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- N 5 ‘ This essay is an atiempt 1o search for some of those answers. In order 1o do that
' If ! i 1} will discuss, and illustrate with relevand statistics, some of the systemic obstacles

: 3 ! that our youth, particulacly African Amersicaas and Latinos, confrom throughout
CoE their hic course and that hinder their capacity to realize their full buman potential,
: C o : » My gualli;s (lo have ;‘hc scader ask lim or herself, critically, whether a socicty thag sys-

. tematicalty linnts the opportanities it makes available for youth on the basis of color

§ Thﬂ SU‘UC(_U!'C Of lncquaht_y : gender, and class can d‘cﬁ:’and that thuse who are being c:u;ludcd “choouse 10 do fu;
1 ' ! ! - - themsclves™ what in fact only a privileged few have the resources and the epportu-
F and thc Status of . . nity 10 do. . o
.| Puerto Rican Youth in the United States |

gf PUERTO RICAN YOUTH IN PERSPECTIVE

’ i . o b . ‘

‘E ’ o ’ H écu{)r R. Cordero Guzmin The lasg two decades have scen li}c cominga'(ioa and? in importane sespects, (h.c ac-
P : A A centuation of troublesome treads in the socio-economic status of Latino and African-
!‘ £ Amcrican youth. The availa.;hlc data show lha('evcf tin}c the pmpé‘nion of‘ youth of
Lo ; | i ‘ sulor who have attended high school am! seceived a high school diploma increased
i i : ‘ b iy and the differences between them and whites decreased. A the same time ditfecences
» ‘[ -, ’ YOUTH OF'COLOQ.{ INTHE 19905 w rates of participation in the labor market and unemiployment besween whites and
. . ‘ . . : other youth showed an increase. For example, the proportion of white, Afsican-
k Pl In a recent broadcast on ABC News Nightline (May 3, P”; hosted by Ted Kappel Amierican, and Puerto Rican fnalc? 23 10 25 years of age wb(f hafl completed high
‘ on locazion from the Wouds, a ghevtoized housing complex in jersey City, we learn school or nore o‘““?n ‘CSPCF""ch» 67.53%, 36.3% ard 24. l":""- n ‘9693 80.4%,
i 1 the story of Hassan. Hassan's tale is similar 10 that of many young Pucrio Ricans, S8.8%, and 38.8% in 1970; and 86.7%, 73.3%, and 57.8% in 1980. This suggests
©E 7 African Amcricans, and Chicanos in the iuner city. The progeam is filled with the im- thas there suill arc “‘“'“‘“5""“ ditferences in the levels of con.lplcltt.l cducation but }hz(
: ages that have come to acutely characierize the inner city dusing the Reagai:- Bush these have “"‘b":“d for whites and have converged over time with those of African
o years: drugs, gangs, and vic’ -uce on the sircets. Hassan's sother 15 a single wonan Amcricans and Puerto Bwal}& In contrast, the uncinployment figures show a flucru-
Lol ou public asyistance. She s cunvaicly going 1o school, s Fi hier is m and out ol jail, ating trend towards racia Jivrgence. If we corsid .1 agan young men 2310 25 ycars
o Hassan's older sister has a ninc month old baby. Hassan is {ourtcen and has (wo of age we find that '?‘C unemployment rates for wlu;cs,' Afncan-Americans, and

i' youunges bruthers, one ten and one seven, o l'uum( Ricans, respectively, weee 5.7%, 1 l,.Z%.i and 8.8% in 1960; 4.6%, 8.2%, and

L The story weaves tegether all the nnages with a single thome: * What wiii §las- 6'07f n 1979, 'f““l 9.1%, 16.4%, and 12.3% in '98_0' )

i san choose?”™ Fle does well i schoo: and has what appears 1o be a remarkable ca- The troubling nature of these trends led 1o a prubiferation of research on the pat-

P pacity o repair and re-asseable clectronic cquipment. He also has a very protectve ferin, vauses, and consequctices of youth cuploynicat, in ‘SC“““‘}: and A““"‘““

i mother. e fact so strong and protective (at she assuies the cinnera, without besia- Awcrican ‘?"d l*’""f’ }'f’u'h un- and uu{dcr-CIl%gvluynthl_ln P‘“‘C“l“’ In their

§ nion, that it any drug desler ever approaches Elassan she will personadly kill the path-bicaking work in The Black Youth Employment Crisis, Freeman and Holzer

i pushier. She, hike the vast majority of parents, wants i Lissan 1o do well but is aware summanize the major tindings of the National Burcau of Economic Rescarch confer-

b of what surrounds hine, = What will Hassan choose?” Thas is the world of Last mouncy, enee as Iulluws‘:

: fast socukers, fast clodung, and fase drags: * What will Hassan choose?” ) o ) ) o

f While wasching the program, | could not keep aysell from thinking about ali of A variety ol 5‘?““' ;‘md CCONVITMC f‘“"_“‘s b““" contributed to the cans. On

[ the stanstics and probabdies thay caprore the factors diae diectly attect the type of the depand side of the marker, we find cvidence of scveral detceminams,

© e that Massan will Scad but wone of which he selected. The point, §thought, is not mcluding local labor macker conditions and demographics, discrisminatory

i s much what |Hassan will choose bat, rather, what kinds ol chowes witl we, as a so- employer behavios, and the unatisactive characteristics of the iob held. On

' ciety, allow Hassan to make. | ssked myscll: wili we, as a'society, learn foon his ex- the VuAsppIy sndfv of the nla:lgcl. we lind aspirations and churchgoing, oppor-

L pericnce? Will we, as a suciety, appreciate bus skifl and develop Bis talent? Or will we, tunsties for crime, the family's employnicnt and wdfa.uc status, education,

¥ as 4 sucicty, condenm Lassan for the colleciive erime of sysiamatic projudice? For be- and the willinguess 1o accept low wage jobs all (9 be important facrons.

¢ L ing on the "wronp side” of a structure of incquality that systematically denics 1 Las- . ] o )

- The findings from these studies, preparcd by a prestigious group of economic re-

san, and many other African-Amcrican, Chicano and Puerto Rican youth, cqual
access 1o opporiumty in cducation and m the labor marker?

scarchers, though important fur certain specialized audicnces, mainly served 1o cor-
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roborate what thousands of mcmhcu of the Afnican- Amc:nun. ( hu.mu, and Pacrio
Rican connnunitics already knew. In our community, u has Ium well kiown thag
throughout their lives youth of color controus ditferent sets of resources and socially
sonstrucied circumstances. This means that we face a diflerent wade af mtegranon
into-the schoul system, into nstitutions of higher cducation, and nto the primary
sector of the labor market. : i
Tuday, it is quite clear 1o researchers, policy makers, community acuvists, and
parents, though admitedly in different ways, that any cftort launched at integsating
youth of color o the educanonal system, into the labor market, and into other so-
ctal institutions must be predicated on a3 methodical analysis of the mdivadual, struc-
tural, and stitutional featares that characterize the current forms of socloeconomic
inciusion and eaclusion, These processes must be analyzed and undersiood as cxre-

“pienced and fels by ulf social actors rather than as rudimentary features in simphisiic:

and de-contextualized abstractions of an idealized social formation. In other words,
individual outcomies can net and will not chauge wulwu( concurrent changes in the

- insttutional forces thas propel youth of color in oue direction by blecking systes atic

! access 1o others. This mezes, funcamencally, that the prevailing asswnprion that op-

portuaities are widely and umfonnly avalable for all youth and ihat youth of color,
in particular, would succeed only if they developed the right attiude, inmiated the

: correct vole models, pessevere Uin whatever type of school they are placed, and

availed themselves of the nee sz ry connections that lead un 16 "naake 7 i the
world of work must be challenged. However, we must make clear that we are not ar-

- guing that our youth do not have any choices, buerather that they are combedded

witliin a system of social producuon that places systematic, concrete, and cumulative

* hanis o thie sypes of opportunities and on the level and guality of resources that are

vested in shem and thus on the choices that they can and do make.

.
THE DEMOGRAIHICS OF YOUTH AND FAMILY POVERTY

Once of the main problenss in detenmning the socio-cconomic status of Pucrto Rican
youth is that stanstics are often nut gatheied by group, or thar when they are gath-
cred they are usually not broken dowan by national orgin but are presenced in com-

- ination with those of the 1ot Hhspanic population. Recont clfon, ke she

Resource Guide prepared by Angela L. Carrasquidlo, provide smporiast discussions
of key debates o the siatus of Launo youth, and present statistics that are helptal so
seseaschers, polcy makers, and swembers of the cosmunity. In this asuche | have
deawsn, among others, from Casnsquillo’s work, the Chaldren’s Defense Fund sepost
(Miranda) on Latine yourh, and our wark as the Centro in onder 1o provide an ol
wenanive mtarpreration of the CAUSCY and umnqutuus ul the current soau-
cconomic treads among Puerio Rican youth. -

The Launo mpul.mun is rehatively voung. la 1988 Jhmm one out ol cvery tlmL
Latinos in the counry was under 15 years of age. The median age fer Latnos ot
Pucnio Rican ongin i 1990 was 27.0 years of age whercas for Mexwan-Amencans
it was 24.1 compared 1o 33.5 years for the rest of the popubation. The praporiiow of
Puceto Ricans below 18 years of age was 36.7%, while o was 37.4% among Mcxi-
can-Americans and 26.2% for the rest of the population,

THE STRUCTURE OF ONEQUKUI';t AND THE $TATUS OF PUERTO RICAN YOUTH 83 .

in terms of houschold income and poverty there has been a well documented
change i compasition and a decline in the socio-economic status of Puerto Rican
famihes relative 10 other familics. This mcans that Puerto Rican youth ase being
rearéd i fanalics that have different sesources wiah which (0 suppor and supply
thar muluple necds. The cconomie figuses for 1991 show that median houschold
wome was 316,169 for Pucrio Ricans, $22,439 for Mexican Americans and
$29,943 for the sest of the population. Siaply put, Pucrto Rican houscholds in 1991
averaped a litde more thar half the incone of thar of the rotal population.

The poverty rate tor children shows similar wends. A recent seport by the
Children's Defeuse Fund provides concrete population figures. In 1989, there were
2.60.3 unlhon poor Latiuo children in the U.S. out of a pupulatioa of 7.186 million
Latino chaldren or 36.2 percent. The bulk of Latino chilidren in the U.S., 5.028 mil-
hos, are Mezican-American and 1867 million of thems are poor (37, I%) Pucrio

© Rican children wotaled 750,000 with 48.4% or 364,000 living below the poventy

tme. i vue adds the number of children shightly (between 100% and 200%) above

‘the poverty hine, the number for Puerto Ricans slightly abuve or below puverty

climbs 1o 73.1%. Similacly, the proportion of childreis who jive below half the
poverty hine is 22.2%. Esscutially, these numbees mean that out of every four
Puerto Rican children one lives well below the puverty line, one lives below the

Percen. rf Children In Married-Couple
Families Who Are Poor or Near Poor - 1989

0%
SR, r 'L, < e o i e
st a,v. =3
E‘s

Mo -Lating Wiste Mercan Amecan  Poaris Hicen Bhacia

| B Botow Puvery Line 221 Neat Poverty Line |

Figure 3.1
Suerce: Muiranda 1991, (.upln. 16 and 19, pp. 23, 24.
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line, onc lives slightly above, and the fourth onc lives f:lc;u.ly above the poventy

threshold. i ‘
Family structure is consistently correlated 1o poverty rates. Gary Sandctur and

'Marta Tienda find that 43.2% «f Facrto lican houscholds were hraded by femaler.
This proportion is almost identical to tha: of African Americans {43.7%} and sub-
stantially highes than that of whites (12%). This ditfereace is impuortant because fe-

“male-headed houscholds have much highe- poverty rates than masricd-couple

familics. For Pucrto Rican fomale-beaded houscholds the poverty rate was 74.4%
“while the poverty rate for simiiac white households was 36.2%, 1r shinost half lh‘a(
_of Puerto Ricans. Howeves, onc still finds that Latino children are quite likely ¢ De

poor in marnicd-couple houscholds. One out of every jﬁvc‘ l’ucu.o chau children

(20.3%] iiving in a magricd-couple family was.puor. This figere is higher !hnn‘(hc
'7.0% figure for the white population but lower than the 28.7% level for Mexican
“Americans. by other words, Pue-to Rican children in_mauicd-cuuple familics are
 three times more likely 10 ve g 57 han white children in sinula ly stre tured lf..sai—
 lies, while children in single headed families have a poverty rate that 15 two thies
* higher (sce Tables), |

The socio-cconomic status of familic. 2ud individuals in the Island of Pucrto

N :

A - Percent of Childreanhd Are
! - Poor or Near Poor - 1989

80% ‘ : : : 7%

! i

IS . . 68 1% 6892% ' ‘

o - - — . -

: 200% 1

M Moccir Ariorcsn  Pusiu e

i [E Bulow Hall Poverty £273 Balow Povety Line () Noas Povasty Liow I

» Figure 3.2,
Sowrce: Miranda 1991, Graphs 18 and 20, pp. 24, 26,

R PR P st E '

THE STRUCTURE OF INEQUALITY AND THE STATUS OF PUERTO RICAN YOUTH 8§

Rico is vconnected 1o that of Puerio Rican families in the United States through mi-
gration, grade, and the operation of labos markets. In a recent report using figures
from the 1990 Census, the National Council of La Raza reposied that $8% of the
population residing in Puertr Rico lived below the poverty line. The aumbers also
showed that the poverty sate for youth in Pucrio dico was 66.7%. The repont
added that 22.3% of youth aged 16 1o 19 had dropped ourt of high school mean-
ing, presuinably, that they were not enrolled in school at the time of the ceasus,
Of this group 87.2% werce cither unemployed or our of the labor force. In other
waords, about 20% of Puerio Rican youth 16 10 19 years of age were neither in
school or ar work. ‘

A bricf overview of the statistics on Puerio Rican familics and youth shows that

they are relatively young and much pouser than the ress of the population which
means that, clearly, these familics have fewer matenial sesources at theie disposal,
This is true for familics located cither in Puerto Rico or in the United States.

. HOUSING CONDITIONS AND
THE HEALTH STATUS OF PULRTO RICAN YOUTH

Housing and health issucs are intimaicly related to the educational and economic

-outcomes for youth. In ¢ paper prepared in 1988, Dolbeare and Canales found that

in 1983 Latinos had the highest incidence of housing problems. Fog Puerto Ricans
the problems werc especially acute. Puerto Ricans were the keast Likely 10 own sheig
own dwellings, 21.5% compared 10 50% for other Latinos. Housing costs for Pucrio
Ricans were the highest when compared 10 other Latino groups, and the conditions
of the dwellings were the worst. Let me illustrate this with some figures from the

study. Roughly 5% of Pucrio Rican dwellings did not have adequate plumbing. In

addition, 18% of the dwellings had rodent infestation; 12% had open cracks or
holes; 10% had broken plastes, had she paint pecling, or had ag keast onc room with-
out clectricity; while 10% of the houses had coof Icaks. Fully 17% of all Mexican
and 23% of all Pucrto Rican houscholds did not have a welephone. .

The matenal conditions of the dwellings reflects the economic conditions of the
conpunity and are centrally related 1o boh the physical and mental health status
of the population. Pucrio ficans have the highest rates of infant mortality and the
highest inaidence of low bieth weight aimong Latinos. In addiion, the cumulative in-
cidence of AIDS is 2.7 umes lugher among hispanics than among non-hispanic
white youth. Anuther epidemic that has received less academic atsention is the gues-
tion of homicides among Puerto Rican youth both i the Island and in the main-
kand. A recent paper by Donua Shai (1992) fiom Villanova found that in the
1989~ 1990 periad the homnicide rate for Pucrto Rican, white, and African-Ameri-
cammales 15-19 years ui age in New Yok City was, respectively, 84.71, 25.02 and
208.67 per 100,000, The comparable figures for males and females in the counity
i 1985, respecuvely, were 7.3 and 2.7 for whites, 46.4 and 10.3 for Alrican Amer-
wans, and 32.4 and 3.0 in the Island of Puerto Rico. Essentially, the figures show
that Pucrto Kican and Afncaa-Amnerican youth, pasticularly young males, are much
more likely 1o die violently than white youth. The issue, of course, is not just chat
youth of colur are more likely 10 be murdered than white youth, but that in absolate

- NN R

R p—————

[


http:114.71,25.02
http:wz~.!ll.mr

SN - o i . R -
) ’ ! p— ]

-

86 LATINOS AND uw(,.mon THE STRUCTURE OF INEQUALITY AND THE STATUS OF PUERTO RICAN YOuTH  B7 '

IR | _Poverty Rates of Chidren
‘_ 'In Female-Headed Fammes 1989

hook on schooling and work, Carnoy and Levin argue thar as “a product and shaper
of social discord, the school is necessarily caught up in the larger conflicts inherent in
a capitalist economy and a liberal capitalist state.™ For them, then, schools are are-
- nas in which the narrow aceds of employers for a qualified workforce and conflicts

g -

s ey Y4 A%
: over redistribution and democratization are played out.
i g = e e e e 1 Let me elaborate briefly on some of the contemporary debates on the school sys-
“ o™ tem. The first key issue is access to quality schools. Gary Orficld bas shown that
; : )_ cmmm e —ffY SR l,;u?am Fhiid(cn are mcreasingly attending schools that are mostly segregated. Segre-
i ’ o s R - gation is an anpodant factor Tecause, as Massey znd Dentoa have illustrated, it is
i e § also related, among other things, to the quality of schools. In commenting on the ed-
i Ch st o 3 ncational process of Latino youth, Angela Lauasqulllo from Fordham Umvcrmy
: i ' - | g i% 2% s says:
I P S iy ; e
i . £2538 IS s Unforunately, too many low-income Hispanic families are not becoming
i - o - - —§333 R st B R 4 productive contributit g members of society due to disproportionately high
b 5 % 4305 Wrece ' g academic failure, One of the reasons for this failure is thar Hispanic su-
: g 230 B 32 B35 dents are not atending the most successful schools. They are often in seg-
j ; oo % i 4538 B § % ¢ regated schools, made up of mostly Hispanic and African American
i ;: '/;*: studenrs, in which educational resources and physical facilities are
i i O P by 75321 33 ‘ mediocre. At imes Hispanic students are placed in programs not suited for
: { i 1 g their needs. Equality becomes a responsibility of the school rather that the
‘ £ pegs ‘ l student. Quality programs as well as financial programs arc not offered in
% hM“-‘ I |  mwost of the schools that Hispanic children and youth attend. cod
i . .
; i . ' . ' : ' Despite the rescrvations one might have over defining the process of educational
Figure 3.3. | : : i attuinmens mainly in terms of “success”™ or *failure,” the central point is that stu-

! Source: Miranda 1991, Graph 21, p. 2.

: dents of color are attending institutions that seem, clearly, not 1o be responding to
| ?

: their needs. The question in this sense is not so much whether students as individu-
¢ terms the quality of life has deteriorated to the pomt that they are d)’"‘b vintent als “fail” or “succeed™ hut rather whether the structure of the school, the commu-
i deaths in high numhcts at very yuung ages. ; . ) nity, and the society in which schools are embedded is adequately addressing and
! ‘ \ tuifiliing the needs of students of color. Arguably, if only a few students were not
i completing thewr lngh school educarion and going on to college one might want to fo-
cus prunarily on the individual factors that detenmine the specific outcome, However,
when between one third and one half of the population is not completing their high
sduml education, particularly in the inner cities, this seems to be evidence that there

THE SCHOOL SYSTEM AND PUERTOQ RICAN YOUTH

According to the Atlas of the 1990 Census, the twa largest school districts in the

e

" country are the New York City school systean with 930,440 studenes and the Puerto
Rico Department of Education with 650,720 students. The third and fonsth largest
districts are in Los Angeles with 609,746 and in Chicago: ‘with 408,201 students.
This means that most Puerto Rican youth arc ircm;., cdut.nul in systems that are
quite large and that have extensive burcaucracies. .

The main tssues in the debates over clementary and scc"ndary cducation cvolve
around two seemingly contradictory psucs: a) lhv'_mts that put emphusis on the
functional role of the educationat system ither in pespetuating social inequahties or
in democratizing opporiusitics for social mobility; and, b) rescarch and advocacy
around the question of whether the school system is properly addressing the multiple
aceds of students from diverse backgrounds and whicther it is properly preparing
them for higher education and for integration into the formal kibor marker. n ther

Are More systematic cxt,luuon.uy forces at work. In this sense “push-out™ is a more
accurite concept than “drop-out” to describe the tatality of the process.

Access to guality schools is intimarely tied 1o retention. Mceasures of retention
are nherently dificult 1o comipute but there is consensus that the drop-out, or more
accurmely, the push-out rate for Latino youth is the highest in the country. Car-
rasquitlo; for example, cites a study by The National Comumission on Sccondary
Schooling for Hispanics that found that 45% of Mexican American and Puerto Ri-
can students who enter high schuof never finish. This compares to a figure of 17%
for white youth. According 1o Carrasquillo, some of the factors that have been iden-
tificd as alfccting Latino retention tn school are: “(a) Poorly equipped and wver-
crowded schouols; {b) Lower per pupil expenditures;(c) Segregated schools; (d)
Schools at times understatied and with limited basic resources; (¢) High rate of grade

A am e e, ¢ b A s
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ércpcmmn, () Lower upcctauum by the school system; (g) llq,h cnmllmcnl in vo-
3

cational and p,cncral .du:ation pragrams.” Pl ;

: These factars operate n um{..m.uor with other s«lmol tharcteristics to dis-
proportionately exclude Latino youtn, i his research on schools, Orum identified
‘features such as aucendance, discipline and promatian policies, Language uwd for in-
suucuon, availability of special mstruction to meet special needs, and provisions to
" ensure patcmal invalvernent as critical school-level variables influcocing Latino re-
" tention. As Carrasquillo notes, Latino children are at a disadvantage from the carli-
| est of grades and these disadvantages incrcase over the life course as more and more
| obstacles are placed in the students’ path, :

i Tracking, special education, language, and curriculum development arc ather
k central components that need to be carclully analyzed in order ta understand the

y
I
i
i
{

" | position of Puerto Rican youth in the school system. The evidence simws that
’ -Pucrto Rican children are more likely to be placed in the low ability groups and

i
! more likely 1o be assngncd to special cducation programs, These programs were not
L originally developed 10 address the specific needs of the students that they cur-
i rently serve, and their stigmatizing role has repercussians throughout the students’

i academic life. Placement in low ability tracks and in special education programs is
! intimately tied to bilingual education and ta curriculum developniest. Mot Pucrto
Rican cducators agree that Pucrto Rican pupils need not only instruction in their
native language (Spanish or English) and a mechanism that allows themn to bevome
literate and proficient in both Spanish and English, but also that the curriculum, or
what is actually laugh( in the schools, needs 10 be tied 10 the students’ Jife experi-
ences and to the broader expericnee of other marginakized and non- mat;,m.nlaz:d

groups in socicty. .

)

PUERTO RICAN YOUTH AND THE LABOR MARKET

In recent years there has been an increasing amount of research on the labor marker
status of Latinos. In their recent book, Latinos in a Changing Economy, Rebecca
Maorales, Frank Bonilla, and their collaborators show how, pasticularly after 1974,

the process of industrial restructuring and a change to a services dominant cconomy,
in conjunction with a re-organization in the international division of labor aud in-
creases in migration, have led (o increases in social stratification and inequaliny. It is
within this macro-economic context, combined with the changing dynamics of racial
and cthnic discrimination and scgeegation, thar we must place the dmu}.,nu, status of
youth of color.

The figures that 1 will discuss i m 1 this section pestain mainly 10 young niales. Un-
furtunately, the rescarch literatuse has not focused on the status of young Pucrto Ri-
can women in the labar market. What we know about the labor warket status of
Pucrto Rican wumen, in general, in that over the last three decades there has been s
precipitous decline in their participation in the formal paid fabor marker. In 1950,
Puerto Rican women had amang the highest rates of labor torce participation at
38.9%. By 1970 these rates had declined ar.und 10% in absolute terms and had also
declined relative to the rates of white and Other Hispanic wonwen,’

THE STRUCTURE OF INEGUALITY AND THE STATUS OT PUERTO RICAN YOUTH 89

The propurtion of young Puesto Rican males enrolled in school in 1980 contin-

“ued #ts secular increase from the 1240 and 1970 level, but stitl there continued 10 be

a large gap besween Puerio Ricans and whites with a2 10 to 15 percentage point dif-
ference far those between 17 ana 22 years of age. It is :mportant o note that the gap
between Pucrto Ricans and whites-in the proportion of young males earolled in

school showed a substantial decrease between 1960 and 1980, For those between the
ages of 20 and 22 years, 34.0% of whites wese enralled in school but only 18.9% of

Pucrto Ricans. The rates of participation in the labor force, however, decreased in -

absolute terms from their 1970 level for most age groups. The gap berween Puento

* Rican and white youth in fabor force participation rates decreases with age to about

a 14 pescentage point diffecence berween ages 20 1o 28, Esseatially, young Pucrio Ri-

cans males are going 10 school at a higher rate Lut participating less in the formal
abor maskes

inatmtl,

In 1980 about 80% of whites were in the labor force while the comparable fig-

ure for Puerto Ricans was 67%. Between 1970 and 1980 there were also increases in
P'uerto Rican youth unemployment particularly at ages 17 10 19, and the difference
in level between them and whites aged 20 10 25 continucd to be about 1.33 times
higher. For those enrolled in tohool, Puerto Rican rates of fabor force participation
were almost half what they were for whites at the yeunger ages, and they decreased
with age while unemiployment was almost double pacticularly for the group 17 10 22
years of age. Fur those not ensolled in school, the gap in pariicipation rates was
largzest at the carliest ages (about 22 percentage points) and so was the gap in unem-
ployment. The unemployment sate for Puerto Rican young males not enrolled in
school was around 16% while it was around 11% for whites. In essence, gaps in par-
ticipation and employment between Puerto Rican and white youth remain large
across the range of ages from 17 to 23 years old and are somewhat independent of
whether the person is enrolled in school or not.

lis sumn, the pattern that emerges when we look at labor force paniicipation and
uancmployment clearly shows clianges over time characterized by marked increases in
non-particpation and unemployinent among young Pucrto Rican males celative 1o
whites, Trends in school enrollment show a modest increase for those 17 10 19 be-
tween 1960 and 1970 and larger increases between 1970 and 1980 for all age
groups. However, the relative gap between Puerio Ricans and whites 20 10 22 years
of age continues to be large, indicating that a smaller share of the Puerto Rican youth
population is going on to college.

An analysis of demographic, educational, and labor force data clearly shows
that gaps in Puerto Rican young male employmient relative 10 thuse of whites have
changed from slightly higher levels of Puerto Rican participation in the formal labor
market in 1960 to relatively Jow levels in 1980. These trends coincide with a nar-

rowing of the gap between whites and Puenio Ricans in levels of school enrolliment;

the number of years of completed education; and a reduction in the proportion of the
young Pucrto Rican male population that is Island born, resident in a central-city lo-
cation, and concentrated in New York state,

Quite clearly the role of youth in the fabor market must be tied 1o an analysis
of the institutional changes that have occurred in the ULS. economy during the last

three decades. In their introduction to the special issue of the Hispanic Journal of Be-
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" bavioral Sciences on Puento Rican paverty and labor markets Clara Radriguez and

Edwin Meléndez sugge:t that, by

| S : [
Among the most important factors [explaining Taerto Rican poverty] are:
the concentration of Puerto Ricans in cities and regions (e.g. New York and
Chicago) that have undergone a rapid transition from a goods-producing
cconomy o a servi.¢-« riented one; limizod opportunitics in housing mar-
kets that, in fura, limit the kinds and numbers of job opportunities that are
available, quality of schools, and the quality of public services; and the per-
sistcncc of racial and gender discrunination.

{
{

i
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f The role of discrimination in the labor market has been de bated and contested
both inside and outside of academia. A recent Urban Insmulcl(.A() hiring andit can
bc a useful instrument in making some preliminary assertions about the extent and
nalurc of discrimination against Latino youth in the labor market. The audit was
conduacd as follows: cight Latino men berween 19 and 24 years of age were paired
wuh eight Anglo men of the same age. Resumes were prepared and stundardized so
as not to reflect any significant differences in prior training orexperience among, the
candidates. Every Sunday, a sample of jobs was selected from the newspaper and the
applicants were made to follow the instructions in the ad. The beginning of the au-
dits was alternated so that Anglos and Latinos within each of the exght pairs got to
start the same number of audits (that is Anglos would go first in audit one and Lati-
nos would go first in audit two and so on). The jobs selected were mostly entry level
positions. There were 360 audits completed in Chicago and San Diego and, of these,
302 went all the way 1o the job offer stage. The outcomes were divided into three
slagcs~ application, interview, and job offer.

The results were quite revealing. Looking at the total number of times that
testers reached cach stage, we notice that 35% of Anglos got 10 fill our apphcations
whereas 91% of Latinos did likewise. This indicates that during the initial contact
‘Latino testers were less favored than Anglo testers, due either 1o heavier screcning or
just to a refusal 1o deal on the part of the employers. The biggest difference occnrred
Ihetween the application and the interview stages. The study fonnd that 64% of An-
rglns were invited for an interview while only 48% of Latinos were. L ssentially, 31%
iof Anglos and 43% of Latinos were eliminated even betore the amployer got a
,dlamc to interview them in person, and cither test or otherwise asses their qualiti-
Lcations. Alter the interview the rejection rate for Anglos and Latinos was the same,
§21% for Anglos and 20% for Latinos. Al in all, 43% of Ang,lm aud 28% n[ Latinos
igot job olfers. |

The Urban Institute Report also offers examples of qualn ative t'l“u‘( nees in
. treatment hetween similarly qualified job seckers. These were instances in which
. both Anglo and Latino testers fitled the application, but the Anglo got the job oifer
; : and the Latino did not. At face valne this might scem randum but a closer examina-
; tion of the context might reveal otherwise: :
i The setting is a restaurant and the position advcmscd entailed grccnn;, cus-
i tomers, sitting them at the tables and giving them the menus. The Latino went in,
i filled the application and received a five minute interview. Te was then told that they
were going to Jook into other candidates and that he would be notified once they

[}
| .
;
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Figure 3.4.
Sergio Arau, La Netufisica. Editorial Plancts Mexicana 5.A.de C. V.

made the decision. The Anglo pariner went in abour ten minutes after that, He
emurged thirty iminutes later and notified the Latina that he had gotten the job. That
cvening the Auglo called the place 1o turn the job down which meant that the posi-
tion was open again. The Latino called the next morning 10 inquire about the staus
of his application and was told that the position had been filled.

On several occasions both the Anglo and the Latino filled the application, got
the interview and the job offer, but were directed 10 different jobs within the firm.
This iustance is quoted in the GAO report: “The Latino tester filled out an applica-
tion for a busboy job and had a short interview. The interviewer described the ba-
sics of the job and the pay. The Anglo tester filled out the application and had a
longer inerview during which he was told that he could soon move up to a higher
paying bartender position or even a position as a host if he worked well.® At another
jub, both the Anglo and the Latino got the offer, but the Anglo was told by the in-
terviewer: “the minute you walked in the door 1 could see that you were of manage-
mient quality.” He was provided an explanation of how he could make it up the
finn's occupationat fadder.

In some cases, there was aot even an effort made to screen the Lavino tester over
the phone. This example is also quoted in the GAO report:

A pair of testers applicd for a position with a2 manufacturer that was listed
under “shipping” i the Sunday Chicago Tribune. The advertisement spec-
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.
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i ificd that the company wanted a “depcm .nble, hardworking pumm and
i that the applicanis should contact “Bill,” The Latino wster called the spec-
: ¢ ificd number and, aficr inguiring about the job, was told by lhll that the po-
£ sition was filled. The Anglo tester called in 15 minutes later and “Bili”
’ invited him for an iniervicw later that day. After a 15 minue uucrvww. the
L Anglo tester was uﬂcrcd the position.

i H
i H
i

Thc authors of the Urban Institute Report (Cross et al., 1989) argue that the fig-

) utcs froim the audit aré an underestimate of discrimination, This'is due, they sugpest,
: to thc fact that employers wh» advertise in newspapers are less likely to discriminate

than emplayers who hire by word-of-mouth vr ather informal mulmds However,

. ahs fact remains that ovcrall Latinos received unfavorable treatment: m 31% of the

au({ills. . : f . t
L 5 1 b
|~ 1 CONCLUSION

5. : i [ 1

ln a recent rcp«m by state senator anz S. Leichter of New Ymk tnuded *Access,

Exccllence and the Economic Future of New York: The Forgotien Promise,” the Sen-

ator raakes a case for linking the substantial decline in the state’s higher education
budget with she increases in funding for correctional facilivies. This is a point that has
bccn made before most visibly by the Reverend Jesse Jackson in his speech o the
1992 democratic convention. The report shows that in 1982 New York spent $3.30
mslhon managing a prison population of 28,000, A decade after the figures changed
ta $1.3 billion to manage 69,763 inmates. State spending in education has been de-
chmng drastically since 1986-1987 to a level of $2.7 billion in 1992-1993. Com-
menting on these trends, Senator Leichter says: “Just last month, SUNY Chancellor
D. Bruce Johnstone warned that SUNY may be forced to start closing campuses if

- state budget cuts persist, because it cannot acconunodate the pumber of students it

-, currently has. And what about the nearly 60,000 more who will be applying by

19962 Perhaps they should apply to the prison system, whcu-, no doubt, their incar-
ceration wouid be lavishly funded.”

' The question, of course, is not just rhetorical given the avanlahlc evidence show-
ing that entry into higher cducation is intimately related to youtli’s access not anly 10
further education but to a position in the labor inarket that wuukl ensure 2 modicun
of cconomic mobility and independence.

. Reseaschers, policy analysts, community groups, and lamlltcs all need 1o insist
that definitions of the problemn, and thus the search for sulutions, reflect the lived
expericnces of youth. This lived experience must be tied, both theoretically and prac-
tically, to the systematic development of programs aimed at incorporating African-
Amcncan, Pucrto Rican, Chicano, and other youth of color inta the fabric of society.
But in order for this to occur we must demiand that the curreat fabiric of socicty also
change. Qur communities cannot pretend to find answers from those who neither
understand the probizin (because they can, are, and want 10 be distanced from its
mamfcstanons) nor seck to transforim the ways in which the social structures operate
to produce and reproduce systematic incquality in this soucty
. While it is true, in principle, that youth have choices, it is also true that these
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<hoices are more restricied for African-Anserican and Latino youth. Once some ac.
cess is obtained, this does not mean that institutions work in the same way and in-
vest the same resources in majority and minority youth. la other words, not only is
the range of choices fur ony youth restricted, but their systematic under-valuation af-
fects their capacity and propensity o choose among the alicrnatives they do have
and 10 suceeed in gaining entry 10 key social institutions. This is a point that must
not be set aside, for it permesres the way in which researchers, policy makers and ad-

vocates ask questions, and it clearly affects the ways and places in which they seek

answers to the plight of our youth. Again, | ask, what will we, as a society, allow and
encourage Hassan, Maria, and many other of our youth to chouse?. .
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Latinos, Class, and the U.S.
Political Economy

Income Inequality and Policy Alternatives

Rodolie D. Torres and Adela de la Torre

INTRODUCTION

Few studies analyze the mechanisms that cause suequality in earnings, cemployment,
and occupational achievement besween Latino and non-Latino populations. Com-

parcd 1o analyses of income for blacks, relatively hittle attention has been devored
to the study of inconie determination among Latino populations. Previous studies
:onsider income inequalities from the petspective of human capital theory. In this
chaprer, we will consider two dominant theoretical pesspectives for explaining
mcone incqguality: the human capital mode! and the class/structural model, Then
we will review related empirical studies of Latino populations. After critiquing the
human capital and classfstructural perspectives, we will discuss policy initiatives
cmcrging from these two competing models on income inequality. Lastly, we will
consides future research directions for the aualysis of income determination and em-
ployment amaong Launos in the United States and conclude with some thoughes on
the challenges we face in the post-Reagan era in constructing poticy alicraatives and
watiating 3 movement that secuses economic and political justice.

Dramatic changes are expected in the racial and ethnic composition of new en-
traats o she labur foree in southern California. Berween 1980 and 1990, non-
Lanng whites are projecied to compose only one out of five new workers; blacks will
mitke up one ot of six, and other non-Latino groups one in nine. About one-half of
the expected expaasion of the abor force will come from Latino residents, and most
of these will be of Mexican origin (Muller & Fspenshade, 1985, p. 166). Ethnic
changes in southern California’s labor force in the 1990s will be even greater. The
vwnber of non-Latino whites (feimale and male) will dechine, and new workers of
Mexican origin will account for three out of four new waorkers in the region. Ac-
cording 10 a recent study-spousored by the Urbaa Institute (Muller 8¢ Espenshade,
T98S}, even without further immgration or internal migration, the majority of
workers added 10 the labor force in southern California over the next twenty years
would be Latino, primanly of Mc’man ongin.
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Cognitive Skills, Test Score's, an‘d Social Stratification: The Role of Family and School
- Level Resources on Racial\Ethnic Differences in Scores on Standardized Tests (AFQT).

~ Abstract

This paper uses data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY79) to
examine the effects of family and school level resources on racial\ethnic\national origin
. differences in scores on standardized tests (the AFQT). The first section discusses the literature
on e uranonal attainment, skill acquisition, and youth employment and argues that the debate
Jver skill acquisition and race has focused mostly on individual level differences at the expense -
of a systematic analysis of the role of social structures, differences iri material resources available
in the family, the school, and in the community, and discriminatory differences in the production,
evaluation, and compensation of “skills.” The second section of the paper discusses the data from
the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY), defines the specific variables used in the S
empirical analysis and estimates a multivariate model where scores on the AFQT are exammed
as a function of individual, family, and school level resources. The main finding of the paper is
that the family and school level variables included in the model explain a significant amount (at
least forty percent) of.the variation in scores on the AFQT. This suggests that sociological
theories and empirical research on attainment needs to incorporate the role of social structures
and difterences in .naterial resources on individual and group level stratification processes and
that attempts should be made to collect more detailed school and community level data in order
to inccporate contextual\structural variables in empirical models of socio-economic attainment
and m-oility.




Cognitive Skilis, Test Scores, and Social Stratification: The Role of F aﬁx»ii}' aiid School
Level Resources on Racial\Ethnic Differences in Scores on Standardized Tests (AFQT)

1.INTRODUCTION o : el

Research on racial and ethnic stratification in the contemporary United States suggests

that discrimination has three interrelated components. First, there are diﬂerence;s’ inthe

~

' acquzsmon of quahg skills” caused by differences in material resources, bam'ers to acceSs and

dlfferences in treatment wnhm educatxonal and tralmng mstxtunons This means that Whnes

when compared to racial and ethnic mmonty groups, have the privilege of better access to the
kinds of resources that are conaucive to highe; levels of educational attainment and to the |
development of éer iin job related skill; (Beﬁé 1995; Fisher, Hout, et. al. 1996). Second, there
are differences in how skills for particular jobs are evaluated at any level of the distribution. |
This means that when compared to minorities with gimilar skills Whites have the‘advanta‘ge of
Eeing able to work in better jobs and move slightly faster through the occupational distribution.
This is confirmed by research based on interviews with émploygrs (Moss, and TiHy 1995, 1996)
and by éﬁdit research which shows that indiyiduais of different ethnicities (Anglo-Hispanic and

WMte«BIack) who were maiched on a variety of job-related skills and experiences had

'signiﬁcantly different probabilities of receiving job interviews and employment offers (Cross, et.

al.' 1990; Fix énd Struyk 1993; Turmer, Fix, and Struyk 1991). Third, there are racial and ethnic
dzﬁ’erences in levels of compensatzon for mdmduals with similar levels of education and skill

(Cancxo Evans, and Maume 1996; Mason, 1997&, 1997b; Rodgers and Spnggs 1996). This



means that minority individuals who mé.nage 10 af:ain similar levels of educ.at_i(;>£1 anci' ekpérience
in particular occupations and industries do not gét qupensated at ihe same rate as their White
counterparts (Masqn 1997a).

‘Most of the recent research on race and labor markets has Wf;cus;ed on the last two
dimensions of discrimination: a) how the ‘4Skills;"of majé;i'ty’:’a»nd minority workers are

differentially evaluated by employers, and b) how individuals of different race\ethnicity “}ho

have similar levels of education and experience receive different (lower for minorities) wages

and earnings. In this paper I focu: on the ﬁrSIm:CiL’l;S;ﬁ(");]? W};at is the role of differences m material
resources on the acquisition of quality skills in educatiohél institutions and trammg p;;grams? I
answer the question through an empirical analysis of the effects of farnily, school, and, to a lesser
extent, commufﬁry ievel resources on levels and racial\ethnic\national origin differences in scores
on standardized tests (the AF QT) using data ﬁ'om> the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth
(NLSY).

The Armed Forces Qualification Test (AF QT) has received substantial attention in both
the academic and non-academic literatures' and there is considérab}e controversy over the
meaning, validity, and reliability of the test for civilian emp_loyment decisions. Some authors
{Cameron and Heckman 1992; Fz2rmstein and Murray ‘1994; Hotz and Tiénda 1994; Neal and
Johnson 1996} a:gue‘that the AFQT is a measure of "scholastic and/or job~related aptitudes.”

Other researchers (Fisher, Hout, et. al. 1996; Maume, Cahcio, and Evans 1996; Mason 1997a;

Rodgers and Spriggs 1996) have been able to show that the AFQT contains many of the socio-

“economic and cultura] biases irherent in standardized tests and is not a valid and reliable

measure of job related skills, aptitude, or performance. In this paper I discuss two questions

{




related to the AFQT: a) What vdoes the AFQT measure? And b ) What is the role of family,
school, and community level resources on differeﬁces in scores on the AFQT?

The next section of the papef discusses the literature on educational attainmeni, youth
employment, and skill acquisition. ] sﬁow how tlie debate ov.erAsk'ill acquisition and
race\eth_n_i'city has focAused mostly on individual level diﬁ'erei;t:es at the expense of a'systematic

| analysis of the role of social snuct;lre‘s, the role of material resources available in the family, the

school, and in the community, and discriminatory differences in the production, evaluation, and -

' ‘cdﬁip‘en'sét'ion of skills. Educational attainment and scores on standardized tests'arefr.np();jiaggimﬁm T
indepeﬁdent variables in models of wage determination but the reasons why they are important
and the mechanisms that connect educational attainment, scores on standardized tests,’ and labor
market outcomes are Vnot well understood. In this section, I argue that educational artéinment
(vears of schooli'ng) and scores on standardized tests are the result of social processes and
differences in family, school, and community level material resources. The AFQT is related to
émployment outcomes because it captures the,éﬁ'eéts of éurnulative differences in material
resources, differences in social investments and, as suggested by Maume, Cancio and Evans
(1996:561) becausé it measures “exposure to the values and experiences of the White middle
class.’;

The third section of the paper discusses the data from the National Longitudinal Survey

of Youth (NLSY) and defines the specific variables that will be used in the study. I then present

an empirical model where scores on the AFQT are examined as a function of individual, family,
“school, and community level resources. I also explore racial\ethnic differences in the

determinants of scores on the AFQT by estimating separate models 'fof each major racial and



4 - -
eth:iic group (N én-Hispanic Whites, Aﬁican-mnericans‘ and Latinos). 'I’he fqﬁrth section of the
paper discusses the empirical results of the stud}jf:_:I'he main finding is that the variables included
iﬁ our modéls expiain bémeen one-third and éne-half of the variatienjn scores on 1h§ AF QT.
This is evidence tha; the test score is not only a function of individual level attributes anci
characteristics but isélso Imgely related to material differences in contextual\environmental
characteristics and sociélly distribﬁted resources. Secti‘on six discusses the role of material
resources on differences in test scores and the role of standgrdized tests asAmeaquesﬂ_c}.f skilland =
"abilft}r”, their relation to other socio-economic outcomes, and their role in helping researchers
understand an important dimension of racial\ethnic discrimination. The paper concludes with a
discussion of the implications of our empirical findings for social science research and for‘pubiic

policies bearing on racial\ethnic\national origin differences in educational attainment,

employment, and earnings. -

2. THE LITERATURE ON EDUCATION, ABILITY, AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC
- OUTCOMES ' ' :

Research on racial and ethnic differences in “ability” or “skills” has well documented
eugenic on’ging‘(scc Jacoty and Glauberman 1995; Gould 1994). The general argument is that
human beings belong to different races which can be rankgd along a genetically detem‘ﬁned'
“aiaility”.continumn. Rac;ial differences in socio-economic outcomes sﬁch as education,
emﬁloyment, and earnings merely reflect genetic differences in “a;niliry” between groups
(Hermstein and Murray 1994). Though many reject the role of genetic differences in “ability” the

concepts of “ability™, aptitude, and skill continue to have a central role in the literature on human -




capital (Becker and Chiswick 1966; Griliches and Mason 1972; Murphy and Welch 1993b) and
are still invoked to explain racial differences in employment and earnings (Cameroﬁ and

Heckman 1992; Hotz and Tienda 1994; Neal and Johnson 1996; O'Neil 1990).

Theorztical Debates on the Interacnon between Abdzry, Test Scores, and Socio-economic -
(‘ utcomes

" The human capital approach to earnings suggests that ‘innate” ability and family
backgrévuha."iﬁhﬁéhce schooling and educational achievemem-which, in turn, inﬂuence,further e
skill development. Skills are then linked to employment and occupationai status and these are
said to determine wages and earnings. The sqciological status anaiﬁment mode] has a slightly

different origin but proposes a similar explanation. Family “background” (socio-economic

status), decisions, and the values inculcated through the socialization p: ocesses are central in

| shapihg individual aspirations and individual potential to realize those aspirations (“ability”). In
his paper on the role of 5‘ability” on earnings differentials Hause (1972) argues that not taking
difference.s'in “ability” into account leads researchers to overstate the gross contribution of
schooiing (processes that take place in school) on éamings and to understate the opportunity
costs of foregone earnings to high “abi!ity” persons who attain high levels of schooling. Hause
(1 972: S109 ) defines “abil 1ty” in the following way: “In common usage, ability means the
power to perform somethmg In [Gary S.] Becker’s: deﬁnmon th;s power is the capacity to
increase future earnings by current investments in oneself. This definition has the appealing

" feature of not committing one to explain the higher schedule of the individual of greater ability.

‘Sucha capacity could be due to a combination of genetic factors, previous investment,
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experience (including schooling), and other elements that might be difficult to unravel

~ theoretically (orEt,a‘tistically)." Hause (1972) finds that for persons with low educational

attainment differences in ability are not related to differences in earnings while for persons in the
higher educational categories differences in “measured ability” explain 10 to 15% of tae
variation in earnings. He concludes that “ability” is significantly related to schooling and that

both impact earnings.

In a paper published around the same time entitled “Education, Income and Ability”

Griliches and Mason (1972) usg’s_c;p;iei on the AFQT to explore the rekationshipﬂ ber,we'ép T e

“ability”* and individual earnings. The authors use the AFQT “in lieu of standard civilian mental

abilit}; (1Q) tests (1 972:‘377')” and find that years of schoolin'g (education) is significantly more -~~~ - ... |

important than scores on the AFQT in explaining differences in income. The results prgsemed n
Griliches and Mason (1972) suggest that an additional year of schooling increases in:.ome by 4.6
percent while a 10 percent improvement in the AFQT only increases income by 1 percent. This
ﬁnding leads the auihorsio conclude that: "Our results also throw doubt on the éssenéd role of
gen;etié forces in the determination of income. If AFQT is a good measure of IQ and if IQ is
largely inherited, then the direct contribution of heredity to current income is minute.‘lts indirect
effect also is'not very large. Of course, the AFQT séores may be full of error and heredity may be
important, but then previous conclusions about the importance of heredity are also in doubt since
they were dfawn on the basis of similar data (1972: §99)."

Subsequent work with the AFQT has cbnﬁnued 1o use the test as a measure of “innate

ability” (Hermstein and Murray 1994) or “cogﬁitivc skills” (Cameron and Heckman 1992; Hotz

and Tienda 1994; Neal and Johnson 1996) but has not defined these terms explicitly and clearly.




- discriminatory differences in treatment within educational institutions, differences in access 16

link specific competencies or sets of competencies to employee performance in pariicula.r jobs.
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“Ability” is defined very broadly and no attempt is made to unpack the concept and émpirically -

The unreflexive use of the concepts of “skill” and “ability” in this literature is consistent with a

theoretical emphésis on individuzl and fafrﬁ]y deficits (lack of intelligence, 16& achievement

orientation towards education ard work, insufficient motivation, breakdown in the family
structure, and the absence of role models) at the eﬁcpense of a detailed alnal'ysi‘s‘of the role of

differences in social environments, material resources in the school ard in the community,

training programs, and differences in the allocation of social resources.

What does the AFQT Measure?

The use of the AFQT as a measure of “innate ability” and inherited intelligence has been
advanced by Hermnstein and Murray in their controversial book The Bell Curve (1994). They
argue that the AFQT is a measure of intelligence (or IQ)'. Other researchers have not posited a
genetic explanation but have argued that the AFQT is a measure of “ability” (Cameron and
Heckman 1992; Hotz and Tienda 1994). Tienda and Hotz (1994:14), for example, state that:

"Social Scientists have used the AFQT as a general “ability” indicator, arguing that it performs

BN

'See also Appendix 3 of The Bell Curve entitled "Technical Issues Regarding the Armed

Forces Qualification Test as a Measure of IQ."




- measure.of “cognitive skills”
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likea scholastic aptitude test (see Cameron and Heckman, ‘1 991; O"Ne‘il, 1 990).2“ Both O’Neil
{1990) and Neal and Johnson (1996) argue that controlhng for differences in “ability”
‘ sxgmf cantly reduces wage differences between racial groups whmh they take to mean that |
discrimination “within” the labor market is sma)! and that diﬁ’erences in compensation are due to

“a combination of differences in “ablht} d1f’ erences in farml) investments in education, and

other “pre-labor market” dlscnmmatlon Farkas and Vicknair (1996) claim that the AFQT isa

Recent research has questioned the narrow interpretation of “the AFQT as ability” and

has advanced a more material\structural explanation of differences in standardized test scores

|
|
|
|
like the AFQT (Fisher, Hout, et. al. 1996, Maurrie, Cancio, aqd Evans 1996; Mason 1997a; . ' ' IJ
Rodgers and Spriggs 1996). One grbup of researchers argues that the AFQT is a measure of f
schooling (Maxwell 1993), school quality (E=tts 1995), and “the formal and informal instruction ]l
that someone has received and absorbed” (Fisher, Hout, et. al. 1996: 68)4. Others have argued that | ll
the AFQT is a measure of family, school, and psychological background variables (Rodgers and |
Spriges 1996) while others suggest that the AFQT is m part a measure of “exposure to the values
and experiences of the white middle class Mame, Cancio, and Evans 1996:561).” Even those

that use the AFQT as a measure of “ability” (Neal and Johnson 1996; O'Neil 1990) argue that the

A_}FQT “reflects the quality of schooliﬁg received as well as the'effécﬁs of parental background

>The reference to Cameron and Heckman is "The Role of Family, Labor Markets and Public
Policy in Accounting for Minority Schooling LAttainmgnt." Department of Economics, The

University of Chicago: Unpublished Manuscript.




(O"Neil 1990:32)" and Lﬁgt “part of the racial difference in AFQT scores can be attributed to

racial differences in parental education and income (Neal and Johnson 1996:26).” '

What are the Factors Associated with Scarés on the AFQT?

The factors that different researchers associate with scores on the AFQT depend on what

the authors think the AFQT measures. Those that see the AFQT as a measure of “innate ability”

- posit that the AFQT comes from inherited differences in “ability” (Hermstein and Mu;i_"aig 'Jkggq).f '

Others like O’Neil (1990) and Neal and Johnson (1996) see the AFQT as a measure of individual
“ability” but also as a function of differences in family and (to a Jesser extent) school level
charactéristics. Neal and Johnson (1996), for example, present a fnodci» of the determinants of
scores on the AFQT with independent variables that include parehta] education and SES,
availability of reading resources in the ﬁome, and some school characteristics gnd they find that
these variables explain close to 40% of the variation in AF QT scores. Rodgers and Spriggs
A(199’6) model the AFQT as a function of family background (nﬁmber of siblings, parental
educati_ori,, access to reading materials, southern residence at age 14, and family income), school
quality (books per pupil, percent of students classified as disadvantaged, and teacher salaries) and
psychological backgrounci variables (locus of control variables) and explain close to 35% of the
variance -in AFQT scores. Maume, Cancio, and Evans ( 1996) estimate a model of scores on the
AFQT using a combination of family background (parental edﬁcafion, é.ocess to reading
mz;terials in the honsehold, and southern residence at age 14) and school quality (numbe_r of

books in library, percent of students disadvantaged, percent of students that drop-out, and percent
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of black faculty in the school) and they expiain close to 20% of the variation in African-
'American AF Q,T scores and 28% of the variation in White scores on the AFQT. It is interesting
to note that éven though Rodgers and Spriggs (1996) agreetwivaaun'ze, Céncilé, and Evans
(1996) and disagree with Neal and Johnson (1996) about th;e rneahings cf the AFQT and the
implications of controlling for AFQT scores. in models of earnings (particularly when making
comparisons of earnings differences between racial\ethnic groups) ﬁe speéification of the
_empmcal models that each set of authors estimates with the AF QT as a dependent variables are” "
very similar to éac}; &her. The results from these three models are also quite similar and
consistent with the findings presented in this paper.

There is considerable debate in the literature over the role of .schools in educational
attainment. Some researchers argue that traditional measures of sch;)ol resources (such as
teacher-student ratios, teacher education, teacher experience, and schot! expenditures) do not .
have a signiﬁcam impact on student outcomes but family background (income and education)
has a significant effect on educational attainment (Hanushek 1986; O'Neil 1990). Other‘
researchers find that measures of school quality have an impact on educational outcomes (Betts
1995; Maxwell 1995) but not in terms of traditional variables.

in his review of the literature on the economics of schooling Hanushek (1986) argues
thz_gtA: “The output of the educational process—-that is, the achievement of iﬁdividual sfudents--is
directly related to a series of inputs. Some of these input;-the characteristics of school, teachers,
curricula and so forth-- are directly controlled by policy makers. Other inputs-ihose of families
and friends plus the innate endowments or learning capacities of the students--are generallx not

controlled (1986:1150).” After reviewing a large number of empirical studies Hanushek (1986)




finds that the evidence is mixed on the relationship between traditional schooi ;harafzteﬁstics |
such as teacher pupil ratiés, teacher education, {eachgg_gxpgriéhqe, tqgg@er salary, ’alnd -
expenditures per pupil and student performance.‘Hanushek argues that family background and to
a lesser extent “teacher skill” has been found to have a consistently strong effect on |
;‘aéhievement”f(l 586: 1163) while the influence of peers and other students is ambig;uou';. '

Hanushek concludes by offering “a simple recommendation: Stop requiring and paying for things

" that do not matter (1986: 1167).” His preferences are for a merit pay system, ‘c{hanges in state

centification for teachers, vouchers and preventing changes in school financing (because they- - .-

promote inefficiency and do not change student outcomes). Folloﬁng Hanushek (1986), O'Neill
(1990) finds that while there has been some racial convergence in échool enrollment patters émd
in school conditions (see also-Allen and Jewell 1995; Card and Krueger 1992) the racial earnings
gap increased during the 1980s. O’Neil (1990) explains the increase wage gép as a function of
the increasing imponahce of skills in the labor market (see also Ferguson 1995; Levy and

. Murmnane 1996; Murnane, Willett, and Levy 1995) and barriers to the acquisition of human
capital. However, these barniers are not linked to a systekmatic'process of racial and ethnic
stratification that is the result of (and could be changed by) policy intervention but are seen as the
result of racial differences in s?:hool quality and family socioéeconomjc backg;round‘. O;Neil
(1990) unraveling of the process focuses on the preéence (of absence) of “capacities’; and not on
th:e presence {or absenge) of material resources. Says O'Neil: “The problem [of declining

~ earnings ratios) seems more to do with the increasing premium in the market to high levéls of

skill of the sort learned in school. As a result, differences in school quality or family and socio-

economic background that lead to differences in the acquisition of human capital are highlighted




and now have even grater impact on economic outcomes than they did iri the past (1990: 42).” In

her “r'ésearc‘:'}—m'O’I\Eéiﬂlm('iﬂ990) finds that school characteristics have little to no effect on the wages ...

of young males and in footnote 14 she also claims that these variables do not ;Sredict within
. group differences on the AFQT. If school characteristics do not matter (and social'rgsources are
not considered) the implication is that minority young males enter the labor market as damaged

goods (low achievers)--due to family “problems” and impersonal “pre-labor market” barriers to

the formation of human capital--and are compensated accordingly in the labor market. _

Hanusheck’s (1986) research has been E;tii"te influential in theﬁéld of educational ﬁnance"j R ——

and his finding that “school expenditures do not matter” has been used, inter aha to argue
agaiast school finance reform. Other research, however, has questioned Hanushek's findings and
has shown that school characteristics do impact student outcomes and are'related’to ra‘cial
differences in educational artainment. Maxwell (1994) for example finds that two thirds of the
racial difference in wages is due to differences in the AFQT wich she defines as a mére direct
measure of school quality than other school characteristics (faculty teacher ratios and
expenditures per pupil). Maxwell (1995: 261 ) conclﬁdcs that: “[i]mprdving educational quality
for blaéks--which will entail not only changes in schébls, but also changes in other aSpécts of the
socio-économic environment--is perhaps the most direc; way to give them a chance to impfove
their basic skills and increase their earnings.” Using data from the NLSY, Betts (1995) finds that
teacher pupil ratios, relative teacher salariés and the percém of teachers with masters degree do
not have an effe;t on earnings. He also investigates the effect of Iibr@ bqok§ per student,

vocational curricula available in the school, proportion of student body that is black, and the

percentage of teachers who left the school during the year and finds that none of these variables

12
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reaches statistical significance in earnings médels. Betts (1995):however‘, ﬁndé significant effects
"~ for number of students at the school (positive), proportion of disadvantaged students (negative) - B
and proportion of grade 10 studehts who drop out tnegative) on young male earnings- _ e,
. School effects are difficult to find with the NSLY an‘d other datasets for a number of
reasons (Retts 1995). First, contextual variables aie inhérently more difficult to déﬁne and |
measure than indiyidual level variables. This means that there is a noﬁ-tn'vial axhount of .
‘measurement error and imprecision in the school Jevel data. Second, the NLSY sghogl survey
" (and rnos.l other school le?;?él data) does not collect information on how resources are used within
schools. Third, wne NLSY school survey did not collect data on the existence and potemial effect
of external (non-govAemrnental) resources on student attainment. It is quite poSsib}e that schools
in more affluent districts and nei ghborhoods might receive grants or in-kind services that
supplement funds from government sources. Fourth, it is quite possible that a similar a{mount of
funding can affect districts with different demographics quite differently. Some schoois have
~ positive externalities while others have negative externailites. This means that an equal amount
of funds might produce different outcomes depending on the number and type of problems
pfesem in the social environment of the students attending the school. Lastly, recent research | .
(Al]en and Jewe.l 1995; Card and Krueger 1992) has shown that over the last several vdecades\
ﬂi;re has been séme convergence in levels of educational attainment and in the characteristics of
the schools attended by Whites and African-Americans (ﬁe story for Latinos is mixed, see
Cordero-Guzr:an, 1997). Card and Krueger (1992), for example, examine various measures of

school quality and show that their convergence accounts for a 20 percent narrowing of the black-

white earnings gap. Allen and Jewell (1995) present statistics that show increased convergence
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between Whites and African-Americans in years of schooling completed. The authors argue that
numeric parity in educational attainniént levels (particularly high school graduation rates) has

brought about a number of dilemmas like the accentuation of differences in resources and

treatment within schools; issu:s and conflicts related to access, curriculum dei}elopmem and the’

retention of minority students in college and has led to the appearance of more complex forms of
sorting, differentiation and stratification within “integrated” institutions. Students of different

races are increasingly attending similar schools but the question that remains is: do minority

students have equal acceéss to material resourcesA'gﬁdw(iﬁpﬁdffuﬁi‘iies“fdfde"velopm‘em within the -~ = -—--

school?

A Re-interpretation of the AFQT

Differences in scores on standardized fests are largely a function of differences‘in‘ the : 4[
access to family. school, and community level material resources. My perspective is I
material\structural in its empbhasis and is consistent with recent research f.hat has quésﬁoned the
intemreﬁtién of the AF QT as a measure of “ability” or skill (Fisher, Hout, et. al. 1996; Maume,
Cancio, and Evans 1996; Mason 1997a; Rodgers and Spriggs 1996). First, family materia1
resources (family income and other learning resources) impact séores on the AFQT by providing
cﬁildren with physical health, learning tools, and a material environrnent conducive to learning.
My argument does not focus so much on what families do, their cﬁtmﬂ traits, or their
aspirationg for their children but on whether they have the material resources neededlto promote

youth development. In addition to family material resources, AFQT scores are affected by
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SChoél level characteristics, practices and resourccs. Consistent with thé research of Ma&é\&ell
(1995) and Bertts (1995) I argue that the AF QT‘ capnxreé ‘differer‘lces m schoo] resources, school
qual’éfyv, aqd “the formal and informal instruétion that someoné has received and abs‘orbed” |
(Fisher, Hoin, et. al. 1996: 68). Sic‘h.ools are en;fironmenis ﬂ}at under specific circumstances can
accelcréte or retarci learning é.nd individual devélopment; Third, skills can never be defined aﬁart
from théspé_ciﬁc context in which tiey are going to be evaluated and used. In a racially g;tratiﬁed

society what is meant by skill can be translated into “capacity 1o understand, manage, and

maneuver’ through processes, institutions, and spaces defined by the majority group. Thisis ~ ~ = .

panl)j\\'hy Maurne, Cancio, and Evans (1996:561) suggest thét the AFQT is inv part a.x;ngaéuréﬁof o
“exposure tdy‘the values and experiences of the white middle class.” ] would modify the statement
to “white upper-middle class” but the main point is stili that the AFQT has a class-race bias
(Rodgefs and Spriggs 1996).

In ‘sum, I argue that the AFQT is a measure of the effects of family, school, and
community ‘Ie\*elgs' material resources on individual 'academic attainment and exposure to white
upper middle class values. It is not a measure df cognitive skills, gén:eral gbiliry, potémiaj, effért,
or achievement but rather a measure of the cumulative effects of social investrnents on individual
de§elopment combined w:th exposure to white upper-middle élassvalues. High scores on ‘thle
AFQT indicate the availabiﬁty\of‘ family, school, and community lev'él méterial resources and
exposure to whitg» upper-middle class values while low scores on the AFQT indicate low levels
of material rés’ouices and low exposure to .whitc upper-middl‘e class ‘valﬁes.' Low scores on the
AFQT do not suggest ihat a particular family, school or community is more or less interested, or

cares less, or does less about the education and development of its children. My argument is
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simply that the AFQT measures the role of family, school and community leve] material

resources and social investments on individual development and exposure to the values and

networks of the majority group.

3. DATA AND METHODS

The National Lohgi’tmfi’ﬁal Survey of Youth (NLSY)
The data for this study comes from the National .Longitﬁdinal Survey of Youth (NLSY).
The NLSY is a nationally representativé stratified, multi-stage random sample that includes
12,686 young rnen. and women and, subsequently, a sample of their children. The collection of
data is sponsored by the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Depamﬁem of Labor, fielded by
~ the National Opinion Research Center [NORC] at the University of Chicago, and administered
by the Center for Human Resource Research at Ohio State University [CHRR]. The survey
constitutes a representative sample of individuals bomn betweeh January 1, 1957 and December
31, 1964. The respondents were between 14 and 22 years of age in 1979, the first full year of the

survey.

) Three independent probability samples were drawn for the NLSY : a) a cr(;ss-sectional

. sample designed to represent the non-institutionalized civilian ségment of the population born
between Jahuary 1, 1957 and December 31, 1964 residing in the United States on January 1,

1979; b) a supplemental sample designed to oversample civilian Hispanic, African-American,

and economically disadvantaged non-Hispanic, non-African-American youth; and ¢) a militai;v |




sample, which I subsequently dropped ﬁ“ox'nktvhe analyses, designed to représem the population

- bom January 1. 1957 and December 31, 1964 and serving in the military as of S_eptémbern.'%o,w_w
1978 (CHRR, 1993:11). B

‘ | The screening procedures, sampling process, and intérview methods are described in
detail in the CHRR manual on ;he NLSY and in varioi;s technical arpandices (CHRR 1993). In
this research project, 1 éliminated the small military subsaﬁple and the femaie population and

focus my inquiry on young males in the civilian non-institutionalized population. The resulting
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méle sarhpié of 5579 cases includes both the "cross-sectional sample designed to be' - el

representative of young people living in the United States in 1979 and born January 1, 1957
'through Deéember 31, 1964" (3003 cases) and the supplemental samiale (2576 cases) "which
over-samples ciyilian Hispanic, bIack, and economically disadvaﬁtaged non-Hispanic, non-black
yguth (CHRR, 1993:7)." |

The ethnic categories that I use in this study are white (non-Hispanic), blaék or African-
American (non-Hispanic), and Hispkam'c (subdivided into Mexican-American, Puerto Rican, and
Oihe'r Hispanics) (CHRR, 1993:287). The information in the "screener" variable [R2147] was
combined with the question asking each respondent his racial\ethnic\national origin [R96] to

yield the five mutually exclusive groups used in the final analysis (Non-Hispanic Whites, ,

| A,_ﬁ'ican-Americms, Mexican—Afnericgns, Puerto Ricans, and bther Hispanics).

The NLSY has collected information on individuals (the rgs;pondcnts), their families, the
schools they attended, the labor mérket where they liﬂfe, and some cyhafacteristics of the Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) and County where they reside. The many variables that are

included in this survey include information at different levels of analysis. The individual level
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variables include information on various attributes, attitudes, aspirations, school enrollment,

emp_]oym:ng status, weeks and hours worked, occupation, industry, years of schooling and

training, work experience, ‘academ'ic achie\}ements,‘ marital status, financial assets, iﬁcome,'and -
region of residence, among others. The family level variables include information on fanﬁly
smxcture, -thsehdla'cbmposition, household income, various household resources, and some
amiﬁutes of the father and the mother of each fespondent. The school leve: characteristics

~ include type of school attended, the degrees of teachers, demographic and socio-economic

characteristics of the faculty and the student body, and information on various curriculum =7~

“offerings. The geographic level information is measured at the level of the county and it includes

toie;l ﬁopulazién inmt};e' count) byM}_Sr‘o»é-d.ég(e éfoup and ‘etvhxiiciry,' educational attainment, ™ "7
employment level, median family 'anome, proportion of poor families, and industrial |
composition.

The individual. family, and school level variables were extracted from the main NLSY
data files. The labor market and communit)"levcl variables were taken from a special
GEOCODE file that was created by the CHRR and merged with the main NLSY file. This file
includes information obtained from the latest County and City Data Book on various
demographic and labor market indivcators for the county where the respondent lives on a given
year.

The school level variables used in the study come from information compiled in a
specialized survey of .the schools attended by the NLSY n:spondénts. The nufnber and proportion

of cases with valid school data by group is: African-American 1309 cases (74%), whites 2720

cases (81%), Puerto Ricans 67 cases (48%), Mexican-Americans 367 cases (68%) and Other

, St e -w—}g-w S It




. the student body in the school were readjusted to a scale with a minimum of 0 (up to 9%) and a
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Hispanic 119 cases (70%). The percentages that refer to the ethnic composition of the faculty and

maximum of 10 (frorﬁ 91 to 100%). In spi{e of the usefulness of this information, rriy analysis of

the role of structural level factors on individual outcomes islimited by an operationalization of

"structure" at the level of the County and not at the level of the neighborhood. Most of the

arguments in the urbarn inequa ity iterature that cénter on structural effects focus on more

locahzed ”nezghborhood effects" (Wilson, 1987, Massey and Denton, 1993). In this stud}, I can

not examine the role of within county neighborhood differences and within county levels of

inequality on these outcomes.

The Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT)

The Armed Forces Quahficauon Test (AFQT) is computed from the scores in four
sections of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Test (ASVAB) The ASVAB has ten
sections: 1) general science, 2) arithmetic reasoning, 3) word knowledge, 4) paragraph «
comprehension, 5) numerical pperations, 6) coding speeé, 7) auto and shop information, 8)

mathematics knowledge; 9) mechanical comprehension, 10) electronics information (CHRR

1993: 1225. The AFQT includes the scores for arithmetic reasoning (section 2), word knowledge

(section 3), paragraph comprehension (section 4) and one half of the score in numerical
operations (section 5). The AF QT was administered to the NLSY sample in 1980. The scores by

racial\ethnic\national origin group indicate that compared to the white population members of

" test argumems about the effects of count} evel charactensncs on scores on the AF QT_-ﬂbut 1 can o
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n’iinority racialiethnic groups had significantly lower scores. Out of a possible raw score of 105
1he mean AFQT score for the total sample was 63.3. For whites young males the mean was

71.56, for African-Americans it was 48.44 and for the total Higpanécé the average score was

55.38 (50.33 for Puerto Ricans, 54.65' for Mexican-Americans and 61.92 for Other Hispanics).

Empirical Estimation of the Determinants of Scores on the AFQT

In order 1o analyze the factors that determine peré_éhEiI; scq'_rég on the AFQT forthe S

youn g males in the sample I estimated two Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression mod‘els tfle

first one for the total sample and the second separately for each of the major

racialiethnic\national groups under study (Non-Hispanic Whites, African-Americans, Mexican-

Americans, Puerto Ricans, and Other His=anics). The regression for the total sample (reported in

Table 3) takes the standard form of a regression equation: |

[Equation 1] Y, =a+BX,+BX, +BX, + BX, + BpXpt BX +t

Where, .

Y, is the percentile\score on the AFQT

a is the f:gression constant

Xj's rgpreséni a vector of explanatory variables

'Bi's represent the partial regression coefficient for variables in each vector

€ is the error term
The f's in this modei (Sée tables 2 to 7 for resuits) répresen‘: vectors of individual level

factors (age, highest grade of schooling completed in 1979, foreign language spoken at home at
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agé 14). residence controls (central city residence and residence in or outside the south at age
14), parental education (highest grade comp eted by the father and highest grade completed by
the mother) famll) level resources (access to magaanes newspapers, and to library card at age
14, experience of problems with transportation, Englisk as a foreign 1amg;1age, and total net
family income in 1979), school level indicators (perc;,nt poor in school, percent drop-out in
Schooi, ethnic composition of the students and teéchers at .the school), and a series of
i'ace\éthnicir}'\national origin variables for Aﬁcm-Amedcms,»Pufeno Ricans, Mexican-__ ____ . _
" "American, and Other Hispanics. In'table 3,1 exclude the variable for the highest gfade co‘mp'letedvr o
in order to test the stability of the estimates. In addition, I computed regression models to explore
the role of these factors in explaining differences in years of schooling completed (table 4). The

separate AFQT regressions for each group‘é.re reported in table 5 for whites, table 6 for African-

Americans and table 7 for Latinos (Puerto Ricans and'Mexican-Ame'ricans and Other Hispanics).

4. EMPIRICAL RESULTS
Descriptive Results
Table 1 presents the descriptive characteristics (sample size, minimum value, maximum

vaiue, mean and standard deviation) for the NLSY civilian young male sample. The total sample

size is 5579 but only 1614 cases have valid data on all of the variables. In terms of the

individual level factors we note that the average age of the sample is 17.53 years, the mean




2
highest grade of schooling completed ih 1979 was 10.18 and 22 percent of the sample report that
~ aforeign Ianguagevquken‘ at home at age founeenj. The residence ce}ntrols indicate that 20% of
the sampié lived in central cities and 36% lived in ‘the south at age foﬁnéeﬁ. The parenta—l
education variables indicated that the average for hiéhest gi’ade completed by the vfathe‘er was

10.92 years while the highest grade completed by the mother was 10.84 years. The family level

resources indicate that 56% of the sample had acices-fs to magazines, 75% to newspapers, and

"68 % hlad accessto a hbrary card at age fourteen. C]ose 10 5% of the sample indicated that they ™~
had problcms with English asa foreign ]anguage while 33% of the sample said that they
experienced problems with transportation . The average net farm ' income in 1979 for the
sample was $16,097. The school level indicators indicate that the average percent of students
classified as poor in the school and the percent of tenth graders that drop-:out of the school was
30% and 22% respectively. The race\ethnicity variables indicate thal 26% of the sample is
African-Americans, 2.45% is Puerto Ricans, 9.6% is Mexican-Americans, and 4.9% are Other

Hispanics.

[Table 1 about here]

Table 2 includes d‘escriptive infétmatiqn on AFQT scores, perc;ent below poverty,
Region of residence, propomon urban and residence within an SMSA, family income in 1979,
| 1980, 1985 and 1990, percent receiving public assistance in 1979 and 1984 and mformanon of
| the percent poor in the schoel and the percent of 10* graders that drop-out of the school. The

~ descriptive data indicates that African-American, Puerto Rican and Mexican-American young
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males have characteristics that are quite differem from those of White young males (the Other
Hispanic category is similar to W’hiteé in a number of indicators). In terms of pové&y, for
example, in 1990 only 7.4% c¥f White.y’auhg’malés Iivégi iri‘a househoiid below ihe poverty line.
The percent below p‘overty for African-Americéns was 22.9%, 19.3% for Puérto i:{jcans, 17.2 for
Mexican-Ameri cans and 11 5% for ‘Other Hispanics. ThlS suggests that ﬂxe ﬁovez"tyj rate for
Affican-American young males was three tirﬁes the rate of White young males. The data for

“ famﬂ\mcorne in 1990 indicates that while’42%'of Whites and 45% of Other Hispanics had

| iﬁcéméé over $5¢5,0GO orﬂy 27% of 'Aﬁican-Améﬁéans,“Z;l% of Puerto Ricans and 24.3% bf " ‘, —
Mexican-Americans had incomes over $35,000. On the‘ other extreme 8.3% 0&“ Whites had
incomes below $9999 while 11.7% of Other Hispanics, 11.9% of Mexican-Americarns, 19.1% of
Whites and 26.2% of Puerto Rican young males had incomes belox;v $9,999. In terms of school
characteristics there are some racial ethnic differences in terms of th_e percent of students below
poverty in the school and the percent of iO‘h graders thatAdrop-out of the school. The data on the
percent of students below poverty indicates that while 87% of whites go to school with less than
a 4§% poverty rate only 57% of African-American, 41.4% of Puerto Rican, and‘ 59.7% of
Mexican-American young males go to school with a poverty rate below 40%. Close to 43% of
African-American aﬁd 58% of Puerto Rican young males attend school with a poverty rate .
hi“gher than 40%. The data on school drop-out ra£es has considerable less variation with African-
Americans relgtively close to whites and Latinos lagging behind. Approximately 5.8% of whites
and 8,3% percent of African-American young males attended schools with a drop-out rate higher
than 40% while the percent for Puerto Ricans was 29.1%, 11% for Mexican%fﬁericans and

16.3% for Other Hispanics. The descriptive data suggests signiﬁcaht differences in family




- Multivariate Results
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income and school characteristics. In the next section I examine the influence of these factors on

scores on the AFQT.

[Table 2 about here]

In general terms, our results lend support to our argument tha scores on the AFQT are ..

the result of the operétion of a number of fgmll}, and school lvé;fﬁélﬁféééﬁrces.yfﬁé-féhsiil'tjs" forthe
total sample (Table 3) indicate that at the individual level, AFQT scores are negatively“{:lg;_efi to
<ge, and positively related to the number of years of schooling completed by the individual.

These effects are quite large. An additional yéar of schooling, for example, increases the

percentile score on the AFQT by close to 9 points (almost a 10% increase). The results for our
measures of family resources indicate that parental education and family resources (access to

- newspapers, magazines, aﬁd library card; family income) have a significant positive effect on

| scores on the AFQT. In terms of school level charactéﬁstics the results indicate that percent of

| students below poverty in the school and the percent of 10% graders that drop-out are both

negatively related to AFQT scores but the drop-out variable does not reach statistical

significance. It is interesting to note that the proportion of black students and faculty in the

school (perhaps a proxy for school fesourccs) are nof mﬁsﬁcally related to AFQT scores. This

last finding contradicts the results presented by Ferguson (1995) which‘suggests that lower

teacher quality explains why he found a negative coefficient for the proportion of black teachers




in the school. One possibIeA interpretation could be that Aﬁ—ican-Amexicém faculty are

concentrated in schools wﬁh fewer resources and thls has a negaﬂve unpact on test scores,

Another explanation could be that this coefficient mdlcates a certain degree of cultural bias inthe .

test.-Students- who are exposed to black faculty members are also expcsed to a culturally spemﬁc
worldview that might not be reflected in the test. A thlrd p0551b1e explanation (Ferguson, 1995)

“could be that this cocfﬁaent su'nply reflects the lack of preparanon and lower quahty of black

) teachers The propomon of Hxspamc students in the school is negatively related while the e

propomon ot Hlspamc faculty is ;;);111;’;:131 related to AF QT scores. The vanables for centra] clty
residénce and residence in the south at age 14 did not reach statistical significance.

The race\ethxﬁcit;» variables included in the model suggest that‘there isstilla 16
percentile point disadvantage associated \\fith/being-Aﬁican-Americaln that is not accounted for
after controlling for é number of individ}ial, family, and school level factofs included vin our
model. The results for ihe Latino groups suggest that the difference between Puerto Ricans and
whites disappears after taking into  account the effects éf the other independent ‘variab]eg‘ while
fof Mexican-Americans and Other Hispanics there is a close to 5 point differenc;e. These

"race\ethnicity effects" are difficult to interpret. On the one hand, they can be capfuring
unmeasured differences in resources, or differences in the way individuéls are treated by the
school Qystem whxch are correlated both to group membersh:lp and to scores on the AF QT
Ethmmty effects can also be the resuh of s1gmﬁcant cultural bias in the what the test measures

and could be attributed to differences in exposure to white upper-middle class values®.

? A third possibility is that these coefficients reflect “innate differences in ability” that remain
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[Table 3 about here]

In general, the results presented in table 3 indicate that close to ‘one half of the variation in

- AFQT percentile scores (R -squared-of .514) is expEainedﬂbﬂj:{ﬁe“ effects of the family and school

level factoss that were included in our models. Family resources, as measured by family income, . .

access 10 magazines, access to newspapers and access to library cards at the age of fourteen hav
‘significant positive effects on AFQT scores. While attending a sch6ol with a high number of -

disadvantaged students reduces AFQT scores. .

- [Table 4 about here]

Table 4 has the regression coefficients for percentile scores on the AFQT without the
education (years of schooling completed) variable. As can be expected the overall model has less
explanatory power than thé model in table 3 with years of schooling ®mpleted included in the

| equation. The R-quare for the model drops to 411 mdxcatmg that the variables included in the
| model explain 41% of the vananon in AF QT cores. As can be expected excludmg the variable
for years of schooling completed increases the impact of the family resource coefficients. The

variables for the proportion of black students and faculty in the school continue to be

after controlling for socio-economic background (Herrnstein and Murray, 1994: Chapter 13). -



insignjﬁcant and the variable for the .;erponibn of Hispaﬁic students changes from insigzﬁﬁcax;t

to signiﬁcant. Th‘e‘ variablxeg fc;r school level characteristics éhange' slightly with that ﬁerceht of

éfuderits below poverty in the school losing soﬁe of its effects whﬂethe percent of 10% graders A‘

that dxop—but réachgs statistical sigrﬁﬁcanée. Both variabies are negatively relatgd to scores on

the AF QT. The Aizaﬁable.s: for central éit}j residence and reéidence in thé soutﬁ atage 14 a‘lso‘failed
- toreach gfétistical signiﬁcance L1 this épecﬁﬁcation. Int‘erestinglyv, the coefficient for the

race\ethnicity variable included in the model f.or_Aﬁ'ican-Agncr:i“c_aqsm decreases slightly while the

~-variables for Puerto Ricans, Mexican-Americans and other Hispanics fail to reach statistical
significance at the .05 level.
As has been in the literature and in the preceding discussion, years of schooling

completed is correlated to scores on the AFQT. In order to examine the relation between the

independent variables included in our #» FQT models and years of schooling completed Table §

presents the regression coefficients for an equation with years of schooling completed as the
dependent variable regressed on the same indé}iendem variables used to examine the
determinants of scores on the AFQT. The results are quite interesting and suggest that material

resources are more important in explaining scores on the AFQT than years of schooliﬁg

completed. As could be expected the coefficient for age on yeérs of schooling completed is quite

. large. Other statistically significant efiects include problems with transportation, access to
mégazines, access 1o newspapers and access to library cards at the age of fourteen; parental
education and the proportion of 10® grade students that drop-out of thf: school. Family income,

area of residence and the demographic characteristics of the school do not have any effect on

| years of schooling completed. Notice also that the coefficients for the race\ethnicity variables fail




to reach statistical significance suggesting minimal differences in years of schooling completed
after accounting for the effects of the other independent variables in the model. The variables that

we have included in the AFQT models (excludiﬁg years of ‘s‘cho‘oling completed) explain close to

40% of the variation in AFQT scores (see table 3) and in separate models excluding agé I

- estimate that these variables explain close to 10% ci'the variation in years of schooling

O

completed in 1979 and close to 25% of ihe variation in years of schooling completed in 198

* (after most of the samplé has had a chance to complete their education). The results from table 4.

indi_caté that the relationship between years of schooling completed and scores on the AF Q1

partly a function of the impact of family and school level resources on both outcomes. Our

results also Suggest that the impact of family and school level resources is larger on AFQT scores

g than on vears of schooling completed.

-

[Table 5 about here]

The empirical models in table 3, table 4, and table 5 were estimated using a listwise

deletion of missing cases which means that only cases with valid values on all variables were
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included in the regression. In appendix 1 and appendix 2, I estimate two regression models for

the total §arnple with percentile score on the AFQT as a dependent variable and the same list of

independent variables but in these two equations all of the cases are used in the computations and

the mean of the variable is substituted for any missing observations. The results indicate that if

we substitute missing data with the sample mean of the particular variable most of the variables




achieve statistical _éign.iﬁcance at the .001 level. The model that includes the variable for highest

' year of schooling completed (Appendix 1) has an R-square of .476 and indicates that AFQT

scores are negatively related to age, and positively related to the number of years‘ of schooling

éﬁcsmpleted by the individual. These effects are still quite large. The results for our measures of

family resources indicate that parental education and family resources (access to newspapers,

magazines, and library card and family income) have a significant positive effect on scores on
the AFQT. The variables for central city residence and residence in the south at age 14 did not
reach statistical significance. In terms of school level characteristics the results indicate that| -

- péfcent of students below poverty in the school and the percent of 10* graders that drop-out are
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“both negatively related to AFQT scores. The dﬁmmy variables for race and ethnic group all reach

statistical significance and indicate that there are still significant disadvantages associated with

group membership and not explained by the variables included i.: the model.

[Table 6 about here]

The table in appendix two includes the same model with mean substitution of missing

data but with the variable for number of years of schooling comp]eted deleted from the equation.

The model (Appendix 2) has an R-square of .413 and all of thé variables (except for percent of

students black and central city resident) reach statistical significance at the .10, .05, and .001

levels. These results lend strong support for the hypothesis that number of family and school

level resources are significantly related to scores on the AFQT. The results also indicate that

including years of schooling completed in the equation does not change substantially the relation
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berween our independent variables and scores on the AFQT.

[Table 7.ab0ut here]

on differences in scores on thé AFQT separately for Whites, African-American and Latino. y

6ung

males. Table 6 has the regression coefficients for percentile score on the AFQT for white males

and it indicates that family educational background (highest g‘ré@é’cpmpletefi;b}; the fa}hel‘)ﬁndwm

family resources are the most importam variables in accounting for the variation in White AFQT

scor”es (R-square=.4>3‘l‘)ﬂ. Tl;xe.va:i;b‘l”e»s" for school characteristics and region of residence fail
reach statistical significance. 'fable 7 has the regression coeffici éntsvfor percentile score G
AFQT for African-American young males. The R-square for the African-Ame:ican equatio
slightly lo€fer (.413) but the reéulté are §imi}ar. Family educational background and family
resource‘s are the most important variables in accounting for the variation in African-Ameri
AFQT scores but, in addition, family income and highest grade completed by the mother a

~ important determinants,

[Table 8 about here] .

. Table 8 presents the regression coefficients for percentile scores on the AFQT for

edto

the

n is

‘can

re also

Hispanic\L~tino males. The R-square for the model iS 479 but unlike the models for Whites and

African-Americans very few variables reach statistically significant effects. Age and highe

st



http:R-square=.43

‘_ - ~highest grade‘completed by »the- father) and school. characteristics fail to reach stétistical o

at age 14 has a s:gmﬁcam negative effect on AFQT scores while the propornon of the facul,

LT e s

grade of schocling complete are significant variables but family level resources (other than

significance. It is interesting to note that in the Latmo equanon foreign language spoken at home

the school that is Hlspanxc has a szgmﬂcant positive effect on Latino scores on the AF QT

5. DISCUSSION: SOCIAL INVESTMENTS, MATERIAL RESOURCES, TEST SCORES
'AT\D ABILITY |

Material Resources and Differences in Test Scores

&

yin

Our results lend support for the hypothesis that social investments and material resources

in the family and in the s2hool are significantly related to scores on the AFQT. Scores on 1

ol

AFQT are related to access to reading resources, family income, and parental education. In terms

of school effects, the percent of students classified as disadvantaged and the percent of tenth

graders that drop-out are also signiﬁcantlyvrelated to scores on the AFQT. These variables

measure direct effects but also serve as proxies for other resources available in the household and

in the school. Unfortunately we were unable to test the hypothesis that community level

resources are also related to scores on the AF QT*.

* * The NLSY collected some data at the SMSA and County level. ] included a number of

proportion college graduate, ethnic composition of the area in some of the equations but these

. geographic level variables such as income levels, poverty rates, proportion high school graduaté,

TR Y
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Standardized Tests as Measures of Skill and Abilfty

The first question that needs to be éskedlabom any particular standardized tests is: what

does the test measure? This is always an empirical question. Just because a particular test or

instrument claims to measure “abilitv"” or “skill” it does not mean that it does (Fisher, Hout, et.
al. 1996). Tests of “ability” or “skill” have to be applied and adapted to specific situations and

- have 10 be validated for particular purposes. A test like the AFQT can measure exposure to the

“ experiences of the white upper middle class but it does ﬁot_ say anﬁlﬁhg aboutthe skillsand
capabilities that are developed by young men to deal with the environments where they actually
live. The skills that are necessary to survive in one community are not necessarily the same skills

that are required or encouraged in other communities.

Differences in access to materixl resources and persisting racial and ethnic segregation
(Massev gnd Denton 1992) increase the likelihood that the test will have an racial, ethnic, jsocial
class, and cultural bias. Standardized tests are social\cultural products themselves and measure
different subsets of the population with varying degrees of accuracy and reliability. The more
“general” the test the more likely it is to measure socjal resources and to reflect discrimination.
The more speciﬁé the test and the more job related the less likely it is to contain x;acial biases and
to arbitrarily Ascr‘een out good candidates. In their paper Hotz and Tienda state that,

Our findings showing that race and ethnic variation in the

variables (with the exception of broponion of college graduates in some models) never reached

statistical significance.

[ TN




transition to employment can be reversed or eliminated after'

adjusting for differences in AF Q-T scores and family background is '

both provocative and problematic. If the AFQT measure is truly an

index of scholésfic and/or job-related aptitﬁdps, then prior Studies .

.tha{ failéd tocohside; this inﬂuer-l.ce on school ‘deparmres and

| ‘employment transitions may have‘misr’epresénted the‘.%ignjﬁcance

-— - of race. If, on the other hand, tﬁe AFQT index is capturing racial _ .. _ |
biases in‘the test itself; then our interpretation about its success in
tappingA ability differences among groups is inappropn’até. Until we
can answer these questioné satiSfactorin, our findings about racial
and ethnic differences must be regarded as tentative. However, our
results imderscore the urgency of scrutinizing the AFQT index and

investigating how the use of this performance measure might be

adapted to employment decisions in the civilian sector (1994:31).

VOur results indicating that the AF QT is a measure of family, school and community level
material resources and social invesﬁments on individugl development and exposure to the values
and netw&ks of the majority group caution stmron‘gl_y against using vthe AFQT for any specific
employment decisions. The AFQT is a general knowledge test wich makes it quite ’uselesgkfor
»eﬂ'aluating potential performance in a large number of jof:s. Moreover, given that there are
, differenées in t_h-e AFQT within educational categories using the AFQT as a screening device will

have the effect of disproportionately excluding mjnorities for consideration for specific positions.




The fact that there is a strong social presumption that the AFQT measurés “ability”™ should

for extra caution when using that or any other standardized test without the appropriate tests of

reliability and validity and without appropriate controls against sccial class, racial, ethnic or

cultural bias not related to performance oﬁ the job.

“ 'S;andarg'ized Tests and Their Relation to Other Outcomes

34
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Standardized tests such as the AFQT have been put to many uses and misuses. Hermstein

and Murray (1994). for example, related scores on the AFQT (wiiat they consider to be
intelligence) to a large number of socio-economic outcomes such as teenage marriage, hav

children out of wedlock, and crime. Their basic contention is that “low ability” individuals

determined by the AFQT, are associated with the worst values, behaviors, and cutcomes. The

most common use of the AFQT is as an “ability” control in models of earnings determinat

(Cameron and Heckman 1992; Farkas and Vicknair 1996; Neal and Johnson 1996; O'Neil,

ing

, as

on

1990)

or employment (Hotz and Tienda 1994). The results from this paper suggest that thisis a v

problematic interpretation since the AFQT is in large part a measure of access to material

ery

resources, social investments and exposure to the values, experi¢aces and networks of the white

upper middle class.
‘Other researchers use the AFQT as a measure of schooling (Maxwell 1995), school

quality (Betts 1995), “the formal and informal instruction that svmeone has received and




absorbed (Fxsher, Hom et. al. 1996 68) farm ly, school and psycho]oglcal background
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variables (Rodgers and Spngg< 1996), and “exposure to’ the values and expenences of the white

middle class (Maume, Cancio, and Evans 1996:561)”. Our results are consistent with these
interpretations of the AFQT asa culturally biased measure of access to material resources, s
investments, and exposure to the culture of the majority group. The test zan be used as an

‘independent variable provided that the researcher is clear on what the test measures and the

ocial

factors that are associated with scores on the test. Many independent variables are actually quite

complei dependem variables and should be carefully and systematically analyzed before they are

unreflexively used in further analysis.

Standardized Tests and Racial\Ethnic Discrimination

The recent controversy over The Bell Curve (Hermstein and Murray 1994; Jacoby and

Glauberman 1995; Fisher, Hout, et. al. 1996) suggests the need for social scientists to be ve

careful when using standardized tests and when encouraging others to use them. Standardized

tests reflect the cumulative effects of discrimination and are often used as a justification for

further differentiation and stratification. The AFQT is a general test that measures access 10

ry

resources and social investments and its use as a measure of “ability” or “job potential” is|quite

problematic. The AF QT is also related to exposure to the values, éxperiences, and networks of

the white upper middle class and therefore has a racial, ethnic, social class, and cultural bias. If




the test is used to make distinctions within years of schooling the result will be to increase

discrimination and decrease minority access to good jobs since within any grade African-

Americans, Puerto Ricans, and Mexican-Americans have lower AFQT scores than Whites.
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" is no objective basis to use the AFQT as a general test in employment decisions since the val.dity

and reliability of the AFQT has not been assessed for the vast majority of civilian occupatic

ns

and there is substantial research that questions the meaning, validity, reliability, and use of the

test (Fisher, Hout, et. al. 1996, Maume, Cancio, and Evans 1996; Mason 1997a; R_odgers and .. -

Spriggs 1996).
6. CONCLUSION

In this paper | have shown that scores on the AFQT are a function of family and sc

hool

level material resources and investments on individual development. The AFQT is not a measure

of “intelligence (1Q)”, “ability”, or “cognitive skills”. The AFQT is in large part a measure

access to material resources, social investments, and exposure to the values, experiences, and

networks of the white upper ﬁﬁddle class.

The results presented in this paper indicate that the individual, family and school 1

of

cvel

variables included in our models explain at least 40% of the variation in scores on the AFQT.

There is substantial variation left to “explain.” I argue that a large part of the unekplained

variation is due to unmeasured differences in family, school, and comniunity level resous

CCS.




- This research suggests that a fruitful avenue of inquiry is to investigate with other methods the

mechanisms whereby discriminatory distribution of material and other resources in families and

in schoo! lead to lower scores on standardized tests. Our research also suggest that social science ™~

- data or ibe role of social structures and organizational characteristics and processes on socio-

economic outcomes should be collected more s'ystemétivcally. Theoretical work on how social
structures, context, and public policies impact the distribution of social assets and material
_ resources should lead to Vﬁjof‘é’fi gorous data collection and to the development of testable |-~

empirical propositions and models.

Recent research has pointed to the growing importance of “skill” for labor market
outcomes (Ferguson 1995; Levy and Mumane 1996; Mumane, Willett, and Levy 1995). While
‘the fact: ..ty that “skills matter” is repeated as a mantra t}us research has not addressed
differences in the acquisitioré of “qualiry skills” caused by differences in material resources, -
barriers to access, and differences in treatmen_t within educational and n'aining institutions
differences in how skills for particular jobs are evaluated at any Jevel of the ciistn’bution; and
racial and ethnic d:‘ﬁerer‘zces in levels of compensation for individuals with simﬂar levels of
education and skill.- |

The AFQT is in large part a'measure of the influence of material resources and social
investments on the capacit;f of individuals to solve particular reading, writing, and arithmetic
problems (and exposure to white upper-middle class values). This suggests that both the

distribution of raw scores and racial disparities in the part of the test that measures the capacity to




solve particular reading, writing, and arithmetic problems can be changed by increased access to'

social investments and material resources in families, school, and communities.

[Appendi'xwl about here] -

[Append’i?; 2 about here]
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Table 2 Selected Descriptives Characteristics of the NLSY Young Male Sample by Race\Ethnicity ‘
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Table 4 Regression Coefficients for Percentile Score on AFQT -~
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Table 7 Regressicn Coefficients for Percentile Score on the AFQT
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R-Square=.413) - e e ‘
==—————_—_——'—————-_-_—_——-——-_______——_____.___——-————————-

Stan e R :

dardi

2=d

Coet

Unstandardized ficien Collinearity
Coefficierts ts Sttistics
Std
Model =~ 8 Emor - Bets t  Sig Tolerance VIF
1 {Constart) . 4816 12945 -380 704

AGE OF R AT : N
INTERVIEWDATE = 3725 784 276 4680 .00 546 1.8
73 ) , » . '
HIGHEST GRADE = ‘ . ' xxx ,
COMPLETED AS 6.605 835 419 6708 .000 483 2070
OF 0501179
PROB- :
TRANSPORTATION 1379 2159 029 638 823 841 1082
78 :
PROB - ENGLISH
FOREIGN C T 14202 75738 112 2491 —.013* ~g30 —1.076
LANGUAGE 78 '

. @ AGE 14-ANY R e _ . ‘
HH MEMBER 7.565 2300 158 3288 .001*** @15 126
RECEIVE MAG 79
@ AGE 14 - ANY
HH MEM
RECEIVE PAPERS -21 2828 -004 | -087 830 823 1215
79
@ AGE 14 - ANY ,

HM MEM HAVE A 4693 2430 082 1.890 .060 802 1247
UBCARD 79 :
TOTAL NET o »

FAMILY INCOME IN 2 790E-04 000 117 2377 018 * 784 1276
C_YR 79 .

FORLANG SPK @

HOME R'S

CHILOHOOD - 79 9653 5660 076 1.708 .08% 955 1,047
INT

HGC 8Y R'S *kk

MOTHER 79 1.819 550 184 3253 .oo1 528 1.8%3
HGC BY R'S .

EATHER 75 | 279 368 040 703 .4B3 574 1742
%STUDENTS

BLACK ReETH7g  ~1.701E-03 062 -002 Q27 .978 286 3.502
%FACULTY BLACK

RC/ETH 79 - 144 085 138 -1.695 .091 283 3527
%STUDENTS :

HISPANIC | H.244E-02 118 -033  -531 598 502 1.991
RC/ETH 79 :
SFACULTY ‘ _

HISPANIC - 3.001E-02 502 -004 -0B0 982 AB4 2156
RC/ETH 78 : :

%STUDENTS

CLASSIFIED _ ’
DISADVANTAGED -.580 496 -083 -1170 243 843 1555
79

" %510TH GRADE
STUDENTS WHCO -210 TR O-015 L2090 772 689 1.451
DROP OUT 79 . i
central city residert 3164 2634 058 1201 231 S T8 1285
S/NS RESIDIN U.S. ‘ ' - :
AT AGE 14 79INT -674 28665 -014 253 .80 610 1639

& Dependert Variable, PROFILES, AFQT PERCENTILE 1989 (REV) 81
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" Table § Regression Coefficients for Percentile Sopre on the AFQT (Hispanic Males,

'

R-Squares. 478}
—— ]
Stan-
. dardi
zed
Cooff
Unstandardizad iciont Collineartty
Coefficierts [ Statistics
Std. -
Model ‘B Eror  Beta t Sig.  Tolerance VIF
1 {Constant) 7844 20300 377 a7
AGE OF R AT ‘ xw
INTERVIEW DATE 5004 1308 -302 386 .000 450 2221
79 .
HIGHEST GRADE o eww
COMPLETED AS 10777 1.483 895 7.265 . .000 419 2385
OF 05/0V/79
PROS - A
TRANSPORTATION 1167 3254 -020 -359 720 907  1.103
79 .
PROB - ENGLISH o »
oo FOREIGN « - cooomne . 2090 - 5.806 - ~021...-380. 719 .. 8031245
LANGUAGE 79
@ AGE 14 - ANY
* HH MEMBER - 3645 . 3328 085 -1.085 275 805  1.242
RECEIVE MAG 78
@ AGE 14 - ANY
. HH MEM
RECEIVE 463% 3575 078 1.297 196 768 1.302
PAPERS 79
& AGE 14 - ANY. :
HH MEM HAVE A 6105 3572 .102 1709 .089 796 1.257
UBCARDT79
TOTAL NET FAMILY
INCOME INC_YR  -7.850E-05 000 -034 -542 589 729 1372
79
FORLANG SPK @
HOME R'S *
CHILDHOOD - 79 13573 5258 -154 -2581 011 787 1271
INT
HGC BY R'S
MOTHER 75 528 512 080 1.033 .303 464 2156
HGC BY R'S , *
EATHER 79 911 4647 154 19684 051 455 2197
WSTUDENTS
BLACK RC/ETH 79 ~212 144  -136 -1.470 143 28 3,051
_ WFACULTY
BLACK RC/ETH 79 1.507E-02 264 DO5 057 954 4 2489
HSTUDENTS :
HISPANIC 7.707E-02 090 -082 -8B854 .394 3 3314
RC/ETH 79
YWFACULTY * %
HISPANIC 544 198 2680 2744 007 313 3.180
RC/IETH 79 :
%STUDENTS
CLASSIFIED
DISADVANTAGED -67% 734 -068 -918 .30 519 1927
7 ) ,
%10TH GRADE
STUDENTS WHO . -B45 870 055 . -871 .385 700 1.428
DROP OUT 79
cortral ctty residont 3141 4481 049 701 .4B4 884 1711
SINS RESID IN
. US ATAGE14 78 -3.021 4280 -048 -706 .481 549 1.540
INT
Puerto Rican 8.013 6255 .110 1440 152 484 2067
Mexican-American A2 4116 007 088 a2 533 1877
f e e

8. Dependont Variable; PROFILES, AFQT PERCENTILE 1988 (REV) 81

52

[ B




~+  -Appendix 1 Regression Coefficients for Percentile Score on the AFQT [R-Square= 475{Missig
Vaiue Substituted by the Mean and Years of Schooling Completed inciudecd]’ ,

& Dependant Vanable: PROFILES, AFQT PERCENTILE 1889 (REV) 1

R A
Stan. ’
dardi
2zed
Coef
Unstandardzed  ficie Collinearity
B , . « ————
- - -Model : B Eror  Beta t Sig  Tolerance VIF
1 (Constanty - 8045 2829 -3.197  .001
AGE OF RAT - .
INTERVIEW DATE -1.784 196 -138 9100 .00 411 2432
79
HIGHEST GRADE e )
COMPLETEDAS -  ~5808 227 -414 25575 000 381 2770
OF 0501/79 ,
PROB - L
TRANSPORTATION [017 711 042 4241 000**Y 9 1.051
7% . ' : .
PROB - ENGLISH , v .
FOREIGN 2089 1535 -014 -1.381 174 880 1136
- WGUAGE 79 m— e e e m v e a . . Py P et s
@ AGE 14 . ANY v ar
HH MEMBER ) 7063 858 120 10.737 000 761 1315
RECEIVE MAG 79 ) B - e
@ AGE 14 - ANY
HH MEM
RECEVE 1388 751 .21  1.848 .085 781 1314
PAPERS 79 :
@ AGE 14 - ANY . ' ok
HH MEM HAVE A 3355 670 .054 5008 .00C 85 1213
LIBCARD 79 :
TOTAL :35T FAMILY ‘
INCOMEINC_YR  1606ED4 000 .085 6088 000 *** gm 120
79
FORLANG SPK @ ,
HOMER'S - : i
CHILDHOOD - 78 889 1046 .013 851 395 L7 234
INT , .
MGC BYR'S * kR
MOTHER 79 846 125 AR 7544 000 517 1833
HGC BY R'S ' ool
FATMER 79 1085 101 132 10254 000 574 1702
BLACKRCETH 70 4583603 023 -003  -188 8 310 3228
SFACULTY *
BACKRCETH7g ~T400EQ2  O0X -03 2344 019 333 3004
%STUDENTS
HISPANIC C J7BSELZ 026 -02  -1.446 148 394 2538
RC/ETH 79 :
%FACULTY ;
HISPANIC 140 074 028  1.887 059 L7 2340
RCETH 79 -
HETUNENTS , .e
CLASSIFIED :
OIS/ OVANTAGED .83 477 035 -3.007 003 684 1.441
79 .
%10TH GRADE . )
STUDENTS WHO -463 T2 .08 2683 007 8% 118
DROP OUT 79 ‘
contral city residont - 1006 785 014 1348 189 B55  1.168
SNS RESIDINU.S. ‘ «
AT AGE 14 79INT 1043 672 -017 A5 a1 B0t 1249
Africar-American 4758 846 -264 20791 000" ** sS85 1710
Puerts Rican £875 213 .06 3225 001*** 740 1351
Mexican-American QAS574 1468 -0 2433 015" Q232
Other Hispanic 5597 1530 -041 3.658 000*** 734 1.362
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Appendtx 2 Rmmmmhms-ennmu\g

et e e s i

AFQT [R-Squares.413KMissiy

& Depondent Variable: PROFILES, AFQT PERCENTILE 1838 (REV) 81

Vahse Substituted by the Mean)
S L ]
San
dardi
2nd
Coeft
- o .Unstandsrdized _  lcient _ Collineartty
fpoiiri e i A
o —
 Modeal 8 Error  Beta t Sig  Tolerance  VIF
1 (Constant) 25860 258 . 8890 .000
. AGE OF FL AT : * ko
g&wwf DATE 2028 135 157 15086 000 - 874 1027
PROB - kKK
;gmeacmmm 4383 750 -061 5817 .000 857 1.045
PROB - ENGLISH : .
mg& 7o £485 1584 -084 5951 000" 913 1.083
@ AGE 14 - ANY HH ' *kk
MEMBER ’ 8547 833 145 12339 000 767 1304
" RECEIVE MAG 78 . e
@ AGE 14 - ANY HH . S R
(
R T 252 7e2 038 3273 001*** 784 1309
@ AGE 14 - ANY HH o . ok
SEM HADVI?ESA §453 703 087 7757 000 837 1195
TOTAL NET
gAA;&%NwME IN  331E04 000 075 6619 .L000*** 833 1200
FORLANG SPK @ .
D70 2002 1104 029 1840 086 28 23%
INT
oM 1208 a2 140 sess 000" s24 1609
il 1300 106 165 12247 000*** 580 1723
AN S 7g TEREDA .24 001 o3 §74 310 a8
B 7e  S121EQ2 034 -043 2407 O16* 333 3.004
%STUDENTS _ . - A
%tSPANlC RC/ETH -1.001EL2 028 -006 -382 717 395 2533
SFACULTY R
;%Q!SPANIC RC/ETH 187 07 037 2377 018 L8 2338
%STUDENTS _
S eAGED 471187 031 2817 012% 894 1441
79 -
9610TH GRADE e ‘
smoeg;_rs 7\@&10 -878 181 -053 4848 000 884 11%
central iy resident 515 808 .007 637 524 £856 1.168
SNS RLIDIN , , ;
g‘._?. AT AGE 14 79 1344 711 02 -1.890 059 801 1248
Ancan-American 17007 884 255 -19.019 000 *** 585 1709
Puerto Rican £205 2263 033 2754 006** 740 1.351
Maxican-American £576 1550 -056 3586 .000*** a4 2315
Cther Hiscenic £693 1818 -042 3523 000 *** 734 1982
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