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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

EXPLORING DIFFERENCES IN ADOLESCENTS’ EDUCATIONAL

EXPECTATIONS: A STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELING APPROBH

The current study examined a number of influenbasdre theorized to affect
adolescents’ educational expectations, includirmgoseconomic status, perceived
barriers to success, peer factors, family influsnsehool performance, and school
adjustment. This study utilized a subset of pristerg data, with the subset consisting of
76,218 students who completed the Community DrubAdoohol Survey as part of a
stratified random sample of junior high school®tlghout the United States. The
hypotheses were tested using structural equatiatelmg. The major findings were that
Perceived Family SES was related to Resource BsyResource Barriers was related to
School Performance, Friends’ School Adjustment mgéeted to School Adjustment,
Family Academic Support was related to School Aaient, Friends’ School
Performance was related to School Performance,db&ujustment was related to
School Performance, Family Academic Support wastedlto Educational Expectations,
and School Performance was related to Educatioxat&ations. The measurement
model results indicated that the latent constrii€teyceived Barriers was more
appropriately considered to be several distinenatonstructs. When this revision was
taken into account, the measurement model achiededuate fit (Robust NFI = .901,

Robust CFI =.902). The structural equation medsllts found that the Perceived



Barrier items may have been interpreted differebylyhe students than intended, with
minority students in particular interpreting thasans differently. While the peer
constructs operated as hypothesized, the struchwodél achieved a better fit when
Family Academic Support rather than School Perfoiceavas used as a predictor of
School Adjustment. Overall, the proximal indicatdtEducational Expectations in the
current study was School Performance. The instiaictural model achieved a fit of
Robust NFI = .811, Robust CFI = .812, and the exVistructural model achieved
improved fit at a level of Robust NFI = .859, RobG$& | = .860. While the current study
is limited by a number of factors, the resultsiaragreement with findings from previous
literature, and indicate that School Performancg beamore important to understanding
adolescents’ Educational Expectations than prelyacknowledged.
Valerie Ford Wood
Department of Psychology
Colorado State University

Fort Collins, CO 80523
Fall 2010



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter I INtrodUCTION. .. ... e e e e e e ae e e 1
A. Gender Differences in Educational and Caregygtations...................... 1
B. Differences in Educational and Career Expeatatiby Ethnicity.................. 3
C. Socio-economic Status and Educational and Capgeectations.................. 7
D. Family Influence on Educational and Career EXg@ns...................cceeee. 9
E. Social Learning Theory and Social CognitiveggarTheory...................... 13
F. Peer ClUSter TREOIY......coi e e e e e 15
G. Intermediary Variables: Perceived Barriers,dt#\djustment and
SChoOol PerformMancCe. .........ouiuii it e e e e e 18
H. MOdEl SUMMAIY . ...t e e e e e e e e e e e 21
Chapter [1: MethOd. .. ... e e e e e e e e e e e 24
AL PartiCIPANTS. ..t e e 24
B. Community Sampling Procedure..........cooov i e e e 25
O 1V = (= = | £ 28
. PIOCEAUIE. .. e e e e e e e e 33
Chapter [z RESUILS... ... e e e e e ee e 35
A. Comparison of Missing Data Cases to Retained Date€................... 35
B. Descriptive Statistics and Measurement Model Result...................... 39
C. Structural Equation Modeling Results for the Caltlon and
Validation Samples...........oooiiii i A2
D. Comparison of Model Fit across Gender...........ccocovviiiiveicvnecie e 48
E. Comparison of Model Fit across Ethnic GroupS...cee..ocvveiivieene..... 51
Chapter IV: DISCUSSION. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e eeaes 54
A. Implications of FINAINGS.......c..oiii i e 64
B. LIMIaliONS. .o ettt e e e e e e e e 68
C. FULUIrE DiIr€CHONS. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e 72
REIEIENCES . .. e e e e e 74
Figures
A. Figure 1: SEM Model for examining adolescedticational expectations
across gender and ethniCity..........c.ooviiiiiiiiiie i 23,

B. Figure 2: Initial structural equation modeluks for the calibration sample.. 44
C. Figure 3:Revised structural equation modstits for the calibration
SAMPIE. .. e 4D

\Y



D.
Tables

A.

B.

C.
D

am

o

Figure 4: Substantially significant resultsrfr the revised structural model... 66

Table 1: Age of Participants at time of syve.........cocooviiiiiiiiinnnnn. 25
Table 2: Comparisons of calibrations and \alwh samples on

demographic characteristiCs...........ccooviiviiiiiiiii e, 26
Table 3: Means, standard deviations, facadihgs, and residuals for

the observed variables.............cooi i e 40

. Table 4: Fit Statistics for the independernci#ial, and revised

measurement Models... ...t e 42
Table 5: Latent factor intercorrelations. ... .. oo viiieiiniine e, 43
Table 6: Fit statistics for the independemuiéial, revised, and

validation sample structural models.............c.ocooviii e 48
Table 7: Fit statistics for the revised stuual model across gender........... 50
Table 8: Fit statistics for the revised stawat model across ethnicity......... 52

Vi



Chapter I: Introduction

Arguably, adolescence is one of the most impodartelopmental stages of the
lifespan. Adolescence is the bridge between thedwd childhood dreams and adult
realities, a time when people are no longer childret not yet adults. Developmentally,
adolescence is a stage of significant biologicalngjes, cognitive maturation, and
identity formation. Interestingly, despite theagnitive immaturity, adolescents are
faced with educational and career decisions thihgfect them for the rest of their lives.
Two dimensions seem patrticularly relevant to theeadecision-making process for
adolescents: educational expectations and cargectations. The purpose of this
dissertation is to explore several factors that diffgrentiate adolescents with high
educational expectations from those with low edocat expectations. While the
current study focuses on the nature of adolescedtgiational expectations, limited
research on career expectations is also discussetbdhe intertwined nature of these
two variables.
Gender Differences in Educational and Career Exgtans

Previous research has documented significantrdiftees in educational and career
expectations by gender. For example, researclagesfound that whereas adolescent
girls often perceive fewer barriers to their car@ghnievement (Hill, Ramirez, & Dumka,
2003; Reyes, Kobus, & Gillock, 1999; Rojewski & H1998), their career goals are less

ambitious than those of their male counterpartyéRet al., 1999)



and theircareer goals are more likely to be getredrds “traditionally female
occupations”(Armstrong & Crombie, 1999; Hill et,&003). In contrast, male
adolescents tend to agree with traditional genalesrin which the man is the primary
provider, that a spouse’s employment harms a nugriidackson & Tein, 1998), and to
express a greater number of career goals (Hill €2@03). However, young men also
feel that they lack the necessary information t&ere career decision (Hill et al., 2003),
perceive a larger number of external barriers ¢ir ttareer expectations, and are more
likely to feel discouraged in pursuing their chosaneer path (Rojewski & Hill, 1998).

Gender differences have also been found in thaatnparental influence has on
adolescents’ educational aspirations. MarjoribgdR87) found that parents’ aspirations
for their child affected female adolescents’ ediacet! aspirations, but not male
adolescents’ educational aspirations. When chilerere asked to list the most
important influences on their educational and aaceices, parents were listed as the
most influential by 8 and & graders, and by adult children. In adolescenoeeker,
other influences, such as peers were listed as muartant (Peterson, Stivers, & Peters,
1986). Gender differences are further highligtigdhe finding that high school
freshmen and sophomores indicated that the sampasert had the most influence on
their career expectations (Paa & McWhirter, 2000 Tnfluence can be seen in the
finding that adolescent girls who perceived theatiner as having power within the
family structure aspired to less stereotypicaliyif@ine careers (Lavine, 1982).

Gender differences have also been found in sowfcasgpport for making
educational and career decisions. For examplel, Wavell, and Macintyre (1999)

found that females utilized a wider web of socigdgort, drawing on peers, family, and
2



teacher support when making their decisions. mpgarison, males sought support solely
from family members. When taken together withdtieer research findings discussed
above, one can clearly see how important a stroalg nolemodel becomes for male
adolescents. Not only are young men more constfict where they are turning for
support compared to young women (Wall, Covell, &ddyre, 1999), they are also

more influenced by the same-sex parent (Paa & Md@fi2000). This lack of social
support options may contribute to the feeling affasion that many young men report
when faced with making an educational or careeisttet (Hill et al., 2003).

Overall, the pattern that emerges in the liteeggems to be one in which young
men express higher status career goals and maesl\aareer goals, but feel that there
are a number of barriers that may prevent them f@awhing their goals, including a
lack of information on the steps required to maetrtgoals. Young women show a
clearer understanding of the requirements for riegdimeir career goals, but their goals
are less ambitious and are more confined by tlezidgr role. In addition, young women
seem to be more open to parental influence, and filcan a larger support network,
compared to their male counterparts. Both genagrsrt being more influenced by the
same-sex parent, with that influence being thengiest in middle school and adulthood.
These findings point to the importance of includgender in the current analysis of
educational expectations.

Differences in Educational and Career Expectatibp<thnicity

In addition to gender differences, differencesMeein ethnic groups have been

examined in the literature on educational and cagpectations. In a qualitative study

comparing career expectations of Euro-AmericanicAfr-American, Mexican-
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American, and Mexican immigrant 12 to 14 year-oldid, et al. (2003) found several
trends in their qualitative data. The researcfmiad that Mexican-American and
Mexican immigrant girls were more likely to mentitvaditionally female career goals
compared to their female Euro-American and Afriganerican peers. Hill et al. (2003)
also found differences in perceived barriers. 8jpaedy, Mexican-American and
Mexican immigrant participants were significant®g$ likely to perceive barriers to their
success, and when they did perceive barriers,weeg of a financial nature. African-
American and European-American teens were mordy ltkeperceive barriers to
reaching their career goals overall, and the mmstngonly mentioned barrier for these
two groups was lack of family support.

In contrast to the results found by Hill et al0Q3), a study conducted by Reyes et
al. (1999), found that 87% of the"l§rade Mexican-American girls in their sample
aspired to non-traditional, male-dominated careéissociated with this aspiration was a
clear understanding of the steps necessary tdl thliit aspiration, the expectation of
attending college, and the expectation of earnihgyl salary. The authors argue that for
many Mexican-Americans, America is seen as thed“@ropportunity” in which
children are encouraged to surpass their paremsunation and occupation. Perhaps it
is this idealization of opportunities, in union wihe strong “familismo” of Latino
culture, which leads Mexican-American and Mexicamigrant youth to have a sense of
family support for their educational and occupagiogxpectations.

Unfortunately, other studies have found that Lagouth do not always feel as
optimistic about their educational opportunitied duture careers. For example, in one

gualitative study with Latino youth, ages 11 to ttf adolescents reported several
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perceived barriers to attaining their aspiratiombese included not understanding the
steps necessary to achieve their goals, racismthaneffects of limited English
proficiency (Behnke, Piercy, & Diversi, 2004). Banhale and female Latino youth felt
that they needed more information regarding theadateps necessary to obtain the
career they desired. Over half the students syghrticular sample mentioned racism as
a factor that may keep them from reaching theiiggoRurthermore, a majority of these
students struggled with written English, which ifeeed with their ability to score well

on tests and homework, and contributed to a seniselation from their European-
American peers (Behnke et al., 2004).

In a retrospective study investigating Latinashily influences on their education
and career paths, Gomez, Fassinger, Prosser, Odeka, and Luna (2001) found that
even while Latina women felt their families wersaurce of social support, and that
support was influential in their decision-makinggess, they simultaneously felt
conflicted when faced with a choice between piiing their careers and prioritizing
their family life. At times, they also felt conained to conform to the feminine gender
role expectations of their families and culturadgw. Thus, for Latinas, there seems to
be a tension between pursuing educational andrcsmeeess and adhering to family
expectations.

Interestingly, a study conducted by St-Hilaire (2Pfbund that Mexican-American
students’ educational aspirations were signifigalativer than the educational aspirations
of their Mexican immigrant peers. While 90% of 8feand &' grade Mexican-American
and Mexican immigrant students (median age: 1#)eénsample agreed with the

statement, “Education is the key to get aheadignabuntry,” Mexican-American and
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Mexican immigrant students who professed high avaclaspirations also reported an
increased frequency of discrimination. St-Hilg2802) interpreted these results as
evidence of negative peer sanctions, in which stisdef Mexican heritage are being
pressured to conform to a stereotype of low acieardg and low aspirations.

One possible explanation for the contradictoryifigd regarding Latino youth and
their educational and career expectations coulthdetheir level of acculturation
moderates their expectations. For example, fothyatno are recent immigrants, their
family may be encouraging them to take advantagbheoéducational opportunities in
their new home country. However, at the same &rtaxk of proficiency in English
could contribute to a sense of isolation, and eredtarrier to completing the steps
needed to reach their career goals. One studyiegdrthe effect of acculturation on
Asian-American students, and found a positive i@hahip between acculturation and
career self-efficacy (Tang, Fouad, & Smith, 1998he more acculturated the students
were the more confident they felt in their abililymake career related decisions.
Perhaps a similar dynamic is at work for Latino aatno-immigrant students in the
U.S.

Interviews with African-Americans have found a rognof factors that are
influential in the realm of educational and car@ecision making, including a family
emphasis on education and work, family supporafdrieving educational and career
goals, gender role socialization, work values, tamahcial support (Chung, Baskin, &
Case, 1999; Pearson & Bieschke, 2001). Of paaidaiportance for African-Americans
was role-modeling by the same-sex parent (ChungkiBa& Case, 1999). However,

given the higher percentage of single-mother fa®itf African-American descent,
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young men may not have the advantage of paterlehmodeling in their family. This
could explain why African-Americans were more likéb report a lack of family support
as a barrier to their career expectations in thieetal. (2003) study.

In summary, results on differences in educationdl @reer expectations by ethnic
group have contradictory and inconclusive findingds clear from the literature on
adolescence that ethnic identity plays an impontaletin shaping the emerging adult
personality of teenagers. However, it is uncleactdy how the internalization of ethnic
identity affects an individual’'s educational andesa expectations. The current study
addresses this issue by comparing the relatioregtspveral variables to career
expectations across African-American, European-Agaar and Hispanic-American
youth.

Socio-Economic Status and Educational and Care@eEtations

Previous research on adolescents’ educationatamer expectations has
demonstrated that socio-economic status (SES3ign#icant predictor of educational
and career expectations (Owens, 1992; Rojewski&,Ki003; Rojewski & Yang, 1997;
St-Hilaire, 2002; Trusty, 1998). For example,heit study on adolescents’ occupational
aspirations, Rojewski and Yang (1997) found thatseconomic status was the
strongest predictor of teenagers’ occupationalraspns. Similar results were reported
by Trusty (1998), who found that in a national séemgd US students, the most
significant predictor of educational expectatioraswgocio-economic status.

In later research, Rojewski and Kim (2003) founattBES was a defining factor of
college-bound, work-bound, and unemployed youtkh wio-thirds of all work-bound

and unemployed youth being in the lowest two SEStdes and two-thirds of all
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college-bound youth being in the highest two SE&tes. Owens (1992) found similar
results in that work-bound or military-bound stutdeim his sample came from larger
families in the lower SES strata, and college-bostndents in his sample came from
smaller families in the higher SES strata. Inrtiheview of research on family influences
of career development, Whiston and Keller (200dnfbthat SES status acts as a
gateway to occupational choice, with individualised in lower SES families having
restricted occupational expectations, and indiMsluagised in higher SES families having
expanded occupational expectations.

While the above-cited studies were in agreemeagdrcing the defining role of SES
in predicting adolescent career expectations, fetvaas addressed the theoretical
relationship between the two variables. This latin was addressed by Lent, Brown,
and Hackett (1996). Using the framework of socagnitive learning theory and a
sociological perspective, the authors argued thidliial expectations and stereotypes
related to socio-economic class influence adoldstérelings of self-efficacy. To the
extent that such cultural expectations enhancetact from self-efficacy, adolescents
may internalize a feeling of enhanced or restricteclipational choices. Thus, from this
perspective, the effect of SES on educational aedpmational expectations is mediated
by cultural stereotypes related to SES.

Another explanation offered by Hill et al. (20083s that SES influences
occupational aspirations through parent-child refethips, such that the stress of low
SES conditions leads to unsupportive or hostilemtang strategies. In their research, the
authors found that adolescents with unsupportiveria were more likely to have

unclear occupational goals, and more likely to peecthat there were barriers that
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would prevent them from reaching their occupatigaals. Coinciding with this
interpretation, Trusty, Watts, and Erdman (199ntbthat SES was a significant
predictor of parental involvement in their teenagyeareer development. Based on the
interpretations offered by previous authors, theesu study hypothesized that SES has
an indirect effect on educational expectationsugtothe latent factor of perceived
barriers.
Family Influence on Educational and Career Expeaots

Another social psychological variable that hashbstedied extensively in the area of
adolescent educational and career expectatioasngyfinfluence, specifically family
academic support and parental educational lefRekvious literature on family academic
support has found that when parents were suppantitieeir children’s academic and
career aspirations, the youth had clearer caresds ¢Hlll et al., 2003), they spent more
time and effort exploring various career optionsagke, 2002), and they had higher
academic and occupational expectations for theras€lli, McWhirter, & Chronister,
2005; Trusty, 2001). In a study of rural Appalachyouth, Ali and Saunders (2006)
found that perceived parental support was a prirpegglictor of students’ academic
expectations. Additionally, in a sample of undadyrate students, Hargrove, Creagh,
and Burgess (2002) found that college studentsegessl greater career planning self-
efficacy if their family placed an emphasis on atleiment in school and work.

Although most research investigating the relatigméetween parental support and
academic expectations has found a significant ipesgffect between these two
variables, some studies have failed to find a &icamt relationship between them. For

example, Schoon (2001) conducted a longitudinalysia which she investigated
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whether career aspirations at the age of 16 wemigiive of career attainment at age 33.
She found that career attainment was related tdegeparental education, teacher and
self-ratings of aptitude, mathematical achieventesitscores, and school environment.
However, contrary to previous findings, parent&iast did not significantly correlate
with career attainment at age 33.

Rather than interpret Schoon’s (2001) resultsoasradictory to other findings in
this field of research, the current author belietes her results provide evidence of the
situational importance of parental support. Talarldespan perspective, it may be that
parental support is important during the formafive-adolescent years, and that parental
influence diminishesin later adolescent developmé&iatr example, according to
Erikson’s (1963) developmental theory,pre-teenstmasolve the developmental crisis of
Industry vs. Inferiority. During this stage, chiéth and pre-teens are occupied with
developing a sense of competency, productivity, @ndrging independence. However,
this goal is complicated by the fact that cognitwaturation is still incomplete for
children and pre-teens. Therefore, individualhit stage must balance a tension
between a sense of mastery and seeking reassudranci&amily members. At this stage,
then, parental support helps direct and shapertiepn’s career goals.

However, once pre-teens reach adolescence, it espibed their actual career goals
predict their career path, and parental influenaeeg. Along with deciding on a
political point of view, religious affiliation, angender identity, choosing a career goal is
an important part of resolving the identity crithat occurs during adolescence (Erikson,
1963). In order to resolve their crisis of ideptrs. role confusion (Erikson, 1963), many

adolescents will “try out” different roles or idérgs, before deciding on their final adult
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identity (Berger, 2005). This “role-playing” cae lbonfusing or even frustrating for
parents and family members. Berger (2005) suggleatsadolescents value their peer
relationships more highly at this stage of lifespamnelopment because their friends
provide them the freedom to experiment with difféngossible selves in a way that
parents often do not. Thus, as adolescents navigair journey towards adulthood, they
ultimately make career choices, which are therebettedictors of their career attainment
compared to parental influence (Schoon, 2001).h $esults illustrate the importance of
considering developmental issues as they reladtedts sample.

Family influence has also been found to impactestents’ academic and
occupational expectations through parental educéticel. Several researchers have
found evidence that parents who have, or are, pmgsuhigher level of education or a
more prestigious career act as role models for thglidren. To illustrate, Behnke et al.
(2004) found that parents who wanted to pursue mdoeation had children with higher
occupational aspirations. The authors contendthiiafinding represents the fact that
parents are important role models for their childrén a similar vein, other research has
found that parental education level was a signitigaedictor of adolescents’ adult career
attainment (Schoon, 2001), that parental occupatitmences occupational decisions
during adolescence and into young adulthood (Matjrdimmer-Gembeck, Holmes, &
Shanahan, 2002; Schmitt-Rodermund & Vondracek, RGO that parents who have
pursued higher education hold greater expectafartbeir children than parents who
have attained lower educational levels (Raty, Leém & Snellman, 2002).

Unfortunately, the above studies did not disertatige potential effect of parental

role modeling from that of instilling or passingvdo educational values from parent to
11



child. However, support for the parental role modginterpretation comes from a study
by Rojewski and Yang (1997). In this study, théhats found that adolescents’
educational expectations were more strongly astatigith parents’ educational levels
than with parents’ expectations for adolescentsese€ results indicate that teenagers may
be “doing as their parents do” rather than “doiedlreeir parents say.” While most of the
literature points to a positive correlation betwéamily academic support, parental
education level, and adolescents’ educational anekec expectations, in their review of
the literature, Whiston and Keller (2004) point that family dynamics can have a
negative impact on adolescents’ career expectatiGase in point, research has found
that families that are enmeshed struggle to suftdssarry out and complete career-
related tasks (Whiston & Keller, 2004). For adot¥gs who are growing up with
“helicopter parents,” too much parental involvemesaty actually hinder their ability to
make independent educational and career choices.

Families can also have a negative impact uporeadehts’ ability to make
educational and career decisions if their famiggtrently experiences conflict. In
comparing different family dynamics, Hargrove, @Qleaand Burgess (2002) found that
family conflict was negatively associated with @ardecision-making self-efficacy
among family members. Family conflict seems tanbernalized in a way that inhibits
the family member’s ability and confidence to makeeer decisions.

Due to the documented relationships between faatidemic support, parental
education level, educational expectations, andecaepectations, the current author
hypothesized that family academic support and pareducation level would be

positively related to adolescents’ educational eiqieons.
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Social Learning Theory and Social Cognitive Caréeeory

Further support for the interpretation that paakimfluence is expressed through
their role modeling comes from Social Cognitive &arTheory (SCCT; Lent, Brown, &
Hackett, 1994, 1996, 2000). Social Cognitive Cafigr=ory is an adaptation of Social
Cognitive Theory (SCT; Bandura, 1986), in which phciples of SCT are applied to
the domains of academic and career choice. Aaegitdi SCT (Bandura, 1986) human
agency and decision-making capabilities arise feoromplex interplay of cognitive
processes, motivational processes, affective psesgesnd environmental selection
processes. In turn, SCT posits that the proxiratgmininants of each of these processes
is our sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1989), Wwidan be described as our assessment
of our capability to succeed at a specific taskn@aa, 1997).

In this instance, adolescence is a period in wteenagers are using the social cues
around them to make decisions about their futmauding their educational path and
anticipated career. According to SCT, to the extiesit a particular educational or career
path has been modeled for them, the likelihoodttheyg will choose such a path should
increase, due to the positive effect modeling hmasedf-efficacy. Self-efficacy in turn
affects young persons’ thought process about Wiegt &are capable of achieving, their
motivation to pursue a goal, their feelings abateptial success and failure, and the
environment in which they choose to place themselvighe last step in this chain of
events is that the complex interaction of all thiestors leads, ultimately, to a career
related choice.

In his work on self-efficacy, Bandura (1997) empbed that the effect of modeling

should be greater if the person who engaged imibaeling behavior is a significant
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figure in the teenager’s life (such as a paremuardian), and if the teenager perceives a
degree of similarity between herself or himself #melrole model (such as same age and
same gender friends). Theoretically, then, seeamgeone similar to oneself achieve the
career of his or her choice should increase théeadent’s feeling of capability to also
attain his or her chosen career.

As rolemodels, parents can influence their childrexucational and occupational
expectations in a number of ways. For exampla,sarvey, children cited their parents
as their primary source for occupational suggestidmice, McClellan, & Hughes, 1992).
However, parental influence waned by tffeggade, suggesting that parents’ influence
was being replaced by other significant figurethmchildren’s lives, such as peers
(Trice, Hughes, Odom, Woods, & McClellan, 1995, cér& Knapp, 1992). Over the
lifespan, however, parental influence tends toycarore weight than peer influence. For
example, in a longitudinal study, it was found thatental expectations of success
directly influenced students’ expectations of sgs¢c@and students’ expectations of
success are, in turn, a predictor of adult protesdiattainment (Poole, Langan-Fox,
Ciavarella, & Omodei, 1991).

In an interesting piece of research, Schmitt-Rodearand Vondracek (2002) found
that individuals who came from a family backgrowdentrepreneurship and who were
less willing to expend effort in their work lifertded to choose néd go into business for
themselves. The authors argue that in this chegydrents’ modeling had a negative
effect, in that the parents’ modeling of this ditfit career path deterred their children

from following in their footsteps.
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SCCT posits that expectations for achievemerterarenas of educational and
career behavior are the result of a complex indégrpketween feelings of self-efficacy and
anticipated future outcomes, which are in turn@éd by variables such as social norms,
media messages, and presence (or absence) of ddmd o better understand the role
that social modeling plays in shaping adolescergereexpectations, Ali, McWhirter, and
Chronister (2005) measured teenagers’ vocatiorthedncational self-efficacy, feelings
of parental support, feelings of sibling suppagtlings of friends’ support, and their
career expectations. As predicted by SCCT, thieaasifound that self-efficacy was a
significant predictor of adolescents’ career exagohs. In addition, sibling and peer
support explained additional variance in careeeetgiions over and beyond that of the
predictor of self-efficacy. Interestingly, contydo predictions of both SCT and SCCT,
the authors found that parental support wasarsignificant predictor of career
expectations. Theoretically, these findings atéebeinderstood in the context of peer
cluster theory, the second theoretical framewoitkzat! in this research project.

The current analysis draws upon SCCT as a sotitteoretical support for many of
the hypothesized relationships in the structurabéiqgn model being tested. Based upon
SCCT, the effects of the variables of gender, ettypiand socio-economic status on
educational and career expectations were hypotetsivbe moderated by the variable of
perceived barriers.

Peer Cluster Theory
In addition to the power of adult role modelg\pous research has shown that peer
influences also affect an adolescent’s educatiandlcareer path. Gustafson, Stattin, and

Magnusson (1992) found that among Swedish 15-yielgids with low educational
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motivation, those who had boyfriends, working fdepand older friends were
significantly more likely to have had a child bythge of 26 and significantly less likely
to have pursued education beyond a compulsory.leMa¢ authors argue that an older,
working peer group directs teenagers away fronh&reducational pursuits, and
encourages them to take on low-status occupatinalsiding “homemaking”) directly
out of high school. According to the authors, hgva boyfriend at 15 appeared to steer
the young women towards a “homemaker orientati@ustafson et al., 1992).

Such findings can be understood from the persgedti peer cluster theory (Oetting
& Beauvais, 1987). Peer cluster theory arguesthieapath from adolescents’ attitudes to
their behavior is primarily influenced through thpeer relationships. While the family
and school system are seen as important agentsimili@idual’s childhood, at
adolescence the focus shifts to peer friendshgptheteenager attempts to break away
from the constraints of family and school authotdyorm the individual identity.
Peer cluster theory states that adolescents’ @gtstwalues, beliefs, and behaviors are
shaped by the peers with whom they choose to adsoci

In this theory, the greatest amount of influenames from peer clusters, which are
defined as groups of individuals who are closesrate a set of values and norms based
on group consensus. In contrast to the concepe@f pressure, in peer cluster theory
each member of the group contributes to the behawid norms of the group, thus
creating a shared group identity and ideology.ti@gtnd Beauvais (1987) specify that
peer clusters can be as small as a best friend dyad large as a gang of friends who

hang out together on a regular basis.
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Previous research utilizing peer cluster theowy/foaused on its utility in predicting
adolescent drug use (e.g., Oetting & Beauvais, 19887). However, the current author
feels that the socialization process of peer clastey help to explain adolescents’
educational expectations as well. According ta phester theory, peer clusters should
share group norms regarding factors such as sgieofdrmance. For example, some
peer clusters might share a norm that school pegnce is unimportant, whereas others
might share a norm that school performance is wepprtant.

Keeping in mind that peer clusters can also baghbof as friends who are
spending time together, one can hypothesize thgitcagp members internalize these
shared norms, their own school adjustment and $gerstormance should be correlated
with the school adjustment and school performari¢eedr friends. A study conducted
by Kracke (2002) supports this notion,finding thaer interactions focusing on career
issues correlated with more information seekingaver and helped explain changes in
career exploration. Similarly, Young, Antal, BassBost, DeVries, and Valach (1999)
analyzed conversations between adolescent peensineg career planning and
aspirations. The authors found that in pairs wiafaes were similar, the conversation
was more natural and flowed more easily. Peewsalsouraged each other to follow
their aspirations, rather than cave in to pargmassure in career selection.

Furthermore, whereas Ali et al. (2005) did notfparental support to be a
significant predictor of career expectations, thelfind that sibling support and peer
support accounted for 36% of the variance in vocati and educational self-efficacy,
which in turn was a significant predictor of caregpectations. These and other findings

summarized above are in agreement with the preofiigeer cluster theory in that peers
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were found to be significant influences on one hentspecifically in the domain of
career planning, aspirations, and exploration.

Thus, from the perspective of peer cluster theiblygcomes important to examine
the influence of friends and peers if we are toarsthnd adolescents’ academic
expectations. In particular, the current authanterested in the relationship of friends’
school adjustment and friends’ school performandbe students’ own school
adjustment and school performance.

Intermediary Variables: Perceived Barriers, Schédjustment and School Performance

The current study hypothesizes that the relatipnshdemographic, family
socialization, and peer socialization variablesw@rad in the previous literature on
educational and career expectations have an indifesct on educational expectations
through the variables of perceived barriers, schdgaistment, and school performance.
Previous literature on career barriers has defihederm “career barriers” as events or
conditions that impede career progress for an iddal (Ali et al., 2005). These
conditions can be internal to the individual, sastself-esteem, or environmental, such
as working in a sexist environment. The curremtigtexamined the relationship between
perceived barriers and adolescents’ demographi@ctaistics of gender, ethnicity, and
family socio-economic status. Note that the curstady uses the term “perceived
barriers,” rather than the term “career barriers’the current study, a perceived barrier
is defined as anobstacle which the individual belsswvill impede the realization of her
or hiseducational expectations. The current autlasrchosen to use the term “perceived

barriers” because the perception of an obstadimorer can have a distinct negative
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psychological impact separate from the questiontadther or not the barrier is a true
impediment to the individual’'s expectations.

Previous research has found that it is not neaggsdamographic variables in and of
themselves that affect the students’ educationdicaneer aspirations, but rather it is the
social construction of these variables and thesnacsexism, and classism that
accompanies their social construction that affsttidents’ educational and career
aspirations (Gottfredson, 1986; Hotchkiss & Bord®90). For example, Behnke et al.
(2004) found that racism is a perceived barrierai@er goals for minority youth. Other
research has documented that perceived barrieliclade cost of education and early
parenthood (Mortimer et al., 2002).

Another variable theorized to mediate effects dol@scents’ career and educational
expectations is school adjustment. Previous rekdas documented the relationship
between school adjustment and career and educktiopectations. Specifically,
previous research has found that delinquent adatstiave lower occupational
expectations than their non-delinquent peers (Reked Hill, 1998) and that teachers’
feelings toward students, which is a part of sclaaipistment in the current analysis,
influence student performance (Parsons, Kaczalde&ce, 1982).

As discussed earlier, peer cluster theory (OeiBpauvais, 1987) suggests that
peers influence individual attitudes and behawspecially in social settings such as the
school. According to peer cluster theory, studerits socialize with delinquent peers
are more likely to become delinquents themselvédsis, from the framework of peer
cluster theory it was hypothesized that peer schdpistment would be a related to

individual school adjustment. Based on the previderature cited above, it was also
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hypothesized that (1) individual school adjustmeauld be directly related to
educational expectations, and (2) school adjustmventd be indirectly related to
educational expectations through school performance

The final intermediary variable in the current rabi$ school performance. School
performance was hypothesized to be directly reladestiucational expectations, while
operating as an intermediary variable for the éffet family academic support, parental
education level, and friends’ school performanog, school adjustment. Previous
research has documented a direct relationship leetaehool performance and
educational expectations. For example, Reyes €1299) found that those aspiring to
male-dominated careers, which are often more jgies and higher paying in U.S.
culture, had higher GPAs. Similar findings werpared by Rojewski and Kim (2003),
who found that youth aspiring to attend college higther scores on reading,
mathematics, and science achievement tests thauwibigk-bound peers.

While several studies have examined the relatipsdhetween parental support,
parental education level, and adolescents’ cargeratations, few studies have provided
a theoretical explanation for such relationshifgveral authors have argued that parents
act as role models, and it is through modeling plaaéntal level variables influence the
adolescents’ beliefs about what they will acconip(iali & Saunders, 2006; Behnke et
al., 2004; Mortimer et al., 2002; Schmitt-Rodermén®ondracek, 2002). However, it
may be that the effect of parental level varialolesareer and educational expectations is
mediated by a third variable that has not beemtaki® account in the previous
literature. The current author believes that enpdrtant mediator in this context is

school performance. It has been documented elsewviat students with more educated
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parents do better in school than their peers \esl Educated parents (Rojewski & Kim,
2003). Furthermore, those who feel supported ademic pursuits do better in school
than their peers who do not feel supported (A&let2005). Based on these findings, it
was hypothesized that school performance wouldsein intermediary variable between
parental education and family support and adoldsteareer and educational
expectations.
Model Summary

The current study sought to understand the relsitip between adolescents’
educational expectations and a variety of individpeer, family, and academic
characteristics. Based on the findings of previdasature and theoretical speculation,
the current author constructed a structural egnatiodel relating adolescents’
educational and career expectations to individuegdy, family, and academic
characteristics (see Figure 1). Furthermore, dubke conflicting findings regarding the
effect of gender and ethnicity on career and edtaltexpectations, this model was
tested for structural invariance across the denpigcavariables of gender and ethnicity.
In summary, the current author hypothesized:

1. Family socio-economic status would have an eudirelationship to educational

expectations through the variable of perceivediéatr

2. The family socialization variables of family aeanic support and parental

education level would have an indirect relationgbipducational expectations

through school performance.
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3. The peer socialization variables of friends’@aadjustment and friends’ school
performance would have an indirect relationshipdacational expectations through
the factors of school adjustment and school perdoica, respectively.

4. School adjustment would have a direct relatigngheducational expectations,
and an indirect relationship through school perfmoe.

5. The relationship of perceived barriers, sclaatplistment, and school
performance with career expectations would be tirec

6. The fit of the hypothesized structural modelmary by gender and ethnicity of

the participants.
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Chapter II: Method
Participants

The current analysis used a pre-existing dattosstamine the hypotheses in
guestion. After examining the pre-existing data aesubset of the total cases was
selected for inclusion in the current study. Speally, the current study limited itself to
examining all ¥ and & grade cases. The original data set was colldstete Tri-
Ethnic Center for Prevention Research under thegrtAdolescent Drug Use in Rural
America.” Information on the participants and data cditet methods of this project
have been published elsewhere (see Edwards, St&esged, Marquart, Chen, &
Jumper-Thurman, 2007). However, certain key asp&dhe sample and sampling
procedure are reiterated here.

The original sub-set of data utilized in the cotrstudy consisted of 87,474 junior
high students (7— 8" graders) attending school between 1996 and 200MhoSe
students, 49.7% were male, 49.8% were female &adli8 not provide information on
their gender. In terms of ethnic identificatio?, % of the sample identified as
European-American, 16.9% as Hispanic-American,%2a8 African-American,
and3.8% identified as another ethnic group (sudiasre American or Asian-

American). Participants were relatively evenlytidimited among % and &' grade, with

! This project was funded by the National InstitoteDrug Abuse (NIDA; RO1 DA98349) and supervised

by the primary investigator, Ruth W. Edwards
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50.1% of the students enrolled in tHegtade and 49.9% in thd'@rade. For a
distribution of the students’ ages, see Table 1.

Of the original 87,474 respondents, 11,256 pawitip were eliminated from the
working sample due to the fact that they had netamned either of the outcome
guestions on educational expectations. The remgirt,218 cases were then
randomized in order and the first haif € 38,109) were used as a calibration sample
inthe SEM analysis, while the second half of thees&l, = 38,109) were reserved as a
validation sample to test for model fit across skasip For a comparison of the two

samples by age, ethnicity, gender, and grade, abke P.

Table 1.

Age of Participants at Time of Survey (N = 76,218)

Age n Sample Percentage
10 8 .0
11 106 A
12 16,676 22.0
13 35,184 46.2
14 20,908 27.4
15 2,798 3.7
16 316 4
17 29 .0
18 6 .0
19 4 .0
20 5 .0
Missing data 178 2
Total 76,218 100.0

Community Sampling Procedure

Data collection began by selecting a geograplyicithtified sample of communities
from within the United States, specifically targetiethnic minority rural communities,
white rural communities, and comparison samplesoofrural communities. Ethnic

minority communities were defined as communitiest thcluded 40% or more Mexican-
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Americans or 40% or more African-Americans. BeeaM&xican-American

communities are primarily located in the Southwestégnited States, and African-

Table 2.

Comparisons of Calibration and Validation Samplesiemographic Characteristics

Variable Calibration Sample (% of cases) Valiolatsample (% of cases)
Age
10 .0 .0
11 A A
12 21.8 21.9
13 46.3 46.1
14 27.5 27.4
15 3.6 3.8
16 4 4
17 -20 A1 A
Missing 2 2
Total 100.0 100.0
Ethnicity
African-American 12.3 12.1
European-American  66.8 66.8
Hispanic-American 155 16.0
Other 4.1 3.8
Missing 1.3 1.3
Total 100.0 100.0
Gender
Female 51.5 51.2
Male 48.1 48.3
Missing 4 5
Total 100.0 100.0
Grade
7 49.0 48.9
8 51.0 51.1
Total 100.0 100.0

American communities are primarily located in tlwiBeastern U.S., the European-
American comparison communities were chosen fra@rstime regions of the country, so
as to avoid confounding effects of ethnicity andgyaphic region. The final sample of
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communities consisted of 42 African-American comitias, 37 Mexican-American
communities, 22 Southeastern European-American eonti@s, and 33 Western
European-American communities. After specific caimities were selected for
inclusion in the sample, the most representatigl bchool in the community, and its
feeder junior high schools, were invited to papi#te in the project. The “most
representative high school in the community” watedeined by comparing the ethnic
composition of the community at large to the ethro@mposition of the high schools in
the community (when a community had more than agle $chool). The high school
with the ethnic composition that most closely mattthat of the community at large was
chosen for inclusion in the original sample reengnht as the most representative high
school in its respective community.

Schools that chose to participate were mailedCtimunity Drug and Alcohol
Survey (CDAS) to administer to all registered studentthigir school. After
administration, the surveys were mailed back toffr=thnic Center and the survey
responses were examined for evidence of inconsistsponding or exaggeration.
Approximately 3% of survey data was discarded aff&mination due to inconsistency

or exaggeration.

2 The Community Drug and Alcohol Survey (CDAS) iséd on The American Drug and Alcohol Survey
and the Prevention Planning Survey, published byBSMInc. (vww.rmbsi.con) and used under a

memorandum of understanding between Colorado Btaiteersity and RMBSI.
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Materials

Students selected for participation in the sam@ee asked to complete the CDAS,
a 99-item survey that asks students about a vasfdtypics, including substance use and
substance use frequency, relationships with peehgol adjustment, experiences with
crime and violence, relationships with family memshe@nd ethnic group identification.
Despite the number of items on the CDAS, on avesaggents only took 20 minutes to
complete the survey.

The current analysis utilized a subset of questiooluded on the CDAS. As
demographic characteristics, gender and ethnicinewingle-item responses. The
remaining latent constructs consisted of betweenamd eight items, and the observed
variables that were combined to constitute ea@ntatonstruct are described below.
Note that the theoretical basis of structural eguanodeling (SEM) is that each
observed variable can be predicted by its assatiatent construct. For example,
whether or not a student considers his or her fatibe rich or poor is predicted by the
underlying construct of the student’s family’s SH3ue to this theoretical assumption,
the relationship of the observed variables to #iterit construct can be thought of in
terms of regression. In this example, the dependarable (i.e., observed variable) of
“Is your family rich or poor” is regressed onto theependent variable (i.e., latent
construct) of SES. In the computer software paeka@sS, this relationship is
represented through a series of equations in whielobserved variables are expressed
as a sum of their regression coefficient onto #terit construct and the associated error

term in the prediction.
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For a concrete example, consider: If V1 (variableepresents the questitsyour
family . . . very rich, rich, average, poor, or ygyoor,and that question is hypothesized
to be associated with the latent construct SESesepted as F1 (factor 1), then this is
represented in EQS as V1 = F1 + E1, where E reptefiee error in predicting V1 from
F1. Therefore, when examining the factor loadiofgsbserved (i.e., measured)
variables, those factor loadings can be thoughsatgression coefficients that have
been weighted according to their degree of contivbuto the latent factor (R. Swaim,
personal communication, July 30, 2009). Note thatsing structural equation modeling,
the researcher must consider the theoretical walkidihow the observed variables fit
together as components of the latent factors.ekample, it would be theoretically
unsound to combine age, race, and gender int@at [&tctor labeled “background
characteristics”(Byrne, 1994). To guard againshserrors, the standard practice is to
conduct factor analyses on the items that are hgsated to share a latent factor. This
ensures that there is sufficient reliability ungiery) the relationship between the
observed factors that share a common latent poedizimove forward with the SEM
analysis. As a preliminary step, the items thatused to measure each latent construct
in this study were subjected to Cronbach’s religbénalysis to determine whether the
items on each scale had sufficient reliability &ihcluded in the remainder of the
analysis.This was then followed by conducting aonéitory factor analyses on the
proposed latent factors.

In the current model, Family Socio-Economic Stgkemily SES) is a latent
construct, and three survey questions (or threerabd variables) were regressed onto it.

The Family SES variables consisted of respons#®ttollowing questions: Is your
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family . . .very poor, poor, average, rich, or very r{sbored as 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5,
respectively) My family has enough money to buy the things we twdmost never,
Some of the time, Yes, most of the time, Yed,thk deiméscored as 1, 2, 3, and 4,
respectively) My family has enough money to buy what we ne&dost never, Some of
the time, Yes, most of the time, Yes, all of thgdcored as 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively)
In the Cronbach’s reliability analysis, the FantligS scale achieved an alpha reliability
score of .659.

Two family socialization constructs, family acadersupport and parental education
level, were included in the current analysis. Hgm@cademic support was a latent
construct, in which four observed variables wemrduss indicators of the latent factor.
For this latent construct, students were askedisavar the following four questions:

How much would your family would care if youskippgchool?How much would your
family care if you got a bad grade?How much wouwddnfamily care if you did not do
your homework? How much would your family cargoeiu quit school?For each of these
four questions, students could respond accordirgftar-point Likert scale with the
following choicesnot at all not much, some, a I¢cored as 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively)
Using Cronbach’s alphar as a measure of internal consistency reliabilitg, family
academic support items scoredoan .833 in the reliability analysis. Parental edigra
level was a latent construct in which two observadables were used as indicators. For
these two survey questions, students reportedigiest grade of school completed by
their (1) father and (2) mother. Due to the faeit tonly two variables comprised the
parental education level construct, Pearsomss used as a measure of covariance for

the scale, rather than Cronbach’s alpha, whicimig appropriate for scales that have 3
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or more items. The two observed indicators forgaeental education scale correlated at
r =.697,p< .001.

Two peer latent factors were also included indineent analysis: friends’ school
adjustment and friends’ school performance. Fséadhool adjustment was a latent
construct that was measured with three survey mumsst These three survey questions
asked the students the following: Do your friendskchool? Do your friends like their
teachers? Do your friends think school is fun?Ath the latent factor of family
academic support, students could respond accotdiadour point Likert scale with the
following choicesnot at all, not much, some,a(stored as 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively).
Friends’ school performance was a latent factavhich two observed variables were
used as indicators. These two variables consikteddollowing two questions: What
kind of grades do your friends get?What kind ofistuts are your friends? The students
could answer according to a four point Likert saaith the following choicespoor, not
too good, good, or very go(tored as 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectivelife friends’ school
adjustment scale achieved- .892 in the reliability analysis, and the frishdchool
performance scale, which was a two-item scale hexha correlation of= .692,p< .001.

Another latent factor of interest in the curretidy was perceived barriers. This
latent factor was measured through eight survegtopres (i.e., eight observed
variables).The eight survey questions used to oactsthe latent factor of perceived
barriers were formatted slightly differently frohmetother items on the survey. Students
first read the following stem question:Will anytbg following things keep you from
having the job you would like when you are an &ulthen students were presented with

eight phrases that represented potential baroetsetgoal of getting the job they would
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like as an adult. These phrases were:(1) Not lga¥ie money for training or school, (2)
Don’'t want to move far from my family, (3) Familgads me to work at home, (4) No
opportunities in this community, (5) Having a chi(@) My drug or alcohol use, (7)
Marriage, (8) | won't try hard enough. For eactited eight phrases, students rated
whether the statement represented a barrier opaa-Likert scale with the following
options:won't at all, might, probablyor sure it wil(scored as 1, 2, 3, and 4,
respectively). A reliability analysis of the pered barrier items found = .817 for the
8-item scale.

In addition to the above-mentioned latent factord their associated observed
variables, the latent factors of students’ schadgistment and school performance were
also examined. Themanifest variables that werd tmehese latent factors mirrored the
guestions that were used for the latent factorgeef school adjustment and peer school
performance. For the school adjustment factor, $ouvey items were used. These
items asked the students to rate to what degregeatireed with the following statements:
I like school, My teachers like me, | like my teack, and School is fun.Students rated
each item according to a four point Likert scarthvine following optionsnot at all, not
much, some, or a I¢scored as 1, 2, 3, and 4, respectively). Thedgberformance
factor was measured by two observed variables.edtadvere asked to answer the
following two survey questions: What kind of gradigsyou get?What kind of student
are you? The students answered each questiordaugoo a four point Likert scale with
the following optionspoor, not too good, good, or very ggedch scored as 1, 2, 3, and

4, respectively) The school adjustment scale had .873 in the reliability analysis,
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while the school performance scale, which was aitera scale, reached a correlation of
r =.682,p< .001.

The outcome of interest in the current analysis aducational expectations. In the
current study the latent factor of educational exggons was measured through two
observed variables. Students were asked the foltptwo questions: Will you graduate
from high school?Will you go on to college or otlsehool after high school? Students
could answer according to a five-point Likert scalth the following optionsNo chance
that | will, Poor chance, Fair chance, Good chatlcat | will, Yes, I'm sure | wi(each
scored as 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively)e educational expectations scale, which was a
two-item scale, achieved a correlation ©f.587,p< .001.

Procedure

Because the participants in the survey were mji@ients or guardians of all
students received a letter informing them of theopse, content, and date of the
surveying. If parents preferred that their chid(r did not participate, they were asked to
sign a notice and return it to the school pricthe date of the surveying, or to call the
school and indicate that they did not want theildgren) to participate. To ensure that
parents were fully informed of the nature of thesfionnaire, a copy of the survey was
available at each school for the parents to exanaimg parents were given a toll free
number that they could call to speak with the Rpalkcinvestigator of the study.

In addition, at the time the survey was administtastudents were told that their
participation was voluntary, that they could chotzsend their participation at any time,
and that they could leave any question blank. sthdents were reminded not to put

their name or any identifying information on thexay, and that all data would remain
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anonymous and confidential. Schoolteachers, @rathool personnel, administrated

the survey during normal school hours.
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Chapter Ill: Results
Comparison of Missing Data Cases to Retained DatseG

Before proceeding with the structural equation eliog) analysis, an extensive
comparison of the cases that were rejected duesting data on the outcome variables
(n= 11,256 to the cases that were retainad-(76,218) was conducted. For each
observed variable included in the SEM analysis, AMACanalyses were conducted to
compare the mean scores of students who did novmesto the questions on Educational
Expectations with the scores of those studentsdithoespond to the questions on
Educational Expectations.

Missing data cases were divided into two categoriehe first category was
respondents who left the questions blank. Thergkcategory was respondents who
provided multiple responses to the same questimalidating their data. Regarding the
first category of missing data, students who didamswer the question, Will you
graduate from high schoolfa € 581), had a significantly lower mean score a@n th
guestion, What kind of grades do you get?, comptratudents who had answered the
questionf(5, 87,468) = 4,704.3489 .001,n? = .212. This significant difference
indicates that students who did not answer thetouedVill you graduate from high
school?, received poorer grades than students vene sure they would graduate from
high school, and students who thought they hadod gbance, fair chance, poor chance,

or no chance to graduate high school.
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In addition, students who did not answer the qaesWill you graduate from high
school? i = 560; note that sample sizes for the missing gatap vary from one
analysis to another due to the fact that pairwedettbn was used in the SPSS
analyses),had a significantly lower mean scorenerquestion, What kind of student are
you?,compared to students who had answered thé@uE€, 87,474) = 4,354.500<
.001,n? = .205. This result indicates that students widandt answer the question, Will
you graduate from high school?, rated themselvg®aser students than those who were
sure they would graduate from high school, anddhaso said they had a good chance,
fair chance, no chance, or poor chance of grady&tom high school.

Regarding the eight phrases measuring the laterstiewt of perceived barriers,
students who provided multiple answers to the goeswVill you graduate from high
school?, were more likely to believe that a nundferbstacles could prohibit them from
getting the job they wanted as an adult comparatidents who provided a single valid
response. These obstacles included: not havingndmey for training or schodk(5,
87,468) = 4,354.50Q< .001 1> = .199, not wanting to move away from their
family,F(5, 87,468) = 4,042.66p< .001,1? = .188, their family needed them to work at
homeF (5, 87,468) = 4,018.269< .001,1? = .187, having a child:(5, 87,468) =
3,630.229p< .001,1? = .172, and marriag&(5, 87,468) = 3484.93®< .001,n% = .166.

In terms of demographic characteristics, non-redpos and students who gave more
than one response to the outcome question, Willggaduate from high school?, were
more likely to be male (14.8% of the male data wlassified as missing compared to
9.8% of the female data; when tested with chi-sejtfae results indicated (6) =

794.911p< .001), and to identify as an ethnic minority (16%4he African-American
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data was classified as missing, 18% of the HispAmerican data was classified as
missing, and 7% of the European-American data \lessified as missing; when tested
with chi-square the results indicatgd18) = 3,172.44p< .001).

Examining the second outcome question of intefleatas found that students who
answered the question, Will you go on to collegetber school after high school?, with
multiple responses were more likely to perceive tizd having the money for training or
schoolF(5, 87,468) = 3,663.39P< .001,n° = .173, not wanting to move away from
their familyF(5, 87,468) = 3,351.48p< .001,n% = .161, their family needed them to
work at homer(5, 87,468) = 3,330.699< .001,1? = .160, and having a chil&(5,
87,468) = 3,047.193< .001 1> = .148,would be obstacles to getting the job thesired
as adults.

Although the number of cases excluded due to ngssata issues on any one of
these survey questions was small (sample subsgdan size frorm = 62 ton = 581)
relative to the overall sample siag € 38,109, = 38,109), these differences in missing
data cases and retained cases should be keptdwhien examining the final results.

In addition, in considering these comparisons betwbe missing data cases and the
retained cases, the large sample size of the dathsuld also be taken into account.
Due to the fact that th@owerof a statistical test increases as sample sizeases, given
a fixedp-value criterion for the test, statistical testizihg larger sample sizes are more
likely to reject the null hypothesis. Thereforeingslarger sample sizes reduces the
likelihood of making a Type Il error. Furthermowery large samples allow researchers
to detect very small differences between groug&rénces that may be negligently

different from the null hypothesis. This introdsdbie issue that Agresti and Finlay
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(1997) termstatisticalversuspracticalsignificancaVhile a large sample size aids
researchers in detecting even very small differefetween groups, those differences
may be so small as to be practically unimport&dr example, when looking at the
differences between students who did and did nevanthe question, Will you graduate
from high school?, it was found that non-respontieus significantly lower self-reported
grades than students who provided a valid respeuosé, as, | have\gery goodchance to
graduate high school. However, the magnitude isfdtiference was 0.47 on a four-
point scale, less than one-half of a point diffeeehetween the two groups--a difference
which, it could be argued, actically insignificanteven if it isstatistically significant

Furthermore, although the effect sizes in the alamadysis ranged between .148 and
.212, these effect sizes represent comparisonebat® different groups of students: (1)
students who did not answer the question, (2) stisdeho were sure they would
graduate high school / go on to college, (3) sttslemo thought they would probably
graduate high school / go on to college, (4) sttslemo thought they might graduate
high school / go on to college, (5) students whaught they would not at all graduate
high school / go on to college, and (6) students atswered the question more than
once. The analyses presented above summarizésrésatifound a significant difference
between the missing data groups (groups 1 anddb)hennon-missing data groups.
However, in those same analyses, significant diffees were also found between
students who were more confident that they wouédigate high school / go on to
college, and those who were less confident thatweaild graduate high school / go on
to college. Therefore, it is important to keeprimd that the reported effect sizes

represent more than the magnitude of the differebeéween missing data groups and
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non-missing data groups on the dependent varialitather, the effect sizes represent
the amount of variance in the dependent varialaeighexplained by the students’
responses on the independent variable.

Descriptive Statistics and Measurement Model Rgsult

Table 3 presents the means, standard deviatiact®rfloadings, and residuals,
utilizing the calibration sample data, for eachhs observed variables. For each
variable, the factor loadings and residuals foritiiteal measurement model are
presented first, and the factor loadings and redsdior the revised measurement model
are presented in parentheses. Note that the sampléor all tests of the measurement
model was = 38,109. Before assessing the fit of the measen¢ model using EQS,
missing data were handled using the EM imputatiethiod. For both the initial
measurement model, and the revised measurement,ratbdactor loadings were
significant at the< .05 level.

Because preliminary results indicated that tha dat not approximate a normal
distribution for some variables, the robust methbdstimation was used for testing the
fit between the hypothesized model and the calidmatample data. The initial
measurement model produced a poor fit for the eitn sample data,(Robust
comparative fit index [CFI] = .863).

After reviewing the results from the initial measment model, a revised model was
tested in which the eight manifest variables cosipg the Perceived Barriers latent
factor were divided into fourdifferent latent faxtpwith two observed variables loading

onto each of the four new latent factors. The gearto the initial model were based on
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both statistical and theoretical considerationke fevised model, then, contained four

latent factors that replaced the initial perceibedriers latent factor. The

Table 3.
Means, Standard Deviations, Factor Loadings, angidR&ls for the Observed Variables
(Calibration Sample, n = 38,109)

Factor
Variable M SD Loading Residual
SES: Family Rich or Poor 2.86 49 .51 (.51) 6 (86)

SES: Enough Money for Wants  2.22 72 .76 (.76) 69 (.64)
SES: Enough Money for Needs 1.42 .64 .65 (.64) 76 (.79)

Friends Adj.: Like School 2.30 .81 .89 (.89) 45 (.45)
Friends Adj.: Like Teachers 2.32 .79 .84 (.84) .55 (.55)
Friends Adj.: School is Fun 2.54 .89 .87 (.87) .49 (.49)

Friends Perf.: Kind of Grades 2.01 .55 .79 (.79).61 (.61)
Friends Perf.: Kind of Students 1.96 57 .89).8 .45 (.45)

Family Support: Skip School 1.30 72 .83 (.83) .55 (.55)
Family Support: Bad Grade 1.62 .81 72 (.72) 0(.70)
Family Support: Homework 1.75 .90 .69 (.69) (-72)
Family Support: Quit School 1.17 64 .75 (.75) .66 (.66)

Parent Education: Dad’s Grade 8.40 5.98 (B9 45 (.46)
Parent Education: Mom’s Grade 9.25 5.74 80)(. .60 (.60)
Barrielresource) NO Money 3.14 .96 .61 (.68) 79 (.74)
Barrieframiy: Don’t Want Move  3.13 .95 .51 (.58) .86 (.82)
Barrieframiy: Family Needs Me  3.48 .86 .60 (.68) .80 (.74)
Barrielresource) NO Opportunities  3.26 .95 .59 (.62) .81 (.79)
Barrielrelationshipj Having a Child ~ 3.13 1.02 .70 (.90) AA).
Barrielpersonal) Substance Use 3.45 1.02 .53 (.67) BY (.

Barrielrelationshipy Marriage 3.24 .96 .64 (.77) 77 (.63)
Barrielpersona WoN't Try 3.29 1.09 .60 (.79) .80 (.62)
Self Adj.: Like School 2.13 .89 .84 (.84) 655)
Self Adj.: Teachers Like Me 1.85 .80 .72(.72) 70 (.70)
Self Adj.: | Like Teachers 2.00 .83 .78 (.78) .63 (.63)
Self Adj.: School is Fun 2.38 97 .84 (.84) 4 (4)
Self Perf.: Kind of Grades 1.83 .67 .79 (.79) .61 (.61)
Self Perf.: Kind of Student 1.76 .64 .87 (.87) .49 (.49)
Expectations: Graduate School 1.24 .64 .75 (.75).66 (.66)
Expectations: Go to College 1.57 97 .78 (.78).62 (.62)

new factors were named:Resource Barriers, Famil@+adin Barriers, Relationship

Barriers, and Personal Choice Barriers.
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For each of the barrier questions, the questiem stas: Will any of the following
things keep you from having the job you would hdeen you are an adult?Students were
then presented with eight phrases that represeliffedent kinds of potential barriers that
could prevent them from getting the job they wowltht as an adult. These eight
phrases were divided into four different categotiesreate the four barrier latent factors.
Resource Barriers was measured via the phrakdiaving the money or training for
schoolandNo opportunities in this communityzamily-of-Origin Barriers were
measured via the phras&on’t want to move far from my famiéyndFamily needs me to
work at home (business, farm, etdlelationship Barriers were measured via the
phrasesMarriage andHaving a Child. Personal Choice Barriers were measured via the
phrasesMy drug or alcohol usandl won’t try hard enough.

The revised measurement model resulted in impravedkel fit,(Robust CFl = .902).
Table 4 presents the fit statistics for the iniiatl revised measurement models
(including the models’ chi-square values, the natiteindex (NFI), the comparative fit
index (CFl), and the Root Mean Square Residual (RMSFor the initial and revised
measurement models, which are nested within onth@ndhe chi-square difference
value is also presented as a measure of imprové&dr the initial model to the revised
model. Keeping in mind that the difference in shisare values is assumed to be
distributed as a chi-square value in and of itskethe chi-square difference achieves
significance, then that is taken as additional ena that the revised model is a better fit
to the data than the initial model. Table 5 preséme inter-factor correlations for the

revised measurement model.
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Table 4.

Fit Statistics for the Independence, Initial, aneMRed Measurement Models

Model X df NFl  CFl RMSR YA p
Independence  530,707.22 435 - e -

Initial 52,114.91 369 862  .863 .046 - <.001
Revised 37,416.09 339 901  .902  .039148®8.<.001

Structural Equation Modeling Results for the Cadition and Validation Samples

After attaining an acceptable level of fit wittetmeasurement model, the calibration
sample was then used to assess the fit of thetfulttural model, which is based on
Hypotheses 1 — 5 (see pages 21 — 22). Figure 2misethe standardized solution for the
hypothesized structural model. Using the robusinagion method to assess fit yielded a
Satorra-Bentler scaled Chi-square value of 67, M0ith degrees of freedom equal to
390,p< .001. Although a significant Chi-square resnlEQS is generally interpreted as
a misfit between the specified structural model #redco-variance structure of the data,
in cases where the sample size is very large, asithe current case, Chi-square tends to
be significant even when the hypothesized modeldcoe correct (Byrne, 1994).
Therefore, in order to assess a more accurateastioh model fit, the robust
comparative fit index was examined, as the CFlgak® account the inflation effects of
large sample sizes and the robust estimation metboaunts for non-normal
distributions of variables. The robust CFl for thiial structural model was .821, which
indicates a relatively poor fit for the sample data

Based on the examination of the Chi-square reswoltsist CFI, and the Normed Fit
Index (NFI), all of which indicated a level of misbetween the hypothesized model and
the data set, the LaGrange Multiplier Test (LM Jegs utilized to determine whether

additional parameters should be added to thelisiiactural model. Figure 3 presents
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Table 5.

Latent Factor Intercorrelations

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Perceived SES - 131 179 .040 -278 -.312132 .246 292 -170 -103 -.170
2. Friends School Adjust.  --- - 541 261 -.085.111 .807 435 346 -014 -074 -.064
3. Friends School Perf. .219 -.125-.150 466 .629 419 -085 -106 -.099
4. Family Academic Supp. --- --- -®8 -.075 .308 .245 310 -.054 -.075 -.049
5. Parent Education Level --- - 147 076 -224 -.265 .158 .091 122
6. Resource Barriers 114 -204  -.222 .947 617 .736
7. School Adjustment 573 455  -015 -.077 -.068
8. School Performance 582 -133 -150 -.158
9. Educational Expect. - -- -192 -.163 -87
10. Family of Origin Bar. .623 .637
11. Relationship Barriers .535

12. Personal Choice Bar.
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the revised structural model. In both the hypatteekmodel and the revised structural
model, Perceived Family SES has an indirect reiatip to Educational Outcomes
through the Barrier Factors, supporting Hypothésis

The primary difference between the original hypethed model and the revised
model was that the model achieved a better fihéodata set when the relationships of all
the Barrier Factors and School Adjustment on Edoicat Expectations were specified to
be indirect effects through the latent factor ofi&@d Performance. This finding partially
supports Hypothesis 5, which stated that PercaBagders, School Adjustment, and
School Performance, would all directly relate tauEational Expectations. However, in
the revised model, only School Performance and lyahsiademic Support directly
related to Educational Expectations.

In the revised structural model, no changes wexéatio the predicted relationships
between Friends’ School Adjustment and School Adpest, and Friends’ School
Performance and School Performance, respectividigrefore, Hypothesis 3 was fully
supported in the revised structural model.

In the revised structural model fit was also imya@ when School Adjustment had
only an indirect relationship to Educational Exjgicins through School Performance as
well. This partially contradicts Hypothesis 4, ainistated that School Adjustment would
haveboth a direct relationship to Educational Eigtémns and an indirect relationship to
Educational Expectations through School Performariteerefore, Hypothesis 4 was
partially supported as School Adjustment only hadnalirect relationship to Educational

Expectations through School Performance.
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Model fit was further improved when Family Acaderiupport directly related to
School Adjustment, as opposed to School Performasceell as relating to Educational
Expectations directly. This alteration is relevemHypothesis 2, which stated that the
effects of Family Academic Support and Parentaldatian Level would be indirectly
related toEducational Expectations through SchedidPmance. Therefore, partial
support was found for Hypothesis 2 as only Pardfdaication Level was significantly
related to School Performance in the revised sirattnodel.

The last alteration to the initial hypothesizedd®lovas that the disturbance terms of
the four barrier factors were allowed to covaryhefl the LM Test indicates that model
fit will be improved by allowing disturbance terfascovary, it often means that a third
unmeasured variable is accounting for their shase@dnce. After making these
revisions based on both statistical and theoretioasiderations, the revised structural
model achieved a fit of .860, according to the silfLiFl. While this represents an
improvement over the initial hypothesized modestiit does not meet the standard
criterion of a fit of .900.

Despite the fact that the ideal cutoff for fit wast reached, the revised structural
model was then tested on the validation samplasare that the fit found among the
observed variables and the latent factors was vertioflated due to the unique
characteristics of the calibration sample. Whenr#vised structural model was tested
on the validation sample, the Robust CFI attained also .860. Table 6 presents the fit
indices for the Independence Structural Model Itiiteal Hypothesized Structural Model,
the Revised Structural Model, and the Revised 8StratModel fit for the validation

sample.
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Comparison of Model Fit across Gender

The next step in the analysis was to test for omessent invariance across the male
and female subsamples. In testing for measureimeatiance, one is assessing whether
or not factor loadings and measurement errors@uzaent across different groups of
participants. If measurement invariance is nos@mng it suggests that there are systemic
differences in the ways that the separate groupsicipants responded to the survey
guestions, such that the latent factors were natsored equivalently across the two
groups. In a multi-group comparison, measurenrerdriance is tested for before any
tests for structural invariance are conductedulte out significant measurement
differences between the two groups. If measuremeatiance is not found, structural
differences are not tested for, due to the confmghohfluence of the significant
measurement differences. However, in such caaeb,group of participants can be
treated as an independent data set, and examirseg ibthe covariance matrix suggests

different structural models for each individualalaet.

Table 6
Fit Statistics for the Independence, Initial, Redisand Validation Sample Structural
Models

Model v df NFI  CFlI A p
Independence  530,707.22 435
Initial 67,790.06 390 .820 .821 <100
Revised 53,033.93 384 .859 .860 14,76.1 <.001
Validation 53,346.31 384 .859 .860 640

To start, the initial calibration sample was daddnto two data subsets, one
containing all of the male participants, and thgeotcontaining all of the female
participants. The two data sets were then sulgdota multi-group analysis in EQS

(version 6.1) using theROUPSsub-command. In the first run, no constraintsewer
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imposed between the two groups, and a single Grharsegvalue was given for both data
sets, in this casg?(678) = 37,767.94p< .001. The NFI for the baseline multi-group
measurement model was .899, and the CFl was .901.

To determine whether or not the latent factorhécurrent model were measured
equivalently across males and females in the sagragecond EQS analysis was
conducted in which the factor loadings of each pleskvariable onto its respective
latent factor was constrained to be equal acrassah groups. If no measurement
variance is present, then the Chi-square differéestewould be non-significant when
comparing the baseline Chi-squarevalue to the ainstd Chi-square value. The
constrained Chi-square value attained was: 39,P6@bh df = 708. The difference
between the two Chi-square values wag30) = 1498.56p< .001. The significant result
from the Chi-square difference test suggests hwlatent factors in the model were not
measured equivalently across the two groups. Eurtbre, the univariate tests of the
individual constraints indicated that 20 out ofd&ahe factor loadings were significantly
different between males and females. In additin,items, father’s educational level
and mother’s educational level, were unable tcebeetl due to numerical problems.
Therefore, tests of structural invariance betwéentiwo genders were not conducted.
However, the two groups were examined as sepasasdesdts to determinewhether
sources of improved fit could be found for eachhaf two groups. Table 7 compares the
fit indices for males and females on the reviseacstiral model.

The Chi-square results for males and females atelitthat the structural model was
a slightly better fit for males than females. ®ddw-up on the Chi-square results

comparing the structural model between males amadlfes, the regression coefficients of
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Table 7
Fit Statistics for the Revised Structural Model@ss Gender

Model Y df NFI  CFlI p
Females 28,027.55 384 .844 .846 <.001
Males 25,010.59 384 872 .873 <.001

the standardized solution for the male sample hadamale sample were compared to
each other. Comparing the regression coefficiehtse standardized solution across
gender revealed differences in the degree to wigisburce barriers and family-of-origin
barriers were related to school performance. $pally, for males, the regression
coefficient for resource barriers loading onto ssperformance was -.876 and the
regression coefficient for family-of-origin barrgeloading onto school performance was
.715. In comparison, for females, the regressaefficient for resource barriers loading
onto school performance was -.601 and the regmessiefficient for family-of-origin
barriers loading onto school performance was .476.

In addition, for both genders, further examinatidthe SEM analysis indicated that
the overall structural model fit could be improugdadding additional pathways between
latent constructs and allowing disturbance termsot@ry. However, the suggested
pathways, while statistically significant, were monhsistent with the theoretical
considerations being examined in the current paper.example, for both genders, fit
would be improved if a pathway was added from etioical expectations to school
performance. This addition would create a recerpathway between these two latent
factors, thereby negating the role of educatiorpketations as the outcome variable of

interest.
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Overall, the comparison of model fit across gersigygests that there are significant
differences in the fit of the structural model asgender, supporting Hypothesis 6.
However, these results must be viewed with caudionto the confounding influence of
measurement variance.

Comparison of Model Fit across Ethnic Groups

As with the comparison of model fit across genttecompare across the three
ethnic groups of African-American, European-Amemicand Hispanic-American youth,
a baseline comparison was conducted in EQS torohtainitial assessment of fit. A
second analysis was then conducted in which therfamadings of each observed
variable were constrained to be equal across tiee troups. ldeally, no significant
differences would be found between the baselinelamdonstrained Chi-square values.
In the current analysis, the baseline Chi-squalgevaas: 48,759.23, wittif = 1017.

The constrained Chi-square value was: 49,614.04,di/= 1077. The difference
between the two Chi-square values wag80) = 854.81p< .001. As with the
comparison across gender, the significant Chi-sqd#ference test indicated that there
was significant measurement variance between tiee thfferent ethnic groups. An
examination of the univariate test statistics iatkd that of the 90 constraints imposed,
48 of them were significant, indicating that thegres unjustifiably imposed.
Furthermore, six of the constraints were not tedteglto numerical problems (these
constraints represented the observed variablestlodéfs educational level and mother’s
educational level held constant between the thite@egroups). These results suggest
that some of the survey questions used to mealsarmebdiserved variables were

interpreted differently by members of the thrededédnt ethnic groups. Therefore, each
51



of the three groups was treated as a separatselaia determine if the structural model
fit could be improved for each of them. Table &pares the fit of the revised structural

model across the three ethnic groups.

Table 8.

Fit Statistics for the Revised Structural Model@as Ethnicity

Model 7 df NFI  CFl p
African-Americans 6,668.92 384 .873 879 kO
European-Americans 53,033.93 384 .859 .860 0Xk.0
Hispanic-Americans 8,289.61 384 .863 .868 <.001

A comparison of the fit statistics across theehgthnic groups indicates that the
structural model was a significantly better fit tbe African-American and Hispanic-
American subsamples. The regression coefficieintiseothree sub-samples were
compared. One regression equation indicated hiea¢ tvere notable differences in the
strength of relationships between the latent factothe structural model. The
regression equation that differed between the tbtleeic groups was the regression of
Resource Barriersand Family-of-Origin Barrierso8tdhool Performance. For African-
American students, the respective values were -dn@6l.78. For European-American
students, the respective values were -.718 and .b@@Hispanic-American students, the
respective values were -.958 and .883. Overagahesults suggest that the three
different ethnic groups weighted the barriers défely as obstacles to their school
performance. For example, minority students pgszkResource Barriers to be more
problematic to their school performance comparedumpean-American students.

Furthermore, differences in the results betweerthihee ethnic groups also emerged

when the Wald test for freeing (eliminating) patlysdetween latent factors was
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examined. For African-American students, the We#d indicated the model fit could be
improved by freeing the pathways between Percdiaadily SES and Relationship
Barriers, Perceived Family SES and Personal Chécgers, and Relationship Barriers
and School Performance. To follow up, each paranveas released individually,
starting with the pathway between Relationship Besrand School Performance. With
this parameter released, the NFI remained stab8¥8t However, when the pathway
between SES and Relationship Barriers was reledise®FI dropped to .867.
Furthermore, when the pathway between SES andiRér€hoice Barriers was released,
the NFI dropped to .861.

For the Hispanic-American students, the Walditeditated that model fit could
potentially be improved by removing the path froerd®nal Choice Barriers to School
Performance. In this instance, when that pathway moved for the Hispanic-
American sample, model fit remained stable (fomepie, the NFI remained constant at
.863). Finally, similar to the results for the @ss-gender comparison, the SEM analysis
indicated that fit of the structural model coulditvproved in all three subsamples by
adding additional pathways between latent constraictl allowing disturbance terms to
covary, which did not agree with the theoreticatkzaound of the proposed model.

Overall, the comparison of model fit across ethyisuggests that there are
significant differences in the fit of the structunaodel across ethnicity, supporting
Hypothesis 6. However, these results must be \demrith caution due to the

confounding influence of measurement variance.
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Chapter IV: Discussion

This study used structural equation modeling $b tige relationship between a
number of family factors (Perceived Family SES, FaWcademic Support, and
Parental Education Level), peer factors (Friend$id®l Adjustment and Friends’ School
Performance), perceived barriers (Resource Bayirammily-of-Origin Barriers,
Relationship Barriers, and Personal Choice Baiyiearsd individual factors (School
Adjustment and School Performance) on the outconagl@escents’ Educational
Expectations. The test of the initial measurennemdel indicated that model fit could be
improved by dividing up the Perceived Barrier comst (an eight-item latent construct)
into four separate latent constructs (each meatwy&do observed variables). When
this alternative model was tested, the measuremedel achieved an acceptable level of
fit.

The primary findings of the structural model as&yindicated that the proximal
correlates of Educational Expectations were ScRedlormance and Family Academic
Support. School Performance, in turn, was reltidetiends’ School Performance,
School Adjustment, and Resource Barriers. ResdBaceers, as predicted, was strongly
related to Perceived Family SES. The results sugport the premise of Peer Cluster
Theory, as Friends’ School Adjustment was signifiarelated to the students’ own
School Adjustment, and Friends’ School Performamas significantly related to the

students’ own School Performance.Also, althoughSlB& results suggest that there are
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differences in the structural model fit acrossdgrand ethnicity, those results must be
interpreted with caution due to the measuremenanee found across gender and
ethnicity. The results relevant to each hypothassdiscussed separately below.
Hypothesis 1 stated that family SES would havendimect relationship to
Educational Expectations through the latent factd?erceived Barriers. Hypothesis
1was partially supported as can be seen in Figuie &e revised structural model,
which had improved fit compared to the initial stiral model, the relationship of SES
to Educational Expectations was indirect, withtberftypes of perceived barriers acting
as intermediary factors. However, the barriersnbedves did not directly relate to
Educational Expectations. Rather, their relatigms¥as also indirect through the latent
factor of School Performance. The strongest pattérelationships that emerged in the
revised structural model was that Perceived FaBt$ directly relates to Resource
Barriers, and Resource Barriers negatively relateéxhool Performance. Previous
research has documented the relationship betweBSarg8Eeducational and career
expectations, finding that students from low SE&igeounds often have lower
educational and career expectations (Rojewski &gya®97; Trusty, 1998; Whiston &
Keller, 2004). The results found here indicate tivee pathway by which SES could
relate to Educational Expectations is through StReoformance. Students who feel
that their family does not have the money to pahththrough school, or that there are no
financial opportunities in their community perfotess well academically. Although
speculative, financial hardships could relate tamber of individual motivational
characteristics in students, such as whether theyitize their education, and whether

they possess a feeling of hope for their futurbesk, in turn, could affect their school
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performance through their level of motivation towlell. For example, students from
lower SES backgrounds may prioritize part-timeuktime work over completing their
high school education. In such a scenario, gredesme less important than the
immediate need of financial support.

The other three types of barriers have weakelesglclear cut relationships with the
latent factors of Perceived Family SES and SchedidPmance. Regarding the
pathways between Perceived Family SES and Fami@rwfin Barriers, Relationship
Barriers, and Personal Choice Barriers, while teffecients were in the hypothesized
direction (negative), they were comparatively srrahging from -.095 for Relationship
Barriers to -.157 for Family-of-Origin BarriersY.heoretically, this is logical as some of
the items used to assess these factors are nasaeite strongly linked to socioeconomic
status. For example, for Personal Choice Barribestwo items used to assess this item
were that ability to get the desired job as antadalld be impeded Bywouldn’t try
hard enough”and“My drug or alcohol use.” The comparison across ethnic groups also
suggested that the Relationship Barriers and Par&imice Barrier items were
interpreted differently across the three ethniaugeo These findings arecovered in more
detail under the discussion of Hypothesis 6.

Regarding the pathways between the remaining &adtems and School
Performance, Relationship Barriers were also negjgtrelated to School Performance,
albeit weakly (coefficient = -.055). In this casghool Performance was negatively
related to the Perceived Barrier of RelationshipriBes, which in this case was measured
by asking the students about the prospect of nggr@e having a child. Given the age of

the sample (median age = 13 years old), it is asduhmat very few of the students had
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actually experienced either of these events. Taexgein this case, it is important to
emphasize that these were more likely perceivexdosy as opposed to experienced
barriers. In this case, students who perceivetdtiaariage or having a child would be a
barrier to their career goals had slightly pooxdemic performance. This finding adds
to the current body of literature on Educationap&stations, in that it suggeststhat even
perceived barriers could negatively impact stuéeatemic performance. As academic
performance falls for such students, their expewtatfor poor performance are
reinforced, and the interplay between the two \dei® may become mutually
reinforcing.

Interestingly, Family-of-Origin Barriers was pagdly related to School
Performance. This finding indicates that for thedent sample, feeling that they “did not
want to move away from [their] family,” and “[thgfiamily needs [them] to work at
home,”actually had a positive relationship withitl&chool Performance. This result
indicates that rather than acting as a barrieselgsues could act as a protective factor
of students’ school performance. In this casis, lausible that these items are actually a
proxy for family cohesion, such that junior higheolstudentswho feel a combination of
closeness to their family members (that would pnétleem from wanting to move away)
and responsibility for contributing to the famiipénces, perform better in school. Such
an interpretation fits with previous literature tfi@und that family involvement is a
significant predictor of adolescent career develepiiHill et al., 2003; Trusty, Watts, &
Erdman, 1997).

Furthermore, the latent factor of Personal ChBiagiers was (unexpectedly)

positively related to School Performance. Thersise evidence that this item was
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interpreted differently by students of differerieic backgrounds, which is discussed in
more detail under Hypothesis 6.

Hypothesis 2 stated that the family socializatianiables of Family Academic
Support and Parental Education Level would haviadinect relationship to Educational
Expectations through School Performance. Hyposhi2zsias partially supported. While
the relationship of Parent Education Level on Etlonal Expectations was indirect
through school performance as predicted, Familyd&ogc Support did not indirectly
relate to Educational Expectations through thentatenstruct of School Performance.
Rather, Family Academic Support indirectly relatedducational Expectations through
School Adjustment, and also contributed to the @xpld variance of Educational
Expectations directly. Interestingly, the relasbip found between parental educational
level and school performance was in the opposiection than expected. The results
indicated that there was a negative relationshiyvéen Parental Education Level and
School Performance, which would indicate that stisle’hose parents had higher
education levels performed less well in schoolisTé contrary to the proposed
hypothesis and contradicts the findings of previdesature.For example, previous
research has found that parent education levetipelyi predicts adolescents’ adult
career attainment (Schoon, 2001), and influencegpational decision-making (Behnke
et al., 2004; Mortimer, Zimmer-Gembeck, Holmes, I8a8ahan, 2002; Schmitt-
Rodermund & Vondracek, 2002). Furthermore, itlbesn found that parents who have
attained a higher level of education have beenddarhold higher expectations for their
children’s academic performance compared to pamntshave a lower level of

education (Raty, Leinonen, & Snellman, 2002). Theent findings are, unfortunately,
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confounded due to measurement problems in assdabsih@tent construct of Parent
Education Level. This limitation is discussed inmndetail in the.imitationsubsection
at the conclusion of this chapter.

Unlike Parental Education Level, the relationgbiif-amily Academic Support to
Educational Expectations was not indirect throughd®l Performance. Instead, the
structural model achieved a better fit when a pab added from Family Academic
Support to School Adjustment, and a path was addedtly to Educational
Expectations. In hindsight, these alterationh&odpecified model make conceptual
sense based upon the reviewed literature. For gheakracke (2002) found that
students with higher levels of family academic sarpgpent more time exploring
different career options, and Hargrove et al. (206@nd that students with higher levels
of family academic support possessed higher lesfetareer planning self-efficacy.
While neither of those outcomes is identical toosttadjustment, for a younger sample
of students such as was used in the current ssetipol adjustment is a similar, and
perhaps more age-appropriate construct to examities context. Additionally, other
authors have found that students’ perceived pdrsapport was a direct predictor of
students’ academic expectations (Ali & Saunder8620a finding which was replicated
in the current study.

Hypothesis 3 stated that the peer socializatiorabkes of Friends’ School
Adjustment and Friends’ School Performance woulklan indirect relationship to
Educational Expectations through School Adjustnaert School Performance,
respectively. Hypothesis 3 was fully supporteds pkedicted by peer cluster theory

(Oetting & Beauvais, 1986, 1987), Friends’ Schod|ustment was a significant
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predictor of a student’s own School Adjustment, &ndnds’ School Performance was a
significant predictor of a student’s own SchoolfBenance. This finding reinforces the

importance of considering peer influences on adeles’ Educational Expectations and
outcomes.

Hypothesis 4 stated that School Adjustment woalgehan indirect relationship to
Educational Expectations through School Performamtgothesis 4 was not supported.
School Adjustment was fully (not partially, as pged) indirect through the latent
construct of School Performance. Although previ@search has documented that
students with low school adjustment have lower pational expectations (Rojewski &
Hill, 1998), the current findings indicate that 8ohAdjustment is related to Educational
Expectations through School Performance. Thigdigds in agreement with the results
reported by Parsons et al. (1982), who found #ethers’ feelings towards students,
which was part of school adjustment in the cureeralysis, influenced student
performance. This finding is also in line with gherspective of Social Cognitive Career
Theory (SCCT; Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994, 19960Q), in that teachers’ feelings
towards students are one part of the complex sowabkages that adolescents receive
about their capabilities and probability of succeshese factors could in turn affect
students’ feelings of self-efficacy as they relateducational and career goals. In
essence, students who receive negative messag@stiadio probability of success from
their teachers are going to have lower School Adjest, which then leads to lower
School Performance. Unfortunately, as School Pexdoce drops, and the teachers’
negative messages are reinforced, the interplaydaet the factors of School Adjustment

and School Performance becomes a self-fulfillingppecy.
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Hypothesis 5 stated that the effects of PerceBaatiers, School Adjustment, and
School Performancewould be directly related to BEtiooal Expectations.Hypothesis 5
was largely unsupported. Whereas it was predittatthe Perceived Barriers factors,
School Adjustment, and School Performance woulbabignificantly related to
Educational Expectations, model fit was improvecgwthe effects of all of the Barrier
factors and School Adjustment on Educational Exqiemts were considered indirect
effects through the latent factor of School Perfange. Thus, in the final revised
structural model, the only prediction from Hypotises that was supported was the fact
that School Performance was directly related todatdanal Expectations.This finding is
in line with previous research. For example, Rajavand Kim (2003) found that
adolescents who anticipated going on to collegeltiglter scores on subject matter
achievement tests compared to their peers whodtidmticipate going onto college. The
current findings also add to the body of literataneadolescent educational expectations
by indicating that many other variables that hagerbfound to be related to the outcome
of educational expectations are actually indiresthated to the outcome of
interestthrough school performance. For exampieimber of research studies have
found a relationship between parent education landlchildren’s educational
expectations (Ali & Saunders, 2006; Behnke et28lQ4, Mortimer et al., 2002; Rojewski
& Kim, 2003; Schmidt-Rodermund & Vondracek, 2002he current study found that a
likely mechanism to explain the relationship throwparental Educational Level and
adolescents’ Educational Expectations is the fosredfect on School Performance.

Hypothesis 6 stated that the fit of the hypothebigtructural model may vary by

gender and ethnicity of the participants. Regaydiypothesis 6, there is some evidence
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that this hypothesis was supported, but it mushtezpreted with caution due to the
confounding influence of measurement variance fagrdss the groups. While
measurement variance was found across the demagrapiables of gender and
ethnicity, few patterns of identifiable structudififerences emerged in the analysis. One
finding that merits discussion in this regard is fact that when the revised structural
model for each ethnic group was tested individyaiyme evidence emerged that two of
the barrier factors were perceived differently asrthe three ethnic groups. Specifically,
in the structural analysis for the African-Americsample, the Wald test suggested that
the pathway between Relationship Barriers and SdP@dormance could be eliminated
without sacrificing model fit, creating a more parsnious structural model. Similarly,
for the Hispanic-American sample, the Wald tesgssted that the pathway between
Personal Choice Barriers and School Performanclkl c@udropped without decreasing
the model fit. Although the results must be viewadtiously due to the overall lack of
fit in the structural model, these findings do sesfghat the constructs of Relationship
Barriers and Personal Choice Barriers may not Hgtbe perceived as barriers to
African-American and Hispanic-American studentspective school performance
goals. On the one hand, these findings are inwitie those of Hill et al. (2003), who
reported that Mexican-American students were li&e$ylto perceive barriers to their
success, with the predominant barrier being peeckiinancial considerations. For
African-American students, previous research haaddhat a common perceived barrier
for this group is a lack of family support (Hill @k, 2003). The current finding that

Relationship Barriers could be eliminated as aiptedof School Performance may
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indicate that students perceive marriage and pamedtas a potential source of social
support, as opposed to an obstacle to their goals.

Another finding meriting discussion regarding eiffnces across the three ethnic
groups is the comparison of standardized regregsiefiicients from the standardized
solution. These results tentatively indicate #f@ican-American and Hispanic-
American students feel that Resource Barriers ane miominant obstacles to their
school performance compared to European-Americatests. These findings are also
in agreement with findings from previous literatwlich found that European-
Americans are less likely to perceive their finahsituation to be a barrier (Hill et al.,
2003). Interestingly, however, the coefficients Family-of-Origin Barriers were
positive for all three ethnic groups, and the doedht was largest for African-American
students, followed by Hispanic-American studentsl then European-American
students. This finding suggests that the constliEamily-of-Origin Barriers had a
positive effect on School Performance, and thaotfivas stronger for ethnic minority
students compared to ethnic majority students.pegin mind that these results must
be viewed tentatively, one possible explanatiortlicg finding is the stronger sense of
family that some ethnic minority students expereenompared to their ethnic majority
counterparts (Chunk, Baskin, & Case, 1999; Gomei. €2001; Pearson & Bieschke,
2001).

Hypothesis 6 also stated that the fit of the $tma model may vary by gender of the
participants. Although the Wald test did not irdecthat the model fit could be
improved by dropping parameters for the male sampfemale sample, comparison of

the standardized regression coefficients of thedstadized solution did find differences
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by gender on one regression equation. Similanedindings for comparisons across
ethnicity, an informal comparison of the standagdizegression coefficients indicated
that Resource Barriers and Family-of-Origin Basgidiffered in the strength of their
relationship to School Performance by gender. BMpkrceived Resource Barriers to be
a stronger negative factor that impacted their 8tRerformance compared to females,
and males perceived Family-of-Origin Barriers toalsronger positive factor that
impacted their School Performance compared to fesnal he finding regarding
Resource Barriers and School Performanceis initte previous research that found
that males tend to be more concerned with attaiaipgestigious and high-paying career
compared to females (Reyes et al., 1999). Thexejmung men may be more acutely
aware of the ways in which coming from a lower 3a8kground puts them at a
disadvantage for attaining their school performaau# educational goals. Interestingly,
young men perceived Family-of-Origin Barriers torbere strongly positively related to
their School Performance compared to young won@me possible explanation for this
finding is that, like minority students, young nfeit that these questions reflected a
measure of family strength or parental interesher academic life, and this interest
translated into a positive influence on their sdlpmyformance.
Implications of Findings

Looking only at relationships that have a nonttieiffiect size, the major findings in
the current analyses are: Perceived Family SESased to Resource Barriers, Resource
Barriers are related to School Performance, Frieddsool Adjustment is related to
School Adjustment, Family Academic Support is kdiatio School Adjustment, Friends’

School Performance is related to School Performa®cieool Adjustment is related
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toSchool Performance, Family Academic Supportleted to Educational Expectations,
and School Performance is related to EducationpeEbations. See Figure 4 for a
graphical depiction of the substantially signifitagsults from the current study.
These findings suggest that practitioners who wdkédto improve students’ educational
expectations have to take a number of factorsdatsideration. They also suggest that
there are several avenues by which educationakéagens can be influenced. For
example, school psychologists and social workenkivg with low-income students can
influence School Performance, and Educational Bgpieas in turn, by raising students’
awareness of school resources that are availaliheio. Many schools have guidance
counselors who can educate low income studentsamsyand scholarships available to
low-income students that offset the financial burdéa college education. At the high
school level, many schools and communities alsbgyaaite infund raisers that provide
low income students with basic school supplies sischackpacks if their families
gualify. Raising awareness of available resouncag help students who perceive that a
lack of resources will be a real challenge to catipg or furthering their education.
Another avenue of influence is through the famiamily Academic Support
influences two important constructs: School Adjustirand Educational Expectations.
For practitioners who are working directly withtadent population, it is important to
recognize that family support (or a lack theresfaisignificant predictor of how well (or
unwell) students will fit into the academic enviment, and what educational goals they
will set for themselves. To change students’ apisiof what they can achieve, it may be
necessary to discuss with students what kinds ssages they receive at home regarding

their education. Like family, peers are also arggrinfluence on the students’ own
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outcomes. Specifically, peer school adjustmented school performance are strong,
significant predictors of the students’ own schadjustment and school performance.
The influence that peers exert on individual bebiakias been studied extensively in
relation to adolescent drug use. Educators arghrelsers, then, should already be
familiar with the psychological dynamic that is ated amongst a small group of close-
knit adolescents in the school setting. The camesults imply that this dynamic is not
exclusively in effect regarding adolescent substaatmise; it also impacts the students’
school related attitudes and behaviors. This ismuortant implication because
professionals working in a school environment mayehvery little influence regarding
the effect of family influences. However, schoahde more pro-active in influencing
negative peer dynamics on their campuses.

Another major contribution of the current studytis finding that almost all other
latent factors indirectly relate to Educational Eggations through School Performance.
Students who perform less well in school have logekrcational expectations for
themselves. While this finding is logical, it Hasen largely overlooked in previous
literature. One avenue to improve students’ chawégraduating high school, and going
onto college, is to show them that they can sucaeedhool. This finding is in line with
SCT theory (Bandura, 1986), which posits that e#fitacy is increased when an
individual has the opportunity to succeed at domel@vant tasks. Ideally, to improve
self-efficacy the tasks are perceived as somewtalenging, but not challenging to the
point that they are seen as overwhelming. Thuscadrs and other school professionals
who would like to increase students’ Educationgb&otations through School

Performance, could design a scaffolding educatitecinique in which students are
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coached through academic problems (related tofepseubjects: math, biology, history,
literature, etc.) that incrementally increase ffficlilty, thereby increasing their self-
efficacy.

Limitations

The current study set out to add to the literatur@dolescent educational
expectations using a structural equation modelpg@ach. However, as with any
research endeavor, the current results must beieted carefully due to the limitations
of the study. One limitation is that the data wen@ss-sectional (and, therefore,
correlational) in nature. Due to this fact, itngportant to keep in mind that what was
being analyzed in the current study was the patitoo-variation among the survey
items, which were conceptualized to form the spetatent constructs presented in this
study. Therefore, while the current study sheglstlon specific relationships between
the constructs identified and studied herein, nesabconclusions can be drawn from the
results. For example, while the current paper doilmat School Performance is a strong,
significant predictor of Educational Expectatioisyould be inappropriate to state that
School Performanceausesstudents’ Educational Expectations.

Another important issue relevant to the intergreteof the results is the relationship
between sample size and power. One of the stremgtine current endeavor is that it
utilized a large, nationally representative sangblginior high school students.
Therefore, the trends found in the current studymabably be seen as an accurate
representation of outcomes for American junior feghool students. On the other hand,
the fact that such a large sample was utilized s@kenportant to differentiate between

results that are statistically significant versubstantially significant (for a detailed
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discussion, see Agresti & Finlay, 1997). Thisue do the fact that as sample size
increases, power increases, and greater powersatloe/ to detect significant results that
have very low effect sizes. In fact, with a samgsdarge as the current one, it could be
argued that some of the results that were detedrimbe statistically significant were
not substantially significantand that the low coefficient values would haverbe
statistically nonsignificant given a smaller samgilee. For example, in the revised
structural model, the coefficient between Relatp$arriers and School Performance
was found to be significant, despite its effecesiz only .003. Therefore, in the current
study it is important to look beyond statisticarsficance, and examine the size of the
coefficients to determine which results were ad¢yualeaningful.

An additional limitation of the current study wie relatively poor fit found for the
measurement model. Although the revised measurtemaatel did achieve an adequate
fit (Robust NFI = .901; Robust CFIl =.902), theviias less than ideal, especially when
one takes into consideration that the fit of thessugement model acts as a ceiling for the
maximum fit attainable by the structural model. e@ll, the statistics from the
measurement model indicate that some items weradegjuately differentiated from
each other. For example, for the measurement migeLagrange Multiplier Test
(LMT) for adding parameters repeatedly recommeraliesving the School Adjustment
items to load onto the latent factor of School &enfance. This suggests that the latent
factors of School Adjustment and School Performareszl to be more clearly defined by
their respective survey items in future studiesiother example is that LMT results also
suggested allowing students’ School Adjustment stéooad onto the latent factor of

their Friends’ School Adjustment. Due to the féett these additional parameters would
69



have confounded the meaning of the latent factensgoexamined, they were not added
to the measurement model, thereby capping the niibdieht was able to be achieved in
the current study.

A related limitation to the current study is tlsaveral of the latent constructs
included in the model may not have been measureshladequate number of survey
items. For example, Byrne (1994) recommends #sdarchers use a minimum of three
observed variables to measure each latent constrdbrtunately, due to the fact that
the current study utilized a pre-existing data tet,current author was limited to
utilizing the particular survey instrument that Haekn used to collect the original data.
Using a pre-existing data set limited both the dte@f variables that could be included
in the current analysis, as well as the specifiestjons that were used to measure the
latent factors included in the study. Given tlnat $urvey instrument was not designed
with the specific requirements of structural equatnodeling in mind, the current study
had to contend with the fact that several of thentaconstructs were limited to two
observed variables.

Of particular difficulty in the current study wHse latent factor of Parental
Education Level. This factor was measured by tweey items, which read: What grade
in school did your father complete? and What giadehool did your mother complete?
Students were instructed to fill in one of the doling optionsi don’t know, &' or less,
7,8,9,10, 11, 12, 1 year of college, 2 yearsoliege, 3 years of college, 4 years of
college, 5 years or more of collegénfortunately, of the survey items utilized ireth
current study, these two questions ranked fairgy in the percentage of missing data for

each question (4,917 cases or 12.9 % for fathedsation level; 5,359 cases or 14% for
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mother’s education level). Although the EM impudatmethod in EQS version 6.1 was
utilized to fill in missing data with estimated uak, the combination of imputing such a
large percentage of cases with the fact that teatiaonstruct of interest was only
measured by two survey items proved to be problerstdtistically. For example, the
fact that Parental Education Level was found toégatively related to School
Performance was an unexpected finding, and onestipddusibly untrustworthy.

Moreover, it is important to keep in mind that SEbES not indicate whether the
“correct” structural model has been identified.eBvf the revised structural model tested
here had achieved a higher level of fit to the oles# data, it would have still been
possible that an alternative model would havehitdbserved data more effectively. For
example, not only could a different configuratidrvariables fit the data set more
closely, it is common that adding additional latemnstructs often improves model fit.
Case in point, in the current study, model fit waproved by allowing the disturbance
terms of the four Barrier factors to covary. Aatiog to Byrne (1994), when the LMT
results indicate that disturbance terms shouldlbeved to covary, this often indicates
that a third unmeasured latent factor would accéoemthe shared variance among the
latent factors. Thus, in the current study, theesy be unmeasured factors, that if
included in future studies, would improve modekfibstantially.

Overall then, we cannot conclude whether the ctimeodel presented here within is
the “right” or “wrong” model; all we can conclude the degree to which this particular
configuration of latent factors fits this data s@verall, the level of structural model fit
achieved was inadequate. However, despite thalblack of fit, the pattern of

relationships found was in line with previous reshaand can contribute to our
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understanding of how these factors fit togethaftect students’ educational
expectations.
Future Directions

Future research on adolescents’ educational exfp@ts can build off of the findings
presented in the current study. Of particular ingrece in the current study was the
effect of peers’ influence on students’ own outcem&hese findings are in line with
peer cluster theory (Oetting & Beauvais, 1987),chlguggests that peer clusters
mutually reinforce social norms within their soaggmbup, and SCCT (Lent, Brown, &
Hackett, 1994, 1996, 2000), which suggests thatspse important rolemodels,
especially during the adolescent years when childre breaking away from the
influence of their parents.

The other major contribution this study maked®lbody of literature on
educational expectations is the finding that aatgrof influences on students’
educational expectations are indirect through dltentt factor of school performance.
This includes financial barriers, family influenceger influences, and school adjustment
factors. Theoretically, this finding is logicalf d student expects to graduate from high
school and to go onto college, it would be necgsiairher or him to have a certain
minimal level of performance to achieve those godlse ways in which financial
factors, family factors, peer factors, and schagplistment factors would act to help or
hinder students’ progress towards those goals & fikely through their performance, as
was found here. Therefore, future research shaaldde school performance as a factor
of interest in their studies on adolescent expieetatto examine whether this finding is

replicated in other samples.
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Furthermore, Family Academic Support also directlgted to Educational
Expectations. This finding illustrates the impoxta of considering the social
environment in which a student is operating, inglgdamily influences. Previous
research has found that parent/family influencesagserate as both a positive (Ali,
McWhirter, & Chronister, 2005; Trusty, 2001) andegative (Whiston & Keller, 2004)
influence on students’ educational expectationse durrent study indicates that research
on students’ educational expectations should coatio include measures of family
support in their analyses of factors that influestelents’ educational outcomes.

Finally, future research studies that examineotiteome of students’ educational
expectations from a structural equation approachilsitake into account the limitations
of the current study. It is important that theetatfactors be adequately measured and
clearly differentiated from one another in ordegét a more accurate picture of how
these factors fit together in students’ experiendagthermore, longitudinal approaches
are necessary to determine whether the relatiosstmmng the latent factors examined

here are causal or just correlational.
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