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ABSTRACT 

In 2000, the number of students giving up on school will increase to about 40% or 

nearly 2,000,000 (The National Dropout Prevention Center, 1989). Unfortunately, these 

students typically will drop out of society and out of the work force. This study 

examined 387 eighth graders' general attitudes toward school, ditching school, peer 

influence in the context of dropping out, educational aspirations, how time is spent, 

parental involvement, and attitudes toward dropping out of school. The strongest &ctor 

that emerged was parental influence. The findings revealed a statistically significant 

relationship between parental influence and students' educational aspirations. Moreover, 

chi-square tests for independence revealed significant differences between the levels of 

parental influence and students' thinking of dropping out and students' believing that 

they would drop out. These findings suggest that there is a strong positive relationship 

between parentzd influence and students' zittitude toward dropping out of school and 

students' educational aspirations. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The dropout phenomenon continues to devastate students, educators, policy 

makers, and citizens. When students drop out of school, we, as a free and democratic 

society suffer personal, social, and economic consequences (McCaul et aL, 1992). In this 

regard. The National Dropout Prevention Center (1987) alarmed individuals, schools, and 

society by noting the following: 

Every year more than 700,000 public school students drop out of school. 
By the year 2000, the number of students giving up on education will 
increase to about 40 percent or nearly 2,000,000. Tragically, most of these 
individuals will likely drop out of society, out of the work force, out of the 
American way of life (p. 55). 

The problem of school dropouts is a major concern for policymakers and 

educators for two main reasons. First, dropouts are expensive for society. They 

experience higher levels of unemployment and receive lower earnings than high school 

graduates (Rumberger, 1987). E)ropouts are also more likely to have health problems, 

engage in criminal activities, and become dependent on welfare and other government 

programs than graduates (Rimiberger, 1987). Of course, these problems generate huge 

social costs. For example, in one city alone, it was estimated that a year's cohort of 

dropouts from the city school system would cost $3.2 billion in lost earnings and more 

than $400 million in social services (Catterall, 1987). 

Second, there is growing concern about the dropout problem because the 

demographic changes could increase the number of dropouts in the absence of efTective 

intervention (Rumberger, 1995). The proportion of students who are ethnic minorities. 
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who come from low SES &milies, and who live in single-parent households are all 

factors that research has shown are associated with school &ilure and dropping out 

(Natriello, McDill, & Pallas, 1990; Rumberger, 1987). According to Levin (1986) and 

Natriello and others (1990) it is estimated that 30% of our nation's students are at risk of 

failure, and demographic projections suggest the proportion will increeise in the friture. 

What is even more alarming is the projected increase in the Hispanic population of more 

than 50% alone over the next three decades. That, coupled with the expected 25% 

decline in White students over the same period, could increase dropout rates nationally 

(Rumberger, 1990). These figures are staggering because we have an ethnic minority 

population who is exploding and, at the same time, it is typically characterized as being 

from low socioeconomic status. Clearly, such figures are an indication of how serious 

the dropout phenomenon is and will become if people who are vested in educating our 

children are not cognizant of the factors that contribute to the dropout problems and &il 

to identify proper and new intervention programs. 

The extant literature has traditionally investigated the dropout phenomenon in the 

context of high schools. Historically, &ctors that contribute to students' dropping out of 

school have been attributed to students only after they have already dropped out 

(Rumberger, 1995). In a sense, the dropout phenomenon has been e7q)lored from an 

outcome/source framework, the outcome (dropping out) to the source of the problem 

(Actors that may have contributed to the actual dropping out). 

In Arizona, the largest increase in dropout rates occurs between the eighth and 

ninth grade (Arizona Department of Education, 1994). According to the Arizona 
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Department of Education, the dropout rate increases from 3.2% to 12.0%. These figures 

indicate that we must pay close attention to students in their transition from junior high 

school to high school Thus, this study examines the Actors that may contribute to eighth 

graders' propensity to dropping out of school before the transition. 

The Purpose of This Study 

The majority of studies on dropouts have focused on high school students. In this 

study I investigate the dropout phenomenon within a middle school context. I examine 

those students who are most affected by the dropout problem, eighth graders who will 

eventually go on to the ninth grade where the greatest increase in dropout rate exists. I 

explore the factors that have traditionally been investigated in the high school context 

such as demographic factors, &mily background, parental involvement, peer influence, 

and absenteeism. Moreover, I measure students' attitudes toward dropping out of school 

rather than simply differentiating the characteristics of graduates, dropouts, and 

nongraduates (Barrington & Hendricks, 1989). 

Also, many studies have shown that peers wield a tremendous influence on 

students' academic achievement (Hallinan & Williams, 1990); however, few studies have 

examined the relationship between peers in the context of dropping out. This study 

examines the extent of peer influence on dropping out. 

The literature suggests that parental involvement is an important &ctor in 

distinguishing between dropouts and non-dropouts. It is hypothesized that levels of 

parental involvement are related to students' attitudes toward dropping out of school. 
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Moreover, it is hypothesized that levels of parental involvement influence students' 

educational aspirations. 

The potential implications of this study are exceedingly important as they may 

cast light on needed strategies for retaining and educating students. Consequently, this 

study addresses some of the following questions: 

1. Are there differences in the way eighth graders from different socio-economic 
status levels perceive school and spend their time? 

2. Do students' general attitudes toward school impact their attitude towards 
completing/dropping out of school? 

3. Do students spend more time on non-school related activities than they do on 
school related activities? 

4. Is there a relationship between parental involvement and students' perceptions of 
dropping out? 

5. Is there a relationship between the number of times a student "ditches" school to 
his/her perception of dropping out? 

6. What do students' educational aspirations look like? 

7. Is there a relationship between the friends students hang out with and how 
students' general attitudes toward school and attitude toward completing/dropping 
out? 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

According to Rumberger (1992), "Research on the causes of dropping out of 

school has focused on two different levels of analysis" (p. 585). The first level 

traditionally focuses on the individual and identifies factors that explain differences in 

dropout rates among individuals. The other focuses on the school or institutional level 

and identifies Actors that explain differences in dropout rates among schools. Moreover, 

few research has focused on middle school and middle school students (Rmnberger, 

1992). 

Demographic Factors 

Most dropout studies have demonstrated that demographic Actors are highly 

correlated with the propensity to drop out of school In particular, dropout rates are 

significantly higher for Blacks, Hispanics, and Native Americans than for Anglos and 

Asian students (McMillen et al., 1993). Since the Coleman study in the 1960's it has 

been recognized that &mily background has a major causal effect on student academic 

achievement (Coleman et aL, 1966; Jencks et al., 1972). Furthermore, other studies on 

dropouts have shown that socioeconomic status of students' &milies accounted for a 

significant amount of the observed differences between racial groups (Fernandez, 

Paulsen, & Hirano-Nakanishi, 1989; Riunberger, 1983; Velez, 1989). Recently, some 

researchers have argued that sociocultural factors, such as "accepting the dominant 

culture," are important in explaining why some ethnic groups are relatively successful in 

school while others are not (Mehan, 1992; Ogbu, 1989, 1992). 
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Family Background 

Early work by Coleman suggests that &mily background alone explained most of 

the variation in educational outcomes (Coleman et aL, 1966). However, Jencks, and 

others, (1972) challenged the pervasiveness of Coleman et aL findings and, over time, 

social scientists have concluded that various fectors inq>act students' educational 

attainment. In addition to fiunily factors, the quality of school and money available for 

educational spending are also important (Biddle, 1997). Biddle (1997) argues that poor 

school fimding and poverty among children are directly related to students' educational 

outcomes. Furthermore, he points out how the two &ctors are linked to &mily 

background. For example, he states that "the level of fimding is correlated with &mily 

advantage, and &mily advantage is also presumably tied to achievement." 

Biddle (1997) finds that schools with more fimding per pupil will generate greater 

student achievement. That is, schools serving students from lower socioeconomic status 

homes with lower fimding per pupil will have lower marks on student achievement. In 

sharp contrast, those schools that have more fimding have higher levels of student 

achievement. The effects of poverty among children are sobering ones. Based on ofBcial 

government estimates, Biddle (1997) states that "one-fifth of the children in America are 

likely to live in substandard housing, have an inadequate diet, wear only cast-ofif or torn 

clothes, lack health insurance, suffer from chronic dental or health problems, and be 

members of a &mily headed either by welfare or work long hours at miserably paid 

jobs." 
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It has been recognized that &mily background influence was mediated by 

schools; however, &mily background still exerts a powerful, independent influence 

(Rumberger, 1992). The empirical research on &mily backgroimd has focused on what 

Rumberger (1992) calls the "structural characteristics of &milies," such as socioeconomic 

status (measured by parental education and income). Socioeconomic status is a powerful 

predictor of school achievement and dropout behavior (Bryk & Thum, 1989; Ekstrom et 

al, 1986; Rumberger 1983). A growing body of research that has tried to identify the 

underlying processes by which &mily background influences school success is parental 

involvement in schooling or lack thereof. Such research continues to demonstrate that 

students perform better in school when their parents are more involved with their 

schooling (Astone & McLanahan, 1991; Fehnnan, Keith, & Reimers, 1987; Stevenson & 

Baker, 1987). Parental involvement covers a wide range of activities from helping a 

child with his/her homework to attending school fimctions (Epstein, 1990). Moreover, 

research has revealed that parental involvement varies widely by ethnicity, social class, 

and family structure. This variability helps explain differential achievement levels 

among such families (Astone & McLanahan, 1991; Delgado-Gaitan, 1990; Lareau, 

1989). 

Parental involvement also has its negatives which may take the form of parents 

who exercise absolute control not only over the school experience of their children but 

children in general (Casanova, 1996). Parental involvement can exist from the lowest 

form of providing the most basic needs for their children to the highest form of being a 

fully integrated decision-maker (Epstein, 1995). 
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To date, little empirical research has assessed the impact of parental school 

involvement on dropping out, the few existing studies that have examined them have 

found that this &ctor appears to affect the propensity to drop out or finish school, even 

after controlling for socioeconomic status (Astone & McLanahan, 1991). 

Peer Influence 

An abundance of literature exists on peer influence and their effects on 

educational outcomes (for reviews, see Coleman 1961; Cusick 1973; Schoefield 1978 & 

1982; Spady 1973; & Stephan 1978). The most conunon theories of peer influence are 

normative and conq)arative reference-group theory (Festinger, 1954; Kelley 1966; 

Kemper 1968) and role theory (Linton, 1945 & Thomas 1957). Normative reference 

groups set norms, beliefs, and values for students and define the standards of behavior. A 

comparative reference group provides a standard by which students evaluate their 

behavior. Role theory states that individuals imitate the behavior of one or more peers 

whom they respect. According to Hallinan and Williams (1990) such theories do not 

identify individuals who may be vulnerable to influence or who may possess the power to 

influence, and they do not specify the conditions under which the influence actually 

occurs. In their investigation, Hallinan and Williams (1990) found that the influence of 

close friends on educational aspirations and outcomes varies with the racial and gender 

composition of the friendship. Such empirical studies have demonstrated that peers exert 

an enormous influence on students' academic achievement (Hallinan & Williams, 1990); 

however, few studies have actually examined the relationship between peers and 

dropping out (Ekstrom et aL, 1986). Other researchers have argued that peers have 
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negative effects on students' academic achievement and exert negative influences on each 

other. (Rumberger, et aL, 1996). 

In her ten-year study, Brantlinger (1993) finds that students' cliques are usually 

defined by the time they reach high school. She identifies certain cliques that range firom 

the "jocks" to the "stoners" and the "brains" to the "nerds." Interestingly, her findings 

suggest that the crowds are bounded by socioeconomic status for the most part. The 

students' socioeconomic status predetermined the clique they belonged to. Furthermore, 

she revealed differences in the way high and low socioeconomic status adolescents 

viewed social and political dynamics. 

School Experiences 

Research on dropouts has shown that negative school-related experiences serve as 

powerful precursors to the decision to formally leave school. Students who drop out of 

school are more likely than other students to have poor school performance, disruptive 

behaviors, poor attendance, negative attitudes toward school, and early school failure, 

such as repeating grades, (Barrington & Hendricks, 1989; Cairns, Cairns, & Neckennan, 

1989; Ekstrom et aL, 1986; Grisson & Shepard, 1989; Wehlage & Rutter, 1986) 

Film (1989) reviews two models, which attempt to explain school &ilure. He 

defines the first model as the finstration-self-esteem model, the initial antecedent to 

school withdrawal is early school failure which, in turn leads to low self^steem and then 

problem behaviors, such as absenteeism. The other defined as the participation-

identification model, the initial antecedent to withdrawal is the lack of participation in 

school activities which, in turn, leads to poor school performance and then to alienation 
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from school Newman (1991) suggests that educational engagement and school 

membership impact educational outcomes. 

Absenteeism 

One of the strongest behavioral predictors of dropping out is absenteeism (Bryk & 

Thum, 1989). However, the researchers did not investigate intentional versus non-

intentional absenteeism. For example, there is no di£ferentiation between a student who 

misses school because he/she was sick and another student who intentionally "ditched" 

school It is quite clear that missing school is a &ctor in predicting dropping out; 

however, establishing the motive for missing school is more elusive. 

Among Hispanic students, suspensions significantly increased the odds of 

dropping out (Velez, 1989). 

Attitudes Toward School 

People are influenced by their environments and these influences are manifested 

into behavior (Bandura, 1986). If students think of dropping out of school, perhaps the 

likelihood of actually dropping out of school increases when compared to students who 

do not even consider that act as a possibility. Furthermore, when students indicate that 

they believe they will drop out of school, perhaps the probability increases even more 

when comparing both groups. 

In this study I intend to investigate the dropout phenomenon within a middle 

school in the Southwest. I have chosen a middle school because of the paucity of dropout 

research at this level I intend to investigate the problem from the individual perspective 

level (Rumberger, 1995) which includes the following factors: demographic; attitudes 



toward school; missing school; peer influence; fiunily background; SES (which will be 

represented by the "reduced lunch" variable); attitudes toward dropping out; and 

parental/guardian involvement. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This section describes the procedures used in the study. The section includes a 

description of the school and participants, the instruments, general study procedures, and 

includes a brief description of the method of analysis. Moreover, reliability coefBcients 

are reported for several scales: attitudes toward school; how students' time is spent; 

parental influence; ditching; and educational aspirations. 

Participants 

The study was conducted at a medium sized junior high school (approximately 

1000 students) in the Southwest. Only seventh and eighth graders attend the school. 

Approximately, 50% of the students qualify for free/reduced price lunch and the majority 

of the student body is White. The school boasts a 93% daily student attendance and less 

than 1% teacher turnover rate. The administered questionnaire surveyed 387 eighth 

grade students. Of the students that filled out the questionnaire, approximately 4% were 

African American, 1% were Asian, 55% were White, 23% were Mexican 

American/Latino(a), 6% were Native American, and 10% reported their ethnicity as 

"other." Students' socio-economic status (SES) was measured by how they pay for 

limch: 50% pay full price, 10% pay reduced price, 24% receive a free lunch, 7% bring a 

limch, and 8% reported "other." There were 206 female and 177 male participants. 

Instruments 

I developed a questionnaire utilizing a variety of techniques. In the early stages 

of development I informally met with students and formally met with teachers, the 
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assistant principal, and the principal of the junior high schooL These multiple meetings 

were instrumental in ensuring that the language used in the questionnaire was appropriate 

for eighth graders. Also, I ensured that the scales were well balanced and the stems of 

the items did not contain any confiising "double-barreled" characteristics (DeVellis, 

1991; Fink & Kosecoff 1985; Fowler, 1993; & Smith & Glass, 1987). Moreover, the 

questionnaire was piloted in two graduate courses: a brief presentation of the 

questionnaire's purpose was given. In the "Design of Questionnaires and Scales" course, 

the students were asked to role-play (respond as if they were eighth graders). 

Specifically, they were asked to check for ambiguous items, check for double-barreled 

items, questionnaire format, appropriateness of the items for eighth graders, and any 

other potential problems. Feedback was provided in written and oral form. The other 

class was an "Informal Curriculimi" course which discusses constructs such as the ones I 

was interested in measuring. In this class, I asked the students to read the questionnaire 

and provide written feedback. Based on the feedback from members of the junior high 

school and both classes I was able to modify one scale that was unbalanced, make format 

changes, and make some language modifications. For example, I originally had an item 

that read "I cut school in order to hang out with friends?" The assistant principal alerted 

me to "ditching" which is a more commonly used word for intentionally missing school. 

The questionnaire was designed to measure various fectors that have been shown 

to be predictors of dropping out (Bryk & Thum, 1989 & Rumberger, 1995). Hence, 

items were constructed to address students' self-reported attitudes toward school, how 

their time is spent, perceptions of parental involvement, peer influence, ditching school. 
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educational aspirations, and attitudes toward dropping out of school (see Appendixes A-

G). 

I developed scales of attitudes toward school, time, parental influence, peer 

influence, ditching, educational aspirations, and attitudes toward school. The peer 

influence items and attitudes toward dropping out of school items are dichotomous 

scaled. 

Attitudes Toward School 

There are eight attitudes toward school items that measured the students' general 

attitudes toward school (see Appendix A). These items were located at the beginning of 

the survey. Students were asked to indicate to what extent they agreed with the attitude 

towards school statements. For example, one statement read: School is important to me. 

Time 

There are twenty-two time items that measured how students spend their time on 

the weekdays (Monday through Friday) and on the weekends (Saturday and Simday). 

The items are located toward the beginning of the questionnaire and follow from the 

attitude towards school item set. Students were asked to indicate how many hours they 

spend on activities such as baby-sitting, community volunteering, homework, sports, TV, 

and others (see Appendix B). 

Parental Influence 

There are nineteen parental influence items that captured the degree to which 

parents talked to students about certain topics and the extent to which parents actively 

participated in students' activities (see Appendix C). These questions were located in the 
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middle of the questionnaire. Students were asked to indicate how often they and their 

parent(s)/g;uardian(s) talked about topics such as grades, homework, teachers, school 

activities, friends, and the like. Another set of parental involvement questions asked 

students to indicate how often their parent(s)/guardian(s) participate in activities such as 

sports, teacher-parent meetings/conferences, helps with homework, and others. The 

questions were based on responses from a pilot study of graduate students in a "Survey 

and Design Research" course. 

Peer Influence 

The six peer influence items, located toward the end of the questionnaire, survey 

students' peer interactions and peers' influence, in respect to school and homework. For 

example, "Do your friends encourage you to do well in school?" and "Do you and your 

friends do homework together?" All six items are dichotomous (see Appendix D). 

Ditchinp 

The five ditching items, located after the peer influence items, measure the 

frequency in which students intentionally "ditch" school This set of items included 

questions such as '1 ditch school in order to hang out with friends." In this item set, the 

student is asked to indicate how often he/she ditches (see Appendix E). 

Educational Aspirations 

There are six educational aspiration items that were located at the end of the 

questionnaire (see Appendix F). These items included questions such as "I see myself 

playing sports in high school," "I will obtain good grades in high school," and "I will be 

going to college," to name a few. 
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Attitudes Toward E)ropping Out of School 

The two attitude towards dropping out of school items surveyed the frequency of 

students' who reported that they thought of dropping out and students' who reported that 

they would drop out. These items are dichotomous (see Appendix G). 

Coding 

Attitudes Toward School. 

The response options are strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree 

(Four-point Likert Scale). In order, the items were coded 1, 2, 3, and 4. Items 6 and 7 

were negatively worded in order to detect response bias. Consequently, the items were 

recoded so that 4 became 1, 3 became 2,2 became 3, and 1 became 4. Subsequently, I 

recoded the entire set of items so that strongly agree became a 4, indicating a more 

positive attitude towards school and strongly disagree became a I, indicating a less 

positive attitude towards school The range of item scores is from 8 to 32. Once again, a 

high total score on the item set indicates a more positive attitude towards school vs. a 

lower total score on the item set that indicates a less positive attitude towards school. 

Time 

The response options are "0 hours," "1-5 hours," "6-10 hours," "11-15 hours," and 

"16+ hours." The items were coded 1, 2, 3,4, and 5, respectively. The item set ranged 

from 22 to 110. A higher item total score indicates more time spent on the corresponding 

activity. 
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Parental Influence 

Response options for all 19 items are; almost never, sometimes, usually, and 

almost always. These items were coded 1,2, 3, and 4, respectively. Thus, a higher 

number represents a higher degree of parental influence. The response set was not 

altered for this set of items because the stem did not lend itself to negatively worded 

items. There was no fear of a response set for these items. 

Ditching 

The response options for the ditching items consist of never, almost never, almost 

always, and always. In order, the items were coded 1, 2,3, and 4. The range of total 

item scores is 5 to 20. Thus, a higher score on the item set indicates that a student ditches 

more frequently than a student with a lower score. 

Educational Aspirations 

Response options for all 6 educational aspiration items are: strongly agree, 

agree, disagree, and strongly disagree. These items were originally coded 1,2,3, and 4, 

respectively. However, the items were recoded to reflect a consistent scale with the 

parental influence items. The recoded items for stroi^Iy agree, agree, disagree, strongly 

disagree are 4, 3, 2, and 1, respectively. Item 92 was negatively worded; thus, it was 

recoded to reflect a 4, 3, 2, and 1 scale. Consequently, all educational aspiration items 

reflect a range from 1 to 4, a higher score indicates higher educational aspiration. 
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Reliability 

Attitudes Toward School 

The internal consistency of all eight attitude towards school items was high with a 

Cronbach Alpha of .86. The reliability coefBcient provides evidence that the items 

measuring students' general attitudes toward school are homogenous. 

Time 

The internal consistency of all twenty-two items was moderately high with a 

Cronbach Alpha of .74. Again, the scale appears to measure the homogenous construct 

of how students spend their time. 

Parental Influence 

The internal consistency of all nineteen parental influence items was high with a 

Cronbach Alpha of .88. Thus, the items chosen for this study are relatively homogeneous 

with respect to the construct of parental influence as indicated by students' perceptions of 

such construct. 

Ditching 

The internal consistency of all five ditching items was moderately low with a 

Cronbach Alpha of .66. Based on this moderately low reliability coefBcient, the item set 

does not seem to be measuring a homogenous ditching construct. I will discuss some of 

the potential reasons contributing to such inconsistency in the following chapter. 
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Educational Aspirations 

The internal consistency of all six educational aspiration items was moderately 

high with a Cronbach Alpha of .79. Thus, the educational aspiration scale is relatively 

homogenous with respect to the construct measured. 

Procedures 

First, human subjects approval was attained from the University of Arizona. 

Permission was obtained from the principal of the junior high school to conduct the 

study. Parents were informed about the study in writing a week before the study was 

conducted and given the opportunity to refuse their child's participation (only five 

students returned signed consent forms from their parents indicating that they were not to 

participate in the study). Out of approximately 450 eighth graders, 387 (86%) 

participated in the study. Every questionnaire and answer sheet (Scantron) was 

numbered using an automatic numbering stamp. A questionnaire and an answer sheet, 

with matching numbers, were put together to create a packet. The packets were bundled 

in sets of forty for distribution. Specific written instructions for con^)leting the 

questionnaire were prepared, and I collected all classroom data. 

The questionnaires were administered all day Thursday and all day Friday during 

the students' science classes. The method of administration was chosen based on ease of 

administration since all eighth graders have science classes on those two days. Upon 

administration, students were briefly informed about the study and asked to provide 

honest and thoughtful responses to all questions. They were informed that the 

questionnaire was completely volimtary and confidential and at any point they may 
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withdrawal from answering questions. During the administration, five students chose not 

to participate. As a result ten students did not participate in the study altogether. No 

questionnaires were dropped from the study. 

Method of Analysis 

The data were analyzed in multiple sequences. First, &ctor analyses are 

calculated for all instruments, except the dichotomous variables: attitude towards school 

(nineteen items), time (twenty-two items), parental influence (nineteen items), ditching 

(five items), and educational aspirations (eight items). Then, a rotated &ctor analysis is 

calculated for the parental influence scale. A one-way analysis of variance is used to 

examine the effects of the levels of parental influence on educational aspirations. Chi-

square tests for independence are calculated in order to investigate the relationship 

between the levels of parental influence and students' thinking and believing they will 

drop out of schooL 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

In this section, the analyzed data are presented. First, &ctor analyses are 

conducted for the following instruments: attitude towards school, time, parental 

influence, ditching, and educational aspirations. Then, a rotated &ctor analysis is 

calculated for the parental influence scale. Based on the data yielded by the rotated &ctor 

analysis, new variables are computed. A one-way analysis of variance is generated in 

order to examine the effects of the levels of parental influence on educational aspirations. 

Finally, chi-square tests for independence are calculated in order to investigate the 

relationship between the levels of parental involvement and students' thinking and 

believing they will drop out of schooL 

Factor Analysis: Attitudes Toward School 

A principal conqx>nents &ctor analysis with a varimax rotation was calculated 

for all eight attitudes toward school items (see Appendix H). Two &ctors were extracted 

whose Eigenvalues were 4.1 and 1.2, respectively. The results are shown in Appendix H. 

The two factors that emerged are "fim" and "meaningful." The fim dimension refers to 

students' perception of school being fim and the meaningful dimension refers to students' 

perception of school as being meaningful. 

Factor Anatysis: Time 

A prinicipal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation was calculated 

for all twenty-two time items (see Appendix I). Eight factors were extracted whose 

Eigenvalues were greater than 1. Five factors were rotated based on the scree plot. The 
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five &ctors were: "outschol," "community," "chores," "entertain," and "sports." The 

"outschoi" dimension measured students' activities outside of school such as hanging out 

with friends listening to music, and talking on the phone. The "commimity" factor 

represents activities that students spend their time on outside of school For example, 

community volunteering, out of school clubs such as Boy/Girl Scouts, and church. The 

"chores" dimension measured students responsibilities at home such as baby-sitting a 

younger sibling and house chores in general. The "entertain" dimension measured time 

spent watching TV. The "sports" dimension measured the amount of time spent playing 

sports. 

Although these five factors emerged, they do not seem to be completely 

independent from each other. The community-related, chores, entertainment, and sports 

dimensions can also be out of school-related activities. Furthermore, all the pairs of 

items (week and weekend items) consistently loaded on a &ctor. For example, students' 

reporting time spent on church activities during the week loaded on the same factor that 

students' reported time spent on church activities on the weekend. The exception to this 

pattern was homework. Time spent on homework during the week loeided on factor 

"sports" and time spent on homework on the weekend loaded on &ctor "outschoL" This 

finding could have occurred because students' spend more time on homework during the 

week than they do on the weekends. Clearly, the &ctor needs to be examined further to 

fully understand how students' spend their time. The results are shown in Appendix I. 
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Factor Anatysis: Ditching 

A principal components &ctor analysis was calculated with all five items (see 

Appendix J). Only one &ctor was extracted with an Eigenvalue of 2.3. The &ctor 

accounted for 46% of the variance. The &ctor is simply called "ditching." The results 

are reported in Appendix J. 

Factor Analysis: Parental Influence 

A principal conqwnents &ctor analysis and an unweighted least squares &ctor 

analysis with a varimax rotation was calculated with all parental influence items and the 

results are found in Table 1 and Table 2, respectively. Through the principal components 

factor analysis, five &ctors were extracted whose Eigenvalues were greater than one. 

These five factors are shown in Table 1. The five extracted fiictors were rotated and 

forced into 2 fectors based on the results of the scree plot produced in the original factor 

analysis (Kachigan, 1986). These two dimensions of parental influence were found based 

on how the individual items loaded on each factor. The &ctors were named based on an 

analysis of each factor and corresponding items that correlated the highest with that 

factor. These dimensions are labeled "talk" and "participate." 



Table 1 

Unrotated Factor f -nadinps for Parental Influence Items 

Factors 

1 2 3 4 5 

PI: Grades .644 -.009 -.109 -.366 -.132 

P2; Homework .559 .003 -.194 -.357 -.470 

P3: Teachers .566 -.146 -.030 -.420 .241 

P4: School activities .612 .103 .399 -.309 .196 

P5; Family activities/functions .586 -.004 .124 -.185 .191 

P6: Friends .539 -.290 .185 -.155 .074 

P7: High school .693 -.410 .058 .104 -.111 

P8: Getting a job .575 -.494 .024 .285 -.068 

P9: College .637 -.469 .148 .244 -.040 

PIO: Future in general .601 -.381 .242 .299 -.145 

PI 1: Give(s) me advice on level of class .596 -.104 -.357 -.004 .328 

PI2: Help(s) choose electives .564 .137 -.503 .133 .300 

P13: Help(s) maintain grades .643 .259 -.144 .113 -.334 

PI4: Attend(s) sports activities .526 .497 .398 .025 .107 

PI5: Attend(s) extra-curricular activities .499 .506 .416 .119 .139 

PI6: Attend(s) teacher-parent meetings .426 .336 -.142 .108 -.103 

PI7: Help(s) with homework .507 .438 -.074 -.024 -.433 

PI8: Give(s) advice on classes .622 .206 -.452 .155 .218 

P19: Volunteer(s) in school activities .356 .356 .100 .381 .061 



Table 2 

Rotated Factor Loadings for Parental Influence Items 

Factors 

Talk Participate 

PI: Grades .491 .365 

P2: Homework .363 .374 

P3: Teachers .454 .283 

P4: School activities .361 .460 

P5: Family activities/functions .399 .375 

P6: Friends .514 .180 

P7: High school .765 .173 

P8: Getting a job .705 .005 

P9: College .755 .100 

PIO: Future in general .642 .147 

PI 1: Give(s) me advice on level of class .460 .322 

PI2: Help(s) choose electives .314 .438 

P13: Help(s) maintain grades .306 .579 

PI4: Attend(s) sports activities .090 .657 

PI5: Attend(s) extra-curricular activities .007 .637 

PI6; Attend(s) teacher-parent meetings .128 .444 

PI7: Help(s) with homework .118 .586 

P18: Give(s) advice on classes .320 .523 

P19: Volunteer(s) in school activities .008 .400 



Items which load on &ctor one relate to how often the parents and the students 

talk about certain topics, with the exception of P2 and P4. For items P2 and P4, the items 

do not meaningfully load on either &ctor one or &ctor two. For example, item P2 loads 

on &ctor one by .363 and on &ctor two by .374. It would appear that P2 loads more on 

factor two; however, there is not much difference between these &ctor loadings. 

The items which load on factor two, labeled "participate," relate to the extent 

parents get involved in their child's schooling to include homework, parent/teacher 

conferences, and others. 

Factor Anafysis: Educational Aspirations 

A principal components fector analysis with no rotation was computed for the 

educational aspiration items. There was no need for a varimax rotation because the 

principal components &ctor analysis only extracted one &ctor with an eigenvalue of 

3.22, which accounted for 54% of the variance. Thus, this &ctor is simply called 

"Educational Aspiration." 
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Tables 

Factor Loadinps of Educational Aspiration Items 

Factor 

Educational Aspiration 

El: Will do well in high school .789 

E2: See myself playing sports in high school .461 

E3: Will obtain good grades in high school .820 

E4: Will graduate from high school .809 

E5: Inqxtrtant to me to graduate from high school .705 

E6: Will be going to college .749 

New Variables 

New variables were created based on the two parental influence &ctors and one 

educational aspiration &ctor. Two variables were created to correspond to the two 

parental influence factors and one variable was created for the educational aspiration 

factor. The two parental influence (pi) Actors are named "pitalk" and "pipart," 

respectively. The educational aspiration factor was simply called "edasptot." The new 

variables represent the sum of item scores for their respective factor. 

In the case of parental influence, the sum of "pitalk" and "pipart" make up a new 

variable called "parintot." This variable is the summation of the two ^tor scores. The 

variable was computed in order to have some measure of parental influence. Again, high 
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scores reflect higher parental influence. Hence, the variable was further broken down 

into three levels, which include high, moderate, and low parental influence. 

Consequently, the new variable was named "parinf." In order to compute this variable I 

first generated a frequency table for which I was able to take the top third and call this 

group '"high parental influence," the middle third "moderate parental influence" and the 

bottom third "low parental influence." As a result I recoded "parintot" so that it would 

reflect an index for three levels of parental influence. Low parental influence comprised 

of the range of scores 19 through 38. Moderate parental influence corresponds to the 

range of scores 39 through 47. High parental influence corresponds to the range of scores 

48 through 76. 

Once the variables were created, it was possible to investigate the nature of the 

relationship between the levels of parental influence on students' educational aspirations. 

A one-way analysis of variance with Tukey post hoc tests was used to examine this 

relationship. The results are reported in Table 4. The overall relationship between 

parental influence and students' educational aspirations was statistically significant F(2, 

374) = 12.51, p < .01. Furthermore, the Tukey post hoc tests reveal that the mean 

differences between the high parental influence level and the low parental influence level 

are statistically significant, Ms = 21.05 and 19.00, respectively, p < .05. Also there was a 

statistically significant mean difference between moderate parental influence and high 

parental influence, Ms = 20.09 and 21.05, respectively, p < .05. 
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Table 4 

Analysis nf Varianre Fyamininp the EfiFectS of Three Parental Influence Levels on 
FHiicatinnal Aspirations 

SS df MS F Sig 

Educational 
Aspiration Total 

Between 
Groups 

261 2 130.27 12.51 .000 

Within 
Groups 

3895 374 10.41 

Total 4381 376 

Frequency Table: Peer Influence 

A frequency table of the six dichotomous peer influence items was created in 

order to reveal the distribution of students' "yes" responses vs. students' "no" responses 

(see Appendix K). The items are labeled PE1-PE6. As was hypothesized, 92% of the 

students believed that there is some form of groups/cliques at their junior high schooL Of 

the students who responded, 58% of them indicated that their friends encourage them to 

do well in schooL Results are shown in Appendix K. 

Frequency Table: Attitudes Toward Dropping Out of School 

A fi^uency table of the two dichotomous attitude towards dropping out of school 

items was generated in order to examine how many students think and feel that they will 

drop out of school (see Table 5). Twenty-four percent of the students indicated that they 

have thou|ght of dropping out. Seven percent of the students indicated that they believed 

they would drop out of school. Further inspection was necessary to determine if the 

frequencies were different between the levels of parental influence. 
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Table 5 

Attitudes Toward Dropping Out Frequency Table 

N Percent 

ADl: Thinking of dropping out Yes 92 24 
No 285 74 

Total 377 98 

AD2: Will Drop out of school Yes 27 7 
No 352 91 

Total 379 98 

A chi-square statistic was conqiuted in order to test for independence between the 

levels of parental influence and students' attitudes toward dropping out of school 

(thinking of dropping out of school). The result was shown to be statistically significant 

(2, N = 376) = 10.44, g < .01. The results are reported in Table 6. 

Table 6 

Chi-square Between the Levels of Parental Influence and Students' Thinlcinp of Dropping 
Out 

Thinking of E>ropping Out 

Yes No Total 

Parentallnfluence Low 42 79 121 
Moderate 27 101 128 
High 23 104 127 

Total Count 92 284 376 

(2, N = 376) = 10.44, p < .01 
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A chi-square statistic was computed in order to test for independence between the 

levels of parental influence and students' attitudes toward dropping out of school 

(believing they would drop out of school). The result was shown to be statistically 

significant (2, N = 378) = 9.29, p < .01. The results are reported in Table 7. 

Table 7 

Chi-square Between the Levels of Parental Tnfluence and Students' Believing That Thev 
Will Drop Out 

Will Drop Out 

Yes No Total 

Parental Influence Low 16 108 124 

Moderate 5 122 127 

High 6 121 127 

Total Count 27 351 378 

(2, N = 378) = 9.29, p < .01 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

In this chapter, I briefly review and discuss the major findings. In particular, 

stress will be given to the obtained and strong relationship between parental involvement 

and students' educational aspirations. After noting the limitations of this study, I will 

discuss the implications for educational practice that are suggested by this study, and 

suggest needed research to further advance our understanding of the dropout 

phenomenon. 

Research Findings 

Parental Influence 

In this study I focused on eighth graders because they are the group that accounts 

for the largest increase in dropout rates (Arizona E)epartment of Education, 1994). 

Specifically, the study focused on key fiictors that have been shown to moderate the act 

of dropping out. The factors are attitudes toward school, missing school, peer influence, 

&niily background, socioeconomic status, and parental involvement (Rumberger, 1995). 

The results of the study were that parental influence emerged as the most 

important fiictor associated with students' educational aspirations and students' attitudes 

toward dropping out. I had not anticipated that the parental influence factor would yield 

two dimensions: parents who talk to their children about various school related and nonr 

school related topics and parents who actively participate in their children's school 

activities. However, as was expected, it was found that parental influence was strongly 

associated with students' educational aspirations. The internal consistency was 
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surprisingly high. As a resuh, the three parental influence levels proved to be 

instrumental for examining the effects of parental influence on educational aspirations. 

The one-way analysis of variance examined the effects of the three parental 

influence levels on education. The findings suggest that the level of parental influence is 

highly related to student reported educational aspirations. Specifically, the findings show 

that students with high parental influence have higher educational aspirations than 

students with low parental influence. In addition, students with high parental influence 

have higher educational aspirations when compared to students with moderate parental 

influence. There was no difference between students with moderate parental influence 

and students with low parental influence. This finding may be attributed to the 

distribution of parental influence and educational aspiration scores. 

The chi-square test for independence examined the degree to which the students' 

thought of dropping out by the levels of parental influence. The findings suggest that 

there is a positive relationship between parental influence and students' thinking of 

dropping out Students' with high parental influence are less likely to think of dropping 

out when compared to students' with low parental influence who are more likely to think 

of dropping out. As anticipated, the degree of parental influence was related to students' 

thinking of dropping out. 

The chi-square test for independence also examined the degree to which students' 

believed they would drop out by the levels of parental influence. As expected, the 

findings suggest that there is a positive relationship between parental influence and 

students' belief that they would drop out. Students with high parental influence are less 
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likely to think they will drop out when compared to students with low parental influence 

who are more likely to believe they will drop out 

Attitudes Toward Dmppinp Out 

The attitudes toward dropping out frequency table shows that there is a difference 

in the way students perceive dropping ouL For example, the first question asks students 

to indicate if they think of dropping out. Twenty-four percent of the students indicated 

that they thought of dropping out. In contrast, only seven percent of the students 

indicated that they believed they would drop out, referring to the second question. These 

findings are alarming and demonstrate that the items appeared to capture the difference 

between the two item res(>onses. 

Attitudes Toward School 

A &ctor analysis of students' attitudes toward school yielded two distinct 

dimensions. The first was a general dimension describing students' attitudes toward 

school. The second dimension was more personal and specific to the students' school. 

This finding implies that students may actually disaggregate their views of school That 

is, they may view school as "boring" and "a waste of time" and at the same time "enjoy 

their school." It appears that students have general views of school that may be 

completely different from the views they have of the school they actually attend. 

Peer Tnfliience 

The peer influence frequency table suggests that peers are positive influences on 

each other. In &ct, 58% of the students indicated that their fiiends encourage them to do 

well in school. I bad not anticipated that peers would indicate that they tend to exert 
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positive influences on each other, since some researchers have taken an opposing view 

(Rumberger, et al., 1996). This finding reflects students' responses at one school It 

would be worth investigating these views to see if they are consistent across various 

schools. 

Ditchinp 

The &ctor analysis on student's ditching patterns pointed to one &ctor; however, 

its internal consistency was relatively low. This finding suggests that the scale was 

measuring the construct of ditching but some items could have contributed to its low 

reliability. For exanq>le, the question "I ditch school when I am sick" could have been 

interpreted differently across students. One student may have interpreted the question to 

mean that '̂ missing" school (non-intentional) and "ditching" (intentional) is the same 

thing Another may have literally interpreted the question as "ditching"; thereby, that 

student never intentionally ditches school 

The &ctor analysis on students' educational aspirations yielded one &ctor and its 

internal consistency was moderately high. This finding suggests that the instrument 

appeared to do a good job measuring students' educational aspirations. 

Qualifications 

The study samples students' belief and attitudes from one Southwestern middle 

school at one point in time. No longitudinal information was gathered to examine 

whether or not the students' attitudes significemtly change over time. The student body 

composition was primarily White and over one third of the students reported a low 

socioeconomic status. The study is purely quantitative and does not delve into qualitative 
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perspectives. The study does not report on interview data and does not examine open-

ended questions. In addition, observational data were not gathered. Improving upon 

these design issues in future research will provide crucial pieces of the puzzle to 

completely understand and explain the dropout phenomenon. 

Implications 

Although the study was able to examine a wide range of Actors that have been 

shown to be predictive of dropping out at the individual level (Rumberger, 1995), the 

phenomenon requires more investigation. Dropping out is currently viewed as a long-

term process of disengagement from school that often begins at the elementary level and 

culminates in the secondary level (Ensminger & Slusacick, 1992; Steinberg et aL, 1996). 

The study contributes to the dropout phenomenon because it investigated a point 

in the continuum of dropping out which is a long-term and cumulative process (Fine, 

1991; Rumberger, 1987). Further investigation of the dropping out phenomenon needs to 

be conducted to fiilly understand the dynamic and complex interrelationship of the factors 

involved. 

The study provides evidence that parental involvement in students' lives is 

strongly related to students' educational aspirations and students' perceptions of dropping 

out of school. As responsible educators, employers, and policy makers, we must 

continue to not simply encourage parents to get involved in their children's lives, but to 

provide genuine opportunities for that involvement to occur. At the same time, we 

should keep in mind the potential risks of too much or the wrong type of parental 

involvement (Casanova, 1996). Educators must demonstrate the effects of parental 
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involvement through grades, behavior, and any other means possible. If parents are not 

getting involved with their children's schooling, then it becomes extremely important for 

educators to identify adults who are involved in that child's life. Educators should 

identify mentors that will positively influence students. In addition, as an intervention 

strategy, we should identify those students who are seriously contenqilating dropping out 

versus those students who are simply thinking about it. Employers must be sensitive to 

parents' needs, such as taking time off work to attend a teacher/parent conference or any 

other school related activity. Policy makers must introduce legislation that is in the 

interest of parents and their children. Our current system of government pays its 

citizenry for serving on a jury, their civic duty. Should we not pay parents or any other 

citizens to volunteer in school and get involved with students? Is this not a civic duty? 

Legislation like this could provide extra incentives for parents to support education. 

Needed Research 

Future studies should examine the validity of the parental influence instrument in 

determining the three parental influence levels; low; moderate; and high. The validation 

process can be accomplished by administering the instrument to various schools with 

varied populations. 

When measuring attitudes toward school, future research needs to further examine 

the "general" and "personal" dimensions of students' attitudes toward dropping out of 

school. These dimensions could be examined by designing an instrument that has more 

items. It is important to ascertain whether or not the personal dimension influences 

students' attitudes toward dropping out when the general dimension is controlled for. 
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The effects of peer influence on actual dropping out should be fiirther examined. 

Research must determine under what conditions peer influence is a negative factor or a 

resiliency factor for adolescents in their determination to drop out/complete school. 

Research should fiirther explore whether or not these dimensions are prevalent across 

schools with difTerent populations. 

The ditching factor needs to be examined fiirther by separating items that are 

suspect to the scale's relatively low reliability and &ctor analyzed. Furthermore, more 

items should be developed to increase reliability. 

Future studies should examine the constructs of thinkmg of dropping and 

believing one would drop out by ethnicity and gender to see if these findings extend to 

the various ethnic subgroups. Moreover, future studies should design an instrument that 

examines these two attitudes toward dropping out. 

Finally, longitudinal research needs to be conducted. It would be important to 

follow a cohort of eighth graders fi-om the beginning of their school years into their last 

years of high school Researchers must observe students in their natural environments to 

give meaning and interpretation to their actions. Furthermore, researchers must conduct 

structured interviews in addition to collecting quantitative data. The interviews will help 

researchers to obtain accurate information where the students themselves have the 

opportunity to explain their responses rather than simply respond to fixed response 

options. Finally, it is imperative to conduct more research in other schools to account for 

school differences that may mediate students' attitudes in order to generalize across 

various populations and environments. 
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APPENDIX A: ATTITUDES TOWARD SCHOOL ITEMS 

Questions A1-A8 refer to your general attitude towards school. 

Please indicate to what extent you agree widi die following statements/questions. 
A1. School is boring: 

A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

AS. School is exciting: 
A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

A2. School is a waste of time: 
A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

A6. School is important to me. 
A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

A3. School is fun: 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 

A4. School is interesting: 
A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

A7. I enjoy being at diis school. 
A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

A8. School is important for my fiiture. 
A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 
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APPENDIX B: TIME ITEMS 

Questions TI-T22 refer to how you spend your time in and out of school. 

Please indicate how many hours you spend on die following activities during the week and weekends: 

Baby-sitting (Watching younger brother(sysister(s)) 
TI. Wcelc A. 0 hrs B. l-ShrsC. 6-10 hrs D. Il-IShrs E. 16-*-brs 
T2. WcclKMi: A-Ohrs B. I-ShrsC. 6-10hrs O. Il-lShrs E. 16^hrs 

Community volunteering 
T3. Week; A. 0 hrs 
T4. Weekend: A. Ohrs 

B. 1-ShrsC. 6-10 hrs 
B. 1-ShrsC. 6-10 hrs 

D. 11-IShrs 
D. ll-lShrs 

E. 16+hrs 
E. 16+hrs 

Clubs (For example. Boy Scouts, Social Club) 
T5. Week: A. 0 hrs B. I-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs D. ll-15hrs E. 16+hrs 
T6. Weekend: A. 0 hrs B. 1-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs D. 11-lShrs E. 16+hrs 

Church 
T7. Week: 
T8. Weekend: 

A. 0 hrs 
A. 0 hrs 

B. 1-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 
B. 1-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 

D. 
D. 

11-lShrs 
11-IShrs 

E. 16+hrs 
E. 16+hrs 

Hanging out with friends 
T9. Week: A. 0 hrs 
TIO. Weekend: A. 0 hrs 

B. 
B. 

1-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 
l-ShrsC. 6-10 his 

D. 
D. 

11-lShrs 
ll-lShrs 

E. 16+hrs 
E. 16+hrs 

Homework 
Til. Week: 
T12. Weekend: 

A. 0 hrs 
A. 0 hrs 

B. I-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 
B. I-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 

D. 
D. 

Il-lShrs 
11-lShrs 

E. 16+hrs 
E. 16+his 

House chores 
TI3. Week: 
TI4. Weekend: 

Music 
TIS. 
TI6. 

Week: 
Weekend: 

A. 0 hrs 
A. 0 hrs 

A. 0 hrs 
A. 0 hrs 

B. 1-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 
B. 1-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 

B. I-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 
B. I-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 

11-lS hrs 
11-lShrs 

D. ll-lShrs 
D. Il-lShrs 

E. 16+hrs 
E. 16+hrs 

E. 16+hrs 
E. 16+ hrs 

Sports 
TI7. Week: A. 0 hrs 
T18. Weekend: A. 0 hrs 

Talking on the phone 
T19. Week: A. 0 hrs 
T20. Weekend: A. 0 hrs 

B. 1-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 
B. 1-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 

B. I-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 
B. I-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 

D. 
D. 

D. 
D. 

II-IS hrs 
ll-lShrs 

11-lShrs 
11-lShrs 

E. 16+hrs 
E. 16+hrs 

E. 16+ hrs 
E. 16+hrs 

TV 
T2I. 
T22. 

Week: 
Weekend: 

A. 0 hrs 
A. 0 hrs 

B. 1-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 
B. I-S hrs C. 6-10 hrs 

D. 11-lShrs 
D. ll-IShrs 

E. 16+hrs 
E. 16+hrs 
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APPENDIX C: PARENTAL INFLUENCE ITEMS 

Questions Pl-PlO refer to your parental/guanSaH invotvemeiit 

Please tell me how often you and your parent(syguardiaii(s) talk about the following topics: 
PI. Grades P6. Friends 

A. Almost Never 
B. Sometimes 
C. Usually 
D. Almost Always 

A. Almost Never 
B. Sometimes 
C. Usually 
D. Almost Always 

P2. Homework 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

P7. 
Almost Never 
Sometimes 
Usually 
Almost Always 

High school 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Almost Never 
Sometimes 
Usually 
Almost Always 

P3. 

P4. 

Teachers 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

School activities 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

P8. 
Almost Never 
Sometimes 
Usually 
Almost Always 

Almost Never 
Sometimes 
Usually 
Almost Always 

P5. Family activities/Urnctions 
A. Almost Never 
B. Sometimes 
C. Usually 
D. Almost Always 

P9. 

Getting a job 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

College 

Almost Never 
Sometimes 
Usually 
Almost Always 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

PIO. Future in general 
A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 

Almost Never 
Sometimes 
Usually 
Almost Always 

Almost Never 
Sometimes 
Usually 
Almost Always 

Questions PI 1-P19 refer to how often you and your parent(s)/guardian(s) participate in the following 
activities: 
Pll. Advise(s) me on what level of required P13. Help(s) me maintain my school grades 

classes to take A. Almost Never 
A. Almost Never B. Sometimes 
B. Sometimes C. Usually 
C. Usually D. Almost Always 
D. Almost Always 

PI4. Attend(s) my sports activities 
P12. Help(s) me choose my electives A. Almost Never 

A. Almost Never B. Sometimes 
B. Sometimes C. Usually 
C. Usually D. Almost Always 
D. Almost Always 



P15. Attend(s) my extra-curricular activities 
A. Almost Never 
B. Sometimes 
C. Usually 
D. Almost Always 
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PI8. Give(s) me advice on which classes I 
should take 

A. Almost Never 
B. Sometimes 
C. Usually 
D. Almost Always 

P16. Attend(s) teacher-parent 
meetings/conferences 

A. Almost Never 
B. Sometimes 
C. Usually 
D. Almost Always 

P17. Help(s) me with my homework 
A. Almost Never 
B. Sometimes 
C. Usually 
D. Almost Always 

PI9. Volunteer(s) in school activities 
A. Almost Never 
B. Sometimes 
C. Usually 
D. Almost Always 
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APPENDIX D: PEER INLUENCE ITEMS 

Questimis PE1-PE6 refer toyou and your friends. 

PEl. Are diere groups/cliques in your junior high school? A. Yes B. No 

PE2. Do you belong to one of these groups? A. Yes B. No 

PE3. Are your best friends in the same group you belong to? A. Yes B. No 

PE4. Do you or your best friends belong to more than one group? A. Yes B. No 

PES. Do your friends encourage you to do well in school? A. Yes B. No 

PE6. Do you and your friends do homework together? A. Yes B. No 



APPENDIX E: DITCHING ITEMS 

Questions D1-D5 refer to ditching schooH 

Dl. I ditch school 
A. Never 
B. Ahnost Never 
C. Ahnost Always 
D. Always 

Please tell me how often you ditch school for the following reasons; 

D2. I ditch school for not completing a required assignment. 
A. Never 
B. Almost Never 
C. Almost Always 
D. Always 

D3. I ditch school in order to hang out with friends. 
A. Never 
B. Almost Never 
C. Almost Always 
D. Always 

D4. I ditch school when I am sick. 
A. Never 
B. Almost Never 
C. Almost Always 
D. Always 

D5. I ditch school in order to baby-sit my yoimger brother(s) or sister(s). 
A. Never 
B. Almost Never 
C. Almost Always 
D. Always 



APPENDIX F: EDUCATIONAL ASPIRATION ITEMS 

Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements E1-E8. 

El. I will do well in high school 
A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

E2. I see myself playing sports in high schooL 
A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

E3. I will obtain good grades in high schooL 
A- Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

E4. I will graduate from high school 
A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

E5. It is important to me to graduate from high schooL 
A- Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 

E6. I will be going to college. 
A. Strongly Agree 
B. Agree 
C. Disagree 
D. Strongly Disagree 
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APPENDIX G; ATTITUDES TOWARD DROPPING OUT ITEMS 

Questions ADI-AD2 refer to your attitude toward completing/dropping out of school. 

ADl. Do you ever think of dropping out of school? 
A. Yes 
B. No 

AD2. Do you think you will drop out of school? 
A. Yes 
B. No 



APPENDIX H: ROTATED FACTOR ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS' ATTITUDES 
TOWARD SCHOOL 

Rotated Factor LoaHinfys fhr Students' Attitudes Toward Schnnl Ttems 

Factors 

Fun Meaningful 

Al: School is boring .734 .232 

A2: School waste of time .457 .485 

A3: School is fim .764 .195 

A4: School is interesting .673 .289 

A5: School is exciting .768 .106 

A6: School is important to me .383 .765 

A7: Enjoy being at this school .522 .360 

A8: School important for my future .063 .727 
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APPENDIX I: ROTATED FACTOR ANALYSIS OF HOW STUDENTS SPEND 
THEIR TIME 

Rotated Factor Loadings for Parental Influence Items 

Factors 

Outschool Community Chares Entertain Sports 

Tl: Bal̂ -sitting (w) .116 .185 .494 -.019 -.077 
T2: Baby-sitting (wkd) .089 .253 .530 -.036 -.072 
T3: Community volunteering (w) .064 .538 .311 -.018 .027 
T4: Community volunteering (wkd) .075 .595 .303 .041 .060 
T5: Clubs (w) -.011 .795 -.030 -.012 .132 
T6: Clubs (wkd) .028 .744 -.076 -.018 .154 
T7: Churdi (w) .004 .263 .235 -.103 .004 
T8: Churdi (wkd) .020 .251 .224 -.086 .066 
T9: Hanging out with friends (w) .472 -.029 -.052 .012 .122 
TIO: Flanging out with friends (wkd) .591 -.036 -.074 -.038 .114 
Til: Homework (w) -.066 .183 .237 .103 .268 
T12: Homework (wkd) -.102 .253 .239 .079 .132 
T13: House chores (w) .134 -.064 .566 .030 .060 
T14: House chores (wkd) -.003 .038 .550 -.024 .189 
T15: Music (w) .695 .038 .161 -.055 .051 
TI6: Music (wkd) .688 .018 .151 -.134 .041 
T17: Sports (w) .079 .123 .046 .027 .864 
T18: Sports (wkd) .146 .162 .051 -.026 .694 
T19: Talking on the phone (w) .720 .029 .078 .065 -.089 
T20: Talking on the phone (wkd) .752 .076 .135 .072 -.096 
T21: TV(w) -.003 -.034 -.016 .888 .019 
T22: TV (wkd) -.040 -.037 -.036 .849 .029 
w = week 
wkd = weekend 
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APPENDIX J: UNROTATED FACTOR ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS' DITCHING 

Factor Matrix of Ditchinp Items 

Factor 

Ditching 

D1:1 ditch school .859 

D2: Ditch for not convicting assignment .703 

D3: Ditch to hang out with friends .777 

D4: Ditch school when sick .514 

D5: Ditch school to baby-sit .421 
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APPENDIX K: PEER INFLUENCE FREQUENCY TABLE 

Peer Influence Frequency Table 

N Percent 

PEl: Groups/Cliques in school Yes 354 92 
No 23 6 
Total 377 98 

PE2: Belong to one of these groups Yes 255 66 
No 120 31 

Total 375 97 

PE3: Best friends in same group Yes 272 70 
No 96 25 

Total 368 85 

PE4: Friends and I belong to more than one group Yes 196 51 
No 177 46 

Total 373 97 

PES; Friends encourage to do well in school Yes 225 58 
No 150 39 

Total 375 97 

PE6: Friends and I do homework together Yes 151 39 
No 222 57 

Total 373 96 
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APPENDIX L: PARENTAL CONSENT FORM 

Dear Parent(syGuardian(s), 

I would like to take this opportunity to inform you about a questionnaire that will be administered on 
Friday, October 10, 1997. The questionnaire is part of a project that I am working on and I will administer 
it to eighth graders. 

You should understand that students will not place their names on the questionnaire, their participation is 
completely voluntary, and their responses are confidentiaL Moreover, any student may choose not to fill 
out the questionnaire at any point during administration without any consequences. The follovring 
directions appear on die questionnaire itself: 

Purpose: 
I would like to know how you feel about school in general, how you spend your time in and out of school, 
how involved your parent(s)/guardian(s) are in your life, how your friends impact your life, what are some 
of the reasons you miss school, and how you generally feel ab  ̂completing school. 

Voluntary Pardcipatiou: 
Do not place your name on the questionnaire or die answer sheet Your responses to the questionnaire are 
completely confidential since no information that would identify you is required on any one of these forms. 
By turning in a completed questionnaire and answer sheet, you consent to having your responses included 
in any data analysis and reports. Your participation is completely voluntary and you may stop answering 
questions at any time. 

1 feel the survey vnll yield useful information. However, if you do not want your son(s)/daughter(s) to 
participate in the study, simply have your son(s)/dau^ter(s) return this fivm to die homeroom teadier. 

I [H-efer that not participate in the survey administration. 
(Student Name) 

(Parent/Guardian) 

Elespectfiilly, 

Jos  ̂L. Santos 
Graduate Student 
Educational Psychology 
University of Arizona 



APPENDIX M: HUMAN SUBJECTS FORM 
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Arizona. 
THE UNIVERSITY OF 

Human *^iih|cci'; Cnmmiiitrc 1622 E. Mabel Si. 
PO Box 245137 

HEALTH SQENCES CENTER Tucson. Ansona 85724*5137 
(520) 626.6721 

3 0 September 1997 

Jose L. Santos, B.A. 
c/o Thomas Good, Ph.D. 
Department of Educational Psychology 
Education Building, Room 629 
PO BOX 210069 

RE: ATTITUDE TOWAItO DROPPING OUT OF SCHOOZ. AMD BEYOND: A CLOSE 
LOOK AT A SOUTHWEST JUNIOR HIOR SCHOOL 

Dear Mr. Santos: 

We have received documents concerning your above cited project. 
Since there are no Federal funds involved and no risk to the 
subjects, regulations published by the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services [45 CFR Part 46.101(b) (2)] exempt this type of 
research from review by our Committee. 

Thank you for informing us of your work. If you have any questions 
concerning the above, please contact this office. 

Sincerely yours. 

William F Denny, M.D. 
Chairman 
Human Subjects Committee 

WFD:j s 
cc: Departmental/College Review Committee 
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