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ABSTRACT 

 

High School Students Whose Parents Did Not Attend College:  

Do Stressful Circumstances Relate to their Academic Success?  

by 

Jennifer Lynne Morazes 

Doctor of Philosophy in Social Welfare 

University of California, Berkeley 

Associate Professor Susan Stone, Chair 

 

A growing body of evidence links demographic characteristics such as socio-economic 

status with exposure to stressful circumstances and physical and mental health outcomes 

(Adler, Boyce, Chesney, Cohen, Folkman, Kahn & Syme, 1994; Aldwin, 2007; Cohen, 

Doyle & Baum, 2006).  This study applies a stress and coping framework to the 

relationship between stressful life experience and secondary and post-secondary 

schooling outcomes among students.  This research investigates how parental level of 

education relates to exposure to stressful circumstances (life events, school stressors, and 

role strain) and whether these relationships influence four educational outcomes:  high 

school math and reading achievement, college matriculation, and college degree 

attainment.  This study is a secondary analysis of the National Education Longitudinal 

Study (NELS:88/2000), using a subsample of 7,989 high school students followed 

between 1988 and 2000.  Results showed that students without college-educated parents 

are exposed to more stressful circumstances.  This difference in exposure did not account 

for group differences in learning outcomes.  Still, overall, exposure to certain stressors 

affects student high school achievement over the entire sample, and total life event stress 

exposure in high school relates to students‟ overall ability to finish a college degree.  The 

unique contribution of this work is that it 1) employs a stress and coping conceptual 

framework applied to high school achievement and post-secondary opportunity; and 2) 

constitutes a rigorous study with robust statistical controls.  This research informs 

interventions aimed at improved achievement and opportunity among high school 

students with high stressor exposure, in which low income and students of color are 

disproportionately represented (Organista, 2007). 
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CHAPTER ONE 

WHY STRESS STRESS? 

 

Recent stress and coping scholarship finds that exposure to stressful 

circumstances can contribute to physical and mental health outcomes.  Such outcomes are 

also associated with socioeconomic status, as people in higher income brackets, on 

average, experience better health and longer lives (Adler, Boyce, Chesney, Cohen, 

Folkman, Kahn & Syme, 1994; Aldwin, 2007; Cohen, Doyle & Baum, 2006).  Specific 

health conditions related to stress exposure include arthritis, diabetes, perceived well-

being, respiratory diseases, smoking, obesity, heart disease, mental health, and mortality 

(Adler & Snibbe, 2003; Adler & Ostrove, 1999; Wilkinson & Marmot, 2003). 

What remains less understood is the relationship of stressful circumstances to 

learning outcomes.  In secondary and post-secondary educational literature, various 

scholars have converged on a model of academic achievement that includes personal 

variables, environmental variables including school stressors, and different mitigating 

factors like self-efficacy or social integration in relation to learning, matriculation and 

retention outcomes (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Coleman, 1988; Grubb, 2009; Tinto, 1975; 

Yang-Costello, 2005).  While stress as a psychological construct is included in some of 

these models, the posited mitigating relationships between the experience of stressful 

circumstances and learning and retention outcomes, to date, have not been rigorously 

evaluated.   

One group of students who have shown poor learning, matriculation, and 

retention outcomes are students whose parents did not attend college.  Research suggests 

that these students differ from their counterparts with college-degreed parents in areas 

such as academic preparation and achievement (Chen, 2005), parental and peer 

involvement (Dennis, Phinney & Chuateco, 2005; McCarron & Inkelas, 2006), and 

degree attainment (Ishitani, 2006; US Department of Education, 2001a,b; 1998).  The 

detrimental effect of being a student whose parents did not attend college remains even 

after taking other factors into account, such as demographic characteristics like racial 

background and income, family and peer attributes, and school and community features.   

The remainder of this introduction and review, first, briefly touches upon the 

importance of this area for research.  It then introduces a stress and coping theoretical 

framework as a novel way to explore group differences in educational achievement 

between students whose parents do not have a college education and their counterparts.  I 

describe stressful circumstances in four distinct ways: 1) as exposure to stressful life 

events like parental divorce or death; 2) as exposure to environmental stressors in school, 

such as vandalism or gangs; 3) as role strain, caused by the different and competing roles 

a student has to fulfill (i.e., the number of hours caring for family members or working 

for income); and 4) as cumulative life events and/or school stressors (Aldwin, 2007, pp. 

68-76).  I conceptualize coping as support and validation, including participation in 

religious services and seeking support from teachers, parents and other adults.  For this 

project, I apply the Moos and Holahan model (2003) to evaluate the impact of stressors 

and coping resources upon students.  In employing this model and these definitions of 

stress and coping, I hope to elucidate potential explanations for achievement deficits 

among students whose parents did not attend college. 
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Importance of this Research Area 

 

While various indicators of socioeconomic status are associated with the amount 

and type of stressful circumstance exposure as well as health outcomes, parental level of 

education has long been a powerful predictor of future success for oneself and one‟s 

children in terms of learning outcomes.  Although the number of undergraduates enrolled 

in colleges and universities has doubled over the past 35 years, one of the strongest 

predictors for enrollment in college and completion of a post-secondary degree over this 

time remains parents‟ educational attainment, even when considering other factors, such 

as parental support, peers and high school attributes (Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, 

McPartland, Mead, Weinfield, & York, 1966; Grubb, 2009; US Department of 

Education, 2001a, b).  In 1999, 82% of students whose parents held a bachelor‟s degree 

or higher enrolled in college immediately after finishing high school.  These rates dipped 

lower for those students whose parents had completed high school, but not college (54%), 

and even lower for those students whose parents did not have high school diplomas 

(36%) (US Department of Education, 2001a).  In addition, although college dropout 

within the first year of college is prevalent among all students, students whose parents did 

not attend college and who do matriculate (termed “first-generation college students”) are 

more than twice as likely to leave college within the first year as students with college-

educated parents (US Department of Education, 2001a).   

These statistics are of particular concern due to the current landscape of 

opportunity in the United States, and the associated benefits of post-secondary education. 

Educational achievement and attainment has an immediate impact upon future prospects.  

Among the fastest-growing industries in the United States, 80% now require an 

Associate‟s degree, and 50% require a Bachelor‟s degree as a prerequisite for hiring 

(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2005).  Therefore, delaying or ceasing aspirations of post-

secondary education strongly affects one‟s economic contributions and social mobility.  

A higher education is increasingly necessary to earn a middle-class income, and college 

graduates earn 75% more than high-school graduates do (Murname & Levy, 1996).  

Moreover, higher education correlates with lower health care costs, better health, better 

mental health, and enhanced health outcomes (such as nutrition) for one‟s children (Adler 

& Snibbe, 2003; National Research Council and Institute of Medicine, 2000). 

Given these benefits, there is renewed focus upon encouraging students whose 

parents did not attend college to pursue higher education.  One of President Obama‟s 

early initiatives was the 2008 American Opportunity Tax Credit, which provides 

assistance in financing post-secondary education.  These revisions to the Higher 

Education Opportunity Act of 1965 include loan cancellation for public service, 

improving college access by addressing affordability.  This effort is among myriad public 

and private initiatives that address post-secondary educational opportunity and its 

implications for social mobility.  These interventions can be traced to the GI Bill in 1944,  

the hope for “Education for All” reflected in President Truman‟s Commission on Higher 

Education in 1947, the decision of Shelton vs. Tucker in 1960, and the original federal 

support designated for supporting newer populations of college students in 1965  (Bean 

& Metzner, 1985).   

Although the topic of higher educational equity has been on the radar for an 

extended period in the United States, there are important factors that merit consideration 
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which have not received sufficient attention to date.  This dissertation investigates one of 

these areas:  whether stress exposure is associated with learning outcomes.  Increasingly, 

the higher education landscape in the United States is changing to include older students, 

parents, commuters, part-time students, and more students of color than previously in 

history (Bean & Metzner, 1985).  Students are more likely to work full-time, have their 

own families, live away from campus, and desire more flexible class opportunities.  

Addressing the needs of students whose parents did not attend college is crucial to 

addressing the changing tides of postsecondary education. 

Contribution of the present research.  This dissertation makes three substantive 

contributions.  First, the literature on students whose parents did not attend college has 

not to date included the ecological domain of stress and coping.  I employ the Moos and 

Holahan (2003) framework in order to ascertain whether stress contributes to group 

differences for this student population.  Second, in this study, I explicitly link stress to 

educational outcomes rather than health outcomes.  Finally, I evaluate whether this 

framework may contribute to knowledge about educational opportunity by answering 

research questions from this vantage point via a secondary data analysis with robust 

statistical controls.   

Data and research questions.  This research utilizes a subset of 7,989 students 

drawn from the National Education Longitudinal study for data analyses to investigate 

the following three research questions: 

1.  Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in their 

exposure to the following stressful circumstances:  a) life event by type and amount; b) 

environmental (school) stressors by type and amount; and c) role strain (i.e. hours 

worked at a job, hours caring for family members)? 

 

2.  Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in their 

academic achievement because of exposure to the following stressful circumstances: a) 

life events; b) environmental (school) stressors; and c) role strain? 

 

3.  Do stressful life circumstances contribute to differences in four-year college 

matriculation and attainment between students with and without college-educated 

parents? 

 

 

Evaluating Stress, Coping, and Academic Success: 

The Moos and Holahan Model (2003). 

 

Stress is a term that defies easy definition. Lazarus and Folkman provide a brief 

overview of stress and coping research historically, giving particular attention to the 

definitions of these concepts (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Lazarus, 1966).  For example, 

Cannon (1939) and Seyle (1956) employ a distinctively biological definition of stress; in 

their formulation, this condition affects the functioning of the body in a stimulus-

response fashion.  Other conceptions of stress emphasize the characteristics of one‟s 

external rather than internal environment.  The dimensions of stress understood in this 

way may include its severity: major challenges and daily hassles, or define stress in terms 

of its duration:  such as acute, sequential, intermittent and chronic.   
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In place of these static definitions, Lazarus proposes stress as an organizing 

principle that forms a rubric of variables and processes.  In particular, he regards stress as 

a relationship between the person and the environment (the internal, and the external) that 

one appraises as taxing and exceeding one‟s resources (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).  

Aldwin also emphasizes the relational nature of stress by defining it as a quality of 

experience, produced through a person-environment transaction that, through either over 

arousal or under arousal, results in psychological or physiological distress (Aldwin, 

2007).   

Moos and Holahan (2003) developed an integrative model of stress that brings 

together environmental factors, personal factors, stressful circumstances, coping, and 

their impact upon well-being outcomes.  The model includes five conceptual blocks.  The 

first block contains ongoing environmental conditions or social resources available to the 

individual or group.  These include familial conditions or attributes, peer attributes, 

community factors, and institutional characteristics.   The second block, or Block Two, 

includes individual demographic characteristics and personality attributes like locus of 

control.  Block Three contains situation-specific stressors such as life events.  Block Four 

includes coping skills and Block Five comprises outcomes of interest.  In the original 

formulation of the model, these outcomes are functioning in domains of health and well-

being. 

In this dissertation, I apply the model in a slightly adapted way.  This dissertation 

seeks to find if there is an association between parental level of education (a Block One 

variable); stressful circumstances in Block Three, operationalized as life events, school 

stressors, and role strain; and four learning outcomes: secondary math and reading 

achievement scores, four-year college matriculation, and retention.  That is, in lieu of 

measuring health and well-being outcomes in Block Five, learning outcomes are 

measured.  I build upon previous stress and coping research (Folkman & Lazarus, 1984; 

Moos and Holahan, 2003), and I propose the model on the following page. 
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Figure 1.  Adaptation of Moos and Holahan Model (2003) to High School Students, Stressful Circumstances and 

Educational Outcomes 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This model begins with environmental factors (Block One) and personal socio-

demographic factors (Block Two).  In this conceptual framework, Block One contains the 

predictor variable that distinguishes the two key groups in these analyses: parental level 

of education (college/no college), as well as family, peer, community and institutional 

background.  Block Two contains demographic attributes such as gender, racial/ethnic 

background, personal educational expectations, mental health, self-concept and locus of 

control.  Block Three contains stressful circumstances such as life events, environmental 

stressors and role strain.  In this model, Block One and Block Two variables contribute to 

stressor appraisal, as well as decisions concerning coping strategies contained in Block 

Four.  This model proposes that Block Three variables for stressful circumstances have 

the discrete potential for affecting educational outcomes in Block Five. 

 In the remaining review of the literature, I will describe each of the blocks of the 

Moos and Holahan model with respect to relevant variables in the model.  I will begin 

with the dependent variables in Block Five.  I will then review Stressful Circumstances in 

Block Three.  I continue the review with Block One Environmental variables, 

emphasizing parental education.  Finally, I review Personal Variables in Block Two and 

Coping Variables in Block Four. 
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Block Five: Outcome Variables 

In this study, I employ four outcome variables to measure high school and college 

achievement: math achievement scores, reading achievement scores, college 

matriculation, and college attainment.  Secondary school achievement and learning 

generally is the focus of large bodies of educational literature.  Research has documented 

the influence of family (DeParle, 2004; Leblanc, 2003; Repetti, Taylor & Seaman, 1990), 

peer (Coleman, 1990; Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mead, Weinfield & 

York, 1966; Fordham & Ogbu, 1986; National Research Council, 2003), school (Comer, 

1996; Kozol, 1991; Valenzuela, 1999), neighborhood (Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, Klebanov 

& Sealand, 1993; Costello, Compton, Keeler & Angold, 2003; MacLeod, 1987) and 

cultural influences (Brantlinger, 1991; Fordman & Ogbu, 1986; Willis, 1977) with 

respect to secondary school achievement.   I consider secondary school achievement in 

this dissertation with respect to its relationship with college matriculation and degree 

attainment.  

College student matriculation and degree attainment generally has been a research 

focus for decades (Astin, 1975; Bean & Metzner, 1985; Pantages & Creedon, 1978; 

Spady, 1970; Summerskill, 1962; Tinto, 1975; Engle & Tinto, 2008).  Research attention 

has focused upon dropout in order to improve retention and decrease the costs of school 

attrition.  The concerns around college matriculation and retention persist into the present 

day (Engle & Tinto, 2008) with the matriculation of newer population of college 

students, including higher proportions of first-generation college students.   

Tinto‟s work on dropout from higher education succeeded in moving retention 

research from the study of individual characteristics of students to a sociological lens 

focusing upon institutional factors.  In his work, Tinto proposed a conceptual model of 

dropout that he asserted would assist in targeting populations requiring assistance in 

attaining their higher degrees (Tinto, 1975).  Like the present work, his conceptual 

framework contained background variables and environmental variables as factors that 

influence student retention.  He also included academic and social integration as variables 

of primary consideration in the process of retention.  Social integration, he argued, 

correlates with the extent to which students experienced value affiliation with the 

institution.  In delineating academic integration as important, Tinto was concerned with 

the quality of interactions between professors and students as it affected attrition.  

Therefore, academic and social integration both determined the institution‟s success in 

retaining a given student.   

Although subsequent research has provided empirical support for Tinto‟s model 

(Terenzini & Pascarella, 1980), Bean and Metzner contend that social integration is less 

salient for first-generation college students as they do not necessarily undergo a 

developmental change within the institution of higher education.  They remain less 

exposed to the net climate of a post-secondary school due to their age, enrollment status 

(perhaps part-time rather than full-time) and residence off campus.  Whereas Tinto 

emphasized social and academic integration with respect to retention, Bean and Metzner 

(1985) assert that academic variables relate to variables in a student‟s family (rather than 

school) environment.  These variables include finances, hours of employment, outside 

encouragement, family responsibilities, and opportunities to transfer.  While some 

research supports this conceptual framework (Pascarella & Chapman, 1983), other 

research provides a counterpoint to the contention that social integration is of less 
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importance to non-traditional students (Pascarella, Smart, & Ethington, 1986).  Stress and 

coping, the focus of the present research, may be an important ecological domain to 

consider for first-generation college students in particular with respect to learning, 

matriculation, and attainment outcomes, given the considerations of finances, outside 

employment, and family responsibilities. 

 

 

Block Three: Stressful Life Circumstances 

Recent researchers rely heavily upon sociological theories to explain learning 

outcomes such as differences in achievement scores, the high school to college transition 

and subsequent retention (Bean & Eaton, 2004).  Some have recently invoked 

psychological theories, but without elaboration (Bean & Metzner, 1985).  Exceptions to 

this dominant trend include focus upon locus of control (Rotter, 1990), self-efficacy, 

(Bandura, 1993) and attribution (Weiner, 2000).  Although some scholars broached the 

subject of stress, coping, and workplace achievement in terms of individual-environment 

match (Edwards & Cooper, 1990; French, Rogers & Cobb, 1974), to date the link 

between stress and coping and educational outcomes remains unevaluated. 

 The current emphasis upon sociological approaches to academic success may 

stem from Tinto‟s (1987) observation that previous psychological theories relied on 

individual-level models to explain persistence by classifying some students or groups of 

students as “stayers” and others as “leavers.”  These models “. . . share a common theme, 

namely that retention and departure are primarily the reflection of individual actions and 

therefore are largely due to the ability or willingness of the individual” while leaving is 

depicted as “personal failure” (Tinto, 1987, p.85).  In contrast, sociologists Bourdieu 

(1986), Coleman (1988), Tinto (1987), and Yang Costello (2005) all grapple with the 

issue of the scholastic underperformance of certain groups from another perspective.  

Each of these scholars theorizes this underperformance from the standpoint of 

institutional or cultural issues, a manner that does not “blame the victim” but rather 

ascribes achievement differences to the interplay between the individual or group and 

institution norms.   

While acknowledging the insights derived from these sociological points of 

departure, Bean and Eaton (2004) contend, “leaving college is a behavior, and that 

behavior is psychologically motivated” (Bean & Eaton, 2004, p.49).  In considering this 

behavior, scholars agree that both internal and external variables deserve recognition as 

contributing factors to departure.  For them, the asset of applying a stress and coping 

framework to educational outcomes is that current models are integrative, considering 

both personal and environmental variables (Moos & Holahan, 2003).  These scholars 

posit a dialectical relationship between the individual‟s attributes and environmental 

factors.  Therefore, investigators weigh stressors and coping resources with respect to 

their contribution to the individual or group‟s well-being together with ecological factors 

- family, school, community and geographic elements – and personal factors such as 

gender, race/ethnicity, self-efficacy and locus of control.  Researchers consider stressors 

from different vantage points, such as life events (Wolff, 1950; Holmes & Rahe, 1967), 

environmental stressors (Evans & English, 2002; Wheaton, 1996), in this case school 

stressors, and role strain (Pearlin & Schooler, 1978). 
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Definitions and Measurement of Stress.  A key expectation guiding the current 

investigation is that students‟ life events from their family backgrounds, stressful school 

environments, or role strain comprising of competing familial responsibilities such as 

jobs or childcare may affect the ability of some students to achieve in high school, to 

have access to college, and to attain four-year college degrees.  As well, the additive 

effects of these events over time (i.e. cumulative stress) may contribute to disrupted 

achievement. 

The first type of stressor –life events – is usually defined as major events that 

happen to individuals.  One of the main assumptions undergirding the life events 

approach is that stressors require energy and resources to adapt.  The most established 

inventories of life events are those by Holmes and Rahe (1967).  Many are comprised of 

simple checklists like those found in the National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS) 

in the 10
th

 and 12
th
 grades.  Researchers characterize most of these stressors as acute.  

These stressors include death of a loved one, illnesses, moving to a new location, and 

losing or finding a new job.  Although the valence of the stressor might be negative or 

positive, the stressor depletes one‟s personal resources. 

School stressors, the second type of stressor measured in this project, are 

conceptualized as an environmental demand (Evans & English, 2002).  Environmental 

stressors such as poverty are associated with multiple difficulties concurrently.  These 

types of chronic stressors imply a sense of disorder or lack of control over one‟s 

environment, as well as the ongoing presence of threat or conflict (Adler & Ostove, 

2003).   

Investigators conceptualize role strain, the third type of stressor considered by this 

project, as related to the structure of our lives in our socio-cultural milieu (McCrae & 

Costa, 1990).  Role strain is chronic and can be a severe stressor, as it relates to enduring 

problems in specific social roles (Pearlin & Schooler, 1948).  Therefore, a student who 

has to both work full-time and study full-time may experience role strain. 

Finally, one issue that remains a vibrant one in the literature is the issue of 

cumulative (or additive) stress.  In this project, I add together life event and school 

stressors both within the years they were experienced as well as over time (in this case, 

years) to create cumulative stress scores.  This assumes that the burdens of stress and 

their symptoms increase incrementally.  While the experience of one stressful event may 

not exceed one‟s resources, multiple events may prove overwhelming (Aldwin, Levenson 

& Spiro, 1994; Rutter, 1981).  

I hypothesize that stressful circumstances will have a greater influence upon 

students whose parents who did not attend college than their counterparts, possibly 

leading to more learning and achievement disruptions.  Measuring stress in these four 

different ways allows for the possibility of different discrete contributions of stress upon 

learning.  Since this project compares groups of students with respect to stress exposure, 

one important piece of stress literature involves the effect of stress upon group 

differences, such as SES and level of education.   

Stress, Group Differences and Health Outcomes.  Current interest in stress-

mitigated health conditions and group differences clusters in two main areas.  In one 

arena, research looks at gradients characterized by declining health outcomes with lower 

social status.  This research gained prominence with the Whitehall study (1984), in which 

British civil servant morbidity and mortality rose for each successive step down in 



 

9 

 

occupational grade (Marmot, Shipley & Rose, 1984).  Other investigators have found 

similar gradient relationships with respect to cardiovascular disease in the United States 

(Winkleby, 1992) and mortality (Winkleby, 2006).   The second area regards the 

mechanism for the health gradient; psychologists, in particular, have investigated the 

posited relationship between stress hormone release (Cohen, Doyle & Baum, 2006) and 

psychological processes related to stress.  Among the posited mechanisms are exposure, 

reactivity, diminished coping resources, diminished optimism, hopelessness, increased 

hostility, and increased allostatic load (Adler & Snibbe, 2003). 

  While research establishes that psychological mechanisms such as stress affect 

health outcomes, what remains less clear is how these pathways might affect learning.  It 

is conceivable that stress may partially mediate both domains.  For example, Cohen, 

Doyle and Baum (2006) have shown that higher SES is associated with lower levels of 

cortisol and norepinephrine, independent of race, age, gender and body mass.  Higher 

levels of cortisol may not only affect health, but also cognitive processes such as 

concentration.  As Adler and Snibbe write “Behavioral, cognitive, and affective 

tendencies that develop in response to greater psychosocial stress encountered in low-

SES environments may partially mediate the impact of SES on health . . . which increases 

vulnerability” (Adler & Snibbe, 2003, pg. 121).  This increase in vulnerability may 

compromise one‟s ability to achieve in high school as well as college.  Therefore, low 

parental education may essentially compromise their children‟s future prospects by two 

pathways: one via the health effects on learning associated with the parents‟ education 

level and secondly via the inherent stress-related liabilities which render their children‟s 

attempts to improve their own level of education difficult. 

Stress and Learning.  Many sociological models to date have addressed group 

differences with respect to achievement.  These include cultural and social capital 

theories, social isolation, and identity mismatch theories.  Although there has been some 

preliminary inquiry in this area, little study to date has been devoted to linking student 

mental health and educational trajectories and achievement (Wong, 2008).   As Fiscella 

& Kitzman (2009) note, there is an important understudied relationship between 

academic underachievement and health.  Through the research in this dissertation, I plan 

to bridge these important domains.  Salient considerations, such as stressful 

circumstances in one‟s environment, may impair functioning, leaving groups unable to 

convert capability into achievement.  Therefore, outcome differences may persist.  Some 

scholars contend that the intersection between academic underachievement and health is 

a key to ensuring equity in schools (Basch, 2010; Fiscella & Kitzman, 2009).  As stated 

by Hoagwood and colleagues, “Despite studies of school context and its effect on both 

learning and mental health, the numerous reviews of evidence-based or empirically 

validated school-based mental health programs have largely ignored academic 

functioning as an outcome of interest” (Hoagwood, Olin, Kerker, Kratochwill, Crowe & 

Saka, 2007, pg. 67).   This absence is particularly concerning in light of the fact that in 

school-based studies, the frequency with which students report using coping strategies is 

low in response to stress they report as high (Armacost, 1989; de Anda, Baroni, Boskin, 

Buchwald, Morgan , Ow, Gold & Weiss, 2000).  Hoagwood and colleagues (2007) posit 

that the mental health/academic achievement disconnect has some bearing on why the 

empirical knowledge on effective mental health interventions remains peripheral to 

school policymaking or practice.  The work in this dissertation seeks to bridge this gap, 
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particularly as these issues pertain to students whose parents do not have a college 

education.   

 

 

Blocks One and Two: Environmental Variables and Personal Variables 

In the Moos and Holahan Model (2003), Block One comprises environmental 

variables and Block Two comprises personal/demographic variables.  In Block One, the 

domains are family, peer, community and institutional variables.  The variable used in 

this study to distinguish group differences is parental level of education, in particular 

whether one or more parents of the student has a bachelor‟s degree or not.  The other 

control covariates I have included in Block One are family income, mother‟s educational 

expectations for the student, mother‟s immigration status, mother‟s first language, 

importance of higher education to peers, region of country, type of school district, type of 

high school program, number of hours teacher spends preparing lessons in a week, and 

parental assessment of high school quality.  The control covariates I have included for 

Block Two are gender, race/ethnicity, personal educational expectations, hours spent on 

homework in a week, did student ever get into trouble for breaking school rules, does 

student receive services for emotional problems, self-concept and locus of control. 

This portion of the review of the literature begins with the importance of the 

variable parental level of education.  Since parental level of education is the main 

grouping variable for this study, I will review the remaining literature with respect to 

relevant themes related to this variable.  These themes are demographics, school 

performance, course taking and college preparedness, parent and peer support, and the 

high school to college transition and college adjustment. 

Parental Level of Education.  The Coleman Report in 1966 deemed parental 

level of education a powerful predictor of high school academic performance and 

postsecondary degree attainment (Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mead, 

Weinfield & York, 1966; Grubb, 2009; Skaling, 1971).  Descriptive national reports and 

peer-reviewed literature over the past fifteen years have chronicled trends with respect to 

students whose parents do not have a college education.  The trends documented in these 

reports demonstrate that, while students whose parents did not attend college are 

matriculating into post-secondary education in higher numbers and contributing to a more 

diverse student population (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1998), this student group still endures 

many barriers to achievement, access, and attainment. 

Demographics.  In 1998, almost half of first-time post-secondary students were 

students whose parents did not attend college (US Department of Education, 1998).  That 

same year, a report of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) on students 

whose parents do not have a college education found that this student population is more 

likely to be older, married, and have dependents than their counterparts.  They are more 

likely to enroll part-time and in two-year or for-profit schools, and to work full-time.  

Reasons that are important to them in choosing to matriculate into post-secondary 

education include receiving the necessary amount of financial aid, the ability to finish 

course requirements quickly, and the ability to work while pursuing a degree.  Bui (2002) 

also identifies that first-generation college students are more likely to be ethnic 

minorities, have a lower SES, and speak a language other than English in the home.  
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 One subpopulation of students whose parents did not attend college that has 

garnered recent interest is low-income, first-generation college students.  In the Pell 

Foundation‟s report Beyond Access, Engle and Tinto (2008) describe that there are 4.5 

million low-income, first-generation college students enrolled in colleges, or 24% of the 

United States‟ undergraduate population.  These scholars characterize the post-secondary 

path for this group of students to be uncertain, indirect, long, and without promise of 

ultimate degree attainment.  The majority of these students enroll in two-year or for-profit 

schools.  This group possesses higher numbers of students of color, older students, female 

students, students who have major responsibilities such as families and jobs outside of 

school, and students who are more likely to be financially independent from their parents.  

Although members of this group also have a larger proportion of financial need, they 

have a higher unmet financial need (nearly $6,000 per student or half of their median 

annual income) when compared to their more advantaged counterparts (Engle & Tinto, 

2008).   

School Performance, Course-Taking and College Preparedness.  While there 

are many demographic attributes associated with being a student whose parents did not 

attend college, these associations do not explain the reasons for high school and college 

achievement deficits.  Other variables may assist in explaining these achievement 

differences.  For example, academic preparedness and course taking are significantly 

associated with college success.  Given this relationship, an NCES 2001 report called 

Bridging the Gap investigated the relationship between parental education achievement 

and student high school course taking (US Department of Education, 2001b).  The 

scholars found that there was a significant association between parental educational status 

and the rigor of student high school curriculum.  In particular, students without college-

educated parents were less likely to take calculus or Advanced Placement (AP) courses.  

Another study found that even after controlling for academic achievement in high school, 

students whose parents did not attend college were still less likely to participate in 

important college preparedness programs (Horn & Nunez, 2000).  These courses and 

programs in many cases are a prerequisite for college entrance.  Once enrolled in post-

secondary education, first-generation college students had a lower grade point average 

(GPA) and were more likely to have taken one remedial class during their first year in 

college.  However, among all students who took a demanding high school curriculum, 

there was not a significant difference between first-generation college students and their 

counterparts in terms of GPA and remedial course taking (US Department of Education, 

2001b), suggesting that choice of courses can mediate some of the differences in 

achievement between these two groups.   

Parent and Peer Support.  While participation in high school courses that prepare 

students for the rigor of college is an important variable to consider in understanding the 

challenges for first-generation college students, students also require support to make 

important course-taking decisions.  First-generation college students may view family 

and high school friends as assets, but they could also be experienced as liabilities in 

making the high school to college transition.  For this group of students, lower parental 

involvement in the college preparation process begins as early as eighth grade, and is 

associated with students‟ failing to take advantage of gateway courses to college 

admission such as algebra and high school mathematics.  Lower parental involvement in 

the college preparation process correlates with lower parental aspirations for their 
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children (US Department of Education, 1998).  Although parental aspirations strongly 

predicted college aspirations for students whose parents did have a college education, the 

relationship between this variable and college plans was weak for students whose parents 

did not attend college (McCarron & Inkelas, 2006).  Alternatively, Bui (2002) reports that 

first-generation college students were more likely to be motivated to stay in college in 

order to help their families, suggesting that parents may play a different role in college 

plans for this population.     

Peer contacts may also be important for determining high school and college 

success.  Dennis, Phinney and Chuateco (2005) found that with ethnic minority students 

in particular, lack of peer support was associated with poorer college adjustment and 

GPA, controlling for other high school variables such as family and high school 

characteristics.  First-generation college students also reported feeling less connected to 

college peers, staff and professors.  Elmers & Pike (1997) confirm that while academic 

and social integration is a key to their college adjustment and academic success, first-

generation college students integrate less socially and academically, in part due to outside 

responsibilities such as work.   Thus, they are less likely to have important peer 

relationships that may help to foster academic success (Elmers & Pike, 1997; US 

Department of Education, 1998).   

The High School to College Transition and College Adjustment.  Although 

dropout within the first year of college is prevalent among all students, students whose 

parents did not attend college who do matriculate are more than twice as likely to leave 

college within the first year (US Department of Education, 2001a,b).  Having parents 

without a college education negatively affects degree completion for students from all 

racial and ethnic backgrounds at four-year colleges (Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger, 

Pascarella & Nora, 1996; US Department of Education, 2001a,b; US Department of 

Education, 1998).  McCarron & Inkelas (2006) found that even eight years after college, 

students whose parents did not attend college were more likely to have not completed 

their degree, contrary to their sophomore-year aspirations.  Even when controlling for 

academic preparedness, researchers found that parental level of education correlates with 

lack of persistence at one‟s initial institution (US Department of Education, 2001b).  

Among low-income, first-generation college students, dropout was four times more likely 

the first year, and only half of this student population achieved their post-secondary 

degree (Engle & Tinto, 2008).    

First-generation college students as a group experience unique difficulties with 

respect to the high school to college transition.  For example, Terenzini and colleagues‟ 

research (1996) revealed differences in student narratives between students whose parents 

do not have a college education and their advantaged counterparts.  While non first-

generation college students reported that it was always an expectation that they would 

attend college and that the transition was “expected,” first-generation college students 

were more likely to experience the transition to college as a “disjunction.”  This 

disjunction comprised a distinct separation from a former way of life to a new way of life 

that engendered high levels of fear and anxiety.  London (1989) termed this disjunction 

“breaking away.”  Additionally, Lee Goodwin‟s research at a four-year, elite university 

(2002) in New York describes an emotional response experienced by students she dubbed 

the “Imposter Syndrome.”  Students convinced themselves that their admission was a 

mistake, and that they consequently “didn‟t belong.”  Students described social isolation, 
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as well as self-reported mental health conditions, such as anxiety, depression, and 

suicidal ideation.   

 

 

Block Four: Coping Variables 

 Some literature on stress and coping defines coping according to two types: 

problem-focused coping and emotion-focused coping (Aldwin, 2007; Moos and Holahan, 

2003).  Problem-focused coping involves subjects employing well-defined strategies and 

actions for addressing their stressors.  On the other hand, the scholars define emotion-

focused coping as affective strategies for receiving support around life stressors.  These 

two configurations of coping equal coping styles.  People may employ different coping 

styles depending on the type or amount of stressor.  Although preliminary studies have 

identified self-efficacy and social support as keys to first-generation college student 

success, scholars have not rigorously evaluated the role of coping among first-generation 

college students (Dennis, Phinney & Chuateco, 2005; Phinney & Haas, 2003).     

I include five coping covariates in this study.  They are whether students attend 

religious services regularly, talk about personal problems to teachers, talk about personal 

problems to counselors, talk about personal problems to parents, and talk about personal 

problems to other adults.  While scholars may categorize religious coping as a separate 

form of coping (Harrison, Koenig, Hays, Eme-Akwar & Pargament, 2001), all of the 

coping covariates included in this study from the NELS are styles of emotion-focused 

coping (Pearlin & Schooler, 1978).  Going to religious services or venting to various 

individuals implies seeking support for a problem or stressor rather than resolving the 

stressor.     

   

 

Stress and Educational Equity 

 

Multitudes of writers (Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mead, 

Weinfield & York, 1966; Gordon, 1971; Grubb, 2009; Hochschild & Scovronick, 2003; 

Sen, 1992) conceive of the issue of educational equity in different and even opposing 

ways.  Historically, scholars understand the notion of equality with respect to educational 

achievement in the United States as, for example: equal access, racial and gender 

integration, resources, and achievement (Johanningmeier, 2009).  Students whose parents 

did not attend college are one population within schools where differences in these 

outcomes have been an issue of concern in terms of equality.  However, as Sen (1992) 

states, while some groups may have the freedom to achieve certain goals, there is a 

difference between the freedom to achieve and the capability to achieve.  Capability, in 

Sen‟s view, is tied to functioning.  Salient considerations, such as stressful circumstances 

in one‟s environment, may impair functioning, leaving groups unable to convert 

capability into achievement.  Therefore, outcome differences may persist. 

Grubb (2009) has since expanded the discussion on educational equity, from 

simple inputs and outputs to simple, compound, complex and abstract resources.  Simple 

resources are one-dimensional, such as teacher salary or expenditure per pupil.  

Compound resources consider two types of resources concurrently, such as professional 

development in conjunction with a new curriculum.  Grubb conceptualizes complex 
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resources are those which require time and a multi-dimensional lens, such as leadership 

or a new pedagogy.  Finally, abstract resources are the culmination of many kinds of 

resources, such as school climate (Grubb, 2009).   

While Grubb presents many conceptions of equity, the intersection between the 

health of students and their educational outcomes is neglected (Basch, 2010).  This 

dissertation considers one dimension of health – stress exposure – as a factor that 

potentially influences educational outcomes.  Stress, therefore, is an important factor to 

consider in educational equity. 

 

 

Summary 

Stress and coping scholarship demonstrates that exposure to stressful 

circumstances contributes to group differences in physical and mental health outcomes.  

What remains less understood is how stressful circumstances relate to learning outcomes.  

One group of students who display poor learning, matriculation and retention outcomes 

are students whose parents did not attend college.  A stress and coping approach is a 

novel way to explore group differences in educational achievement between students 

with and without college-educate parents.  I employ the Moos and Holahan (2003) model 

in this dissertation in order to ascertain whether stress contributes to group differences for 

this student population. 

I have organized this dissertation into four chapters.  In this chapter, I reviewed 

the pertinent stress, coping and educational literature that relates to parents with and 

without a college education.  In Chapter Two, I present the methodology of this 

dissertation.  Relevant variables in this dissertation include parental level of education, 

life event, school and role strain stressor variables, coping variables, reading 

achievement, math achievement, matriculation and bachelor‟s degree attainment.  Using 

the Moos and Holahan (2003) model, I control for variables in the family, peer, 

institutional, community and personal domains in order to find whether stress affects 

learning outcomes.  In Chapters Three and Four, I present the study‟s results and discuss 

the implications of these results, respectively.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

METHOD  

 

 

Study Design 

 

This research project is a secondary data analysis of the National Education 

Longitudinal Study (NELS).  The NELS is a panel study of student, teacher, parent, and 

school administrator survey data collected over five waves, from 1988-2000, measuring 

student, family, teacher and school characteristics.  For the purpose of this dissertation, 

student-level survey data (collected in the 1988, 1990, and 1992 waves), parent-level 

survey data (collected in the 1988 and 1992 waves), teacher-level data (collected in the 

1988, 1990, and 1992 waves), and administrator-level data (collected in the 1988, 1990, 

and 1992 waves) was used to operationalize variables.  The original sample of 8th-

graders included N=24,599 individuals and was a clustered, stratified, nationally 

representative probability sample from across all fifty states and Washington DC.  The 

number of cases including data from across all five waves of data is a large subset of the 

original surveyed panel - N=12,144 student cases.  Paper and pencil surveys were 

administered to sampled students in schools during group sessions in 1988, 1990 and 

1992, and in two out-of-school rounds in 1994 and 2000.  For the two out-of-school 

waves, surveys were completed either over the telephone, by field personnel or as self-

administered surveys. 

 

 

Participants 

 

The current study draws upon a subsample of 7,989 high school students from the 

longitudinal sample of 12,144.  This sample includes cases that contain data on all four 

outcomes variables.  As presented in Tables 1 through 5 on pages 17-23, 28% of the 

students have at least one college-educated parent (BA degree), while 72% of the 

students are those whose parents did not attend college.  The weighted subsample is split 

equally among males and females.  Seventy-four percent are Caucasian, 9% are Black, 

11% are Latino/a and 2% identified as Asian.  In terms of income, 51% of this sample 

had a family income equal or below $35,000 per year (the median income for these data).   

  Some biases are present in the subsample of 7,989 students.  In this subsample, 

there are more Caucasian students, and fewer Latino students and Asian students than in 

the original panel.  The subsample also earns slightly less income than the original panel.  

There are also fewer students with college-educated parents in the subsample.  Because 

this subsample contained reporters that offered complete data on outcome variables and 

were therefore more likely to be located by researchers, it is probable that this subsample 

is more advantaged than the original panel in terms of stressor exposure. 

  In terms of outcomes for the subsample, the mean reading score in 12
th

 grade for 

this sample was 34 and the mean math score in 12
th

 grade was 49.  While 70% of this 

sample matriculated into college at some point during the survey, only 42.5% finished at 

least a four-year college (BA) degree.   
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Measures 

Independent Variables 

Three independent variables of particular importance in this study are parental 

level of education, the stressor variables and the coping variables.  I describe their 

operationalization below.  Following the independent variables, I discuss the outcome 

variables. 

Parental Level of Education.  I define parental level of education in this 

dissertation by a NELS created variable that includes the higher level of education of the 

two parents.  From this variable, I coded a dummy variable, 1 for no parent has a BA 

degree and 0 for at least one parent possesses a BA degree.  Therefore, this is a “no BA 

degree/have BA degree” variable.  

Stressor Variables.  I coded each stressor variable for life events with dummy 

variables, 1 for a reported stressor.  The eighteen life events measured in 10
th

 grade were: 

moved to a new home, parents married, parents divorced, mother lost job, father lost job, 

mother started work, father started work, the student became ill, father died, mother died, 

close relative died, unmarried sister became pregnant, a sibling dropped out of high 

school, teen‟s family went on welfare, went off welfare, and stayed on welfare, teen‟s 

family member ill, and teen‟s family became homeless.  The seventeen life events 

measured in 12
th
 grade were: moved to a new home, parents married, parents divorced, a 

parent lost his/her job, a parent started work, a parent stared a new job, the student 

became ill, parent died, relative died, unmarried sister became pregnant, a sibling 

dropped out of high school, student‟s family on welfare, student‟s family went off 

welfare, teen‟s family member ill, teen‟s family member used drugs, teen‟s family 

member in drug rehabilitation, and teen‟s family member was a violent crime victim.  

I also created a cumulative stressor variable by totaling the number of stressors 

each student reported both within a given year and across 10
th
 and 12

th
 grades.  I 

incorporated this variable into models separate from the dichotomous stressors in order to 

avoid collinearity. 

In addition, dummy variables were created for the school stressors.  Each was 

coded 1 for an endorsed stressor.  The eleven school stressors measured in 8
th
 grade were 

tardiness, absenteeism, class cutting, physical altercations, theft, vandalism, alcohol use, 

drug use, weapon use, verbal abuse toward teachers and physical abuse toward teachers.  

The thirteen school stressors measured in 10
th
 grade were exposure to tardiness, 

absenteeism, class cutting, physical altercations, theft, vandalism, alcohol use, drug use, 

weapon use, verbal abuse toward teachers, physical abuse toward teachers, gangs and 

racial tensions.  The sixteen school stressors measured in 12
th

 grade were exposure to 

tardiness, absenteeism, class cutting, physical altercations, theft, vandalism, alcohol use, 

drug use, weapon use, using drugs at school, selling drugs at school, verbal abuse of 

teachers, physical abuse of teachers, gangs, racial tensions and teen pregnancy. 

I also created a cumulative school stressor variable by totaling the number of 

school stressors reported within 8
th

, 10
th
, and 12

th
 grades and then by totaling the student 

stress sums across the three grades.  I incorporated this school stress sum variable into 

models separate from the dichotomous stressors in order to avoid collinearity.  

Finally, I created two role strain variables.  The first variable was hours spent 

babysitting per week, with 0 coded as none, 1 coded as less than five hours and 2 coded 

as more than 5 hours per day.  This variable was present both in 10
th

 and 12
th
 grades.  I 
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also included a continuous variable for the number of hours worked per week in high 

school. 

 Coping Variables.  I operationalized coping in this study as support and 

validation.  I include four measures in this study.  First, given the importance of religious 

coping, I include whether or not a student regularly attends religious services.  Second, I 

operationalized interpersonal support in three different ways: whether a student talks to a 

teacher about personal problems, whether he/she confides in a parent about personal 

problems, and whether a student talks to another adult about personal problems.  All of 

these variables are dichotomous, coded yes (1) and no (0).     

Outcome Variables.  In this study, there are four outcome variables of interest.  

The first two are math and reading achievement scores.  These continuous achievement 

scores have a range of between 10.66 and 43.83 for reading and 16.38 and 66.81 for 

math; researchers derived them from the NELS cognitive battery that they included in the 

survey during the 8
th
, 10

th
, and 12

th
 grades.  The other outcome variables are 

dichotomous.  I created one variable for matriculated into a BA program by 2000 (1 for 

matriculated, 0 for did not matriculate) and a similar variable for attaining a BA degree 

by 2000 (1 for degree attained, 0 for not attained).   

Other variables for this project are control variables and comprise regression 

blocks derived from the stress and coping model proposed by Moos and Holahan (2003).  

I operationalized the variables in five domains: environmental, personal-level, stressful 

circumstances, coping, and outcomes.  I list the variables included in each of these 

domains in the tables below and in Appendix One on page 73. 

In addition to the variables listed in their corresponding domains, the following 

created variables were also included in the data analyses.
1
  I outline the analyses for this 

research in Table 6 on page 27: 

 a time variable for wave (values=1, 2, 3) for the longitudinal analyses; 

 an instrumental variable to account for person-level endogeneity (omitted variable 

biases) in the stressor variable; calculated as the stressor average in count 

models;
2
 

 summed stress variables for life events over and across two years and school 

stressors over and across three years, in order to examine the cumulative effect of 

stress. 

 

 

Table 1:  Block One Environmental Variables 

Domain Variables 

Type 

Percent or 

Mean 

Year Additional 

Information 
Environmental: 

Family, Peer, 
Institutional 
and 
Community 

Parental Level of Education  

(College) 
No College 
 

 

28% 
72% 

 

1988 

 

NCES Created Variable; Coded 
as higher degree of the two 
parents 
Student Report 

                                                
1 Additional analyses not presented here included interaction terms used to test if there were subgroups of 

students without college-educated parents that were differentially exposed to stressors.  None of the 

interaction terms was statistically significant; therefore, they are not presented. 
2 This instrumental variable technique is covered in Chapter Three of Rabe-Hesketh, S. and Skrondal, A. 

(2008). Multilevel and Longitudinal Modeling Using Stata (2nd Edition). College Station, TX: Stata Press. 
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Domain Variables 

Type 

Percent or 

Mean 

Year Additional 

Information 
 

Family Income  

(More than $35,000)  
Less Than or Equal to 
$35,000  
 

 

51% 
49% 
 

 

1988 

 

Parent Report 

Mother‟s Educational 
Expectations for Student 
(College) 
No College 

 

 
 
90% 90% 91% 
10% 10%   9% 

 

 
 
1988, 
1990, 

1992 

 
 
Student Report 

Mother‟s Immigration Status 
(US Born) 
Not US Born 
 

 
90% 
10% 

 
1988 

 
Parent Report 

First Language 
(English) 
Not English 

 

 
91% 
  9% 

 
1988 

 
NCES Created Variable 

Important to Peers to Achieve 
Education Past High School 
(Somewhat and Very                                                                     
Important)  
Not Important 

 
 
 
93%  94% 
  7%    6%  

 
 
 
1990, 
1992 

 
 
 
Student Report 

 
Type of High School Program 

General 
Vocational or Charter 
College Prep 
Don‟t Know/Not Sure 
 
 

 
 

40% 
13% 
38% 
9% 

 
 

1990 

 
 

Student Report 

Number of Hours Teacher 
Spends Preparing for Class in 
a Week 

Continuous Hours 
 

 
 
 

2.7  (.07) 

 
 
 

1988 

 
 
 

Teacher Report 

Parental Assessment of High 
School Program Quality 
(Not Satisfied) 
Satisfied 

 
 
32% 
68% 

 
 
1992 

 
 
Parent Report 

 
Type of School District 

(Urban) 
Suburban 
Rural 
 

 
 

24% 
43% 
33% 
 

 
 

1980 
Census 

 
 

NCES Created Variable 

Region of Country 
(Northeast) 
North Central 
South 

West 

 
20% 
28% 
34% 

18% 
 

 
1980 
Census 

 
NCES Created Variable 
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Table 2:  Block Two Personal Variables 

Domain Variables Percent or 

Mean 

Year Additional 

Information 
Personal-Level Gender 

(Female) 
Male 
 

 
50% 
50% 

 
1990 

 
NCES Created 
Variable 

Race/Ethnicity 
(White) 

Black 
Hispanic 
Asian 
Other 
 

 
74% 

9% 
11% 
2% 
4% 

 
1992 

 
NCES Created 

Variable 

Personal Educational 
Expectations 
(College) 

No College 

 
 
83% 

17% 

 
 
1988, 1990, 

1992 

 
 
Student Report 

 
Hours Spent on 
Homework per Week 
(Less than 5 hours) 
More than 5 hours 

 
 
 
68% 
32% 

 
 
 
1988 

 
 
 
Student Report 

 
Get into Trouble for 

Breaking School Rules? 
(No) 
Yes 

 
 

 
59% 
41% 

 
 

 
1990 

 
 

 
Student Report 

 
Student Received 
Services for Emotional 
Problem 
(No Services) 

Services 

 
 
 
 
98% 

2% 

 
 
 
 
1988 

 
 
 
 
Parent Report 

 
Self-concept 
Continuous Composite 
score  
(-1 to 1) 

 
 
 
 
.02 .01 .005 (.01) 

 
 
 
1988, 1990, 
1992 

 
 
 
Student Report/ NCES 
Created Composite 

 
Locus of Control 
Continuous Composite 

score  
(-1 to 1) 

 
 
 

 
.06 .04 .05 (.01) 

 
 
 

1988, 1990, 
1992 

 
 
 

Student Report/ NCES 
Created Composite 
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Table 3: Block Three Stressful Circumstance Variables 

Domain Variables Percent or 

Mean 

Year Additional 

Information 
Stressful 
Circumstances 
 
Life Events 
Each One Variable 
Dichotomized 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
     
  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Moved to a New Home 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Parent Married/Remarried 
(No) 

Yes 
 
Parents Divorced 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Mother Job Loss/Parent Job 
Loss 

(No) 
Yes 
 
Father Job Loss 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Parent New Job  

(No) 
Yes 
 
Mother Working/Parent                                         
Working 
(No) 
Yes 
 

Father Working 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Student became Ill   
(No) 
Yes 
 
Father Died/Parent Died 

(No) 
Yes 
 
Mother Died 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Close Relative Died 

(No) 
Yes 
 
Unmarried Sister Pregnant 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Sibling Dropped out of School 

(No) 
Yes 
 

 
84%  87% 
16%  13% 
 
 
95%  94% 

5%     6% 
 
 
93%  94% 
  7%    6% 
 
 
 

95%  87% 
  5%  13% 
 
 
  6% 
94% 
 
 

          83% 
          17% 
 
 
 
86%  86% 
14%  14% 
 

 
97% 
  3% 
 
 
97.5%  96% 
  2.5%    4% 
 
 

99%  98% 
1%     2% 
 
 
99.6% 
    .4% 
 
 

72%  71% 
28%  30% 

 

96%  96% 
4%     4% 
 
 

97%  97% 
  3%   3% 
 

 
1990, 
1992 

 
Student Report 
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Domain Variables Percent or 

Mean 

Year Additional 

Information 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
School Stressors 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Family off Welfare 
(No) 

Yes 
 
Family on Welfare 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Family Stayed Welfare  
(No) 

Yes 
 
Family Member Ill 
(No) 
Yes 
 
 
Family became Homeless 

(No) 
Yes 
 
Family Member Drugs   
(No) 
Yes   
 
 

Family Member in Rehab 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Family Victim of Violent 
Crime 
(No) 
Yes 
 

 
10th Stress Total 
 
12th Stress Total 
 
10th + 12th Stress Total    
 
  

 
99%  98% 

  1%    2% 
 
 
99%  97% 
1%     3% 
 
 
99% 

1% 
 
 
90%  85% 
10%  15% 
 
 
 

99.7% 
    .3% 
 
           
          89% 
          11% 
 
             

         
          93% 
            7% 
 
           
 
          89% 
          11% 
 

 
           1 (.24) 
           
           1.6 (.03) 
 
           2.6 (.05) 
 

    
Tardiness 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Absenteeism 
(No) 
Yes 

 
Cut Classes 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Physical Conflict 
(No) 
Yes 

 
68%  42%  42% 
32%  58%  58% 
 
 
72%  62%  64% 
28%  38%  36% 

 
 
93%  79%  79% 
 7%   21%  21% 
 
 
86%  89%  90% 
14%  11%  10% 

 
1988, 
1990, 
1992 

 
Administrator Report 
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Domain Variables Percent or 

Mean 

Year Additional 

Information 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Theft 

(No) 
Yes 
 
Vandalism 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Alcohol Use 

(No) 
Yes 
 
Drug Use 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Weapons 

(No) 
Yes 
 
Physical Abuse of Teachers 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Verbal Abuse of Teachers 

(No) 
Yes 
 

 
 

92%  95%  91% 
  8%   5%    9% 
 
 
93%  95%  95% 
 7%     5%   5% 
 
 

91%  70%  65%  
 9%   30%  35% 
 
 
92%  82%  85% 
  8%  18%  15% 
 
 

98%  99% 98% 
  2%    1%   2% 
 
 
99% 100% 100% 
  1%     0%    0% 
 
 

95%  94%  95% 
  5%   6%    5% 

Gangs 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Racial Tensions 
(No) 

Yes 
 

 
         98%  96% 
          2%    4% 
 
 
         97%  97% 

           3%    3% 
 

  

Use Drugs near School 
(No) 
Yes 
 
Sell Drugs near School 
(No) 

Yes 
 
Teen Pregnancy 
(No) 
Yes 
 

 
                   98% 
                     2% 
 
 
                  94% 

                    6% 
 
 
                  71% 
                  29% 
 

  

8th School Stress 
 

10th School Stress 
 
12th School Stress 
 
8th + 10th + 12th Stress Total                                    
 
 
 

                  1.2 (.07) 
 

                  1.8 (.07) 
 
                  2.2 (.08) 
 
                  5.2 (.15) 
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Domain Variables Percent or 

Mean 

Year Additional 

Information 
Role Strain 
 

 
 
 

Hours spent babysitting  
per day 

None 
(Less than 5 Hours)      
More than 5 Hours 

 
 

64%  74% 
33%  24% 
  3%   2% 

1990, 
1992 

Student Report 

 
Hours per week spent working 
a job 
Continuous Hours 
 

 
            
 
          2.3 (.45) 

 
 
 
1992 

 
 
 
Student Report 

 

 

Table 4: Block Four Coping Variables 

Domain Variables Percent or 

Mean 

Year Additional 

Information 
Coping Variables Attend religious services 

regularly? 
(No) 
Yes 
 

 
 
40%  52% 
60%  48% 

 
 
1990, 1992 

 
 
Student Report 

Talk to parents about personal 
problems? 

(No) 
Yes 
 

 
 

38% 
62% 

 
 

1992 

 
 

Student Report 

Talk to teachers about 
personal problems? 
(No) 
Yes 
 

 
 
90% 
10% 

 
 
1988 

 
 
Student Report 

Talk to counselor about 

personal problems? 
(No) 
Yes 
 

 

 
83% 
17% 

 

 
1988 

 

 
Student Report 

Talk to other adult about 
personal problems? 
(No) 
Yes 

 
 
65% 
35% 

 
 
1988 

 
 
Student Report 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: Educational Outcome Variables 

Domain Variables Percent or 

Mean 

Year Additional 

Information 
Outcomes High School Reading 

Achievement (continuous) 
 

 
28 31 34 (.21) 
 

 
1988, 1990, 
1992 

 
NCES Created 
Composite 

High School Math 
Achievement (continuous)  
 

 
37 44.5 49 (.32) 

 
1988, 1990, 
1992 

 
NCES Created 
Composite 
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Domain Variables Percent or 

Mean 

Year Additional 

Information 
Four-Year College 
Matriculation 

(No) 
Yes 
 

 
 

30 
70 

 
 

1994 

 
 

NCES Created 
Variable 

BA College Attainment 
(No BA) 
BA or More 

 
57.5 
42.5 
 

 
1994 

 
NCES Created 
Variable 

 

 

 

Analyses of Data 

 

The NELS:88/2000 data and codebook were acquired from the US Department of 

Education and data were prepared for use in StataSE.  I conducted all data analyses for 

this dissertation research in StataSE version 10.   

The research questions, regression equations and corresponding analyses are as 

follows: 

 

1.  Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in their 

exposure to the following stressful circumstances:  a) life event by type and 

amount; b) environmental (school) stressors by type and amount; and c) role 

strain (i.e. hours worked at a job, hours caring for family members)? 

 

 I summarized descriptive statistics for each variable using the SVY command to 

calculate means of continuous variables and weighted percentages of all variables.  This 

command in Stata 10 accounts for the complex survey design of the NELS.  I inspected 

univariate statistics and distributions.  I prepared correlation matrices to evaluate for 

multicollinearity and singularity.  I conducted bivariate tests for relationships between the 

predictor variable and different stressor variables.  I reported stressor type and amount for 

each group. 

 

2.  Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in their 

academic achievement because of exposure to the following stressful 

circumstances: a) life events; b) environmental (school) stressors; and c) role 

strain? 

 

I employed three types of stressful circumstances into multiple longitudinal 

random-intercept regression models for analyses.  The stressful circumstances types – life 

events, school stressors, and role strain stress – were modeled with the outcome of math 

achievement scores and reading achievement scores and the predictor parental education 

level (college/no college), controlling Block One, Block Two, and Block Four variables.  

I detail these regression models in Table 6 on page 27.   
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I performed longitudinal analyses in this research with multiple longitudinal 

random-intercept models that treat the NELS as panel data over panel waves.  I viewed 

these data as two-level or cluster data.  Each subject or student is considered a cluster and 

the time points “i” are occasions nested within each subject “j.”  The intercept is the 

subject or student-specific mean.  These models accommodate within-cluster dependence 

and therefore account for unobserved heterogeneity.  This means that these models 

account for the correlation between observations at different time points within the same 

student.  Multiple longitudinal random-intercept models (that employ hierarchical linear 

modeling) assume no endogeneity.  Endogeneity refers to omitted variable bias that 

results in a covariate‟s correlation with the error term; in these models, I assumed the 

random-intercept is uncorrelated with the included covariates.  In order to account for 

endogeneity in stressor count models, I used an instrumental variable for average stressor 

exposure.  Finally, I conducted dummy variable imputation to account for bias involving 

missing observations. 

 Longitudinal random-intercept regression analyses using XTMIXED with the 

maximum likelihood option in Stata 10 tested different models over time that included 

individual dichotomous stressors, summed life event stressors and school stressors, and 

role strain over multiple time points.  I incorporated the variables in Blocks One, Two 

and Four with the appropriate stressor variables, and I retained significant variables.  

These models are expressed generally in the following equations
3
: 

 

readachij = β1 + β2tij + β3parentedlevelj + x1ij‟β4 + x2ij‟β5 + x3ij‟β6+ x4ij‟β7 + ζ1j + εij  

 

mathachij = β1 + β2tij + β3parentedlevelj + x1ij‟β4 + x2ij‟β5 + x3ij‟β6+ x4ij‟β7 + ζ1j + εij   

 

 

For both of these formulas
456

: 

 

readachij =Reading Achievement 

mathachij =Math Achievement 

x1ij‟β4  = Block One Environmental Variables 

x2ij‟β5  = Block Two Personal Variables 

x3ij‟β6  = Block Three Stressful Circumstance Variable(s) 

x4ij‟β7  = Block Four Coping Strategy Variables 

 

                                                
3 ζ1j  is a random intercept for student, and εij is the residual 

 
4 All random-intercept models contain both time varying and invariant control variables within each 

regression block (for example, as indicated in the Categorized List of Variables in Appendix One on page 

73, data for Parental Educational Expectations was collected in all three („88, „90, „92) panels and will be 

modeled as a time varying control within the Block One Environmental Variables). 

 
5 Notation informed by individual consultation from Professor Sophia Rabe-Hesketh and from Rabe-
Hesketh, S. and Skrondal, A. (2008). Multilevel and Longitudinal Modeling Using Stata (2nd Edition). 

College Station, TX: Stata Press. 

 
6 The stressful circumstance variables in Block Three will change in each model as described in Table 6 on 

page 27. 
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3.  Do stressful life circumstances contribute to differences in four-year college 

matriculation and attainment between students with and without college-educated 

parents? 

 

Since the models addressing the third research question are cross-sectional and 

have dichotomous outcomes, I employed logistic regression to predict odds ratios for 

college matriculation and degree attainment.  Using logistic regression with the 

LOGISTIC procedure in Stata 10, cross-sectional logistic models assessed whether 

exposure to stressful circumstances affects college matriculation and degree attainment 

for students whose parents did not attend college.  These models are expressed in the 

following equations: 

 

Logit(probcollegematric or probdegreeattain) = β1 + β2parentedlevel + x1‟β3 + x2‟β4 + 

x3‟β5+ x4‟β6 

 

collegematric=College Matriculation 

degreeattain=Degree Attainment 

x1‟β3 = Block One Environmental Variables 

x2‟β4= Block Two Personal Variables 

x3‟β5 = Block Three Stressful Circumstance Variable(s) (The stressful circumstance 

variables in Block Three will change in each model as described in Table 6 on page 27) 

x4‟β6 = Block Four Coping Strategy Variables 

 

 

 

 

Human Subjects 

 

I conducted this research with de-identified, secondary data from the US 

Department of Education.  As such, the research does not fit into the United States‟ 

federal definition of research with human subjects.  The Office for the Protection of 

Human Subjects at the University of California, Berkeley, determined the research could 

proceed without further oversight. 
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Table 6: Research Questions and Corresponding Regression Models 

Research 

Question 

Predictor 

Variable 

of 

Interest 

Block Three 

Variable 

(Stressor 

Variables) 

Controls Outcome 

Variables 

Model Type 

2a  Parental 

level of 

education 

(college vs. 

no college) 

Dummy 

variables for 

Life Events 

Block One 

Environmental 

Variables; 

Block Two 

Personal 
Variables; 

Block Four 

Coping 

Variables  

Reading 

Achievement; 

then Math 

Achievement 

Longitudinal 

Random-Intercept 

Model over Three 

Panels („88, „90, 

„92) 

      

2a Same as 

above 

Sum of Life 

Events 

Same as above Reading 

Achievement; 

then Math 

Achievement  

Longitudinal 

Random-Intercept 

Model over Three 

Panels („88, „90, 

„92) 

      

2b Same as 
Above 

Dummy  
variables for 

School 

Stressors 

Same as above Reading 
Achievement; 

then Math 

Achievement 

Longitudinal 
Random-Intercept 

Model over Three 

Panels („88, „90, 

„92) 

      

2b Same as 

Above 

Sum of School 

Stressors 

Same as above Reading 

Achievement; 

then Math 

Achievement  

Longitudinal 

Random-Intercept 

Model over Three 

Panels („88, „90, 

„92) 

      
2c Same as 

Above 

Role Strain 

Variables 

Same as above Reading 

Achievement; 

then Math 

Achievement 

Longitudinal 

Random-Intercept 

Model over Three 

Panels („88, „90, 

„92) 

      

3a,b,c Same as 

Above 

One model for 

each of five 

stressor 

variable 

combinations 

described 
above 

Same as above College 

Matriculation; 

then Degree 

Attainment 

Cross-Sectional 

Logistic Models 

(matriculated vs. did 

not matriculate and 

attained vs. did not 

attain) 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESULTS 

  

 

Descriptive Statistics:  

High School Students With and Without College-Educated Parents  

 

Table 1 on page 17 and Table 7 on page 29 present overall sample demographic 

characteristics and achievement differences for high school students with and without 

college-educated parents.  Overall, 28% of the students in the sample have at least one 

college-educated parent (BA degree).  The study sample of students is split equally 

among males and females.  Seventy-four percent are Caucasian, 9% are Black, 11% are 

Latino/a and 2% identified as Asian.  In terms of income, 51% of the study sample had a 

family income equal or above $35,000 per year (median income for these data).   

In comparing students with and without college-educated parents, the subgroups 

differed on most demographic characteristics.  Among teens without college-educated 

parents, 44% are male teens (unweighted).  In comparison, 48% are male teens among 

those with college-educated parents (unweighted).  In the subgroup without college-

educated parents, sixty-four percent are White, 20% is Latino/a, 10% are African 

American, and 3% are Asian.  Among teens with college-educated parents, 74% are 

White, 9% are Latino/a, 7% are African American, and 6% are Asian.  Seventy-one 

percent of the teens without college-educated parents had parents who made $35,000 or 

less per year, while 41% of teens with college-educated parents have parents who earned 

$35,000 or less per year.  A higher percentage of students without college-educated 

parents had mothers who were born outside of the United States or who spoke a first 

language other than English.    

Students whose parents did not attend college were significantly more likely to 

have a lower mean reading score in 8
th
 grade (24.5 compared to 29.5; t=24.8; p<.001) as 

well as a lower mean math score in 8
th
 grade (32.3 compared to 39.8; t=26.2, p<.001).  

They were also less likely to matriculate into a four-year college, 55% versus 78% 

(X
2
=308.8, p<.001).  If they did matriculate into a four-year college, they were 

significantly less likely to finish their degree, 26% versus 52% (X
2
=339, p<.001).  I 

present these statistics in Table 7 beginning on the following page.      
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Table 7:  Demographic Background Characteristics for Sample by Parental Level of 

Education 

Predictors 

 

College-

Educated 

N(%) or 

Mean 

Less than 

College 

N(%) or 

Mean 

Pearson’s 

Chi-Squared 

or t-Statistic 

Gender               8.2 

Male 48 44           

Race/Ethnicity           213.3 

White 74 64  

Asian 

 

6 3  

Black 7 10  

Latino/a 9 20  

Other 

 

4 3           

 

Family Income 

   

         

        587.84   

Income=<$35,000 41 71  

First Language           129.6 

Not English 9 18           

Mother’s Country 

 

Not US Born 

 

 

Urbanicity 

 

12 

 

15 

         15.4 

         

 

        103 

Urban 26 20  

Suburban 44 37  

Rural 30 43            
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Predictors 

 

College-

Educated 

N(%) or 

Mean 

Less than 

College 

N(%) or 

Mean 

Pearson’s 

Chi-Squared 

or t-Statistic 

 

Region               .94 

Northeast 19 19  

North Central 29 30  

South 34 35  

West 18 16  

    

School Type 

 

General HS 

 

42 

 

49 

            .23 

College Prep 46 29  

Voc-Charter 12 22 

 

           

 

Reading 8
th

 

Grade 

 

29.5 

 

24.5 

        

        24.8 

Math 8
th

 

Grade 

 

39.8 32.3         26.2 

Ever Attended 

College 

78 55       308.8 

    

Highest Degree 

Attained 

52 26       339 

    

    

 

 

Given the stark differences in high school reading scores, math scores, college 

matriculation and college attainment between students with and without college-educated 

parents in this subsample, does stress help explain these differences in achievement?  The 

next section presents the three research questions of this dissertation and the subsequent 

data analyses that address them.  These questions address key outcomes in three separate 

sections:  1) stress exposure, 2) secondary achievement, and 3) postsecondary 

matriculation and attainment.  
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 Stressor Exposure  

 

1. Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in 

their exposure to the following stressful circumstances:  a) life event by type 

and amount; b) environmental (school) stressors by type and amount; and c) 

role strain (i.e. hours worked at a job, hours caring for family members)? 

 

This first section of analyses presents the results of simple bivariate statistics 

examining the relationship between parent level of education and exposure to three types 

of stressors – life events, school stressors, and role strain – without controlling for other 

variables.  High school students reported the life event stressors if the stressor occurred 

within the school year.  For the school stressors, school administrators endorsed the 

measures termed to be “problems” at their school.  High school students reported their 

involvement with babysitting and hours spent working for the role strain stressors. 

Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in 

their exposure to life events?  As shown in Tables 8 and 9, of twenty measured life event 

stressors in which there was a significant difference in exposure between students with 

and without college-educated parents, eighteen of these stressors affected students 

without college-educated parents more than they affected their counterparts.  These 

stressors include parental job loss, a parent dying, a relative dying, an unmarried sister 

becoming pregnant, and a sibling dropping out from school.  These findings show 

significant differences in the exposure of life event stressors between these two groups, 

particularly sibling stressors, relatives dying and job loss.  Students without college-

educated parents also experience a higher mean total stressors overall in 10
th

 grade, 12
th
 

grade, and these grades combined.   

 

 

Table 8:  Bivariate Calculations for Life Event Stressor Type Grouped by Parental  

Level of Education 

Predictors 

 

College-

Educated 

(%) 

Less 

than 

College 

(%)  

Pearson’s 

Chi-

Squared 

p-Value  

     

New Home 10
th

 Grade  13 14         3.5                 .06 

New Home 12
th

 Grade  12 13           .94               .33  

Parents Married 10
th

 Grade 4 5         3.2                 .08  

Parents Married 12
th

 Grade 5 6         4                    .05  

Parents Divorced 10
th

 Grade  6 6      .02                 .9      

Parents Divorced 12
th

 Grade  6 6  .001     .97  

Mother Job Loss 10
th

 Grade  4 4  .0074     .93  
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Predictors 

 

College-

Educated 

(%) 

Less 

than 

College 

(%)  

Pearson’s 

Chi-

Squared 

p-Value  

Father Job Loss 10
th

 Grade  5 7         5.8     .02  

Parent Job Loss 12
th

 Grade    12     14         2.6     .11  

Mother Started Work 10
th

 

Grade  

   14 15         1.1      .3  

Father Started Work 10
th

 

Grade 

3 4         3.5        .06  

Parent Started Work 12
th

 

Grade  

13 12         1.4                 .23  

Parent Started New Job 12
th

 

Grade  

19 15      39.1                  <.001  

Student Became Ill 10
th

 Grade  2 2           .15               .7  

Student Became Ill 12
th

 Grade  4 5           .39               .53  

Father Died 10
th

 Grade  1 2      14.2                 <.001  

Mother Died 10
th

 Grade  .03 1        5                     .03  

Parent Died 12
th

 Grade  2 3      12.2                 <.001  

Relative Died 10
th

 Grade  27 30  7.3                   .007  

Relative Died 12
th

 Grade  29 31  2.1                   .15  

Unmarried Sister Pregnant 

10
th

 Grade  

3 6      35.1                 <.001  

Unmarried Sister Pregnant 

12
th

 Grade  

4 7      23.2                 <.001  

Sibling Dropped Out 10
th

 

Grade  

2 5      47.3                 <.001  

Sibling Dropped Out 12
th

 

Grade  

3 4       9.1                  .003  

Family On Welfare 10
th

 Grade  1 2    9.4                  .002  

Family On Welfare 12
th

 Grade  2 6  76.4                  <.001  

Family Off Welfare 10
th

 Grade  1 1  1.5                   .22  

Family Off Welfare 12
th

 Grade  1 3      30.4                 <.001  

Family Stay Welfare 10
th

 

Grade  

1 2      28.2                 <.001  

Family Member Ill 10
th

 Grade 10 12  5.9                   .02  

Family Member Ill 12
th

 Grade 15 17  4.2                   .04  

Family Member Homeless 10
th

 

Grade  

.2 .6  5.2                   .02  

Family Member On Drugs 12
th

 

Grade  

11 12  .33                 .57  
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Predictors 

 

College-

Educated 

(%) 

Less 

than 

College 

(%)  

Pearson’s 

Chi-

Squared 

p-Value  

Family Member In Rehab 12
th

 

Grade  

6 8      11.3                  .001  

Family Member Violent Crime 

Victim 12
th

 Grade  

11 9        6.3                  .01  

 

 

 

Table 9:  Life Event Stressor Totals Grouped by Parental Level of Education 

Predictors 

 

Mean 

College-

Educated 

(CI) 

Mean 

Less than 

College  

(CI) 

   p-Value  

 

10
th

 Grade Stressors 

 

 

     .97  

 

    (.94-1) 

 

     1.2 

 

    (1.1-1.2) 

 

       <.001 

 

 

 

12
th

 Grade Stressors 

 

1.5  

( 1.5-1.6)  

 

 

1.7 

(1.6-1.8) 

 

       .006 

 

10
th

 + 12
th

 Grade Stressors 2.5 

(2.5-2.6) 

2.8 

(2.7-3) 

       <.001  

 

Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in 

their exposure to school stressors?
7
  As presented in Tables 10 and 11, students without 

college-educated parents also experienced more exposure school stressors.  School 

administrators reported these issues as “problems” at their respective schools.  Of twenty-

six school stressors in which there was a significant difference between students with and 

without college-educated parents, twenty of these stressors affected students without 

college-educated parents more than they affected their counterparts.  These school 

stressors included others‟ absenteeism, others‟ class cutting, physical altercations, gangs, 

theft, vandalism, alcohol at school, drugs at school, drug use at school, drug sales at 

school, and teen pregnancy.  Also, as with the life event stressors, in all three grades as 

well as for overall school stressor exposure, students whose parents did not attend college 

                                                
7 Physical abuse of teachers was not included in discussion of school stressor results due to small cell sizes.   
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experienced a higher mean number of stressors at school.  In addition, there was a greater 

difference in stressor exposure between these two groups in eighth grade than for tenth 

and twelfth grades.  Students without college-educated parents may be more vulnerable 

to school stressor exposure at an earlier age. 

Students with college-educated parents were more affected by drug and alcohol 

use at school.  These findings suggest middle class and upper class students had the 

resources to afford involvement with these activities.  However, students without college-

educated parents were more likely to be affected by drug sales at school.  This may 

reflect that involvement with sales (rather than purchasing) was a strategy for some for 

income. 

 

 

Table 10:  Bivariate Calculations for School Stressor Type Grouped by Parental  

Level of Education 

Predictors College-

Educated 

(%) 

Less than 

College  

(%) 

Pearson’s Chi-

Squared 

p-Value 

Tardiness         

8
th

 Grade  27 38  88.6   <.001  

10
th

 Grade 43 43    .21   .65  

12
th

 Grade  43 42    1   .31  

         

Absenteeism         

8
th

 Grade  22 37  168.2   <.001  

10
th

 Grade  36 42  23.5   <.001  

12
th

 Grade  34 41  28.2   <.001  

         

Class Cutting         

8
th

 Grade    6 12  90.3   <.001  

10
th

 Grade  21 23  2.4   .13  

12
th

 Grade  19 24  20.4   <.001  

         

Physical Conflict         

8
th

 Grade  12 18  41.9   <.001  

10
th

 Grade    7 10  16.3   <.001  

12
th

 Grade   8 11  19.7   <.001  

         

Theft         

8
th

 Grade   7   8  .66   .42  

10
th

 Grade   6   6  .0065   .94  

12 Grade    9   8  4.2   .04  
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Predictors College-

Educated 

(%) 

Less than 

College  

(%) 

Pearson’s Chi-

Squared 

p-Value 

 

Vandalism 

8
th

 Grade   6  11  54.4   <.001  

10
th

 Grade   5    6  2.1   .15  

12
th

 Grade    5    7  16   <.001  

         

Alcohol         

8
th

 Grade 10    9  .08   .78  

10
th

 Grade 34  30  18   <.001  

12
th

 Grade  40  33  36.3   <.001  

 

Drugs 

        

8
th

 Grade    7    9  6.3   .012  

10
th

 Grade 20  16  19.7   <.001  

12
th

 Grade  17  13  19   <.001  

         

Weapons         

8
th

 Grade    1   2  8   .005  

10
th

 Grade   1   1  1.7   .19  

12
th

 Grade    2   3  3.1   .08  

         

         Physical Abuse of 

Teachers 

        

8
th

 Grade    1   1  1.6   .21  

10 Grade    0   0  .02   .88  

12
th

 Grade    0   0  .33    .57 

          

Verbal Abuse of 

Teachers 

        

8
th

 Grade    3   1  56.7   <.001  

10
th

 Grade    3   5  27.5   <.001  

12
th

 Grade    5   6  2.2   .14  

         
Gangs         

10
th

 Grade   2   4  27.2   p<.001  

12
th

 Grade    4   6  17.6   p<.001  

         

Racial Tensions         

10
th

 Grade    3   4  8.2   .004  

12
th

 Grade    4   4  .28   .59  
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Predictors College-

Educated 

(%) 

Less than 

College  

(%) 

Pearson’s Chi-

Squared 

p-Value 

Uses Drugs in 

School 

        

12
th

 Grade    2.3   1.4  6   .01  

         

Sells Drugs in 

School 

        

12 Grade    5  7  6.1   .01  

          

Teen Pregnancy         

12
th

 Grade  28 35  48   <.001  

 

 

Table 11:  School Stressor Totals Grouped by Parental Level of Education 

Predictors 

 

Mean 

College-

Educated 

(CI) 

Mean 

Less than 

College  

(CI) 

   p-Value  

 

8
th

 Grade Stressors 

 

     1.03 

 

   (.99-1.1) 

 

 

     1.51 

 

   (1.4-1.6) 

 

      <.001 

 

 

10
th

 Grade Stressors 

 

 
     1.81  

 

    (1.8-1.9) 

 
     1.89 

 

    (1.8-2) 

 

       .05 

 

 

 

12
th

 Grade Stressors 

 

2.3  

( 2.2-2.3)  

 

2.4 

(2.3-2.5) 

 

.01 

 

8
th

 +10
th

+12
th

 Grade Stressors 5.1 

(4.9-5.2) 

5.8 

(5.6-6) 

<.001  

 

 

Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in 

their exposure to role strain?  Role strain measured as hours of work per week affected 

students without college-educated parents more than their counterparts (X
2
=98; p<.001, 

2.3 versus 2.4 hours).  Students with college-educated parents did tend to babysit more 

often in 10
th

 and 12
th

 grades (X
2
=51; p<.001, 31% versus 34%) and 12

th
 grade (X

2
=36; 

p<.001, 23% versus 25%).  While babysitting may be a viable work strategy for students 

with college-educated parents, students without college-educated parents may need to 

seek additional employment. 
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Summary.  For the three categories of stressors – life event stressors, school stressors and 

role strain – considered in this project, I found significant differences in stressor exposure 

between students whose parents did not attend college and their counterparts who have 

college-educated parents.  However, important questions remain.  Do these differences in 

stressor exposure translate into secondary school achievement differences in reading and 

math?  Does stressor exposure affect college matriculation and degree attainment for 

students whose parents did not attend college?  I consider these questions in the 

remaining sections of this chapter. 
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 Secondary School Achievement 

 

2. Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in 

their academic achievement because of exposure to the following stressful 

circumstances:  a) life events; b) environmental (school) stressor exposure; and 

c) role strain? 

 

This section considers additional analyses that assess if a relationship exists 

between parent level of education, stressors exposure, and achievement on high school 

math and reading tests, while controlling for other variables present in the Moos and 

Holahan (2003) model.  These controls include personal characteristics as well as 

environmental ones present in one‟s family, peer group, school, or community.  I present 

information on all the variables in these analyses and all results in Appendix Two on 

page 75.  I have abridged the tables in this chapter for clarity, and I include only 

information on parental level of education, stressor variables, coping variables and 

reading or math scores.  I report only significant findings within this section. 

Although the controls in the analyses are not included in the tables in this section, 

some comments on their significance to high school achievement is warranted.  Between 

8
th

 and 12
th
 grades, math and reading scores increased, either by four points (math) or by 

two points (reading) every two years.  Environmental variables that positively affected 

teen performance on achievement tests included the hours their teachers spent preparing 

for class, their mothers‟ aspirations for their college attendance, and their presence in 

college preparatory programs.  Other environmental variables negatively influenced teen 

performance, such as having a family income lower than $35,000 per year or a home 

language other than English.  Personal-level variables that positively related to teen 

achievement included  being male, Caucasian or Asian, possessing personal aspirations 

of attending college, spending more time on homework, and a high rating on a locus of 

control scale.  Personal-level variables that had a negative relationship with high school 

achievement include being female, African American, or Latino, and being in trouble for 

breaking high school rules.        

Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in 

their academic achievement because of exposure to life events?  Tables 12 and 13 show 

results of analyses related to this question.  Life event stressors overall negatively 

affected high school achievement.  While the total number of life event stressors did not 

relate to high school achievement, different stressors did have an impact.  Among the 

stressors with the greatest detrimental influence were parental divorce and parent death.  

Disruptions in students‟ relationships to their parents presented a significant barrier to 

school success.  In addition to parental loss, relationship stressors with siblings, such as a 

sibling dropping out of school or an unmarried sister becoming pregnant, also tended to 

be negatively associated with high school achievement.  Families, therefore, have a 

significant influence upon high school achievement.  In general, loss or relationship stress 

had an adverse effect on achievement, while a favorable transition such as a parent 

gaining a new job had a positive impact.  While positive parental transitions may also be 

stressful, they contribute to student school success.  Contrary to expectation, the illness of 

a family member, a family member becoming a violence victim, and parental job loss 

also positively influenced achievement scores.  These findings may point to instances 
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where students demonstrate resilience in the face of adversity, or instances where 

students possess sufficient resources for coping in terms of their school performance. 

 

 

Table 12:  Life Event Stressors with Math as Outcome, Multiple Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

  Model One            Model Two              Model Three 

Total Stress          10
th

  Grade              12
th

 Grade 

  

Parental Education 

Level  

   -5.4 (.49) ***  -5.4 (.48) ***   -5.3 (.48) ***    

No College        

         

Wave    4.4 (.07) ***   4.4 (.07) ***   4.4 (.07) ***    

      

         

BLOCK 4       

Attend Religious 

Services Regularly 

   .34 (.12) **   .34 (.12) **   .34 (.12) **    

Yes        

       

Discuss Problems 

with Parents 

  1.2 (.26) *** 1.2 (.26) *** 1.1 (.26) ***   

Yes        

         

Discuss Problems 

with Counselor 

   -3.0 (.38) ***   -3.1 (.38) ***   -3.0 (.38) ***    

Yes       

         

Discuss Problem 

with Teacher 

  -1.05 (.45) * -1.02 (.45) *** -1.03 (.45) ***   

Yes        

         

Discuss Problems 

with Other Adult 

   -2.4 (.28) ***  -2.4 (.28) ***   -2.4 (.28) ***    

Yes        

         

BLOCK 3          

LIFE EVENT 

STRESSORS 

       

 

Total Stress 

   

ns  

    

         

 

10th Grade 

Stressors 

      

 

Moved to New 

Home 

    

 
ns  

   

 

Parent 

Married/Remarried 

    

 

ns  
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

  Model One            Model Two              Model Three 

Total Stress          10
th

  Grade              12
th

 Grade 

  

Parent Divorced -1.5(.52)**  

 

Job Loss 

    

ns 

   

 

 

Parent Started to 

Work 

    

 

ns 

   

 

Student Became Ill 

    

ns  

   

       

 

Parent Died 

    

(mother) -4.1(2.1)* 

(father) -2.9 (1.2)*   

   

         

Close Relative Died    ns     

 

Unmarried Sister 

Pregnant 

 

    

ns 

   

Sibling Drop-Out    ns     

 

Family on Welfare 

    

ns  

   

 

Family Off Welfare 

    

ns 

    

 

Family Stayed on 

Welfare 

    

ns 

   

 

Family Member 

Became Ill 

    

1.4 (.41) ***  

    

 

Family Homeless 

    

-5 (2.5) *  

   

 

 

12th Grade 

Stressors 

      

 

Moved to New 

Home 

     

ns 

  

 

Parents Divorced 

     

-1.7(.54) ***  

  

 

Parent 

Married or 

Remarried 

     

 

ns  

  

 

Parent Job Loss 

     

.74(.4) p<.063  

  

 

Parent Start Work 

     

ns  

  

 

Parent Better Job 

     
.85(.34) * 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

  Model One            Model Two              Model Three 

Total Stress          10
th

  Grade              12
th

 Grade 

  

  

Student Became Ill     ns 

 

  

Parent Died     -3.5(.95) ***  

 

  

Close Relative Died     ns    

 

Unmarried Sister 

Pregnant 

     

-1.1(.6) p<.058 

  

 

Sibling Dropped 

Out 

     

-1.8(.77) *  

  

 

Family On Welfare 

     

ns  

  

 

Family Off Welfare 

     

ns 

  

 

Family Member Ill 

     

ns  

  

 

Family Member 

Using Drugs 

     

ns  

  

 

Family Member in 

Rehab 

     

ns  

  

 

Family Member 

Violence Victim 

     

1.6(.42) *** 

  

       

 

 

 

Table 13:  Life Event Stressors with Reading as Outcome, Multiple Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One            Model Two         Model Three 

Total Stress         10
th

  Grade           12
th

 Grade 
 

  

    

Parental Education Level  -2.77 (.35) *** -2.77 (.35) *** -2.6 (.34) *** 

No College    

     

Wave 2.2 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 

    

    

BLOCK 4    

Attend Religious Services 

Regularly 

.21 (.11) p<.07 .21 (.12) p<.07 .21 (.12) p<.07 

Yes    
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One            Model Two         Model Three 

Total Stress         10
th

  Grade           12
th

 Grade 
 

  

Discuss Problems with Parents .83 (.19) *** .84 (.19) *** .78 (.19) *** 

Yes    

    

Discuss Problems with Counselor -2 (.27) *** -2 (.27) *** -2 (.27) *** 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problem with Teacher -1.2 (.32) *** -1.2 (.32) *** -1.2 (.32) *** 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problems with Other 

Adult 

-1.5 (.2) *** -1.5 (.2) *** -1.5 (.2) *** 

Yes    

    

BLOCK 3    

    

LIFE EVENT STRESSORS    

Total Stress ns    

     

10th Grade Stressors    

Moved to New Home  ns   

  

Parent Married/Remarried 

  

.91 (.44) * 

 

Parent Divorced 

  

-1.19 (.37) *** 

  

Job Loss 

  

(mother) 1.4 (.47) ** (father) .96 (.43) *  

    

Parent Started to Work  (mother)  .64 (.26) * 

Student Became Ill  ns  

Parent Died 

 

 (father) -1.9 (.86) * (mother) -2.5 (1.5) p<.082 

Close Relative Died  -.40 (.2) * 

Unmarried Sister Pregnant  -1.14 (.46) * 

Sibling Drop-Out  ns  

Family on Welfare  ns  

Family Off Welfare  ns  

Family Stayed on Welfare  ns  

Family Member Became Ill  1.36 (.29) ***  

Family Homeless  ns  
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One            Model Two         Model Three 

Total Stress         10
th

  Grade           12
th

 Grade 
 

  

12th Grade Stressors    

Moved to New Home 

 

  ns 

Parents Divorced   -.71 (.38) p<.063  

 

Married or Remarried 

 

  ns  

Parent Job Loss   .52 (.28) p<.069  

 

Parent Start Work   .63 (.28) *  
 

Parent Better Job 

 

  ns  

Student Became Ill 

 

  ns  

Parent Died   -2.6 (.67) ***  

 

Close Relative Died 

 

  ns  

Unmarried Sister Pregnant   -1.0 (.42) *  

 

Sibling Dropped Out   -1.5 (.54) **  
 

Family On Welfare   ns  

 

Family Off Welfare 

 

  ns  

 Family Member Ill 

 

  .52 (.25) *  

Family Member Using Drugs   .58 (.32) p<.071  

 

Family Member in Rehab 

 

  ns  

 Family Member Violence Victim   1.7 (.3) ***  

 

While parental level of education is quite powerful in explaining high school 

achievement, this coefficient did not change when I introduced different stressors into the 

models.  Therefore, while students without college-educated parents experience a lion‟s 

share of stressful circumstances, these differences did not appear to account for high 

school achievement differences between the students with and without college-educated 

parents.   These observations extend also to results involving school stressors and role 

strain.  These results may point to resilience demonstrated by students without college-

educated parents.   

Coping findings suggest that overall, attending religious services regularly and 

discussing problems with one‟s parents has a positive impact on achievement scores.  The 

coefficients on the other coping variables – discussing problems with a counselor, 

teacher, or other adult – all tended to be negative.  This suggests that the negative effect 
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of having a problem appears to dominate the potentially positive effect of seeking help.  

This pattern of findings also extends to results involving school stressors and role strain.   

Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in 

their academic achievement because of exposure to environmental (school) stressors?  

As with life event stressors, school stressful circumstances do affect high school math 

and reading achievement for all teens as shown in Tables 14 and 15.  School 

administrators reported these issues as “problems” at their respective schools.  School 

stressors that negatively correlate with teen achievement include absenteeism, physical 

conflict, drug use and teen pregnancy.   However, the total number of school stressors did 

not relate to school achievement. 

As with life events, some school stressors – contrary to expectation –positively 

affected high school achievement.  These include theft, alcohol and drug use, and racial 

tensions.  Theft, alcohol and drug use, and majority Caucasian environments may be 

more prevalent among public and private schools with more affluent students, leading to 

this positive relationship.       

 

 

Table 14:  School Stressors with Math as Outcome, Multiple Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

Parental Education 

Level  

-5. (.48) *** -5.2 (.48) *** -5.0 (.48) *** -5.4 (.49) *** 

No College     

      

Wave 4.4 (.07) *** 4.4 (.07) *** 4.4 (.07) *** 4.4 (.07) *** 

     

 

BLOCK 4 

    

Attend Religious 

Services Regularly 

.33 (.12) ** .34 (.12) ** .35 (.12) ** .34 (.12) ** 

Yes     

     

Discuss Problems with 

Parents 

1.2 (.26) *** 1.1 (.26) *** 1.1 (.26) *** 1.2 (.26) *** 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems with 

Counselor 

-3.0 (.38) *** -3.0 (.38) *** -3.0 (.38) *** -3.0 (.38) *** 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problem with 

Teacher 

-1.1 (.45) * -1.1 (.45) * -1.1 (.45) * -1.1 (.45) * 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems with 

Other Adult 

-2.4 (.28) *** -2.4 (.28) *** -2.4 (.28) *** -2.4 (.28) *** 

Yes     
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

BLOCK 3     

SCHOOL STRESSORS     

      

      

Tardiness ns ns ns  

     

      

Absenteeism -1.9 (.35) ***  -.95 (.34) **  -.73 (.36) *  

     

      

Class Cutting ns ns ns  

     

      

Physical Conflict ns -1.4 (.54) *  ns   

     

    

Theft 2.2 (.53) ***  ns 1.8 (.5) ***  

     

      

Vandalism -1.6 (.59) **  ns ns  

     

      

Alcohol 2 (.58) *** 1.2 (.35) ***  1.6 (.3) ***  

     

      

Drug Use -1.8 (.68) **  ns ns  

     

      

Weapons ns ns ns  

     

      

Physically  Abuse 

Teachers 

ns ns 8.8 (5) p<.076 

     

      

Verbally Abuse Teachers ns ns ns  

     

      

Gangs  -1.6 (.92) 

p<.089 

-1.3 (.7) p<.075  

     

      

Racial Tensions  ns 1.5 (.72) *  

     

      

Using Drugs In School   2.7 (.94) **  
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

      

Selling Drugs In School   ns  

     

      

Teen Pregnancy   -1 (.33) * 

     

      

8th+10th+12th Total 

Stressors 

 

   ns 

 

 

 

Table 15:  School Stressors with Reading as Outcome, Multiple Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

     

Parental Education 

Level  

-2.5 (.34) *** -2.6 (.34) *** -2.5 (.34) *** -2.8 (.36) *** 

No College     

      

Wave 2.2 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 

     

 

  

    

BLOCK 4     

Attend Religious 

Services Regularly 

.2 (.12) p<.088 .2 (.12) p<.069 .2 (.12) p<.058 .2 (.12) p<.065 

Yes     

     

Discuss Problems 

with Parents 

.82 (.19) *** 

 

.8 (.19) *** .8 (.19) *** .8 (.19) *** 

 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems 

with Counselor 

-2 (.27) *** -2 (.27) *** -2 (.27) *** -2 (.27) *** 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problem 

with Teacher 

-1.2 (.32) *** -1.2 (.32) *** -1.2 (.32) *** -1.2 (.32) *** 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems 

with Other Adult 

-1.4 (.2) *** -1.5 (.2) *** -1.5 (.2) *** -1.5 (.2) *** 

Yes     
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

BLOCK 3 

SCHOOL 

STRESSORS 

    

      

      

Tardiness ns ns ns  

     

      

Absenteeism -.55 (.25) *  -.53 (.24) *  -.68 (.25) **   

     

      

Class Cutting ns ns ns  

     

      

Physical Conflict ns -1.1 (.38) **  ns  

     

      

Theft 1.2 (.38) **  .99 (.39) *  1.2 (.36) ***   

     

      

Vandalism -.81 (.42 ) *  ns ns  

     

      

Alcohol ns .47 (.25) p<.053  ns  

     

      

Drugs ns  ns .57 (.3) p<.054   

     

      

Weapons ns ns ns  

     

      

Physically Abuse 

Teachers 

ns ns ns  

     

 

Verbally Abuse 

Teachers 

 

ns 

 

-.93 (.51) p<.07 

 

ns 

 

     

Gangs  -1.3 (.65) p<.051 -1.6 (.5) ***   

Racial Tensions  ns 1.1 (.5) *  

     Uses Drugs at 

School 

  1.6 (.67) *  
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

      

Sells Drugs at 

School 

  ns  

Yes     

      

Teen Pregnancy   ns   

     

8th+10th+12th Total 

Stress 

 

   ns  

 

 

Do high school students with and without college-educated parents differ in 

their academic achievement because of role strain?  As shown in Table 16, results 

indicate that hours worked in high school negatively affected teen achievement.  These 

include both reading (regression coefficient=-.16; standard error=.05; p<.001) and math 

scores (regression coefficient=-.34; standard error= .06; p<.001) for all teens.  Despite the 

use of coping strategies such as seeking adult support, working to earn income is a 

detriment to high school success.  

 

 

Table 16:  Role Strain with Math and Reading as Outcome, Multiple Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

 Math Reading 

Parental Education Level    

No College -6.6 (.57) *** -3.4 (.4) *** 

   

    

Wave 4.4 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 

    

    

BLOCK 4   

   

Attend Religious Services Regularly  .3 (.12) * ns 

Yes   

   

Discuss Problems with Parents 1.2 (.27) *** .83 (.19) *** 

Yes   

    

Discuss Problems with Counselor 3.0 (.38) *** -2.1 (.27) *** 

Yes   

    

Discuss Problem with Teacher   

Yes -1 (.45) * -1.2 (.33) *** 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

 Math Reading 

Discuss Problems with Other Adult -2.4 (.29) *** -1.5 (.2) *** 

Yes   

    

BLOCK 3   

    

Babysit ns  .33 (.12) **  

    

Hours Worked -.34 (.06) ***  -.16 (.05) ***  

    

 

Summary.  In these analyses, I determined that there is no association between parental 

level of education, stress exposure, and high school achievement.  Yet, stress did matter.  

Life events, school stressors and role strain stressors affect achievement scores in math 

and reading.  Therefore, these findings suggest a direct relationship between stressor 

exposure and secondary school outcomes.  The next and final section of this chapter 

explores whether stressors affect post-secondary outcomes. 
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Post-Secondary Outcomes 

 

3. Do stressful life circumstances contribute to differences in four-year college 

matriculation and attainment between students with and without college-

educated parents? 

 

This final section considers analyses that assess if a relationship exists between 

parent level of education, exposure to stressors, and college matriculation and attainment, 

while controlling for other variables present in the Moos and Holahan (2003) model.  

These analyses are logistic regressions, and I present odds ratios in this section‟s tables.  

Model controls include personal characteristics as well as environmental ones present in 

one‟s family, peer group, school, or community.  I include information on all the 

variables in these analyses and all results in Appendix Three on page 93.  I have abridged 

the tables in this chapter for clarity, and I include only information on parental level of 

education, stressor variables, coping variables, matriculation and attainment.  I report 

only significant findings within this section.  

Although I do not include the control variables within the tables in this section, 

some of these variables are significant to four-year college matriculation and attainment 

and deserve mention here.  For environmental variables, maternal and peer aspirations for 

their teens‟ college attendance positively affect college outcomes, as did participation in 

college preparatory programs.  On the other hand, environmental variables that 

negatively influenced four-year college outcomes include having a family income less 

than $35,000 or speaking a language other than English at home.  Personal-level 

variables positively affecting teen college outcomes include being male, Caucasian or 

Asian, rating higher on a locus of control scale, and longer hours spent on homework.  

Personal-level variables that had a negative relationship with higher education outcomes 

include being female, African American, or Latino, and being in trouble for breaking 

high school rules.     

As with the former analyses, parental level of education is quite powerful in 

explaining college matriculation and attainment.  However, this coefficient did not 

change when I introduced different stressors into the models.  While students without 

college-educated parents experience stressful circumstances disproportionately, I did not 

find a relationship between the students without college-educated parents‟ experience of 

these stressful circumstances and college outcomes.  Finally, coping findings suggest that 

overall, attending religious services regularly and discussing problems with one‟s parents 

has a positive impact on college outcomes.       

Do stressful life events contribute to differences in college matriculation and 

attainment between students with and without college-educated parents?  As presented 

in Tables 17 and 18, stressor exposure did affect college achievement.  While life event 

stressors were in general not associated with matriculation (only having a family on 

welfare and a family member using drugs were negatively related to this college 

outcome), there was an important finding concerning stressful life event exposure and 

degree attainment.   

Total stressful life event exposure was associated with lack of degree attainment 

for teens overall (OR=.93, p<.001).  Therefore, for each additional life event stressor, 

there is a 7% lower odds of achieving a BA degree.  This finding deserves careful 
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consideration, as it indicates that the number of high school life event stressors that 

students experience directly influences their future college success.  In addition, as with 

high school achievement, family stressors contributed to a lower odds of achieving a 

four-year college degree.  

 

 

Table 17:  Life Event Stressors with Matriculation as Outcome, Logistic Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

       

Parental Education Level   0.42 (.09) ***   .42 (.09) ***   .43 (.09) *  

No College    

     

     

BLOCK 4    

    

Attend Religious Services 

Regularly 

   

Yes 1.3 (.14) * 1.3 (.15) p<.09 1.4 (.15) p<.078 

    

Discuss Problems with Parents 1.3 (.14)* 1.3 (.14) * ns 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problems with Counselor ns ns ns 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problem with Teacher ns ns ns 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problems with Other 

Adult 

.72 (.09) * .73 (.09) * .70 (.09) ** 

Yes    

     

 

 

BLOCK 3 

      

LIFE EVENT STRESSORS 

 

   

Total Stress ns    

     

10th Grade Stressors    

     

Moved to New Home  ns  

 

 

Parent Married/Remarried  ns 

 

 

Parent Divorced  ns 

 

 

Job Loss  ns 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Parent Started to Work  ns 

 

 

Student Became Ill  ns 

 

 

Parent Died  ns 

 

 

Close Relative Died  ns 

 

 

Unmarried Sister Pregnant  ns 

  

 

Sibling Drop-Out  ns 

 

 

Family on Welfare  .44 (.18) *  

 

 

Family Off Welfare  ns 

 

 

Family Stayed on Welfare  ns 

 

 

Family Member Became Ill  ns 

 

 

Family Homeless  ns  

  

 

   

12th Grade Stressors    

     

Moved to New Home   ns 

 

Parents Divorced   ns 

 

Married or Remarried   1.5 (.34) p<.08  

 

Parent Job Loss   ns 

 

Parent Start Work   1.5 (.2) **  

 

Parent Better Job   ns 

 

Student Became Ill   ns 

 

Parent Died   ns 

 

Close Relative Died   ns 
 

Unmarried Sister Pregnant   ns 

 

Sibling Dropped Out   ns 

 

Family On Welfare   ns 

 

Family Off Welfare   ns 

 

Family Member Ill   ns 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

 

Family Member Using Drugs   .68 (.11) * 

   

Family Member in Rehab   1.8 (.35) ** 

 

Family Member Violence Victim   ns 

     

 

 

 

Table 18:  Life Event Stressors with Attainment as Outcome, Logistic Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

    

Parental Education Level  .47 (.08) *** .47 (.08) *** .52 (.09) *** 

No College    

 

 
  

   

BLOCK 4    

Attend Religious Services 

Regularly  

1.5 (.15) *** 1.5 (.14) *** 1.6 (.14) *** 

Yes    

    

Discuss Problems with Parents 1.4 (.13) *** 1.4 (.13) *** ns 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problems with Counselor .78 (.1) * .77 (.1) * .77 (.1) p<.057 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problem with Teacher ns ns ns 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problems with Other 

Adult 

.9 (.13) ** .77 (.07) ** .7 (.06) *** 

Yes    

     

BLOCK 3    

LIFE EVENT STRESSORS    

Total Stress .93 (.019) ***   

    

10th Grade Stressors    

     

Moved to New Home   ns   

 

Parent Married/Remarried 

  

 ns 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

    

Parent Divorced  .71 (.13) p<.068   

 

Job Loss 

  

(mother) .56 (.12) **  

  

Parent Started to Work 

  

 ns 

    

Student Became Ill   ns  

    

Parent Died   ns  

Close Relative Died  .84 (.07) *  
 

 

Unmarried Sister Pregnant   ns   

    
Sibling Drop-Out   ns  

Family on Welfare   ns  

Family Off Welfare   ns  

Family Stayed on Welfare   ns  

Family Member Became Ill   ns  

Family Homeless   ns  

     

 

12th Grade Stressors 

   

     

Moved to New Home   ns 

Parents Divorced   ns 

Married or Remarried   ns 

Parent Job Loss   ns 

Parent Start Work   ns 

 

Parent Better Job 

   

ns 

Student Became Ill   ns 
 

Parent Died   ns 

Close Relative Died   ns 

Unmarried Sister Pregnant   ns 

Sibling Dropped Out   ns 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Family On Welfare   ns 

Family Off Welfare   ns 

Family Member Ill   ns 

Family Member Using Drugs   .74(.11)* 

Family Member in Rehab   ns  

Family Member Violence Victim 

 

  ns 

    

 

 

Do stressful environmental (school) stressors contribute to differences in 

college matriculation and attainment between students with and without college-

educated parents?  As with the other analyses in this dissertation, the findings presented 

in Tables 19 and 20 show that there was no difference between students whose parents do 

not have a college degree and their counterparts with respect to school stressor exposure 

and post-secondary outcomes.  In addition, there was no association between total school 

stressor exposure and either college matriculation or degree attainment.  Contrary to 

expectation, the presence of alcohol in high school positively related to college 

matriculation, indicating that middle and upper class students were more likely to be 

involved in this activity.  High school class-cutting and teen pregnancy tended to 

negatively influence future four-year college degree attainment.  

 

 

Table 19:  School Stressors with Matriculation as Outcome, Logistic Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

 
Parental Education 

Level  

.4 (.09) *** .4 (.09) *** .34 (.08) *** .45 (.1) *** 

No College     

      

      

BLOCK 4     

Attend Religious 

Services Regularly 

1.3 (.14) ** 1.4 (.14) ** 1.4 (.15) ** 1.4 (.17) ** 

Yes     

     

Discuss Problems with 

Parents 

1.3 (.14) ** 1.4 (.14) ** 1.4 (.16) ** ns 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems with 

Counselor 

.79 (.11) 

p<.094 

.78 (.11) p<.081 .66 (.1 ) ** ns 

Yes     
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

 
      

Discuss Problem with 

Teacher 

ns ns ns ns 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems with 

Other Adult 

.71 (.09) ** .67 (.09) ** ns .67 (.1) ** 

Yes     

      

BLOCK 3     

SCHOOL STRESSORS     

      

      

Tardiness  ns ns ns 

     

      

Absenteeism  ns ns ns 

     

      

Class Cutting  ns 1.3 (.23) p<.093  ns 

     

      

Physical Conflict  ns ns .57 (.16) * 

     

      

Theft  ns ns ns 

     

      

Vandalism   ns ns 1.6 (.4) p<.078  

     

      

Alcohol  2.2 (.67) *  ns 1.2 (.15) p<.06 

     

      

Drugs  ns ns  ns 

     

      

Weapons  ns .4 (.18) *  ns 

     

      

Physically Abuse 

Teachers 

 ns ns ns 

     

      

Verbally Abuse 

Teachers 

 .65 (.15) p<.062 ns ns 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

 
      

Gangs   ns ns 

     

      

Racial Tensions   ns ns 

     

      

Uses Drugs at School    ns 

     

      

Sells Drugs at School    ns 

     

Teen Pregnancy    ns 

     

8
th

+10
th

+12
th

 Total 

Stress 

ns    

     

     

 

 

 

Table 20:  School Stressors with Attainment as Outcome, Logistic Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

     

Parental Education 

Level  

.46 (.08) *** .49 (.08) *** .44 (.08) *** .6 (.1) ** 

No College     

      

     

BLOCK 4     

Attend Religious 

Services Regularly  

1.6 (.15) *** 1.6 (.15) *** 1.6 (.14) *** 1.6 (.14) *** 

Yes     

     

Discuss Problems 

with Parents 

1.4 (.13) *** 1.5 (.13) *** 1.3 (.13) ** ns 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems 

with Counselor 

.77 (.1) * .77 (.1) * .72 (.1) * ns 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problem 

with Teacher 

ns ns ns ns 

Yes     
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

      

Discuss Problems 

with Other Adult 

.72 (.07) *** .72 (.07) *** .77 (.07) ** .69 (.07) *** 

Yes     

      

BLOCK 3     

SCHOOL 

STRESSORS 

    

      

     

Tardiness  ns ns ns 

     

      

Absenteeism  .76 (.1) *  ns ns 

     

Class Cutting  1.6 (.29) * 1.4 (.2) *  ns 

     

      

Physical Conflict  ns ns  ns 

     

      

Theft  ns ns ns 

     

      

Vandalism  ns ns ns 

     

      

Alcohol  ns ns 1.2 (.12) p<.086  

     

      

Drugs  ns ns ns 

     

      

Weapons  ns ns ns 

     

      

Physically Abuse 

Teachers 

 ns 5.5 (3) ** ns 

     

      

Verbally Abuse 

Teachers 

 ns ns ns 

     

     

Gangs   ns ns 

     

      

Racial Tensions   ns ns 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

     

     

Uses Drugs at 

School 

   ns 

     

      

Sells Drugs At 

School 

   ns 

     

      

Teen Pregnancy    .65 (.07) ***  

     

      

8
th

+10th+12th Total 

Stress 

ns    

 

Does role strain contribute to differences in college matriculation and 

attainment between students with and without college-educated parents?  In the models 

incorporating role strain variables, babysitting contributed to lower odds in attaining a 

college degree (OR=.75; p<.01).  The number of hours worked by teens contributed to 

lower odds in matriculating into college (OR=.9; p<.001) and attaining a college degree 

(OR=.9; p<.001).  Therefore, working outside of high school not only negatively 

influences high school performance; this role strain stressor also is a detriment to four-

year college success.  I present these results in Table 21. 

 

 

Table 21:  Role Strain with Matriculation and Attainment as Outcome,  

Logistic Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
 

 Matriculation Attainment  

 

Parental Education Level  

  

No College .4 (.09) *** .6 (.1) *** 

   

    

   

BLOCK 4   

   

Attend Religious Services Regularly  1.4 (.16) * 1.7 (.15) *** 

Yes   

   

Discuss Problems with Parents ns 1.2 (.11) p<.098 

Yes   
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
 

 Matriculation Attainment  

    

Discuss Problems with Counselor ns .78 (.1) p<.06 

Yes   

    

Discuss Problem with Teacher   

Yes ns ns 

    

Discuss Problems with Other Adult .72 (.09) * .72 (.07) *** 

Yes   

    

BLOCK 3   

    

Babysit ns  .75 (.07) ** 

    

Hours Worked .9 (.02) ***  .9 (.02) ***  

    

   

 

 

Summary.  Stressors influenced post-secondary outcomes.  In particular, findings reveal 

that the odds of finishing a four-year college degree are reduced by 7% for each life event 

stressor encountered.  In addition, in terms of role strain, babysitting contributed to lower 

odds in attaining a college degree.  Finally, the number of hours worked by teens 

contributed to lower odds in both matriculating into college and attaining a college 

degree.  Overall, exposure to high school stressors negatively influences future four-year 

college success for teens.   

 

 

Stress and Exposure, Secondary Achievement,  

and Postsecondary Outcomes 

 

 I investigated three important outcomes in this dissertation research: stress 

exposure, secondary school achievement, and post-secondary outcomes.  Overall, three 

main findings emerged from analyses.  First, although I did not find differences between 

students with and without college-educated parents, stress does influence the educational 

path of students.  Second, more often than not, different life events, school stressors, and 

role strain negatively affect educational success.  Finally, although the total life events or 

school stressors that students were exposed to did not affect matriculation into a four-year 

college, each life event was associated with 7% lower odds in a student attaining a four-

year college degree.  High school stressor exposure is detrimental to future four-year 

college success. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

STRESS MATTERS 

 

The motivation for this dissertation emanates from a desire to address the 

persisting achievement gap between students with and without college-educated parents 

in the United States.  The gaps in college preparation, test scores, parental involvement, 

peer support and degree attainment undermine the hope for social mobility via the 

educational process.  While many descriptive studies have identified these achievement 

gaps, studies have not empirically tested the reasons for these differences using an 

integrated ecological model.  As new populations of students attempt to achieve social 

mobility (Bean & Metzner, 1985), it is imperative that researchers evaluate factors related 

to educational trajectories among students without college-educated parents.  I contribute 

to this research by investigating the effect of stressful circumstances upon these 

educational trajectories. 

 

 

Findings and Implications of this Research 

 

This dissertation contributes three major findings to the literature. 

• Stress Matters 

Previous research concerning stress and teens has focused upon the effect of stress 

on mental health issues such as anxiety, depression, and suicide (Armacost, 1989; de 

Anda, Baroni, Boskin, Buchwald, Morgan, Ow, Gold & Weiss, 2000).  This study shows 

that students without college-educated parents endure more stressful circumstances than 

their counterparts.  Students whose parents did not attend college were more likely than 

their counterparts to endure a variety of losses, relationship stressors, and crises.  Of 

twenty measured life event stressors in which there was a significant difference in 

exposure between students with and without college-educated parents, eighteen of these 

stressors affected students without college-educated parents more than they affected their 

counterparts.  This group of students also experienced a significantly higher total mean 

number of life event and school stressors overall.  Students without college-educated 

parents also experienced more role strain in terms of hours worked.     

However, after controlling for other factors, this higher stressful circumstance 

exposure for students without college-educated parents did not result in statistically 

significant differences in high school achievement or differences in their college 

matriculation and bachelor‟s degree attainment when compared to their counterparts with 

college-educated parents.  The effect of being a student without college-educated parents 

remains after incorporating stressful circumstances with multiple controls in 

environmental, personal and coping arenas.  The lack of group difference with respect to 

learning outcomes may stem from several factors.  On one hand, the findings of this 

research support that parental level of education remains a powerful indicator of high 

school and college achievement (Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mead, 

Weinfield, & York, 1966; Grubb, 2009; Skaling, 1971).  On the other hand, while the 

effect of stress uncovered by this study also confirms the importance of this variable to 

learning, stress may be more closely related to socioeconomic status rather than parental 

level of education (Adler, Boyce, Chesney, Cohen, Folkman, Kahn & Syme, 1994; 
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Aldwin, 2007; Cohen, Doyle & Baum, 2006).  Students without college-educated parents 

may also demonstrate resilience skills that allow them to cope with a greater stress 

burden (Dennis, Phinney & Chuateco, 2005; Phinney & Haas, 2003).  As well, important 

stressors, such as the challenge involved in “breaking away” (London, 1989) from past 

supports during college, may distinguish students with and without college-educated 

parents better than the stressors investigated in the present study.  Finally, the fact that 

students without college-educated parents encountered more stressors may also affect 

learning and social outcomes related to secondary and postsecondary success that I did 

not capture with achievement scores or college attainment outcomes.         

 

• Different Stressors are Negatively Associated with High School and College 

Achievement 

This research demonstrates that excessive, continuing or cumulative stress can 

influence learning outcomes that affect student priorities and educational path.  Losses, 

relationship pressures, crises, some school stressors and work-related role strain all 

contribute to lower test scores in secondary school.  Although some stressors – parental 

job loss and ill relatives in particular – were associated with higher test scores that may 

indicate student resilience, stressors overall negatively influence performance.  This study 

suggests that while teens may demonstrate resilience in the face of some types of 

stressors, life events, school stressors and role strain tend to exceed coping resources and 

have a lasting influence upon one‟s educational path.  These findings are cause for 

particular concern given the importance of high school achievement scores to post-

secondary access.  Lower test scores could conceivably limit one‟s choices of higher 

education as well as influence the choice of a two-year versus a four-year college. 

In addition, role strain with respect to work influences both high school 

achievement and post-secondary degree attainment.  Since more students without 

college-educated parents work either part or full-time in order to afford school, these 

findings deserve careful consideration.  Educational polices aimed at financial support for 

students such as tax credits and grants provide alleviation from this particular stressor.  

Flexible class schedules could also assist those who have to maintain work schedules, as 

in community colleges. 

It is important to note that most of the stressors that influenced educational 

trajectory were not circumstances that teens are able to control.  While teens may be able 

to adjust their work schedule, they have little influence over issues regarding their 

parents, siblings, or their school environment.  In particular, stressors involving family 

members tended to have a lasting detrimental impact upon student educational success.  

Therefore, intentional support for students around stressful circumstances should begin in 

high school.  Students disrupted by stressors require mental health intervention and 

learning support in order to ensure they maintain their educational goals in the face of 

adversity.  Student groups might provide an additional forum for peer support for those 

impacted by life stressors. 

  

• Total Life Event Stress Exposure is Associated with Not Persisting in Post-

Secondary Education 

A significant finding of this research reveals that the odds of finishing a four-year 

bachelor‟s level degree are reduced by 7% for each life event stressor encountered.  This 



 

63 

 

finding is notable, since students experienced the life events measured by this research in 

secondary school.  Perhaps students who experience greater stress in high school 

continue to experience greater stress in college (which this research did not capture).  

Another possibility for this finding is that stressor exposure taxes the resources of 

students over time and has a cumulative effect upon student ability to cope.  For example, 

a student experiencing parental divorce and the stress of working full-time may find the 

stressor of the transition to college too much to endure.  This finding confirms Tinto‟s 

(1975) theory that students are particularly susceptible to stressors during their transition 

to post-secondary education.  Therefore, stress should be a college public health focus.  

Individual as well as group interventions should be provided at no cost to students.  

Mentoring and professional networking would also anchor students into college life. 

 

 

Strengths and Weaknesses of this Research 

 

It is important to interpret the findings of this dissertation in the context of the 

inherent strengths and limitations afforded by the NELS dataset. 

Given the rich data collected from multiple sources, this study constitutes a 

secondary data analysis with robust statistical controls that evaluates a stress and coping 

conceptual framework applied to high school achievement and post-secondary 

opportunity.  I outline the variables employed in this study in Appendix One on page 73.  

Environmental, personal, and coping controls provided the opportunity for a rigorous 

study of stress and its influence upon learning outcomes.  However, researchers collected 

these data between 1988 and 2000, so this study would be strengthened by current data.      

Another strength is the size and composition of the NELS sample.  Data is 

available on many student populations, including students of color.  These students are 

disproportionately represented among students without college-educated parents.  

However, some biases are present in the subsample of 7,989 students.  In this subsample, 

there are more Caucasian students, and fewer Latino students and Asian students than in 

the original panel.  The subsample also earns slightly less income than the original panel.  

There are also fewer students with college-educated parents in the subsample.  Because 

this subsample contained reporters that offered complete data on outcome variables and 

were therefore more likely to be located by researchers, it is probable that this subsample 

is more advantaged than the original panel in terms of stressor exposure.  Additionally, 

many students were “refreshed” during the course of data collection due to attrition.  

Although researchers matched these subjects along demographic characteristics, this 

procedure may affect research findings along unmatched characteristics.  

This study operationalizes stressful circumstances in three distinct ways: as life 

events, school stressors, and role strain.  However, the NELS surveys only capture one 

manner of operationalizing stressful circumstances – as life events –in survey years ‟90 

and ‟92.  Also, in the NELS:88/2000, it is difficult to ascertain whether there are school-

level effects related to stressful circumstance exposure, since some students change 

schools over the course of their high school career.  Finally, the NELS did not measure 

stressful circumstances in college; such additional data points related to stressors would 

enhance the findings of this dissertation.   
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I analyzed longitudinal data in this study using random-intercept regression 

models.  These models accommodate within-cluster dependence and therefore account 

for unobserved heterogeneity.  I included instrumental variables in stressor count models 

to account for endogeneity.  However, the study remains correlational and thus causation 

cannot be inferred.       

 

 

Relevance of the Findings for Future Research 

 

Despite these limitations, stress and coping does appear to be a valuable domain 

for future inquiry.  Previous study involving stress focuses upon health outcomes.  

Further investigation of the possible relationship between stress and learning outcomes 

would expand the literature in a new direction.  For example, are there stressors that the 

NELS did not measure in secondary school that would explain the variance in 

achievement by parental level of education?  What other educational outcomes may be 

associated to stressful circumstance exposure?  What stressors in post-secondary school 

(that were not measured by the NELS) might contribute to dropout for first-generation 

college students?  All of these questions are helpful possible lines of future inquiry. 

The finding of this dissertation that links total life event stress in high school and 

dropout from bachelor‟s level degree programs invokes the important issue of cumulative 

stress and educational outcomes.  How does the experience of stressful circumstances in 

high school relate to similar experiences in college?  Is there a tipping point of stress 

exposure that students reach as they pursue their college degree?  Further research could 

assist in clarifying this relationship between the numbers of life event stressors a student 

experiences in high school and their college degree attainment. 

Another thread for further research involves relative stress exposure.  Do teens 

exposed to a significant amount of stress acclimate to this stress and appraise it 

differently than students who encounter newly stressful circumstances?  For example, 

would a student whose family income suddenly changes appraise this situation differently 

than a student who has remained at a lower family income?  These questions address a 

dimension of stressor appraisal not captured by the present research.   

 

 

Contribution of this Research 

 

A growing body of evidence links demographic characteristics with stressful 

circumstances.  Literature that crosses disciplines increasingly acknowledges that good 

health and strong educational performance are interconnected (Basch 2010, Fiscella & 

Kitzman, 2009; Murray, Low, Hollis, Cross & Davis, 2007).  Personal, family, peer, 

institutional and community attributes have been tied to educational performance; they 

have also been tied to health functioning.  Since functioning influences capability, it is 

essential to identify those factors that affect the interplay between health, capability and 

educational success. 

Engle and Tinto (2008) argue that increased educational equity for students 

without college-educated parents enhances social mobility; educational equity also 

depends on individual and/or group functional capability.  Since stress affects health, it is 
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important to acknowledge a dimension of educational equity as health functioning.  If 

stress influences student performance, their lack of health may be a liability that impedes 

success.  For high school students without college-educated parents, there is much at 

stake in their academic success in terms of college access and hope for social mobility.  

Thus, while Engle and Tinto (2008) define low-income first-generation college 

students by three factors –lack of information, lack of support and lack of money – these 

foci may not be sufficient.  While the literature supports these three precepts, the 

important ecological domain of stress and coping is absent from this list.  Even in the 

presence of outstanding information, good mentoring and full funding, student progress 

will be limited if students are impaired by health issues such as exposure to stress. With 

further research, stress exposure could justifiably be deemed an educationally relevant 

health factor (Basch, 2010). 

    

 

Conclusions 

 

New populations of students in higher education have brought a renewed focus 

upon the issue of educational equity.  From the days of Truman to those of Obama, 

scholars have conceptualized educational equity in the United States in a variety of ways.  

Access, educational inputs, educational outputs and integration are a few means of 

understanding equity.   

Innovative research on stress and coping has unveiled a new dimension of equity 

with respect to education.  A growing body of literature links demographic characteristics 

such as socioeconomic status to exposure to stressful circumstances as well as the 

physical and mental health outcomes that emanate from stress.  This dissertation research 

has demonstrated that stress does not merely influence health.  Stress can also affect 

one‟s learning and educational path.  This effect is keenly evidenced by the fact that the 

transition from secondary school to post-secondary degree attainment is influenced by 

stressful circumstance exposure that is out of the realm of teen control.  This issue is 

especially concerning; since delaying or ceasing one‟s post-secondary education 

possesses significant ramifications for social mobility in the United States. 

In short, stress matters to educational equity.  While some groups of students may 

have the freedom to achieve their goals, stress affects their educational functioning.  

Since stress prevents students from converting their capability into achievement, it merits 

educational research attention.  Further research can continue to unlock the relationships 

between stress and learning outcomes, and novel remediation developed to support teens 

in the transition from secondary school to college.  Addressing stress is an issue of 

equity, one that helps to realize Truman‟s hope of “Education for All.” 
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APPENDIX ONE 

 

National Education Longitudinal Survey (NELS: 88/2000) Variables 

Organized by Moos and Holahan Stress and Coping Conceptual Framework (2003) 

Variable Blocks for Analyses 

See Figure 1page 5. 

 

Predictor Variable 

Parental Education (BYPARED): Coded as a dummy variable (college/no college) 

 

Panel Variable for Longitudinal Analyses 

Wave or Panel for Time: Coded as Wave (1,2,3) for Panels „88, „90, „92 

 

Control Variables by Conceptual Framework-Informed Blocks 

1)  Block One comprises Environmental Factors:  Family Factors, Peer Factors, 

Community Factors, and Institutional Factors 

 

Family 

Parental Martial Status (BYPARMAR) 

Family Income (BYFAMINC) 

Parental Educational Expectations for Student (BYS48a,b; F1S48a,b; F2S42a,b) 

Family First Home Language (BYHMLANG) 

Mother‟s Immigration Status (BYP11) 

Religious Background Mother (BYP29) 

 

Peer 

Peer Attitudes (F1S70i, F2S68h) 

 

Community 

Type of School District (G8URBAN) 

Region (G8REGON) 

 

Institutional 

Hours Teacher Spends on Class Preparation (Byt6_30a) 

High School Type (F1S20) 

Parent Assessment of High School Educational Quality (F2P41) 

 

2)  Block Two comprises Personal Factors:  Gender, Race/Ethnicity, Personal 

Educational Expectations, Mental Health, Locus of Control, and Self-Concept 

 

Gender (F4SEX) 

Race/Ethnicity (F4RACEM) 

Ever in Trouble at School? (F1S10C) 

Number of Hours Spent on Homework (BYHOMEWK) 

Personal Educational Expectations (BYS45, F1S51, F2S43) 

Mental Health (BYP48h) 
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Locus of Control (BYLOCUS2, F1LOCUS2, F2LOCUS2) 

Self-Concept (BYCNCPT2, F1CNCPT2, F2CNCPT2) 

 

3)  Block Four comprises Coping Strategies:  Operationalized as Support/Validation 

 

Religious Support (F1S82, F2S106) 

Parental Support (F2S99i) 

Seek Support in School for Personal Problems (BYS51ha,b,c) 

 

 

 

Stressful Circumstance Variables 

Block Three comprises Stressful Circumstances:  Operationalized in Three Ways: a) Life 

Events and Sums of Life Events; b) Environmental (School and Community) Stressors 

and Sums of Environmental (School) Stressors; and c) Role Strain 

 

Life Events (F1S99; F2S96, F2S102) 

School Stressors (BYSC49, F1C95, F2C57) 

Role Strain (F1S96, F2S94, F2S88) 

 

 

 

Outcome Variables 

Block Five comprises the Educational Outcomes: High School Achievement, College 

Matriculation 

 

Achievement Scores Math (BY2XMIRR, F12XMIRR, F22XMIRR) 

Achievement Scores Reading (BY2XRIRR, f12XRIRR, f22XRIRR) 

College Matriculation (F4ATT4YR) 

Degree Attainment (F4HHDG) 
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APPENDIX TWO 

 

Table 12A:  Life Event Stressors with Math as Outcome, Multiple Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

  Model One            Model Two              Model Three 

Total Stress          10
th

  Grade              12
th

 Grade 

                                         

  

      

Parental Education 

Level  

   -5.4 (.49) ***  -5.4 (.48) ***   -5.3 (.48) ***    

No College        

         

Wave    4.4 (.07) ***   4.4 (.07) ***   4.4 (.07) ***    

      

BLOCK 1       

        

Hours Teacher 

Spent Preparing 

 .19 (.07) ** .2 (.07) ** .18 (.07) **   

        

Family Income    -3.4 (.31) ***   -3.4 (.31) ***   -3.4 (.31) ***    

Income=<$35,000  

 

       

Home Language   -1.8 (.52) *** -1.9 (.52) *** -1.8 (.52) ***   

Not English        

         

Mother's 

Birthplace 

   3 (.5) ***   2.9 (.5) ***   3 (.5) ***    

Not US        

      

Parental 

Educational 

Aspiration for 

Student 

  -.23(.19) -.24(.19) -.23(.19)   

No College        

         

Urbanicity        

(Urban)        

Suburban    -1.2 (.33) ***   -1.2 (.33) ***   -1.2 (.32) ***    

Rural    -1.8 (.35) ***  -1.8 (.35) ***  -1.7 (.34) ***   

         

Region of the 

Country 

       

(Northeast)        

North Central   .2(.37) .2(.37) .25(.37)   

South   -1.3 (.37) *** -1.3 (.37) *** -1.4 (.37) ***   

West   -.8 p<.061 -.77 p<.071 -.88 (.42) *   

 

 

       

Parent Satisfaction 

with Teen's 

Education 

  1.5 (.27) ***   1.5 (.27) ***   1.5 (.27) ***    

Satisfied        
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

  Model One            Model Two              Model Three 

Total Stress          10
th

  Grade              12
th

 Grade 

                                         

  

         

Peer    -.24(.18) -.23(.18) -.25(.18)   

Does Not Expect 

College 

       

      

Present High 

School Program 

       

(General High 

School) 

       

Voc-Chart    -4 (.39) ***   -4 (.39) ***   -3.9 (.39) ***    

College Prep    6.5 (.28) ***   6.5 (.28) ***   6.5 (.27) ***    

 

BLOCK 2 

      

Gender    2.1 (.26) ***   2.1 (.26) ***   2.1 (.26) ***    

Male        

         

Ethnicity        

(White)        

Black    -7 (.5) ***   -6.8 (.5) ***   -6.9 (.5) ***    

Hispanic    -4.2 (.49) ***   -4.1 (.48) ***   -4.1 (.48) ***    

Asian    3.5 (.7) ***   3.6 (.7) ***   3.6 (.7) ***    

Other    -2.4 (.7) ***   -2.4 (.7) ***   -2.3 (.7) ***    

         

Personal 

Educational 

Aspirations  

   -.87 (.17) ***   -.87 (.17) ***   -.87 (.17) ***    

No College        

         

Child Mental 

Health 

   -1.9 (.9) *   -1.8 (.9) *   -2 (.9) *    

Received Services        

         

Self-Concept    -.09(.1) -.08(.1) -.08(.1)   

         

Locus of Control     .93 (.12) ***   .93 (.11) ***   .92 (.1) ***    

         

Hours Spent on 

Homework 

   3.7 (.27) ***   3.7 (.27) ***   3.7 (.27) ***    

         

In Trouble for 

Breaking School 

Rules 

   -1.5 (.26) ***   -1.6 (.26) ***   -1.7 (.26) ***    

         

 

 

BLOCK 4 

      

Attend Religious 

Services Regularly 

   .35 (.12) **   .34 (.12) **   .34 (.12) **    

Yes        



 

77 

 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

  Model One            Model Two              Model Three 

Total Stress          10
th

  Grade              12
th

 Grade 

                                         

  

       

Discuss Problems 

with Parents 

  1.2 (.26) *** 1.2 (.26) *** 1.1 (.26) ***   

Yes        

         

Discuss Problems 

with Counselor 

   -3.0 (.38) ***   -3.1 (.38) ***   -3.0 (.38) ***    

Yes        

         

Discuss Problem 

with Teacher 

  -1.05 (.45) * -1.02 (.45) * -1.03 (.45) *   

Yes        

         

Discuss Problems 

with Other Adult 

   -2.4 (.28) ***   -2.4 (.28) ***   -2.4 (.28) ***    

Yes        

         

BLOCK 3          

LIFE EVENT 

STRESSORS 

       

 

Total Stress 

   

-.02(.04)  

    

         

10th Grade 

Stressors 

      

 

Moved to New 

Home 

    

 

-.78(.37)  

   

 

Parent 

Married/Remarried 

    

 

.53(.63)  

   

 

Parent Divorced 

    

-1.5(.52)**  

  

 

Job Loss 

    
(mother) 1.1(.67) 

(father) .7(.6) 

   

 

Parent Started to 

Work 

    

(mother) .34(.37) 

(father) .07(.83) 

   

 

Student Became Ill 

    

-.79(.86)  

   

      

Parent Died 

    
(mother) -4.1 (2.1) *  

(father) -2.9 (1.2)*   

  

         

Close Relative Died    -.31(.28)    

 

Unmarried Sister 

Pregnant 

 

    
-.56(.65) 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

  Model One            Model Two              Model Three 

Total Stress          10
th

  Grade              12
th

 Grade 

                                         

  

Sibling Drop-Out    -.97(.77)     

 

Family on Welfare 

    

-1.6(1.3)  

   

 

Family Off Welfare 

    

2(1.5) 

  

 

Family Stayed on 

Welfare 

    

-1.2(1.2) 

   

 

Family Member 

Became Ill 

    

1.4 (.41) ***  

  

 

Family Homeless 

    

-5 (2.5) *  

   

         

12th Grade 

Stressors 

      

 

Moved to New 

Home 

     

 -.06(.4) 

  

 

Parents Divorced 

     

-1.7(.54) ***  

  

 

Parent Married or 

Remarried 

     

 

-.27(.59)  

  

 

Parent Job Loss 

     

.74(.4) p<.063  

  

 

Parent Start Work 

     

.5(.4) 

  

 

Parent Better Job 

     

.85(.34) * 

  

  

Student Became Ill     -.7(.64) 
 

  

Parent Died     -3.5(.95) ***  

 

  

Close Relative Died     .02(.3)    

 

Unmarried Sister 

Pregnant 

     

-1.1(.6) p<.06 

  

 

Sibling Dropped 

Out 

     

-1.8(.77) *  

  

 

Family On Welfare 

     

-.83(.83)  

  

 

Family Off Welfare 

     

-.7(1.1) 

  

 

Family Member Ill 

     

.41(.36)  

  

 

Family Member 

Using Drugs 

     

.51(.45)  
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

  Model One            Model Two              Model Three 

Total Stress          10
th

  Grade              12
th

 Grade 

                                         

  

 

Family Member in 

Rehab 

     

.41(.55)  

  

 

Family Member 

Violence Victim 

     

1.6(.42) *** 

  

 

 

Table 13A:  Life Event Stressors with Reading as Outcome, Multiple Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One            Model Two         Model Three 

Total Stress         10
th

  Grade           12
th

 Grade 
                                   

  

    

Parental Education Level  -2.8 (.35) *** -2.8 (.34) *** -2.6 (.34) *** 

No College    

     

Wave 2.2 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 

    

BLOCK 1    

    

Hours Teacher Spent Preparing .17 (.05) *** .17 (.05) *** .16 (.05) *** 

     

Family Income 

Income=<$35,000 

-1.7 (.22) *** -1.8 (.22) *** -1.7 (.22) *** 

     

Home Language -1.7 (.37) *** -1.8 (.37) *** -1.7 (.36) *** 

Not English    

     

    Mother's Birthplace 1.1 (.36) ** 1. (.36) ** 1. (.36) ** 

Not US    

    

    Mother Educational Aspiration 

for Student 

 

-.75 (.19) *** 

 

-.77 (.19) *** 

 

-.75 (.19) *** 

No College    

    

Urbanicity    

(Urban)    

Suburban -.8 (.23) *** -.8 (.23) *** -.8 (.23) *** 

Rural -1.4 (.24) *** -1.4 (.24) *** -1.3 (.24) *** 

     

Region of the Country    

(Northeast)    

North Central -.43(.26) -.43(.26) -.41(.26) 

South -1.0 (.26) *** -1.0 (.26) *** -1.0 (.26) *** 

West -.6 (.3) p<.06 -.6 (.3) p<.06 -.66 (.3) * 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One            Model Two         Model Three 

Total Stress         10
th

  Grade           12
th

 Grade 
                                   

  

Parent Satisfaction with Teen's 

Education 

.63 (.2) *** .65 (.2) *** .67 (.19) *** 

Satisfied    

     

Peer  -.07(.19) -.05(.19) -.06(.19) 

Does Not Expect College    

     

Present High School Program    

(General High School)    

Voc-Chart -2.6 (.28) *** -2.6 (.28) *** -2.5 (.28) *** 

College Prep  4 (.2) ***  4 (.2) ***  4 (.2) *** 

     

BLOCK 2    

Gender -1.4 (.18) *** -1.4 (.18) *** -1.4 (.18) *** 

Male    

     

Ethnicity    

(White)    

Black -4.3 (.35) *** -4.1 (.35) *** -4.2 (.35) *** 

Hispanic -2.2 (.34) *** -2.1 (.34) *** -2.1 (.34) *** 

Asian .71(.5) .81(.49) .84 (.49) p<.09 

Other -1.5 (.49) ** -1.5 (.49) ** -1.42 (.49) ** 

     

Personal Educational Aspirations  -1.2 (.17) *** -1.2 (.17) *** -1.2 (.17) *** 

No College    

     

Child Mental Health .31(.63) .31(.63) .31(.63) 

Received Services    

 

Self-Concept  

 

.14(.1) 

 

.15(.1) 

 

.14(.1) 

     

Locus of Control  1.2 (.12) *** 1.2 (.12) *** 1.2 (.11) *** 

     

Hours Spent on Homework 2 (.19) *** 2 (.19) *** 2 (.19) *** 

    

     

In Trouble for Breaking School 

Rules 

-1 (.18) *** -1 (.18) *** -1.1 (.18) *** 

     

 

 
BLOCK 4 

   

Attend Religious Services 

Regularly 

.21 (.11) p<.07 .21 (.12) p<.07 .22 (.12) p<.07 

Yes    

    

Discuss Problems with Parents .83 (.19) *** .84 (.19) *** .78 (.19) *** 

Yes    
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One            Model Two         Model Three 

Total Stress         10
th

  Grade           12
th

 Grade 
                                   

  

    

Discuss Problems with Counselor -2 (.27) *** -2 (.27) *** -2 (.27) *** 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problem with Teacher -1.2 (.32) *** -1.2 (.32) *** -1.2 (.32) *** 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problems with Other 

Adult 

-1.5 (.2) *** -1.5 (.2) *** -1.5 (.2) *** 

Yes    

    

BLOCK 3    

    

LIFE EVENT STRESSORS    

Total Stress .006(.04)    

     

10th Grade Stressors    

Moved to New Home  .03(.26)   

  

Parent Married/Remarried 

  

.91 (.44) * 

 

Parents Divorced 

  

-1.19 (.37) *** 

  

Job Loss 

  

(mother) 1.4 (.47) ** (father) .96 (.43) *  

    

Parent Started to Work  (mother)  .64 (.26) * (father).57(.59) 

Student Became Ill  -.48(.61)  

Parent Died 

 

  (father) -1.9 (.86) * (mother) -2.5 (1.5) p<.08 

Close Relative Died  -.40 (.2) * 

Unmarried Sister Pregnant  -1.14 (.46) * 

Sibling Drop-Out  -.32(.54)  

Family on Welfare  -1.03(.92)  

Family Off Welfare  1.1(1.1)  

Family Stayed on Welfare  .21(.85)  

Family Member Became Ill  1.36 (.29) ***  

Family Homeless  -1.1(1.8)  
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One            Model Two         Model Three 

Total Stress         10
th

  Grade           12
th

 Grade 
                                   

  

12th Grade Stressors    

Moved to New Home 

 

  .1(.28) 

Parents Divorced   -.71 (.38) p<.063  

 

Parent Married or Remarried 

 

  -.06(.42)  

Parent Job Loss   .52 (.28) p<.07  

 

Parent Start Work   .63 (.28) *  

 

Parent Better Job 

 

  .37(.24)  

Student Became Ill 

 

  -.12(.45)  

Parent Died   -2.6 (.67) ***  

 

Close Relative Died 

 

  .23(.2)  

Unmarried Sister Pregnant   -1.0 (.42) *  

 

Sibling Dropped Out   -1.5 (.54) **  

 

Family On Welfare   -.83(.6) 
 

Family Off Welfare 

 

  -1.2(.81)  

Family Member Ill 

 

  .52 (.25) *  

Family Member Using Drugs   .58 (.32) p<.071  

 

Family Member in Rehab 

 

  -.25(.39) 

Family Member Violence Victim   1.7 (.3) ***  

    

 

 

Table 14A:  School Stressors with Math as Outcome, Multiple Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

Parental Education 

Level  

-5 (.48) *** -5.2 (.48) *** -5.0 (.48) *** -5.4 (.49) *** 

No College     

      

Wave 4.4 (.07) *** 4.4 (.07) *** 4.4 (.07) *** 4.4 (.07) *** 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

BLOCK 1     

      

Hours Teacher Spent 

Preparing 

.16 (.07) * .18 (.07) ** .14 (.07) * .19 (.07) ** 

      

Family Income 

Income=<$35,000 

-3.2 (.31) *** -3.2 (.31) *** -3.1 (.31) *** -3.4 (.31) *** 

      

Home Language -1.7 (.52) ** -1.8 (.52) *** -1.7 (.52) *** -1.8 (.52) *** 

Not English     

      

Mother's Birthplace 2.9 (.5) *** 3 (.5) *** 3.1 (.5) *** 3 (.5) *** 

Not US     

     

     Mother Educational 

Aspiration for Student 

-.23(.19) -.22(.19) -.23(.19) -.23(.19) 

No College     

      

Urbanicity     

(Urban)     

Suburban -1.1 (.33) ** -1.3 (.33) *** -1.4 (.33) *** -1.2 (.33) *** 

Rural '-1.7 (.35) *** -2 (.35) *** -1.7 (.35) *** -1.8 (.35) *** 

      

Region of the Country     

(Northeast)     

North Central .11(.37) .17(.38) .2(.38) .2(.37) 

South -1.24 (.37) ** -1.07 (.37) ** -1.3 (.37) *** -1.3 (.37) *** 

West -.63(.42) -.83 (.43) 

p<.056 

-.87 (.43) * -.8 (.43) p<.06 

      

Parent Satisfaction with 

Teen's Education 

1.4 (.27) *** 1.4 (.27) *** 1.4 (.27) *** 1.5 (.27) *** 

Satisfied     

      

Peer  -.24(.18) -.24(.18) -.24(.18) -.25(.18) 

Does Not Expect College     

      

Present High School 

Program 

    

(General High School)     

Voc-Chart -3.9 (.39) *** -3.9 (.39) *** -3.9 (.39) *** -4 (.39) *** 

College Prep 6.6 (.28) *** 6.6 (.28) *** 6.6 (.27) *** 6.5 (.28) *** 

  

 

    

BLOCK 2     

Gender 2.1 (.26) *** 2 (.25) *** 2 (.26) *** 2.1 (.26) *** 

Male     
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

Ethnicity     

(White)     

Black -6.7 (.5) *** -6.7 (.5) *** -6.5 (.5) *** -7 (.5) *** 

Hispanic -3.9 (.5) *** -3.9 (.49) *** -.4 (.49) *** -.4.2 (.49) *** 

Asian 3.4 (.7) *** 3.5 (.7) *** 3.4 (.7) *** 3.5 (.7) *** 

Other -2 (.7 ) ** -2.3 (.7) *** -2.4 (.7) *** -2.4 (.7) *** 

      

Personal Educational 

Aspirations  

-.87 (.17) *** -.88 (.17) *** -.86 (.17) *** -.88 (.17) *** 

No College     

     

Child Mental Health -2 (.89) *** -1.8 (.89) * -2 (.89) *** -1.9 (.89) * 

Received Services     

      

Self-Concept  -.08(.1) -.08(.1) -.07(.1) -.08(.1) 

      

Locus of Control  .93 (.11) *** .93 (.11) *** .92 (.11) *** .93 (.11) *** 

      

Hours Spent on 

Homework 

3.7 (.27) *** 3.7 (.26) *** 3.7 (.27) *** 3.7 (.27) *** 

      

In Trouble for Breaking 

School Rules 

-1.5 (.26) *** -1.6 (.26) *** -1.6 (.26) *** -1.6 (.26) *** 

      

 

BLOCK 4 

    

Attend Religious 

Services Regularly 

.33 (.12) ** .34 (.12) ** .35 (.12) ** .34 (.12) ** 

Yes     

     

Discuss Problems with 

Parents 

1.2 (.26) *** 1.1 (.26) *** 1.1 (.26) *** 1.2 (.26) *** 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems with 

Counselor 

-3.0 (.38) *** -3.0 (.38) *** -3.0 (.38) *** -3.0 (.38) *** 

Yes     

      

 

Discuss Problem with 

Teacher 

 

-1.1 (.45) * 

 

-1.1 (.45) * 

 

-1.1 (.45) * 

 

-1.1 (.45) * 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems with 

Other Adult 

-2.4 (.28) *** -2.4 (.28) *** -2.4 (.28) *** -2.4 (.28) *** 

Yes     
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

BLOCK 3     

SCHOOL STRESSORS     

      

      

Tardiness .46(.32) .41(.32) .13(.32)  

     

      

Absenteeism -1.9 (.35) ***  -.95 (.34) **  -.73 (.36) *  

     

      

Class Cutting .66(.59) .42(.39) .07(.39)  

     

      

Physical Conflict -.57(.41) -1.4 (.54) *  -.82(.54)  

     

    

Theft 2.2 (.53) ***  .89(.55) 1.8 (.5) ***  

     

      

Vandalism -1.6 (.59) **  -.34(.62) -.62(.65)  

     

      

Alcohol 2 (.58) *** 1.2 (.35) ***  1.6 (.3) ***  

     

      

Drug Use -1.8 (.68) **  .07(.42) .57(.42)  

     

      

Weapons .79(1.5) .18(1.4) -1.3(.94)  

     

      

Physically  Abuse 

Teachers 

.14(2) 4.7(6.4) 8.8 (5) p<.08 

     

      

Verbally Abuse Teachers -1(.74) -.55(.72) -.71(.63)  

     

      

Gangs  -1.6 (.92) 

p<.09 

-1.3 (.7) p<.075  

     

      

Racial Tensions  .001(.73) 1.5 (.72) *  

     

      

Using Drugs In School   2.7 (.94) **  
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

      

Selling Drugs In School   -.02(.62)  

     

      

Teen Pregnancy   -1 (.33) * 

     

     

      

8th+10th+12th Total 

Stressors 

 

   -.02(.03) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 15A:  School Stressors with Reading as Outcome, Multiple Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

     

Parental Education 

Level  

-2.5 (.34) *** -2.6 (.34) *** -2.5 (.34) *** -2.8 (.36) *** 

No College     

      

Wave 2.2 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 

     

BLOCK 1     

      

Hours Teacher 

Spent Preparing 

.15 (.05) ** .16 (.05) ** .15 (.05) ** .17 (.05) ** 

      

Family Income -1.6 (.22) *** -1.6 (.22) *** -1.5 (.22) *** -1.7 (.22) *** 

Income=<$35,000 

 

    

Home Language -1.6 (.37) *** -1.7 (.37) *** -1.7 (.37) *** -1.8 (.37) *** 

Not English     

      

Mother's Birthplace 1.1 (.36) ** 1.1 (.36) ** 1.1 (.36) ** 1.1 (.36) ** 

Not US     

      

Mother Educational 

Aspiration for 

Student 

-.75 (.19) ** -.74 (.19) *** -.75 (.19) ** -.75 (.19) *** 

No College     
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

Urbanicity 

(Urban)     

Suburban -.79 (.23) ** -.87 (.23) *** -.9 (.23) *** -.8 (.23) *** 

Rural -1.4 (.25) *** -1.5 (.25) *** -1.4 (.25) *** -1.4 (.24) *** 

 

Region of the 

Country 

    

(Northeast)     

North Central -.45 (.26) p<.09 -.44 (.27) p<.097 -.51 (.27) p<.053 -.43 (.26) 

p<.099 

South -.98 (.26) *** .-89 (.26) *** -1 (.26) *** -1 (.26) *** 

West -.47(.3) -.61 (.31) * -.58 (.3) p<.055 -.56 (.3) p<.055 

     

Parent Satisfaction 

with Teen's 

Education 

.62 (.19) ** .6 (.19) ** .57 (.19) ** .63 (.19) *** 

Satisfied     

      

Peer  -.06(.19) -.06(.19) -.05(.19) -.06(.19) 

Does Not Expect 

College 

    

      

Present High School 

Program 

    

(General High 

School) 

    

Voc-Chart -2.6 (.28) *** -2.5 (.27) *** -2.5 (.27) *** -2.6 (.28) *** 

College Prep 4.1 (.2) *** 4.1 (.2) *** 4.1 (.2) *** 4 (.2) *** 

     

BLOCK 2     

Gender -1.4 (.18) *** -1.4 (.18) *** -1.4 (.18) *** -1.4 (.18) *** 

Male     

      

Ethnicity     

(White)     

Black -4.1 (.35) *** -4.1 (.35) *** -4.1 (.36) *** -4.3 (.35) *** 

Hispanic -2 (.34) *** -2 (.34) *** -2 (.35) *** -2 (.34) *** 

Asian .68(.5) .72(.49) .73(.5) .73(.5) 

Other -1.6 (.49) * -1.4 (.5) ** -1.4 (.5) ** -1.5 (.5) ** 

      

Personal 

Educational 

Aspirations  

-1.2 (.17) *** -1.2 (.17) *** -1.2 (.17) *** -1.2 (.17) *** 

No College     

     

Child Mental Health .32(.63) .35(.63) .23(.63) .31(.63) 

Received Services     
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

Self-Concept  .14(.1) .14(.1) .15(.1) .14(.1) 

      

Locus of Control  1.2 (.12) *** 1.2 (.11) *** 1.2 (.11) *** 1.2 (.11) *** 

      

     

Hours Spent on 

Homework 

2 (.19) *** 2 (.19) *** 2 (.19) *** 2 (.19) *** 

     

In Trouble for 

Breaking School 

Rules 

-1 (.18) *** -1 (.18) *** -1 (.18) *** -1 (.18) *** 

      

     

BLOCK 4     

Attend Religious 

Services Regularly 

.2 (.12) p<.088 .2 (.12) p<.069 .2 (.12) p<.058 .2 (.12) p<.065 

Yes     

     

Discuss Problems 

with Parents 

.82 (.19) *** 

 

.8 (.19) *** .8 (.19) *** .8 (.19) *** 

 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems 

with Counselor 

-2 (.27) *** -2 (.27) *** -2 (.27) *** -2 (.27) *** 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problem 

with Teacher 

-1.2 (.32) *** -1.2 (.32) *** -1.2 (.32) *** -1.2 (.32) *** 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems 

with Other Adult 

-1.4 (.2) *** -1.5 (.2) *** -1.5 (.2) *** -1.5 (.2) *** 

Yes     

 

BLOCK 3 

    

SCHOOL 

STRESSORS 

    

      

      

Tardiness -.37(.23) -.17(.23) .34(.23)  

     

      

Absenteeism -.55 (.25) *  -.53 (.24) *  -.68 (.25) **  

     

      

Class Cutting -.64(.42) .03(.27) .04(.28)  

     

      

Physical Conflict -.06(.3) -1.1 (.38) **  -.48(.38)  
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Two  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

12
th

 Grade 

Model Four 

Total Stress 

     

     

      

Theft 1.2 (.38) **  .99 (.39) *  1.2 (.36) ***  

     

      

Vandalism -.81 (.42 ) *  .03(.44) -.52(.46)  

     

      

Alcohol .43(.41) .47 (.25) p<.053  .32(.22)   

     

      

Drugs -.64(.48)  .27(.3) .57 (.3) p<.054  

     

      

Weapons .12(1.1) -.06(.96) -.62(.67)  

     

      

Physically Abuse 

Teachers 

.51(1.5) 6(4.5) -.88(3.5)  

     

 

Verbally Abuse 

Teachers 

 

 

-.4(.53) 

 

 

-.93 (.51) p<.07 

 

 

.06(.44) 

 

     

      

Gangs  -1.3 (.65) p<.051 -1.6 (.5) ***  

     

      

Racial Tensions  .34(.52) 1.1 (.5) * 

     

      

Uses Drugs at 

School 

  1.6 (.67) * 

     

      

Sells Drugs at 

School 

  -.49(.44)  

Yes     

      

Teen Pregnancy   -.37(.23)  

     

      

8th+10th+12th Total 

Stress 

 

   -.04(.03)  
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Table 16A:  Role Strain with Math and Reading as Outcome, Multiple Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

 Math Reading 

Parental Education Level    

No College -6.6 (.57) *** -3.4 (.4) *** 

    

Wave 4.4 (.07) *** 2.2 (.07) *** 

    

BLOCK 1   

    

Hours Teacher Spent Preparing .19 (.07) ** .17 (.05) *** 

    

Family Income 

Income=<$35,000 

-3.3 (.31) *** -1.7 (.22) *** 

    

Home Language -1.8 (.52) ** -1.7 (.37) *** 

Not English   

    

Mother's Birthplace 3.0 (.5) *** 1.1 (.36) ** 

Not US   

    

Mother Educational Aspiration for 

Student 

-.22(.19) -.75 (.19) *** 

No College   

    

Urbanicity   

(Urban)   

Suburban -1.18 (.32) *** -.79 (.23) *** 

Rural -1.7 (.35) *** -1.4 (.24) *** 

    

Region of the Country   

(Northeast)   

NorthCentral .28(.37) -.39(.26) 

South -1.3 (.37) *** -1 (.26)  *** 

West -0.78 (.42) p<.07 -.53 (.3) p<.08 

    

Parent Satisfaction with Teen's 

Education 

  

Satisfied 1.5 (.27) *** .63 (.19) *** 

    

Peer  -.24(.18) -.07(.19) 

Does Not Expect College   

    

Present High School Program   

(General High School)   

Voc-Chart -4 (.39) *** -2.6 (.28) *** 

College Prep 6.5 (.27) *** 4 (.2 ) *** 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

 Math Reading 

BLOCK 2   

Gender   

Male 2.2 (.26) *** -1.3 (.19) *** 

    

Ethnicity   

(White)   

Black -7.1 (.5) *** -4.3 (.35) *** 

Hispanic -4.2 (.48) *** -2.2 (.34) *** 

Asian 3.2 (.7) *** .6(.5) 

Other -2.5 (.7) *** -1.5 (.5) ** 

    

Personal Educational Aspirations  -.88 (.12) *** -1.3 (.17) *** 

No College   

    

Child Mental Health -2 (.9) * .26(.63) 

Received Services   

    

Self-Concept -.09(.1) .13(.1) 

    

Locus of Control  .93 (.12) *** 1.2 (.11) *** 

    

Hours Spent on Homework 3.7 (.27) *** 2 (.2) *** 

    

In Trouble for Breaking School 

Rules 

-1.6 (.26) *** -1 (.2) *** 

    

BLOCK 4   

   

Attend Religious Services Regularly  .3 (.12) * .18(.12) 

Yes   

   

Discuss Problems with Parents 1.2 (.27) *** .83 (.19) *** 

Yes   

    

Discuss Problems with Counselor 3.0 (.38) *** -2.1 (.27) *** 

Yes   

    

Discuss Problem with Teacher   

Yes -1 (.45) * -1.2 (.33) *** 

    

Discuss Problems with Other Adult -2.4 (.29) *** -1.5 (.2) *** 

Yes   
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

 Math Reading 

BLOCK 3   

    

Babysit .03(.12) .33 (.12) **  

    

Hours Worked -.34 (.06) ***  -.16 (.05) ***  
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APPENDIX THREE 

 

Table 17A:  Life Event Stressors with Matriculation as Outcome, Logistic 

Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

       

Parental Education Level   0.42 (.09) ***   .42 (.09) ***   .43 (.09) *  

No College    

     

BLOCK 1    

Hours Teacher Spent Preparing 1(.03) 1(.03) 1(.03) 

     

Family Income 

Income=<$35,000 

 0.5 (.06) ***   0.5 (.06) ***   .6 (.07) ***  

     

Home Language .75(.15) .76(.15) .76(.15) 

Not English    

     

Mother's Birthplace 1.5 (.29) p<.055 1.5 (.30) * 1.4 (.27) p<.074 

Not US    

     

Mother Educational Aspiration 

for Student 

.54 (.12) ** .55 (.12) ** .55 (.12) ** 

No College    

     

Urbanicity    

(Urban)    

Suburban  1.1(.18)  1.1(.17) 1.1(.19)  

Rural  .96(.16)  .96(.16) 1(.18)  

     

Region of the Country    

(Northeast)    

NorthCentral .79(.14) .79(.14) .87(.16) 

South .73 (.13) p<.089 .74(.14) .8(.15) 

West .55 (.10) ** .56 (.11) ** .57 (.11) ** 

     

Parent Satisfaction with Teen's 

Education 

   

Satisfied 1.2 (.13) p<.095 1.2(.13) 1.1(.12) 

     

Peer  .53 (.14) * .53 (.14) * .86(.19) 

Does Not Expect College    

     

Present High School Program    

(General High School)    

Voc-Chart .71 (.11) * .72 (.12) * .73 (.12) p<.064 

College Prep 1.9 (.23) *** 1.9 (.23) *** 1.9 (.21) *** 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

     

BLOCK 2    

Gender    

Male 1.2(.15) 1.2 (.15) p<.09 1.2(.14) 

     

Ethnicity    

(White)    

Black .78(.26) .78(.26) .63(.22) 

Hispanic .75(.15) .74(.16) .61 (.13) * 

Asian 2.7 (1.3) * 2.3 (.87) * 1.8 (.6) p<.078 

Other 1(.31) 1.1(.34) .86(.29) 

     

Personal Educational Aspirations  .33 (.06) *** .32 (.06) *** .19 (.04)*** 

No College    

     

Child Mental Health .82(.26) .84(.27) .72(.24) 

Received Services    

     

Self-Concept  1(.1) 1(.1) 1(.1) 

     

Locus of Control  1.3 (.13) ** 1.3 (.13) ** 1.2(.12) 

     

Hours Spent on Homework  1.6 (.18) ***   1.6 (.18) ***   1.6 (.18) ***  

     

In Trouble for Breaking School 

Rules 

 .77 (.08) *   .77 (.08) *   .76 (.08) *  

     

BLOCK 4    

    

Attend Religious Services 

Regularly 

   

Yes 1.3 (.14) * 1.3 (.15)* 1.4 (.15)* 

    

Discuss Problems with Parents 1.3 (.14)* 1.3 (.14) * 1.1(.13) 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problems with Counselor .8(.12) .81(.12) .82(.13) 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problem with Teacher .78(.16) .79(.16) .79(.17) 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problems with Other 

Adult 

.72 (.09) * .73 (.09) * .70 (.09) ** 

Yes    
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

BLOCK 3       

LIFE EVENT STRESSORS 

 

   

Total Stress 1(.02)   

     

10th Grade Stressors    

     

Moved to New Home  .97(.17) 

 

 

Parent Married/Remarried  .94(.2) 

 

 

Parent Divorced  .95(.18) 

 

 

Job Loss  (mother).87(.22) 
(father)1.1(.21) 

 

 

Parent Started to Work  (mother)1(.16) 

(father).75(.24) 

 

 

Student Became Ill  .74(.25) 

 

 

Parent Died  (father) 1.2(.48) 

(mother)2.3(1.5) 

 

 

Close Relative Died  1.01(.13) 
 

 

Unmarried Sister Pregnant  .77(.18) 

  

 

Sibling Drop-Out  1.1(.3) 

 

 

Family On Welfare  .44 (.18) *  

 

 

Family Off Welfare  .84(.48) 

 

 

Family Stayed on Welfare  2.3(1.2) 

 

 

Family Member Became Ill  1.1(.18) 
 

 

Family Homeless  .38(.36)  

  

 

   

12th Grade Stressors    

     

Moved to New Home   1.1(.16) 
 

Parents Divorced   .82(.15) 

 

Parent Married or Remarried   1.5 (.34) p<.08  

 

Parent Job Loss   .81(.11) 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Parent Start Work   1.5 (.2) **  

 

Parent Better Job   1(.12) 

 

Student Became Ill   .65(.29) 

 

Parent Died   1.1(.37) 

 

Close Relative Died   1(.1) 

 

Unmarried Sister Pregnant   .74(.16) 

 

Sibling Dropped Out   1.5(.62) 

 

Family On Welfare   1.1(.32) 

 

Family Off Welfare   .85(.33) 

 

Family Member Ill   1(.2) 

 

Family Member Using Drugs   .68 (.11) * 

   

Family Member in Rehab   1.8 (.35) ** 
 

Family Member Violence Victim   1.1(.21) 

     

 

 

Table 18A:  Life Event Stressors with Attainment as Outcome, Logistic Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

    

Parental Education Level  .47 (.08) *** .47 (.08) *** .52 (.09) *** 

No College    

     

BLOCK 1    

     

Hours Teacher Spent Preparing 1(.02) 1(.02) 1(.02) 

     

Family Income 

Income=<$35,000 

 .49 (.05) ***   .48 (.04) ***   .51 (.05) ***  

     

Home Language 1(.22) 1(.21) 1(.21) 

Not English    

     

Mother's Birthplace 2.6 (.51) *** 2.6 (.52) *** 2.8 (.52) *** 

Not US    
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Mother Educational Aspiration for 

Student 

.42 (.11) ** .44 (.11) ** .39 (.11) *** 

No College    

     

Urbanicity    

(Urban)    

Suburban  1.1(.13)   1.1(.13)  1(.13) 

Rural  1.1(.14)  1.1(.14)  1.1(.14) 

     

Region of the Country    

(Northeast)    

North Central .77 (.1) p<.052 .77 (.1) p<.056 .78 (.1) p<.072 

South .65 (.09) ** .66 (.09) ** .64 (.09) ** 

West .68 (.1) ** .66 (.1) ** .72 (.1) * 

     

Parent Satisfaction with Teen's 

Education 

1.1(.1) 1.1(.1) 1.1.8 (.1) * 

Satisfied    

     

Peer  .74(.17) .75(.17) .7 (.12) * 

Does Not Expect College    

     

Present High School Program    

(General High School)    

Voc-Chart .66 (.11) * .65 (.11) * .62 (.1) ** 

College Prep 1.8 (.17) *** 1.8 (.16) *** 1.8 (.16) *** 

     

BLOCK 2    

Gender .84 (.07) * .85 (.07)  

p<.055 

.78 (.07)  ** 

Male    

     

Ethnicity    

(White)    

Black .61 (.15) * .59 (.14) * .56 (.13) * 

Hispanic .33 (.08) *** .34 (.08) *** .31 (.062 ) *** 

Asian .92(.24) .95(.25) .79(.2) 

Other .51 (.13) ** .51 (.13) ** .51 (.13) ** 

     

 

Personal Educational Aspirations  

  

.18 (.04) ***  

 

 .18 (.04) ***  

  

.12 (.03) ***  

No College    

     

Child Mental Health .58 (.18) p<.082 .58 (.18) p<.092 .51 (.15) * 

Received Services    
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Self-Concept  1(.07) .97(.07) 1.15 (.087)  

p<.062 

     

Locus of Control  1.3 (.11) ** 1.3 (.11) ** 1.3 (.13) ** 

     

Hours Spent on Homework  1.4 (.12) ***   1.4 (.12) ***   1.4 (.12) ***  

     

In Trouble for Breaking School 

Rules 

 .8 (.06) **   .8 (.06) **   .84 (.07) *  

     

BLOCK 4    

Attend Religious Services 

Regularly  

1.5 (.15) *** 1.5 (.14) *** 1.6 (.14) *** 

Yes    

    

Discuss Problems with Parents 1.4 (.13) *** 1.4 (.13) *** 1.2(.11) 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problems with Counselor .78 (.1) * .77 (.1) * .77 (.1) p<.057 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problem with Teacher .9(.13) .87(.13) .92(.14) 

Yes    

     

Discuss Problems with Other 

Adult 

.9 (.13) ** .77 (.07) ** .7 (.06) *** 

Yes    

     

BLOCK 3    

LIFE EVENT STRESSORS    

Total Stress .93 (.019) ***   

    

10th Grade Stressors    

     

Moved to New Home  .85(.12)  

 

Parent Married/Remarried 

  

.88(.24) 

 

    

Parents Divorced  .71 (.13) p<.068   

 

Job Loss 

  

(mother) .56 (.12) **  

(father)1(.21) 

  

Parent Started to Work 

  

(mother) 1.1(.12) (father).92(.24) 

    

Student Became Ill  .88(.23)  
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

12
th

 Grade 

Parent Died  (father)1.7(.62) 

(mother).93(.65) 

 

 

Close Relative Died  .84 (.07) *  

 

 

Unmarried Sister Pregnant  .67(.16)p<.09  

    
Sibling Drop-Out  .77(.22)  

Family On Welfare  .94(.55)  

Family Off Welfare  1.2(.67)  

Family Stayed on Welfare  .96(.53)  

Family Member Became Ill  .96(.13)  

Family Homeless  .46(.46)  

     

12th Grade Stressors    

    

Moved to New Home   .86(.12) 

Parents Divorced   .89(.15) 

Parent Married or Remarried   .92(.2) 

Parent Job Loss   .86(.1) 

Parent Start Work   1.2(.16) 

 

Parent Better Job 

   

1(.11) 

Student Became Ill   .65(.19) 

 

Parent Died   1.3(.48) 

Close Relative Died   .91(.08) 

Unmarried Sister Pregnant   1.1(.22) 

Sibling Dropped Out   .68(.18) 

Family On Welfare   .69(.2) 

Family Off Welfare   .74(.31) 

Family Member Ill   1(.12) 

Family Member Using Drugs   .74(.11)* 

Family Member in Rehab   1(.18) 

Family Member Violence Victim 

 

  .88(.13) 
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Table 19A:  School Stressors with Matriculation as Outcome, Logistic Regression 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

 
Parental Education 

Level  

.4 (.09) *** .4 (.09) *** .34 (.08) *** .45 (.1) *** 

No College     

      

BLOCK 1     

     

Hours Teacher Spent 

Preparing 

1(.03) 1(.03) 1(.03) .98(.03) 

      

Family Income 

Income=<$35,000 

.53 (.06) *** .51 (.06) *** .53 (.06) *** .58 (.07) *** 

      

Home Language     

Not English .75(.15) .85(.18) .79(.18) .9(.22) 

      

Mother's Birthplace     

Not US 1.5 (.28) * 1.5 (.29) * 1.7 (.35) * 1.7 (.38) * 

      

Mother Educational 

Aspiration for Student 

    

No College .83(.19) .93(.21) .53 (.12) ** .59 (.14) * 

      

Urbanicity     

(Urban)     

Suburban 1.1(.18) 1.1(.17) .92(.14) 1.1(.21) 

Rural .97(.16) .91(.15) .89(.14) 1.1(.21) 

      

Region of the Country     

(Northeast)     

NorthCentral .78(.13) .75(.13) .85(.14) .73 (.13) * 

South .73 (.13) p<.08 .74 (.13) p<.1 .75(.14) .73(.15) 

West .57 (.11) ** .56 (.1) ** .63 (.12) * .47 (.1) *** 

      

Parent Satisfaction with 

Teen's Education 

    

Satisfied 1.2 (.13) 

p<.056 

1.2 (.13) p<.062 1.3 (.14) * 1.1(.13) 

      

Peer  .46 (.12) ** .45 (.11) ** .54 (.14) * 1(.22) 

Does Not Expect College     

      

Present High School 

Program 

    

(General High School)     

Voc-Chart .66 (.1 ) ** .65 (.1 ) ** .85(.14) .63 (.11) * 

College Prep 2. (.23) *** 2. (.23) *** 2 (.22) *** 1.7 (.2) *** 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

 
BLOCK 2     

Gender     

Male 1.2(.14) 1.2(.14) 1.3 (.16) * 1.2(.17) 

      

Ethnicity     

(White)     

Black .81(.26) .83(.27) .71(.22) .73(.3) 

Hispanic .74(.15) .77(.15) .63 (.14) * .75(.19) 

Asian 2.7 (1.2) * 2.5 (1.1) * 2.3 (1.2) p<.096 1.6(.65) 

Other .97(.27) 1.1(.27) 1.7 (.52) p<.073 .74(.32) 

      

Personal Educational 

Aspirations  

.48 (.08) *** .48 (.08) *** .3 (.06) *** .19 (.04) *** 

No College     

      

Child Mental Health .81(.26) .78(.25) 1.1(.32) .63(.24) 

Received Services     

      

Self-Concept  1.1 (.09) p<.09 1.2 (.09) * 1(.1) 1.2 (.12) p<.084 

      

Locus of Control  1.2 (.11)  * 1.2 (.11) * 1.4 (.15) ** 1.1(.13) 

      

Hours Spent on 

Homework 

1.6(.17) 1.6(.18) 1.4 (.15) ** 1.5 (.2) *** 

      

In Trouble for Breaking 

School Rules 

.75 (.08) ** .74 (.08) ** .76 (.08) * .79 (.09) * 

      

BLOCK 4     

Attend Religious 

Services Regularly 

1.3 (.14) ** 1.4 (.14) ** 1.4 (.15) ** 1.4 (.17) ** 

Yes     

     

     Discuss Problems with 

Parents 

1.3 (.14) ** 1.4 (.14) ** 1.4 (.16) ** 1.2(.15) 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems with 

Counselor 

.79 (.11) 

p<.094 

.78 (.11) p<.081 .66 (.1 ) ** .9(.15) 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problem with 

Teacher 

.81(.16) .8(.15) .91(.17) .74(.17) 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems with 

Other Adult 

.71 (.09) ** .67 (.09) ** .89(.1) .67 (.1) ** 

Yes     
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

 
      

BLOCK 3     

SCHOOL STRESSORS     

      

Tardiness  1(.7) .94(.12) .94(.12) 

     

      

Absenteeism  .85(.15) .83(.11) .84(.12) 

     

      

Class Cutting  1.1(.24) 1.3 (.23) p<.093  .96(.16) 

     

      

Physical Conflict  .96(.16) .72(.21) .57 (.16) * 

     

      

Theft  1.2(.27) 1(.22) 1.3(.22) 

     

      

Vandalism   .76(.18) 1.5(.4) 1.6 (.4) p<.078  

     

      

Alcohol  2.2 (.67) *  1(.15) 1.2 (.15) p<.06 

     

      

Drugs  .7(.24) .79(.13)  .79(.15) 

     

      

Weapons  1.9(.93) .4 (.18) *  1.6(.6) 

     

      

Physically Abuse 

Teachers 

 1.1(.71) .8(.55) dropped 

     

      

Verbally Abuse 

Teachers 

 .65 (.15) p<.062 .65(.21) 1.1(.2) 

     

      

Gangs     

   1.2(.39) 1.2(.37) 

      

Racial Tensions   .85(.19) .9(.26) 

     

      

Uses Drugs at School    1(.36) 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One 

Total Stress 

Model Two 

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three  

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

 
      

Sells Drugs at School    .98(.25) 

     

     .83(.12) 

Teen Pregnancy     

     

      

      

8
th

+10
th

+12
th

 Total 

Stress 

1(.03)    

     

     

 

 

 

Table 20A:  School Stressors with Attainment as Outcome 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

     

Parental Education 

Level  

.46 (.08) *** .49 (.08) *** .44 (.08) *** .6 (.1) ** 

No College     

      

BLOCK 1     

      

Hours Teacher 

Spent Preparing 

1(.02) 1(.02) 1(.03) 1(.02) 

      

Family Income 

Income=<$35,000 

 .46 (.04) ***   .46 (.04) ***   .5 (.05) ***   .54 (.05) ***  

      

Home Language 1.1(.22) 1.1(.24) .87(.2) .99(.2) 

Not English     

      

Mother's Birthplace 2.7 (.53) *** 2.7 (.54) *** 2.3 (.48) *** 2.8 (.62) *** 

Not US     

      

Mother Educational 

Aspiration for 

Student 

.73(.19) .72(.19) .61 (.15) * .39 (.1) *** 

No College     

      

Urbanicity     

(Urban)     

Suburban  1.1(.14)  1.1(.14)   1.1(.14)  1(.13) 

Rural  1.2(.15)   1.2(.15)  1.1(.15)  1.2(.17) 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

      

Region of the 

Country 

    

(Northeast)     

North Central .76 (.1) * .78 (.1) p<.052 .77 (.1) * .73 (.1) * 

South .64 (.09) *** .66 (.09) ** .72 (.1) * .67 (.1) ** 

West .68 (.1) ** .7 (.1) * .63 (.1) ** .67 (.11) * 

     

Parent Satisfaction 

with Teen's 

Education 

1.2 (.1) * 1.2 (.1) * 1.1(.1) 1.2 (.1) * 

Satisfied     

      

Peer  .68 (.15) 

p<.082 

.68 (.15) p<.075 .68 (.15) p<.086 .8(.14) 

Does Not Expect 

College 

    

      

Present High School 

Program 

    

(General High 

School) 

    

Voc-Chart .6 (.09) ** .6 (.09) *** .6 (.1) ** .53 (.09) *** 

College Prep 1.8 (.17) *** 1.8 (.17) *** 1.7 (.16) *** 1.7 (.15) *** 

      

BLOCK 2     

Gender .81 (.07) * .83 (.07) * .83 (.07) * .82 (.08) * 

Male     

      

Ethnicity     

(White)     

Black .6 (.14) * .61 (.14) * .63 (.15) * .68(.18) 

Hispanic .31 (.07) *** .3 (.07) *** .44 (.08) *** .33 (.08) *** 

Asian .93(.24) .88(.24) 1.1(.3) .71(.2) 

Other .55 (.13) * .51 (.12) ** .84(.24) .44 (.14) ** 

      

Personal 

Educational 

Aspirations  

.36 (.06) *** .36 (.06) *** .17 (.04) *** .14 (.04) *** 

No College     

      

Child Mental Health .56 (.17) * .6 (.18) p<.091 .69(.22) .58 (.18) p<.072 

Received Services     

      

Self-Concept  1.1(.1) 1.1(.08) 1(.08) 1.1(.09) 

      

Locus of Control  1.2 (.1) * 1.2 (.1) * 1.3 (.12) ** 1.4 (.14) *** 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

Hours Spent on 

Homework 

 1.4 (.12) ***   1.4 (.12) ***   1.3 (.12) ***   1.4 (.13) ***  

      

In Trouble for 

Breaking School 

Rules 

 .76 (.06) ***   .76 (.06) ***   .82 (.07) *   .9(.08) 

     

BLOCK 4     

Attend Religious 

Services Regularly  

1.6 (.15) *** 1.6 (.15) *** 1.6 (.14) *** 1.6 (.14) *** 

Yes     

     

Discuss Problems 

with Parents 

1.4 (.13) *** 1.5 (.13) *** 1.3 (.13) ** 1.2(.12) 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems 

with Counselor 

.77 (.1) * .77 (.1) * .72 (.1) * .8(,12) 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problem 

with Teacher 

.94(.13) .95(.13) 1(.15) .94(.16) 

Yes     

      

Discuss Problems 

with Other Adult 

.72 (.07) *** .72 (.07) *** .77 (.07) ** .69 (.07) *** 

Yes     

     

      

BLOCK 3     

SCHOOL 

STRESSORS 

    

      

     

Tardiness  .92(.11) .91(.1) .91(.1) 

     

      

Absenteeism  .76 (.1) *  .82(.1) .87(.1) 

     

      

Class Cutting  1.6 (.29) * 1.4 (.2) *  .93(.13) 

     

      

Physical Conflict  2.4(1.7) .7(.15)  .7(.16) 

     

      

Theft  .91(.17) 1(.17) 1.2(.23) 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 

Model One  

Total Stress 

Model Two  

8
th

 Grade 

Model Three 

10
th

 Grade 

Model Four  

12
th

 Grade 

Vandalism  .96(.19) 1.2(.22) .7(.16) 

     

      

Alcohol  1.1(.2) 1.1(.13) 1.2 (.12) p<.086  

     

      

Drugs  1.1(.21) .98(.13) 1.1(.17) 

     

      

Weapons  .71(.43) .9(.33) .98(.27) 

     

      

Physically Abuse 

Teachers 

 2.4(1.7) 5.5 (3) ** dropped 

     

      

Verbally Abuse 

Teachers 

 .76(.14) .9(.24) 1.2(2.6) 

     

     

Gangs   1.6(.55) 1.2(3) 

     

      

Racial Tensions   .96(.21) .85(2) 

     

     

Uses Drugs at 

School 

   1.3(.31) 

     

 

 

Sells Drugs At 

School 

    

 

.99(.21) 

     

      

Teen Pregnancy    .65 (.07) ***  

     

      

8
th

+10th+12th Total 

Stress 

1(.03)    
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Table 21A:  Role Strain with Matriculation and Attainment as Outcome 

Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
 

 Matriculation Attainment  

 

Parental Education Level  

  

No College .4 (.09) *** .6 (.1) *** 

    

   

BLOCK 1   

    

Hours Teacher Spent Preparing 1(.03) 1(.02) 

    

Family Income 

Income=<$35,000 

.6 (.07) *** .51 (.05) *** 

    

Home Language .81(.17) .97(.18) 

Not English   

    

Mother's Birthplace 1.5 (.29 ) * 2.8 (.52) *** 

Not US   

    

Mother Educational Aspiration for 

Student 

  

No College .54 (.12) ** .38 (.1) *** 

    

Urbanicity   

(Urban)   

Suburban 1.1(.19) 1(.12) 

Rural 1(.17) 1.1(.14) 

    

 

Region of the Country 

  

(Northeast)   

NorthCentral .9(.17) .8(.11) 

South .83(.17) .64 (.09) ** 

West .58 (.12) ** .7 (.11) * 

    

Parent Satisfaction with Teen's 

Education 

  

Satisfied 1.1(.12) 1.2 (.1 ) * 

    

Peer  .9(.2) .75 (.13) p<.099 

Does Not Expect College   

    

Present High School Program   

(General High School)   

Voc-Chart .73 (.12) p<.058 .62 (.1) ** 

College Prep 1.9 (.22) *** 1.7 (.16) *** 
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Predictors 
Coefficient 

(standard error) 

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001 
 

 Matriculation Attainment  

BLOCK 2   

Gender   

Male 1.2(.15) .75 (.7) ** 

    

Ethnicity   

(White)   

Black .6(.2) .5 (.14) * 

Hispanic .64 (.15) p<.052 .31 (.07) *** 

Asian 1.9 (.72 p<.07 .73(.2) 

Other .9(.27) .5 (.13) ** 

   

Personal Educational Aspirations  .21 (.04) *** .13 (.03) *** 

No College   

    

Child Mental Health .77(.27) .53 (.16) * 

Received Services  

 

 

Self-Concept  1.1(.1) 1.2 (.09) ** 

    

Locus of Control  1.2(.13) 1.4 (.13) p<.054 

    

Hours Spent on Homework .9 (.02) *** 1(.24) 

    

In Trouble for Breaking School Rules .77 (.09 ) * .83 (.07 ) * 

    

 

BLOCK 4 

  

Attend Religious Services Regularly  1.4 (.16) * 1.7 (.15) *** 

Yes   

   

Discuss Problems with Parents 1.1(.14) 1.2 (.11) p<.098 

Yes   

    

Discuss Problems with Counselor .83(.13) .78 (.1) p<.06 

Yes   

    

Discuss Problem with Teacher   

Yes .8(.16) .96(.14) 

    

Discuss Problems with Other Adult .72 (.09) * .72 (.07) *** 

Yes   

    

BLOCK 3   

Babysit .98(.09) .75 (.07) **  

    

Hours Worked .9 (.02) ***  .9 (.02) ***  

 




