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Figure 2: Map Detailing Dropouts and Perkins Funding
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3.2 Multivariate Results

Table 2 examines the impact of state level Perkins funding on state level dropouts. Model
1 shows the net of controls, total Perkins funds received has no effect on overall state-level
dropout rates. After adding controls in Model 2 this result remains the same in terms of signifi-
cance. Models 2 and 3 examine dropout rates by racial group. For Blacks and Hispanics total Per-
kins funding is not significant. Howeuver, total Perkins funding is a significant predictor of White
rates but not in the expected direction. For every one standard deviation increase in Perkins
funding, White dropout rates increased by 4/5 of a standard deviation. Overall none of the pre-
dictors of dropout rates were significant except for unemployment rate, which was a significant
predictor across racial groups. These results indicate that Perkins funding did not have a direct
effect on state-level dropout rates. The next set of analyses attempts to determine if Perkins

funding has an indirect impact on dropout rates through its impact on CTE availability.



Table 2: Impact of State-Level Perkins Funding on State-Level Dropouts
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Total Total Black Hispanic White
Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts
Total Perkins Funds Re- .000 .001 .000 -.000 .000
ceived 09-10 (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
.043 -.243 .369 -.423 .865+
White High School En- - - - .000
rollment 09-10 (.000)
-.737%*
Hispanic High School - - -.000 -
Enrollment 09-10 (.000)
-.135
Black High School - .000 - -
Enrollment 09-10 (.000)
-.341
Total High School .000 - - -
Enrollment 09-10 (.000)
.640
Per Pupil Expenditures .000 .000 -.000 .000
09-10 (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
.154 .040 -.270 271
Teacher-Pupil Ratio 09- .000 -.001 .000 .000
10 (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001)
.021 -.215 .010 -.083
Exit Exams 09-10 .029 .012 .003 .006
(.017) (.026) (.023) (.013)
.233 .076 .022 .052
Unemployment Rates .016 .019 .017 .014
2010 (.004) (.006) (.006) (-.003)
510%** 492%* .454** 544%**
Carnegie Units for .008 .003 .007 .007
Graduation 09-10 (.003) (.005) (.004) (.002)
.357%* .110 .251 .345**
Per Capita Personal In- .000 .000 .000 .000
come by State 2010 (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000)
-.070 .077 .398+ -.186
Total Expenditures for .000 .000 .000 .000
Education 10-11 (.000) (.000) (.000) (.000
-.598 -.235 .333 -.526
Constant .210 -.108 .066 -.108 -.059
N 50 50 50 50 50
R? .002 332 .073 117 456

Note: Standard Errors in Parentheses; Standardized Coefficients in Bold
+p<.10, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p <.001.
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Table 3 examines the impact of Perkins funding on the number of solely CTE high schools
and CTE enrollment. Model 1 shows net of controls, total Perkins funds received is a significant
predictor of the number of CTE only high schools. For every one standard deviation increase in
Perkins funding, there is a 1/3 standard deviation increase in the number of CTE only high
schools. However, once the controls are added in Model 2 this relationship is no longer signifi-
cant, though none of these controls achieved significance either. This means that at least part of
the relationship between Perkins funding and CTE only high schools is explained by the controls.
Model 3 shows the bivariate relationship between Perkins funding and CTE enrollment is also
significant. For every one standard deviation increase in Perkins funding, there is a 4/5 increase
in the standard deviation of CTE enrollment. However, this effect is rendered insignificant after
the controls are added in Model 4. Still, while Perkins funding is no longer significant, a number
of control variables reached significance. Again, this suggests that the relationship between Per-
kins funding and CTE enrollment in Model 3 was explained by the controls, particularly, public

high school enrollment, since Perkins funds are tied to public high school enroliment.



Table 3: Impact of Perkins Funding on CTE Availability
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Solely CTE High Schools

CTE Enrollment

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Total Perkins Funds 09-10 .000 .004 7.777 -12.695
(.000) (.003) .621 (7.642)
.316* .218 875%** -.109
Total Expenditures for .000 -.012
Education 09-10 (.000) (.005)
-.278 -.755%*
Public High School Enroll- - .959
ment (.179)
1.611***
Number of Public High .043 _
Schools 10-11 (.048)
.368
Per Pupil Expenditures 09- .001 -4.965
10 (.003) (8.045)
.095 -.070
Teacher-Pupil Ratio 09-10 .666 -3104.30
(.466) (1256.91)
.207 -.167*
Carnegie Unit for Gradua- -.569 3312.32
tion 09-10 (2.014) (5502.34)
-.043 .043
Exit Exams 09-10 5.122 51046.25
(11.835) (29702.75)
.072 124+
Percent Poor in 2010 3.911 4985.93
(3.360) (8606.215)
.338 .075
Per Capita Personal .001 431
Income by State 2010 (.002) (5.46)
.189 .115
Unemployment Rates 4,145 -10354.57
2010 (2.885) (7263.55)
.235 -.102
Constant 15.182 -144.82 -30484 -121146.549
N 50 50 50 50
R? .081 101 761 831

Note: Standard Errors in Parentheses; Standardized Coefficients in Bold
+p<.10, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p <.001.
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Table 4 examines the relationship between CTE availability and dropout rates. Model 1
shows that net controls, CTE enrollment has no effect on total dropout rates. After adding con-
trols in Model 2 this result remains insignificant. It also shows that none of the variables are sig-
nificant other than unemployment rates and Carnegie units for graduation. Model 3 of Table 4
examines the impact the number CTE only high schools has on total dropout rates. This relation-
ship is also not significant. However, when controls are added the relationship becomes margin-
ally significant. For every one standard deviation increase in CTE high schools there is a 1/4 de-
crease in dropout rates.

Table 5 examines CTE high schools on dropouts by race and excludes CTE availability
measured as CTE enrollment (because there was no data on CTE enrollment by race available).
The number of CTE only high schools has no significant impact on dropout rates for any of the
racial groups. The most significant predictor of state-level dropout rates was unemployment
rates. For every one standard deviation increase in unemployment dropout rates decreased by
1/2 a standard deviation. The only significant predictor of dropout rates across all of the models

was unemployment rates and it remains relatively consistent for each racial group.



Table 4: Impact of CTE Availability on Total Dropouts
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CTE Enrollment

Solely CTE High Schools

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
High School CTE Enrollment .000 .000 - -
(.000) (.000)
.030 -.109
Public High Schools Offering - - .000 .000
Solely CTE Courses (.000) (.000)
-.020 -.243+
Teacher Pupil Ration 09-10 .000 .001
(.001) (.001)
.069 110
Exit Exams 09-10 .023 .029
(.018) (.017)
227 232+
Percent Poor 2010 .003 .005
(.004) (.003)
.193 .237
Total Expenditures 09-10 .000 .000
(.000) (.000)
-.166 -.218
Per Capita Personal Income 2010 -.014 -.011
(.015) 014
-121 -.093
Unemployment Rates 2010 .014 .016
(.004) (.004)
462%* 519%**
Carnegie Units for Graduation .006 .006
09-10 (.003) (.003)
.259+ .252*
Per Pupil Expenditures 09-10 ..000 .000
(.000) (.000)
.076 .128
Constant 211 -.065 .201 -.109
N 50 50 50 50
R2 .001 .349 .089 .402

Note: Standard Errors in Parentheses; Standardized Coefficients in Bold

+p<.10, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p <.001.




Table 5: Impact of Solely CTE High Schools Availability on Dropout Rates by Race

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
(Black) (Hispanic) (White)
Public High Schools Offering .000 -.001 .000
Solely CTE Courses (.000) (.000) (.000)
-.220 -.241 -.284
Teacher Pupil Ratio 09-10 -.001 .000 .001
(.001) (.001) (.001)
-.124 -.009 JA21
Exit Exams 09-10 .007 .020 .013
(.025) .024 (.014)
.045 .135 119
Percent Poor 2010 -.002 -.005 .005
(.005) (.005) (.003)
-.063 -.217 291+
Total Expenditures 09-10 .000 .000 .000
(.000) (.000) (.000)
-.073 -.064 -.406%*
Per Capita Personal Income .000 -.009 -.019
2010 (.021) (.020) (.0112)
-.003 -.068 -.190
Unemployment Rates 2010 .020 .017 .013
.006 (.006) (.003)
527** 469** 507%**
Carnegie Units for Graduation .001 .008 .005
09-10 (.004) (.004) (.002)
.042 .289+ .251*%
Per Pupil Expenditures 09-10 .000 .000 .000
(.000) (.000) (.000)
-.220 .016 172
Constant 179 .104 -.076
N 50 50 50
R2 .090 128 441

Note: Standard Errors in Parentheses; Standardized Coefficients in Bold
+p<.10,* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p <.001.
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CHAPTER 4: CONCLUSION

The purpose of this project was to discuss the effects of Perkins funding on dropout
rates. CTE funding has been a continuous interest for policy makers and federal government in
allocating money to states based on school and work force needs. As evidence of the continuous
need for research on CTE education the Obama administration recently released their budget for
the 2014 fiscal year. The proposed budget would essentially renew the 2006 Perkins Act passed
by President Bush and increase education funding by 4.5%. The increases would go to improving
Perkins grants, new high school restructuring, dual enrollment (earning credits for high school
and postsecondary education at the same time) and community colleges (U.S. Department of
Education 2013). Thus, findings on the effectiveness of the Perkins grant are extremely perti-
nent.

The findings here suggest that there is no strong relationships between Perkins funding
for career technical education and dropouts at the state level. However there were some find-
ings to suggest that CTE availability may be significant for White students who attend high
schools solely focused on CTE curriculum. Also, state unemployment rates had significant effects
on dropout rates for the total population and minority groups at the state level. The findings on
unemployment rates come as little surprise since the recurring relationship between dropouts
and unemployment rates has been documented in other research (Alliance for Education, 2011;
Fry, 2003; Laird, Kienzl, DeBell & Chapman 2007).

On the other hand, the lack of a evidence indicating a relationship between increased
funding for CTE programs and a reduction in dropout rates comes as a surprise. Previous re-
search suggested that vocational education had both short and long-term benefits for those who

were disadvantaged (Silverberg, Warner, Fong, & Goodwin 2004). Students who participated in
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vocational curriculum were better prepared for both college and careers than any of their peers
in the past (Silverberg et al. 2004). Even research that found that CTE perpetuated high school
tracking and further divided students by class, sex and race still found that involvement in a vo-
cational program decreased the possibility of unemployment later (Ainsworth & Roscigno 2005).
Thus, the failure to link increased Perkins funding to dropout rates is surprising based on other
research.

There are a few possible explanations for the lack of association between funding, CTE
availability, and dropping out at the state level. First, it is important to note that the data used
for this project was the most recent data available. | used Perkins funding and CTE availability
data from the 2009-2010 school year and dropout data from the 2010-2011 school year. It is
possible that using such recent data did not allow for any potential lag that increased funding
might have on dropout rates two, three or four years after it was distributed to states. Since
many states had to restructure curriculum to receive money from the federal government it is
possible the effects of these changes will show up a few years after more than one cohort has
completed high school. My descriptive findings seemed to bear this out, i.e. the “mismatch”
finding | pointed out in the results section. States with high Perkins funding also had high drop-
out rates, particularly in the South. These states may have been awarded large amounts of Per-
kins funding because dropout rates were high. As other policy reports have stated, schools that
perform well will typically get additional funding while schools that do not perform well are fi-
nancially punished (De Pena, 2012). Consequently, it would require a longer time lag before we
would expect to see any effect. In addition, this project is an aggregate level analysis, and ana-
lyzes state-level rather than individual-level dropout rates. | use the most recent data on Perkins

funding at the expense of being able to match it with equally recent individual-level data, which



33
to my knowledge does not yet exist for any year after 2010 (i.e. large scaled data sets like the
Educational Longitudinal Study). The decision to use aggregate level data was also a function of
recency of the Perkins data as well as the nature of the distribution of Perkins grants which was
distributed to states and not directly to schools. Given these concerns, | decided a state-level
analysis would be appropriate. However, | do not set a precedent in this regard. In a heavily cit-
ed article, Warren et al (2002) use state-level data to examine the impact of state mandated exit
exams on state-level dropout rates. Warren et al. (2002) did examine this relationship over a 25-
year time period, and such an analysis would be useful for future research on CTE funding and
dropping out, as would an individual-level analysis which examines the impact of Perkins funding
on individual-level propensities of dropping out.

Nonetheless, despite the lack of strong evidence for a direct or indirect effect of Perkins
funding on improving dropout rates at the state level does not mean Perkins funding has no
benefit for career and technical education. One possibility is that funding may not be improving
dropout rates but instead be improving participation and exposure to programs that are not
solely college preparatory. These programs might have increased their total participation even if
they did not directly influence dropouts, in turn increasing student participation after high
school in two-year programs that focus on a skilled trade instead of four-year universities after
high school. However, it is possible that that Perkins funding has no effect on high school drop-
out rates as my findings directly suggest. This would imply that Perkins funding has reached the
point where spending more money is no longer improving graduation rates. If this is the case
the current spending budget needs to be better allocated to states and subsequently school dis-
tricts. Since the amount of spending alone does not indicate if states will improve dropout rates

research must continue focus on the types of programs being offered. Better monitoring of Per-
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kins grants and future research needs to address how state money is being spent at the school

level and who has access to that money.
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