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Abstract:

sions in an integrated manner. Method: The
objective of this study is to evaluate the psy‑
chometric properties of the Questionnaire on
Determinants of Success at School (QDSS) in
a sample of 858 secondary-school students
resident in vulnerable socio-demographic
settings from 5 Spanish cities. The ques‑
tionnaire combines items about factors that
specialist literature has significantly linked
to educational attainment, excluding those
that already have specific validated ques‑
tionnaires. Results: The principal component
analysis gave 7 factors: school environment,
relationships with classmates, personal ex‑
pectations, social capital, ITC study resourc‑
es, climate in class, and family support. The
goodness of fit indices show good properties
for the questionnaire. Conclusion: The QDSS
is an instrument that has appropriate psy‑
chometric properties for use in identifying
factors that support educational success in
secondary-school students.
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Introduction: School failure is a major
challenge at individual and social levels, ow‑
ing to its negative impact on social cohesion,
citizen participation, economic development,
and sustainability and also its impact on
health habits. Various studies have shown
the link between family socio-economic lev‑
el and educational results, to the point that
this factor has been regarded as their princi‑
pal determinant. Nonetheless, the essential‑
ly attributing school failure to the students’
milieu is only descriptive in value and could
impede the development of more appropri‑
ate responses to this challenge. A better
systemic and integral understanding of the
phenomenon might contribute to a better ap‑
proach to the problem through the develop‑
ment of new proposals for public policy and
socio-educational actions. To this end, it is
necessary to have appropriate measurement
instruments that evaluate different dimen‑
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Resumen:

Introducción: El fracaso escolar supone
un gran desafío tanto a nivel individual como
a nivel social, por su impacto negativo en la
cohesión social, la participación ciudadana, el
desarrollo económico, la sostenibilidad e in‑
cluso su incidencia sobre los hábitos de salud.
Diversos estudios han puesto de manifiesto
la asociación entre el nivel socioeconómico
familiar y los resultados escolares, hasta el
punto que dicho factor se ha considerado su
principal determinante. No obstante, el hecho
de atribuir el fracaso escolar esencialmente al
contexto de pertenencia sólo tiene valor des‑
criptivo y podría estar dificultando el desarro‑
llo de respuestas más adecuadas a este gran
desafío. Una mejor comprensión sistémica e
integral del fenómeno podría contribuir a un
mejor abordaje de la problemática mediante
el desarrollo de nuevas propuestas de política
pública y de acción socioeducativa. Para ello,
es necesario disponer de los instrumentos de
medida adecuados que evalúen diferentes di‑

1. Introduction

This study is part of a research project
that proposes a complex and systematic
approach to the phenomenon of school
success/failure in Spain and examines the
importance of the factors that support ed‑
ucational resilience in students living in
vulnerable sociodemographic settings.
School failure, as opposed to success at
school, is in itself an imprecise and ambig‑
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mensiones de una manera integrada. Método:
El objetivo del presente estudio es evaluar
las propiedades psicométricas del Cuestio‑
nario sobre Condicionantes de Éxito Escolar
(CCEE) en una muestra de 858 alumnos de
secundaria residentes en contextos socio-de‑
mográficos vulnerables de 5 ciudades espa‑
ñolas. El cuestionario recoge ítems sobre
aquellos factores que la literatura especiali‑
zada ha vinculado de manera relevante con
el rendimiento escolar, excluyendo aquellos
que ya disponen de cuestionarios específicos
validados. Resultados: El análisis de compo‑
nentes principales dio lugar a 7 factores: con‑
texto escolar, relaciones con los compañeros,
expectativas personales, capital social, recur‑
sos TIC para el estudio, clima en clase y apoyo
familiar. Los índices de ajuste muestran unas
buenas propiedades del cuestionario. Conclu‑
sión: Se concluye que el CCEE es un instru‑
mento que posee propiedades psicométricas
adecuadas para su uso en la identificación
de factores que apoyan el éxito educativo en
alumnos de secundaria.
Descriptores: éxito escolar; fracaso escolar,
educación secundaria, pobreza, validación,
cuestionario.

uous concept (Marchesi and Hernández,
2003). It normally refers to the propor‑
tion of individuals who do not complete
compulsory studies (Calero, Chois and
Waisgrais, 2010; Escudero and Martínez,
2012) although it is also sometimes used
to refer to people who fail in post-com‑
pulsory secondary education, a definition
that would more closely correspond with
the notion of early school leaving (Mena,
Fernández-Enguita and Riviere, 2010).
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The term early school leaving refers to
failure to attain level 3 on the Interna‑
tional Standard Classification of Educa‑
tion (ISCE), which in Spain corresponds
to completing post-compulsory secondary
education (baccalaureate or profession‑
al training). According to figures from
Eurostat (2015), the early school leaving
rate among people aged between 18 and
24 in Spain is 21.9%, almost twice the EU
average and one of the worst rates among
European Union members.

So, school failure, in any of its defini‑
tions, is a major challenge at individual
and social levels owing to its negative
impact on social cohesion, citizen partic‑
ipation, economic development, sustain‑
ability, and even on the development of
healthy lifestyle habits and public health
matters (Belfield, 2008; Brunello and Da
Paola, 2013; WHO, 2013). So much so,
that the European Union, in its Europe
2020 strategy commits to reducing early
school leaving to under 10% in 2016 (Eu‑

In this context, various studies have
made clear the association between fam‑
ily socioeconomic level and educational
attainment (Bravo and Verdugo, 2007;
Cordero, Crespo and Santín, 2010; Choi
and Calero, 2013; Renée and McAlis‑
ter, 2011), to the extent that this factor
is considered to be its main determinant
(Goldthorpe, 2000; Fernández-Enguita,
Mena, and Riviere, 2010; Ferrer and Al‑
baigés, 2008). However, correlation does
not imply causation and lack of qualifi‑
cations or early school leaving might be
caused by the convergence of very di‑
verse circumstances. In effect, attribut‑
ing school failure to the students’ milieu
is only descriptive and, in our view, could
hinder the development of more appro‑
priate responses to this great challenge
(Smith, 2003). Accordingly, a greater ef‑
fort to achieve a systemic and integral
understanding of the phenomenon could
contribute to a better approach to the
problem though the development of new
proposals for public policy and socio-ed‑
ucational activities (Civís and Longás,
2015; Longás, Cussó, Querol, and Riera,
2016).
One of the main difficulties in advanc‑
ing in this direction is the lack of suffi‑
ciently thorough and methodologically
appropriate studies for obtaining data,
as while there are pieces of research that
specifically gather empirical evidence
about the influence of individual (Berlin‑
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Being unable to prove you have the
minimum competences valued and re‑
quired in society causes great problems
with labour integration, thus putting
people from Spain who are in this situa‑
tion at a greater risk of social exclusion
and vulnerability resulting from poverty
(Boada, Herrera, Mas, Miñarro, Olivel‑
la, and Riudor, 2011; Gil-Flores, 2011;
Jolonch, 2008; Sarasa and Sales, 2009).
Recent data show that people with low
levels of qualifications, without educa‑
tion, or who have only completed primary
education have unemployment rates of
around 48.9% and 35.2% respectively, fig‑
ures that fall as levels of studies increases
(INE, 2015a and 2015b).

ropean Commission, 2010, 2011). None‑
theless, reaching this milestone is difficult
and requires an in-depth understanding
of the phenomenon of school failure and
its underlying causes (Brunello and Da
Paola, 2013).
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er, 2009), family (Hernando, Oliva, and
Pertegal, 2012; Jeynes, 2007), school (Fle‑
cha, 2002 and 2009), and community fac‑
tors (Hatcher and Leblond, 2001) on fail‑
ure and success at school, we were unable
to identify any quantitative research that
combines all of these dimensions.
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Starting with a review of recent liter‑
ature performed as part of this research
project (Díaz-Gibson et al., 2017) and the
first results obtained based on analysis of
life stories of students who are vulnera‑
ble and have a record of success at school
(Longás et al., 2016), the principal deter‑
minants of failure and success at school
are summarised below.
In the individual sphere, it is clear that
the intellectual capacities of each student
relate to their success at school. However,
a number of social, economic, and cultural
determinants from the family and school
settings have a direct impact on the edu‑
cability of children and adolescents, thus
limiting the weight of intelligence as an
explanatory factor for success (Bonal,
Tarabini, Constans, Kliczkowski, and
Valiente, 2010). This makes it possible to
understand that the bulk of the literature
about PISA (Calero et al., 2010; Cordero
et al. 2010; Choi and Calero, 2013; Sán‑
chez and García-Rodicio, 2006 among oth‑
ers) identifies as the most decisive vari‑
ables of success at school: a) the family’s
socio-economic level; b) coming from mi‑
nority cultures and immigrant families; c)
a high concentration (>20%) of students of
immigrant origin in schools.
Other more focused studies allow us to
expand the range of factors that are de‑
terminants of success at school for each
58 EV

individual, also determined by family
relationships. The following factors and
variables stand out:
a) Psycho-affective (self-esteem, per‑
ception of family support, positive family
expectations, personal motivations) (Car‑
penter et al., 2010; Longás et al., 2016;
Núñez et al., 2013; Renée and McAlister,
2011; Roman, Cuestas, and Fenollar,
2008; Santana and Feliciano, 2011).
b) Personality, principally the de‑
velopment of responsibility and ca‑
pacity for effort (Torres-Acosta, Rodrí‑
guez-Gómez and Acosta-Vargas, 2013)
and social competency linked to school
socialisation and the development of
social capital (Maccoby and Martin,
2006); biological ones, like a low birth
weight or poor health conditions (Ber‑
liner, 2009); and material factors such
as access to sufficient cultural and
technological resources (OCDE, 2013).
Deficiencies in these variables (García
Alegre, 2014) are more frequent in
situations of poverty because the sit‑
uation of vulnerability also shapes
the family’s educational environment,
the parents’ engagement in education,
their relationship with the school and
access to resources (Collet and Tort,
2011; Fernández-Enguita et al., 2010;
Jeynes, 2007).
Among the variables corresponding
to the school environment, education‑
al and organisational actions intended
to improve educational success stand
out, including strategies for responding
to diversity, early preventive interven‑
tion, encouraging cooperation between
teachers and promoting the school-family
relationship (Depalma, Matusov, and
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In turn, having a rich socio-education‑
al framework or community social capital,
something that is impossible if there is no
collaboration between educational and so‑
cial bodies in the community, favours ed‑
ucational success, especially in settings of
low socio-economic level (Bravo and Ver‑
dugo, 2007; Moliner, 2008; Pedró, 2012;
Pozo, Suárez, and García-Cano, 2012)
thanks to its impact on the construction of
scenarios of opportunity for learning and
social development (Miller, 2016).
Having completed our review, we iden‑
tified the need for an instrument to sys‑

tematise and unify data collection on fac‑
tors relating to success at school to be able
to relate them empirically and enable a
more holistic analysis. There are specific
validated and highly recognised question‑
naires that provide reliable information
about some of the determinants of success
identified in the literature. In the frame‑
work of our research, we consider that the
following are relevant:
a) The Hollingshead Four-Factor
Index of Socioeconomic Status (SES)
to determine the socio-economic level
(Canals, 2002: Hollingshead, 1975).
b) The European scale of house‑
hold material deprivation (Guio and
Marlier, 2013) for identifying situa‑
tions of vulnerability.
c) NEO-FFI to evaluate the re‑
sponsible personality (Costa and Mc‑
Crae, 2008).
d) VISA-TEEN (Costa-Tutusaus and
Guerra-Balic, 2016) to evaluate healthy
habits and state of health. In order to
provide a specific instrument that in‑
tegrates the other relevant factors in
the literature to complement those
mentioned above, this study aims to
construct and validate a questionnaire
intended for secondary-school students
that enables an integrated evaluation of
determinants of success at school based
on their perceptions.

2. Method
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Smith, 2009; Murillo and Roman, 2011;
Pozo, Suárez, and García-Cano, 2012;
Rodríguez, Ríos, and Racionero, 2012).
Recent studies also show the importance
of teaching quality, which includes teach‑
ing competencies, pastoral care, and the
capacity to generate a bond and positive
expectations (Hanushek and Woessmann,
2010; Rivkin et al., 2005). Some pieces of
research give special value to the bond
or the students’ sense of belonging to the
school (Archambault, Janosz, Morizot,
and Pagani, 2009; Geddes, 2010; Marcus
and Sanders-Reio, 2001). This bond that
favours success could be the result of in‑
tegration into the peer group and the pos‑
itive climate —of coexistence and work—
in the classroom and the school that the
PISA model explores, alongside the per‑
ception of support from teachers (Roorda,
Koomen, Spilt, and Oort, 2011; Santana
and Feliciano, 2011) and the construction
from school experience of expectations of
success in relation to education and study
(Pàmies, 2013). Studies based on PISA
give school resources little significance
(Calero and Escardíbul, 2007).

2.1. Sample
The sample for this study was chosen
using convenience sampling and com‑
prised 858 students from year 4 of ESO
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(compulsory secondary education) and
year one of Baccalaureate (2014-2015) at
29 schools in the following cities and their
metropolitan areas: Barcelona (32.2%),
Seville (13.8%), Murcia (22.6%), Tenerife
(19.3%), and Palma de Mallorca (12.1%).
Of these, 50.2% were male and 49.4% fe‑
male, 81.5% of them were in year 4 of ESO
in the 2014-15 academic year and the re‑
maining 18.5% were studying towards the
baccalaureate. Of the participants, 67.8%
were born in 1999, 20.7% in 1998, 9.9%
in 1997 and 1.5% between 1992 and 1996.

The average grades for the previous aca‑
demic year, provided by each school, indi‑
cated that 4% had obtained a fail grade,
27.4% a pass, 32.5% good, 24.8% very
good, and 11.3% excellent. Of the schools
in the sample, 17% (5) are in medium or
medium-high level socio-economic set‑
tings, while the others are located in set‑
tings of low socio-economic levels compris‑
ing demographics with average income
and unemployment. Table 1 shows the
frequencies and percentages of the main
demographic variables of the sample.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the sample.
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Variables
TOTAL
City
Barcelona
Seville
Murcia
Palma de Mallorca
Santa Cruz de Tenerife
Year of birth
1992-1996
1997
1998
1999
No data
Gender
Male
Female
No data
Place of birth
Spain
Outside Spain
No data
Years in the city
>15
11-15
6-10
0-5
No data

N
858

%
100

276
194
104
166
118

32.2
22.6
12.1
19.3
13.8

13
84
175
574
12

1.5
9.9
20.7
67.8
1.4

431
424
3

50.2
49.4
0.3

715
138
5

83.3
16.1
0.6

434
267
76
70
11

50.6
31.1
9.0
8.3
1.3

Variables
TOTAL
Current year
Y4 ESO
Y1-2 Baccalaureate
Average grade
Excellent
Very good
Good
Pass
Fail
Father’s level of studies
No education
Primary education completed
Baccalaureate or CFGS incomplete
Baccalaureate or CFGS completed
University studies incomplete
University studies 1st cycle
University studies 2nd cycle
No data
Mother’s level of studies
No education
Primary education completed
Baccalaureate or CFGS incomplete
Baccalaureate or CFGS completed
University studies incomplete
University studies 1st cycle
University studies 2nd cycle
No data

N
858

%
100

699
156

81.5
18.5

34
235
279
213
97

11.3
24.8
32.5
27.4
4.0

66
237
119
178
56
69
131
89

7
25.1
12.6
18.8
5.9
7.3
13.9
9.4

59
240
127
181
74
83
121
60

6.2
25.4
13.4
19.2
7.8
8.8
12.8
6.3
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Variables
N
TOTAL
858
Father’s employment status
Working
700
Unemployed
115
Retired
52
No data
78

%
100
74.1
12.2
5.4
8.3

Variables
TOTAL
Mother’s employment status
Working
Unemployed
Retired
No data

N
858

%
100

624
237
24
58

66
25.2
2.7
6.1

Source: Own elaboration.

cess; inclusion (students’ bond or sense
of belonging) in the school; relationship
of trust with classmates; student-teacher
relationship of trust; teaching model on
which the learning process is based; class/
peer group climate; family support; social
capital; and access to study resources.
All items are answered on a five-point
Likert scale reflecting how much the re‑
spondents agree with each statement (A:
strongly agree/phrase totally true, value
5; E: strongly disagree/phrase completely
false, value 1).

Table 2. List of factors and items from the initial questionnaire.
Factor (*)

Items

Personal expec‑
tations

Q13 (University studies), Q14 (Professional training), Q15 (Not continu‑
ing studies), Q16 (Future with studies), Q17 (Money without education),
Q18 (Motivation to study), Q19 (Social mobility), Q20 (Interest in learn‑
ing), Q21 (Improving society), Q22 (Obliged to study), Q23 (No alterna‑
tive to studying), Q24 (No reasons for studying), Q25 (Waste of time),
Q26 (Unable to continue studying), Q27 (Not disappointing family).

Inclusion in the
school

Q28 (Learning school), Q29 (Useful preparation), Q30 (Desire to go to
class), Q31 (Effort in class), Q32 (Interested in class work), Q33 (Unin‑
teresting subjects), Q34 (Challenge), Q35 (Feeling of belonging at school),
Q36 (Feels valued at school), Q37 (Treated well by school), Q38 (Partici‑
pation at school), Q39 (Isolated at school), Q40 (Satisfied w. school).

Relationship
with classmates

Q41 (Make friends easily), Q42 (Bullying), Q43 (Good relationship with
classmates), Q44 (Respected by classmates), Q45 (Classmates help each
other learn), Q46 (Team work), Q47 (Conflict resolution), Q48 (Help
from classmates).
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2.2. Instrument
The Questionnaire on Determinants
of Success at School (QDSS) combines
items concerning factors for which the
specialist literature has identified a sig‑
nificant link to educational attainment,
excluding those that already have spe‑
cific validated questionnaires. Conse‑
quently, in addition to socio-demographic
variables, the questionnaire we initially
designed, attempted to evaluate the fol‑
lowing determinants of success at school
(Table 2): personal expectations of suc‑
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Factor (*)

Items

Student-teacher
trust

Q49 (Value teachers’ advice), Q50 (Teachers are concerned about me), Q51
(Discuss problems w. teachers), Q52 (Teachers get angry), Q53 (Teachers
are fair), Q54 (Teachers listen), Q55 (Feel comfortable with teachers),
Q56 (Teachers use unfair punishments), Q57 (Teachers keep promises),
Q58 (Teachers respect me), Q59 (Feels valued by teachers), Q60 (Speak
openly with teachers), Q61 (High expectations from teachers).

Teaching and
learning model

Q62 (Teachers do not help), Q63 (Teachers help), Q64 (Teachers pay
attention to me), Q65 (No advice from teachers), Q66 (Teachers give
explanations), Q67 (High expectations of group), Q68 (Capacity for re‑
flection).

Climate in class

Q69 (No attention in class), Q70 (Noise in class), Q71 (Class environ‑
ment), Q72 (Start of class), Q73 (Attending class), Q74 (Attention in
class), Q75 (Homework), Q76 (Effort by classmates).

Family support

Q77 (Family-teacher communication), Q78 (Family engagement with
school), Q79 (Family supports studies), Q80 (Family encourages stud‑
ies), Q81 (Family help with homework), Q82 (Family monitors school‑
work), Q83 (Family evaluates studies), Q84 (Family pride), Q85 (Fami‑
ly-student communication).

Social capital

Q86 (Support from role model), Q87 (Neighbourhood participation), Q88
(Integration in neighbourhood), Q89 (No role models), Q90 (Value extra‑
curricular activities), Q91 (School social network), Q92 (Neighbourhood
social network), Q137 (Extracurricular activities), Q138 (Volunteering).

Study resources

Q132 (Computer at home), Q133 (Own computer), Q134 (Internet),
Q135 (Study space), Q136 (Books).

(*) The items on sociodemographic data are not included (Table 1).
Source: Own elaboration.

The final questionnaire is the result
of four stages: (1) a literature review
performed by the research team and tri‑
angulated with information obtained in
interviews with experts to identify the
aspects to consider and existing validated
instruments that measure these aspects;
(2) preparation of the first version of the
questionnaire, (3) a pilot application with
47 students to validate the morphosyntac‑
tic suitability of the items and how well it
meets the initial construct, and (4) psy‑
chometric validation of the instrument,
which is what we report on in this article.

2.3. Psychometric validation procedure
The study was carried out by applying
a cross-sectional survey design. This type
of design makes it possible to describe
a population at a given moment. It also
makes it possible to establish relation‑
ships between variables and differenc‑
es between the different segments that
make up the population (León and Mon‑
tero, 2015).
The questionnaire was distributed in
the 29 participating centres. A member
of the research team travelled to them
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to be present while it was being an‑
swered. A participation agreement was
signed in advance which established the
commitment to return the results from
each school. All students who were pres‑
ent when the study was carried out and
whose parents and/or legal guardians had
authorised their participation with a pas‑
sive informed consent document took part
in the study.
2.4. Data analysis
The following analyses were performed
with the objective of verifying the psycho‑
metric properties of the questionnaire:

The statistical analyses were per‑
formed using the IBM SPSS 23 program.

3. Results

Both the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin index of
sampling adequacy (KMO = 0.905) and
Bartlett’s sphericity test (χ2 = 17891.378,
p < 0.001) showed the adequacy of the
new factorial structure after performing
the PCA through an Oblimin rotation
using the normalised scores (Z) for the
items. The items were filtered through
independent application of three criteria:
1) eliminating items with saturations low‑
er than 0.30; 2) eliminating items whose
relevance to a given factor was conflictive
at a theoretical level; and 3) eliminating
items that reduced the internal consis‑
tency of the factor (verifying the improve‑
ment in Cronbach’s Alpha when the item
was eliminated).
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a) Analysis of the items, based on
the difficulty indices and the item-to‑
tal correlation.
b) With the objective of review‑
ing the dimensionality of the ques‑
tionnaire, a Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) was performed with
an Oblimin rotation as the factors
were partially correlated (see Table
5) as the situation of orthogonality
that would make it advisable to use
other standard rotations such as, for
example, Varimax cannot be assumed
(Thompson, 2004; Izquierdo, Olea,
and Abad, 2014). With the 88 origi‑
nal items, various factorial solutions
were tried and the one was selected
that best met the criteria for factori‑
al adequacy (factorial weight greater
than .30 and explained variance per‑
centage), and provided a high internal
consistency, alongside parsimony in
its description of the factorial struc‑
ture, interpretability and theoretical
coherence of the results.

c) Analysis of reliability of the fac‑
tors, based on Cronbach’s Alpha coeffi‑
cients for the factors and the correla‑
tion between latent factors.
d) Descriptive analysis of the re‑
sults from the sample, including a
study of the factors, considering the
mean and standard deviation, as well
as a study of the differences by gender,
years living in the city, average grade
from the previous academic year,
country of birth, and maximum level of
studies achieved by the parents. These
analyses used Student’s t-test or ANO‑
VA with unplanned comparison using
the Tukey correction according to the
type of variable.

Consequently, the following items were
eliminated: Q33 (uninteresting subjects),
63 EV
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Q34 (challenge), Q21 (improving society)
as they displayed saturations lower than
0.30, item Q88 (integration in neighbour‑
hood) that displayed similar saturations
in two factors, and item Q36 (feels valued
at school) which showed saturation in the
Relationship with Classmates factor and
because its content was not theoretically
justifiable. Following similar criteria, the
following items were also eliminated: Q89
(no role models), Q91 (social network),
Q92 (neighbourhood social network), Q14
(professional training), Q16 (future with
studies), Q17 (money without education),
Q27 (not disappointing family), Q30 (de‑
sire to go to class), Q32 (interested in
class work), Q35 (feeling of belonging at
school), Q37 (treated well by school), Q38
(participation at school), Q40 (satisfied
with school), Q47 (conflict resolution),
Q52 (teachers get angry), Q135 (space
for study). Finally, items Q20 (interest in
learning), Q29 (useful preparation), Q31
(effort in class), Q74 (attention in class),
and Q75 (homework) had similar loads in
two factors, and so were included in the
one with greater conceptual coherence.

To choose the number of factors to re‑
tain, Kaiser’s K1 criterion was rejected
(eigenvalues greater than one) as it over‑
estimates the number of factors to retain
(Izquierdo, Olea, and Abad, 2014). After
considering different criteria for retaining
factors, such as parallel analysis (Horn,
1965, Buja and Eyuboglu (1992), the scree
test (Cattell, 1966), the significance and
theoretical coherence of the factors, and
their interpretability, the final version
comprised 65 items distributed over sev‑
en factors that explain 42.91% of the total
variance, with values ranging from 17.94
to 2.91% of the variance explained by each
of them. Table 3 shows the factor weights
for each item greater than 0.30 and the
communalities. This Table shows how the
communalities of all of the items exceed
the value of .25 except in three cases:
Q138 Do you participate as a volunteer in
any body or association? (h2 = .116); Q133
Do you have your own computer or tablet
(i.e., just for you)? (h2 = .211), and Q19
With my studies I hope to obtain a better
job than my parents and family members
(h2 = .226).

Table 3. Principal component analysis of the typical scores of the 65 items,
7 factor solution and oblimin rotation.
Component
I

II

III

IV

V

VI

VII

h2

Q13 As a student, my aspiration is
to complete university studies.

-.507

.296

Q15 I don’t expect to continue
studying when I leave school.

.461

.252

Q18 I feel motivated and with
strength to continue studying in
future.

-.620

.554
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Component
I

II

III

IV

V

VI

VII

h2

-.301

.226

Q20 Learning on its own is a
good motivation for carrying
on studying.

-.397

.418

Q22 I carry on studying because
I have to.

.615

.421

Q23 I carry on studying because
I don’t know what else to do.

.488

.333

Q24 I can’t find important reasons
to continue studying.

.689

.494

Q25 In my situation, continuing
studying seems like a waste
of time.

.743

.576

Q26 In my situation, continuing
studying seems impossible to me.

.677

.500

Q28 At school I develop important
capacities and learn important
things.

-.340

.405

Q29 The classes give me useful
preparation for what I want to do
in life.

-.323

.420

Q31 I try to do my best in class.

-.326

.406

Q39 I feel isolated at school.

-.543

.442

Q41 I make friends easily at
school.

.773

.596

Q42 I often feel insulted, threat‑
ened, or harassed by my class‑
mates at school.

-.545

.442

Q43 I get on well with most of my
classmates at school.

.748

.611

Q44 I feel like most of my class‑
mates at school treat me with
respect.

.767

.652

Q45 With my classmates we help
each other to learn.

.478

.437

Q46 I am capable of working in a
team with my classmates.

.500

.442
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Q19 With my studies I hope to get
a better job than my parents and
family members.
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I
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Q48 At school I have classmates
who help me when I need it.
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II
.593

III

IV

V

VI

VII

h2
.460

Q49 When the teachers tell me not
to do something, I know they have
a good reason for saying it.

.558

.391

Q50 The teachers are concerned
about me.

.776

.615

Q51 At school there are teachers
I can speak to if I have problems.

.582

.421

Q53 The teachers always try to be
fair.

.720

.539

Q54 The teachers are always will‑
ing to listen to the students’ ideas.

.749

.564

Q55 I feel secure and comfortable
with my teachers at this school.

.796

.668

Q56 The teachers punish students
without knowing what has hap‑
pened.

-.478

.323

Q57 My teachers keep the promis‑
es they make.

.651

.439

Q58 My teachers treat me with
respect.

.693

.558

Q59 My teachers do not value me
much in class.

-.478

.378

Q60 In this school, you can talk
openly with the teachers.

.717

.542

Q61 My teachers always expect the
best of me.

.511

.412

Q62 If I fall behind with the con‑
tent for the year, I don’t get help
from my teachers to catch up.

-.471

.307

Q63 My teachers are willing to
offer me extra help in relation to
the class work if I need it.

.660

.417

Q64 My teachers realise if I have
problems understanding something.

.629

.468

Q65 My teachers don’t give me
specific advice on how to improve
my work in class.

-.440

.278
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Component
I

II

III

IV

V

VI

VII

h2

Q66 If I don’t understand some‑
thing in class, my teachers are
willing to explain it to me again in
a different way.

.639

.458

Q67 My teachers expect all stu‑
dents to make a lot of effort.

.381

.280

Q68 My teachers want us to devel‑
op our capacity for reflection, not
just memorise things.

.458

.364

-.584

.353

Q70 There is noise and disorder in
class.

-.670

.558

Q71 The environment in class
stops me working well.

-.671

.579

Q72 We don’t start working until
a long time after the start of the
class.

-.606

.479

Q73 My classmates believe that
it is important to go to class every
day.

-.481

.329

Q74 My classmates believe it is
important to pay attention in class.

-.653

.574

Q75 My classmates believe that it
is important to do their homework.

-.661

.591

Q76 My classmates make an effort
to get good grades.

-.532

.397

Q77 My family maintains smooth
communication with my teacher/a.

.483

.395

Q78 My family voluntarily gets
involved in activities and projects
at school.

.533

.396

Q79 As a student, I do not feel
supported by my family.

-.571

.396

Q80 My family encourages me to
make an effort at school.

.716

.570

Q81 When I need it, someone
from my family helps me with my
homework.

.657

.487

revista española de pedagogía
year LXXVI, n. 269, January-April 2018, 55-82

Q69 The students don’t listen to
what the teacher says.
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Component
VII

h2

Q82 In my family nobody asks
about my exams or homework.

-.551

.345

Q84 I feel like my family is proud
of me.

.629

.547

Q85 There are people in my family
I can talk to when I need it.

.722

.603

revista española de pedagogía
year LXXVI, n. 269, January-April 2018, 55-82

I

68 EV

II

III

IV

V

VI

Q86 The support of a monitor,
educator, trainer, has been very
important for me in recent years.

.364

.264

Q87 I take part in social and/or
leisure activities in the neighbour‑
hood.

.590

.383

Q90 Activities I do outside of school
help me improve as a person.

.469

.322

Q132 How many computers or tab‑
lets are there in your house?

.537

.384

Q133 Do you have your own com‑
puter or tablet (i.e., just for you)?

-.359

.211

Q134 Do you have internet access
at home?

-.422

.246

Q138 Do you participate as a vol‑
unteer in any body or association?

-.382

.161

Q137 Do you carry out extracur‑
ricular activities during the school
year?

-.544

.329

% of variance explained

17.94 5.40 5.175 4.53

3.55

3.40

2.92

Source: Own elaboration.
Note: h2 = communality. Saturations ≥ .30 are shown

The first factor is School environment.
This comprises items Q49, Q50, Q51, Q53,
Q54, Q55, Q56, Q57, Q58, Q59, Q60, Q61,
Q62, Q63, Q64, Q65, Q66, Q67, and Q68
and evaluates the student’s relationships
with the school environment, explaining
17.94% of the variance. The second fac‑
tor, Relationship with classmates, com‑

prises items Q39, Q41, Q42, Q43, Q44,
Q45, Q46, and Q48. This factor evaluates
the relationship of trust and help among
classmates, and explains 5.40% of the
variance. The third factor is called Personal expectations and comprises items
Q13, Q15, Q18, Q19, Q20, Q22, Q23, Q24,
Q25, Q26, Q28, Q29, and Q31. This evalu‑

Development and validation of a questionnaire about determinants of academic …

ates the expectations associated with suc‑
cess in study and explains 5.175% of the
variance. The fourth factor corresponds
to Social capital. It comprises items Q77,
Q78, Q86, Q87, Q90, Q137, and Q138, and
evaluates the personal relationships and
bonds that might provide access to dif‑
ferent resources, explaining 4.53% of the
variance. The fifth factor, ITC resources,
comprises items Q132, Q133, and Q134
that evaluate access to information and
communication technologies that can
facilitate learning, explaining 3.55% of
the variance. The sixth factor, Climate
in class, comprises items Q69, Q70, Q71,
Q72, Q73, Q73, Q75, and Q76 and evalu‑
ates the quality of coexistence in the peer
group, explaining 3.40% of the variance.
Finally, the seventh factor is called Fam‑
ily support; this comprises items Q79,
Q80, Q81, Q82, Q84, and Q85 and evalu‑
ates the intensity of support for study and
schooling from the immediate family and
explains 2.92% of the variance.

Table 4 displays the main results of the
analysis of the items. Specifically, their
description (using the mean as a measure
of difficulty), the item-total for the factor
correlation if the item is eliminated, and
Cronbach’s Alpha for each factor if the
item is eliminated. The Table shows that
the item-total correlations are greater
than 0.3 in all of the cases except in items
19, 137, and 138. Similarly, it shows that,
apart from item 138, in no case does the
Alpha increase if the item is eliminated.

Cronbach’s
Alpha if the
element is
eliminated

Corrected
element-total
correlation

Standard
deviation

Mean

Table 4. Result of the analysis of the items,
by difficulty indices and the item-total correlation.

FACTOR 1
Q49 Value teachers’ advice.

2.147

1.071

.539

.908

Q50 Teachers concerned.

2.199

1.061

.722

.904

Q51 Talk about problems w. teachers.

1.801

1.069

.562

.908

Q53 Fairness of teachers.

2.400

1.104

.672

.905
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The results reliability analysis (Table
5) shows that the internal consistency
of the factors of the questionnaire (nor‑
malised scores) is satisfactory. These dis‑
play values for Cronbach’s Alpha greater
than 0.8 for factors 1, 2, 3, and 6, a value
of 0.76 for factor 7, and values of under
0.7 for factors 4 and 5, with a mean of
0.77. The same Table also shows the
mean descriptors and standard deviation
for the 7 factors, as well as the correla‑
tions between latent factors.
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Q54 Teachers listen.

2.381

1.141

.658

.905

Q55 Feel comfortable with teachers.

2.027

1.003

.757

.903

Q56 Teachers use unfair punishments.

2.456

1.238

.429

.912

Q57 Teachers keep promises.

2.654

1.039

.579

.907

Q58 Teachers respect me.

1.709

.891

.695

.905

Q59 Feels valued by teachers.

2.197

1.170

.471

.910

Q60 Talk openly with teachers.

2.123

1.112

.660

.905

Q61 High expectations from teachers.

1.630

.807

.556

.908

Q62 Teachers do not help.

2.410

1.230

.454

.911

Q63 Teachers help.

2.263

1.076

.547

.908

Q64 Teachers pay attention to me.

2.374

1.053

.607

.907

Q65 No advice from teachers.

2.470

1.154

.429

.912

Q66 Teachers give explanations.

1.972

1.005

.619

.906

Q67 High expectations of group.

1.669

.841

.429

.911

Q68 Capacity for reflection.

1.713

.935

.501

.909

Q39 Isolated at school.

1.549

.956

.480

.827

Q41 Make friends easily.

1.925

1.010

.629

.806

Q42 Bullying.

1.401

.792

.427

.831

Q43 Good relationship with classmates. 1.715

.850

.643

.806

Q44 Respected by classmates.

1.837

.918

.702

.797

Q45 Classmates help each other learn.

2.176

1.013

.525

.822

Q46 Team work.

1.818

.904

.527

.820

Q48 Help from classmates.

1.740

.928

.583

.813

Q13 University studies.

3.911

1.434

.335

.804

Q15 Not continuing studies.

4.787

.716

.318

.797

Q18 Motivation to study.

4.086

.963

.602

.774

Q19 Social mobility.

4.251

.986

.244

.804

Q20 Interest in learning.

3.941

1.008

.484

.784

FACTOR 2

FACTOR 3

Cronbach’s
Alpha if the
element is
eliminated

Corrected
element-total
correlation

Standard
deviation

Mean
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Q22 Obliged to study.

3.923

1.152

.487

.783

Q23 No alternative to studying.

4.104

1.198

.412

.791

Q24 No reason to study.

4.581

.816

.532

.782

Q25 Waste of time.

4.677

.743

.563

.781

Q26 Unable to continue studying.

4.610

.816

.464

.787

Q28 Learning at school.

3.881

.944

.481

.784

Q29 Useful preparation.

3.788

1.095

.471

.785

Q31 Effort in class.

3.539

1.028

.415

.790

Q77 Family teacher communication.

2.995

1.283

.392

.582

Q78 Family-school engagement.

3.676

1.278

.417

.574

Q86 Support from role model.

2.683

1.381

.318

.607

Q87 Neighbourhood participation.

3.672

1.398

.456

.558

Q90 Value extracurricular activities.

2.290

1.219

.350

.596

Q138 Volunteering.

3.523

1.297

.209

.640

Q137 Extracurricular activities.

3.870

.933

.284

.616

Q132 Computer at home.

3.262

.889

.516

.264

Q133 Own computer.

4.712

.471

.431

.323

Q134 Internet.

4.926

.266

.336

.532

Q69 No attention in class.

2.949

.903

.399

.801

Q70 Noise in class.

2.789

1.101

.560

.779

Q71 Class environment.

3.151

1.145

.534

.783

Q72 Start of class.

3.162

1.190

.483

.791

Q73 Attending class.

3.386

1.117

.519

.785

Q74 Attention in class.

3.461

1.062

.608

.772

Q75 Homework.

3.304

1.111

.578

.776

Q76 Effort by classmates.

3.520

1.001

.473

.791

FACTOR 4

FACTOR 6
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FACTOR 5
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FACTOR 7
Q79 Family supports studies.

1.835

1.259

.420

.728

Q80 Family encourages studies.

1.575

.908

.602

.688

Q81 Family help w. homework.

2.415

1.427

.429

.732

Q82 Family monitors schoolwork.

1.847

1.205

.385

.737

Q84 Family pride.

2.000

1.123

.537

.695

Q85 Family-student communication.

1.739

1.085

.613

.676

Source: Own elaboration.

F1: School
environment.

F6

F5

F4

F3

F2

F1

SD

.915 40.59 12.52

F2: Relationship
with classmates.

.835 14.16 5.04

F3: Personal expec‑
tations.

.814 54.08 7.14 -.448** -.289**

F4: Social capital.

.634 22.70 4.94

.218** .216** -.111**

F5: ITC study re‑
sources.

.687 12.90 1.29

-.015.. -.098*.

F6: Climate in class.

.806 25.72 5.64 -.241** -.345** .147** -.078*.

F7: Family support.

.761 11.41 4.69

Source: Own elaboration.
*p≤0.05; **p≤0.01
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Table 5. Consistency, descriptors, and correlations between the factors of the QDSS.

.426**

.022.. -.118**
.022..

.386** .351** -.337** .227** -.143** -.131**
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This gives the questionnaire its final
form. It comprises 65 items in 7 factors:
a) school environment (19 items), b) re‑
lationship with classmates (8 items),
c) personal expectations (13 items),
d) social capital (7 items), e) ITC study
resources (3 items), f) climate in class
(8 items), and g) family support (6 items).
The score for each factor is obtained by
simple addition after inverting the scores
of items Q15, Q22, Q23, Q24, Q25, Q26,
Q39, Q42, Q56, Q59, Q62, Q65, Q69,
Q70, Q71, and Q72.

As for educational level when respond‑
ing (ESO, Baccalaureate), the scores are
significantly higher for the baccalaureate
students in social capital and climate in
the classroom, and are higher in ITC re‑
sources for the ESO students.
Differences can also be seen in some
factors according to the average grade
from the previous year. For students who
averaged a fail grade, their scores are sig‑
nificantly higher in school environment
and significantly lower in personal expec‑
tations. Finally, the score in factor 7, re‑
garding family support, was significantly
lower for those students whose average
grade was very good or excellent.
Being born inside or outside Spain also
generated significant differences in some

The period of residence in the city also
relates to differences regarding ITC re‑
sources. In this case, the score for those
who have spent 10-15 years there is sig‑
nificantly higher than the score of those
who arrived under 5 years ago.
As for the maximum level of studies
attained by the parents, there are sig‑
nificant differences in the ITC resources
and family support factors, although
these differences are not the same for
the educational level of their mother
or father. In the case of the mother,
ITC resources scores are significantly
higher if the mother has completed the
baccalaureate or CFGS (Higher Lev‑
el Training Cycle), while in the case
of the father the score is only signifi‑
cantly higher if they have completed
second cycle university studies. As for
family support, the differences fol‑
low a less stable pattern, especially in
the case of the mother; those students
whose mother achieved a maximum of
first or second cycle university stud‑
ies or studied for the baccalaureate or
CFGS (completed or not), obtained sig‑
nificantly lower scores in family sup‑
port than the remaining groups, while
with regards to the father’s educa‑
tion, the differences in this factor are
only significantly higher if they stat‑
ed that they do not have studies. The
parents’ employment status does not
create significant differences in any of
the factors.
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The results from comparing the groups
are shown in Table 6. Regarding gender,
there are significant differences in the
school environment, family support, and
personal expectations factors, with male
students showing significantly higher
scores in the first two, while the score for
personal expectations is greater for fe‑
male students.

factors. School environment and ITC re‑
sources show higher scores for those born
in Spain, while for the students born out‑
side Spain, family support obtains signifi‑
cantly higher scores.

73 EV

Jordi LONGÁS, Elena CARRILLO, Albert FORNIELES and Jordi RIERA

Table 6. Comparison of averages results by different sociodemographic variables.
F1

F2

F3

F4

F5

F6

F7

Gender
Male

41.83** 14.39 52.76** 22.56

12.93

25.42 11.94**

Female

39.36** 13.91 55.37** 22.88

12.87

26.03 10.88**

Year
Y4 ESO

40.95

14.30

53.89 22.44** 12.95** 25.20** 11.48

Y1 BACC.

38.99

13.55

54.88 23.91** 12.67** 28.03** 11.11

Spain

41.03*

14.10

53.97

22.73 12.97** 25.67 11.15**

Outside Spain

38.34*

14.33

54.77

22.49 12.58** 25.96 12.66**

<5

40.57

15.63

54.64

21.55 12.55** 26.84

12.39

6-9

38.26

14.35

54.92

23.46

25.96

12.96

10-15

41.62

14.52

54.35

22.57 13.02** 25.21

11.67

>15

41.00

14.95

52.65

21.57

12.76

23.33

12.05

46.32

15.01

49.61

22.39

12.67

24.89

13.02

Pass

41.45** 14.53 53.14** 22.60

12.79

25.52

11.82

Good

40.65** 14.34 53.94** 23.11

12.80

25.89

11.79

Very good

38.26** 13.56 56.10** 22.46 13.16** 25.21 10.37**

Excellent

35.55** 12.14 59.09** 22.55

Country of birth
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Years in the city
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12.56

Average grade year
Fail

12.90

24.51

8.44**

Mother’s level of studies
No education

40.42

15.09

51.85

13.18

12.32

25.85

13.72

Primary education completed

39.24

13.36

54.45

23.25

12.71

25.91

11.92

Baccalaureate or CFGS
incomplete

40.38

14.35

54.83

22.39

12.80

25.78 11.29**

Baccalaureate or CFGS
complete

39.69

13.61

54.91

22.94 13.05** 25.93 10.48**

Incomplete university studies

41.24

14.22

55.13

22.29 13.06** 25.66

University studies 1st cycle

41.45

13.27

54.18

22.29 13.05** 26.18 10.55**

University studies 2nd cycle

43.73

14.04

53.13

21.71 13.30** 25.19 10.53**
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F1

F2

F3

F4

F5

F6

F7

No education

42.66

14.93

51.81

24.42

12.63

25.29 12.53**

Primary education completed

39.41

13.69

53.74

22.62

12.68

26.30

11.63

Baccalaureate or CFGS
incomplete

40.65

14.12

54.91

23.03

12.98

25.87

11.99

Baccalaureate or CFGS
complete

39.75

13.81

54.89

22.04

13.05

25.69

10.54

Incomplete university studies

38.82

14.34

54.46

22.44

13.05

25.46

11.17

University studies 1st cycle

41.96

13.53

54.05

22.03

13.12

25.83

10.55

University studies 2nd cycle

42.96

14.21

54.21

22.27 13.20** 24.83

11.26

Working

40.80

14.03

54.15

22.70

12.99

25.59

11.36

Unemployed

40.47

14.37

53.76

22.88

12.69

25.90

11.52

Retired

39.81

13.81

53.55

21.64

12.81

25.67

11.05

Working

40.63

14.17

54.14

22.46

13.01

25.70

11.33

Unemployed

39.58

13.95

53.87

23.08

12.43

25.97

11.18

Retired

39.97

13.50

53.68

23.04

12.98

25.35

10.94

Father’s level of studies

Mother’s employment status

Father’s employment status

4. Discussion

In this study, the internal structure
and psychometric properties of the QDSS
in a sample of 858 students from year 4
of ESO and year one of Baccalaureate
(2014-15) was analysed. The analysis of
the socio-demographic variables confirms
the absence of bias and confirms that the
sample is representative of other met‑
ropolitan areas of Spain. If year of birth
is considered, 89.5% of the participants
have not had to repeat a school year and
just a 4% of them had obtained an aver‑

age grade for the year of fail. The data
point towards a common phenomenon in
secondary education: early school leaving
by students who have had to repeat a year
when they turn 16 (year 3 of ESO or first
term of year 4 of ESO). Therefore, we con‑
sider that the sample is more focussed on
success and fits well with the objective of
our research.
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Source: Own elaboration.
NOTE: F1: School environment; F2: Relationship with classmates; F3: Personal expecta‑
tions; F4: Social capital; F5: ITC study resources; F6: Climate in class; F7: Family support.
*p≤0.05; **p≤0.01

With regards to the validation of the
QDSS, after performing a non-orthogonal
PCA and weighing up different factorial
solutions, the solution with 7 factors dis‑
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played the greatest theoretical coherence
and best psychometric adequacy. Follow‑
ing statistical and rational criteria, 21 of
the 86 initially designed items were elim‑
inated, and so the final version comprises
65 items.

general evaluation of the school and the
evaluation of the relationship between
peers. In summary, feeling that the school
is useful or beneficial and good social rela‑
tions with classmates, would explain the
feeling of belonging to the school.

The version presented has good psy‑
chometric properties, providing a theo‑
retically coherent factorial structure with
acceptable reliability in the factors. Only
factors 4 and 5 obtained a low consisten‑
cy, however, they have been retained ow‑
ing to their theoretical usefulness, given
that they make it possible to consider so‑
cial capital and ITC resources for study
as potential factors in educational suc‑
cess (Bravo and Verdugo, 2007; Moliner,
2008; OCDE, 2013; Pedró, 2012; Pozo et
al., 2012).

Consequently, we believe that the fac‑
torial structure of the QDSS has a good
theoretical fit, combining in a single in‑
strument the principal factors that are
connected as determinants or precursors of
success at school according to the literature
(Longás et al., 2016). The final composition
of the instrument makes it possible to rec‑
ognise the existence of school, family, and
community determinants. The importance
of personal expectations as a driver of suc‑
cess is in itself an individual factor that is
constructed both inside and outside school
in interaction with other people (Longás,
et al., 2016). From the set of factors, it is
worth noting the recognition of the so‑
cial or relational dimension of success at
school. Therefore, while social capital as
a factor does not have a high consistency,
relationship with classmates and family
support, as well as particular school envi‑
ronment items, could add to the reflection
on this interesting construct as explaining
success at school (Coleman, 1988).

The initial questionnaire structure
had 9 factors, resulting from the theoreti‑
cal research that had been performed. Of
these factors, 6 were kept after the statis‑
tical analysis (Table 4): relationship with
classmates, personal expectations, social
capital, access to study resources (focussed
on access to ITC resources), climate in
class, and family support. And one factor
was created, which was called school en‑
vironment, that combines items from the
initial theoretical factors: Student-teacher
trust, Teaching-learning model, and In‑
clusion in the school. Although the differ‑
ences could theoretically be established, it
may be the case that students differ little
between teaching/didactic methods and
their perception of help, welcoming, and
good treatment by the teacher. On the
other hand, the behaviour of the items
from the initial Inclusion in the school
factor is clearly polarised between the

The behaviour of the factors by so‑
cio-demographic variables also requires a
brief discussion. Various studies that link
gender and success at school show that fe‑
male students have lower rates of early
school leaving and a larger percentage of
them complete higher education (Calero
et al., 2010). Our research might indicate
an explanatory factor. The determinant
factors of greater success in male students
are, with a significant difference, school

Development and validation of a questionnaire about determinants of academic …

Regarding the parents’ level of studies,
the significantly higher values in ITC re‑
sources correspond with higher levels of
education, which as well as greater sen‑
sitivity can also indicate greater economic
resources. As for family support, this is
significantly higher if the mother has low
levels of education or the father has very
low ones. It is worth evaluating whether
a greater or lesser presence of the parents
in the home has an influence on the stu‑
dents’ views of situations of unemploy‑
ment or employability difficulties that
relate to the levels of education – some‑
thing that our results appear not to sup‑
port even though other studies do (Collet
and Tort, 2011; García Alegre, 2012) – or
indirectly the influence of parents’ levels
of education on family models and the de‑
gree of development of the children’s au‑
tonomy.

The high rating of school environment
by students with low average grades could
be an implicit recognition of the school’s
assistance in their trajectory, while low
personal expectations would be a conse‑
quence of a school career with limited suc‑
cess (possible reverse causality).

5. Conclusions

Comparing Spanish students and
foreign ones reveals differences that are
difficult to explain. The high scores in fa‑
vour of the Spanish students, in school
environment and ITC resources might be
because of better integration, while high
family support in immigrant students is a
more decisive factor for people who must
integrate into a culture and educational
system different to those of their country
of origin.

The good psychometric properties of
the QDSS allow a broad and parsimoni‑
ous evaluation of what the main determi‑
nant factors are for success at school in
deprived backgrounds.
Our results must be considered in the
light of certain limitations. On the one
hand, we only have self-reported data,
something that could imply bias owing
to possible intentionality in the respons‑
es (social desirability or exaggerating
difficulties, for example). Furthermore,
the sample mainly comprises Caucasian
subjects, something that might reduce
the generalisability of its results to people
from other cultures. How success at school
is evaluated is also a limitation; the aver‑
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environment and family support, both of
which are extrinsic to the person, while
for female students the factor with signifi‑
cantly higher values is personal expecta‑
tions. This factor, which is intrinsic, could
more consistently shape success in their
school career (Torres-Acosta et al., 2013).
Something similar might explain better
results in some factors (social capital and
climate in the classroom) for the baccalau‑
reate educational level where students
have a more clearly defined pathway and
are integrated into more demanding lev‑
els that require greater autonomy and re‑
sponsibility (Roorda et al., 2011; Pàmies,
2013; Santana and Feliciano, 2011). The
characteristics of the responsible person‑
ality, not measured in the QDSS, could
explain the differences in the significantly
lower perception of family support, some‑
thing that is vital for success when there
are levels of low personal autonomy or of
psychological immaturity.
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age grade for the last completed year was
chosen as the measure of the dependent
variable for this study, although other in‑
formation such as the number of fails per
evaluation or average grades in core sub‑
jects are also used in other research and
are just as open to criticism. This decision
made it possible to have objective and reli‑
able information, provided by the schools,
in light of the impossibility of having
standardised tests of competencies for all
of the components of the sample.
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We believe that combined use of the
QDSS with the other validated instru‑
ments mentioned in this article opens up
opportunities for research into success at
school. Therefore, we offer the academic
community a questionnaire that quickly
and reliably evaluates the factors that
might decide it.

78 EV

References
Archambault, I., Janosz, M., Morizot, J. and Paga‑
ni, L. (2009). Adolescent Behavioral, Affective
and Cognitive Engagement in School: Rela‑
tionship to Dropout. Journal of School Health,
79 (9), 408-415.
Belfield, C. (2008). The cost of early school-leaving
and school failure. Washington, DC: World
Bank.
Berliner, D. C. (2009). Poverty and Potential: Outof-School Factors and School Success. Boulder
and Tempe: Education and the Public Interest
Center & Education Policy Research Unit. Re‑
trieved from http://epicpolicy.org/publication/
poverty-and-potential (Consulted on March
28, 2015).
Boada, C., Herrera, D., Mas, E., Miñarro, E., Oli‑
vella, M. and Riudor, X. (Dir.) (2011). Informe sobre el risc de fracàs escolar a Catalunya.

Col·lecció Estudis i Informes, (26). Barcelona:
Consell de Treball, Econòmic i Social de Cata‑
lunya (Generalitat de Catalunya).
Bonal, X., Tarabini, A., Constans, M., Kliczkows‑
ki, F. and Valiente, O. (2010). Ser pobre en la
escuela. Habitus de pobreza y condiciones de
educabilidad. Barcelona: Miño y Dávila.
Bravo, M. and Verdugo, S. (2007). Gestión escolar
y éxito académico en condiciones de pobreza.
Revista Electrónica Iberoamericana sobre Ca‑
lidad, Eficacia y Cambio en Educación, 5,121144.
Buja, A. and Eyuboglu, N. (1992). Remarks on
Parallel Analysis. Multivariate Behavioural
Research, 27 (4), 509-540.
Brunello, G. and Da Paola, M. (2013). The costs of
early school leaving in Europe, IZA Discussion
Paper, 7791. Bonn: IZA.
Calero, J. and Escardibul, J. O. (2007). Evaluación
de servicios educativos: el rendimiento en los
centros públicos y privados medido en PISA2003. Hacienda Pública Española/ Revista de
Economía Pública, 183, 33-66.
Calero, J., Chois, K. and Waisgrais, S. (2010).
Determinantes del riesgo de fracaso escolar
en España: una aproximación a través de un
análisis logístico multinivel aplicado a PISA2006. Revista de Educación, special number
2010, 225-256.
Canals, J. (2002). Estudi de fiabilitat i validesa
del CSI-4. Doctoral thesis, Tarragona: Univer‑
sitat Rovira i Virgili.
Carpenter, H., Cummings, C., Dyson, A., Jones,
L., Laing, K., Oseman, D. and Todd, L. (2010).
Extended services evaluation: end of year one
report. Research report, dfe-rr016. London:
Department for Education. Retrieved from
https://www.education.gov.uk/publications/
eorderingdownload/dfe-rr016.pdf
Cattell, R. B. (1966). The Scree test for the number
of factors. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 1
(2), 245–276.

Development and validation of a questionnaire about determinants of academic …
ved from http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/docu‑
ments/2995521/6787423/3-20042015-BP-EN.
pdf/b2f295ba-2e15-409c-bec9-91c4e49c5d32
(Consulted on May 5, 2015).
European Commission (2010). Europe 2020: A
strategy for smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth. Brussels: European Commission. Re‑
trieved from http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexU‑
riServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2010:2020:‑
FIN:ES:PDF
European Commission (2011). Comunicación de la
comisión al Parlamento Europeo, al Consejo, al
Comité Económico y Social Europeo y al Comi‑
té de las Regiones. Abordar el abandono escolar
prematuro: una contribución clave a la agenda
europea 2020. Brussels: European Commis‑
sion. Retrieved from: http://ec.europa.eu/edu‑
cation/school-education/doc/earlycom_es.pdf
Fernández-Enguita, M., Mena, L. and Riviere, J.
(2010). Fracaso y abandono escolar en España.
Barcelona: Colección Estudios Sociales, Obra
Social La Caixa.
Ferrer, F. and Albaigés, B. (2008). L’estat de l’es‑
ducació a Catalunya. Anuari 2006. Volum II.
Barcelona: Fundació Jaume Bofill and Edito‑
rial Mediterrània.
Flecha, R., García, R., Gómez, A. and Latorre,
A. (2009). Participación en escuelas de éxito:
una investigación comunicativa del proyecto
Includ-ed. Cultura y Educación, 21, 183-196.
Flecha, R. and L. Puigvert, L. (2002). La Comuni‑
dad de Aprendizaje: Una Apuesta por la igual‑
dad educativa. REXE: Revista de Estudios y
Experiencias En Educación, 1, 11–20.
Geddes, H. (2010). El apego en el aula. Barcelona:
Grao.
Gil-Flores, J. (2011). Estatus socioeconómico de
las familias y resultados educativos logrados
por el alumnado. Cultura y Educación, 23 (1),
141-154.
Goldthorpe, J. (2000). On sociology. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

revista española de pedagogía
year LXXVI, n. 269, January-April 2018, 55-82

Choi, A. and Calero, J. (2013). Determinantes del
riesgo de fracaso escolar en España en PISA2009 y propuestas de reforma. Revista de Edu‑
cación, 362, 562-593.
Civís, M. and Longás, J. (2015). La colaboración
interinstitucional como respuesta al desafío
de la inclusión socioeducativa. Análisis de 4
experiencias de trabajo en red a nivel local
en Cataluña. Educación XX1, 18 (1), 213-236.
doi:10.5944/educXX1.18.1.12318
Coleman, J. C. (1988). Social capital in the crea‑
tion of human capital, American Journal of
Sociology, 94, S95-S120.
Collet, J. and Tort, A. (2011). Famílies, escola i
èxit. Millorar els vincles per millorar els resul‑
tats. Barcelona: Fundació Jaume Bofill.
Cordero, J. M., Crespo, E. and Santín, D. (2010).
Factors affecting educational attainment: evi‑
dence from Spanish PISA 2006 results. Regio‑
nal and Sectoral Economic Studies, 10, 55-76.
Costa, P. T. and McCrae, R. (2008). Inventario
de personalidad NEO reducido de cinco fac‑
tores (NEO-FFI). (3rd. Ed.) Madrid: TEA
Ediciones.
Costa-Tutusaus, Ll. and Guerra-Balic, M. (2016).
Development and psychometric validation of a
scoring questionnaire to assess healthy lifes‑
tyles among adolescents in Catalonia. BMC
Public Health, 16 (89).
Depalma, R., Matusov, E. and Smith, M. (2009).
Smuggling Authentic Learning into the School
Context: Transitioning From an Innovative
Elementary to a Conventional High School.
Teachers College Record, 111 (4), 934-972.
Escudero, J. and Martínez, B (2012). Las políticas
de lucha contra el fracaso escolar: ¿programas
especiales o cambios profundos del sistema y
la educación? Revista de Educación, special
number 2012, 174-193.
Eurostat (2015). Europe 2020 education indi‑
cators in 2014. The EU is moving closer to
its Europe 2020 goals on education. Retrie‑

79 EV

revista española de pedagogía
year LXXVI, n. 269, January-April 2018, 55-82

Jordi LONGÁS, Elena CARRILLO, Albert FORNIELES and Jordi RIERA

80 EV

Guio, A. C. and Marlier, E. (2013). Alternative vs.
current measures of material deprivation at
EU level: What differences does it make? Im‑
PRovE Discussion Paper No. 13/07. Antwerp:
Improve.
Hanushek, E. and Woessmann, L. (2010). The
Economics of International Differences in Edu‑
cational Achievement. Working Paper 15949.
Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic
Research.
Hatcher, R. and Leblond, I. (2001). Education
Action Zones and Zones d’Education Priori‑
taires. Conferene Travelling Policy / Local
Spaces: Globalisation, Identities and Educa‑
tion Policy in Europe. United Kingdom: Keele
University.
Hernando, A., Oliva, A. and Pertegal, M. A. (2012).
Variables familiares y rendimiento académico
en la adolescencia. Estudios de Psicología, 33,
51-56.
Hollingshead, A. A. (1975). Four-factor index of
social status. Unpublished manuscript. New
Haven, CT: Yale University.
Horn, J. L. (1965). A rationale and test for the
number of factors in factor analysis. Psycome‑
trika, 30, 179-185.
Instituto Nacional de Estadística. (2015a). Tasa
de paro por nivel de formación alcanzado, sexo
y grupo de edad. Encuesta de Población Acti‑
va. Resultados nacionales, 1r trimestre 2015.
Madrid: INE. Retrieved from http://www.ine.
es/jaxiT3/Tabla.htm?t=6393
Instituto Nacional de Estadística. (2015b). Tasa de
riesgo de pobreza o exclusión social (estrategia
Europa 2020) por nivel de formación alcanza‑
do (personas de 16 y más años). Encuesta de
Condiciones de Vida. Series Base 2013. Resul‑
tados nacionales. Published on 26 May 2015.
Madrid: INE. Retrieved from http://www.ine.
es/jaxiT3/Tabla.htm?t=4674&L=0
Izquierdo, I., Olea, J. and Abad, F. (2014). Explo‑
ratory factor analysis in validation studies:

Uses and recommendations. Psicothema, 26
(3), 395-400.
Jeynes, W. H. (2007). The relation between pa‑
rental involvement and urban secondary
school student academic achievement: A me‑
ta-analysis. Urban Education 42, 82-110. doi.
org/10.1177/0042085906293818
Jolonch, A. (2008). Exclusió social. Dels marges al
cor de la societat. Barcelona: Fundació Lluís
Carulla-ESADE, Col·lecció Observatori dels
Valors.
León, O. G. and Montero, I. (2015). Métodos de
investigación en Psicología y Educación (5th
Ed.). Madrid: McGraw Hill.
Longás, J., Cussó, I., de Querol, R. and Riera, J.
(2016). Análisis de factores de apoyo a trayec‑
torias de éxito escolar en la enseñanza secun‑
daria en contextos de pobreza y vulnerabilidad
social en España. Un estudio de casos múlti‑
ples. Revista de Estudios y Experiencias en
Educación, 15 (28), 107-127.
Maccoby, E. and Martín, J. (2006). Socialization in
the context of the family: Parent-child interac‑
tion. In Hetherington, E. (Ed.), Handbook of
child psychology (pp. 1-101). NY: Wiley.
Marchesi, A. and Hernández, C. (Coord.) (2003).
El fracaso escolar. Una perspectiva internacio‑
nal. Madrid: Alianza.
Marcus, R. F. and Sanders-Reio, J. (2001). The
influence of attachment on school completion.
School Psychology Quarterly, 16 (4), 427-444.
Mena, L., Fernández-Enguita, M. and Riviere, J.
(2010). Desenganchados de la educación: pro‑
cesos, experiencias, motivaciones y estrategias
del abandono y del fracaso escolar. Revista de
Educación, special number 2010, 119-145.
Miller, P. (2016). Liderazgo de intermediación en
entornos complejos. Pedagogía Social Revista
Interuniversitaria, 28, 17-24.
Moliner, O. (2008). Condiciones, procesos y cir‑
cunstancias que permiten avanzar hacia la in‑
clusión educativa: retomando las aportaciones

Development and validation of a questionnaire about determinants of academic …
Scientific Evidence. Inclusive Actions for
Equality of Results. Revista de Educación,
special number 2012, 67-87.
Roman, S., Cuestas, P. J. and Fenollar, P. (2008).
An examination of the interrelationships be‑
tween self-esteem, others’ expectations, fami‑
ly support, learning approaches and academic
achievement. Studies in higher education, 33
(2), 127-138.
Roorda, D., Koomen, H., Spilt, J. and Oort, F.
(2011). The influence of affective teacher-stu‑
dent relationships on students’ school engage
ment and achievement: A meta-analytic
approach. Review of Educational Research, 81
(4), 493-529.
Sánchez, E. and García-Rodicio, H. (2006). Re-lec‑
tura del estudio PISA: qué y cómo se evalúa e
interpreta el rendimiento de los alumnos en la
lectura. Revista de Educación, special number
2006, 195-226.
Santana, L.E. and Feliciano, L. (2011). Parents’
and teachers' perceived support, self-concept
and decision making in high school students.
Revista de Educación, 355, 493-519.
Sarasa, S. and Sales, A. (2009). Itineraris i Fac‑
tors d’Exclusió Social. Barcelona: Ajunta‑
ment de Barcelona, Síndic de Greuges de
Barcelona.
Smith, R. (2003). Research and Revelation: What
Really Works. In: P. Smeyers and M. Depae‑
pe (Eds.), Beyond Empiricism: On Criteria for
Educational Research (pp. 129-140). Leuven:
Leuven University Press.
Thompson, B. (2004). Exploratory and Confirma‑
tory Factor Analysis: Understanding Concepts
and Applications. Washington, D.C.: Ameri‑
can Psychological Association.
Torres-Acosta, N.D., Rodríguez-Gómez, J. and
Acosta-Vargas, M. (2013). Personalidad,
aprendizaje y rendimiento académico en me‑
dicina. Investigación en Educación Médica, 2
(8), 193-201.

revista española de pedagogía
year LXXVI, n. 269, January-April 2018, 55-82

de la experiencia canadiense. Revista Electró‑
nica Iberoamericana Sobre Calidad, Eficacia y
Cambio En Educación, 6, 27–44.
Murillo, J. F. and Román, M. (2011). School infras‑
tructure and resources do matter: analysis of
the incidence of school resources on the perfor‑
mance of Latin American students. School effec‑
tiveness and school improvement, 22 (1), 29-50.
OECD (2013). PISA 2012 Results: Excellence Throu‑
gh Equity: Giving Every Student the Chance to
Succeed (Volume II), PISA, OECD Publishing.
doi: org/10.1787/9789264201132-en
WHO (2013). Review of social determinants and
the health divide in the WHO European Region:
final report. Retrieved from http://www.euro.
who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/251878/
Review-of-social-determinants-and-the-heal‑
th-divide-in-the-WHO-European-Region-FI‑
NAL-REPORT.pdf?ua=1
Pàmies, J. (2013). The impact of groupings in
school. Spaces of learning and sociability for
Moroccan youth in Barcelona. Revista de Edu‑
cación, 362, 133–158.
Pedró, F. (2012). Políticas públicas sobre apoyo
y refuerzo educativo: evidencias internacio‑
nales. Revista de Educación, special number
2012, pp. 22-45.
Pozo, M. T., Suárez, M. and García-Cano, M.
(2012). Logros educativos y diversidad en la
escuela: hacia una definición desde el consen‑
so. Revista de Educación, 358, 59-84.
Renée, M. and McAlister, M. (2011). The strengths
and challenges of community organizing as an
education reform strategy: what the research
says. Annenberg institute for school reform
at brown university, Quincy, MA: Nellie Mae
Education Foundation.
Rivkin, S., Hanushek, E. and Kain, J. (2005). Tea‑
chers, school and academic achievement. Eco‑
nometrica, 73 (2), 417-458.
Rodríguez, H., Rios, O. and Racionero, S. (2012).
Reframing Compensatory Education through

81 EV

revista española de pedagogía
year LXXVI, n. 269, January-April 2018, 55-82

Jordi LONGÁS, Elena CARRILLO, Albert FORNIELES and Jordi RIERA

82 EV

Authors’ biographies

Jordi Longás Mayayo is a Lectur‑
er of the Blanquerna-Universitat Ramon
Llull Faculty of Psychology, Educational
Sciences and Sports. He coordinated the
R+D on Education Success in Contexts
of Vulnerability and he is the Executive
Director of the Scientific Management
Team of the CaixaProinfancia program
at Obra Social «La Caixa». His main lines
of research focus on academic success, so‑
cio-educational networks, school manage‑
ment and teachers welfare.

Albert Fornieles Deu holds a PhD
in Psychology from Universidad de Bar‑
celona (1995) with bachelor's degrees in
Psychology (UB 1989) and Social and Cul‑
tural Anthropology (UNED 2006). He is
currently working with the Blanquerna
Foundation in the project «Research on
school success in contexts of poverty and
social vulnerability at the Spanish State
level». He also participates in the proj‑
ect «Food insecurity, weight discrimina‑
tion, eating disorders and psychological
well-being in Spanish adolescents».

Elena Carrillo Álvarez is Lecturer
at the Blanquerna-Universitat Ramon
Llull Faculty of Health Sciences, Main
Researcher of the research group Global
Research on Wellbeing (GRoW) and mem‑
ber of the Spanish Academy of Nutrition
and Dietetics. Her research focuses on:
the promotion of a healthy diet in differ‑
ent socioeconomic groups and the devel‑
opment of socio-educational governance
networks that connect social, education
and health agents, from a health determi‑
nants perspective.

Jordi Riera Romaní is Professor
of Education at Blanquerna-Universitat
Ramon Llull, in the Blanquerna Faculty
of Psychology, Educational Sciences and
Sports. He has been Head of the Depart‑
ment of Education and Dean of the same
Faculty (1996-2004), and is currently Vice
Chancellor of Academic Policy and Depu‑
ty Rector of Universidad Ramón Llull. He
is also Principal Investigator of the Con‑
solidated Research Group of «Pedagogy,
Society and Innovation with the support
of ICT (PSITIC)».

revista española de pedagogía
año LXXVI, nº 269, enero-abril 2018
Spanish Journal of Pedagogy
year LXXVI, n. 269, January-April 2018

Table of Contents
Sumario
José Antonio Ibáñez-Martín
75 years at the service of education

3

David Menéndez Álvarez-Hevia
A critical approach to Emotional Intelligence as
a dominant discourse in the field of education

7

Javier Tourón, Deborah Martín,
Enrique Navarro Asencio, Silvia Pradas
and Victoria Íñigo
Construct validation of a questionnaire
to measure teachers’ digital competence (TDC)

25

Jordi Longás Mayayo, Elena Carrillo Álvarez,
Albert Fornieles Deu and Jordi Riera i Romaní
Development and validation of a questionnaire
about determinants of academic success
in secondary school students

55

Carmen Caro Samada, Josu Ahedo Ruiz
and Francisco Esteban Bara
Kohlberg’s moral education proposal and
its legacy at university: present and future

85

Jaume Camps Bansell and
Elisabeth Vierheller
Single-sex schools in Spain: A qualitative
analysis of the reasoning and perceptions
of their principals

101

Pilar Martínez Clares and
Cristina González Lorente
Career guidance, employability, and entering
the workforce at university through
a structural equation model

119

Olga Duarte Piña
Teaching history: innovation and continuity
since Rafael Altamira

141

Josefina Sánchez Rodríguez,
Talía Cristina Morillo Lesme and
Concepción Riera Quintana
Evaluating the affective needs of adopted
children: demonstrations of psychomotor
expressiveness

157

Book reviews
Martínez, M., Esteban, F., Jover, G.
and Payá, M. La educación, en teoría
[Education in theory] (Juan Luis Fuentes).
Sarramona, J. Conservadores e izquierdistas
frente a la educación [Conservatives and leftists
regarding education] (José Antonio Jordán).
Buxarrais, M. R. and Burget, M. (Coord.)
Aprender a ser. Por una pedagogía de la
interioridad [Learning to be. For a pedagogy

of interiority] (Gema Pilar Sáez Suanes).
Musaio, M. Realizzo me stesso. Educare i
giovani alla ricerca delle possibilità
[Self-realisation: Educating young people
in exploring their possibilities]
(Carmen Urpí Guercia). Pérez-Pérez, C.
Educación en valores para la ciudadanía.
Estrategias y técnicas de aprendizaje [Education
in values for citizenship. Learning strategies
and techniques] (José L. González-Geraldo).

177

This is the English version of the research articles and book reviews published
originally in the Spanish printed version of issue 269 of the revista española de
pedagogía. The full Spanish version of this issue can also be found on the journal's
website http://revistadepedagogia.org.
ISSN 0034-9461 - Depósito legal: M. 6.020 - 1958
e-ISSN 2174-0909 Rev. esp. pedagog. (Internet)
INDUSTRIA GRÁFICA ANZOS, S.L. Fuenlabrada - Madrid

