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ABSTRACT
 

  High school dropouts pose an enormous social and economic cost to society, and while 

current policy initiatives in education are moving in the right direction, few explicitly tackle this 

issue. Extensive research has shown that certain early warning signals (poor attendance, 

unsatisfactory behavior, poor coursework performance) are strong predictors of dropout.  Newer 

studies have attempted to map the dynamic set of factors driving dropout.  This paper extends the 

early warning signals framework (the ABC's) by including explanatory variables for student 

drive, school experience, influence of friends/peers, and parents' goals for their child (DEFG).  

Each factor (with the exception of school experience) is a strong predictor of dropout, and the 

model has strong explanatory power (r2=.213). These results indicate a need to include multiple 

factors in dropout prevention programs and increase focus on the student's experiences both in 

and out of school. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 

 American education has reached a crisis point.  Each year, roughly one million students, 

or almost one-third of secondary students in the United States, drop out of high school (Alliance 

for Excellent Education, 2012; Stillwell, 2010).  This problem disproportionately affects 

Hispanic and African-American students. Hispanic and African-American students drop out at 

higher rates (36.5% and 38.5%, respectively) than Asian (8.6%) and White (19%) students 

(Stillwell, 2010).  Newer research suggests that the problem is also particularly pronounced 

among schools in specific geographic areas; 2,000 of these so-called "dropout factories" account 

for 50% of high school dropouts across the country.  Nearly 80% of these schools can be found 

in just 15 states - Arizona, California, Georgia, Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, Michigan, 

Mississippi, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, and 

Texas (Balfanz & Legters, 2004).  Broken out by race and ethnicity, "dropout factories" account 

for 81% of all Native American dropouts, 73% of all African American dropouts, and 66% of all 

Hispanic dropouts.   

 Policy programs like Race to the Top and No Child Left Behind have included financial 

incentives for schools to increase graduation rates.  Under Title I of No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB), schools are identified as "needing improvement" if their school's overall performance 

doesn't improve from year to year or if any of their subgroups (English as a second language-

learners, minorities, students with disabilities) do not make "adequate yearly progress" (AYP).  

AYP is primarily focused on standardized test scores, but graduation rate is also a required 

metric on which schools are evaluated.  Schools face sanctions if they fail to meet AYP 
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consistently (Christenson & Thurlow, 2004).  The Obama Administration has given states the 

opportunity to apply for NCLB waivers to opt out of certain portions of the law, and some 

experts have expressed concern that too much flexibility is granted around graduation rates in the 

approved waivers. 34 states and the District of Columbia have been granted a waiver, and nine 

states have applications pending (see Barile et al., 2012 for a comparison of recent policies with 

existing research outcomes).   

 The Department of Education's "Race to the Top" Initiative (RttT) is a competitive grant 

program designed to encourage and reward states for implementing successful practices in 

education innovation and reform.  Each application has a tally of points awarded for specific 

areas, including "improving high school graduation rates" and "turning around the lowest-

achieving schools" (USED website).  

 Failure to earn a high school diploma is more than an individual problem; low 

educational attainment on the aggregate poses a very real economic and social cost to society.  

Nongraduates are more likely to be unemployed, more likely to be incarcerated, and more likely 

to receive public assistance.  Female non-graduates are more likely to become pregnant than 

their counterparts who finish high school.  All of these translate to higher tax costs imposed on 

society by each dropout (Sum, Khatiwada, McLaughlin, & Palma, 2009).   

 Surprisingly, there is no clear answer to the dropout problem.  Many theories explaining 

the dynamics of high school completion have emerged over the last two decades.  While these 

paradigms have illuminated the importance of certain key risk factors, there is no clear consensus 

regarding the key factors that influence a student's propensity to drop out.  The clearest 

individual-level predictors of dropout have been dubbed the ABC's - attendance, behavior, and 
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coursework performance (Neild, Balfanz, Herzog, 2006).  Researchers have also extensively 

studied the combined role of peers, parents, and school influences on a student, recognizing that 

many factors outside the student's control also play an important role in a student's life 

(Bronfenbrenner 1977; Furrer & Skinner 2003; Alexander, Entwisle, & Horsey, 1997).  

Researchers in recent years have taken this construct one step further to analyze the impact of a 

student's level of engagement (as measured by contextual factors such as peers, family, and 

school) on academic achievement and likelihood of dropping out (You & Sharkey, 2009; Fall & 

Roberts, 2012).  A few studies have also focused on the differences in the influences of these 

factors across races/ethnicities, but none so far have looked at a holistic view of dropout (Connell 

Spencer Aber, 1994; Driscoll, 1999; Ream & Rumberger, 2008). 

 The aim of the present study is to examine the relative importance of parents, peers, and 

school on a student's likelihood of dropping out. I propose an extension of the "ABC" 

framework, examining the combined role of factors within the student's sphere (ABC) and 

additional factors that research has shown to affect dropout (DEFG).  A student's drive (D) has 

been shown to impact academic outcomes (Vallerand Guay Fortier, 1997; Ryan & Deci, 2000; 

Caraway et al., 2003).  Research illustrates that a student's experiences/engagement (E) in school 

impact likelihood of graduation(See Dotterer & Lowe, 2011;  Appleton Christenson & Furlong, 

2008 on the student engagement construct and for a review of research on school engagement's 

effect on academic achievement).  The friends/peers (F) a student interacts with and the role they 

play on dropout have also been extensively studied (Ellenbogen & Chamberland, 1997; Farmer 

et al., 2003).  The parents' goals for their child (G) have long been shown to impact a student's 
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academic achievement and likelihood of dropping out (Teachman Paasch Carver, 1997; McNeal, 

1999).   

 It is critical to explore the particular explanatory factors among these groups. 

Policymakers must further understand the interplay of a student's individual characteristics 

(attendance, behavior, course performance, and drive) and his/her external influences 

(experiences at school, friends, and parents' goals for them) because it will help us to inform 

crucial decisions on the dropout crisis and how to construct the most useful intervention 

programs, particularly for those populations hardest hit by the crisis.   

  I use a longitudinal study of high school sophomores from ELS:2002 (National Center 

for Education Statistics, USED).  The study is a nationally representative sample.  I estimate a 

multivariate model where likelihood of dropping out is the dependent variable.  I'm guided by 

Bronfenbrenner's ecological systems framework (Bronfenbrenner, 1977: see conceptual model, 

Figure 1).  

 My findings have the potential to redirect spending allotments for different types of 

dropout prevention programs/school culture structures incentivized in programs like Race to the 

Top and the NCLB waivers.  Previous studies haven't put all three influences together and 

examined engagement's link to dropout (Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Legault, Green-Demers, & 

Pelletier, 2006; You & Sharkey, 2009), or have results that are restricted by small sample sizes 

(Connell, Spencer, Aber, 1994; Garnier, Stein, & Jacobs, 1997.  My results are more 

generalizable, making them extremely useful for examining existing policies and planning future 

policies around the dropout crisis. 
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BACKGROUND LITERATURE 

The Dropout Crisis 

 For the first time in its history, more than 1 in 100 Americans are behind bars, with 

incarceration rates even higher for certain groups.  One in 36 Hispanic adults is behind bars, one 

in 15 African-American adults is behind bars, and one in 9 African-American men between the 

ages of 20 and 34 is behind bars (Pew Center on the States Report, 2008).  Sum, Khatiwada, et. 

al (2009) found that the incidence of institutionalization problems was 63 times higher for young 

high school dropouts than among young 4-year college graduates.  Nearly 1 in every 10 young 

male high school dropouts was institutionalized on any given day in 2006-2007, as compared to 

1 in 33 high school graduates.  Institutionalization rates were considerably higher for young 

black men; approximately 23 out of every 100 young black male adults were institutionalized 

compared with 6 to 7 of every 100 Asians, Hispanics, and Whites. 

 The Census Bureau has estimated that Hispanic population growth between 2000 and 

2010 accounted for more than half of the nation's population growth overall (Passel, Cohn, and 

Lopez, 2011).  Hispanics are also the nation's largest immigrant group and one of its fastest 

growing populations (Pew Hispanic Center, 2012).   Hispanics account for 16.7% of the U.S. 

population, and Latinos now account for about 1 in 4 people under the age of 18 in the U.S.  

Considering that African-Americans make up 38.5% of dropouts and Hispanics make up 36.5% 

of all dropouts and this number will likely grow in the future, policymakers need to find the 

answer to what's driving their high rate of dropout.   

 Young high school dropouts have an average joblessness rate of 54% nationwide. Their 

employment rate is 22 percentage points below that of high school graduates, 33 percentage 
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points below that of young adults who have completed 1-3 years of post-secondary schooling, 

and 41 percentage points below that of their peers who hold a four year college degree. Black 

dropouts suffer a 69% jobless rate and Hispanic dropouts suffer a 47% jobless rate (Sum 

Khatiwada et. al, 2009).  

 America's global competitiveness is modest considering that the U.S. spends roughly the 

same per pupil as other countries; our students ranked 25th in math, 17th in science, and 14th in 

reading last year (Zhao, 2012).  These numbers are continually dragged down by students in low-

performing schools, and a focus on not just keeping dropouts in schools, but alleviating the 

challenges and roadblocks in their path to academic success is necessary to help reverse these 

trends.   

 Dropout rates play a huge role in the education policy debate.  Race to the Top's $4.35 

billion grant dollars were contingent on turning around the lowest performing schools, many of 

which are either dropout factories or elementary or middle school feeder schools for their 

neighborhood dropout factories (USED; Balfanz & Legters, 2004). NCLB waivers are still being 

processed, and it is essential that states be held accountable for reporting graduation rates and 

identifying and intervening students at risk for dropping out.  Accurately mapping the path to 

dropout could save America millions of dollars and help to return it to its previous status as a 

leading global competitor in education. 

Theory of Dropout 

 Bronfenbrenner's ecological theory guides the present analysis.  Bronfenbrenner 

envisions a series of influences that impact a child, ranging from factors close to the child's 

everyday life to more universal environmental factors.  The interplay between these influences 
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also plays an important role in the child's actions. Bronfenbrenner defines the inner set of factors 

as a microsystem, or "the institutions and groups that most immediately and directly impact the 

child's development including: family, school, religious institutions, neighborhood, and peers."  

The interplay between factors, or connections between contexts is the "mesosystem;" in this case, 

interactions between the child's parents, peers, and school and their relative influences 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1977).  My conceptual model examines the relationship between factors within 

the student's control (the ABC's and D - drive) and those in their microsystem (EFG - school, 

friends, and parents) and how this relationship impacts dropout.  See Dotterer & Lowe (2011) for 

a more complete review of relevant research on Bronfenbrenner and tying the ecological systems 

perspective to the student engagement construct.   

Absenteeism 

 Studies have persistently shown that students who eventually drop out of school are 

absent more often than their peers.  This trend often begins as early as first grade (Epstein, 1995).  

Low-achieving students whose absenteeism rose significantly in the beginning of middle school - 

an increase of 10 days or more over their absences in elementary school - have been found to be 

much more likely than other low-achieving students not to graduate (Roderick, 1993).  

Alexander, Entwisle, and Horsey (1997) identify absences as a significant early predictor of high 

school dropout.   

Unsatisfactory Behavior 

 Behavior is classically included as one of many factors to be considered in the complex 

path to dropout.  Archambault, Janosz, Fallu, & Pagani (2009) found that of three components 

related to dropout (behavioral, affective, and cognitive), only the behavioral dimension predicted 
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dropout significantly when the constructs were broken apart. They found that student behavior 

and attendance forecasted dropout better than student willingness and effort to learn basic 

curriculum.   

Poor Academic Performance 

 Being held back is the single strongest predictor of dropping out and that its effect is 

consistent for both early and late dropouts (Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999).  Constructs of school 

engagement now traditionally include some measure of a student's grades (Archambault et al., 

2009; Fall & Roberts, 2012).  Low grades have also been consistently shown to predict dropout 

(Battin-Pearson et al., 2000; Rumberger, 1987). 

Early Warning Signs 

 More recent research has pointed to the ABC's as predictors of dropout, often as early as 

6th grade. In Philadelphia, Balfanz, Herzog, Douglas, & Iver (2007) found that a 6th 

grader with at least one of the four "early warning signs" had at least a 75% chance of dropping 

out of high school.  Neild et al. (2006) operationalized these as attendance below 80 percent for 

the year (A - Attendance); a final "unsatisfactory" behavior mark in at least one class (B - 

Behavior); or a final grade of F in mathematics and/or English (C - Coursework performance).  

Students with more than one signal showed an even higher probability of dropping out within six 

years. But Neild & Balfanz also showed that some students sent just one signal, reinforcing the 

theory that various factors can culminate in dropping out. 

Student's Internal Drive 

 Self-efficacy, goal orientation, and fear of failure have been tested as predictors of school 

engagement.  Caraway et al. (2003) showed that each of these concepts (referred to 
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henceforward as "drive") were significant individual predictors of GPA and contributed to 

differences they found in student engagement in school.  While Caraway et al. tested for 

differences across races and detected no effects, they also admitted that their sample included 

fewer minority groups and, in particular, very low numbers of Latino and Asian students.  Ryan 

and Deci (2000) identify self-determination as an essential psychological need to enhance 

intrinsic motivation, self-regulation, and well-being.  Vallerand, Guay, and Fortier (1997) 

discovered strong support for the motivational model of high school dropout, noting that 

dropouts had lower levels of intrinsic motivation and perceived themselves as being less 

competent and autonomous during school activities.   

Experience in School 

 School engagement (or disengagement) has long been studied in association with staying 

in school versus dropping out. Several recent studies have discussed the school engagement 

construct - its opportunities and its limitations - at length (see Appleton, Christenson, and 

Furlong, 2008). Recent research has also reinforced school engagement's relationship with 

dropout.  Henry, Knight, & Thornberry (2012) found that the school disengagement "warning 

index" was robustly related to dropout, even after controlling for traditional factors.  Patrick, 

Ryan, & Kaplan (2007) found statistical support for the theory that perceptions of social 

environment affect a student's academic and social beliefs about themselves as well as their 

engagement in school and academic achievement. A similar study conducted by Wang & 

Holcombe (2010) also documented that students' perceptions of school environment directly and 

indirectly impacted their academic achievement.  
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 Disaffected behavior in low-income African-American youth is not only associated with 

poor school engagement, but can lessen parental involvement, which in turn can contribute to 

negative educational outcomes (Connell, Spencer, & Aber, 1994). Ream & Rumberger (2008) 

found that Mexican American students tend to be less engaged in "unorganized academic 

endeavors and formally sponsored extracurricular activities" than their fellow white students, 

which in turn negatively impacted their social and educational outcomes.   

Influence of Friends/Peer Group 

 At-risk students tend to have more friends who dropped out of high school, more friends 

who were working, fewer school friends, and fewer same-sex friends (Ellenbogen & 

Chamberland, 1997).  Crosnoe & Needham (2004) found that multiple characteristics of friends 

predicted adolescent behavioral problems.  Peer support is also often included as part of the 

school engagement construct (see Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong, 2008).  Furrer & Skinner 

(2003) studied relatedness and showed that relatedness to peers uniquely contributed to students' 

academic achievement.  Adolescent peer networks provide a context for social and emotional 

support (Stanton-Salazar & Spina, 2005).  Enriching peer relationships and networks help Latino 

students to protect themselves from other environmental stressors (family poverty, violence, low-

resource schools) and help the student to develop coping strategies that foster resiliency.   

Parents' Goals for their Children 

 Parent involvement as a measure of social capital is significantly associated with a 

student's likelihood of dropping out (Teachmann, Paasch, & Carver, 1997).  Parental 

involvement and attitudes toward a student have long been a factor considered relevant in 

mapping a student's path to dropout (Alexander, Entwisle, & Horsey, 1997; Rumberger, 2011).  
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Students with parents who monitor and regulate their activities, provide emotional support, and 

are involved in their children's schooling are less likely to drop out (Rumberger et. al, 1990).   

 Hong & Ho (2005) studied parental involvement's effect on student achievement, 

particularly looking across ethnic background differences.  They found mixed results on the 

effects (short and long-term) of parental involvement across African-American and Hispanic 

groups.  Parental communication was the only consistently positive factor shown to influence 

student achievement for Hispanics, and this factor did not last across the 4 years of the study.  

For African-Americans, parental educational aspiration was important for immediate student 

achievement affects, but parental supervision showed a long-lasting effect, yet didn't show an 

immediate short-term effect.  Overall, they discovered that parental involvement was key in 

improving student educational aspirations.  More research is needed on how the effects of 

parental influence impact a child, particularly as pertains to dropping out.   

Interaction between Drive, Experience in School, Friends, and Parental Involvement 

 As mentioned previously, much of recent research has focused on the student 

engagement construct, which in essence combines the D, E, F, and G.  More recent research 

(Legault, Green-Demers, & Pelletier, 2006; You & Sharkey 2009; Fall & Roberts, 2012) has 

focused on not just the student engagement construct, but the dynamic quality to it.  More 

specifically, they explore how the various factors impact each other as well as impact academic 

achievement and eventually, dropout.  This essentially accounts for Bronfenbrenner's 

mesosystem, or the relationship between the microsystems (peers, family, and school).   
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Demographic Controls 

 Consistent with prior research, I will control for confounding factors related to dropout.  

These include age, gender, English as a second language, family composition, socio-economic 

status, and parent education (Rumberger, 1983; Fall & Roberts, 2012).  Older students (aged 18 

to 24) are at a higher dropout risk than those aged 15 to 17. Students who have been held back a 

year (and are therefore at least a year older than their classmates) are also at a higher risk of 

dropping out. Males consistently have a higher rate of dropout than their female counterparts. 

English language learners drop out more frequently than their fellow native English speaking 

classmates. Students who reside in a solo-parent household are significantly less likely to 

complete high school than students who live with more than one parent/guardian. Children of 

parents who did not complete high school have a higher probability of dropping out than children 

of parents with higher education.  Finally, children of families with low socio-economic status 

have also been shown to face an increased propensity to drop out (Alexander, Entwisle, & 

Horsey, 1997).  
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DATA 

ELS:2002 

 For this paper, I utilize the Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS:2002).  

ELS:2002 was commissioned by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) of the U.S. 

Department of Education and undertaken by the Research Triangle Institute (RTI).  ELS:2002 is 

a longitudinal study of a nationally representative cohort of high school sophomores.  It follows 

these students from the time they were high school sophomores through the rest of their high 

school careers. ELS:2002 continues to follow these students into postsecondary education and/or 

the labor market. The first year of data collection (2002) measured students' academic 

achievement and collected information on their attitudes and experiences. These same students 

were surveyed and tested again two years later in the first follow-up (2004) to measure changes 

in achievement as well as their status, including leaving high school prior to graduation. This 

data set affords me the opportunity to retrospectively analyze the students who had dropped out 

by 2004 based on the measures of their attitudes, experiences, achievement, and other influences 

of interest in 2002. This data set is limiting, however, in that it only allows me to study students 

who drop out after their sophomore year. Recent research suggests that a large majority of 

students who drop out do so either in the transition from 8th to 9th grade or during the 9th grade 

year. Since I will only be able to focus on a subset of high school dropouts, the results may be 

less generalizable to a larger trend of high school dropouts than would otherwise be desirable.  

 The ELS:2002 base-year study was carried out in a national probability sample of 752 

public and private schools in the United States in the spring term of the 2001–02 school year. Of 

17,591 eligible selected sophomores, 15,362 students completed a base-year questionnaire for an 
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87.3% weighted response rate.  This study will utilize the first follow-up panel weight 

(F1PNLWT), which was created for all persons who completed a questionnaire or a sufficient 

portion of a questionnaire both in the base year and the first follow-up.  

 The first-follow-up occurred in 2004, when most of the sample students were high school 

seniors and others had dropped out or finished high school early. In this first follow-up, 93.6% of 

the in-school sample was surveyed.  The second follow-up took place in 2006, when many 

sample members were second year college students and others were employed. One additional 

follow-up is planned for 2012 to document later outcomes like persistence in higher education or 

transition into the job market. All of my variables for this study are drawn from the base year 

survey in 2002, with the exception of the dependent variable, dropout, which is drawn from the 

first follow-up in 2004. 

Analysis Sample 

 As is seen from Table 1, the sample (n=16,197) closely mirrors the overall population of 

high school sophomores.  Slightly less than half (49.69%) of the sample is male and the mean 

age is between 15 and 16 years old.  Racial and ethnic breakdowns in the sample are similar to 

the U.S. population, with 56.95% white, 14.54% Hispanic, 13.25% African-American, 9.58% 

Asian, and 5.67% American Indian or multiracial. A slight majority (59.38%) of the sample lives 

with two biological parents, and 41.14% of the sample has a parent who has attained at least a 

college degree.  Socioeconomic status is broken down into three ranked groupings, and they are 

fairly evenly distributed, with a slightly higher percentage (28.21%) in the highest third. 623 

students (4.21% of the sample) had dropped out by 2004.   
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Dependent Variable 

 I used the first follow-up dropout flag variable to estimate whether a student had dropped 

out by 2004. Students coded 1 (n=623) were classified as a first follow-up dropout or no longer 

attending high school as of spring 2004, and completed a "not currently in school" questionnaire. 

Control and Explanatory Variables 

 Table 2 describes how the control variables are coded.  Tables 3, 4, and 5 describe the 

coding of the independent/explanatory variables.  I have grouped the key independent variables 

according to their theoretical underpinning.  Table 3 shows the coding of variables relating to 

attendance, behavior, and coursework performance, as well as student drive (ABCD). Table 4 

depicts the coding of variables related to a student's experience in school (E), and Table 5 shows 

the remaining explanatory variables related to the student's friends/peers and his parent's goals 

for him (F and G).  I utilized confirmatory factor analysis to construct a series of variables that I 

hypothesize represent a latent variable.  I completed principal component factor analysis and 

multiplied factor loadings by each variable to create an index for five explanatory variables: 

unsatisfactory behavior (B), student drive (D), a student's experience in school (E), the influence 

of a student's peers/friend group (F), and parents' goals for their child (G).  The Eigen values 

were as follows: 1.63 (B-factor), 2.87 (D-factor), 2.72 (E-Factor), 3.06 (F-Factor), 2.25(G-

Factor).  Since all of the survey answers are reported by students, it's possible that a social 

desirability bias is in place; i.e., a student over-reports his/her positive attributes to seem more 

well-adjusted.  It's also possible, however, that students over-report their misbehavior and other 

negative attributes to seem "cooler". Therefore, it is difficult to assign a clear direction to this 

bias.   
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METHODS 
 
 Because my dependent variable is a binary variable, I use probit models to estimate a 

series of regressions to predict the likelihood of a student dropping out. I begin with bivariate 

analyses of relationships among key explanatory variables and controls, key explanatory 

variables and dependent variables, and controls and dependent variables.  Next, I estimate a 

series of probit models in which I incrementally add each of my factor scores to a baseline model 

that includes various measures of family background, socioeconomic status, and child 

characteristics. Marginal effects are presented.   

Limitations 

 Endogeneity is a possible limitation of this study, in that some explanatory factors may 

have been driven by a student already disengaging from school.  For example, family 

composition could be a symptom of a child's bad behavior/poor school performance driving a 

wedge between parents, which could also cause a parent to underinvest/report lower expectations 

for their child's academic success.  I imputed missing values with the sample means of 

independent variables due to a high concentration of missing variables. It's possible that cases 

that were missing on the dependent variable (likelihood of dropping out) had a different set of 

explanatory factors than the students/dropouts we observed.  If available, I would have liked to 

include a variable for actual student grades, rather than a student's self-report of academic 

performance/standardized test score, both of which can be unreliable data sources.  
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RESULTS 

Bivariate Results 

Do Dropouts Differ from Non-dropouts? 

 Theory suggests that dropouts differ from their non-dropout counterparts in a few key 

areas, all of which can affect a student's motivation and achievement in related ways. Descriptive 

statistics comparing dropouts with students still enrolled in school in 2004 are displayed in Table 

6.   Dropouts are slightly older on average (16, compared with 15.44), slightly disproportionately 

male (56% compared with 50%), and are more likely to speak English as a second language 

(21% compared with 13%).  The dropout sample includes fewer white students and more black 

(21%) and Hispanic (25%) students. Fewer dropouts come from families with two parents and 

more come from homes with alternate arrangements (i.e., mom and partner, single dad, single 

mom). Dropouts are more likely to have parents who did not finish high school, and are also 

more likely to come from the lower two SES quartiles than non-dropouts.  

Comparing Dropouts to Non-dropouts in Terms of Attendance, Behavior, and Course 
Performance 

 Now that we've seen that dropouts differ from non-dropouts in the expected demographic 

areas according to theory, Table 7 compares the two groups based on the ecological factors 

outlined earlier in the paper. As expected, dropouts exhibit more instances of extreme lateness 

and absences (ie., 7 events in a semester), in both cases nearly double the percent of non-

dropouts in the category.  Dropouts break more school rules (14% compared with 4% of non-

dropouts), are more likely to have skipped at least 7 classes already this semester (16% compared 

with 5%), and are significantly more likely to have ever been suspended, either in or out of 

school.  In terms of their coursework, dropouts are more likely to have a lower standardized test 
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score (composite score of 43.17 as compared with 51.06 for non-dropouts), and significantly less 

likely to have ever been recognized for academic performance.  Dropouts also exhibit slightly 

higher rates of enrollment in remedial English and math courses, which is also consistent with 

our knowledge that being held back is a strong predictor of dropping out.  

Comparing Dropouts to Non-dropouts in Terms of Student Drive 

 Consistent with Bronfenbrenner's theory of the child, a student's drive and sense of 

educational expectations seems to be strongly correlated with dropping out.  As is evidenced in 

Table 8, dropouts are more likely to be in a general or vocational track than their non-dropout 

peers, a majority of whom are in college preparatory courses. Dropouts are less likely to have 

taken an advanced placement course (11% compared with 19%), spend less time on homework 

out of school (3.75 hours a week on average compared with 5.98 hours) and half as likely to say 

good grades are important (26% compared with 54%).  Dropouts are drastically less likely to 

have taken or plan to take the PSAT and SAT (roughly 43.5% compared with 73.5%) and are far 

more likely to estimate that they will obtain a high school diploma or less for their educational 

attainment (30% of dropouts, compared with only 6% of non-dropouts).  While these statistics 

are not surprising based on theory, they are nonetheless disheartening.    

Comparing Dropouts to Non-dropouts in Terms of Experience at School 

 Table 9 illustrates that in addition to lacking belief in their educational futures, dropouts 

are more likely to feel disenchanted with their high school environment.  They are less likely 

than their non-dropout peers to agree with the statement that "students get along well with 

teachers" (58% compared with 78%), as well as less likely to feel that "teachers are interested in 

students", "teachers praise effort", and that the "teaching is good" at their school.  Dropouts are 
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more likely to feel put down by their teachers (21% compared with 11%) and less likely to feel 

that their teachers expect them to succeed (53% compared with 63%).  Notably, dropouts are 

also less likely to think their school counselor or favorite teacher thinks that college is the most 

important thing for them to do after high school.  

Comparing Dropouts to Non-dropouts Based on their Friends/Peers 

 As expected, Table 10 shows the attitudes of dropouts' peers are often less than 

overwhelmingly positive.  Dropouts are much less likely to say that any of their three close 

friends think "getting good grades is very important," and only 25% of dropouts perceive that 

their friends think college is the most important thing for them to do after high school, compared 

with nearly half of the non-dropout sample.  Roughly 56% of dropouts say that some or most of 

their friends have dropped out, compared with only 18% of the non-dropout sample.  Dropouts 

are also less likely to say their friends think it is important to attend class regularly, study, get 

good grades, and/or finish high school.   

Comparing Dropouts to Non-dropouts in Terms of Parents' Goals for their Children 

 Table 11 illustrates that parents' perceptions seem to loom large for dropouts, and their 

attitudes toward their educational futures are clearly affected. Twenty-one percent of dropouts 

think their father wants them to get a high school diploma or less, compared with only 8% of the 

non-dropout population.  Only 55% of dropouts affirm that their mother thinks college is the 

most important thing for them to do after high school, compared with 80% of non-dropouts.  

Dropouts are less likely to say their parents check whether their homework is done, and less 

likely to say they go to school because their parents expect them to succeed.   
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Multivariate Results 

Baseline Model - Demographic Controls and Student-level Characteristics 

 In the baseline model (see Table 12), as expected, several variables that previous theory 

and research have shown to be linked to dropout are statistically significant. An increase of one 

year in a student's age increases his/her likelihood of dropping out by 4.9 percentage points.  

Having a single mother or similar mother and partner family composition increases a student's 

likelihood of dropping out by 2.3 and 3.7 percentage points, respectively.  Students whose 

parents did not complete high school are 2.4 percentage points more likely to drop out than their 

peers whose parents completed at least a high school education.  Again, consistent with prior 

research (Rumberger, 1983), low socioeconomic status is a strong predictor of a student 

dropping out.  Students whose incomes fell in the lowest socioeconomic grouping were 6.1 

percentage points more likely to drop out than their more affluent peers.  While none of these 

findings are new, they reinforce the importance of programs that both intervene early in a 

student's academic career and support students who are economically disadvantaged.  The model 

overall is highly statistically significant (p=.001). 

Baseline Model and Attendance, Behavior, and Course Performance (ABC) 

 In Model 2, we see that Neild et al.'s (2006) ABC framework (attendance, behavior, and 

course performance) is highly statistically significant. These three factors, coupled with the 

previous demographic controls and student-level characteristics, create a highly statistically 

significant model (p=.001). Students with extreme tardiness or absenteeism (7 or more incidents 

this semester) were 9.7 percentage points and 3.7 percentage points, respectively, more likely to 

drop out than their peers with minimal absences/tardies. Students with the highest score on the 
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unsatisfactory behavior index were roughly 6.6 percentage points more likely to drop out than 

their peers with excellent behavior. Students who were recognized for good grades were 2.6 

percentage points less likely to drop out than their peers who had not been recognized for 

academic performance.  

Baseline Model and Attendance, Behavior, Course Performance, and Student Drive (ABCD) 

 In the third model, the ABC's remain statistically significant, and the constructed student 

drive index is also highly statistically significant (p=.001).  The distance between a student with 

the lowest score on the student drive index to the highest score on the student drive index is 

associated with a 3 percentage point decrease in a student's likelihood of dropping out. In other 

words, students who show greater signs of internal drive (as measured by questions listed in 

Table 8) are less likely to drop out than their peers who show fewer signs of internal drive. It is 

important to note that the student's personal sense of academic ambition plays a role in his/her 

likelihood of dropping out. The model remains highly statistically significant (p=.001). 

Baseline Model and Attendance, Behavior, Course Performance, Student Drive, and School 
Experience (ABCDE) 

 The addition of the school experience index contributes explanatory power to Model 4, 

which remains highly statistically significant (p=.001). The school experience index, however, is 

not statistically significant in this model.  This result is not surprising, in that the school 

experience variable is the least proximate source of potential influence on a student (after self, 

parent, and peers).  Additionally, many factors in this constructed variable could have mixed 

effects on a student's likelihood of dropping out.  This should not be construed to mean that 

schools do not play an essential role in decreasing dropout behavior, but rather that school-based 

initiatives must take the other factors into account as well.   
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Baseline Model and Attendance, Behavior, Course Performance, Student Drive, School 
Experience, and Influence of Friends/Peers (ABCDEF)  

 Model 5, which includes the friends/peers index is also highly statistically significant 

(p=.001).  The distance from the lowest score on the friend/peer index to the highest score on the 

friend/peer index is associated with a 1.3 percentage point increase in a student's likelihood of 

dropping out.  That is to say, friends who value good grades and learning can help to mitigate the 

risk of drop out among their peers who might otherwise be considering it.   

Baseline Model and Attendance, Behavior, Course Performance, Student Drive, School 
Experience, Influence of Friends/Peers, and Parents' Goals for Child (ABCDEFG) 

 The full model (Model 6) includes all of the explanatory variables (ABCDEFG) and all 

variables except for school experience are statistically significant.  The changes in the size of the 

coefficients when others are present indicates correlations between them.  In other words, they 

are sharing some of the explained variance in the model.  Our index for parent's goals for their 

child is highly statistically significant, and students with the highest score on that index are 1.74 

percentage points less likely to drop out than their peers with the lowest score on that index.  

Again, strong parental presence/influence can serve as a mitigating factor for students at risk of 

dropping out. 
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CONCLUSION 

 
 High school dropout put our country at an economic and competitive disadvantage in 

sundry ways, driving increases in rates of incarceration, crime, teenage pregnancies, and 

unemployment, to name just a few. The problem disproportionately affects students attending 

low-performing schools ("dropout factories") located in a dense urban areas and Hispanic and 

African-American students.  Students do not, however, generally reach high school and simply 

decide to quit; their action of dropping out is the result of a complex, inter-related series of 

influences and actions occurring in the world around them.  

 This paper finds that, in addition to the factors which Neild and Balfanz (2006) isolated 

and further research confirms, the ABC's, (attendance, unsatisfactory behavior, and poor course 

performance), student drive, peers/friend groups, and parents' goals for their child impact a 

student's likelihood of dropping out.  This confirms the limited prior research that suggests that 

dropping out is the consequence of a dynamic series of influences in a student's life.  Mentoring 

programs like City Year and Big Brother/Big Sister can build a student's protective factors 

against dropping out by stimulating the student's inner drive. The role of the parent in a child's 

education is undeniably important, but few policies directly address parent engagement or other 

programs like conferences or school meetings. Further rounds of RttT should incentivize 

mentoring and parent engagement on their application, and as RttT expands and offers local 

school districts the opportunity to compete, it should include a greater focus on high school 

dropout and potential programs' and policy's impact on friends, parents, and building up the 

student's commitment to education. 
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 There is no clear solution to the high school dropout crisis. However, the results of this 

paper contribute to an ever-growing body of research suggesting that many factors drive a 

student's decision to drop out, and these factors are inter-related.  More research is needed to 

further explore the impact of each of these influences across gender, race, and ethnicity.  Future 

researchers should also consider how best to modify current policy to measure the impact of 

these influences for students and improve protections against dropout. 

 
 



 

   25 
 

TABLES AND FIGURES 
 

Figure 1 - Conceptual Model of Dropout Based on Bronfenbrenner's Ecological Systems 
Framework. 
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Table 1.  Unweighted Descriptive Statistics for the Analysis Sample 
 

  
 

Percent 
Mean age 15.47 (s.d.=.63) 
 
Gender   
     Male 49.69 
 
Race   
     American Indian 0.85 
     Asian 9.58 
     African American 13.25 
     Hispanic 14.54 
     Multiracial 4.82 
     White 56.95 
 
Non-native English speaker 15.97 
 
Family composition   
     Two parents 59.38 
     Single mother 17.95 
     Other 22.67 
 
Parent highest level ed (composite) 
     Did not finish HS 6.16 
     HS/GED/Some college 52.70 
     College and/or advanced degree 41.14 
 
SES   
     Lowest 23.67 
     Middle 48.12 
     Highest 28.21 
 
Dropped out 4.21 
  

n = 16,197 
 
Data from Education Longitudinal Study of 2002, National Center for 
Education Statistics, USED.  
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Table 2. Control Variable Coding 
 
 
Variable 
 

 
Coding 

Age Continuous variable for respondent's age in years 

Gender Dummy variable coded 1 if male, 0 if female 

Hispanic Dummy variable coded 1 if Hispanic, 0 if otherwise 

Race/ethnicity Four dummy variables: (1) White, non-Hispanic (benchmark) (2) 
Other, non-Hispanic (3) Hispanic (4) Black, non-Hispanic 

Native language Dummy variable coded 1 if English is not the respondent's first 
language, 0 if otherwise 

Family composition Three dummy variables: (1) 2 biological parents (benchmark) (2) 
Single mother (3) Other 

Parent education Three dummy variables: (1) Did not complete high school (2) High 
school diploma, GED, and/or some college (3) College diploma 
and/or advanced degree (benchmark) 

Socioeconomic status Three ranked dummy variables: (1) Lowest (2) Middle (3) Highest 
(benchmark) 
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Table 3. Independent/Explanatory Variable Coding ( (ABCD) - Poor Attendance, Unsatisfactory 
Behavior, Coursework Performance) 
 
Variable Coding 
Poor attendance (A)  
Extreme lateness Dummy variable coded 1 if late 7 or more times this semester 
Extreme absenteeism Dummy variable coded 1 if absent 7 or more times this semester 
Unsatisfactory behavior (B)  
Skipping classes Dummy variable coded 1 if skipped 7 or more classes this semester 
Breaking school rules Dummy variable coded 1 if broke school rules 7 or more times this 

semester 
Ever suspended (in-school) Dummy variable coded 1 if ever suspended in school 
Probation/out of school 
suspension 

Dummy variable coded 1 if ever suspended/put on probation 

Transferred  Dummy variable coded 1 if ever transferred for disciplinary reasons 
Coursework performance (C)  
Good grades Dummy variable coded 1 if ever recognized for good grades 
Academic honor Dummy variable coded 1 if ever received an academic honor 
Standardized test score Composite test score of math/reading, continuous 
Student drive (D)  
High school program Three dummy variables: (1) General track (benchmark) (2) College 

preparatory (3) Vocational/technical 
Classes are interesting Dummy variable coded 1 if thinks classes are interesting/challenging 
I have nothing better to do Dummy variable coded 1 if go to school because nothing better to do 
Education is important Dummy variable coded 1 if student thinks education is important 
I don't like school Dummy variable coded 1 if student likes school not at all 
AP Dummy variable coded 1 if student ever took an AP course 
IB Dummy variable coded 1 if student ever took an IB course 
Hours spent on HW Continuous variable, hours spent on homework out of school per wk 
PSAT Dummy variable coded 1 if took/planning to take PSAT in next 2 yrs 
SAT Dummy variable coded 1 if took/planning to take SAT in next 2 yrs 
How far in school will you 
get? 

Three dummy variables: (1) High school or less (2) Some college (3) 
College degree and/or advanced degree 

Education is not important Dummy variable coded 1 if student thinks education is not important 
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Table 4. Independent/Explanatory Variable Coding ((E) - School Experience) 
 
School experience (E)  
School spirit Dummy variable coded 1 if there is real school spirit 
Students get along with teachers Dummy variable coded 1 if students get along with 

teachers 
Students disrupt class Dummy variable coded 1 if students often disrupt class 
Teaching is good Dummy variable coded 1 if the teaching is good 
Teachers are interested in students Dummy variable coded 1 if teachers are interested in 

students 
Teachers praise effort Dummy variable coded 1 if teachers praise effort 
Put down by teachers Dummy variable coded 1 if often feel put down by 

teachers 
Don't feel safe at school Dummy variable coded 1if doesn't feel safe at school 
Disruptions get in way of learning Dummy variable coded 1 if disruptions get in the way of 

learning 
Put down by other students Dummy variable coded 1 if often feel put down by other 

students 
My teachers expect me to succeed Dummy variable coded 1 if thinks teachers expect student 

to succeed 
School is a place to meet friends Dummy variable coded 1 if school is a place to meet 

friends 
My counselor thinks college is important 
for me 

Dummy variable coded 1 if counselor thinks college is 
important for student 

My favorite teacher thinks college is 
important for me 

Dummy variable coded 1 if favorite teacher thinks college 
is important for student 
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Table 5. Independent/Explanatory Variable Coding ((FG) - Friends/Peers and Parents' Goals for 
Their Child) 
 
Friends/peers (F)  
Good grades important to 1st friend Dummy variable coded 1 if good grades important to 1st 

friend 
Good grades important to 2nd friend Dummy variable coded 1 if good grades important to 2nd 

friend 
Good grades important to 3rd friend Dummy variable coded 1 if good grades important to 3rd 

friend 
Friends think college is important for me Dummy variable coded 1 if friends think college is 

important for student after HS 
Friends have dropped out Dummy variable coded 1 if some/most of students friends 

have dropped out 
Important to my close friends that they...   
    Attend class regularly  Dummy variable coded 1 if important to student's friends 

to attend class regularly 
    Study Dummy variable coded 1 if important to student's friends 

that they study 
    Get good grades Dummy variable coded 1 if important to student's friends 

to get good grades 
    Finish high school Dummy variable coded 1 if important to student's friends 

to finish high school 
Parents' goals for their child (G)  
Parents expect me to succeed Dummy variable coded 1 if student thinks parents expect 

him/her to succeed 
How far does dad want you to go? Three dummy variables: (1) High school or less (2) Some 

college (3) College degree or advanced degree  
How far does mom want you to go? Three dummy variables: (1) High school or less (2) Some 

college (3) College degree or advanced degree  
Mom thinks college is important for me Dummy variable coded 1 if mother thinks college is 

important for student 
Dad thinks college is important for me Dummy variable coded 1 if father thinks college is 

important for student 
Parents check whether I've done my 
homework 

Dummy variable coded 1 if parents check student's 
homework is done 

Parents help me with my homework Dummy variable coded 1 if parents help with homework 
Privileges as a reward for good grades Dummy variable coded 1 if parents give privileges as a 

reward for good grades 
Privileges limited because of poor grades Dummy variable coded 1 if parents limit privileges 

because of poor grades  
Privileges limited because of poor grades Dummy variable coded 1 if parents limit privileges 

because of poor grades  



 

   31 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 6. Weighted Descriptive Statistics Comparing Dropouts and Non-
dropouts 
 
   Dropouts              Non-dropouts 
  Percent Percent 
Mean age 16.01 15.44 
 
Gender    
     Male 0.56 0.50 
 
Race    
     White 0.47 0.63 
     Black, non-Hispanic 0.21 0.13 
     Hispanic 0.25 0.14 
     Other, non-Hispanic 0.07 0.09 
 
Non-native English speaker 0.21 0.13 
 
Family composition    
     Two parents 0.39 0.59 
     Single mother 0.27 0.18 
     Other 0.34 0.23 
 
Parent highest level education (composite)   
     Did not finish HS 0.16 0.05 
     HS/GED/Some college 0.63 0.55 
     College and/or advanced degree 0.21 0.39 
 
SES    
     Lowest 0.48 0.23 
     Middle 0.45 0.51 
     Highest 0.07 0.27 
  
 n = 623  n = 13,571 
 
Data from Education Longitudinal Survey 2002, National Center for Education 
Statistics, USED.  
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Table 7. Weighted Bivariate Relationships - Comparing Dropouts to Non-dropouts in Terms of 
Attendance, Behavior, and Course Performance (ABC)  
 

  
    

Dropouts               Non-dropouts 
  Percent                        Percent 

Poor Attendance (A)    
  
  Extreme lateness 0.28 0.12 
 
  Extreme absenteeism 0.42 0.15 
 
Unsatisfactory Behavior (B)    
  
  Extreme number of class skips 0.16 0.05 
 
  Broke rules many times 0.14 0.04 
 
  Ever suspended (in-school) 0.34 0.11 
 
  Probation/Out of school suspension 0.10 0.03 
 
  Transferred for disciplinary reasons 0.04 0.01 
 
Coursework Performance (C)    
 
Since starting 9th grade…    
   Were you ever recognized for good grades? 0.17 0.50 
   Did you win an academic honor? 0.13 0.36 
 
Standardized test score (math & reading)    
    Composite 43.17 51.06 
 
In high school…    
   Have you ever been in remedial English? 0.12 0.08 
   Have you ever been in remedial math? 0.13 0.09 
       n = 523                   n = 12,068 
 
Data from Education Longitudinal Survey 2002, National Center for Education Statistics, USED.  
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Table 8. Weighted Bivariate Relationships - Comparing Dropouts to Non-dropouts in Terms of 
Student Drive (D)  
       Dropouts     Non-dropouts 
  Percent Percent 
Student's Drive (D)    
 
Which comes nearest to describing your HS program?    
     General 0.58 0.35 
     College preparatory 0.27 0.56 
     Vocational/technical 0.15 0.09 
 
I go to school because…    
     The subjects I'm taking are interesting and challenging 0.46 0.58 
     I have nothing better to do 0.38 0.31 
     Education is important for getting a job later on 0.91 0.98 
 
I don't like school at all 0.22 0.10 
 
Taken an AP course 0.11 0.19 
 
Taken an IB course 0.02 0.02 
 
How many hours do you spend on homework each week, out of 
school? 3.75 5.98 
 
Good grades are important 0.26 0.54 
 
I come to class without my homework done 0.35 0.22 
 
I took the PSAT/plan to take it in the next 2 years 0.44 0.72 
 
I took the SAT/plan to take it in the next 2 years 0.43 0.75 
 
How far in school do you think you will get?    
    High school or less 0.30 0.06 
    Some college 0.24 0.10 
    College or beyond 0.46 0.84 
 
Getting a good education is not important 0.03 0.01 
          n = 368          n = 10,199 
 
Data from Education Longitudinal Survey 2002, National Center for Education Statistics, USED.  
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Table 9. Weighted Bivariate Relationships - Comparing Dropouts to Non-dropouts in Terms of 
School Experience (E)  
     
  Dropouts           Non-dropouts 
School Experience (E) Percent Percent 
 
There is real school spirit 0.65 0.71 
 
Students get along well with teachers 0.58 0.78 
 
Other students often disrupt class 0.76 0.74 
 
The teaching is good 0.71 0.83 
 
Teachers are interested in students 0.65 0.77 
 
Teachers praise effort 0.60 0.65 
 
In class, I often feel put down by teachers 0.21 0.11 
 
I don't feel safe at this school 0.21 0.10 
 
Disruptions get in the way of learning 0.54 0.44 
 
In class, I often feel put down by other students 0.15 0.15 
 
I go to school because…    
    My teachers expect me to succeed 0.53 0.63 
    It's a place to meet my friends 0.54 0.60 
 
My school counselor thinks college is the most important thing for 
me to do after HS 0.53 0.66 
 
My favorite teacher thinks college is the most important thing for 
me to do after HS 0.55 0.67 
    n = 390                 n = 9,938 
 
 
Data from Education Longitudinal Survey 2002, National Center for Education Statistics, USED.  
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Table 10. Weighted Bivariate Relationships Comparing Dropouts to Non-dropouts in Terms of 
Their Friends/Peers (F)  
  Dropouts    Non-dropouts 
Friends/Peers (F)  Percent Percent 
 
Getting good grades is very important to my…    
    First friend 0.38 0.49 
    Second friend 0.35 0.46 
    Third friend 0.41 0.45 
 
My friends think college is the most important thing for me to do after HS 0.25 0.49 
 
Some/most of my close friends have dropped out 0.56 0.18 
 
Among my close friends, it is very important to them that they…    
    Attend class regularly 0.36 0.54 
    Study 0.23 0.33 
    Get good grades 0.37 0.52 
    Finish high school 0.61 0.79 
    n = 283          n = 7,768 
 
Data from Education Longitudinal Survey 2002, National Center for Education Statistics, USED.  
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Table 11. Weighted Bivariate Relationships Comparing Dropouts to Non-dropouts in Terms of 
Parent's Goals for Their Child (G) 
      Dropouts   Non-dropouts 
Parent's Goals for Child (G) Percent Percent 
 
I go to school because my parents expect me to succeed 0.46 0.55 
 
How far in school do you think your father wants you to go?    
       High school or less 0.21 0.08 
       Some college 0.20 0.07 
       College or advanced degree  0.59 0.85 
 
How far in school do you think your mother wants you to go?    
       High school or less 0.19 0.07 
       Some college 0.18 0.07 
       College or advanced degree  0.63 0.86 

My mother thinks college is the most important thing for me to do after HS 0.55 0.80 
 
My father thinks college is the most important thing for me to do after HS 0.56 0.78 
 
My parents…    
     Check whether I have done my homework 0.55 0.66 
     Help me with my homework 0.51 0.55 
     Give me privileges as a reward for good grades 0.63 0.69 
     Limit my privileges because of poor grades 0.64 0.60 
 
        n = 278         n = 8,572 
 
Data from Education Longitudinal Survey 2002, National Center for Education Statistics, USED.  
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Table 12. Weighted Multivariate Regression Results 
 

 

Model 1 
Baseline 

Model 2  
Baseline +  
ABC 

Model 3 
Baseline + 
ABCD 

Model 4 
Baseline +  
ABCDE 

Model 5 
Baseline + 
ABCDEF 

Model 6  
(Full) 
Baseline +  
ABCDEFG 

Variable β 
(dF/dx) 

β (dF/dx) β (dF/dx) β (dF/dx) β (dF/dx) β (dF/dx) 

Student age 0.049*** 0.033*** 0.033*** 0.033*** 0.032*** 0.032*** 

Male 0.007 0.000 -0.002 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 

Black 0.007 -0.003 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.004 

Hispanic 0.008 -0.007 -0.005 -0.005 -0.004 -0.004 

Other, non-Hispanic -0.004 -0.005 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.003 

English not first language 0.008 0.005 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.007 

Lives with mom and partner 0.037** 0.032*** 0.031*** 0.031*** 0.031*** 0.0321*** 

Lives with dad 0.018 0.019† 0.019† 0.019† 0.019† 0.019† 

Lives with single mom 0.023*** 0.012* 0.012* 0.012* 0.011* 0.011* 

Other family composition 0.001 -0.007 -0.008 -0.008 -0.008 -0.008 

Parent did not complete HS 0.024* 0.017† 0.016† 0.016† 0.016† 0.015† 

Parent completed 
HS/GED/some college 

0.001 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.004 

Lowest SES group 0.061*** 0.032*** 0.029*** 0.029*** 0.028*** 0.027*** 

Middle SES group 0.035*** 0.016* 0.014* 0.014* 0.014* 0.013* 

Extreme tardiness  0.010† 0.009 0.009 0.008 0.008 

Extreme absence  0.037*** 0.034*** 0.034*** 0.033*** 0.033*** 

Behavior index  0.023*** 0.019*** 0.019*** 0.018*** 0.018*** 

Recognized for good grades  -0.026*** -0.021*** -0.021*** -0.020*** -0.020*** 

Honors student  -0.009† -0.006 -0.005 -0.005 -0.005 

Math/reading test score  -0.002*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** 

Student drive index   -0.010*** -0.010*** -0.009*** -0.008*** 

School experience index    -0.002 -0.002 -0.001 

Friends/peers index     -0.004* -0.004* 

Parents' goals for child index      -0.006* 

n = 14654 
 
 
 

      

obs. P 0.066 0.066 0.066 0.066 
 

0.066 0.066 

pred. P (at x-bar) 0.047 0.035 0.034 0.034 0.033 0.033 

pseudo r2 0.1229 0.2023 0.2098 0.2102 0.2116 0.2129 

Significance:     *** p<.001, ** p<.01, *p <.05, † p<.10 β (dF/dx):  marginal effects/predicted probability of dropout 
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