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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

The cuts in government subsidies that once allowed public colleges to keep  
tuitions low mean that middle-income citizens must either saddle themselves with 
a load of debt or scale back their college aspirations.  
   Zuckerman, in US News and World Report. 2006, p. 60 
 
In a society with the ideal of equal access to postsecondary education, no 

student’s decision to attend college should be based primarily on finances. Due to the 

changing nature of student financial aid and state support for postsecondary education, 

college is becoming more costly for students and their families. There are growing 

concerns that some groups of students do not plan to attend college because they believe 

the costs are too high. These concerns are often based on rhetoric rather than empirical 

evidence. In this dissertation, I explore whether different groups of students (in terms of 

race, gender, income level, academic preparation, self-perception, etc.) report that their 

predisposition to attend college (or not) has been affected by concerns about college costs 

and subsidies. The results of this study will be useful to policymakers who need to 

understand students’ behavior in order to design more effective policies. 

The process through which students and their families decide whether or not to 

continue with education after high school and where to attend college is called the college 

choice process. This process starts with the formation of aspirations to attend college and 

continues through the time of enrollment. Research has demonstrated that costs 

associated with college (tuition, fees, room and board, opportunity costs, etc.) and 
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subsidies that help defray those costs (grants, scholarships, loans, and work-study) can 

influence students’ enrollment decisions. Research has also demonstrated that some 

students’ choices are more heavily influenced by the aforementioned costs and subsidies. 

What is less clear, however, is whether these relationships hold for the early stages of the 

college choice process.  

Guided by existing college aspiration formation, college cost and subsidy, and 

college choice literature, I propose a model grounded in theories from sociology, 

economics, and higher education in which demographic, psychological, and academic 

characteristics influence the “predisposition/finance nexus.”  The predisposition/finance 

nexus measures a student’s predisposition to attend college and the importance that 

student places on college-related costs and subsidies during the college choice process. 

My conceptual model is tested with inferential statistical methods using a nationally 

representative sample of students.  

Background 

 The need for this particular study is rooted in two general national and political 

trends. The first is the changing nature of student financial assistance at the state and 

federal levels. The financial burden of paying for college is increasingly being shifted 

from government to students and their families. The second is the need to increase the 

number of college-educated individuals in the United States’ workforce (Kazis, 2004; 

SHEEO, 2008). The desire to attend college is an important predictor of college 

attendance and persistence. In order to increase the number of students attending 

postsecondary institutions, it is important to increase the number of students who are 

predisposed to do so.  
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Changing financial context. Over the past two decades there have been 

substantial cuts in government subsidies to postsecondary education institutions and in 

the amount of aid provided to students. Simultaneously, the cost of attending college has 

increased dramatically, especially when considered in relation to family income 

(Zuckerman, 2006). There is evidence that in the 1990s, over 1,000,000 low- and 

moderate-income students who could have earned bachelor’s degrees did not because of 

financial barriers (ACSFA, 2002). For those who do attend college, the debt-burden of 

college graduates is higher than ever before. Over two-thirds of students borrow to 

finance their college education with the average debt 116% higher than it was just a 

decade ago (AASCU, 2006). Students today face the difficult choice of not pursuing a 

college education and/or being subject to heavy debt. 

The situation described above has partially resulted from shifts in recent trends in 

student aid awarded by the federal government. The objectives of early federal aid 

policies (equal access and affordability) have slowly been overshadowed by other 

government priorities (Farrell, 2004). Since the 1980s, the federal government has 

favored funding student loans rather than grants (Hearn & Holdsworth, 2004; St. John & 

Parsons, 2004).  

With the shifts in federal student aid, the overall affordability of postsecondary 

education began to decline during the 1980s (Mumper, 1998). Tuition and enrollment 

increased but total grant funding did not, thereby increasing the price of attendance at the 

same time that the amount of aid per student was decreasing (St. John, 2003). Instead of 

continuing to promote equal access, the federal government passed on much of the 

burden of paying for postsecondary education to students and their families.  
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A similar shift occurred at the state level. State commitments to need-based aid 

changed during the 1990s, which resulted in a trend towards more states adopting merit 

aid programs (College Board, 2003; Heller, 2006). These programs often used students’ 

academic performance as the primary criterion for receiving an award, rather than 

economic need, which made the programs especially popular with the middle class 

(Marin, 2002). Thus, merit and affordability for the middle class began to replace equal 

opportunity as the goal of state public policies (Farrell, 2004). Additionally, the overall 

share of state support to postsecondary education institutions declined. In the early 1980s 

tuition made up about 22% of revenue to public institutions, by 2007 tuition comprised 

36% of revenue (SHEEO, 2008). The movement toward increased merit aid programs 

and toward decreased need-based aid, coupled with tuition increases, caused additional 

financial challenges. 

Need for increased number of citizens with a college education. As 

postsecondary education finance policy continues to change, and the cost of attending 

college continues to increase, the relationship between college-related costs and subsidies 

and the predisposition to attend college needs further exploration. This is especially true 

when there have been calls to increase the number of students being formally educated 

after high school (Kazis, 2004; SHEEO, 2008). Yet, even as pressure is on to increase the 

number of college graduates, there are disturbing trends that pose a challenge to reaching 

such goals, such as the widening gender gap in educational attainment (Goldin, Katz, & 

Kuziemko, 2006). 

There are many individual and societal benefits to postsecondary education. At 

the individual level, it has been repeatedly documented that postsecondary education 
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leads to increased earnings (Baum & Payea, 2005; Institute for Postsecondary Higher 

Education Policy, 2005). The latest statistics indicate that high school graduates earn, on 

average, $38,837 per year whereas individuals with a bachelor’s degree earn, on average, 

$67,766 per year (Postsecondary Education Opportunity, 2008). Further, college 

graduates are less likely to be unemployed than individuals without a college education 

(Paulsen, 1998). In 2007, the unemployment rate for individuals with any kind of college 

degree was 3.0%, whereas the unemployment rates for those groups of individuals with 

no college degree was at least 3.8% (Postsecondary Education Opportunity, 2008). There 

are non-monetary benefits for individuals associated with participation in postsecondary 

education, including better health and lower incarceration rates (Baum & Payea, 2005). 

Society as a whole benefits from a more highly educated population. These benefits 

include decreased unemployment and poverty rates, better health, and increased civic 

participation (Baum & Payea, 2005). A better-educated population is less expensive. 

More highly educated individuals are less likely to rely upon socially funded programs 

and contribute more in terms of tax revenues (Trostel, 2008).  

Perhaps more compelling is the need to increase the number of college graduates 

in order to ensure that the United States is competitive in an increasingly global 

economy. Scholars and policymakers agree that the United States needs to increase the 

number of individuals with postsecondary degrees (Carnevale & Fry, 2001; Kazis, 2004; 

SHEEO, 2008). In the United States, only 40% of 25 to 34 year olds have attained a 

college degree of some type. The attainment rates of nations leading in this area are about 

55% (OECD, 2010). In order to achieve an attainment rate of 55% by the year 2025, the 

United States will have to increase the number of college graduates by an average of one 
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million per year (SHEEO, 2008). An important first step in achieving this goal is to work 

to ensure that more students are predisposed to attend college. In light of both the 

financial and political contexts mentioned above, research investigating the role of 

college costs in the early stages of the college choice process is especially timely.  

Purpose of the Study 

This dissertation will begin to fill many of the gaps in the extant literature about 

the role college-related finances play early in the college choice process. Research 

repeatedly indicates that aspirations and plans are important in predicting college 

enrollment (Adelman, 2006; Pelavin & Kane, 1990; Rosenbaum, 1980; St. John & Hu, 

2006), but few studies address the role of college-related finances in the formation of 

college aspirations. Implicit in college attendance encouragement programs (such as 

GEAR-UP) is the assumption that finances are important in the predisposition formation 

stage of the college choice process. There is a body of research indicating that students 

are responsive to college tuition and financial aid offers in their decisions to attend 

college (for example, Jackson, 1978; St. John & Hu, 2006). Less is known about the 

effects of college-related costs and subsidies in the steps leading up to attendance 

decisions (for an exception see DesJardins, Ahlburg, and McCall, 2006).  

There are some mixed results about the role of financial concerns in the early 

phases of the college choice process. Some research (such as Adelman, 1999; 2006) 

claim that financial variables are not the most important in predicting whether a student 

will prepare for, apply to, and ultimately attend a postsecondary education institution. 

Other research has demonstrated that college costs have some effect on students’ 

decision-making, however, the data used in these studies have been largely limited to 
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students who have applied to and been accepted to a college.  These studies leave room 

for improvement because the very students who are likely to be most concerned about 

college costs and financial aid (low-income students) are unlikely to have entered this 

college choice process (DesJardins, 2006).  

Today’s college-aged students are faced with increasing costs of attending 

college, a shift in the nature and availability of financial aid, and the call for a more 

highly educated workforce that will help the United States remain competitive in the 

global economy. Knowing what makes students plan for postsecondary education (which 

is an important predictor of who will actually attend postsecondary education) can help 

educators and policymakers shape encouragement programs, financial aid, and academic 

preparation policies. 

The research conducted in this dissertation has two specific purposes. The first is 

to assess whether different groups of students report that college-related costs and 

subsidies are important in their decision to continue (or not) their education beyond high 

school. To do so, I will examine whether a number of conceptually-based demographic, 

academic, and psychosocial variables are related to the predisposition/finance nexus 

measure. The second purpose is to explore whether or not the aforementioned 

explanatory variables indicate where a student falls on the predisposition/finance nexus at 

two different time points—students’ tenth grade year and students’ twelfth grade year.  

Scope of the Study 

 The data used in this study are derived from a survey administered by the 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in the United States Department of 

Education. I use the Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS:2002). This study 
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includes the base year survey (administered in 2002) and the first follow-up 

(administered in 2004). The data include a national sample of high school students. 

Because the scope of this particular study is quite broad, the results may be generalized to 

the nation as a whole. The implications of this study have the potential to be informative 

for future financial aid and funding policy decisions. 

 The college choice process is longitudinal in nature. ELS:2002 is longitudinal, 

making it ideal for studying college choice. However, there are some limitations of the 

ELS:2002 data (for example, that respondents are not asked the same questions in 

different survey years) that make a longitudinal analysis impossible in this case. As a 

result, this dissertation consists of two separate samples of students who participated in 

the ELS:2002 study. These two samples are: 1) the group of students who were base year 

participants and are part of the tenth grade cohort (surveyed in 2002); and 2) the group of 

students who were in the twelfth grade during the first follow-up wave of survey 

administration (and who are considered part of the twelfth grade cohort (surveyed in 

2004)). The design of the ELS:2002 study is such that these two samples are made up of 

slightly different students due to “freshening” (the process of renewing the sample to 

compensate for students who dropped out of the study) and non-traditional educational 

paths taken by different students (such as dropping out of high school or graduating early 

from high school).  

Contribution of the Study 

This dissertation will help to answer questions about the role of financial concerns 

that are important to both scholars and policymakers. By employing inferential methods 

to compare groups within the predisposition/finance nexus, I can determine if there are 
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differences between the groups with confidence. Further, by conducting analysis at both 

the tenth and twelfth grade years, this study will help to verify the salience of those 

characteristics over time. With such knowledge, policies can be tailored both in terms of 

whom they target and when they are implemented. The results of this dissertation will 

also be important in illuminating further questions that should be answered regarding the 

role of college costs and subsidies early in the college choice process. In the end, this 

dissertation has the potential to begin to fill a major gap in the research about the nexus 

between student aid, the cost of college, and students’ predisposition to attend college. It 

can also help inform policymakers in setting policies that will achieve the goal of 

increasing the numbers of college graduates in the United States. 

Organization of the Dissertation 

 In Chapter 2, the literature and research that support this study are discussed. The 

fields of economics and sociology most heavily inform this work. Based upon research 

from these two fields, I propose a conceptual model in which the predisposition/finance 

nexus is influenced by three groups of characteristics: demographic, academic, and 

psychosocial. Further, I posit that these relationships are present across time, though the 

salience of characteristics may change.  

In Chapter 3 the analysis plan and methodology are reviewed. I use the 

Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002 and the first follow-up wave of the survey, 

administered in 2004. Using both waves of the survey will allow a comparison of 

whether or not the same characteristics are significant in explaining the 

predisposition/finance nexus at two different points in time. Because the dependent 

variable in this study is multi-categorical, I employ multinomial logistic regression 
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techniques that are formally specified in this chapter. Chapter 3 also contains a discussion 

of the limitations of the analysis. Procedures used to weight the data are also discussed. 

In Chapter 4, I present the findings from the descriptive and regression-based 

analyses. Where appropriate I discuss supplemental analyses conducted in order to test 

the sensitivity of my results to changes in model specifications and to examine whether 

the analyses conducted are the most appropriate. Procedures used to impute missing data 

are also discussed.  

A discussion of the findings is presented in Chapter 5. This discussion includes 

implications of the findings for students and their families as well as policymakers. It also 

includes suggestions for further research. Ultimately, this dissertation is an important 

additional step in the process of determining how to make college access for all a reality. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

The college choice process is most often conceptualized as the series of decisions 

students and their families make about whether the students will continue their formal 

education beyond high school and if so, what institution the student will attend. This 

process begins with the formation of college aspirations and continues through 

enrollment in a postsecondary education institution. While the college choice process is 

generally accepted as longitudinal, college choice studies often focus on specific stages 

of the process, discussed in more detail below.

Sociologists have long studied the formation of college aspirations, but these 

studies have typically not included specific concerns students and their families might 

have about college-related costs and subsidies (such as tuition and financial aid). 

Economic frameworks have generally been used to study how the concerns that students 

and their families have about college-related costs and subsidies affect their decision 

making about college attendance. A large number of these studies examine the college 

choice process after the student has applied to college. The different theoretical 

perspectives that examine various phases of the college choice process can be used in 

concert to construct a framework that may help illuminate how students’ perceptions of 

college-related costs and subsidies affect their predisposition to attend college. 

This chapter presents a brief explanation of the college choice process, and then 

offers a discussion of how the sociology-based aspiration formation literature and 
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economics-based literature about the role of costs and subsidies frame the study. I also 

include a discussion of the factors that are believed to be important to the college choice 

process, based on the empirical evidence from prior college choice studies. The 

conceptual framework I have developed is explained and guides the establishment and 

delineation of the research questions posed.  

The College Choice Process 

Although there is general agreement in the literature that the college choice 

process unfolds in a series of stages, there is less agreement about the number of stages. 

Models include three-stage models proposed by Hanson and Litten (1982) and Hossler 

and Gallagher (1987), and a number of models that hypothesize student choice as a series 

of choices that play out in five to seven stages (e.g., Kolter & Fox, 1985). According to 

Hossler, Braxton, and Coopersmith (1989), three-stage models are compact versions of 

the seven-stage models, with the former representing the college choice process as: (1) 

the formation of aspirations (which includes both aspirations and the decision to apply); 

(2) the search stage (which includes the search for alternatives, application, and 

admission); and (3) the actual college choice (which includes choosing between 

institutions to which a student has been accepted, and enrolling in a specific institution). 

Because of the importance of the predisposition stage to this study, I examine it more 

closely below.  

Predisposition to attend college. Although the first stage in the college choice 

process is often referred to as the aspiration formation stage, there is some debate 

surrounding the use of the term “aspiration.” Within the college choice literature, 

“aspiration” is defined in a number of different ways. Howell and Frese’s (1979) 
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definition is: “Level of educational aspiration is how many years of schooling the student 

would like and expects to obtain” (p.37). Schultz and Ricciuti (1954) define aspirations 

as expectations or hopes. Chapman (1981) defines aspirations as “Wishes or desires 

expressing an individual’s hopes about the future” (p. 494). 

Although “expectations” is often used to define “aspirations,” as illustrated above, 

not everyone agrees they can be used interchangeably. Adelman (1999), for example, 

notes that “expectations” and “aspirations” are markedly different, and that many times 

educational researchers who believe they are studying aspirations are actually examining 

expectations. That is, much of the education research examines what students expect to 

happen (expectations), rather than what they hope will happen (aspirations). The 

important difference here is that an expectation about the future may be more realistic 

than a hope about the future.  

Scholars tend to agree that “plans” and “aspirations” cannot be used 

interchangeably. Brookover, Erickson, and Joiner (1967) make a distinction between the 

use of “plans” (what the student has decided to do) and “aspirations” (what the student 

would like to do). In their definition, “plan” indicates that a student has already made the 

decision to apply to college (as opposed to a student thinking he or she would like to 

apply to college). Similarly, when surveys are used to measure these constructs, Adelman 

(1999) notes that the importance is in the wording of the questions the students are 

answering. If the questions use the word “plans,” then students’ expectations, not 

aspirations are in question.  

This dissertation studies the college choice process before the point that students 

actually apply to college. This includes the time period in which students develop a desire 



14 

to attend college and begin their plans to do so. The use of the term “aspirations” seems 

to be inappropriate. Hossler and Gallagher (1987), in their college choice model, propose 

that the first stage of the college choice process be called “predisposition.” According to 

their definition, predisposition is the “developmental phase in which students determine 

whether or not they would like to continue their formal education beyond high school” 

(p. 211). Further, Hossler, Braxton, and Coopersmith (1989) organize their discussion of 

the college choice literature such that predisposition is the first stage of the process. They 

write: “During the predisposition phase of student college choice, students arrive at a 

tentative conclusion to continue, or not continue, their formal education after high school 

graduation” (p. 17). For some students, this decision is one that is made seemingly 

subconsciously (largely because the cultural norms of their upbringing predicts that they 

will attend college), and for others it is one that is made after much debate. Further, 

students can begin to make it as early as seventh or eighth grade (Choy, Horn, Nuñez, & 

Chen, 2000; Terenzini, Cabrera, & Bernal, 2001). “Predisposition” is a term that is 

comprehensive enough to include the formation of aspirations to attend college and the 

tentative decision to do so. Thus, it is the term used in this paper to represent the early 

stage of the college choice process. Based on this definition, the literature relevant to this 

study includes literature that addresses aspirations, expectations, and plans for the future. 

Sociological Frameworks 

The college choice literature that deals with the predisposition to attend college is 

largely drawn from aspiration formation research from sociology and is heavily based on 

status attainment and social reproduction theories. At the most simplistic level, these 

theories help explain how individuals have attained their social status. These theories are 
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useful for studying college choice because they help to frame how postsecondary 

education is important for different groups of people, and what factors might account for 

the differences in perceptions between these groups. Sociologists use social psychology 

to help round out theories explaining aspiration formation. 

Status attainment. Status attainment refers to the process through which 

individuals achieve a level of socioeconomic status, social class, or prestige in society. 

Status attainment theories explain social mobility, which is the movement between 

different social groups. Status attainment theory is based on the stratification theories of 

Max Weber who notes that stratification in society extends beyond the economic classes 

identified by Karl Marx and includes stratification of social groups based on prestige 

(Weber, 1946). Early status attainment theory assumes that an individual’s status is the 

result of the parents’ status. 

Blau and Duncan (1967), generally credited with being the original status 

attainment theorists, more fully explored the notion of intergenerational status 

transmission. Using data collected from men who participated in the 1962 Occupational 

Changes in a Generation Survey, they found that a son’s occupational status attainment 

(the prestige associated with a given occupation) was influenced by his father’s social 

origin, but that the son’s education level and initial career choice were even more 

important in determining his eventual occupational status. Empirically, Blau and Duncan 

concluded that a son’s social status was associated with his father’s social status; but that 

the father’s social status did not directly influence the son’s occupational status. Instead, 

the father’s status affected the son’s years of schooling, which, in turn, affected the son’s 

social status. 
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Although Blau and Duncan’s research provided the basis for later status 

attainment studies, there were some limitations of their study. For example, the study 

included only White males from Wisconsin, making the results not fully generalizable. 

Furthermore, critics claimed that the selection of variables used in their inferential 

analysis did not have a sound theoretical basis (Kerckhoff, 1976). 

Given the limitations noted above, Sewell and Shah (1967) improved upon the 

work of Blau and Duncan by including females in their study. The Sewell and Shah study 

used path analysis to examine status attainment separately for the two genders. They 

determined that socioeconomic status and intelligence positively influenced college 

plans, college attendance, and college graduation for both males and females. They also 

discovered that both socioeconomic status and intelligence affected individuals’ plans to 

attend college, which positively affected educational attainment. This is similar to Blau 

and Duncan’s conclusions: intergenerational factors such as socioeconomic status are 

important in status attainment; however, factors such as intelligence and one’s level of 

education may have an even stronger effect.  

Sewell, Haller, and Portes (1969) proposed a model in which socioeconomic 

status and mental ability predicted educational and occupational attainment indirectly 

through psychosocial indicators such as academic performance, influence of significant 

others, and aspirations (both educational and occupational). This model, referred to as the 

“Wisconsin Model” because it was developed using a longitudinal sample of Wisconsin 

farm-reared males, was more effective than earlier models in explaining educational 

status attainment for the males involved in the sample because of the added explanatory 

variables. However, this study was in some ways more limited because it did not include 
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females. As the authors noted, because the sample included only farm-reared males, one 

limitation of this study was the unknown applicability of the model to young men of 

diverse residential and economic backgrounds. To remedy this deficiency, Sewell, Haller, 

and Ohlendorf (1970) tested the Sewell, Haller, and Portes model using a sample of 

young men from more diverse residential backgrounds (than the 929 farm boys used by 

Sewell, Haller, and Portes (1969)). They learned that the Wisconsin Model was robust 

enough to describe status attainment of a more diverse sample. Sewell and colleagues 

(1969, 1970) made the important contribution of adding psychosocial variables to status 

attainment models. Up until that point status attainment models consisted mostly of 

socioeconomic status, status of parents, and mental ability or intelligence of the 

individual. They noted the need to recognize the critical role of significant others’ 

influence, including the role of people such as parents, friends, teachers, and relatives.  

Whereas the Wisconsin Model addressed the importance of significant others’ 

influence, Picou and Carter (1976) explored the difference between parental and peer 

influence. They suggested that parental influence was stronger in the aspiration formation 

of urban youth than rural youth and that rural youth tended to develop their aspirations 

through peer modeling. Alwin and Otto (1977) hypothesized that high school context 

(meaning a student’s high school and school environment) directly influenced status 

attainment. Instead, the study revealed that high school context was a weak predictor of 

status attainment and was important only in that it influenced who would be in a student’s 

peer group and the curriculum to which he or she had access. The student’s peer group 

and curriculum in turn, had direct effects on status attainment. 
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Although early status attainment research furthers our understanding of status 

attainment, there are some major limitations of this research. Blau and Duncan (1967) 

and Sewell and colleagues (1969, 1970) use samples made up completely of White 

males, which does not address whether there are racial and gender differences (Burke & 

Hoelter, 1988; Kao & Tienda, 1998; Smith-Maddox, 2000). Theorists have subsequently 

addressed this limitation. Portes and Wilson (1976) and Kerckhoff and Campbell (1977) 

have found that socioeconomic status is important in the status attainment of Blacks and 

Whites, but that the Wisconsin Model seems to be a better fit for Whites. Researchers 

have continued to find substantive differences in the status attainment of different races. 

For example, familial influences, peers, and education are more important in the status 

attainment of Black students than White students (Hanson & Ginsburg, 1988; Wilson & 

Allen, 1987). 

Some theorists recognized that race was so intertwined with socioeconomic status 

that race effects in status attainment and mobility disappear when socioeconomic status 

was accounted for (Howell & Frese, 1979; Wolfle, 1985). Pelavin and Kane (1990) 

argued that, with a given level of preparation for college, the effects of race disappeared. 

Conversely, Morgan (1996) argued that race was important independent of 

socioeconomic status. 

Whether or not there are gender differences in the status attainment process has 

been a topic of debate. McClendon (1976) argued that the structure for both genders was 

the same because education was the most important factor for both men and women. 

Other theorists (e.g., Mau & Bikos, 2000; Sewell & Shah, 1967) found that there were 

some gender differences in status attainment. Picou, Carter, and Curry (1974) noted that 
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female aspirations were influenced by mother’s education, whereas school performance 

and peers more heavily influenced male aspirations. Danzinger (1983) noted that 

occupation attainment choices were gender-typed such that boys aspired to hold 

occupations that were male dominated and girls aspired to hold occupations that were 

female dominated. Sandberg, Erhardt, Ince, and Meyer-Bahlberg (1991) found that 

females are more likely than males to cross the gender divide. Rojewski (1995) found 

that females generally had higher aspirations than their male counterparts. Blair and Blair 

(2003) asserted that males were more likely to be influenced by the negative behaviors of 

their friends, whereas females were more likely to be influenced by the employment of 

their mother.  

Status attainment theory is effective in identifying the individual characteristics 

that contribute process through which individuals achieve their social status. These 

characteristics include socioeconomic status, parental occupation and education, 

indications of mental ability, race, and gender. Status attainment theory is limited in that 

it does not necessarily address the role of society in reproducing social status. To address 

this limitation, sociologists rely on concepts from social reproduction theory. Especially 

recently, social reproduction concepts are incorporated into status attainment research in 

response to critiques claiming that status attainment theories do not sufficiently consider 

the structure of society and its effects on social mobility (Cooper, 2006; Freeman 1997; 

Horvat, 2001; Smith-Maddox, 2000, 2001). 

Social reproduction. Social reproduction theory is rooted in the social 

stratification theories of Karl Marx. Like status attainment theory, social reproduction 

theory is concerned with social mobility and stratification. Whereas status attainment 
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theorists are quick to identify individual and familial characteristics as determinants of 

the status attainment process, social reproductionists identify the structure of society and 

societal agents (such as education) as the determinants of social mobility. 

Bowles (1972) and Bowles and Gintis (1976) focused on the structure of society 

and the importance of education in social mobility and reproduction. Bowles (1972) 

argued that there were inequalities in the school system that were important in 

intergenerational reproduction of the class structure and that these become more 

pronounced as the need for an educated workforce grows. Bowles and Gintis (1976) 

claimed that schools were not meritocratic institutions; that is, people did not achieve 

upward social mobility on the basis of their educational background. Instead, schools 

simply mirrored society’s social and economic structure. As a result, schools actually 

served to propagate the inequalities in society.  

Bourdieu (1977), an early social reproduction theorist, also recognized the role of 

education in social reproduction. He posited that social class was upheld through formal 

education. Among other contributions, Bourdieu introduced three concepts important to 

social reproduction: habitus, cultural capital, and social capital. These concepts are 

described in more detail below. 

Habitus is a set of “dispositions” that shape perceptions, thoughts, and actions. 

Essentially, habitus is the lens through which an individual views and interacts with the 

world (Bourdieu, 1977, 1990; Bourdieu and Passerson, 1977). These dispositions are 

developed as a result of the social structures an individual encounters. “[T]he members of 

a same group or class, being products of the same objective conditions, share a habitus 

and the practices of these members are better harmonized than the agents know or wish” 
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(Bourdieu, 1977, p. 103). Because individuals are exposed to the same social structures 

as their families, habitus is passed down from one generation to the next, constraining or 

enhancing social mobility. Schools provide a context for the development of habitus and 

may have an influence on the aspirations of individual students (Freeman, 1997). Habitus 

is an important concept because it serves as the mechanism by which cultural capital and 

social capital are transmitted through generations. 

Cultural capital refers to those things that might be socially advantageous to an 

individual in society including knowledge, skill, and education (Bourdieu, 1977; 

Bourdieu & Passerson, 1977; Lamont and Lareau, 1988). Cultural capital can influence 

which students will succeed in their education. Parents with the cultural capital 

(knowledge and attitudes) that enable success in education will pass that knowledge to 

their children, who, as a result, may be more successful in their education than children 

whose parents do not have the same level of cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1977; 1986). A 

simple example can be found in the vocabulary sections of aptitude tests. Often, these 

tests will contain vocabulary words that are commonly used by students in higher social 

classes that students in lower social classes may be unfamiliar with. For example, the 

word “regatta” may be familiar to children who have had exposure to sailing or crewing 

events (stereotypically, activities that higher social classes are more likely to be involved 

in). Children who are less likely to have had exposure to these types of events may not 

know this word and be disadvantaged. As a result of cultural capital, the children from 

higher social classes are likely to be advantaged in the social hierarchy.  

Social capital, which is partially driven by cultural capital, is “the aggregate of the 

actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable network of more 
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or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition” (Bourdieu, 

1986, p. 51). Social capital refers to the resources that members of a group have because 

of their relationships. Whereas cultural capital refers to the skills and knowledge 

individuals amass, social capital is more about relationships and how individuals might 

use those relationships to enhance their social position. Teachers with high expectations 

may have students achieving higher postsecondary educational levels than teachers with 

lower expectations (Hoffer, Greeley, and Coleman, 1985). The social capital of the 

groups in the higher-achieving schools may allow students the resources necessary to 

continue to achieve, even when they do not have high levels of other forms of capital (for 

example, economic capital) (Coleman, 1988). Social capital includes parental 

involvement and encouragement from adults. 

The arguments presented by Bowles and Gintis can be explained using the 

framework of cultural and social capital. Schools fragment children into groups–such as 

academic tracks–based on characteristics that reflect the children’s social origins, such as 

academic ability. Different cultural and social capital opportunities are provided. Students 

in higher achieving tracks may have more access to information about attending college 

(Oakes, 1982). Whereas students enter school with specific characteristics (such as 

socioeconomic status, intelligence, etc.), schools reproduce the social structure in society 

by placing students who already have higher social status into academic environments 

that will increase their cultural and social capital. Students with lower social status are 

placed into academic environments that do not increase their cultural and social capital as 

much. As a result, schools serve to reinforce the social class structure. 
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The concepts of social reproduction theory also help explain how aspirations 

might be formed. McDonough (1997) has argued that students who attend schools with 

more cultural capital tend to have (and feel entitled to have) postsecondary educational 

aspirations, whereas students attending lower status schools expect much less. Students 

with higher social capital (for example, students whose parents tend to be more involved 

with their schools) tend to have postsecondary educational aspirations (Coleman, 1988; 

Qian & Blair, 1999; Wimberly, 2000). 

Some theorists explore the role of demographic characteristics in amassing 

cultural capital. Gender may be important in determining benefits that can be derived 

from cultural capital (Dumais, 2002). For example, school-age girls tend to be more 

involved in activities that enhance their cultural capital, like the arts, while gender 

stereotypes make it less likely that their male counterparts will be similarly involved. As 

schools reward individuals with cultural capital, females tend to be more successful in an 

educational setting because of their tendency to amass cultural capital. 

In the literature, more attention has been given to the role of race in social 

reproduction than in status attainment. Freeman (1997) has argued that Black students do 

not benefit from cultural capital and actually are negatively affected by it because they 

may not follow the same norms or hold the same beliefs as the dominant (White) class. 

Minority students may acquire important information associated with attending college 

through “weak ties” such as school staff rather than “strong ties” such as their families. 

As a result, this college-related information is not as ingrained in the student; making it 

less likely the student will form aspirations to attend college (Granovetter, 1983; Lin, 

1990). Minority students may be less likely to have important social capital (such as the 
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support of their teachers) than majority students, which increases the probability that they 

will not succeed academically (Croninger & Lee, 2001). 

In general, social reproduction theory asserts that students who are from families 

with privileged socioeconomic status may have more advantages in terms of 

socioeconomic status during their lifetimes. The structure of schools, the networks of 

students, and the families and communities influencing students all have reinforcing 

effects on aspirations and social mobility which tend to work toward social reproduction.  

Summary of sociological frameworks. The sociological frameworks that are 

used as the bases for aspiration formation literature identify both individual and structural 

characteristics that influence whether or not students will be predisposed to attend 

postsecondary education. The two theoretical perspectives discussed above work well in 

tandem. Status attainment theory identifies individual-level characteristics that might be 

important in the formation of aspirations but is limited because it does not explain how 

societal structure might augment individual characteristics. Social reproduction theory, 

especially the concepts of cultural and social capital, fills the void left by status 

attainment theory. 

An example of how social reproduction theory augments status attainment theory 

is the inclusion of socioeconomic status in both approaches. Both status attainment theory 

and social reproduction theory claim that socioeconomic status is an important predictor 

of the predisposition to attend college, but from different points of view. Status 

attainment approaches suggest that socioeconomic status is passed down from generation 

to generation. Social reproduction approaches enhance this assertion by identifying the 

societal forces that facilitate the intergenerational transmission of socioeconomic status. 
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Social reproduction theory identifies how socioeconomic status may influence an 

individual’s ability to accrue cultural capital and social capital. This, in turn, may 

influence that individual’s educational aspirations and plans. 

As a whole, the sociological frameworks identify numerous individual 

characteristics as well as cultural and social capital indicators that may be important in 

aspiration formation. The characteristic that is most prominent is socioeconomic status. 

Socioeconomic status is a construct of such factors including income level, parental 

education level, and parental occupational status. Both socioeconomic status as a 

constructed variable and the individual components of socioeconomic status (such as 

parent education level) are important (for example, Picou, Carter, & Curry, 1974). The 

sociological frameworks also indicate that race, mental ability or intelligence, the 

influence of significant others, gender, academic preparation and ability, perception of 

ability and self-efficacy, and school context are all important determinants of the 

predisposition to attend college. 

 These frameworks provide insight into how postsecondary aspirations and plans 

are formed, but there is a significant gap in the literature. Although there seems to be a 

fear that the high (and rising) costs of college negatively impact postsecondary aspiration 

formation, neither of the sociological frameworks used to address aspiration formation 

include constructs to capture the role of college finances. Theoretical approaches from 

economics can help fill this gap by explaining how the costs (and benefits) of college 

affect students’ decisions regarding whether and where to attend college. 
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Economic Frameworks 

In order address the gaps that remain after considering the sociological literature, 

I draw upon the economics literature that focuses on the role that college-related finances 

play over the course of a student’s college choice process. Economic frameworks help 

explain how concerns about college-related costs and subsidies might affect students’ 

behavior and specifically who might be affected. Studies using such an approach to 

explain decisions made during the college choice process are not new to the 

postsecondary education literature. For nearly four decades, research has investigated the 

relationship between college-related costs and subsidies and the choices students make to 

apply to, attend, and persist at institutions of postsecondary education. 

Whereas the economic approaches are not typically used to explain the 

predisposition to attend college, I believe they can be. Economic theories can provide a 

framework to help explain how student aspirations are formed and how these aspirations 

are influenced by college-related costs and subsidies. The two most commonly cited 

theories that can provide such guidance are human capital theory and a branch of 

microeconomics called price theory. 

Human capital theory. Human capital theory is probably the most prominent 

economic theory used to explain student decision-making in the college choice process. 

Human capital theory recognizes that students are making an investment decision when 

they choose to further their education. The theory states that when students choose to 

increase their education they are acting as rational decision makers who are hoping for a 

return on their educational investment in the form of higher wages and other non-

pecuniary returns. 
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Contemporary human capital theory has its roots in early explanations of why 

there are differences in workers’ wages. Adam Smith (1776), the father of modern 

economics, identified four kinds of capital, one of which is human capital. Smith 

identified human capital as the talents and abilities of individuals that could be acquired 

through various forms of education and/or training. Furthermore, these talents and 

abilities benefit both the individual and society by allowing the individual to become a 

more effective laborer and, although the acquisition of human capital would initially 

incur some costs for the individual, eventually that individual would profit. Society 

benefits from having a more highly educated work force, which brings higher returns for 

society, and a population that produces fewer social costs. 

Human capital theorists have built upon and expanded Smith’s explanation of 

human capital. Gary Becker (1964, 1993), the economist credited with modern human 

capital theory, explains human capital this way: 

Schooling, a computer training course, expenditures on medical care, and lectures 
on the virtues of punctuality and honesty are capital too in the sense that they 
improve health, raise earnings, or add to a person’s appreciation of literature over 
much of his or her lifetime. Consequently, it is fully in keeping with the capital 
concept as traditionally defined to say that expenditures on education, training, 
medical care, etc., are investments in capital. However, these produce human, not 
physical or financial, capital because you cannot separate a person from his or her 
knowledge, skills, health, or values the way it is possible to move financial and 
physical assets while the owner stays put. (1993, p. 15-16) 

Human capital can be increased in various ways. Perhaps the most important is for an 

individual to gain more education or increase his training in a specific area (Becker, 

1964, 1993; Paulsen, 2001; Thurow, 1970). According to human capital theory, an 

investment in education increases an individual’s skill level, which will likely lead to the 

worker being more productive. In a competitive market, a more productive worker will 

earn higher wages than a less productive worker (i.e., one who has not invested in his 



28 

human capital through education or training), thus a more highly educated worker 

realizes pecuniary and non-pecuniary returns on his original investment (Becker, 1964, 

1993; Cohn & Geske, 1990). 

The underlying assumption of human capital theory is that students act as rational 

decision makers and, in the college choice process, students and their families consider 

and compare the costs and benefits of attending college (St. John, Asker, & Hu, 2001). 

The costs include not only the direct financial costs associated with attending college 

(such as tuition, room and board, books and supplies, etc.), but also the costs in terms of 

foregone earnings (i.e., “opportunity costs”) during the time students are enrolled in 

college rather than participating full-time in the labor force. The benefits of attending 

college largely include the increased earnings that students expect to receive in their work 

lives as compared to their earnings without a college education (DesJardins & Bell, 2007; 

DesJardins & Toutkoushian, 2005; McConnell & Brue, 1995; McMahon & Wagner, 

1982; Paulsen, 2001). Further, in deciding which college to attend, students are expected 

to make decisions that are “based upon the expected net benefits (utility) of attending a 

particular institution” (DesJardins, Dundar, & Hendel, 1997, p. 5). According to human 

capital theorists, students take into account changes in prices (tuition) and subsidies 

(financial aid, tuition discounting, etc.) that cause a reassessment of their investment 

(McMahon & Wagner, 1982; Paulsen, 1998, 2001; Thurow, 1970). In essence, what 

students calculate, according to human capital theory, is the rate of return on the 

investment in their postsecondary education given the information they have in hand at 

the time the decision needs to be made (DesJardins & Toutkoushian, 2005).  
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Although human capital theory has been primarily used to explain enrollment 

decisions, the concept could be used to explain why students aspire (or not) to attend 

postsecondary education. Students will assess the benefits and costs of increasing their 

education and, if the former outweighs the latter, will aspire to attend college. Many 

factors go into the benefit and cost calculations, but some students undoubtedly do not 

aspire to attend because they believe (rightly or wrongly) that they cannot afford a 

postsecondary education. 

Price theory. One of the major economic theories used to study how students 

choose to invest their time and money is called price theory.  Price theory, in particular 

the notion of price responsiveness, can be used to estimate how responsive students are to 

changes in prices (tuition and fees), subsidies (financial aid), and other factors 

influencing college choice (the price of substitutes and complementary items; future 

prices, etc.). Although tuition is often focused on as the price of a postsecondary 

education, this is not the full cost of attending postsecondary education. In addition to 

tuition, students and their families must consider the cost of books, room and board, 

travel to and from college, and the alternatives foregone (i.e., opportunity cost). Grants, 

loans, and other types of financial aid often subsidize these costs. As a result, price 

response studies often focus on the total costs of attending college, including the price 

(tuition), other costs, and the subsidies (in the form of financial aid). 

 Price response studies that have examined the role of tuition have found that 

increases in tuition are negatively associated with the decision to enroll (Leslie & 

Brinkman, 1987; Jackson & Weathersby, 1975; St. John, 1990). The methods used to 

obtain these estimates vary, resulting in substantially different effects. For example, 
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Leslie and Brinkman (1987) find that a $100 increase in tuition will result in a 1.8% 

decrease in enrollment, while St. John (1990) finds that for every $1,000 increase in 

tuition, enrollments will decline by 2.8 percentage points. 

Financial aid (loans, grants, work-study, and scholarships) can positively 

influence students’ enrollment decisions (Heller, 1997; Jackson, 1978; Manski & Wise, 

1983; Schwartz, 1985). Although financial aid in general has positive effects on 

enrollment decisions, scholars have revealed that the effect is not consistent across types 

of financial aid. For example, Heller (1997) finds that students are more responsive to 

grants than they are to loans. DesJardins, Alhburg, and McCall (2002) find that financial 

aid reduces the likelihood a student will discontinue his or her education (stop-out). 

Scholarships are found to have a higher impact than grants, and institutional work has a 

smaller impact than work-study. Loans, while reducing the stop-out probability, have a 

smaller effect than other types of aid.  

Just as price can affect whether or not students enroll or remain enrolled in 

college, it makes sense that students may also be responsive to financial factors when 

forming their college aspirations. Students may be dissuaded from aspiring to attend 

postsecondary education if they think the price (i.e., tuition) or the cost (i.e., tuition plus 

other outlays and lost opportunity) is too high, and this may lead to sub-optimum 

enrollment levels for some sub-groups of students. 

Summary of the Economic Frameworks. Altogether, the economic approaches 

used in studying various stages of the college choice process go a long way in delineating 

which students might be most affected by the price (including tuition and financial aid) of 

college. The major limitation of the economic approaches is that they do not account for 
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early stages of the college choice process. The effects of tuition and financial aid on 

decision making, in the research discussed above, apply only to those students who have 

applied to and been accepted at postsecondary institutions. This gap in the research 

means that we have little knowledge of how these college-related finances affect all 

students including those who are not college-bound. 

Although the economic frameworks discussed in this section have not 

traditionally been used to explain the formation of educational aspirations, it is easy to 

see how some of the same concepts could be used to understand the process of aspiration 

formation. As St. John (2002) notes, finances are often entered into college choice studies 

at the enrollment stage; however, it is possible that enrollment decisions are not the only 

decisions influenced by tuition (price) or overall costs. In fact, DesJardins, Ahlburg, and 

McCall (2006) and Kim, DesJardins, and McCall (2009) have found that student 

expectations of aid have a strong impact on whether students even bother applying to 

college. It seems logical that whether or not a student even aspires to attend 

postsecondary education may be influenced by the price of postsecondary education, or at 

least the student’s perceptions of the cost of postsecondary education. 

While the economic frameworks can be used to suggest which students are most 

affected by college-related finances, there has been much less focus on how these 

theories can inform us about individuals who decide not to pursue a postsecondary 

education.  Human capital theory posits that students make decisions about whether or 

not to attend college based upon their expectations of the utility that will be gained from 

pursuing a postsecondary education. Logically, this theory should hold regardless of the 

point in time in the college choice process, and the same characteristics human capital 
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theory identifies as important after students apply to college will also (among others) be 

important earlier (at the aspiration formation stage) in the process.  

Key Empirical Findings 

Studies of college aspiration formation based on sociological as well as economic 

frameworks demonstrate several common variables tending to explain whether a student 

will aspire to attend postsecondary education. The key variables in research about 

aspiration formation and research about the effects of college-related finances fall into 

four broad categories. The first includes the demographic characteristics such as 

socioeconomic status, parental attainment or status, gender, and race. The second 

category includes variables that indicate the academic ability of the student. The third 

encompasses psychosocial variables including self-perception and the influence of others. 

Finally, the fourth includes contextual effects, such as the effects that attending a given 

school might have on the postsecondary education aspiration formation of students. 

Demographic characteristics. 

Socioeconomic status (SES). Socioeconomic status has always been a focal point 

of aspiration formation research. Status attainment theory, at its heart, explains how 

socioeconomic status is transmitted and attained. Thus, the theoretical core of aspiration 

formation research is grounded in status attainment theory. 

 Hossler, Braxton, and Coopersmith (1989) note that the literature suggests that 

the effect of SES on predisposition to attend college is positive. That is, higher SES 

students are more likely to have a predisposition to attend college (Hossler, et al., 1989). 

Lower SES students are less likely to be qualified to attend college, are less likely to have 
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college aspirations, and are less likely to apply to college than are students of higher SES 

backgrounds (Cabrera & LaNasa, 2001).  

The effect of SES on aspiration formation, however, is not necessarily direct. 

Early in their status attainment research Blau and Duncan (1975) found that status affects 

years of schooling that, in turn, affects aspirations. Additionally, the effect of SES is not 

universal. For example, McCarron and Inkelas (2006) found that while SES is an 

important predictor of educational aspirations of first-generation college students, it is not 

important for non-first-generation college students.  

Although SES is commonly thought to be an important variable, there is some 

debate about the magnitude of its importance. Rosenbaum (1980) concluded that ability 

was more important than SES in predicting aspirations, supporting the earlier research of 

Heyns (1974) and Rehberg and Rosenthal (1978), but contradicting the findings of 

Alexander and Eckland (1974) and Alexander and McDill (1976) who concluded that 

SES was more important than ability. 

Socioeconomic status, while one of the most important constructs in the field, is 

also probably the least clearly defined and most complex. In the studies that utilize SES, 

family income is consistently an important component of the construct. However, beyond 

income, many different methods of constructing SES variables have been used. For 

example, Rosenbaum (1980) uses a composite index comprised of father’s education, 

mother’s education, parental income, father’s occupation, and household items. Alwin 

and Otto (1977) use father’s education, mother’s education, father’s occupational status, 

and parental income (no inclusion of household items). Often, researchers elect to use the 

individual components of SES (e.g., Burke & Hoelter, 1988; Trent, Gong, Owens-
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Nicholson, 2004) as explanatory variables rather than a single socioeconomic status index 

variable. 

While SES is an important factor to consider in aspiration formation research, it is 

important to carefully consider the challenges inherent in using a SES construct. Not only 

have the results regarding SES not been entirely consistent, the components of the 

construct itself are not entirely consistent from study to study. Although studies that 

incorporate SES do allow for some important conclusions to be drawn, there may be 

differential results if the SES index is used rather than the component parts of a SES 

construct (such as income, race, parent occupational status, etc.). 

Income level. Whereas SES is often used in studies seeking to explain college 

aspiration formation, in studies using the economic approach the income of the student or 

his/her family is one of the most-often-cited determinants of college attendance. It is 

generally accepted that students and families in the lowest income groups are most 

affected by college-related costs and subsidies. McPherson and Schapiro (1991) find that 

lower-income students are more responsive to changes in cost, whether this change is 

attributed to a change in tuition or a change in grant or scholarship amount received. At 

the college enrollment stage of the college choice process, lower-income students are 

more likely than their higher-income counterparts to be affected by tuition (St. John, 

1990). Heller (1997) finds that higher-income students are generally less price-elastic 

(sensitive) than are lower income students. That is, higher-income students will be less 

likely than lower-income students to exhibit changes in college attendance behavior due 

to tuition increases or decreases. 
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An abundance of research addresses how financial aid affects enrollment 

decisions. Students from the lowest income group are more responsive to financial aid 

than students in the higher income groups when making enrollment decisions (Heller, 

1997; St. John, 1990, 2002, 2003). In terms of type of aid, research has found that grants 

are more effective than loans at improving access and persistence rates. Schwartz (1985) 

found that only public grants had a significant positive effect on college-going behavior 

and, because these grants are given to low-income families, lower-income students’ 

attendance decisions are influenced by financial aid. 

Perceptions and expectations of tuition and financial aid also have a differential 

effect across income levels. St. John (2002) finds that concern about finances differ by 

income level. For college-qualified students, most parents in the low-income category are 

concerned about finances, but a markedly lower percentage of the higher-income families 

are concerned. These concerns include not only their ability to finance college, but the 

availability of financial aid as well.  

The results from the research describing the effect of tuition and financial aid on 

students of different income levels are not surprising. Poorer students are more sensitive 

to the cost of attending postsecondary education. With fewer financial resources, these 

students do not necessarily have the ability to absorb changes in financial aid or tuition. 

Additionally, this literature addresses the notion that perceptions of college-related costs 

and subsidies also have an effect on decisions. 

As mentioned in the section outlining the general effects of college-related 

finances, the research on college-related costs and subsidies is limited in its scope. The 

students included in these studies are typically college-qualified, have applied to, and/or 



36 

have been admitted to college. As a result, these studies do not examine an entire 

segment of the population—students who do not apply, get accepted to, or enroll in 

postsecondary education. That is, we have relatively limited information about how 

finances and costs affect whether students aspire to attend college. Many of these studies 

only include students at four-year institutions. The college-related finance concerns of 

students attending other kinds of postsecondary institutions are not addressed. Enrollees, 

by definition, are not so concerned about college-related costs and subsidies to be 

deterred from aspiring to and actually attending college. It is important for policymakers 

at the institutional, state, and federal levels to understand how college-related costs and 

subsidies affect the early stages of the college choice process; how the process works for 

those who do not attend college; and how these effects differ for sub-groups of these 

students. 

Parental education level and occupation. Both the education level and the 

occupation of a student’s parents are included in aspiration formation research as well as 

the research that investigates the role of college-related costs and subsidies in the college 

choice process. This is not surprising based on the theories discussed above. According to 

social reproduction theory, students with highly educated parents have the cultural capital 

to be more comfortable with the college environment and more likely to want to go to 

college. Because one’s level of educational attainment is related to occupational status, it 

follows that parents with higher occupational status are also likely to be more highly 

educated. Parents with higher levels of education and occupational status better 

appreciate what an investment in human capital will do for their children and, therefore, 

encourage them to attend postsecondary education. 
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Throughout the aspiration formation literature, parental education level is 

considered an important factor. There are some inconsistencies in the way parental 

education level is represented in various studies. In the early aspiration formation 

research using status attainment as a theoretical guide, parental education level (along 

with parental occupational level) is often subsumed into a SES variable (see, for example, 

Sewell and Shah, 1967). Later research includes parental education level as a separate 

variable. For example, Jackson (1986) and Carpenter and Fleischman (1987) include the 

educational level of both parents and find that father’s education level is positively 

related to postsecondary education aspirations, but find there is no relationship to 

mother’s education level. Conversely, Burke and Hoelter (1988), using only father’s 

education level, find that there is no relationship between father’s education level and 

postsecondary aspiration formation. Scholars also use the highest level of parental 

education, which is positively related to their child’s aspirations (Bohon, Johnson, & 

Gorman, 2006; Eskilson & Wiley, 1999) and educational attainment—of which 

educational aspirations are important antecedents (Wang, Kick, Fraser, & Burns, 1998). 

This variable may be limited because it is not guaranteed that the parents (or whichever 

parent is being used in the analysis) are part of the students’ lives. Although there is some 

limited evidence to the contrary, parental education is a theoretically and empirically 

important variable to consider in research investigating students’ aspirations. 

Findings concerning the role of parental occupation in aspiration formation are 

similarly inconsistent. Burke and Hoelter (1988) find that father’s occupation level has no 

influence on student’s education plans for any of the groups in their study (Black and 

White males and females). Wang, Kick, Fraser, and Burns (1998), however, find that 
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parent occupation is a significant predictor in their status attainment models, in which 

aspiration formation is a stage in the status attainment process. In a multi-national study 

including the United States, Korupp, Ganzeboom, and Van Der Lippe (2002) find that 

parental occupational status is positively related to their students’ educational attainment. 

The reasons for these discrepancies are not always clear. They may be due to 

differences in model specification and/or the samples used. For example, some 

researchers include both mother’s and father’s level of education as predictors in their 

models, whereas others include one or the other. While seemingly innocuous, the 

differences have implications for the results. 

When considering parental education and occupation levels, it is important to 

keep in mind the vastly changing family and gender structures in this nation. For 

example, since the earlier studies on status attainment were conducted women have 

become more highly educated, hold higher status jobs, and/or are more likely to be the 

heads of the household or the only parent in a household. These changes make it 

extremely important to carefully consider how the parental variables are measured and 

used in a study. Goyette (2008) finds that, compared with students in 1980, variables that 

describe parental status such as parental occupation and education level are less tied to 

postsecondary education aspirations in 2002. 

Gender. Early studies in the sociology tradition (for example, Blau & Duncan, 

1967; Bourdieu, 1977) focus on males. This limitation was quickly addressed in the 

literature but the results regarding the role of gender in the college aspiration formation 

process are nonetheless quite contradictory. Some research finds that gender has no 

association with aspiration formation (Carpenter & Fleishman, 1987; Manski & Wise, 
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1983). Hossler and Stage (1992) find that being male is more highly related to 

postsecondary educational aspirations. According to Trusty (2000), different variables 

predict the stability of aspirations for males and females. Both males’ and females’ 

aspirations are affected by achievement in mathematics, mother’s aspirations, parental 

involvement, and self-efficacy. Males are additionally influenced by the availability of a 

home computer and interactions with school counselors. 

Gender also interacts with other variables important in predicting educational 

aspiration formation. For example, Rosenbaum (1980) finds gender differences in the 

effects of perceptions of academic track. He finds that males’ (more than females’) 

educational plans are more heavily influenced by how they perceive the academic track 

they are placed in. Kao and Tienda’s (1998) results indicate that Black and Latino male’s 

aspirations are lower and less stable than other groups’ aspirations. 

Race. The earliest models of aspiration formation were tested exclusively on 

White students. However, the majority of aspiration research since the late 1970s has 

included race as an important factor in aspiration formation. Race and ethnicity are 

determinants of not only the social capital and cultural capital of an individual, but also of 

his ability to turn that capital into attainment (Perna, 2000). 

Although race is important because it is so highly related to other variables that 

have proven crucial in aspiration formation, researchers must treat the study of race 

variables carefully. Howell and Frese (1979) are among the first to make the observation 

that many race differentials disappear when White and Black students of the same 

socioeconomic background are compared to one another. They find a higher correlation 

between parental expectations and educational aspirations in Black students than in 
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White students. This study reveals a very important consideration for future research: It is 

not necessarily race that affects aspiration formation; rather, status variables that are 

associated with race (such as socioeconomic status and parental level of education) are 

also important in predicting aspiration formation. One of the weaknesses of the earlier 

research, when examined in today’s context, is that it considers only Black and White 

students. Today, researchers are concerned about more than just Black and White 

students; contemporary studies take into account Asian, Hispanic, and Native American 

students as well.   

It has been noted that, minority students are found to have lower social attainment 

because of racial, class, and gendered norms (Arnold, 1993). Furthermore, different races 

may put different values on educational attainment, which may affect their aspirations. 

An example is the decline of Hispanic-Americans’ participation in four-year colleges in 

the 1980s compared to increasing rates of Asian-American participation in the same time 

period, both of which may be related to different values placed on educational attainment 

(Arnold 1993). Although students of some races have generally lower social capital 

opportunities than others, it is actually the resources available to them that influence their 

aspiration formation rather than their race (Wells & Crain, 1994). 

 Ultimately, the studies that include race indicate that it is an important variable to 

include in aspiration formation research. The evidence suggests, however, that it may not 

be race per se, but the variables that are associated with race that are important in 

predicting postsecondary aspiration formation. Until racial gaps associated with 

important dimensions (such as income level, parental occupational status, etc.) are 

eliminated, it is important to continue to examine whether students of different races, 
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controlling for factors such as income and ability, are similar to or different from one 

another. 

The studies examining the effects of college-related finances also include race as 

a factor. Some believe the gap in enrollment rates between White students and students of 

color is associated with the decline in federal grants (Kane, 1999; McPherson & Shapiro, 

1998), though many federal reports associate this gap with different opportunities for 

academic preparation rather than access to finances. There is a trend indicating that a 

decrease of Pell purchasing power corresponds to a widening of the participation rate gap 

between White and minority students and between low- and high-income students (St. 

John, 2002). 

Heller (1997) finds that Black students are more responsive to prices and 

subsidies than White students, even after controlling for income and socioeconomic 

status. Kaltenbaugh, St. John, and Starkey (1999) find that price responsiveness can also 

be used to explain differences in persistence rates between ethnic groups. In their study, 

they find that African–American students are more responsive to tuition rates than White 

students. All of these patterns may also hold for the importance that students of different 

races put on college-related costs and subsidies in planning to attend college as well. 

Academic variables. 

 Academic preparation. In the literature academic preparation is represented by 

the types of academic activities that prepare students to attend postsecondary education. 

These include the academic track students are enrolled in, whether the students have 

taken the appropriate coursework, and whether they have (or plan) to take the appropriate 
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tests. The preparation variables that seem to most affect college aspirations are tracking 

and rigor of coursework. 

Tracking in schools is important in the social reproduction views of aspiration 

formation. According to social reproductionists, schools serve to reproduce the structure 

of society. The theory holds that students with higher social status will be placed into 

tracks that reproduce higher status (i.e., tracks that will lead to college attendance). 

Researchers have discovered that curricular track is important in the formation of 

educational plans (for example, Rosenbaum, 1980). Students in lower curricular tracks 

are less likely to be encouraged to attend college or have access to the resources that will 

lead to the formation of college aspirations (Smith-Maddox and Wheelock, 1995). The 

relationship between the formation of college aspirations and curricular track tends to be 

complex. For example, Black and Latino students tend to be more negatively affected by 

curricular track than are other groups of students (Smith-Maddox & Wheelock, 1995; 

Wimberly & Noeth, 2005). 

Academic preparation is important early in students’ educational careers. As early 

as middle school, students can enroll in rigorous mathematics courses that will enable 

them to participate in high-level courses in high school. Students in these high-level 

courses often receive more information about postsecondary opportunities (Atanda, 

1999). Students who do take a rigorous course load early tend to perform better in high 

school and college (Frome & Dunham, 2002). This higher level of academic performance 

also leads to students being placed into college preparatory curricular tracks. 

Academic performance. Academic performance, measured in various ways 

including grade point average, class rank, and test scores, plays an important role in the 
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college choice process starting as early as the aspiration formation stage. For example, 

the academic performance of students has a significant and positive effect on the overall 

predisposition of students to attend college (Hossler, et al., 1989; Kao & Tienda, 1998; 

Smith-Maddox, 2000; Smith-Maddox & Wheelock, 1995). 

The college choice literature illustrates that performance is related to other 

predictors of predisposition to attend college. Students who receive better grades are 

more likely to receive encouragement to go to college from their parents, teachers, and 

peers. In this situation, it is not entirely clear whether it is the high performance of the 

student that causes the encouragement from the parents or if the encouragement from the 

parents causes the display of high academic performance by the student. Regardless, 

students with high academic performance will have a higher tendency toward a 

predisposition to go to college (Hossler, et al., 1999). These findings are all consistent 

with even the earliest status attainment and social reproduction theories.  

Psychosocial variables. 

Perception of ability and self-efficacy. Just as actual ability is important in 

whether or not students aspire to attend college, a student’s perception of his own 

academic ability, in terms of capacity to meet educational demands, is also important. 

Weiner (1979) finds that believing in one’s own ability is positively related to 

educational attainment. Rosenbaum (1980) confirms this finding with results that say 

track perception (the student’s own judgment of what curricular track he is enrolled in) 

has almost as much influence on educational plans as the actual curricular track in which 

the student is enrolled. This suggests that the effects of perception of one’s ability and 
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actual ability are separate from one another and are each substantial in predicting 

students’ educational plans. 

Along with perception of ability, some researchers call the role of self-efficacy 

into question. In order to examine the role of self-efficacy in the status attainment 

process, Wang, Kick, Fraser, and Burns (1998) add a self-efficacy variable to a 

traditional educational attainment model and find that self-efficacy is positively and 

significantly associated with educational attainment. This does not mean that self-

efficacy is positively associated with educational aspiration, but this finding gives some 

evidence that self-efficacy and similar psychological variables should be included in this 

type of research. Trent, Gong, and Owens-Nicholson (2004) conducted a study of Gates 

Millennium Scholars and found that for both recipients and non-recipients, postsecondary 

educational self-efficacy is related to postsecondary educational expectations. 

Significant others’ influence. The influence of significant others is well 

documented in the aspiration formation literature. In the available research it appears that 

influence comes from two main types of significant others. One type is the general 

influence of peers, siblings, teachers, and others. The second type is the parental 

influence on the student, usually referred to as parental encouragement or parental 

expectations. In either case, it is important to note that whether or not an individual is 

considered “significant” is the valuation of the researcher, not the valuation of the 

student. 

Students’ aspirations are influenced by their teachers, school counselors, and 

peers (Freeman, 1997; Hossler, et al., 1999; McDonough, 1997). Counselors and teachers 

have important knowledge for students and can offer encouragement to attend college, 
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both of which might positively influence aspirations (Hossler, et al., 1999). Teachers and 

counselors may have a larger effect later in students’ high school education than early on 

in students’ education. Research finds that students begin to be heavily influenced by 

other siblings’ and friends’ experiences as early as the seventh or eighth grade (Schmit, 

1991). There is evidence suggesting differential effects of the influence of significant 

others across races. Black and Hispanic students tend to be more affected by the 

aspirations and expectations of those around them than do students of other races (Cheng 

& Starks, 2002). 

In the college aspiration phase of the college choice process, parental 

encouragement plays a very important role. Conklin and Daly (1981) and Ekstrom (1985) 

both find that parental expectations for their students are significantly related to student 

aspirations. Further, the parents who are more encouraging of their children to continue 

their education past high school are more likely to have children with higher college 

aspirations (Hossler, et al., 1989; Hossler, et al. 1999; Stage & Hossler, 1989). Similarly, 

research indicates that parental involvement in a child’s school activities is positively 

associated with higher college aspirations (Coleman, 1988; Qian & Blair, 1999; 

Wimberly, 2000).  

Mothers and fathers may give different levels of encouragement. Wimberly and 

Noeth (2004) find that two-thirds of the students in their study report their mother (or 

female guardian) as being very helpful in forming their college aspirations, compared to 

just over half reporting their father (or male guardian) is very helpful. This is similar to 

the results of Noeth and Wimberly (2002), which indicate that over 80% of the students 
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in their study regard their female guardian somewhat or very helpful, compared to just 

over 60% who report their male guardians helpful at the same level. 

Contextual effects. 

Much of the earliest sociological aspiration formation research focuses on 

contextual effects. Davis (1966) introduces the idea that educational aspirations might be 

related to a student’s high school context. He asserts that students in higher quality 

schools have lower aspirations than students of the same ability at lower quality schools 

(higher quality schools being those with students who are high academic achievers). This 

idea is confirmed by the work of Meyer (1970) and Nelson (1972). Not all of the research 

shows that individual student’s contextual factors are among the most important (see, for 

example, Hauser, J., 1969; Hauser, R., 1971; & Jencks, 1972). Early studies examining 

the role of college-related costs and subsidies also acknowledge the importance of 

context. Jackson (1978) finds the effect of receiving aid on enrollment is greatest for 

students in the North Central and Southern regions of the U.S. 

More recent research takes school contextual factors into account. Hu (2003) 

finds that school location is important in the formation of postsecondary education 

aspirations. He finds that students in rural schools have lower college aspirations than 

students in urban and suburban schools. Although contextual differences are not 

commonly accounted for in studies on the effect of college-related finances in students’ 

decision making, there is some evidence that these differences are important 

considerations. In a descriptive study of schools in low-income areas, De La Rosa (2006) 

finds that about 43% of students use financial aid information to help make decisions 

about going to community college, trade schools, or attending a four-year university. 
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Combining the Two Literatures 

 Both the aspiration formation literature and the literature outlining the effects of 

college-related finances on students’ college decision-making have one major limitation 

in common: neither systematically includes the other. This is a limitation because current 

rhetoric states that the predisposition to attend college is negatively affected by the rising 

portion of the cost of college that must be paid directly by students and their families. 

This kind of anecdotal knowledge is insufficient for shaping policy and practice. In order 

for policymakers and administrators to make informed decisions about how to minimize 

the negative effects of college costs on whether or not students aspire to attend college, 

we must fully understand if students do not aspire to attend college because of college-

related finances and which students are adversely affected.  

Combining ideas from the literature describing predisposition to attend college 

and the literature describing the effects of college-related finances in the college choice 

process will begin to fill a gap in the research. A test of the model derived from this 

conceptualization will provide empirical evidence upon which policy can be based. St. 

John (2002) argues that this should be done with the Balanced Access Model. In this 

model, there are several proposed linkages between concerns about costs and student 

access to postsecondary education. These include links between costs and income, 

background, plans, expectations, preparation behavior, and application behavior. This 

model suggests that financial concerns factor into the college decision process at an early 

stage. There are some components that the aspiration formation literature indicates are 

important that are not included in St. John’s model, such as self-perception. The model 

proposed in this dissertation includes the role of self-perception. 
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Combining concepts from these two literatures is a natural progression of the 

literature in theory and model building. In fact, these two literatures have already been 

combined in studies that focus on degree expectation or aspirations (Carter, 1999; 2001; 

2002). As the Balance Access Model suggests, financial barriers are important 

considerations in high school completion and college attendance, and has been 

corroborated by research (St. John, 1991; Hearn, 2001). 

Both the literature that addresses predisposition to attend college and the literature 

addressing the effects of college-related finances indicate that specific factors are 

important in the college choice process. These factors include race, income level, 

socioeconomic status, parental background characteristics, and context. There are some 

important factors from the postsecondary aspiration formation literature not considered in 

the literature addressing the effects of college-related finances, such as gender, the 

influence of significant others, curricular track, and self-perception. The idea that college-

related finances might affect students’ postsecondary aspiration formations is not a 

common theme of either body of literature. In order to combine the two literatures, I 

construct a model that uses the components common to both and those that are important 

in aspiration formation research, but that are not addressed in the research investigating 

the effects of college-related finances. 

Conceptual Framework 

 Based on the literature discussed above, I construct a conceptual framework upon 

which this study is based (Figure 1).To determine whether different groups of students 

report that their plans to attend college are affected by their concerns about college-

related costs and subsidies, I base my analysis on an outcome measure that indicates both 
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a student’s predisposition to attend college and the importance that the student places on 

college-related costs and subsidies during the college choice process. This measure is 

called the predisposition/finance nexus. This measure combines the major outcome of the 

sociology-based aspiration formation literature (predisposition to attend college) with the 

level of importance of college-related costs and subsidies in students’ decision-making 

process (the missing element from literature addressing predisposition to attend college).  

There are three sets of variables that have direct effects on the 

predisposition/finance nexus. The solid lines in the model represent direct effects. The 

three sets of variables are demographic variables, high school variables, and psychosocial 

variables.  

First, as suggested by the sociological theories as well as human capital theory, 

demographic variables such as socioeconomic status (or its components: income, parental 

educational level, and parental occupation status), race, and gender are important in 

forming predispositions to attend college and in the affect that college-related costs and 

subsidies might have in students’ college choice process. Price response research, in 

particular, suggests that these factors might have an effect on financial concerns of 

students and their families. Demographic variables, then, are related to the 

predisposition/finance nexus in this model.  

Next, there is a set of variables labeled high school variables in the model. 

Students’ academic preparation and performance are two of the high school variables. 

The literature indicates that students with higher educational performance and who are in 

a more rigorous curricular track are more likely both to have higher aspirations and to be 

less concerned by the financial components of college. In addition to student performance 
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and preparation in high school, there is evidence that the context of the high school 

(defined in various ways in the literature, and can include school quality, availability of 

courses and programs, and location) may have an effect on students’ educational decision 

making and should be controlled for.1 High school context is included in the model along 

with the student level high school variables.  

Finally, the sociological literature in particular suggests that there are 

psychosocial variables that should be included in the conceptual model framing this 

study. A sense of self-efficacy might prove to be important in determining who is 

predisposed to go to college. Students with higher self-efficacy are more likely than 

students with lower levels of self-efficacy to be predisposed to attend college. The 

sociological literature speaks of the importance of including the influence of significant 

others in aspiration formation. Both of these are included in the model as psychosocial 

variables. 

In addition to the direct effects discussed, there are a number of indirect effects 

represented in the models. These relationships are shown with dashed lines in the figure. 

The three sets of explanatory variables, in addition to being related to the 

predisposition/finance nexus, are related to one another. Although these relationships are 

not being explicitly tested in this study, they are important to acknowledge and so are 

included in the model. 

                                                 

1 In this study, the effect of high school context on students’ predisposition to attend 
college is controlled for using an analytical technique further described in Chapter 3. 
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Figure 1 
Conceptual Framework 

 

Research Questions 

 Using this conceptual framework as a guide, I address two specific questions in 

this dissertation: 

1. Do groups of students (based on the demographic, psychosocial, and 

academic variables discussed) differentially report that college-related 

costs and subsidies are important in their decisions to continue or not 
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continue their education beyond high school? This assessment will be 

accomplished using the predisposition/finance nexus measure as the 

outcome measure and a number of conceptually-based demographic, 

academic, and psychosocial variables as the explanatory variables. This is 

done both for students in their tenth grade year and in their twelfth grade 

year. 

2. Are the characteristics of students who report that college-related costs 

and subsidies are important in their decisions to continue their education 

beyond high school the same in both the tenth and twelfth grades? 

In order to answer these questions I conduct a series of inferential analyses. These 

analyses and the data used to answer the questions are detailed in Chapter 3.
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

The conceptual framework presented in the previous chapter suggests that a 

variety of demographic, psychosocial, and academic characteristics affect whether or not 

students are predisposed to attend college and how important college-related costs and 

subsidies are in their educational decision-making. Based on this conceptual framework, I 

pose questions to be answered using a categorical measure from a national dataset that 

indicates whether or not a student plans to attend college and the importance of costs and 

subsidies during that student’s college choice process (the predisposition/finance nexus). 

I explore whether different types of students (based on the demographic, psychosocial, 

and academic variables discussed in the previous chapter) report that college-related costs 

and subsidies are important in their decisions to continue (or not continue) their education 

beyond high school.  I also examine whether the same set of characteristics predict to 

which category of the predisposition/finance nexus students will belong at two different 

time points (in the tenth grade and twelfth grade year). In this chapter, I describe the 

survey instrument that generated the data for this study, the scope of the study, the 

specific variables included in the analysis, the analytic techniques used to provide 

descriptive and inferential results, and the limitations of the study. 

Description of Survey Instrument  

The questions asked in this dissertation are best answered using a dataset that 

reflects the diversity of demographic, academic, and psychosocial characteristics of 
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students and their families in the United States. A nationally representative sample 

ensures the results are applicable to a wide range of individuals in this country, ultimately 

making the study more useful than ones that use a more limited sample. 

The data I use are from the baseline and first follow-up administrations of the 

Educational Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS:2002), a national, multilevel, longitudinal 

survey2 administered by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The 

baseline data contain a nationally representative sample of high school students during 

their sophomore year (2002); their parents, school administrators, and teachers were also 

asked to participate in the study. The first follow-up data, collected in 2004, include the 

same sample of tenth graders (with the exception of those students who the survey 

administrators were unable to locate), plus students who the survey administrators added 

to “freshen” the sample (students at the same grade level as the original respondents who 

were added to the sample to make up for students from the original sample that the 

survey administrators were unable to locate).  

 As a longitudinal and nationally representative study of high school students and 

their schools, the data collected by ELS:2002 are appropriate for use in this dissertation. 

That the data are longitudinal is important because the college choice process unfolds 

over time. Because the survey began in the students’ sophomore year of high school, the 

results of my analyses may yield important information about how perceptions of college 

costs affect college-going decisions before students apply to college. ELS:2002 is also 

appropriate because it contains many of the variables the literature indicates are salient to 

both the predisposition to attend college and whether or not college-related costs and 

                                                 

2 http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/els2002/. 
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subsidies affect students’ decisions. Finally, the data are relatively current, which is 

important because the landscape of the college choice process is constantly evolving and 

changing. 

Scope of the Study 

The main purpose of this dissertation is to assess whether or not college-related 

costs and subsidies are important in students’ predisposition to attend college. Therefore, 

the scope of this study is limited to include only those survey administration waves 

during which the predisposition to attend college is relevant for the students. During the 

first two waves of the survey (the base year survey and first follow-up survey, which are 

referred to as the tenth grade year and the twelfth grade year, respectively), the students 

are asked specifically about their plans to attend college. At the time of the second 

follow-up survey, the study participants are no longer asked about their educational plans 

for post-high school study. As a result, I use only the first two waves of the survey data. 

There are two samples of students that are used in this study (one from each of the two 

waves); those who are members of the tenth grade cohort (that is, those students who 

participated in the tenth grade survey) and those who are members of the twelfth grade 

cohort (students who participated in the twelfth grade wave of the survey and who were 

still in high school). 

 I further limit the scope of my inquiry to only the student questionnaires 

completed in the tenth and twelfth grades. It is the students (and their families) who make 

decisions regarding whether or not to continue the students’ education beyond high 

school, and who are affected by college-related costs and subsidies. The teacher and 

administrator responses are not analyzed.  
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Finally, for those analyses that use the data from the twelfth grade year survey, 

the scope of this analysis is limited to students who have not dropped out of high school 

and who are not already enrolled in college. This is due to the limited available variables. 

For example, students who dropped out of high school prior to the administration of the 

twelfth grade year survey are included in the NCES survey. However, they are asked a 

different set of questions than other students. They are not asked questions about the 

relevance of finances in their decision not to continue their education beyond high school. 

Also, students who are already enrolled in postsecondary education are not asked about 

their plans to continue their education right after high school because they are already 

enrolled. 

Measures 

 I have selected a set of variables from the student tenth grade and student twelfth 

grade surveys of the ELS:2002 that the sociology and economic literatures suggest are 

related to the predisposition to attend college and that might determine the importance 

students place on college-related costs and subsidies. Some of the variables I selected are 

used without recoding; other variables are recoded for the analyses. The following 

sections describe each of the measures used in the analyses. Appendix A includes a list of 

all of the questions from the survey instruments that produced the variables used in the 

analyses. 

Outcomes:  The predisposition/finance nexus measures. The outcome 

measures I use in this study are called the “predisposition/finance nexus.” There are a 

total of three predisposition/finance nexus measures. One is constructed from items on 

the student tenth grade year survey and two are constructed from items on the student 
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twelfth grade year survey. The student predisposition/finance nexus measures are a 

combination of a respondent’s educational plans and how important college-related costs 

and subsidies are to that respondent in his or her college decision-making process. The 

outcome measures used are described in more detail below. 

 Outcome Measure #1: Tenth grade predisposition/finance nexus. The tenth 

graders’ predisposition/finance nexus measure is constructed from two questions from the 

tenth grade survey. This measure has three outcome categories. The categories are: 

• Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school. These 

students are not given the option to indicate how important finances are in 

their college decision-making process. As a result, the assumption I make is 

that finances are not important enough to keep them from aspiring to attend at 

least some. 

• Students who do not plan to continue their education beyond high school 

because of financial constraints. 

• Students who do not plan to continue their education beyond high school, but 

who do not indicate that the reason is because they cannot afford more 

education. 

Students are assigned to one of these three categories based upon their responses 

to two sets of questions on the survey (see Figure 2 for a graphical representation of the 

construction of this measure). The first set of questions asks about the respondents 

educational plans, students are asked to indicate whether or not they intend to go to 

college (BYSTEXP and BYS57). Students who respond that they intend to continue their 

education beyond high school are placed into the first category described above (students 
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who plan to attend college). Students who indicate that they are planning to attend 

college are asked no further questions about their college intentions. As a result, there is 

no indication of how important finances are to these students. An assumption is made 

that, at the very least, finances are not sufficient to prevent these students from planning 

to attend college. 

The second set of questions is asked of the students who report they do not plan to 

continue their education beyond high school. Any students who indicate that they do not 

plan to continue their education beyond high school are placed into one of the remaining 

two categories. On the survey instrument, students who indicate that they do not plan to 

continue their education beyond high school are presented with a list of possible reasons 

for this decision, one of which is not being able to afford postsecondary studies 

(BYS62D). All students who respond that affordability is the primary reason for not 

continuing are placed in category two above (students who do not plan to attend college 

because of financial constraints). All remaining students are placed in category three, 

which includes students who report that they do not plan to continue their education 

beyond high school, but do not cite affordability as the primary reason. All students who 

left the question about their aspiration formation blank are coded as missing.  
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Figure 2 
Tenth Grade Predisposition/Finance Nexus Measure  
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predisposition/finance nexus outcomes. Both of these, like the tenth grade 

aspirations/finances measure, indicate whether students do not plan to continue their 

education beyond high school because of finances or for some other reason. These 

outcomes also have the added detail of indicating how important college-related costs and 

subsidies are to students who do plan to continue their education beyond high school. In 

the twelfth grade year survey, students who indicate they do plan to continue their 

education beyond high school are also asked about the importance of 1) financial aid and 

2) college expenses in their decision-making process. It is possible that financial aid and 

expenses (tuition, fees, books, etc.) have different effects on the college choice process. 

This may be particularly true because institutions’ tuition levels tend to be more public 

than the amount of financial aid students receive, which is often student-specific and not 

as visible. To test for any differences, two separate but structurally equivalent variables 

are constructed, one measuring the importance of financial aid, the other the importance 

of college expenses. These predisposition/finance nexus variables each consist of five 

categories (Figures 3 and 4 provide graphical representations of the structure of each of 

these measures):  

•  Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school and for 

whom college expenses (or availability of financial aid) are very important in 

their college choice process. 

• Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school and for 

whom college expenses (or availability of financial aid) are somewhat 

important in their college choice process. 
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• Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school and for 

whom college expenses (or availability of financial aid) are not important in 

their college choice process. 

• Students who do not plan to continue their education beyond high school 

because of financial constraints. 

• Students who do not plan to continue their education beyond high school, but 

who do not indicate that their reason is affordability. 

In the twelfth grade year of ELS, students are asked if they plan to continue their 

education immediately after high school (F1S45). For each of the two twelfth grade 

predisposition/finance nexus measures, students who respond that they do plan to 

continue their education immediately after high school are placed into one of the first 

three categories above based on their responses regarding the importance (very, 

somewhat, or not) of low expenses (F1S52A) and the importance of the availability of 

financial aid in choosing a college. Because these two items measure different constructs 

(one measures concerns about price, while the other measures the importance of the 

availability of subsidies), it is more appropriate to include them in separate analyses 

rather than try to combine them in to one variable. There is some indication that aid and 

expenses have different effects during the college choice process (see, for example, 

McPherson and Schapiro, 1989). Although these questions do not indicate the perception 

of college-related finances on the respondent’s aspiration formation, including this level 

of information does provide an indication of the general importance of college-related 

costs and subsidies to these students. 
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Any students who indicate that they do not plan to continue their education 

beyond high school are placed into one of the remaining two categories. Just as in the 

tenth grade year survey, students who indicate that they do not plan to continue their 

education beyond high school are presented with a list of possible reasons for their 

decision, including whether affordability was the primary reason (F1S46E). Students who 

indicate that affordability is the primary reason are placed in the category of students who 

do not want to continue their education beyond high school because of financial 

constraints. All remaining students are placed in the category that includes students who 

report that they do not plan to continue their education beyond high school, but do not 

cite affordability as the primary reason. Students from whom there is no response or 

indicate they do not know their educational plans are coded as missing.  

Although these outcome measures are complex, they will provide for a level of 

detail about the role of concerns about college affordability and level of support 

heretofore not provided. If we are to create targeted policies that address access to 

postsecondary education it is important to have detailed information not only about 

students who aspire to attend college, but also about individuals who are not planning to 

continue their postsecondary studies.  



63 

Figure 3 
Twelfth Grader Predisposition/Finance (Low Expenses) Nexus Measure  
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Figure 4 
Twelfth Grader Predisposition/Finance (Availability of Aid) Nexus Measure 
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Independent Variables 

The variables included as regressors represent three constructs within the 

conceptual model: demographic, academic, and psychosocial characteristics of students. 

Please note that in the descriptions of the variables, there are often two variables 

associated with a given construct. One variable is from the tenth grade and one is from 

the twelfth grade.  

Demographic variables. The background variables include those that the extant 

literature indicates affect the formation of aspirations or are related to other stages of the 

college choice process. Included are socioeconomic status, income, parental level of 

education, parental occupation, race, and gender. These variables may also help to 

explain for whom college-related costs and subsidies are important in plans to attend 

college.  

 Socioeconomic status variables. Status attainment theories are based on the 

premise that the social standing of one’s family will be highly influential in the 

educational and occupational attainment of children of that family. Generally, studies 

find a positive relationship between SES and college aspirations and attendance.  

 By definition, SES is a composite variable and the correct manner to capture SES 

is a topic around which there is much debate. In the ELS dataset, a composite SES 

variable is constructed based on the respondents’ answers to a number of questions. 

However, composite measures may not be ideal in analyses such as those used in this 

dissertation because they do not allow researchers to ferret out the independent effects of 

the components of the SES index (DesJardins & Lindsay, 2008; Paulsen & St. John, 
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2002). Others argue that the reliability of composite measures is higher and, as a result, 

more appropriate (Cabrera & LaNasa, 2001; Perna & Titus, 2004).  

The literature discussed in Chapter 2 also indicates that the components of SES 

indices are important when included separately in models. These components include 

family income, parental occupation status, and parental educational level. Given the 

debate surrounding how to operationalize the SES construct in regression-based models, I 

will conduct my analysis using both the ELS composite SES variable and its individual 

components (i.e.; income, parental education level, and parental occupational status 

separately) to test the sensitivity of the results to this choice.  

Income is a component of SES that is included in both the aspiration formation 

literature as well as the literature that examines the effect of college-related costs and 

subsidies on the college choice process. In the aspiration formation literature that uses 

sociological theories, such as the status attainment and social reproduction literature, 

individuals from higher income families are generally more likely to aspire to attend 

college than their lower income counterparts. The economic literature states that students 

from low income families are more likely than their higher income counterparts to be 

responsive to price in the decisions they make related to college choice (such as whether 

or not to enroll in a particular institution).  

 The income variable I use (BYINCOME) is derived from a question on the 

parent questionnaire. In this question, respondents (parents of the students who 

participated in the ELS survey) were asked to identify their total family income. 

Respondents were asked to indicate whether their income fell into a category ranging 

from zero to $200,001 or more. In total, respondents were presented with 13 income 
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categories. NCES imputed missing values for this variable, either in the tenth grade for 

respondents with missing data or in the twelfth grade of the survey for those students who 

were missing this information in the tenth grade or for whom this information was not 

collected in the tenth grade. 

Parent education level and parent occupational status are two other components of 

SES that the sociological and economic frameworks indicate are important. These 

variables are related to one another. More highly educated individuals are more likely 

than individuals with less education to have high status occupations. As indicated in the 

review of  the literature, social reproduction theory indicates that parents with high levels 

of education (and occupations with higher status) are more likely to have the types of 

cultural and social capital that lead them to encourage their child’s participation in 

college. Parents with postsecondary educational levels and occupations with high status 

are also those who might recognize the pecuniary and non-pecuniary benefits of attending 

college. 

For both the parent education level and the parent occupation level there are 

separate variables for the mother and father. Included in the dataset is a composite 

variable that indicates the highest level of parent education (BYPARED, F1PARED). I 

have chosen to use this variable in my analyses because although this variable does not 

clarify whether it is the mother’s or father’s level of education that is the most influential, 

it does reduce the number of missing cases that I have due to single-parent households, or 

the need to use an imputed variable, which would assign a value even if a student did not 

have a mother or a father.  
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There is no composite indicator of parental occupational status. However, there 

are separate indicators of mother’s occupational status and father’s occupational status 

(BYOCCUM, BYOCCUF, F1OCCUM, and F1OCCUF), and I use these to construct a 

variable that indicates the highest parental occupational status. To do this I recode the 

occupational categories using Duncan’s Socio-Economic Index (1961). Although there 

are many occupational prestige indices, I have chosen this one because it is the same one 

that NCES uses and, as a result, my measure will be more consistent with the existing 

research using these national data. Appendix B provides a detailed explanation of the 

Duncan SEI. After using the SEI to recode the data, a variable was created in such a way 

that the higher (more prestigious) value of the mother’s or father’s occupational status is 

used as the value for that variable. 

Race/Ethnicity. Race and ethnicity indicators have been included in aspiration 

formation research with mixed results. Nevertheless, because of the close association 

between race and other factors (such as family income level and other SES indicators), it 

is important to include race both as a control and as a variable of policy interest. 

Diversity is a topic of considerable interest in postsecondary education; knowing whether 

financial concerns differentially affect racial groups may help institutions work to 

increase diversity. 

The race/ethnicity codes for the student participants that I use in this study are 

BYRACE_R and F1RACE_R. Because the samples of the two waves of the survey are 

not the same, I use the tenth grade race variable in the portion of the analysis with the 

tenth grade year predisposition/finance nexus measure, and the twelfth grade race 

variable in the portion of the analysis with the twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus 
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measure. The race/ethnicity variables in the ELS survey have eight race/ethnicity 

categories into which respondents have been placed, depending upon answers to two 

race/ethnicity questions on the survey instrument. The resultant race/ethnicity categories 

are: American Indian/Alaska Native, non-Hispanic; Asian, non-Hispanic, Black or 

African-American, non-Hispanic; Hispanic, no race specified; Hispanic, race specified; 

more than one race, non-Hispanic; Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander, non Hispanic; and 

White, non-Hispanic. I recode these variables to combine both Hispanic categories 

Gender. Although the effect of gender on the formation of aspirations is unclear, 

it is important to include in this study. There is evidence that males are encouraged to 

attend postsecondary education more than females, and, as a result, may have higher 

aspirations. However, current research suggests that females may talk about college with 

their families more and, as a result, may be more predisposed to attend college. Similarly, 

because females tend to talk about college more, they may be more aware of the financial 

pressures and responsibilities involved with attending college. 

Students’ gender was reported on both the tenth and twelfth grade surveys. A 

composite variable is included in the dataset (BYSEX, F1SEX) but if the respondent 

failed to indicate his or her gender survey administrators retrieved the information from 

school records, or logically imputed it using the student’s first name.  

Academic variables. Students’ actual performance in school and their academic 

preparation are included in the research as academic variables. In order to capture 

academic performance I use standardized test scores included in the ELS survey. In order 

to capture academic preparation I use an item from the ELS survey that indicates the 

curriculum in which the student is enrolled. 
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Standardized test scores. Previous research has included a number of measures of 

academic performance, such as grade point average, class rank, and test scores; however, 

there is not a strong indication that one is the best measure of academic performance. 

Since these scores are standardized there is a higher likelihood that they are comparable 

from student to student and across schools. Measures such as grade point average and 

class rank leave too much room for variation across schools. High schools may use 

different grading scales and performance indicators; further, cumulative grade point 

average is just that: an average over time. If students had poor grades in their sophomore 

year, but improved their grades by their senior year, this is not evident in a cumulative 

grade point average measure.  

The ELS dataset includes standardized test scores for both the tenth grade and the 

twelfth grade surveys. In the tenth grade there are three different test scores: math, 

reading, and a composite of these two scores. In the twelfth grade there is only a variable 

capturing the students’ math score. Although I would like to maintain as much 

consistency as possible with the variables across the two years, it would also be valuable 

to know if students’ math and reading scores have different effects on the outcome 

measures. As a result, in the tenth grade models, I include both the mathematics and 

reading scores (BYTXMSTD, BYTXRSTD) and in the twelfth grade models, I use the 

mathematics score only (F1TXMSTD).  

 Curricular track. Research indicates that there is a significant relationship 

between postsecondary aspiration formation and high school curricular track. However, 

the directionality of this effect is not always consistent in the literature. It is logical that 

those students who aspire to attend college will prepare for college. However, once in the 
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track, some may have their aspirations heightened through positive reinforcement from 

peers, teachers, and their own performance while others may become discouraged. 

Because college preparation is necessary for admission and an important factor in the 

college choice process, I include an indicator of curricular track.  

In their tenth grade year, students are asked to describe their curricular track. 

They are asked to report whether their track is “General,” “College Prep (Academic),” or 

“Vocational” (BYS26). In the students’ twelfth grade there is an indicator of the students’ 

high school academic program according to which curricular requirements they have 

completed (F1RNEWB). In the twelfth grade I reduce the number categories in the 

original variable to only four: “College-bound curriculum,” “Core Curriculum,” “Less 

than Core Curriculum,” and “Other Curricular Pattern.” Of these four categories, college-

bound curriculum category includes students who are in a college preparatory curricular 

track. 

Psychosocial variables. The influence of significant others on the college 

aspiration formation of high school students includes peer, teacher, and family influence. 

The survey items indicate whether or not the student has at some point been encouraged 

to attend postsecondary education by these individuals. Self-perception indicators speak 

to the students’ perceptions of their own academic abilities. A student who thinks that he 

is academically competent enough to participate in postsecondary education may be 

predisposed to pursue a postsecondary education. These variables are described in more 

detail below. 

 Influence of significant others. The influence of significant others is important in 

the aspiration literature. I use two types of variables to show the influence of significant 
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others on the predisposition/finance nexus measures. The first is the expectations of 

parents. In both the tenth and twelfth grade surveys, students are asked how far in school 

they think their mother and father want them to go (BYS65/F1S43). There is a variable 

indicating how far respondents think their mothers would like them to go and one that 

indicates how far respondents think their fathers would like them to go. For each year, I 

recode these variables into a single variable indicating whether or not students thinks that 

at least one parent wants them to (at least) attend college. I do this to reduce the number 

of missing cases.  

 The other variables I use to represent significant others’ influence are those 

indicating whether or not students’ friends and teachers would like them to continue on to 

college. In both the tenth and twelfth grade surveys students are asked, “What do the 

following people think is the most important thing for you to do right after high school?” 

I use the items that ask about the student’s friends, close relatives, and favorite teachers 

(BYS66C, BYS66D, BYS66F/F1S44C, F1S44D, and F1S44F). Because I care only if 

these individuals want the student to attend college, I use recoded variables indicating 

whether or not the student thinks that the individual would like them to attend college 

after high school. 

 Self-perception. As the literature demonstrates, self-efficacy is a determinant of 

aspiration formation, with those students who are more confident in their academic 

abilities more likely to aspire to attend college. In both the tenth and twelfth grade 

surveys, students were asked questions that speak to self-efficacy. In the tenth grade 

survey, students were given a series of questions that ask about their confidence in their 

abilities to excel in English and mathematics classes. There are a total of 10 questions in 
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the series. In the twelfth grade survey, students were asked similar items to those asked in 

the tenth grade year, but related only to their mathematics classes. There are a total of 

five of these items.  

In order to maintain as much consistency across the two years as possible, I 

consider only those items that pertain to the students’ mathematics classes. To create as 

simple a model as possible, I do not include all five of these items in the final model. In 

order to reduce the data, I conduct a factor analysis and use the resulting factor to account 

for students’ academic self-perception. For each item, the respondents are asked if a 

statement indicating confidence “almost never,” “sometimes,” “often,” or “almost 

always” applies to them. In order to reduce the data, I create a single indicator of 

academic self-perception by running a factor analysis on these 10 individual items. The 

results of this factor analysis are discussed in further detail in Chapter 5. 

Weights 

The complex sample design of the ELS study makes it necessary to weight the 

data to “compensate for unequal probabilities of selection and to adjust for the fact that 

not all individuals selected in to the sample actually participated” (NCES, 2005, p. 135). 

Applying the weights makes it possible to generalize the results to the high school 

population of the United States. The analysis conducted in this study is a series of cross-

sectional regressions. As a result, the sample is not necessarily comprised of the same 

individuals in the portion of the analysis that uses the tenth grade variables and the 

portion of the analysis that uses the variables from the twelfth grade survey. As a result, I 

use different weights. For the portion of the analysis that uses the tenth grade survey 

responses, I use the tenth grade year cross-sectional weight (BYEXPWT). For the portion 
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of the analysis using the twelfth grade survey, I use the twelfth grade cross-sectional 

weight (F1EXPWT).  

Analysis 

 Descriptive analysis. The first step of my analysis is to run a series of descriptive 

statistics on both my outcome and predictor measures. This allows me to carefully inspect 

the data, determine if further data cleaning or recoding steps are needed, and measure 

bivariate relationships between the outcome and independent variables as well as 

between the independent variables. This step is important because it allows me to assess 

the direction and magnitude of bivariate relationships between the dependent variables 

and each of the regressors. After a thorough descriptive analysis is complete, I estimate 

the inferential models. 

Multinomial logistic regression modeling. In order to test the models I have 

proposed, I use a multinomial logistic modeling technique. The predisposition/finance 

nexus measures are multi-categorical variables, best estimated using a non-linear 

technique. Using a linear technique to estimate such outcomes can result in estimates that 

are incorrect (Long, 1997; Long & Freese, 2003) whereas multinomial logistic regression 

models are appropriate for these nominal outcomes. Multinomial logistic regression 

allows the analyst to compare how the regressors included differentially affect each of the 

discrete categories, with one of the categories being selected as a base category. The 

resulting coefficients reflect the magnitude of the effect of the related independent 

variable for a given outcome group compared to the base group (Long, 1997; Long & 

Freese, 2003). For example, if a nominal outcome has categories A, B, and C, and C is 
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chosen as the base category, the coefficients indicate the effect of the independent 

variables on group A relative to group C and group B relative to group C. 

Specification of the multinomial logistic regression models. As explained above, 

five outcome measures are used to test the relationship between the independent variables 

and the predisposition/finance nexus constructs. The tenth grade predisposition/finance 

nexus is constructed from the tenth grade survey. The two twelfth grade 

predisposition/finance nexus measures are constructed from the twelfth grade survey, but 

there are two measures in the twelfth grade because the students who indicate that they 

plan to continue their education after high school are asked about the importance of both 

low expenses and financial aid in their decision making. As demonstrated in the 

literature, these two constructs (expenses and financial aid) have produced different 

results in prior research so it is important to keep them separate.  

As noted above, when using multinomial logistic regression one of the categories 

of the outcome measure is selected as the base category that all of the other categories are 

compared to. Because the focus of my research is to ascertain which students report that 

college-related finances prevent them from aspiring to attend college, the base category 

for all of the student regressions is students who indicate that they do not want to attend 

college due to college-related finances.  

For each outcome measure, the independent variables are entered into the 

regression in three sequential blocks, allowing me to determine whether the addition of 

each block improves the model fit to the data. The first block of variables is the 

demographic variables, the second block entered is academic performance indicators, and 

the third block includes the psychosocial variables.  



76 

 Formally, the full model is: 

psychacademicdemo)( |,3|,2|,1|,0|ln bmbmbmbmibm x ββββ +++=Ω  

where m indicates the categories of predisposition/finance nexus that are not the base 

category and b indicates the base category of the predisposition/finance nexus.  The ßs 

represent the coefficients to be estimated by the model. The demographic block of 

variables, which is entered first into the equation, is represented by demo; academic 

indicates the academic block of variables; and psych represents the psychosocial block of 

variables. The demographic variables enter into the model first because these are ascribed 

to the student. Additionally, these are the variables that make up the foundation of both 

the sociology and economics literatures upon which this dissertation is based. The 

academic variables are added into the regression next because, chronologically, they may 

be manifest next in the students’ lives. The psychosocial variables are entered last 

because they are the variables that may have most recently entered into the student’s 

consciousness and are largely about what the student thinks other people think (rather 

than being actual characteristics of the student). Table 1 lists a description of and the type 

of the variables entered by block for the tenth and twelfth grade regressions.  

Use of “SVY” command in STATA. In order to estimate the models specified 

above, I use the STATA software package. One advantage of this software package is the 

options allowed during the estimation process. The data that I use is the result of a 

complex survey design. As noted in the discussion of previous research, there is some 

evidence that high school context may affect the formation of postsecondary aspirations 

in high school students. These contexts effects may cause the data to be “clustered.” That 

is, students within schools may be more alike than randomly sampled students. Further, 
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the sampling methodology used to construct the ELS:2002 sample contributes to the 

clustering (and makes the use of the weights discussed necessary). Although there are no 

direct controls for context in the analysis, it is possible to control for the effects of 

context and the clustering of the data by school through the STATA software. I use the 

“svy” command in STATA that accounts for both the differential probability sampling 

and the clustering.   

 
Table 1 
Variables in Regression Models 
Variable1 Variable Type
Outcome measure
Tenth grade aspiration/finances nexus Categorical
Twelfth grade aspiration/finances nexus (low expenses) Categorical
Twelfth grade aspiration/finances nexus (aid) Categorical
Independent variables
Block 1: Demographic variables

Socioeconomic Indicators
SES - or - Continuous
income Continuous
Parental education level Continuous
Parental occupation status Continuous

Gender Dummy
Race Categorical

Block 2: Academic variables
Academic performance (standardized test scores) Continuous
Curricular track Categorical

Block 3: Psychosocial Variables
Significant others' influence

Parental encouragment Dummy
Influence of non-parent significant others Dummy

Self-esteem Continuous

Notes:
1 Although the regressions have different outcome variables, they will each 

have the same independent variables entered in the same blocks.  
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Limitations 

Limitations of ELS:2002. Although ELS:2002 is an appropriate choice for this 

research in many ways, it does have some limitations that must be addressed. One of 

these is the same as one of the major causes of the deficiency of research on the role of 

concerns about college costs. As DesJardins (2006) noted, national surveys such as 

ELS:2002 are often problematic because of the design of the survey—a design that 

causes respondents to skip over some questions based on their answers to previous ones. 

Often, these designs were used because survey designers did not anticipate a need to 

collect those bits of information. The resulting lack of information is often problematic. 

On the ELS tenth grade survey, for example, students who indicate that they do not plan 

to continue their education beyond high school are not asked a series of questions about 

where they get their college information. As a result, we have no indication of whether or 

not students who do not plan to go to college have previously received information about 

college and, if they have, from whom. It is possible that these students are not getting 

college-related information (e.g., about the availability of financial aid) at all, or are 

receiving their college information from different sources than students who do plan to 

go to college.  

 Another limitation of ELS is that, although it is a longitudinal survey, there are 

some questions that are not asked in the same way in the different waves of the survey. 

One such example is the series of questions that ask about the respondent’s college-going 

plans. In both the tenth and twelfth grade questionnaires students are asked: “As things 

stand now, how far in school do you think you will get?” Those who respond that they do 

not plan to attend college after high school are then presented with a series of questions to 
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ascertain what might have influenced their decision. This question pattern holds in both 

surveys. For students who indicate they do plan to continue their education after high 

school, there are different questions in the tenth and twelfth grade surveys. In the twelfth 

grade questionnaire, these respondents are presented with a series of items that might 

influence which and what kind of college they plan to attend. In the tenth grade year, 

these items are not included. This difference is problematic for researchers in general, 

and this research in particular, because a longitudinal assessment of college-bound 

students’ concerns with college-related costs and subsidies is not possible. 

 A final limitation of ELS:2002 is one that is common in secondary data analysis. 

The surveys were not designed specifically to answer the questions set forth in this 

dissertation. However, I am confident that the data used is appropriate and that my 

analyses and conclusions are useful. Further, this limitation is outweighed by the benefit 

of using ELS:2002 as a secondary data source because it contains vast amounts of 

nationally representative data that I would not be able to collect on my own. 

Limitations of the analysis plan. In addition to the limitations when using the 

ELS survey, there are some limitations in my analysis plan. One is that this is not a true 

longitudinal analysis; I cannot directly address changes over time because the questions 

asked of the respondents are different at each time point. As a result, the comparisons that 

can be made between the tenth and twelfth grade are limited. Although many of the 

variables are the same between the two survey administrations, there are some constructs 

that are different. As a result, comparison between the two years may not be as accurate 

as if the exact same measures were available for each year. 
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Although multinomial logistic regression is the appropriate technique for 

estimating the models in this dissertation, there are limitations. One of which is that the 

outcome is complex, making it difficult to understand or report. The results are not as 

straightforward as those that would be obtained using an ordinary least squares 

regression. Another important consideration with multinomial logistic regression models 

is the assumption of independence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA) (Long, 1997). The IIA 

assumption basically states that each of the choices in the outcome variable are distinct 

from one another and the introduction of additional choices would not change the relative 

odds of selecting one outcome category over another. According to McFadden (1973), 

multinomial logistic regression models should only be used in cases where each of the 

outcome categories can be viewed as reasonably distinct from one another. I conduct a 

formal test to ensure that the IIA assumption is not violated. If the IIA assumption is 

violated, the estimates from the multinomial logistic regression model may not be 

reliable. 

The IIA assumption is an important consideration with MNLMs. However, Long 

and Freese (2003) note that tests of the IIA assumption may provide inconsistent results. 

They note that there is “little guidance to violations of the IIA assumption” (p. 210). As a 

result, they indicate that careful selection of the outcome variables used in MNLMs may 

be more important that the tests of the IIA assumption. My judgment is that the categories 

of each of the outcome variables are conceptually and sufficiently distinct from one 

another so that a violation of the IIA assumption will not necessitate respecification of the 

model but rather a caveat and explanation that the violation has been found (if one 

exists). 
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As with all regressions, it is important to keep in mind that results do not 

necessarily indicate causality. The analysis describes relationships (or lack thereof) 

between the outcome measures and each of the independent variables. The results reveal 

where more research should be conducted. 
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Chapter 4 

Analysis and Results 

Chapter 3 provided the details of the analysis used to address two questions: 1) 

what predicts into which category in the predisposition/finance nexus variable a student 

will belong, and 2) do the same demographic, academic, and psychosocial characteristics 

predict the predisposition/finance nexus in the tenth grade year as in the twelfth grade 

year.  This chapter describes the results of the analysis used to answer these questions. 

First, I provide detail about the samples used in the analysis. Second, I provide an 

explanation of the recodes done to create both the outcome measures and the explanatory 

variables included in the regressions. Third, I discuss the descriptive statistics of the 

variables that are used in the analysis. Finally, I describe the results obtained from the 

multinomial logistic regressions estimated and use those results to answer the questions 

posed in this dissertation. 

Sample Size and Description 

 The ELS:2002 First Follow-Up dataset contains panel data for students from the 

tenth grade survey, which was administered in 2002. It also contains data from the 

twelfth grade survey administered in 2004. As mentioned in Chapter 3, the tenth grade 

survey includes a sample of high school students and the twelfth grade survey includes 

these students as well as a number of students who were added to “freshen” the sample to 
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make up for students from the original sample whom the survey administrators were 

unable to locate. In total, the dataset contains 16,370 student observations.3   

The design of this study is such that the sample is not the same for all parts of the 

analysis. Students who were participants in the tenth grade survey are used in the portion 

of the analysis for which the outcome measure is the tenth grade predisposition/finance 

nexus measure. Students were included in the twelfth grade sample if  they were:  

participants in the twelfth grade survey; had not graduated or dropped out of school by 

the time of the twelfth grade survey administration; and had not already started their 

postsecondary education at the time of the twelfth grade survey administration.  

Tenth grade predisposition/finance nexus sample. As Table 2 illustrates, of the 

16,370 total observations in the ELS sample (including all individuals sampled in both 

the tenth and twelfth grade waves of the survey), 15,360 were tenth grade (base year) 

participants. These are sophomores who responded to the survey in 2002. This is the 

sample of students used in the portion of the analysis focused on the tenth grade 

predisposition/finance nexus measure. The dataset also contains 660 people who did not 

participate in the tenth grade year survey, 150 who were questionnaire ineligible in the 

tenth grade year, and 200 students who were freshened at the time of the first follow-up. 

Because these 1,010 (the sum of the 660 nonparticipants, 150 who were ineligible, and 

the 200 who were freshened) individuals did not complete the tenth grade year survey, 

they cannot be included in the portion of the analysis that uses the tenth grade 

predisposition/finance nexus measure.  

                                                 

3 In accordance with NCES data use policies, all reported sample sizes have been 
rounded to the nearest 10. 
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Table 2 
ELS Respondent Sample Status 

 F1 Sample Status  

Base-Year Sample 
Status 

In school, in 
grade 12 

In school, 
out of grade 

12 
Homeschooled Early 

graduate Dropout Out of 
scope 

Nonrespondent/F1 
status unknown Total 

Base year participant 12,650 240 40 520 610 120 1,180 15,360 
Base year 
nonparticipant 530 30 0 40 60 0 0 660 

Base year 
questionnaire 
ineligible 

70 10 0 0 20 0 50 150 

F1 freshened sample 
member 

170 0 0 0 0 0 30 200 

Total 13,420 280 40 560 690 120 1,260 16,370 

Note: To conform to restricted-use data policies, all Ns have been rounded to the nearest 10.    
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Twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus sample. Of the 16,370 records in 

the ELS sample, 14,990 participated in the twelfth grade survey in some way (13,420 

were in school in twelfth grade, 280 were in school in another grade, 40 were being 

homeschooled, 560 had graduated early, and 690 had dropped out of school). An 

additional 120 were out of scope in the twelfth grade year of the survey administration 

(they were not eligible to participate in the twelfth grade year survey, i.e., were deceased, 

had joined the military, etc.), and 1,260 were either non-respondents to the twelfth grade 

survey or their status was unknown at the time of the survey administration. 

Although there are 14,990 participants in the twelfth grade survey, not all of these 

individuals are used in the analysis. I include only those individuals who are considered 

members of the senior cohort. These are students who, at the time of the 2004 wave of 

survey administration, were still in school and were in the twelfth grade. According to the 

ELS documentation, limiting the sample in this way gives a nationally representative 

population of the 2004 spring term senior class (NCES, 2004). There are a total of 13,420 

members of the senior cohort in the ELS dataset (those students who were in school in 

the twelfth grade at the time of the survey administration), which is what I use in the 

analysis. 

Recode Descriptions 

 Many of the variables obtained from the survey needed to be recoded in order to 

be used in the analysis. These include recodes for the five outcome measures (the 

predisposition/finance nexus measures); parental occupation level; the race variables; 

parent expectation for the student’s education; whether or not significant others in the 



 

86 

students’ lives want them to attend college; and recodes for self-perception variables that 

were factor analyzed. A brief discussion of each of these recodes is presented below.  

Predisposition/finance nexus outcome measures. As outlined in previous 

chapters, this analysis uses five separate outcome measures, called the 

predisposition/finance nexus measures. There is one predisposition/finance nexus 

measure for the student tenth grade survey; two for the student twelfth grade survey; and 

two for the parent survey (administered at the time of the tenth grade survey). A brief 

description of each of the categories along with an overview of the results appears below.  

(A more detailed illustration of the recodes for these variables can be found in the tables 

in Appendix C.) The description of each category is complex, so each category is also 

given a shorter name to help simplify the discussion of the results. Each category’s name 

appears in parentheses next to its description. 

Tenth grade predisposition/finance nexus measure. As described in previous 

chapters, the tenth grade predisposition/finance nexus measure is a categorical variable 

indicating whether or not students think they will continue their education beyond high 

school, and, if they think they will not continue their education, whether affordability is 

the reason. The measure has a total of three categories:  

• Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school (College). 

• Students who do not plan to continue their education beyond high school 

because of financial constraints (No College, Finances). 

• Students who do not plan to continue their education beyond high school, but 

who do not indicate that the reason is because they cannot afford more 

education (No College, Other). 
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Ultimately, this measure has a total of 15,080 valid cases and 28 missing cases. 

Of the valid cases, 13,920 (92.3%) plan to go to college, 840 (5.6%) do not plan to go to 

college for a reason that is not affordability, and 320 (2.1%) do not plan to go to college 

because they cannot afford it (Table A.3, Appendix C).  

Twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus (low expenses) measure. The study 

employed two twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus measures. The first is the 

predisposition/finance (low expenses) measure. This measure indicates whether or not 

students think they will continue their education beyond high school and how important 

low college expenses are in their college-decision process. The measure has a total of five 

categories. They are: 

• Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school and for 

whom low college expenses are very important in their college choice process 

(College, Low Expenses Very Important).  

• Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school and for 

whom low college expenses are somewhat important in their college choice 

process (College, Low Expenses Somewhat Important). 

• Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school and for 

whom low college expenses are not at all important in their college choice 

process (College, Low Expenses Not Important). 

• Students who do not plan to continue their education beyond high school 

because of financial constraints (No College, Finances). 

• Students who do not plan to continue their education beyond high school, but 

who do not indicate that their reason is affordability (No College, Other). 
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This measure has a total of 12,380 valid cases and 1,050 missing cases. Of the 

valid cases, 3,610 (29%) report that they plan to go to college and low expenses are very 

important, 5,290 (43%) report that they plan to go to college and low expenses are 

somewhat important, and 1,950 (16%) report that they are planning to go to college and 

low expenses are not important. The rest of the students report that they do not plan to 

attend college right after high school: 940 (8%) do not plan to go to college for a reason 

that is not affordability, and 590 (5%) do not plan to go to college because they cannot 

afford it (Table A.4, Appendix C).  

Twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus (availability of aid) measure. The 

second twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus measures is the predisposition/finance 

(availability of aid) measure. This measure indicates a combination of whether or not 

students think they will continue their education beyond high school and how important 

financial considerations are in their college-decision process. The measure has a total of 

five categories. They are: 

• Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school and for 

whom the availability of financial aid is very important in their college choice 

process (College, Aid Very Important). 

• Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school and for 

whom the availability of financial aid is somewhat important in their college 

choice process (College, Aid Somewhat Important). 

• Students who plan to continue their education beyond high school and for 

whom the availability of financial aid is not at all important in their college 

choice process (College, Aid Not Important). 
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• Students who do not plan to continue their education beyond high school 

because of financial constraints (No College, Finances). 

• Students who do not plan to continue their education beyond high school, but 

did not indicate that their reason is affordability (No College, Other). 

This measure has a total of 12,380 valid cases and 1,050 missing cases. Of the 

valid cases, 6,170 (29%) report that they plan to go to college and the availability of aid 

is very important, 3,210 (26%) report that they plan to go to college the availability of aid 

is somewhat important, and 1,470 (12%) report that they are planning to go to college the 

availability of aid is not important. The rest of the students report that they do not plan to 

attend college right after high school: 940 (8%) do not plan to go to college for a reason 

that is not affordability, and 590 (5%) do not plan to go to college because they cannot 

afford it (Table A.4, Appendix C).  

Parental occupation level. I have recoded the parent occupation categories using 

Duncan’s Socio-Economic Index in order to measure the status of the parents’ 

occupations. Because a student may be from a single parent family, or only one parent 

with a job (which is a missing status on the Duncan index), I have created the 

occupational status variable to indicate the highest occupational status of a student’s 

parents. While there will be some loss of information as a result of this strategy, the 

information loss is preferable to the loss of data due to missing cases. 

The original ELS occupational status variable had 16 occupation categories. Each 

of these categories, except “no job for pay,” “military,” and “homemaker,” are assigned a 

value on the Duncan SEI ranging from 7.33 to 70.21. For purposes of this analysis, the 

“no job for pay,” “military,” and “homemaker” categories were each assigned a value of 
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0 to be consistent with the recoding scheme used by the ELS:2002 survey administrators. 

After this initial recode, a variable was created that indicated the higher of the parents’ 

two occupational statuses. This was done for the parental occupation status in the tenth 

grade and for the parent occupation variable from the twelfth grade survey.  

Race. The ELS:2002 dataset contains a number of race/ethnicity variables. As is 

the national standard, when answering race/ethnicity questions on the ELS survey 

instrument respondents are first asked whether or not they are Hispanic. When storing the 

data, survey administrators constructed the race variable such that if respondents 

indicated that they were Hispanic, they were coded as “Hispanic, race specified” or 

“Hispanic, no race specified.” Because these two categories are virtually the same, I 

collapsed them into a “Hispanics” category for the tenth and twelfth grade respondents 

and the parent respondents.  All of the other race categories (described in Table 3) are 

non-Hispanic. 

Table 3 
Race Groups After Recode 

 
Tenth Grade 

Survey 
Twelfth Grade 

Survey 
 N % N % 
American Indian/Alaska 
Native 130 1% 110 1% 
Asian 1,400 9% 1,350 10% 
Black 2,030 13% 1,670 12% 
Hispanic 2,240 15% 1,840 14% 
Multiple 740 5% 590 4% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 60 0% 50 0% 
White 8,760 57% 7,810 58% 
Total 15,360 100% 13,420 100% 

Note: To conform to restricted-use data policies, all Ns have been rounded to 
the nearest 10. 
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Table 3 displays the descriptive statistics for the race groups. Less than one 

percent of the tenth grade survey participants are American Indian/Alaska Native or 

multiracial, and over half the tenth grade respondents are White. Hispanics comprise 

about 14.5% of the tenth grade sample, and Black or African-American students are just 

over 13%. This is similar to the percentages of the parents in the tenth grade sample, with 

more of the parents reporting that they are White (62.8%). In the twelfth grade sample 

there is a similar distribution by race/ethnicity. Fifty-eight percent of the respondents are 

White, Hispanics comprise about 14% and Asians about 10% of the twelfth grade 

sample. 

Students’ perceptions of parent expectations for the students’ education. The 

two survey items on which students indicated how far they thought their mother and 

father would like for them to go in their education were recoded into a single variable. 

This variable measures the highest level of education students think that either parent 

would like them to attain. In the tenth grade year, about 77% (11,830 students) reported 

that at least one of their parents wanted them to pursue postsecondary education; 5% 

(790) reported that they thought that their parents wanted them only to finish high school 

or not graduate from high school; and about 18% (2,740) did not answer the question. In 

the first follow-up, about 91% (12,270 students) reported that they thought that at least 

one of their parents wanted them to attend college; about 1% (190) reported that neither 

of their parents wanted them to attend college; and about 7% (970) either did not know or 

did not answer the question. 
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Influence of significant others. The literature indicates that the influence of 

peers, other family, and teachers affects student aspirations. In both the tenth and twelfth 

grades, respondents were asked to indicate what they thought their peers, family 

members, teachers, and other people wanted them do right after high school. Since I am 

specifically interested in whether or students think their significant others want the 

respondents to attend college, I have recoded each of these variables to indicate whether 

or not the respondents think that their friends, close relatives, and teachers want them to 

attend college. Any respondent who selected multiple responses is treated as missing, as 

are those respondents who skipped the question or those who completed only part of the 

questionnaire (how missing data are handled for these variables is discussed below). 

In the tenth grade, 58% of the students’ relatives, 39% of the tenth graders’ 

friends, and 53% of the respondents’ teachers think the students should attend college 

immediately after high school. The rest of the responses indicate that these individuals 

would like the respondent to do something else, that they do not care what the tenth 

grader does, or that this question does not apply to them. The rest of the cases are missing 

(13%, 14%, and 13% respectively). 

Seventy percent of the twelfth grade year respondents’ relatives, 56% of their 

friends, and 57% of their teachers think they should continue on to college immediately 

after high school. The rest of the responses indicate that these individuals would like the 

respondent to do something else, that they do not care what the tenth grader does, or that 
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this question does not apply to them. The rest of the cases are missing (8%, 8%, and 31% 

respectively).4 

Factor analysis for self-perception. As described in Chapter 3, a series of 

questions on both the tenth grade year and the twelfth grade year survey explore the 

students’ self-perceptions. I have created a single factor from these questions by 

employing factor analysis to see how the items cluster together and then use the mean 

value of the factor as long as the respondent answered at least two self-perception items. 

To create the tenth grade self-perception variable, ten variables were entered into 

the factor analysis. These items are the students’ own assessment of how well they do in 

their math and English classes. When entered into the factor analysis, these variables 

formed one factor. The Cronbach’s alpha score for this factor is 0.9031.  In the twelfth 

grade year, five variables entered into the factor analysis. These are the students’ 

assessment of how well they do in their math class. When entered into a factor analysis, 

these variables form one factor, with an alpha of 0.9131. These alpha scores indicate that 

the items making up each factor are highly correlated with one another (the maximum 

score possible is 1.0). Thus, alphas of 0.9031 and 0.9131 are very good and it is 

appropriate to create single factors from these groups of variables (Pedhazur & 

Schmelkin, 1991). The results for the factor analysis are shown in Table 4.  

                                                 

4 For the purposes of this analysis, “no” and “don’t know” responses are treated as the 
same. The main point of the significant other variable is to see what happens if students 
know their parents, friends, relatives, and teachers actually want them to attend college. 
There are no meaningful differences between the two categories when entered separately 
into a regression. Because this is an imputed variable and the imputation methodology 
does not impute whole values, it was decided that treating “no” and “don’t know” 
responses as separate responses would unnecessarily complicate the study, but that option 
should be more fully explored in future research. 
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Table 4 
Self-Perception Factor Analysis Results 

Factor Item 
Factor 
Scores 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

10th grade self-perception     
 Can master math class skills 0.7468 0.9031
 Can do an excellent job on math assignments 0.7392  
 Can understand difficult math class 0.7325  
 Can master skills in English class 0.7269  
 Can do an excellent job on English tests 0.7199  
 Can do an excellent job on English assignments 0.7101  
 Can understand difficult math texts 0.701  
 Can understand difficult English class 0.7002  
 Can do an excellent job on math tests 0.6827  
 Can understand difficult English texts 0.6648  
12th grade self-perception   
 Can understand difficult math texts 0.8325 0.9131
 Can understand difficult math class 0.8251  
 Can do excellent job on math tests 0.8184  
 Can master math class skills 0.8169  
 Can do an excellent job on math assignments 0.7929  

 

 After determining that the alpha scores were high enough to indicate that the 10 

items in the tenth grade year could be combined into one factor and the 5 items from the 

twelfth grade year could be combined into another, I created the factors. In order to create 

the tenth grade self-perception factor, I created a variable that was the average of the 

students’ answers to the 10 items listed above, as long as the student responded to at least 

two of the items. In order to create the twelfth grade self-perception factor, I took the 

average of the students’ answers to the five items listed above, as long as the student 

answered at least two of the items. The tenth grade self-perception factor has a total of 

11,570 valid cases, and the twelfth grade self-perception factor has a total of 10,270 valid 

cases. The rest of the cases in each grade are missing because the student did not respond 

to at least two of the items. 
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Missing Cases 

 Many of the variables used in this analysis have complete data. This is true for the 

demographic variables (gender and income, for example) as well as the academic 

variables. Some of the variables have missing data due to non-response. In the case of the 

variables that are used to make the predisposition/finance nexus measures, the instances 

of missing data are relatively few, and my analyses indicates no pattern to the missing 

data. Some of the missing data in the predisposition/finance nexus measures are due to 

students reporting “Don’t know” as an answer to a question. A different answer cannot be 

imputed for these cases. As a result, cases with missing data for these measures are 

excluded from the analysis.  

 Other variables, however, have large amounts of missing data. Dropping cases 

with missing data for these variables will result in a reduction of about half the sample. 

This is true for the variables that indicate the students’ perception of whether or not their 

parent, teacher, friend, and relative would like for them to attend college after high school 

in both the tenth grade year and the twelfth grade year.  An investigation of the data 

reveals that there seems to be no pattern of missing data based on race, gender, or income 

for these variables. There is also no pattern to the missing data for the variables used to 

create the self-perception factor in the tenth grade year. For these variables (tenth grade 

and twelfth grade opinion of significant others and tenth grade self-perception factor), I 

impute values for the missing data. I do this using a regression-based imputation method 
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available in the STATA software package which allows imputation of missing values 

based on race, gender, and income.5 

 Although I impute values for the tenth grade self-perception factor, as described 

above, a similar imputation is not possible for the missing values of the twelfth grade 

self-perception factor. On the twelfth grade survey, not all respondents were given the 

opportunity to answer the questions that comprise the twelfth grade self-perception factor 

(described above). There were multiple versions of the survey administered in the twelfth 

grade, and only those students who were given the full version of the survey were given 

the opportunity to answer the questions that make up the twelfth grade self-perception 

factor. It would not be prudent to impute the values for the students who were not given 

the opportunity to answer these questions. Because there are large amounts of missing 

data (about 7.7% of the cases missing a value for self-perception), and it is not possible to 

impute values for this variable, I have decided to exclude the twelfth grade self-

perception factor from the analysis. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 Table 5 describes the descriptive statistics for all of the independent variables 

used in the analysis, including those that were recoded as described above. The number 

of cases, mean, standard deviations, minimum, and maximum values are provided. For 

the analysis, the categorical race and academic track variables have been converted to 

                                                 

5A multiple imputation was conducted as well to see if a multiple imputation technique 
would reveal different results than a single imputation. It did not. Further, I run the 
analysis with all possible combinations of imputed variables as well as no imputations, as 
a sensitivity test, the results of which are in Appendix D. There are no major differences 
between the results. 
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dummy variables. The dummy variables are displayed on the table, and the groups that 

are used as the referent groups in the analysis are italicized. 

 As displayed in Table 5, the average income level is about 9 of 13 possible 

income levels (where a higher number indicates a higher income level). The average 

occupation status is about 54 out of 70.21, which indicates that, on average, the 

ELS:2002 participants tend to be higher income and have parents with high status 

occupations. However, the standard deviations for both of these measures (as well as 

parent education) are quite large compared with the scale of the variables. This indicates 

that there is a wide range of income, education, and occupations.  

 In both the tenth grade and the twelfth grade the sample has more females in it 

than males, and is comprised of mostly White students. Most of the students in both the 

tenth grade and the twelfth grade are enrolled in a college-preparatory curriculum (about 

55% and 45% respectively). 

 As noted above, some of the variables in the analysis have a large amount of 

missing cases, so values for the missing cases are imputed. The descriptive statistics for 

the imputed variables indicate that the means for the imputed variables are largely the 

same as the means for the original variables. However, the standard deviations are 

smaller for the imputed variables than for the original variables, which is what one would 

expect as the imputed variables lead to a loss of variation in the sample. 

Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics 
 Variable N Mean S.D. Min. Max 
Base-Year      
 Income 15,360 9.07 2.42 1.00 13.00 
 Parent Education 15,360 4.51 2.09 1.00 8.00 
 Parent Occupation 15,360 54.47 20.63 0.00 70.21 
 Race (categorical):      
 American Indian/Alaska Native 15,360 0.01 0.09 0.00 1.00 
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 Asian 15,360 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00 
 Black 15,360 0.13 0.34 0.00 1.00 
 Hispanic 15,360 0.15 0.35 0.00 1.00 
 Multi-Racial 15,360 0.05 0.21 0.00 1.00 
 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 15,360 0.00 0.06 0.00 1.00 
 White 15,360 0.57 0.50 0.00 1.00 
 Female 15,360 1.50 0.50 1.00 2.00 
 Standardized Math Score 15,360 50.71 9.99 19.38 86.68 
 Standardized Reading Score 15,360 50.54 9.99 22.57 78.76 
 Academic Track (categorical):      
 General 14,370 0.35 0.48 0.00 1.00 
 College-Prep 14,370 0.55 0.50 0.00 1.00 
 Vocational 17,370 0.10 0.30 0.00 1.00 
 Parent Wants College 12,620 0.94 0.24 0.00 1.00 
 Friend Wants College 13,260 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00 
 Relative Wants College 13,250 0.68 0.47 0.00 1.00 
 Teacher Wants College 13,300 0.62 0.48 0.00 1.00 
 Self-Perception Factor 11,570 2.62 0.68 1.00 4.00 
 Parent Wants College (imputed) 15,360 0.93 0.22 0.00 1.01 
 Friend Wants College (imputed) 15,360 0.46 0.46 0.00 1.00 
 Relative Wants College (imputed) 15,360 0.67 0.44 0.00 1.00 
 Teacher Wants College (imputed) 15,360 0.62 0.45 0.00 1.00 
 Self-Perception Factor (imputed) 15,360 2.62 0.59 1.00 4.00 
 Parent Race (categorical):      
 American Indian/Alaska Native 13,290 0.01 0.09 0.00 1.00 
 Asian 13,290 0.09 0.28 0.00 1.00 
 Black 13,290 0.13 0.34 0.00 1.00 
 Hispanic 13,290 0.13 0.33 0.00 1.00 
 Multi-Racial 13,290 0.01 0.12 0.00 1.00 
 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 13,290 0.00 0.07 0.00 1.00 
 White 13,290 0.63 0.48 0.00 1.00 
       
First Follow-Up      
 SES 13,420 0.09 0.74 -2.12 1.87 
 Income 13,420 9.22 2.37 1.00 13.00 
 Race (categorical):      
 American Indian/Alaska Native 13,420 0.01 0.09 0.00 1.00 
 Asian 13,420 0.10 0.30 0.00 1.00 
 Black 13,420 0.12 0.33 0.00 1.00 
 Hispanic 13,420 0.14 0.34 0.00 1.00 
 Multi-Racial 13,420 0.04 0.21 0.00 1.00 
 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 13,420 0.00 0.06 0.00 1.00 
 White 13,420 0.58 0.49 0.00 1.00 
 Female 13,420 1.50 0.50 1.00 2.00 
 Parent Education 13,420 4.64 2.08 1.00 8.00 
 Parent Occupation 13,420 55.50 20.02 0.00 70.21 
 Standardized Math Score 13,420 50.82 10.07 19.82 79.85 
 Academic Track (categorical):      
 College-bound Curriculum 12,560 0.45 0.50 0.00 1.00 
 Core Curriculum 12,560 0.13 0.33 0.00 1.00 
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 Less than Core 12,560 0.15 0.36 0.00 1.00 
 Other Curricular Pattern 12,560 0.27 0.45 0.00 1.00 
 Parent Wants College 12,460 0.98 0.12 0.00 1.00 
 Relative Wants College 12,360 0.76 0.43 0.00 1.00 
 Friend Wants College 12,310 0.61 0.49 0.00 1.00 
 Teacher Wants College 9,270 0.82 0.38 0.00 1.00 
 Parent Wants College (imputed) 13,420 0.98 0.12 0.00 1.01 
 Relative Wants College (imputed) 13,420 0.76 0.41 0.00 1.00 
 Friend Wants College (imputed) 13,420 0.61 0.47 0.00 1.00 
 Teacher Wants College (imputed) 13,420 0.82 0.32 0.00 1.00 
       
Notes:       
 To conform to restricted-use data policies, all Ns have been rounded to the nearest 10. 
 The referent groups for categorical variables are italicized.    

 
Multinomial Logistic Regression Models (MNLM)6 

Using the STATA software package I estimate multinomial logistic regressions 

for each of the predisposition/finance nexus outcome measures. STATA can account for 

the complex survey design used in the ELS:2002 surveys by including sampling weights 

for the tenth and twelfth grade regressions (BYEXPWT and F1EXPWT, respectively) 

and by clustering the data by school (as described in Chapter 3, this helps both to account 

for variation in the sample that might appear because of sampling design and to account 

for contextual effects the literature indicates might be important).  

As described in Chapter 3, I use a model-building strategy in which variables are 

entered into each of the models in three sequential blocks. According to the literature, 

there are three general types of variables that are related to students’ predisposition to 

attend college and the importance of college-related costs and subsidies in their college 

decisions. These three groups of variables include demographic, academic, and 

psychosocial variables and are entered in the student level analyses in that order (at times 

                                                 

6 As noted, the college choice process is on in which students and their families engage. 
To that end, a parent-level analysis (which is similar to the student-level analysis 
presented in the main body of the dissertation) is presented in Appendix F.  
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referred to Block 1, Block 2, and Block 3, respectively). In order to assess changes in 

goodness-of-fit as blocks of variables are entered into the regression, Bayesian 

Information Criterion (BIC) statistics are calculated and presented in the results. BIC 

allows for the comparison of both nested and non-nested models, and a smaller statistic is 

more desirable (Long, 1997). Also, for each model estimated a Hausman test has been 

run to test for violations to the independence of irrelevant alternatives assumption 

(described in Chapter 3). 

As described in the missing data section, I imputed values for the variables that 

indicate the influence of significant others in both the tenth grade and the twelfth grade, 

and for the tenth grade self-perception factor. I ran each model both with and without the 

imputations in order to test the sensitivity of the results.  Additionally, as a result of the 

debate between the use of the SES composite variable (which is a composite constructed 

from many other variables in the dataset) or the main components of SES (income, parent 

education, and parent occupation), I ran a set of regressions for each outcome measure. 

One set includes the composite SES variable and the other includes income, parent 

education, and parent occupation as separate regressors. Finally, I ran one set of 

regressions where I allowed missing data to drop out with the addition of each block of 

variables (so that the number of cases varies from block to block), and another where I 

dropped all missing cases before the first block (so that there are the same number of 

cases in each block). In every sensitivity test noted above, there are few differences in the 

results for each outcome variable (for example, all the different regressions run for the 

tenth grade predisposition/finance nexus measure).  
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The results discussed below are for the models that use the main components of 

SES (income, parent education level, and parent occupation level) rather than the 

composite SES variable; imputations for significant others’ desires for the respondent; 

and where the number of cases is consistent between blocks. These are the results 

presented because: 1) displaying income, parent occupation, and parent education allows 

for a more nuanced picture rather than displaying the results using the composite SES 

variables; 2) using the imputed variables prevents some of the loss of sample due to 

missing cases; and 3) using a nested structure (where the number of cases are consistent 

between blocks) allows for the determination of whether or not there is improvement in 

model fit from one block to another. The AIC and BIC statistics do not give evidence that 

any of the alternate models is substantially favorable to the ones discussed in this section. 

Each of the three MNLMs have some commonalities that are mentioned once, 

here, rather than repeated with the discussion of each analysis. First, in each, the No 

College (Finances) group is the base group (the group to which the others are compared). 

Second, each tests whether there are differences between the groups of the 

predisposition/finances nexus categories based on the three blocks of variables already 

discussed. Third, as blocks are entered into the model, the goodness-of-fit statistics show 

significant improvement in model fit over the previous blocks (p < 0.001 in all cases). 

MNLM #1: Tenth grade predisposition/finance nexus. In the tenth grade, there 

are three categories that comprise the predisposition/finances nexus: College; No College 

(Finances); and No College (Other). Across all three blocks and in the full model, the 

effective sample size is 14,110. The BIC statistic decreases from 8,166 with just the first 

block of variables included to 6,907 in the full model. The decrease in BIC and likelihood 
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ratio tests indicate significant improvements in the goodness of model fit from Block 1 to 

Block 2 and from Block 2 to Block 3 (p < 0.001 for both tests). The pseudo-R2 for the full 

model is about 0.24.  A Hausman test for the full model indicates that the independence of 

irrelevant alternatives assumption has not been violated. Because it is the best fitting 

model, the results discussed below refer to the full model and are provided in Table 6. 

There are many differences between the College and No College (Finances) 

groups in terms of demographic, academic, and psychosocial characteristics. Income, 

parent occupation level, race, and gender are the demographic characteristics that are 

statistically significant predictors of who will belong to the College group rather than the 

No College (Finances) group. Students from higher income families and whose parents 

have higher status occupations are more likely to belong to the College group. (It is 

interesting to note that parental education is positively related to belonging to the College 

group until the introduction of the psychosocial variables.) Females have odds 69% 

higher than males of being in the College group. Blacks (with 55% higher odds than 

Whites) and Asians (with 148% higher odds than Whites) are all more likely than Whites 

to belong to the College group than they are the No College (Finances) group. All of the 

academic variables entered into the model are significant predictors of who will belong to 

which group. As math and reading scores increase, students tend to belong to the College 

group rather than the No College (Finances) group. Students who are in a general 

academic track or a vocational academic track are less likely to be in the College group 

than the No College (Finances) group (the odds decrease 69% and 56% respectively). 

Finally, of the psychosocial characteristics, self-perception and the influence of parents, 

friends, and relatives are those that are significant predictors of whether students will 
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belong in the College or No College (Finances) group. Students with higher self-

perception are more likely to belong to the College group than the No College (Finances) 

group. Notably, if students think their parents or friends would like for them to attend 

college the odds they will be in the College group are 395% and 118% higher than they 

will be in the No College (Finances) group, respectively.  

There are fewer differences between No College (Other) and No College 

(Finances) groups than between the College and No College (Finances) groups. The 

differences between these two groups lie only in income, parental influence, and self-

perception. Students from higher income families are more likely to be in the No College 

(Other) group than they are to be in the No College (Finances) group. Interestingly, the 

increase in odds (8%) is the same magnitude for income as in the previous comparison 

groups. This suggests that, to some extent, while income is a significant predictor, 

students’ reporting is invariant to income. Finally, students who think that their parents 

would like for them to go to college are more likely to belong to the No College (Other) 

group than the No College (Finances) group.  
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Table 6 
MNLM Results -- Tenth Grade Predisposition/Finance Nexus 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  
b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio 
College vs. No College (Finances)        
Income 0.15 0.03 *** 1.16 0.09 0.03 *** 1.10 0.07 0.03 ** 1.07 
Parent Education 0.19 0.04 *** 1.21 0.12 0.04 *** 1.13 0.07 0.04  1.07 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.01 0.00 * 1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.01 0.52  1.01 0.48 0.53  1.62 0.53 0.54  1.70 
Asian 1.24 0.31 *** 3.47 1.14 0.31 *** 3.13 0.91 0.32 ** 2.48 
Black 0.34 0.19  1.41 0.76 0.19 *** 2.15 0.44 0.20 * 1.55 
Hispanic 0.04 0.16  1.04 0.42 0.16 ** 1.52 0.29 0.17  1.34 
Multi-Racial -0.13 0.26  0.88 -0.02 0.26  0.98 -0.07 0.27  0.93 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.50 1.02  1.64 0.53 1.03  1.70 0.26 1.05  1.30 
Female 0.71 0.12 *** 2.02 0.65 0.13 *** 1.92 0.53 0.13 *** 1.69 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Standardized Reading Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 0.05 0.01 *** 1.06 
General Academic Track     -1.36 0.16 *** 0.26 -1.16 0.16 *** 0.31 
Vocational Academic Track     -1.06 0.20 *** 0.35 -0.83 0.20 *** 0.44 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         1.60 0.15 *** 4.95 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.78 0.19 *** 2.18 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.42 0.16 * 1.52 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.14 0.16  1.15 
Self-Perception (imputed)         0.48 0.11 *** 1.61 
Constant -0.11 0.30   -3.18 0.48 ***  -5.30 0.55 *** 0.00 
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No College (Other) vs. No College (Finances)     
Income 0.07 0.03 * 1.07 0.08 0.03 * 1.08 0.07 0.03 * 1.08 
Parent Education -0.01 0.04  0.99 -0.01 0.04  0.99 -0.02 0.04  0.98 
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.04 0.62  0.96 -0.13 0.62  0.88 -0.10 0.62  0.91 
Asian 0.61 0.35  1.83 0.62 0.35  1.86 0.60 0.35  1.83 
Black 0.40 0.21  1.49 0.32 0.22  1.38 0.32 0.22  1.38 
Hispanic 0.10 0.19  1.11 0.05 0.19  1.05 0.05 0.19  1.05 
Multi-Racial -0.11 0.31  0.89 -0.15 0.31  0.86 -0.12 0.31  0.89 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.76 1.42  0.47 -0.85 1.42  0.43 -0.91 1.42  0.40 
Female -0.24 0.14  0.79 -0.26 0.15  0.77 -0.25 0.15  0.78 
Standardized Math Score     -0.01 0.01  0.99 -0.01 0.01  0.99 
Standardized Reading Score     0.00 0.01  1.00 0.00 0.01  1.00 
General Academic Track     -0.21 0.18  0.81 -0.20 0.18  0.82 
Vocational Academic Track     -0.44 0.23  0.65 -0.43 0.23  0.65 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.39 0.17 * 1.48 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.15 0.22  1.16 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         -0.20 0.19  0.82 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         -0.13 0.18  0.88 
Self-Perception (imputed)         0.09 0.13  1.09 
Constant 0.416 0.344   1.017 0.541   0.70 0.61  2.01 
             
Observations 14110       14110       14110       
-2LL -3978    -3478    -3259    
LR Chi(2) 651.7    1651    2090    
BIC 8166    7243    6900    
Pseudo R2 0.076       0.191       0.243       
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using BYEXPWT and clustered by sch_id        
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Predicted probabilities of selected variables. With multinomial logistic models 

it is often easier to interpret the results in terms of the predicted probabilities than in 

terms of odds ratios. Building on the results displayed and briefly discussed above, the 

predicted probabilities that students will belong to each category of the tenth grade 

predisposition/finance nexus measure are presented below. When looking at the 

probability tables and figures, it is important to remember that most students are in the 

College group. As a result, the probabilities look skewed in that there are very high 

probabilities that all students (regardless of demographic, academic, or psychosocial 

characteristics) will belong to the College group and the probabilities that any student 

will belong to either of the No College groups are very low.  

Income. Figure 5 displays the predicted probability of belonging to each group of 

the predisposition/finance nexus variable, holding all other variables constant at their 

mean, in order to assess differences that can be attributed to income. 

Figure 5 
Predicted Probability by Income 

Predicted Probability by Income
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Although the model indicates that income is a significant factor in predicting into 

which group students will belong, the predicted probabilities across the range of income 

groups reveal that students are much more likely to belong to the College group than 

either of the No College groups. The probabilities of belonging to the College group 

range from 0.9699 at the lowest income level to 0.9764 at the highest income level. This 

is a very narrow range of probabilities. The ranges of probabilities that students will 

belong to either of the No College groups are similarly narrow. At the same time, they are 

also very low. The range probabilities students will belong to the No College (Other) 

group is 0.0183 to 0.0186; and the range probabilities that students belong to the No 

College (Finances) group is 0.0118 to 0.005.
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Table 7 
Predicted Probabilities by Race 

 Asian 
American 

Indian Black Hispanic
Multi-
Racial 

Native 
Hawaiian/ 

Pacific 
Islander White 

College 0.9818* 0.9844 0.9768* 0.9781 0.9721 0.9874 0.9719

No College 
(Other) 0.015 0.0109 0.0181 0.0159 0.0193 0.0064 0.0202

No College 
(Finances) 0.0032 0.005 0.0051 0.0059 0.0085 0.0062 0.0079
        
* denotes significant difference from White students compared to base category (italicized) in MNLM 
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Race. Table 7 displays predicted probabilities by race. Again, the overwhelming 

trend is that, regardless of race, students are most likely to belong to the College group. 

However, as noted in the discussion of the MNLM odds ratios, there is evidence to 

suggest that students of certain races are more likely than White students to belong to the 

College group than the No College (Finances) group. Table 7 corroborates this finding. 

Although only Asian and Black students are statistically different from White students, 

according to the predicted probabilities presented above, students of all races are more 

likely than White students to be in the College group. White and multi-racial students are 

the most likely to belong to the No College (Finances) group (although multi-racial 

students are not statistically significant from White students according to the regression 

results).  

Gender. According to the regression results, women are more likely to belong to 

the College group than are men; however, there are no gender-based differences between 

the two No College groups. The predicted probabilities based on gender largely 

corroborate this: There are gender-based differences in the probabilities, but these 

differences in probabilities are largest within the College group (see Table 8). Of all the 

probabilities displayed thus far, the probability that males will belong to the College 

group is the lowest (0.9643 compared with the probability that the lowest income group 

students will report that they are planning to attend college—0.9699).  
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Table 8 
Predicted Probabilities by Gender 

  Females Males Difference

College* 0.9821 0.9643 0.0179

No College (Other) 0.0127 0.0272 -0.0145
No College 
(Finances) 0.0051 0.0085 -0.0034
    
* denotes significance compared to base category 
(italicized) in MNLM 

 

Standardized math score by gender. According to the regression results, 

academic variables are also important in determining whether or not students will belong 

to the College group. Although there are many academic variables, I have chosen to 

report changes in predicted probabilities for math scores. The primary reason for doing 

this is that standardized math score is the only academic variable that is consistent 

between the tenth grade and the twelfth grade. Furthermore, there is evidence to suggest 

that, in the tenth grade, there is a significant interaction between math scores and gender.7 

As the value of the standardized math score increases from its minimum to its 

maximum, holding all other variables constant at their mean, the probability students will 

belong to the College group increases 0.12, while the probability that students will belong 

to the No College (Other) group decreases by .09, and the probability a student will 

belong to the No College (Finances) group decreases about 0.021 (Table 9). Table 9 also 

                                                 

7 In addition to the models described, I ran models with interaction terms to test for 
significant interaction effects. In the tenth grade, the interaction between standardized 
math score and gender was significant. Due to complexities associated with interpreting 
interactions in non-linear models, these models are not presented in the main text, but are 
available for the interested reader in Appendix E. 
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displays the change in predicted probabilities as math scores increase from their 

minimum to their maximum by gender. The change for males is more pronounced than 

the change in predicted probabilities for females. That the change in probability of 

belonging to the College group is so much higher for males than it is for females (in 

terms of percent change, about 89% higher (specifically, the calculation is: ((0.1589-

0.0839)/0.0839) * 100 = 89)) gives evidence to suggest that males’ behavior is more 

strongly influenced by their academic abilities than is females’ behavior. 

Table 9 
Change in Predicted Probabilities as Standardized Math Score Increases from Minimum 
to Maximum 

 College* 
No College 
(Other) 

No College 
(Finances) 

All Variables at 
their Mean 0.1155 -0.0941 -0.0214
Males 0.1589 -0.1323 -0.0035
Females 0.0839 -0.0667 -0.0172
* denotes significance compared to base category (italicized) in 
MNLM 

 

Significant others’ influence. Table 10 displays the change in probability of 

being in each outcome category as the level of significant influence increases from the 

minimum to the maximum value (holding all other variables constant). Recall that parent, 

friend, and relative influence is a significant predictor of who will belong to the College 

group compared to the No College (Finances) group, and parent influence is a significant 

predictor of who will belong to the No College (Other) group compared to the No 

College (Finances) group. Consistent with the regression results, it is apparent that the 

largest change in probability is associated with the change in parental influence. Students 
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who think their parents want them to attend college have probabilities 0.0591 higher of 

belonging to the College group than students who think their parents do not want them to 

attend college. Students who think that their parents want them to attend college have 

lower probabilities of belonging to the No College (Finances) group (0.0371 lower) or for 

other reasons (0.0220 lower) than students who think their parents do not want them to 

attend college. Students whose friends want them to go to college have probabilities 

0.0163 higher of belonging to the College group than students whose friends do not want 

them to attend college. 

Table 10 
Change in Predicted Probabilities as Significant Other Influence Increases from 
Minimum to Maximum 

 College 
No College 
(Other) 

No 
College 
(Finances)

Parent's 
Influence 0.0591* -0.0371* -0.0220
Friend's 
Influence 0.0163* -0.0113 -0.0050
Relative's 
Influence 0.0154* -0.0126 -0.0029
* denotes significance compared to base category 
(italicized) in MNLM 

 

Summary of tenth grade predisposition/finances nexus. Most notably, the 

results from this analysis indicate that students, regardless of demographic, academic, or 

psychosocial variables, overwhelmingly belong to the College group. There are 

differences by income, race, academic ability, the influence of significant others, and 

self-perception. Additionally, the analysis of predicted probabilities reveals that there are 

interesting differences based on the interaction of math score and gender. Not only are 

females more likely than males to belong to the College group, but they are also less 
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likely to be influenced by their academic ability. It seems that, for whatever reason, males 

are more likely to belong to the College group if they think they are able to perform 

academically (as indicated by the change in predicted probabilities by math score and 

gender). It is also notable that students who are White and students who are male are the 

least likely to belong to the College group. Finally, the results indicate that, 

unsurprisingly, there are more differences between the College and No College 

(Finances) groups than there are between the two No College groups. 

MNLM #2: Twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus (low expenses) 

 In the first of two twelfth grade analyses, a multinomial logistic regression model 

(MNLM) is used to test whether students with different demographic, academic, and 

psychosocial characteristics belong to different groups of twelfth grade 

predisposition/finance nexus (importance of low expenses) measure. The results from this 

analysis can be found in Table 11. The model is significant with an effective sample size 

of 11,580 cases. The full model (all three blocks entered into the regression), according to 

goodness of fit statistics and likelihood ratio tests, is the best fit (p<0.001). The pseudo-

R2  is 0.09. The assumption of irrelevant alternatives is violated by the College (Low 

Expenses Very Important) group. As noted in Chapter 3, this violation may not adversely 

affect the model and, because I am aware of this violation and am comfortable with the 

conceptual differences in the categories of the outcome variable, I am choosing to 

continue with the analysis despite the violation. 

In the full model, the results indicate that there are some differences between the 

predisposition/finance nexus (low expenses) groups based on demographic, academic, 

and psychosocial variables. The results presented below are arranged by comparison 
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group. However, in general, the MNLM results indicate that there are differences 

between the groups in terms of income, parent education, race, gender, academic 

preparation and ability, and the influence of significant others. 

There are the fewest differences between the two No College groups. Compared 

to students in the No College (Finances) group, students in the No College (Other) group 

tend to be from higher income families, are male, and tend have parents who want them 

to attend college. The magnitudes of these differences are generally small. The exception 

is that students whose parents want them to attend college have odds 119% higher than of 

belonging to the No College (Finances) group than students whose parents do not want 

them to pursue college. That there are relatively few differences between these two 

groups of students is unsurprising, especially considering the results from the tenth grade 

analysis. 

The comparison between the College (Low Expenses Not Important) and the No 

College (Finances) groups are, by and large, expected. Students in the College (Low 

Expenses Not Important) group tend to be from higher income families. Unsurprisingly, 

the income difference between the No College (Finances) and College (Low Expenses 

Not Important) groups is the largest (the odds ratio is 1.23, the next highest odds ratio for 

income is 1.11). Students in the College (Low Expenses Not Important) group also have 

more highly educated parents, tend to be Asian (compared to White), tend to be female, 

have higher math scores, are less likely to be in a non-college preparatory curriculum, 

and tend to have relatives and friends who want them to attend college. Some of the 

magnitudes of the differences are quite impressive. For example Asian students’ odds of 

belonging to the College (Low Expenses Not Important group) rather than the No 
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College (Finances) group are 125% higher than White students. Similarly, students who 

think that their friends and relatives would like for them to attend college have odds over 

100% higher of belonging to the College (Low Expenses Not Important) group than of 

belonging to the No College (Finances) group.  

The differences between students in the College (Low Expenses Somewhat 

Important) and the No College (Finances) groups are largely the same as those discussed 

above (the comparison between the No College (Finances) group and the College (Low 

Expenses Not Important) group), with a couple of exceptions. This discussion focuses on 

those exceptions. Parent occupation is positively related to students belonging to the 

College (Low Expenses Somewhat Important) group, although the effect is small. The 

second difference is teacher expectations. Whereas only friend and relative expectations 

were significant predictors of which students will belong to the College (Low Expenses 

Not Important) group, in this comparison teacher expectations are also a significant 

predictor. If students think that their teachers would like them to attend college right after 

high school they have 40% higher odds of belonging to the College (Low Expenses 

Somewhat Important) group than the No College (Finances) group. 

The differences between the students in the College (Low Expenses Very 

Important) and No College (Finances) groups are mostly the same as the characteristics 

previously discussed. Students in the College (Low Expenses Very Important) group tend 

to be Asian, Black, or Hispanic; tend to be female; tend to have higher academic ability 

and levels or preparation, and tend to be encouraged to attend college. The notable 

difference in this comparison is that income is not significantly different between the 

students in the College (Low Expenses Very Important) and No College (Finances) 
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groups. This suggests that with academic preparation and encouragement, low-income 

students are able to overcome financial barriers to predisposition to attend college.  
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Table 11 
MNLM Results – Twelfth Grade Predisposition/Finance Nexus (Low Expenses) 
 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

No College (Other) vs. No College (Finances)         
Income 0.05 0.02 * 1.05 0.06 0.03 * 1.06 0.06 0.03 * 1.06 
Parent Education 0.02 0.03  1.02 0.03 0.03  1.03 0.03 0.03  1.03 
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.04 0.42  0.96 -0.10 0.42  0.90 -0.13 0.42  0.88 
Asian 0.14 0.28  1.15 0.15 0.28  1.17 0.16 0.28  1.17 
Black -0.04 0.17  0.96 -0.11 0.17  0.90 -0.07 0.17  0.93 
Hispanic -0.09 0.16  0.91 -0.14 0.16  0.87 -0.11 0.16  0.90 
Multi-Racial -0.11 0.24  0.89 -0.11 0.24  0.89 -0.08 0.25  0.92 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.81 1.12  2.26 0.85 1.12  2.34 0.92 1.12  2.52 
Female -0.44 0.11 *** 0.65 -0.47 0.11 *** 0.63 -0.45 0.11 *** 0.64 
Standardized Math Score     -0.01 0.01 * 0.99 -0.01 0.01 * 0.99 
Core Curriculum     -0.30 0.18  0.74 -0.33 0.19  0.72 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.15 0.18  0.86 -0.18 0.18  0.83 
Other Curricular Patterns     -0.28 0.16  0.75 -0.31 0.16  0.74 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.78 0.35 * 2.19 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.05 0.13  1.05 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         -0.07 0.14  0.93 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         -0.24 0.15  0.78 
Constant 0.38 0.28   1.16 0.44 **  0.59 0.53  1.81 
             
College (Low Expenses Not Important) vs. No College (Finances)        
Income 0.28 0.02 *** 1.32 0.22 0.02 *** 1.24 0.21 0.03 *** 1.23 
Parent Education 0.29 0.03 *** 1.33 0.23 0.03 *** 1.25 0.21 0.03 *** 1.24 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.01 0.00 * 1.01 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.79 0.46  0.45 -0.37 0.46  0.69 -0.34 0.47  0.71 
Asian 1.20 0.24 *** 3.31 1.02 0.24 * 2.79 0.81 0.24 ** 2.25 
Black -0.10 0.16  0.90 0.24 0.17  1.28 -0.02 0.17  0.98 
Hispanic -0.06 0.15  0.95 0.15 0.15  1.16 -0.03 0.16  0.97 
Multi-Racial -0.52 0.23 * 0.59 -0.34 0.24  0.71 -0.41 0.24  0.67 
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Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.19 1.07  3.30 1.41 1.07  4.10 0.97 1.07  2.63 
Female 0.41 0.10 *** 1.51 0.44 0.10 *** 1.55 0.26 0.11 * 1.30 
Standardized Math Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.40 0.17 *** 0.25 -1.25 0.18 *** 0.29 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.22 0.17 *** 0.30 -1.08 0.17 *** 0.34 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.17 0.14 *** 0.31 -1.03 0.15 *** 0.36 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         -0.06 0.35  0.94 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.81 0.13 *** 2.25 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.94 0.13 *** 2.55 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.19 0.15  1.21 
Constant -3.72 0.28 ***  -4.76 0.42 ***  -5.22 0.53 ***  
             
College (Low Expenses Somewhat Important) vs. No College (Finances)       
Income 0.17 0.02 *** 1.18 0.12 0.02 *** 1.12 0.11 0.02 *** 1.11 
Parent Education 0.22 0.03 *** 1.25 0.17 0.03 *** 1.18 0.15 0.03 *** 1.16 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.99 0.39 * 0.37 -0.61 0.40  0.54 -0.60 0.40  0.55 
Asian 1.43 0.23 *** 4.20 1.26 0.23 *** 3.54 1.07 0.23 *** 2.92 
Black -0.10 0.14  0.91 0.23 0.15  1.26 -0.03 0.15  0.97 
Hispanic 0.03 0.13  1.03 0.23 0.14  1.26 0.06 0.14  1.06 
Multi-Racial -0.33 0.21  0.72 -0.14 0.21  0.87 -0.21 0.21  0.81 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.30 1.06  1.35 0.51 1.06  1.67 0.06 1.06  1.06 
Female 0.55 0.09 *** 1.73 0.57 0.09 *** 1.76 0.39 0.10 *** 1.47 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.24 0.16 *** 0.29 -1.08 0.16 *** 0.34 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.13 0.15 *** 0.32 -0.99 0.16 *** 0.37 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.29 0.14 *** 0.28 -1.15 0.14 *** 0.32 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.55 0.30  1.74 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.79 0.12 *** 2.21 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.84 0.12 *** 2.33 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.35 0.14 * 1.41 
Constant -1.78 0.2450596 ***  -2.70 0.38 ***  -3.78 0.47 ***  
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College (Low Expenses Very Important) vs. No College (Finances)        
Income 0.08 0.0208786 *** 1.09 0.05 0.02 * 1.05 0.04 0.02  1.04 
Parent Education 0.16 0.0277921 *** 1.17 0.12 0.03 *** 1.13 0.10 0.03 *** 1.11 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.01 0.00 * 1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.63 0.39  0.53 -0.38 0.40  0.69 -0.36 0.41  0.70 
Asian 1.44 0.23 *** 4.23 1.33 0.23 *** 3.77 1.12 0.23 *** 3.06 
Black 0.64 0.14 *** 1.90 0.84 0.15 *** 2.31 0.56 0.15 *** 1.76 
Hispanic 0.46 0.13 ** 1.59 0.59 0.14 *** 1.80 0.41 0.14 ** 1.50 
Multi-Racial 0.03 0.21  1.03 0.18 0.21  1.19 0.11 0.22  1.11 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.33 1.04  3.77 1.50 1.04  4.48 1.02 1.04  2.78 
Female 0.57 0.09 *** 1.77 0.56 0.10 *** 1.74 0.37 0.10 *** 1.45 
Standardized Math Score     0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 
Core Curriculum     -1.14 0.16 *** 0.32 -0.99 0.16 *** 0.37 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.02 0.16 *** 0.36 -0.87 0.16 *** 0.42 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.23 0.14 *** 0.29 -1.08 0.14 *** 0.34 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.34 0.28  1.40 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.91 0.12 *** 2.48 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.87 0.12 *** 2.39 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.33 0.14 * 1.39 
Constant -1.08 0.25 ***  -1.24 0.38 **  -2.19 0.46 *** 0.11 
             
Observations 11580       11580       11580       
-2LL 14934.62    -14582.37    -14262.81    
LR Chi(2) 1543.33    2247.84    2886.95    
BIC 30280.96    29726.17    29236.77    
Pseudo R2 0.05       0.07       0.09       
             
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id, and number of observations rounded to nearest 10. 
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Predicted probabilities of selected variables. Based on the results displayed and 

briefly discussed above, income, race, gender, academics, and the influence of significant 

others are all statistically significant predictors of which category of the twelfth grade 

predisposition/finance (low expenses) nexus measure students will fall. Below, I discuss 

the predicted probabilities of belonging to each category of the twelfth grade 

predisposition/finance (low expenses) nexus measure for each of these significant 

variables. Again, it is important to remember that the probabilities are skewed because 

most of the survey respondents report that they plan to attend college. 

Income. Figure 6 illustrates the predicted probabilities of belonging to each of the 

categories of the twelfth grade predisposition/finance (low expenses) nexus by income 

level, holding all other variables constant. Just as in the tenth grade, the probability that 

students will belong to one of the No College groups is very low (about 0.05 or less), 

income independent (the lines for these two groups are relatively flat), and very similar to 

one another (the lines for these two groups are close together). Additionally, there is a 

sharp increase in the probabilities that students will belong to the College (Low Expenses 

Not Important) group. Whereas students in the lowest income group have about a 0.05 

probability of belonging to this group, students in the highest income group have about a 

0.24 probability. That is over a five times higher probability. Finally, there is a sharp 

decrease in the probabilities that students will belong to the College (Low Expenses Very 

Important) group. Unsurprisingly, the lowest income group has the highest probability 

(about 0.45) of reporting belonging to the College (Low Expenses Very Important) 

group.  
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Figure 6 
Predicted Probability by Income 
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Gender.  Both the regression results and the predicted probabilities (Table 12) 

indicate that there are some gender differences in the predisposition/finance (low 

expenses) nexus measure. Regardless of gender, students are most likely to belong to the 

College (Low Expenses Somewhat Important) group. However, the difference in 

probabilities between the two genders is noticeable (probabilities of .4469 for females 

and .4807 for males). It is also one of the largest differences in probabilities between the 

two genders. Another large difference is that males are more likely (in terms of percent 

change, there is a 115% higher probability) than females to belong to the No College 

(Other) group. Both males and females have low probabilities of belonging to the No 

College (Finances) group, but males are more likely than females to belong to one of the 

No College groups. Overall, females are more likely to belong to one of the College 
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groups than are males, although males are more likely to belong to the College (Low 

Expenses Not Important) group.  

Table 12 
Predicted Probabilities by Gender 

 Males Females Difference 

College (Low Expenses 
Not Important)* 0.1613 0.1535 0.0078

College (Low Expenses 
Somewhat Important)* 0.4469 0.4807 -0.0338

College (Low Expenses 
Very Important)* 0.2968 0.3134 -0.0166

No College (Other)* 0.0641 0.0298 -0.0343

No College (Finances) 0.0309 0.0226 0.0083
* denotes significance compared to base category 
(italicized) in MNLM 

 
Race. According to the results of the MNLM, there are some differences between 

the categories of the twelfth grade predisposition/finance (low expenses) nexus measure. 

In the MNLM, White students are the referent group, which means students of all other 

races are compared to White students. In general, White students are less likely than 

Asian students to be in any of the College groups and are less likely than Asian, Black 

and Hispanic students to belong to the College (Low Expenses Very Important) group.  

Overall, the predicted probabilities support the MNLM findings (Table 13). Asian 

students have the highest probabilities of belonging to one of the College groups, and, 

conversely, the lowest probabilities of belonging to one of the No College groups. Asian, 

Black, and Hispanic students all have higher probabilities than White students of 
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belonging to the College (Low Expenses Very Important) group (13%, 48%, and 26% 

higher, respectively). Asian, Black, and Hispanic students also have lower probabilities 

of belonging to the No College (Finances) group than do White students (in terms of 

percentage change, they are 57%, 21%, and 4.6% lower, respectively). Of all the races, 

students who are American Indian and multi-racial have the highest probabilities of 

belonging to the No College (Finances) group followed closely by White students. White 

and Asian students have the highest predicted probabilities of reporting that they are 

going to college and somewhat concerned about finances. Asian students are less likely to 

say that they will not be going to college because of finances than any other racial/ethnic 

group. 

Table 13 
Predicted Probabilities by Race 

 Asian 
American 

Indian Black Hispanic
Multi-
Racial 

Native 
Hawaiian/ 

PI White

College (Low 
Expenses Not 
Important) 0.1409* 0.1845 0.1393 0.1419 0.128 0.2377 0.169

College  (Low 
Expenses 
Somewhat 
Important) 0.5156* 0.4058 0.3905 0.4389 0.4401 0.2723 0.478

College (Low 
Expenses Very 
Important) 0.3099* 0.2959 0.4055* 0.3548* 0.3456 0.4068 0.273
No College 
(Other) 0.0216 0.0674 0.0393 0.0384 0.0521 0.0671 0.05
No College 
(Finances) 0.0111 0.0464 0.0254 0.0259 0.034 0.0161 0.03
* denotes significant difference from White students compared to base category (italicized) in 
MNLM 
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Standardized math score by income. According to the regression results, 

academic ability is related to the predisposition/finance (low expenses) measure. The 

change in predicted probabilities, as math scores increase from their minimum to 

maximum values, is consistent with this finding (Table 14). Based on additional analyses, 

the interaction between math score and income is significant.8  

Table 14  
Changes in Predicted Probabilities with Math Score Increases From its Minimum to its 
Maximum 

 

College 
(Low 
Expenses 
Not 
Important)* 

College 
(Low 
Expenses 
Somewhat 
Important)* 

College 
(Low 
Expenses 
Very 
Important) 

No College 
(Other) 

No College 
(Finances) 

All Variables at their 
Mean 0.1262 0.2681 -0.1521 -0.1783 -0.0639

Lowest Income Level 0.0667 0.3251 -0.1065 -0.186 -0.0992

Highest Income Level 0.1572 0.2113 -0.1551 -0.165 -0.0483
* denotes significance compared to base category (italicized) in MNLM 

 

Holding all variables constant at their mean, students are more likely to belong to 

the College (Low Expenses Very Important) and the  College (Low Expenses Somewhat 

Important) groups as their math scores increase. The most dramatic change in 

probabilities is for the College (Low Expenses Somewhat Important) group.  When 

considering income, the changes in probability are much more dramatic. The probability 

that students will belong to the College (Low Expenses Not Important) group increases 

                                                 

8 The model  including this interaction effect can be found in Appendix E.  
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for both income groups. However, change in probability for the highest income group is 

more than double that of the lowest income group (0.06 increase for the lowest income 

level but 0.1572 for the highest income level). The changes in probability that students 

will belong to the College (Low Expenses Somewhat Important) group are more dramatic 

for both income groups. However, the change in probability is larger for the lowest 

income group (0.3268 for the lowest income group and 0.2113 for the highest income 

group).  

 Significant others’ influence. Table 15 displays the change in the predicted 

probabilities that a student will be in each category of the twelfth grade 

predisposition/finance (low expenses) nexus measure by type of significant other 

influence. Specifically, this table illustrates the change in probabilities of belonging to 

one of the outcome categories if students believe their parents, friends, relatives, or 

teachers would like for them to go to college. Based on the results of the MNLM and of 

the predicted probabilities displayed below, students are less likely to belong to one of 

the No College groups if they think that the significant others in their lives want them to 

attend college. The exception to this is that the probability that students will belong to the 

No College (Other) group actually increases if they think their parents want them to 

attend college. This is consistent with what the regression results suggest and may lend 

support to the hypothesis that students whose parents would like them to attend college 

are less likely to think of finances as a barrier to pursuing a college education. The largest 

change in probabilities that arises as the result of significant other influence is in the 

probability that students will belong to the College (Low Expenses Somewhat Important) 

group. If students think their parents would like for them to attend college, the probability 
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that they will belong to that group increases 0.0842. Finally, friend, relative, and teacher 

influence are all related to an increase in the probabilities that students will belong to the 

College (Low Expenses Very Important) group (the probabilities increase 0.023, 0.0428, 

and 0.0163, respectively). This, coupled with the findings that the College (Low 

Expenses Very Important) and No College (Finances) groups are not statistically 

different from one another across many of the tested characteristics speaks to the 

importance of encouragement from significant others in the college choice process. 

Table 15 
Change in Predicted Probabilities as Significant Other Influence Increases from 
Minimum to Maximum 

 

College 
(Low 
Expenses 
Not 
Important) 

College 
(Low 
Expenses 
Somewhat 
Important) 

College 
(Low 
Expenses 
Very 
Important) 

No 
College 
(Other) 

No College 
(Finances) 

Parent 
Influence -0.0821 0.0842 -0.0063 0.0155* -0.0113
Friend 
Influence 0.0215* 0.022* 0.023* -0.0429 -0.0237
Relative 
Influence 0.0076* 0.0132* 0.0428* -0.0383 -0.0253
Teacher 
Influence -0.0209 0.0363* -0.0229* -0.0062 -0.0137
* denotes significance compared to base category (italicized) in MNLM 

 
Summary of twelfth grade predisposition/finances (low expenses) nexus. Just 

as in the tenth grade, twelfth grade students overwhelmingly report they plan to attend 

college, and the results from the MNLM regression and the predicted probabilities 

suggest that there are differences between the groups of the predisposition/finances (low 

expenses) nexus measure. There are differences by the demographic, academic, and 

psychosocial variables included in the analysis. Overall, students from lower income 

backgrounds, who are White, male, not in college preparatory curriculum, are lower 
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academic performers, and lack encouragement from their significant others are more 

likely to belong to the No College (Finance) group than other students. Students who are 

higher income, Asian, female, strong academically, and have encouragement from their 

significant others are more likely to belong to one of the College groups. 

While these general findings are informative, the nature of the analysis allows for 

more detailed conclusions to be drawn. For example, there are noticeable income 

differences between the groups of the predisposition/finance (low expenses) nexus. There 

is a sizable difference between the predicted probabilities of the College (Low Expenses 

Very Important) group and the College (Low Expenses Not Important) group for students 

at the lowest income level. Additionally, students at the lowest income level are more 

affected by academic performance when it comes to belonging to the No College 

(Finances) group than are students at the highest income level (as illustrated by the 

change in probabilities displayed in Table 14). According to the MNLM results there are 

no income differences between the No College (Finances) and College (Low Expenses 

Very Important) groups. It seems that the influence of significant others, academic 

preparation and ability, gender, and race are what really differentiate these groups of 

students from one another. Asian students are the most likely to belong to one of the 

College groups. Finally, there are more gender differences than simply that females are 

more likely than males to belong to one of the College groups.  

MNLM #3: Twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus (availability of aid).  

The third multinomial logistic regression tests whether there is a relationship 

between the characteristics of students and the twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus 

(importance of availability of aid) measure (Table 16). The full model, with an effective 
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sample size of 11,590, is significant (p < 0.001) and the best fit, according to the decrease 

in BIC and the likelihood ratio test (p < 0.001). Although the Hausman test reveals that 

there is a violation of the assumption of independence of irrelevant alternatives for the 

“going to college, availability of aid is very important” category, I am comfortable with 

the conceptual categories of the outcome variable and choose to proceed even with this 

violation. 

In comparing the three College groups to the No College (Finances) group, the 

results are consistent with the literature (and very similar to the results from the analysis 

with the twelfth grade predisposition/finance (low expenses) nexus measure as the 

outcome). Each of the students in the three College groups have parents with high levels 

of education and higher occupational status, however, the latter relationships are not very 

strong. For every unit increase in parent education level, the odds that students will 

belong to the College (Aid Not Important), College (Aid Somewhat Important), and 

College (Aid Very Important) groups are 28%, 15%, and 13% higher (respectively) than 

for the comparison group. Students who belong to one of the three College groups are 

also more likely to be Asian than White. Asian students have odds that are 117%, 178%, 

and 201% higher than White students of belonging to the College (Aid Not Important), 

College (Aid Somewhat Important), and College (Aid Very Important) groups. Students 

who report that they are in college preparatory curricular tracks and who perform better 

on standardized tests are also more likely to be in one of the College groups. Finally, 

students who think their friends and relatives would like for them to attend college are 

also more likely to be in one of the College groups (the odds of being in one of these 
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groups rather than the No College (Finances) group more than double if students think 

their friends and relatives would like for them to attend college). 

The comparisons between the College groups and the No College (Finances) 

group are similar in many ways; however, there are important inconsistencies in the 

characteristics that differentiate each of the College groups from the No College 

(Finances) group. For example, not all the race effects are consistent. Asian, Black, and 

Hispanic students are more likely than White students to belong to the College (Aid Very 

Important) group than the No College (Finances) group (their odds are 200%, 63%, and 

44% higher, respectively). However, Black and Hispanic students are less likely than 

White students to belong to the College (Aid Not Important) group. Although there are 

income differences between every other group and the No College (Finances) group, 

there are no income differences between the College (Aid Very Important) and No 

College (Finances) group. Similarly, there are no gender differences between the No 

College (Finances) and the College (Aid Somewhat Important) and the College (Aid Not 

Important) groups yet females have 64% higher odds than males of belonging to the 

College (Aid Very Important) group. Finally teacher influence is only a significant 

predictor in whether students will belong to the College (Aid Very Important) group 

rather than the No College (Finances) group. Students who think that their teachers want 

them to attend college have odds 46% higher of belonging to the College (Aid Very 

Important) group than students who do not think their teachers want them to attend 

college  

The comparison between students in the No College (Other) and No College 

(Finances) groups reveals that the same variables are significant as in the model with the 
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twelfth grade predisposition/finance (low expenses) outcome measure. This is not 

surprising because the students who report that they do not plan to attend college are the 

same students in both twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus variables. Students who 

reported that they are not planning to attend college for a reason other than finances tend 

to be from higher income families. They also tend to be male, have lower math scores, 

and think that their parents would like for them to attend college. 
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Table 16 
MNLM Results—Twelfth Grade Predisposition/Finance Nexus (Availability of Aid) 
 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  B S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

No College (Other) vs. No College (Finances)         
Income 0.06 0.02 * 1.06 0.07 0.03 ** 1.07 0.06 0.03 * 1.06 
Parent Education 0.02 0.03  1.02 0.03 0.03  1.03 0.03 0.03  1.03 
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.05 0.42  0.96 -0.11 0.42  0.90 -0.14 0.42  0.87 
Asian 0.14 0.28  1.15 0.15 0.28  1.16 0.16 0.28  1.17 
Black -0.06 0.17  0.95 -0.12 0.17  0.89 -0.08 0.17  0.92 
Hispanic -0.10 0.16  0.91 -0.15 0.16  0.86 -0.12 0.16  0.89 
Multi-Racial -0.12 0.24  0.89 -0.12 0.24  0.89 -0.09 0.25  0.92 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.81 1.12  2.24 0.84 1.12  2.32 0.92 1.12  2.50 
Female -0.44 0.11 *** 0.64 -0.48 0.11 *** 0.62 -0.46 0.11 *** 0.63 
Standardized Math Score     -0.01 0.01 * 0.99 -0.01 0.01 * 0.99 
Core Curriculum     -0.30 0.18  0.74 -0.33 0.19  0.72 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.15 0.18  0.86 -0.18 0.18  0.84 
Other Curricular Patterns     -0.28 0.16  0.76 -0.30 0.16  0.74 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.79 0.35 * 2.20 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.05 0.13  1.05 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         -0.07 0.14  0.93 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         -0.25 0.15  0.78 
Constant 0.36 0.28   1.14 0.44 **  0.57 0.53   
             
College (Aid Not Important) vs. No College (Finances)        
Income 0.46 0.03 *** 1.59 0.42 0.03 *** 1.51 0.41 0.03 *** 1.50 
Parent Education 0.32 0.03 *** 1.37 0.27 0.03 *** 1.30 0.25 0.03 *** 1.28 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -1.09 0.54 * 0.34 -0.73 0.54  0.48 -0.73 0.55  0.48 
Asian 1.12 0.25 *** 3.05 0.97 0.25 *** 2.65 0.77 0.25 ** 2.17 
Black -0.65 0.19 ** 0.52 -0.37 0.19  0.69 -0.62 0.20 ** 0.54 
Hispanic -0.44 0.17 * 0.65 -0.27 0.18  0.76 -0.44 0.18 * 0.65 
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Multi-Racial -0.56 0.25 * 0.57 -0.39 0.25  0.68 -0.46 0.25  0.63 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.09 1.10  2.97 1.29 1.10  3.62 0.84 1.11  2.32 
Female 0.26 0.11 * 1.29 0.27 0.11 * 1.31 0.10 0.11  1.11 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Core Curriculum     -1.32 0.18 *** 0.27 -1.18 0.19 *** 0.31 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.95 0.18 *** 0.39 -0.81 0.18 *** 0.44 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.09 0.15 *** 0.34 -0.96 0.15 *** 0.38 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.10 0.46  1.10 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.74 0.14 *** 2.09 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.90 0.13 *** 2.45 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.18 0.16  1.19 
Constant -6.04 0.33 ***  -6.77 0.46 ***  -7.30 0.63 ***  
             
College (Aid Somewhat Important) vs. No College (Finances)       
Income 0.24 0.02 *** 1.28 0.19 0.02 *** 1.21 0.18 0.02 *** 1.20 
Parent Education 0.21 0.03 *** 1.24 0.16 0.03 *** 1.17 0.14 0.03 *** 1.15 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -1.19 0.44 ** 0.31 -0.80 0.44  0.45 -0.79 0.45  0.46 
Asian 1.37 0.23 *** 3.94 1.22 0.23 *** 3.39 1.02 0.24 *** 2.78 
Black -0.32 0.15 * 0.73 -0.01 0.16  0.99 -0.28 0.16  0.76 
Hispanic -0.09 0.14  0.92 0.10 0.14  1.10 -0.07 0.15  0.93 
Multi-Racial -0.35 0.21  0.71 -0.15 0.22  0.86 -0.23 0.22  0.80 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.04 1.11  1.04 0.26 1.11  1.30 -0.20 1.11  0.82 
Female 0.29 0.10 ** 1.34 0.30 0.10 ** 1.35 0.13 0.10  1.13 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Core Curriculum     -1.28 0.16 *** 0.28 -1.14 0.16 *** 0.32 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.16 0.16 *** 0.31 -1.02 0.16 *** 0.36 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.29 0.14 *** 0.28 -1.15 0.14 *** 0.32 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.60 0.34  1.82 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.86 0.12 *** 2.36 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.85 0.12 *** 2.34 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.24 0.14  1.27 
Constant -2.54 0.26 ***  -3.20 0.40 ***  -4.28 0.50 ***  
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College (Aid Very Important) vs. No College (Finances)        
Income 0.08 0.02 *** 1.09 0.04 0.02  1.04 0.03 0.02  1.03 
Parent Education 0.18 0.03 *** 1.20 0.13 0.03 *** 1.14 0.12 0.03 *** 1.13 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.01 0.00 * 1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.65 0.37  0.52 -0.33 0.37  0.72 -0.30 0.38  0.74 
Asian 1.44 0.23 *** 4.23 1.30 0.23 *** 3.68 1.10 0.23 *** 3.01 
Black 0.48 0.14 *** 1.62 0.76 0.14 *** 2.13 0.49 0.15 ** 1.63 
Hispanic 0.37 0.13 ** 1.44 0.54 0.13 *** 1.71 0.36 0.14 ** 1.44 
Multi-Racial -0.10 0.20  0.90 0.08 0.21  1.08 0.00 0.21  1.00 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.17 1.03  3.21 1.36 1.03  3.91 0.89 1.04  2.43 
Female 0.67 0.09 *** 1.96 0.68 0.09 *** 1.97 0.49 0.10 *** 1.64 
Standardized Math Score     0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Core Curriculum     -1.18 0.15 *** 0.31 -1.03 0.16 *** 0.36 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.10 0.15 *** 0.33 -0.96 0.16 *** 0.38 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.25 0.14 *** 0.29 -1.11 0.14 *** 0.33 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.34 0.27  1.40 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.85 0.11 *** 2.34 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.87 0.12 *** 2.38 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.38 0.13 ** 1.46 
Constant -0.80 0.24 **  -1.37 0.37 ***  -2.32 0.44 ***  
             
Observations 11590       11590       11590       
-2LL -13858.967    -13547.56    -13230.579    
LR Chi(2) 2246.88    2867.69    3501.66    
AIC 27803.93    27215.12    26613.16    
BIC 28127.67    27656.58    27173.34    
Pseudo R2 0.075       0.0957       0.1169       
             
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id, and number of observations is rounded to the nearest 10. 
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Predicted probabilities of selected variables. Based on the results displayed and 

briefly discussed above, income, race, gender, academics, and the influence of significant 

others are all statistically significant predictors of which category a student will be in on 

the predisposition/finance (availability of aid) nexus measure. Below, I discuss the 

predicted probabilities of belonging to each category with respect to these variables.   

Income. Based on the MNLM results, it is apparent that the category of the 

predisposition/finance nexus that students are in is influenced by income. At the lowest 

income level, students have high probabilities (about 0.8) of belonging to the College 

(Aid Very Important) group (Figure 7). Even at the highest income level, students are 

most likely to fall into this category, although the probabilities decrease as income level 

increases. As income level increases, the probabilities that students will belong to the 

College (Aid Not Important) and the College (Aid Somewhat Important) groups increase. 

At the highest income level, the probabilities that students will belong to one of the 

College groups tend to converge and are within 0.15 of each other. As displayed in 

Figures 5 and 6, the probabilities that students will belong to one of the No College 

groups are very low and do not vary much with income. 
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Figure 7 
Predicted Probability by Income 
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 Gender. Table 17 displays the predicted probability of belonging to each category 

of the predisposition/finance (availability of aid) nexus variable by gender. Both males 

and females have the highest probabilities of belonging to the College (Aid Very 

Important) group, but there is a large difference between the genders. As this table 

indicates, females have a 0.60 probability of belonging to the College (Aid Very 

Important) group whereas males’ probability of belonging to that same category is only 

about 0.5. Another gender difference is that females are less than half as likely to belong 

to the No College (Finances) group as are males (with a probability of 0.0235 compared 

to males’ probability of 0.0659). 



 

136 

Table 17 
Predicted Probabilities by Gender 

 Females Males Difference 
College (Aid Not 
Important) 0.0821 0.0994 -0.0173
College (Aid Somewhat 
Important) 0.2591 0.3071 -0.0481
College (Aid Very 
Important)* 0.6043 0.4959 0.1084

No College (Other)* 0.031 0.0659 -0.035

No College (Finances) 0.0235 0.0316 -0.0081

* denotes significance compared to base category 
(italicized) in MNLM 

 

 Race. Table 18 displays predicted probabilities of belonging to each category of 

the predisposition/finance nexus measure by race. As is evidenced in this table, students 

of all races are most likely to belong to the College (Aid Very Important) (predicted 

probability of belonging to this group is at least 0.5 for every race). On the whole, 

students of all races tend to be least likely to belong to the No College (Finances) group. 

However, it is notable that White and American Indian students have the highest 

probability of belonging to this group. At the same time, White students have the highest 

probability of belonging to the College (Aid Not Important) group.  
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Table 18 
Predicted Probabilities by Race 

 Asian 
American 

Indian Black Hispanic
Multi-
Racial

Native 
Hawaiian/ 

PI White
College 
(Aid Not 
Important) 0.0891* 0.0835 0.05* 0.0619* 0.078 0.1362 0.111
College 
(Aid 
Somewhat 
Important) 0.3166* 0.2181 0.1956 0.2476 0.2721 0.1324 0.3058
College 
(Aid Very 
Important) 0.5603* 0.5798 0.6882* 0.624* 0.5624 0.6468 0.5011
No 
College 
(Other) 0.0225 0.0702 0.04 0.0397 0.053 0.0683 0.052
No 
College 
(Finances) 0.0115 0.0484 0.026 0.0268 0.035 0.0164 0.031
* denotes significant difference from White students compared to base category 
(italicized) in MNLM 

 
Standardized math score. Table 19 displays changes in predicted probabilities as 

math scores increase from their minimum to their maximum. It also displays the change 

in probability as math score increases by income level. There is evidence to suggest that 

there is a significant interaction between standardized math scores and income level.9  

The changes in probabilities displayed in Table 19 are consistent with the MNLM 

results: Higher performing students are more likely to report that they plan to attend 

college. The probability the probability that students will belong to the College 

(Finances) group decreases by 0.06 as math score increases from its minimum to its 

maximum, holding other variables constant.  The probabilities that students will belong to 

                                                 

9 The model containing the interaction effects can be found in Appendix E. 
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the College (Aid Not Important) or the College (Aid Somewhat Important) groups 

increase as math score increases. 

Table 19 
Change in Predicted Probabilities as Math Score Increases from Minimum to Maximum 

 

College 
(Aid Not 
Important)* 

College 
(Aid 
Somewhat 
Important)* 

College 
(Aid Very 
Important) 

No College 
(Other) 

No College 
(Finances) 

All Variables at 
their Mean 0.0350 0.1130 0.1003 -0.1834 -0.0648

Lowest Income 
Level 0.0028 0.0568 0.2297 -0.1826 -0.1067

Highest Income 
Level 0.0686 0.0982 0.0266 -0.1507 -0.0427
* denotes significance compared to base category (italicized) in MNLM 

 
Table 19 also presents the changes in predicted probabilities as standardized math 

scores increase from their minimum to their maximum for the highest and lowest income 

levels. As is exemplified by the table, the probability that students will belong to the 

College (Aid Not Important) group increases as standardized math scores increase very 

little (a 0.003 increase for the lowest income level and 0.0686 for the highest income 

level). The probabilities that students will belong to the College (Aid Somewhat 

Important) groups increase more as math scores increase (0.0568 for the lowest income 

group and 0.0982 for the highest income group). There is a huge difference between the 

highest and lowest income groups in terms of increase in the probabilities that students 

will belong to the College (Aid Very Important) group (0.2297 for the lowest income 

group and 0.0266 for the highest income group). The probabilities that students will 

belong to one of the No College groups decrease as math scores increase, for both the 

lowest and highest income level (the decreases are the same as displayed for the 

predisposition/finance (low expenses) nexus measure. 
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Significant others’ influence. According to the regression results the influence of 

significant others, namely friends, relatives, and teachers, are important predictors of 

which category of the predisposition/finance (availability of aid) nexus measure students 

will belong to. The changes in predicted probabilities based on significant other influence 

are displayed in Table 20. Overall, the change in predicted probabilities are small as 

significant others’ influence increases from their minimum to their maximum (less than 

about .05 across all types of significant others and for all outcome categories). Generally, 

significant other influence is positively related to the probability that a student will 

belong to one of the College groups; this is similar to the results of the 

predisposition/finance (low expenses) measure. Considering the College groups, there are 

some interesting patterns in the changes in predicted probabilities. Most notably, the 

effect that parent, friend, relative, and teacher influence varies widely. For example, the 

change in probability that a student will belong to the College (Aid Somewhat Important) 

group based on parent influence is substantially higher than the decrease associated with 

friend, relative, or teacher influence (0.055 compared to 0.017, 0.025, and -0.011). 

Further, parental influence is related to a decrease in the probability that a student will 

belong to the College (Aid Very Important) category, while friend, relative, and teacher 

influence are all associated with an increase in probability of belonging to the College 

(Aid Very Important) category. 
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Table 20 
Change in Predicted Probabilities as Significant Other Influence Increases from 
Minimum to Maximum 

 

College 
(Aid Not 
Important) 

College 
(Aid 
Somewhat 
Important)

College 
(Aid Very 
Important)

No 
College 
(Other) 

No 
College 
(Finances) 

Parent -0.0306 0.0550 -0.0268 0.0153* -0.0129 
Friend 0.0096* 0.0168* 0.0420* -0.0441 -0.0243 
Relative -0.0029* 0.0251* 0.0442* -0.0401 -0.0264 
Teacher -0.0093 -0.0106 0.0566* -0.0283 -0.0083 
* denotes significance compared to base category (italicized) in MNLM 

 
Summary of twelfth grade predisposition/finances (availability of aid) nexus. 

The results from the analysis using the twelfth grade predisposition/finances (availability 

of aid) nexus indicate that, students from lower income backgrounds, who are White, 

male, not in college preparatory curriculum, are lower academic performers, and lack 

encouragement from their significant others are more likely to belong to the No College 

(Finance) group than other students. Students who are higher income, Asian, female, 

strong academically, and have encouragement from their significant others are more 

likely to belong to one of the College groups. Additionally, in this analysis, there are no 

significant income differences between the No College (Finances) and College (Aid Very 

Important) groups. Finally, having significant others that encourage college attendance 

results in a decrease (for the most part) in the probabilities that students will belong to 

one of the No College groups. 

In the analysis using the twelfth grade predisposition/finances (availability of aid) 

nexus, there are only gender differences between the No College (Finances) group and 

two other groups: The No College (Other) group (males are more likely to belong to the 

No College (Other) group), and the College (Aid Very Important) group (females are 
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more likely to be in the College (Aid Very Important) group than they are to be in the No 

College (Finances) group). The previously discussed analyses showed more persistent 

gender differences. Additionally, Asian students are more likely than White students to 

belong to one of the College groups. However, Black and Hispanic students are less 

likely than White students to belong to the College (Aid Not Important) group, but more 

likely than White students to belong to the College (Aid Very Important) group. Finally, 

academics are important. Higher math scores are associated with increases in the 

probabilities that students will belong to one of the College groups. There are differences 

by income level in this respect, though, with the most notable being the notably larger 

increase in probabilities that students in the lowest income level will belong to the 

College (Aid Very Important) group. 

Supplemental Analysis: Change in Answers in Tenth and Twelfth Grade 

 As illustrated by both the descriptive statistics and the tables displaying predicted 

probabilities, a very small proportion of students report that they do not plan to attend 

college because of finances. However, a larger proportion of twelfth graders belong to the 

No College (Finances) group than tenth graders. In fact, 430 tenth graders who reported 

that they plan to attend college changed their mind by the time they got to the twelfth 

grade and, at that time, reported that they do not plan to attend college because it is too 

expensive.  

Using only the students who reported they planned to attend college in the tenth 

grade, I conducted a simple logistic analysis to see which of the variables used in the 

analysis characterize students who switched to the No College (Finances) group in the 

twelfth grade. The sample for the regression consists of the 10,350 students who 
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responded in both years. The outcome variable for this analysis is a binary variable where 

the two groups are: students who reported that they planned to attend college in both 

years and student who were in the College group in tenth grade, but the No College 

(Finances) group in the twelfth grade. The independent variables are the same variables 

used in the twelfth grade analysis. 

The students who switched tend to be from lower-income families and have 

parents with lower education levels. Further, they tend to be White (compared to Asian) 

and do not think that their relatives, friends, and teachers want them to attend college 

after high school. However, most notably, these students are more likely to be in a 

curricular track that is not college preparatory. 
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Table 21 
Students Who Changed their Plans 

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

Income -0.11 0.02 *** 0.90 
Parent Education -0.14 0.03 *** 0.87 
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.38 0.40  1.47 
Asian -0.99 0.27 *** 0.37 
Black -0.16 0.17  0.85 
Hispanic -0.17 0.16  0.84 
Multi-Racial 0.29 0.22  1.33 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.11 1.03  0.90 
Female -0.12 0.11  0.89 
Standardized Math Score -0.03 0.01 *** 0.97 
Core Curriculum 0.82 0.17 *** 2.26 
Less than Core Curriculum 0.77 0.17 *** 2.15 
Other Curricular Patterns 0.96 0.15 *** 2.62 
Parent Wants College (imputed) -0.39 0.32  0.68 
Relative Wants College (imputed) -0.59 0.13 *** 0.55 
Friend Wants College (imputed) -0.86 0.13 *** 0.42 
Teacher Wants College (imputed) -0.30 0.14 *** 0.74 
Constant 1.12 0.51 ***  
     
Observations (rounded to the nearest 10) 10350       
-2LL -1453    
LR Chi(2) 519    
Pseudo R2 0.15       
*** p<.001     
** p <.01     
* p < .05     

 
Summary of Results 

 By and large the results of the analysis are consistent with the literature. Higher 

income, more academically able students who feel encouraged to attend college are more 

likely to report that they are planning to attend college. However, there are some 

interesting results that the literature reviewed would not necessarily suggest would be the 

case. First, female students are more likely to report that they are planning to attend 

college than males. While the literature indicates that gender is an important control 
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variable, the results on effects of gender are inconsistent. Second, it seems that males are 

more influenced by their perceptions of the desires of significant others in their lives than 

are females. Third, of all the characteristics tested, White male students are the most 

likely to report that they do not plan to attend college because of finances. Finally, the 

results suggest students in the College (Low Expenses/Aid Very Important) groups are 

not different in terms of income from the No College groups. This suggests that there are 

considerations more important than income in getting students to aspire to attend college. 

These findings and the implications of this study will be further discussed in the next 

chapter.
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Chapter 5 

Discussion and Implications 

 Although there is a large body of literature that addresses the impact of college-

related costs and subsidies in college enrollment and persistence, there is very little 

empirical work on the role of finances early in the college choice process. The results 

presented in Chapter 4 represent a breakthrough in attempting to explain and predict how 

concerns about finances affect students’ college predisposition with empirical research. 

Using the predisposition/finances nexus measures (which are unlike any other outcome 

measures used in higher education research), this study assesses whether or not different 

groups of students (based on demographic, academic, and psychosocial characteristics) 

report that they do not plan to attend college because of finances. This chapter begins 

with a description of the importance of the study, discussion of the results, offers 

suggestions for survey improvements, discusses policy implications of the results, and 

concludes by offering directions for future research.  

Discussion of the Study 

 This study adds much to the discussion of the role in college-related costs and 

subsidies in the college choice process. Since the early 1970s, the college choice process 

has enjoyed a lot of attention in the higher education literature. There are a variety of 

college choice models, most of which present the college choice process as a series of 

stages through which students pass in deciding whether and where to attend college. 

Research on the early part of the process (the predisposition phase) has generally been 
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framed using sociological frameworks. Economic frameworks have dominated the 

research pertaining to enrollment and persistence choices, much of which has focused on 

the role of college-related costs and subsidies. In this study, I have combined the two. 

The predisposition/finances nexus measures are unique in that they combine plans and 

level of concern about finances. 

 There has been some previous research that has recognized the idea that concerns 

about affordability has kept some populations of students from even aspiring or planning 

to attend college. Generally, these studies have been qualitative studies that have focused 

on specific groups of students (see De La Rosa 2006; Freeman, 1997, for example.). 

While qualitative research has great merit, this study backs up the findings with empirical 

research conducted on a national sample, making the results generalizable. 

Another important aspect of this analysis is that it includes both students who are 

and who are not predisposed to attend college. In much of the college choice literature, 

especially the literature focused on the role of college-related costs and subsidies, the 

samples include only those students who have applied to college or those who are 

attending college. Unfortunately, that practice means that there is an important faction of 

the population for whom we are missing information. In this study, both students who do 

and who do not plan to attend college are included, which means that we have 

information about students who do not intend to attend college and we are able to 

compare them to students who do. 

Finally, the outcome variables are unique. The predisposition/finance nexus 

variables combine plans and level of concern about finances, allowing us to ascertain 

those, if any, who do not want to go to college because it is to expensive. Furthermore, of 
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the people who do want to go to college, these measures help uncover for whom college-

related costs and subsidies are very important in the twelfth grade. This is important 

because these students may be closest to being those for whom costs are sufficient to 

foreclose college attendance.  

Discussion of Results 

Drawing from sociological and economic literature examined in Chapter 2, a 

conceptual framework was proposed in which demographic, academic, psychosocial, and 

contextual variables influence the predisposition/finance nexus. I posited that these 

groups of variables would have an effect on whether or not students reported that they 

planned to attend college and whether or not their concerns about college-related finances 

affected that decision. Using this framework as a guide, and working within the 

limitations of the available data, I assessed whether different groups of students report 

that finances are important in the college-going decision-making and if the same types of 

variables characterize who will report that finances are important in their decision making 

in both the tenth and twelfth grades. 

The analysis consisted of three MNLMs, each with more than 15 independent 

measures. Because of the number of independent variables and the number of outcome 

categories in the nexus measures, the results are complex to present. A complete and 

more thorough discussion of the results of the MNLM was offered in Chapter 4. In this 

chapter, I will discuss those findings that are the most remarkable and have the most 

bearing on higher education.  Specifically, income, gender, race, standardized test scores, 

whether or not a student is enrolled in a college preparatory curriculum, self-perception 

(in the tenth grade), and the influence of parents, friends, relatives, and teachers are key 
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predictors of college predisposition and the impact of finances on those predispositions. 

To help simplify the results, refer to Table 22 for a summary of the differences between 

categories of the No College (Finances) category and each of the other categories for the 

predisposition/finances nexus measures. An “X” in the table indicates that there was a 

significant difference in the MNLM results. 

One of the notable findings of this study is that, based on both the results of the 

MNLM and the predicted probabilities in all the analyses, most students plan to attend 

college. In the tenth grade over 90% of students reported that they were planning to 

attend college. In the twelfth grade, the percentage of students reporting that they were 

planning to attend college was only slightly lower (87%). This is an encouraging finding: 

Students do plan to attend college regardless of financial concerns. 
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Table 22 
Summary of Differences (Compared to No College (Finances) group) 

College

No 
College 
(Other)

College 
(Expenses 

Not 
Important)

College 
(Expenses 
Somewhat 
Important)

College 
(Expenses 

Very 
Important)

No 
College 
(Other)

College 
(Aid Not 

Important)

College (Aid 
Somewhat 
Important)

College 
(Aid Very 
Important)

No 
College 
(Other)

Income X X X X X X X X
Parent Education X X X X X X
Parent Occupation X X X X X X
American Indian/Alaska Nativea

Asiana X X X X X X X
Blacka X X X X
Hispanica X X X
Multi-Raciala

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islandera

Femaleb X X X X X X X
Standardized Test Scoresc X X X X X X X X X
Curricular Trackd X X X X X X X
Parent Wants College (imputed) X X X X
Friend Wants College (imputed) X X X X X X X
Relative Wants College (imputed) X X X X X X X
Teacher Wants College (imputed) X X X
Self-Perception (imputed) X
Notes:
a. Compared to White students
b. Compared to male students
c. In the tenth grade, these are math and reading scores and are either both significant or not. In the twelfth grade, these are only math scores.
d. The curricular track variables are slightly different between the two grades, but compared to college-bound tracks in both years.

Tenth Grade Twelfth Grade (Low Expenses) Twelfth Grade (Availability of Aid)
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The simple answer to the first question—Do groups of students (based on the 

demographic, psychosocial, and academic variables discussed) differentially report that 

college-related costs and subsidies are important in their decisions to continue or not 

continue their education beyond high school?—is yes. Demographic, academic, and 

psychosocial characteristics all predict students’ predispositions and the importance of 

finances in their college choice process. Furthermore, with few exceptions the same 

variables that were significant in the tenth grade analysis were also significant in the 

twelfth grade analysis. Although a strict comparison between the two years is not 

possible because of differences in both the outcome and independent measures, it is 

reasonable to say that the same kinds of variables will predict who reports that college-

related costs and subsidies are important in their college-going decision making process 

in both the tenth and twelfth grades. 

One of the main points of this dissertation is to assess who does not plan to attend 

college because it is too expensive. The analyses reveal that (compared to students who 

report that they plan to attend college) the students who report that they do not want to 

attend college because of finances are subsides poor, White, male, low academic 

performers, have parents with lower education and occupation status, and do not report 

that their significant others want them to attend college. Furthermore, in the tenth grade, 

students who believe they can perform well academically are more likely to report that 

they plan to attend college than they are to report that they do not plan to attend college 

because of finances. Although these differences persist across almost all comparisons, 

there are a few exceptions. 
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The differences by race are not consistent in terms of plans. In the tenth grade, 

White students are more likely than both Asian and Black students to report that they do 

not plan to attend college because of finances (compared to reporting that they plan to 

attend college). In the twelfth grade, however, there is more variation by race. Asian 

students are more likely than White students to report that they plan to attend college and: 

low expenses are not important, low expenses are somewhat important, and the 

availability of aid is somewhat important. However, Asian, Black, and Hispanic students 

are all more likely than White students to report that they plan to attend college and 

expenses and are very important and aid is not important.  

Furthermore, that White students are more likely than some groups of minority 

students to report that they will not attend college because of finances is a seemingly 

counter-intuitive finding. According to the literature, minority students generally have 

lower aspirations (Arnold, 1993; Kao & Tienda, 1998), lower levels of social and 

educational attainment (Arnold, 1993), and are more affected by finances (Kane, 1994, 

1999; McPherson & Shapiro, 1998). Two explanations for the findings in this study are 

likely. First, Asians have been dubbed the “model minority.” In 2009, they had the 

highest college participation rate of any racial group at 92.2% (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2009). Thus, it is not surprising that they are more likely to report that they plan to attend 

college than White students. Empirical evidence shows that Asian students are more 

likely to attend college. Second, college encouragement programs, such as GEAR UP, 

TRIO and Upward Bound, are targeted towards populations that are more likely to be 

minority students (low-income, urban, or first-generation, for example). In an evaluation 

of pre-college outreach programs, Swail and Perna (2002) note that such programs have 
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all the necessary components to encourage college attendance. Further, research on the 

success of pre-college encouragement programs has shown that they do encourage a 

college-going culture and college participation (Santiago & Brown, 2004). Additionally, 

increases in college-participation rates may be attributable to increases in minority 

participation (Prisco, Hurley, Carton, & Richardson, 2002). Given the success of pre-

college attendance programs to promote a college-going culture, the likelihood of 

minority students to be the target of these programs, and the changes in minority 

students’ college participation rates, it is not so surprising that it is White students who 

are more likely to report that they will not be attending college because of finances. It is 

possible that an unintended consequence of these programs is that White students’ 

educational aspirations are not keeping pace with other groups of students’ aspirations. 

Obviously, this is an idea that merits further research. 

It is also notable that students who report that either low expenses or the 

availability of aid is very important in their college going decision process are not 

different in terms of income from those students who report that they will not be 

attending. The literature is consistent in reporting that students of higher income families 

are more likely to attend college and are less likely to be concerned about finances 

(Heller, 1997; McPherson & Schapiro, 1991; St. John, 1990, 2002, 2003). However, the 

extant research does not address varying level of concerns about finances as the 

predisposition/finances nexus measures do. Because the predisposition/finances nexus 

variables allows analysis by level of financial concern for those students planning to 

attend college, it becomes apparent that something other than income distinguishes those 

students who are very concerned about finances but who plan on attending college 
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nonetheless and those students who do not plan to attend college because of finances. For 

instance, one of the differences is parental education and occupation level. Students 

whose parents have higher education and occupation levels are more likely to report that 

they are planning to attend college than that they are not planning to attend because of 

finances. According to the sociology literature, parent education and occupation are 

important considerations in aspiration formation. Many studies (for example, Bohon, 

Johnson, & Gorman, 2006; Carpenter and Fleishman, 1987; and Wang, Kick, Fraser, & 

Burns, 1998) have found that parental education and occupation are positively related to 

the formation of aspirations to attend college. In this particular comparison (those who 

are very concerned about finances to those who do not plan to attend college because of 

finances), perhaps it is the social and cultural capital that comes with having higher levels 

of education and higher occupational status that influences students’ plans to attend 

college. Further, students who report that they plan to attend college and are very 

concerned about finances tend to have significant others who want them to attend college 

while students who report that they do not plan to attend college because of finances do 

not. Having a mentor who encourages a student to participate in college can make the 

difference in whether or not that student plans to attend college (Levine & Nidiffer, 

1996). 

The gender difference displayed in the regression results supports the documented 

advantage that female students have had in high school and in matriculation at 

postsecondary institutions. Research indicates that females are performing better than 

their male counterparts in secondary school (Mead, 2006, for example) and that females 

are enrolling in postsecondary institutions at higher rates (Goldin, Katz, & Kuziemko, 
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2006). Further, in the Monitoring the Future descriptive tables, females have reported 

increasingly higher educational and occupational aspirations than males both in 2009 and 

over time (Johnston, Bachman, & O’Malley, 2010). However, because gender differences 

do not persist in all comparisons of the analysis using the predisposition/finances nexus 

(availability of aid), the results give evidence to suggest that the gender gap is less 

pronounced where financial aid is concerned.  

There are many differences between the students who report that they plan to 

attend college and those who do not. However, in both the tenth and twelfth grade, there 

are few differences between the two groups of students that report they do not plan to 

attend college. In both years, students who do not plan to attend college for a reason other 

than finances tend to be from higher-income families and think that their parents would 

like for them to attend college. In the twelfth grade, students who report that they will not 

attend college for a reason other than finances also tend to be male and tend to have 

lower math scores. The differences between the groups of students who report that they 

do not plan to attend college are consistent with what is expected based on other results 

and the literature reviewed, for the most part. These students may not be facing financial 

barriers, but they might be discouraged from attending college because they do not feel as 

though they can perform academically. That males tend to report that they do not plan to 

attend college for a reason other than finances more so than females may further suggest 

that males are simply less likely than females to plan to attend college. Females, on the 

other hand, are more likely to be prevented from attending college because of financial 

barriers. 
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Finally, the supplemental analysis conducted allows for a preliminary assessment 

of which students report that they plan to attend college in the tenth grade, but by the 

twelfth grade report that they do not plan to attend college because of finances. The 

results of the analysis indicates that these students tend to be lower-income, have parents 

with lower education levels, are White (rather than Asian), are lower academic 

performers, are not in a college-preparatory track, and do not think their significant others 

want them to attend college. In essence, these students are those who the research 

indicates are less likely to attend college. Something happens between the tenth and 

twelfth grade that convinces them to give up their college aspirations because of finances. 

Implications of the Results 

 The original intent of this dissertation was to assess whether or not the high cost 

of college was preventing students from aspiring to attend college. The implications of 

the results from such a study could be of great use to policymakers and researchers. 

Through the process of working with the data and conducting the analysis, it has become 

apparent that this study has even more to offer in terms of implications. Specifically, 

working with the ELS:2002 survey in the manner has positioned me to also make 

suggestions for future surveys of this type. This section presents the implications for 

survey improvements, as well as policy and research implications. 

Implications for survey improvements. In Chapter 3, some of the limitations 

associated with working with the ELS:2002 survey are outlined. For this particular 

analysis, the limitations of the survey that were most apparent were the problems 

associated with the skip patterns and inconsistencies between the surveys between the 

years. In both waves of the survey, respondents are asked to indicate how far they think 



 

156 

they will get in terms of education. In both years, students who indicate they do not plan 

to continue their education are given the opportunity to identify a reason. However, 

students who indicate that they do plan on continuing their education beyond high school 

follow two different survey flows. In the tenth grade, students are asked no further 

questions about the importance of finances in their planning. In the twelfth grade, 

students are asked about the importance of finances (and a number of other 

considerations) in their planning. This skip pattern design is problematic. It makes a 

longitudinal design (for an analysis interested in assessing the importance of finances to 

students who report that they would like to attend college) impossible. The twelfth grade 

survey collects information the tenth grade survey does not. Additionally, because the 

students who do plan to attend college are asked a different set of questions than students 

who do not plan to attend college, it makes including both sets of students in a single 

analysis problematic.  

Originally, I intended to have educational plans be an outcome measure and the 

level of concerns about finances be a predictor variable. However, because of the survey 

design flaw, only students who plan to attend college are asked to report on the level of 

importance of college-related costs and subsidies. Students who do not plan to attend 

college are asked only if the reason is affordability. As a result, I had to create an 

outcome variable in order to begin to assess the role of financial concerns early in the 

college choice process. Ultimately, the questions set forth in this study are necessarily 

different from the ones I would have liked to ask. In this case, it would have been helpful 

if all students had been asked the same information, rather than skipping over questions 

as a result of survey design. 
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In addition, there were some questions included in one wave of the survey that 

were either not included on the other wave or were asked in slightly different ways. For 

example, in the tenth grade, students are asked if they plan to attend their education right 

after high school or at some time in the future. In the twelfth grade, these are two separate 

questions (and have skip patterns associated with them). Although I was able to 

overcome the challenges posed by this difference across waves, it would be preferable if 

questions designed to measure the same information on longitudinal surveys are 

consistent. 

Another survey design issue is that there are some questions that have the same 

wording and are included in both waves of the survey, but have different response 

choices. For example, in the tenth grade, there are eight response options for the question 

that asks students how “far in school [they] think [they] will get.” In the twelfth grade, 

there are nine responses. While it is possible to collapse categories, it is impossible to 

disaggregate. In this example, in the tenth grade, students have the opportunity to report 

that they will achieve high school graduation or GED, while in the twelfth grade, high 

school graduation and GED are two separate response options. Again, I believe questions 

that are designed to capture the same information in a longitudinal survey should be 

consistent. 

In addition to the question-based inconsistencies, there are inconsistencies with 

which versions of the survey students are given. For example, there are drop-out, transfer, 

and early graduate questionnaires. In my example, I had to omit all students who had 

dropped out of college because while they are asked about their future educational plans, 

they are not asked about the role of finances in their decision to drop out. In order for the 
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information on the survey to be of most use, respondents should be asked to answer the 

same survey and perhaps indicate which questions do not apply to them.  

Another complication has to do with the survey design. The survey instruments 

are complex and long, especially for high school aged students. There are ways in which 

the survey could be simplified and shortened. For example, in the first follow-up students 

are asked three times if they will be continuing their education beyond high school. There 

may be some opportunity to eliminate redundant questions and construct a more concise 

survey. This may help with the amount of missing data because respondents might 

experience less survey fatigue. 

Missing data is also an issue with this dataset. Although many of the variables 

have imputations for missing data, many do not. For example, the literature suggests that 

self-perception is important in aspiration formation. However, the self-perception 

questions have large amounts of missing data. Whereas all students in the base year had 

the opportunity to answer questions regarding their self-perception, only those students 

who received the full questionnaire in the first follow-up year had the opportunity to do 

so. As a result, I was unable to impute values for these students and had to drop the 

variable from my analysis for the twelfth grade predisposition/finance nexus measures. 

Further, many students (in both the tenth and twelfth grade) simply did not provide 

responses to these items. This may be a symptom of survey fatigue. These questions are 

toward the end of the survey and might have simply been skipped by respondents who 

had tired of filling out the survey.  A shorter, simpler survey might help ease survey 

fatigue. 
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Policy implications. There are a few findings in this analysis that are instructive 

in terms of policy implications. In particular, the results suggest that policymakers need 

to focus on: the difference between what students report they plan to do and what they 

actually do, removing financial barriers to attending college, working to make sure that 

adults are encouraging students to attend college, providing better academic preparation, 

and addressing the increasing gender gap. Each of these is discussed in more detail 

below. 

The results of this analysis lend continued support for the notion that educational 

policymakers need to address the leaks in the educational pipeline. Perhaps the most 

obvious finding is that students overwhelmingly report that they want to attend college. 

This is true whether you ask students about their educational plans in the tenth grade or 

twelfth grade. This is good news because it provides evidence to suggest that the high 

cost of a college education alone is not deterring students from planning to attend college. 

However, it is also troubling because only about 60% of students actually continue on to 

college after high school (Postsecondary Education Opportunity, 2009). At either the 

application or attendance stage, a large number of students who report that they plan to 

attend college are changing their plans. Although this dissertation does not directly 

provide an answer to who those students might be or why their plans are changing, it 

does provide some information that might be useful. First, there are a number of twelfth 

graders who report that college-related costs and subsidies are very important 

considerations in their college-choice process. Perhaps these students are not provided the 

financial resources they need to actually attend college, even though they had originally 

planned to attend. Whatever the reason, if the college participation rate is going to 
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increase, policymakers need to understand why students who had been planning to attend 

do not actually attend college. 

Although a large number of students report that they plan to attend college, 

financial barriers still prevent some students from even planning to pursue a 

postsecondary education. The results suggest that one of the most effective policy tools 

for encouraging students to attend college is removing financial barriers. Students who 

report that they do not plan to attend college tend to be poorer than other students, 

including the students who report that they do not plan to attend college for reasons other 

than affordability. This lends support for the idea that there are financial access issues for 

certain groups of students. The idea that removing financial barriers will help create 

access to education is not new in higher education research or policy (see St. John, 2002, 

for example). Need-based scholarship programs, such as Pell grants and state aid 

programs, are already in place to help students overcome financial barriers. However, 

rates of tuition increases have been so high that grants such as Pell have not kept pace 

(Ehrenberg, 2004). In order to try to overcome financial barriers to higher education, 

policymakers need to continue to try to make college more affordable for low-income 

students. This may include continuing to work to provide information on how to finance 

a college education to those students who think college is unaffordable. 

 The results of the analysis also support the notion that policymakers should work 

with teachers and parents to make sure that students are encouraged to attend college. 

The support of significant others is positively related in all the models to student plans to 

attend college. In the twelfth grade models, while income is not one of the significant 

differences between students who report financial concerns are very important and those 
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who report they do not plan to attend college because of affordability, the influence of 

significant others is. Students (regardless of income) who report that they plan to attend 

college and that finances are very important are more likely to think their relatives, 

friends, and teachers want them to continue their education. Even low-income students 

might be able to overcome the financial barriers of attending college, given the proper 

encouragement. As a result, parents and teachers need to be involved in students’ lives in 

a positive way. Schools must reach out to involve the community, especially parents 

(Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995). This may be especially true for parents in high-risk 

areas who have lower educational and occupation levels, and who may not know enough 

about college to be able to encourage their children to attend. Parents can also be helped 

to come up with plans to help pay for a college education, which may make them more 

likely to encourage their children to go to college (for example, Wimberly & Noeth, 

2005). Further, teachers must be equipped to give out information and encouragement, as 

them doing so can positively affect their child’s educational predisposition (Hossler, et 

al., 1999). 

Better academic preparation for all students is another area in which policymakers 

should focus. Students who plan to attend college tend to have higher test scores and are 

enrolled in college preparatory curriculum (this finding supports previous research such 

as Hossler, et al., 1989; Kao & Tienda, 1998; Smith-Maddox, 2000; & Smith-Maddox & 

Wheelock, 1995). Additionally, students who do not plan to attend college for a reason 

other than finances tend to be weaker academic performers than students who report that 

affordability keeps them from planning to attend college. Further, the changes in 

predicted probabilities by income and gender as math score increases from its minimum 
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to its maximum indicate that males and low income students are more likely to be 

responsive to their educational performance when deciding whether or not they would 

like to attend college. Taken as a whole, these results support the notion that students 

who are better prepared academically are more likely to be predisposed to go to college. 

Programs designed specifically to target those who are falling behind academically and to 

support student learning at all ability levels should continue to be encouraged. Schools 

should be encouraged to explore ways in which students who do not perform as well 

academically can be encouraged to learn and succeed. It is especially important to target 

academic and encouragement programs to at-risk students who may not have the support 

at home necessary to help them succeed academically. This has already been done with 

some success. Early intervention programs, such as the Indiana 21st Century Scholars 

Program help low-income students prepare for college and overcome barriers to access 

(St. John, Musoba, Simmons, and Chung, 2002). Programs such as these should be 

emulated. While academic preparation is key in ensuring students aspire to and attend 

college, improving academic preparation alone is not sufficient to increase college-going 

and graduation rates (ACSFA, 2010). Policymakers should focus on improving academic 

preparation in tangent with other initiatives and assess current academic preparation 

programs to determine what might be missing in terms of preparing students for college. 

Finally, policymakers need to be cognizant of and address the growing gender 

gap. There is a noticeable difference between the genders in the analyses presented. 

Females not only are more likely report that they plan to attend college, but they are also 

less likely to be influenced by significant others and their own academic performance. 

The growing gender gap in educational attainment, as mentioned, has been well 
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documented. There are many possible reasons this gap exists. Boys may, early on, be 

characterized as non-academic (Somers, 2000). Also, girls might be better equipped with 

the kinds of cultural and social capital that are associated with college attendance 

(Dumais, 2002). Regardless of the reason, the gender gap has been noticed, and for good 

reasons. There is concern that the gender gap will have social and economic 

consequences (Sum, 2003). It is important to address this gender gap. Educators need to 

examine their practices to ensure that students of both genders are being supplied with the 

resources and encouragement they need to participate in college. 

Implications for future research. The results of this study have revealed some 

important differences between the types of students who report that finances are or are 

not important in their college decision-making process. However, there are some ways in 

which this study could be improved. Many of the possible improvements stem from the 

limitations of the survey, the data set, the study design, or the challenges inherent in 

conducting secondary data analysis. Additionally, there are some variables that should be 

included in future analyses. 

One of the biggest limitations of this study is that it is not longitudinal. The 

college choice process is a longitudinal process. As such, it is best studied using 

longitudinal methodologies. Although limitations of the survey and data prevented a 

longitudinal analysis from being performed in this dissertation, future surveys could be 

conducted such that longitudinal analysis is possible. One direction future research might 

take is to further examine those students who changed plans between the tenth and 

twelfth grade. This dissertation only included a supplementary analysis concerning those 

students who changed their plans from planning to attend college to not planning to 
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attend college because of finances. There are other ways students could have changed 

plans and a more in-depth analysis about who changed plans from one year to another 

and why is in order. 

Another limitation of the study has to do with the definition of significant others. 

As noted in several places, the definition of significant other is that of the researcher, not 

necessarily that of the student. As a result, there is no indication of how influential the 

individuals deemed “significant” are in the respondents’ lives. Future research might 

address this and assess the level of influence individuals have in student decision making. 

There were decisions made in designing this study that simplified the results. 

Future studies could provide more detail about at least two important considerations. 

First, it could be instructive to conduct an analysis similar to this one that examines the 

different levels of postsecondary education. For simplicity, this study combined all 

education after high school, but future research could assess whether some groups of 

students indicate they only plan to attend a two-year college, a four-year college, get a 

graduate degree, etc. Second, it would be helpful to further investigate different reasons 

students report they do not want to attend college. This study is focused on finances, so 

all other reasons were grouped together. The other reasons are varied and include feeling 

unprepared to attend college (either because of grades or test scores), not being interested 

in school, joining the military, or working instead of attending school. If these reasons 

were tested separately, or grouped in a different way, the results might have been 

different.  

In addition to teasing out additional information that might have been masked due 

to decisions made in designing the outcome variables, some of the findings of this study 
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should be considered in more detail. For example, that White males are most likely to 

report that they do not plan to attend college because of finances goes against most 

conventional knowledge. Future research could help explain this by examining how 

White males are more impacted by college-related costs and subsidies than are other 

groups of students. Further research also could continue to unpack the widening gender 

gap in academic preparation, performance, and college participation. To do so, 

researchers might look into different ways males and females approach preparing for 

college, different levels of encouragement or structural advantages and disadvantages of 

males and females.  

Further, there are some variables that should be collected by the surveys and 

included in the analysis in future studies. This dissertation has revealed that the 

availability of financial aid in general is important to some students’ decision-making, 

but the literature suggests that research regarding the effect of type of financial aid in the 

aspiration formation process ought to be conducted. For example, DesJardins, Ahlburg, 

and McCall (2002) found that, while financial aid does reduce stop out probability, not all 

financial aid has the same impact. Therefore, future researchers may want to unpack the 

differential effects of type of financial aid on the early college choice process. 

Another variable that would be important to include in future studies is age. The 

dataset used for this study contains traditional aged students. Many of the students that 

will seek out a college education in the coming years will not be traditionally aged. 

Population studies and degree gap analyses reveal that the traditionally college-aged 

population is not from where our postsecondary growth will come (SHEEO, 2008). Age 
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needs to be included in these models to determine if different age groups respond 

differently to financial aid and expenses in their decisions to attend college. 

Finally, future research needs to investigate the role and impact of having 

information about college and resources to pay for college early in the college choice 

process. Previous research suggests that in low-income schools, teachers and counselors 

are structurally inhibited from influencing the predisposition of students to attend college 

(House & Hayes, 2002; McDonough, 1997). We know that teachers and counselors are 

often the “gate-keepers” of information about college resources (Hossler, et al., 1999; 

McDonough, 1997). It would be interesting to test if the level of information students 

have about college costs and subsidies would influence whether or not they report they do 

not want to attend college because of finances. 

Conclusion 

 In order to remain competitive in the current and future global economy, there is 

little doubt that the United States needs to work to increase the college degree attainment 

rate. Current rhetoric seems to be that the costs of college attendance are so prohibitively 

expensive that students (especially low-income students) do not even want to attend 

college. Since the first step in attaining a college degree is forming the aspirations to 

attend college. 

This study is an important first step in the process of determining the role of 

college-related costs and subsidies early in the college choice process. Although there are 

some limitations to this study, the results reveal information about who is planning to 

attend college and, perhaps more importantly, who is not. Using a number of 

predisposition/finance measures, the analyses conducted have revealed a number of 
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factors that might help explain whether students report that they want to attend college 

and how important college-related costs and subsidies are in their decision-making 

process. By and large, the results demonstrate that tenth and twelfth grade students are 

planning to attend college. However, there is also some evidence to support the notion 

that low-income students are not aspiring to attend college because of financial barriers. 

However, income is not the singular predictor of who will attend college and who will 

not.  Students of higher academic ability and college preparatory curricular track are also 

more likely to attend college. As are students who feel as though significant others in 

their lives want them to attend college. Programs that help students overcome financial 

barriers as well as those that provide them with the academic resources and support 

necessary to participate in college should be encouraged. The continuing challenge that 

lies in front of policymakers is how to best use limited resources available to make sure 

that every student who wants a college education can get one. 
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Appendix A 

All Variables Used in Analysis

 Table A.1 
Variables from ELS Survey 
    

 
Variable description ELS Variable 

Name 
Coding 

Outcome Measures   

Variables used to create tenth grade aspiration/finances nexus 

 

How far in school student thinks 
he/she will get 

bystexp 1=Less than high school graduation 
2=High school graduation or GED 
only 
3=Attend or complete 2-year 
college/school 
4=Attend college, 4-year degree 
incomplete 
5=Graduate from college 
6=Obtain Master's degree or 
equivalent 
7=Obtain PhD, MD, or other advanced 
degree 

 

 

Will not continue school since 
cannot afford school 

bys62d 0=No 
1=Yes  

Variables used to create twelfth grade aspiration/finances nexus 

 

Plans to go on to school right 
after high school 

f1s45 1=Yes 
2=No 
3=Don't know 

 

 

Importance of low expenses to 
respondent in choosing college 

f1s52a 1=Very important 
2=Somewhat important 
3=Not important 

 

 

Importance of the availability of 
aid to respondent in choosing 
college 

f1s52b 1=Very important 
2=Somewhat important 
3=Not important 

 

 
Will not continue school since 
cannot afford school 

f1s46e 0=No 
1=Yes 

 

Variables used to create twelfth grade aspiration/finances nexus 
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How far in school parent wants 
tenth grader to go 

byparasp 1=Less than high school graduation 
2=High school graduation or GED 
only 
3=Attend or complete 2-year 
college/school 
4=Attend college, 4-year degree 
incomplete 
5=Graduate from college 
6=Obtain Master's degree or 
equivalent 
7=Obtain PhD, MD, or other advanced 
degree 

 

 

Importance of low expenses to 
parent in choosing college 

byp80a 1=Very important 
2=Somewhat important 
3=Not important 

 

 

Importance of the availability of 
aid to parent in choosing college 

byp80b 1=Very important 
2=Somewhat important 
3=Not important 

 

Independent Variables 
   

Socioeconomic Status 
   

 

Base year SES quartile byses1qu 1=Lowest quartile 
2=Second quartile 
3=Third quartile 
4=Highest quartile 

 

 

First follow-up SES quartile f1ses1qr 1=Lowest quartile 
2=Second quartile 
3=Third quartile 
4=Highest quartile 

 

Income 
   

 

Total family income byincome 1=None 
2=$1,000 or less 
3=$1,001-$5,000 
4=$5,001-$10,000 
5= $10,001-$15,000 
6=$15,001-$20,000 
7=$20,001-$25,000 
8=$25,001-$35,000 
9=$35,001-$50,000 
10=$50,001-$75,000 
11=$75,001-$100,000 
12=$100,001-$200,000 
13=$200,001 or more 
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Parent education level 
   

 

Parents' highest level of 
education 

bypared 1=Did not finish high school 
2=Graduated from high school, or 
GED 
3=Attended 2-year school, no degree 
4=Graduated from 2-year school 
5=Attended college, no 4-year degree 
6=Graduated from college 
7=Completed Master's degree or 
equivalent 
8=Completed PhD, MD, or other 
advanced degree 

 

 

First follow-up parent's highest 
level of education 

f1pared 1=Did not finish high school 
2=Graduated from high school, or 
GED 
3=Attended 2-year school, no degree 
4=Graduated from 2-year school 
5=Attended college, no 4-year degree 
6=Graduated from college 
7=Completed Master's degree or 
equivalent 
8=Completed PhD, MD, or other 
advanced degree 

 

Parent occupational level variables to be used in recode 

 

Mother/female guardian's 
occupation -- base year 

byoccum 0=Never held a job for pay 
1=Clerical 
2=Craftsperson 
3=Farmer, Farm Manager 
4=Homemaker 
5=Laborer 
6=Manager, Administration 
7=Military 
8=Operative 
9=Professional (e.g., engineer, writer, 
actor) 
10=Professional (e.g., dentist, 
physician) 
11=Proprietor or Owner 
12=Protective Service 
13=Sales 
14=School Teacher 
15=Service 
16=Technical 
17=Other 
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Father/male guardian's 
occupation -- base year 

byoccuf 0=Never held a job for pay 
1=Clerical 
2=Craftsperson 
3=Farmer, Farm Manager 
4=Homemaker 
5=Laborer 
6=Manager, Administration 
7=Military 
8=Operative 
9=Professional (e.g., engineer, writer, 
actor) 
10=Professional (e.g., dentist, 
physician) 
11=Proprietor or Owner 
12=Protective Service 
13=Sales 
14=School Teacher 
15=Service 
16=Technical 
17=Other 

 

 

Mother's/female guardian's 
occupation-composite -- first 
follow-up 

f1occum 0=Never held a job for pay 
1=Clerical 
2=Craftsperson 
3=Farmer, Farm Manager 
4=Homemaker 
5=Laborer 
6=Manager, Administration 
7=Military 
8=Operative 
9=Professional (e.g., engineer, writer, 
actor) 
10=Professional (e.g., dentist, 
physician) 
11=Proprietor or Owner 
12=Protective Service 
13=Sales 
14=School Teacher 
15=Service 
16=Technical 
17=Other 
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Father's/male guardian's 
occupation -- first follow-up 

f1occuf 0=Never held a job for pay 
1=Clerical 
2=Craftsperson 
3=Farmer, Farm Manager 
4=Homemaker 
5=Laborer 
6=Manager, Administration 
7=Military 
8=Operative 
9=Professional (e.g., engineer, writer, 
actor) 
10=Professional (e.g., dentist, 
physician) 
11=Proprietor or Owner 
12=Protective Service 
13=Sales 
14=School Teacher 
15=Service 
16=Technical 
17=Other 

 

Race 
   

 

Student's race/ethnicity -- base 
year 

byrace_r 1=American Indian/Alaska Native, 
non-Hispanic 
2=Asian, non-Hispanic 
3=Black or African-American, non-
Hispanic 
4=Hispanic, no race specified 
5=Hispanic, race specified 
6=More than one race, non-Hispanic 
7=Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander, non-
Hispanic, 8=White, non-Hispanic 

 

 

Student's race/ethnicity -- first 
follow-up 

f1race_r 1=American Indian/Alaska Native, 
non-Hispanic 
2=Asian, non-Hispanic 
3=Black or African-American, non-
Hispanic 
4=Hispanic, no race specified 
5=Hispanic, race specified 
6=More than one race, non-Hispanic 
7=Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander, non-
Hispanic, 8=White, non-Hispanic 

 

 

Parent's race/ethnicity byparacr 1=American Indian/Alaska Native, 
non-Hispanic 
2=Asian, non-Hispanic 
3=Black or African-American, non-
Hispanic 
4=Hispanic, no race specified 
5=Hispanic, race specified 
6=More than one race, non-Hispanic 
7=Native Hawaii/Pacific Islander, non-
Hispanic, 8=White, non-Hispanic 

 

Gender 
   

 
Base year gender bysex 1=Male 

2=Female 
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First follow-up gender f1sex 1=Male 

2=Female 
 

Standardized test scores 
   

 
Base year math test standardized 
score 

bytxmstd   

 
Base year reading test 
standardized score 

bytxrstd   

 
First follow-up math 
standardized score 

f1txmstd   

Curriucular track 
   

 

High school program-student 
self-report 

bys26 1=General 
2=College preparatory-academic 
3=Vocational-including 
technical/business 

 

 

New basics requirements f1rnewb 1=College bound core curriculum 
2=College bound core, no computer 
science 
3=Core curriculum 
4=Core, no computer science 
5=Less than core 
6=All other patterns 

 

Parental encouragement 
   

 

How far in school mother wants 
tenth grader to go 

bys65a 1=Less than high school graduation 
2=High school graduation or GED 
only 
3=Attend or complete 2-year 
college/school 
4=Attend college, 4-year degree 
incomplete 
5=Graduate from college 
6=Obtain Master's degree or 
equivalent 
7=Obtain PhD, MD, or other advanced 
degree 

 

 

How far in school father wants 
tenth grader to go 

bys65b 1=Less than high school graduation 
2=High school graduation or GED 
only 
3=Attend or complete 2-year 
college/school 
4=Attend college, 4-year degree 
incomplete 
5=Graduate from college 
6=Obtain Master's degree or 
equivalent 
7=Obtain PhD, MD, or other advanced 
degree 

 



 

174 

 

How far in school mother wants 
twelfth grader to go 

f1s43a 1=Less than high school graduation 
2=High school graduation or GED 
only 
3=Attend or complete 2-year 
college/school 
4=Attend college, 4-year degree 
incomplete 
5=Graduate from college 
6=Obtain Master's degree or 
equivalent 
7=Obtain PhD, MD, or other advanced 
degree 

 

 

How far in school father wants 
twelfth to go 

f1s43b 1=Less than high school graduation 
2=High school graduation or GED 
only 
3=Attend or complete 2-year 
college/school 
4=Attend college, 4-year degree 
incomplete 
5=Graduate from college 
6=Obtain Master's degree or 
equivalent 
7=Obtain PhD, MD, or other advanced 
degree 

 

Influence of non-parent significant others 
  

 

Friend's desire for tenth grader 
after high school 

bys66c 1=Go to college 
2=Get a full-time job 
3=Enter trade school or apprenticeship
4=Enter military service 
5=Get married 
6=They think I should do what I want 

 

 

Close relative's desire for tenth 
grader after high school 

bys66d 1=Go to college 
2=Get a full-time job 
3=Enter trade school or apprenticeship
4=Enter military service 
5=Get married 
6=They think I should do what I want 

 

 

Favorite teacher's desire for tenth 
grader after high school 

bys66f 1=Go to college 
2=Get a full-time job 
3=Enter trade school or apprenticeship
4=Enter military service 
5=Get married 
6=They think I should do what I want 

 

 

Close relative's desire for twelfth 
grader after high school 

f1s44c 1=Go to college 
2=Get a full-time job 
3=Enter trade school or apprenticeship
4=Enter military service 
5=Get married 
6=They think I should do what I want 
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Friend's desire for twelfth grader 
after high school 

f1s44d 1=Go to college 
2=Get a full-time job 
3=Enter trade school or apprenticeship
4=Enter military service 
5=Get married 
6=They think I should do what I want 

 

 

Favorite teacher's desire for 
twelfth grader after high school 

f1s44f 1=Go to college 
2=Get a full-time job 
3=Enter trade school or apprenticeship
4=Enter military service 
5=Get married 
6=They think I should do what I want 

 

Variables used to create self-perception indicators 
  

 

I can do excellent job on math 
tests -- base year 

bys89a 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can understand difficult math 
texts -- base year 

bys89b 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can understand difficult english 
texts -- base year 

bys89c 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can understand difficult english 
class -- base year 

bys89f 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can do excellent job on english 
assignments -- base year 

bys89i 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can do excellent job on english 
tests -- base year 

bys89k 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can understand difficult math 
class -- base year 

bys89l 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can master skills in english 
class -- base year 

bys89m 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can do excellent job on math 
assignments -- base year 

bys89r 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can master math class skills -- 
base year 

bys89u 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 
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I can do excellent job on math 
tests -- first follow-up 

f1s18a 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can understand difficult math 
texts -- first follow-up 

f1s18b 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can understand difficult math 
class -- first follow-up 

f1s18c 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can do excellent job on math 
assignments -- first follow-up 

f1s18d 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 

 

 

I can master math class skills -- 
first follow-up 

f1s18e 1=Almost never 
2=Sometimes 
3=Often 
4=Almost always 
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Appendix B 

Parent Occupation Recodes 

  
Table A.2 
ELS Codes and Duncan SEI Crosswalk 

ELS Code Duncan SEI 
1 56.58 
2 27.41 
3 28 
4 missing 
5 7.33 
6 67.73 
7 missing 
8 19.18 
9 70.21 
10 70.21 
11 49.7 
12 38 
13 54.42 
14 70.21 
15 15.9 
16 61.4 
17 missing 

  
Note: A higher Duncan SEI number reflects a higher status 
occupation 
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Appendix C 

Predisposition/Finance Nexus Recodes 
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Table A.3. Tenth Grade Predisposition/Finance Recode        

As things stand now, how far do 
you think you will get (BYSTEXP) 

Do you plan to 
continue education 

after highschool 
(BYS57) 

BYSTEXP and 
BYS57 Combined 

Answers 

Don't plan to go 
because I cant 

afford it 
Tenth grade aspiration/finances 

nexus 

Answer Category N 
Answer 

Category N 
Answer 

Category N 
Answer 

Category N 
Answer 

Category N 

% 
 (of 

valid)

Less than high school 
graduation 

       
130      

 No 
College  

    
1,160  

 Yes  
      
320  

 No college, 
can't afford          320  2%

High school graduation 
or GED only 

     
1,000  

 No 
College  

       
30  

 No/No 
Answer  

      
840  

 No college, 
other reason 

          
840  6%

Attend or complete 2-
year college/school 

       
890      

 College  
  

13,920  Skip  
 

13,920 

      
Attend college, 4-year 
degree incomplete 

       
570           

Graduate from college 
     
5,450           

Obtain Master's degree 
or equivalent 

     
3,180           

Obtain PhD, MD, or 
other advanced degree 

     
2,680   Yes  

  
1,150  College  

     
13,920  92%

Don't know      
1,460  

 Don't 
Know  

     
280  

 Don't 
know  

      
280   Missing  

      
280   Valid Total 

     
15,080    

Total 
   
15,360       Total  

  
15,360      Missing  

          
280    

Notes:            
To conform to restricted-use data policies, all Ns have been rounded to the nearest 10. 
Italicized category in the predisposition/finances nexus will be used as base category in multinomial logistic regression. 
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Table A.4. Twelfth Grade Predisposition/Finance Nexus (Low Expenses)   

Do you plan on continuing 
your education right after 

high school (F1S45) 

If not going to college, why? 
(F1S46) and If going, how 
important are low expenses 

(F1S52A) Twelfth grade aspiration/finances nexus (low expenses) 
Answer 

Category N 
Answer 

Category N Answer Category N % (of valid) 

Yes   
10,990  

Very 
Important 

 
3,610 

Going to college, low 
expenses very important 

 
3,610 29%

Somewhat 
Important 

 
5,290 

Going to college, low 
expenses somewhat 
important 

 
5,290 43%

Not 
Important 

 
1,950 

Going to college, low 
expenses not important 

 
1,950 16%

No Answer                 140      

No   
1,530  

Affordability 
                590 

Not going to college 
because of finances                590 5%

Other Reason                 940 
Not going to college, 
other reason                 940 8%

Don't know                 870  Missing                 910 Missing  
1,050 

  
Missing                   40    

Total 
  

13,430  Total   Valid Total 12,380   
Notes:        
To conform to restricted-use data policies, all Ns have been rounded to the nearest 10. 
Italicized category in the predisposition/finances nexus will be used as base category in multinomial logistic regression. 
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Table A.5. Twelfth Grade Predisposition/Finance Nexus (Availability of Aid)   

Do you plan on continuing 
your education right after 

high school (F1S45) 

If not going to college, why? 
(F1S46) and If going, how 

important is availability of aid 
(F1S52B) Twelfth grade aspiration/finances nexus (low expenses) 

Answer 
Category N 

Answer 
Category N Answer Category N % (of valid) 

Yes   
10,990  

Very 
Important 

 
6,170 

Going to college, low 
expenses very important 

 
6,170 50%

Somewhat 
Important 

 
3,210 

Going to college, low 
expenses somewhat 
important 

 
3,210 26%

Not 
Important 

 
1,470 

Going to college, low 
expenses not important 

 
1,470 12%

No Answer                 140      

No   
1,530  

Affordability 
                590 

Not going to college 
because of finances                590 5%

Other Reason                 940 
Not going to college, 
other reason                 940 8%

Don't know                 870  Missing                 910 Missing  
1,050 

  
Missing                   40    

Total 
  

13,430  Total   Valid Total 12,380   
Notes:        
To conform to restricted-use data policies, all Ns have been rounded to the nearest 10. 
Italicized category in the predisposition/finances nexus will be used as base category in multinomial logistic regression. 
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Appendix D 

Alternate Models
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Table A.6. Tenth grade predisposition/finance MNLM results (not nested) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  
b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio 
Going to College vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances        
Income 0.15 0.02 *** 1.16 0.09 0.03 *** 1.10 0.07 0.03 ** 1.07 
Parent Education 0.20 0.04 *** 1.22 0.12 0.04 ** 1.13 0.07 0.04  1.07 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.01 0.00 * 1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.18 0.47  0.84 0.48 0.53  1.62 0.53 0.54  1.70 
Asian 1.19 0.30 *** 3.30 1.14 0.31 *** 3.13 0.91 0.32 ** 2.48 
Black 0.37 0.18 * 1.45 0.76 0.19 *** 2.15 0.44 0.20 * 1.55 
Hispanic 0.01 0.15  1.01 0.42 0.16 ** 1.52 0.29 0.17  1.34 
Multi-Racial -0.12 0.26  0.89 -0.02 0.26  0.98 -0.07 0.27  0.93 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.53 1.02  1.70 0.53 1.03  1.70 0.26 1.05  1.30 
Female 0.70 0.12 *** 2.00 0.65 0.13 *** 1.92 0.53 0.13 *** 1.69 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Standardized Reading Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 0.05 0.01 *** 1.06 
General Academic Track     -1.36 0.16 *** 0.26 -1.16 0.16 *** 0.31 
Vocational Academic Track     -1.06 0.20 *** 0.35 -0.83 0.20 *** 0.44 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         1.60 0.15 *** 4.95 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.78 0.19 *** 2.18 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.42 0.16 * 1.52 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.14 0.16  1.15 
Self-Perception (imputed)         0.48 0.11 *** 1.61 
Constant -0.06 0.29   -3.18 0.48 ***  -5.30 0.55 *** 0.00 
             
Not Going to College, Other Reason vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances     
Income 0.07 0.03 ** 1.08 0.08 0.03 * 1.08 0.07 0.03 * 1.08 
Parent Education -0.01 0.04  0.99 -0.01 0.04  0.99 -0.02 0.04  0.98 
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Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.34 0.58  0.71 -0.13 0.62  0.88 -0.10 0.62  0.91 
Asian 0.51 0.33  1.67 0.62 0.35  1.86 0.60 0.35  1.83 
Black 0.47 0.21 * 1.61 0.32 0.22  1.38 0.32 0.22  1.38 
Hispanic 0.09 0.18  1.09 0.05 0.19  1.05 0.05 0.19  1.05 
Multi-Racial -0.06 0.30  0.94 -0.15 0.31  0.86 -0.12 0.31  0.89 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.15 1.23  0.86 -0.85 1.42  0.43 -0.91 1.42  0.40 
Female -0.26 0.14  0.77 -0.26 0.15  0.77 -0.25 0.15  0.78 
Standardized Math Score    1.69 -0.01 0.01  0.99 -0.01 0.01  0.99 
Standardized Reading Score     0.00 0.01  1.00 0.00 0.01  1.00 
General Academic Track     -0.21 0.18  0.81 -0.20 0.18  0.82 
Vocational Academic Track     -0.44 0.23  0.65 -0.43 0.23  0.65 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.39 0.17 * 1.48 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.15 0.22  1.16 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         -0.20 0.19  0.82 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         -0.13 0.18  0.88 
Self-Perception (imputed)         0.09 0.13  1.09 
Constant 0.525 0.331   1.017 0.541   0.70 0.61  2.01 
             
Observations 15080       14110       14110       
-2LL -4384    -3478    -3259    
LR Chi(2) 747    1651    2090    
AIC 8812    7017    6598    
BIC 8979    7243    6900    
Pseudo R2 0.079       0.191       0.243       
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using BYEXPWT and clustered by sch_id        
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Table A.7. Tenth grade predisposition/finance MNLM results (SES, not nested) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  
b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio 
Going to College vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances        
SES 1.30 0.09 *** 3.66 0.83 0.10 *** 2.30 0.60 0.11 *** 1.83 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.13 0.47  0.88 0.51 0.53  1.66 0.55 0.54  1.74 
Asian 1.21 0.30 *** 3.34 1.15 0.31 *** 3.15 0.90 0.31 ** 2.46 
Black 0.40 0.18 * 1.49 0.77 0.19 *** 2.16 0.44 0.20 * 1.55 
Hispanic 0.09 0.15  1.10 0.47 0.16 *** 1.60 0.33 0.17 * 1.39 

Multi-Racial -0.10 0.25  0.91 -0.01 0.26  0.99 
-

0.07 0.27  0.93 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.56 1.02  1.74 0.51 1.03  1.67 0.24 1.05  1.27 
Female 0.71 0.12 *** 2.04 0.67 0.13 *** 1.95 0.54 0.13 *** 1.71 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Standardized Reading Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 0.05 0.01 *** 1.06 

General Academic Track     -1.34 0.16 *** 0.26 
-

1.15 0.16 *** 0.32 

Vocational Academic Track     -1.04 0.20 *** 0.35 
-

0.81 0.20 *** 0.45 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         1.57 0.15 *** 4.79 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.79 0.19 *** 2.19 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.40 0.16 * 1.50 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.14 0.16  1.15 
Self-Perception (imputed)         0.48 0.11 *** 1.61 

Constant 2.91 0.18 ***  -1.30 0.45 **  
-

3.92 0.53 *** 0.02 
             
Not Going to College, Other Reason vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances     
SES 0.29 0.11 ** 1.33 0.30 0.12 * 1.35 0.25 0.12 * 1.28 

American Indian/Alaska Native -0.38 0.58  0.68 -0.17 0.62  0.85 
-

0.12 0.62  0.89 
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Asian 0.47 0.33  1.60 0.56 0.34  1.75 0.53 0.35  1.70 
Black 0.41 0.20 * 1.51 0.26 0.21  1.29 0.25 0.22  1.28 
Hispanic 0.09 0.18  1.09 0.04 0.19  1.05 0.04 0.19  1.05 

Multi-Racial -0.09 0.30  0.91 -0.18 0.30  0.84 
-

0.15 0.31  0.86 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.21 1.23  0.81 -0.90 1.42  0.41 
-

0.94 1.42  0.39 

Female -0.26 0.14  0.77 -0.26 0.15  0.77 
-

0.25 0.15  0.78 

Standardized Math Score     -0.01 0.01  0.99 
-

0.01 0.01  0.99 
Standardized Reading Score     0.00 0.01  1.00 0.00 0.01  1.00 

General Academic Track     -0.20 0.18  0.82 
-

0.19 0.18  0.83 

Vocational Academic Track     -0.43 0.23  0.65 
-

0.41 0.23  0.66 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.36 0.17 * 1.43 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.16 0.22  1.17 

Relative Wants College (imputed)         
-

0.21 0.19  0.81 

Teacher Wants College (imputed)         
-

0.13 0.18  0.88 
Self-Perception (imputed)         0.10 0.13  1.11 
Constant 1.37 0.21 ***  1.86 0.50 ***  1.42 0.59 *** 4.12 
Observations 15080       14110         14110     
-2LL -4358    -3472     -3257   
LR Chi(2) 798.8    1665     2094   
AIC 8752    6995     6593   
BIC 8889    7192     6865   
Pseudo R2 0.084       0.193         0.243     
             
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
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Table A.8. Tenth grade predisposition/finance MNLM results (not nested, no imputed variables) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  
b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   

Odds Ratio 
Going to College vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances        
Income 0.15 0.02 *** 1.16 0.09 0.03 *** 1.10 0.06 0.04  1.06 
Parent Education 0.20 0.04 *** 1.22 0.12 0.04 *** 1.13 0.11 0.05 ** 1.12 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.18 0.47  0.84 0.48 0.53  1.62 0.32 0.78  1.38 
Asian 1.19 0.30 *** 3.30 1.14 0.31 *** 3.13 0.63 0.42  1.88 
Black 0.37 0.18 * 1.45 0.76 0.19 *** 2.15 0.10 0.27  1.11 
Hispanic 0.01 0.15  1.01 0.42 0.16 ** 1.52 0.09 0.23  1.10 
Multi-Racial -0.12 0.26  0.89 -0.02 0.26  0.98 -0.33 0.34  0.72 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.53 1.02  1.70 0.53 1.03  1.70 21.30 1.06  1772860180 
Female 0.70 0.12 *** 2.00 0.65 0.13 *** 1.92 0.57 0.18 ** 1.77 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.04 0.01 ** 1.04 
Standardized Reading Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 
General Academic Track     -1.36 0.16 *** 0.26 -1.26 0.23 *** 0.28 
Vocational Academic Track     -1.06 0.20 *** 0.35 -1.11 0.28 *** 0.33 
Parent Wants College         1.50 0.19 *** 4.49 
Friend Wants College         0.70 0.23 ** 2.02 
Relative Wants College         0.46 0.21 * 1.59 
Teacher Wants College         0.00 0.20  1.00 
Self-Perception          0.46 0.14 ** 1.58 
Constant -0.06 0.29   -3.18 0.48 ***  -4.64 0.73 ***  
             
Not Going to College, Other Reason vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances     
Income 0.07 0.03 ** 1.08 0.08 0.03 * 1.08 0.06 0.04  1.06 
Parent Education -0.01 0.04  0.99 -0.01 0.04  0.99 0.00 0.06  1.00 
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.34 0.58  0.71 -0.13 0.62  0.88 0.01 0.88  1.01 
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Asian 0.51 0.33  1.67 0.62 0.35  1.86 0.46 0.47  1.58 
Black 0.47 0.21 * 1.61 0.32 0.22  1.38 -0.19 0.32  0.83 
Hispanic 0.09 0.18  1.09 0.05 0.19  1.05 0.05 0.26  1.05 
Multi-Racial -0.06 0.30  0.94 -0.15 0.31  0.86 -0.39 0.40  0.68 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.15 1.23  0.86 -0.85 1.42  0.43 20.71 .  990588729 
Female -0.26 0.14  0.77 -0.26 0.15  0.77 -0.10 0.20  0.90 
Standardized Math Score    1.69 -0.01 0.01  0.99 -0.02 0.01  0.98 
Standardized Reading Score     0.00 0.01  1.00 0.01 0.02  1.01 
General Academic Track     -0.21 0.18  0.81 -0.34 0.26  0.71 
Vocational Academic Track     -0.44 0.23  0.65 -0.62 0.33  0.54 
Parent Wants College         0.31 0.22  1.36 
Friend Wants College         0.07 0.27  1.07 
Relative Wants College         -0.25 0.24  0.78 
Teacher Wants College         -0.34 0.23  0.71 
Self-Perception          -0.07 0.17  0.93 
Constant 0.525 0.331   1.017 0.541  2.764 1.29 0.83   
             
Observations 15080       14110       9900       

-2LL -4384    -3478    
-

1682    
LR Chi(2) 747    1651    1212    
AIC 8812    7017    3442    
BIC 8979    7243    3723    
Pseudo R2 0.079       0.191       0.265       
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using BYEXPWT and clustered by sch_id        
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Table A.9. Tenth grade predisposition/finance MNLM results (SES, not nested, no imputed variables) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  
b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio 
Going to College vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances        
SES 1.30 0.09 *** 3.66 0.83 0.10 *** 2.30 0.61 0.15 *** 1.84 
American Indian/Alaska 
Native -0.13 0.47  0.88 0.51 0.53  1.66 0.33 0.77  1.39 
Asian 1.21 0.30 *** 3.34 1.15 0.31 *** 3.15 0.68 0.41  1.97 
Black 0.40 0.18 * 1.49 0.77 0.19 *** 2.16 0.15 0.26  1.16 
Hispanic 0.09 0.15  1.10 0.47 0.16 *** 1.60 0.15 0.23  1.16 
Multi-Racial -0.10 0.25  0.91 -0.01 0.26  0.99 -0.29 0.34  0.75 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander 0.56 1.02  1.74 0.51 1.03  1.67 21.30 1.06  #### 
Female 0.71 0.12 *** 2.04 0.67 0.13 *** 1.95 0.59 0.18 ** 1.80 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.04 0.01 ** 1.04 
Standardized Reading Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 
General Academic Track     -1.34 0.16 *** 0.26 -1.25 0.23 *** 0.29 
Vocational Academic Track     -1.04 0.20 *** 0.35 -1.10 0.28 *** 0.33 
Parent Wants College         1.49 0.19 *** 4.43 
Friend Wants College          0.70 0.23 ** 2.02 
Relative Wants College         0.45 0.21 * 1.57 
Teacher Wants College         0.00 0.20  1.00 
Self-Perception         0.45 0.14 ** 1.58 
Constant 2.91 0.18 ***  -1.30 0.45 ***  -3.31 0.70 *** 0.04 
             
Not Going to College, Other Reason vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances 
SES 0.29 0.11 ** 1.33 0.30 0.12 * 1.35 0.17 0.17  1.19 
American Indian/Alaska 
Native -0.38 0.58  0.68 -0.17 0.62  0.85 -0.02 0.88  0.98 
Asian 0.47 0.33  1.60 0.56 0.34  1.75 0.43 0.47  1.53 
Black 0.41 0.20 * 1.51 0.26 0.21  1.29 -0.23 0.32  0.80 
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Hispanic 0.09 0.18  1.09 0.04 0.19  1.05 0.04 0.26  1.04 
Multi-Racial -0.09 0.30  0.91 -0.18 0.30  0.84 -0.39 0.40  0.68 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander -0.21 1.23  0.81 -0.90 1.42  0.41 20.70 .  #### 
Female -0.26 0.14  0.77 -0.26 0.15  0.77 -0.10 0.20  0.91 
Standardized Math Score     -0.01 0.01  0.99 -0.02 0.01  0.98 
Standardized Reading Score     0.00 0.01  1.00 0.01 0.02  1.01 
General Academic Track     -0.20 0.18  0.82 -0.34 0.26  0.71 
Vocational Academic Track     -0.43 0.23  0.65 -0.63 0.33  0.53 
Parent Wants College         0.29 0.22  1.34 
Friend Wants College          0.07 0.27  1.08 
Relative Wants College         -0.26 0.24  0.77 
Teacher Wants College         -0.34 0.23  0.71 
Self-Perception         -0.07 0.17  0.94 
Constant 1.37 0.21 ***  1.86 0.50 ***  1.84 0.80 * 6.28 
             
Observations 15080       14110         9900     

-2LL -4358    -3472     
-

1681   
LR Chi(2) 798.8    1665     1215   
AIC 8752    6995     3431   
BIC 8889    7192     3683   
Pseudo R2 0.084       0.193         0.266     
             
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
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Table A.10. Tenth grade MNLM results (SES) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  
b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio 
Going to College vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances        
SES 1.30 0.10 *** 3.67 0.83 0.10 *** 2.30 0.60 0.11 *** 1.83 
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.06 0.52  1.06 0.51 0.53  1.66 0.55 0.54  1.74 
Asian 1.25 0.31 *** 3.49 1.15 0.31 *** 3.15 0.90 0.31 ** 2.46 
Black 0.37 0.18 * 1.44 0.77 0.19 *** 2.16 0.44 0.20 * 1.55 
Hispanic 0.13 0.16  1.13 0.47 0.16 *** 1.60 0.33 0.17  1.39 
Multi-Racial -0.12 0.26  0.89 -0.01 0.26  0.99 -0.07 0.27  0.93 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.52 1.02  1.69 0.51 1.03  1.67 0.24 1.05  1.27 
Female 0.72 0.12 *** 2.05 0.67 0.13 *** 1.95 0.54 0.13 *** 1.71 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Standardized Reading Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 0.05 0.01 *** 1.06 
General Academic Track     -1.34 0.16 *** 0.26 -1.15 0.16 *** 0.32 
Vocational Academic Track     -1.04 0.20 *** 0.35 -0.81 0.20 *** 0.45 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         1.57 0.15 *** 4.79 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.79 0.19 *** 2.19 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.40 0.16 * 1.50 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.14 0.16  1.15 
Self-Perception (imputed)         0.48 0.11 *** 1.61 
Constant 2.88 0.19 ***  -1.30 0.45 ***  -3.92 0.53 *** 0.02 
             
Not Going to College, Other Reason vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances     
SES 0.30 0.11 ** 1.34 0.30 0.12 * 1.35 0.25 0.12 * 1.28 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.07 0.62  0.93 -0.17 0.62  0.85 -0.12 0.62  0.89 
Asian 0.56 0.34  1.76 0.56 0.34  1.75 0.53 0.35  1.70 
Black 0.34 0.21  1.40 0.26 0.21  1.29 0.25 0.22  1.28 
Hispanic 0.11 0.19  1.11 0.04 0.19  1.05 0.04 0.19  1.05 
Multi-Racial -0.14 0.30  0.87 -0.18 0.30  0.84 -0.15 0.31  0.86 
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Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.82 1.42  0.44 -0.90 1.42  0.41 -0.94 1.42  0.39 
Female -0.24 0.14  0.79 -0.26 0.15  0.77 -0.25 0.15  0.78 
Standardized Math Score     -0.01 0.01  0.99 -0.01 0.01  0.99 
Standardized Reading Score     0.00 0.01  1.00 0.00 0.01  1.00 
General Academic Track     -0.20 0.18  0.82 -0.19 0.18  0.83 
Vocational Academic Track     -0.43 0.23  0.65 -0.41 0.23  0.66 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.36 0.17 * 1.43 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.16 0.22  1.17 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         -0.21 0.19  0.81 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         -0.13 0.18  0.88 
Self-Perception (imputed)         0.10 0.13  1.11 
Constant 1.26 0.22 ***  1.86 0.50 ***  1.42 0.59 ** 4.12 
             
Observations 14110       14110         14110     
-2LL -3955    -3472     -3257   
LR Chi(2) 698.5    1665     2094   
AIC 7945    6995     6586   
BIC 8081    7192     6858   
Pseudo R2 0.081       0.193         0.243     
             
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
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Table A.11. Twelfth grade (low expenses) MNLM results (not nested) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

Not Going to College, Not Finances vs. Not Going to College, Finances          
Income 0.05 0.02 * 1.05 0.06 0.03 * 1.06 0.06 0.03 * 1.06 
Parent Education 0.02 0.03  1.02 0.03 0.03  1.03 0.03 0.03  1.03 
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.05 0.42  0.95 -0.10 0.42  0.90 -0.13 0.42  0.88 
Asian 0.13 0.27  1.14 0.15 0.28  1.17 0.16 0.28  1.17 
Black -0.08 0.16  0.92 -0.11 0.17  0.90 -0.07 0.17  0.93 
Hispanic -0.10 0.15  0.91 -0.14 0.16  0.87 -0.11 0.16  0.90 
Multi-Racial -0.08 0.24  0.92 -0.11 0.24  0.89 -0.08 0.25  0.92 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.12 0.87  1.13 0.85 1.12  2.34 0.92 1.12  2.52 
Female -0.44 0.11 *** 0.65 -0.47 0.11 *** 0.63 -0.45 0.11 *** 0.64 
Standardized Math Score     -0.01 0.01 * 0.99 -0.01 0.01 * 0.99 
Core Curriculum     -0.30 0.18  0.74 -0.33 0.19  0.72 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.15 0.18  0.86 -0.18 0.18  0.83 
Other Curricular Patterns     -0.28 0.16  0.75 -0.31 0.16  0.74 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.78 0.35 * 2.19 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.05 0.13  1.05 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         -0.07 0.14  0.93 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         -0.24 0.15  0.78 
Constant 0.42 0.28   1.16 0.44 **  0.59 0.53  1.81 
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Not Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
Income 0.28 0.02 *** 1.32 0.22 0.02 *** 1.24 0.21 0.03 *** 1.23 
Parent Education 0.29 0.03 *** 1.34 0.23 0.03 *** 1.25 0.21 0.03 *** 1.24 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 * 1.01 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.71 0.45  0.49 -0.37 0.46  0.69 -0.34 0.47  0.71 
Asian 1.23 0.23 *** 3.42 1.02 0.24 * 2.79 0.81 0.24 ** 2.25 
Black -0.13 0.16  0.88 0.24 0.17  1.28 -0.02 0.17  0.98 
Hispanic -0.04 0.15  0.96 0.15 0.15  1.16 -0.03 0.16  0.97 
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Multi-Racial -0.46 0.23 * 0.63 -0.34 0.24  0.71 -0.41 0.24  0.67 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.54 0.80  1.72 1.41 1.07  4.10 0.97 1.07  2.63 
Female 0.43 0.10 *** 1.54 0.44 0.10 *** 1.55 0.26 0.11 * 1.30 
Standardized Math Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.40 0.17 *** 0.25 -1.25 0.18 *** 0.29 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.22 0.17 *** 0.30 -1.08 0.17 *** 0.34 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.17 0.14 *** 0.31 -1.03 0.15 *** 0.36 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         -0.06 0.35  0.94 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.81 0.13 *** 2.25 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.94 0.13 *** 2.55 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.19 0.15  1.21 
Constant -3.83 0.27 ***  -4.76 0.42 ***  -5.22 0.53 ***  
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Somewhat Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
Income 0.17 0.02 *** 1.18 0.12 0.02 *** 1.12 0.11 0.02 *** 1.11 
Parent Education 0.22 0.03 *** 1.25 0.17 0.03 *** 1.18 0.15 0.03 *** 1.16 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.93 0.39 * 0.40 -0.61 0.40  0.54 -0.60 0.40  0.55 
Asian 1.45 0.22 *** 4.26 1.26 0.23 *** 3.54 1.07 0.23 *** 2.92 
Black -0.11 0.14  0.90 0.23 0.15  1.26 -0.03 0.15  0.97 
Hispanic 0.06 0.13  1.06 0.23 0.14  1.26 0.06 0.14  1.06 
Multi-Racial -0.30 0.21  0.74 -0.14 0.21  0.87 -0.21 0.21  0.81 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.19 0.77  0.82 0.51 1.06  1.67 0.06 1.06  1.06 
Female 0.55 0.09 *** 1.74 0.57 0.09 *** 1.76 0.39 0.10 *** 1.47 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.24 0.16 *** 0.29 -1.08 0.16 *** 0.34 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.13 0.15 *** 0.32 -0.99 0.16 *** 0.37 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.29 0.14 *** 0.28 -1.15 0.14 *** 0.32 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.55 0.30  1.74 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.79 0.12 *** 2.21 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.84 0.12 *** 2.33 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.35 0.14 * 1.41 
Constant -1.81 0.24 ***  -2.70 0.38 ***  -3.78 0.47 ***  
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Going to College, Low Expenses Very Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
Income 0.08 0.02 *** 1.09 0.05 0.02 * 1.05 0.04 0.02  1.04 
Parent Education 0.16 0.03 *** 1.18 0.12 0.03 *** 1.13 0.10 0.03 *** 1.11 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.01 0.00 * 1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.47 0.38  0.63 -0.38 0.40  0.69 -0.36 0.41  0.70 
Asian 1.52 0.22 *** 4.56 1.33 0.23 *** 3.77 1.12 0.23 *** 3.06 
Black 0.67 0.14 *** 1.96 0.84 0.15 *** 2.31 0.56 0.15 *** 1.76 
Hispanic 0.49 0.13 *** 1.64 0.59 0.14 *** 1.80 0.41 0.14 ** 1.50 
Multi-Racial 0.11 0.21  1.12 0.18 0.21  1.19 0.11 0.22  1.11 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.75 0.75  2.12 1.50 1.04  4.48 1.02 1.04  2.78 
Female 0.57 0.09 *** 1.76 0.56 0.10 *** 1.74 0.37 0.10 *** 1.45 
Standardized Math Score     0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 
Core Curriculum     -1.14 0.16 *** 0.32 -0.99 0.16 *** 0.37 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.02 0.16 *** 0.36 -0.87 0.16 *** 0.42 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.23 0.14 *** 0.29 -1.08 0.14 *** 0.34 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.34 0.28  1.40 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.91 0.12 *** 2.48 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.87 0.12 *** 2.39 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.33 0.14 * 1.39 
Constant -1.10 0.24 ***  -1.24 0.38 **  -2.19 0.46 *** 0.11 
             
Observations 12370       11580       11580       
-2LL -15909.69    -14582.37    -14262.81    
LR Chi(2) 1692.81    2247.84    2886.95    
AIC 31907.39    29284.74    28577.63    
BIC 32234.01    29726.17    29236.77    
Pseudo R2 0.05       0.07       0.09       
             
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id           
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Table A.12. Twelfth grade (availability of aid) MNLM results (not nested) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds Ratio 

Not Going to College, Not Finances vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances          
Income 0.05 0.02 * 1.05 0.07 0.03 ** 1.07 0.09 0.04 * 1.09 
Parent Education 0.02 0.03  1.02 0.03 0.03  1.03 0.07 0.05  1.07 
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.06 0.42  0.94 -0.11 0.42  0.90 -0.31 0.61  0.74 
Asian 0.13 0.27  1.14 0.15 0.28  1.16 0.29 0.46  1.33 
Black -0.09 0.16  0.91 -0.12 0.17  0.89 -0.10 0.26  0.91 
Hispanic -0.11 0.15  0.90 -0.15 0.16  0.86 -0.27 0.25  0.76 
Multi-Racial -0.09 0.24  0.92 -0.12 0.24  0.89 -0.36 0.39  0.70 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.12 0.87  1.13 0.84 1.12  2.32 -18.11 530000000.00  0.00 
Female -0.44 0.11 *** 0.64 -0.48 0.11 *** 0.62 -0.69 0.17 *** 0.50 
Standardized Math Score     -0.01 0.01 * 0.99 -0.01 0.01  0.99 
Core Curriculum     -0.30 0.18  0.74 -0.06 0.26  0.94 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.15 0.18  0.86 -0.06 0.26  0.94 
Other Curricular Patterns     -0.28 0.16  0.76 0.00 0.23  1.00 
Parent Wants College         1.03 0.53 * 2.80 
Relative Wants College         -0.08 0.21  0.92 
Friend Wants College         0.09 0.21  1.09 
Teacher Wants College         -0.44 0.20 * 0.64 
Constant 0.40 0.28   1.14 0.44 **  0.43 0.81   
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Not Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances    
Income 0.46 0.03 *** 1.58 0.42 0.03 *** 1.51 0.50 0.04 *** 1.64 
Parent Education 0.32 0.03 *** 1.38 0.27 0.03 *** 1.30 0.26 0.05 *** 1.30 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.01 0.00  1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -1.11 0.54 * 0.33 -0.73 0.54  0.48 -0.66 0.73  0.51 
Asian 1.14 0.24 *** 3.13 0.97 0.25 *** 2.65 0.81 0.40 * 2.25 
Black -0.68 0.18 *** 0.51 -0.37 0.19  0.69 -0.46 0.27  0.63 
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Hispanic -0.41 0.17 * 0.66 -0.27 0.18  0.76 -0.34 0.25  0.71 
Multi-Racial -0.51 0.24 * 0.60 -0.39 0.25  0.68 -0.77 0.37 * 0.46 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.63 0.83  1.88 1.29 1.10  3.62 -18.60 379000000.00  0.00 
Female 0.28 0.10 ** 1.32 0.27 0.11 * 1.31 -0.01 0.15  0.99 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.32 0.18 *** 0.27 -1.02 0.25 *** 0.36 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.95 0.18 *** 0.39 -0.48 0.24 * 0.62 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.09 0.15 *** 0.34 -0.70 0.21 ** 0.50 
Parent Wants College         0.07 0.58  1.07 
Relative Wants College         0.54 0.20 ** 1.71 
Friend Wants College         1.08 0.19 *** 2.94 
Teacher Wants College         0.15 0.21  1.16 
Constant -6.07 0.32 ***  -6.77 0.46 ***  -8.04 0.85 ***  
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Somewhat Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances   
Income 0.24 0.02 *** 1.27 0.19 0.02 *** 1.21 0.26 0.03 *** 1.30 
Parent Education 0.22 0.03 *** 1.24 0.16 0.03 *** 1.17 0.13 0.04 ** 1.14 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -1.04 0.43 * 0.35 -0.80 0.44  0.45 -0.95 0.63  0.39 
Asian 1.38 0.23 *** 3.97 1.22 0.23 *** 3.39 1.13 0.39 ** 3.09 
Black -0.30 0.15 * 0.74 -0.01 0.16  0.99 -0.13 0.23  0.88 
Hispanic -0.09 0.14  0.91 0.10 0.14  1.10 -0.18 0.22  0.84 
Multi-Racial -0.33 0.21  0.72 -0.15 0.22  0.86 -0.43 0.33  0.65 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.42 0.83  0.66 0.26 1.11  1.30 20.63 . . 914227496.02 
Female 0.29 0.09 ** 1.34 0.30 0.10 ** 1.35 -0.07 0.14  0.93 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.28 0.16 *** 0.28 -0.89 0.22 *** 0.41 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.16 0.16 *** 0.31 -0.70 0.22 ** 0.50 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.29 0.14 *** 0.28 -0.88 0.20 *** 0.42 
Parent Wants College         0.89 0.46  2.43 
Relative Wants College         0.64 0.18 *** 1.89 
Friend Wants College         0.99 0.17 *** 2.68 
Teacher Wants College         0.21 0.19  1.23 
Constant -2.56 0.25 ***  -3.20 0.40 ***  -4.91 0.72 ***  
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Going to College, Availability of Aid Very Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances    
Income 0.08 0.02 *** 1.09 0.04 0.02  1.04 0.07 0.03 * 1.08 
Parent Education 0.18 0.03 *** 1.20 0.13 0.03 *** 1.14 0.12 0.04 ** 1.13 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.51 0.36  0.60 -0.33 0.37  0.72 -0.36 0.54  0.70 
Asian 1.50 0.22 *** 4.48 1.30 0.23 *** 3.68 1.23 0.38 ** 3.43 
Black 0.49 0.13 *** 1.64 0.76 0.14 *** 2.13 0.52 0.22 * 1.68 
Hispanic 0.41 0.13 ** 1.50 0.54 0.13 *** 1.71 0.32 0.20  1.37 
Multi-Racial -0.04 0.20  0.96 0.08 0.21  1.08 -0.06 0.31  0.94 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.56 0.74  1.74 1.36 1.03  3.91 22.25 0.76 *** 4599990153.98 
Female 0.67 0.09 *** 1.96 0.68 0.09 *** 1.97 0.33 0.14 ** 1.40 
Standardized Math Score     0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.18 0.15 *** 0.31 -0.72 0.21 ** 0.49 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.10 0.15 *** 0.33 -0.68 0.21 ** 0.51 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.25 0.14 *** 0.29 -0.80 0.19 *** 0.45 
Parent Wants College         0.33 0.36  1.39 
Relative Wants College         0.71 0.17 *** 2.04 
Friend Wants College         0.91 0.17 *** 2.49 
Teacher Wants College         0.32 0.18  1.38 
Constant -0.83 0.23 ***  -1.37 0.37 ***  -2.57 0.64 ***  
             
Observations 12380       11590       7460       

-2LL 
-

14757.425    -13547.56    -8045.71    
LR Chi(2) 2422.88    2867.69    2104.09    
AIC 29602.85    27215.12    16241.41    
BIC 29929.49    27656.58    16760.21    
Pseudo R2 0.0759       0.0957       0.1156       
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id 
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Table A.13. Twelfth grade (low expenses) MNLM results (no imputations, not nested) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds Ratio 

Not Going to College, Not Finances vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances          
Income 0.05 0.02 * 1.05 0.06 0.03 * 1.06 0.08 0.04 * 1.08 
Parent Education 0.02 0.03  1.02 0.03 0.03  1.03 0.06 0.05  1.07 
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.05 0.42  0.95 -0.10 0.42  0.90 -0.29 0.61  0.75 
Asian 0.13 0.27  1.14 0.15 0.28  1.17 0.29 0.46  1.33 
Black -0.08 0.16  0.92 -0.11 0.17  0.90 -0.08 0.26  0.92 
Hispanic -0.10 0.15  0.91 -0.14 0.16  0.87 -0.26 0.25  0.77 
Multi-Racial -0.08 0.24  0.92 -0.11 0.24  0.89 -0.35 0.39  0.70 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.12 0.87  1.13 0.85 1.12  2.34 -15.09 76100000.00  0.00 
Female -0.44 0.11 *** 0.65 -0.47 0.11 *** 0.63 -0.68 0.17 *** 0.51 
Standardized Math Score     -0.01 0.01 * 0.99 -0.01 0.01  0.99 
Core Curriculum     -0.30 0.18  0.74 -0.05 0.26  0.95 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.15 0.18  0.86 -0.06 0.26  0.94 
Other Curricular Patterns     -0.28 0.16  0.75 -0.01 0.23  0.99 
Parent Wants College         1.02 0.53  2.78 
Relative Wants College         -0.07 0.21  0.93 
Friend Wants College         0.08 0.21  1.08 
Teacher Wants College         -0.44 0.20 * 0.64 
Constant 0.42 0.28   1.16 0.44 **  0.47 0.81  1.60 
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Not Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
Income 0.28 0.02 *** 1.32 0.22 0.02 *** 1.24 0.28 0.04 *** 1.32 
Parent Education 0.29 0.03 *** 1.34 0.23 0.03 *** 1.25 0.23 0.04 *** 1.25 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 * 1.01 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.71 0.45  0.49 -0.37 0.46  0.69 -0.31 0.64  0.73 
Asian 1.23 0.23 *** 3.42 1.02 0.24 * 2.79 0.85 0.39 * 2.34 
Black -0.13 0.16  0.88 0.24 0.17  1.28 0.17 0.24  1.18 
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Hispanic -0.04 0.15  0.96 0.15 0.15  1.16 0.00 0.23  1.00 
Multi-Racial -0.46 0.23 * 0.63 -0.34 0.24  0.71 -0.58 0.35  0.56 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.54 0.80  1.72 1.41 1.07  4.10 20.76 . . 1039639650.34 
Female 0.43 0.10 *** 1.54 0.44 0.10 *** 1.55 0.13 0.15  1.14 
Standardized Math Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 
Core Curriculum     -1.40 0.17 *** 0.25 -0.96 0.24 *** 0.38 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.22 0.17 *** 0.30 -0.76 0.23 ** 0.47 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.17 0.14 *** 0.31 -0.76 0.20 *** 0.47 
Parent Wants College         -0.15 0.44  0.86 
Relative Wants College         0.63 0.19 ** 1.87 
Friend Wants College         1.07 0.18 *** 2.91 
Teacher Wants College         0.18 0.20  1.20 
Constant -3.83 0.27 ***  -4.76 0.42 ***  -5.65 0.73 ***  
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Somewhat Important vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances        
Income 0.17 0.02 *** 1.18 0.12 0.02 *** 1.12 0.16 0.03 *** 1.18 
Parent Education 0.22 0.03 *** 1.25 0.17 0.03 *** 1.18 0.15 0.04 *** 1.16 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00  1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.93 0.39 * 0.40 -0.61 0.40  0.54 -0.61 0.56  0.54 
Asian 1.45 0.22 *** 4.26 1.26 0.23 *** 3.54 1.19 0.38 ** 3.29 
Black -0.11 0.14  0.90 0.23 0.15  1.26 0.08 0.22  1.08 
Hispanic 0.06 0.13  1.06 0.23 0.14  1.26 0.04 0.21  1.04 
Multi-Racial -0.30 0.21  0.74 -0.14 0.21  0.87 -0.36 0.32  0.70 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.19 0.77  0.82 0.51 1.06  1.67 19.77 0.82 *** 384079453.77 
Female 0.55 0.09 *** 1.74 0.57 0.09 *** 1.76 0.22 0.14  1.25 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.24 0.16 *** 0.29 -0.80 0.22 *** 0.45 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.13 0.15 *** 0.32 -0.69 0.21 ** 0.50 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.29 0.14 *** 0.28 -0.86 0.19 *** 0.42 
Parent Wants College         0.72 0.40  2.05 
Relative Wants College         0.67 0.18 *** 1.95 
Friend Wants College         0.90 0.17 *** 2.46 
Teacher Wants College         0.32 0.18  1.37 



 

 

201 

Constant -1.81 0.24 ***  -2.70 0.38 ***  -4.24 0.67 ***  
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Very Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
Income 0.08 0.02 *** 1.09 0.05 0.02 * 1.05 0.08 0.03 * 1.08 
Parent Education 0.16 0.03 *** 1.18 0.12 0.03 *** 1.13 0.10 0.04 * 1.11 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.47 0.38  0.63 -0.38 0.40  0.69 -0.47 0.57  0.63 
Asian 1.52 0.22 *** 4.56 1.33 0.23 *** 3.77 1.25 0.38 ** 3.48 
Black 0.67 0.14 *** 1.96 0.84 0.15 *** 2.31 0.57 0.22 * 1.76 
Hispanic 0.49 0.13 *** 1.64 0.59 0.14 *** 1.80 0.33 0.21  1.39 
Multi-Racial 0.11 0.21  1.12 0.18 0.21  1.19 0.04 0.32  1.04 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.75 0.75  2.12 1.50 1.04  4.48 21.57 0.67 *** 2323127093.10 
Female 0.57 0.09 *** 1.76 0.56 0.10 *** 1.74 0.20 0.14  1.22 
Standardized Math Score     0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 
Core Curriculum     -1.14 0.16 *** 0.32 -0.71 0.22 ** 0.49 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.02 0.16 *** 0.36 -0.61 0.21 ** 0.54 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.23 0.14 *** 0.29 -0.77 0.19 *** 0.46 
Parent Wants College         0.31 0.37  1.36 
Relative Wants College         0.72 0.18 *** 2.05 
Friend Wants College         0.96 0.17 *** 2.62 
Teacher Wants College         0.27 0.18  1.31 
Constant -1.10 0.24 ***  -1.24 0.38 **  -2.28 0.66 ** 0.10 
             
Observations 12370       11580       7550       

-2LL -15909.69    
-

14582.37    -8759.57    
LR Chi(2) 1692.81    2247.84    1659.06    
AIC 31907.39    29284.74    17669.13    
BIC 32234.01    29726.17    18187.90    
Pseudo R2 0.05       0.07       0.09       
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id        
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Table A.14. Twelfth grade (availability of aid) MNLM results (no imputations, not nested) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds Ratio 

Not Going to College, Not Finances vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances          
Income 0.05 0.02 * 1.05 0.07 0.03 ** 1.07 0.09 0.04 * 1.09 
Parent Education 0.02 0.03  1.02 0.03 0.03  1.03 0.07 0.05  1.07 
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.06 0.42  0.94 -0.11 0.42  0.90 -0.31 0.61  0.74 
Asian 0.13 0.27  1.14 0.15 0.28  1.16 0.29 0.46  1.33 
Black -0.09 0.16  0.91 -0.12 0.17  0.89 -0.10 0.26  0.91 
Hispanic -0.11 0.15  0.90 -0.15 0.16  0.86 -0.27 0.25  0.76 
Multi-Racial -0.09 0.24  0.92 -0.12 0.24  0.89 -0.36 0.39  0.70 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.12 0.87  1.13 0.84 1.12  2.32 -18.11 530000000.00  0.00 
Female -0.44 0.11 *** 0.64 -0.48 0.11 *** 0.62 -0.69 0.17 *** 0.50 
Standardized Math Score     -0.01 0.01 * 0.99 -0.01 0.01  0.99 
Core Curriculum     -0.30 0.18  0.74 -0.06 0.26  0.94 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.15 0.18  0.86 -0.06 0.26  0.94 
Other Curricular Patterns     -0.28 0.16  0.76 0.00 0.23  1.00 
Parent Wants College         1.03 0.53 * 2.80 
Relative Wants College         -0.08 0.21  0.92 
Friend Wants College         0.09 0.21  1.09 
Teacher Wants College         -0.44 0.20 * 0.64 
Constant 0.40 0.28   1.14 0.44 **  0.43 0.81   
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Not Important vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances        
Income 0.46 0.03 *** 1.58 0.42 0.03 *** 1.51 0.50 0.04 *** 1.64 
Parent Education 0.32 0.03 *** 1.38 0.27 0.03 *** 1.30 0.26 0.05 *** 1.30 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.01 0.00  1.01 
American Indian/Alaska Native -1.11 0.54 * 0.33 -0.73 0.54  0.48 -0.66 0.73  0.51 
Asian 1.14 0.24 *** 3.13 0.97 0.25 *** 2.65 0.81 0.40 * 2.25 
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Black -0.68 0.18 *** 0.51 -0.37 0.19  0.69 -0.46 0.27  0.63 
Hispanic -0.41 0.17 * 0.66 -0.27 0.18  0.76 -0.34 0.25  0.71 
Multi-Racial -0.51 0.24 * 0.60 -0.39 0.25  0.68 -0.77 0.37 * 0.46 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.63 0.83  1.88 1.29 1.10  3.62 -18.60 379000000.00  0.00 
Female 0.28 0.10 ** 1.32 0.27 0.11 * 1.31 -0.01 0.15  0.99 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.32 0.18 *** 0.27 -1.02 0.25 *** 0.36 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.95 0.18 *** 0.39 -0.48 0.24 * 0.62 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.09 0.15 *** 0.34 -0.70 0.21 ** 0.50 
Parent Wants College         0.07 0.58  1.07 
Relative Wants College         0.54 0.20 ** 1.71 
Friend Wants College         1.08 0.19 *** 2.94 
Teacher Wants College         0.15 0.21  1.16 
Constant -6.07 0.32 ***  -6.77 0.46 ***  -8.04 0.85 ***  
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Somewhat Important vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances        
Income 0.24 0.02 *** 1.27 0.19 0.02 *** 1.21 0.26 0.03 *** 1.30 
Parent Education 0.22 0.03 *** 1.24 0.16 0.03 *** 1.17 0.13 0.04 ** 1.14 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -1.04 0.43 * 0.35 -0.80 0.44  0.45 -0.95 0.63  0.39 
Asian 1.38 0.23 *** 3.97 1.22 0.23 *** 3.39 1.13 0.39 ** 3.09 
Black -0.30 0.15 * 0.74 -0.01 0.16  0.99 -0.13 0.23  0.88 
Hispanic -0.09 0.14  0.91 0.10 0.14  1.10 -0.18 0.22  0.84 
Multi-Racial -0.33 0.21  0.72 -0.15 0.22  0.86 -0.43 0.33  0.65 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.42 0.83  0.66 0.26 1.11  1.30 20.63 . . 914227496.02 
Female 0.29 0.09 ** 1.34 0.30 0.10 ** 1.35 -0.07 0.14  0.93 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.28 0.16 *** 0.28 -0.89 0.22 *** 0.41 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.16 0.16 *** 0.31 -0.70 0.22 ** 0.50 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.29 0.14 *** 0.28 -0.88 0.20 *** 0.42 
Parent Wants College         0.89 0.46  2.43 
Relative Wants College         0.64 0.18 *** 1.89 
Friend Wants College         0.99 0.17 *** 2.68 
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Teacher Wants College         0.21 0.19  1.23 
Constant -2.56 0.25 ***  -3.20 0.40 ***  -4.91 0.72 ***  
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Very Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances   
Income 0.08 0.02 *** 1.09 0.04 0.02  1.04 0.07 0.03 * 1.08 
Parent Education 0.18 0.03 *** 1.20 0.13 0.03 *** 1.14 0.12 0.04 ** 1.13 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01 0.00 0.00  1.00 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.51 0.36  0.60 -0.33 0.37  0.72 -0.36 0.54  0.70 
Asian 1.50 0.22 *** 4.48 1.30 0.23 *** 3.68 1.23 0.38 ** 3.43 
Black 0.49 0.13 *** 1.64 0.76 0.14 *** 2.13 0.52 0.22 * 1.68 
Hispanic 0.41 0.13 ** 1.50 0.54 0.13 *** 1.71 0.32 0.20  1.37 
Multi-Racial -0.04 0.20  0.96 0.08 0.21  1.08 -0.06 0.31  0.94 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.56 0.74  1.74 1.36 1.03  3.91 22.25 0.76 *** 4599990153.98 
Female 0.67 0.09 *** 1.96 0.68 0.09 *** 1.97 0.33 0.14 ** 1.40 
Standardized Math Score     0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.18 0.15 *** 0.31 -0.72 0.21 ** 0.49 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.10 0.15 *** 0.33 -0.68 0.21 ** 0.51 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.25 0.14 *** 0.29 -0.80 0.19 *** 0.45 
Parent Wants College         0.33 0.36  1.39 
Relative Wants College         0.71 0.17 *** 2.04 
Friend Wants College         0.91 0.17 *** 2.49 
Teacher Wants College         0.32 0.18  1.38 
Constant -0.83 0.23 ***  -1.37 0.37 ***  -2.57 0.64 ***  
             
Observations 12380       11590       7460       
-2LL -14757.45    -13547.56    -8045.71    
LR Chi(2) 2422.88    2867.69    2104.09    
AIC 29602.85    27215.12    16241.41    
BIC 29929.49    27656.58    16760.21    
Pseudo R2 0.0759       0.0957       0.1156       
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id      
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Table A.15. Twelfth grade (low expenses) MNLM results (SES, not nested) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

Not Going to College, Not Finances vs. Not Going to College, Finances          
SES 0.33 0.08 *** 1.39 0.40 0.09 *** 1.49 0.38 0.09 *** 1.46 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.06 0.42  0.94 -0.10 0.42  0.91 -0.14 0.42  0.87 
Asian 0.13 0.27  1.14 0.14 0.28  1.15 0.15 0.28  1.16 
Black -0.10 0.16  0.91 -0.13 0.17  0.87 -0.09 0.17  0.91 
Hispanic -0.07 0.15  0.93 -0.12 0.16  0.88 -0.09 0.16  0.91 
Multi-Racial -0.09 0.24  0.92 -0.12 0.24  0.89 -0.08 0.25  0.92 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.12 0.87  1.13 0.83 1.12  2.29 0.90 1.12  2.45 
Female -0.44 0.11 *** 0.65 -0.47 0.11 *** 0.63 -0.45 0.11 *** 0.64 
Standardized Math Score     -0.02 0.01 * 0.98 -0.02 0.01 * 0.98 
Core Curriculum     -0.29 0.18  0.75 -0.32 0.19  0.73 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.14 0.18  0.87 -0.17 0.18  0.84 
Other Curricular Patterns     -0.27 0.16  0.76 -0.29 0.16  0.75 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.77 0.35 * 2.15 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.04 0.13  1.04 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         -0.07 0.14  0.94 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         -0.25 0.15  0.78 
Constant 1.19 0.17 ***  2.16 0.41 ***  1.55 0.53 **  
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Not Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 1.70 0.08 *** 5.48 1.30 0.08 *** 3.67 1.22 0.09 *** 3.40 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.65 0.45  0.52 -0.32 0.46  0.73 -0.30 0.47  0.74 
Asian 1.22 0.23 *** 3.40 1.03 0.24 *** 2.79 0.81 0.24 ** 2.25 
Black -0.13 0.15  0.88 0.23 0.16  1.26 -0.03 0.17  0.97 
Hispanic 0.05 0.15  1.05 0.21 0.15  1.23 0.03 0.16  1.03 
Multi-Racial -0.41 0.23  0.66 -0.31 0.24  0.74 -0.37 0.24  0.69 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.57 0.80  1.77 1.41 1.07  4.08 0.95 1.07  2.58 
Female 0.44 0.10 *** 1.56 0.45 0.10 *** 1.57 0.27 0.11 ** 1.32 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
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Core Curriculum     -1.38 0.17 *** 0.25 -1.23 0.18 *** 0.29 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.20 0.17 *** 0.30 -1.06 0.17 *** 0.35 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.15 0.14 *** 0.32 -1.01 0.15 *** 0.37 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         -0.07 0.35  0.94 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.81 0.13 *** 2.24 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.94 0.13 *** 2.56 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.17 0.15  1.18 
Constant 0.48 0.16 **  -1.42 0.39 ***  -2.05 0.52 ***  
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Somewhat Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 1.32 0.07 *** 3.75 0.96 0.08 *** 2.61 0.87 0.08 *** 2.40 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.89 0.39 * 0.41 -0.56 0.40  0.57 -0.56 0.40  0.57 
Asian 1.45 0.22 *** 4.25 1.27 0.23 *** 3.56 1.07 0.23 *** 2.92 
Black -0.09 0.14  0.91 0.24 0.14  1.27 -0.03 0.15  0.97 
Hispanic 0.12 0.13  1.13 0.27 0.14 * 1.31 0.10 0.14  1.11 
Multi-Racial -0.27 0.21  0.77 -0.12 0.21  0.89 -0.19 0.21  0.83 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.16 0.77  0.85 0.52 1.06  1.68 0.05 1.06  1.05 
Female 0.56 0.09 *** 1.75 0.57 0.09 *** 1.78 0.39 0.10 *** 1.48 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.21 0.16 *** 0.30 -1.06 0.16 *** 0.35 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.12 0.15 *** 0.33 -0.98 0.16 *** 0.38 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.27 0.14 *** 0.28 -1.13 0.14 *** 0.32 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.55 0.30  1.74 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.79 0.12 *** 2.21 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.85 0.12 *** 2.33 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.33 0.14 * 1.39 
Constant 1.38 0.14 ***  -0.38 0.36   -1.66 0.46 ***  
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Very Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 0.87 0.07 *** 2.39 0.61 0.08 *** 1.84 0.52 0.08 *** 1.69 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.42 0.38  0.66 -0.31 0.40  0.73 -0.31 0.41  0.74 
Asian 1.55 0.22 *** 4.70 1.36 0.23 *** 3.88 1.14 0.23 *** 3.14 
Black 0.71 0.13 *** 2.04 0.87 0.14 *** 2.38 0.59 0.15 *** 1.80 
Hispanic 0.55 0.13 *** 1.74 0.63 0.14 *** 1.87 0.44 0.14 * 1.56 
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Multi-Racial 0.14 0.21  1.15 0.20 0.21  1.22 0.13 0.22  1.14 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.78 0.75  2.18 1.51 1.04  4.53 1.02 1.04  2.78 
Female 0.58 0.09 *** 1.78 0.56 0.10 *** 1.76 0.38 0.10 *** 1.46 
Standardized Math Score     0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 
Core Curriculum     -1.12 0.16 *** 0.33 -0.96 0.16 *** 0.38 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.00 0.16 *** 0.37 -0.86 0.16 *** 0.42 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.21 0.14 *** 0.30 -1.06 0.14 *** 0.35 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.33 0.28  1.39 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.91 0.12 *** 2.48 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.87 0.12 *** 2.40 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.32 0.14 * 1.38 
Constant 0.82 0.14 ***  0.07 0.36   -1.07 0.46 *  
             
Observations 12370       11580       11580       
-2LL -15905.74    -14588.316    -14296.1    
LR Chi(2) 1700.71    2235.95    2874.45    
AIC 31883.48    29280.63    17691.4    
BIC 32150.72    29663.2    18154.83    
Pseudo R2 0.0507       0.0712       0.0915       
             
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id           
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Table A.16. Twelfth grade (availability of aid) MNLM results (SES, not nested) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

Not Going to College, Not Finances vs. Not Going to College, Finances          
SES 0.34 0.08 *** 1.40 0.41 0.09 *** 1.51 0.40 0.09 *** 1.48 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.07 0.42  0.93 -0.11 0.42  0.90 -0.15 0.42  0.86 
Asian 0.12 0.27  1.13 0.13 0.28  1.14 0.14 0.28  1.15 
Black -0.11 0.16  0.90 -0.15 0.17  0.86 -0.11 0.17  0.90 
Hispanic -0.08 0.15  0.92 -0.13 0.16  0.88 -0.10 0.16  0.90 
Multi-Racial -0.09 0.24  0.91 -0.12 0.24  0.88 -0.09 0.25  0.92 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.12 0.87  1.13 0.82 1.12  2.28 0.89 1.12  2.45 
Female -0.44 0.11 *** 0.64 -0.48 0.11 *** 0.62 -0.46 0.11 *** 0.63 
Standardized Math Score     -0.02 0.01 * 0.98 -0.02 0.01 * 0.98 
Core Curriculum     -0.29 0.19  0.75 -0.32 0.19  0.73 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.14 0.18  0.87 -0.17 0.18  0.85 
Other Curricular Patterns     -0.27 0.16  0.77 -0.29 0.16  0.75 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.77 0.35 * 2.16 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.04 0.13  1.04 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         -0.07 0.14  0.94 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         -0.25 0.15  0.78 
Constant 1.21 0.17 ***  2.18 0.41 ***  1.58 0.53 **  
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Not Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 2.16 0.08 *** 8.71 1.83 0.09 *** 6.26 1.75 0.09 *** 5.78 
American Indian/Alaska Native -1.07 0.54 * 0.34 -0.69 0.54  0.50 -0.68 0.55  0.51 
Asian 1.07 0.24 *** 2.91 0.90 0.25 *** 2.46 0.70 0.25 ** 2.01 
Black -0.73 0.18 *** 0.48 -0.44 0.19 * 0.64 -0.69 0.20 *** 0.50 
Hispanic -0.36 0.17 * 0.70 -0.25 0.18  0.78 -0.42 0.18 * 0.66 
Multi-Racial -0.49 0.24  0.62 -0.38 0.25  0.69 -0.45 0.25  0.64 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.63 0.83  1.88 1.27 1.10  3.55 0.81 1.10  2.26 
Female 0.29 0.10 ** 1.34 0.28 0.11 ** 1.32 0.11 0.11  1.12 
Standardized Math Score     0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
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Core Curriculum     -1.32 0.18 *** 0.27 -1.18 0.19 *** 0.31 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.94 0.18 *** 0.39 -0.80 0.18 *** 0.45 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.08 0.15 *** 0.34 -0.94 0.15 *** 0.39 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.14 0.47  1.15 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.74 0.14 *** 2.10 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.90 0.13 *** 2.46 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.14 0.16  1.15 
Constant 0.28 0.16   -1.15 0.41 **  -1.90 0.61 **  
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Somewhat Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 1.46 0.07 *** 4.30 1.10 0.08 *** 3.00 1.01 0.08 *** 2.75 
American Indian/Alaska Native -1.02 0.42 * 0.36 -0.78 0.44  0.46 -0.77 0.45  0.46 
Asian 1.34 0.23 *** 3.82 1.18 0.23 *** 3.26 0.98 0.23 *** 2.67 
Black -0.32 0.14 * 0.72 -0.05 0.15  0.95 -0.32 0.16 * 0.73 
Hispanic -0.04 0.14  0.96 0.13 0.14  1.13 -0.04 0.15  0.96 
Multi-Racial -0.30 0.21  0.74 -0.14 0.22  0.87 -0.22 0.22  0.81 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.41 0.83  0.67 0.25 1.11  1.29 -0.22 1.11  0.80 
Female 0.30 0.09 ** 1.35 0.31 0.10 ** 1.36 0.13 0.10  1.14 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Core Curriculum     -1.27 0.16 *** 0.28 -1.12 0.16 *** 0.33 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.15 0.16 *** 0.32 -1.01 0.16 *** 0.36 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.27 0.14 *** 0.28 -1.13 0.14 *** 0.32 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.61 0.34  1.84 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.86 0.12 *** 2.37 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.85 0.12 *** 2.34 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.22 0.14  1.24 
Constant 1.30 0.15 ***  -0.18 0.37   -1.49 0.50 **  
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Very Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 0.95 0.07 *** 2.59 0.63 0.08 *** 1.88 0.55 0.08 *** 1.73 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.45 0.36  0.64 -0.25 0.37  0.78 -0.24 0.38  0.79 
Asian 1.53 0.22 *** 4.64 1.34 0.23 *** 3.83 1.14 0.23 *** 3.12 
Black 0.55 0.13 *** 1.73 0.80 0.14 *** 2.23 0.53 0.14 *** 1.69 
Hispanic 0.48 0.13 *** 1.61 0.59 0.13 *** 1.80 0.41 0.14 ** 1.50 
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Multi-Racial 0.00 0.20  1.00 0.11 0.21  1.12 0.04 0.21  1.04 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.59 0.74  1.81 1.38 1.03  3.97 0.90 1.03  2.45 
Female 0.68 0.09 *** 1.98 0.69 0.09 *** 1.99 0.50 0.10 *** 1.65 
Standardized Math Score     0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Core Curriculum     -1.16 0.15 *** 0.31 -1.00 0.16 *** 0.37 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.08 0.15 *** 0.34 -0.94 0.16 *** 0.39 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.24 0.14 *** 0.29 -1.09 0.14 *** 0.34 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.33 0.27  1.38 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.85 0.11 *** 2.34 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.87 0.12 *** 2.38 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.37 0.13 ** 1.45 
Constant 1.24 0.14 ***  -0.06 0.35   -1.20 0.44 **  
             
Observations 12380       11590       11590       
-2LL -14816.165    -13611.833    -13294.53    
LR Chi(2) 2305.4    2739.15    3373.75    
AIC 29704.33    27327.67    26725.06    
BIC 29971.58    27710.26    27225.38    
Pseudo R2 0.0722       0.0914       0.1126       
             
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id           
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Table A.17. Twelfth grade (low expenses) MNLM results (SES, nested) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

Not Going to College, Not Finances vs. Not Going to College, Finances          
SES 0.34 0.09 *** 1.40 0.40 0.09 *** 1.49 0.38 0.09 *** 1.46 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.04 0.42  0.96 -0.10 0.42  0.91 -0.14 0.42  0.87 
Asian 0.13 0.28  1.14 0.14 0.28  1.15 0.15 0.28  1.16 
Black -0.06 0.17  0.94 -0.13 0.17  0.87 -0.09 0.17  0.91 
Hispanic -0.06 0.16  0.94 -0.12 0.16  0.88 -0.09 0.16  0.91 
Multi-Racial -0.12 0.24  0.89 -0.12 0.24  0.89 -0.08 0.25  0.92 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.80 1.12  2.23 0.83 1.12  2.29 0.90 1.12  2.45 
Female -0.44 0.11 *** 0.65 -0.47 0.11 *** 0.63 -0.45 0.11 *** 0.64 
Standardized Math Score     -0.02 0.01 * 0.98 -0.02 0.01 * 0.98 
Core Curriculum     -0.29 0.18  0.75 -0.32 0.19  0.73 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.14 0.18  0.87 -0.17 0.18  0.84 
Other Curricular Patterns     -0.27 0.16  0.76 -0.29 0.16  0.75 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.77 0.35 * 2.15 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.04 0.13  1.04 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         -0.07 0.14  0.94 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         -0.25 0.15  0.78 
Constant 1.18 0.17 ***  2.16 0.41 ***  1.55 0.53 **  
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Not Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 1.68 0.08 *** 5.35 1.30 0.08 *** 3.67 1.22 0.09 *** 3.40 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.71 0.46  0.49 -0.32 0.46  0.73 -0.30 0.47  0.74 
Asian 1.19 0.24 *** 3.27 1.03 0.24 *** 2.79 0.81 0.24 ** 2.25 
Black -0.10 0.16  0.90 0.23 0.16  1.26 -0.03 0.17  0.97 
Hispanic 0.03 0.15  1.03 0.21 0.15  1.23 0.03 0.16  1.03 
Multi-Racial -0.48 0.23 * 0.62 -0.31 0.24  0.74 -0.37 0.24  0.69 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.18 1.07  3.27 1.41 1.07  4.08 0.95 1.07  2.58 
Female 0.43 0.10 *** 1.53 0.45 0.10 *** 1.57 0.27 0.11 ** 1.32 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
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Core Curriculum     -1.38 0.17 *** 0.25 -1.23 0.18 *** 0.29 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.20 0.17 *** 0.30 -1.06 0.17 *** 0.35 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.15 0.14 *** 0.32 -1.01 0.15 *** 0.37 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         -0.07 0.35  0.94 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.81 0.13 *** 2.24 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.94 0.13 *** 2.56 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.17 0.15  1.18 
Constant 0.51 0.16 **  -1.42 0.39 ***  -2.05 0.52 ***  
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Somewhat Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 1.31 0.07 *** 3.71 0.96 0.08 *** 2.61 0.87 0.08 *** 2.40 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.94 0.39 * 0.39 -0.56 0.40  0.57 -0.56 0.40  0.57 
Asian 1.43 0.23 *** 4.18 1.27 0.23 *** 3.56 1.07 0.23 *** 2.92 
Black -0.08 0.14  0.92 0.24 0.14  1.27 -0.03 0.15  0.97 
Hispanic 0.10 0.13  1.10 0.27 0.14 * 1.31 0.10 0.14  1.11 
Multi-Racial -0.29 0.21  0.75 -0.12 0.21  0.89 -0.19 0.21  0.83 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.30 1.06  1.35 0.52 1.06  1.68 0.05 1.06  1.05 
Female 0.56 0.09 *** 1.75 0.57 0.09 *** 1.78 0.39 0.10 *** 1.48 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Core Curriculum     -1.21 0.16 *** 0.30 -1.06 0.16 *** 0.35 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.12 0.15 *** 0.33 -0.98 0.16 *** 0.38 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.27 0.14 *** 0.28 -1.13 0.14 *** 0.32 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.55 0.30  1.74 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.79 0.12 *** 2.21 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.85 0.12 *** 2.33 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.33 0.14 * 1.39 
Constant 1.39 0.15 ***  -0.38 0.36   -1.66 0.46 ***  
             
Going to College, Low Expenses Very Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 0.86 0.07 *** 2.36 0.61 0.08 *** 1.84 0.52 0.08 *** 1.69 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.58 0.39  0.56 -0.31 0.40  0.73 -0.31 0.41  0.74 
Asian 1.47 0.23 *** 4.34 1.36 0.23 *** 3.88 1.14 0.23 *** 3.14 
Black 0.68 0.14 *** 1.97 0.87 0.14 *** 2.38 0.59 0.15 *** 1.80 
Hispanic 0.52 0.13 *** 1.68 0.63 0.14 *** 1.87 0.44 0.14 * 1.56 
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Multi-Racial 0.07 0.21  1.07 0.20 0.21  1.22 0.13 0.22  1.14 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.33 1.04  3.79 1.51 1.04  4.53 1.02 1.04  2.78 
Female 0.58 0.09 *** 1.78 0.56 0.10 *** 1.76 0.38 0.10 *** 1.46 
Standardized Math Score     0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 
Core Curriculum     -1.12 0.16 *** 0.33 -0.96 0.16 *** 0.38 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.00 0.16 *** 0.37 -0.86 0.16 *** 0.42 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.21 0.14 *** 0.30 -1.06 0.14 *** 0.35 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.33 0.28  1.39 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.91 0.12 *** 2.48 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.87 0.12 *** 2.40 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.32 0.14 * 1.38 
Constant 0.81 0.15 ***  0.07 0.36   -1.07 0.46 *  
             
Observations 11580       11580       11580       
-2LL -14930.428    -14588.316    -14296.1    
LR Chi(2) 1551.72    2235.95    2874.45    
AIC 29932.86    29280.63    17691.4    
BIC 30197.71    29663.2    18154.83    
Pseudo R2 0.0494       0.0712       0.0915       
             
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id           
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Table A.18. Twelfth grade (availability of aid) MNLM results (SES, nested) 

 Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

Not Going to College, Not Finances vs. Not Going to College, Finances          
SES 0.35 0.09 *** 1.42 0.41 0.09 *** 1.51 0.40 0.09 *** 1.48 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.05 0.42  0.95 -0.11 0.42  0.90 -0.15 0.42  0.86 
Asian 0.13 0.28  1.14 0.13 0.28  1.14 0.14 0.28  1.15 
Black -0.07 0.17  0.93 -0.15 0.17  0.86 -0.11 0.17  0.90 
Hispanic -0.07 0.16  0.93 -0.13 0.16  0.88 -0.10 0.16  0.90 
Multi-Racial -0.12 0.24  0.89 -0.12 0.24  0.88 -0.09 0.25  0.92 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.80 1.12  2.21 0.82 1.12  2.28 0.89 1.12  2.45 
Female -0.44 0.11 *** 0.64 -0.48 0.11 *** 0.62 -0.46 0.11 *** 0.63 
Standardized Math Score     -0.02 0.01 * 0.98 -0.02 0.01 * 0.98 
Core Curriculum     -0.29 0.19  0.75 -0.32 0.19  0.73 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.14 0.18  0.87 -0.17 0.18  0.85 
Other Curricular Patterns     -0.27 0.16  0.77 -0.29 0.16  0.75 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.77 0.35 * 2.16 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.04 0.13  1.04 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         -0.07 0.14  0.94 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         -0.25 0.15  0.78 
Constant 1.20 0.17 ***  2.18 0.41 ***  1.58 0.53 **  
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Not Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 2.15 0.09 *** 8.61 1.83 0.09 *** 6.26 1.75 0.09 *** 5.78 
American Indian/Alaska Native -1.01 0.54  0.36 -0.69 0.54  0.50 -0.68 0.55  0.51 
Asian 1.03 0.24 *** 2.80 0.90 0.25 *** 2.46 0.70 0.25 ** 2.01 
Black -0.71 0.19 *** 0.49 -0.44 0.19 * 0.64 -0.69 0.20 *** 0.50 
Hispanic -0.39 0.17 * 0.67 -0.25 0.18  0.78 -0.42 0.18 * 0.66 
Multi-Racial -0.54 0.25 * 0.58 -0.38 0.25  0.69 -0.45 0.25  0.64 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.07 1.10  2.91 1.27 1.10  3.55 0.81 1.10  2.26 
Female 0.27 0.11 ** 1.31 0.28 0.11 ** 1.32 0.11 0.11  1.12 
Standardized Math Score 0.30 0.17   0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
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Core Curriculum     -1.32 0.18 *** 0.27 -1.18 0.19 *** 0.31 
Less than Core Curriculum     -0.94 0.18 *** 0.39 -0.80 0.18 *** 0.45 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.08 0.15 *** 0.34 -0.94 0.15 *** 0.39 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.14 0.47  1.15 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.74 0.14 *** 2.10 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.90 0.13 *** 2.46 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.14 0.16  1.15 
Constant 0.28 0.16   -1.15 0.41 **  -1.90 0.61 **  
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Somewhat Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 1.44 0.08 *** 4.24 1.10 0.08 *** 3.00 1.01 0.08 *** 2.75 
American Indian/Alaska Native -1.15 0.44 ** 0.32 -0.78 0.44  0.46 -0.77 0.45  0.46 
Asian 1.32 0.23 *** 3.75 1.18 0.23 *** 3.26 0.98 0.23 *** 2.67 
Black -0.35 0.15 * 0.71 -0.05 0.15  0.95 -0.32 0.16 * 0.73 
Hispanic -0.04 0.14  0.96 0.13 0.14  1.13 -0.04 0.15  0.96 
Multi-Racial -0.32 0.21  0.72 -0.14 0.22  0.87 -0.22 0.22  0.81 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.03 1.10  1.03 0.25 1.11  1.29 -0.22 1.11  0.80 
Female 0.30 0.10 ** 1.35 0.31 0.10 ** 1.36 0.13 0.10  1.14 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Core Curriculum     -1.27 0.16 *** 0.28 -1.12 0.16 *** 0.33 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.15 0.16 *** 0.32 -1.01 0.16 *** 0.36 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.27 0.14 *** 0.28 -1.13 0.14 *** 0.32 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.61 0.34  1.84 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.86 0.12 *** 2.37 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.85 0.12 *** 2.34 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.22 0.14  1.24 
Constant 1.30 0.15 ***  -0.18 0.37   -1.49 0.50 **  
             
Going to College, Availability of Aid Very Important vs. Not Going to College, Finances        
SES 0.94 0.07 *** 2.56 0.63 0.08 *** 1.88 0.55 0.08 *** 1.73 
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.58 0.37  0.56 -0.25 0.37  0.78 -0.24 0.38  0.79 
Asian 1.48 0.23 *** 4.38 1.34 0.23 *** 3.83 1.14 0.23 *** 3.12 
Black 0.54 0.14 *** 1.71 0.80 0.14 *** 2.23 0.53 0.14 *** 1.69 
Hispanic 0.44 0.13 ** 1.55 0.59 0.13 *** 1.80 0.41 0.14 ** 1.50 
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Multi-Racial -0.06 0.20  0.94 0.11 0.21  1.12 0.04 0.21  1.04 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.18 1.03  3.26 1.38 1.03  3.97 0.90 1.03  2.45 
Female 0.68 0.09 *** 1.98 0.69 0.09 *** 1.99 0.50 0.10 *** 1.65 
Standardized Math Score     0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 0.04 0.01 *** 1.04 
Core Curriculum     -1.16 0.15 *** 0.31 -1.00 0.16 *** 0.37 
Less than Core Curriculum     -1.08 0.15 *** 0.34 -0.94 0.16 *** 0.39 
Other Curricular Patterns     -1.24 0.14 *** 0.29 -1.09 0.14 *** 0.34 
Parent Wants College (imputed)         0.33 0.27  1.38 
Relative Wants College (imputed)         0.85 0.11 *** 2.34 
Friend Wants College (imputed)         0.87 0.12 *** 2.38 
Teacher Wants College (imputed)         0.37 0.13 ** 1.45 
Constant 1.24 0.14 ***  -0.06 0.35   -1.20 0.44 **  
             
Observations 11590       11590       11590       
-2LL -13916.4    -13611.833    -13294.53    
LR Chi(2) 2130.01    2739.15    3373.75    
AIC 27904.81    27327.67    26725.06    
BIC 28169.68    27710.26    27225.38    
Pseudo R2 0.0711       0.0914       0.1126       
             
*** p<.001             
** p <.01             
* p < .05             
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id           
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Appendix E 

Interaction Models 

 In addition to running the analyses discussed in the main text, I conducted tests to 

determine if there were any interaction effects between selected variables. Because the 

MNLM regressions are non-linear models, the interaction terms are difficult to interpret. 

When interaction terms are introduced into the models, the main effects (the effect of the 

variables making up the interaction terms) are conditional effects. Their values are 

conditional on the value of other variables being set to zero, which is not always the case. 

As a result, the coefficients associated with both the main effect and the interaction 

effects are not easily translated into findings, unlike the interpretation with OLS 

interaction effects. The following three tables display the MNLMs with the interaction 

effects included. Only significant interactions are included. The significances shown in 

the probability tables in the text are based on these models.
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Table A.19 
Tenth Grade Predisposition/Finance Nexus MNLM with Interaction 

   
b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio 
Going to College vs. Not Going to College Because of Finances 
Income 0.07 0.03 ** 1.07
Parent Education 0.07 0.04  1.07
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 * 1.01
American Indian/Alaska Native 0.51 0.54  1.66
Asian 0.90 0.32 ** 2.46
Black 0.44 0.20 * 1.55
Hispanic 0.30 0.17  1.35
Multi-Racial -0.08 0.27  0.92
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.34 1.05  1.40
Female -1.32 0.65 * 0.27
Standardized Math Score -0.02 0.02  0.98
Standardized Reading Score 0.05 0.01 *** 1.06
General Academic Track -1.16 0.16 *** 0.31
Vocational Academic Track -0.83 0.20 *** 0.43
Parent Wants College (imputed) 1.58 0.15 *** 4.88
Friend Wants College (imputed) 0.79 0.19 *** 2.21
Relative Wants College (imputed) 0.42 0.16 * 1.53
Teacher Wants College (imputed) 0.13 0.16  1.13
Self-Perception (imputed) 0.49 0.11 *** 1.63
Math*Gender 0.04 0.02 ** 1.04
Constant -2.79 1.02 **  
     
Not Going to College, Other Reason vs. Not Going to College Because of 
Finances 
Income 0.07 0.03 * 1.08
Parent Education -0.02 0.04  0.98
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.10 0.62  0.90
Asian 0.60 0.35  1.82
Black 0.32 0.22  1.38
Hispanic 0.05 0.19  1.06
Multi-Racial -0.12 0.31  0.89
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Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.88 1.42  0.41
Female -1.06 0.73  0.35
Standardized Math Score -0.04 0.03  0.96
Standardized Reading Score 0.00 0.01  1.00
General Academic Track -0.20 0.18  0.81
Vocational Academic Track -0.43 0.23  0.65
Parent Wants College (imputed) 0.39 0.17 * 1.48
Friend Wants College (imputed) 0.16 0.22  1.17
Relative Wants College (imputed) -0.19 0.19  0.82
Teacher Wants College (imputed) -0.14 0.18  0.87
Self-Perception (imputed) 0.09 0.13  1.10
Math*Gender 0.02 0.02  1.02
Constant 1.83 1.13   
     
Observations 14110       
-2LL -3253    
LR Chi(2) 2102.68    
Pseudo R2 0.24       
*** p<.001     
** p <.01     
* p < .05     
Note: Data weighted using BYEXPWT and clustered by sch_id 
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Table A.20 
Twelfth Grade Predisposition/Finance (Low Expenses) MNLM with Interactions 
     

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

Not Going to College, Not Finances vs. Not Going to College, Finances 
Income -0.07 0.11  0.93
Parent Education 0.02 0.03  1.02
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.12 0.42  0.89
Asian 0.18 0.28  1.19
Black -0.07 0.17  0.93
Hispanic -0.11 0.16  0.89
Multi-Racial -0.08 0.25  0.92
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.92 1.12  2.52
Female -0.45 0.11 *** 0.63
Standardized Math Score -0.04 0.02  0.96
Core Curriculum -0.32 0.19  0.72
Less than Core Curriculum -0.18 0.18  0.84
Other Curricular Patterns -0.31 0.16  0.74
Parent Wants College (imputed) 0.81 0.35 * 2.24
Relative Wants College (imputed) 0.05 0.13  1.05
Friend Wants College (imputed) -0.07 0.14  0.93
Teacher Wants College (imputed) -0.24 0.15  0.78
Math*Income 0.00 0.00  1.00
Constant 1.59 1.06   
     
Going to College, Low Expenses Not Important vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances 
Income -0.47 0.11 *** 0.62
Parent Education 0.19 0.03 *** 1.21
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.31 0.46  0.73
Asian 0.84 0.24 ** 2.32
Black -0.08 0.17  0.92
Hispanic -0.05 0.16  0.95
Multi-Racial -0.40 0.24  0.67
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Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.97 1.07  2.64
Female 0.27 0.11 * 1.31
Standardized Math Score -0.08 0.02 *** 0.92
Core Curriculum -1.23 0.18 *** 0.29
Less than Core Curriculum -1.07 0.17 *** 0.34
Other Curricular Patterns -1.04 0.15 *** 0.35
Parent Wants College (imputed) 0.09 0.34  1.09
Relative Wants College (imputed) 0.80 0.13 *** 2.23
Friend Wants College (imputed) 0.93 0.13 *** 2.53
Teacher Wants College (imputed) 0.20 0.15  1.22
Math*Income 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01
Constant 0.99 1.06   
     
Going to College, Low Expenses Somewhat Important vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances 
Income -0.20 0.10 * 0.82
Parent Education 0.14 0.03 *** 1.15
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.57 0.40  0.57
Asian 1.10 0.23 *** 3.00
Black -0.05 0.15  0.95
Hispanic 0.06 0.14  1.06
Multi-Racial -0.21 0.21  0.81
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.07 1.07  1.07
Female 0.39 0.10 *** 1.47
Standardized Math Score -0.01 0.02  0.99
Core Curriculum -1.06 0.16 *** 0.35
Less than Core Curriculum -0.98 0.16 *** 0.37
Other Curricular Patterns -1.15 0.14 *** 0.32
Parent Wants College (imputed) 0.61 0.29 * 1.83
Relative Wants College (imputed) 0.79 0.12 *** 2.19
Friend Wants College (imputed) 0.85 0.12 *** 2.33
Teacher Wants College (imputed) 0.35 0.14 ** 1.42
Math*Income 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01
Constant -1.23 0.94   
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Going to College, Low Expenses Very Important vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances 
Income -0.12 0.10  0.89
Parent Education 0.10 0.03 ** 1.10
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 * 1.01
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.34 0.41  0.71
Asian 1.14 0.23 *** 3.12
Black 0.56 0.15 *** 1.75
Hispanic 0.41 0.14 ** 1.50
Multi-Racial 0.10 0.22  1.11
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.03 1.04  2.80
Female 0.37 0.10 *** 1.44
Standardized Math Score 0.00 0.02  1.00
Core Curriculum -0.97 0.16 *** 0.38
Less than Core Curriculum -0.86 0.16 *** 0.42
Other Curricular Patterns -1.07 0.14 *** 0.34
Parent Wants College (imputed) 0.36 0.28  1.44
Relative Wants College (imputed) 0.90 0.12 *** 2.47
Friend Wants College (imputed) 0.88 0.12 *** 2.40
Teacher Wants College (imputed) 0.33 0.14 * 1.39
Math*Income 0.00 0.00  1.00
Constant -0.93 0.92   
     
Observations 11580       
-2LL -14229    
LR Chi(2) 2953.27    
Pseudo R2 0.094       
     
*** p<.001     
** p <.01     
* p < .05     
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id  
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Table A.21 
Twelfth Grade Predisposition/Finance (Availability of Aid) MNLM with Interactions 
     

  b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

Not Going to College, Not Finances vs. Not Going to College, Finances 
Income -0.08 0.12  0.92
Parent Education 0.02 0.03  1.02
Parent Occupation 0.00 0.00  1.00
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.12 0.42  0.88
Asian 0.17 0.28  1.19
Black -0.09 0.17  0.92
Hispanic -0.12 0.16  0.89
Multi-Racial -0.08 0.25  0.92
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.92 1.12  2.50
Female -0.46 0.11 *** 0.63
Standardized Math Score -0.04 0.02  0.96
Core Curriculum -0.32 0.19  0.72
Less than Core Curriculum -0.17 0.18  0.84
Other Curricular Patterns -0.30 0.16  0.74
Parent Wants College (imputed) 0.81 0.35 * 2.26
Relative Wants College (imputed) 0.05 0.13  1.05
Friend Wants College (imputed) -0.07 0.14  0.93
Teacher Wants College (imputed) -0.25 0.15  0.78
Math*Income 0.00 0.00  1.00
Constant 1.69 1.07   
     
Going to College, Availability of Aid Not Important vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances 
Income -0.61 0.12 *** 0.54
Parent Education 0.23 0.03 *** 1.26
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.70 0.55  0.50
Asian 0.78 0.25 ** 2.19
Black -0.70 0.20 *** 0.50
Hispanic -0.49 0.18 ** 0.62
Multi-Racial -0.46 0.25  0.63
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Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.84 1.11  2.33
Female 0.11 0.11  1.11
Standardized Math Score -0.16 0.02 *** 0.85
Core Curriculum -1.16 0.19 *** 0.31
Less than Core Curriculum -0.80 0.18 *** 0.45
Other Curricular Patterns -0.97 0.15 *** 0.38
Parent Wants College (imputed) 0.33 0.46  1.38
Relative Wants College (imputed) 0.73 0.14 *** 2.08
Friend Wants College (imputed) 0.89 0.13 *** 2.42
Teacher Wants College (imputed) 0.18 0.16  1.20
Math*Income 0.02 0.00 *** 1.02
Constant 2.50 1.23 *  
     
Going to College, Availability of Aid Somewhat Important vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances 
Income -0.25 0.11 * 0.78
Parent Education 0.13 0.03 *** 1.14
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 ** 1.01
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.75 0.45  0.47
Asian 1.05 0.24 *** 2.86
Black -0.30 0.16  0.74
Hispanic -0.08 0.15  0.93
Multi-Racial -0.23 0.22  0.80
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.20 1.11  0.82
Female 0.13 0.10  1.14
Standardized Math Score -0.04 0.02 * 0.96
Core Curriculum -1.11 0.16 *** 0.33
Less than Core Curriculum -1.01 0.16 *** 0.36
Other Curricular Patterns -1.15 0.14 *** 0.32
Parent Wants College (imputed) 0.66 0.33 * 1.94
Relative Wants College (imputed) 0.85 0.12 *** 2.34
Friend Wants College (imputed) 0.85 0.12 *** 2.34
Teacher Wants College (imputed) 0.24 0.14  1.27
Math*Income 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01
Constant -0.50 1.01   
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Going to College, Availability of Aid Very Important vs. Not Going to College, 
Finances 
Income -0.14 0.10  0.87
Parent Education 0.11 0.03 *** 1.12
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 * 1.01
American Indian/Alaska Native -0.28 0.38  0.75
Asian 1.12 0.23 *** 3.07
Black 0.49 0.15 ** 1.63
Hispanic 0.37 0.14 ** 1.44
Multi-Racial 0.00 0.21  1.00
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.90 1.04  2.46
Female 0.49 0.10 *** 1.64
Standardized Math Score 0.01 0.02  1.01
Core Curriculum -1.00 0.16 *** 0.37
Less than Core Curriculum -0.95 0.15 *** 0.39
Other Curricular Patterns -1.11 0.14 *** 0.33
Parent Wants College (imputed) 0.36 0.27  1.43
Relative Wants College (imputed) 0.85 0.11 *** 2.33
Friend Wants College (imputed) 0.87 0.12 *** 2.39
Teacher Wants College (imputed) 0.38 0.13 ** 1.47
Math*Income 0.00 0.00  1.00
Constant -1.01 0.91   
     
Observations 11590      
-2LL -13179    
LR Chi(2) 3604.98    
Pseudo R2 0.1203      
     
*** p<.001     
** p <.01     
* p < .05     
Note: Data weighted using F1EXPWT and clustered by sch_id  
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Appendix F 

Parent-Level Analysis 

As noted, the college choice process is a process in which students and their 

families engage (Becker, 1964). Because of this, it is important to consider the role of 

parents in making the decision to attend college. The ELS:2002 survey provides some 

parental level information. Parents of tenth graders were surveyed in the base year. Using 

these data, I constructed two parent-level predisposition/finance nexus measures. The 

first is the variable that asks the parents how far in school they would like their child to 

go (BYPARASP). If the parent responds that they would like for their student to attend at 

least a two-year postsecondary institution, they are then asked to indicate how important 

a series of factors are to them in their student’s choice of institution after high school. 

Two of these variables are used in constructing this dependent variable: the importance of 

low expenses and the importance of availability of financial aid (BYP80A and BYP80B, 

respectively). Figures A-1 and A-2 illustrate the conceptual construction for these two 

measures. Tables A.22 and A.23 give the descriptive statistics for each of these measures. 
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Figure A-1 
Parent predisposition/finance nexus (importance of low expenses) decision tree  

How far do you want your 
student to continue his 
education? 

No college At least college 

Want child to 
continue 
education past 
high school, 
low expenses 
very important  

Parent predisposition/finance nexus (low expenses) categories 

How important are low 
expenses in choosing a 
college? 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Not 
important 

Want child to 
continue 
education past 
high school, 
low expenses 
somewhat 
important  

Want child 
to continue 
education 
past high 
school, low 
expenses 
not 
important  

Does not want child to 
continue education 
beyond high school  



 

228 

Figure A-2 
Parent predisposition/finance nexus (importance of availability of aid) decision tree 

How far do you want your 
student to continue his 
education? 

No college At least college 

Want child to 
continue 
education past 
high school, 
aid very 
important  

Parent predisposition/finance nexus (availability of aid) categories 

How important is the 
availability of aid in 
choosing a college? 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Not 
important 

Want child to 
continue 
education past 
high school, 
aid somewhat 
important  

Want child 
to continue 
education 
past high 
school, aid 
not 
important  

Does not want child to 
continue education 
beyond high school  
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Table A.22. Parent Predisposition/Finance Nexus (Low Expenses)    

How far in school do you want your 10th grader 
to go? (BYPARASP) 

 If college, how 
important are low 

expenses (F1S52A) Parent aspiration/finances nexus (low expenses) 

Answer Category N 
Answer 

Category N Answer Category N 
%  

(of valid) 

Less than high school graduation 
             
10  No College   

550 5% High school graduation or GED 
only 

           
540  

Attend or complete 2-year 
college/school 

        
1,180   Very  

        
5,240  

Going to college, low 
expenses very important 

  
5,240 42% 

Attend college, 4-year degree 
incomplete 

           
140   Somewhat  

        
5,000  

Going to college, low 
expenses somewhat 
important 

  
5,000 40% 

Graduate from college 
        
6,790   Not  

        
1,620  

Going to college, low 
expenses not important 

  
1,620 13% 

Obtain Master's degree or 
equivalent 

        
3,200   No Answer  

        
1,780  

Missing   
2,950 

  
Obtain PhD, MD, or other advanced 
degree 

        
3,490   Missing  

        
1,170    

Total 
      
15,350    Valid Total 

      
12,420    

Notes:        
To conform to restricted-use data policies, all Ns have been rounded to the nearest 10. 
Italicized category in the predisposition/finances nexus will be used as base category in multinomial logistic regression. 
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Table A.23. Parent Predisposition/Finance Nexus (Availability of Aid)    

How far in school do you want your 10th grader 
to go? (BYPARASP) 

 If going, how important 
is the availability of aid 

(F1S52B) 
Parent aspiration/finances nexus  

(availability of aid) 

Answer Category N 
Answer 

Category N Answer Category N 
% (of 
valid) 

Less than high school graduation 
             
10  No College   

550 4% High school graduation or GED 
only 

           
540  

Attend or complete 2-year 
college/school 

        
1,180   Very  

        
8,300  

Going to college, low 
expenses very important 

  
8,300 67% 

Attend college, 4-year degree 
incomplete 

           
150   Somewhat  

        
2,690  

Going to college, low 
expenses somewhat 
important 

  
2,690 22% 

Graduate from college 
        
6,790   Not  

           
880  

Going to college, low 
expenses not important 

  
880 7% 

Obtain Master's degree or 
equivalent 

        
3,200   No Answer  

        
1,780  

Missing   
2,940 

  
Obtain PhD, MD, or other advanced 
degree 

        
3,490   Missing  

        
1,160    

Total 
      
15,360    Valid Total 

      
12,420    

Notes:        
To conform to restricted-use data policies, all Ns have been rounded to the nearest 10. 
Italicized category in the predisposition/finances nexus will be used as base category in multinomial logistic regression. 
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In order to assess whether or not there are differences between each of the 

categories of the parental predisposition/finance nexus measure, I estimate two MNLM. 

The independent variables are entered in two blocks. The first block contains 

demographic information. Specifically, this information includes family income level, 

race of parent, the highest parent education and occupation levels in the household, and 

the gender of the student. The second block contains information regarding the student’s 

academic career in the tenth grade. Unlike the student-level data, there are no weights 

provided for the parent data therefore the results presented here are unweighted. 

MNLM #A1: Parent predisposition/finance nexus (low expenses). The first 

parent-level regression tests whether there is a relationship between demographic and 

academic characteristics and the parent predisposition/finance nexus (low expenses) 

measure. This analysis compares the College groups of the nexus measure (College (Low 

Expenses Not Important), College (Low Expenses Somewhat Important), and College 

(Low Expenses Very Important)) to the No College group. The model statistics indicate 

there is improvement in model fit from the model with the inclusion of only the first 

block of variables to the full model. A likelihood ratio test indicates that the full model is 

a better fit than the model with just the first block of variables (p < 0.001). The pseudo-R2 

statistic increased from 0.1138 to 0.1277. However, there is evidence to suggest that the 

independence of irrelevant alternatives assumption has been violated, which does not 

render the models invalid. Rather, as noted in Chapter 3, it is important that I am 

confident in the conceptual categories and aware that the violation exists. I am willing to 

continue even with this violation because I believe that these categories are distinct from 

one another, as I constructed the variable and know that the categories are mutually 
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exclusive. The effective sample size of the model is 11,380. (See Table A.24 for the 

MNLM results). 

There are differences between all three College groups and the No College group 

by income, parent occupation and education, gender of the student, and academic ability 

of the student. For every unit increase in income, the odds of being in the College (Low 

Expenses Very Important) group increase by 10%, the odds of being in the College (Low 

Expenses Somewhat Important) group by 31%, and the odds of belonging to the College 

(Low Expenses Not Important) increase by 61%. Parent education and occupation are 

both positively related to belonging to one of the College groups, but parent education 

level has a larger effect than parent occupation. Parents of female students are more 

likely than parents of male students to belong to one of the College groups. Finally, the 

academic characteristics of the parents’ students are also significant in the model. Parents 

of more academically-able students, as indicated by standardized test scores, are more 

likely to report that they want their students to attend college. The odds of a parent being 

in one of the College groups increase by 3%-7% with each unit increase in the math or 

reading standardized test score.  

There are also some differences between the groups by race. Black parents are 

more likely to belong to the College (Low Expenses Not Important) group than are White 

parents. Asian, Black, and Hispanic parents are all more likely than White parents to 

belong to the College (Low Expenses Very Important) group. 
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Table A.24 
MNLM Results—Parent Predisposition/Finance Nexus (Low Expenses) 

 Block 1 Block 2 

  
b S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

College (Low Expenses Not Important) vs. No College 
Income 0.54 0.03 *** 1.71 0.48 0.03 *** 1.61 
American Indian/Alaska 
Native -0.36 0.56  0.70 0.15 0.57  1.17 
Asian 0.67 0.26 * 1.96 0.37 0.27  1.45 
Black 0.13 0.19  1.14 0.55 0.20 ** 1.74 
Hispanic -0.32 0.19 * 0.72 -0.05 0.19  0.95 
Multi-Racial 0.46 0.51  1.59 0.75 0.52  2.13 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander -0.21 0.71  0.81 -0.21 0.73  0.81 
Parent Education 0.45 0.04 *** 1.56 0.37 0.04 *** 1.44 
Parent Occupation 0.02 0.00 *** 1.02 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 
Female 0.47 0.12 *** 1.61 0.43 0.12 *** 1.54 
Standardized Math Score     0.07 0.01 *** 1.07 
Standardized Reading Score     0.03 0.01 ** 1.03 
General Academic Track     -0.88 0.14 *** 0.41 
Vocational Academic Track     -0.89 0.20 *** 0.41 
Constant -7.02 0.34 ***  -10.09 0.50 *** 
         
College (Low Expenses Somewhat Important) vs. No College 
Income 0.33 0.02 *** 1.39 0.27 0.02 *** 1.31 
American Indian/Alaska 
Native -0.51 0.45  0.60 0.01 0.46  1.01 
Asian 0.52 0.24 * 1.68 0.24 0.25  1.27 
Black -0.47 0.17 ** 0.63 -0.01 0.18  0.99 
Hispanic -0.48 0.15 ** 0.62 -0.19 0.16  0.83 
Multi-Racial 0.03 0.49  1.03 0.33 0.49  1.39 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander -1.11 0.67  0.33 -1.08 0.68  0.34 
Parent Education 0.40 0.04 *** 1.49 0.32 0.04 *** 1.37 
Parent Occupation 0.02 0.00 *** 1.02 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 
Female 0.52 0.11 *** 1.68 0.47 0.11 *** 1.60 
Standardized Math Score     0.07 0.01 *** 1.07 
Standardized Reading Score     0.03 0.01 *** 1.03 
General Academic Track     -0.73 0.13 *** 0.48 
Vocational Academic Track     -0.89 0.17 *** 0.41 
Constant -3.39 0.28 ***  -6.74 0.44 *** 
         
College (Low Expenses Very Important) vs. No College 
Income 0.13 0.02 *** 1.14 0.09 0.02 *** 1.10 
American Indian/Alaska 
Native -0.10 0.42  0.90 0.25 0.43  1.29 
Asian 1.06 0.24 *** 2.88 0.84 0.24 ** 2.32 
Black 0.75 0.16 *** 2.11 1.03 0.17 *** 2.81 
Hispanic 0.77 0.14 *** 2.16 0.96 0.15 *** 2.61 
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Multi-Racial 0.52 0.47  1.68 0.74 0.48  2.09 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander -0.04 0.63  0.96 -0.08 0.64  0.93 
Parent Education 0.29 0.04 *** 1.34 0.23 0.04 *** 1.26 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 
Female 0.41 0.11 *** 1.51 0.35 0.11 ** 1.42 
Standardized Math Score     0.05 0.01 *** 1.05 
Standardized Reading Score     0.03 0.01 ** 1.03 
General Academic Track     -0.70 0.13 *** 0.50 
Vocational Academic Track     -0.78 0.16 *** 0.46 
Constant -1.05 0.26 ***  -3.32 0.42 *** 
         
Observations 11380       11380       

-2LL 
-

11255    
-

11077    
LR Chi(2) 2889.3 ***   3244.6    
BIC 22818    22574    
Pseudo R2 0.1138       0.1277       
*** p<.001         
** p <.01         
* p < .05         

 

MNLM #A2: Parent predisposition/finance nexus (availability of aid). The 

second parent-level regression tests whether there is a relationship between parent (and 

some student) characteristics and which category parents is in on the parent 

predisposition/finance nexus (availability of aid) variable. The effective sample size is 

11,390. The model fit improves from the block that contains demographic variables to the 

block containing variables with information about students’ academic performance. A 

likelihood ratio test confirms that the change is a significant improvement of model fit (p 

< 0.001). The pseudo-R2 statistic increases from 0.1416 to 0.1541 (See Table A.25). 

However, there is evidence to suggest that the independence of irrelevant alternatives 

assumption has been violated, which does not render the models invalid. I am willing to 

continue even with this violation because I believe that these categories are distinct from 

one another, since each category is mutually exclusive.  
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There are many similarities between the model described above (in which the 

outcome measure is the parental predisposition/finance (low expenses) nexus measure) 

and this model (in which the outcome measure is the parental predisposition/finance 

(availability of aid) nexus measure). For example, parents from higher income groups, 

with higher levels of education, and with higher educational status tend belong to one of 

the College groups. Perhaps the most notable income effect is that for every unit increase 

in income, the odds that parents belong to the College (Aid not Important) group increase 

by a factor of 2.45 (compared to belonging to the No College group). Additionally 

parents of females and of students who are more academically able are more likely to 

belong to one of the college groups. However, while all academic variables separate the 

College (Aid Somewhat Important) and College (Aid Very Important) groups from the 

No College group, only curricular track differentiates the College (Aid Not Important) 

group from the No College group.  

The differences by race observed in this analysis are not entirely consistent with 

those in the earlier analysis. There are no race differences between the College (Aid Not 

Important) and No College groups. Asians are more likely than Whites to belong to the 

College (Aid Somewhat Important) group. Finally, Asian, Black, and Hispanic parents 

are more likely than White parents to belong to the College (Aid Very Important) group. 
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Table A.25 
MNLM Results—Parent Predisposition/Finance Nexus (Low Expenses) 

 Block 1 Block 2 

  
B S.E.   Odds 

Ratio b S.E.   Odds 
Ratio 

College (Aid Not Important) vs. No College     
Income 0.95 0.04 *** 2.58 0.90 0.04 *** 2.45 
American Indian/Alaska 
Native 0.21 0.63  1.23 0.56 0.64  1.75 
Asian 0.76 0.28 * * 2.14 0.52 0.29  1.68 
Black -0.45 0.25  0.64 -0.14 0.26  0.87 
Hispanic -0.48 0.25 * 0.62 -0.27 0.26  0.76 
Multi-Racial -0.14 0.59  0.87 0.10 0.60  1.10 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander -0.52 0.96  0.60 -0.61 0.97  0.54 
Parent Education 0.55 0.04 *** 1.74 0.49 0.05 *** 1.63 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 * 1.01 0.01 0.00  1.01 
Female 0.39 0.13 ** 1.47 0.33 0.14 * 1.40 
Standardized Math Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 
Standardized Reading 
Score     0.02 0.01  1.02 
General Academic Track     -1.01 0.16 *** 0.37 
Vocational Academic 
Track     -0.72 0.24 ** 0.49 
Constant -12.02 0.46 ***  -14.15 0.61 ***  
         
College (Aid Somewhat Important) vs. No College    
Income 0.46 0.03 *** 1.03 0.41 0.03 *** 1.50 
American Indian/Alaska 
Native -0.91 0.54  1.71 -0.47 0.54  0.63 
Asian 0.88 0.25 *** 1.28 0.64 0.26 * 1.90 
Black -0.49 0.19 ** 1.21 -0.11 0.19  0.90 
Hispanic -0.45 0.17 ** 1.19 -0.19 0.18  0.83 
Multi-Racial -0.01 0.50  1.65 0.26 0.51  1.29 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander -0.89 0.73  2.07 -0.93 0.73  0.40 
Parent Education 0.43 0.04 *** 1.04 0.36 0.04 *** 1.44 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.00 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 
Female 0.45 0.11 *** 1.57 0.40 0.12 ** 1.50 
Standardized Math Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 
Standardized Reading 
Score     0.02 0.01 * 1.02 
General Academic Track     -0.66 0.14 *** 0.52 
Vocational Academic 
Track     -0.84 0.18 *** 0.43 
Constant -5.33 0.30 ***  -8.00 0.46 ***  
         
College (Aid Very Important) vs. No College     
Income 0.17 0.02 *** 1.19 0.12 0.02 *** 1.13 
American Indian/Alaska 
Native -0.22 0.42  0.81 0.22 0.43  1.25 
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Asian 0.85 0.24 *** 2.33 0.62 0.25 * 1.86 
Black 0.49 0.16 ** 1.63 0.86 0.17 *** 2.36 
Hispanic 0.48 0.14 ** 1.61 0.73 0.15 *** 2.09 
Multi-Racial 0.41 0.47  1.51 0.67 0.48  1.96 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander -0.17 0.63  0.84 -0.22 0.63  0.80 
Parent Education 0.32 0.04 *** 1.38 0.25 0.04 *** 1.28 
Parent Occupation 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 0.01 0.00 *** 1.01 
Female 0.45 0.11 *** 1.56 0.38 0.11 ** 1.46 
Standardized Math Score     0.06 0.01 *** 1.06 
Standardized Reading 
Score     0.03 0.01 ** 1.03 
General Academic Track     -0.75 0.13 *** 0.47 
Vocational Academic 
Track     -0.83 0.16 *** 0.44 
Constant -1.02 0.26 ***  -3.64 0.41 ***  
Observations 11390       11390       
-2LL -8863.1    -8734.5    
LR Chi(2) 2924.8 ***   3182 ***   
BIC 18034    17889    
Pseudo R2 0.1416       0.1541       
*** p<.001         
** p <.01         
* p < .05         

 

 Predicted probabilities for parent-level regressions. Although the regression 

results do reveal some interesting findings, it is often easier to understand multinomial 

logistic regression results as predicted probabilities rather than as odds-ratios and 

coefficients. Table A.26 displays predicted probabilities for the parent 

predisposition/finance nexus (low expenses) measure by gender of student, income, 

parent education, parent occupation, and student test score. There are notable differences 

in the probabilities. For example, parents with high incomes, educational levels, and 

occupational levels, and who have high-performing students, have extremely low 

probabilities of belonging to the No College group (probability of less than 0.001) and 

high probabilities of belonging to the College (Low Expenses Somewhat Important) (the 

range of probabilities is 0.5242 to 0.5391). However, parents with low incomes, 
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education, occupational status are most likely to belong to the College (Aid Very 

Important) and No College groups. There are also bigger gender differences for these 

parents. For example, the probability of belonging to the No College group is 0.18 for 

parents of female students and 0.25 for parents of male students. According to this table, 

it seems that parents’ desires for their students are indeed tempered by such realistic 

factors as income and student academic ability. Low income parents are very concerned 

about finances; higher income parents are not as concerned.  

Table A.26 
Predicted Probabilities by Gender of Student, Income, Parent Education, Parent 
Occupation, and Student Test Score 

  

College (Low 
Expenses Not 
Important) 

College (Low 
Expenses 
Somewhat 
Important) 

College (Low 
Expenses Not 
Important) No College 

Income, Education, 
Occupation, and 

Student Math Test 
Scores at Minimum 

Male 
Student 0.0033 0.0734 0.6727 0.2506
Female 
Student 0.0038 0.0882 0.7197 0.1883

Income, Education, 
Occupation, and 

Student Math Test 
Scores at Maximum 

Male 
Student 0.3368 0.5242 0.1384 0.0006
Female 
Student 0.3338 0.5391 0.1266 0.0004

 

 Table A.27 displays predicted probabilities for the parent predisposition/finance 

nexus (availability of aid) measure by gender of student, income, parent education, parent 

occupation, and student test scores. It is quite evident that at the lowest income, 

education, occupation, and student academic performance levels, parents overwhelmingly 

belong to the College (Aid Very Important) group (the probabilities range from 0.7244 

for parents of male students and 0.7891 for parents of female students) or the No College 
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group (0.19 for parents of female students and 0.26 for parents of male students). 

Regardless of the gender of the student, parents with high incomes, educational levels, 

occupational levels, and who have high-performing students are extremely likely to 

belong to one of the College groups. More so than any other analysis, there is an even 

split between whether parents report that the availability of aid is not, somewhat, or very 

important. Again, according to this table, it seems that parents’ desires for their students 

are indeed tempered by such realistic factors as income and student academic ability. 

Low income parents are very concerned about finances; higher income parents are not as 

concerned. 

Table A.27 
Predicted Probabilities by Race, Gender of Student, Income, Parent Education, Parent 
Occupation, and Student Test Score 

  
College (Aid 
Not Important) 

College (Aid 
Somewhat 
Important) 

College 
(Aid Very 
Important) No College 

Income, Education, 
Occupation, and 

Student Math Test 
Scores at Minimum 

Male 
Student 0 0.0155 0.7244 0.26
Female 
Student 0 0.0173 0.7891 0.1936

Income, Education, 
Occupation, and 

Student Math Test 
Scores at Maximum 

Male 
Student 0.2617 0.3627 0.3749 0.0007
Female 
Student 0.2508 0.3727 0.3761 0.0005

 
Summary of parent-level analysis. Overall, the parent-level analysis results are to be 

expected when considered in light of the three student-level analysis. Overall, parents 

want their children to attend college. However, there are some details that this analysis 

illuminates. Just as was the case in the student-level results, gender of the student is a 

predictor of parental reporting. Parents of female students are more likely to belong to 

one of the College groups. This is interesting as it could suggest that female students are 
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getting more parental encouragement to attend college than are male students. There are 

income-level differences for all the comparison groups. In the student level regressions, 

however, income level was not a significant predictor of who would belong to the No 

College (Finance) groups relative to the College (Low Expenses/Aid Very Important) 

groups. Just as there were some differences by race at the student level, there are 

differences by race at the parent level. The race differences in the parent level analysis 

are consistent with those in the student level analysis, although there are fewer 

differences by race in the parent level analysis.  
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