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* INTRODUCTION

Structure of the Report

7

The study reported here is the first phase of a three-year project which looks at the

social processes implicated Th the transition from school to work or to further

education. This -projﬂct itself is one of six defining a research program investigating
aspects df the influence of education and work on the transition of youth to adulthood.
The program is funded By the Education Research and Develgpment (‘ommitt-eo (ERDC)
and by the ACI‘R

In Chapter 1 we descnbe the origins, substance and progress of this program and

discus8 in detail the theoretical framework which guides and integrates our effotts. :

. This discussion provides the context for the remainder of the report which: focusses
exclusively on the resdlts from phase one of 'A Btudy of School Leavers'. These results
are used to describe the Tortunes of 5000 17-year-olds in school and at work during 1978.
About half were in their final years of high school and the remainder were 'early school

leavers', persons who had left high school before Year i2.

»  Chapter 2 describes the de\‘;elopment. of the research design for phase one of 'A
Study of School Leavers'. We. respond‘ to the ERDC's concern that research reports
should serve a training function by reporting the judgments, confpromises, #&hd
preferences underlying this design in more detail than is usua].

Chapter 3 is a methodological chapter which diqcusseq details of the way in which
we measured the constructs of interest, considers what it is preciselv that we want to
know from thesq‘data, proposes a slructura] equation model to capture the theoretical
arguments guiding the investigation and a statistical model to provide measures of
effect, and dlscusses the assumptions and limitations entailed in each of these.

Chapter 4 describes who leaves high schgqol early, who stays on to gradupgtion and
why. We estimate the effects, other things equal, of sex of student, State/’!‘erritory of
resldence, school system attended (Government, Catholic, Independent), rural-urban
location, family background, and three measures of school achievement (Literacy,
Numeracy, and Word Knowledge) on retention into the final years of high school.

In Chapter 5 we conc’an!rate on the transltion trom school to work, and the career
beginnings of early sch leavers. This i3 undertaken within a theoretical framework
that links a variety of ascribed characteristics (State, school, family background, sex) te

] occupational 2& riences and attainments in the first years -of working life, thfough’
achievemeént in school and the amount of schooling attained. In tlie interpretation of

these data we take a variable-oriented approach and examine the importance of eaeh of

L
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the ascribed-and achieved characteristics on the range of occupational and educational
attainments measured. Thus, we discuss 'State effects', 'schoo] effects',. 'Literacy and
Numeracy effects' and so on, across the several oufcome measures and arrive at

€

conclusions about the importance of these variables in the lives of early sehool leavers.

In Chapter 6 the approach is issue-oriented and we attempt to summarize our
findings by considering the mult'iple influences on each pf four stages in the transition
process: the debision to leave school; the transition itself; the early career; and the

future. ) o .

Reading the Report

_ At some risk of appearing repetitious to those who may read all our words, we have

provided several routes the reader might take éccording to his/her inclinations.

A

" Route 1. The most basic description of the project and its findings is contained in
the Summary which follows, the fiqs,t b{irt of Chapter 2 where we describe the basic
theoretical model, plus Chapter 6 where we report” the findings, conclusions and

recommendations.

’

Route 2. .Reading/Chapter 1in add,'(i/on will place the present investigation within.

‘the context of the research program of which it is a part.

Route 3. Reading Chapters 4 and 5 as well will provide the more detailed

findings summarized in Chapter 6.

]
-

Route 4. Those wanting a statement of our measurement procedures, and

methodological and statistical orientations as well will find this in Chapter 3.

Route 5. Readers interested in the machinery behind the survey and its
Zoie 9 ~ , . . . y

day-to-day operation will find a description in the second part of Chapter 2. .

Summary

-

- i . . : g

In this section we provide a brief summary of our findings and the recommendations
that flow from them. Both the investig®tion and this réport were shaped by the

following considerations.

/

1 Terms of Reference.. We undertook' to address five terms -of reference specified

by. the Education Research and Develop}r\ent Committee (see the first page o
Chapter1). + ' " » ' :

2 Phagse One. We report findings from only the first phase of a three—yeacr study.

Data collection for phase two is nearing completion at this time.

. 2

1



4 3 Reporting- Time. “We hoped- to inforny the debate about youth in transition and
saw the need to report findings quickly. -

4 Ceteris Paribus. We argue that complex socjal processes cannot be described

"with simple statistics. The statistics we have used offer the interpretation of the

_effect of one factor upon anothor, other things oqugl We mako other thlngq equal

qtatiqtlcallv to tease out the mfluonce of each factor from the oomplox of

*.
mfluonces that affect vo\lth in trhn\qitlon {see (‘haptor 3).

» ~

The Theoretlcal Model ’ c \ N

)
'I‘he investigation is cast within a framework identified by the following hypothetical °
patterns of inﬂuence._ ’
1 State/’l‘erritor’y of residencé, school system attended, school rurality, ethpicity,

family rurality, family size, father's occupation, father's education, mother's
education, and respondent's sex all influence achievement at school. We consider

achievement in three basic skills; Word Kno»gledge, Literacy and Numeracy.

-

2 We postulate that aH of these factors influence whether an individual_hecomes an
eerly schiool leaver or not and the number of year-levels of schooling completed by"

early leavers.

We see all of these factors as influences on occupational attainments and
involvement in further education of these earl?y school leavers. Our measures
are: time to find the first job; satisfaction with this job; experience of
unempldyment; lengtn of unemployment; prestige of present job; and prestige of

job expected five years hence.

Data

i

In~the summer of 1978-79, data were obtained by mail questioffaire from an

Australia-wide sample of 4919 individuals aged between 17 years and 17 years 11 months

on Ist October 1978. . :
%

Analyses ' C M s

. o . R}
We adopted an analytical approach known as 'structul‘?] equation modélling' to formalize
and quantify our:theoretical arguments. Most of our xingﬁ rest on the interpretation
of partial regression coefficients. This technique is ®xplained in simple terms and by

example in Chapter 3.5 .

e ’

o4
Findirgiand Recommendations ¢ \i‘ A R v

Those ﬂndings that lth’ 10 recommendations are considered sequentlallv under the
following headings: Influences on Achlevement- Stayers and Leavers; The Transition
from School to Work; 'l‘he Early Qareer~ dnd, The Future. Because this is a summary




~

we are unable to present.',the qualifications that accompany the il(torprotntion of tach

finding. We urge the reader to read Chapter 6 at least before accepting or rejecting the

conclusions and recommendations we note immediately below.

Influences on Achievement. We found State/Territory differences in achievement

among students otherwise comparable. 'Comparable students also differed according to
the school system - Government, Catholic, lndependent -+sattended. We attributed these
acﬁlevement differences to between-State and between-system differences in tho
practice and provision of education. S|_nco. the $ract|ces and provisions of education are
most amer‘lable to policy action we recommended that attempts b made to identify the

specific nature of these differences. '

<

Students from migrant . families whose mother-tongue was not FEnglish were
disadvantaged in achievement, other ‘things equal. "Qur analyses suggested that this was

a language, rather than migrancy, effect and we recommended that remedial English

‘ p'rograms along with bilingual teachiﬁg/counselling be introduced to compensate for this

disadvantage.

’

Stayers and Leavers. Other things equal: some States have more early school

leavers than others; there are school system differences such that students at

Government schools are .more likely to become early leavers; and students failing to
. achieve mastery of Literacy and Numeracy are more likely to leavg school early. We ,
suggest that ‘some part of the State and school system differences may be due to
differences in the qualiiy of life students experience in their schools and we recommend
ahat proposition be tested with a“view to policy action. We attribut¢the lirikage
~bet n students' failure to master basic skills and their early leaving to°a mismatch
between .the cognit'\vé teacf\ing mode adopted by schools and the capabilities of these
students. We recommend for these students an approach relying less on abstract

understandihg and more on repeated practical applications. :

The Transition from School to WorK. These and subsequent findings are based on
data obtained from early school leavers. While there are State differences and sex
differencbs in the time it takw to find a job after leaving school, _the number of
year—levels completed before leaving exerts a strong inﬂuence Each extra year of
schooling results in finding a job one month e_arlier, on the average. Early school
leavers find jobs, it seems, on the basis of merit certified by schools and accepted by
émployers. We note that more schooling for youth may redistribute unemployment but

\

is unlikely to reduce it. _ ] ..

H
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The Farly Career. The least schooled and -the least skilled among _ ecarly school *

leavers . experience the most unemployment, other things equal.  Schooling and
proficiency in basic numerical skills seem to count or\—(lio:j()b, and are tewarded with
continuous employment and higher prestige jobs. We note again that, since youth
unemployment is largely a struotu.ml phenonemon, more schooling and more skills,
though (!osirn\t;le in themselves, will serve only to redistribute unoum%oymont. We note
also that, other tl;ings equal, early leavers from Catholic schools appear to be more

employable. ' o A .

The Future, The main interest here was in pnrtioipt;tion by early school leavers
in further education. We noted that it was the Teast schooled and the least skilled who

were least likely to participate.in further education. Given that thesé individuals were

Lhd’ group most likely'to be displaced by machines and need retraining, we recomm ended
o

that they be ‘encouraged into further education by presenting it as sm experience

different from that of traditional schooling. g )

P



' CHAPTER 1

A PROGRAM OF RESEARCH ON THE TRANSITION TO ADULTHOOD
i

Background .
]g\ February 1978 the Education Research and Development (‘omr’nittee indicated its
interest in supporting research in the general area of the transition from 'lchool to
work This indicatlon took the form of a request to the educational research communitv
. for proposals outllning the form that a study of qchool leavers might take. The broad
aimg of the study had been defined by the ERDC Priority Area Advisory Group

concerned with demographic effects and social change, and took the following form.

’
V]

1 To obtaa information about the post-school experience of school leavers which

' might een as having implications for the structure, .timing and content of
secondary education.
x \ .
2 '_‘ To feed back into school‘ecislon making the perceptions of ex-students about the
.- strengths and weaknesses of their school experience.
\ 3 To identify critical points in school experience where particular types of failure or

particulap choices made have predictable long term eff ects

4 To test the association between school attainment and length of schooling and the
relationship of both to post-school options of students.

5 To examine the relatlonshlg between social background, sex, ethnic origin and
geograpbical location on the one. hand, and school and post-schiool achievement

and options on the other.
R

In March 1978 we responded to'this request with a proposal that linked ongoing
ACER vork in this area to a research design addressing the concerns of the ERDC. One’
of the major components of “this design was the proposition that the subjects of the
study should be the nationally representative samples of 10-year-old and 14-year-old
students involved in the Literacy and Numeracy Study conducted by the ACER in 1975\
(Keeves h'\d Beurke, 1976; Bourke and Lewis, 1976; Bourke and Keeves, 1977). In short,
-we' proposed to follow up the 6628 10-year-olds and 6247 14-year-olds sampled in 1975
and so build on to the existing Literacy and Nurheracy Study data thc?’data that would
allow us to address the concerns expressed in the terms of reference,

n .follow-up study of these two gyoups seemed partlcularly appropriate for &he
following reasons. First, by October 1978, the time at: which we would begin data
collection, members of the "4-year-old sample' would be aged 17-or 18 and be either
early school leavers of one or two years standing; or in their final years of high sehool

‘. and facing the transjtion from school to work or further eduéation. Second, the

4




'10-year-olds' wou]d be 13 or 14 years of age and approaching their first major vocatiohal
v . b

decision, whether or not to leave school at the minimum age. Third, we had ihformation

;llready pertinent to the often-voiced concern that schools )uerg\ failing to prepare

students .in the basic skills of reading, writing, and numorucyf[\eco&qary for successful

performance in the world of work. Fourth, we hd available already defined samples

that were representative of both State and National populations in these age cohorts..

Fifth, because we could anticipate following these.individuals through 1980 we were in
the fortunate position of being able to study the process of school-work transition at
two stages in a quasi-longitudinal study; the early antecédents, in the form™of those
processes leading to the-formation of early vocational preT(la;'ences, among the younger
sample; and the transition from school to w.ork, along with early career formation,

among the older,sample.

An Integrating.Kramework "

The unifying conégrr; of the terms of reference is - with the spcial processes
implicated in status attainment, both educational and occupational. Accordingly, we
have adopted the basic arguments oftstalu.s attai‘nment models to provide a framework
within which to link these terms of referente, and integrate the several inveqtlgatlor\\s'

they quggest

Status attainment models have their origins in the study of social mobility and,
over the past fifteen years, have derived much of their structure and impetus from the
concern that societies provide equality of opportunity for their members. In their basic
form the models link eduecational, occupational, social and economic attainments in one
generation to those in the nex.t, principally througp educational attainments (see, for
example, Jencks et al., 1972). Status "attainment oriented research looking at
occupational attainment and social mobility in Australia is 'exempiified in the work of
Broom and Jonesg (1978), Jones et al. (1977), and B&pom et al. (1980). The general sta‘tus
attainment model also subsumes studies that focus on only a part o_f its structure; for
example, on the social processes - that affect educational attaiﬁment, or on the
transition from school to work.. Keeves (1972), Connell et al. (1975), Radford and Wilkes
(1975), Poole (1978) and Rosier (1978) are well known examples and more may be found in
the review undertaken by Sturman (1979) as a part of this project. ’

The status attainment model we have adop‘téd to guide and integrate our research
efforts is portrayed in Figure 1.1. In this model we define twelve blocks of variables
linked in a hypothesized causal process OVeI' time - technically this is a block-recursive
model, to use Blalock's (1969:71) term." “The nature of the status attainment processes

hypothésized is capt}red\_ir'\ the spatials ordering of the blocks of variables. Three
interpretive rules specify these hypothetical processes. First, variables within each

8-.
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block are affected by all variables in blocks to the left of them — the causal ordering of
thé variables runs from left to right. Second, the causal relatiomhips'a_mong blocks of
variables not separated horizontally are unspecified and, hence, unexamined within this

model. Thus, although we postulate that the occupational attainments captured in

blocks T through 9 are outcomes of social structural variables along with educational -

achievements, -oxperiencw anq‘attainmentq (blocks 1 through 6), we do not hypothesize
cause-effect relations among these blocks. One could do this, of course, and estimate
such & model, but for our present purposes we choose not to do so because of the

- tenuousness of the supporting arguments we would need to mhke. Variables within these

Ay

blocks are seen simply as multiple occupational attainment outcomes of the processes._

captured in the model. Similarly, we do not specify causal relations among blocks 3
thrp_ugh 5. Third, the causal reldtionships among variables within blocks remain
unspecified with the variables seen as multiple causes or effects; Literacy and
N‘umeracy, for example, are seen hs multiple outcomes of social-structural differences,

and multiple ipfluences on the variables in blocks 3 through 12.

*The model illustrates & p\(')stulated system of social processes implicated in the
attainment of Keducatiomal and occupational statuses. Four general characteristics of
this system capture its overall meaning. First, the social-structural variables in block 1

‘are treateg as givens - they are predetermined or exogenous variableq and the
explanation df their variation lies outside the scope of the model. As such, they are
" seen as potential antecedents of “all the remaining variables within the model, those
specified in blocks 2 through 12. That is, we_are’hypothesizing that some part of the
- observed variation in educational dchievements, experiences and attainments (blocks 2
through .8), and in -occupational attainments (blocks 7 through 12) is a function of
me;tlbership in groups defined by socioeconomic criteria, by sex, by et icity and by
geographic location. ' ‘

Second, the social processes represented are pyocesses in time and are causal in
nature. Thus, characteristics ascribed at birth e social-structural variables noted in
block 1 - influence achievement in the ear'§ years of high school (block- 2).
SocioecOnomic, sex, ethnic, and geographic (regional, rural-urban) differences in
educational achievement are well established. In turn, these sets of aseribed and
achieved characteristics affect the school experiences we have noted in blocks 3, 4 and
5. Because “of thetime sequence implied the components of the 'structure’, 'content’
and 'decision points' of secondary education, along with the influence of significant
others, would necessarily be those associated with educatioral experiences subsequent
to the achtevements measured in 1875; that is, experiences in 1976 or later years.
Following the same pattern, ascription, early achievement and the several facets of
gchool experience all affect _edueationat, attainment (block 6). Social originsf ®arly

\ .
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achievement, the program structure of the dchool, career educatjon, choioe of school,
and the encouragement of parent;, for example, all serve to affect later achievement in
school, and early school leaving. Similarly, the model hypothesizes that all of the
preceding variables contribute to the explanation of the observed variation a'mong.
individuals in their occupational * attainments, experiences, options, post-school
educgtlon, career commitment and the overall quality of their lives (blocks 7 through 9)
- multiple occupation-related outcomes of ascribed chacterlstlcs and achievement
within the education system. )

Third, to this point we have\ considered, by implication, only the direct effects of
variabla~ for example, the effects of the social-structural variables (block 1) on
occupatlonal attalnments (blocks 7 through 12) However, while it is pogsible that one's
ethnlclty or geographlc location affects qccupational attainments directly - through
ethnic discrimination and restricted job opportunities, for example - it is also likely that
these ascribed characteristics affect occupational attainments because they influence
educational attalnfnent which, in turn, affects occupetional attainments. In other
words, the model also allows for an examination of the indiréct effects that a variable

may have on o.thers by way of intervening variables. -

Fourth, in recognition of the imperfect nature of social theories, and of the
likelihood that 'luck’ contrlbutes'to attainments more often than we think (cf. Jencks et
al., 1972), systems of this kind allow for less than perfect explanation of the obeerged'
variation in each of the several blocks of varieblee. "In the explanation of this variation
some part is attributed to variables specified within the system, and the remainder to
unspecified influences extraneous to the system. ’ ‘ |

. We belleve we have captured the components of the terms of reference within this
model. Consider these terms of reference one by one beginnlng with point 5.

-

a, Polnt 5 specifies an examination of the relationships between a group of
-structural variables (social background, sex, ethnic origin, geographical
locatlon) and the school and post-school achievement and options c}mthese school
« leavers. In Figure 1.1 these relatlonshlps are captured in’ the linRages between
'Block81267and9 Te
b Polnt 4 concerns the association between educational attainment and post-school
, options relatlonships captured in the linkages between Blocks 6 and 9.

e Polnt 3 focusses on critical points in school experience and their -long term
effects. We incorporate the decision points in Block‘4 and the long term effects
in Blocks 8 through 12 Note too that because the study extends over a two year

g 7

LJ period with repeated questionnaires to the respondents, variables in Blocks

through 12, may be measured at several points in time. By so doing we h

trace the development of the early caree;among our respondents. )
V LS ) ) \ ’ N
N ' .



d Point 2 is the subject of two closely linked studies looking at, the quality of
sohool life and the influence that this information may have on ‘decision making
within schools. As$ such, they are outside the context defiped by this model and

-will be treated in later reports.
{

e Point 1 stresses the effects of the structure, timing and content of sacondsry
roint o .

. education on the post-school experience of school leavers. The structufe and

- content variables are included (in a necessarily limited way) in Block 3. In view of

the youth of our sample the il_\t?)rolation we have given to the 'timing' variable is

that of additional education gaifed after first entering (or attempting to enter)

-the workforce; in short, we examine re-entry into educdtion, or an

-education-work mix, as an outcome of school experience. Thus, we capture the

relationships in question in the linkages between Block 3 And Blocks 7 through 12.
_ _ .

As well as allowind for a direct examination of the relati'ws‘f\ips specified, the
form of the mogdel, allows us to* examine, in -addilion, the way in which these
relationships come about. For example, not only can we address the basic equality of
opportunity issue posed in poinf‘ 5 - subpopulatibn group differences in achievement and °
.options - but we can also explicate to some degree the way in which these differences,
if there are any, come aixout. Do they come abouwt, for instance, because there are
subpSpulation group differences in the structuré and conient of seconda_lr_v education;
because there are s}ubpopulation group differences in the 'decision point' Qariablw which
affect achievement and options; because there are different patterns of 'significant
others influence' between subpoputation groups that lead to differences in achievement;
and so on? In brief we can examine indirect effects of the variables 9[ interest as well

as their direct effects on the outcomes spesified.

We included other categories of variables as well as those specified in the terms
of reference: the literacy and numeracy ‘capabilities and school behaviours of the
individuals (data from the 1975 study); the influence of significant others, a consistently
demonstrated influence on achievément; 'variables measuring 'quality of life' as
‘evidence of the affective concomitants:of achievement; and a group of variables we
have called 'career commitment' which we see as both a cause and effect of status
attainment, and one that is likely to change with experience in (and out of) the

workforee. i ' -

The Research Program

Within this framework. we have developed six complementary ‘studies whose nature is

indicated below. '

1 Literature Review : )

~

A review of Australian research on the transition from school to work (Sturman,
1979). : - .

12
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LY ) -
. A 8tudy of School Leavera ) ' , ’

L 4

A three-year study of status attainment during the transition from school to work
or ‘further education, and during the early career, based on a nationally
representative sample of more than 6200 17- to 18-year-olds.

3 The Development ‘of Vocational Decisions

A three-year study of the development of vocational decisions among students
"during the early years of high school based on a nationally representative sample
of 13- tol4—yea|~ol<h

.
. -

4 Quality of School Life

The development of a theoretical model that defines the meaning and structure of
'quality of school life; the development of a measure of this multifaceted
construct; and, to address the second term of reference, a survey of the
perceptions of students about the 'quality of school life'.

5 Case Studies

Again in connection with the second term of reference, case studies ‘of the quality
of school life and of the way in which decision-making in schools is influenced by
.information about the percept{ons that students have of the strengths and
weaknesses of their schooling.

6 The Psychosocial Consequences of Unemployement

A study of the psychosocial consequences of unemployment using interview
techniques.

The several studies complement each other. The literature review provides the

established fact - or lack thereof - to form a basis for the second, third and sixth

N

studies noted. Data on unemployed youth obtained in the Study of School Leavers
contribute to a preliminary understanding and identification of the sample for the sixth
study. The 'quality of school life' cOmponent contributes not only a theoretically-
grounded measure of a uv,e and largely unexamined outcome of schooling, but one
integrated_into a model of developing vocational preferences (study number 3), and one
which provides/iﬁformation potentially useful for school decision making (study number

5).

The First E_ighteen Months

The status of this research program at the close of 1979 was as follows.

1 A lreview of Australian :research on the transition from school to work was
co pleted by Andrew Sturman and published as Issue Number 13 of the Australian
ation Review (Sturman, 1979). _

2 Data on phase one of the Study of School LeaVers was in hand, encoded, and
merged with the Literacy and Numeracy data obtained. from these same
adolescents in 1975. The deseription of this phase of the study and the analyses
undertaken are the substance of the remainder of this report.

13
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Basic descriptive information on phase one of this study has been disseminated to
all reapondenta as a report entitled 'Between School and Work'.

/
Phase two of the Study of “School Leavers went into the' field in November with a
second mail questionnaire to -all respondents. The first followup mailing was
undertaken in December and a second in February.
Data on phase.one of the vocational decision-making study has been obtained from
a nationally representative sample of 13 jJo l4-year-olds. The information
obtained from these data is the substance of a forthcoming report.
A measure of 'quality of school life' from the perspective of students has been
developed and field-tested on the 13- to 14-year-olds mentioned above. These
developments are to be detailed in Williams et al. (1980).

Developmental work on the case studies of the quality of school life and the
influence of information feedback on school decision-making has been completed
and the study will begin early in 1980.

Developmental work on the design of the 'Psychosocial Cons;equences of
Unemployment' component of the research program is complete and fieldwork™ will
begin in 1980. ’

Lt



CHAPTER 2
INVESTIGATING THE TRANSITION

In this chapter we describe phase one of 'A Study of gcho& lfeavers‘ and how it calpe to
have the form that it does; namely, a mail survey of €247 individuals aged between 14

“years and 14 yeags 11 months on October 1st 1975, the group ecomprising the older sample

in the Literacy and Numeracy study conducted by ACER in thét year. As noted earlier,
we dfgided on a followup study for tpe following reasons. v '_ \

1 °~ We had a national sample and, thus, could make inferences for Australia as a whole.

2 . The sample was the right age. In the surnmer of 1978-79,.the time of the survey,
reapbndents were either 17 years old or in the fir§t months of thejr eighteenth
year. Educationally this placed them as early school leavers of one or two years
standing, or in the final years of high school and facing the transition to work or

further education. . .

3  We had data on their capabilities in basic skills. In other words we could address
the common presumption that unemployment among the young is due, in part, to
employers being unwilling to employ youth who cannot write, read, and count
adequately. ' .

4 We had a mail contact point fo h individual in thé form of a 1978 saif-reported
home address, along with the na:z)z the school attended in that year.

~

N ’

Basic Considerations in the Design of Phase One '

4
Given this sample, the likelihood of a three-year study, finite funds, and the terms of

I'd .
reference for the study, the fundamental design issue faced was one of how to'strike the
best compromise between what we wanted to know, what we could reasbnably expect

respondents to provide, and what we coul(’itafford.

A Simplified Status Attainment Model
—y - P

What we wanted to know is detailed in Figure 1.1 and represents a siibstantial amount of
Information, more than we could expect respondents to provide at one time, questions

N

'of reaources aside. It seemed reasonable, however, to anticipate collecting these data

¥
over” a three-year period slrch that each contact with the sample produced both
background data as well as data on the development of careers.

In choosing which questions to ask now and which to defer to later Questionnaires
we adopted the position that it would be more appropriate to provide partial answers

- about the whole model now rather than detailed answers about only a part of it. That

)
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is, while we might have limited phase one question3 ‘o detnils of educational
attainments and experiences only (blocks 3 through 6 in Flgure 1.1), we chose instead to
ask a limited number of questions from most of the variable blocks in Figure 1.1 to
provide skeletal informatton on the total model, information to be fleshed ou't in more
detail in later contacts. This is consistent with what we have noted as one desirable
characteristic of research designed to inform social policy {ACER, 1979: 30); namely,
that "ot providing partial information throughout "th® course of a project rather thahz

reserving all information for a final report, in this case, three years hence.

The ‘selection of variables for this simplified model was not cmnplétely divoreed
from practical considerations that entered into the questionnnire design. In the first
instance we selected a subset of variables thought necessary to define the model in a -
way that would provide information on the queqtions posed in the terms of reference.
However, not all of these were included in the questionnalres- variables surviving this
gsecond elimination process were those judged appropriate in the balance with the
practical limitations imposed by space, judgments about their sensitivity to respondents
and so on. These considerations are detailed below in the section entitled 'Development

of the Survey'.

<

The simplified model we have adbpted for phase one is shown .in Fig;lre 2.1, We
hope to capture some of the effects of geographical location in the form of differences
in State educational systems, regional economies and labour markets by incorporating A
State as a variable. - School system (Government, Catholic, and Independent) has been
included for two reasons: first, because of the seemingly widespread belief that the
nature of education differs between the systems, and second, because success in the
early career may be influenced by sponsorshlp operating through the informal networks
thought to characterize the non-Government - and some Government - schools. We "
have included school rurality as well as another component of geographlcal location to .
address the belief that rural schools are disadvantaged in ways that affect the social
and economic sucdesﬁ of their alumni. f _ ' i

‘The educational and occupatlonal attainments of parents are seen to have influence
prlnclpnlly through the between-family dlfferences in thp example, encouragement and
the environment they engender. The foundation for fafnily size effects is a resource
sharing argument where the resourdes are both parent-¢ fld contact and the economic
resources of the famlly The basis for.postulating family rurality effects rests on the
notlon of soclocultural differences between rural and urban families and is discussed
later ln connectlon with the development of the rurality index. The justification.for
supposing ethnic group. differences is outright éthnic discrimination in ‘the labour market ™
and/or subcultural differences in value orientations, analogous to supposed rural-urban '
differences. For similar reasons, the sex of these adolescents is included as well,
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These ascribed characteristics of the individuals in our sample are seen to influence
their achievement {n school as this is reflected in measures of Word Knowlodko,
Literacy and Numeracy, and their educational nttainment measured as 'years of
schooling'. All the precedjng ascribed and achieved statuses of these individuals are
prcgent prior to entry into the labour force and are po;tulatcd as influences on the

several occupational and educational statuses attained after entry.

]

This simplified pattern of relationships speaks inost directly and coinprehensively
to pointe four and five in the terms of reference for the study. A range of
social-structural variables encompassing those actually specified - iqocial background,
sex, ethnic origin and geographical location' - is included, and we examine their effects
on school and post-school achievement (point five). We include as well measures of
school attainment and length of schooling to address the concerns of point four.
Furthermore, because we have detailed information about the post-school experience of

school leavers we can also provide information pertinent to the concerns of point one.

Resources and Research Design

Given a model consistent with the terms of\ reference for the study, the design qu(estion
faced then was one of how to op'timize sample coverage, data qua/lity and rate of
response within the limits ‘imposed by fixed resources. Data collection in personal
interviews, the preferred mode, was out of the question for reasons of sample coverage
- we could not afford to interview the numbers necessary to provide reliable estimates.
For similar reasons telephone interviews were rejected as well. As a result we saw no
alternative_ to some form of maijl survey to provide the sample coverage needed,

recognizing the potential risk to data quality and sample réesponse entailed in this less

- personal approach

9 The question asked then was ope.of whether to survey all 6247 individuals or to
select a subsample of these We had, for example, the option of directing our efforts at
a sample of some 1200 individuais representative of the national population. This
sample would be devised by eliminating the ~oversampling used to provide State
estimates. By so doing we would trade off the capability to provide State estimates

_against ‘the advantage of being able to invest more resources per person in the’ smaller

survey as a hedge against non-response. It would be possible, for example, to plan on a
telephone followup of some non—respondents, and,even personal interviews for the least
co-operative. This attraction was balanced against the additional disadvantage that
smhall groups within the population - particuiariy unemployed youth - would -be
represented by only a few individuals. Because of this, and because the survey data on
unemployed youth were to provide the basis for a study of the psychosocial
consequen of unemployment, we decided against subsampling. We did, however,

r,zonally representative subsample (N\\ZSO) as part of a contingency pian to

28



cover the possibility of a pooi' response from the mail survey to the total sample. Had
the 6247 individuals been resistant to providing the data we asked for we would have

directed increased resources per person to this smaller group; plan B, so to speak. ,In

' fact,'to counter the possibility_ that Murphy's Law might prevail, we developed Plan C as

well, based on & core subsample of 375. (Murphy's LLaw has the form: 'If anything can go
wrong, it will.")

With a ‘mail survey of the total sample in mind we addreased the question of how to
allocate resources within the survey. The principal objective was to overcome the
impersonality of mail surveys. Because personalization of survey material costs money
we planned a graduated approach that increased the degree of personalization from the
initial mailing to all 6247 individuals through the three followup mailings to
non-respondents. In this way we: directed more resources per person to the least
responsive members of the sample, placing the effort where it was needed most.

Details of the procedures we followed - those successful and.those less so - are
provided in the following section 'Development of the Survey'. Readers less interested
in knowing the intimate details of the day-to-day operation of the survey may safely
skip this section.

-

Development of the Survey

The substance of this section is a description of the development of the project from its
initial design through to the final stage of merging the newly obtained data with that
available from the 1975 Literacy and Numeracy survey. Information of this kind is
usually given only a summary treatment in research reports. It is reported here in some
detail in response to a concern within the ERDC that research reports ought to serve a

training function, and might do so by providing a more elaborate description ot\

practices adopted, judgments made, and pitfalls encountered during the project.

Sampling: Plan A, Plan B (and Plan C)

Once committed to the idea of a followup survey by mail of 6247 17- to 18-year-olds not
accessible through the schools, of variable education, and scattered across Australia,
three main considerations guided our thinking. PFirst, we needed a good response.
Second, we needed as good a quality data as we could get. Thitd, we needed to maintain
the goodwill of the respondents over at least a three-year pgriod in which we would
contact them again several times.

Our main worry at the time was the uncertainty about what level of response we °

could expect. We were not encouraged by the 'best guesses' of our colleagues who

" predicted somewhere around 50 per cent after several followups. -Moreover, we had, in

effec‘t, entered into a contraat to provide the information requested in the terms of

1
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reference and could not, in good conscience, engage in an all -or-nothing gamble with
the resources msde available to ys. Thus, we had to provide a fail-safe component to
the research design. As noted @lier, this simply meant 'Plan A, "Plan R' (and 'Plan
C". Plan A centred on a mail survey to all 6247 indiv.i(iuals in the sample. As*a first
step we would assign a part of our resources to the preparation and mailing of 6247
questionnaires. 1If the response was encouraging further resources would be alloeated to
a first mail followup of non-respondents and, if this was erioournging, resources would
be allocated to a second followup, and so on. In shert, resources would be committed as

we monitdred the success of the gurvey.

If, on the other hand, the response to the first mailing was not encouraging we
would fall back to Plan B in which we allocated our remaining resources to a smaller
number of individuals, 1250 in all, at the sacrifice of sample coverage but with a
somewhat higher probability of obtaining the information needed. Plan B was, in
effect, a middle ground. The smaller saniple was still representative of the national
population in this age cohort and, .thus, would provide data that allowed conclusions
about qchool Jeavers. across the nation, at the cost of finer breakdowns within the
analyses. However, the sample size was still too large to engage in other than a lnail
survey as a means of data collection. 'l‘lpe trade-off made was one of sacrificing sample
size in order to be able to invest more heavily in followup activities designed to
increase the response rate. We could, for example, plan on personalizing letters,
tracing individuals through electoral rolls, following up by telephone and, possibly,

undertaking some limited face-to-face interviews with the least co-operative.

As noted earlier, Plan C was designed as the final fall- back position, a contingency
plan to be evoked only if Murphy's Law prevailed in force. If Plan B went ‘badly, to the
extent that we had a disproportionate number of non-respondehts requiring expensive
followup procedures, then we planned to revert “to Plan C. This meant abandoning mail
survey approaches to concentrate solely on the costly followup procedures noted in Plan
B. Give that resources were'fixed, sample size had to be reduced to, we estimated,
around 375 individuals as the best compromise between acceptable statistics and
available resources. Even then the uncertainty of O:Ir estimates would have "been
substantial, providing only the most tentative of conclusions about school leavers and
the transition from school to work. Our feelings sbout Plan C are indicated in the

heading of this section where we show it in parenthesw N

Plan A Sample. This sample comprised the total group of l4—year—olds sampled in
1975 as part of the Literacy and Numeracy study. The sampling design is discussed in
detail in Keeves and\Bourke (1976:12-24). . Briefly, it is a two stage design in which
schools throughout Australia’ were sampled with a probability proportional to size and

‘then 25 students of appropriate age sampled ramdomly within each school. In order to

provid:e State estimates there was oversempling of schools in some States. The design is

summarized in Table 2.1 below.

) ~ 20
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Teble 2.1 Summary of Sampling Design for Australia for the 14-Year-Old Sanple

i

& ' : Designed and Ratio = Achieved
~Population (1974) Expected Samples - " Achieved Sample Designed.

szehools"\smdents Schopls  Students Schools Students  Schools Students

I A - S -
14-Year-Old Sanple ' .
NW . 594”7 84,894 40 1000 - 38 - 953 0.95  0.93
vie. 580 86,550 40 1000 - 39 959 0.98 0.96
Qd , 286 ° . 38,106 40 1000 a7 902 0.93 0.90
A 192, 24,152 0 - 1000 38 943 - 0.95 0,94
WA 184 20,842 ° 40 - 1000 39 937 0.98 0.94
Tas. - 91 8,290 40 1000 39 948 0.98 0.95 -
T ' - 22 - 3,300 20 500" 17 S 418 0.85 0.84
NT ‘ ] ¢ 1 1,275 ° 20 . 800 10 . 207 0.50 0.41
Total = 1,950 7,418 280 700 257 - - 6,247 © 0.89 ©  0.86
\ . . ‘
"a Special achoola and inu\itutlons and schools about which no information was available have been excluded
Source, Keeves and Bourke ( 1976:20)< ' , _ _ . ) .
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Table 2.2 Suvmary of the 'Plan B' and 'Plan C' Sanple Designs

t

'Plan B' Sample ) 'Plan C' Sanple
‘Locatlon Schools Students 'Schools Students
NSW 38 380 38 114
Vie. 35 350 35 105
Qid : 21 210 21 - 63
SA 13 . 130 13 39
WA 11 110 11 33
Tas. 4 40 . 4 - 12
ACT 2 20 2 ]
NT R 1 10 - 1 3
‘Total 125 [ 1250 125 375

In this design only 'normal' schools were to be used - special schools which cater for
children with special needs were to be excluded from the population sampled. However,
in the NT no distinction was made in (-the sampling between Aboriginal students
attending small schools in remote localities and students, whether Aboriginal or not,
who attended schools in the towns (see Bourke and Keeves, 1977:132). Consequently, the
population of 14-year-olds from which the NT sample was selected differed somewhte

7/ - from those sampled: in the six States and the ACT. It should also be noted that the

. B

sample design excludes those in this age cohort who are not enrolled in or not attending
secondary schools at all.

Plan B Sample. To construct this sample we simply abandoned the oversampllng of
schools in the original design and, by so doing, gave up the possibility of producing State
estimates. Thus, schools are represented in this sample in proportion to the population
of the State or Territory from which they come. This sample design involved selecting
125 schools out of the 257 in the orlgimil u_lr_npw, then selecting students from each
school, and that for the 'Plan C' sample. The sample design iy described in Table 2.2,

Plan C Sampl‘e. The sample for Plan C consisted of some 375 individuals, three

_ from each of the schools in the~Plan B sample. These were still representative of the

nationa) population within this age cohort but with a sample this size statistics are. less
rolfpble and coqclusions less certain as a result.

i

'l‘raclng the Samp_

Our primary contact point with each member of the sample \\:y,the student's home
address in October 1975. When work began on sarmple selection in mid-1978 the
addreueo we ‘had were almoot three years old and it seemed likely that many would be
Yout of dite. We considered a number of ways of updating these addresses, the most
practical being to approach the schools who provided the students in the sample and to
uk them to \pdato, where posdble, these addresses. '

e "
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)l)uring June 1978 a letter and two forms containing the lists Qf the twenty five
students sampled.in each school were sent to the principals of the secondary schools
sampled in the 1975 study. On one form tho‘prinoipuls were asked to update addresses
of the students where possible, and to indicate on the second form wh‘o.thor the students
were still attending the school. If they had Ioft. for &nother educational institution we_
also asked the name and address of that institution . In July a followup letter was sent
to the 74 schools which had not replied, and in August a second followup loftor wag sent
to the 14 schools with replies stid outstanding at that time. A copy of the original
forms and a stamped r\eply envelopdg was encloSed w;i*th both followups. By the end of
August we had received replies from all of the 257 dchools. In cases where a student
had transferred to another schoof, a letter was sent to the principal of the new school

with a form attached asking for current information on that student.

The schoo]s were helpful beyond expectation. Not only did they check the cun"ency
of their students' addresses (to the extent of chécking telephone directories and making
local enquiries in mapy cases, as well as drawing from their own records) but many were
also able to provide information on the current occupations of their ex-students..
Letters from the:principals which accompanied some of the rgturns noted such things as
changes in the occupational preferences of their students (towards apprenticeships, for
example, and away from higher education), the effectiveness of work experienc.e
programs and comments on the lo unemployment Situation. Some of these letters
were quite ggtt’iled and made a valuable contribution to our thinking dlil‘)ing the design

s

of the study. b .-

B(y October 1978 we knew that about one-third of the sample had changed
addresses singe 1975. New addresses were available for over 75 per cent of these.
However, we were still left wlth.more than 1500 students whose home addresses the
schools were unable to verify. No further resources were invested in tracing these
students at this time. We used their 1975 addresses in the hope that they and/or their
parents still lived there, or that mail would be forwarded on. Decisions about how to
handle the 'adtk-ess unknowns' were delayed until after the ‘f;rst mailing at which time

the size of tlle problem would be known.

The informatior; returned from the schools was codgd on two cards To!' each
respondent. Cal_-d‘A contained the ID number along with the name and address of the
'récponcient. These| records constituted our link file, the only file that links names and
ID numberk_N;m)m do fot appear on data files. ‘The link file is kept secure and used
only to produce address labels. Card B contained the ID lplus other relevant
information; for example, whether the respondent was still at school or not, date of‘
leaving, destination of student, a code for same or new address, and whether we were

sure or unsure of the address given.
~
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Questionnaire Design

. ) ' L
Rasically, ﬁ\o nature of the questionnaire evolved from our attempts to optinpe

judgementally two competing demands.)While the overriding consideration was that of

achieving a high response we were con¢erned that we obtained quality data at the same
time, though we rgalized that this quality might need to be compromised a Ii{tle. For
example, we thought it u-nlike1y that we could ask a series of questions on
unemployment similar to those used by the Australian Bureau of Statistics interviewers
in their household surveys. In our judgement,. while the data quality might.he high
among those who réSponded, not many would respond. Thus, we asked respondents
whether they ‘were employed full-time, part-time or were unemployed at the tf‘me of
the sufvey. We did not attempt finer- discriminations in terms of participation in the
labour market ot job search behaviour. As a result we do not have precise employment
estimates comparable to those published by gither the Commonwealth Employment
Service or the Australian Bureau of Statistics, but we do have approximate estimates

from most of our sample.

This process of optimization was influenced b")" what we knew already qbaut our
sample, and we made the following assumptioms. First, questions should be salient to
the individuals involved and should look salient. Thus, our questions were

straightforward, factual, and about school -and work. We consciously omit‘ted‘;uestions

““to do with self-concept, locus of control and similar psychological variables for this

reason. Second, we judged that questionnaire suirvival was partly a function of length,
and that length had two immediately .recognizable indicators - multiple pages and
staples. 'I"hus, we limited our questionnaires to a single page (even though the single
page was, -in one case, an A3 size sheet). Third, we argued that non-response was likely
to be concentrated arﬁong the earliest of early school leavers. For this reason we
emphasized simplicity of lang{lage and presentation through short sentencesjand simple
instructions reinforced by non-verbal cues such as arrows leading from onesfesponse to
thé next, or pojntlng hands where respondents were to skip questions. The Me issue
of looping within the questionnaire was debated at length and, although we would have
preferred not to complicate the questionnaire Jn/ this way, we saw no other alternative
within the available space. Fourth, we considered each question in terms of its likgly
sensitivity to the responder;ts qnd, hence, the likelihood of obtaining & res;;onse‘to the
question itsell and, also, whether it was likely to jeopardize the reapon‘se rate a3 a
whole; would respc-mdents abandon the whole questidnpalre because of a single sensitive
queaﬂm? For this reason, and because we wanted to ask somewhat different questions
df students and early leavers, we chose to use separate questionnaires for each group.
However, because we could not be absolutely certain of our classification
'student/leaver’ we included a 'fail-safe' question in each qugstlonnalre to catch the

a

24 e

34 S



misclassifieds who would then receive the gorrect questionnaire in a subsequent

)

mailing. When in doubt we classified respondents as 'school leavers'.

. -
Copies of the questionnaires are included as Appendix A. These illustrate as well

« our attempts to reinforce instructions and dlarify presentation through the use of
g'raphlc design: boxed questions; arrows to indicate flow; broken borders to show entry
points and to highlight the pattern of fow; prlnterlhandq pointing to loopq 'to be
taken; and the use of differlng type size and style to |dontifv instructions, quetmonq

and responses. ( N

Other Design Issues

Addressing. We judged that pebally nddressing letters and envelopes would
absorb too much in typing costs, especially in view of the repeated mailings planned.
This had two consequences: first, we included our '¢overing letter' on the questionnaire
itself as part of the instructions; ard second, we chose to address the envelopes u‘;ing \
p machine-printed adhesive labels. To accomplish the latter task the names and addresseé"

of the 6247 individuals had to be made machine-readable. Key-punching these data
absorbed some resources early in the projec.t but provided us with a lov&fost and rapgid
means of addressing follbwup material and further questionnaire mailings, and a file
easily updatéd for address changes. The computer program used in producing the
address labels from this file is shown in Appendix B. The program is written in

FORTRAN IV and should be easily addptable to most machines. ' .

Mail‘lgg. Mail survey research, particularly within the United States, has given rise
to a sizeable body of folklore about what one does to mail to achieve a high response
rate. Among the recommendations are: using stamps rather than bulk maill‘g; sending
certifled mail; 'personally signing letters; using different colours or shapes in
envelopes; ‘enclosing money; and so- on. Most likely much of this is an advantage
peculiar to the U.S. where questionnaires must ‘compete with third-class 'junk' mail. As
noted above we ignored tWO of these prescriptions: first, by uslng computer-printed
address labels for the envelopes, and second by failing to personally address letters to
weapondents, As before, this was a judgement that weighed cost against the potential-
advantage that would accrue. We did, however, follow the advice aboyt stamps,
sticking one on the mailout envelope and one on the return envelope enclosed with the
questionnaire as an‘ attempt at personalization. In addition, special envelopes were .
printed in the hope that the design might stimulate the forwardin of mail in cases
where our addresses were out of date. (In an article published in Al%)ust 1978, and
reaching us some months later, Heberlein and Baumgartner suggested that much of this
folklore is without foundation and that the salience of the questionnaire to the

respondents is all that really matters.) )

-~
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Followup letters. Followup letters and further copies of the questionnaires were

sent to non-respondents. In these we stressed informality and an increasingly personal
approach. The first of these was an unaddressed and unsigned ‘'circular'; the second was
signed individually but not addressed; -and the final reminder was addressed directly to

the respondent and signed.

. Administratfon

As noted earlier, preparatidn of the survey proper began in October 1978. The
questionnaires and envelopes were designed and printed and the address labels and
check-lists were run off on the in-house computer. Each questionnaire was marked with
the same rapondent ID assigned during the 1975 study, handwritten in the top right hand
corner. We considered having the questionnaires numbered serially during printing and
using this serial number to identify respondents. This idea was rejected on two
grounds: first, creating the link file between these serial numbers and the existing
respondents IDs would take as long as it would to write the 1Ds on the questionneaire by
hand; and second, it would unnecessarily complicate the merging of our data with the

-

existing Literacy and Numeracy data.
. . F
The mailout itself began in November. We were a little apprehensive about having

a large survey in the field over the Christmas period, vexpectln;,,posta] delays and
problems with respondents being on extended holidays In fact there were few

_ problems, apart from a protracted mail strike in Sydney which slowed the mail in New

South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory. The rate of return of questionnaires
is depicted in Figure 2.2 and clearly shows the effects of the reminder letters (mailed in
December, late January and mid-March).

Two main problems emerged during the course of the survey. The first concerned

fespondents who had been misclassified, that is, full-time secondary School students who

had recejved the school leavers questionnalre or school leavers who received the student
questionnaire. There were approxlmately 800 of these, identified by their answers to
the 'fail safe' questions. In each case an individually addressed and signed letter of

anition, together with a copy of the correct questionr}alre was sent by return post.
Eighty-five per cent of the respondents who were misclassified returned this second
questionnaire.

The second problem concerned the 475 lettera that were returned by the post
ofﬂcl marked 'addresa unknown' We attempted to trace some of these respondents t6 a
current home dddress using telephon directories and electoral rolls but found that this

required more resources than seemed warranted at the time.
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Sample Attrition

Attrition of the orginal sample is a common problem in followup studies. 1t is a product
of the usual dlﬂiculties'of ensuring co-operation from t!\e respondents in a survey
compounded by the problem of re-establishing contact several years after the original
study. While the dimensions of this problem are a {unction of the size, dispersion and
mobdility of the sample, tracing individuals and gaining their co-operation is largely a

matter of resources. Eckland (1968) and Clarridge et al., (1976) report a number of

followup studies in the US which invested heavily in tracing respondents that, in some

cases, had not been contacted for more than five years.. Success rates of 85 to 95 per

cent were reported.

)
In the present survey we contagted over 91 per cent of the original sample. Those

not contacted were in the following categoriés: .
address unknowns 475 (7.6%)
deceased , 16 (0.3%)
no mail sent (overseas, no address found, ete.) . 64 (1.0%)

TOTAL 555 (8.9%)
Of those contacted over 868 per cent replied, giving an overall response rate of 78.7 per

cent.

In Table 2.3 we provide compearisons between the original and retained samples on
a variety of characteristics. The distributions are strikingly similar and support the
argument that our non-response is essentially random and thus, not likely to invalidate
our generalizations about this age cohort. The one exception appears to be that we
have lost slightly more of the least literate and numerate respondents than desirable. In

the original sample, 72 per cent had achieved mastery in Literacy whereas 75 per' eent
of the retained sample are in this category. Similarly, while 74 per cent of the original

sample had mastered Numera}y 77 per cent of the retained sample achieved this level.

To invegtigate this matter further we calculated measures of bias for nlne
" variables. Bias is defined as the difference between means in the two samples divided
by the standard deviations of the original sample (cf. Bachman et al., 1978:258). These
data are presented in Table 2.4 and support the earlier conclusion.: At worst the degree
of bias is only seven per cent of a standard deviation and aversges a little more than
Jour per cent. We take tms as further support for_ our assumptlon of random

non-response.

We take this investigation further in Appendix C where we report’comparlsohs of
correlations in the two samples, plus comparisons of partial regreselod"coerﬂcients, in
order to look at potential bias in relationships. These analyses',ehow only minor
dlfferencea bet\Veen the samples in the slfe of the zero-order and partial relatiomhips.

\\All of this leads us to conclude that sample attrition has been essentially random, that

sample bias is minimal, gpd that generallzatiom to the whole age cohort are legitimate.

3 -
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Table 2.3 Cavparisons of the Original and the Retained Sanples®

& Original Saple Retained Sanple

Percentage (N=6247) ‘Percentage (N=4919)
N State: ACT : 6.7 6.5
NSwW 14.9 14.5
Vie. 15.4 15.8
B .Qld 14.4 14.7
SA : _ 1501 15.2
WA T 15.0 15.4
Tas. . 15.2 15.4
NT 3.3 2.5
Sex: Male 60.7 49.7
Pamle - 49.3 - 50.3
No. of Siblings: p
0 2.4 . 2.4 ,
I 18.0 18.8
2 27.7 28.1
3-5 ' 42.2 41.77
Awre than § : 8.6 8.4
O Non-response 1.1 0.6
Country of Father's Birth:
- Australia 71.5 72.2
Outside Australia: ’ . ~
Erglish Speaking 13.7 12.6
Non-English Speaking 14.4 14.8
Non-response ‘ ' 0.4 0.4
g Country of Respondent's Birth: ) v
. Australia 87.7 88.8
Outside Australia: _
English Speaking 7.8 6.9
Non-English Speaking 4.3 4.2
Non-response 0.2 0.1
1975 School CE ' )
Jovernment Hlig School’ . 79.5 77.8
Independent Catholic 13.4 14.5
Independent Non-Catholiec 7-1 , 7.7
1978 School Location: : ’
Metropolltan 58.4 58.6 7
Non-Metropol i tan 41.8 41.4 J
Proportion of Sample Achieving: . , . '
SEEEery of Literacy 72.0 : 75.0
Mastery of Numeracy 75.0 77.0

‘ 8  Conparisons between the two samples are based on unweighted data.
With the exception of such camparisons all other analyses reported
here use a weighting scheme which corrects for the oversampling in
the smaller States and allows us to make national estimates.

b All percentages add to 100 per cent.
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Table 2.4 Estimates of SBanple Bias in _the Retained Saple
{unweighted data) -

Based on Original Sample Retained Smple

unweighted data
) N=6247 N=4919

standard standard ,
Variable mean deviation mean deviation - Bias®
Sex 1.49 0.50 1.50 0.50 0.02
Age in 1975 (in months) 173.37 3.43 173.34 3.45 0.01
Years in Australia (to 1975) 13.16 2.46 13.26  2.27 0.04
Family Size 2.95 1.97 2.90 1.95 0.03
"No. of Schools Attended 3.20 1.68 3.08 1.56 0.07
Location of 1975 School 1.42 0.49 1.41 0.49 0.02
Word Knowl edge 15.02 8.36 15.63 8.17 0.07
Mastery 14R 0.72 0.45 0:.75 0.44 0.07
Mastery 14N 0.75 0.44 0.77 0.42 0.07

& Bias is the difference between the means of the original sample and .
the means of the retained sample, divided by the standard deviation
of the fomer. S

o

Respondents' Reactions to the Survc;y

We have discussed already the overall reactions of respondents to the survey: almost 80
per cent completed and returned questionnaires to us; 0.5 per cent completed
questionnaires and asked that we send no more; 0.7 per cent told us that they would not
provide information, either by returning a blank questlohnairg, or in other ways'; and we
" infer that about 12 per cent were unwilling to respond from the fact of having neither a

questionnaire nor an 'address unknown' envelope returned, :

In addition, we recelved thirteen letters asking for further information and.

offering comment, pluf‘x what amourited to a further six letters written on the’
questionnaires themselves, We report some of the ‘detail contained in these for the
insights it provides on how some 17-year-olds react to receiving a mail survey. '

The questions asked are illustrated in the following quotations from the thirteen
letters, many of which asked several questions. , Y

'What is the'alm of your research?
'Where will the results be published?'
'What's it to you what education my parents received?"

n

R s W o

'Will this form help me get a job?' . |
'On whose- f is this survey being carried out...the C.E.S., the Vie. Gov., or the
‘Tas. or Vie. Rducation Department?' - !

¢  'Would you be able to serid me the results?'

- / '
v Y -
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7 'Why is {t necessary to reference number the survey sheet?'

8 ™ 'Where did you obtain the Informatlon about Australia's
17-year-olds?' ~

§ s it to be used for political \obbylng?'\

We replied personally in each case to answer these queries, to provide information about
courses of training in a few cases, an to thank those who had offered comments
without asking far ﬁ_nformatlon.

These are all ver; atralgﬁtforward and emﬁu;ntly reasonable questions to ask.
Perhaps they are indicative of the kinds of 'queétions that our nonfrespondéhts asked
-themselves before deciding not to reply, but more likely that non-response had other
bases. Nevertheless, they are issues that should be explained fully to respondents. ,The
hard part As deciding on how to do this in a way-that‘ respondents will read, in the first
4 and understarid as well. In the design phase we considered how this might be
timated that it would take a two to three page letter to explain in simple terms,

t of it and, as a result, decided ;n the limited statement shown on the front of each
estionnaire. With the benefit of hindsight we think now ‘that™it might havesbeen of
/value to include a brochui:e- describing the study and anilclpating these questions along
with the first questionnaire. As a brochure, rather than covering letter, the respondent
would have the option of reading it or not, it would head off ‘any resistance of the kind
noted in the jguestions above and, we hope, would go some way toward reassuring
'respondents that there were no hidden agendas in the research. : N

Rggort to Reapondents

In October 1979, a report entitled 'Between School and Work' was mailed to each of our
4919 respondents, and_to the 500 or so who did not respond to any of our contacts. In
doing this we were motlv;ted by three considerations. First, people who p_ar\tlclpa\te in
research studies deserve some recompense for their time and cgnsideration, and those
- conducting the research are obligated to provide it, even if it Is only information. In
' addition, a report to respondents is also a form of recognition of the respondent's effort
- récoqnitlon, we argued, not"aclmowl_edged adequately by a mlmeographe\d sheet. .

Obviously, we were not unaware of the beneflta to the study and its continuation
" of .this exercise in dissemingsfon. The second of the motivating conalderatiom was the

feeling that reapondents typically do ‘not understand how, the data they provlde will be -
.used and are justifiably apprehensive that the iné

ation they provide may be
identified with them personally. By providing rapid feedback of aggregate information
to these individuals we ‘hoped to illustrate our use of the data. The third consideration
that motivated the report to respondénts was one of maintaining contact and goodwlll




during the period between questiohnaires. The report was designed around a simple,
essentially nonverbal, presentation of the data, pl:incipally pie-charts and bar-graphs.
Tabular presentation was avoided where possible. We took some pains to make the
| report visually attractive and comprehensive, within the limits of the resources we
could allocate to this aspect of .the project. A copy of this report is provided in
Appendix D. The original was printedin hrowﬁ and green on yellow A3 stock and was

folded in the style of a roadmap.

The meanings of 'student', 'working',” and ‘unemployed' ne;lzd comment. Students
were those who indicated that they were full-time students br most of 1978, Those
working were defined as individuals who were not full-time students in 1978 and who
were employed at the 4ime of recei\}ing the questionnaire. Unemployed respondents
were those who were not full-time students for most of 1978 and who were not employed
at the time they ans\yered the ques'tionnaire. Our estimates are not directly

comparable with CES or S statistics on youth unemployment.

Thex section reporting perg@ntages of 'students,.employeq and. unemployed for
Australia overall and by State is based on responses to the first.question in each
questionnairg, (see "Appendix A) along with responses to questions about current
employment. Natibpal estimates were based on a ;qeighted sample of 4919 and State
estimates were calculated on the following sample sizes: ACT = 320; NSW = 710; Vie.
=778; QId = 725; SA = 749; WA ='761; Tas. = 760; NT = 116. .

7 The section of the rep.ort titled 'At School' refers to those respondents who were
full-time students for most of 1978. The 'Why Stay at School?' section‘s are based on

" answers to question 3 in the student questionnaire shown in Appendix A; the 'Why?
section refers. to question 2; and the 'What Next?' pie-chart to question 4. The section
of the report entitled 'At Work' is based on answers to the sthool leavers questionnaire
shown in Appendix A. The questionnaire referents to the pie-chart and to the several
bar grabhs are clear. Note that the data on 'Looking for the Right Job' and 'The. Time it
Took" are displayed by 'year»lef t school' for obvious reasons.

A}

We would not want to make too much out of these data as they stand. This is a
report to respondents.- While the data do offer some:information on what is happening
to this cohort we prefer to base our observations on the more detailed analyses reportgd,

in the following sections. ~ ‘o ‘ ¢
. R .




CHAPTER 3
ESTIMATING THE MODEL

In this chapter we discuss the way in which we chose to move from theory to fact -
from the hypothetical construets and patterns of relationships postulated jn Figure 2.1
to those real-world operations we used to measure the constructs and to estimate the
magnitude @f relationships. Under the heading 'Measurement' we discuss the operational

" form of the constructs in question and, at the same time, describe the characteristics of

the sample. Having established the nature of our data we consider what we would like
to know from the data in order to address the terms of reference for the study ('What
DOJ;Ve want to Know?). This is followed by a discussion of how we might bridge the
gap between the verbal ‘theory embodied in our model and the measures of the
constructs contairred in our data to provi}e/(he ini)ormatioﬁ we need ('Structural and
Statistical Models'). _ d

¥

Measurement
A 3

"“The questionnatres sent to students and to school leavers are shown in Appendix A.
These, along with the questionnaires and tests administered to the respondents in 1975
(see Keeves and Bourke, VG, Bourke and Lewis, 1976; Bourke and Keeves, 1877) and
some additional census data, provide the measures of the constructs outlined in the

mode] shown1n Figure 2.1. The operationalization of each variable is considered below.

~

Measures other, than Rurality

¢
State. This refers to theyState or Territory in which the respondent was living in

1975, at the time of the Literacy and Numeracy study. In the interests of simplicity we
use 'State' to refer to either State or Territory. State is an unordered categorical
variable and, as such, is captured as seven dummy variables, one for each State with the
exception' of NSW. (We yse State name abbreviations throughOl{t) For example,
respondents living in Vic. are scored ‘one' on the dummy variable for Vic. and all others
are scored 'zero'; respondents living in the “ACT are scored 'one' on the ACT dummy
variable and all others are scored 'zero'° and so on. In order to estimate the effects of .
the State variables it is necessary to omit one of them as all the information is
contained in N-1 variables and the total. The omitted group becomes the reference
“group for ‘the intel;)retation.of the State effe}:ts In this case we chose to omit NSW
slmply because it is the most populous State and therefore is a reasonable standard to
vassume, thus, all State effects are relative to. NSW, the reference group. Each
eoefficient estimated for ofte of these dummy variables is interpretable as 'the effect
. on the score on the dependent variable of be,hg in a category rather than the omitted

b
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category’ (Lansing and Morgan, 197}:275). Thus, an effect for Vie., for example, is
interpreted as the effect of being in Vie. rather than being in NSW. 'l‘his‘fuct restricts
the kinds of interpretations that can be made. We cannot, for example, talk about the
overall influence of State of rosndoncc, nor can we say which State has the groatoqt
effect. Suits (1957) and Lansing and Morgan (1971) provide more detailed discussions of

this technique. *~

Actusily, two variants of the dummy variable technique were available to us. The

second approach available in the use of dummy variables is that sometimnes called

. Multiple Classification Analysis (MCA) (Andrews et al., 1973). The coefficients in both
approaches bear a simple relationship to each other. The difference is that 'MCA
coefficients are all expressed as adjustments to the grand mean, not deviafions from a
single class which must be excluded from each set when duminy variables are used'

» (Andrews et :11., 1973:6). Thus, using this technique one can provide comparisons of

State effects, and we illustrate these in Chapter 4. \

However, the usefulness of this knowledge is limited for the simple reason that we
cannot give an exact meaning to whatever State effects we find. To know that, other
things equal, students in one State score higher, on the .average, than students in
another tells us no~more than that. It does not explain what it is about the two States
that cpuses the difference. Given our data we can only speculate. Nevertheless, we
can guess that there will be important State effects for & variety of reasqns, not the
least of which will be State differences in. educatign_al practices and in the buoyan’cy of

T economies and labour markets. For this reason it is important to control for State
effects even though we may not be able tb interm‘et them exactlv Since it does not
‘hmatter which procedure one uses to control for State we adopted the one most
economical in its use of our resources, the first procedure mentionéd above. These
same considerations are pertinent to the other variables treated i . 2his way - school

system and ethnicity. However, in each case we present both types of coefficients.

The sample is distributed across the six States and two Territories as follows: .
‘ ACT = 320; NSW =710; Vie. = 778; Qld = 725; SA = 749; WA = 76]; Tas. = 760; and _

R

NT =118. The total sample size is 4919. . \

School System. School system ‘attendgd in 1975 is captured in an analogous way
with two dummy variables, one representing attendance at*a Catholic independent

school ‘and the other attendance at a non-Catholic independent school. Those attending
Government schools are the omitted group on the basis that they represent the bulk of
the school population and, hence, all school system effects are interpreted relative to
the Government school group: We refer to the three types of schools as State, Catholic,
-and Independent from this point on. In 1975 77 per cent of ‘the sample (3828) were
enrolled in State high ‘schools, 15 per cent (711) attended Catholic sec()n(!ary schools, and

8 per cent (380) were .students at Independent schools.
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Ethnicity. Several pertinent measures of ethnloitv were aveailable rmm the 1975
" data. At that time students were asked to report the country of their birth that of
each parent, the nimber of years they had lived in Australia, the language they used at
h:)me, their parents use and thgir own use of English, and wh'ether dhe family read an
Emllsh newspaper (Bourke and Keeves, 1977: 323-334). These measures tap two be'ﬂc
' dlmenslons of ethnicity - migrancy and language

Ethnic groups were not specially sampled in the 1975 stidy and as a result these
indicators do not show a great deal of variation;. 89 per cent of these students were
born in Australia; 91 per cent had lived in Australij‘for more than 10 year‘% per cent
spoke English at home; and 98 per ;ent spoke English to their friends. While a
composite 'migrancy' index has been developed with these data (Bourke and Reeves,
1977:159), we chose' to represent the migrancy and lgnguage components of ethnieity in a
single indicator based on the student's country of birth, and to use only coarse
‘categories to retain a reasonal? proporti“of the sample in each category. Three
cateégrlas analogous to those employed by the Australian Burt&u of Statistics in their
labour force surveys (ef. Australian Bureau of - Statlstics, 1979) were - used:
-Australian-born (72 per cent); Erglish—born (13 per cent), and non-English-born (15 per
cent). Individuals are defined as 'English-born' if they were born outside Australia but in
an English-speaking nation, and 'non-English-born' if they were born outside Australia in
a non-English-speaking nation. Ethnic group membership s an unordered categorical
variable w8 well and is represented by two dummy variables. Australlan-born
respondents are the omitted group and (¢fhhic group Tffects are interpreted relative to
this group. ‘ '

-

Father's Occggation.%ive ha\é ad&)ted the traditional approach to tl;e meaning
assigned to’ 'father's occupation' as a component of family background (for an
alternative approach see Wrig'i\t, 1977). It is seen ag an indicator of the relative social
and economic standing of the family within.the community. Accordingly, we assign
" occupations a prestige rating where 'prestige h defined as 'popular evaluations of the
general Y"goodness" (in the broad sense of "desirability") of occupations' (Goldthorpe and
Hope, 1972: 21). Oyerall the most ldeslrable occupations carry with them the hlghest

social standing and the highest ecofomic status. ’

Respondents were asked to give the present or last main occupation of their
father or guardian, and to describe what he/she does (see Appendix A). A number .of
possible coding schemes exist for assigning prestige scores to occupations. The most
detailed and "ecent is a three-digit score assigned to each of the more than 400
occupational codes ysed by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. This is known as the
ANU-2 scale (Broom et al., 1977). The following occupational prestige. scores are
illustrative: independent medical practitioners - 915; teachers (tertiary qualifications)

~
]
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Table 3.1 Occupational Distributions of- Respondents and Their Parents |
{percentages) \

: * ANU-1  ANU-2 Respondents

Occupational Scale Mean :

Category Score Score Father Mother Current  Fxpected
Upper Professional 1 782 . 8.2 0.5 a 8.6
Grazier : 2 662 1.6 0.2 h f
Lower Professional 3 623 - 4.1 10.1 0.9 17.1
Managerial 4 629 10.2 0.8 a 1.7
Shop Proprietors 5 500 3.0 1.9 a 0.7
Fammners 6 594 5.5 0.8 0.1 0.6
Clerical Workers 7 510 9.2 16.2 12.2 14.0
Military, Police 8 489 1.6 a 1.0 3.2
Craf tamen - .9 485 20.6 0.6 10.9 13.4
Shop Assistants 10 438 0.7 4.5 6.4
Operatives 11+ 403 7.0 5.9 3.6 2.0
Drivers 12 443 7.4 0.4 0.7 1.1
Service Workers 13 432 5.8 12.3 5.5 6.6
Miners ) - 14 420 0.4 0.0 a 0.1
Famm Workers, 15 467 1.6, 0.5 1.5 0.7
Labourers 16 389 5.0 0. 3.7 0.4
Hame Duties & 38{; 0.1 1.1
Studepts , 48.7 a
Noir<Tesponse (or . .

could not be

classified) : ' 8.2 5.1 5.6 27.3

[ ]
& Percentage of respondentq in this category totalled less than-0.1
per cent. " ,

CAE - 780; primary school teachers - 630; policemen - 508; salaried carpenters and
joiners - 466; waiters - 389; railway porters and ticket collectors - 341,

Predating this scale are 99-category, 16-category, and 8-category condensations of
the full range. of occupations (Broom et al., 1965). For reasons of economy we adopted
the lﬁ-point ANU-1 scale to code the qecupations such that each occupation received a _
score between 1 and 16 according to the category in which it,fell. These categories are
listed below Table 3.1 which describes the distribution -of occupations among the
.‘espondent's ?nthers and mothers, along with the distributions of the respondent's own
current and expected occupationss Subsequently, category means from the more
detailed ANU-2 scale were substituted. for these to better represent the range "of
occupational prestige in the sample (see Broom et al., 1977:113).

N

Mother's '6ccupatioﬁ. Respondents wére asked to report their mother's occupation
a3 well and their responses were assigned prestige scores in the same way as for
fathers. We choue not to include mother's pccupation in thesemlyses becausn 38 per
cent reported thelr mothers as engaged in home duties, an occupation for which prestige

-

scores are not avgilable (see Table 3.1).
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Table 3.2 . Education of Parents (percentages)
3 :

. . » r
Level of Education " Father » Mother’
Primary schopl only 17.8 16.3
Sane secondary school 33.4 38.8 -
Finished secondary school 21.17 : 27.7
Tertiary degree or diplam 11.8 7.5
- Don't know 5.3 4.7
5.0

Non-response . 10.0

"

Current Job Status. Those who were not full-time students in 1978 were asked to

describe their present or last main occupatlén and occupational prestige scores were
assigned in the same manner.

Expected Job Status. All respondents were asked to describe the job ' they
expected to have in five years time and this too was assigned a status score in the same

way.

’
Parent's Education. All members of the sample were asked to' indicaté the
highest Ievel of education attained by their parents (see Appendix A). The response .

. category 'Further trainiﬂ'g (not degree or diploma)' caused some confusion, among the

respondents and on réflection had little chance of being interpreted cQ{rrectly (of.
Broom et al.,, 1980). Fortunately, the respondents interpreted the question as a two-part
one calling for a response to one of the four categories of basic education plus one to
furthgr training if appropriate. In only one case was 'furth®r training' the only
response. Thus, the further'trqlning category was abandoned and parental education
was coded on a four-point scale with the following categories: 'primary school only';
'sbme secondary school’; 'finished secondary school’; and 'tertiary (university, college

= Family Size. This measure was available from data obtained in the 1975 survey
and i{s measured as the number of siblings. The wei'ghted percentages with various
numbers of siblings as follows: 0-3%; 1-20%; 2-28%; 3-24%; 4-12%; 5-6%; more \
than 5-7% (c.f. Tabfe 2.3). '

. degrg or diploma)’. The distributions obtained are shown in Table 3.2. [‘

Word Knowlé(g_. ‘Word knowledge was measured in 1975 with the test developed
for the IRA studies of educational achievement (Thorndike, 1973). Respondents were

requlred to make judgements of similarity or difference in meaning for 40 word pairs.
5 4 T

A correction for guessing was applied. "i\_ AN

-

I3 . |
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Literacy and Numeracy. These measures were obtained from the 1975 data on
respondents and‘&e fully deacribed in Bourke and Lewis (1976). The several Literacy
tests measyre reading and wrlting skills. We restricted our examination to the reading
skilld mefsured. The reading tests involved measures of word attack skills, reading
vocabulary, language conventions,’ cdmprehension and reading for infor\mation. The’

Numeracy tests include measures of the ability to read measuring instruments, to add,
subtract, multiply and divide, to read graphs and tables, to do money and time
caleulations, to use decjmals and fractions, and to interptet plans and maps.

Schooling Completed. Our measure of educational attainment applies only to

school ledvers and refers to years of schooling completed (that is, year level reached).
Most of our sample teporfed leavfrig school in either November or bece!rnber, indicating
that students tend to finish the school year. For this reason, and because eduecational
qualifications are generally recognized as 'year or leyel complgte(i, we have expressed
this measure as yean levels of sc!roollng completed. Respondents ledving school in other
months during the school year are credited with a number of years counted to the
preceeding yéar end. Some five per cent of the school leavers reported eight years pr
less, 13 per cent indicated nine years completed, §9 per cent left after Year 10 and 18

per cent completed Year 11, with five per cent non-response.

" Post-school Experience. The ryeasul:e was estimated as the numbgr of months
between leaving school and the 3lst ,December 1978. As such it is a measure of at least

three influences on occupational attainments in the e#tly career. First, it mc;asures
period effects present at the time of leaving school and, hence, whatever variation over

»
time in social and economic forces may have been present to influence occupational

_attainments at that time. Entering the workforce in December 1976, other tpings equal,

is likely to have had different consequences than did entering in June bf 1978, for
example, simp}y—as a result of ‘the changing demand for labour. Second, it is an

. approximate measure of labour force experience. Third, it is simply a measure of the

opportunlty-to have experienced some of the attainments measured. For example, -the
more post-school expeﬁence one has the higher the probability of being unemployed
longer,“and to have experienced unemployment, other things equal. For these reasons it
is important that we control for the influence of post-school experience; however, for '
the most part we cannot interpret the effects of this variable and we do not.

Time to First Job. Those respondents no longer full-time studen‘ts in 1978 were
asked ‘to report the year and month in which they obtained their first job. The
difference between date of "léay'lng-school‘and this date, expressed in months, was used
to create the variable. In interpreting this variable as 'time taken to find a job' we are
forced to assume that respondents are actively-sear;hlng for jobs for this whole period.
Twenty four per cent of e early school leavers found a job in less than 1 month, 20 per -
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cent took one month, 18 per cent took 2 months, 8 per cent took 3 months, 4 per cent’
took 4 months, 3 per cent took 5 months, and 3 per cent®took 8 months. Nine per cent
found their first job in 7 to 12 months, 4 per cent took 12 to 18 months, and the
remainder (2 per cent) took longer or did not find a job at all. Non-response was 7 per
cent. . \

Satisfaction with First Job. 8School leavers were asked to respond to a question
dbout their first job - 'Was it the kind of job you really wanted? - by checking one of
four categories of response: ‘yes', 'almost', 'not really' and 'no'. Responses were coded

from 1 to 4 with 'yes' receiving the highest score. The proportions in each category
follows: .'yes', 39 per cent; 'almost', 19 per cent; 'not really', 22 per cent; and

per cent. .

Months Unemployed. Respondents who were early school leavers were asked to

eport their total unemployment since leaving school. Because we did not specify a
reference date and because questionnaires were returned over a four month period, we
have adjusted this figure t.<'> approximate 'months unemployed up to and including
December 1978'. We assume that respondents were reporting total unemployme‘nt
calculated at the time of completing the questionnaire. Forty-six per cent reported
that they had never been unemploy®d, or had less than a month of ungmployment.

Ever Unemployed. This is a dichotomous variable created by collapsing the
categoﬂes of 'Months Unemployed'. Individuals reporting one month or more of
unemployment since leaving school were coded '1' and all others 0, Forty-six per cent
of the early school leavers reported one month or more unemployment sinée leaving
school (non-response accounts for the discrepancy, see Table 4.15).

Attempted Further Study. Question 8 on the school leavers questionnaire is the
bertlnent measure (see Appendix A). The variable is dichotomous with those indlc&ting
any post-school study coded '1', others '0'. Forty-six per cent reported having attemved
further study after leaving school.

Plans for Further Study. Those indicating plans\ for further study in this same
campound question were coded '1' and all others '0'. Sixty-four per cent indicated plans
for further study.

Sex. This is a teacher-report measure obtained in the 1975 survey. Males are
coded '1' and females '2'. Slightly less than 50 per cent of the retained sample are males.

Measures of Rurality _ , ¢

One of the terms of reference requires that we look at the effects of geographical
location on educational and occupational attainments. We have allowed for this, in
- part, by including State as a variable in the model; however, this is a crude measure of
geographical location and, in fact, almost certainly reflects school system and economic

L
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differences as much as differences due to geography. To address the question more

directly we chose to concentrate on a rural/urban interpretation of geographical

locatlor\\ for at least the reason that rural youth are thought to be disadvantaged:
educational disadvantage for children in country areas...includes isolation,
. non-access to cultural facilities such as theatres, libraries and television, the

range and level of local employment and the educational levels and incomes of
families. (Schools Commission, 1975: 75)

The Concept, The Schools Commission also points out that no adequate definition
of 'country' exists (Schools Commission, 1975: 73), a fact noted elsewhere as a problem
of long standing (Willits and Bealer, 1967). Nevertheless, definitions of rurality do exist
and tend to focus on three dimensions of the rural-urban continuum: ecological;

occupational; and sociocultural. ’ \

Ecological definitions tend to rely on spatial and population density measures of
rurality such as distance from major centres and city size. Occugaiional definitions
rest on the relative dominance of agricultural and related occupations in the local
workforce. Sociocultural definitions draw their distinctions in terms of value and
behavloural ‘dlfferences along the 1lines .of the Gemeinschaft-Gesellschaft
characterlzation of social groupings, and related distinctions (for example, folk v.
modern, organic solldarlty v. mechanical solldarlty) Socjal grouph\gé ‘of the first kind
Are c(’aracterired by traditional viues, close perqonal tl)s based on ‘friendship and
kinship, consensus, and informalily. The formal, ' ' eofffractial and impersonal
relationships characteristic of modern urban societies with their emphasis on utilitarian
goals, competition, and weak family ties define social groupings of the secord kind. For
further discussion see Schnore (1966), van Es and Brown (1974), and Falk and Pinhey

(1978).
While it is convenient to think of a Eple rural-urban dichotomy it is not entirely

logi'_cal. The distinction i8 not either/or but, rather, one of degree. Individuals come

from backgrounds and/or attend schools that are more .or less ‘rural (or urban).
'Ruralltjr', the term we choose to use, is seen as a continuous variable. Population and
distance from major centres, for example, are continuous variables, and so too is the
relative domlnjlnce of agricultural occupations in the workforce. And, although phrased
as an ideal-type distlnctlon, one could not defend the Gemeinschaft-Gesellschaft
distinction as a logical and/or empirical dichotomy. Thus, we see individuals living fn
major - metropolitan areas as havlng a low degree of rurality, those living in small
isolated, country villages as having a high degree of rurality, and those living in the
variety of non-metropolitan cities and towns as rural to some lntermgdlate degree.

The Measure. We were able to operationallzé these definitions in part to form an

index .of rurality for individuals and for the schools they attended in 1975. Work in

progress by Mr K. Ross has linked 1971 census data at the collector's district level to
40 . ‘
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most of the 6247 Individuala in the sample where the collector's distriet in question
¢ contains the 1975 home address of the respondent. He generously made these data

available to us. ~
. Y e

From the variables available in the census data we selectc.ad ten variables thought
to approximate the ecological and occupational definitiors of rurality and these are
detalled in Table 3.3. The pertinence of the two occupational indicators is
self-svident. We thought to come close to ecolog,ical indicators with the 'type of
dwelling' variables and the two 'services' variables, 'TV' and 'sewerage'. The four °
'vehicle' variables were seen as potential occupational/ecologigal indicators, especially
the 'three or more vehiclés' variable which we predicted w'oul/ défine farms.

To construct a rurality index we factor analyzed the correlation matrix defined by
the ten variables, retuined fact(;rs 'wlth eigenvalues greater than one, and rotated the
solution using varimax criteria. The results are shown in the first part of Table 3.3. .We
chose the occupational In&lcators as the critical ones and thus focussed on the variables
which defined the second factor. Some further refinement was undertaken to eliminate

“Q multiple indicators not independent of each ot?er and indicators with little variance.
Four varlabltss were retained for the fingl index. These are shown In the second part of
Table 3.3 with their principal componen foadings and with the factor score coeffictents
used to produce the index for eéach individual.’

As a result, eacli member of the Samplé has a rurality score based on occupational .
and ecological characteristics of the census collector's district in which his/her home
address was located in |975. Necessarily our indicators are restricted to ecological and
éccupatlonal characteristics of rurality in which the occupationsl measures are

- positively weighted and the ecological measures (TV and sewerage) are négatlv/ely
weighted. It roliows that the most rural'of‘the sample live(d) in areas where a high
proportion of the workforce Is engaged in agriculture, forestry and fishing, where there
is a high proportion of dwellings with three or more vehicles, and where only a small
percentage of these dwellings have TV and sewerage. At the other extreme,
respondents living in urban areas should show the reverse pattern, and they do. Those
living in non-metropolitan centres lie between these extremes for the most part;

kY

. howevg, those respondents in major rion-metropolitan centres such as Wollongong in
NSW, Geelong in Vic. and Whyalla in SA receive scores similar to those living in the
Metropolitan centres for obvious reasons.

~

We take this index for each respondent as a measure of the relative degree of
rurality of his family of origin. Our e,xﬁlanatlon for any effects of family rurality on
subsequent educatIOn‘al and occupatlonaul at,talnmenis, and hence our justifichtion for
including this construct within the model relies on notions of:‘ ecological disadvantage
arising from isolation and lack of access to cultural facllities; occupational

)
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Teble 3.3 PFactor Analyus Used to Produce Family and g;hool Rurality Indices

»'

’ standarizod
Collectors District Variables Ten Variable Solution - Four Variable -Factor Score -
1971 Census / Var imax Rotation’ Solution ficients
% Wogkforoe in foulture, .
Forestry, Fishing . 0.86 . . 0.90 0.43
% Workforce in Manufacturing . -0.50 . ~
% Dwellings: Separate Houses 0.77 . a .
% Dwellings: Self Contained Plats . -0.63 . .
% Dwallings: Television 0.52  -0.33 a -0.31 -0.15
% Dwellings: Sewerage . -0.50 a -0.68 -0.3Y
% Dwellings: No Vehicles -0.89 . / .
% Dwellings: One Vehicle ¢ -0.33  0.84
9% Dwellings: Two Veh{cles, 0.78 . -0.51
%_Dnllhv&g Three or more vehicles . 0.78  -0.33 ‘ 0.84 0.41
: iy . f .
",Prcportlon of 'l\otal V.rlanoo ' Ty _
&plalnod ' 0.28 0.22 0.12 0.52 \
. .
_-' indiocates factou locdlnc less than 0.3. -
. o |
- - . : N--' :.
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\ludvantage arls(_l' from the restricted occupational models and job opportunities in
rural aress; and 'disadvdntage', from the point of view of attainment in an essentially
urban'soclet\y, that accruJ from socialization within a Gemeinschaft milieu.

It is important to keep in mind that we were not constructing the 'ideal' in;iex of
rurality but, instead, working from available data. The construction of such an index is
& major research project in itself. Thus, while we realize that our rurality index is
— limited in its coverage of all the relevant dimensions of rurality the point is that we
have a measure that taps the underlying construct where no such measures currently
exist. The fact that the indicators are primarily occupational is more of a strength than
a weakness; the most rural families are those with many of their neighbours engaged in
agriculture, forestry or fishing, while the most urban live in areas where few people
engage in these rural ocqupatlom.

__) .
School Rurality. ,'We have developed, in addition, an jndex of school rurality in
tl_ue form of the aver of the family rurality scores of respondents within each school.
Twenty-five students 7[0” sampled from each school in 1875 but non-response and ott‘}er

have reduced this to an average of 22.
r g
The meaning of this index reeds careful eonalderatlon. In effect we are measurlng

the rurality of the student population within the school in a way analogous to the
somewhat more common Measyres of sociceconomic and intellectual composition used
in 'structural effects' ahalyses; see for example Davis (1966), Farkas (1974), and Hauser
(1974). Thus, by including this varlable within the model we are able to examine -the

effects of the degree of rurallty of a respondent's school peers m{ls/her subsequent"
attainments. - . ' ' T ,
\.

However, we wé)uld like to be able to.attribute more than just a compositional
effect to th.ls‘varuble. Ideally, we want: to use the index as a measure of the degree
rurality of the school, and the education it provides, in order to examine the supposed

_ dlsadvantaglm effects of a rural education.” Rural schools are seen as disadvantaged by
isolation, in terms of the facilities and curriculum optlbna t}7y can provide for their
s'tudenu;, and in terms of the staff and other resources they’ can command. /Varioua'

~ programs of compemtory fundlng have been provided irfin attempt to overcome thls. N

' sources of missing da

In an attampt to evaluate the validity of this indicator of school rurality, schools

in our sample and their rurality scores were plotted on a map of each State. These are

- shown in Appendlx E. A high score indicates a highly rural school. - The index does not

. discrlmlnate ‘well within urban areas,.and this is not surprlslm; there is little variation

' _wlthln theoe areas in the indicators used. Conuquently, for the. pulnoseu of producing

| thou maps aehool rurallty scoreo for major cities are calculated as the mean score for

all schools lqcated in each elty The cities in question and. the number of schools are as.
follows: n N8W, ‘sydney (28), Newocastle (2);: in Qld, Brisbane (14); Roekhampton (2),
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Ipswich (2), Toowoomba (2), in Vie., Melbourne (25), Wangaratta (2); in SA, Adelaide

_(24), Elizabeth (2); in WA, Perth (é?), Gerald{pn (2); in Tas., Hobart (13}, Launceston

(8), Devonport (2), Burnigf (3). In the actual analyses, each school retained its own

score; that is, these 'cityYscores were not evemged.

In interpreting these data it is important to keep in mind that the rurailty seore is

assigned to a school rather than the town, though obviougly we expect a degrees of

" “correspondence overall. Except in the cases noted above, only one school in each town

was part of the sample. By chance the school selected in a particular town may be
central or it may be on the perimeter and so draw on a different population of students.
Thus, a fairly urban centre might appear to be more rural than one would expect simply
because one of the outer pe'rlmeter schools was chosen. Also, because we produced
average scores for the large cities we have tended to increase their rurality score by
including 'rural' fringe schools in this average. As a result, some non-Metropolitan
centres appear to be more urban than the major metropolitan areas. This is further
confounded by differences in the student populations of schools that occur for other
reasons; for example, an elite independent girls school in the Perth metropolitan area
was assigned a score indicating a fairly rural school, The explanation, of course, is that
the school has a high proportlon of students from country areas. |

Thus) the lndex is not without problems but, overall it seems to work reasonably
well and to have acceptable face validity. The major cities have low scares overall

though Perth scores somewhat higher than one might expect; however, WA is a rural
state andkthe ordering of the schools wlthin the State is consistent with what we would
expect. A the other extreme, schools in obviously rural towns receive high scores on
the index; Derby (WA) = 2.077, Reloraine (Tas.) = 2.914, Yorketown (SA) = 3.249,
Balmoral (Vic.) = 3.811, Herberton (Qld) = 2.680. Moreover,* major non-Metropolitan
centres have rurality scores similar to\and in n;any cases lower than the chpital citiess
Wollongong (NSW) = :270; Toowoomba (Qld) = .465; Wodonga (Vic.) = .431; Whyalla (SA)
2073, - '

- \ 7 v
What Do We Want to Know?

o

What we have assumed in developing the model that guldés the Stu}ly of School Leavers
is that the influences on educational achievement and on dccupational 3tatus attainment
during the transition and early career are many: the state of the economy; the type of

‘school attended; an individual's own capabilities; where he/she lives; the character of

his/her flmlly; and 80 on. What we would like to knQw is the manner and magnltude of

~ each ' influence holdinLconstant the effect of all Yhe others. Take the potential

influences of a rural background as an example. We would like to know, first, how the
degree of rufality of one’s family _fects early status attainment. Are there direct
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effects on these early attainments which mean, ceteris paribus, that growing up in rural

areas affects one's attainments irrespective of whatever differences in State, school,
‘socioeconomic background, and the other variables noted in Figure 2.1 are associated
with where one lives? In addition, we would like to know whether there are indirect
. effects of family rurality; other thlngs’equal, are the attainments of rural youth
affected beeause rurality affects the nature of the education they get and, through this,
..status attainment in the early career? As well as knowing how, we would als /'ilke to
know how much; for instance, how. important is a rural education for 'sugsequent
attainments, ‘and how important is it compared with the effect of sex, or that due to
school system attended, o:Yparental education, or the several other influences noted in

the model? . i A
A O

) Cet;arls Paribus - ' : _~

Given that there is a sizeable number of factors affecting attainment we need to
examine the effects of each influence one by one holding constant the effects of the
other variables in the model in order that the influences of several variables are not
confounded. In short, we need to have 'other things equal' when talking about, for
example, the effect of literacy on unemployment, or the effect of family size on
achievement, or the effect that a non-Government school education has on one's degree
of literacy and numeracy. h effects are often called 'net effects' because they are
'net of' the confounding influence of the other vgﬂableg ln_questlon.\

T The effect of a non-Government 'school education is a particularly appropriate
‘ example to. deal with in detail. On the average, students attending independent schools
do better on all the usual measures of educational attainment. There is a tendency to
_attribute these differences to dl(ferences in the nature of the education provided and, )
while this may be true, we have no way of knowing ‘with just this information because
independént Qchpols recruit from the upper socioeconomic levels in the population and
"we know that family sdcloeéonomlc status affects achievement for a variety of
reasons. It could well be that thqse observed school system differences simply reflect
average socioeconomie differences between the school system populations, Thus, in this
simplified example what we need to do is control for the _congounding effect of
socloeconorllic status in order to examine the n? effect of schogl system. One way of
doing this is to compare individuals of the same sociceconomic status across the three
school systems; that is, control for the conf'oun&lng effects of student socioeconomic
"background. If their average achle\}ement still differs then, in this slmple model, we
might attribute the difference to some kind of difference between the systems, perhaps
the nature of the education provided. (Obviously, it is not’ due to socioeconomie
differ?ncu between the groups of students compared)/ln short, we could say that,
other things equal (socioeconomic background only, in this case) there are Schoél system -
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effects on_ attainments. We could calculate socioeconomic background effects net of
school system effects in much the same way. '

i we could elaborate this sinple model to deal with the effects of State, school,
family and sex on school achievement as.postulated in Figure 2.1 then we could proceed
as follows. Family size, for instance, is related to many of the other variables in blocks
1 through 4; thus, if we want to examine its unique influence on achievement we would
have to look at its effegts with these other influences controlléd. In essence, we would
be asking whether differences in achievement accompany differences in family size
among respondents living in the same State, _atten&ﬂng the same school system,
attending schools with the same level of rurality, from the same family background and
ethnic group, and of the same sex. To estimate the unique (net) effects of these other

- variables on achievement the same process would be repeated as many times as there’

are variables. ’ ) »

One sometimes me‘ets the objection that 'other things are not equal'. This is true,
of course, and is the point of the whole exercise. We can even show "just how unequal
things are by showing how advantageous it is to have various combinations of lévels on
these variables simply by adding together their net effects. Thus, we could look at the
relative advantage of being born female in a high socioeconomic status family in South

R Australia and attending an independent school. - "’ '

Structural and Statistical Mocdels

Thinking in terms of the effect of a variable, other things equal, raises the question of .
the exact nature of the 'other things'; which variables should be controlled, and- why.

The answer is dictated by one's thgory or model. The variables to be controlled are the

other theoretically defined 'causes' of the phe’nOmenon. of interest, and they must be

controlled because the model postulates that their effects will confound those of the

variable of. inmediate interest. A theoretical justification must be advanced for each

variable controlled if we are to make sense of the statistics produced, and this
, judt\lfrc{flon can be captured in the form of an explicit causal model:

if...we choose al group of social phenomena with o antecedent knowledge of the '

causation or absence of causation among them, then the calculation of correlation

coefficients, total or partial, will not advance us a step toward evaluating the
importance of the causes at work...In no case...can we jJudge whether or not it is

profitable to eliminate a certain variate unless we know, Or are willing to.assume, a

qualitative scheme of causation. (Fisher, 1946: 190-191)

In short, to glvé meaning to tﬁp pattefns of statistical relationships we observe in
our data we must p'o&_tulate an underlying, theorétically-derived structure of social
processes thought to-give rise to these  observed -relationships - ‘among~ measured
variables. Figure 2.1 details the structural model we have developed to explain stat)w'
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% Mgttainment in the transition and e,arly career ol\school leavers. It is this midel which
definea the 'other things' that must be held 'equal', the other causes of the phenomenon
of interest. v

The fundamental distinction between explanatlon and prediction has the same
origins. The model also prescribes which varlablea one _may use in concert to explain,
statﬁtlcally, variation in this same phenomenon. For example, the logic of the
structural model shown in Figure 2.1 dictates that individual differences in the school
achievement variables of block 5 are explained by a statistical model that includes only
variables fljorn blocks 1 through 4. By contrast, a purely statistical model w{ould
probably include the variables in blocks 6 and 7 as well and would account for more of
the variance in the achievement variables and thus offer a better prediction equatloQ

\corm. .The point, of course, is that the statistical model implied by
the structural model leads to substantive interpretations; it makes sense to think of
'family effects', er things equal, when the 'other things' are other postulated causes

for achievement

- of achievement. It mikes little sense to interpret family effects on achievement, other
things equal, when th{ other things are a mixture of the causes and the effects of
achievement. We use Duncan's (1975:6) comment to summarize this point:

One can do a passably good job (of prediction) without knowing much about the

subject matter...one cannot even get started (on explanation) without a firm grasp

of the relevant scientific theory, because the starting point is, precisely, the
* model.and not the statistical methods. N

Structural Equation Models

A structural equation ;rrodel is one in which the patterns of relatlor‘mhlpl postulated in a

structural model are expressed as a system of equations. Social science research using

structural equation models has developed rapidly over the past ten years and Bielby and

‘Hauser (1977) provide a detailed review. The term subsumes a variety of techniques

with one of thé best known being 'path analysis' (Wright, 1934). Three characteristies

- are basic. First, the models are used typically with non-experimental data, though they

are not limited to this (see, for example, Alwin and Teasler, 1874). Second, the models

. postulate hypothetical constructs. And, 'A third common element relates to systems:

@\ the models are typlcally built up of several or many equations whlgMnt’eract together'
(Goltberger, 1973:1).

' . It is clear that our data are non-experimental, and that we postulate construets
such as family rurallty (but do not attempt at this point to deal with measurement
models involving latent variables and their indicators). And, we postulate a system of
structurg equations to.explain ‘the variation in, and covariation among, educational and

occupational attainments. We can present these oquatlona in summary form by




Y

considering t_l,lg seven b)ooks of variables noted, in the first instance, rather than
individual variables. Thus, we can capture our model for the early career of school

leavers with thrée summary equations.

SCH.A CH._=clS'PATB+c28CHOOL+cSFA MlLY+c48F.X+error

SCH.ATT.=058TATE+068CHOOL+C7FA MlLY+088EX +c98CH.AC'I¢.*error

6CC.ATP.=0168'TATE+c SCHOOL+c, ,FAMIL Y+c ,SEX+e, ,SCH.ACH.

SCH.A'"rr.#errPr

11 12

*Cys

These equations mirror our theoretical considerations which postulate: first, thdt
school achievement (SCH.ACH.) is affected by State of residence (STATE), school .
“(SCHOOL) and family (FAMILY) characteristics and whether the respondent is male or
female (SEX); second, that school Attainment (SCH.ATT.) is affected by all of these
variables; and third, that a variety of occupational attainments in the early career of

school leavers (OCC.ATT.) are dependent on all of the preceeding ascribed and achieved
characteristics in blocks 1 through 6. '

~

The error terms are unspgcified effects on school achie\"\ement, educatior_ml
attainment and occupational attainments arising from outside the system and assumed
unrelated to the other céuses of the dependent variat_)le with which they are associated.
They represent.variation in SCH.ACH. SCH.ATT. and OCC.ATT. unaccounted f;)r by the
‘causes specified within the system and are termed variously 'residuals', ‘random shocks',

or ‘errors in equations'. -~ d

The c; are the structural coefficients to be‘ estimated within a statistical model.
They represent the ‘het effects of each variable, other things equal. Fer example,'c3
represents the net effect of family influences on achievement, other- things (STATE,
SCHOOL, SEX) equal. )

[

The structural equations usually. take a more algebralc form and, using the block
numbers shown in Figure 2.1 they could be written as follows:

X = bslxl + bg2Xy + bss)zs + bsyXy + bquu » ,
X&- be1X1 +ibe2X2 + bgsXy + beu Xy 4 besXs + begyXy
2 7 ™= b7\LIX1 + b72X2 + b73Xs + b7uXy + b7sXs + breXet by Xy
y-sh '-
In this case: the 'Xi are the variables in the model; xu, X v and X w &re the error terms;

X.s’- Xg and X; are the dependent variables for the three equations; and the blj are the
structural coefficients where 'I' is the effect and 'j' the cause.- for example, b.q
represents the effect of X gon Xg, other things al.

)
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Statistical Models

For the purposes of this report we take the simplest statistical model appropriate and

estimate the structural eoefficientsgsm partial regression coefficients using ordinary

53 53.124* the

3 controlllng'xl, X2 and X4. The structural coefficients

for the error terms - b5u b 6y and b,, - are estimated as the square root of the

proportion of urtexplained variance, 1- R , in each equation.

least squares regression procedures. Thus, b_. noted above is in reality b

' partial regression of xs and X

In each case we use 'missing-data' correlation routines which c&(culaté
correlations on all cases in-which there are paired data. Thus, the correlations are
based on somewhat different numbers of cases. We see this as a problem only in the

case of 'expected job in 5 years' ’vgzere non-response exceeded 30 per cent. ~

Interpretation of Structural Coefficients. The basic interpretation |is

straightforward. Take the coefficient !)53.12‘1 noted above. Its ’lnterpretation is, other
things equal (xl,xz,x4), a one-unit difference among individuals in )(3 is associated
witht & b'-unit difference among these same individuals in Xs. Assume that b53.124 w

estimated as 0.3. This coefficient could be interpreted as, among individuals at the
v Xz and X (in the same State, attending similar schools, and of the
same sex), a one-unit difference in family characteristics (X ) is associated mth a

0.3-unit difference in achievement (X,’)

Metric and Standardized Coefficients. "Two forms of the structural coefficients
are used for. fmewhat different, though complementary purposes (Wright, 1960) The
diffeérence between these: coefficients is a dif{erence in the units of: measurement. With
metric coefficients the original units of measurement are retained. Thus, if wé were to
estimalte by, . 400 85 -0.2, where X,
was years of schooling, we could interpret the metric coefficient as, other things equal,
each extra year of scl;ooling is associated with 0.2 months less unemployment. Metric
coefficients provide concrete interpretations of this kind but suffer from the limitation
that one cannot (usualiyl compare them with other coefficients in-the same equation to
estimate the relafive importante of several causes, because of the different

measurement scales involved - to use a time-honoured phrase, ohe would be comparing
P4 &

4

same level on X

was unemploymer‘lt measured in months and XB

apples and oranges.

" To talk of relative effectg one needs to interpret the staridardized coefficients in
which sll the uﬁits of measurement are standarg deviations. The interpretation then is,
that if b78.54321 was ~0.01 for example, other things équal, a one standard deviation
unit -difference in )(6 is mssociated with a -0.01 standard deviatidn unit difference in
X, . (It is possible also to adjust the coefficients to include standardized apd metric

7
- 1
scales in the one cvefficient if it is meaningful o do so; for example, other things

49

99



7
equal, a one-standard-deviation difference in years of schooling is ‘associated with 'n'

months of unemployment.)

One general caution not always heeded needs comment. One cannot compare
metric coefficients within equations to talk about relative effeo.% because of the
different measurement scales involved; standardized coefficients must be used. And,
one cannot compare standardized coefficients between equations or across groups
because the standard deviations are likely to vary; metric coefficients must be used.
Specht and Warren (1976) provide a more detailed\dlscusslon of these issues.

r

Association and Effect. Statistically the structural coefficients are measures of

association and in thediscussion so far we have talked of them in this way. However,
we would like: to infer more than mere association, as ‘our structural model suggests.
We would like to infer cause and effect such that a structural coefficient represents the
net 9_f_l’_¢a_c_t_ bf one variable upon another. In short, we would interpret b76.123 45 " the
partial association between educational and occupational attainments - as, other things
equal, the amount of schooling one gets affects how well one does in the workplace.
There is no logical way to make this inferential leap (see Blaloek, 1968) but it is
important - probably necessary - to do so for at laast the following reason. We are
providing -theoreti ubstantive interpretations oy:tatls‘tics, and the language of
theory is the language lof cause and effect (in contrast"to the language of statistical
models which is the language of probability). In short, we need to move back into the

realm of" theory to be ablé to provide meaningful interpfetations of the structural

coefficients estimated by the statistical model. Dubin (1969) provides an illustration of
the trouble one gets into trying to talk theoretically ln the language of statistics.

Besides, causal thinking is so much a par,t of our thought processes and language that,

~even if we did talk about measures of mdcl;tion, they would be interpreted explieitly

or implicitly as measures of effeet; it Nlmply not meaningful or useful to think about
social processes in other ways. Blalock (1964) and Blalock and Blalock (1988) discuss

« re

*~these issues in detalil and review the pertinent literature. N

~ sample most likely doss not quite capture thicoho_rt of individuals in question, with the
least educated and least employable respondents being underrepresented. However, our

{
A ”~

Auumptlons and leitatiom : )

Five citqorles'of assumptions &over most of the potential problems cqpeerning the
tenability of our conclusions. First, we assume that our model contains all of the
important causes of educational and occupational attainments, and that these variables
are in their appropriate functional form. This is the issue of model specification (see,
for exaniple, Heise, 1969). To the extent that we have not achieved this stati:\Shen our
estimates are in error.

4

Second, we have addrmed. already the question of responsé bias. Our achieved
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analyses seem to show that this underrepresentation is fairly minor in extent and, thus,

we feel reasonably confident that we are talking about the total cohort of youth in the

age group specified. -

Third, we have not considered the question of measurement error but have
assumed perfectly reliable measures. Obviously, this is an unlikely assumption with the
result that measurement error will attenuate the relatlonshlpc'; shown and conclusions '
will err In & conservative direction. However, the problem begomes more serious if we
have differential measurement error such that one relationship is attenuated more than®
another with the likelihpod that dlf?&‘?r;ces in measurement error will be interpreted as
differences in effect. There was no feasible way we could design a measurement model
into this phase of the study and attain a good response. However, we plan to examine

these measurement issues when subsequent questionnaire data are colle'cted.

Fourth, in many cases our data do not meet the statistical requirements needed to

satisfy the assumptions of multiple regression by ordinary least squares. While most of N
the measures approxlmate/l\ﬁterval scales or are dichotomous, the measures of parental -
education and satisfaction with first job are clearly ordinal. The use of dichotomous
variables as dependent variables is somewhat problematic and in the case of mastery
scores for Literacy and Numeracy the marginal distribution appr;)aches unacceptable .
limits (see Golcbergcir, l984)f Moreover, in some cases the variables are n<§ normally
distributed. The literacy and numeracy tests show ceiling effects, 'family sizd', 'time to
first job', 'months unemployed' are positively skewed, a8 one would expect, and it is .
doubtful whether we fne‘t the homoscedasticity .assumption. Multlcollinehrlty, which is
always a matter of degree, seems not to be a serious problem. Most corr&gtlo’m are of .
“the order of 0.3 or less, thgx_.lgh agssortative mating on parental education p_roducea a
correlation of .55, the highest in our data. However, the statistichllechnlquea we have

opted are relatively robust in t!\e face of all except extreme departures from the \
zzrm (Labovitz, 1967; 1970; Zeller and Levine, 1974; Ml(erlinger and Pedhagzlir, 1973:48;
O'Brien, 1979) with the resilt that we would argue for our bstimates as reasonable

s
<

™

n

approximations. . . .

Fifth, we havg assumed a simple additive model -that says, in effect, that the

social processes governing status attainment- are the same for ‘all individuals in the
: popula{lon of interest. Thus, although we might observe mean differences in months of "y
employment between males and females or rural and urban youth, other things equal,
each year of education that females éet ls't,assumed to return them just a8 much
employment as it does for males. The more “c‘omplex nonadditive (interactive) mgdels
postulate that some or all of the social processes implicated in status attainment are
different in different subpopulation groups. Thus, mean dlffLrences in months of
employment between rural and urban youth could result from the fact that, other things
. - /.
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equal, each year of Fe}&(catlon for rural youth returis fewer months of employment than
a year of education for urban youth, perhaps because the restricted opportunities or
other phenomena we might speculate about. If this is true, an additive model probably

disguises these differences as average effects. In this situation data on each group -

ought to be analyzed separately because the social processes we are measuring operate

“differently in each group. This is really another aspect of model apeciflcation and to

the extent that an additive model is inappropriate our conclusions will be oompromiqed

We have restricted this report to an examination of an additive model for four
nonadditive reasons. First, an additive model provides the simplest overall picture of
the processes in question, albeit at the possible expense of averaging out whatever
group differences may exist. Second, we wish to keep this oAirst report to a manageable
size; considering just sex differences, for example, multiplies the interpretation .by at
least a factor of three (deseription of each group, ‘plus a comparison). Third, we are
anerned that policy research of this kind reach its audience wherr needed, even if
results are only partlal Fourth, this is the first in a series of reports; a consideration
of subpopulation group differences will be the substance of a later report. Just as we
attempted to .optimize the design of this phase of the study, we also atte_rhpt to balance

the competing requirements of this first report. A

Informing*Policy ‘Decl_sions | ,

We are prepared to live with these potential limitations for the time being. They are
common to most of the research we have seen, though they are not always made
_ explicit. Our over-—ridlng concem has been one of providing social fact on a contentous
social issue, fact not only ab«# the size of the problem but, more importantly, ajgut
the social processes character stic of the transltlon from school to work among early

school leavers. Moreover, we have been concerned that we provide this Jnformatlon in-

‘time to lnform whatever policy decisions may be made. We have not had the time to
eXplore our data as thoroughly as we woul*llke nor have we been able to link our
findings td the Australian literature on this. subject as much as we would like. Later
reports will contain a more’ thorough treatment of these issues. Nevertheless, the

comprehensiveness of theoretical model and the robustness of the statistical model .
" give us confidence in our conclusions. While the exact size of the statistics may be in

.7 error,.we are certain that the overafl conclusions will ‘withstand a more elaborate
statistical treatment essentially unaltered. '

-



‘There w one further point. ‘The particular statistics used may be unfamiliar to
many readers and it is for this reason that we have explained them and illustrated their
meaning and interpretation with examples. Policy research addresses complex issues
and requires that relatively complex statistichl techniques be applied, For the most
part it is just not p'o‘ssiblo - and is probably mislending - to address these issues with
simple ('ross—t‘abular "roscntmions of data. While these might be readily comprehended
by most readers without a great deal of effort, their interpretation is so equivocal that

their information value is limited.

o

4. -



CHAPTER 4

AY

STAYING AND LEAVING
s

: s
In this chapter .we report thrﬂrst of our nnnlyso# employing structural and statistical
models to formalize and "qual ity hypothesized social processes. The social processes in

question at this point are those that influence, first, achievement in basig skills within
school and, second, whether ftudents heco_ry! efirly school leavers or stay on to the
final years of high school. Concerns expressed in points 3 and 5 of the terms of
reference are add@ressed in this way. Following these analyses we provide descriptive
data on stayers and leavers from the survey questionnaires administered in the summer
of 1978-179,

The Model . .

The model guiding these analyses has a form similar to that of Figure 2.1 and is shown in
summary form in Figure 4.1 below. We postulate' effects on school achievement (Word
Knowledge, Literacy, and Numeracy) from the several State, school, and family
variables noted in Figure 2.1, and from the respondent's sex. All of these ascribed and
achieved characteristics are seen as potential inﬂuences on the respondent's educational
status in 1978; that is, whether he/she is an early school leaver or still in school In
short, we examine some of the causes of achievement in school and of earlv school

1]

leaving. .

We have s_peciﬁed a two-stage model with school athievement as an intervening
variable and, hence, have estimated two sets of equations, one set linking the

-

background variables to achievement (three equations), and the other a single equation,

SCHOOL /

STATE » ACHIEVEMENT

SCH .
FAMILY
EARLY
'SCHOOL <*——
SEX 8 LEAVING

Figure 4.1 The Stayer/Leaver Model
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Iinking the background variables plus the three achievement meﬂqureq to staying in
school The equations predicting the three measures of achievement provide
information about State, school, family and sex effects (at age 14) for the total group
and allow us to say something about the causes of variation in these achievements.
With this informationh and thut.‘from the equation linking these variables to staying at
school we can offer observations on the relative roles of ascription and achicvement in
educational attainment and so comment on the extent to which education within
Australis operates according to the so-called meritocrahc model, .or is consistent with a
revisionist model (cf. Rehberg and Rosenthal, 1978).

The distinction between these explanatory m'odels‘ is strajght-forward. Revisionist
models argue that students' educational achievement and progress through school are
strongly influenced by their social origins; other things equal, individuals from more
advantaged families do better in school. These models go further and argue that,

because social and economic statuses in one generation are linked to those of the next,

‘principally via educational attainments (qualifications, years of schooling), this is one

mechanism assisting the inheritance of social and economic inequality. This® argument
represents a major theme for those who argue that schools ' maintain the class
structure; for example, Sexton (1961), Katz (1971), Bowles and Gintis (1973) and Carnoy
(1974). Models postulating various kinds of discrimination are the clearest examples of
this and argue that, anfong-indiyiduals of equal achievement, ascribed characteristics
(ethnicity, sex, social origins, for example) continue to affect educational attainment
independently of their effects on achievement; persons of equal achievement tend not

to have equal attainments. |
. b

In contrast me‘ritocratic models argue that schools provide equality of educational

opportunity and that individual differences in edu?:ional achievements and attainments
i

are largely a function of individual difference in merit - ability, motivation and
application, for example. Thus, while individual differences in characteristics ascribed

by location, school, family and sex in the present model may affect attainment (years of

. schooling completed), they do so only because they influence achievement; persons of

equal achievement tend to have similar attainments. This argument is' common in the
literature on status attainment models where it finds consistent empirical support; see,
for example) Sewell and Hauser (1975) i '

In terms of the relationships shown in Figure 4.1, this dis\'inction has the following
implications: if meritocratic arguments hold there will be only small direct effects of
State, school, famlly, and sex on staying in school; and if revisionist argumentq are to
be supported some or all of these direct effects will be present and substantial.



Four Structural Equations

The system of relationships hypothesized in the model can be Nlpt(lﬂ«l in four structural
equations, as follows.

WORD.KNOW = cls’l'.f\'l‘l-‘. ' 02$C||00|, 4 (‘,‘FAMII,Y + ('4SF.X t error term 4.T

LITERACY = dlS'l‘A'l‘l-‘. + (123(‘.ll001, ' d,‘l’AMll,Y + (14Sl",)( + error term 4.2

NUMERACY = e STATE + €,SCHOOL + eJFAMILY ¢ ¢,SEX ' error term 4.3

)
STAY.SCH. = fls'l‘A’l'F. + TZSCHOOI, 4 f,‘l"AMll,Y ' f4Sl".X ' f,.)WOy”-K NOW.

4 fsl.l'l‘. + f7NUM. + error term 4.4

; Equation 4.1 says that individual differences in Word Knowledge scores can be
attributed, in part, ‘to the effects of State of residence (STATE), differences between

N schools (SCHOOL), the influence of a variety of family brekground factors (FAMILY),

’ and to sex differences (SEX). Some part of these differences, however, is attributable
to other influences not specified her® and these are contained in the error term.

Equations 4.2 and 4.3 have analogous interpretations. Equation 4.4 attributes individual

* differences in early school leaving to ‘these same set of hackground factors plus
individual differences in achievement (WORD.KNOW., LIT., NUM.), and to unspecified

influences captured in the error t@@ni. We do not assume that each influence operates

with the same strength; obviousl&o{ne are likely to be more important than others.

To allow for this we include measures of effect for each independent variable in the
equation, and for the error term. These are the ¢ di’ e, and fi in equations 4.1 to 4.4,

and it is these that we estimate from the observed relationships within our data.

STATE, SCHOOL, and FAMILY are the summary variable categories shown in
Figure 2.1 and represent a total of seventeen variables in all. The ) di' e and fi are
the structural coefficients to be estimated, one for each independent variable in each
equation. They are estimated as-partial regression coefficients and each is interpreted
as a measure of the net effect of the independent variable with which jt ig associated in

the equgtion.

The three measures of school achievement (Word Knbwledge, Literacy, and
Numeracy) which are the dependent variables in equations 4.1 to 4.3 are measured as
noted in Chapter 2. In equation 4.4 the dependent variable STAY.SCH. is a dichotomy
in which early school-leavers constitute gne of the categories, and those who were
full-time students in 1978 make.up the other. The structural coefficients from this

| équation allow us to infer something about those who stay to the final years of high

' . school, and those who leave early, no matter when.
= ' The structural coefficients estimated are shown in Table 4.1 and are based on

weighted data from all 4919 respondents. Each column represents an equation. The
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‘comparisons across th%mates, these State effects are shown in anpthet.-form injable_

4.2, 83 net adjustments

-~

dependent variable is noted at the top of the column, and the independent variables
define the rows. The upper panel of the table shows these coefficients in their metrice
form for all variables in each equation. In the lower panel those standardized
coefficients with useful in.tor[')retatiof\s are shown. They are, of course, still net of the
influences due to State, schopl system, and ethnicity. We show in addition the

proportion of variance explained by each equation.

‘

The standard errorg of the coefficients have been adjusted to allow for design
effects resulting from the cluster sampling, Similar sampling in another study produced
values of the square root of the design effect for partial regression coefficients equal to
1.16 (Ross, 1978:143) and we have adopted this figure as a reasonable estimate. Thus, the
standard errors of the coefficients have been multiplied by 116 to take this into
account. Each non-italicised coefficient shown in Table 4.1 exceeds twice its adjusted
standard error. Coefficients less reliably different from zero are shown in italics. With
a sample size of 4919 all except veryamall coefficients achieve statistical signficance
at the level of confidence we ha _chosen - a little less than the traditional five per
cent level. We have shown all the coefficients to provide complete information and
because this statistical decision rule often discriminates between coefficients not very
different in size, conferring a degree of apparent legitimacy on one and not on the
other. Thus, at times we may want to consider coef(gs\ients not reaching significance at
this level but this is somewhat unlikely given our sample size. What is more likely is
that soffe statistically sngmflcant coefficients will seem practically non-significant and,

‘as a result, we will assngn meaning only to a subset of the statistically significant

effects. When an effect becomes worth considering is a matter of judgement in the
main. By providing the complete set of coefficients with associated significance levels

achieved we allow the reader to check our judgements.

Influences on Achievement

%

State Effects

As in the case of all effects detailed in the following tables, the.effects of State of
res;idence ;re shown 'other things equal’; that is, net of all other specified influences on
the outcome in question - in this case, each of threg measures of achievement. For
reasons of statistical convenience we show these effects in Table 4.1 as the effect of

being in State 'X' relative to being in NSW, other things equal. However, to facilitate

to the grand mean of each achievement measure.- In thig case,
the effects are interbreted as increments or decrements to achievement that accrue

from living. in one State rather than another, other things equal. In the section-

)
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Table 4.1 State, School, Family, Sex and Achicvement Effects for

’ : the Stayer/Leaver Model , .
Nord . o o B Sty dng |n.
Pependent Variables knawledge titorawy Numet oy Sehood

lml(')u‘?‘\k_‘lll Variables Metrle Coeffictents"

ALl Y] ) Ny oL ed 0.0
Vice. . S0.od ) LA U D) i,
Qld g, 87 0.61 r.70 -0.09
SA . lo d, 08 --‘.-‘:l -0t
WA 1.0 R [ . S 00
Tas. 0.3 [UNIA 2.61 -0.13
NT -5.13 -4.15 -7.0n 0. 0u
Schoo) Rurglity 0.01 BIUNRA . .47 -0.02
» * )
Catholic Schou)¥ 2.98 1.14 s 0.6 011
Indopendent School . 3.67 ) 1.28 ,' 1.5%7 a.g
English-Born 0.0 ) -0, 84 -0.77 -0.04
Non-Engltsh-Born -1.83 -1.09 , - =0n 0.18
4 Family Rurality -0.11 0. 10 0.11 .00
Family Size -0.39 -0.25 -0.28 -0.01
Fathor's (_)ccupntim\h 1.12 0.41 0.66 . 0.07 ,
Father's Education 0.51 0.29 0.14 0.00
Mother's Lducation - 0.38 ) 0,23 0.32 -0.02
o+
Respondent’s Sox _ .36 0.42 -0, 80 - 0.03
v'lord Knowledge . 0.01
Literacy i - 0.00"
Numeracy ~ 0.01

——— —
Standardi zed Coofficients '

.School Rurality 0.00 -0.04 -0.06 -0.03

Family Rurality -0.01 M- ) 0.02 01
Family Size -0.09 -0.13 Q -0.10 -0
Father's Occupation 0.1 ’ 0.12 0.14 0.16
Father's Education - 0.06 0.07 0.03 0.00
Mother's l_!duutlon. . 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.03
‘Re‘spcndent's Sex 0.02 . 0.06 —6‘ 03 0.03
o
Word Knowledge Co 0.15
Litor.ncy . "z? . , 9.06
Numeracy . ' 0.12

Proportion of Variance
Explained , 0.12 ‘ 0.12 . 0.10 0.20

Notes: ' Coefficients in.italics are less than twico their respective standard errors-

Coefficients not in.italics are greater than or equal to twice thoir respoctive
standard exrors

. Y - . N -
ba1) metric coefficients for fathor's occupation have heon multiplied by 100

f 58 68 : ‘
CERIC. N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic
Ty o em




Table 4.2 St-ate, School and Ethnicity Effects Fxpressed as Adjusted
Deviations fran the Grand Mean

.

l')ep\e:de!'\t Word Staying in
Vartables, Knowl edge Literacy Numeracy School
Independent Variables . Net State Effects
AT ’ 2.24 0.51 0.66 0.24
NSW @ -0.14 -0.15 -0.02 - 0.02
Vie. -0.80 -0.03 ~-0.51 0.06
Qld 0.73 0.46 1.68 -0.07
SA ' 0.96 0.43 0.32 -0.08
WA ‘ 1.08 -0.07 -0.66 -0.05
Tas. 0.21 -Q.10 -0.63 ' -0.11
NT —sﬁy -4.30 -7.03 0.11
Net School System Effects
Govermment -0.70 " -0.26 -0.20 -0.03
Catholie 2.28 0.88 0.42 ., . 0.08
Independent ) 2.97 1.02 1.37 0.15
‘ Net Ethnicity Effects
Australian-born . -0.27 . 0.20 0.14 -0.02
English-born - 0.47 -0.04 -0.13 -0.06
Non-English-bern -1.56 -0.89 -0.57 0.16

immediately following we interpret both sets of State effects to illustrate the kinds of
interpretations possible. Subsequent interpretations focus on State effects expressed as

deviations from the grand mean because of the clearer interpretation they allow.

Overall, State differences in these achievements appear minor with the exc.eption
of NT. Other things equal: students in SA and WA score a little more than one point
higher on Word Knowledge on the average than do those in NSW; those in Qld and SA do
a little better on the Literacy test, about 0.6 of a {gint on the average; and Qld
students shqw their traditional advantage in numerical skills (cf. Radfﬁrd, 1950) scoring -
1.7 points higher on ‘the average than those in NSW. The consistent disadvantage of NT
students needs careful interpretation. They constitute the smallest component of the

. sample, have the highest non-response rate and represent a population markedly.
different from that in the other States. While we might be inclined to aitrib_ute som d;}
part of the observed State effects to dif feren”ces between State educational systems - in s
curricular emphases, for example - where the other States and ACT are’ concerned, we
are’ unwilling to do this for the NT. We would guess that unmeéasured population'
diffe_rérices lie a_t the root of these effects rather than educational system differences'.

For this reason we omit further interpretation of NT coefficients. .
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in Table 4.2 State effects, along ‘with those for scho™ system n?\d ethnicity, are

t ~ .
Hown as adjusted deviations from the grand mean. Where Word Knowledge is
g

oncerned we can see that, other thin{{s oqual, the State one lives in adds at most 2.24

o the average score of students in the ACT and, at least, subtracts 0.80 Trom the

TN .
verage score of Vie. students. Other things equal, ACT students do best in Word

Knowledge, and Vic. students do marginally worst. Similar interpretations are possible

-for Literacy and Numeracy although the rank ordering of the States varies. These State

e
d

ffects paratlel those reported in earlier analyses seven though the underlying models

iffer somewhat; see Bourke and Keeves (1977:252).

An unequivocal explanation of these net State differences is not possible. While

our data demonstrate that, other things equal, State differences do exist, they do not

a

a

w\cannot reject the possibility of unmeasured population differenc

llow us to explain why these differences occur. The fact that the 'other things' equal

re only the 'other things' specified in the model, and not all other thiy means that

States being at the “raal of these observed gvernge achievement differepces.

Nevertheless, we have measured & variety of important population characteristies likely

A

to vary between States and with demonstrated effects on achievement and, by so doing,

have reduced the likelihood that these State effects are due to State differences in the

characteristieg of fnm{l‘i.es and students. A more obvious, though not mo!,‘c certain,

explanation is that the effects are due to system differences-in educational practice. In

the case of the Numeracy advantage shown by Qld students this may be so; it hgs been

S

pointed out that QIld students (s‘:)gend relatively more time on mathematics than do

tudents in other States (Keeves, T968; Rosier, in press) and the effects of 'time on task'

on achievement are well known (Rosenshine, 979).

In short, while these analyses increase our certainty that State differences in

-averagé levels of achieverhent unrelated to State populatioh differences do occur, in the

a

system differences in educational practice. This may be so, but we are unable to tell

bsence of pertinent data we are unwilling to attribute these differences to State

from our data. Thus, we do not recommend; for example, that mathematically inclined

8

tudents move to Qld. Our findings are more consistent with a recommendation ih‘at,

\‘giyen these State differences in achievement (other thin@’\equal), we attempt to find

out whether State differences in educational practice and/or provision are the root

¢
cause. : g , “

fichool Effects

(

'

School Rurality. The effects of this variable shown in Table 4.1 are minor. Other

thng's equhl, rural schools - as we have 'defined rural schools - do not disadvantage their

tudents significantly in either verbal or nuinerical skills. The school rurality index has

a range of 3.8 points; thus, students in schools at the extremes - the most ‘urban and

',? | - ‘ 60 70
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most rural schools - differ on the nverage by 0.04 points in Word Knowledge (3.6 x 0.01),
0.9 points in Literacy (-0.25 x 3.6) and 1.7 points in Numeracy (.0.47 x 3.68). Since there
is no natural metric for the rurality variable it may be helpful also to examine the
meaning of the standnr;ﬁzod coefticient in the lower panel of ‘Tnble 4.1. Taking the
largest effect as nn example, other things equal, students who dH{fer by one standard
deviation in t.he rurality of their s.(‘hool, also differ by n'l‘\*hvorngo of 0.06 ‘stnndnrd
deviations in the mean Numeracy sc(;rd (n little more than 0.3 of a point), in favour of
the more urban séhools. Fhus; we see little evidence that achievement in these basie

. .
skills différs much between urban and rural schools, contrimy o popular belief.
] .
School System. l.ike State of residence, and.for ha same reasons, sehool system

attended - Government, Catholic, Independent - is represented by dummy variables.
Government schools constitute the reference group for the coefficients shown in Table
4.1 in the same way as, NSW was used as the reference group for State effects. In all,
these data shyw an advantage for achievement of nttondnnoo at either of the two

non-Government school systems. lndwndua 5 othorwwo oqlml in all respects measured

but attehding a Catholic school score an \average of 2.98 points higher in Word

Knowledge, 1.14 points mgher in Literacy nnd .62 pomtq higher -in Numeracy. The
analogous figures for students from the Indopendont schools are 3.67 points hlg'h(‘\}‘ on
Word Knowledge, 1.28 points higher on Lijteracy, and 1.57 points higher on Numeracy.
Seen in another way, this aneans that some 67 per cent of Independent school students,
“and 64 per. cent of Catholic ‘;("hool students score above the Government school mean on

Word Knowledge for example.

The same pnttern of effects is seen ‘in_another form in the second pnnel of Table
4.2 where we preseht the school system effects as adjusted deviations from the grand
mean as we did in the case of State effectq ’l‘hese'adjuqtmentq are greatest for the
lﬁdependent schools and least for Governmenf schools, pomtmg- out as their analogues

did that apparently one can do better, on the average, simply as a function of nttendmg

an Indepeﬂdéht school. : : .

It is tempting and'probably. reasonable to attribute some part of these differences
to differences in the\’nature of education provided within the different systems.
However, “unless one can’. be certain that all the other relevant influences on
achievement have been controlled - and that is next to impossible - the possibility
remains that these effects are overestimated: that is, just as with the‘afg effects,
what we may be seeing are average differences between the systems in some
unmeasured population chardcteristic. We have no way of knowing the extent to which
his n‘\\ay be true, but we haye reduced the likelihood by ‘controlling on the range-of
other State, school, family a&d sex variables noted. Without doilbt we are

overestimating thése school system effects but it would be difficult to argue that they

[y



are statistical artifacts.  As with State effects, we have inerensed the degree of
certainty that these system differences in nchievement are not solely n function of
differences in student populations. And, ns before, we are unable to say whether they
represent between-system differences' in educationnl practice or provision. However,
our annlyses make this a question worth asking now. 1If we take a varigty of student
population differences into account and still find between system  differences in
achievement -then it seems particularly important that we find out whether these ,
system differences are due to differences in what the three systems do and pr(wid(:.
Since most aspects of oduoutionnl\prncti(‘(‘ and provision are amenable to poliey action,

identification of these differences could lead most easily to direet action.

Family Effects

Ethnicity. Before considering the effects of ethnicity we need to reeall three
things: first, these too are dummy variables and the Australian-born grt.)up is the
reference group for the coefficients shown in. Table 4.1; second, the variables are fairly
coarse measures of ethnicity; and third, we are capturing mip}rnnoy in the 'English-born'
varinble, &nd migrancy and language in the 'mon-English-born' variable The ethnicity
coefficients in Table 4.1 suggest that, other things equal, being born outside Australia in
an English-speaking nation makes no discernible difference to one's‘/achieveinents -in
school; thus, neither accent nor migrancy appears to matter for migrants whose
mother-tongue is English. Where this mather-tongue is not English one or both, or a
variety of concomitants, do matter. Compared with other students alike in the respects
measured here, 'non-English-born' students are disadvantaged in these achievements
scoring, on the avert{gé, 1.83 points lower on Word Kno;ﬁledge, 1.09 ppints lower on

Literacy and, where language is less important, 0.71 points lower in Numeracy.

The third panel in ’I‘hble 4.2 illustrates these effects more graphically. The 'effect\
of being born outside Australia in a non-English.speaking nation is to adjust downwards
the means of Word Knowledge, Literacy and Numeracy by 1.56, 0.89 and 0.57 points
respectively. For the purposes of comparison we express these adjustments in standard
deviation units and note that, for the non-English group the degree of disadvantage
decreases from around 0.15 of a standard deviation for Word Knowledge (-1.56) and
Literacy (-0.89) to 0.01 of a standard deviation for Numeracy"(—0.57). Given that the
decline in disadvantage parallels the verbal requirements of the tests and becmnuse the
other 'migrant' group i8 not disadvantaged significantly, we find it reasonable to
attribute this ethnicity‘effect to that of Ignguage. disadvantage arising from the need to
work in a second léng\lage or at least a language dif(erent from that of one's parent's

. ~
.mother-tongue, with all that this implies.

™~
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Family Rurality. Whatever the differences that may exist between rural and

urban families, and we discussed several in the value domain, they appear to make no
difference to a student's achievement as measured. Probably, school learning of these
skills at least is universally valued. . "

“«

Family Size. Family size has a consistent negative effect on achievement.
Ceteris paribus, each sibling costs 0.39 of a point in Word Knowledge, 0.25 of a point on

Literacy, and 0.28 of ¥ point in Numeracy, on the average. While small and confounded
by birth-order effects, the effects shown are notable for their consistency.
Explanations of famiwze effects on achievement usually invoke a 'sharing-of-parents’

or 'sharing of resources\argument (cf. Marjoribanks, 1979). )

. N .
Parental Attainments. The social and educ#tional attainments of parents have

fairly cor_\sistent effects on the respondent's achievements over and above the other
influences noted. Given that this is one of the most docuinented reietionships in
educational research, albeit"UsUaTly at the zero-order level, it was net unexpected.
Differences in levels of achievement-related values, stimuli, encouragements and
models within family environments seem to parallel socioeconomic differences between
families and generally are thought to affect the life-styles and life-chances of the
offspring (ef. Kohn and Schooler,1969 for example).

Sex Differences

Other things equal, sex differences in Word Knowledge, Literacy and Numeracy are
minor with the only statistically significant effects those on Literacy, at which females
traditionally outperform males (cf. Walker, 1976). In this case, being female is worth an

extra four-tenths of a point, on the average.

1

Relative Effects

1t is important to remember that we have been discussir& metric coefficients which are
not comparable within the same equation. For example, the fact that.the coefficient
for father's occupation ig 1.12 and that for father's educatlon is 0.51 in the equation_for
Word Knowledge provndm only the meaning of the coefficients themselves, not a
comparison. The standardized coefficients within the second panel of Table 4. i___prgvnde
the comparisons because they are standardized to the same metric - standard"’deviation
units. Thus, we see the analogous standardized coefficients are 0.15 and 0.08 suggesting .
that, other things equal, the effects of father's occupational attainments are sqme two
and one-half timgs those of their educational attainments. There is no re«ﬁ point in
providing a detailed interpretation of these coefficients as they represent only a part of
the total equation. Nevertheless, it is of sOme interest to note that the largest effects .
within the family variables noted are those due to father's occugation and family skze,
'/

..
.
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rather than parental education as one might expeet. Differences already noted in the
measurement precision between the occupational and educational attainments of

Ay
. . -
parents may account for some part of this difference. N

Staying and Leaving

The fourth column of Table 4.1 contains the structural coefficients representing the
effects of State, school, family, sex and achievement on staying or leaving school. The
dependent variable is dichotomous and we chose to code 'staying' as 'I' and 'early
leaving' ag '0'; thus, the coefficients represent effects on staying in school. Changing
the signs of all cogfficients would produce eslimm&f the effects of- these ascribed

and achieved characteristics on 'early school leaving'.
’

Because the dependent variable idichotomous each struetural _‘oooﬂ'ioionl can be
interpreted as the net difference in the probability of being '1' on this variable due to a
one-unit difference in the independent variable, other things equal. "l‘hus, the
coefficient for family size effects on staying in school (-0.01) can be interpreted as,
other things equal, each sibling decreases by 0.0l the probability of staying in school.
Alternatively, each extra sibling inereases by 0.01 the probability that the respondent is

an early school leaver. - /

State Effects

St’atistically significant effects are indicated for four States, ACT, Qld, SA and Tas.,
and are interpreted z;s follows. In comparison with students in NSW like them in ull
other respects rﬁeasured, students in the ACT are more likely to stay on in school, énd
those ir Qld, SA and Tas. are more likely to leave early. ' )

We can interpret these data in another way. Relative to NSW students like them

in all other measured respects:

i 22 per cent more ACT students sta.y on in school;

ji 4 per cent more Vie. students stay on;

iili 9 per cent less Ql1d students stay on in school;

iv 10 per cent fewer SA students are hkely to stay.to the final years of high school;

L/ v 7.per cent fewer WA students stay on, and, )
vi 13 per cent fewer Tas. students sta on to the sepior years of high school, / v

The same informdtion is presented as net deviations from the mean in the first
panel of Table 4.2 with the difference that NSW is included and a comparison.across all
States is pOSSible. Since the coefficients for State effects on 'staying in school' are
interpretable in prqbahilitj(,' terms, as noted above, the 0.24 coefficient for the ACT
means that, other things equal, living in the ACT increases by 0.24 the probability of
staying to Year 12. At the other ‘Bxtreme, living in Tas. reduces this probability by an

average of -0.11. ' T ' ’ v /'/
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School, family, sex and school achievement aside, where one lives in Australin
makes a difference in the decision to stay on at school or leave early. We cannot be .

themselves . are differential attractive to students because of differences in the

specific about the reasons %)r these State effeets. Perhaps the edueational systems
1
quality of life that students experience in their schools and/or, .possibly, State
differences in the nature of labour markets imhke graduation from high sehool appear
more or/less useful. Work in progress on a measure of 'Quality of School Life’ (Williams
et aT.,’fQSO) will allow us to test the forlg_qr interpretation in the near future.
o

School Effects ‘

A\
School Rurality. The effects are statistieally insignificant and suggest that,

other thinﬁs equal, “whether one attends an urban or a rurat school makes little

difference in this respect. Y

School System. Not so the effects of attending non-Government versus #

Government school. The effects shown in Table 4.1 follow the same pattern as that for\
achievement; among students otherwise equal\in terms of where they live, family"
background, sex and achievement, those attending schools in either of the two
non-Government school systems are more likely to stay on to the final years of high
school tHan are students at schools conducted by the State Government authorities. In
Catholic schdols this is an 11 per cent difference, relative to Government schools, and in
non-Governmenit schools it is an 18 per cent difference. The analogous cpefficients in
Table 4.2 show the same pattern, with the Independent schools having the greatest net
effect (0.15), the Catholie schools next in size (0.08) and the Government schools with
the 1@agt effect (-0.03).

One possible interpretation ab‘ibutes these effects to the schools themselves. In
addition to enhancing the achievement of their students as we have seen, and apart
from the indirect effect that ‘ this has on staying to in school, the non—(}overnn/\ent
schools increase the likelihood that their students will not leave befor graduating.
\H':"hether they instil a love of education or fear of ynemployment or tlie Protestant

ethic, or something else, we are unable to say, but whatever it is, ceteris paribus, more

of their gtudents stay on in school. .Perhaps the qﬁ;lity of school life differs between
the systems and, as with the State differences noted earlier, we will investiggte this
_proposition soon. An alternative interpretation says that these differences s;imi)ly
reflect unmeasured differences bMeén the three populations of students. It is.

. - )’Rs:usfgle, for instance, that-parents willing‘to'hpay for an Independent sch? education

i

jeve that education ensures a good start in life and exert pressure on their, offspring
to stay in school. It true, this would mean that some or all of the school system effects
are due to average between-system differences in parental encouragement. It is also

possible that the differences we observe are due to the transfer of more able students

&,
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from Governméent high schools te the Catholic and Independent schools for their senior

- : » -

years, and a reverse movement of the least able out of the two non-Goyernment

systems. We have no way of knowing with our present dnta whether on&, some, all or
~

. - ) .
. none of these explanations is correct.

Family and Sex Effects

Of the eight possible, direct effpets on staying at school shown in Table 4.1 only two
aciueve statistical qignifloanoe Being born outside Australia in a nation Whdse mother
tongue is not English appcurs, other things equal, to be an advantage as far as
completing high school is concerned. In comparison with Australian-born students like
them in “all, other rsspectq measured, 18 pet oent fmore stay on in school to the senior

years. The data shown,in the third panel of luble 4.2 show this same effect in terms of

adjustments to the grund mean.” Marginally less Austruliun—horns and English-borns stay.

to the senior years of high school, other things dqual, but substantially more
non-English-borns do so. This i{s consistent yvith the often documented fact that migrant
groups tend to see education as the path to social mobility upward from the lower social
strata to which they are assigned on arrival (ef. the ‘studies reviewed in Sturman, 1979:
35). : : : ¢ oL .

'i‘ii,a orily other. effect of statistical significance is that due to father's oecupation
,(0 07) which means, other tiungs equal, that students from families in the upper levels
of the social/structure are more likely to stay on at school In fact, each 100 point
" fifference in occupationai Yrestige is linked to an increase of 0.0"1_ in the pyobability of
staying on to the "senior years of high schopl, net of other influences. Yhis too is
consistent with the substantial literature that links family background to ach 2vement,
aspirations, retention and attainment through difference¥ in parental encouragement.
Thus, whatswe may be seeing is the effect of parental encouragement to stay in scheol

irrespective of how well the student is doing (cf. Spenner and Featherman, 1978).

The Effects of Aéhievement

As expected, each of the three achievement measures has a positive effect on staying
at school, other things equal. Although these effects appear to be équal they are not
because of the differing metrics of the ‘hree’ tests. ‘The standardized coefficients
shown i/ the lower pilnel of Table 4.1 indicate" that the verbal and numerical skills
tapped by the Word Know]edge and Numeracy" measures have the greatest influence,
with that of Literacy approximatgly half their magnitude. Since much of the business
of schools is the teaching of these skills we suspect that those who learn them well are
rewuréed accordingly. As a result they find schooling a reasonably fulfilling way of life
that proEi.ses an even better future, so they stay. Those less capable earn fewer
rewards and see little point to a continued schooling that will offer them even fewef
rewards in the future, so they leave. .



Mastery of Literacy and Numeracy

In the reports of the 1975 Literacy and Numeracy study student scores were expressed
as mastery scores - a student either had or had not mastered the defined skills (see
Bourke and Keeves, 1977). ‘To this point in the analyses we have used the total-test
scores rather than the mastery scores because their distributions approximate more

closely those required by the statistical techniques we have adopted. .

To look at the influences on mastery of these skills and at the effect that mastery
has on staying in school, we repeated the analyses noted above using the mastery scores
in place of the total scores and the results are shown in Table 4.3. Predictably, we
explainsomewhat less of the variance in each of the three dgpondent variables and show
a somewhat different pattern of statistically significant effects brought about by fewer
coefficients reaching signficance in the equations using the mastery scores. The reason,
of course, is that the dichotomous mastery variables have restricted variation compared

with t!\e total scores. - .

Achieving Mastery

3
State differences in the proportions -achieving mastery of Literacy are minimal.

Relative to NSW students like them in all other respects, between one and four per cent
more students in the other States achieve mastery in these basic reading skills. None of
the effects, other than that of NT, reach statistical éignificance. Net State differences
in mastery of Numeracy are another matter., With the same qualifications, 10 per cent
more Qld students achieve mastery, while qouén per cent more ACT students, four per
cent more SA students, four per cent,fewer‘ Vic. students, three per cent fewer WA
students, and 4wo per c¢ent fewer Tas. Students achieve this level of basic numerical.

skills.

Attendance at a non-Government school also increases the chance of achieving
mastery of these skills. In comparison to Government school students like them in all

measured respects:

i 10 per cent more Catholic school students achieve masiery in Literacys;,

ii 9 per cent more non-Governmenwschool students achieve mastery of these basic
reading skills; )

iii - 3 per cent more Catholic school students achieve mastery in Numeracy; and

iv 10 per cent more Non-Government school students master-these numerical skills.
<

Analogous comparisons for the three ethnic groups show flve per cent fewer
English-born and 1 per cent fewer non-English-born achieving maqtery of theracy)

other things et]ual. The comparable figures for mastery of Numeragy are two and six

¢
»

per cent fewer respectively.



Table 1.3 [he Stayer/Leaver Model with Mastery Scores

Dependent Variables

. Literacy Numeracy. Staving in
Independent Variables (mastery) (mastery) School
) Metric Cocefficients

ACT / 0.0 0.07 0.27 e
Vic. 0.00 -0.04 0.04 '
qle 0.03 0.10 T 0.08
SA 0.04 0,04 . -0.10
WA . 0.01 -0.03 -0.08
Tas. . .01 . ~0.02 -0.14
NT -0.26 -0.35 0.05
Catholic School . 0.10 0.03 . 0.1
Independent School 0.09 0.10 0.18
School Rurality -0.02 -0.02 -0.03
English-Born ~0.05 > -0.02 ~0.04
Non-English Born -0.1 -0.06 - B //0.]9 '
Family Rurality 0.00 ~0.00 / 0.01
Family Size -0.03 ‘ -0.02 —9.01 )
Father's Occupation 0.04 0.04 0.07
Fﬁfhcr's Education 0.03 - 0.01 0.00

.fﬁothcr's Education 0.01 0.02 -0.01
Sex 0.03 ) 002 L0.02
Word Knowledge ) 0.11
Literacy (mastery) ' 0.09
Numeracy (mastery) 0.09
Propo?at{on of Variance ‘ d/ )
Explained 0,07 < 0.06 . .19

-

Notes: Cocfficients in italics aye less than twige their respective standard

erTors.
_Coefficients not'In italics @re preater than or equal to twice thei
. respective standard errors.
~ A All metrirc coefficients tor father's occupation have been multiplied
by 100,
2 . ' & .

A . . . ‘b‘
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The family background variableés show similar patterns to those noted above and
are subject to similar interpretations; for example, other things equal, students whose
fathers' occupations differ by 100 points in occupational prestige - the difference
between a primary school teacher (630 on the ANU-2 scale) and a bookkeeper (527), for

instance - differ by four per cent in the proportions reaching mastery on either test.

Mastor1 and Staying in School

The qtructural coefficients shown for the several State, school, family and sex effects
offer t\'he same interpretations’as those shown in Table 4.1 and, thus, we reqtnct our
interpretations to those deseribing the effects of mastery of Literacy and Numeracy on
staying on at school. Since the dependent variable is a dichotomy, the same
interpretation used ahove applies here as well. Other things equal, nine per cent more
of the Students who have mastered the literacy skills tested stay on to the senior years
of high school, compared with those who had not achieved this level. Mastery of

Numeracy offers the same interpretation,

’l‘hﬁs, the use of mastery sc¢ores for Literacy and Numeracy provides a slighiy
different perspective on the findings estimated with the total scores on these measur
as one would expect. Moreover, these analyses provide additional information about the
causes of 'mastery' - what influences movement from a state of non-mastery to a state
of mastery - and about the effect that this has on staying on at school. But as these
scores conceal a good deal of variation within the two categories we do not restrict the
analyses by using the mastery scores alone, preferring . instead to provide
complementary data on the causes and effects of Literacy and Numeracy seen in terms
of both total scores and mastery scores where appropriate.

~

Ascription and Achievement

-

leaving, one of the 'motivating concerns of the project, and e roles played by

At this point we reflect the inter[;retations made above to taxabout early school
ascription and achievement in this decision. Our data indicate that the levels of verbal
and numerical skills achieved figure prominently in this decision, as one would expect.
Other things equal, it is the less capable academically who leave school early. Among
the three measures of achievement, Word Knowledge and Numeracy have roughly equal
influence, about twice that of Literacy. Given that the Word Knowledge test is a
measﬁre of verbal abill( (cf. Keeves and Bourke, 1976: 34) and that numerical abilitie$
relatP strongly to general mtelligvence, this pattern of effects indicates that we may be
tnpplng general 1ntelligence with these tests as well as achieved skill levels. In short,
those who leave early are, other things equal, those least capable of handling the
manipulation of abstract Symbols that is the core requirement of the academic

curriculum, angd those that have developed the Jlowest lgvels of verbal and numerical

skills as a result. ' _ ) |
69
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Ascription plays a part in this process as well. Where one lives in Australia seems
to makes a differénce directly to the decision to leave school early, and indirectly
because State _of residerice influences achievement and achievement affects early
school leaving. While our data do not allow us to explain v&hy these State effects occur,
we might suppose that tﬁey reflect in some part the differing philosophies, curricuta and
operations of the State ieducational systems. In this context, we suggest that there m
be State differences in the quality of life that students experience at schools. Theke
State differences may reflect as well differences in the distributions of available
occupations between the more industrialized and the predominantly rural States, such
that the proportion of available jobs open to early school leavers varies, or is seen to

vary, from State to State.

v

Ascriptive influences come as well from the.school system attended. ,Other things
equal, including level of achievement, students attending Government schools are more
likely to become early school leavers than are their counterparts in the non-Governmen
schools. Moreover, these effects are enhanced by the indirect effects that come about
because attendance at non-Government schools affects achievement, and achievement
affects early léavlrg. Whetlier these effects come gbout as a function of what the
non-Government schools themselves do, or whel,hgr/,tlfy represent unmeéasured average
between-system differences in student characteristics, both of these, or something else,

we cannot agsyer.

‘The meritocratic model noted earlier galné its best support in the comparison of
the direct and indirect effects of family background. While the variety of family

. background variables influence verbal and numerical achievement, direct effects on

earjv/school ‘leavlng are limited to two components, ethnicity and father's Bccupation.
Migrants whose mothér-tongue is not English and respondents whose fathers have high
status occupations are less likely to leave school early. Both effects, we suspect, have
the same explanation; greater levels of parental encouragement/pressure to stay in
school. However, the characteristics of family backgrounb aseribed by birth are
influential mainly because they affect achievement which, in turn affects early school
leavings Schools then, seem to be providing a measure of equality of educational
opportunity, at least within State and system type. They are not, of course, providing
equality of results, as the effects of family background on achievement make ¢lear.

- Descriptive Data on Stayers and Leavers

The School Stayers

»

. The student (stayers) questionnaire can be found in Appendix A and the data collected

'type of educational institution -attended during 1978. The majority

are summarized in Tables 4.4 Yo 4.9. Table 4.4 shows the distrib of the stayers by

f this group were

./ , -.- ' ,“' R .
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Table 4.4 School Stayers: Type of Educational Institution Attended:

in 1078
Type of Institution . Percentage
' Secondary School 8
Teachers College

. University

" College of Advanced Education
Technical College
Business College

D OO WO OOW
IO NL W I W=

Other
Non-response
i Total 100 (N=2311)
AN
——

Table 4.5 I&chml Stayers: Year in Secondary School

Year o , Percentage
Year 10 or less 2.8
Year 1) A ( 23.6
* Year 12 -t ) : © 56.8
Not Attending Secondary School S 8.6
Missing . 8.2

Total 100 (mzall)@'

still in secondary school at this time with only 4 verfy few in tertiary education. Of
those still in school, over half were in their final year and it seemed clear that most
stayers.would complete their seéqr“\dary education by the end of 1979_(Table 4.5).

ay

Table 4.8 shows the: stayerg reasons for continuing with full-time education.
Higher qualifications and better job prospects seem most important, but a number
appear t_6 have remained at school for want of a job or something better to do. More
than half of the stayers plan to continue with further education in 1979 (Table 4.7).

During the summer of 1978-79, 11 per cent of\this group had a full-time job, more
had part-time work (24.7%) bl‘lt most were. unemployed (55.7%); see Table 4.8. Their
long term job expectatiohs are shown in Table 4.9. As one would expect, many stayers
aspire to professional/clerical jobs - jobs that require educational credentials (cf. the

sspikations of school leavers in Table am).



/

’I‘ai’le 4.6 School Stayers: Reasons for Continuing with Full-Time )
) Education
Reason Percentage?
L
To gain higher qualifications 76.6
To get a better job ( 47.4 .
Because 1 like it ‘ 21.7 '
Because 1 couldn't get a job ?» 6.2
Because there was nothing else to do = o 3.6 .
A (N=2311)
8 Respondents could naminate more than one reason.
ﬁ

Teble 4.7 School Stayers: Plans for 1979 ~
) . 2

Plans , - . * Percentage?
Further study 57.9
Get a job ‘ 35.6
Haven't made up my mind yet 9.4

’ (N=2311)

& Multiple response possible. .

e - - g

Table 4.8 School Stayers: Biployment Status at the end of 1978 ‘

i
L g ’

-

Percentage
Rrployed full-time/ (sumer job, probably) . 10.8
Brployed part-time - 24.7
Unamp loyed 55.7 &
8.6

Non-response

“  Total 100 (N=2311)

.
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Table 4.9 School Stayers: Status of Job Expected in Five Years Time

, ¢ .
Occupational Category . Percentage
«'1  Upper Professional  16.2 .
2 Graziets > a
3 Lower Professiomal ' 29.3 .
4 Managerial ) 2.1
5 Shop Propietors 0.2
6 Fammers s 0.7
7 Clerical Workers 1.1
8 Military, Police 3.3
9 Craftanen - 6.5
10 Shop Assistants - 0.3
11 Operatives 0.3
12 Drivers. - 0.3
13 Service Workers 3.7
14 "Miners . a’
15 Fam Workers ‘ < 0.2
16 Labourers : a v
Non-response, or could not be classified © 25.5

Total _, 100 (N=2311)

& Percentage of respondents in this category totalled less than 0.1 per h
cent. : . -~
: ”

T

The School Leavers -

_ School leavers - that is, respondents who were not full-time students during 1978 - made

up 53 per eent of our retained sample. The questionnaire given to this group is included
in Appendix A and the data collected are summarized in Tables 4.10 through 4.19.

Table 4.10 shows, the month and year of leaying secondary.sc‘l‘\ool. We ndte that
most of the gtoup left school at the end of a year, rather than uring it and that most of
the leavers Tinished school in either 1976 or 1977." By that time most had completed =
Year 10, &, few had finished Year 11 and even fewer reported that they had completed

© Year 12 (Table 4, ll) About 8 per cent left school w1thout completmg Year 10.

From Table 4. 12 we see that the majority of leavers found work within 3 months of

. leaving schopl but 5.4 per cent took more than a year to find their first job. This first

job was a disappointment to over 38 per cent of th@group but 36. 5 per cent found it to
be what they had really wanted (Table 4.13). leen that the leavers have been in the

labour force fér varying lengths of time, Table 4.4 is d 1t to interpret; We note

however that most leavers- have had only one full-time jobr sm‘ lebving school'%and very

few appear- to change jobs frequently Almost half have‘been unemployed at some time

since leavnng school (Table 4.15) but over 80 'per cent, wel‘e employed at the time of the
survey (Table 4.16). , . o



~

{ .
Table 4.10 School Leavers: Date of leaving Secondary Schobl
- - ' 8

Year Pe rcen tage Month Percentage

1975 7.7 January 0.4

1976 40.6 February 1.8

1977 s 44.4 March 2.9

1978 1t 4.6 April 3.0
May 3.3 .

Non-response 2.7 June 3.2
July 2.3
August 2.8 -
Septerber 2.6
QOctober 2.7
November P 28.6
Decarber 43.3 .

~ ' - Non-response 3.1
Total 100 " (N=2608) . Total 100, (N=2608) "

\ . - -

Table 4. 17 shows the status of the leavers current or last main jobs, together with

N

that of the Job thé‘y expect in five.years time. There are 1mportant dlfferences between.

males and females here and we note’ them iR this table as well. 1t is clear that some job
categories contain more females than males (for exampte clerical workers) while in
others there are more males than females (e.g. craftsman, operatives). These are most
evident in the status of current or last main job.and persist in job aspirations ‘In
contrast to stayers relatWely tew leavers are in or gspire to professTonal jobs and the
majority expect to continue to work in clerioal/crat‘tsman/service jobs, ) .

Tabié4.18 shows the extent to which the school leavers are or ‘have been involved
with further study and the type of study undertaken is shown'in Table 4.19. We note
that 37.4 per cent of tl]e group have no plans for further study in the near fﬁture and
that over half have started or plan to start a course._ Apprenticeship$ are the most

. common type of course, undertaken and only very few members of the group appear to

be interestédd in or able to undertake tertiary.level study.

A -

- 7
”
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Table 4.11 Schoo) leavers: Highest Year of Secondary School fg

- Carpleted
5 Yen\ . Percentage
8 or less ) 0.9
9 : ) / 7.1
10 ‘ 43.4
11 31.7
12 14.3
Non-response 2.5
Total 100 (N=2608)
- - f

Table 4.12 School Leaverk: Time Taken to Find .First Job After
. Leaving Secondary School -

Nurber of Months Percentage
les¥ than 1 month 24.4
1 0 20.0
2 16.1
3 8.3
4 4.3
R 5 , _ 2.9 \
6-8 . / 5.9
RN ) 9_11 . . ' / 3-4
12 months or more \ : 5.4
*  Non-response ' 8.9° .,
- ' , Total 100 .(N>2608)

~
—
\, 4
-

Table 4.13 School Leavers: Satisfacthm wi%h First Job -

Was it the KTnd of job your really m_rlted‘?' ' ~ Percentage y
- AT Aes S o 36.5
Almost . 1841
- Not really 5 . . 20]2 N
No 2 ] . 1.8.2
Non-response . - . 7.0
b TaN ~ ' N » N .\
s . Total 100 (N=2608)
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Table 4.14 Bchool Leavers: Number of Jobs- Since lLeaving School:

Number of Full-time Percentage Nurber of Part-time l’eroo;\‘tngo
Jobs * Jobs
) 1 55.6 | 16.8~
2 18.4 2. 7.5
3 2 6.5 3 2.1
4 3.1 4 0.9
3 or more 1.8 5 or more_ .4
ngne 11.5 none 68.5
noR-response 3.0 non-response 2.9
b Total 100 , 100
(N=2608) (N=2608)
[ )
/

]

Table 4.15 School Leavers: Total Unenployment Si&ce Leaving School
. - N U

rd v -

Nurber of Months Percentage
A

less than 1 imonth . E 46.0
R 1 5.2

2 6.9 _
- 3 5.6
4 . 4.6

"5 3.6 -

6 ¢ 4.4
7-9 6.0
10-12 . 4.5
more than 12 months % ‘ 5.3
non-response 6.9

.
Total - ﬁm\ (N=2608)
. . ' '

. ~
\ \,

'y

Table 4:16 School Leavers: Current Biployment Status (gum\er' 1978-79)

“ Brployment Sta'tu7/ Percentage
Full-time job- 77.9
. Part-time job(s) ‘ %.6
Unamployed 17.6
Non-response ‘ 0.9

Total . 100 (N=2608)

¢

2



Table 4.17 School lLeavers: Status of Rresent or Last Main Job and

N Fxpected Job Tn Five Years by Sex
Occupational Category Present or Last'Main Job Fxpected Job
Males Tanales Males Feamales
(X) (X) % (X)
I Upper Professional 0.2 - 1.8 0.6
2 ,Graziers - . - - -
/ 3 Lower Professional 0.8 2.8 _ 2.8 8.3
4 Managerial 0.1 a 1.7 0.8
5 Shop Proprietors - 0.1 1.7 0.7
6 Farmers 0.4 0.1 1.2 -
7 Clerical Workers ' 6.2 42.4 4.0 30.3”
‘ 8 Armmed Service, Poli¢e 3.5 0.1- 4.4 1.5
_ 9 Craftamen 40 .4 .0 . 37.9 n.8
10 Shop Assistants 4.4 - 21.1 0.5 4.6,
11 Operatives 9.3 .6 5.7 1.5
12 Drivers 2.5 a 3.5 0.1
13 Service Workers 7.3 14.3 4.1 14.7
14 Miners ) 0.1 ~ 0.4 -
15 ®amm Workers " 5.3 0.5 2.1 0.1
16 > Labourers 12.6 1.6 T1.4 0.2
Hare Duties - 0.4 - 4.1
- &
Non-response or could .
not be classified 6.9 10.2 26.7 31.6
Total - ’ 100 100 100 100
: (N=1332) (N=1276) (N=1332) (N=1276)

& percentage of respondents in this catego?& totalled less than 0.01-
per cent.




.. Table 4.18 School lLeavegs: Participation in Further Study
. <

Percentage
Started a course but gave it up 8.3
Carpleted a course ! 12.2
Still doing a course 19.6
Plan to start a course in 1979 12.3
No plans for further study 37.4
Non-response 10.2
Total 100  .(N=2608)
» i

Table 4.19 School Leavers: Type of Further Study” Under taken

LY

7 .
Type of Course Percentage _/
Apprenticeship '22.3
Other Certificate Course 10.9
Diplanma Course 3.6 -
. Degree Course 1.1
“. Other - g 5.7
No Further Study- / 37.4 ,
Vel . Non-response 19.2
X . Total 100  (N=2608)
i >
/
o . ) ,} -
- . . «
* ko » ’ N . N

.o o
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CHAPTER 5

[13

FARLY S(“.HO("I, LEAVERS: CAREER. BEGINNINGS -y

In this chapter we examine the transition from school to work of early school leayers,
individuals who leave high school pefore graduating. Some 2608 of our respondents (53
per cent) fall into this category. The model guiding the analyses is that shown in Figure
2.1, the simplified status attainment model. This is a three-stage model that looks:
first, at the effects of the several variables in the categories State, school, family and

sex on those school achievements measured by the Word Knowledge, Literacy and

Numeracy tests; second, at the effects of all of these on the educational attainments -

of early leavers, measured as year le\rel of schooling completed; and third, at the
effects of these variables on a variety of occupational attainments in the early gareer
of these individuals. For reaqons discussed in Chapter 3, 'post-school expericnce is also
included in the model to control for the confounding influence of period effects, labour
force experience and simply the oppo_rtuﬁ‘ity to have attained the occupational
charactéristics measured. This basic model is identical to Figure 2.1 with the single
exception that poqt/achool experience' is inclhdéd in all :equations involving
occupational attainments (block 7) as dependent variables,

This model is seen as the simplest overall model we could estimate and, after
presenting the analyses based on it, we elaborate the model in the following ways.
First, as/in Chapter 4 we provide the alternative form of the dummy variable

coefficignts, the efdjusted deviations from the grahd mean, in order to illustrate more

élearly the comparative effects of State,; school system and e{hnicity. Second, as’
“before we consider the effects of Literacy and Numeracy in terms of mastery scores to

“complement thé data on the effects of school achievement measured as total Literacy

and Numeracy scores.

v (
Thirteen Structural Equations ; \

While the summary'model shown in Figure 2.1 implies three summary equations based on

the b_lo_é‘f_s_ of variables identified, iﬁ*(act we estimated thirteen equations, one for each
variagble shown within blocks five through seven, plus .an equgtion for
'post—school-éxperience’. Three euations were estimated in connection witWblock five,
one for each of Word Knowledge, Literacy and Numeracy; one equation was, estimated
for years of ‘schooling completed and another for post-school experience; and eight
were, estimated for block seven, one for each of ,the measurés of occupational anﬁ
further educational attainment shown. In wtimatig these equations we regressed each
of the variables in block five on.the eighteen variables contained in blocks ‘one through

four - seven State dummy variables, two school sygteni and two ethn_icyy dummy

79



variables and one measure ofich of sehool rurality, family r:urnlity, father's occupation,
father's (‘(hl(‘ﬁt.i()n, methcr's cdueation, family size, and respondent's sex.  The single
equationn for block six regressed tsohooling completed' on twenty-pne variables, the
cighteen noted above plus Word Knowledge, l.iternoy., and Numeracy. TFor thesgake of
completeness, we Hiso estimated an equation for the 'post-school experienee’ variabl l‘l‘
block 3, but the coefficients have no ready interpretation because the variable is n
compound measure of several variables. Eight eqiintions were estimated for block seven
and in each a measure of occupational attainthent was regressed on twenty-three

variables, all the preceeding plus 'schooling completed' and 'post-school oxp('rienoe".

Displaying the Datd .

1

The amount of ‘information to be displayed is substantial; the thirteen equations
estimated generate some 280‘.§truotun\ll cocfficients and these nre to be presented
twioe,-onoe iﬁﬁtheir metric form and once as standardized coefficients. The metric
coefficients are presented in the three tables - 5.1a, %6.1b and 5.le - wjch consider,
tespectively, State effects, family and school effects, and individual effects. The
independent varmbloq in each table are displayed along the horizdntal axis and the
thirteen dependent variables, grouped into six educational and six occupational
attainments plus 'post-school experience', are listed on the vertical axis. Thus, each of
the thirteen rows within eaeh table contains metric structural coefficients from a single
equation. It is important to. remember that the\coeft'icients shown in each part-table
are pet coeft‘uicients. That is, the State effects shown.in Table 5.la are net of the
effects oMfamily, school, and the individual ehnmcteristi%s of respondents;. the family
and sctlool effects shown in Tables 5.1b are net of State and individual differences; and

the individual effects shown in Tables 5.lc are net of State, school and family effects.

‘Since no useful interpretation of the standardized effects of dummy variables as
calculated is possible we are limited, to % examination of the relative influences of
school and- family rurality, famlly size, fathers occupation and education and mother's
~educatior} along  with ascribed (sex) - and achieved (Word Knowledge, Literacy,
Numeracy, schooling completed) characterlstlcs of the reqpondent.. These wffects are,
of course, net of State, school system and ethnicity influences, and are shown in Table
5.4. Comparisons of the relative "effects of the State, school. system and ethnicity
dunt'my variables are provided in\the form of adjusted deviations to the grand mean in
‘Table 5.2. . .

1

As'in~ Chapter 4, coefficients which equal or exceed tv\;ice their standard érror are.
shown in non- italic type and our mterpretatlons focus on these for the most part. We
doubt the significance, statistical and dherwnse, of the otherq .on the basis that, with a
sample size of 2608, coefficients _hot rc?shmg statnstlcal Qigmflcance at the level

chosen are very small and are unhkely o have much practncal significance either.

. However, these coet‘flcients are shown in the tables in italics.

o 80 JU
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Interpretation

Two general n;;;)roacl1os are'adoptcd. In one tho-foous is on an examination of the
catuses of each educational and occupational attainment examined one by one; in other
words, to interpret the rrows of the table. In the other the npproabh is to interpret the
columns and focus on State, school, family, and individual effects across the range of
attainments. We chose the latter approach for this chapter in the interests of
S establishing consistencies in effects across the social processes represented, to be
followed in Chapter 6 by an issue-oriented summary of the fihdings treating the several
attainments one by one. 'l‘hin.«.;z in this chapter we tal}< about State cffacts, school
effects, family effects and so on. In Chapter 6 we will talk in summary fashion about
the causes of: achievement; the decision to leave schobl early; the transition from

school to work among early school leavers; }lnd the future.

State Effects

Our main purpose in introducing State of residence into the model is to control
unspecified between-State sources of ‘ariation in the educational and occupational
attainments of early school leavers. That is, differences in State economies, labour
markets and educational systems, at least, are seen as potential confounding influences
in analyses based on a national sample of yguth; see Alwin (1976) for a similar, apprbach
to college effects, and Munck (1979) in relation to adjusting for between-school
differences. Since we .are /capturing aggregate’tate effects in this way, it is difficult

to assign a precnsf meaning to whatever effect\may emerge, and we do not.

*

Table* 5.1a is the one of interest. For the effects shown in this table It is
important to remember first, that these are metric coefficlents ang, second, because
they are dummy variables, each effect is lnterpreted relative to NSW, the omitted
group. Thus, the -0.86 coeffi(;ient for Vic. in Table 5.1a means, other things 9qual that
» N early leavers in Vic. score some nine-tenths of a point lowet‘on Word Knowledge, on the
average, than do early leavers-in NSW. Similar interpretations are possible for the

other coefficients shown for each for thé Mirde school achievement variables‘\ The
‘consistent advantage of Qld and SA early leavers in Word Khowledge, Litkr\acy and
Numeracy is most n table. While these differences probably reflect differing curricular
‘emphases ‘ across the States, State differencgs in the characteristics of ‘student

' populations might bé implicated glven that we are now talking about early school
leavers, a felect group. However, by definition, such differences would need to be -
unrelated to the other student characteristics already controlled - school system

| attended, social orlgins, family and school rurality, sex, and so on. This fact seems t()
reduce the likelihood that between-State differences in student populationg are

responsible for these effects. ¢

- s
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Table 5.1a  State Effects on the Educational and Occupational Attainments

;tlgnr}y School Leavers

4
! Independent Variables
’ STATE W

Dependent Variables ACT lViC- 3 Q1d’ SA WA Tas. NT
Word Knowledge ~0.39 -0.86  0.99 1.88 0.96 0.74  -5.18
Literacy. 0.64 -0.13 0.92 1.01 0.13 0.23 -4.16
Numer \ - 0.3 _0.58  2.60 113 -0.72 0.03  -6.83
Schooling Completed (years) . 0.14 0.39 0.35 0.61 0.43 0.16 0.45
Post-School Experience (months) -3.14 -0.02 . 4.78 %.02 4.00 ) 1.62 21.53
AttempEedIFurther Study? -0.13 -0.11 -0.19 -0.19 ) -0.06—. -0.10 -0.06
Further Study Plans? . 0.06 -0.08 -0.21 -0.16 -0.06 -0.1% 0.04
Time to Fi;'st Job (months) ' -0.48 -0.65 0.63- -0.65/ 0.82 0,64 -0, 54
Satisfaction with First Job o4 0.12 -0.05 7 6! 0.10 -0.06 06
/fver Unemployed? -0.03 "% -0.02 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.03 0,06
Months Unemploybd ' 0.56 0.37 0.96 10.88 0.59 0.32 -0.40
Status of 'Present' Job -6.37 -4.92 -4.30 }8.79 -3.93 -7.83 20,34

-10.04 -8.89 6.77 -8.62 -9.09 18.51

Status of Expected Job

) L
-

v

L 3.89

Note. The COéf_ficients shown indicate State effects, ogher tt\ingS/hqua‘l

R4

)
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1

State differences for 'schooling completed are shown in the fourth equation.
Agnin, the effects are relative to NSW and show that, other things equal, students in
Vic. stay in school an average of 0.39 years longer; those in Qld stay 0.35 years longer;
i%oarly leavers get an extra 0.43 years of schooling; those in ’I‘a;;. stay 0.16 years
lon

White these may appear to be minor differences we ought to keep in mind that they are

‘® and those in SA stay on for an extra two-thirds of a year, on the average.

net differences among lﬂ("_ﬂﬂ: and thus repregent fairly substantial differences in the
total schooling of this particular cohort. To some extent these figures may reflect
State differences in the definition and ,implementation of the 'miWegal”school
leaving age, but it is equally plausible that thd reflect State differences in -holding
power. We raise again the possibility that between-State differences in the quality of '
school life may be involved. We take up the question of -wl{etr‘r;the_se differences

affect early career status later when the effect of schooling completed is considered.
]
Sceing that 'post-school-experience' contains components of period of entry into

\

the workforce, labour force experience, and simply opportunity to have attained the
occupatiorjs‘ﬁlsw noted, we present the coefficients but do not interpret them. As
noted, thé variable was introduced for the purpese of conteglling the confounding

influence of these effects on occupational attainments.

S

State effects on the acti(ﬁs and intentions of school leavers to engage in further '

education, other things equal, show_’that relative to NSW, and with only one. exception

‘fewer séhool leavers in AC'I‘, Vic., Qld, Tas., WA and SA I'mve-attempted further study

or plan to in the future, Whether this i a function of State differences in the
opportunity to undertake further education or in‘the motivation to do so engendered by
previous educational experience, or something else, cannot be answeredlxith these data.

State differences .in early career attainments are displayed in the remaini
coefficients of Table 5.1a. lemg in ACT or Tas. offers no statistically significarrh
advantage or ~disadvantage vis a vis NSW in the time it takes toﬂ)ubtain a job after
leaving 'school. However, among individuals _otherwisé equal: those living in Vie. take
t‘wo—thirds of a month less, on the average, to obtain their first job; those in Qld
two-thirds ?f a manth longer; those ‘in WA eig!}t—tenths of a mqnth longer; and those in
SA two-thirds of a month'lws, than do early school leavers living in NSW. State effects
on unémployment are most pronounced in Qld and SA. Other things equal, living in Qld
increases the chances of having experiené‘ed unemployment and, on the average, early
leav,ers. have experienced almost a month more unemployment than their NSW
counterparts. Sinﬁhrly, SA feavers have experlenced an average of (.88 months extra
unemployment vis a vis NSW early school ledvers. Note that these e(:{,ecgs_are over and
abom the effects of education, the opportunity fo have experienced unﬁnployment, and
the other independent. variables within the model. We cen only assume that this is
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indicative of differences in the labour markets of the various States such that, other

things equal, an in(‘f\ﬁ;iual is more likely to obtain a job in one State than in others
simply as a function of State differences in the availability of jobs.

State differences in occupational status attained and expected are minor and,”*

overall, not -statistically signifigant. The metric of th(.‘ status scale rnnges" om a low

“of 331 for labourers in foot,, everage and tobacco industried, to a high oé:ls for

independent medical practitioners (Broom et al. 1977:103). Thus, the largest-.effect

shéwn (20 points) does not represent & marked difference in status between —

occupations. They may reflect minor State differenceq in the relative proportions of

unskilled and semi-skilled jobs in white-collar and blue—collar occupatlons

_These State effects are more clearly shown in the upper panel of Table 5.2 where

we show them as agdjusted deviations from the grand mean for the major educational and

occupational attainments. Effects on school achievement, job satisfaction, employment

at the time of the survey, and job status are not shown. We presented State effects on
achievements for the total sample in Chapter 4 and the remaining omissions show

negligible State effects in Table 5.1a.

L] - >

] State effects on years of schooling completed are negative for ACT, NSW and
Tas.; other things equal, early school leavers leave earlier in ACT, NSW, and Tas. than
they do in other States. They take longe} to get their first job ir{ Qld, WA and Tas., and
are more likely to have been unemployed i\ they live in Qld, SA and Tas.,e€ nce the
greatest aqiount of unemployment in Qld any SA, and are less likely to hlive engaged in:

further educalt::,‘(rw'plan to do so, if ttsey ve in these two States.
" Y Itis ap ing to attribute the pafterns of State differences in educational and
occupational attainments to State differeffees in educational systems and in economic

prosperity reflected in labour markets. While this may be true in part, we cannot be

definitive about the reasons for these differences. We can, however, be definitiye about

the State differences among early school leavers. Other things equal, the simple fact of :

living in SA means consistently higher educational attainments, less time to find a job
after leaving school but lower p‘rticipation in further education, and more
unemployment. The situation in Queensland is similar except that early leavers tend to
take longer to get their first job, on the average, than théy do in other States except
WA and Tas. Most other State effects on occupational attainments fait to reach
statistical significance :

It is important to keep in mind that these State effects are net of whatever State
differences might occur as a result of population differchw between the States, for
example, differences in the ethnic, socioeconomic and rural compositions of this
cohort; and, where occupational attainments are concerned, net of the State
differences in achievement that we have noted. Individuals otherwise equal in these
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Table 5.2 State, School and Ethnicity Effects Expressed as Adjusted Deviations fram the Grand Mean

Dependent Variables

, ) Y
Independent Schooling Time to " Ever Months Attenpted . Planned Present
Variables Campleted Job 1 Unemployed Unemployed Full-time Study Full-time Study Job
L) ' . Net State Effects . -
-~ ~
) -— ] 4

ACT - -0.14 -0.47 $0.05 0.13 - -0.04 0.14 - ~-2.94

NSW ’ -0.28 0.01 -0.02 ~-0.43 0.09 0.08 3.43

Vie. 0.11° ~-0.64 -0.04 -0.06 -0.02 :0.00 -1.49

Qld. . 0.08 0.64 0.06 0.53 -0.10 -0.13 ~-0.87
SA ’ 0.39 . -0.64 0.03 0.45 7 -~0e10 -0.08 -5.36
WA 0.15 0.83 -0.02 0.16 0.03 0.02 -0.50

Tas. . -0.12 0.65 0.01 ~-0.11 -0.01 -0.07 -4.10

NT 0.17 -0.53 0.04 -0.83 - 0.03 0.12 23.717

3o,

N b
Net School System Effects

Goverment . -0.03 ~0.03 0.01 0.05 -0.01 -0.01 -1.15

Ranan Catholic- 0.18 0.20 ~0.09 -0.74 0.07 0.04 10.86

Independent 0.22 - 0.05 0.10 1:26 ~-0.01 0.10 -6.75

Net Ethnicity Effects
F . rﬂ -
- Australian-born -0.03 -0.17 -0.01 -0.12 . =0-01 -0.01 - -0+ 02
English-born ~0.04 - -0.02 0.06 0.65 -0.01 -0.04 -1.81

Non-English-born 0.19 0.97 0.03 0.02 0.07 . 0.06 1.93

\
X




respects experience Qiffermu-vs in eduentionnl and  occupationnl attainments as n
function of their geographical location in Australin.  Of course, we do not attribute
these effeets to geography as such but suggest instead that they refleet, at least,
between-State difforon('{hs‘\ the structure and process of Nlu(-ntion,,thv health of the
economy, and the buoyancy of the labour market. ‘

L]

h , - School and Family Effects
. '

Y, ©

Y -

Table 5.1b contains the data in question. As before, thvw effeets are net of all other
influences shown in the model such fhat the effect of a varinble r({)r(\wnts difference§
in outcomo among individuals different on the variable in question but alike in all other

measured respeets.

School System Effects

As noted carlier the two variables eapturing attendance at non-Government schools are
dummv variables whose effeets are interpreted relative to tho omitted group,
vernment schools. Whete educational attainments are ('onoornod, an Independent
school education scems to be an advantage as the first two columns in Table 5.1b show.
Farly leavers from these schools evidence higher attainments than their State-school
counterparts, and in no instgpee are they disndvunt'ago.d in these respects. For example,
" other things equal, early leavers from the non-State schools Qt\)tnin an average of
one-quarter of a years extra.schooling than similar leavers .from State schools. Keep in
mind that we are controlling for the socioeconomic‘seleetivity of these systems so the
* effects are not due to between-school differences in the\leaverq social origins As with
State effects, ‘we are measuring aggregate residual effoots asqoclated with school type
in these vm‘lables “and, thus, cannot®be deﬁnitwe about their meamng Nevertheless, -
the data do show that even among those who do not complete high school, other things
equal, those .who attend non—Government schools do better on our measures of

achievement and in terms of the t;l\ﬁqunt of schooling they acquire.

These school system influences cgﬁy through to occupational attainments as well.
Whatever it is that a Catholic school *education p'r-ovidee - perhaps more of the
traditional occupational virtues, as one neonnserjvative commentator euggested (Harris,
1979) - it is beneficial for early school leavers. Although early leavers fromatholic
schools take longer to get their first job, they are less likely to have ever been
.unemployed (- 0.10), experience some eight-tgnths of a month less unemployment (-0.79),
have current jdb‘a whose status is 12 points higher - approximately "the dlfference
between service station attendant (430) and @ panel beater (444), for example (Broom et

., 1977:108) ~ and expect to have jobs in five years time whose status is 14 points higher
than the expectations of Government—school students ’

\
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Table 5.1b  School and Family Effects on-the Educational and Occupational Attainments of F.url)7 School Leavers

Note. The coeffi;:lents shown indicate school ’and family effects, _other

.

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

things equ'll.

L

’ s : < — . ' '
» . ¥ ,
Independent Varinbles , . '
) - SCHOOL ‘ “.... FAMILY )
° Cath. Indep. School English Nonlingli.:h Family Family Fathor's Father's Mother's
Dependent Variables . . School School Rurality Born Born Rurality Size Occupn. Edn. Edn.
Word Knowledge - 144 3.7 -0.42 ~0.57 -0.88 0.18  -0.32 0.80 0.40 041
Literacy 0.67 1.24 -0.55 -0.39 -0.87 0.20 -0.25 0.37 0.23 0.35
Numeracy 0.2¢ " 1.12 -0.9 -0.50 -0.34 0.26 -0.27 0.43‘ 0.15 0.58
Schooling Completed (years) 0.21° 0.25" 0.08 -0.01 0.22 0.0 -0.04 0.10 0.0z 007
Post-School Experience (months) -1.41 -0.88 -0.74 -0.78  -3.45 -0.16 0.22 -0.70 . 0.70 -0.60
“Attespted Further Study? 0.08 0.00* -0.05 0.00  0.08 -0.00 -0.01  0.03 , 0.01 -0.00
Further Study Plans? 0.05 0.11 -0106 _0.08  0.07 -0.02 0.00  0.05 < 0/01 ~0.00
Time to First Job lmonths) 0.28 - 0.08 -0.30 0.15 1.14 «_ 0.08 .07 0.0z -0.27 -0.03
satisfaction with First Job 0.12  _ 0.12 0.10 -0.15 ~0.03 =0.02 -0.01 0.0 $.01 0.06
Ever Unemployed? -0.10 0.0d.. -0.00 0.07 0.04 -0.02 0.0] -0.03 ¥0.00 -0.01
Nonths Unemployed 20.79 1.21 0.04 0.77 0.14 .05 .18 -0.18 0.09 0.01
Status of 'Present Job' 12.01 -5.60 -1.50 -1.79 1.95 -d.25 =0, 90 1.92 2.00 -0.35
Status of Expected Job 13.91 30.25 -3.63 9.79 -0.32 5.99 e -0.83 4.58 2.83
l ~ »>



While these offo.ot's inight have been expected, those “of Independent  school
education are not, insofar as occupational attainments are concerned. In terms of early
occupational attainments’ these students have been unemnployed, on the, average, 1.21
months l()}\ger, are somewhat more likely to have experiénced unemployment (0.09), and
are working *pdw ‘- in  jobs of _somewhat lower average status than their
Government-school counterparts. Yet in five years these ndolosoont.s expect to be
working in an occupation with a status, on the average, 30 points higher than their

Governnmrént-school analoguess

- These same effects are apparent in the second panel of Table 5.2. On the average,

early leavers from the non-Government schools leave school later than their

p
Government school counterparts, thBugh they take somewhat longor to get their fINt o

job. Once |n the workforce, d!ﬁ‘eronces between puplh from the two mdopendent
qutems emerge. FEarly leavers fl'OE the Catholic schools are less likely to have been
unemployed (-0.09) and those from the Independent schools more likely (0.10).
Similarly, the alumni of the Catholic school.q'eiperience less unemployment (-0.74)
while those of the Independent schools have more .(1.26) than the bulk of the popu?ation
which attends the several Government system schools. . Similarly, more of the Catholic
school eai'ly leavers have attempted further study (0.07) 'and, on je average, they

attain higher status occupations (10.86) than their Independent school analogues. .

Two general ‘patterns of effects need explanation. Why da early leavers at both

non-Government. school "systems achieve at a higher level, other things equal, than
Government School students? And, why do early leavers from the Catholic schools do

best in the workforce and those from the Independent schools fare worst of all? In

e . )
Chapter 4 we suggested an answer, to the first of these questions when the same pattern

. —
of effects was seen in the total sample, and in Chapter 6 we take up these issues-ageain.
] .

An answer to the second question is more speculative. i’erhaps students a/t'

Catholic schools get a traditional education and learn the traditional values that
employers see as desirable. 'I‘hey are more acyéptable to employers as a result, either
because they exhibit these vni'tues and/or because employers think they have them.

The explanation of the dmadvantage suffered by the lndependent sthool early
leavers i3 more specplatlve still and the meaning assigned must be seen as tentative.

We assume jn the first instance that tbe effect is not due to the education per .8e;

Independent schools probably do not teach anti-work attitudes, and employers p;'obably B

do not dlScriminate against early school leavers who have attendéd these schools. If the
effect is not due to the schools as such, it seems likely to be rooted. in betWeen—system
differences in family background not controlled in these analyses. We have no measure
of family income, for example. Although we do control for -part ot between-family
differené®s in this resource through our controls on, parentaf occupational and
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<‘educational attainmentq it is only a part, as the correlation between income and.these

attainments is of- thc order of 0.3 to 0.5 (Jones et al., 1977:63). Thus, residual resource

“differences between families across the two systems may be responsible; early school

leavers from’ Independent schools may have sufficient family financial backing to be

choogy about their jobs. However, it is probably more than simple resource differences

» between famglies. Some part of the justification for choosing an Independent school

educatlon must rest on the preniige that it provtdcq a better start in life. Since such

. School Rurality

familicq nay be mare willing to invest in a 'better' start through a 'better' education we
suggest that, resource differences. aside, they may also be more wnlling to support a

period of ynemployment while their offspring search for the right occupational niche.

[ 4

Ag .discussed earlier, our measure of school rurality is an aggregate measure of the

fa'mily rurality .of the twenty-five students sampled in each school. We assume that

'-schoolq differ in their rurahtv directly with the average level of the rurality of the|r

students. If one does not accept this assumption, then we are measuring the effects of
'peer rurality'. If we do accept the assumption that, for the most part, rural children
attend rural schools, arild yban children attend urban schools, ghen we are tapping the
variety of rural school disadvantages noted by the Schools Commission, as well as 'peer

rurality'.
2 . ] -
Net of other influences, the more rural the schobl attended the lower the levels of

Word Knowledge, Literacy and Numeracy, of early leavers (the coefficients -0.42, -0.55
and -0.91 respectively). However, an examination of the metrics of the variables
suggests that the effects are -telatively minor: other fhmgs equal, schools at the
extremes - the most urban and most rural of the schools - produce a net difference of
one and one—half poings in Word Knowledge, two points in-Literacy and__three box_nta- in
Numeracy, on the a:& ' '
even the effects of extreme school rurallty on achievement are fairly: small. Farly
leavers from these same extreme schools differ by three-tenths of B yesar in schoolmg

completed, on the average, favouring the more rural schools, Participation in further

age. Since these tests have ranges'of between 30 and 40 points'

education though suffers from a rural educatlon as the ~negat|ve coeffidlents telating to _

'attempted furthér Qtudy' (-0,05) and 'further study plans' (—0 08). indicate., Where

occupational attainments are concerned the effect of a rural educatnbn is negliglble ,

with two exceptions. The more rural the sehool, the less: time it takes to enter the
workforce . (—0.30) and the more satisfiqd is the eaﬂy school leaver (0.10). Thus, 0verall
there appedr to be some minot educational disadVantagw associated- with a rural
educatlon, and an advantage in the tendency to stay in schzol a little longer, but as far

‘a8 occupational attainments are concemed a rural gducatio is. neither better nor worse

in its effects than one obtained in an urban school. -Given the restricted job
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.of a year longer (p.22), are more llkely to have

!
'

opportunities in rural areas one might assume, first, that the rural studepts stay in
school Jonger because they see few jobs available in the local area, and second, tlmt the

apparent abscnce of cupatlonal ((isudvnntago comes about because rural youth lnove

to the cit’y in search of employment where they seemy to compete on cqual terms with

urban youth,

Ethnicity o ' _ - . '3
fducational 'disadvuntagc is traditionally associated with membership of ethnic groups.
lr¢xamining this assertion our datw limit us to fairly coarse measures of ethnicity. In
fact, our measures are measires of 'migrancy’ and 'mother- tongue' combined.
Respondonts who are members of othmc groups but who were borf® in Australja are not - ¢
distinguished from other Australian- born memherq of the sample and, thus, séme. group,-
differences may be obscured. Nevertheless, our measure does seem to capture those
members of ethnic groups at most risk: those with the least exposure to 'acchlturating

u\fluences, and th?se with the greatest degree of language dlsadv(ntage

'I‘he use of tvvo dummy variables to. cnpture the ethwrlgins of our respondents
means that effects are .interpreted relative to the omntted group, thoge born in
Australia. Ethnic effects on educational achievement for the 'an]lsh-vborn' group are
not statlsucally significant though they show a consnstent degree . of disadvantage in the
negatxve signs af all the coefficients. Their occupntional attalnments however, are
somewhat more affected. Early school leavers in this ethnie group experience less
satisfaction with their first job (-0.15), are ‘more likely to have seen, some unemployment
(0.07) - on the average about three-quarters of a/"morith (0.77) over that of
Australmn—born respondents - and expect- to have somewhax h(gher status jobs in five

& ‘/

years, higher by about 10 points on the ayerage. : ) .

Non—Enghsh—born early leavers show lower lgvels of \r}lj‘d Knowledge, Literacy, and™
Numeracy, as one might expect, though the coemc;ents d‘)ot reach statistical
significance. However, other things equal they s at’school an average of two-tenths

a?empted further study (0.08) and to

* ‘plan_on doing more (0.07). Where occupatnona'l attainments dre in question there is
_"htt)e evidence that this . group is' dlsadvantaghd dithough they take a little more than a
..month longer ‘to get a job afteraleaving/chool (1,14) relative to Australian-borns. -

The 1ower ‘panel in Table 5.2. sho ;‘he comparative effects across the three
groups Other thingé eqpal non—Engliah-born early leavers leave later, than the other
groups, ‘take ldnger to find their. first jop, are less likely than the English-born to have
suffered unemploS'\‘mant, and more ;ke]y than the Australian—born, with the same

. pattérn holdlng fqr ‘dura’tion of unem‘ployment In addition, they hold marginally higher
_,\:atus jows than thqr the Auatralian—&orn or the English-born other things equal, and

e r_norellkely..to have att_engp,te;! and plan on further education.

[ . Y
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Overall, ethnic disadvantage seoms. to be concenteated where we would least
expect it, among migrant families whose mother-tongue is that of their® adopted
countr‘y. * Early school leavers among the migrn'nts from Hl\klisiu—spopkh;g nations, while
sh ‘ ing negligiblc_disddvant_age within th('* schools, show a degree of disadvantage in the
labour market. On the other hand, their counterparts from non-English-spenking nattons
are not significantly disadvantaged, on the v(vh-olo, within the schools except for their
literacy skills and, apart from taking longer to find a job, are not ;ignifionntly different
from Australian-born rospon('lel‘\ts in their occupntionnl‘latminm(?nts. In fnot., tests (;f
significande aside, they do somewhat better. We suggest three possible explanations but
have no wu\; of knowing the truth of any within the confines of our present data: first,
the existence of a general discrimination against migrants in the workplace, offset, for
the non-Englishzborn school leavers, by the avaitfbility of j(;hs in a less competitive
ethni¢ job market; second, the possibility of differences in achievement values between
the groups; thjrd, we may have underestimated barental. occupational and educational
attainments in the non!l?,nglish—spe’nking group through the reparting of\"c:;rent parental

status which may be different from status prior to mnigrating. As a result,

socioeconomic and educational differences in family background between the groups

may not be adequately con!rolled and, hence, w-ill appear as ethnic differences.

Rural Origins : o

The issue is one of whether the rurality of the area in which the resp;mdent's family
lived (in 1975) influences current educational and occupational attainments; in short,
whether distance from the cultural provisions of urban centres, resource disadvantage
engendered by isolation, a predominance of agricultural occupational models, a
restricted range of job opportunities, and the relative mix of Gemeinschaft and

Gesellschaft value orientations characteristic of the respondent's immediate

neighborhood - and, we assunie, his family as well - affects these attainments. The-

answer seems to be no. Respondents coming from rural family origins do somewhat
better in edch of the three measures of educational achievement though the
coefficients do not reach statistical significance.” Educational attainments measured as
year level completed are also unaffected by the rurality"of one's family. Occupational
attainments are similarly unaffected with the exception that thefLy

respondent's origiris the higher his occupational expectations for five years hence. Each

unit of family ru_ral\ity - the range is seven - produces a 6-point increase in the status of

the occlipation expected, a 42-point difference from the most rural to the most urban of

families in favour of the egrly leavers from rural families. . e

\

"The most striking gbservation to make about the effects of rurality, whether
family or school, is that, cont\ral;y to expectations, it seems to ,make only a small
difference to occupational attalnments, other things equal. The concern we sometimes

91 ' /.

Ry

more rural the ’

-



Y

v

~

AN
-

T

see ovée-the plight of rural youth fef. Gilmour and Lansbury, 1978) seems not entirely
warranted. Our data suggest that, other things equal, rural youth suffer no major

disadvantage in terms of, Jzetting a job. This d905 not mean that rural vouth arc not

disadvantaged in the job market, if one considers that having to leave homo to get a job

is a disadvantage. In rural a!j _s the jobs are limited and, most likely, we find no rural
disadvantage because most of these early school leavers move to the citids in search of

work. Once there they compete in the same market as urban youth and, apparently, on

»

the.same terms. ’ o -

The Family Environment - *

»

"Un‘der this heading we have g’ro{lped the ‘effects of the respondent'.:: immodint'e' family
environment: ﬁ\e siblings; the social and economic statuses, values and occupational
models that are associated with the occupatlon of the principal breadwinner, usually
}athers, and the educational ethos of the home, insofar as we can capture this with
measures of parental education, Family size exerts a consistent negative effect on
educational attainments, an effect which is consistent also Wwith general findings on tho
influence of family size. Other things equql, each additional brother or sister costs 0.32
of a- point in Word Knowledge, 0.25 of & point in Literacy, and 0.27 of a point in
Numeracy. * Each sibling afso costs 0.04 of a year of overall schooling. Marjoribanks
(1979) ‘revie»\;s the explanations for family size effects on educational attainments in
some detail. Typically, these explanations adopt a 'sharing of resources' perspective

where resources are broadly defined and range from material ‘ parental contact.

These effects persist throuygh to occupational attainments though with less force.

Other things equal, each extra sibling increases the likelihood of having experienced

* unemployment (9.01), ;‘i}nd adds 0.18 of a month to the total period out of work. An

explanation for the occupational effects, which are net direct effects, is not
immediately obvious, though they too may reflect a similar sharing of parental

resources where these are encouragement and assistance in obtaining work.
. ~

4

The effects of father's oc.cupagion have been scaled by a factor of one hundred
duch that the coefficients shown r.epresent ‘the effects of a 100-point difference in
occupational status. Effects on educational attainments are consistently positive as one
“Would expect. Respondents whose fathers' occupatlom differ in status by 100_points
also differ b’y_One-tenth of a year of schooling c_ompletgﬂ, other things equal. /ﬁh the
. exception of a small effect. on unemployment (-0.03), a father's own occupational
attainments do not affect those of the next generation directly. That is, family status
appears not to be a direct advantage or disadvantage in the labour market for early
school leavers. Occupational attainment for this group seems to be essentially &

meritocratic process, at least as far as family background is concerned.
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Parental educational ;ltthin‘monts operate similarly, affecting the edueational
attainments but not occupatiopal attainments of these (‘:l;'ly leavers to any marked
degr'oo. Thus, while having parents with high status jobs and high levels of education
helps th(:ir educational attainments, and‘through these their occupational attainments,

these family attainmcnt%soem'to have no direct infiuence in the garketplace itself.
L . DR o .

“

Individual Effects -

The effects in question are contained in Tables 5.ic {md, with the exception of sex,
represent the effects of educational attainments on oogupntionn] attainments net of
State, family and school influences. ‘

L

v

Sex

e v

In both tables the effect of sex is consistent. While not statistically significant, the

\coefficiehts for Word Knowledge and Literacy favour females, but females score lower

on Numeracy (-0.65), are less likely to attempt further study (-0.06) or plan on further .

education (-0,11). They take one and one-third months longer to get a job, are
unemployed on the average 1.35 months longer than males, and are more likely to have
been unemployed (0.13) since leaving school. Against these consistent negative effects
o’ being female, females do attain ‘higher status’"}obs - being female is Worth some 15
status points for current job - and expect‘to be- in higher statd¥ jobs in five years time.
However, in good part this is a f}\mction of the kinds o‘f j(‘)bs seen as appropriate for
females. If we look back to Table 4.17 we see that most females enter clerical or shop
assistant occupaiions, whereas males enter occupations somewhat lower in status and

predominantly'male preserves - the armed services, craftsmen, operatives, labourers.

Consistent sex diffegencés of this kind takerfwith much of the avaiiable evidence
suggest that we may have oversimplifiéd our model in this respect. Quite possibly the
sotial processes implicated in educational and occupational attainment are not the same
for males and females, and there is evidence that this is so (cf. Spaeth, 1977; Sturman,
1979). Thus, as;suming an additive effect for sex probably ova'simplifigs things and we
should look "at an interactive model. Separate analyses by sex have been undertaken and
will be discussed ih a’later report. Nevertheless, the present data seems convineing
evidence that some form of disadvantage exists in the labour market for females who
leave high school before graduating. We are uhable to indicate the mechz;nisms involved
with the data 4* hand, $hough thg increasing® presence of married women in the
workforce and the replacement of unskilled labouy by machines may be contributing

.

factors.
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Table 5.1c The Effects of Sex, Schogd Achievement, Educatiohal Attlflll\cl\tﬁ and Post-Sch;ol Experience on the éducatiouul mmd Occupational Attainmonts
N -of Farly Schob] Leavers '
M

: ' - T
¢ N " \ : T S I‘nd?po‘ndont Variables ‘- . .t ) " ) .
. ' SEX - . ACHIEVEMENT " ATTAINMENT EXPERIENCE PRO‘,OR"(;.M
Dopendont Variables v Rospondent's |, Word . C . Bchoollng ¢ “Post-3chool  OF EXPLAINED
Sex . Knowledge Literacy, Numeracy Completed l:'xporio:lce VARTANCE
, L) . \ 3%
Word Knowledgo ) 0.38 N 0.06
Litoraty L 0.26 , ! . . - 0.09 -
Nuseracy , -0.65. . . ’ ~ 0.0
Schooling Completed (years) 0.02 2 0.01 , 0.02- 0.02 ’ ! ’ - ~0.24
Post-School Exporﬁnc'e {months) ' .0.93 . . +=0.08 0.08 ' 0.02 g « - 0.08
Attempted Further Study? ' -0.06 ) 0.60 0.01 0.01 . 007 . 0.00 \ *0.08
Further Study Plans? -0.1 0.00 0.01 *0.00 " 0.06° . 0.00 " 0.09
,*Time to First Job (months) - 1.3 03 . " .04 ~0.02 -1.08 S I 3 0.23
Satisfaction with First Job -0.09 -0,00 -0.01 o 0.02 0.02 0.00 - 0.03
Ever Unemployed? “0.13 . -0.00 g.01.  -0.00 N -0.14 -0.01 . om
Monghs -Unemployed LW 1.33 ’ -0.02 ~ 0.08 ©o-on LY L BN ;007 e .+ 0.5
Status of ‘Preyent’ Job . 15,13 0.38 -0.49 1.25 11.89 . 0.25 . 7013
Status of Expected Job 10022 0.76 - . -0.92 0.85 - 10,32 -0.21 0.08

Note. Thoe coofficients shown indicate sex, educational léhievemnt, educational attainment and experience effects, other things equal
/
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Schooling

In this section we deseribe the way in which educational achievements and itainments
- Word Knowledge, Literacy, Numorm'v and length of schooling - are trans ted into
occupational attainments during tho early cnreer of early school leavers. IT‘()r reasons
already noted, we cannot readily interpret the effects of 'post-school (:xp(‘rion'('o‘ and

" wc do not, with one oxooptlon Nevertheless, it remains an import{nnt control varinble

4

for .the reason that other effects are net of differences in opportumtv, labour force

experience, and periodic fluctuations in the demand for abouri‘/

School Achievement. The coefficients shown in Xgble 5.1¢ show that among the

school leavers in our sample, the capabilities measured by Word Knowledge contribute
in, & 1ginor wyy to time to first job (0.03), and occupational status, present (0. 38) and”
expected (0.76). Individuals qc&mg at the gutremes of this test are separated bv 52
Word Knowledge points. Thus, other things equal, compared to the highest scorers,
s those at the absolute lowest level would abtain a jéb one and one-half months earlier,
but Gbtain occupations of somewhat lower §tatus (20 points). The net effects of literacy
capabilities on occupational attainments are minor. The more literate are likely to be
unemployed &!Lewhat longer'(()-.(iS) and expect {ower s’ta('us jobs in fivg, years (-0.92).
The effects of numerical skills are another matter. Fducational attainments of this
kind-have consistent direct effects on occupational attainments; other things equal, the
more numerate are more satisfied with their first jobs (0.02), are less likely to have
experienced unemployment (-0.01), have beep unemployed fot a shorter time (-0.11), and
' have higher status jobs and expectations. Persons scoring at the extremes of the
33-point range of t est differ by 3.6 months in total unemployment, and 4l points in
current occupational status - the difference between, for example, a policeman (508)=

and a trainee nurse (467). . \

’

Schooling Completed. With one exception, the effects of years of schooling
completed all a;\ieve statistical significance. Each extra year of schooling completed
increases 9ne's likelihood of having attempted or having plans to undertake further ™

. educatlon Each additional yeakF:of schooling decPeases by one month the time it takes
to find a job after leaving scho;{"? 1.08), other things equal, decreases the probability -of
having ever been unemp)‘ved (-0.14), and decreases total unemployment by one and
three—quarter months, on the a_vira e (-1.74). Each additional year spent in school is
worth, ceteris paribus, 12 additional pgints of current occupational status and 10 points

of expected status. In short, each extra year that early school }eavers spend in school

increases their chances of finding a job quickly and increases the status of their job
-while at the same time reducing the likelihood and length of unemployment. !

L s ‘
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" Post-school Experience. This variable’ is interpretable as’ period effects. in one
instance, namely 'time’ to first job', and ‘the coefficient. shown (-0.21) suggests that,
other thin'gs equal, the time it takes to find a job has increased over the period 1976 to
1979 presumab}y as a result of an increasingly tight job m‘arket. o

Mastery Scores. At this point we should also consider the alternate form of the

2
literacy and numeracy measures, that is, whether the student in 1975 could be regarded

as having mastered the requisite skills, or not (see Bourke and Keeves, 1977). The data
in question is shown in Table 5.3. Consistent with- the data shown for the total test
score measure, having achieved mastery of the defined literacy skills has a negligible

net effect on occupational attainments with one exception. The mgst notable effects'

are on educational attainments in school and after leaving. Those who have mastered
Literacy stay on an extra 0.14 years on ‘the average, and are more likely to have
attempted further education and to plan on undertaiung more The total score effects
are paralleled also when the mastery form of the numeracy measure is used. Those who
have mastered the numerical skills defihed complete one—quarter of 4 years extra
schooling, on the average, are more likely to have attempted further education, ark
more satisfied with their first job (0.20), less likely to have experienced unemploy;ﬁent
(-0.10), have beax unemployed 0.93 months‘less on the average, have ci;rrent jobs whose

status is 13 points higher and have job expectations 9 points higher than those who could

not demonstrate mastery of these skills. ~

[
* ]

- Schooling, Skills and Employment . \

A : )
Part of the debate surrounding explahations for youth unemployment conegrns the claim'

by some employers that schools do not prepare youth well enough In the basic skills of
literacy and numeracy to enable them to be productive workers. This, of course, is only
one thrvead of® the argument; the argument that there has been an erosion of the work
ethic is propounded as well by neoconservative commentators, and underlying all of this
is the structural/economic explanation - there are simply not enough jobs, for reasons of

. a slow-growth economy, displacement by technology, and so on (see Windschut{le, 197_9).

We can contribute S’ome’tning to this debate b'y examining the relative effects of
Word Knowledge, Literacy and Numeracy and schooling completéd on occupational
attainments. These effects are bOth direct and indirect. The direct effects are
captured by the coefficients shown in Table 5.lc and, thus, are net of State, school.,,
family, sex and attainment influences. In other words, they are effects that arise from
differences in these achievements.among early leavers othierwise equal ierl measured
respects including amount of schooling completed. Indirect effects arise, cause these
achievements affect the amount of schooling ecompleted and, through this, occupational
attainments. - N 4 S

’
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Table 5.3 Net Effects of Mastery of -Literacy and Numeracy on Educational ¢
and Occupational Attainments h

’ ‘ Indeﬁendent Variables
c o ‘ / Prgport?on of
“Witerady Numeracy Explained
- - Dependent Variables Mastery ‘ Méstory. Variance
Metric Coefficients . »
Schooling Completed tyears) 0.14 0.24 3 0.23
Post—Scﬁool Experience 0.05 0.35 0-08
) Attempted Further Study? 0.06 0.07 0.08
Further Study Plans? . 0.07 0.05 0.10
Time to First Job (months) C0.19 -0.11 0.23
sac{sfaction with First Job ~0.04 - 0.20 —~ 0.03
Ever Unemployed? - - 0.06 ©-0.10 0.1
. Months Unemployed '0.34 -0.93 0.15
Status of 'Present' Job ~0.10-  ~ 12.85 0.13
Status of Expected Job T ~4,58 8.54 0.08
_ ‘ Stu;;ardi;eg Coefficients
Schooling Completed (years) 0.08° T 0.14
, . Post-School Experience . 0.00 0.02 -
« . Attempted Further Study? ~-0.06 ) 0.07
" Further Study Plans? 0.07 © 0.05
Time to First Job (months) ko2 ( -0,01"
. Satisfaction with First Job -0.02 0.08 : -
Ever Unemployed? . 0.05 -0.09
Months Unemployed - . to.04 ° - -0.10 ,
Status of 'Present’ Job . v ~0.00 ¢ 0.13 J
Status of Expected Job r=0.08 9.06

. |

Note. Only the (net) _coeffic{ents for the effects of the Mastery scores
~ are shown. Coefficients for the other variables differ very little
. . from those shown in Tables 5.1a to 5.lc and for this reason are*not

repeated in this table. -
~—
s : -~ '
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' If the 'inadequate preparation' argument holds, we might expect employpers to

discount certification by schools in the form of year-lévels of education completed and
engage in some type of evaluation of their own, either through overall impressions in
interviews and, perhaps, informal testing in job situations, or by dovolpping formal
testing arrangements ns some did in the ACT during 1979. Under th(:so -eircumstances

we would expect L0 find sizeable ‘direct effects of Word Knowledge, Literac® and

Numeracy _on .occupational attainments and smaller effects due to years of sohoolmﬂ.

completed. Alternatively, if employers on the whole trust thc schools to teach
adolescents these skills, then the direct "effects of the three achievement measures will’
be small, and that of 'years of schooling' relatively large, as those with more sohoqﬁhg

will be seen as having higher levels of these skills.

r -
Since the basis of the argument advaneed rests on the relative size of the

structural coefficients we must consider standardized coefficients - partial regression™

_coefficients expr‘eSSGd in standard deviation units rather Yhan in their original metrics.

Those with a useful interpretation are shown in Table 5.4. Note that, although effects
of State, school system and ethnicity are not shown, the coefficients in Table 5.4-are.

net of the influence of these variables.

“Among the display?d influences on years of schooling cogpleted, that ‘of
Numeracy is the most importam; other things equal, a one-standard deviation
dit;ference in Numeracy is associated with a 0.16 standard deviation difference in years
of qchooliT\'g completed by early school li*avers I‘amlly size, father's occupahork Word
Knowledge and theracy are of roughly equal mfluenoe and next in importance, followed

by school rurality and mother's education. . .

In examining the competing arguments advaneed above, the coefficients of
interest are the relative effects of the three_achievement variables and years of
schedling on occupational attainments. In the case of 'time to job 1I', the effect of.
échooling completed is three times that of the one achievémer_l_t variable to reach
statistical significance, and the effects‘are opposite in sign. This dominafice of the ,
schooling effect carries through all the occupational attaiments measured: the
schoo!'ing effect is twice that of Numeracy- (-0.22 v. -0.10) .for the measure, 'ever
linemployed'- the effect of schooling on 'months unemployed' is more than twice that of .
Numeracy (-0.32 v. -0.14), the largest achievement effect;:and schqolmg exceeds
Numeracy by 50 per ceg\t in their relative effects on job status (0.20 v. 0.14). Three
aspects of these patterns of effects are notable. First, among individuals with similar
capabilities in Literacy and NuTeracy, those with more schooling are advantaggd in the
labour market; other things equal extra years of schooling pay off in less tlme to find a
job, less unemployment and a higher status job.. Even among early school leavers, the

more schooling one gets the more employable one becomes.

N e
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Table 5.4 :'i\{zmdardi zed Effects of Selected Variables on Educational and Occupational Attainments of School lLeavers

-

‘ . - - . i * . ~
- v =
! . Selected Independent Variables . .
T . * v
g - -
. ’ [ A 4 . . (4] s
. - " 25 w§ . 3 e zg 8
~ . —h et > e -~ W8 e o ] | - o - .
- . o— — o B 9 «© - o o — [ o ba - Q = J E
: - 8% v TT qs £3 £3 £8 13 E 28 5 g
Depondent Variables - 3 24 £z 8 &3 88 £s & - 3 N -
Word Knowledgé -0.04 0.02 -0.08 . 0.10 0.05 0.04
Literacy ' . -0.09 0.05 -0.%3 0.09 0.0s 0.07 ' v N
Numpracy - -0.1) 0.05 -0.10 0.07 . 0.03  0.09
Scooling Completed (years) < 0.07 ~0.03 «©.N0 0N -0.03 0.07 _ 0. 0.09 0.16
Post-School Experience -0.05 -0.02 0.05 -0.07 0.07 _-0.05 l0.05 » 0.03 0.01 .
Attempted Further Study? -0.07 -0.01 -0.04  0.06 0.02 -~ -0.00\ 0.01r . 0.06 0.07 0N 0.0 *
P\gns for Further Study -0.08 -0.03 0.01 A.09 0.02 -0.01 0.01. 0.07 0.05 0.10 0,00
Time to First Job . . -0.05 0.02 ° 0,04 - 001 -0.0b -p.01 0.07 0.04 -0.02 -0.22 -0.47
. smsfamé'n with Job 1 0.06 -0.02 -0.02  0.07 ) 0.01 0.04 -0.02 -0.05  0.12 0.02 0.04
Ever Unemployed? : -0.00 < -0.0¢ ~ 0.06 .-0.06 0.01 -0.01 * 0,02 0.0s -0.10 -0.22 ~ -0.21
Moiiths Unemployed 0.01 . 0,01 0.08 ~0.04 0.02 20.00 -0.03 ~0.07" -0.14 --0.32 -0.14
Status of Present Job -0.02 . -0.01 -0.04 0.04 .~ 0.04 -0.00 , 0.06 -0.04 "~ 0.14 0.20 0.05
Status of Expected Job -0.05  0.09 - 0.01 -0.01 006 N 0.03 ‘ 0.09 -0.08 0.07 0.12 -0.03
, . ) !
Note. The coefficients shown'are net of the .influence of State, school system and_ eth'nicity nlthéugh these variables are notrshown in :the table’
* 5 : . : : ]
: ) - .x . - ' ¥
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Seeing that those early school.leavers with more schooling find jobs more quickly 2

"we assume that employers value whatever it is that adolescents learn in school - those

who have more of it take less tune to find a job. Moreover, we mterpret the fact that,
other things equal, those wnth more schooling get 'better' jobs and suffer less
unemployment, to mean that more schooling leads to higher produotmty on the job,

productivity that is rewarded with continuous enipioyment.

Secondly, the literacy, skills ecaptured in the Word Knowledge and Literacy test~
scores heve small and inconSistent effects on. the several occupational attainments
measured. Among early school leavers who have completed the same number of years.
of schooling and gre t)therwise equal in the respects measured\, the more literate are no
advantaged nor are the less literate disadvantaged. ‘Poqsibiiy this reflects the fact that
the literacy demands of the occupations open to early school leavers are not more than
those of common discourse angd, giveh that they all can: sbeak, literacy skills are largely
irrelevant to employers in selecting among jobp appiieants, and for performance on the

job.
\

Third, among early school leavers otherwise equal, the numerical skills tapped by
the Numeracy test - takihg measurements, adding, subtracting, multiplying and dividing,
reading graphs and tables, using decimals, counting money and the like -~ seem not to
matter in finding a job but have pronounced effects on keeping one. Among individuals
with the same amount of schooling and who are otherwise equal, those who are more
capabie numerlcally suffer less unemployment, are more satisfied with their first job,
and have a higher status current job. This suggests that while employers are generally
unable to evaluate‘the numerical skills of job applicants - they put their faith in years
pf schooling, the school's certification of these skills - they do evaluate their employees
in thi$ way. Other things equal, those who can count and measure are more likely to
hold a job than those less skilled, presumably because they are more productive.
Moreover, given the established link between ma‘thematical si<ills and genefal
intelligence, the more numerate may be those who are generally brighter’ as well,

-

something which also comes through in on-the-job performance.

In short we find little evidence that employers are discOt{nting the school's
certification of student capabilities In finding a job, early school leavers are evaluated
principally in terms of the amount of schooling they have had. EmplJ¥ers probably have
little else to go'on, and It seems to be a reasonable criterion anyway. Other things
equal those with moQa schooling suffer less unemployment and have higher status jobs.
We interpret this to mean that they are more pfoductive and are rewarded accordingly
with 'better jobs' and continuity of employment. However, there is some support for the
argument that early school leavers are not well prepared in basic skllls at least basic

numerical skills. Proficiency in numerical skills seems to‘be valued and rewarded by

100
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emplgyers as, other things equal, the most skilled suffer less unemployment.
I’éfmably, if the general level of basic numerical skills was sufficient for the kinds of
occupations open to early school leavers - as it appears to be in the case of literacy -
ﬁheiu we would not expect it to be an important influence in th(} transition and early
cgreer of these individuals.

-

The Early Career

In thig chapter we have attempted to. mapthe influence of regional, school, family, and
individual factors on-the educational and occupational statuses of early school leavers,
and to show' the manner and 'magnitude of theii-', influences. The questions we asked and
the framework which guided both the formation of th/e questior.m and the data analyses
were designed to address the five terms of reference for the Study of School Leavers.

Our findings are summarized bélow. \ ‘ /
) State Effects

We found, other things equal, that the attainments of these early schogl leavers were
affected by the State in which they lived. We attributed State differences in
educational attainments ' to differences in curricular emphases and perhaps to
d.ifferences in the definition and implementation of minimum school leavlng age
regulationﬁg State differences in occupational attpinments were attributed to
differences|in labour markets;. and these Gome the closest to" evidence of structural

influences on employment that we have at this time.

AN

School'System Effects

We looked too at the effect of obtaining an education in a Government, Catholic or

h\dependent school. Other things equal, a Catholic school education seems to benefit

. the educational and ozzcupational attainment of these early school leavers. By contrast

an Independent school education is good for one's. edacational status, but‘less healthy for

\‘—x early occupational attainment. We' speculated that the -families of these individuals

: \ere willing to offer continued support during this period, enabling them to remain out

of work in order to find their right occupational niche. The respondents themselves

, expected to Wter placed occupationally in five years than did those with a State
school education.

o Ethnicity Effects

WhéteVe'r the characteristics that derive from an individual's ethnic background, their
influence in these prt;cesseo is patterned according to the mother-tongue of the
\-espondent‘s birthplace. Those born in an English-speakihg country cjutslde Australia
suffer no educational disadvantage but were somewhat disadvantaged in their




F

employment prospects 'vis a vis the Australian-born respondents, While those born in a
non-English-speaking country appeared to suffer some language problems in school, they
completed more schooling and planned on fiirthcr education more than did
Australian-borns. And, although they took longer to ge‘ their first” job, overall, the
effects of ethnic group membership on occupationgl attainments were marginal for
these individuals. We sugge?zted a varieAy of Asible explanations ranging from

protected efhnic job markets to measurement error. R,

Family Effects - | , \, .

Among the ftim.gly background variables fAmily size showed a consistent disa_dvantaging
influence and we calculated the cost to the respgndent of cach brother and/or sister
he/she had. For tota unenu’ioyment, eaoh sibling‘ cost the respondent almost {our da);s
without work, on tig average. We were uhable to offer a convincing explanation for

these net effects on (kqlpational attainments, they' were not a nn\ction of parents

"retaining some children at home to help wd'th the work as very few of theqe early school

1 encouragement and assistance in finding a job with increasing

leavers report 'hom ties' as their occupation We did speculate that they may be due
to a decrease in pa

famiiy gize, but we are not really convinced that this is the answer.

The effects of family social and economic statuses, as these were reflected in
parental occupation and education, were much as one v;vould expect; other things cqual
the higher the socioeconomic attainments of onea family of origin, the higher one's own
attainments. However, these influences were confined to effects on educational
attainments and we attributed the effects to dilferences in the environments provided

within families. The direct transmission of status from one generation to the next is

" minimal among early leavers. “Status is inherited because the attainments of Qne

v

generation lead to enhanced educational attainmornts in the next and, through these, to.
enhanced, occupational attainments. 'I‘his is consistent Wwith the findings of status
attainment models generally (ef. Broom ot al., 1980). -

Rural Origins and Rural Education

We conaidered two 'aspects of rural ini’laence on the career opportunities of youth. The
first was the effect of being reared in a rural environment,*in a rural family whose
behaviours, values, and models. were likely to be different from families in urben areas.
Second, we consiﬁered the effect of undertaking one's,education in a rural school with
the apparent opportunities and limitations finherent in this. The findings suggest that,
other things equal, it does not matter much for educational and early oeccupational
attainments where these school leavers were reared. If there are, in fact, differences

in the behaviours, values and models between rural and urban families they do not seem

' - -
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to matter. However, being educated in a rural school matters a little in that it affects
adversely Literacy, Numeracy and entry into further education, whﬂo having the
positive effect of keeping rural youth in school a little longer, 6n the average Once out
of- qchool the rurality of one's educatlon seems to occasion no dhadvantage Thus,
other than the disadvantaging indirect effects that a rural edlication has via Literacy
and Numeéracy capabilities, which are small, the occupa fibnal "at’ainments of rural youth
*are unaffected by the faet that they are rural. In short, these data suggest that the
career opportunities for rural early school leavers are little different from those of
early school leavers In general. Given the fact of limited job opportunitiw in dural
areas, we suggest that rural-urban migration of youth lies at the root of this
phenomenon. Even so, rural origins and a rural education s,eem toloffer no particular

disadvantage in the urban job market. ' ! ‘ : A

~

Educational Achievements and Attainments
r .

Years of schooling completed emerged as the dominant educational effect on
occupatignal attainments. Among these early leavers each extra year of education
beyond the minimum school leaving age paid off in reduced time taken to find a job, a
job with higher status, and less unemployment We saw this dominance of educational
attainment over the Literacy and Numeracy measures as evidence contradicting .the
often-voiced opinion that employers were dissatisfied with the way in which the schools
were preparing youth in the basic skills. If they were dissatifistied then ‘more
'inadequate preparation' sholild not matter to them, but it does. .

The literacy skills tapped by the Word Knowledge and Literacy tests had little
effect on occupational attainments. In explaining this we suggested that the literacy

requiréments of jobs open to early school leavers may be at the level of comfhon

discourse and that employers see schooling as an adequate preparation. In contrast we
noted the direct effects that Numeracy had on occupational attainments after entry
into the \workforce. Tﬁe more capable one was in this respect the hlgher one's

- occupational attainments, other things equal, including ;years of schooling: less ti

first\job; “less likely to have been unemployed, fewer months of unemployments and

. higher status occupation. Two explanations were suggested: while employers do not N

seem to select among job applicants on the basis of their numerical skills, they do
evaluate their employees in this way, rewarding the numerically more capable with
continued employmentf and, that the Numeéracy test also taps general intelligence
v’lich«ls similarly rewarded by employers. It is this general 'brlghtnees' of the more
numerate school leavers that advantages them in the labour market as well, other thlngs

equal. . e
& e
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sex < ® "

- The m('x'it conﬁistent -effect overall was thti: of sex, and, with the. exception of
occupational status, sex tended to work to the diqadvantage of females. Other things
" equal, they tended to be "l1ess numerate, but more lite ate, to not undertake further
study or p}an to in the future, to take longer to find a job, to be unemployed for a longer
périod "and to be more \ikely to have experienced. unemployment. FEven the
occupaﬂonal statud advantages are a function of the fact that somé kinds of
occupations are more -open to them than otherq, and these happen to have a higher~

“status than those eritered by male early leavers. _ ' -



. CHAPTER 6

) YOUTH IN TRANSITION
We take the chapter title from & qtudy by Bachman' et al., (196;); 1970; 1971; 1978) which
had slmilar aims and a degree of success in following a salee ovey time that we aspire
to, and hecause it implies the purposes of this chapter. These are to consider the way in
which the evidence presented so far speaks to mador questions about youth in transition
‘ from high school to work or to further 'educatlon. The questions were p(.)sed in the
Jerms of r‘eference for the study and we speak directly to those we are able to address
with data from this first phase of the study. Becduse this is meant to be a summary
chapter, and for some readers may be the only chapter fead, we repeat many of the

findings discussed in earlier ‘chapters. Thus, |for those who have read the whole report'

’
We consider four sequential stages in the transition process: the declslon to leave

school early; the transition from school to work; the early -career: of early school
. leavers; and the future, in the sense, of “the edicational and occupational expectations

r

we may seem um}uly repetitious - and we are, but for good reason.

- that early school leavers have. Our data impose l‘lm'ltatlons on what we can say now
' about each phase. Those of our sample still in school were in‘their final years of high
school in 1978 so we are limited here to an examination of a decision made in high
school, that is, whether to leave school‘ early or to stay,on through Year 12. Data from
the second phase of the study will allow us to ook at influences on a declslon that high
'school graduatea must make, namely,.whether to contlnue with further education, or
ook for a.job.\ , e S :
Similar lithjtations apply to our data on the transition period itself. In this report’
"' we can examine the trahsition of early school leavers c;nly, and just two aspects of this:
the tlme it takes to find a job, and whether the job taken was the klnd of job wanted or
whether it was taken simply because it was & job The second wave of data will allow
© an extension of this examh)ation to high school graduatea éntering the workforce, and

also to those who enter tertiary education, .

At p"reaent-we have only three categories of information on the early career and
future expectations of early school leavem, namely: the status %f‘thelr occupation in
the_summer of 1978-79, and that of the job they expect\to have in 1984;Jl'ength of

ployment; and entry, actual or planned, into further education. Om-“‘phm two
'report will elaborate this to include details on movemcu in ‘and out of the workforce,
reasons for leaving jobs, i?t?Ome, valued job chﬁraeterisﬂcs, quality of life, job ?
anxieties, and further education entered Into or contenIphted\

)
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The Transition Process and the Torms of Reference

-

A The terms of reference for the study cross-cut the four stages of the transiuén’procoss
outlined and most of the issues raised are pertin_ent t% ench stage. Thus, rather than
address the terms of reference directly, considering them one by one, we thought it
might be more illuminating to discuss the process of transition sequentially and within

v each qtage address the major concerns expressed in the terms of reference. As we
mterpret them, these are: the effec¥s of the 'qtructure, timing and content of
secondary education'; the Teritical peingy in school...where...failure or...choices made
have predictable long term effects; the effects of 'school attainment and length of
schooling’; and the effects of 'social background, sex, ethnic origin and geographical

location' (see Chapter 1).

We are not able to deal at present with the 'timing' component noted in the first
of these but can go some way towar(i looking at the effects of the structure and content
of secondary education, albeit somewhat indjrectl§' and not separately. Strudtural and
content differences between State educational‘systems are captured in our measures of
State of residence, those between Government schools and t non-Government schools
in our measures of school .type (Government, Catholic, Independent), and whatever

differences may exist between rural ‘an'd urban schools in our measure of 3chool rurality.
. . LN ‘ g -

‘On the matter of 'critical points in school' we can say something about the effects
that failure to master Literacy and Numeracy at age- 14 has on the decision to leave
school early, and about the effects that the choice of when to leave early has on the
transition and the early career. By so doing we can provide some preliminary eviden)ce
on the characteristics of students who might be thought to be '‘at risk', the risk being

ythat of leaving school early and/or becoming unemployed.

Similarly, the analyses provide evidence on the link between 'attainment' (we call
it achievement) and "length of schooling' (we call this attainment), on the effects of
achievement on the decision to leave, and on the relative effects of school achievement '
and attainment on the transition and the early career. In doing this we provide some
evidence on the issug of whether the sciiools provide an adequate preparation in the

basic skills, in the eye®of employers.

Pinally, because the model guiding the/ze'search project allows for the effects of
membership-in a variety of subpopulation groups we can examine the basic equality of

! opportunity issue posed in the fifth term of reference. This is addressed in the effects
)?he several social background varigbles including ethnicity, geographical location and -

¢ e respondent's sex. Our measures of the rurality of both family and school allow an
examination of the 'plight', of rural youth within this context. In addition, thls fifth .

term of reference asks that we look at the influence of these variables on achievement

in school. As a precursor to the Your stages of the transition process we deal_ with it

L2 first,

I3
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. 4
- Equality, and Achievement

’
\’!‘ho model guiding our analyses was shown in Figure 4.1 and the regults were detailed in

Chapter 4. Consistent with our methodological orientation we expressed the eoffect of

each variable shown as an effect net of all other xcified and potentially confounding

influences on the phenonemon of interest. In other words, we were able to qay 'other
thingq equal, the effect in qu("qtion amounts to...". And, in the interests of| provndlng
osmcrete interpretntnom we devoted most !ﬂter\tion to the metric form of these

structural coefficients.

In this and in the following section on the decision to leave school, ‘the total
sample of 4919 individuals comes under exnmlnntlon The model guiding the imnlyses
postulated effects on achievement from four groups of vanablos, State, sch 1y fantily,
and sex. Three measures of achnevement were consi d.- Word Knowledge, Literacy
anfi Numeracy - and the data on each wer-e obt'nined/ n 1975 as part of the Literacy and
Numeracy study. Oyryanalyses and those reported iff 1977 in Volume 3 of the Literacy
and Numeracy. reportd(Bourke and Keeves, 1977) are not: directly comparable becatise
somewhat different analytical models and techniques were usea-in each case.

~ ?

State Effeots

The net effects on achievement of living in one State rather than another are shown in
Table 4.1 as effects relative to living in NSW, ard in Table 4.2 as adjustments to a grand
mean. This is jllustrated most clearly in Table 4.2.

That is, in comparison with students like them in all other respects measured -
school system attended, rurality of the school, father's occupation, father's ar'ld mother's
education, family size, family rura)ity, ethnicity, and sex - students in the ACT do
better on Wopd Knowledge and Literacy than students in the other States. Similarly,

other things equal, students in Qld do better in Numeracy than do students in the ACT~
and other States. These effects are illustrated more concretely still in Table 4.3 which -
. - } .

presents effects on mastery of Literacy and Numeracy. Atlthough not statistically -

significant, State effects ¢n Literacy suggest that, other things equal and relative to
students in NSW, some two per cent more ACT students achieve ma\ltery, three per cent
more achieve mastery in QId and four pt;r cent more achieve mastery is SA. Where
Nu;neracy is concerned, other things equal, some ten per cent more students in Qld

achieve mastery, relative. to NSW, with seven per cent more in the ACT, fou‘r per cent
- more in SA, but' four; per cent less in Vic., three per cent less in WA and two per cent

less in Tas. _ : 1

If these findings were simple averages they would probably be dismissed as
spurious, a function of the higher general socioeconomic status of ACT students in the
first two instances. But* we have contr‘led statistically for socioeconomic differences,

along with a variety of other diffeh&osnoted above so, in effect, we are looking at
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differences among students alike in all these respects, except the State in which they
A

live. One is left then with the likelihood that the State effects shown represent State
differences in the practice and provision of education. And, in fact, there is evidence
that this is the case in Qld where the rélative amount of time devoted to mathematics
exceeds that in the other States (Kéeves, 1968f Rosier, in press). 'Phe numerical
superiority of Qld students may result from the fact that they spend more time on

~ mathematics. "

. Unfortunately., we cannot give uﬁquivocal lntfpretations of these effects. We
must always allow for the possibility that there aredlmportant mpul?on diffgrences
between the States that we have not measured, populajjon differenges tha‘t AQffect
educational achievement and are relatively unrelated to the characteristics that have
been measured. Nevertheless, by demonstrating that State effects persist even after
controlling for a variety_}l potentially confounding between-State populatlon
differences we have weakened the argument that observed State differences” in
achievement are just a function of ypopulation differences; we have also provided
support for an interpretation that sees effects on achievement from differences in what
States do and provide in education; and we have made the question 'Why?' worth
asking We are suggesting, then, that the identification of those practices and
provisions that vary between States and are likely to affect achievement would be*a
worthwhile piece of research. It is made more so by the fact that Qi\fferences in

educatiopal practice and provision are most amenable to policy action.

2
o

School System Effects -,

Our datua demonstrate apparent advantages to a non-Government school education (see
Tables 4.1 and 4.2). Other things equal, studénts attending either Catholic or
Independent schools have higher average levels of achievement in Word Kr?owledge,
Literacy and Numeracy thap-do students t;ttendirré Government schools. As before, we
are comparing students alike in all other measured respects: and differing oniy in the
school system attended. The differences are not very remarkable at face value though
they are 'statistically significant. In Word Knowledge, among individuals otherwise
equal, those in Catholic schools average some three points above thosg in Government
schools, and those in ‘the Independent schools average some 3.87 points above the
™ former. The analogous figures .for Literacy “are 1.14 poiqts and 1.28 polnts For

Numeracy these values are r ctively, 0.62 and 1.57 points. Tt is important to keep in
mind that these are dlffe:[:es between means and represent _fa}rly substantial'
differences in overall achievement between these groups, differences apparently
brought on bj the school system itself rather than by characteristics of the' students. In
fact, the extent of these differences is {llustrated more concretely lrJ Table 4.3 where

we examined effects on mastery scores, Other things equal, some ten per cent more Y
.. *
/
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Catholic schogl students and nine per cent more Independent school students achieve
. mastery of Literacy relative to students in Government schools. SimHaNy, compared,
’{with Government school students like them in all other respects, some three per cent
more Catholic school students achieve mastery of Numeracy while ten per cent more
lndependent schoo} students achieve this level in basic numerical skllls". N

. As with State effecis, and for the same reasoné, we are ur’mble to unequlvocally
attribute these “differences to dlfferences %what the three school systems do and
provide for their students. However, because we have controlled on & variety of ’
socioeconomic afnd related population characteristics we have weakened the traditional
argument that_attributes observed system dlfferenoes in achle\'remenéto gocloeconomic »

thened the oftén
enthusiastic, but rarely documented, claims for the virtues of a non-Government school
education. Logically we cannot dismiss either argum}ent though we s¢em to have shifted
the weight of evidence. If these data do,”M fact, point to bgtweepzeystem differences
in educational practice and provision affecting achievement then it is now worth asking

Just what it is that the three ,-\'systems do differently that affects student learning.

Oddly enough this question seems not to have been the subject of much research

differences in student populations. At the same time we have stre

interest in the past.

Rural Students

3 <

In constrasf,'we are unsble to find any clear evidence that rural children are very
disadvantaged, at least as far as these three measures of educational achievement are
concerned.. Coming from a rural family seems to make no statistically slg‘niﬂcant
differences to achievement and, in fact, appears to be an advantage for Literacy and
Numeracy. Similarly, fhe effects of attendlrig a rural school, other things equal, fail to
reach statistical significance though they indica}e some diaadvantage for achievement

' in both Literacy and Numeracy. This lack of disadvantage is likely to be one of our
more coptroversial findings because it runs counter to prevailing opinion. However, we
point out that, while there is general agreement that rural children are disadvantaged
educationally, ‘there is little empirical support of more than an anecdotal nature for this
assertion. Most likely rural students are disadvantaged by the isolation and limited
provision they experience; however, this disadvantage seems to have little effect on
the learning of basic skills, ~It is impirtant to keep this in mind for at least two
reasons first, we should not expect programs desigried to offset rural disadvantage to,
produce large gains in achievement; and second, we might think of asking the research
questions of just what are the effects of being educated in a rural school if achievement .

T in basic skills seems not.to suffer, and are they necessarily a disadvantage? '
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A degree of disadvantage was clear, hov;ever, for students .born outside Australia in a
non-English-speaking nation. Other things equal, they performed 'at a consistently lower
‘ level on all three achlevement measures. Two further observations att'ributed this to
language diqadvantage First, those born outqlde Australia iy an English- speakmg nation
were not different to Australian-born stude@s, so it was not the status 'migra‘\t' that
mattered. Second, the degree of disadvantage paralleled the Verbal requirements of the
test,s.. The introduction of programs of remedial English and/or bilingual teaching for
‘threse student§ seems an appropriate Irecomfnendatio_n. Such programe are in existence

but seem not to reach all those in need (Martin, 1978: 124), -

Family Background and Sex

Family background effects ‘on achievement were consistent, as we have come to expect,’
. especially those of family size, father's education and father's occupation. Our
explanations conformed to those usually advanced to explt;in these effects namely, that
families advantaged sociall educationaily and economically by the attainments of
parents provide environments better able tQ nurture the growth of those' skills that
underlié achievement in school. Statistically .igniﬁcant sex differences were found
only for Literacy and favoured females. Ho»gjer, females scored higher on the Word
Knowledge as well, reaffirming their traditional capabilities in verbal skills, but fared
worse than males .on the Numeracy test, other things equal. These findings are
.consnstent with most of what we know about sex differences in achievement (cf. Walker,
1976;228). !

4

The Decision to Leave School Early

Here, and in subsequent sections that discuss findings on the other three stages of the
transition, we group the concerns of the terms of reference under three headings: the
effects of the structure and content of education are considered under

'Structure/Content'; concerns expyessed in the third and fourth terms of reference are
treated in sections labelled 'Critical Points: Failure and Choice'; and the several
influences of subpopulation group membership noted in the fifth term of reference are
considered under the heading 'Equality’. We follow this with a section entitled 'Y)uth at
Risk' in which we consider for each stage of the transition the way our data illuminate

who is at risk, what more we need to know, and what might be done to reduce this risk.

-

Structure/Content
- rdl

In all subsequent discussion we will identify the concerns of the first term of reference

the structure- and content

in this way with three sets of obgervations. First, insofar as we capture differences in
Qsecmdary education in variables that identify

\
;
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'State/Territory of residence’, other things oqu:s and relative %6 NSW students:

i some 22 per cent more ACT students stay on in scl{ool;

i four per cent more of Vic. students stay on;

iifi  nine pe: cent fewer Qld students stay on to y\e genior years of high school;

iv ten per cefit fewer SA students stay on; NG

v seven per cent fewer WA students stay in school; and N

vi thirteen per cént fe\ier Tas. students stay on to the final years of high school.
See Tables 4.1 and 4.2. | ‘

Second, differences between the Government and non-Government school systems ard__ .

appagent as well, other things equal:

i ~ relative to students in Government high schools, other things equaly eleven per
cent more Catholic school students stay on in school; and
ji eighteen per cent more Independen school students stay on to the senior years of
. high} school. See Tables 4.1 and 4.2

\~I s’
of rurality of 8:3chool is to decrease students'..

Third, th@%het effect of the d
chances of *staying on by some two per cent for each unit of rurality, other thinffs ™’
equal. Seeing that the range of school rurality is 3.6 units, this represents a difference

of 7.6 per cent between the most rural and the most urban schools.

" Because of the possibility that there are other unmeasured influences on this
decision we cannot unequivocally attribute the effects of State .of residence to
differences in structure and content between State educational systems, nor can we
attribute the differences between the Government ‘and non-Government schools, or the
differences between the Catholic and Independent schools themselves, to differences in
the nature of education as this might: be expressed in different educational structures
and educational content. ¢tFor example, as noted earlier, there may be a transfer of _
academically t%lented stud@s from _Governm?nt' to non-Government schools during the
senior years, and.a reverse flow of the less talented. If so this would appear as spurious
system effects on holding power. We simply cannot be certain with the data we have at
present. Nevertheless, given the number of variables that we have controlled and the
persistence of the State and school system effects, it seems reasonable to suggest that .
some part of these demonstrated system differences is due to what the schools do -
differently in each case. We raised the possibility that Alfferencea in the quality of
school life, from the students’ perspective might be involved.” > |

r 4

In the past, system differences of this kind have been demonstrated but usually
without ébntrolling for the confounding effects of other lr}ﬂuoncu and,__ as a result, have
been reasonably easy to dismiss on the grounds that they are spurious ahd slmp{y' reflect
average between-system differences dn the characteristics of students; for example,
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average socioeconomic differences between the Clite' selective non-Government
schools and Government schools which must, cater. for all who wish to enter. Given the
variety and theoretl‘cal' pertlﬁencg of our statistical controls and the persistence of
these system differences, the r:mtl,on that some scr!ool gsystems may do things
differently, and better, becomes harder to ignore. We have done no more than to
increase the probability that such effects exist. Seeing that they are effecis of system
wariables, at least in part, and because system variables are most susceptible to policy
manipulation, we suggest that research aimed at identifying the reasons for these

——

system differences has a high probability of pay-off in direct action.

Critical Points: Failure and Choice\ .

Under this heading we examine the effects of 'educational failure' and \educatio_nal'
achievement generally on the deq_lslon to leave schoo] early. We have no information
yet on educational choices which may _influence this decision and are limited in our

measures of failure to mastery of Literacy and Numeracy at age 14.

Other things equal, failure to master either th\elfcy or Numeracy at the
prescribed levels by age 14 increases by 0.09 in each case the probability of leaving
school early {see Table 4.3). That is, other things equal, nine per cent mote non-masters
of Literacy become early leavers and, other things equal, nine per cent more
non-masters of Numeracy become early leavers relativé to those who have mastered
these skills. Looking at the total scores rather than the mastery scores (Table 4.1), and
at the stghdardized ,c(,)efﬂclents, points up the somewhat equal influences of Word .
Knowledge and Numeracy, influences that are twice that of Literacy. This probably
means we are tapping general ablllty‘ with the Word Knowledge and Numeracy tests as

.- well as acquired skills. Thus, we are left with a somewhat unremarkable -conclusion: *

failure to assimilate what schools value, teach and - most importantly - ";eward,
increases the likelihood of glving up what must be an unrewarding way of life.

e

We use this term to identify discussion of issu raised in the fifth term of referefice,
and in this discussion we include effects on achievement as well ‘as on the decision to
leave school early.

-

\_,,The general educational disadvantages of living in rural areas are well knov\;m
'isolation, non-access to cultural facilities such as theatres, libraries ‘and television, the
range and level of local employment and the educational levels and incomes of families'
(Schools 'Commlsslon, 1975:75). Schooling in rural areas a/ppé_érs to suffer as well from

~high .teacher turnover, a lack of specialist 'servipes, a restricted range of curriculum

6ptions for students, and a high proportion of young inexperienced teachers posted thera
by their Departments (¢f. Schools Commission, 1975: 75-78). Concerns of this kind have
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generated programs that offer compensatory funds and services to rural schools

disadvantaged in these ways.

However, much of this evidence seems to come from broad observation alone. As
the Schools Commissjon (1975:75) points out: 'Comparison of educat;onal achievement
between city and country childrén is difficult. These difficﬁlties are partly related to
those of defining "c.ountry"... . We believe we have defined and operationalized 'country’

“with an index of the degree of rurality of students' families and their schools and, thus,

we offer the following observations on the effects of rurality on achievement and

retention in school.

While none of the effects reach statistical significance they suggest that, other
things equal, students attending rural schools are somewhat disadvantaged when it
comes to learning the basic skills captured in the Literacy and Numeracy tests andrane a
little Iess likely to stay on to the senidr years of high school (see Table 4.1). The effects
of family rurality, as distinct from school rurality, also fail to reach statistical
significance. Nevertheless, they point to the possibility of a slight disadvantage in Word
Knowledge together with some advantage in Literacy and Numdéracy, and a negligible
effect on staying in school. Thus, it is not families 'so much that disadvantage rural
youth in educational achievement as it is the schools they attend. However, these
effects are small in absolute terms and in comparison with the effects of parental
educational and occupatlonal attainments. Two polar explanations of these minor
differences - are plausible: either programs designed to compensate fo-r rural
disadvantage 'have worked so well that there is little rural disadvantage no‘l; or,

contrary 1o expectations, there was very little in the first place.

The effects of ethnicit& are more clear cut. Migrants born in English-speaking
nations sﬁffer only minor disadvantage in the schools, as far as our measures of
achievement. are concerned. Other things equal, some five per cent fewer English-borns
achieve mastery of Literacy and two per cént fewer achieve .mastery of Literacy,
relative to Australian-born students. However, migrants born in'non-English-speaking
nations are disadvantaged, other things eﬁual, in their educational achievements, but

"not' jn theif probability of staying on in school. Relative to Australian-borns like them

in all other measured respects, eleven per cent fewer—non-English-borns achieve

tery in Literacy and six per cent fewer master Numeracy. However, sone 19 -per
cent r;10re stay on to the final years of high school. This suggests to us.first, that ethnic
disadvantage in schools iz a function of language and not of the status 'migrant’; and
second, that the pal"enté/of those disadvantaged by language encourage adaptation to
the demands of the dothinant culture probably as a path toward social mobility. The
suggestion then, i3 that those students disadvantaged by language are likely to be more
willing to correct this disadvantage given the opportunjty, questions of multiculturalism

_b%m. . t
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_ .Social background effectsjon achievement have a consistency we have come to
exbect. Family sizp"shows consistent negative effects and parental education positive
effects on achievement, but not on the deeision to.leave school early. Father's
occupation is the one social background variable with consistent effects on both

achievement and the decision to leave or stay. v

Significant sex differences are limited to an advantage for females on the

" Literacy tests.

Students at Risk

If we think of students 'at risk' as being those who become eafly school leavers, then
two policy optiolﬁ are feasible, and several not so. Although State, type of school
attended, and family background| affect both achlevement and the decision to leave
school early there is not much that can be done at present without knowing the specifics

,of the processes involyed. Within the limits of our data we can demonstrate these net

effects and suggest that they make a case for, research into the specifics of their
action, but other 'than that gt present we must treat’ these influences as situational
variabia;, variables not amenable to policy action but whose effects must be controlled
in the analysis (Coleman, 1972:3). ' (

) ) ) =~
" Two influences on early ledving do seem amenable to policy action. Our analyses
suggéstithat students from a non-English-speaking background are disadvantaged in high

school largely as a function of language. Even though these students are, other things

equal, more likely to stay on in school, their language disadvantage affects early leaving

indirectly via achievement. Given the language disadvantage and an apparent
commitment te education evidenced by their higher probability of staying on to the
senior years of high school, we suggest that English language programs coupled with
gome bi-lingual teaching/counselling within schools would be both acceptable and
beneficial to the students. In short, there is a case for compensatory language programs
for students born in non-English-speaking nations where such programs do not exist
currently. Note, however, that we are using achievement data collected in 1975, It is
possible that this language disadvantage no longer exists because ‘of ‘action that the
schools have taken in the intervening period and this qualifies our obserVations
However, as noted earlier, both our data and our recommendation seem to have

currency still: language programs in existenoe do not seem to reach all those in need

“(Martin, 1978); -and in lhe Galbally Report_ there 4s a strong recommendation that they -

should (Australia, 1978) We will be able to address this issue directly in the near future
with data on the national sample of l4—yea1~olds contacted as part of the Vocatlonal
Decision-Making Study noted in Chapter 1 '

Our second point concerns the apparently trite observation that, other things
equal, those who do not do well at school bébqqle early school leavers. Those, who have
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failed to master the basic literacy and numeracy skills seen as  the minimum
requirement for successful functioning within Australian society, other things oqu{al, are
more likely to leave the one institution designed to give them these skills. Weusuggest
reasons why these students leave early, argue that they should not leave without these
basic skills, and rdvnnce an argument that is not new about how one might retain these

studénts and teach them the basic skills they need. N .

In the evolution of schools two influences dominated the content snd form of
instruction: schools were designed originally to educate the offspring of a small eNle,
not to provide education for all; and their instructional heritage is that of
'mind-training'. As a result, success in school has ¢ome to depend on a -particular set of
abilities: a relatively long attention span; verbal comprehension; the ability to
manipulate symbols rather than things; the capacity for covert problem solving; and
the capacity to manipulate actively the symbolic instructional input to produce new
andYor augmented cognitive schema, in essence, to engage in self-instruction (cf.
Jensen, 1970); in short, cognitive abilities. . Students with high levels of these
'capabilitie‘S do well in school, are rewarded accordingly, and stay jn school. Students
with less conceptual capability cannot easily handle the predominantly cognitive mode
of instruction and its substance, do not ('10 well by the standards applied, are not
rewarded and see little point in continuing in an institution that promises more of the
same, The problem is that some of them leave without thé minimum levels of
competencq) needed to function effectively in the society at large, ana leave ‘the one
societal institution charged with providing these competencies. As Jensen (1969:116)
points out Too often, if a child does not learn the school subject matter when taught in
a way that depends largely-on being average or above average on g cognitive abllitiéﬂ ,
he does not learn at all, so that we find high school students who have failed tb learn
basic skills which they could easily have learned many years earlier by means that do

not depend much ong. ’ \

Such methods utilize the associative abilities of children who have difficulties
learning in the cognitfve mode. . These approaches contain components of drill and rote
learning and have been used with effect with disadvantaged children; see Bereiter
(1969). Although these methods are often objected to, the point is that the methods
schools use currently fail to reach 20 per cent of the students. Moreover, when properly
designed and implemented, methods that éncourage learning by repetitlon need not be

- boring.or otherwise unpleasant. Lurie's (1980) description of a Japanese klndergarten in
which the children learn by the Suzuki method is a case in point. Meaningful repetition
in situations where the practical application of the learning is apparent and, in fact, is
the substance and method of the learning may provide for those 20 per cent of youth
who fail to master basic skills in Literacy and Numeracy before leaving school.
“'Under{!tanding' in an abstract, verbal, cognitive sense need not be a prerequisite for the
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learning of basic skills. It should be for those that are cognitively capable, but there
are other ways for those who are not as capable. In short we are arguing for an
:instructional pluralism which recognizes that (iifferent aptitudes require different
treatments to ensufe that all individuals develop the competencies needed to function
effectively. Along with this schools would need to develop assessment pr(;(-oduros and
reward structures, that recognized a plurality of instructional methods and the existence

4

of more than one kind of learning. .

- The Transition of Eal:ly School lL.eavers

It is important to keep in mind that we are talking here and in subsequent sections abou}
early school leavers and not about the age cohort generally. Among other things, this
group has limited educational attainments and the effects of these on the transition and
the early careers may be markedly different than the analogous effects for the age
group as a whole. For example, if credentialism is a strong force in occupational
.attainment for the population as a whole, and we have reason to suspect that it i3
(Broom et al., 1980), it is irrelevent for the present analyses as early school leavers have
no educational credentials to speak of. We examine two aspects of the_transition to
work - the time it takes to find a job, and satisfaction with that first job. ‘ e

Structure/Conterit

State influences on the transition are apparent in the net effects of State on 'Time to
Job I' (sée Table 5.2), but are smgll for the satisfaction measure. Other things equal,
early school leavers in ACT, Vic. aw,take one-half to two-thirds of a month less to
find a job while thode in Qld, WA and Tas. {Bke six-tenths to eight-tenths of a month-
longer. It is unlikely that we can attribute these effects to State differences in the
structure and gontent of education. More likely, they reflect State differences ‘in the
permeability of those sections of the labour market relevant to early leavers.

The net influences of school system attended - Government versus
non-Government - on the time it takes to find a job fail to reach statistical signlﬂcance
though early school leavers from both non-Government systems seem to take longer to
find their first job - for Catfiolic school students this amounts to two-tenths of a month
longer. However, other, things equal, early leavers from rural schools find their first job
more quickly and, overall, it appears to be the job they 'really wanted'. Neither effect
is statistically significant.

- 'l‘hds, allowing for the apparent differences in State labour markets, and for the
variety of family and achievement characteristics noted, school system attendedl seems
to offer nq particular advantage either in the eyes of employers or through the provision
of employment gaining skills or attributes. Early school leavers from all three systems
cOmpete on a fairly equal footing for their first job; in fact, early leavers from

12¢
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Government schools may d:sonmwhat better, other things equal. However, contrary o
prevailing belief, .onrly leavers from rural schools do hom than their urban
counterparts in finding work and, fporeover, find the job that they want. ‘They may have
to move to urban areas to do this - we cannot tell from our data - but they seem to find

the job they want sooner.

Critical Points: Failure and Choice

Other things equal, failure to master Literacy and Numeracy at ﬂge.‘M makes no
statistically significant difference to the time it takes early school leavers to find their
first jobs. In fact,“those who have mastered lLiteracy take some two-tenths of a month
longer ‘than non-masters, whilg those who have mastered Numeracy -find their first job
one-tenth of a month sooner and do somewhat better in finding the jobs they want (sge

Table 5.3).

However, when we consider the decision to leave eﬁly as a choice of when to
leave, we see that, otherrthings equal, each additional year of schooling reduces by one
month the time it takés to find that first job (cf., Table 5.1¢). Presumably, employers
see extra schooling as being of benefit to them, probably in the form of-less time and
training needed for the employee to reach full productivity, even among these early
leavers. This finding is somewhat inconsistéent with the argument that the schools are -
failing to prfvide the basic skills training needed, at least from the point of view of
employers. Our data suggest that, other things equal, more schooling makes early

leavers more employable.
- AN

Equality
When other things- are taken izo account, geographical location as captured in 'family
if

rurality' makes no significant difference in the transition from school to work for early
leavers (see table 5.1b). To the extent that we tap this construct as well in our measure

og 'school rurality', as noted, the more rural are the more advantaged.

Relative to those born in Australia, 'early leavers born in non-English-speaking
nations take a little more than a month longer to find their first job, though early
eavers born outside_Australia in English—s[?g

)from Australian-borag, ~We presume that, as for achievement in school, a non-English
language ahd background is something of a handicap in finding a ‘job in a tight job
market. However, as a group they do not differ from the Australian-born in their
satisfaction with their first Yjob, thouéh the English-born do, in that they are less

eaking nations are not reliably different

satisfied. 4
Social background effects a ited 'to an effect of father's education on the
y time it takes to find a job - th pth more\educated fathers take less time - and to an

-effect in the expected direction\@! father's occupation on satisfaction. -Sex effects, on

N
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the other hand, are more sm/)smntiul, with female early leavers taking some L4 months
longer to find their first job, other things equal (see Table 5.1¢). We cannot attribute

this unequivocally to some form of sex diserimination since it is equally plausiBble that

there are labour market differences in the availability of jobs between those categories

typically 'female' and those that males enter.

Students at Risk

Other things eq_l_ml/ some early leavers will be at risk during tMe transition because of _

the State they live in. We assume that the observed State effects on the time it takes
early leavers to find their first job reflect State differences in permeability of labour
markets. The number and kinds of jobs available to eérly leavers varies with the nature
of State cconomies. Effects of this kind are beyond pblicy control except of the most

radical nature and, thus, we do no[t consider them further.

.

'.'I‘he findings of most interest are those pointing to the gellleml non-influence of
the ascribed characteristics of family background, school attended, and school
achievement on the time it takes to find a job after leaving school. The one thing that
seems to matter is the number of year-levels of education completed. Although
employers may say that the schools do not offer an adequate preparation in the basic
skills they seem to accept the school's certification of the early leaver in th.e\<g;ﬁ of
year-levels completed, and perhaps they have littl¢ choice. As far as we can see from
these analyses, at the time they are selecting /z%\ong job applicants, employers take
little account of whether the early leaver went to a Government or non-Government
school, whether he/she lived in the country or city, whether they exhibit middle-class or
working-class values, attitudes.ﬂ and behaviours, and whether they are able to
demonstrate capapilities in basic skills. Employers seem to ask just one question; 'How
far did you go' in school?.. Finding a job seems to be a fairly meritocractic process,

3 .

though there is evidence that non—English—g)rns suffer some disadvantage, as do
females. We are unable to tell why the ethnicity effects persists - it may be some kind
of discrimination on the part of employers - but the sex effect is probably due to a
reduced number of relatively unskilled 'female' jobs being available. This ma\y))e due“to
the increased numbers of mafried women returning to the workforce and/or to the

increased automation of these jobs, but we have no way of knowing for certain. -

To summarize, our a}\alyses_ leave us-certain that those at most risk during the
period between school and work, in the sense of finding it harder to get a job, are those
who leave school at the earliest opportunity. Finding a job seems to be a meritocractic
process in which years of schooling is the criterion applied by employers. (While this

may séem to be another instapce of 'documentation of the obvious', what is 'obvious' is -

not ilways documented by fact, as we have shown in other instances, and what is

documented is, at tim es, not obvious.).

< | _ué M
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The Early Career
Y

Our measures of the early carcer are limited to measures of unemployment and
occupational status. ‘The two measures of unemployment - 'Ever Unemployed?' and
'Months l!nemployod’ are referenced to December 1978, while occupational status is that
of the job held at the time of oompﬁ*ting the questionnaire or, if unemployed, the last
main job held. Since these early school leavers left sehool at different times we saw the
need to control for three additional influences on their occupational carecer: its length
which, though short, is a Weasure of the opportunity to attain oecupational status, Mo
beeome unemployed and to apcumulaté human capital in the form o} experience; and
the time of en\ry into the wbrkforce, a measure of the influence of periodic
fluctuations in the labour market. We control for thg effects of these variables in a
measure of the time the early school leaver has been O/I?t of school, but we are unable to
separate out their several influences and, thus, we do not interpret the variable

‘post-school experienee’'.

Structure/Content

State effects on both unemployment and oceupational sjatus are limited.” Relative to
those in NSW, early leavers in QId and SA experience, an average of ‘almost a month
more unemployment, other things equal, arl the average status of the jobs held is
somewhat lower in SA. We assume that this reflects State differences in buoy-ancy of

labour markets. .

S_c\h})ol -syste‘m effects not present during the transition re-emerge once the early
leaver enters the workforce. Other things equal, 10 per cent fewer early lea\{ers from
Catholic schools have experienced unemployment compared wlt.h those who attended
Government schools. Moreover, early leavers from  Catholic 'schoofs have been
unemployed, on the average, more than three-quarters of a- month less than Government
school early leavers like them in all other measured respects. The reverse is true for
early leavers from the Independent schools who have & greater probiﬁhity of seeing
gome unemployment vis a vis Government school early leavers and, on the average, are

unemploy.ed nearly one and one-quarter months longer. Moreover, ceteris paribus,

% .
Catholic school early leavers show significantly higher occupational gttainments-during

this period, that is, end up in 'better' jobs. ) *

Since the type of school attended made no difference during the tran\sition we can
r.easonabl)" assume that these school effects are not due to 'old-school-tie' gponsorship.
If they were we would expect to see the non-Government school early leavers find a job
more quickly. Thus, they appear ta, be dte to something that'tr!e non-Governn@tt
schools do for their hstudents, or to some unmeasured difference between thé students in

the schools, ‘perhaps sqmet'hing about families who send their children to

ernment schools. We invoke both explanations.
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First, we see our data as being consistent with the view of on¢ neoconservative

commentator who%o experience as an employer leads him to be eritieal of. schogls, with

one \‘.xception: 'if figures were ever eftrapolated...youth unemploymenf-would be

markedly lower among former students of Roman Catholie schools. If thd job applicant
comes from St Murgatroyd's, you feel you've got a possible. Roman Catholie edueation
still involw‘ some effort to retain the teaching authority of the school' (Harris, 1979).
More generally, we infor that early loavers from these schools may have more of the
traditional occupational virtues that employers value and, apparently these are
demonstrated to employers on the job. Contrary to Harris' obsorvntior;, employers on
the whole 90(‘1;\ not io be influenced by the type of school attended when they recruit
early leavers but it turn3 out that early leavers from the Catholic system seem to give
employers what they want, and are rewarded accordingly with less unemployment and
higher status jobs. Alternatively, these traditiorknl oéoupntional virtues are p:'esellt in,
and passed on by, the families that send their chjldren to the Catholic schools. We are

unable to tell whether one or the other, both, or neither explantmon is correct.

>

Second, since we do not think that thg Independent schools teach their early
leavers occupational vices - there is ample evidence that their graduates do well in the
workforce - we invoke the population differences argument to explain the apparant
disadvantage of this group. One would guess thﬁ\, other things equal, the pnr‘ents of
these students believe strongly that one's start in life depends in godd part on one's
education. They have demonstrated this through their willingness to s.upport financially
a 'better' education for their children. -l‘t is a logical extension to assume that they
would also attempt to facilitate this 'better' start in other ways as well; in the case of
eariy leavers by relieving them of the .need to hold a job while they look around for the

right occupational niche, '

“

Critical Pointss Failure and Choice

’

The two measures of school 'failure' that we have are the mastery plores on Literacy
and Numeracy. Oddly enough, failure to master Literacy seems to be good for early
leavers; other things equal, six per cent more of those who mastered these skills have

never been unemployed and, on the aver é, those who have mastered these skills are

“unemployed 0.34 months 1dnger. A straightforward labour market interpretat‘on seems

implausible, unless one argues that the mor[literate early school leavers become bored
with the kind of jobg early leavers ge{, their productivity falls and they suffer

unemployment as a result - or by choice,

In the case of mastery of basic numerical skills, both effects are in the exrected
direction and are statistically significant. Ten per cent fewer of those demonstrating
mastery of Numeracy have ever experienced unemployment, other things equal, and ¢n

the average this group' experiences a month less unemployment, and obtains higher
- .
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status joba than does the grolrp who failed to master these basic numerical operations.
Although th&_(k) not take competency'in these skills into account directly during the
selection of em.ployoes, preferring instead to accept the schools' certification of
students, employers seem to evaluate these skills independently on the job and reward
the most proficient with continuous employment. In later discussion we suggest why

this may be so.

On the question of choice, it matters a great deal when earlyaschool leavers
leave. Each extra year of schooling they choose to receive, other things equal,
decreases their probability of unemployment by fourteen per cent, decreases their
overall unemployment by one\a\d three-quarter months, and finds them jobs some 12

points higher in status, on the avefage.

Equality

Coming from a rural family or erl has no sigriificant influence on either

» . unemployment or occupational status, though the data indicate that rural early’kavers

are marginally disadvantaged in these respects. Statistically significant ethnicity
effects aré confined to the English-born group; compared with Australian-b early
leavers, they are more likely to have been unemployed at some \t}q\e and, on the average
have been unemployed for three-quarters of a month longer. Why this shouldibe so it is
difficult to s\a'y It is not a language problem, nor is it solely the status of 'migrant'
because, although the non-English-born group showsl parallel differences fro.r_n
Australian-borns, these differences are much smaller and fail to reach statistical

significance.

Social background effects are small and limited to the influence of family size and
father's occupation on unemployment. Early leavers from large famijies are more likely
to have experienced unemplpyment and to have been unemployed longer. Early leavers
from socioeconomically adva ed families are advantaged in both these respects. Sex
effects are another matter. )Other things equal, female early leavers enter higher
statl’m occupations,but this seems more a function of the kinds of jobs open to them -

maiply clerical (see Table 4.17) - than a reflection of advantage in the labour market,

‘However, females are more likely to have experienced unemployment and, on the

average, are unemployed one and one-third months longer than are male early leavers,
simply as a fugction of being female. '

-

Whether this reflects some form of discrimination by employers, or differentials
in the availability of jobs between 'male' and 'female' occupatjons - perhaps, as a
function of married women entering the workforce and/or increasing automation of
unskilled 'female' jobs - we cannot say. Whatever the reason, other things equal, being a

)

female early leaver is not good for one's employment prospects. -

v

A
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With a couple of exceptions, early school leavers are at risk or not according to their

Youth at Risk

merits. Other things equal, the risk of unemployment is greatest for the least schooled
and the least skilled of the school leavers. T?e evidence of our data seems at odds with
the argument that employers see the schools failing to providg an adequate training in

. basie skills. If ‘this were 80, the amount of schooling ought to matter little to employers

- the extry years of inadequate preparation counting for little - yet the evidence

'mggests that it matters a great deal both for unemployment during the early career and .

for the status of the occupation attained. Whatever_ it is that schools provide over and °
above basic skills in Literacy and Numeracy, apparently it increases productivity

because those who have more of it have a reduced risk of unemployment.

In a section of Chapter 5 entitled 'Schooling', Skills and Employment' we discussed
the meaning of the patterns of effects of scﬁoollm and skills on the transition and early
career. We take the point up again here and refer mainly to the data dkplayed in Table
5.4. In looking at the relative effects of skills and schooling on employment the
following pattern emerges. In"terms of the time it tdkes to find a_j&b, those with the
most schooling find one sooner. Competence in basic skills appears to exert little direct
influence though, of course, it does influence employment indirectly because it affects
years of schooling eompleted. We interpret this to mean that employers are 'not
engaging in an independent evaluation of the basic skills of job applicants, They seem
to accept the schools' certification of these skills in the form of years of schooling and,
in fact, they may have little choice unless they engage in testing programs of their
own. Moreover, since few of the ascribed characteristics of early leavers matter we
argue that early school leavers are hired on the basis of their merits where these are
calculated as year-levels/grades/forms completed.l Other things equal, someone who

. completes Year 11 will find employment one month sooner than someone who left school

at the end of Year 10.

While early leavers tend to be hired on their merits they tend to be fired on their
merits as well. The patterns of influence we see suggest that employers evaluate the
on-the-job perforrhance of their employees, especially their numerical skills. It seems
likely tirat most early leavers can handle the literacy demands of the occupations open
fo them as the effects of Literacy on’ unemployment are minor. However, while

_numerlca! skills have no direct effect on finding a job they have pronounced effects on

keeping one, and on the status of the job itself. Other things equal, including the
amount of schooling completed, it is the more numerate who keep their jobs longer and.
who end up in. 'better' jobs. We see this finding to be consistent with the claim thdt
some early school leavers leave d¢hool without the basic numerical skills needed in the
jobs open to them - the ability to measure, read graphs, count money, add, subtract,
divlde and multiply. The more numerate are %bte to handle the demands of their jobs,

o TR Y
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and their pr;)ductlvity is rewarded. We also noted that l‘hv Numeracy tests may tap
general intelligence as well as numerical skills so that the more numerate are generally
brighter' as well. This is just one plausible interpretation. It is also possible, in whole
or in part, that seeing that there are not enough jobs to go around, employers select the
best on the basis of a valued przwduotivity—onhnnclng skill in® which most might be
adequately prepared but some more than adequately. The competing explanations for
our findings do not allow policy recommendations based on these data. Logically, we
are unable"lto say that more 59‘00“!_1(; and more training in numerical skills will alleviate
youth unemployment. It may re-distribute youth unemployment but, given that the

basic problem is structural unemployment, it can not do more.

There are other) aspects of merit it se\ems. No matter what ‘the level of their
numerical skills, those early leavers with the most schooling suffer less unemployment.
Thus, we assume that there is something more to schooling than the learning of basic
ANills alone, something probably "productivity-enhancing on the job and rewarded by
employers with continuous employment. If we consider these attributes to be
attitudinal then it may be that the-longer one stays in school the more one embraces the
attitudes characterized as the 'Protestant ethic' - 'self-discipline, self—exaqﬁnation,
hard work, dedication to duty...systematic profits, reinvestment of earnings, thrift and
hard work' (Theodorson and Theodorson, 1970:319) - attitudes basic to the development

of capitalism and, presumably, valued by employers. This would be consistent too with .

the finding that, other things equal, early leavers from Catholic schoaq)s experieénce less
unemployment though they experience no advantage in t‘he time it takes to find a job.
As noted earlier, at least one well known commentator dn education, and an employer,
sees this to be a truth (cf., Harris, 1979). {n any case, it would be of value to finq out
what it is about these school leavers that advantages them in the job market, and te,
trace this back to the education they received. For example, if the Catholic schools are

most suceessful in inculeating these patterns of work-related values in early school

leavérs, then the school practices that contribute to this learning - if that is true - are

importarit to know about. However, whether such practices should be more widespread
is not a research quegtion. .

= The Future

Our knowledge of how early school leavers in Australia see their future is limited to
_three variables: the status of the occupation they expect to have in 1984 (note that this
measure’ i3 limited by some 30 per cent non-response); whether they have att’émpted
further study since leavlng school; and whether they plan to undertake further
- education, “We include the m?asures of further education because the replacement of
unskilled or semiskilled labour by technology makes further education very mudh a part

of the future of early school leavers.

-
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Structure/Content

In terms of the occupation expected in 1984, State effects consistently fail to reach
significance except for Vic. Where participation in further education is at issue, State
effects are not insfgnificant and are notable fo\r their consistency. Relative to early
school leavers in NSW, and other things equal, edrly leavers in all States are less likely
to have undertaken further education or to plan on it (with onﬁ exception, six per cent
more ACT students plan on futher education). Whether this is indicative of State
differences in the attractiveness of the education provided in high s‘c&mol or the further
education }tself, in awareness on the part of early leav:;s that further education is
possible, or in the provision of this kind of education we cannot say from these data.
Given the likelihood that ear;ly leavers will need retraining at some time in the future if
they are to remaln employedfit ‘'might be important to know why, other things equal,
early leavers in most States are, less likely to participate in further education than are
those in NSW. |

A )

The effects of attending a non-Government school relative to a Government

“sehool suggest that early leavers from these schools see a brighter occupational future

for themselves, particularly those from the lndependgnt\schools who see themselves in
occupations whose status is, on the average, 30 points higher than those named by State

- school leavers. This finding is consistent with our interpretation of the apparent early
\

career disadvantage of early leavers from these schools as redlly a reflection of a more
extended search for the right occupational niche,

Effects\on participation in further education are insignificant with the single -
exception of Catholic schooll leavers; who are more likely to have attempted further
study. The effects of school rurality are to decrease the likelihood that early leavers
from rural schools will undertake further education. While we might interpret the
Catholic school effe%, as further evidence of the Protestant ethic at work, the

"meaning of the rurality effects is unclear.

d

Failure, Choice, Achievement and Attainment

Consistent with our earlier observations oh achievement, reward and early l.eavfng,
failing to master basic Literacy and Numeracy skills incregses the probability that-early
leavers will not go back to school to obtain more educatfon. On the other hand, those
early leavgrs who stay at school longer and, presumably, like it a little better, are more
likely to participate in further education; each extra year of schooling increases the
i)oasibillty by six to seven percent. This same pattern is reflected in the effects on

_ occupational expectations. The better they do in school and the longer they stay, other

things equal, the higher the.§tatus of the occupation they expect to have in 1984; each
additional year of schooling rajses these expectations by 10 points.
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These data suggest that early school leavers see the link between schooling and
woa:k. Those who have done well at school, relatively speaking, plan to get more
schooling and expect to do well in the workforce. Those who have not done well at
school, and who have left as soon as they could, do not intend to return and do not
expect to do as well occupationally as a result. In short, the leﬂst‘oapnble and least
schooled of the early ‘leavers seem willing to ‘accept a less than bright occupational
future rather than return to school. One might wonder what it is about scBools that
leads to this kind of rejection of edlnéatlon. We offered somne speculations earlier on
modes of instruction and reward structures in schools, and work to be reported soon on

the 'quality of school life' may illuminate this further.

[ ]
Eualitx

Geographical location has its effects through school furality. The more rural the school
attended, other things equal, the less likely ‘is the early leaver to participate in further
education. We interpret this as one of the few effects of rural isolation thay we have
seen in these data. Most likely this is a matter of the degree of awareness th4t further
education is available, given that the mare rural the town the less likely tha cilit;es

. for further educ;tion exist. If so, rura] early leavers would benefit from some publicity

about the further education available in the larger centres to which these leavers

almost certainly go to obtain jobs

The commitment to schooling demonstrated by the non-English-born: ethnic group
in staying longer at school, -{s seen ';again. Other things equal, and relative to
Australian-born early leavers, they are more likely to have attempted further education -
and to plan on doing more¢ Their occupational expectations.for 1984 do not hov‘vever,
differ from those of the Australian-borh group.

Social background- effects are limited to the pervasi\.re effects of father's
occupation and are positive, reflecting again the net advantage that accrues from the_
social and economic attainments of one's parents. The effects of sex mean that, other
things equal, female early leavers are less likely to participate in further education.
One might guess that some female early leavers see a limited future for themselves in

the workforce and, hence, little point to further education. b .

Youth at Risk

We have taken a necessarily limited view of the future as seen by early school leavérs
but have argued that further education will figure prominantly in it as machines replace
the unskilled and semi-skilled labour of persons. Apart from rural youti\ who may not-be
exposed to the idea and fact of further education, and female early leavers who may see
it as irrelevant to their future status out of the workforce, those whose future is at
most risk are, as before, the least schoed and the least skilled. Those who have failed

L 4
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to master the basic akills'ihat schools teach and who have the least amount of schooling
are also those least likely to participate in further education. Moreover, they seem to
realize that'there is a price to pay for this in the form of reduced occupational success,
a8 reflectod in their lower expectations, and presumably are willing to accept it. We
see this a3 being consistent with an experience of school so negative that these
individuals leave as soon as they are able without having learned the skills needed to
function effectively, and are unwilling to return even though they realize that they will
be penalized in the wwkplaé as a result. We have o(fered,:%gmc argument and evidence
to explain this phenémenon and to suggest how it migh‘t“';be 'avaided. However, in
:3:01\ to the preventative measures that might hé taken in primary and secondary

s, some restorative approaches may be needed. Further education must be
presented to youth as an experience different from that of traditional schooling and as
one that provides them with skill capital that can be traded on the open market.

[N - -

Phase Two)

Phase one of the 'Study of School Leavers' wes, in part, a feasibility study and was
designed to cojlect skeletal information on the transition from school to work or further
education. Because we beiieved that time was of the essence in repdrting these data we
adopted a simplified model, made some simplifying assumptions and undertook the
analyses using moderately simple statistics appropriate for our purpose. The analyses
reported here were designed to provide a suimmary overview of the main questions under

investigation. In the coming year we will undertake two extensions of these analyseis. .
First, we will investigate how much simplification we have introduced into @hese
analyses with the assumptions we made. For example, we will relax the assumption that
the effect of sex is additive and consider whether the transition is different for males
and females. Second, we will elaborate on the basic information obtained with a second
questionnaire to all respondents. Data collection for phase two is almost complete at

this time.

Social Policy and Determinism

Throughout all of this report we have ignored discussion of the amount of variance in
each outcome we have been able to explain. The stati;tics are reported in Tables 4.1,
4.3, Slc and 5.3 and these indicate that our model-of youth in transition explains
anywhere from 3 per cent to 24 per cent of the varfance in edueational and occupational
attainments of 17-year-olds. In short, most of the observed differences between
individuals-femain unexplained ‘and by any absolute standard we cannot account very
well for these outcomes. However, relatively speaking we do quite Well'; for example,
we explain about the'same proportion of variance in schooling completed as do Broom et
al., (1980:28), even thougl’ we restrict the range to that of schoolipg undertaken by early

1
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school leavers. The point of n‘ll this is that complex human behaviour may not be very
predictable. In reviewing 20 years of educational researéh\Glass comes to the following

conclusion:

N \

' N
the vast majority of the variance in educational effectiveness (is) uhexplained in
terms of the influences that we can currently measure and control...The
conditions that make schooling effective are either in practice unknown,
unmeasurable, too numerous or too labile to be controlled by persons at any
significant distance from the nexus of learning, namely a pupil's brain and a tutor.
(Glass, 1979:14) : .

Though this is probably an overstatenment, by comparison we have done tolerably
well. The point, of course, is that one should not- expect to be able to explain large
amounts of variance in these somewhat unpredictable systems. Nor should one expect

to be able to make major changes by manipulating those policy variables we deal with
curre;xily. Nevertheless, changes brought about by social policy action are possible and

: shoul/d be made. What we should not do is to hold unrealistic expectations for the size

y®ial systems: .

of/the effects. We quote Glass again on how one should deal with these unpredicable

-'
Such systems must bg monitored diligently; the actjpns within themmust remain
-versatile and flexible, and the services must be highly decentralized. Persons
must command options instead of eternal truths. (Glass, 1979:14)
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"PHASE ONE QUESTIONNAIRES

Quwtlénnaire to Students
Questionnaire to Early School Leavers
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Questionnaire to Sgudent s .

y 2% Austrakian -
i Counci for

i Educational .

Research

SCHOOL AND WORK

. N

We are asking 17-year-olds all over Australiaand in all walks of life about their present occu?ml()n
and their plans for the future. Some of the sample are working, some are unempioyed, and others are
still at school. Your answers are Important because they will help to provide a comprehensive picture
of the study and work plans of the atudent group.

EVERY ANSWER IS CONFIDENTIAL. Your name is never used for anything except to post out a
letter to you. Tick the answers that best descrlbegou or flil In the blank spaces. Answer as many
questions as you can. If some of them are too hard, ask someone to help you.

Thank you very much’ We appreciate your help.

-2

WERE YOU A STUDENT DURING 19787

Yes, | was a full-time student No, | was not a student ]

PLEASE SKIP TO

Yes, | was a part-time student ...
QUESTION 5

_WHAT TYPE OF EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION WERE YOU ATTENDING? <

€00

Secondary achool D* What year, form, or grade wereyou in? . . . 7. .
Teachers college

University

College of advanced education
Technical college

Business college

Other

googcoao

=

. Because |l llke It

‘Because there was nothing else to do

WHAT WERE YOUR REASONS FOR CONTINUING WITH EDUCATION
(You can tick more than one box)

To gain higher quallfications
To get a better job

Because | couldn't get a job

OocOooaan

Other (please describe)

WHAT DO YOU PLAN TO DO NEXT YEAR?
(You can tick more than one box)

Further study ’ O
Get a job . O
Haven't made up my mind yet O : .

G )
ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

Published by The Austrafian Councli for Educationa! Research Limited Please tum over

Frederick 8t Hawthorn Vigtoria 3122
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8 DO YOU HAVE A JOB NOW?

/
Yes, | have a full-time job L]
. Yes, | have one pr more part-time jobs []
' No,ido not havd a job _ ' L]

6 WHAT KIND OF A JOB DO YOU HOPE TO HAVE IN FIVE YEARS TIME?

"7 WHATIS THE PRESENT OR LAST MAIN OCCUPATION OF YOUR FATHER OR GUARDIAN?
(Name the occupation and describe what he does)

OO CUPARLION: . .. . i e e e
Whathedoes ...... e e e FE T )

x { |

8 WHAT IS THE PRESENT OR LAST MAIN OCCUPATION OF YOUR MOTHER?
(Name the occupation and describe what she does)

OCCUPAYION: . ..o\t e N
Whatshodooa..........................: ...........................................

9 HOW MUCH EDUCATION HAVE YOUR FATHER AND MOTHER HAD?,

s : Father Hoﬂp( N
¢’ Primary schoo) oniy [J. K] /

Some secondary school O 0.~

Finished secondary school O , O p

Tertiary (university, college degree

ordiploma) O ]

Further training (not degree ordiploma) [ O

Don't know O O
\lf "

“
\ A 3
1 ]
[

_ _ o Please retum In the envelope provided.
.- e - Thank you for your time.




by

Questionnaire to Larly School Leavers

| ’ -
We are asking young people In all walks of life from all over Australla about thelr jobs and the

problems they have In ndlnP work. Your answers are Important because tho¥ will help to provide an
accurate picture of this problems young people face when they leave school. .

EVERY ANSWEﬁ IS CONFIDENTIAL. Your name |s never used for anything except to post out a
tetter to you. Tick the answers that best describe 'Jou or flll In the blank spaces. Answer as many
questions as you can. If some of them are too hard, ask someone to help you.

- .

: /
Please retum to: _ -~
Australlan Councll for Educational Research,
Frederick 8tmt,'{uwthom,
Victorla, 3122. - | .
’ . p
\
\ _ o <
- Thank you very much, We appreclate your help.
I
< H
. ‘ )
g
N 1 P~y
o S : _ g 139 4 4 | | Please tum over




1 HAVE YOU BEEN A FULL-TIME STUDENT AT A SECONDARY SCHOOL FOR MOST OF 19787

No vos Please skip to
Cl _ L) question 10
Please go on 1o
question 2

2 WHEN DID YOU FINISH FULL-TIME STUDIES AT A SECONDARY SCHOOL?
Whichmonth? .......................... * Whichyear?............................

¢ } i ~

J—
~—

3 " WHAT YEAR, FORM, OR GRADE WERE YPU IN WHEN YOU LEFT SCHOOL? ...... P

4 _HAVE YOU HAD ANY JOBS SINCE LEAVING SCHOOL? a |
’ No Please skip to

Yes
0 question 9

0
. Please goon . . N S
Ao question 5

8 WHEN DID YOU START XOUR FIRST JOB AFTER LEAVING SCHOOL?
Whichmonth?. ................... e Whichyear? ........................ e

AR

WAS YOUR FIRST JOB AFTER LEAVING SCHOOL FULL-TIME OR PART-TIME ?

Full-time (] : . Parttime []
P s :
| L Y |
WAS I;f THE KIND OF JOB YOU REALLY WANTED? _
Yos Almost Not really No
D i ’ ) D N D . ‘ D )

| ‘ . Lo .
6 THINK OF ALL THE JOBS YOU HAVE HAD SINCE YOU LEFT SCHOOI‘.
. How many full-time jobs have you had? . ...... How many part-tyme jobs have you had? ...
/
/ .

‘j},: HAVE YOU EVER BEEN OUT O;_WORK SINCE YOU LEFT SCHOOL?

Yes [J+and If 1 add up all the time | have spent out of work itcomes to: .. .. years . ... months
o ] . -

l4g. "

-



>

DO YOU HAVE A JOB NOW? Yeos
(]

¥

I hgve a tuli-time job N
| have one or more part-time jobs 0 How long since you last had a job?
months

What is your job? (Describe your main job)

........................... . S
What'kind of a job do you hope to have What kind ot job do you hope to have
in tive years time? in tive years time?

Wha{do you do In your job? What did you do in your job?

HAVE YOU DONE ANY FURTHER STUDY SINCE LEAVING SECONDARY SCF!OOL?
/ " : * What type of course was it?
Yes, | started a course but gave it up O - Apprenticesh
Yes, | have tinighed a course O ‘ Other certiticate course
Yes, 1 am stili doing & course O Diploma course

No, but ] plan to start a c\ourse next year O Degreoe course
Other (please describe) *

No, and | have no plans for turther study [:]

10 WHAT IS THE PRESENT OR LAST MAIN OCCUPATIONZ)F\OUFFEAIHER OR GUARDIAN?
(Name the occipation and describe what he does) R

Occupation:
What he does

WHAT IS THE PRESENT OR LAST MAIN OCCUPATION OF YOUR MOTHER?
(Name the occupation and describe what she does) -

) Occupation: ..... e e e e e e e e e
What she does .

HOW MUCH EDUCATION HAVE YOUR FATHER AND MOTHER HAD?"~
, Father Mother

Primary school only

Some secondary school

Finished secondary school

Tertlary (uaneralty, college degres
- ordiploma)

~ Further training (not degres or dlplomn)
Don't know '




193 [T'HIS QUESTION | BE ANSWERED BY FULL-TIME STUDENTS ONLY)
ARE YOU ATTEND/NG SECONDARY SCHOOL?

Yes, ! am atten a secondary lechn_!t_ml school, high school or college d

No, | am attending a tertiary Institution

P4

{9.9. university, technical college, teachers college, college of advanced education)

\ Please retum In the o'nvolopi provided. Thank you for your time.

.o
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APPENDIX B ¢ ‘

COMPUTER PROGRAM TO PRINT NAME AND ADDRESS
LABELS FROM LINK FILE . \
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| B LISTING OF THE LABELS PROGRAM

FRRRRRRRERRRRERRRRRR R RRERRRER IR AR R RRR R RO ROR AR R RR NI IR R)

‘LABELS PROGRAM v2.5 aug 79

written by J. Clancy and C. Lokan .
modified G. Smith - : e

t/o requirements .
input file - ftnl.dat (card image file of 1d’s and addresses)
scratch files - ftnl0.dat,ftnl7.dat -
output devices -~ line printer,Qume

NB maximum length of address is 70 characters

input format is:

col no ' |
1 10... . .
XXXXXXX . J. A. ADAMS,51 SMITH ST.,MELBOURNE, 3000

where '

XXXXXXX 18 the ldentification number (up to l0aécharacters) and

the lines of the address are seperated by commas. The program

interprets these commas as carriage returns and line feeds for

the labels

This example would be output as

J. A. Adams

51 Smith St. <

Melbourne : . Lo~
3000

and the id and name would appear on the listing

Answers to all queries ffom the computer are Yes or No -unless
indicated otherwise

FRERREERRE R R RV ER RN IR IR R R RV R R R R R AR R R RO

OOOO0000OOO(”OOOOMOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCOOOOOO(’

implicit integer (a-z)
data 1din/10*1h / :
LOGICAL*1 adres,hont,blank
common/head/nhch,hont (35) ) § ’r
" common /labl/ncl,labth
dimensiqn hdgl(10) ,hdg2(40)
common lad,adres(70),nid,1din(10),recordno,lines,skipped,outmodes
data skipped,datacards,studs,netuds/4*0/
data adrcards,studadrs,nstudadrs/3*0/ . ) .
data blank/1lh / _ ' v \_
data 1ad/70/ : '

—~ ‘: 144 152 . i
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b ////// “« XY

c length of address =70 characters
data mid/10/ -

4 data ych/1hY/
 of .
c
c First find out what output 1s needed
c
C B
!‘\ call print(’ How many columns heforé;;he name on the cards?’)
c maximum length of the 1d 1s 10 charact ’

read{5,872)nid
872  format(12)
1f(nid .gt. mid) stop ‘Too many’’
call print(’ Do you want upper and lower case output?’)

rea 806)ulq
“ in2=1
1f(ulq .ey. ych)in2=10
type 800 Q1
-~ 800 format (° do you want listing only, labels only, or both 7°)
10 type 801
801 format (* 0 - 1listing, ! - labels, 2 - both : “$)
acc 802, outmodes

802 format (11) : B
Af (outmodes.1lt.0.or.outmodes.gt.2) go to 10

type 803 .
803 format(’ input acronym for gtudy and run no. (less than 20 ch)’)
: accept 804,hdgl
BO4 format(10a2)

-type 805
805 format(’ 1input heading for the listings (40 ch max)’)

accept 806,hdg2
806 format(40al)

c

c .

c - Set up appropriate 1/0 devices.

c .

c
1f(outmodes eq.0)go to 25 .

' call print (° How many coples of each label (<10) ?°)

read(5,802) ncl
call print (° Are you using usual width (1.5") labels 7°)

¢ alternative is the shorter 1" labels i

read(5,806)1abth
- - do 13 1=1,35

13 hont(1)=1h . ,
call print(’ Do you want a common lst line on labels?’)
read(5,806)ans
if(ans .ne. ych)goto 25.

15 call print(’ What fs 1t? (<36 characters)’)
read(5,806)hont
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write(7,876)hont )
876 format(” Is “,1h",35al,lh’,’ what you want?’)
read(5,806)ans"’ :
. 1f(ans.umageh)goto 15
nhch={trim(35,hont)
¢ trim off trailing blanks for slow printer.
25 1f (outmodes~1)30,29,28
28 call assign(2,’LP: “,0)
call assign(6,“KB: °,0,,°CC")
call label .
go to 40 ,
- 29 call assign (2,°NL: “,0)
call assign (6,”KB: °,0,,°CC")

call label .

go to 40 '
30 call assign (2,°LP: “,0) ///}

call assign (6,”NL: “,0) N

40  1f(1n2 .eq. 1)goto 301
skip upper to lower case translation.

read address cards to build file

0060 060000

200 read (1,914,end=300) (idin({i),i=1,nid),(adres(1),1=1,1ad)
adrcards=adrcards+T*

call uptlow (lad,adres) ! convert to lower case
write(10,914)(1din(11),11=1,n1d) ,adres
‘ go to 200

Print out labels/listings .

00600

300 rewind 10
301 recordno = 0
- write (6,905)hdgl ! label hdg —
¢ . 1f(labth .eq. lhY)write(6,975) : :
975 format(//)
. set = 1
page = 1
; 310 limes = 10
write (2,906) hdg2?,page ! page hdg
.write (2,997) ! column hdgs
page = pagq + 1 .
320 read (1in2,902,end=500) (1din(11),#1=1,nid),adres
recordno=recordno+l
call buffer . ! routine handles output
1f (lines.ge.55) go to 310
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go to 120

,C

I

c

¢ -
c

c S~

500 continue

c

cﬁ-

Close and delete f(les.

o&sﬂn
/

1f (studadrs.ne.0) close (unit=in2)
600 stop :
c
c
‘c
902 format(80al)
503 format (°. error in school code for student °,14,13)
905 format (1x,25( *°)/" *° 23x,"*’/’ * *,10a2, %"/ )
17 *,23x, %" [1x,25("*")/) : ' -
906 format(‘1°,130( ' *")/1x, *k* *,40al,t120, Page *,14," *kk‘/
11x, 3007 %) /1) .
907 format (5x,’Record’,11x,”ID No. ,20x, Name’/3x,100('-"))
908 format (1x,25(°*°)/’ #° ,23x,"*°/” * nponstudent labels *°/
1 7 %% ,23x,° %" [1x,25¢"*°)///])
909 format (‘1°,’ State number ‘,12//)
910 format (//° Number of labels printed : “,15//)
_._911 format (//10x,” actual n’,10x,” School ID “,10x,” N Cases”)
/7912 format (/10x,19,10x,110,11x,18)
913 format (//10x,” Total no of cases 1s8”,15) . b
914 format(10al,70al) .
c T e J
) A -
end

{
subroutlng buffer

<

routine to break up address into three lines and print it

NnNnooaoO

implicit integer {(a-z)

logical*]l adres,comma,hdnt
common/labl/ ncl,labth .
common/head/nhch,hont(35) '
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conmon lad,adres(70).nid,ldln(lO).recordno,llneﬁ,akippod,outmodos
dimenston buff(35,4)
- dimension 1(4) L '
p logical*l buff \\\\
; data comma ,blank/”’ rr/ -
mchl=35
‘¢ max nr charactsrs pbr line
ml=4
¢ maximum nq of lines on the label
do 5 m=1,mchl

a

do 5 n=1,ml
5 buff(m,n)=blank
¢ Get first line. ’
c
k=0
10 kmk+1 A

1f (adres(k).eq.comma) go to 20-
buff(k,l)=adres(k)

if (k.1lt.mchl) go to 10
write(17,990) idin ! address error) T -

) write(2,991)recordno,1din

¢ produce {d number in 1list, but no name, and no label.

skipped=skipped+l .
return :

20 write(2,991) recordno,idin, (buff(kk,1) ,kk=1,mchl)
lines=1lines+2

1(1)=k~1 -
¢ print only to comma. -
if (outmodes.eq.0) return

e ‘ —
c Get gecond lige -
c ) &?

savek=k
30 k=k+1

1f (adres(k).eq.comma) - 80 to 40 '
buff (k-savek,2)=adres(k) t
1f (k-savek.lt.m¢hl) go to 30 ¢
1(2)-itr1m(mch1 y,buff(1,2))
write(17,999) (idin(11),11=i,n1d).
999 format(’ Two line addreee._id “,10al)
c possible error in the address format
1lc=2
goto 900
40 1(2)=k-gavek-~1 .

c , .
c ! Get third line T . ,
c ‘ : [N ,

130 :f:$;rk
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if(k .gt. lad)goto 135
1f(adres(k) .eq. comma)goto 140
buff(k-savek,3)=adrea(k)
1f(k-savek.lt .mchl)goto 130

135 1¢(3)=1trim¢mchl,buff(l,3))

lc=3
goto 900

140 1(3)=k-savek-1 —

C
C

) ~~
last line if 4.
doend=1ad-k
if (doend.gt.mchl) doend=mchl
do 50 i=1,doend

50 buff(i,4)=adrea(k+1l)

1(4)=itrim(mchl,buff(1,4))
lc=4

if(labth .ne. lhY) lgkp=lskp-3
rrect for 6 line sticky label.
do 925 k=1,ncl

write(6, 992)(hont(11) 11=1 nhch)

900 tlskp-a-lc '
C

do 910 i=1,1c¢c
910 write(6 P92)(buff(1 1) j-‘kl(l))

91
92

[

.

c

990 format (/10x,”
991 format(5x,16,10x,10al1,3x,35al,”

c

15

do 915 1=1,18kp
5 write(6,993)
5 continue

return

992 format (1x,41al) {header line.
41because it must™exceed the array
993 format ()

end

subroutine label
common/labl/ncl,labth
data yéh/’Y’/
2 write(6,11) .
11 format( #%* ]at line testing
we need all that to empty the priqt
1f(labth .eq. th)write(6 15)
format(///)
write(7,12) »
12 format(5x,” WOW ’S THAT 227y ¥
read(5,13)ch

149

address error, student ",10al)
I',2(14x,'I')/1x,100('—'))

length to avoid’ % as / .
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13

14

20
17

format(lal) »

1f (ch.ne.ych) go to 2 '
1f(labth .ne. 1hY) goto 20 ‘L’,f
write(6,14)

format(” WAR’ 32, A8R°/4(° *° t35,°% /)

$ L7 RARC ¢32 TRRRC/ 1O+ ,50x/) /)

goto 25

write(6,17)

format(’ WAR’ 32, ARR7 /(1 R° 5 A])

$§ 7 MRR 32 CRRRC/NO(+,50x/) ) .

¢ 6 line sticky label

25
c
5
- c
7
9
10
d
700
c re
c
A
E
1
10
50

write(7,12)

read(5,13)ch K
if (ch.ne.ych) go to 2

Jreturn:

end . .

subroutine uptlow (nch,an)
LOGICAL*1l an

integer ua,uz,bl cm,mnch,m?
dimension an(nch)

data ua,uz,bl,cm,ml,m2/0101,0132,040,054,040,00/

13t=1 .

ist=1..leave, -1....upper to lower.

do 10 1=1 ,nch

1f (an(i) .gt. uz) go to 9

if%(an(1) .lt. uva) go to 9

1f (ist .eq. —-1) go to 7

upper a to z, lst since noni}phn;

ist=-1

go to 10

an{i)=an(t) .or.ml

go to 10

igt=1

continue Y .
write(7,700)(an(i),1=1,nch)

format(1lx, 100al) \®
return . \

end -

A}

funetion itrim(length,array)
turns with value of subscri for last nonblank
charactér in the logical*l Array of length.
logical*l blank,array
. dimension array(length)

data blank/1h /

do 10 i=1,length

itrim=length-1+1

if(array(itrim) .ne. blank) goto 50

.LISTING OF THE LABELS PROGRAM . £

continue )

itrim=1

return J

end -
end
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APPENDIX C__.
7

COMPARISONS OF CORRELATIONS AND PARTIAL REGRESSION
COEFFICIENTS IN ORIGINAL AND RETAINED SAMPLES

oy
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In this appendix we address the question of whether sample attrition has affected
relationships within the data. We are reasonably certain that non-responte to our
follow-up survey has been essentially random; however, since our annl;so,q are based on
relational statistics - correlations and partial regression coefficients - we need to
examine the effect of sample attrition on fhese. To do m‘fs‘wo cox.npnro correlation
matrices across the o samples and es(imnlo a 'simplo. model containing threce
equations in each case. The three equations regress Word Knowledge, literacy and
Numeracy separately on sex, fam)lyv size, eth.nicity, sch(;ol, and location
(metropolitan/non-metropolitan - see Bourke and Keeves, 1977:241). Thus, we estimate
three equations twice, with each of the educational outcomme variables considered in

terms of the predictors for each of the two samples.

Pearson product moment correlation coefficients for the two samples are given in
Table C.I. In the upper right triangle of the table are the correlation coefficients for
the two sa'mplw with the coefficients for the retained sample in parentheses. For
example gthe correlation between family size and school location is 0.158 for the
original sample and 0.146 for the retained sample. In the bottom left hand triangle are
the absolute differences between the coefficients; for the example just cited tl}is is
0.012. We note that direction of the coefficients do not vary much between the original

and retained samples and that the differences between the coefficients are slight.

The six regression eg;’uations are summarized in :I‘able C.2.. Each colu?m
represents an equation using the sample named. Coefficients which do not reach
significance are marked with an asterisk. We note that, first, the direction of the
coefficients does not vary between the two groups.and second, that the maéhitude of

the coefficients is similar in both groups. In short, the samples are remarkedly similar.

On the basis of these analyses we argue that sample biases do not constitute a
problem. Although there are slight differences between the two samples these would
not appear to seriously distort our generalizations to the total age cohort -under

examination.

e
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Table C.1 Comparison of the Correlati fficients for the Original and Retained Samples (unweighted data)
Family " English Non-'l!nglish School Honi Mastery of Mastery of
Sex Size Born Borm Location Catholic. Indepondent Knowledge Literacy Nume racy
Sex -.0138 -.024- .002 -.018 -.024 .029 .010 .023 -.015
(-.023)b (-.024) (.002) (-.026) (-.017) (.034) (.014) (.027) (-.009)
. ¥.
Family Size ot ¥ -.060 -.056 146 an -.096 -.118 -.138 -.121
.010- (~.064) (-.058) (.158) (.091) (-.106) * (-.150) (-.170) (-.141)
English-Bom -.160 -.116 -.067 .00} .045 .010 .016
.000 .004 (-.160) (-.116) (-.067) (.002) (.045) (.010) (.016)
Non-English Born -.142 .050 -.040 -.078 -.078 -.056
.000 . 002 .000 (-.142) (.050) (-.040) (-.078) (-.078) (-.056)
1975 School Location -.092 -.13 -.097 -.057 . -.069
.008 012 .000 .000 (-.095) (-.109) (-.109) (-.064) /\(-.068)
1975 School Type: -9 A4 .079 042
Catholic .007 .020 .000 .000 .003 (-.109) (.122) (.082) (.057)
. ; 169 .076 .095
Independent .005 .010 .001 .000 .004 .010 (.162) - (.083) (.090)
Word Knowledge .456 ! 424
.004 .032 .000 .000 .012 .008 .007 (.481) (.448)
Mastery of Literacy 442 .,
.004 .032 .000 .ooo\ .007 .003 .007 .025 (.458)
Mastery of Numeracy 006 .020 .000 .000 .001 ~.015 .005 .021 .016
) -
%Correlation cosfficient based on retained sample (N=4919)
b(Iorx'ehtiou ‘cosfficiant based on original sample (N=6247) ' > B
cA_bsolute.dlffennco betweep correlation cosffiadents '
“ 161
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. Table C.2 %y_arlsom%he Partial 3a§?sslon Coefficients for Simple Model Estimated in the Original and
R ain les (unwelghted data) .

Word Knowlg: Mastery of Literacy Mistety of Numeracy
Indepe t Original- Retalned ~ Original Retained Original Retained
Variables Sanmple " Sample Sample Sample Sanple Samwle
Sex ©0.348 0.118 0.03 0.02¢ ~0.03 -0.02"
‘Pamily Size ‘ -0.45 -0.48 -0.03 .+ -0.03 -0.02 . -0.03
" English-Born . 0.848 ' 0.66% - -0.03% -0.01% -0.01° " -0.018
Non-English Born *-2.68 ¥ _2.10 -0.14 . -0.12 . ~0.10 -0.08
Catholic 3.76 3.13 0.1 0.13 0.07 0.08-
Independent 5.43 . 5.04 0.15 0.11 0.15 0.13
School Location 0.16% - -0.96 -0.02° - -0.03 . -0.02% ~0.04
& not statistically significant
h )
162 -




.
APPENDIX D
- !
REPORT TO RESPONDENTS
!
, N
/ \
o
i .




BETWEEN
SCHOOL
EWORK

Earlier this year séme 5,000 Australians,

17 and 18 years old, told us a little about
their @xperiences at school; at work and .
inbetween. We would like to say ‘thank

you’, and we H8pa this booklet is a way of
doing 80. Your answers helped us make
this report. We hope it has as much
interest for you as it has for us.
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This report forms part of & larger project entitied ‘A Survey of Schoo! Lesvers'.
The project is sponsored jointly by the
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LOOKING FOR ThE RIGKT JOB
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APPENDIX E

RURALITY SCORES FOR SCHOOLS
IN SIX STATES




NEW SOUTH WALES

N

.,

>

MOREE 1568 @

<

- - :
MULLUMBIMBY 1594
,ARMIDALE 1842 ® Lo

Y TAMWQRTH 1112
e j |

COFFS HARBOUR 1154 | ¢

CONDOBOLIN 1369 ®

[ ) .
ORANGE 679 O NEWCASTLE .193

THE ENTRANCE .755

NARRANDERA 13t7 @

SYDNEY .456
BOWRAL .9941 WOLLONGONG .270

!®|[NOWRA .713
° co/d)MA .786

\

[4



VICTORIA

=<

KERANG 2691@

WODONGA 431

WANGARATTA 974 @
-BENALLA 1353 @

BENDIGO .429e@

Y

; ° AT .956 ’
® BALMORAL 3611 BALLARAT .9 /

® MELBOURNE .421

[VERRIBEE 1217
N GEELONG .850@

SALE 1wW4g @
WONTHAGGI 1891

QUEENSCLIFF ‘1447

N4



CAIRNS .805 @
HERBERTON 2880 @

INGHAM 2021 o

L4

TOWNSVILLE .618

. AYR 1801@
cmmen’owsas—’mw °

’ ROCKHAMPTON .467 @ .
MOUNT MORGAN 1314@

BUNDABERG .405@

GAYNDAH 1520e@

IPSWICH .520 GOOMERI 1888 @

®COOROY 1136

. _ LAIDLEY .751 |

| TOOWOOMBA .465——-_\_\ @ CABOOLTURE 1283
_ BURLEIGH HEADS .966 - o ®BRISBANE .525

o ®
WARWICK 2567 ————__ "~ | o
)/' GOONDIWINDI .827 ® ® SOUTHPORT 1008



. SOUTH AUSTRALIA

® PORT AUGUSTA .891 -

WHYALLA .173 .
' ® GLADSTONE 2915

" 4

® NURIOOTPA 1088
® ELIZABETH .024

® ADELAIDE .316

_ ® MURRAY BRI!GE 1102
YORKETOWN 3249

L WILLUNGA 1983

| - \ENOLA \2473 .

MOUNT GAMBIER .786@




V'DEF\BY 2077

WESTERN AUSTRALIA ® BROOME 1847

® GERALDTON 1942 \\

® NORTHAM 1209
PERTH 10410 ®MT. HELENA 1655
!

® KALGOORLIE 1008

. .} ®COLLE '1208
| ® KATANNING 2151

- MARGARET RIVER 1983@

) ® MANJIMUP w(
9 wRK 1414 173
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TASMANIA B ~
SMITHTON 2041 |

WYNYARD 1792

BURNIE .624 @
ULVERSTONE 684 @ owtl - ®

LATROBE 1675'@

® SCOTTSDAIE 1754

® LAUNCESTON .690

DELORAINE 2914 @
ST. MARYS 1589
CRESSY 1530 @

N

... BRIGHTON 1915 @

o~

NEW NORFOLK .203 ®
HOBART .555@

HUONVILLE 2283 e

~ "
DUNALLEY 2388

!

KINGSTON 1616®

- ) 174




