 036
' 1,500 015 018 021 024 027 030 © 033
5 2000 | o013 016 018 021 023 026 029
" 2,500 012 014 016 019 021 03 02

* 5,000 008 010 012 013 015 016 018
|
| .

'
63
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