e

CANADIAN THESES ON MICROFICHE

-

Oy
Y

THESES CANADIENNES SUR MICROFICHE

I* National Library of Canada
Collections Development Branch

Canadian Theses on
Microfiche Service

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4

NOTICE =~ =

The qualuty of this mlcrofnche is heavily dependent upon the _

quality of the original thesis submitted for microfilming - Every
effort has been madé to ensure the highest qualuty of reproduc
tion possible. :

If pages are m|ssnng contact the umvers:ty which granted the
degree. : :

' Some pages mdy have indistinct print especially if the original

pages were typed with a poor typewriter ribbon or if the umver
sity sent us an mfenor photocopy

Prevnously copyr/léhted matenals (10urnal articles, publushed
- tests, etc.) are not filmed.

.

. Fieproducfion in full or in part of this fitm is governed by the
Canadian Copynght Act, R.S.C. 1970, c. C-30. Please read
the authonzahon forms which accompany this thesas

JHIS DISSERTATION
. HAS BEEN ‘MICROFILMED
EX%CTLY AS RECEIVED

NL 339 (1. 86/09)

@

. AVIS

La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandement de la qualité
de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous avons tout fait pour
assurer une qualité supérieure de reproduction.

f

S'il manque des pages veuillez communlquer avec lunnver
sité qui a conféré le grade.

La qualité dnmpresslon de certaines pages peut lalsser a
déscrer surtout si les pages originales ont été dactylographléea

-4 l'aide 'd’un ruban usé ou si I'université nous a fait parvemr

une photocopte de-qualité mféneure

Les documents qui font déja I'objet d'un droit d'auteur (articles
de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne sont pas microfilmés.

La reproduction, méme partielle, de ce microfilm est soumise.
a la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC 1970, ¢ C-30.
Veuillez prendre connaissance des formules d autonsahon qui

" accompagnent cette thése. -

.

| LA THESE A.ETE
. MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
. +NOUS L’AVONS REGUE

" N o ¥ camdgj -



) Na rary Bibliotheque nationale -
l* of,m . - duCanada ':*F

;)" 4"~ Canadian Theses Division Drvrsron des theses canadnennes
’ . Oftawa, Canada T ' | _ ; -
K1A ON4 o - ¢ o
-PERMISSIONTO MICROFILM — AUTORISATION DE MICROFILMER
bi ¢ Please print or type — Ecrire en I8ttres moulees ou daétylographier : L o
) o ' . . - gk i S Y
" "Full Narhe of Author — Nom complet de I'auteur - i ' . . .

Warren £ Du//wp » '4@21& vied o\

Date of Brrth — Date de narssance

Country of Birth — Lieu de nal\ssance
Afwil. 9 s o CANVADA

Permanent Address — Resrdence fixe . : ' .

~.

R A ’-J‘;U/(‘/i'fcwnf ( (/‘?5/(
06 ARL oA TS Ave. -
SELE AELINT T s7I T/

Titie of Thesis — Trtre de la these

CDUAL/// o~ Sc-,s/cwdé-~.,1//‘[ 2D éﬂf’z/
|  se Ho ol /4'»41///1//

]

-

/

University — Université /o '
L YgMY s F L BeRcerg
Degree for which thesrs was presented — Grade _pour lequel cette thése fut presentee 7 ‘ -
+ Year this .dégree conferred — Année‘d'_obtentiori de ce grade Name of Supervisor — Nom du directeur de these .

(783" e | HaxvEy  Zwgle
. . . - . ; “* 7 7

*

-

. Permrssron is hereby granted to the NATIONAL LIBRARY OF‘ 4 L autorigation est, par Ia- présente, accordee a Ia BIBLIOTHE

- CANADA to mrcrofrlm this thesls and to lend or seII coples of - QUE NATIONALE DU CANADA de microfilmer cette thése et de
‘the film. o o , - © préter ou de vendre des. exemplalres du film. ,
The author reserves other publrcatron rlghts and nerther the L'auteur se réserve les autres droits’de publication; ni la thése
thesis nor extensive extracts from it may be printed or other- - " .ni de longs extraits de celle-ci ne doivent étre imprimés ou .
wise reproduced wrthout the author 6 wrrtten permrssron . autrement. reprodurts sans I’ autorrsatron écrite de l'auteur.” - -
13

<

Date Slgnature

it <

- \ N . - .
. ‘ B . \

NLoT (/77 - ! S _ L S




B

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

. QUALITY CF SCHOOL LIFE
AND EARLY' SCHOCL LEAVING

oo

& ‘/’ '\ ) .
L N : ) \ .

: . ' A THESIS
IN PARTTAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIRE
‘.. CF DOCIOR OF PHILOSOPHY.

EAN

DEPARIMENT OF EDUCATIONAL, PSYCHOLOGY

[

EDMONTON, ATBERTA
FALL, 1983




vTHEfUNIVERSITY'Qf*ALBERTA- “
» . .‘ ) ~

b RELEASE PORM

mmowwmm-‘mme mMmmm'
"TI’I'LE OF THESIS QUALITY OF SCHOOL LIFE AND

<

FARLY SCHmL LEAVING e

~

DHlREE F‘QR WHIQi THESIS‘W\S PRFSEN‘I'ED PH. D
YEAR ’I'HIS DEGREE GRAN'I'ED 1983 |

o oPermLssmn is hereby granted to THE UN
ALBERI‘A LIBRARY to reproduce smgle \
: thesm ard to lend or - sell such 00p" s for prlvate,_,
f ,,.scholary or sc1ent1f;,é research purposes only

_ The author reserves other publlcatlon rlghts, “and

nelther 4 he the51s nor extensive extx:acts fran it may be

e ‘prmted or othermse reproduced w1thout the author’ .S

~written E«.L’IﬂlSSlOﬂ. : “« : o )

 ‘Walter E. Pawlovich

2506 Arlington Avenue
| Saskatoon, Saskatchewan .
Dated Junz 16, 1983

N



Ay

- THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

. i
e . b

FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH

The under51gned certify that - they have read, and = ¥

. reoarmend to the Faculty of Graduate Studles and Research

for acceptance, a the31s entltled "Quallty of School Llfe and
Early SChOO L Leavmg", subnltted by Walter Edward Pawlovlch S

1n partlal fulfllment of the requlrements for the degree of_ e

v L |
Date: 16 June 1983 o



s

This thesis is dedi

and Andrew Pawlovicb ‘

A}
. ! -
"
N .
.
-
- ©
’1 ~ )
v
-
.
v
a
o
.
-
.
N
A
‘

DEDICATION
o |

cated to my

two children, Jill

~
L 4
[
“.
4
Al
‘i *
-~
.
- .
NS
N
'
-
l '
B
<
L -



| - . r 0 Y
/
This study 1nvestlgated the dlfferences in. the perceptlons of

[
4

Quallty of School Life (QSL) among students from schools classified as
_hlgh, medium and lOw early school leavmg schools Elghty-mne early
'» _school leavers and elghty-One stay—ms ccmpnsed the sample for .the *
‘.emplmcal portlon of thls study o The Wllllams and Batten (1981)
" adapted versron of Quallty of School L1fe Questlonnalre, relabelled \th
Student Sl)rvey (Form A) was’ admlnlstered to ‘the subjects A A
multrvarlate (MANOVA) and umvarlate (ANOVA) analysxs of varlance
involvmg a flxed two factor crossed de51gn dld not prOduce any .
._s1gn1f1cant dlfferences in any of -the status or level factors. |
As supplenentary data, 70 early school leavers, thelr parents, N
'teachers and age-mate stay—ms were 1nterv1ewed The 1nterv—1ew data
- » seemed to corroborate the. QSL flndlngs. No dlfferences among the three . )
:'groups on attltudmal, self esteem, mterest, and commtment varlables -
| '-were dlscernlble. It is 11kely that the hawgenelty of the samples may
"i: _}"be the reasons why no dlfferences on the QSL or the 1nterv1ew data were -
E ﬁobtamed All four of the 1ntefv1ew groups crted school related ‘r
. _.'factors as the major reason for leavmg school early : A mlsmatch o
, between ‘the school env1ronment and courSe offerlngs and the students' ~.~‘
: educatxonal and personal 1nclmat10ns appeared to account for the g

’Astudents early departure frcm secondary school A plea for mproved

teacher-pupll relatlonshlps, more pupll servrces and alternatlves to

e 5

i "'academlcs was ev1dent frc.m all four groups Teachers and prmcrpals

B revealed a desue for more parental ccmnumty—govermnental support in |

: _order to enhance the quality of educatlon 1n thelr schools. R

Cee gy . o v R SRR
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CHAPTER 1
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
A. INTRODUCTION

The phenamenon of students leaving school early is not new.

Concerns about the early school leaver began to appear in the

llterature in the ear y 1950's. - The major causes and reasons given for
students leaving high school in the 1930's were prnnarlly related to
socio~econamic structures of our 5001ety, Smce the socm—econam.c '

structures of our society in the 1980's are dlfferent frcm that of the

' 1950 s, it is 1mportant to ascertaln whether or not the causes and

reasons glven by students leavmg hlgh school prlor to graduatlon have

changed In addltlon to socxo—eooncmu: changes there have been many '
changes pertamlng to the general school orgamzatlon as well as the
functioning of 1nd1v1dual classroams.. . Among recent educatlonal

changes, the ma]or changes have been 1n currlcular phllosophy and

. content, admmlstratlve pr1nc1ples and procedures, classroan management
s technlques and methods of meetlng 1nd1v1dual dlfferences in learnlng

styles and cognltlve abilities, How are these changes percelved 'by

students’> ‘What are the effects of these changes on {the quallty of -

school life? To answer. these and related questlons 1t seems lmportant
to 1nvestlgate students' perceptlons regardlng the reasons and causes
for early school leavmg. These f1nd1ngs may assmt school personnel
and those who provide for the publlc educat,lon, taxpayers, with® a

better appre01at10n of the early leaving phencmenon. Also, scme ways
“and means can be sought to address thlS issue properly. S -- _ L % .

A recurrmg theme in- the llterature about school env1ronments is

that schools dlffer alcng same global dlmensmn varlously deflned as



) .

* A

o ""cl‘imate" "feel", or""tOne" A recent outgrowth o ,; © he contextual

I effects studles has been the develépment of the- "quallty of scnool

RN

I

-Iife" concept. Further research 1s requ1red to ELS?].V& the mportance

. of ‘this concept and to - determme whlch aspects of the school

envirorment are particularly problematlc for studeqts.

Whether one a351gns the respon51b111ty to the 1nd1v1dual who
leaves school before grade 12 canpletlon or to the school env1ronment ' '
the student leaves, the fact reralns that the phencmenon of early
school leaving is symptanatlc ct sonethlng gone wrong.’ Thls study was,

de51gned to determme the status of. the "quallty of school llfe" as a.

functlon of the early school leavmg situation,

Prev1ous research on early school leavers palnts a rather glocmy

Splcture. The early school leaver is. seen as a student who has

rd

experlenced d1ff1cult1es in learmng from prlmary school on to hlgh

‘ school and often has had repeated fallures (Bachman, Green, &

ertanen, 1971) . The early school leaver has rarely been involved in |
extra—currlcular school actrv’ tles (Cervantes, 1965) and has often been-~ -
a dlSClpllne problem (Nachman Getson, & Odger, 1965) The typical
early school leaver cames fran a large famly, scmetunes a broken one, |
and frcm a low socm—eoonamc background (Bachman et al., 1971), whlch o o
does not foster- hlgh aspirations (Bledsoe 1959) T e early school e
leaver has low self-esteem (Whitmore & Chapnan 1969) and feels |
1solated -and allenated (Schrelber, 1966) B N d

A few studles of early school leavers have uncovered scme positive
features assoc1ated with early school leavmg One longltudlnal study
found that many early school leavers earn more money and show more

leadershlp ab111ty than do graduates (Cambs, & Cooley, 1968) - Another

.



survey fQund that early school 1eavers had p051t1ve feellngs about

: further educatlon and were 1ntend1ng to oontlnue (erght Hlndele, &

Goldsteln, 1973) However, the overall plcture of. early school leaver,s
is' that of aimless and allenated 1nd1v1.duals. | |

In prevloua studles it has becane clear that .no s1ngle nreason can
account for' early schdol leav1ng but that the phenanenon s due to an

1ntrlcate canbmatlon of socxal educatlonal and econamic variables

: (Greene, 1966 Peebles, 1973 Kumar Padro, & Watson, 1977).

Sane social- factor;s whlch may predlspose the student to. early

school leavmg may include 1nd1v1dual tralts such as the student may be

* older than his classmates (Greene, 1966), and he may be markedly

‘ dlfferent fran hls pee/s in 1nterests, ‘socio-econamic status, physxque,

L]

mdlcated that they belleve a fallure to ach:.eve academlcally, a low

. national orlgm and/or personallty characterlstlcs (Zeller, 1966)

Also, farnlly—related varlables such as the level of educatlon and the
type of employment of hlS parents, the size of the fanuly and attltudes o

of parents toward educatlon “may contrlbute sxgnlflcantly to a dec1510n

f ‘the potential early school Leaver to leave (Greene, 1966; Zeller, T

f

1966 Peebles, 1973) o
-The meortance of educatlonal or school related factors must also-_

be ser;.ously con51dered Zeller (1966) and Greene (1966) have

readlng ablllty, falllng grades and mregular attendance are among '

: /T
prnnary predlctors of early school leavmg Coupled w1th and possibly -

as a result of these 1nfluences, Cervantes (1965) and Greene (1666)

3uggest that attltudes reFlectmg a general lack of 1nterest in or o

»

dlssatlsfactlon w1th SChOOl and/or antagomsm tward teachers and

wadnlnlstratwon may also be key factors o



_In addition, economic conditions such 'as low. incame, 'and
indiy_idual or family financial problems may elther necessitatelor
provi\de a con\{enient excuse for kstudent‘s 't':o leave school to s'eelg'_ot-:her
'-"types of activities (zeller, 1966; Kumar,, Padro, & Watson, 1977). ' '

These factors should not be regarded as separate entitles, rather the
| motJ,vatlon behind a student leav:Lng can be more accurately viewed as an
interaction amorg various variables- (Archer 1978) ' '

While few educators would dlsagree that a satlsfylng school
e><per1eme is more desuable than an unhappy one, student satlsfactlon
‘has generally been treated as a varlable i.\};)rtant malnly fOr 1ts
academic oonsequences. 5 Pos:.tlve attltudes toward schodl have been .
"con51dered J.mportant only for thelr assoctation w1th academlc success
(Jackson, 1968) Recently several researchers have dlscussed student
reactlons to school as a separate outca'ne of schoollng (Jencks, Smlth
,Acland Bane, Cohen, Glntls, Heyns, & Mlchelson, 1972; Mayeske, Wlsler, B
' .-Beaton, Wemfleld Cohen, Okada, Proshek, & Tabler, 1972 Sllberman, '-}
1970) . Several mnovatxons in school, organlzatlon \na\e resulted in
: educators beccmmg aware of student reactlons to school; \One of the

'most often c1ted observatlons in the descrlptxve llterature onkn\
"classrocms 1s that the students ! appeared" happler, more 1nvolved in-
' thelr work and more posrtlve toward thelr teachers (Central AdVJ.sory

‘ _" Council for Educatlon, 1967 Weber, l97l) " An 1ncreased mterest in
studfnt satlsfactlon, as an outcome, as a functlon of env1rormental
modifications has resulted m several researchers attemptlng to
"conceptuallze, deflne and ‘measure the quallty of school life."
Wllllams and Batten (1981)\noted that observers of schools have .

~ often comnented that schools vary ‘a great de‘al in the quallty of. )



environment— they 'offery their students For example, Jencks, et al
(1972) observed and concluded that’ "scme schools are dull, depressmg,
" even terrlfymg places, while others are llvely, canfortable, and
. reasssurlng" (p. 256). Followmg up on thls notion, Epstein and |
McPartland (1976) and Williams and Batten (19‘5.;1‘) identified this -
concern with the “quallty of school life." R |
B The Williams and Batten (1931) model of quallty of school life is
characterlzed by a number of feelings and experlences of students |
| Students at school experlence a feellng of gener well—belng, captured
by notlons ~of "enjoyment" "€eeling great" "belng happy",‘ f1nd1ng : ..‘
'"learnlng 1s a‘ lot of fun"‘ and. "llklng to be there". They also ‘
experlence feellngs of negatlv affect at school- the experlences of
depre551on, lonellness, of bemg upset, and of being restless "In_
addltlon to general and negatlve affect, Wllllams and Batten (1981)
’ maintam that students also experlence feelmgs of well-bemg in regard e
to“four general dcmalns of the. ‘school experlence. F1rstly, feellngs of
status whlch are apparent in students' school expenences and are-

derlved malnly fran others to the extent that others "look Up to",

"thmk a lot of", "have confldence m", and “seek the help of" .80 that

- he/she feels J.mportant and experlences feellngs of well-bemg 1n thelr '

danam. | Secondly, schools also prov1de for feelmgs of 1dent1,ty when
B they make prov1sxon ln thelr soc1allzat10n structures for students to o
 learn "to get along w1th other people ' "accept people as they are" ,’.'

5 and "know, learn and understand themselves".: Thlrdly, teacher-student

B 1nteractlon occup1es the major portlon of a student's school day. The
quallty of th1s mteractlon ought to ‘be a matter of concern to students |

‘and an mfluence on thelr well-bemg The meanlng gryen to th].S danam .
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centers on the equlty of thlS 1nteractlon 1n the sense that teachers
_are falr and ]uSt in thelr feellngs toward students The remamﬂg,

) danaln is represented within the gpp_qrtumtﬁ dmensxon. This danaln_'

\

follow. These arefcaptured in notions of doing well enOugh to be

- refers to students_'_ feellngs,of /,‘cqnpetence* the»opportunit'ies.that_
- successful, reachmg "a satlsfactory standard" \knowmg the. "sorts of
) thlngs I can do well" and knowmg "how to cope wlth work" ' .

: Wllllams and Batten (1981) have developed af questlonnalre whlch
't'hey clalm measuses su( dlmenSJ.ons of the quallty of . school llfe,
"dlmensmns grounded 1n an exp11c1t theory and supported by data that -
suggest each has emplrlcal as well as theoretJ.cal valldlty |

- .  B. THEORETICAL RATIONALE

9.

L Studles regardlng OOntextual effects upon the educatlonal

fexperlences of students have been confusmg and contradlctory in the1r

£indings, Several educators Boyle, 1966; Ccleman et al., 1966;. Mchlli-'
& Colenan, 1965— Michael, 1961 O'Neill; 1978) have malntalned that a
.4pos1t1ve school env1rorment is oonduclve to student attalrment of thelr ,
'educatlonal goals. On the other hand Hauser (1969), Mchll Meyers, 3
'"'and RlQSby (1967). Myer (1970), and Nelson (1972) clalm that the ;;i.f,
magnltude of school env1rormental effects are negllglble. ' A recent

,'outcane of the oontextual effects studles has been the developnent of

o the quallty of school llfe" concept.‘ Further research is requ1r8d t° S

'_'-"resolve the lmportance of thlS ooncept and to determme Wthh aspects .

U of the school env1rorment are partlcularly problematlc for students.

5 The llterature does not. appear to 1nd1cate that there has been any

: attempt to correlate quallty of school 11fe dlmensmns w1th the ;

V_: .1nc1dence of early school leavmg A purpose of thlS study was to -



investigate the rates of early school leavmg as a funtlon of the
student S perceptions of quallty of school life.

When one examlhes the early school leav1ng rates, it becames

- obv10us - that sg___i;hffer_mnthexr student retentlon ratlos " There -

appears to- be a pauc1ty of research as why rates dlffer frcm school to

school. It ,has already been pomted out that individuals attending
~ schools differ in: famlly background academlc ablllty and personal

characterlstlcs ‘which may account for dlfferentlal early school 1eav1ng" ‘

/
rates. . Another plau31ble explanatlon worthy of cons1deratlon 1s that

rates may be related to s,tudents' perceptlons of thelr quallty of

- school life. 1f schools dlffer in the quallty of- school lJ.fe as B

o percelved by students, then 1t should loglcally follow that schools ‘

with low dropout rates should have students that percelve thelr quallty'
of schooi3 life to: be better than schools with medlum or hlgh early

school leav1ng ratlos

o One mlght speculate whether students perceptlons of the1r quallty E

. r};of school lffe change over a perlod of t1me Several researchers
> (Watson, 1975 Archer, 1978 Relch & Young 1975) reported that
| - students often regret havmg left school early and that thelr 2
L -:v perceptlons of the educatlve process change after they have had
experlenced out of school act1v1t1es on a full ‘time bams.; Perhaps j |
duratlon of t:Lme out of school may be related to changes 1n p.erceptlons‘v. .‘;
E ,Tearly school 1eavers have of theJ.r quallty of school llfe. If thls 1s» -

: true, r then students who have been out of school for a con51derable

per_lod of tlme would tend to percelve retrospectlvely the quallty of

'vschool llfe more favorably than those who have been out of school for a

sho:t tlme . ' . R :.



Anothe? relevant research .question is, do /early school leavers
 differ in their perceptions of quality of school life_as compared to
their characteristically 'similarv ac_je-tmates? It has been',noted by
several .’researcher's that sdne students leave school ‘while some
characteristically similar age-mates remain, Is 1t p0551ble that the‘
stay-ins percelve thelr quallty of school llfe more - pos1t1vely than the ‘
students who leave early? ‘
‘C. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The purpose of this study was to determlne the reasons students

'leave school prlor to grade 12 canpletlon and the c1rcumstances -
surroundmg that dec1510n. The primary focus of this mvestlgatlon was
_on the quallty. of life in schools as ‘this .was perceiyed'by students.

, Thewmaln objectlve of this study was to determme whether the- student'
perceptlons of thelr quallty. of school llfe is related to .their
decxslons to termlnate thelr hlgh school educatlon prior’ to grade 12 __
ocmpletlon. It 1s proposed to sharpen the early school leavmg issue
1tself and to better understand its varlous aspects and
o 1‘nterrelatlonsh1ps. " Five %unensmns of quallty of school llfe were -

t measured and correlated to the 1nc1dence of students leavmg school _
prlor to grade 12 oanpletJ,on. _ | | R

| Thls study was prlmarlly an emplrlcal study Wthh tested the :
followmg null hypotheses. ' o |

Null Hypothems l There will be no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences 1n

the perceptlon of quallty of school 11fe for students frcm schools
cla551f1ed as hlgh, medlum and low early school leaver schools. | )

| : Null Igypothesm 2: There :w1ll be no sxgnlflcant dlfferences m
perceptlon of the quallty of sch:;ol life among students that t‘iave left . :

P
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school prior to grade 12 campletion and their age-mate stay-ins within

the«same school .

Null HYpothesis 3: There will be no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in

£

' perceived quality of schdol life between.students who had left school

prior to grade 12 canpletlon £or a duratlon of less than six months as
_cxnmared to students who had left school prematurely for a duratlon of
more than elght months | B

In addltlon to the emplrlcal aspect of the study, supplementary~‘
'llnformatlon regarding early school leavers was obtalned by 1nterv1ew1ng
! sample of early school leavers, their parents, teachers, ptlnc1pals
and students who are characterlstlcally similar to school leavers but‘
are presently attendlng school ThlS portlon of the study dealt with
perceptlons, attltudes and oplnlons regardlng early school leavrng as
perceiGEd and stated by the, various groups. Spec1flcally,»the '
follow1ng questlons were addressed . j - S ~

1. What are the reasons and condltlons surroundlng the dec151on
to- leave school prematurely° | | |

2. What are the early school leavers"attltudes towards school’

'3{ What are the early school leavers stated perceptlons of
parental attltudes toward and anvolvement in the' decisionpto leave

_, ER

SChOOl? ) : q

L

What was the nature and level of peer 1nfluence on the "early'_

L
N

'Aschool leavers"?

' 5, What are the "early school leavers" percelved future goals and,

- l‘asplratlons regardlng themselves?

| 6 What are the . perceptlons of prlnc;pals, teachers, parents and RO

: students regardlng the early school leaving 1ssue°'
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7. What was }the nature and extent of dlﬁferences between students
\
who are srmllar characterlstlcally to early school leavers but who

- remaln in school"

b DEFINITIONS OF TERYS W
.-
Early school leaver.. For the purpose to this study, an early

" school- leaVer v . -‘x\ . i SR
t ' ’ ' '
4

1

v .« . is a pupil who leaves school for _any reason
except death, before-. graduation or oanpletlon of a
program of study without transferrmg to another school, -
The term early school leaver is used to designate those .

- secondary school: pupils 'who . withdrew fram Public. -
Secondary * school membership within ‘the last two years - -

- and who were deficient' at least  one year or . eight =
classes of grade twelve campletion. ' Such: an individual
will be considered an early .school leaver. whether his ., -

. .leaving occurs during or between. regular school - terms, o
-whether ‘his leaving occurs before’ or after he has passed .

. the .campulsory school atténdance age,. and, , where .

. applicable, whether or not he has " campleted. a mmlmum

v requlred amount of. school work (RelCh & Young, 1975)

ThlS study d1d not regard early school leavers as hav1ng fully
termmated thelr educatlve processes. | Instead, 1t v1ewed early school
dleavers as 1nd1v1duals who have presently ceased attendlng any publlc
' secondary school They may not be "droppmg out" as such, but may be
'.; transferrmg to another act1v1ty other than publlc seoondary educatlon.

: Thls study has purposely av01ded the use of the term "dropout" because of

,1ts poss:.ble amblgmty and negatlve oonnotatlon. However, the term

| dropout is used m the llterature rev1ew due to the fact that many
researchers have referred to the" early school 1eaver as a "dropout "

Quallty of school 11fe has been conceptually defmed 1n the

: ‘_theoretlcal dlscussmn of- thlS study An operatlonal deflmtlon of the‘f.» :

b 'quallty of school life was con51dered as the measure obtalned by the 25 }

odd numbered 1tems on the Student Survey Form (Form A) (Appendlx A) and
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the Students in School Survey Form (Form: A) (Appendlx ). . R
’ ‘Schools were clas51f1ed accordlng to thelr 1980/81 early school
7 le‘avmg rates, the cla551f1cat10n levels were: termed as bemg hlgh, medlum_‘ :

., or. low level schools

ngh level schools wer‘e those schools whlch were reported by the

: Department of Educatlon to have had early school leavmg rates between 46%

to 20%.for the 1980/81 school year

/
o

Medlum level schools were. those schools wthh were reported by the

: Department of Educatlon to have had early school leav1ng rates between 19%
'.'_to 10% fram the 1980 -81 school year. o

Low level schools Were those schools whlch were reported by the ‘

. Departmenb of Educatlon to have had early school leavmg rates betw

?hand 08 for the 1980/81 school year.. RS
z—-l were those students whlch _were experlencmg sane acadenlc
: dlfficultles 1n school and dlsplaymg smllar behav1ors and attltudes '\\“\*

LN

towards school as_thelr early school leav1ng classmates dld prlor to their -
| %leavmg The smllar behav1ors and attltudes mcluded sk1ppmg classes?

dlsmterest in school and devotmg a mlnunum effort towards ach1ev1ng
| acadenuc success. SRR e . AR 5’ |

e R
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| REVIEW’OF THE LITERATURE s o
- Two separate, but related toplcs are addressed in this rev1ew of
' r.llterature., The flrSt part deals with . the conceptuallzatlon,
._ defmltlon and measurement oﬁ an aspect of schoolmg that is referred
t:o as "qualJ.ty of school llfe.'_f. The second part of theﬁewew focuses |
upon the research studles that‘ pertaln to the 1ssue of early school

' A RESEARCH RELATIVE TO QUALITY\OF bcnoon LIFE
| Much of what 1s known about the quallty o% schodl llfe" appearsfliff
-to have evolved as a result of studles of student learnmg, malnly as |
an mterest m non—cognltlve influences on achlevement (W1111ams & |
-' ":.Batten, 1981) Motlvatlon and ablllty have always been con51dered as:f
- }part of the achlevement determmers and student attltudes to school, -
‘ '-'_teachers or courses have been buxlt 1nto these models m attempts to S

= 1solate the motlvatlonal ccmponents of achlevement (Wllllams & Batten,n

e 1981) The essence of thls argument 1s that students who are. happler g

e ;]'_more enthu51ast1c, more engaged m/ llfe w1th1n schools are l1kely to o

3 ".: scale developed for use 1n the oross—natlonal st res on educatlonal :
“#achievement, the Internatmnal Educat1onal Achle\?l nt (IEA) studles :
Aﬁappear to reflect thlS argument (Husen, J,967) However, Epstem and
g ;.McPartland (19'}6) pomt out that there has been llttle syste.matlc study
"'.of the aspe?ts of school llfe‘that evoke those feelmgs, probably
; because the quallty of students' school lrves is seen more as a means
. f"ﬁto an end rather than an end 1n 1tself _' / |

Studles of JOb satlsfactlon are oatmon 1n the educatlonal

B "1- r’ .
',_1



admlnlstratlon llterature where the prlmary concern has been w1th the R
'quallty of teachers' school llves (Holdaway, l978) \Thls Same-
llterature also reflects a concern W1th the organlzatlonal cllmate of
'schools as reflected malnly in teacher atti s, and the relatlonshlp

. of thlS clnnate to orgamzational effect1veness/eff1c1ency The

::_research on. orgamzatlonal clunate of schools 1s ultlmately

ratlonallzed in terms of 1ts effects on. student achlevement. The '

o . e

B 'prlmlpal Justlflcation is that teachers who are happler and in oo

'agreement w1th the1r prlncipal w1ll functlon more effectlvely 1n thelr'uf
: teachmg role %nd the school as an Organlzatlon will’ run smoothly .

(Wllllan‘s & Batten, l981) B S

_l The Quallty of Students' School lees A','
o The quallty of students' ' 11ves 1n school have been studled

"‘.-;l'.prunarlly frcm one of two perspectlves. . One of these appr:oaches

o 'pertalns to school cl:Lmate studles whlch 1nvolves the collectlon of

e perceptions uregardmg 1ndiv1dua1 values, bellefs, and school behavxors. o

e ,These dlmensmns characterlze oollectlve v1ews regardmg the

mv1rorment under exammatlon, Wthh typically have been school or

) ',classroan env1rorments. The seoond approach refers to attltude studles g

N whlch tend to focus on mdividual varlatlon 1n feelmgs about SCh°°1

,'BOth Perspectlves work from 1nd1v1dual level data in t:he f].rst; 1n8tan: R

L :f'}"f;.whlch lS later translated 1nto a oollectlve or a global measure. - :I

School Clunate

Smce the 1ate l950's a vanety of educatlonal researchers w1th a S

varlety of theoretical perspectlves have attempted to oonceptuallze, L e

defme and measuie sane global dnnensmn varlously 1dent1f1ed as

""cllmate ;o "tone ' "feel" ' One of t;he earllest was the Pace and Stern,-', w
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(1958) work on psychological characteristics of cc’,lege environment
based on Murray's (1938) needs-press theory of personalitiz development.
In 1963 Halpin and Croft publlshed their work on the crganizational
cl:.mate of schools in the form of t:he well-known OCDQ with its eight
dimensions of school 'climate, as seen by teachers dlsengagement,
"hlndrance, esprite, intimacy aloofness, thrust prcduction, emphas:.s
and consideration. = Stern extended his earlier work on college
environment to develop the High School Characteristics Index (HSCI) as
a means of "object_ively" assessing the climate &f ,individua_l schools
throughA student “/’/ perceptions, using 30 scales such as
Abasernent—Assurance, "Deference-Restiveness, I‘Iarcissisrn, and
Sensuallty-Purlt:anlsm (Stern, 1970). Moos and assoclates generalized
, their interest /1n the characterlzatlon of work environment to include a
~ . Classroom En‘/ronment scale (Moos & Trickett, 1974) which oanprlses
nine sul;scales. involvement, afflllatlon, teacher support, task
orientation, ‘ccmpetition, order and organization, rule clarity, teacher
control, and innovation. Moos (1978) later developed a five-fold
'typology of classroars using these measures and related them to-
measures of ‘student satlsfactlon with llfe in the classrooms, teachers,
| ocourses and other students. RPN ;

ISeveral researchers have studieﬂopsycholocical clﬁtates and
their effects in classrocms (Anderson,_l%8 Insel & Moos, 1974 Moos
1973; Moos & Insel, 1974; Schultz,‘1974 1975 1979 . walberg, l968a,
1968b; Walberg & Ahlgren, 1970; Walberg & Anderson, 1968) They have_»
found that there are many correspondences between spec1f1c climate
dimensions and cognitive and affectlve behav1 s in the classrocn

Although the results are sarewhat amblguousv with respect to_,cognltlve

L)
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behavior, in terms of affective?behavior, same conclusions have bgen
reached which suggest that different learning envir‘onments are
desirable according'to the different needs of students -(Buchanan;
'1981) . }

 The stud? of sociopsychological climates rbegan with the
developnent of the Learning Envirormment Inventory (LEI Anderson, 1973)
and then later the Classrocm Environment Scale (CES; Moos & Trlckett,
1974). The above two lnstruments were later developed into The Adult-
Classroam Cllmate Scale (ADUCCS) (Buchanan, 1981), which is cbmprised
of eight dunen51ons of classroam climate: - traditional . teaching, open
teaching, plvanning—teaching,ﬁ personal develognent, affect,
relationship, cognitive esnphasis, and structural factors. The ADUOCS
requires students and teaé:hers to respond in terms of their ideal and
actual classrocm The results yield the kinds of actual, and ideal
soc10psychologlcal climates reéspondents deSJ.re '
Buchanan (1981) used the ADUCCS to examlne af_fect and socnologlcal

cllmates in adult ‘education classes. Buchanan's (1981) flndlngs

amounts of all eight of the socmpsychologlcal cllmate dunen51=ons In
their ratings students 1nd1cated they wanted more of seven of the elght |
dlmenswns Personal Development, Affect, and Re,lat;onshlp were the
three dimensions rated the highest by students. These same dimensions
sk;f the most . significant .and positive oorrelatlons with the -
d;uy\ferent measures of student affect (Buchanan, 1981)

A

3! Student Atti tudes

Studies of student attltudes to self and aspects of llfe in school

are plentiful in the llterature. Sane studles focus on the develogment‘

‘4
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of these attitudes (Dreeben, l968) but most are concerned w1th effects ¢
on achievement and/or cannltment to school. Much of the work done‘by |
. educational psychologlsts 1nvolves a "mental'health" approach with the '
result that studies of neurot1c1sm,.1ntrover51on—extrover51on, anx1ety,
self concept and the llke are cammon in this 11terature.. The exten51ve
use of Rotter s (1966) 1nternal—external control scale in the Equallty
of Educational Opportunity study (Coleman et al., 1966) 1s .an example
of the bellef 1n attltudlnal effects of this klnd (Wlll1ams & Batten,
1981) The interest of 5001ologlsts in the relatlonshlp between
personallty and soc1al structure, partlcularly the development of
allenatlon and related cOnstructs, when focused on schools and students
tends to reflect the attltudlnal effects orlentatlon (Stlnchcanbe
1964; Otto & Featherman, 1975) Jackson (1968) and Sllberman (1971)

prov1de 1llustrat1ve reviews regardlng student attltudes toward life in
: . N

schools. | / - | ?
" One w1dely used measure of students' attltude towards school and
schooling is the so called "lee Sch0017 scake developed for use . in the
cross—natlonal studles of educatlonal chievement, the IEA studles.
The -scale is reported 1n Husen (1967) con51sts of eleven 1tem$-of
“which the following are examples "I denerally llke my school work",
1 find schoollng 1nterest1ng and chall nglng" While there does not -
‘appear to be an explicit theoretical basis for the scale, it seems to
be measuring jgene’tal'satisfaction with and, in th® context of

the IEA studles, is treated as an 1nflue .on achievement,

Quallty of School L1fe . .

In 1976 Epsteln and McPartland reported on the developmen of a’

me?sure of - quallty of school llfe that took its theoretlcal perspectlve

K
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_ Thelr measure 1ncorporated three scales a measure of general

’

from an emerglng llterature concerned with the quallty of (adult) llfe'

satlsfactlon with school contalnlng items such as, " llke school very

much“, a scale measurmg cannltment to classwork of Wthh one item was
work in class is. ]ust busy work and a waste of tlme", cand a reactlon
to teachers scale focus\.mg on, student—teacher relatlonshlps,

exempllfled by the statement "I wish I oould have the Same teachers

‘ next year" (Epstem & McPartland, 1976) .

ThlS measure appears to be-the flrst and only one to generallze '

fran modéls of quality of ‘adult life to the quallty of life that

students experlence in SChool " The Epstem and McPartland (1976) model.
of quallty of school llfe was developed as a dlrect analogue of the

more general "qualltv of llfe" measures found in ‘the llterature .on

socml mdlcators These 1nd1cators, "measurements of the SOClal llfe.

of members of a 5001ety" (Land & Spllerman, 1975, p. 1) » tend to ‘be

derlved frcm one of three measurement danams in the llfe—spacfe of an

£

1nd1v1dual ob ectlve oond1t10ns,' subjectlve value—context, and .

. subjectlve well—belng (Sheldon & Land, 1972, P. 39) ObJectlve -

oondltlons are the external physmal and soc1al condltlons of the

1nd1v1dual's e}ustence, such as - crlme rates, housmg quallty, and,

‘ 1ncome; subjectlve value-oontext refer  to the 1nd1v1dual's bellefs, |

expectatlons, and asplratlons, and subjectlve well belng 1s ogncerned 5

_' w1th the md1v1dual's feelmgs, satlsfactlons, and . frustratlons about

| oanponents of the flrst two sets "Wmle 'Qual1ty of Life! ‘has

scmetlmes been used to refer to Objectlve judgements of quallty, such

i ' as. measures of crowdlng, reported crlmes, and dec1bels of noise -

| pollutlon, ~more _oft:en it refers to sub;_ectwely known and evaluated

9

b .
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aspects of life" (Andrews. & Withey, 1976, p. 4).
5. Definition and Conceptualization of Quality of School Life

Gerson | (11976) “outlines. two. traditional ar:proaches to defining
.quallty of llfe | ‘an 1nd1v1duallst orlentatlon whlch sees ind1v1dual ~
- ,achlevement as the determlnant of quallty of 11fe, and a transcendental
’orlentatlon which views an 1nd1v1dual S quality of llfe as der1v1ng
fram h1s/her contribution to. the'larger soc1al order. The fll’.‘St of
these approaches is adopted in much of the wrltmg on thlS sub]ect and
is the one that pertams to this mvestlgatlom Thus, for the present |
poses quallty of llfe is measured by the degree to wh1ch an .
. 1nd1v1dual succeeds in accanpllshlng hlS de51res deSp?.te the |
, oonstralnts put upon h1m by a hostlle or 1nd1fferent nature, God or
',soc1al order" (Gerson, 1976, p. 794), )
. Burt et al (1978) adopt this same deflmtlon in argumg that an -
md1v1dual s evaluatlon of hls/her quallty of llfe derlves frcm the

| level of consumptlon of soc1ally valued goods and services re\.\atwe t:o

o , soc1ally prescrlbed norms.’ The more one exceeds the’ norm the higher .

'ones evaluatlon of the quallty of hls/her llfe, They con51der as well
‘- }a second spurce of the feellngs of well—belng that underlle 1nd1v1dual
reports of . quallty of 11fe, v"the extent to whlch an 1nd1v1dual feels he
has the power tc determme hlS md1v1dual well—bemg withln soc1ety" L
(Burt et al., 1978, p. 367). |
Thls mdw:.duallst apprbach to defmlng the nature of quallty of
:: : llfe, and the- sources of 1nd1v1dual dlfference, is characterlstlc ofu‘_ '

most of the llterature on; the subject Much of - the early work

undertaken was part of the mental health surveys (Gurin et al., 1960-,

Bradburn & Caployltz, 1965, Cantrll 1965) whlch 1ncluded same ,'
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questions about the general state of, happlness of the individual. The

results of this wark generated an 1nterest in happmess or well—belng

| as a subject in 1ts own rlght, and in the develognent of app’o“p’r'lag
social 1nd1cators of quallty of llfe (Wllllams & Batten, 1981)
Bradburn s_..-(1969) work concernlng the psychological reactiOns .of _'
_mrmal 1nd1v1duals to the stresses and stralns of everyday’ llfe
contr1buted to the develognent of approprlate soc1al 1nd1cators. He ‘
argued that 1nd1v1duals have a number of dlfferent experlences each ; -_
- day, scmetlmes they are all pOSltlve, scmetlmes all ‘negative, but B
‘mostly they\are a mlxture of pleasant/unpleasant, soothmg/vexmg, |
“ego-bmldmg/ego-destroymg He expressed the sum of these experlences
as three dlmenswns of well—bemg ' overall feelmgs of well—bemg or
'satlsfactlon w1th thelr llfe, pos1t1ve affect, ‘a feelmg state tapped
,by questlons about - "good" feellngs experlenced over the past week and -
negatlve affect, a feelmg state expressed in reactlons to questlons
‘about lonelmess, boredcm and depressmn. "He found that feellngs of
; well—bemg derlved frcm a relatlve balance of p081t1ve and negatlve

affect and on thlS ba51s Bradburn (1969) developed his Affect Balance

Scale. _ _ v _
“In -the mld—seventles two major. studles (Campbell et al., 1976

' 'Andrews & wlthey, 1976) prov1ded the ba515 for the current state of

) research 1nto soc1al 1nd1cators of the qualxty of l].fe Both extended L

ex15t1ng models of quallty of life to lnclude measures of general

. satlsfactlon and p051t1ve and negatlve affect, as well as measures of :
‘sabx\sfactlon w1th spec1f1c danams of llfe act1v1ty These dcmams
-covered aspects of an 1nd1v1dual's 11fe, such as heal‘th marrlage, JOb

~ne1ghborhood rellglous falth operatlon of local goverrment, and -
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friends. = Measures of these specific domains of life provided
. additional, .detailed information on quallty of life experlences, and
| ‘made Lt p0551b1e to "examme the patterns of relatlonshlps betweeri the
specific measures of -satlsfac.tlon and the contribution of each specific
~‘measure to an overall measure _o'f. life satisfaction" '(Canipbell- et al,
1976, p. 12). | | -
Burt et al. (1978) (1979) 'surnnarized the emerging structure of
these qu'ality of life nodels and argued for four d.imenslons: general -
| sat1sfactlon, p051t1ve affect, negative affect, and Satisfaction with
spec1f1c dcmams > The structure and part of. the content of the

Wllllams and Batten (1981) rnodel was developed as a dlrect analogue of

" the Burt et al (1978) (1979) quallty of 11fe dimensions. Wlth the

o exceptlon of the danalns, the "school - llfe“ parallels of general

| affect, posn-.lve affect and negatlve affect were stralghtforward
'Wllllams and Batten (1981) malntalned that one could think of- and

report on overall feellngs of satlsfactlon w1th school and the degrees ‘

" . of posxtlve and negatlve affect that arlse as a part of school

4
General affect measures fran quallty of llfe, such as "How do you feel

about your llfe as a whole"" became "How do you feel about your llfe 1n
;'school as a whole?" in the quallty of - school life. adaptatlon. ', _'
- Spec1flcatlon of the danalns of schoollng was less stralghtforward
as the’ school—related analogues "of danalns such ‘as occupatlon, : _‘_

'educatl,on, housxng, and goverrment were not readlly apparent In -

v'deflnlng these dcmams, W1111ams and batten (1981) returned ‘to: the _

. flrst pr1nc1p1es and asked What were thé goods and serv1ces that
l schools prov1ded, that students valued,, for whlch there mlght be

'~ socmlly prescrlbed norms, and w1th respect to whlch students mlght
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feel they had varylng degrees of control over thelr well-belng
_WllllamS and Batten (1981) adopted a model of schoollng proposed in a
serles of papers by Spady and Mltchell (1977) . to define these danains.
Thls model linked postulated soc1etal level expectatlons fd’r the |
functlons of schoolmg-—-personal development technical canpetency,
social respon51b111ty and soc1al 1ntegratlon-to the organ;zatlonal
‘structures developed by schools to a?:\camnodate these expectatlons
respectlvely .» 1nstruct10n, certlflcatlon,* superv1s1on, and
‘soc1allzatlon structures Th@ocesses embodled in these school
structures were attractlve to\ students to the extent that they prov1ded. K

respectlvely feelmgs of adventure m learnlng, feellngs that ‘the

' competenc:.es deVeloped w111 lead to desuable and real opportumtles in

" . the future, feelmgs that the attamment of status as a student w1th

'attendant rlghts and respon51b111t1es is possmle wlthln the
tsuperv1SJ.on structures, and feellngs that the various soc1al

" 1ntegratlon processes w1ll allcm for the develognent of personal ‘
1dent1ty. ThUS, Wllllams and Batten (1981) argue for four . danams to
the quallty of school-—-adventure, opportumty, . status and

“ 1dent1ty—exper1ences valued by students, prov1ded to varylng degreesllﬂ
by schools and ones that would generate feelmgs of well—belng that
students could report - ' - ,l o

. The Wllllams and Batten (19811 ooncept of quallty of school llfe-ffv--'

- ,should be a good predlctor of early SChool 1eav1ng When oon51der1ng o |

B - the quallty of school 11fe dlmensmns they appear to tap the essentlal :
. .psycholOglcal factors. One can accept the notlon that overall feelmg »
: o‘f satlsfactlon w1th school and the degree of pOSLtlve and negatlve

: affect that arlse as a result of llfe in school relate to students'
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‘p'sycholog‘ic.al health. _y This condition in turn should affect students"
" decisions of whether. they wish to remain in such an environment

Furthermore, school organlzatlonal structures Operate successfully
\only if students are attracted to them. and respond favorably to the R
processes which enbody them (Wllllams & Batten, 1981) . For example
frcm the students' perspective, certlflcatlon processes, “which embody
'A performance standards, are only attractive if- they enable the student
to quallfy for de51rable and real future opportumtles, of oourse, the
ooncern here is w1th the relevance of schoollng The key to |
instructional effectlveness in the personal developnent of the student
is the experlence of adventure in learmng, an experlence whlch is-
1ntr1n51cally rewardlng and leads to self—motlvatlon. '_ The main
motlvatlng factor governlng the reallzatlon of soc1al mtegration
outcomes '1s 1dent1ty formatlon, the developnent of self—awareness 1n E
relation to the larger soc1ety. Aoqu1r1ng a senSe of soc1al
, responSJ,bllJ.ty—-subordmatmg personal lnterests ‘to the general
welfare——ls dependent upon the student ach1ev1ng status m the group, -
an acknowledgenent of the prerogatlves and prestlges of the student ,
»(Wllllams & Batten, 98L, o

wllllams and Batten (1981) mamtam that students have therr own
, expectatlons of what they want frcm school- namely, fulflllment as thlS
,1s defmed in experlences of self—worth 1nt1macy, adequacy and
Asecurlty ) "The 1nd1v1dual therefore 1n1t1ally responds to the school

orgam.zatlon on the ba51s of 1ts concrete capac1ty to support or

o frustrate these personal fulfil].ment eXPeCtatlonS~ "‘ 'rhus, personal

expectatlons further constram and shape the school as an orgamzatlon,

' pressurmg 1t to serve. as a: Vehlcle for personal fu‘lflllment as Well as | T
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: fio‘r. societal achiewenent" (Spady & Mitchell, 1977, p. 6).
Although the four aspects‘ of student ex'perziences have be‘en
' descrlbed as dlstmct constructs, each flowmg fram a partlcular kind
‘ of soc1etal expectatlon and school structure, in reallty there is a
'oonslderable degree of overlap between the areas (Wi_lliams & Batten,
_11_981) . This ouer«iap becomes apparent when .trying to establish a iink
‘.between student expectatlons and student experlence. Thus, opportun&y
mvolves feellngs of securlty in being confldent of fa1r treatment, and
"feelmgs of adequacy in copmg with quallflcatory tasks; adventure |
mvolves feelmgs of adequacy in response -to the challenge of learnlng, |
and 'feellngs ; of 1nt1macy arise fram enoountersain the teaching ‘
_l51tuat10n- 1dent1ty 1nvolves feellngs of lntnuacy with peers, and
| feelmgs of worth 1n the oontext of the school; and status 1nvolves
feelings of personal worth and feellngs of securlty about one's
pOSltlon (W1111ams & Batten, 1981) |
leen thls structure- among the varlables 1t seems approprlate thatv |
| the dlmens:Lons of 1dent1ty, adventure, opportumty and status would
embody student expectatlons and experlences w1th1n school 'he ‘
""perceptlons of the extent to whlch these expectatlons and experlences
are fulfllled should llkely affect a. student's dec1$\ron of whether to |
per51st mty or depart frcm that env1rorment Therefore, students"

, perceptlons of thelr quallty of school 11fe should be a good mdlcator |

' ~of whether the student w1ll stay in school.

After developlng a detalled spec:rflcatlon of these dcmalns and
"prov1d1ng operatlonal defmltlons of each, ltems were wrltten to tap
| the%arlous aspects of each domam. The flrst questlonnalre contamed o

' i8l 1tems and was admmlstered to l 000 14—year-old students frcm 250

P
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schools across Australia. The data obtained were used to refine and

}flrSt ms\tance to identify the latent structure and to refine the 1ten -

rev1se the questionnalre through rewordlng of same 1tems,,and
SubStltUthl’l of new 1tems for those that did not- perform as expected

As a result a second 71-1te.m questlonnalre was admmlstered to the

-

Same sample of students. co \ , R

Exploratory analyses were used (W1lllams & Batten, 1981) in the

pool through the el:.mlnatlon of 1tems not oontrlbutlng to the

deflnltlon of the main item clusters.‘ Thls procedure reduced the

:' nunber of items fram 71 to 45. Factor analysis of - these 45 1tems =

identified six readlly 1nterpretable factors oon515tent, but not

1dent1cal Wlth theL:heoretlcal structure. W%nerd affect

factor was identified but was defmed by both General and Pos1t1ve

affect items. Negaltlve affect was clearly deflned by four 1tems

_Status and 1dent1ty were also well deflned by 1tems con51dered a prlorl

on 29 items, the four Negatlve affect items. and the five w1th the .

to ‘tap these danaz,ns However, ‘the Opportunlty and Adventure ltems

' re—sorted themselves scmewhat as- two factors, one to do . w1th

teacher-S@nt relatlonshlps and defmed by Adventure and Opportumty

to do w1th teachers, the other defmed by Opportunlty items to do with |

_ self_ . ThlS pattern was ev1denced agaln 1n a subsequent analy515 based'

.hlghest factor loadmgs on each. of the other f1ve factors (Wllllams & :

Batten, 1981) T e o

Subsequent analyses prov1ded oonflrmatlon of the f1t between these N

six constructs and thelr 1nd1cators. The resultlng va11d1t1es, deflned

as the correlatlons between the oanpos1te of the ltems and the latent

' oonstruct of - the order of 9 Thus, Wllllams and Batten (1981) feel

s
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. Archer, 1978; Frlesen, 1957)

.?5

| reasonably confldent that the theory, w1th sllght modJ.flcatlon is -

'
supported by thelr data. .

. Sumary --: 4

Frcm the - above rev1ew of the llterature 1t appears that the
1

oonceptuallzatlon and measurement of the concept of quallty of school |
‘life is grounded in expllc1t theory and is supported by emplrlcal

Valldlty The: questlon that has ri:t been answered in the llterature is

\

in regard to the relatlonshlp between students perceptlons of quallty :

. of school life and the phencmenon of early school leavmgt The ';

determlnatlon of thls relatlonshlp mght asmst educators and

) _researchers 1n understandmg the nature of school—related varlables

- associated with the early schoql ‘leavmg process. '

RESEARCH RE[EVANI‘ ’10 EARLY SC!-IOOL LEAVING v
i j a w1dely held bellef in the Western world that a hlgh school

4 a bare mlmmum -£or oontemporary survrval There has

LI

p Umted States (Casella & Shrader, 1975 Cervantes, 1965
o, 1976 Greene, 1966' Hanmer, 1970 Llchter, et al., 1962°‘

4 1ber, l964 Bachman, Green, & ertanen, 1971 Bledsoe 1959)

s !%ve 1ncreased substantlally durmg the seventles (e g

'_.;Dmmue, 1975; Guest, 1978; Barnes, 1973 Relch and Young, 1975~

- ‘Many writers have decr1ed the potentlal waste of human resources

.occurrmg as a oonsequence of early school leavmg, the mass of

been concern about the. 51gn1f1cant proportlon of young people

’ school before graduatmg. Research stud1es on early school

# .. o -

‘ began to appear m the late f1ft1es and early 51xt1es; largely B |

3

§ :;C 31 ari studles were fewer in numbers dun the s:.xtles but the i
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: under—educated unemployed \a} ‘ frustrated yout'h a2 the Unxted States

" s sa1d to constltute "SOCla_L dyr it (Voss, Wendlmg, & Elllott,

1966)
The most ccmprehenswe and convmcmg conceptuallzatlon of early.~ '

R school leavmg as a symptan of a fundamental mrsmatch between student - '

' and school as dlstmct frcm bemg a problem in 1ts own rlght, c ’

»-

. out -
of the the longltudlnal Youth in Transxtlon pro;]ect (1965- 78) |
) sponsored by the Unlted States Offlce of Educatlon at the" UnJ.ve 1ty of
| -Michigan (Bachman Green, & ertanen, 1971) The volume dévoted to the
| . dropouts m the prOJect's 1n1t1dl sample of 2, 213 tenth—grade bOys 1n S
v'_87 publlc hlgh schools ‘is orgamzed around 1nd1v1dual causes and
effects of leavmg school early as’ part of a. larger cOntmuum of
—'.educatlonal attalrment, comparmg dropouts, h1gh school graduates, and
college students ‘ g B
The - OOlllSlOn between an 1nd1v1dual w1th "basm problems and .
lim_ljtatlons" and n the typlcal hlgh school env1rorme 1t" (Bachman Green, |
S & ertanen, 1971, p. l) descr1bed by the authors captures the essence
| 5 of most of - what has been sa1d in the llteratureg Unfortunately, the L
v ;77_‘authors fall short of artlculatmg the mteractlon model mpllhlt 1n L
v".".thelr flndmgs. ; "Whether we a351gn the responsrblllty to the |
xmd1v1dual who" leaves school early, "or. to the sc ool env1rorment he |
| ".‘leaves, the fact remams that" 'early sctﬁol leavmg is symptanatlc of
{,_4'.">saneth1ng gone wrong" (p 1) i | R o
Q v': 5 | In thlS sectlon, student and school characterlstlcs assoc1ated o
| w1th early school leavmg wlll be rev:.ewed as a bas:.s for an attenpted
mtegratlon and 1nterpretat10n of these two largely dlscrete research @’

.;th_rizsts.‘l‘ :_ SR
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Although the reasons c1ted for not ccmpletlng h1gh school dlffer

o -

sanewhat fran tlme to t;Lme and place to place, a number of demographlc
varlables and personal characterlstlcs falrly con51$tently assoc1ated
w1th leavxng school early have been 1dent1f1ed The demographlc ’
' varlables are subsumed by the headlng "Farm.ly Background Factors."
Ind1v1dual characterlstlcs are dlscussed under "Ablllty and School |
' _,Related Fa&ors" and “Psychologlcal Factors."_ : ‘

1. Fam11y Background Factors

ThlS body of llterature mll be organlzed by focusmg on the oo ¢
‘followmg factors- sex of leavers, soc10econan1c level, educatlonal
.level of parents, famlly 51ze and status, famly relatlonshlps, ordlnal |

"'jpos1tlon and educatlonal level of 51blmgs, place of blrth and

‘_ethn1c1ty, place of re51dence, and rellglous part1c1patlon. |

DRV Sex of leavers. There 1s clear agreement w1th1n the llterature

- that more boys than glrls leave school prlor to graduatlon._ Almost all

. of the studles reveal that 55% to 60% of the early school leavers are

_male (Greene, 1966 Relch & Young 1975' Watson, 1975 Archer, 1978

-\.v“‘

- Bacman et al., 1978)

Greene (1966) attempted to explam why more males than fenales

,.,._.;'1eave school prlor to the canpletlon of grade 12 Greene s argmnents R

vwere that males are more llkely to be giv‘en 1ndependence earller than

: o ‘,_{‘,«,fenales by the1r famllles, or because there are mOre part—tlme Jobs

- _;avallable for maleSsthan fenales boys are lg“rﬁ mto thmking that they

can support themselves w1th full—t:.me work -or. perhaps 1t is the false

; '.‘f..”_sense of securlty gamed by a part—tlme ]Ob whlch lS respon51ble. :
_ Greene (1966) also exammed the tasks requxred in 5chool
lmamtained that educators generally concede that schools requlre tasks ,4ﬁ i

L4



’

which are more appropriate to girls than ts‘xo boys, especially at the
elementary schoel level. Furthermore, Greene (1966) claimed that many
students do not came in contact with male. teachers until secondary
school. Closely related to this is the fact that more boys than girls
have difficulty in their early school years. Part of this difficulty’
- may be due to the difference in maturity and the rate of grdwth.
However , éart of this might also be dhe to the fact that schools are
more attractive to girls than to gGreene; 1966) . Whatever the
reason, there 1s strong evidence that more boys than girls have
difficulty in school which may account for more males leaving school
early than females. | )

pilps

Socioeconamic level. According to Bachman et al. | (1971), the

single most important family background predictor of lea\ring school”
early is low socioceconomic class status. This conclusion is consistent
with earlier American and Canadlan literapure (Bledsoe, 1959; Bowman ‘ N
Matthews, 1965; Green, l966 Hohol, 1955, Hollmgshead -1949; Sharp &
Kristjanson, 1965:.Stevens, 1965; Zenter, 1965), and 1§ supported by
more recent studies carried out in Ontario and British Columbia
(Archer, 1978; Barnes, 1973; Harkins, 1977; Larter & Eason, 1978;
Peebles, 1973; Watson, 1975, Zamenzadeh & Prlnce, J.%ZB) In fact, the
relatlonshlp between lower socioceconamic. status. ands'school withdrawal
- is so flrmly established in the dropout llterature, that when Friesen
(1967) found corroborating ev1dence in his Alberta sample he was moved
to make the following statements ‘ "ThlS is an expected finding that
has been revealed by SO many studles that its 1nclu51on is trivial and
can be Justlfled only for the/ sake of od@leteness" (p. 301).

The virtual unlversallty of thls finding does not, however, mean
A ‘ .




that dropping out is strictly a lower class bhenamenon. In fact, the

percentage of ‘dropouts fram the skilled, semi-skilled, and unskilled

categories varies frcm one-half to two-thirds of the number involved in
the- studies cited. Nor does it necessarily mean that it is well

- understood. What it does seem to mean, in a general pragmatic way, is
that children whose parents have a relatively low level of educatlon

and are \employed as blue collar or unskilled workers are more likely to
leave _schoolbefor(e campleting grade 12. .

Hohol (1955) observed that while no one cause was ‘responsible for

school leaving, "Many are forced by strained fi_nancial circumstances to

withdraw and go to work" )(p 8) His review of the studies done in the
late 1940's-and early 1950's supported hls fmdmgs "The evidence.
strongly 1ndlcates a relatlonshlp between econamic status and dropping
out" (p. 9). [ t‘should be noted that the term socioeconamic does not
in this context,. imply\econanic distress; . | ,

| ,In'tlf;e.past\two decades, however, financial need has not been
identified as a signii’f"llcant factor ‘in lea\ring school (Bachman et al,
1971; Cervantes; 1965)b’- The onl? exception to this finding has been
yielded by Carﬁdlah studies” conducted in ’school jurisdictions
characterized by a high proportion of recent immigrants. It would,
-therefore, be 1ncorrect to conclude that econamic problems related to
lower famly 1nocme per se are maklng it necessary for Canadian-
| adolescents to leave school early ‘(Watson, . 1975) .

’ What seems to be»mvolved is a camplex set of factors that work
'together to create -personal and academlc llmltatlons that ‘make 1t
difficult for chlldren from- lower glass hcmes to succeed in the kmds

- of school/;) and programs tha't are prov1ded for them. Even 1f ‘they
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present themselves as valuing education in the abstract, early school
leavers oonsistently indicate.a~dislike of the‘aotuallprocess of
schoollng (Bowman & Matthews, 1960; Friesen, 1967; Hanmontree, 1978;
Rancier, 1963) Moreover, their approach to formal learning makes
'clear‘that, whatever their actual educational values and aspirations, .
they have not internalized the process involved in realizing academic
goals (Frlesen, 1967). ) ,i i ‘ .

One of these personal llmltatlons may be attltude of hOStlllty or
indifference to education 1tself or to, the institutions and programs in
which formal. schooling occurs (Schrelber, 1964) Thus, Ahrendt (1970)

contended ‘that parents with low educational and occupatlonal

,j aspirations “...may subtly transmlt thelr attltudes towards school to
their children, and thereby contribute to the development of attltudes'
which influence a student to drop'out"‘(Ahrendt, 1970).. Hohol (1955)
made the- follow1ng observatlon "In the absence of a strong p051t1ve :
_attltude toward educatlon on the part of the pupil and parents the |
school has a formldable task in retalnlng young people until
graduatlon" (p. 10). This conc1u51on, based on @ camprehensive review
;of the early literatureion dropouts, is eoually cogent today.
" Indirect evidence for thts attitudinal factor is consistent and
| ‘convincing The perslsters" 1nterv1ewed by Bowman and Matthews (1965) .
.reported actlve parental 1nterest in their schoollng The dropouts,,on.k
the other hand, presented a plcture of parental 1nd1fference Canadlan
=stud1es oonflrm this finding of 51gn1f1c:antly more 1nd1fferent and
negatlve attitudes towards school and academic achievement among the
| parents of dropouts (Barnes, 1973' Larson, 1958) Thus, 38% of the

early school leavers in Larson s (1958) Alberta study felt that " 'a hlgh

g
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school di’plcma was not very important as preparation for the work they
wanted to do later" (p. 213). Twelve ;percent_ cited eco'ncmic‘
difficulties, and another 29% reported lack of parental interest as. a
major cause. | h |
| Similarly, Sharp and Krlstjanson (1965) reportedb that
) approxmately 62% of the ‘male students and 43% of the male dropouts

~ reported strong encouragement to remain in school frcm the1r father

"Within the female sample, 57% of the students and 343 of the dropouts )

4} had been encouraged by theip fathers to continue thelr educatlon
"Although the mothers 1n this Mamtoba sample were . reported as strongly
enoouraglng continued educatlon more frequently than the fathers, the
'pattern of relatlonshlp was qulte sunllar. ' |

Studles that have addressed th1s issue dlrectly by asklng early .
school leavers whether or not their parents supported them 1n their
dec1510n to leave school early have not ylelded concluswe results |

(Stob_o 1973). The stance assumed by parents w1th respect to thelr

' chrld's withdrawal - fran school seems to vary a. great deal from one -

sample of early school leavers to another.

Moreover, the- llkellhOOd of approval or neutrallty may vary w1th
| certain demographlc var;.ables, the age or sex of the- student, his or |
her achievement level, and the grade level involved. Parents' s
dlsapprovals peaked in Grade ll, w1th more mothers dlsapprovmg in
grade 9 than in grade 12 Thus, in a recent Ontarlo study (Watson,
| 1975) 60% " of the early school leavers reported that “thelr parents

approved thelr decrsron to leave school, As for achlevement ’level the

hlgher the average mark the greater the number of parental approvals o

reported by early school leavers._ Thusr 70% of the A level,dropouts_,

.
-

P
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68% of the Bs-and Cs, 63% of -the. Ds, and 62% of the Fs reported that
thelr parents approved/the decision to leave school (p. 279)1 »

The problem“with/gat//of this kind is twofold First, it is‘the
early school leavérs' report about their parents' attitude that are
belng recorded and analyzed and thelr accuracy can be questioned.

_ Second, as the author observed parents may well have 'given up'
"rather than actually approved" (p. 278) ‘The latter p0531b111ty is
supported by early school leavers 1nterv1ew data whlch suggest a
_ gradual wearlng down process leadlng to apparent parental agreement
w1th the early school leaver s dec1510n
Although the varlablllty of parental reactlons to early school

leaving has ‘not been acc0unted for, it seems to be related to
' dlfferences 1n the cluster of varlables that are subsumed by ‘the tenn}
;5001oeconan1c level In other words, belng 2 member of a lower or
worklng class famlly may not mean the same thlng 1n dlfferent parts of
Canada, and may not 1nclude a negatlve attltude towards educatlon.
.vThus, in the Ontarlo study c1ted ab0ve 1t was found that the chlldren
of New Canadlans with low incames but high educatlonal asplratlons were
underrepresented in early school leaver statlstlcs (watson, 1975).

| More 1mportantly, in most Canadlan Studles, fnan one—thlrd to
one—half of the early school leavers surveyed or 1nterv1ewed dependlng
-on’ the year and locale of the study, tend to be fran wh1te collar,

‘\managerlal, or profe551onal famllles (Dumka, 1970 Stobo, 1973)

i'the ba51s of reported occupatlon of the fathers of Ontario dropouts, |

: Watson (1975) placed 25% in the Status 1 Cateogory (profe351onal and'

technlcal), l7% 1n the Status II Category (clerlcal sales, serv1ces o

_ and recreatlon), 46% in the Status III Category (craftsmen, factory
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productlon, transportatlon and connunlcatlon) and, 12% in the Status v,
) Category (unskllled labourers and prlmary workers) _ The dropouts

’ fatheri,were ‘samewhat more heav1ly represented ln the Status III
‘Category (46 l% to 39.7% for Ontario males in general) almost equally
. employed in Status II jobs ((10%,v 9% percent) “and "actually less
-}3Jnnonly employed as general labourer or in prlmary industries 7.2% v -
9. 6%" (p. 267) Assumlng same self—deflnltlon upgrading in both
Watson s study and general census data, early school leavers fathers '
‘are much more frequently descrlbed as haV1ng technlcal and profe351onal
]ObS (25% v 17%), but are underrepresented in clerlcal and sales
occupatlons (0 9% v 8. 2% and 6. 3% v 10.1%) (p. 268)
| Clearly, ‘the nature of the socloeconanu: variable and the extent

- to which‘it'contributes tO'early schoolﬁwithdraual mustlbe-determlned
for each jurisdiction COncerned about the holding power of.its‘schools.-
.lt:should be"nOted that this information is not.of‘acadenic interest
'Aonly; it is of cr1t1cal lmportance to anyone 1nterested in developlng
general currlcula and 1ntervent10n programs de51gned to keep f ¢
» adolescents in school | h \ |

Ekxxx:nlc need Many studles 1nd1cate eoonanlc factors as a ma]or

reason for early school w1thdrawal (e. g ’ Green, 1966 Coanbs & Cooley,

1968; Cervantes,.1965; ‘Reich & Young,,1975;'Watson,‘1975; Archer,

1978). - 1l}., o - 7,”f-" . .
Although econanlc factors are reported by early school leavers as -

- reasons for leav1ng school many researchers have falled to dlstlngulsh

between young people who leave school because they have to get a; th{ff\kL\

- and- those students who leave school because they want to get a jOb

At least two studles (Archer, 1978, ‘Reich & Young 1975) attempted
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. to distinguish between earl'y leavers who wanted a job and those who

needed a job. Altho ﬁgh both factors were reported by the early school

.leavers, there was a stronger tendency for students to report that they

_ wanted a job rather than leave school - due to a. need for more money

| grade 9. Schrelber (1964) rev1ewed the major Amerlcan studles of the
' Moreover, 25% of the mothers and 30% of the fathers had not even
| formal educatlon dlfferentlated between dropouts and graduates of both oy

L "had obtamed scme post-seoondary educatlon, whlle another 27% had

. flnlshed sixth grade.

.sexes. The father s educatlonal level however, dlg not dlstlngLIlSh

Educatlonal level of parents._ Although level of educatlon

oanpleted by the father (and sametimes the mother) is 1ncluded in most N
1nd1ces of soc10econan1c class membershlp, it merlts separate |

oonmderatlon. A number of studies reported a direct correlatlon

"be'tween parental level of education and school withdraWal Bledsoe

(1959) found an almost perfect 1nverse relatlonshlp between parents
level of educatlon and percentage of dropouts, Wlth no dropouts fran -

families in whlch parents had same oollege educatlon, and 1ncrea51ng

foverrepresentatlon of dropouts as the number of years of formal

_'schoollng among the parents decreased Smularly, Nachman (1963)

reported that 70% of grade 10 dropouts had parents who had not finished
high school.. ‘This rose to ‘almost 80%}for those who dropped out in o . -

late 1950's and early 1960's and concluded that 70% of the mothers and

/

80% of the fathers of dropouts had not themselves f1n1shed hlgh school.
In a’ ocmparatlve study (Stevens, 1965) ‘the mother s level of

between male graduates and dropouts Half of the graduates' ‘parents _: BT

canpleted hlgh school In oanparlson, only 25% of the dropouts' '- .
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parents fell in the former category, while another 25% had. atten‘ded
| school<for less than six years. ‘ _ |
: In a general way, the above flgures have been oorroborated in
Canadlan studles. Sharp and Krlstjanson (1965) fOund that nearly 90%
of the fathers of dropouts in Manltoba in the late l950's and early
"1960 s had elther no (66%) or’ same (24. 4%) hlgh schiool educatlon, '
whereas 22% of Dntarlo fathers had canpleted hlgh school The |
oorrespondmg proportlons for the fathers of dropouts was 10% for boys E L
and 8% for girls. Slmllarly, Barnes (1973)-determ1ned that the fathers ‘ |
of the dropouts in hlS Brltlsh Columbla sample had 51gn1f1cantly less |
educatlon than the fathers of the graduate controls Thls f1nd1ng was ‘
oonflrmed in- several Ontarlo studles (Relch &\Young, 1975 Larter &
Rason, 1978; Archer, 1978). o
Watson (1975) , however, concluded that her Ontarlo results "'upset
the classical flndlngs" (p. 268) On the ba515 of reported schoollng,
‘9% of the parents of her provincial sample of dropouts had attended
umvers'lty or ~obta1ned a }dé;ree, 26% had upper seoondary or‘ .

post-secondary non—-umvers1ty schoolmg, 51% had completed grades 7-10, o B 1

and 14% had a grade six or less educatlon. 'I‘he dropouts' fathers 1n
vthls study, therefore, canpared very favourable in. educatlonal status
| ~w1th the Ontarlo male populatlon of smular age: although fewer had ,
| ocmpleted hlgh school (15 6% vs 18. 2%), and a larger proportlon had
. scme secondary sch0011ng (32 7% vs-28.5%) (p. 267) 'I‘hus, only a small _. R
'subgroup fit the descrlptlon of the classmal' dropout of Amerlcan |
studles who is sald to oane fran the lowest socml stratum of soc1ety,
.whether status is deflned by soc1al pos:.tlon or by level of educatlon. |

‘Flnally,,_ the typioal Ontarlo d_ropout_'s -famlly-'does ,notf subs'lst on
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oubllc welfare and his father 1s not likely to be an unskilled labourer
with incamplete elementary educatlon well below the median for his
Ccmnunlty | |

| A word of cautlon, however, is in- order . The family background
data reported by Watson (1975) were gleaned from intervie'ws\ conducted
with a 3% randam sample drawn from the dropout» lists of cooperating
schools Unfortunately, the dlfflculty of tracmg dropouts and
persuading them to part1c1pate in the study meant that only 423 out of
the intended 600 1nterv1ews took place.. In addition to the fact that
| ~ morée" glrls than boys were . 1nterv1ewed, it apparently was easier to
track down rural early school leavers. Watson (1975) does not
. speculate about how these constramts affected the data obtained, but
the pOSSlblllty that the classxcal' group is underrepresented in. the

'1nterv1ew sample must be cons1dered in 1nterpretmg the-results

Famlly size and status. Although the status of the hane, (for

lexample, whether it was lntact or broken by death or separatlon) had

" been related to dropplng out in a number df studles, Stevens' (1965)

-rev1ew of - the literature ylelded confllctmg ev1dence Reported‘
flndmgs about the relatlonshlp betv}een early school 1eav1ng and famlly
| size were also 1nconclus1ve (Stevens, 1965) | '

| In the course of developmg a predlctlon model, Stevens (1965)

found that in Colorado 31ze of famlly was a 51gnif1cant predlctor of -

school mthdrawal : More dropouts (47 ,7%) than graduates (21. 8%) came ‘

_.fran large (s:.x or more) famlxes, and thls dlfference held for both
.' sexes. Hls data, however, did not y1eld any 51gn1f1cant relatlonshlp
. 'between status of hame . and school completlon. Bowman and Matthews '
(1960), confirmed -the ‘IElatlonShlp between fanuvly, s1ze and »early school

. N
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leaving.. The dropouts in their study xnore' frequently came from
famrhes of five or 51x or moreo chlldren, a flndlng consrstent with
their soc10econan1c status Bachman et al. (1971) reported that the
drOpout rate in their study was twice as hlgh for boys frcm large
»famil'ies or broken hames. A study conducted in Hamilton, Ontarlo in
1965 revealed that 51.7% of the early school leave]rs 1n that systan -
came frcm famildes of four or more- chlldren Watson's - (1975)
provmce—wlde surv. in Ontario oonflrmed the results of smaller
studles in individual school jurisdictions. The average number of
. children in the dropoukg' fam111es was. found to be 4. 3, -much hlgher

‘than the 3.6 figure for general population. A subsequent study in

the bo'rough vof'York (Archer,\1978) yielded an even greater dlscrepancy ‘
Whereas the average famlly sx\se ‘in the borough was 3.2, for drOpouts it
was five or greater. ) Over half of the_dropouts. camefrcm families w1th
four or more children, with-one-quarter reborting five or more children
) per famlly@ Smﬂ.arly, "Early School Leavers," a spec1al group of _ ﬁ
fourteen— and flfteen—year old students in Ontarlo permltted to 1eave :
school and get a job have also been found to oane fram larger than

', average fam111es-—4 7 for students born in Canada and 5.1 for those '
born in other oountrles (Larter & Eason,. 1978).

| " The' con51stency of these fmdmgs pranpted Ontarlo analysts |
ooncerned w1th developmg forecastmg technlques to pred /ct {opout
flows at a school system level to build family - size 1nto their
predlctlon equatlons‘ It was found that a geographlcal area in whlé% |
‘average fam11y sue 1s relatlvely large 1s lrkely to experlence hlgherv
; ..dropout rates. In fact, ‘in attenpts to explall’l ((érlablllty in, dropout

rate, famlly size energed as a more nnportant varlable than sc:hool—
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related factors such as length of time requ'ired e canplete a program,
pupll—teacher ratios, and average expendlture for pupil whlch were rot
ras clearly and con51stently related to dlfferences in. dropout rates

' frcm school to school and jurlbdlctlon to Jurlsdlctlon (Kumar, Padro & -

ey

>“- ’"r

 Watson, 1977)

-

-

The flndlngs w1th respect to family status, such as whethe the e
hame is intact or broker by separatlon, dlvorce or death are less
.oonmstent - The Los Angeles study (1965) found that 43% of dropouts
were not llv1ng with_both natural parents as canpared to 12% of. glrls
and 28% of boys who graduated (Peebles, 1973) An exploratory study in-
the South Okanagan reglon of Brltlsh COlebla (Barnes, 1967) revealed
.that 63% of the dropouts,as campared w1th 12% if the _controls came

fram unstable hames. Wlthln the dropout group, »more glrls than boys ~

2 - -
-

reported %table hcme status.. LT o _ ¢

Over one—thlrd of the Toronto early school leavers 1nterv1ewed by

0

Larter and Eason (1978) were not 11v1ng w1th botn parents‘ On the -
other hand Watson (1975) found that most dropouts (71%) lived at hame
. with both parents, and in- 89% of the cases, both parents were alive.

Boys frcm broken hanes 1n the Bachman et al. (1971) study were twloe as

~

o '11kely to drop out of high school As w1th famlly s1ze, however, at

' least same of the aSSOClathD was found to b&tie result of socio~ "

' : econcmlc level, in that homes broken by dlvorce or separatlon were more -
'llkely to’ be in théglower social strata o | L ) *

| When the relatlonshlp between broken hanes and schcol achlevement
| is exammed frdn the perspectlve of the school achlevement of chlldren
‘frgn such hcmes, however, a dlfferent p1cture seems” to emerge. Thus, P
although Kelly, North and ngle (1965) observed scme adverse effects

A 4
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- -

breakup durlng the flrst three .grades on &chool achlevement,

e ncmlc class and the aspect of school performance

soc1o—econan1c class status is controlled fanily

-

" se does not have a uniform deleterlous effect upon the

-

Vsquent readmg performance" (p. 218). - Moreover, no

H ated school»behavmur problems. McCutcheon (1976) concluded

- e

fjectlve 1nformatlon on the mtpllcatlons of a broken hane on-

be - reserved to av01d brmglng into play a self-fulfilling

"'7-—Knudsen (1964) did not find a relatlonshlp betweenv

mthdrawal and _broken hanes However, it was noted that steady dating ~

on the w1tﬁdrawal notlce.

Irr--~ ‘hort the apparently negatlve effects of beJ.ng a Chlld 1n &

_ smgle—mrent famlly documented in Amerlcan stud:.es 1n lg;,ge‘Urban

S

= ‘ghet‘ﬁtos may not be general;,zable— to o‘ther dropout samples, m that

-'ﬂ

- reglonal demographlc and fam1ly un1t chara’aterlstlcs. - 5 e "z!{. :

-

. among famlly members was an mxportant varlable related to early school

famlly 1nstab111ty 1s so closely— related to faxm.ly 51ze and overall B

socmeoonanlc status -m. these areas that - 1ts separate effect is very

,s were found between children fran broken and 1ntact hcmes on

velopment 1s...dlsappomt1ngly scarce" (p 23) and urged that--

was fre -: y found among dropouts, and marrxage was the most camon

dlfflcult to. det;ermme. : In any- event llke the general soc10econan1c o

varlable d-:.scussed above, the relatlonshlp between famly 1nstab111ty

and early school w1thdrawal must be exammed 1n relatlon to other

-

Famly relat1onsh1ps‘ Regardless of whether or not the hane was' 5 -

-

mtact, Bachman et al, (1971) found that the quallty of relatlonshlps‘ =
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withdraWal- In ract one of the factors predlctlng dropplng out of hlgh
Scnool when the boys in the study were in grade lO was a measure . of

parental punltlveness, on which the parents of - dropouts earned. hlgh

respondent felt that parents 1gnored him, ax:ted as. 1f they did not care

- -

about him, slapped hlm, cr1t1c1zed hlm, punlshed hlm, and dlsagreed on

scores. ‘v&?he ten ltems in the 1nstrument used asked how often the

how to deal with hJ.m. The results were 1nterpreted cautlously, for it
was reoogmzed that although the obvious and preferred conclusmn would
be that parental punitiveness above a "low?' or "average" level tends to
1nh1b1t educatlonal attalnment the lmplled cause—effect relatlonshlp
mlght be of a different order Certamly tenth graders .who are domg
well i school would be less 11ke1y to. 1ncur parental dlsapproval and
prov1de occasxon for punltlve behav1ours. o S |
WhateVer the d1rectlon of the relatlonshlp, there is reason to
belleve that the hanes of early school leavers are. more llkely to be -
characterlzed by fanuly relatlonshlps that are not oonduc1ve to -
person’al and academlc success. Knudsen (1964) reported a p051t1ve
predlctlve assoc1atlon between school progress toward graduatlon ‘and
affectlonal dependence on parents Uropouts appeared to be more |
excluswely peer orlented than normal progress students who had hlgh-
\orlentatlons to both parents and frlends Moreover, fam.ly dec1510n'?'i}'_"
- _.maklng structures were oon51dered to be democratlc and egalltarian most "
s ‘lfrequently by both male and. fenale normal progress students ocmpared to
_r_other categorles. , Sunﬂarly,wDunka (1970) noted that dropouts felt
| : .1ess well understbod and aocepted at hane than thelr graduate peers. f

The most tellmg ev1dence, however, oomes frcm a st, (Cervantes, e T

e

~ 1965) deszgned t:o explore the socmcultural and psyc _ yHa 1c.-factors
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', mutually understood and accepted each other. '

4.

) ' ‘ ‘ . : ) e . o ! ' 4 . )
involved in withdrawal from the academic- milieu" (p. '6‘) Two of the

'351x general areas of 1nvestlgatlon were the nuclear famlly and the '

frlend—famlly system, part -of the world of emergent youth as reported.

and seen by themselves" (p lO) 1n a blue-collar metrOpolltan area.

_The conclu51ons reached .are not reassurmg It was found that the

dropout was reared in a famlly whlch has less solldarlty, less prlmary
relatedness, and. less paternal 1nfluence than does the famlly of the - -

_~graduate. Moreover ' the dropout's famly had fewer close frlends and

N»---fewer problem—free" frlends than his academlcally successful peers.

More spec1f1cally,,an overwhelmmg majorlty (over 80%) of “the

dropouts d1d not percelve thelr whole fam111es as. both understandmg |

’ and acceptmg each other. Approxunately the same percentage of the

graduate controls saw their famllles as. acceptmg each other as o

&

ccmplete persons (Cervantes, 1965) Snnllarly, four out of flve
'_-;dropouts felt re}ected by thelr fam111es, and Judged themselves as
‘ vacceptlng and understandmg thelr fanulles "llttle" or "very llttle,"- o

| whlle over 80% of the graduates reported that they and thelr faml:.es

. v W1th respect % depth of carmunlcatlon, 20% of the graduates

' | ‘expenenced problem.s in- th;s area m thelr hﬁnes.» A sim11ar percentage}'
~ of dropouts reported that t‘_helr hcmes were char%terlzed by adequate
"_or hlghly agreeable famlly ocmnumcatlon (Cervante 1965) What ]
.these flgures Suggest 1s that, whlle there 1s clearly sane overlap
B between the groups, 80% of the dropouts "receJ,ved thelr Ilfe s basrc .

E orlentatlon m a nuclear famlly of madequate»ccmnumcatlon" (p 29)

‘ | Pleasurable cooperatlve experlences, the thlrd characterlstlc of a

supportlve prlmary group, were found to be a regular part of the '

et : : e e o . . ; e
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graduates’' family life (75%). This was not true for the dropouts, 798
of whom stated that their fanulles participated in leisure activites
together "1nfrequently" or "very infrequently" (Cervantes, 1965, p.
31). S . - |
Family solidarity, estimated fram the extent to which members

confide in each other, was not part of the dropout's experience The

emotional climate of the hames of the dropouts was so dlsagreable that

all but 10% of them felt that there was no one in the hame who cared
for them except perhaps the mother .§< In oanparlson, nearly 60% of the
graduates reported that they oould conflde in every one of their family -
members (Cervantes,-‘1965, p. 34). Slmllarly, the typical hame of th? |

dropout was reportedva‘s, unhappy (52.%) , and that of the graduate as

" happy (64%).

‘Each of the above camparisons of the primary relations within
hames of adolescents of similar socioeconamic background "distinguished

the dropout fram the graduate at the highest level of significance

| (.001)" (Cervantes, 1965, p. 36). The author concluded that "no matter

what other varlables are at work, the nuclear family is of crltlcal

importance in the consideration of the dropout problem" (Cervantes,

1965, p. 37). Another conclusionjin terms of implications for further
research is that :it is within—group“""canparirsons of this ’kind that yield
at least tentatlve answers to the question of why same students
mthdraw fram school early while their demographlcaly similar peers
persist to graduatlon. {i

ﬂ

_ Ordinal position and educational level of 81b11ngs Bowman and

‘Matthews (1960) reported tnat early school leavers were less frequently

the only or flrst-born. When Stevens (1965) exam:med attalrments of



Wit el Slbllligs OL dIOpOouts, aii Camparisons Vvielged signiirlcant

differences. Of the-graduates only one-quarter had older siblings who

were dropouts. In ccmparlson, over two—thlrds of the dropouts, older
" siblings that left school early. The most cammon family pOSlthﬂ for
the dropout in the Watson (1975) study was 'middle child' (45%). Only
208 were the eldest in their family. Almost half of the dropouts who
were interviewed had a brother or sister nho had‘left school early (83%
of the siblings were the eldest in the fanily).

The Toronto early school leavers (Larter & Eason, 1978) tended to
have older siblings who, though they had not left school before the\age‘
of 16, had not graduated fram high school (p. 30).

- Place of birth and ethnicity. Interest in poss1ble relatlonshlps

‘ between place of blrth or ethn1c1ty and school w1thdrawal 1ncreased as
prediction models began to enable 1dent1f1catlon of hlgh‘r1Sk groups.
Sharp and Kristjanson (l965)'found a.slgnificant difference in ethnicd
background of students and dropouts only in the case of'the male sample -
group, where _"Icelandic,' Russian—ukrainian, and Frenchﬂ =were"
cwerrepresented among the~dropouts. Conversely, the BrltlSh group uas
cwerrepresented in the student category. Although not reachrn%_the,
level of statistical significance,'a similar;pattern held:for girls.'
One-third of the Toronto early school leavers had been born in
’«Etugal (Larter and Eason, 1978). Thls group,.whlch constltuted only.
‘ 5.9% of the general school populatlon, was therefore overrepresented in
this small number of students who had left school a year ‘or two prior
to the legal age of 16. By way of contrast., Canadlan-bOrn students
were underrepresented among the early school’ leavers (58%, as cpposed

to 70 1% in the general school populatlon) Thls.flndlng may, howeyer, .



be an anomolous' one confined to the special situation of early school
-~ leavers. In the' Reich and Young- (1975) study, also carried out in
Toronto, only 42% of the dropouts were New Canadian, yet thlS group

kR :
constituted 48% of the total secondary school popu atlon On-a:

| prov1nce—w1de ba515, Watson (l975) found an even wéaker relationship.

between "New Canadiamsm" .and early school w1thdrawal More of the )
_’dropouts in the provmc1al sample had - fathers who were Canadlan—born‘
than was general for their age cohorts in the Ontarlo populatlon (72%.
versus 69%)  This was also true of dropouts' mothers (73% versus 71%).
Finally, the most cammon language spoken in the “home was English, and .
only a few early school leavers were from unlllngual non—Engllsh |

' speaklng families (p. 267)
Rellg1ous background and part1c1pat10n. Relatlvely few of the

: studles reported in the llterature éxamined religious. orlentatlon in

' relatlon to school per31stence The few that have suggest a stronger
‘ overall relatlonshlp between level of 1nvolvement and staylng in school
than between a partlcular rellglous afflllatlon and ccmpletlon of h1gh
school ! - | ,
Sharp and Knstjanson (l965} found small | but statistically
51gn1f1cant relatlonshlps ‘between rellglous background and staylng in

school. - Students with United Church and Angllcan backgrounds were

sanewhat overrepresented among the per51sters, whlle of Rcman Cathollc, .

Ukralm.an Cathollc, Greek Orthodox and Lutheran persuasmn contrlbuted .

'dlsproportlonately to dropout flgures Overall, students reported
.actlve practlce of a rellglon w1th greater frequency than dropouts

20 Intellectual Abllltz and School-Related Factors

Early school leavers frequently mentlon the1r 1nab111ty to perform :

L)

Y
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‘ well in school as one of their reasons for termlnatlng the £ schoollng
Un1versrty entrance and completion depend on 1ntellectual skills to a
con51derable degree. e . v ;

Investlgators do not agree on the lmportance of 1ntelllgence as a
factor related to early school leav1ng Studles'show a wide range of
IQ ot those individuals- leaving school early. Wollatt (19615 found
that'ilZ.l% lof’the early school leavers had an IQ of 110 and above,

. while 30‘4%;were'below 90; the Los Angeles City School‘District study
' (1965) in whlch 34% of the graduates had IQs of 108 and above while
only 10% of the early leavers were in that range; and Whitmore &_
' Chapnan (1965) Modesto, California sttdy found that 69% of the early
leavers had IQs of 90 or above.-
| Schrelber (1969) ‘concluded that at least one-half of all early
-leavers have the 1ntelllgence to graduate frcn hlgh SChool and . at leastgi
10% are capable of unlver51ty level work Thls is supported by the v
'studles of Zeller (1966), Cervantes (1965) and Bachman et aJ‘ (1971)
On the other - hand, Cook (1954) and Delaney (1950) reported that -

- .llmlted 1ntellectual capa01ty is a def1n1t1ve characterlstlc of early

school leavers. Both Cook (1954) and Delaney (1950) report that the
obv1ous dlfference between _early school leavers and graduates lles 1n
the proportion whos IQs. are under 85 and hence they concl ded early
'leavers lack the’ requlslte ablllty to canplete hlgh school Not to’ be
: overlooked in this. crnmzwlslon of early 1eavers and graduates is the -
overlap of IQ scores. Many of the early leavers had hlgher IQs than

'.sane of the hlgh .schooel graduates, and some early leavers had the

lntellectual equlpment necessary to do: univer51ty work Nevertheless c

.they clalmed that - thelr 1nvestlgatlon cffered ev1dence that low -
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intelligence is related to early school -leaving. Delaney's (1950)
findings indicate that only 46% of the early leavers surveyed had
average or above average inteliectual ‘ability. These contradictory
findings may stem partially from the use of different_ definitions of
early school leavers. In addition, same of. the discrepencies betheen
these investigations presdmably may result fram the use of different,
though often Aunspec1f1ed 1ntelllgence tests whlch may have”different
norms (Voss, Wendling, & Elllott, 1966) . ' |

Dillon (1949) provides evidence that students with limited ability
are the first to leave school. He found that 36% of 1,018 dropouts in
grades seven through 12 had IQ scores below 85; in contrast 75% of the
dropouts who left school in the seventh grade scored- below thlS level.

It is 1mportant to recognlze that IQ scores correlate hlghly with
readmg ability. Those who have learned to read well w1ll do better on
»~ tests which requ1re readmg than chlldren who are poorer readers
_'Lanler (1949) found that language IQ of early school leavers was .

“»

: ‘oonsuierably below that of those who remalned in school.’ In addltlon,
‘the non-language IQ scores of the,yearly leavers were ‘higher than thehr
- '_ranguage IQ soores. .This suggests that dlfflcultles with readlng ma&/
"dlso b@’an lmportant factor related to leavmg school

“ Bachman et al. (1978) report that ablllty is the best single .
predlctor of educatlonal attalrment, and 1t has the strongest dlrect
effect on the eventual outcane » But w1th ablllty oontrolled the
‘effects of . background re.maln qulte substantlal, indicating that w1th1n
" each level of ablllty there is con51derable advantage in. havmg a -
:better family. background espec1ally in terms of hlgh socioeoonanlc

_'level fewer 51b11ngs, ‘and low parental punltlveness. Several studles

@ st V4
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have reported similar flndlngs (e g‘, Green, 1966; Peebles, 1973;

Kumar, Padro & Watson, 1977 Sewell Palmo, & Mannl, 1981).

Reading achievement. There is ev1dence that reading achlevement

is 51gn1f1cant1y related to the early school leavers' academlc

dlfflcultles Using the California Readlng Achievement 'I_‘est, Bledsoe
‘(1959) found that dropouts fram the ninth and tenth grade had a mean
score of 89 Penty. (1;359) also found a relationship hetween reading
ability, as measured by the Iowa Silent Reading Test, and withdrawal
’ fram high school: more than three tlmes as many poor readers as good

readers léft school prenaturely. Nachman (1964) and hlS co-workers

found that 75.4% of the early leavers scored below the median of their

level on a readlng test,. and 53. 4% were in the loWest quarter. -
Pennmgroth (1963) .examined selected characterlstlcs of students
with reading dlsabllltles who left school and those who graduated
Groups were . matched accordmg to readlng scores attalned in Grade 9
1ntelllgence, attendance and attltudes towards parents and teachErs
There were no significant dlfferences between the two groups in readlng |
abll}_t:g//; mteiilgence. There was, however, a marked dlffe_rence in |
their prlmary grade experlence. .'I'he retarded: junior“ high school
readers who stayed on to graduate were 51gn1f1cantly better readers in - "
the primary’ grades than the early leavers "'I‘hey had had 1n effect a
successful school experlence early in. thelr school 11fe, whlle the |

early leavers had enoountered fallure (Penmgroth, 1963) . Puplls who

. are poor readers have dlfflculty in domg the work required at school

One of the consequences of poor readmg is fallure and grade
' retardatlon (Ahrendt, 1970)

Grade fallure. Perhaps the most dramatic and traumatic indicatien .

.
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of . early failure in schools occursrwheh_a'youngsterAis heldlback a
grade. Failing'an exam or‘receiving a poor report card can be very
:upsettlng, but such things can be overccme. When an 1nd1v1dual is not
pramoted to the next grade along w1th the rest of the class, however,
everyone knows he has falled, ‘It'ls almost certaln that he wlll never
_ catch up with tis class again.
| In the literature on early school leaters, one.finds numerous_.
studies which point to grade retardatiod ae_one_of the outetanding
characteristics‘of_early school'leaversf(e;g., Zeiler, 1966; Greene,
1966; Reich & Youhg,”1975, Watson, '1975; Archer, 1978, Bachman et al,,]
11978). Livingston (1958) reported that of all early school leavers who
withdrew prior tao entering ninth grade, e&eryone was retarded at least
one grade and 84% were retarded two"grades. Of those who greduated
from high school, only 1% were retarded one grade ahd'none Qere
retarded more than a single grade (L1v1ngston, 1958) In its survey of "
: sevedtoomnunltles, the U. S. Department of Labor (1958) 1ncludes grades
| '»eLght through twelve in four areas,and grades nine through twelve in |
",the.remaining three; it was found that 84%~oftthe‘dropout5‘were -
lretarded at least one year, and 53% were retarded two or more years,
Spec1f1ca11y, 87% of e'boys and 80% of‘the girls were retarded one or
more years and 59% of the-boysvwere retarded two or more years asvwereﬂ-
44% of\the girls. . | | o
Retardation'is'oonsidered:one of the most reliable indioators of
'future early school leav1ng (U S. Depar tment of Labor, 1958). Bachman
‘ et al. (1971)(1978) report that past educatxonal success or fallure is

Ca most 1mportant predlctor of educat10nal attalnment An est1mated\40%;‘

" of th_ose who had repeated a grade dropout as campared to 10% of

Lo



those never held back. Elghty per cent of the ‘A students in grade nine ‘ '
. went on to un1vers1ty while . only 8% of D'students contlnued at the
un1vers1ty level (Bachman et al. o 1971) |
| Zamanazadeh and Prmce (1978) reported 59% of the dropouts failed

two or more subjects in hlgh school whlle only 17¢ of the non—dropouts,‘
reported falllng two or more. Forty-—flve per cent of ‘the dropouts
falled once or more 1n elementary school; only 10% of the non-dropouts
falled once -or more in- elementary school Elghty per cent of the‘
dropouts, but only 12% of . the non—dropouts, fail,ed‘one -year or more
durmg their: school careers, ‘ o :

The most important factors relatmg to educatlonal attitudes seem -
‘to be sklppmg school regularly, and the amount of time spent st dylng .
per week 31%. of the dropouts reported not studylng at all as. ccmpared
w1th 8% of the non—dropouts (Zamanzadeh & Prlnce, 1978) '

Dropouts reported global problems regardmg school dlfflcultles
whereas non-dropouts reported more SpelelC kmds -of dlfflcultles |
(zamanzadeh & Prmce, 1978).

Classroan grades. , Early school leavers do not oome prlmarlly fram

the ranks of the A students In fact Bachman et al: (1978) reéport that' 'v -
of the 154 students who reported grade averages of A, only one falled |
to obtaln hlS high school diploma. Two—thlrds of the A students ‘
graduated frcm unlver51ty On the other end of the scale, 30% of the D:
'students lacked a high school dlplcma, and another 39% obtalned no
further- ediication after hlgh school '

7 Zamanazadeh and Prlnce (1978) reported that 63% of the dropouts
began to have d1ff1culty with thelr teachers 1n elementary school only‘

C 12% of the non—dropouts experrenced smllar dlfflcultles Nmety-elght ’
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per cent of the dropouts were critical ‘of the way they were handled
whereas only 15% of the non—dropouts felt thls way Most dropouts
seemed to be asking for more control, in the sense of more attentlon, :
care, and understandlng irlth flrmnes& other only demanded individual
care and affection,.but no discipline.( |

Participation in 'school actiV'ities There are an overwhelmmg

number of studies whlch reveal that dropouts do not part1c1pate in
school act1v1t1es (e g., Cervantes, 1965 Greene, 1966 Bachman et al
l972 Reich & Young 1975; Watson, 1975 Archer,\1978) Greene (1966)
reports that potential early school leavers do- not beoane members of
football teams or hobby clubs these students do not even attend
athletic activities of the school or. beoane 1nvolved in. its soc1al
_act1v1t1es._ + _ s

o A partlal explanatlon (Greene, l966) is that potentlal early
school leavers do not feel that they "belong " Thelr soc1al
relatlonshlps w1th other students are poor and their frlends are more
llkely to be out of school or in another school. . - Greene (1966)
malntams they lack' a sense of 1dent1flcat10n w1th thelr school that
esprlt de ‘corps which oanes fram feelmg an, 1ntegral part of a group.
‘~In a very real’ sense, they are allenated fram school and school
personnel To them school appears to represent unpleasantness and they'
: do net appear to have the desire to return to school after it is
“off1c1ally over, nor to spend any more time there than they have to. .

Dlssatlsfactlon with school One of the factors that almost every

recent study of early school leavers reveals as bemg of major

| 1mportance is that of dlssatlsractlon w1th school (Greene, 1966; Conbsv

AY

& Cooley, 1968 Bachman et al., 1972; Relch & Young 1975 Watson,
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=l975- Ilrcher, 1978) . ."I;his factor tends to overlap with other'?actors' '
because of its broadneSs in scope It includes, among other factors: |
dlsllke for teachers, dlsllke for certain subjects, falllng courses,

" not gettmg along with other students, or irrelevant' school course

- of ferings (Greene, 1966) < S . - ’li@

Rebellious behavior in school. Bachman et al. (1978) reported

a_dministering a questionnaire ‘segment consisting of. 13 items asking

respondents to report how frequently they engaged in dlSClpllne—related

- behav1or in school broke rules, or did poor. school work The 1tems

covered such topics as flght:mg or arguing w1th othere students, goofing
‘off in class, Sklpplng class, coming unprepared, copylng assxgrments,.
_ and cheatmg on. tests. The B J.tens made up an 1ndex of rebellious
be,havior 1n school. - Students with the most’ rebellious‘ behavior were
less likely to attain a. hlgher educatlon Eighty per cent of the least‘
rebellious - group went on to same post—hlgh school educatlon, but only -
~half that proportion of the most rebellious did so (Bachman et al.,
1978). | | - o

Program of 's'tud’y. Bachman et al. (1978) report that their

flndmgs 1ndlcate that a student's chances of ocmpletmg unlver51ty are -~ ;
closely linked to bemg in the umver51ty preparatory progran in the |
tenth grade. 'More than one-thlrd (37%) of. those in the college program‘

in tenth - grade actually obtained bachelor degrees W1th1n f1ve years of

h1gh school. Fraw a. different perspectlve, 45% of the sample were. in

the umver51ty program in the tenth grade, but they represent 73% of

those who obtamed bachelor degrees. . Most of _t_he. .othe_r bachelor

degrees were obtained by those in the gener'al pro'gram‘ (Bacl'-man et' al. ,

1978).




e\ . 52

",‘Delinguent behavior Bachman et al' (1978) obtalned an index - -

measure of dellnquent beha\uor in- school, thlS index was comprlsed of
.ltens deallng with dlsruptlve or dellnquent behav1ors in school,
| ranglng fram sklppmg a day and smoking against the rules to hlfttmg a-
teacher or damaging school p.roperty.' The authors {flndlngs reveal a
) rather strong, and negative relationship to eventu'all school attaimment.
The proportion: of those in the most dellnquent group who stopped their

educatlon at a high school diplama is four times that of the least

| dellnquent group, 643" versus 16%.. Bachman et al. (l978) pomt out that

the lmportance of delmquent behav1or 1s 1ndependent of background and .
‘ ab111ty ,Wlthln levels of background and abll-lty, the more delinquent -

are llkely to attain less educatlon (Bachman et al., 1972)

3. Psychologlcal Factors
' Allenatlon Several studles have focused on- allenatlon as an-
’\r_qxportant factor which may have accounted for early school w1thdrawals
(Greene, 1966; Mikalachki, 1973 Grlffm, l973- Frlesen, 1967
Friedman, 1966). In most instances the subject of- alienation is'not
'addressed directly, but the general oonsensus is that early school
- leavers felt that they did not fmd relevence in school’ act1v1t1es and

(

that they did not have a sense of 1dent1f1catlon or belongmg w1th1n ‘

the school settmg (Greene, 1966) Two noted wrlters, among others,

(Frledenberg, 1959 Goodman 1956) have CrlthLZed the Amerlcan school
systems for havmg adapted themselves only too well to the needs of
- soc1ety, "and hence the schools” appear to cater to the Amerlcan mlddle i
. class attltudes and values wh11e neglectlng the be11ef systems that do‘
| adhere to those dcmmant cultural values, Herem emerges the oonce‘pts

'of allenatlon, whereby those functlons Whlch do not ascrlbe to the
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. value ,systéns espoused  in the schools develop feelings of

'non—belonglng 5 -

Frledman (_1966) elaboratmg further on the aspect of allenatlon

maintains that our sc:.hools are teachlng conformlty to the system while

. trying to .appe_ar to teach democracy. "The child is alienated today
. because the school and society have falled to prov1de him w1th a world
_1n wh1ch he can take a genume 1nterest" (Frlednan, Lg% P.. 80)

" Goodman (1956) ‘claims that school and society have not been able to.

convince many students that the prsent educatlonal system is in harmony

with thelr inner needs and sense of growth, Goodman (1956) clalms that‘ |

we are askmg our’ chlldren to grow up "absurd" mto a dead ‘and

mechanical way of 11fe. Frledman (1966) belleves that one of the

. methods of copmg w1th feelmgs of alienation w1th1n school is to

-

I

Frlesen (1967) canpared a number of experiences and attltudes of

RN

potentlal early school leavers with those of students who d1d not wish ‘

to leave school before grade 12 graduatlon.' Major dlfferences were :

—~

) .reported between the two groups in regard to thelr perceptlons dﬁ
' school - experlences, church act1v1t1es, » academlc orlentatlon,

' fconformlty, p.aren_t influence, teactgr' influence, and partly in

peer—group 1nfluence The potentlal early school leaver percelved a

- var:.ety of 51tuat10ns m a more negatlve light than the students -

mshmg to remam 1n school Spec1f1cally, boys who desued to leave '

'school part1c1pated less frequently 1n football and basketball than .

"Athose who dld not wish to leave A 51gn;.f1cantly greater percentage of

had attended Sunday School, and that they at’tended

:“:than the "leave® boys stated that they w1shed to /jom a |
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church. Academlc achievement varlatlon was 51gn1f1cant for the bovs as R

well as the glrls. ' Even though the "leave" students . tend to recognlze
the value of belng an outstandlng student, they had not 1nter_nallzed
'the process (worklng, strlvmg, or developlng an attltude to work.
toward academlc goals) The students wishing to leave school were: |
found to be more non-conformlng toward the goals of the school - than the
students mshmg to stay. In regard to parental 1nfluence, the stay"
group percelved parental 1nfluence as stronger than the students in the_‘
"leave" group. The "leave boys found teacher dlsapproval hardest to |
take and percelved school experlences as’ unsatlsfactory .J\n

s1gn1f1cantly larger numbers than the "stay" boys. - A significantly- "

smal-ler percentage of the "stay irls. than the ”leave“ girls found
- school experlences unsatlsfactory | ..
| Both boys and - glrls in the "leave" gr spent 51gn1f1cantly more. :

evenlngs a week w1th a "'gang" than those in: the "stay“ groups.. Boys of '

’ "the "leave" group chose more frequently than those of the "stay". group

to go with frlends rather than mth parents The "leave" ‘glrls in.
‘51gn1f1cantly larger number/ than the stay" girls percelved the

' 1nfluence of - frlends -as most lmportant |
Frlesen (1967) concluded that hlS fmdmgs reveal that the "leave"

| ‘.student 1s allenated frcm teachers and parents._ Frlesen (1967)

" 'explalns that the ”leave student's preoccupatlon w1th act1v1t1es
,outsrde the sphere of the role as a student acoounts for the lack of |

'.nlnterest m school He further malntalns that poor school adjustment

o A.:stems —————— f rcm orlentatlon to outstie 1ntere$ts and the fallure to :

J'“,establlsh relevancy of\ school experlence‘s. An alternatlve explanatlon o

- is advanced by Frlesen (1967), when the student flnds schobl hcme and
R . M . [y . y_f .

-
v
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church activities less- than satisfying,' activities which provide-.the
needed pleasure' and status'will be.»sought  In both 1nstances the
"leave"}students' school experlences are unsatlsfactory, and fa11 to :
stunulate the student toward learnlng | ‘ |

Mlkalachkl (1973) canpared the responses of high school students
acoordmg to two classn:'lcatlons,‘ “allenated" ‘and "malnstream " Thef
.alienated descrlbed themselves as "hassled" whlle “the mamstream '
students referred to thelr school situation as "okay." Mlkalachkl s
'fmdmgs revealed four general means of difference between the
"hassled" and "okay groups attltude toward fanuly, attltude tward
school, goals for the future, and drug usage. The "hassled“ group
expressed a much more, negatlve attltude toward famlly 11fe than the’

okay group ~ The cruc1al factor appeared to be unsatlsfactory
: carmunlcatlon w1th' parents. The hassled. group felt predanlnantely
1 negatlve toward school whlle the "okay" group reported feelmg mamly
pos1t1ve. ‘ The “hassled" 'group reported flndmg rules and authorlty a
constant source of problems within the school The okay group tended

N ‘.to report spec1f1c future goals whlle the majorlty of the "hassled" -
vgroup reported havmg none. The okay group generally reported they "f.

“were not takmg drugs whlle 74% of the “hassled" group admltted to drug
".’..usage Mlkalachkl (1973) concluded that allenatlon beglns in the hcme

' and that allenatlon frcm the fanuly precedes allenatlon from somety =

B

Grlffcm (1973) takes the p051t10n that students are "turnlng away
_ frcm schools, teachers, parents, pollce, and post—seoondary educatlon‘

fconcludmg that a type of allenatlon exists. He supports hlS posltlon

by mamtammg that there are many 51gns 1nd1cat1ng that students are T

1,:" -
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alienated from school . Included in his argument is that leaving school
early is an indication of dissatisﬁaction with school. He claims that
school \a\ttendance problems are persisting and are increasing in most
schools; that truancy and skipping classes have become ‘the major
disciplinary problem for schools. He reports that students frequently
state they are bored with school; the main criticism being that school
activities in many cases are not personalized. Students have
difficulty grasping the meaning or purpose of school activities; a

: _ ;
problem which exists in both -the curricular and extracurricular ‘

activities wi_thin“the school. Griffin (1973) claims that students are -

looking to new ways to make life more meaningful, more fulfilling, or

more exc1t1ng.‘ ‘Same are relying on drugs or alcohol as they look for a’

better life. Although Griffin (1973) does not provide emplrical data
for his views,' his observations appear to coincide with the
observations of ‘many- authorities on, the subject

Teacher ‘behav'ic.)r. WhlteSlde and Merrlman (1976) reported that v

early school leavers were ruthless in recalling the - mstructors they
despised Most. of their criticism was directed toward teachers who had
belittled them. The early school leavers in the White51de and Merriman
(1976) study reported teacher behav1or which resulted in the’early
leavers feeling negative about’ themselves The teacher behav1ors

reported were: - teachers . flauntmg their superiority, unable to

understand a student's mability to do certain school work mtolerance A

of student inadequacies. 'I‘he authors reported that the early school
) 1eavers in their study smgled out self confidence as the most ‘

important attribute of an effective teacher. It was concluded that

peOple who trust- their own ccmpetence generally do not need to belittle ‘

o
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others in order to feel secure. Whiteside and Merriman \lv9-7‘6) thought
the early school leavers were saying that t_eachers are Vable. to accept
other people only when they can truly accept 'themselves ' It was those
teachers who lacked self confidence in themselves that bellttled the
students most often The early school leaVers, being most vulnerable
to that kind of cr1t1c1sm, perhaps suffered the mOst (Whlte51de &
Merrunan, 1976) ' .

Drug use. Adoiescent drug, use and earl_v-’school’ leaving are two
areas of inquiry that have attracted research*actlmtles in recent
years. Numerous studies have been conducted on the characterlstlcs of
high school drug users"(ev.g., Russell, 1970; Smart, Fejer & Wh}te, '
1973’; Wi'ener, 1970) and the’ re];ationship l'aetweenr d'rug useage and
student mthdrawal fram school (e g., Bachman, Green, & W1rtanen, 1971'
Cervantes, 1965 Relch & Young, 1975; Archer, 1978; Watson, 1975)-.
There is, hwever, surprlsmgly llttle overlap between these bodies -of
llterature in that few studies have systematlcally investigated the |
question ,of early school leavmg in relation to drug usage;.

o Surveys of -high school and college popula’tions have)consistently
reported -a positive assoc1atlon between the use of illegal drugs and
dlssatlsfact/lon w1th school teachers and course work, and 1ack of
1nvolvement in oonventlonal educational pursuits (Blum, 1969 Brotman
1969 Frlesen, 1967) Furthermore, potentl dzopouts have been found
to. report more use of most drugs (BLum //1969 Friesen, 1Y67; Anms &
Watson, 1975). | .'
More dlrect ev1dence of the relatl,onshlp between early school

leavers and drug use is provzded by two studles 1nvest1gat1ng actual

school mthdrawal i?.obms, Darmsh and Murphy (1970) , ,in a
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retrospective study of the long—term outcome of adolescent drug use

among ‘a sample of young men, found that more adoleSCent marlhuana users

than non users failed to graduate from hlgh school A longltudlnal
study by Anms and Watson (1975) attenpted to determine the'
relatlonshlp between drug use and early school leavmg in a general

hlgh school population in northern Ontario. The results supported '

: prev1ously reported findings by denonstratmg greater use of most licit

and 1111c1t~drug categories by early school leavers. Furthermore, it

T

was shown that for almost every drug, the trend towards greater drug

( o

- use within the early sthool leavmg group was evident and equally
strong before the school leav1ng occurred There was -however, same
1nd1catlon that early school leavers were addltlonally more llkely\ to
B start or initiate same categorles of drug use followmg their early
departure fram school » _ » |
It was concluded that whlle drug use functlons’as part of the
oonstellatlon of oontrlbutlng factors that precedes’ early school
leavmg, the early school leaver status 1tself may play a causal role

in fosterlng self—ldentlflcatlon and/or soc1al group contacts whlch

pranote the develognent of drug abuse patterns. ' Loken_ (1973) found

similar results wh‘ich indicated that drug use was related to time lo‘st |

fram school as well as to early school leaving. Loken (1973) also
found that grade ten was a crucial year in con31der1ng the drug and _
early school leavmg phenanena. Student absences during grade ‘ten were
' 51gn1f1cantly and /posmlvely correlated w1th the’ oorrespondmg use. of
at least 16 sepan‘/ate drugs that were 1nvestlgated At other grade
levels only four “to. six drugs were found to be related to .

non-attendance (Lbken, 1973),

|

|l a

3
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Contextual effects. There is llttle consensus among the

researchers regardmg school contextual effects on level of
post-sécondary educational and occupatlonal asplratlons. Several
studles (Boyle 1966; Coleman et al. .r 1966 Mcmll & Coleman, 1965;
Mlchael 1961; Turner, 1964 Wllson, 1959) mamtaln that school
effects, albelt small in same 1nstances, are 1mportant factors in -~
determining dlfferentlal levels of achlevement or asplratlon. On the
othier hand stud1es by Hauser (‘1969) + McDill, Meyers, and ng'sby
(1967), Myer (1970), and Nelson (1972) clalm that the magmtude of
school envirommental effects are negllglble factors in determlnmg
students’ overall levels of achlevenent or asplratlon. |

0! Nelll (1978) also examined school contextual effects on levels
of post—secondary asplratlons His results showed that even though
school env1ronmenta1 effects were tr1v1al and unrellable, the varlables
parental expectatlons, family socmeoonanlc status, and school peer-
4.group do make substantlal contrlbutlons\to the varlance in both
' educatlonal and occupatlonal asplratlons. O'Neill (1978) concluded
.that the conjugal (nuclear) famlly, where many behav1oral attitudes and
values are engendered, has an 1nfluence on, levels of asplratlonsq.and

subsequent soc1al class achlevement by members of the next generatlon. :

_More exp11c1tly, socmeconanlc level and the parent's expectatlons are :

,the prlmary determmers of a- student's level of educatlonal and
occupatlonal asplratlons O'Neill - (1978) also noted that school peer
" group accounted for con51derably more variance than school envn:orment -
" He infered that even though school envu:orment may not be an - nuportant(
factor in 1nfluenc1ng levels of asplratlon, the adolescent cl1que or ‘ )

subgroup was an nnportant factor - in determmmg dlfferentlal
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o Mathews (1960) to dropouts and controls in grade 6; three years before A

. .‘i)é
A

60

. levels of Dost—secondarv aspirations. Spec1f1cally, it is the

student's dlrect association ‘within the smaller school 5001ety that is

the important factor, not the ove‘rall socioeconanic camposition of the

'school populatlon itself (O’ Nelll 1978)

Personallty Characterlstlcs In the abundant llterature on the

(o)

'early school leaver, a relatlvely small number of c1tat10ns dlrectly

. related personality traits or personality ratings to academic failure.

Most authors do, however "draw conclusions that related to fundamental '

character factors" (Richter & S'candrette,‘ 1971, p. 127).

The Callfornla Test of Personallty -was admmlstered by Boman and ‘

/

any sizable number of the potentlal leavers actually left school \'I‘he

‘oontrols, both boys and glrls, had scores in the most favorable
quartlle (23%) more than three times as often as. dropouts (8%) The

oontrols were 1ess llkely to - score lowest (29%), whereas 37% of the

dropouts earned scores 1nd1cat1ve of malad]ustment. . In a follow-up

~ Bowman and Mathews (1960) admlrustered the Callfornla Psycholog1ca1
o .1nventory to grade 10 controls and subsequent dropouts S'Clll in school :

The control group h' tw1ce as’ many soores in the most favorable o

;quartlle (21%), and two-thlrds as many in the least favorable one

(34%) . Half of the dropouts had scox%s in the lowest quartlle. On the'

basis' of these fmdmgs, Bouman and MatheWS (1960) concluded that

MSince it seems lllsely that those leavmg school before the tenth grade

WOLIld have been even less well adjusted than those 1eav1ng later on in

’hlgh school, dlfferences m personallty adjustment between dropouts and

controls would Seem to be qulte 51gn1flcant" Ap. 33).

Frcm thelr therapy treatment experlences of 70 early school



A61
leavers (Lichter, Ranien, Siebart & Sklansky, 1962) reached several |
conclusions. Together they constltute a proflle of adolescents who
| flgure praminantly in dropout StatlsthS A third of the students
. showed symptoms of personal dlsccmfort'.. These studen_ts were,burdened |
with--apprehension, fears, and anxieties, or w1th a negative self image
shown in self deprec1atlon, lack of self—confldence and 1nfer10r1ty
feelings. ‘ ‘

‘ l\pp‘roximately one-half of the girls- were displaying disruptive
behavior. They were reactmg to stress overtly through nnpulswe
behav1or, restlessness, dlsobedlence, untruthfulness and running away
The boys referred for treatment were predomlnantly those who were not
serlously aggresswe or delinquernt. The treatment boys were
characterized by poor coplng ablllty reflected 1n either dependency or .
motlvatlon They dlsplayed helpless demandmg behavmr or a pattern of .

’ lack of motlvatlon, procrastmatlon and re51stance to normal reallty

" demands Wthh had been characterlstlc of this group since ‘the early

elementary grades._ In summary, few adolescents in the treatment group
~dlsplayed ‘reactions approprlate of their age (Llchter, Rapien, Siebart
& Sklansky, l962) Llchter et al -+ reported that a hlgh proportion of
early school leavers diagnosed as hav1ng problems with - ‘Character

) formation is partlcularly s1gn1f1cant, for it shows that thelr school
dlffmultles were not a s:.mple problen | |

It was not a matter of laziness,v poor study habits,
inadequate parental’ control, faulty teacher discipline,
- poor - school curricula.... .. Rather, the - problens ‘were

- entrenched in the entire character .‘formation "and were
‘related to personality develognent. Such problems do not .
respond to the usual inducements of the school or to the
efforts of parents to correct them, Moreover, they do not
respond quickly, if at all, to therapeutlc counselling- '
(P 73) A -
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. Richter’ land Scandrette '(19'715 found similar findings to that |
reported above In a comparison of 31 dropouts with 39 graduates
Rlchter and Scandrette (1971) attempted - to determme whether routine
teacher personallty ratmgs dlStlnglJlSh between the two groups.
Statistically significant dlfferences favoring graduates were found on
all .nine personality traits.. The most pronounced differen'ces were in
regard to motivation, resoonsibility, emotional stability'and concern .
for others, while less dramatic dlfferences were found in regard to .
industry, integrity, 1n1t1at1ve, 1nfluence and leadershlp Although an
1ndependent objectlve measure of these personallty traits would have o
-been preferable, the flndmgs are of sufficient 1nterest to warrant
further investigation into. the relationship of personallty tralts to.
academic achievement. |

: ZaxnanZadeh and Prince (1978) found that dropouts had more
ChlldhOOd anx1ety symptans (bedwettmg, nall bltlng, nightmares, and so
--on), hadyrﬁore £requent perlods of lllness, had less’ confidence, and
~were more likely to daydream than _dld mmdropouts. '

5 ‘
4. Cause or Symptom

~ The oontrover}sy over whether dropping‘- out is a cause or a symptarr
of the problem of the dlsadvantaged is ev1dent in the llterature. I'na'
the Unlted States a Senate Select Camittee on Equal Educat1on
Opportunlty (1972) has published an exchange of views between Levm and‘
_Bachnan Levin attempts to estlmate the soc1al costs to the natlon of
the dropouts in terms of" crlme, welfare, and unemployment Bachman
‘imalntalns that the departure fram school bears little or no relation. to‘
these costs' leavmg school prematurely 1s mostly ‘the result of genetlc -

1ntelllgence and family background ' Whereas Bachman belleves the

o



A schools to be relatlvely equal and neutral 1n their effects, Levin -
| claims they are biased; that they prov1de a better educatlon to
- wealthier graduates, Levin: appears to accept the fact that dropping
‘out is both a cause and a symptam' of deeper problems,  but Bachman tends
to dlSCOUﬂt any cauSal relatlonshlp based on the number of years spent o
in school. |
Kaplan and Euck (1977) clalm that dropplng out 1s not the cause, _
bit the symptan, of educatlonal failure, They believe it is the final "
\ manlfestatlon of a chronic problem which often has roots much earller ,
in the dropout's educatlonal career. The drop0ut usually 1s already an
academlc fallure prior to leavmg school.
Few high school ‘students came all at onc;e to a dramatic -
decision to leave school and strike oyt on their own. For
most, the decision is long in the maklng and is rooted in
'years of unrewzrding and unhappy school experience. The °
final act is the end of a process which, .we .suggest, has
its beginnings in the elementary school years, at least for
- many (Kaplan & Luck, 1977 p. 47). . |
Bachman et al, (1972) believe that dropplng out is a symptcm wh1ch
'su;nlfles a mlsmatch between certam 1nd1v1duals and the typical hlgh
school env1rorment In pr1nc1ple Bactmarr et al (l972) belleve the .
‘mz.smatch could be resolved by (a) changlng the 1nd1v1duals so that they
~are better able to f1t mto the h1gh school env:.nt, (b) changmg
_ the high scbool env1rom1ent, or (c) changlng bothThey think there is
roam for change on both SLdes
Among the J.mportant elements in the mlsmatch between potentlal
'. idropouts and the hlgh school env1ronment are 1nd1v1dual llmltatlons, in |
-_'acadenlc ablllty, past scholastic fallure, and patterns of dellnquent 4
| behavior. These are not problems that are llkely to be resolved by

L persuadmg a young person to remain through the 1ast year or two of |

“a
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" high school. But early, 'intervention', in elementarv school and perhaps
'much earlier, may overcome many of the problems which are deeply
‘mgramed by the time an 1nd1v1dual is ready to leave school prior to
'grade 12 campletion (Bachman et al., 1972) ’

| Even if the schools eventually reduced or eliminated early school
fallure and other problems which are presently associated with early”
schopl leaving, it is still worth asklng whether our current approach’
to hlgh school educatlon is ideal: 1Is 1t clear that 12 or more years , :
| of umnterrupted schoollng is necessary for all young people"
i Bachman et al. (1972) report they have found both good and bad
" effects resulting fran early school leavmg. They have ooncluded that
leaving school early: 1s nelther wholly "ngd" or- "bad." They have-
found it to be a symptan, rather than a cause of new troubles or a cure.
~ for old Ones. They are not enoouragmg y%ung people to 1eave school
early, ‘but, for _same ‘young people there must be alternatlves available

"to the grade 12 dlplana o . ' . |
- Thls rev1ew of the llterature has focused upon the |
oonceptuallzatlon and measurenent of the ooncept of- qualrty Of 5chool
llf.e. An attempt has been made to demonstrate that quallty of school ‘
llfe mlght be an approprlate ooncept to relate, to the early ‘school ‘
leavmg phencmenon, smce no prev1ous research has attempted ‘to
establlsh th1s relatlonship In add::tlon, the llterature also focused
“upon ‘the demographlc varlables and personal characterlstlcs of early
school leavers. Spec1f1cally, it, has been éstabllshed that family
background factors, abllity and school—related factors, and_A
psychologlcal factors have been found to be" related to the reasons for S

&

. early school leavmg



CHAPTER I[I
RESEARCH DESIQ
Described in this chapter is the method of selectlng the schools
and of identifying the early school leavers durlng the academic years
1980-81 and 1981-82. Methods of categorizing schools as "high,"
"medium," and "]_ow" early school leaving schools are eixplained.‘ " The
procedures for select'ing the ‘stay-in subjects are also 'presented. Thev
development and selection of the interviewing schedules is expla.ined in
this chapter. The methodology employed In the interview portlon of the'
»study 1s also described. | ,
A, SELEXZI"ION_OF SCHOOLS ~AND IDENI‘IFIC‘ATION OF EARLY SCHOOL LEAVERS
In the reglster of schools, prowded by the Department of v
Educatlon, a sequentlal numerlcal oode between 1 to n, where' n is the
' last ellglble name in the reglster, was ass:.gned to each school. Those_
. schools, whlch dld not contain any of the target grades, 8 to 12, weére
excluded during this codlng process.;
A canputer program, RNDORD from the Hewlett Packard llbrary,
: ‘whlch is supposed to .order the numbers between 1 to n in a randam
Aorder, was run. °On the basis of. this randan list of numbers, schools

v were chosen beginning w1th the first number. As a school was

'_-1dent1f1ed its enrollment in each of the target grades, 8-12 was

»r'eoordedf A runnmg total of enrollment by grade was kept ThlS was- |
,1 ‘done so as to: ensure approxnnate proportlonal representatlon, 15% of |
enrol]ment by grade. Once an approxn.mate 15% enrollment in a spec1f1c
grade ~Was reprgsented by e Selected schools, - the subsequent |

;vselectlons were made - followmg the llSt of ra:ggn mg\bers so that if a

school added dlsproportlonately to the grade that was already "

¢ ' i
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over—represented it was skipped, and-the school corresponding to ‘the '
next numerical code was considered. Accordin_g to this procedure 96
schools were identified According to the Depar tment of Educatioh
figures the 96 schools ranged from 46% to 0% in thelr earliz/A school
leaving rates, with a mean early school leaving rate of 15%. By using
- 15% as the mean the schools were divided 1nto hlgh medlum, and low
early school leaving clasmflcatlons. The high early school leaving
schools were comprised of schools which were reported to have early
school leavmg proportions from 46% to 20%, the medium schools ranged
from 19% to 10%, while the low early school leaving schools had early ;
leaving percentages of 9% to 0%. The majority of the schools fell 1nto
the low and “medium cla551f1catlons Three schools from each
class1f1catlon were selected randomly from those schools wh1ch ylelded
" at least ten early school leavers for the 1980/81 school term. It was -
also necessary to consult with the pr1nc1pals of ' the selected schools
to ensure that the schools had at least ten early school leavers in the{ ’
:‘ 1981/82 school term. In all, but one mstance there was ‘a sufficient
number of early school leavers fram both school terms The one school :
which had only f1ve 1981/82 early leavers was used in the study because
there weren't any other low early leavmg schools in the selected
sample whlch produced a higher - number of 1981/82 early leavers. ,

The flnal sample of 43 1980/81 early school leavers was comprlsed |
v of those 1nd1v1duals who had left school early durlng that school year -

and who t%re avallable and wrllmg to cooperate w1th ‘the - 1nvestlgatlon_

. of this study gf; final sample of 46 1981/82 early school leavers was. |

smllarly made up of 1nd1v1duals who had left school early durmg the

above school term -and who ‘were avallable and cooperatlve toward thls
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study. Table l illustrates- the sample composition by school level’
,classification ard by subject status category' C \ |

The 81 stay-ln sub]ects were students of smular age and academlc
performance to that of the early school leavers selected for this
study. Initially the investigator attempted to match the stay-ins and.
,early"_school leavers in terms.of age; sex, hame classroam, and academic
performarice, However,b this procedure ‘proved to be impossihle. . The
princlpals' of the schools involved“attempted to match as 'closely} 4s
they'could fram the ,’students that were available. The gu1d1ng crlterla
were to select from those students who were in school and who céme
closest to matching the characterlstlcs of the early school leavers
that were selected fram t.helr respectlve schools'. In some: instances 1t
was not pos51ble to match. the early school leaver w1th a. stay-m
‘SUb]eCt on all four ctiteria mentloned All stay-in subjects selected -
were consldered by the pr1nc19al as potentlal early school leavers who '
were - exper1enc1ng some acaderruc dlfflcultles in school as well as
3 dlsplayz,ng smular attltudes towards school as the early school leavers
" demonstrated earlier }«l’f thelr school llves S@nt@fﬂze percent of
the stay-lns were matched for age, sex and grade w1th the early school
leavers mvolved in this study The remalnlng 25% of. the stay-lns )_' ,'
, closelwroxlmated the age,‘ sex and grade of the early school leavmg
subjects. P " B ’

- | QJALI’I‘Y OF SCHOOL. LIFE SURVEY. FORYS /-
. 'I‘wo survey forms entitled Student SurVey Form (Porm A and Form B)
Appendlx A and B) were developed Each of the forms con51sted of two ,‘
pyt(Part A, whlch was common‘to both forlgrls,» con51sted of 14 1tems

The flrst seven 1tems requlre/d the“ respondent to prov1de the place of

N

g6
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!
: : Table 1 ‘ ] ,
Sample Camposition by School Level Classification of Rate of
. " Early Leaving and by Subject Status Category for Two._ Years
‘ Statﬁs of Subjeét's o .
School Level . 80/81 81,82 _,
Classification ESL ESL - Stay-in
| School N N . . N . . Total
High L1 5 5 10 20
: 2 5 7 10 - 22,
L 3 5 5 10 20
Medium 1 5 4 10 L19°
: 2 5% 5 o T (I
Low 1 5 -7 10 22
2 5. 5 00 20
) 3.0 3 4 n 18"
" Total 43 46 81 170
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birtH of mother "and father 'in terms of whether each parent was born in
| Canada or somewhere else, the level of educatlon of mother and father,
oresent jOb of mother and father, income of each parent the number of
‘ Asolder and- younger br’other and 51sters, and the level of education of
'. ,each, up to a maxunum of 51x, of the older brothers/51sters in.
'chronologlcal order. The remalnlng seven items were forced—chOJ.ce,
L "yes" or‘ "no." These 1tems attempted to solrc:.t in a global way the
reasons of the reSpondent for leavmg school early, his/her current
' status, and whether or not he/she intended to return to school "
Part B ‘of the Student Survey Forms co:xsmted of 59 items.
Twenty—flve of these items pertamed to the quallty of school life and
‘the remalnlng 34 1tems dealt with reasons for leavmg early, the extent :
_of support prov1ded by others, ang}the nature of the dec1510n to leave |
school These rtems were leert—type in format with four descrlptlve.
ch01ces con51st1ng of "Strongly Agree," ‘"Mostly Agree " "Mostly
Dlsagree," and "Strongly Dlsagreei,g ‘ :

The two sets of ,25 1tems pertalnlng to. the quallty of - school llfe

, .m the - two forms were dlfferent The
Py ;

| scale deve Lop by wllllams and Batten (1981) Iﬁwever, the wordlng,

1nclud1ng -tense, the format of presentatz.on, 4 and the response "
;alternatlves were modlfled to suit the sample of school leavers. The '
‘Wllllams and Batten (1981) 1tems were 1ntended for lepllS .m‘school

Also, the scale descrlptors ”Deflnltely Agree and "Deflnltely B

y Dlsagree" were changed to "Strongly Agree and "Strongly Dlsagree"

| respectlvely The procedure used m selectmg the 50 1tems fran the 71

g 1tems Walllams and Batten (198l) 1nstrument was as follows Each item

statement was prmted on an IBM card Thls deck of 71 cards was,glven'

in. source of these 1tems was a |




70
individually to 12 faculty and graduate students _in the College of‘
Education for sorting. The sorters were alsp prOv'ided\six cards which
had typed on them the names of the six theoretical dimensions from thev.‘_\
theoretical n\oriel of Williams and Batten (1981){ namely, General_ -
Affect, Negative Affect, Status, Identity, Teachers,v and OppOrtuhity.
They were also given a few blank cards. The taslr of the sorters was to

sort the item statements 1nto the six categorles and to put aside the

items which did not fit any of the six categorles. They‘were -then

required to sort the leﬁr cards into as many meaningful categories

I\

as they saw, fit, and to label the categories they used. When the
sortlng task was flmshed the sorters placed the labels on top of the
:statements, assembled the deck and returned it to the. researchers On
‘the basis of the agreement of sorters, 10 most dlscrmunatlng items for
each of the five dnnens1ons were selected ' These dimensions were
‘:renamed as General Attitude, StatUs, Identity, Teacher—Pupil Relations,

<
and Opportunity. '

The ten statements in each dimenSion weré randomly assigned to
either form A or Form B so that there were Tfive statements - iri each
form. These 25. quallty of school 1{1fe items were 1nterspersed with the

26 causes and reasons items. The last eight 1tems in the assembled

format of Part B of the instrument pertained to the support and the

‘quality of the decision. The copies Of the Student Survey Forms are

. giveu' in Appendix A ard, B. ‘ S .

C. CUALITY OF SURVEY FORMS
In thls Sectlon, the quallty of the survey, forms are dlscussed in
terms of rellablllty, cluster and factor anyly51s results In v

performlng the oonventlonal rellablllty and other analyses, data fran .

I . - .
N . . .
c



71
each form were analyzed separately. lt shpuld be nbted Ehat the above
analyses were performed by employing data obtained fram a Saskatchewan
province-wide study’(éipyWnyk, Pawlovich,‘& Randhawa, 1983) which

involved 341 subjects. This procedure was necessary in order to obtain

an accurate measure of reliability and validity.

Reliability Analysis o o
\Iten'r—t.otal correlations and .squared rnultiple\Cerelations for
‘items in the five scales of the Quality‘ of School Life in Survey Form A
Tare reported inﬁTable' 2. | The . J.tem—total correlation reported opposite
~each item in t‘:hls table pertalns to the linear correlatlon of the item
- score with that of the total scale score of the items 1n‘ a.speC1f1c
‘ ,s‘cale of which the specific item is a part..' .Simil.’arly, -the squared
'rnultiple correlation reported for an item is the square of the multiple
| correlation of ‘the item with the remaining items in a specific scale.
While the i”tem-tiotal correlation ‘»indi‘eatesl the extent to which the
rankings of item and total are .similar, the squared multiple

“ oorrelatlon 1ndlcates the proportlon of variance of an item in a scale
e

-

that can be predl ted by the scores on other 1tems 1n that scale.
f

. These indices provide useful 1nformat10n to the user in terms of

whether an item makes a worthwhlle contribution to the internal
consistency of a‘scale under consideration. N
Along w1th the above statlstlcs for each item within a scale, the -
analyses prov1ded an estlmate of - the Cronbach Alpha for the scale had
that - 1tem been anltted As well, the coeff1c1ent of rellablllty for .
the emstmg scale, glven in Table 2 was compu.,ted The cauputer
program used for these analyses was the Rellablllty subprogram fram the

SPSS update 7—9 (Hull & Nle, 1981) .



_ i - Table 2
‘Conventional Reliability Results of Student Survey Form A

12

Scale, Item # in Survey
Form and Description

Item-Total Statistics
in 25 Item Form

Item-Total Statistics
in 21 Item Form .

Item-Total Multiple

Square

Square
Item-Total Multiple

Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlatlon

General Affect

1. I felt happy at school. .70 .57 .74 .57
11. T felt depressed at school.* .62 .41 .58 .36/
25. I felt lonely at school.* .38 .19 amitted
37. I felt great at school. .75 .64 .76 .62
47. 1 felt confident at school. .60 .48 .65 . .48

 Cronbach Alpha : ' .81 . .84//
Identity »

3. I felt I was a reliable

- person at school. ‘ .27 .08 26 .08
13. At school other students
- rejected me as I was.* .30 .10 .30 .09
27. 1 learnt a lot about ' ' -

: myself at school .31 .20 .38 .20
39. When I mixed with other ' . . |
' people at school this felped :
me to understand mysSelf. . .38 .23 .44 .23
43. At schook I never knew the sorts ( : -
of ‘things I could do well.* .'.03 . .01 amitted
 Cronbach Alpha | A7 .56
mrtumtx
5. InschoolIllkedtodo
extra work in the" subjects - 5 ‘ .
~ that interested me. _ .26 .09 ©.29 .09
"15. At ‘school T did not talk . " |
: ‘to teachers. abbut the way o L T
they marked my work.*- .19 .08 .26 .08 -
19 At school I learnt to see R -
~ other people! s point of viey. .16 .03 16 . .03

\\Table' 2 .continued.l.\‘.

o
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Scale, Ttem # in Survey - Ttem-Total Statistics Item-Total: Statistics
Form and Description in 25 Item Form - - in 21 Item Form
Square : Square

- Item-Total Multiple Item-Total Multiple
Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation

29. At school IAkhew'I could do | . S »
_enough well to be successful} .25 .08 17 .03

41. At school I learnt whatever = . . : :
I needed to know. - 10 0 05 \ anitted

Cronbach Alpha = .38 '.40

Teachers \
7. Teachers dlscouraged me from ' - \ :
expressing opinions.* . .61 - .46 .62 46
17. My teachers treated. - - o |
" all students equally. .58 . .36 196 34 -
21. Teachers took a personal =~ = : | '

‘interest in helping me: , : o -
with my schoolwork : .48 - .24 o anitted
31. My teachers treated me ... T | ., ' o
unfalrly 1n class.* RS I3 - .58 © .74 - .57
" 43. Teachers I had were. ’ . o ‘ ‘ S
fair and 'just. . .69 © .49 .68 © .48
Cronbach Alpha F R - .82 |
‘Status S ) " '

9. At school people; N '
looked up to me. : o390 .19
23. At school people lacked _ -
o confldence in.me,* .52 c W31 .
33. At,schoo; other .students . N . o
, “ignored what I' said.* - .54 T.33 0
:35. People knéw they could = . - ' ‘
o not depend on me at:school. S
45. At school I was. treated _' o o - S
¢ with respect.  °° .7 A1 1T e
Cronbach Alpha S .69

*These items were :eflecteQ"before data ahaiysis} S o

1
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On the ba51s of consmleratron of these StatlSthS, it was dec1ded

to amit one 1tem from each of“'the General Affect (@), Identlty (1),

'Opportunlty (O) » and Teachers. (T)  scales m Form A.  The itan—total

, oorrelation, ,.squared multiple correlation, and Cronbach Alpha

ooeff1c1ent of L'Ellablllty for the reduced scales. are. also grv'en in .

- Table 2. For the @A, T, and S scales rellablllty coefficents were ‘

respectlvely .84, 82-, and .69 whlch are qulte satlsfactory for
1nstruments of thls type and the hanogeneous sample of respondents

1nvolved 1n the study - These values for T. and 0 3cales were

'respectlvely .56 and 40 whrch are lower than 60 an acceptable value

for mstruments de51gned for assessmg oanplex attrlbutes, which

mvolve a small number of . 1tems, and whlch are admmlstered to a

' ‘sanewhat homogeneous »grOup of re‘spondents.‘ However, the rellablllty

ooeff1c1ent of .56 for I.is margmally aoceptable. Slmllar results on
conventional rel1ab111ty analyses for the Quallty of School LJ.fe scales »

in Survey Form B are reported 1n Table 3., As can be seen rn thls .

‘table, GA and T sca‘les had acceptable rellability 'coefficients of .75,

- and .83 respectlvely The other scales, I O, and S, "had ;ellablllty

coeff1c1ents of - 47, .56 and .55° respgctlvely Only the I\scale had

' _an unacceptable rellabllity

Cluster Analysis R S SRR

The sets of 25 items oomprlslng the Quallty of School L1fe fran ,

" each of the tm survey forms were analyzed separately us1ng the Cluster-

Analysrs Program (Umver51ty of Alberta, 1969) ' ThlS program

‘ . 1dent1f1es hanogeneous subsets wlth 1ow 1ntercorrelat10ns among subsets
frcm a pool of 1tems 'Phls procedure 1s based on the theory proposed

- by Loevmger, Gleser, and Dubms (1953) . The program starts

/.

W
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Table 3~
Conventional Reliability Results of Student survey Form B

-

Scale, Item # in Survey Item-Total Statistics  Item-Total Statistics
Form and Description in 25 Item Form-  ° in 21 Item Form

‘ - Square 4 Sq{Jare o
T ‘ Ttem~Total Multiple ° Item-Total Multiple- 0
Correlatlon Correlation -Cor'.relation Correlation

General Affect

1. At School I felt o | S L

- good about things. . ‘ .56 .35 .52 : 31
1. T felt restless at achool.* *-.60 . - .43 - .60 - .43
25. Ifelt bored at school.* .58 - .42 .58 - 41

37. I got enjoyment fraom N ' : R _
being at school . 45 .29 : .49 .29

47. I got.upset at school.* == .36 @ 17 o  omitted
_ Cronbach Alpha - e 2 T s

Identity
3. I acted in-a respon51b1e ' - o ‘ E -
way at school.. - .20 .05 .22 ©o,05 ¢
13. At school .I did not get - . R .
- to know myself better.* o .2l 09 & .28 .09

27. 1 felt-ashamed to LT e ( R
CS VAN RO

.'be a studeiit,* SR -_".38~ — ; _;’; o
39. I knew what my strengths and . - VA

' wedknesses were at school IS AN ,12_' ' o .26 ' 09
49. At school learmgg was -+ . e | 4 ' S - S
hard for me.* = .~ ° . =01 .04 ., comitted .
: Cronbach Alpha ‘ : o .36_; R ¥ -

. ¥

5.AtschoolId1dnotlearn‘ oo N
how td find whatever : L R o
o 1nformat10n I needed.* ' .22 © ° .06 - .22
15. At school I did not learnwhat. . - * TR
- Ineeded to get by'in life.* .51 . .30 . - .48
19. At school .I did not learn to R L L .
~ get along with other people.* .23: . .. .07 " 24

R ,A"U' ' ST » B - N T . .. . o N . X - . ._'»‘

SoW .- Table 3 continued...
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Scale, Item # in Survey Item-Total Statistics Item-Total Statistics
. Form' and Description ‘ih 25 Item Form in 21 Item Form

‘ Squarg ; ' Square :
" Item-Total Multiple ~ Item-Total Multiple 3
Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation

29. At school I knew I could

reach a'satisfactory - ' S
. standard in my work.. . .18 .06 - . amitted
al. At school I learnt thlngs o - - o ,
that were useless to me. .42 .26 .45 - .26
Cronbach Alpha ’ _ . .56
Peachers ‘ : \
7 Teachers helped me . ,
to do my best. W17 .63
7. My»teachers did not give’ 5
.. me the marks I deserved.* © = .51 - .33
). Teachers were disinterested _ o
‘in what I did.* : _§§4. .43
1. My teachers ignored any extra At | . ST
effort I made in my work . * .63 .41 e
3. Teachers were friendly o | e "
"to me in the classroom W57 «45 *
'Cronbach Alpha B - .83

to me for help , . .26 - 08 s 0w
3. At school I.was thought of ' : - o -

- as a person'who mattered. .38 . ,16. 3‘-.38- SRS o

3. I was known by a lot , R R
of people at. school A 28 0120 ~W3L 12

SQ'I knew that people at school - ' 2' o PR e o

. did not think:a lot’ of,me, C.38 19 - .40 T .18
S,IAt school Iwas'mot =~ A ~_~; R Lo LT
. trusted to work on my own.* ~oL10 .03 o - amitted -

- Cronbach Alpha i S 50 ST BRI i
rhese.items,We#elfeflecﬁedfbeforé data;analysis.' e s : f jr§f‘f;;3
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wlth a 'group of three most hcmogenous 1tems and then con51ders other
1tems, one at a tlme, untll the crlterlon increase in the maXlITIlZlng
f.rat1o in the KR-2O is not obtalned . The maximizing ratio is the ratio
. of the_smn of covarlance_s to the ¢ sum of variances of the items selected
" to form ‘a‘cluSter._ . |
‘For - the ‘Quality 'of' "SChool Life items in Survey Form A .th-is
'_ procedure separated the items. 1nto four well separated clusters and ,
| left three of ‘the items mthout cluster membershlp The first. cluster
con515ted of 1tems l 37 and 47 (see Survey Form A), all of which were‘. ‘
" mtended to measure General Affect and had a Kr-20 value of .85. The '
-second cluster con513ted of all five of the Teacher scale 1tems (7, l7,~’ ‘
21, 31, and.43) and had-a KR-20 estJ.mate of 82 h '
The third cluster con515ted of all f1ve 1tems of the Status scale‘
'\'(9 23, 33, 35, and 45), three. of the Identlty scale (3, 13, and 39),
) two of the General‘Affect scale (11; and 25), and ‘one of the
‘; Opportunlty scale (19) Th1s rather amorphous cluster, w1th 1tems fram -
" four scales, had a KR-20 estimate of .80. Smce all five of the s |
scale 1tems were 1ncluded in the cluster it could be regarded as a

Status dunensmn of the Quallty of School Llfe. Slnce 1tems fran other

. 'three 1ntended dlmenslons als{ clustered w1th these f1ve S 1tems, 1t -

mlght suggest the degree of s:.mllarlly of response patterns to the

_1tems An thlS larger éroup of 1tems It is not unccmnon to ﬁmd |
" measurement SLtuatlons m socxal—psychologlcal phenanena where 1tems '
from drfferent conceptual dunensrons shw substantlal mter—rtsn
redundamles in splte of the theoretlcally expected low or no :«
redundancy between two or 'nore sc&les. Thls fact pomts out the : :

‘,analytlc problem Whlch may or may not be related to. the conceptual

@ . . N ’ /

y .
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clarlty underlylng the- developnent of a certain measurement framework.

- The fourth cluster consrsted of one item (27) from the I ~scale and

~two (29 and 41) from the 0 scale. The KR-20 estimate for this cluster:

o \u.'.‘.-.«,.v‘\, -1.~

_' was .41 whlch is 1w In splte of the low internal conSIStency of the

x

cluster 1t may suggest the ex15tence of the Opportumty Scale as part

: of the Quallty of School Life (QsL) complex How does one account for

‘the two of the O items (5 and 15) and one of the I 1tems (49) whrch

were left unaccounted for in the cluster analysm procedllre" It mlght
agaln be due to the analytlc artrfact and not due to conceptual .
problems. In Splte of the analytlc problems alluded to in thlS Sectlon i |
1t 1s comfortmg to pomt out that a general support for . the
f1ve—d1.men510nal theoretical model of QSL is obtalned through cluster
analysm of Form A ‘items. Four of the five dnnlnsions have been

distinctly differentiated' however, the third cl_uster subsumed three of

. the .items of the fifth dlmensmn This cluster, .due to its larger

,.-..._

soope of 1nterd1men51onal 1tems, showed Substantlally larger |
oorrelations w1th ciust!t 1; 3, ‘and 4 thén w1th cluster 2, which
conslsted of a.ll f1ve of the T items. 'I"he cluster mtercorrelation‘.
matrlx is prov1ded m Tabie 4, | | .

o The cluster analysm of the QSL items 1n Survey Form B also

produced four clusters 'I‘hese four clusters encanpassed 23 items and .

two items were not 1nCluded in any cluster. . -

v The flrst cluster, w;th a KR—20 estlmate of 81 oon51sted of

three 1tans (7 21 143) of T scale. Three 1tems, two. GA
one 0 (lS) Vs defmed the seoond cluster w1th a thZO value 0fk .74

The thl:;i cluster agam was a large pot- pourl cluster con51st1ng -

-of fodr(bﬁ:ems% 19, 29,and4l),threeGA(l, 37 and”),%:hreer



Table 4 X ‘
-Correlation Matrices of the Clusters for the
Quality of School Life Items for Forms A and B2

'Cluster ‘

>

1
2
3
4

A1

© .45

31
.36

%orrelations ‘abovef and below the diagonal are for

cltisters.’ofa*items of Form A and Form B. i:'espe‘ctively'.

'y

.
s

9
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(3, 13, &nd 27)', two T (17 and 31), and two 3 (23 and. 45) Since the

largest number “of items came from I, the ConCeptual QSL dLmensmnal
representatlons,-~ thls cluster mlght be regarded asr' the Identity”
‘groupmg As shown above, 1t is rather Generously fepresented by the

1tems from the other four dnnensmns as well. Hence, it ‘may not be

oon51dered as a pure cluster but as one which is highly dlffused 'l‘he

KR—ZO estlmate of thlS cluster was .78 ’ - /ﬁ
The fourth cluster was defined. by three ltemsZ fram the S dlmensmn

‘ of the QSL model It had a KR—ZO value of ,44. '

Two 1tems (3? and 49) without any cluster membershlp were from the '

I dimension. It may be because Of the cCluster procedure S mmlmum
requirement of startmg with a cluster of three items: that these 1tems

were not put in a cluster ,, ‘A o ’
These data agam generally SLIpport the five d:.menswnal model of "
%L The 1ntercorrelatlons among the fOUr clusters . are prowded in

Table 4. ‘As can be sean m this table, Clusters 1, 2,hand 4 were
A‘relatlvely 1ndepender1t low mteroorrelatlons, of .each other, 'Onli/‘

,{.‘wcluster 3, which was composed of items from t5.11 of th?:”"five'QSL

d_imensions, was such that it had l_érger than expected correlations. with -

clusters 1 ana 2.

>

In sunmary, the results of the Separate cluster analYS-"

- 1.
1tems in Forms A and B generally demonstrate the ex15tenC : of five -

somewhat mdependent conceptual dlménsmns

Factor Anav.lgysis‘_ o ‘. T | e

Iten responses of the 25 1tems of the Qu?allty of SchoOl Llfe from .

‘eafh” form, after adjustlng for polarlty, were Slrbnltted separately to
y

the 1terat1ve pr1nc1pa.l factor procedure (Nle, Hull Jenkms, o

v
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Steinbrenner., & Bent, 1975) . This‘procedure was ‘followed by a varimax "
rotation- The first time these subprograms were run for the data of .
each form, the number of factors were determlned on the ba51sof "the
4 " elgenvalue of 1.0 or greater Thls solution and the plots of the.
elgenvalues of the prlnc1pal ccmponents were examlned On the ba51s of
these exanunatlons, it was dec1ded that a flve factor solutlon in each
case was the most parsunomous'. _
! g‘_or__m_é. The varimax factor loadmgs and communalities of the .
‘q‘ items of f‘brm A are reported 1n Table 5. The f1rst factor is deflned
. by the flve items of the Teacher scale. of the oonceptual QSL model
Hence, this factor is a relatlvely pure Teacher Factor whlch accounts

for approx1amte1y 51% of the comnon varlance.

S ;’ - The second factor is loaded by the flve 1tems of the Status scale.

/a

‘ It also has 31gn1f1cant loadings on an: item of I scale and two items oti

-G scale Nevertheless, on the baSJ.s of nmner051ty, S scale 1tems and

. 2

the~ 51ze of the loadlngs, thlS factor mlght be regarded as the Status \

|
4
i

o Factor., Thls factor acoounts for about 21% of the yarlance e : Lot
_The, thlrd factor, hlghly loaded by four of the f1ve 1tems of the - 'j_,,
< ~General Affect scale, is clearly an 1nd1catlon of General Affect ThlS |

. factor aooounts for approxlmately 13% of the ocnmon varlance.

The fourth factor seems to be deflned by the hlgh loadmgs of t:wo :
of the . IdentJ.ty scale 1tens and may be regarded as an 1nd1cat10n of the

' exxstence of thls(/scale. The amount of varlance accounted for by thlS 4 ,' o

v i
Al

' factor 1s *"about /6% of the ocmnon %arlance enoanpased by the fwe

factors. o o RN \,; - CIRREE |
2;: The flfth factor, Inostly a régldual factor, is- loaded
e |

s:.gnlflcantly by one each of Opportumty (15) ani Identlty (3) 1tems

-



Table 5
’ Varunax Factor Loadings for E‘orm A of
the Qual:.ty of Sehool LJ.fe (n-lBS) '

,

82

»

' Féctors :

I—

1

- 11t

4. .

5. At school people looked up to

6.

7.

8.
9.

10.

T

1.20
< 13,

14,

I

e 'A .5.'

‘16,

. students equally.

,‘-\f s

I felt happy ‘at .school.
I felt I was a reliable
person at school. -

At school I liked to do extra wock

in the subjects that inter

'reachers d:.scou:agod me ftcm

expressmg my opinions.

¢ felt depressed at school

Atschoolother students
rejectedmaalwas N

Atsdaoolldxdmttalktot;eadxers
work.
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Mytuchezstzeatedall

t
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At school people lacked
confidence in me.

I felt lmely at schoal.
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myselfatschool

Atsdmllkmwlcoulddo

I

2l
nE

wllm:ghbobeswcessful.t .

Mytbacmrstzeatedm
mfairlymclm v

At ‘school other students
ignored what I said. )

Peq:lehnvﬁwyouﬂdrb;
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- 1. felt great- at school.
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‘
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e Mgmal 1oadmg ( 41) for one of the Opportumty scale ltems The

PR amount of oonmon vanance aooounted° for by this factor 1s about 3% The

.. 83
It seems that the Opportumty 'scale was generally obllterated due to
) the redundanc1es of the items of other scales w1th those of this scale i
: The low Cronbach alpha for the 1tems of . thlS scale, reported earller ln‘
Table 2, may 'in part account for the state of affalrs obtamed here.
Sum.lar to the above analyskis done for)the 25° 1tems .of the Quallty‘ !
of School L1fe 1tems in Form A, it was repeated W1th 21 1teﬁg The
four 1tens, whlch were 1dent1f1ed as non-oontrlbutlng to the 1nternal
con51stency of theJ.r respectlve scales in Table 2, were not 1ncluded' in

thlS factor analysm.l The varimax loadlngs and comnunal:,tles for the E

,.¢4_' >

21 1tem factor analySJ.s are reported in Table 6.

S
S

It catn be seen 1n Table 6 that Factor I 1s clearly a Teacher ,

- ,\.

- factor def:med by the S1gn1f1cant loadlngs of all four of the 31J.te-.ms of TR

the T sCale in the QSL model ‘ ThlS factor aooounted for approxmately

51% of the carmon varlance._ ' » }.'._,v; et s L 3__5;;';'»'_:‘ " L ,
- The second factor is a]most a pure Status fcht’or deflned by aJ_]_ n |
flve of the S 1tens - It also is- loaded by one 3f the I 1tems 1 Thls j /
factor accounted for about 218 of the catmon variance. / '; »

The thlrd factor is deflned prlmanly by the substantial oadlngs " o
N of all four of the General Affect .1tems It aocounted ox:

approxnnately 13% of the caxmon varlance

: : .“’ - S " e L. P . '» . o . ."-, N “ . " “. i";'”'. e At . . ’I»» ‘< ;, . ‘ K ' . .'. )
S The'y“fo‘ur\th,f.actor ‘:appears\‘to,,rbe‘-/téhe'_I,dentl-,,,‘ ‘ , bedause®it. hasf \

substantlal loadlngs Of two of the T 'scale itBiP sohEs\a J
o be S

: flfth factor, prunarlly re51dual, oodld be regarded as the Opportumty -
factor. ThlS 1s because 1t has been margmally 'defmed by one of the
1tems of O scale and 1t has seoondary loadmgs of two other ltems of O

K o

R A . . B cs T . L PR . el . . ; N

<,A‘<’< . .
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Table 6
Varimax Factor Loadlngs and Ccnnmnalltles of the 21 Items
of the Quality of School Life Form A (n=185)

Items ' . . Factors he

1. I I mw v

1. I felt happy at school. - 20 16 79 32~ 06y 719
2. I felt I was-a reliable person at school. 25 137 13 54 40
3.- At school I liked to do extra work | |

I
(=]
(=)

- in the subjects that interested me. =07 -04 - 34 14 20 18
- 4. Teachers dlscouraged me from . : i : R
; expre351ng my opinions. - . 14 . 11- 01 -02 -06° 57
5. At school pecple looked at me. .~ -13 42 ‘19 20 19 30
-6. I felt depressed at school, . " 19 36 55 11 -09 49
7. - At school other students’ » - :
rejected me as I was. - 11 60 19 22 01 45" -
8. At school I did not talk to teachers = i ' | S
about the way they marked my work. —Ol 03 34 00 21 - 16

9. My teachers treated all students. equally 61 =-02 04 10 04 39

“:10. At school I learnt to see other o ‘ p ‘
people's’ point of view. . o0 718 014 41 04 23

At school people lacked confidence inme. 02 " 70 -04 -04 13 = 51
‘\\\éarnt a lot abodt myself at school. 10 03 .13 59 04 37

13.» At school I knew I could do - . o
well h to be successful.. 11 00 le 05 ° 42 21

“lA.v My tea;ﬁers treated me unfairly in class. 83 18 06 03 -07 73
' 15. At school otger students - - SN ) '
© ignored what I sdid: . 14 65 12 18 -1l 50
16. People knew they couldmot : S
depend on me -at- school S » 07 -46 24 -12- 25 35
17. I felt great at school. . . n ‘!14' 23 70 30 .15 67 .
. 18. When I mixed with other people at school 1 RS L o
© this helped me to understand myself.. =02 09 20 70 13 56
19. Teachers I had were fair and just 76 - 01 . 14 p _[24' 66 .‘,
20. Rg school I was treated 'with respect 37 44 07 25 30 49
21. 1 felt confident at school. - .. 12 35 53 18 37 59

‘Total Variance . . . ' 496 201 125 075 065 962
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scafe; This somewhat weak and residual factor, Opportunity, accounted
for approximately 7% of the ccmmon variance.

]UStlfled

It appears fram the above factor analysis results that the flve
oonceptual dimensions in the Quallty of School Llfe oonstruct are

However, in F‘brm A the Opportunlty dlmensmn is scmewhat,
weak and.it may be wise tog‘%econsmer the items in

' ™=
- future use of this form.

this scale in any

The - other four dlmensmns have a reasonable
degree of. mternal conmstency and tend to be dlscrlmlnated one fram
the other |

o o . Form B. The varimax loadings and- conmunalities for the 25 QSL

items in Survey Form B are included in Table' 7

~

i

The {ust factor, Teacher-Pupil Relations, was defined primarily
by four of the five T scale items. It accounted for apprOXinlately 58%
of the cammon .'va'riance. , |

The second factor, which had substantial loadlngs for four of the

GI\ scale 1tems and for one of 0 scale 1tems, appeared to be a General
Affect factor.
varlance.

It accounted for approxmately 15% of the cammon

Ty

The thlrd factor appeared to have rellable loadlngs for three O
three T, one GA and one. I . 1tems

If One imposes the srmple structure
and prlmary crlterla, it becomes apparent that- thlS factor oould be
regarded as }zhe Opportunlty factor.

As pomted out earller 1n the '
context of Form A, this dlmensmn is sanewhat dlffuse and amblguous and

the 1tems used in thlS scale ought to be re—evaluated in. order to
clearly measure thlS dlmensmn of QSL

'I‘he Opportunlty factor
accounted for approxlmately ll% of the ccm'non varlance.

o
.o *
.

The fourth factor was loaded by three’ of the S scale ltens and one



Table 7
Var imax Factor Loadings for Form B of
the Quality of School Life (n=156)

3

Items _ { Factors . h

I I I VvV

p
" At schoal I felt good about things. 40 4 14 15 13 41
I acted in a responsible : . ‘
way at school. 14 26 21 =04 42.-
At school I did not learn how to ‘ S
find whatever information°I needed. 15 13 3 -106 16 19
Teachers helped me to do my best. 8L 15 f1 -04 26 84
At school people came to me for help. 13 23 -1 23 14 16
I felt restless.at school. © 17 6l 13' 06 22 47
At school I did not get , , . o
to know myself better, ' 08 33 02 15 - 28 © 22
AtschoolIdxdnotleamwhat o _ o :
1 needed to get by in life.. 08 49 42 06 12 4
Myteaduers did not give me o ’ . T
the marks I deserved. : 30 01 55 -07 16 43
At school 1 did not learn tq - o , L
get along wit.h other people w1 1421 5422 42
Teachers were dLSmterested o ' S
.. in what I did. - . /-\47 13 54"
AtSdmlIwasth:JughtoE . F :
as a person who mattered. . 48 » " =02 52
I {elt bored at school. ' 07 IV (74
I felt ashaged to be a student. 10 4 - 28
Atsdmlllmewlcouldreacha- y T
saustactnry standard in oty work. 22 14 3
My teachers ignored any extra.. e ) .
effo:t I made {n my work. 49 1 49 =07 07 - 51
"I was' known by a lot ] . : :
*'of people at school. ¢ - =08 " -09° -6 59 =02
Ikmwthatpeopleatsctnol : '
‘I did not think a‘lot of me. - 06 14 18 62 14 o
I dot enjoyment fram being at school. 33 - 51 01. .25 -13 45
‘Ilmew\dut:myst:engthsam . ’ ’ : . )
weaknesses were at school. 09 04 -167 18 4l 24
At school I learnt things S - L
that were useless to me. -7 31 sl 6 =01 -~ 39
Teachers were fziendly to y - o
. me in the classrocm. : 67 717 14 09 19 54
123 At'school I was not trusted 3 " N
. to-work on my own. _ » 1408 31 -02 S8 - 46
24. I got upset at school. < .12 22 55 18 15 42
25. At school learning was hard for me. ' 02 -04 .36 09 . 03 W
‘Total Variance o 586 15,7 113 08l 075 . 1005

A ) .
A -
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of the O scale items, It could be interpreted as the Status .factor.-
ﬂ This factor accounted for about 8% of the cammon variance. |
. The flfth f‘actor, was defmed by four of the I scale items ‘a‘nd one '.
~ of the S scale i‘tems.' It was interpreted as the Identi,ty_factor.“ This
factor aCCounted for apparoxiimate,ly 7% of the common variance. e

These ‘fivev factors seem to ’justify'the five dimenSidns of the QSL.
items in ASurvey_ Form B. .It. remains to be seen how the ‘21 item factor ,
analysis campares with thi's 25 itemfactor analysis. Therefore_, }the._'
varimax l"oading‘s and communalities are included in Table 8 and the
' results are very briefly dlscussed - ‘ \ | |

As c’\an be seen fram the factor loadlngs reported in Table 8 flve |
:_clearly dlstlngulshed factors emerged in thls reduced set of 1tems of
! ) Form. B. - These factors ard respectively Teacher—Pupll Relatlons,
General Affect,,Status, Opportumty, and Identlty | These factors
respectlvely accounted for approxunately 58%, 17%, 12%, 7%, and 6% of
the cam\on varlance | o o

Hence, the f1ve dJ.mensmnal construct of the Quallty of Schml
L1fe seems to have been Justlfled on. the basis of - these results It 1s
; always desuable, howeve/,‘ to- recon51der the approprlateness of the
_1tems when these scales are con51dered for use w1th another group of
sub]ects. X - _ | |
- D. QJALITY OF SCHOOL LIFE PROCEDURES

parallel forms of qualxty of school llfe survey forms were.
oconstructed, due to the. relatlvely small sample sue,‘i:g‘was deemed
- feasible to employ only one of the two survey forms Form A was
k selected as the 1nstrument to be used in the empirlcal portlon of: thlS '

study. Furthermore, only Part B ‘was’ admmlstered to the subjects R
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, L Table 8 E R »
° Var imax’ I‘actor ~,oadmgs and Ccmm..malltles of the 21 Items
W
' of Quallty of School Life Form B (n—156)
CTtews: . . - " . Faorss - . - by o
| o 1T omr o owoov i
At school I felt good about thmgs. : 35 53 10 06 15 44 % o
2. T acted in a respon51ble way at school. 25. 22 -03 21 23 2L% 0
. 3: At school I did mot.learn’how to f£ind =+ o+ . oo
. "whatever information I needéd. | 31 09.-09 19 12 16 =
4. Teachers helped me to do my best. 84 28 07 o 02 10 80 B
- 5. At school people came to me- for help 00 30 123 02 09 15 w‘ &
6.0 I felt restless at school . 18 55 ’-_01 26 . 29 49
7. At school I did not get: o S Ty LM T
| ‘to know myself better. , 07 .28 0 10 16 34 24 _—
8. At school T did not know what - o T
I needed to-get by in life. - 22 26 08 - 62 09 52 .
9.. My teachers did not.give’ e 2L '
| me the marks I deserved 56 -08 -03 25 I3 40
10. At school I did not learn to B T T
onoget along with other. people. 216 11 56 . 17 25 .45
11.  Teachers swere dlslnterested T s Sl
~ inwhat I did. - 62 2. 13 28 1l 55
. 12. ‘At school I was thought of Ll o R
. as’a person who mattered. 40. 23° 53 05 -01 .50 .
13: I felt bored at school. 09 63 -12 52”7 17 72
" 14, I felt ashamed to be a student. M7 07 16 05 590 41
15. M teachers 1gnored any extra - R : - L S
. effort I made in my work ' 68 05 00 22 05@ ‘52
. 16. 1 was known by a lot of - people at school -22 0L 58 -15 - Q6 42
17, Ikr;ewthatpeopleatschool o o o N
" did not think a lot of me. 05 - 09: 57 11 26\* 42
18, I got. enjoyment fram bemg at school. .18 54 2312 -03 -39
19. I knew what my strengths. and o o e
- weakneses were at school. 02 06 14 -05 35 15
20. At school I -learnt thmgs | S S
. that were useless tome. 3712 14 55 ~-11 49
' 21. 'Teachers were fnendly to ) st - ‘,“ co _
. .. me in-the classrocm 61 .35 13 -09 - 08 33 .
- Total Vanance | 496 202 125 075 065 963 .-
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because thlS part pertamed to. quallty of school llfe and- reasons for

/. leavmg school' Part A was not admmstered' bec‘ause similar o

‘demographlc da{ta were obtalned through 1nterv1ew schedules employed 1n

the 1nterv1ew port].on of thlS study

~ T ' * Te

Each early school leaver was admlnlstered the Students Survey Form -
_ P ‘

(Form A) (Appendlx A) , whlle each stay-1n was admlmstered the Students
"m School Survey Form (Form A) (Appendlx C). The admmlstratlon of the
kmstrmnents was. conducted in a SChOOl or school board offlce in mostq

: 1nstances, four Subjects oompleted the survey form at thelr hane th.le

v K

one subject oompleted the form in a x;estaurant.- All forms were

: el 1nleldually admmlstered by one of two 1nvestlgators, durmg th e '__-:

W

- .months of March Aprll and May 1o, The subjects req;ured

approxlmately 20 mlnutes to ccmplete the J.nstrument

The early school leavers' responses to the Students Survey Form .

' (Form A) and the stay—ms responqxes to Students in School Survey Form

.v (Form a) were coded and entered 1nto the ccmputef er analysls.\ R

E‘. QUALITY OF scnoon. LIFE ANALYSIS :
| The QSL data ‘on five scales ‘were analyzed usmg multlvarlate il

(MANOVA) and un1var1ate (ANOVA) analy515 of varlance 1nvolv1ng a leEd

: two - factor crossed des:.gn. The flrst factor, Status, oon51sted of .
o 80/81 early school leavers, 81/82“ear1y school leavers, and- stay—ms.
B ~'1‘he second- factor, Level, con51sted of three levels of 1nten51ty of
early school leavmg rates- hlgh medlum and low. The level of ;
' 51gn1f1cance for testmg the main . effects and 1nteractlon was 05.‘ If o
the MANOVA effect or 1nteract10n was found to be 51gn1f1cant, the ANOVA

A »results were taken as rellable and lnterpreted acoordingly. Otherw1se

e the ANOVA results were- nob oonsuiered worthy of mterpretatlon. e SRR

Q“v
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- Data’ on reasons and causes were analyzed m such a way that; gneans

4 : - :
. < N

and standard dev1atlons oﬁ each item wlthln a subset of items of a
category were canputed and reported in order of hlghest to lowest mean E
- r evmoeemooce
The 1nterv1ew portlon of thls study mvolved 1nterv1ew£ng 70 early""

.schodl leavers from 51x of the nme schools 1nvolved in the enplrlcal

| _'L.sectlon of the study The 1nterv1ew data obtained fran the ‘six. schools
. Were oons1dered to be suff1C1ent to gam 1n51ght 1nto the early school
,leavmg phenanenon In addltlon to the early school leavers( 64 e
- _geachers and/or prmc:.pals,' 60 parents and 61 stay—lns were. 7
'.'_.».1nterv1ewed e ‘} : .. S o : '~
o o .- Of thq.70 early school leavers, 35 had left school durlng the
"T‘,l980/81 term whlle 35 had left school during the’ 1981/82 school term.”
| ’-‘Imtlally the mvestlgators attempted to select candldates randomly fo'?'~
- 1nterv1ew1ng, however, it became necessary to' 1nterv1ew those early

(4

' 'school leavers that ‘were avallable and w1llmg to be mterv1ewed

was also necessary to select schools wh1ch had 1dent1f1ed at least 15
early school leavers f.’rcm ‘each of the school years 1nvolved m order to

be - reasonably sure that ‘a minimum of flve early school leavers per

:school oould be ldentlfled and 1nterv1ewed | |

-

The 64 teachers and/or princ1pals selected for the study were

f those 1ndlv1duals Whlch the prmc1pal lndlcated had a 90%3 knowledge of |

“an early school leaver that was interviewed. The 60 parents 1nterv1ewed‘7"' =

o \were those parents of"Ehe\early school leavers whrch agreed to be

.‘-<:1nterv1ewed only m one 1nstande were both parents of an early school .' o

vl'~ EEN

-



o
leaver interviewed' _ |
: Fmally, ‘61 stay—lns of smllar age and acadenuc performance to
that of the early school leavers 1nterv1ewed earller were chosen to
ocmprlse the stay—lns sample.. In1t1ally the 1nvest1gator attanpted to

i
match the stay—lns and early school leavers in terms of age, sex, hane

: olassroom, and academlc performance However, thlS procedure proved to |
be unposs1ble._ The prlnc1pals of the schools 1nvolved attempted to |
match as closely as they oould frcm the students that were avallable.

- The gu1d1ng cr1ter1a were to select those students who were “in school
that came closest to matchmg the characterlstlcs of the early school
leaVers In same lnstances 1t was not possmle 0 mat\h the early
school leaver w1th a stay-ln subject on all ﬁour crlterla mentloned

All the : stay—m sub3ects were cansmered by the pr1nc1pal as potentlal -

early school leavers who were experlencmg sane academlc dlfflcultles

g | 1n school as well as dlsplaymg smular attltudes towards school .as the
: early school 1eavers demonstrated earlaer in thelr school llves '
N Seventy—flve percent of the stay-ms were of the same age, sex and
. | grade as the early school leavers 1nvolved in thlS study. . |
S -‘.;' The "Student Intervxew -Schedule" (Appendlx D) was utlllzed when k
: 1nterv1ew1ng early school leavers.. The "Prmcipals ﬁxd Teachers \ g
Interv;ew Schedule" (Appendlx E) was used w1th pr1nc1pals and teachers

- 1n thlS study The "Parents Intervxew Schedule (Appendlx F) was

enployed when mterv1ewmg parents | The "Stay-ms Intervrew Schedule" e

(Appendlx G) served as the gulde to questlons used 1n 1nterv1.ew1ng the

. stay-tms. _ The above schedules were demgned by thlS mvestxgator by

usmg questlons from schedules that were enployed 1n earller studles

; ,,-—- 2



questions posed in thlS study. B " : r**:—* BT

" ‘glnterv1wed ln a restaurant.. ~ "_.

C .

(Archer, 1978 Relch & Young 1975), Minr rev151ons to scme of the

schedules were made ln order to make (\the schedules cox@rstent w:,th the :

g

L H'INI’ERVIEWINGPROCEDURES

e

tralned 1nterv1ewers, who also conducted tne lnterVJ.ews w1th school

-« I Lo

. personnel and .'parents. ' Each early school leaver 1nterv1ew took
‘ 'approx1mately one ‘hour to cauplete. These 1nterv1ews were condudted at

"a school or school board offlce for all but flve of the 1nd1v1duals.

e

'_Four early school leavers were mterv1ewed in thelr homes whlle one was :

v - ,4

The pr1nc1pals and teachers were also 1nterviewed m perSon at the

'.schools. Each 1nterv1ew took about 15 - 20 mmutesn

The parents were 1nterv1ewed via telephone. ; A parent 1nterv1ew

) usually took approxlmately 15 mlnutes to canplete._l One or both parents 'if' |

o _ 'of the early school leavers mvolved 1n th s stucy were telephoned,

however, , 1h ten cases 1t was not pos51ble to contact e1ther of the

The 1nterv1ews were reoorded on paper, the 1nterv1ew\ers wrote down )

’ e‘.'

'verbatlm the carments made by the mterv1ewees The 1nterv1ewers o

°

"oonducted several mterviews together m om .er to assure consxstency 1n

W

s ‘, 1nterv1ew1ng techniques. Several 1nterv1ews wege tape re?rded and
were played to a thlrd party m order to determme whether the |

’ """71nterv1ews were conducted .m smular f.ashlon._ All df the above

S » -.,’....Procedures d1d 1nd1cate that both ».',f,J.ntervmwe*s conducted the

‘\f

.}a

<.



reported in descrlptlve and sumnatlve form. Whlle three mdlvxfiuals

\ ,
performed the above procedures mdependently, the results produced were

oon51stently smular in terms of frequency coun\ts, mterpretatlon of

carments, and the- conclus@ons reached frcm the mterpretatlons

' \
. e .
\ . K o
¢ B} : h

R . .
[N
§ .
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Ll RESULTSANDDISGUSSION . 1. LIS

In thls chapter the results of responses of the sub]ects on the '

quallty of school llfe and‘ th,e r,easons and 1ssues for leavmg school

% .
Aearly are reported and dlsqussed In addltlon the lnterv1ew data are

S

S

:sumnarlzed énd explamed
| | CUALITY OFoSCHOOL LIFE (QSL) RESULTS S

The results of the QSL are presented 1n thlS sectlon. ’FiVe"

L dlmenswns of QSL were measured and related to the status level factors

of early school leavmg The results of multlvarlate (MANOVA) and

_unlvarlate (ANOVA) analy51s of varlance of the f1ve scales were denved

\\“7‘7 e *‘1’-\ S

»o_‘(from the 25 quallty of school llfe 1tems It should be noted that the :v

MANOVA rFsults derlved from the 21 quallty of sohool hfe 1tems

| ""‘__'[_:vproduced slmllar results as dld the 25 1tems

Ml HypOtheSlS 1 stated that there &Jlll be no 51gn11§1cant '

dlff rences m the perceptlon of quallty of school llfe for students

"-""_'frcm hlgh, medlum and low early school leavmg schools " Means of the R

= flVE scales of QSL for Form Aon the three level ClaSSIflcathhS are

';"glven in Table 9 The multlvarlate ma1n efw on. level was not

‘“',_/v/;f’/_”slgnlflcant at the 05 level o? 51gn1fu:ance

\Smce this multlvarlate F—ratxo d1d not reach a 05 level of

¥,

o s:.gmflcance, the umvarlate effegt of level on each scale was not

.‘&

oo:amdered rellable.v' Therefore, h}:pothesm l was, accepted, meamng

R that students from hlgh, medmn\’and low early school 1eavmg schdols

d1d not dlffer 1n thelr perceptlons of the quallty of school llfe. -

.' "--‘»,"These results 1nd1cated that ‘in. terms of quallty of school llfe as

percelved by students, there were no dlfferences 1n the proflle of

. ' .

E N
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rneans for students from hlgh medlum and low early school leavmg

4 schools SR . ',f e

'; Null . Hypothe51s 2 stated that there w1ll be no 51gn1f1cant

dlfferenCes 1n percept;,on of the ctualaty of school l1fe among st\udents

that left prlor to grade 12 ccmpletlon and thelr age-mate stay-lns o

B w1th1n the same schoeis

Means of the f1ve scales of the QSL for Form A on the early school‘. :
leavers and stay—lns are reported in Table 9 The multlvarlate mam R
,effects on Status was not 51gnif1cant at the 05 level of 51gn1f1cance. A i
Because of thls fact the umvarlate effects werei?onmdered not ._':'v.
"‘.irellable even 1.f a level of 51gn1f1cance was attamed by any of the
| scales. Therefore, hypothesis 2 was accepted, 1nd1cat1ng that early
' school leavers when oanpared to stay—lns d1d not dlffer 1n thelr |
| perceptlons of quallty of school llfe. BNE | 5

\

Null glypothesm 3 stated* there wlll be no SLgmflcant dlfferences

: m percelved quallty of school lJ.fe between students who had léft prlor

-to grade 12 oanpletlon for less than six. months as ocmpared to students

"who had left school prematurely for more than elght months

3 ‘." Means of the flve QSL scales on the two classxflcatlons of early

school leavers are tabulated 1n Table 9 As prev1ously reported

»

"".'.,nmltlvar,late mam effects on Status was not s;.gmflcant at t( 05

-

".level of mgmfl.% Therefore, hypothe51s 3 was aocepted, meanﬁ'lg

e that less than 51x—month leavers do not d1ffer« fran more than ‘.V'

;-'elght—nonth 1eaVe,rs 1n thelr perceptlon of quall.ty of school 11fe,‘ ; o

| '-.,“i'I‘hese results Suggested that: d1fferent duratlons of t1me out of sc ot
= .,_‘]-.by early school leavers d1d not result in dlfferent perceptlons of

' -‘,;_'vfthelr quallty of school hfe ,_f}
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. S Table 9 e
_ _ Means of Flve Scales for the 25 Items of the allty of School L1fe o
U '-Form A for Three Status. Categorles and Three Level Cla551f1catlons _‘jﬁgi.7?

N l - . . .\ N N ) .

 scale . - 80/BL 81/B2 Stay-in High  Med - Iow .

Ty et f~;'ﬁ?3lif”,,N¥62vr'7fN;435'7'.N%59~f'*

. L. General Affecti T 2.9 0 127 125 0 126 128

S 2oldentity 1340 139 '*13;4f’]"213,3¢(i;§13;45f¢‘ 136
| - 3. Opportunity i;ffv“11?9 s 12,4t-?}ﬁi3;ir;~!aléeif_**512;s€ . 12 5

e Teacher—Pupil TR e T

e Relatlons :';}"All'8 13 0‘_‘,512.5:;- 12,2 130 o

o 5 Status 142 14 4.3 .00 134D M6 L4

S r’_l‘}_ o ..'_ (
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B. REASONS AND CAUSES' FOR LEAVING SCHOOL, FARLY RESULTS: \\_.
¢ The early schoOl leaver-s in this study wére'. asked to respond to
the 1tems in Part B of the Student Survey Form. . Thlrty—four of the
items dealt with reasons and cauies, extent of support proV1ded by

others, and the’ natUre of the‘de01510n to leave school These items
- .
were leert-type in format with four descrlptlve ch01ces consisting of

“Stdngly Agree" 14), "Mostly Ac&ee" (3), "Mostly Dlsagree" (2), and
"Stronqu Dlsagree" l)Ql\The descrlptlve choices were assigned a

number value from four to one as 1nd1cated by the number in the

T .
Brackets above. Means and Standard ev1at10ns were calculated for each

— -

P ¥

Summary statistics of items perta‘mng to ?ersonal factors for

leaving school aré given in Table lO\Of these (10‘ items, flve w1th the

(

hlghest means pertaln to the ,;.espondents wantlng more freedan, hav1ng
. -~ ‘
personal problems (worrles) havmg hame respon51b111t1es, not gettlng

along at hame and wanting to travel. ‘ . _‘f -

" In Table 11 are prov1ded the smmar;yh«results /of 1tems pertalnmg\
to school related causes of . leavmg school early. As can be seen flve
of the 1tems w1th t.he hlghest means dealt w1th (l) learnlng not
relevant to chome of career, (Z)H dlssatlsfactlon with the school -
program, (3) dissatlsfactlén w1th the teachers and the teachlng, (4)
dlSllke for school rules and regulatlons, (5) exper1enc1ng school
dlfflcultles. The 1tem w1th the lowest mean pertalned to "experlencmg -

readlng dlfflculty. . - 1 -\:\

Sunmary statlstJ.cs of respoﬁses to items: deallng mth"’e@nanlc

causes for leavmg school early are reported m Table 12, It can.be

53

&1
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| © Table 10
- Mean and Standard Deviation of Responses to Items
on Personal Causes for Leaving School Early

80/81  81/82 Total . .
(N=43) (N=46) ~  (N=89)
Personal Factors “ _'.Meah  SﬁD. Mean S.D. Mean .S.D.

1. T quit school because © ' S
I wanted more freedom.. - 2,51 1.16 2.54 - 1,00 2,53 1.08

2. Personal problems (worries)
the reason for quitting-

school.. 2.26 . 1.05 2.28 1.06 2.27 1.05
3. I left school because of ‘ o T .

hame responsibilites. 1.86° 0.89 1.67 0.79 1.76 0.84
4. T wasn't getting along at . o R

hame so I quit school. 1.81 0.88 1.64 0.83 1.73  0.85
5. T left school because _ ' L

I wanted to travel. ‘ - 1.74 0.76 1.63 0.80 - 1.68 0378
6. I left school because T | T
- of personal jllness. 1.45 0.68 1.51 0.76 1.49 -0.72
7. T quit school because B L o

my friends had left. -1.44 0.70 1.50 0.69- 1.47 0.69
8. I left school to . ' o

get married. : 1.25 0.74 1.41 0.80 1.35  .0.83° -

9. I had to leave school ; - , o
because I had left home. - 1.26 0,62 1.50 - 0.78.. 1.38 0.72

10. Illness in my family S . o e .
made me leave school. . - -1,28 - 0.63° 1l.24 0.43 1.26. 0.53

"4
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. ‘Table 11
Mean and Standard Deviation of Responses to Items
on School—Related Causes for Leav1ng School Early
. . »:’N _
80/81 © 81/82 % - Total
(N=43) (N=46) (N=89)

School+Related Factors Mean S.D. Mean ' S.D. Mean \E;D;

v

1. I left school because
what I was learning was -
not relevant to my he o - ‘ x
- choice of career. - <. 2,46 1.100 2.39 - 1,14 2.42° 1.12.

2. My dissatisfaction with
the school program was - - - :
" the reason for leaving. 2.42. 1.12  2.37 1.08  2.39 1.09
3. I was dissatisfied with - ’ ' o |
‘.and the teachers and ‘ - o '
. ‘the teaching so I quit. $2.39 1.18  2.26  1.16 = 2.33 1.17
N4, I did not like the - * S
" school rules and . e ' _
- regulations, so T left. 2.19 1.16 . 2.28 L18 2,24 1.17
. 5. Since I was experiencing ' a '
~academic- dlfflcultles SO | ‘ a N .
I left school. : 2.30 .1.08 2.02 1.02 2.16 1.05 .

6. . Slnce my school attendance
was poor so I was forced - ‘ B .
S ‘to leave. ‘2,00 - 1.00  2.26 1.04° 2,13 1.03
T.7. Idid not get along with =~ . o oo : : S |
the staff so- I qu1t school 2.03  0.91 2.20 " 1.06 2.12  0.99
- 8. I'left school because T. = -,\,\. Tl -
- was suspended or: expelled 1.39 0.80 = 1.45 " 0.91 .1.43 . 0.89
9. Since I had.a reading S B R ‘5
dlfflculty I qu1t school 1.34 "0.61 1:50 - 0.78- 1..43 0.71 ¢
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~money my family needed, - 1.35

0.90

S
B Table 12
Mean and Standard Deviation'of‘RespOnses to Items -
~ on Economic Causes for Leaving School Early .
80/8l ~ - 81/82° Total
(N=43) | (N=46) (N=89)
Econanic_Factofs LI ~ Mean .S;D;,} Mean 'S,D.; Mean - S.D,
I left school because, ) .
I felt I was wasting o _ s S
my time. - A - 2.58  1.12- 2.67 1.17 2.62 1.14
2. 1 wanted to look fora J | | o
job and go' to work “so : D v ¢
I left school. 2.2 1.14 2.36 1.11 2.31 111
‘3. My desire for more spending. ] S
' money made me leave school. 2.14 * 1.06 2,15 1.03 - 2.15 1.04
4. I quit ,School to . ' o ; e
) support myself. 2.09 1l.06 2.00 1.05 2.04 1.05
5. Got a job offer . o - o : |
so I quit school.” - . 1.81 00.98 1.63  0.83 .1.72
6. I left school to assist ‘ o o o .
in a family business. '1.46 0.67 1.52 0.79 1.52 0.74
7.. I left school to earn ° ¢ IR - ‘ S |
0.65 0.60 1.34  0.62

i

y
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seen that the three-ltems w1th the hlghest mean were the following: -

(L) I left school because I felt I was wastlng my tlme, (2) I wanted to
look for a job and go to work so I left school, (3) My desire for more |,
| spendmg money made me leave school The range \of means for these
1tens_ was 2,15 to 2.62. The remalnlng four 1tems had a mean value of
2.04 or less. ‘ o |

-Sumnary statistics of responses of 1tems pertammg to the extent

f of support provided by others in the dec1510n to 1eave school early are "

prov1ded 1n Table l3 It can be seen that ) tems w1th the hlghest means’
were (1) the prmclpal was not heinful Vtgx I ralsed the questlon of
| .leavmg and (2) the guidance counsellor was helpful when T ralsed the
questlon of leavmg schoo]a The remamlng three 1tems had a mean value
of 2. 44 or less, meamng that less than 50% of the respondents agreed o
. w1th these item statenents. Upon exammalng the above results, it may7
be 1nterpreted that more than 50% of the respondents 1ndlcated the
prlnclpal was ‘not helpful, whlle the counse\llck was scmewhat more '_
- helpful than the prlnclpal when the early leavers?af ed. the questlon |

| - of leavmg school Furthermore, less than half of the res ,' 'en_ts',
w.r.‘jpercelved thelr mother and . frlends as bemg supportlve of the early\kr'
C vleaver 's’ demslon to. leave school. For the majorlty of the early

U ‘»school leavers the decrsxon to qu1t school would not have been .
e '_‘dlfferent ‘even lf a change in the tm\etable had been p0551ble. ThlS

statement 15 supported by the statlstlcs provided for 1tem 1 m Table

&

14. Furthermore, most of the early school leavers retrospectlvely were
| '..‘ vhappy about the dec1510n to leave school thls 1tem had a mean of 2.70
and a standard dev1at10n of\OS '_ The mean of the -item "1 thought |
"'.for a long tlme before I 1eft school“ was 2 70 with a standard |

dev1atlon of 1 06 Thls suggests that most of the early school leavers ‘i
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1.05

Table 13 |
- Mean and S'tandard_Devivation of Responses to Items
. Pertaining to the Extent of Support Provic_i_ed l_by,‘chers |
80781 81/82 . Total
'(N‘43) (N=46) - (N=89) -
‘S.upport Provided Mean S.D. Mean S'.D;.’ Mean ~8.D.
1.  The principal was not
helpful when I raised A TR o
the question of leaving. - 2.77 1.12  2.36 - 1,14 7 2,56 1.13
- 2. The guidance counsellor was’ o o
helpful when I raised the m Lo
.. Question of’ leavmg school 2.41 1.98 2.69 1.29 2.51. 1.97
3. My father did mot ' | ) B
. support my decision . . . .- T o o
- about leaving school. 2,59 1,10 230 1.04 2.44-°1.05 °
4. My mother supported my B o BT o '
+ -, decision about leavmg R R S
" school, . 2.23+ 113 02,27 0,97+ 2.26. - 1.04
. 5. My frlends supported - 1 T - =
' - my decision about - S S
leaving school. 2,23 0.87 2.13 -0.87  2.18 ' 0.86
& e -
. - Table 14 : :
Mean and Standard Dev1at10n of ItanB Pertamlng
to the Nature of the Dec1510n to Leave School
.80/8L - - i' 81/82 Total . -
C(N=43) o (N=46) =89
= Nature 6f Décision | 'Méari . S.D. Mean - SD - \Mea'n' S.D.
1. 1 would not have stayed in
- school even 1fmyt1metab1e CEEE o C
- had been changed. ~ 2.81 1.10 '2.73 1.09 2.79 . 1.10
2. Tamhapy that- o
 Tleftschool: . - 2,67 1.02° 2.80 "1.15 2.70-_
3. 1 thought for a long. time ; o LT
© before I left school. . « 2.72 110 2.69 1.04° 2.70° 1.06,
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. did not act impul‘siVely when deciding' to .q'uit-'_schoo,l.b

IN‘I‘ERVIEW RESUL '

The: mforma,tlon obtamed from 1nterv1' 1ng 70 early school

'leavers, 61 stay-ms, 64 teachers/prlmlpals and 60 parents is -

B ‘presented in this section. Due to the overwhelm1n9 nunber of tables :

pertalnlng to lnterV1ew data, only the most pe}:\tlnent tables are
) present m the text The renamlng tables are avallable 1n Appendlx H ?;,.‘
~-5.For purposes of reportmg and wr1t1ng obnvenlencei the tables 1ncluded

"_1n Appendlx H are pref%ced w1th the letter H

‘_ As can ‘be seen the results in- Table 15 mdlcate that )the early )
'_ school 1eaver sample was canposed of 42 (60%) males and 28 (40 ‘
/ . ',.females rangmg m age frcm 15 to 20 years, the nlajorlty bemg a
: ages of 17 (34 3%), 16 (24 3%) and, 18 (22 9%) years Most. of the ‘
school leavers left school when they were 1n grade ll (30) (42, 9%) or
.:grade 10 (26) (37.1%), e
| The months durrngA whlch the early school leavers}eft school are
reported in Table Hl 0ctober (20%) and February (15 7%) were the most =
'popular months for leavmg school | .' i _' | '
,, The occupatlonal status of early school leavers' 'parents 1s |
S reported 1n Table H2 The majorlty -Of early school leavers' 'parents :
'-',v"_v.'were employed 1n occupatlons of the unsk1lled (26 5%) and skllled .
o (22 l%) labor categorles. : ' ERE : o
Table H3 1nd1cates that the educatlonal 1evels completed by
parents was predanmantly at the less than grade 8 level (30%),
‘ ,.___*l'nwever, 17.9% of the parents ccmpleted grade 10 and 17 1% Canpleted
tgrade 12.. " | |
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Table 15
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Age Distribution,-Sex,,and"Grade of Early School Leavers *
r Two Years from Six Schools

'~Aée"

. Sex

- ..

Year - 15 16-

.\'17 _

18

A
: 19

20

MoF

. . Grade

10

12

S Ul1980-81 2 13
198182 3 .4

8 7

16 . .9

3
0 f

20015
‘220 13

o

315
1L

13 4

17 .-

-

 Total 5 17

Lo

“16, -

5

g

‘42 28

26

i

30 7

Percent. 7.1'24.3 34.3 22.9. 7.1 4.3  60.040.0 10.0 37.1 42.9 10.0

€

o,

s



- born 1n Canada whlle 7 9% of the’parents were born out51de of Canada

r,::‘\ N . ’ . ‘ -, ) ‘ o
| | 105

As shown;ln Table H4 the typlcal early school leaver in thlS ‘

'sample has a mean of. 3. 75 51blrngs In’ regard to famlly p051tlon T
'”almost half (47.18) of the ‘early school leavers were the youngest in

o thelr famlly, 32 9% were the m1ddle chlld and 18 6% were the oldest in

P

the famlly Thlrty—51x_(51 4%) early scbool leavers had at least one
'51b11ng precede.them in leav1ng school early Thlrtyrnlne 55 7%) of

' the early school 1eavers Stlli had 51b11ngs attendlng school RIS

b

Results 1n Table HS show that 97 l% of the early school leavers

.reported’that Engllsh was the donipant language spoken in thelr hane ;;}i;
whlle 2 9% repbrted French as the main language. o vlv _ .

."vrv' . L ~1 ) -

Upon examlnatlon of TablexHG 1t can ‘be’ seen that\95 7% of the “A.-ff

early school leavers were Canadlan born and 92, l% of the parents were .

"Canadlan born as well Only 4 . 2% of the early school“leavegs wene not-*j .

e is revealed in Tableaﬂ7 that the number of schools attended,by .

1fearly school leavers in thlS study ranged frcnltﬂugnto nlne”_u&hlrty—gneif s

A T S
I

f(44 3%) early school leaVers attended four schools or more dur1ng thelr*f*‘
’}school attendlng perlod | ‘ Av y

| Informatlon reported in Table H8 1ndlcates that 54 3% of the early.- d_‘
'.school leavers 1n thls study had falled a cxnm&ete grade prlor to
”;leav1ng school The major reasons glven by the earlylschool leavers

~for: falllng a grade were neglect of school work " “problems gettlng

‘1along w1th teachers," "subjects too dlfflcult," and “problems adjust1ng

5,,,frcm ohe school to the next " Table H9 1nd1cates that grade seven was

- the grade reported as most frequently falled (12 9%) by the early

school leavers w1th grades lO (ll 4%) and 9 (ll 4%) follow1ng close .

o ..
‘~)
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: Wlth reference to Table HlO 1t can be seen that 64 3% of the early
school leavers reported thelr general satlsfactron w1th school as good, :
| ,:' ‘and 3l 4% as borderllne On'ly 4 3% of the 1nd1v1duals reported poor ‘ |
B general satlsfactlon About 57 l% of . the early,school leavers reported; ‘
f.:_they were gettrng along satmsfactorlly wlth the teachers whlle 34 3% -
v reported thelr relatlonshlp w1th teachers as borderlme. Flve (7 l%) 5 .“?'_
sald they were gettlng along poorly w1th the teachers and one person fo
was undec1ded m regard to hls/her relatlonshlp w1th teachers.’ Thlrty
;;}J-.,.‘v__-»_.,percent of the early school leavers reported they were gettmg along | |
ftf- -;'%-'satlsfactorlly w1th the pr1nc1pal and/or V1ce prmc1pal of thelr
- ,.:"school, ten (14 3%) sald thelr relatlonshrp was borderllne, and 15 f',-‘l'l‘ |
.}"'(21 4%) clalrﬁed thét 1t was poor. Twenty—three (32 9%) of the early _' |

.school leavers sa1d they had llttle 1nvolvement W1th the pr1nc1pal

B and/or v1ce pr1nc1pal ‘ Table HlO reveﬂs that ll 4% of the early _
N o
school leavers reported thelr school perform%nce as belng good, whlle B

L :“4:{?,33 5% percelve’d rt as belng borderllne, and thlrty-two (45 7%) felt it

¥ ..'was poor. Flfty—elght (82. 9%) of the early school leavers thought they
were gettlng along satlsfactorlly w1th the1r peers whlle f1ve (7 l%)

"_sald thelr ‘peer relatlonshlps were borderllne. Sevéri' (10%) reported

'J - \"‘ .' S, o
' .‘,thair relatlonshlps wrth peers as poor. o L "_ j'; }

J-

R The teacher qualltles that early school leavers reported they

'llked in teachers are sunmarlzed in Table Hll Thlrty-elght (34 9%) of

: the responses bemg "they llked the teacher\ to be understandmg and

. ‘:carlng . Slxteen (14 7%) 1nd1cated early sc”‘ l leavers llked teachers
who ass:rsted students when requ1red "W Flft" n (13 8%) of the

:’_‘responses stated they llked teachers "who took t' ne to talk to you,",.

whlle 13 (ll 9%) of the responses revealed that early school leavers

\‘.
N
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liked teachers to be "frlendly and personable "

Table HlZ 1nd1cates that 81 48 of the early scnool leavers nad
eXperlenced teachers they‘ dlSllked’ The teacher qualltles dlSllked the
most were "not showlng any carlng towards student/s,“ "negatlve .

attltudes twards students,/," "never showmg 1nterest in students,“ and

" ’"hassllng you but not helplng students " Table H12 also J.ndlcates that S

’ .30 (42 9%) early school leavers talked to teachers regardlng personal
-ooncerns, whlle 40 (57 1%) dld not Of the 40 who did not talk to. E

‘ teachers, 57. 5% sa1d they would have 11ked to have oonflded 1n thelr ‘

o teachers, wh1le 42. 5% sald they d;l.d not want to talk to teachers

.regardmg personal concerns even 1f they had the opportunlty B
BN

' Results 1n table Hl3 1nd1cate that 100% of the students..had taken

- _'sar@ subjects they llked. - The major reasons glven for 11k1ng certaln

: wsubjects were "llked the content of the subject matter and found 1t

1nterest1ng," "llked the fun act1v1t1es m the classes,"_ they \‘were

good avt them,"r and "llked the teachers that taught than'. " Table Hl3

:,jalso shows vthat 82 9% of the early school leavers had taken subjects

- ,they dlSllked, wh1le only 17 l% sald they had not experlenced any

B

”-"subjects they dlSllked The maln reasons glven for dlsllkmg saue

'-’Subjects “were" problems domg the work " "problems w1th teachers,". o

' : and sagano relevance and no pract1ca11ty 1n takJ.ng the subject W

Wlth reference to Table Hlil it can be seen that 64 3% of. the early
1 school leavers sa1d they nad problems domg the school work The most
| :,:'popular method of handllng problems encountered in. school was to -
1gnor§ them, to do nothrng and not to ask for help " The second most

E freque tly reported method was "to ask and recelve help fran the

: teachers,u whlle the thlrd was to ask but not recelve help fran the BRI

-
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ateachers " - - o \ -

© As shown in Table H15, \88‘8 of the early school leavers d1d spend v
¥ out of school tJ.me w1th classmates whlle 208 sald they dld not spend

"tlme w1th classmates. . The rgost cammon act1v1t1es of early school

" ';leavers spendlng tlme together were."drlnk»mg alcohol and/or taklng

L m sports act1v1t1es.'; .

drugs," "g01ng for COffee," "dr1Vlng around w "party}.ng,'f and "engag]_ng .l

| Upon exammatlon of Table Hl6 1t is found that 48 6% of the early - S
school leavers d:Ld have a conVersatlonal klnd of relatlonshlp w1th the |
. | prmclpal and/or VJ.ce prlnc1pal whlle 51 4% reported they dld not talk

‘-'“'..;"l.,w1th them. The major reasons glven for not talklng w1th the prmmpal g

'and/or the v1ce prmc1pal were "d1dn't want to bother h:Lm/her,"'."

r .‘"dldn't want hlm/her 1nvolved " and "not my kmd of person."_ Of the

—_early‘ school leavers reportmg that they had been able to talk w1th the 7, .
‘.prlmlpal and/or the v1ce prmc1pal the major toplc;s of OonVerSatlon R
. .:had to dO Wlth the early school leavers "lack of school attendance" and ‘ |
the early schooI leavers "5chool progress or for "be].ng T e ’

. .J-".' * el

o "_trouble in schoo _’ ; S

Fran Table Hl7 1t 1s learned that 5]..4% of the early ] 1

o fleaVers m thlS study part1c1pated 1n extra currlcular act1v1t1es, ‘ "

_'-?whlle 48 6% reported they d1d not part1c1pate. The part1c1pat1ng group

: ,reported that sports" was the major ex‘tra currlcular act1v1ty with :.'

- clubs" and"'band and musm" bemg the seoond and thlrd most oonmon

ot ‘»_extra currlcular actrv1t1es. . ,

| . Results 1n Table H18 convey the fact that 24-3% of the early

school 1eavers m thls study were suspended fran school at least once o V

2 thlle 75 7% reported they were. never suspend'éd The main reasons glven S
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. for suspen51ons were "sklpplng class‘es» ". "flghtlng m school" and
“dlsrespectlng a teacher and/or pr1nc1pal "o . .'

?;’f1 It is shown in: Table Hl9 that only 27.1% Of the early school :
leavers Sald they had a learnmg problem._ The 1nd1v1duals W1th the
L stated learnmg -problems revealed that the major reasons fpr the S
/ learnmg dlfflculty had to do w1th problems canprehendlhg sub]ect
B Table 16 1nd1cates that 88 6% of the early‘school leavers in thlsm%":.
study had sklpped classes whlle ll 4% mdlcated\ they had neVer sklppedv L
classes mthout good reason. The hlghest rates of absenteelsm were two i
days and one day per week. The greatest number of early school leavers E _:'-f :

1nd1cated they started sklpplng school 1n grade 9 w1th grade 10 belng

the seoond most frequently mentloned grade, and Jumor hlgh (grades 7 - .'

_ 8) as the thlrd most frequently sklpped category The reasons g1ven

N

: for sklpplng school are llsted in’ Table 17 The most ocmmon reasons -

for sklppmg school were ""school unlnterestlng,'f "peer pressure v

:. 1nfluence,"v and "Just wanted to be away fran school " N
| As can be seen from Table 18 the most p051t1ve aspects of school
perceptlon of early school l;’.eavers was predcmmately "frlends and
soclallzmg "School 1n general" and "1earn1ng ew oontent" were the

second and thlrd most frequently stated

‘: ‘ v,, e negatlve aspects of school as reported by early school T

leavers are suryarlzed 1n Table 19, The most negatlve aspects of _
school were ."teachers hasslmg me ". "school not 1nterest1,ng, and " B
school too orgamzed and routlne." /[ e -
' Table 20 J.ndlcates that 80% of the early school leavers felt

poeutlve about school at one tune whz.le 20% never felt posxtJ,ve about

- .
. e .
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Table 16

Frequency of Classes Sklpped by Early School Leavers/ L

i ,‘D' N ¥ v’ - 72

- Year e ".;ﬁ~~._-fjso,_/31j1;31‘/82‘7'fr¢£1¢1_ﬂ.] s

N Dld You Ever Sklp Classes?

l ClasS per week . el ‘ . | |
L‘:.':1/2 day per week L
1 day per week oL L
- ‘1/2 days per. week};,v Gy

)
3
N
W W
"
/
UL b

RV
. 2 days per week ( 16
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Table 17

Reasons for Skipping Class as Reported by Eérly School Leavers -

111

Year

80/81 81/82 Total

Reasons for Skipping~

School uninterest'i’ng

No reasons given L |

Peer ﬁressure influence - »

Just wanted to be away from schéol
Hated subjects '

.Go for coffee durmg spare and S
‘not feel like caming back .

v

Was puttlng nothlng 1nto school mrk

Haome problems
Being hassled by teachers

' Personal problems

-

10

-

RPN NN

w u oy W W

N NN N W

13

13

12

11

NOW W e W

A



¢ ~~ Table 18°
Positive Aspects Regarding School as

Repor ted by Early School Leavers

112

-

-

'\ Year

.80/81 .81/82 Total -

What Aspects Did You Like? -

Friends and socializing
School in general |
Learning new content |
Subjects |
Sports | .
Open-climate independence
Recess or spares |

Friendly and interested teachers

Drama :
Industrial arts and music
Helping younger students
Challenging"teachérs. -

'26‘

- o W N

27

N W W

o
w

e R O S R ST G- SV




Table 19

Negatlve Aspects Regarding School as
Reported by Early Schiool Leavers

1

- 113

‘Year

80/81 81/82 Total

what Aspects Did You Dislike?

~ Teachers hassling me

- -School not inperesting
School too organized and routlne
'fsubjects generally

Teachers in general .
‘Problems with subjec£ content
'ieers»irfitating me
"Teachers not helping

Demand for conformlty

Unfalr treatment fram teachers :
~ Reports and assignments _

‘Not learning'anything useful‘
Everything about school =
My own attltude and behav1our
Teachers looklng down on me
Ingustlces caused by wide

differences in school Systems =

Top\much hanework
'Hatea being controlled

R




Table 20
Time When Feelings Changed Frcm Positive to Lo
" Negative Toward School by’ Early.School Leavers

Year . . ; . 80/8l 81/82° Total 3%

Was There a Time When You ,
Felt Positive About School?

Yes L - 28 28 56 - 80.0
Mo | -~ s T 7T 1 200

Time of Change to Negative

 During 'Junioraigh*,(g’; 729y o107y ‘1\1\ .
. Start of Junior High (gr'7) e 5. 14
" Always disliked school - ° 9 5. 14
Start of Senlor /ngh &gr 10) 3 10 13 o n
Before Junlor ngh _ 4 6 020
During Senior High (10-12) 2 5
How Did Elementary School -, .
Differ Fram High School? | N - ’
- Pecple cared more in elementary = - - 12 9 21
: Elementary was more 1nterest1ng 9 10 19
High school more busmessllke . T J-l 18
' No. difference R R 9. 6 15
. Teachers left it up to student L 4 S o
.in high s¢hool - I had - ..~ - . o e

- difficulty managing time A SR 4
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school. MQst of _the early school leavers who reported feellng

posrtlvely about school at one time stated t:hat they began to develop a

negative feellng toward school mostly durlng jumor hlgh school whlle |
' the next most frequently mentloned tlmes were the start of junlor and ‘

' .,the start of senlor hlgh . The majorlty of early school leavers found -

elementary 5chool a more positive experlence as ccmpared to hlgh

school. The main reasons glven for elementary school bemg a more

POSltlve experlence Mas- that "people cared more in elementary school e

| elementary was more 1nterest1ng," 'and, "hlgh sc_hool ‘was_ more dlffrcult'

- and more ‘business like." .- . -

. T

It 1s revealed in Table 21 that 64 33 of the early school’ leavers
_ 1n thlS study stated that they left school early after much thought
'whlle 18- ¢ 6% left school "on the spur of the" mcment" and 14.3% left

‘"after same thought o

The reasons glven for leavmg school are tabulated in 'I‘able 22

,_Nlnety-51x (57 5%) of the responses were categorlzed unde school
'related reasons for leavmg " The maJor reasons grven under th1s o
°_category were poor academlc performance" and "dlsmterest 1n school o

B2
, due to percelved lack of meanmgfulness of schoollng.“ The thlrd

reason glven \was "lack of effort" on the part of the early school N

leaver and the fourth reason was "drfflculty in gettmg along w1th

"‘,'-‘teachers and/or prlmlpal. " Thlrty-51x (21 6%) of the reasons glven

ar’

,fell 1nto the fmanclal and econcmc category The two major reasons
. m thls category were. "wanted to be more reSpon51ble and an adult llfe‘-t
| 'style“ and "had a jOb enjoyed makmg money, the mdependence and
R .,.'Aexc1tement of work " Hcme related problems and self related problems "

‘b'-each acoounted ’for 5 4% of the reasons for leavmg school early. Peer



Table 21 - .’ |

FU. o
116 -

‘e . ’ . N

Quiek‘nessbf‘ Early School Leaver's Decision. to Leave School

. Year

o

80/81 '81/82 Totai %

. LT /! .
© After much thought - \

. Spur of the mquent
:Af,teri same thought
Not my decision . |

M4 21 45 643

6. 13 18.6
10 143

2.7 2.8

oo o




Tablé? 22
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Early School Leavers' Reasons “for Leavlng School

. Year

éo/él-,81[82;_T0ta1 I

o

'Financial‘ ~ Econan_ic i

20 15 36 - 21.6

Wanted to be more responsmle — |
an adult—llke style ST '

Had a ]Ob, en]oyed maklng money, the
: mdependence, and exc1tement of work

" Needed to support other dependents

; .My father arranged for: an ©
" apprenticeship for me .

o 'Academlc Performance - grades were
poor., I was: behmd and gomg to fall

Attltude - I was. dlsmterested in-
~"school - “found it meamngless

 Had difficulty in getting: along
with teachers and/or prlncnpal

" pffort - 1 was’ wastmg my time m

SChOOl = gettlng and mvestlng nothmg

o _Teachers - T dlSllked teachers malnly for
hasslmg me for sanethmg I d1d wrong '

S : Attendance - mr atterﬂer, SleEd a 10t, -
. .may as well work instead of wastlng tune L

o1 couldn't handle the work’

i Angry and rebellmg agamst the
- societal and school -Systems

3 fI was expelled or: suspended ‘v

1 didn't care to go full time; thoucjht . .
~could ‘do it part—tlme but I.didn't succeed L

f'"Always dlSllked school mmensely

P —e e

1w 100 200

R
e AL

" rable 22 continued ... .



“Had fanuly problems SRR B R
Parents wanted me to support myself 2 2

" Had a fight at home, so I left : S
~hame & school & went to work 6? . T lep

. 4‘Aloohollsm at hcme drOVe me to leave school I B

- '. ',’Personal problems LR , -
I was in trouble with the . law o 2 2

" Drugs and alcohol contrlbuted i e
vtomyleavmg school © .~ | o2 3 5 36

Had a hockey career)opportumty T T TR 16

l18

Coyear -\ - g0/l 8l/82 Total 3

~;H¢me Related . S s w9 ¥4

Family. wanted ‘me to qu1t school . o < S
andhelpathaneonthefarm oo T 1 1,

'“-1'Se1f‘Re1ated--‘ 'i;:l'_i~ :7"'f_: }~~[' 54 9 5.4

; ‘f.I lacked dlsc1p11ne, self

control and motlvatlon N _" : ER n2 . ; _2‘ -

_-;— - -~ e

‘ _Health problems R , ' ] 1 1 .‘ 2 »'
' Ivas pregnant R UURIEE NS SRS

@

.,':"D;Lfflculty gettmg along mth othe:. students 3 ‘ 3 6. '
"‘Frlends qu1t so I did too 'i' L e -

,;ﬂibtallNgmbe;foflkesppnses - »i;»],:_;f”; S 167 1000,
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.influen'ce accounted for.4.;8% of the responses while health problems |
made up 1.8% of» the Tesponses. One person left school because of an’
‘ 0pportun1ty to establlsh hlmself in a hockey career |

Upon exammatlon ‘of Table 23 it is shown that 42 9% of the early
| school leavers did 1ndeed want to leave school when they did, however, “\.
57 l% did. not want to leave schoo]_ but d1d SO anyway. The factors that‘
prec1p1tated thelr leav1ng, are- 1lsted in Table 23 The two most. |
-frequently gJ.ven [reasons Were oonfllct w1th pr1nc1pal/teacher" and |
oouldn't do the work and was feelmg llke a fallure. The thlrd and

. fourth major reasons glven were “"fell too far behmd in school work"
Cand “school was. meanlngless for me, found no relevance in it." . The
fnext most frequent reasons were "had a JOb I wanted " "school turned me
-T»off — I was angry towards 1t " and thought 1t was tlme for me to
fsucceed at scmethlng."}’:‘ - ‘ | o ' |

| It can be seen fram Table H20° that 84 3% of the early school

: leavers reported that the1r dec131on to leave was thelr own, 1dea, ' '

T .‘~wh11e 15 7% attrlbuted the suggestlon to other people. f.Th'ree'

‘1nd1v1duals reported 1t was thelr parent s 1dea, t:wo sald 1t was thelr f’ "
"{flance s, tm each sa1d 1t was the pr1nc1pal's or a teacher s \'-._‘.
-f-.suggestlon respect1ve1y. . One person sald lt was a frlend's J.dea, - .

; ‘a another sald the v1ce pr1hc1pal suggested 1t and another sa:.d the law
v"requlred that he go to JaJ.l thereby nece531tat1ng hlS w1thdrawal fran

,school E:.nally, one sald 1t was everyone s 1dea -the s1tuat10n .

' demanded 1t. Table H20 also reveals that ln 30% of the cases the S

; 'parents agreed w1th the early school leaver s demslon to leave. In

»,

- .'28 6% of the 51tuat10ns nobody agreed w1th t'.,he early school leavers '

‘,V'-'deczasmn, whlle 1n 14 3% of the cases f.rlends agreed and in 12 9% of

-



o V'Frlends qu1t

120

" parental pressures to. leave S :
.. because of poor performance F e R |

v 'Engaged to be marrled o
' _',Klds teased/bugged me d

Pregnancy (self or frlend) .
i Falled my last grade - de01ded to qu1t
, Parents forced me to- qut '

 ’Needed ‘time to- think out ARRERTIRT T
feellngs toward school B " R S

"Fanlly situtation - my mother " was

-llll I had to work on the farm -
‘Not gthlng along w1th parents S

o ’.“Couldn't stand. the’ unfair treat-_ e
L ment from Pr1nc1pal & teachers - . .

N N N

N

(I SEE SO M SRR

Table 23
.Precipitating Factors Affectmg Early School Leavma
Year . 8081 81/82 Total . &
Did You Really Want To Leave? | | | .
| CYes 191 35 a
“No <+ . ) S 16 24 40  57.1
What' Made You Leave When You Did?-
Conflict with Prlnc1pal/teacher T o100 .8 18
I couldn't do the work, felt like a fallure 6 12 18-
' Fell too far behind - ‘in school work 5 7 12
- School was meamngless - 1t ‘had no relevance 3 8 11
Got/had a jab I wanted ] a T2 4 6
School turned-me off. . . A E
-1 was angry towards school | 1 4 5
Thought it was tlme for me ' | R
to succeed at sanethlng 4 1. 5
Wanted or needed money " - 3 w‘l‘.":.' .-4 .
: Couldn't stand the students T 2 2. 4
Personal problems * - . =, 02 2 4
Just. wanted to work o B 2 1 3

D
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’the instanceS‘the orincipal'supported the decision h |
- Parental reactlons to thelr chlld's leavlng ‘school early arey
. summarlzed in Table HZl. About 30% of the early school leavers ’
_reported that thelr parents supported thejr dec151on to leave school
hAnother 31 4%. stated thelr parents dlsagreed w1th thelr dec151on, wh11e_l~
- 27.2% sald their parents assumed a neutral position. In ll 4% of the ;4
ncases early school leavers reported the1r parents were d1v1ded
'"regardlng thelr de01510n to. leave school dv N o |
| 1. It is shown in Table H22 that 77 1% of the early school leavers

descrlbed thelr parents attltude towards school as encouraglng, 18 6%‘

- sa1d they were neutral Whlle 4 3% descrlbed thelr parents as hav1ng a' 8

f'negatlve attltude towards school. The klnds of school 1nvolvenent R

Afidlsplayed by. the parents of the early school leavers are stated in

,_Table HZl The greatest form of school 1nvolvement by parents (80%)

A‘_‘;was that of "attendlng parent teacher 1nterv1ews " About 78 6% of - the‘”'

~early school leavers sa1d that thelr parents dld what they could 1n

'.regard to helplng them w1th school Approx1mate1y 67 l% of the early Y
-“schooi leavers reported that thelr parents v151ted the school when they;f

7;were requested by school personnel to do so

Accordlng to Table H23 1t is shown that 61 4% cf the early schoolf~‘:J

"f”leavers reported that they thought thelr decxslon was a good one at thea -

‘_tlme, 35 7% sa1d 1t was not a good dec151on, whlle 2 9% were unde01ded

':',,The most crnnnm 3Ust1frcat10n of the dec151on to leave school was that-w

v:.ﬂlt relleved the pressure, 1t got me- away fron a, 51tuat10n I dldn'

?illke."g The ma1n reasons gLVen for the dec1510n not belng a- good one

",ewere that "I wanted or needed grade twelve,"."dldn't see my fr1ends ‘*'

T:fanymore, and "found only tempOrarY rellef "’:?v.
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.";_t ‘_»~consulted vmﬁ) the pr1nc1pa.l prlor to leavmg

. :‘co‘nsultl g

. \ M . ‘- v A . ) ) . ‘ . » 4 ‘ N » ‘. 1.122
" as can‘be‘ seen fran"l‘able H24 eariy.school -leavers ;did consulti,

with tne counsellor prlor to leavmg in 17 (24 3%) cases whlle 28 (40%)

’ d1d not consult w1th the counsellor m the school Twenty—flve (35 7%)
B of the . early leavers dld not have a counsellor avallable in thelr "
‘school In seven mstances the students were encouraged to -stay, and : |
. V' in f1ve mstances they welghed the aros and cons regardlng leavmg

' The maJ.n reason glven for not consultlng the counsellor(s) was - that the

,early school leavers "d1d not care to mvolve them.

r

Accordmg to Table H25 only 18 6% of the early school leavers

‘oonsulted w1th a teacher prlor ‘to leavmg school In flve mstances

o .they were dlsoouraged frcm leav1ng whlle 1n four 1nstances the teacher

\

- supported their - decmlon The maln reason for not consultmg w1th |

bteaChefS ‘was they "dldn't want to 1nvolve them.v- e ) _
- ‘. md1cates that oﬂly 19.. (31 7%) of early school‘ leavers
pr1nc1pal 1n thelr school consulted w1th hlm/her about

5 In nlne mstances the early school leavers were
In another four cases the dec1$10n was left up to the early

1ven for not oonsultmg w1th the v1ce pr1nc1pal, was - that the
: "j"hool leaver "d1d not want to mvolve hlm/her.

in. Table H27 t.hat only 30% of

.:é

In the cases where

13

S "xoonsultatlon dld take place the early school leavers reported that m
L [v '7‘51x mstances the prlnclpals dlscouraged them frcm leavmg whlle 1n

" four mstances they were - neutral The mam reasons glven for not

?'th the pr1nc1pal were "we dldn't get along,"_ "I talked

e early school leavers =

o

K fran leavmg school, whlle in four cases the dec:.slon was R

. aver w1th no. positlon taken by the v1ce prmclpal The ﬁtajor \



‘with someone else," and "it w\chldn 't have helped "’By way of contrast, ‘
| Table H28 1nd1cates that 70% of tﬁe early school. leavers consulted W1th

Aa frlend about thelr de0151on to &eave school Whlle in 32 6% of the

L J.nstances they were dlscouraged fran leav1ng school, 1n 31 4% of the

T S

mstances thelr peers were neutral The maln reason glven for not

. consultlng w1th a frlend was "1ts my dec1510n——not thelr cdncern "
| ? The future plans by early school 1eavers 1n lleu of gomg‘ o’. :
»-school are summarlzed in. Table 24 About 40% of the early school I.
_‘ ‘vleavers'had a’ jOb at whlch they were employed Of thlS employed group -
' «,"..34 3% were m the labor force, whlle 5 7% were worklng at hane.
Approxunately 32 8% planned on fmdlng employment while 18 6% had no

‘plans About 71 4% of the early school leavers planned to return to

-~

school sane day, whlle 21 4% d1d not have any plans to oontlnue thelr

_"educatlon. About 7% of the early school leavers had oons:rdered the ) _-_.‘ L

';possg.bﬂllty of returmng saneday ' Eleven (15 7%) of the early school

o 1eavers stated they would return to school 1f they could go to another

_ Table 25 mdlcates that 42 9% of the early school leavers stated
that they oould have been persuaded to stay in school 1f certam o
' changes had been pos51ble, while 57 1% reported there was nothlng _

' '\anyone oould have done to persuade th?n to stay in school The changes .
mos : ’equently mentloned by the early school leavers that m;n.ght have
gamade them stay were' "more need for 1nd1v1dual assmtance fran L

teachers," 'nteachers could have made me feel less uncqnfortable', and |
o ," @

' "the claSSes could have been more lnterestlng and meanmgful "
: Aooordmg to Table H29 only 15 7% of the early school leavers

stated that students should be allowed to 1eave school before age 16,



- I was gomg to go to Tech U

%1ﬂ; Dldn't thlnk about it 1_ffgv/l~;

AR "1355“; Taﬂe24

- Early School Leavers Future Plans Ane Lleu of School '.

N

4 - » - - 3 =

Lo Year oo '-'8'0281 81/82 total -

g

2

".‘f ?utﬁre_Plans in:LiéufOfJSChOOIEf—.

I had a. Job at\wox:k ' RS T ) Y'Y ¥
I planned to find a job S T = T
I had a'iob ¢ athame - 3: - _i sﬂ"’? L2

iowas gomg to tralmfor a: ]Ob

s gettingmarriad o

I was planmng to go to another school

P

10
100

A R SR U

7
3
113

X i—-‘ N %) ok

34,3
32,8 ¢
186
Co2.9
2.9
i
R I

- -"If:NO* Pla.hs i-: Reason L

S

I just wanted out e 2

Expelled

Poor health T L e

8. 10

Y%, 1f I could go elsewhere

Loris

R T
A4
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V‘\\ 5 Table 25
Early School Leavers Suggestions for

Prevention of Early School Leaving

Year = - 80/81 81/82 Total &

!

. Was There Anythmg Anyone Could :
Have Done To Persuade You To Stay” ’

Yes 16 14 .30 429
No T . 19 . 21 40  57.1

poa

What Could Have Been Done?

More need for individual

ans

assistance fram teachers B 8 4 12
Teachers could have made me feel less : o
uncamfortable and more ‘accepting : 3 5 8

Make the classes more
interesting & meaningful

Teacher could've encouraged me - 1

¥-3
)

Improve the teaching ~
more effective teaching®

I would have stayed if I wasn't kicked out

- If I could have a job at the same time |
Teacher could” dlsc1pllne the students better 1 '
Have more trades and /or vocatlc‘anal courses . > &1 '

I would-have stayed if my = o CHREN) B
- girlfriénd was not pregnant IR ‘1 1

Would have stayed if my family
didn't need me to help then ‘at hame -

If I left my job I wouldn'lt ggt it back -

I would have stayed /ifIwasn'tf L Lo
*  into alcohol & drugs (SELFy . - . - f o1

, 1

Have more options and fewer campulsories 1 “1
1

2

HOHEN D N W

\

ﬁ My parents could have encouraged me to. stay )
If I had gotten along with.the Principal #. *1
©© Special clases for low achlevers ' - 1

i
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while 84.3% said they should not be allowed ‘to_leave.t \'I‘he major
reasons given for not being allowed .to leaye prior to age 16 'we're "not
old enough to make own decision" and."everyone should try to get their
grade 12." . . ¢ h

With reference to Table H30 it can be seen that 7l 4% of. the early
school leav_ers had part—time jobs at one time while they were at school
while 28.6% said they were‘never .enployed part—tlrne while enrolled at:
school. One person reported having a full time job wh‘ile \going to o
school . The type of part—tlme labor most frequently reported by thev |
early school leavers was regular employment as’ unskllled\labdrers

Early school leavers' employxnent_actlv.rtles since 1eav1lr§g school
are presented in Table 26. About 68.6% 'of the early school \\leavers
reported spending their time efnployed as unsk'illed labo.rer’s.'since:
"leaving school The second largest category (14.3%). of employment
reported was rn the skilled labor category About 10% of the early |
school leaver;s reported th,at they_ were not _-employed ‘since leavmg
school. « App_roximately 42.9% stated Vthey‘had been employed in a,t-least |
v"one.job; 20% reported thathheyhad beenemployed in three different
]Obs Q“T, A i o o .
Aocordlng to Table HBl about 93.6% of the early school leavers '
_lﬂ‘percelved themselves as gettlng along fine’ w1th thelr oo-workers, w1th
nearly as many reportlng gettmg along well Wlth their boss. Only one . :
(l 6%) reported gettlng along poorly w1th oo—workers whlle 4.8%

pc%ted getting along poorly Wlth thelr boss. Forty—elght (76 2%) of
the early school leavers planned to stay in thelr present job. for at ‘
least several months 19% said they planned to leaVe thelr ]Ob soon; .
and 4’.8%_ we_re; undec1ded as to whether they ‘would staylln‘the_l_r. pres_ent R
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Table 26

Early School(-» Leavers' Employment Activities Since Leaving-School

S o - %
Year : 80/81 81/82 Total %

<

Employment Activities Since- Leaving

Unskilled labor 24 24 48 68.6
.Skilled labor . | | 9 1 10 14.3
Unemployed most of the time 2 5 7 10.0
Employed by parents " 15 6 8.6
Haven't worked at all 1 3 4 5.7
Played hockey , 2 2.8
~ In training program . | 2 2 2.8
Self employed 1 1 1.4
Homemaker . . S 1 1 l4
Number of Jobs Since Leaving

One S 14 16 30 42.9
Three - BRI .10 4 1 200
™o s 8 13 18.6°

~ None 1 6 .7 10.0
5 1

" More than three 6 8.5

‘% . ) \ ,' o . - )
Percentage total does not equal 100 because same respondents gave more .
than one response.. S ' I |
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- position.

Table 27 indicates that 67. l% would llke to go back to high
school 20% said they would not while 12.9% were undec1ded Table 27
also indicates that 35.7% thought they will go back to hlgh‘school>

- while 30% planned7to continue their education in same alternate form

~ rather than going back to a secondary school . When asked Whether‘they.‘fs'u”

planned on getting more eddcation‘of same kind 82.9% indicated they

\ -planned to.

Upon examlnatron of Table 28 it can be seen that 77. l% of the
gearly school 1eavers have glven thought to a career whxle 22 9% have
fnot given the matter much thought Of those early school leavers who
have made no future plans the largest number of . them "would llke to
tra1n for a specific- occupatlon/vocatlon."‘ The second most frequently ,

: mentroned future plan was to "stay on the present ]Ob," and the thlrd\

was "would llke to flnd a better paylng ]Ob " cMost (59%) of the early,pl

‘SChOOl leavers have not had any contact wrth the school 51nce leav1ng,
of the group who did have contact, the most frequent purpose was ‘to

"v151t ‘school - teachers and frlends." . S /

Table 297 1nd1Cates that -45. 7% of the early school leavers wouldkfi. L

: make the same dec1sron regardlng leav1no if they had to-make the
‘ dec151on agaln whlle 54.3% -said they weuld not. The greatest regretu‘
~about leav1ng ‘was "dldn't flnlSh my -grade 12." Sane early school
~:leavers that sald they would make the same dec151on agaln also -
expressed some regrets about havrng left school early. ;1;’
IY can be seen fram Table H32 that 97 l% of the early school |
leav rs have never recommended that anyone leave as early as they dld"

the same number requested they ‘did not lntend to do’ so. - Flfty '
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Table 27
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Early School Leavers' Fﬁture?laris‘Regarding Going Back to School

" Year

\

80/81 81/82 Total %

Would You Like To Go Back To High' School?

<

Yes | LT . 27
| _No? o o o '
Urﬂecid.ed

25

47

14

67.1

20.0 -
12.9

T

' Do You Think You'Will.Go Back To High School?

Sarme ‘other form of Sc:hoolirxj‘ L
like ‘correspondence, Tech ..
-or Business College . -

Undecidéd
Good chance -
‘Not likely .

W N W o v

12

™)

25

21 '

B> W o O

35.7

30,0
T12:9

1.4
4.3 -

A

' Do You Plan On Getting =~ .
- More Education of Same Kind?

:'xes" i | o '27.

“No

31

58

g*82,9‘  .
- 114
57




Table 28.

Early échool'LeaVet ' Future Plans Regardlng A Career

130

. Year

pos

80/81 81/82 Total

' Have You Given Thought To A Career?
el { .

. :Yes
 No

28

2%

54
16

77.1
229

- Future Plans

s WbUld llke toltralﬁ}fdr a

spec1f1c vocatlon/occupatlon
'Stay at present. jOb

“Would llke to flnd a better pay1ng jOb :"

"AHave a busxness of my own.. ..
- Get- marrled ralse a famllY B
, _Plan to go to tech SchOOl

: Take up a profe551on '

Y

TN S W O

1‘15

N e o W

e w0

327
16
u

~Conta¢t.With”S¢hddy Since Leaving .

" None | o

- flV151t school - teachers, frlends |
'Inqu1r1es re:. educatlon '
\School dances |

22

19

e
19
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. k Table 29. S :
i Early School Leaﬂérs Regrets Regardlng Leav1ng School
A
Year .. . ,'30/81 8}1/82._'1:otélg.g C

If You Had To Make The Dec151on
Again Regardlng Leaving School:

. Early, WOﬁld It Be The Same? -

‘.,, Soc1ally bored

Ca Yes . 1g 14 32 5.7
- No . R 172 38 54.3
 What Regrets DoYou Have? o
Didn"t’ flnlsh grade 12_ R o M o 21' g'iS g_ 36
None: ' 9 =T 16 .
© Ididn't’ want to leave 3. 4 7
Wanted my grade 10 ‘ x4 50
“Work is- ‘tough- . 1 S22 3




o 'of courses thh scme alternatlves to academlcs ""
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| .‘ percent ot the early school leavers.‘repo ted thelr relatlonshlp changed
with the1r parents after they Left school About 47.1% said 1t got E
better whlle 2. 9% reported it got worse; SO% reported no change The
most frequently reported posxtlve changes were "belng closer to my
'parents,“ and "better communlcatlon Table H32 further 1ndlcates that
81, 4% of the early school leavers thought thelr parents wanted them to
return to school Approxmately 80% of the early school leavers |
reported they had the same frlends while 4.3% said they had the ‘same
frlends plus more frlends than they had at school _ . . | ‘A
The changes early school leavers stated they WOllld llke to see in’
the school system are reported 1n Table 30 The flve most frequently
“_mentloned changes were "more vocatlonal and trades\ courses,"’. "lmproved

'-teachmg ccmpetence," - "teachers need to be _more carlng, humane and

'_encouraglng‘," "better pupll-teacher relatlonshlps " and’ '!rﬁore_ varlety' T

¥

Examlnatlon of Table 31 1nd1cates that 80% of the early school

L leavers reported that work was a better experlence for them than Was

) school wh11e 8. 6% sald work was worse than school The most frequently

: .','mentioned aspects of work that were better for the early school leavers R

,.._than was - school were, "more reward and fulflllment,", "more meanmgful "

A

A'"feelmg more successful and useful at work " and "more maturlty and
| ',responsmlllty requlred at work » The negatlve carments m regard to L

;;work as compared to school were "work 1s harder" a'nd "work requlres

| h more respon51b111ty and product1v1ty and has more pressures than does .

-T‘,fschool n | _ S |
The ccmnents made by the early school leavers to the open ended

--ﬁ.questlon are reported 1n Table H33 The questlon asked "Is there
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‘ ‘Teachers should be monltored more closely
' sf; Make school cmnpudsory to gr, 12 ']1‘-_ = "v' 3 | ‘;
" More tutorlng & counselllng servxpes

- L'f‘hSchool is an. ev11 Lnfluence - should
: }-allow students to leave earller :

dd:Treat all students equally -
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' , Table 30
: Early School Leavers' nggested Changes in School Functlonlng

T

Year . g1 gise2 Total ..

What Changes Would You Like
To See In"the Sc’hool "SystEm'f’

_More vocatlonal & trades courses , | 1‘11 , 16

Improved teachlng canpetence B o 7 14

. Teachers should be more. carlng, o R =

~_ humane and encouraglng ‘ 13
" Better pupll—teacher relatlonshlps _ : _ 12

* More varlety of courses ~ alternatlves to academlcs vl2

[
o

LR W W W U o o o

‘i?>More 1ad1vidual attentlon for those having dlfflculty
| School - does not prepare people for out51de world ~‘
None . - s ‘ -
' :Ellmlnate non-practlcal courses

- To be treated more llke an adult _
: ,More counsellxng serv1ce ‘ " :f;”p; L
.More career edication . . . B :
ilee students tra;nlng for what they want and need'

THOB W N e W g v, o

'.iEas1er transfer frcntone school to another R

LWORIEIN N R W e N0 G < w;

‘flee students chance to succeed v i

N W

'a.Schools should better motrvate students ’fﬂ“ifv_h;” J 3

»,,f Better dlSClpllne in school -
"‘ifLet students progress at thelr own pace o
, School too blg and: impersonal . e
:h'Need more prlnclpals w1th carlng attltude -

: ‘:‘Ellmlnate spares - only have study L Cal |
' - hall. Kids- take. off durlng Spares a *[j., SRR

: }dSmoklng lounge necessary ':,_;:'.‘ P ,."l"hg_ff ~~fl“¥
 Give student more respon31b111ty N . v]iLi s

L N
N N e

il I I T S R

'~jE11m1nate mass assemblles"ﬁ; f‘ L p.:5" 1




Table 31

- EBarly School Leavers' Camments Regarding Work Experience

134

Year g0/8l 8l/82 Total

i

v_’;;)»'_.."

% -

: How Has Your Work Experience
Differed. From Schoof' Experlence’)

" Work is better 0. ‘26 56 80.0
Work is worse ' 2 4 8.6
No differenoe 2 . 2 - 5.7
Have not worked yet 22 57 .

' ‘How Is Work'Bett'er? '

_-'More reward & fullflllment N 15 9 24 34:3 .
-More meanmgful L b 9 10 19 - 27.1
Feel successful & useful at work. 13 4 17 2a.3
“More mature responsmllty 3 10013 18.6 ..
Less borlrg, more 1nterest1ng \ 8 3. 1 15.7
‘Work gives you more freedam and 1ndependen¢e 6 5 11 ‘15 7
Feel more like a human being at work 29 11 157
_Learn many new ‘things | 4 4 8 - 1l.4
Relatlonshlps w1th people lmproved | 5. 3 11.4 |

' .Feelmgs about self unproved ’ 7 - 10.0
;How Is -Work 'Wor'se.?} . »s )

- WOrfé is harder ‘ R | 2 4 6. "8.5."'
Work requires fore respon51b111ty - - | o
and product1v1ty more pressure B 5. T l~~
School 1s ea51er - no stress e 5.7

' Soc1ally more fun at school W o1 1 .»_l.fl o

= Not’ Percentage totals are more than 100 because sane leavers gave' I

© more: than one response.
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. anythlng else you would llke to add to the cornments you already made°
About 57.8% of the responses were t:eacher related The two most -
hfrequent responses made were "teachers should spend more ‘time with the
X students 1nd1v1dually," and . "teachers should be’ more carlng,} ,
| kmwle@geable and humane W Approxmately 21.9% of the responses were
drug and alcohol related The two most frequent” responses 1n thls
.category were "drugs and alcohol tear your value system down and |
probably 1s related to leavmg school early," and "alcohol is related
.-to people S performance 1n51de and out51de school _Aloohol _causes
people to not care."”, There were thlrteen (20. 3%) other«. r_espons"es;which o
were categorlzed as general comnents , el e
Ccmparlson of early school leavers' perceptlons w1th t:hat of
| hls/her paré&ts ‘and h1s/her teacher(s)/pr,mc1pal are. tabulated m Table’ .

3‘2. Approxmately 64 3% of the early school leavers perCelved

:__themselves as generally gettlng along satlsfactorlly m scchool whlle

- 45% of the parents and 39 l% of: the teachers/pr1nc1pals perceJ,ved the »

early school leavers as gettlng along satlsfactorlly About 3l 4% of B e

N . _the early school leavers percelved t.hemselves as gettmg along 1n -

‘borderllne terms wmle 18.3% of thelr parents and 31 2% of the teachers . =

percelved them smllarlly Only 4. 3% of the drly school leavers L
' reported themselves as gettlng along poorly 1n 3chool whlle 18 3% of .
thelr parents aand 234% of the téachers percelved them as gettlng along-’ .

| ":',poorly Table 32 further reveals that 57 l% of the early school e

‘leavers percelVed themselves as: gettlng along "good" wlth teachers

L while 51 7% of the parents and 51 6 of the teachers/pr1nc1pals
| percelved the early school leavers as . gettmg along well w1th the

teachers. Thlrty percent of ‘the early school leavers reported

e :
. LAY
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.k,'“ Borderliﬁé' :

"g Undec1ded

Table 32

4.

ley School Leavers Responses to That of
Varent(s) and Teacher(s /Pr1nc1pal '
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Leavers

Parent (s)

'.Teachet(sj/"l
" Principal . -

. No

‘No

" No -

,_%

At School ’_

a5
22

VS I )Y
b o
e e .
LW W

10

Y
10
211

‘ <,
==
L] e - .

. e .
NNWwo

-2‘5~-- -
20 .
15

CTRW W

l.

SN T

6.3

)

’5 Borderllne
Poorly

.‘No. Response; ,-7F

Wl

eI
‘e el

L ] A .
" L = |

. ll
1118,

=

8.1

4.7

;::6ds5:~‘ﬁ,

[f,TZ’ZHOW'ﬁidZLéavér Getl'
rjg'g,Along With Pr1nc1pal°

Good'

o Borderllne _ff*‘? ‘
. . Poorly. . S
S ’Undec1ded IR
’ ;”:No.Contact]»-rw_*

."“v‘v‘w;....‘_ 15 .
3

B S N R R R S

. . .
SR wo

ISRUE N~ HOST T

XE;E;ﬁi'{Eflf_;v.
\D\O:D

.. . 4 . .

Poor -

~ .How Was Leaver's School Performance?

f“,Had ablllty but poor._;*" Sl
o performance R
: lNo Response .

,f»i,‘fls\!?
o
BETE

OV O :

. :ig;v4rls_f
TR AT

¥ g ) C =
vl -1 N IR
e . T - A
OO N <}

0 00N

\‘ . 70:. : o

Coe0

4. 000
‘. ® .

. Table 32 contiued ...

& " 2
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RN " Teacher (s)/
~ Leavers © - -Parent(s) .  Principal .

L R . No . ‘-,'%; No . N 'No;- o %

How Did Leaver Get. L

‘Along With Peers? R A
- Borderline - - . . .

- Poor. . : . 8.3
- No Response - o e - 12 20,

3 40
30012
3o
0

~w
'—l
e

& 00RO
LN L]
I N0

Would You L1ke To See Him or = TR A
. Her: Contlnue Schoollng'> o o LT

C Yes. / ‘,_' ~ 47 671 53 - 88.3 25
o No ) L4 v20.0 0 3 50 22

. 'Only if attltude lmproves;f Lo T 100

No. Response: = . SR g
Undecided . - 9. 129 4 67 3

Hww . )
- N Stv- I

e e e o . .
NN = -

N = 60 . . 64.

g Do. You Thmk You/He/She R o
Wlll Go Back to ngh School’ a

-_,Not lee e e BT 26
- Never ' 9 129 o4 6T -
No: Response T L L A ‘ RS KR
Undecided © .~~~ . .8 . 114 - o
. ;YES v “v,., ’ '-twﬁ 25 _' 35
Other Form of Educatlon A
(corres, tech bus. sch) o230,




A

.' themselves as gettlng along satlsfactdrlly w1th the prmcmal/ | .
| 1..-v1ce-prmc1pal whlle 8. 3% of the parents and 35 9% of the
| teachers/pr1nc1pals percelved smllar relatlonshlps between the early
B . school leavers and the pr1n01pal/v1ce pr1nc1pal Approxmately 3z, 9%
'of the early school leavers reported no contact w1th the prmc1pal/v1ce vv .
. pr1nc1pal wh1le 3.3% of the parents and 6. 3% of the teachers/pr1nc1pals
Z‘reported no contact between early school leavers and the pr1nc1pal/v1ce .
| In regard to academlc perfomances 45 7% of the early school

‘, 1eavers percelved themselves are performmg poorly academlcally in DT

‘.
1

. 1 l whlle 30% of the parents and 43. 8% of the teachers/prmclpa_]_s L

s jpercelved the early school leavers as perfor'mmg poorly 1n school |
"_",'About 11, 4% of the early school leavers percelved themselves as \ "
: ‘performlng at a satlsfactory level academlcally whlle 25% of the o
".-'.'.A-:‘parents and 6 2% of the te'achers/prmc1pals percelved satlsfactory
: '}j_..aCademlc performance. A strong majorlty (82 9%) of the early school
: 'v:fleavers percelved themselVes as gettlng along well w1th the1r peers
', "«.'t-whlle 63 3% of the parents and 62 5% of the teachers/pnncxpals _'
,;percelved good relatlonshlps between the early s%hool leavers and therr -

| peers. ‘About 67 l% of the early school leavers reported they would
’ o llke to oontlnue thelr hlgh school educatlon whlle/ 88 3% t the parents‘
(v ‘_and 39 l% of the teachex;s w0uld llke to see the early school leavers "
) -_oontlnue. Approucimately 35 7% oﬁ the early school leavers thought they_""_ i
| 'would go back to hlgh school, but only 6 7% of the parents and 4 7% of e
2k the teachers/pr1m1pals sa1d they thought the early school leavers
‘- woulj\return to hxgh school Only 5 7% of the early school leavers

- said. they most 11kely would not. return to hlgh school while 43 3% :

St d . R AR o R . e :
g . L L AR . . . Do -
: - o . . P : EE
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, parents and 39.1% of the teachers/principalsireported the early school'
leavers as not llkely to return. |

It can be seen from Table 33 that all three groups gave school
related reasons as the malﬁ edrly school leav1ng reason About 57.5¢
' of the early school leavers responses were school related regarding
reasons for leav1ng school early. | About 52 4% of the parent responses
" and 59. 1% of the teacher/pr1nc1pal responses were also "school related
reasons." The second most frequeht category of ' reasons for leaving was °

7

"flnanc1al and econonlc," whlch accounted for 21 6% of the early
'school leavers' responses while 17.1% of the.parents and 12 7% of the 'Q; '
teachers/prlnc1pals gave 51m11ar responses , o

As can been seen the results in Table H34 1nd1cate that 43. 8% of
the parents 1nterv1ewed reported that thelr response’ to their child's
dec151on to leave was to "encourage him/her to stay in school
Approxmately 25% of the parents sald they were\neutral toward the
dec151on and "left it up to thelr Chlld to dec1de " ‘

Accordlng to Table 34 80% of the parents would like ' to see
changes in the school program, whlle 20% stated that no changes were

v necessary The most frequentlygnentloned change by parents was "better T

'gﬁhe second was "need for more
£

~ vocational courses, and_ the third was school is too easy on klds too: :

student—teacher relatlonshlps e

‘much freedan and ch01ce and not enough respon31b111ty put on the o -
sﬂﬂamsﬂ : | |

The teachers'/pr1nc1pals' perceptlons of how the;r former students
got along generally in school are reported 1n Table 35.. About 41 7% ofq
:the teachers respondlng ‘stated- thevearly school leavers got along

; "good" in school Approx1mately 33 3% of the. teachers cla531f1ed the



“Table 33
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Canparlson of Early School Leayers ReaSOns for Leaving School as Qeoorted =

by Leavers Themselves, Their Parent(s) and Teacher (s) /Prlnc1pal

. ' Teacher (s)
Leavers . Parent (s) -"Principal
Responses Responses . Responses
No =~ % .. No . oy No 3
What Were The Main Reasons For . |
Your/His/Her Leaving School? .
Financial and Econamic 36 216 14 - 171 14 12,7
Wanted to be more -responsible o '
- and have an adult life style 18 11 .10
Had a job, enjoyed the money, ’ '
the independence & exc1tement‘ .
of work 13 2 C 2
Needed to support Sther’ o ‘ -
dependents - 4. 1
. Father arranged for an . '
apprentlceshlp w1 1 1
. School Related 96 57:5° 43 52,4 65  59.1
Acadenlc Performance - grades
were poor. I was behmd and - B T :
. going to fail 21 6 . 20
Attitude - I was disinterested
- in school, found it 'meaningless_ 20 13 16
Atendance - poor attender, o
-skipped a lot; may as well
work ‘instead of wastmg time 9
I couldn't handle the work 8
" Effort - I was wastlng time in _
school - gettmg and 1nvest1ng R -
nothing 11 3 5.
Teachers - I dlsllked teachers ‘
- mainly for hassling me for o
g sanethmgIdldn'tdo : ~ 8.

Table 33 continued...
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Leavers -

A N Teacher (s)
Parent (s) - Principal

- Personal’ problems

. . .
mmﬂ
N - .

Responses Responses Responses
No 3 : %. . -No ¥
' ‘Had dlfflculty in getting along Cm
with teachers/principal =~ - 12~ 4 2
Always disliked school 2
Angry and rebellmg agamst the , ‘
soc1etal and school systens 4 2
I was expelled or suspended 3
I didn't care to go full time;
thought I could do it part-time :
~ but'I didn't succeed 3 R 2 1
. Hame Related 9 5.4 1 1.2 5 4.5
- Had family problems 4 3 ‘
_ Family wanted me to quit school
‘andhelp on the farm : 1
Had a fight at hane, so I left
hame & school & went to work 1
Alcoholism at hame drove - "
- me to leave school 1 1
-Parents wanted me
to support myself . 2 2
. ' : . -, ——r ey : - —..=====‘_-’
Self Related 9 . 5.4 4 4.8 5 4.5
Lacked discipline, ‘self
control & motivation | '3
' In trouble with the law A
. ‘l -

Table 33 continued..,

LAt
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Teacher (s)

Total

167 100.0 82

Leavers Parent (s) Principal
Responses Responses Responses
No $° No % No - ¢
Health Related 3 1.8 4 4.8 © 4 3.6
' Had a health problem 2 . 1
" Pregnant 1 30
Peer Related 8 48 9 110 3 2.7
\‘.Influe'nced by friends who ) .
had quit school . 3 5 1
- Had difficulty getting along '
- with fellow.studehts_ ' 5 4 2
Other Reasons 6 36 7T 86 14 127
DIL?QS 5 2 'y
. Hoclkey ] . 1 1 '
- Part-time job caused loss. |
of interest in school 3 1
Had a job, liked the money, B '
fell behind in school & quit 3 4
- Too 0ld. 4
- Poor self-image 3
99.9 110 99.8




'+ More 1nd1v1dua,l assistance prov1déi;1 to students
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Table 34
Parents' Views Regarding School Program

Year ' o . 80/81 81/82 Total &

Would You Like To See Chenge‘s In The School Program?

Yes 24 24 48 80.0
No - - - 3 ‘ .6 6 12 20.0 °

'If "yes“ what changes do you reotmﬁend? '

Better student-teacher relatlonshlp
More v0catlonal -courses

School is too easy on kids--too much L .
_'freedom and not enough responsrbllty . .71 .8 9.

[o)]
\S]
@®

Dlsc1p11ne

Spares allow kids to get into
trouble. ShOuld have less spares

-Vocatlonal ‘counselling needed o
More counselling for the st:udents personal concerns.

.

Teachers : : /
Better parent-teacher cqrmumcatlon S
' vBetter techm.ques to motivate students
Go back to 8 classes per year formai

‘Better programmng so students | - R
can take classes they want o o 1 R

A R T I oo

HoHEHN W i e
HONOR W e oy v o

Semester sys&n is too 1ntense - they study the _ N
‘Same subject too often, Requlres more varlety s A |

‘Classroam changes ~ students shouldn' ‘ - .
- have ‘to run fram class - to class ‘ R ) 1 .

Toomanyoptlons"_ T R ‘
Smk-sw:Lm approach . U T _ 1
.‘.Schoolwasgood | BT -
- 'School is too rlgld ,
‘anoklng pollcy is r1d1culous o
'Grade 7 shouldn t be with 9-12 o
Better correspondence courses . '. o R - & ‘J.'

L

o e
R o B




" 'No response

L A’;Hated, authority
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Table 35 )
Teachers' /Principals' Perceptions Regarding Early School Leavers

K4

Year S 80/81 81/82 Total %'

. How Did Your Former: Student(s) Get Along In School’il

Good - satisfactory . . . 1311 25

Borderline - some- problems -~ ' o 6 14 20

Not. good - many problems , ’ ) 9 6 - 15
_ | B . 2 :

Nw W

O WO
.
b o

Nature of Problém
(

'Very likeable, soclable, easy gomg, llke a good time
but lacked 1nterest & motivation toward school work :

Missed a lot of sbhool, absént most of the time 2 5.,‘-'-

Very cooperatlve, got along fme w1th everyone o S
but had same dlfflculty doing the .course. work . 4, ‘

Very qu1et used alcohol/drugs - n 1 . -3~ 4

Moremature thanagemates- ) - L - _ T
spent time w1thmaturer people o , T 4 4

Very active soc1al life  ° S 2
Lacked self’ control &, dlsc1plme :

. No. ablllty to do school work, very
frustrated, Tnot a good place for .him

Emotlonal & psychologlcal problems . | S 1 “Al
Not happy at. school ' L ' g
" Aggresswe ’
" Poor self image .
}-Not a mature person - ‘ . e -
Didn't. relate well w1th teachers T
Liked to steal - - .0 T
'.Bothered by bemg overwelght _ o

‘Hame probletns ~ got bounced around at hane

" Had nlght job' whlch conflicted with school .

" Had attltude of despalr - wanted to well but ‘couldn't
Very moody & changeable

w -
o

B I R R HHEHHEFOMDOMDOMDOMDOMOND N

R e e s e

Arrogant and non-cooperative
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early scnool leavers as borderllne (some problems) \vhlle 25% sald thev -

got valong poorly The problems experlenced hy the early school leavers .

-as perce1Ved by teachers/prlnc1pals are reported ln Table 35 as well
| The most frequently mentloned characterlstlcs were " very llkeable,
soc1able and easy gomg, llked a good t1me but laCked the 1nterest and
,' motlvatlon toward performmg school work‘ " frhe seoond most frequently |

mentloned problem of the early school leavers was mlssed a lot Qf S

\

school, absent most of the tlme." The thlrd problem was that they\were |

‘.

, "very cooperatrve, got along flne w1th everyone but had sane dlfflculty -
sy . L. . ; N . . ‘
domg the course work "o

With. reference to Table H35 1t can be seen that 5 6% of the

teachers/princrpals» agreed and/or encouraged the early sc

. .lf{'léaver_s’ o

tO leave school ApproxunatElY 29 7% dlsagreed and dlscouraged them R

frcm leavmg school Addltlonal camlents regardlng teachers/pr1nc1pals,“'_ﬂ' ,

responses to early school leavers‘ deCLSIODS to leave are contalned m.‘f o

Table H34 The mOSt frequent cam\ent made was that' "1f the student was e

not achlevmg,' 1t was a good 1dea to leave school and do scmethmg

| else.'?_; The second most frequent Oam\ent was that the early school |

leavers "could have passed grade 12 w1th a good effort "

T

/’l’

'_ j~‘—‘-'._~ Tt can'”be ‘'seen . fran 'l‘able H36 that 35 9% oﬁ the

teachers/pnnc:.pals percelved the students attltude toward the early A

school leavers as mostly a neutral attltude "they don t care at all s e

About 15 6% of the teachers/pr1nc1pals sald they thought that the
' students percelve the early school leavers negatlvely, . "they see them
- as losers..‘ Bane l4 l% of the teachers/pr1nc1pals thought the students

"only care if 1t's a close\fnend ", RERE R

o Lk

P Table H37 mdlcates that 27 9% of the teachers/pr1nc1pals sa1d

‘ N
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NtE

" teachers do not like to see students leaving school early in general "

“Abouyt 16, 2% of the teachers/pr1nc1palo expressed "mixed . feellngs
dependmg on the student," whlle 13.2% of the teachers/pr1nc1pals
v01oed that "te_achers try ~to keep students in. school " they hate to see
potential- wasted " Nine (13.2%) teachers/prmmpals also said that "in

sane cases there is no alternatlve to leavmg -— same ]LlSt waste thelr

3 time."

" The Suggestlons teachers/pr1nc1pals made regardlng what should be

done about the early school leavers 51tuat10n is surrmarlzed in

- Table ~36 Twenty—three (16. 2%) of the respondents requested “a massive .

parent-educatlon program -aimed at obtammg more parental support for
educatlon." TWenty-—one (14 8%) of the responses 1nd1cated support for ]

more alternatlve programs for those non-academlcally mcllned more

vocatlonal and non-academlc programs " The third most frequently

mentloned suggestlon was "more counselllng serv1ces almed at helplng "

students sort out thelr problems "

The breakdown by grade and sex of the stay—ms 1nterv1ewed in thlS ;

: study is glven 1n Table H38 . The sample oontalned 28 (45 9%) grade lO. .

students and 21 (34 4%) grade. ll students, lO (l6 4%) were in grade 10 - E

N

'7.;'; whlle 23 (37 7%) were females. '

A total of 61 stay—ins, were 1nterv1ewed 38 (62 3%) of whom were male

As shown 1n 'I‘able H39, 24 (39 3%) of the stay—lns reported

"

progressmg unsatlsfactorlly and hav1ng many problems whlle 36 l% of

the stay—lns stated they were maklng satlsfactory progress in school

About 34. 4% of the stay—ms were barely oassmg thelr courses whlle

132, 8% sa1d they were fallmg most of their subjects Upon further

exammatxon of Table H39 it can be seen that 44,33 of the stay—ms sald_' o



Table 36

_Principals'/Teachers' Perception Regarding What Should
Be Done About the Early School Leaver Situation

2
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cLTE

Cmotal

v;ﬁ;
Year © 80/81'81/82 -Total 3%
. — , . 4
Masswe parent education programs e _ " -
aimed at more parental ‘support . : 8 17 23 -16.2
More programs for non-academically v -
inclined—increase number of . - ) . LT
vocatlonal & non—academlc programs 5 16 - 21 -"14.8
‘More government financial support o S : R
for programs and staff : 5 16 19 » 13.4
"More counselling service almed at o :
\ helpmg student sort out problems 4 11 15 . 10.6 ¢
. ‘More camunity support for. - e :
. _the value of educatlon ' . . 6 5 11 7.7
- School has limited resources——more
" resources required to‘do a better job of . v
teaching and prow.de more program vatlety .5 9 6.3
‘,_"Work study program - ' 5 9  6.3°
Better school llalson w;th parents o ‘ _8 56 :
- '_ Early 1dent1flcatlon of leavers . . o c
y and provxde remedlatlon : 2 - 5 7., 4.9
A sdc1etal env1rormental problem for b B C e
soc1o—economlc class dxsadvantaged -1 4 5 3.5
- More spec1al service. for problem students 1 4 5»,' 35"
~ Individualized program almed at developlng - A
more self confidence in students 1 2 3 -2.1
A better attitude toWard . - EANE
T . work must ‘be developed , ol 2 - L4~
. School sﬁ‘ould provide apprentlceshlp programs/ "2 2 1.4
' The’ oamutment must come: “from the ' s o o
- student——the school is prepared o S et
© to help those who ask for it . ool ) -2 l.4
A re-entry program for those . . .- R )
who have left and returned ‘ 1 10l
142 - 99.8




| w48 "

they were getting;_a_long fine with the teachers, while 26.2% reported a

borderlinevsituation with_their teaChers.’»Sixty (98.4%) of the -
) stay—ins saidfthey were getting along well with other;students‘
As 'reported in ‘Table H40, "being with their’ frlends and
'.‘5001allzlng" was mentloned 47, 6% of the time as the most p051t1ve t

| feature regardlng school Stay-lns stated that '"I learn new
‘1nformatlon" as the second most liked aspect about school.
Table H4l shows‘that stay—lns reported "teachers in general"das;'
. the most disliked aspect}of school . .The'secOWd most frequently
mentloned dislike was’ "classes and subjects in general" and "school is
borlng" as the thlrd | R , ) o A;

It can be seen fron Table H42 that 68. 8% of the stay-lns o

1nterv1ewed said they had con51dered leav1ng school at one time. About.

:54 8% said that leav1ng school had been on thelr mlnd recently, 11. 9%
~stated they d1d leave school for a whlle. . o S

Stay—lns' reasons for plannlng to leave school are llsted in Table

37. The main reasons for con51der1ng abandonment of school early were .

-‘"lack of school success," "not belng lnterested 1n school subjects " o

"all round dlssatlsfactlon, and "dlssatlsfactlon w1th teachers.“_‘

As shown in Table 38 the three most often mentloned prec1p1tat1ng -

7ffactors whlch caused the stayblns to con51der leav1ng school were "fell_v

~‘beh1nd in my work " "run im with teacher/pr1nc1pal“ and a "ccmblnatlonu,‘

ofthhgs" 5 ' - | 4

Informatlon reported in Table 39 1nd1cates that parents" and
i:"wantlng my grade 12 were the two maln reasons glven by stay-lns for
»remalnlng 1n schcol | | | |

Jp. to Table H43 it can ke seen that 57.4% of the

Ay

a .



Table 37

Stay—ms Reasons for Plannlng to Leaye School

L
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Total -

L we

‘Why Were You Think-ing Or Leavirig School Early?

S ;
Performance - I'm not succeed-— '
ing at school not domg well -

, SubJects - I'm not. 1nterested ’
in’ the school subjects ‘ '

- All around dlssatlsfactz.on
Dlssatlsfactlon w1th teachers

o Needed money . Co
Teachers - hassle me about my behav1or R
Just wanted to get out: - have a break s

Bored - school 1rrelevant
‘Wanted to go. to mrk E
Personal problems o p;; ,
’ Peer hassles ', , IR
' chme problems

- Poor’ attendance

kTeachers =-.don't seem to care about
‘their subjects no.. enthus;asm

- ;_Counsellor suggested 1t

,chked out ."

WOuld llke to leave but need an education ) |

ooy ® ® ™

o d

RN NN o o,

T

L1271

S11.3
2113
113

8.4

8.4
o
7.0
7.0
2.8

2.8 -

2.8
1.4

ST S
S T

aTdtal'u,l“~ '-*L:f:fa :

O R

b - 99.8 S




T Mo alternatives, dec1ded to. stay e

@Ef AR B Want to be 1ndependent e

Q | o . Table. 38
S o Stay-lns Perceptlons of Precipitating Factors
‘ ﬁ ) ' o Related to Thlnhlng of Early -School Leav1ng

Total :

g

%7 _ At That Time You Thought of Leaving? .

. Fell behind in‘my»work»:dv v
* Run in with teacher/prlnc1pal :
. Cambination of thlngs - '
_ _ . v-Needed/wanted noney
t,g‘; . “Report cards

.._q

' f’; L dd ;De01ded I need more educatlon

@-h-; o . Hame problems

r :E‘Moved to'a new school _ S : .
S Just thought 1t would be better for me to work o

_ -sBorlng
" Personal problems
_ fPeer hassles R
| Peers dropped out d;‘*"

9
7
7
3
3
2
2

o1
1f’rr?SmWMﬁ o ;L'vfg ;f 1
1
1
1
1
1
1

%‘ . Dpid Anythingd;n,Particdlar'Happen - ;"' '_A_ J/ﬁ\ B

21.4°
16.7
6.7

%

2.4,

. s
SRR I
2.8
24
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AT

. 48
4.8
2.4
2.4 .
. 2.4

100.2



. What Made You Decide To Stay?

Table 39 - -
. Stay-ins' Reasous.‘for-_-"s.tay{hg

" Total

T %

]

h Parents s

Wantedmy grade 12 e
Would miss my frlends o S S
. Wanted my grade 10 | L o
" Not old enough to 1eave , .
'Almost fmlshed mlght as well contmue
Poor future chances . '
Talked myself 1nto 1t

/2 convmced me to stay

o Teacher oonvmced me to stay

' _'.'_Couldn't find ]Ob/lald off
- Bored at home <
' _Went to another school

- Value educatlon

" Counsellor e

1
1
4
2
2
2
2
- _,-Pr1nc1pal' convinced me to stay S . 1 .
1
1
1
1
1
1

25,0
©°25.0 °

45
. 4.5
A5 L
4.5
2.3 -
23

151

23
23
2.3 -

~



' ".—-._"and "had d1ff1culty w1th subjects "

A EL
;

F300T,

. teachers encouraged students to stay 1n school

stay—lns dJ.d talk to sanebody regardlng the possrblllty of leavmg v

_Aschool _ The people ‘most frequently talked to - were frlends both
parents, and 2 counsellor Approxmately 45 9% of the’ stay—lns ‘

.‘ reported that the sn:uatlon changed regardlng thelr notlon of leavmg
- school. When asked what changed 1n thelr 51tuatlon, the most frequent ‘ ’

, ccmment was "dec1ded .on my own to stay" and "my parents helped me . to

-

’dec1de to stay "

'I‘able H44 lndlcates that 91 8% of the stay—lns d1d report knowmg

>

a person who left school early The four most cam\on glven reasons for
o leav1ng were "they had a’ negatlve attltude towards school " "they

“wanted to work 1nstead LA confllct w1th teacher(s) and/or pr1nc1pal "

’ 8,

It is shown m 'I'able H45 that 30 3% of the stay—ms who knew early -

,“school leavers encouraged them to stay in school, wh11e 28 6% were

S

‘neutral and had no 1nvolvement w1th the early school leavers About .
. - 23. 2% of the stay-ms encouraged the early school leavers to 1eave
school Apprcxlmately 39 3% dlsagreed w1th the1r dec1510n to leave T

»whlle 25% were neutral and dldn't care one way or another. L

As can be seen the results in Table H46 reveal that 54 l% of the

B \stay-ms would 11ke to see thOSe early school leavers return to school R .;' S
: ,-whlle 26 2% Were neutral or undec1ded However, 57 4% thought that the o

B early school leavers would never return to h1gh school

: Table H47 shows that 36 1% of the stay—-ms percelved teachers as

. _ encouraglng students to leave school early whlle 34 4% thought that

\d P

As shown 1n Table H48 the most frequent cam\ents made by stay-lns

o g ,regardmg student attltudes toward early school leavers were "student

o
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tends to look down on them and regard them as failu‘res," "students are
neutral, they don't care," and "s,tndents regard leaving as a waste of
potentlal | and opportunity."‘_ _A The majOrity. 63.9% of the stay-ins
reported that the early rschool leaving situatiion was not a concern to
them -Qf those stay—ins - (36.1%) | who ,were concerned about thelearly
leaVing situation the two most frequent-.comnents were"'people are
cheatmg themselves of an educatlon by leav1ng," and "11 think it is
wrong to N |
: leave, but they can leave if they want'."

The reasons given by stay-ins regarding why students leave school
early are presented in Table 40. The three most frequent reasons ,
mentloned were negatlve attltude toward schoo "fmd school

umnterestmg," and - "have d1fflcult1es gettlng along w1th teachers "

Stay—lns' suggestlons for handllng the early school leavmg

L ]

situation are reported in Table 41. The two most mentloned categorles .

of suggestlons were teacher related (40%) and classes related (25.1%).
‘I‘he teacher related suggestlons most ccmnonly mentloned were "better
teacher attltude toward students" and "teachers should glve students
more- 1nd1v1dual help and attentlon.“ The suggestlons regardmg
classes most frequently mentloned were more trades and vocatlonal
courses" and "there shOuld be a varlety of classes to. choose fran." .
- D. DISCUSSICN OF QUALITY OF SCHOOL LIFE (Qsm RFSUL'I:S |
The analy515 of the QSL data did not produce any s1.gn1f1cant

dlfferences among the levels or status. factorsu ,' The nnpllcatlon

.appears to be that early school leavers and stay—lns tend to percelve

thelr quallty'of school life similarly regardless of whether they a,re,
from a hig’h, medium or low early school leaving school. It is',v .
interesting to note that the QSL scale means for both status and level

v/',

-
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) _ Table 40
Stay-ins' Perceptions Regarding Why Students Leave Early

Total

Negative attitude regarding.schoql . o .47
Find school boring | C o . 26
 Have difficulty ;étting: along with teachers . 15
Can't handle the work, classes too difficult 13
Too far behind in classes because of neglect | b 13

Alcohol/drugs cause student - o *
to lose sight of @:helrgoals‘ ' o _

Want to ‘get ‘started in work ' ,

‘Can't tolerate schooling process -

Hame problems L '

Pressure - harrassed by teachers

Can't stand it, want freedam fram Oppressmn

- Teachers show lack. of enthu51asm and motlvatlon a
Favouritism - L ' '
_Wdrk interfers w1t}; school ,

‘Want mdependence, freedcm, money e ) .
Want to get satlsfactlon from succeed:.ng in adult work .

O NN NN W B U B OO

Feel out of place

Total 189




Table 41 .
Stay—lns Suggestlons for Handllng Early
School Leaving Sltua‘\cion

- Total

© Total

Teacher Related Suggestions
Better attitude toward pupils 42
Teachers should give students more ! o
individual help-and attentlon . 21
'Teachers should make their e ‘more : ' -
“interesting through motlvat on and delivery 8
- Better cammunication betweern student and teacher ' 6
Students should have ch01ce of teachers 4
\
Total 81
“Classes - éﬁrriculmy/?rogr‘am' ' , -
, -, ' S )
"There should be a varlety of classes to choose frcm 13
More trade and vocational classes 20
‘The classes should be more meanmgful & 1nterest1ng 9
Too much emphams on academic : E
. courses and more practigality
. Need school .time for homework :
Work/school programs 50,50 split or whatever
51

"~ School In General

e

School sth.le be made to. be more mterestmg & exc1t1ng 7.

rShould ha%e a smoklng lounge
Blgger Ph' Ed fac111t1es - sports for everyone

6
3.

Table 41 continued....
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School In General. .\:\chtinued »

More selectibh in .librai:y
Student petking lots 1
- New school required- 1
~ Total 79
"
13

Better parent/teacher/student cammunication

.Counselling~
Can be helpful for talklng over & solvmg problems
More vocatlonal counselllng

v

Total -

Generdl Ctmments n

Brmg in more conmuruty resource people

. ‘Administration needs changmg

- More discipline ' o
Less discipline . e ;
Make school more pleasant '

Need teamwork approach - involve students, .
parents, staff - all shape up and pull together

._It's a decision everyone must make for
themselves - don't blame the school

School. shouldn't be responsible’ for stident llfe |

Students have too much responsxblllty, o
‘ too: much - freedan '

SChool is alrlght, students are too 1nflex1ble N

W w v oo

" Total

156
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.perceptlons of . their quallty of school llfe.
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factors tended to cluster around the scale mid point (12.5). -The

frequency counts indicate that individual differences did exist, with

' responses ranging. from "strongly dis’agree" to "strongly agree", '
,hwever, the . collectlve perceptlons of the quality of school llfe

. tended to be rather neutralw Slmllarly, early school leavers, who had.

been more than elght months out of school and those who had been less
than six months out of school, and stay-ins are srmllar in theJ.r

characterlstlcs as well -as thelr perceptlon of quallty of school llfe

'The reasons why same students leave school early while other

\ characterlstlcally similar students remaln 1n sch’ool do not ‘appear to

pertaln to thelr perceptions of, quallty of school llfe The results of
this study tend to 1nd1cate ‘that stay-lns are s:rmllar to early school
leavers in many respects and that \n time they may leave. school early
as well.. Slmllarly, the flndlngs of. \thlS study mdlcate ‘that students' .

perceptions of the quallty of. scPool llfe does not affect the early ,

'.school leavmg rate of a,school _ . "A

The theoretlcal posrtlon reflected in this study was that early

school leavmg rates were pos1t1ve1y correlated T/1th early 1eavers
hls study did not

‘produce any 51gn1f1cant dlfferences between rates of leav1ng school and

{

student perceptlons of' quallty of school llfe In retrospect 1t may be

feaslble to samp].e the academcally successf.ul students in the school
as well as the early leavers. In thlS study the early leavers d1d not o

| dlffer in thelr perceptlons of quallty of school llfe regardless of the '

’-

leVel of early school leavmg reported for thelr school It mlght be

E that early school leavers had a s:.mllar view of school regardless of _
i the quallty of school llfe that ex15ted w1th1n thelr school _It» might ,'

.
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' also be possible that_ early school leavers may not' be capable of

K
dlscrlmlnatmg between a p051t1ve school env1ronment and a negative

one., Therefore, it would be loglcal to determme the quallty of school

-1life as perceived by representatlve samples of students fram dlfferent

. schools and then relate those perceptlons to early school leavmg

rates. ' The same explanatlon ‘may. apply to the stay—ms as well since
they dlsplayed similar perceptlons and attltudes toward school as d1d
the early leavers, they too, may not be able to dlscrlmmate between a
p051t1ve and negatlve school env1ronment. |

In regard to duratlon of tune out of school no 51gn1f1cant
d1fferences were found between the two early school leavmg groups

The reason for thlS fmdlng may be the saIne as mentloned above in that

' duratlon of tme out of. school does not have an effect on the 1eavers

perceptlons of -quallty of school llfe.» It has been reported by '
several researchers (Relch & Young 1975, Watson, 1975- Archer, 1978)
that leavers' attltudes toward' schOOl tend to mellow W1th tlme This
- may be the result of leavers regretmg not havmg obtalned their grade
12 chplqna, rather than a change in perceptlon of thelr quallty of .

sc!'bol llfe. They may Stlll percelve the SChool env1rorment smularly'

" as when they left, but thelr desire for a grade 12 dlplana has

mcreased which may awount for a change in attltude toward school

The research llterature on quallty of school life is rather :

» sparse. The early school leavmg phenanena has never been related to ) -

t'he students'iperceptlons of quallty of SChool llfe. It may be
necessary in the future to oaupare early school leaver charactenstlcs‘

to categorles of students other than early leavers and thelr age—mate

stay-lns. Futgre studles on: early school leavers mlght be oonducted so

e

Y



that .s'chool contextual variables and the -quality of 'learningj
'e;(per-iences' and their i_nteractions may be assessed in order to
: estahlish s-ane“linkage. | | ‘ | o
| E. REASONS FOR LEAVING
‘, In. regard to reasons and causes for leav_ing school ‘early,
. personal, school-related and econcmic factors'were ‘oonside'red The
major personal factor for leavmg school early was " qu1t school'
because I' wanted more freedam."” Over one half (53%)*- of the edrly
, leavers agreed that this 1tem was a factor for thelr leav1ng school
'early. The mpllcatlon in thlS regard is that early leavers felt
restrlcted in their school env1rorment Apparently thejr school

\

'experlences "were not congruent W1th thelr personal needs Th_e se_cond

. personal factor_ for leaving school-early pertarned to pe‘rsonal'.proble_rns '

(worrie‘s).. “‘About 40%\of the early'leavers indicated 'that' personal

v s . | ‘
‘ ,problems were a contrlbutlng factor to the1r leavmg. However, the

o ‘nature of these problems was not - spec1f1ed

»

- "program " "teachers" and ”school rules were rated as the main- reasons

and‘ causes for early school leavers‘ departures fran school These .

s

school—related reasons for leavmg school early are corroborated by thef

1nterv1ew results

"I left school because I felt I was wastmg my tune .was the major' .

eooncmlc factor glven by early leaVers as a reason for the1r 1eav1ng

AThis factor closely correSponds to the: school—related factors. Wastlng‘ L

“ones tlme tends to 1mply a dlsmterest and a feelmg of 1rrelevance

.t0wards tasks and aCtJ.V:LtleS belng offered 'I‘he Second econcnuc factor '

w1th the hlghest mean was "I wanted to look for a ]Ob and go to w0rk so‘

o

Amng the school—-related factors "dlssatlsfactlon w1th content AN

— S S
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I left school."” E:xamlnatlon of this factor may suggest that the early
leavers were searchlng for E@il/ngfa and eooncmlcally rewardlng

| ‘activities. There is moderate support for the notion thatl"desue for-

more speridin_g money" was a contributing" f‘actor'_ to . early school ~leaving.

‘,T,he interview rieaults '-tend to suggest that desire for more spending

' "money was related to the notion of 1ndependence and an adult—llke
llfestyle rather than an actual econanlc need. Several recent studies
" concur w1th the above assessment (see Stobo, 1973). |
. In terms of assistance received by early school leavers the
. results 1nd1cated that the guidance counsellor was percelved as belng
‘moderately ‘helpful, whlle the pr1nc1pal was percelved as not . belng
helpful It should be noted that the pr1n01pal is usually regarded as
the ultlmate authorlty person in the school. Perhaps 1n same mstances'

: 1t may have been d1ff1cult for the pr1nc1pal to be helpful whlle

e enforclng the "law" in the school. The counsellor on the other hand

\_,,1s usually desxgnated as the "helplng" person- therefore, it would be

’ expected that counsellors be percelved as belng more helpful than the

‘xpr1n01pals. ’ | _ .
| In regard to support recelvea\by the early school leavers, the

" | results mdlcated that mothers supported the earl)!chool leavers

dec1s1on to. 1eave School more so than dld the fathers. ThlS may be due'
}_to the bellef that mothers are usually more nurturant and carlng and
therefore, more supportlve of thelr chlld's dec1510n.

| _‘ F. .Drscussron OF Immfrm RESULTS

The three 1nd1v1duals analyzmg the 1nterv1ew data ooncluded that

o there were not: -any noteworthy dlfferences between the 1980-81 early

'-‘_school leavers and the 1981-82 leavers. ’ It wasugudged that} any -
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differe_nces that are_ reflected by the tabulated results are .too small
to be con51dered a meanlngful dlfference The lntervlew results
oorroborated the QSL results- that no d1scerm,ble dlfferences were
h ‘observed when comparlng the 1980/81 early school leavers' to 1981/82
leavers perceptlons of thelr school environments. '

The interview results dld not y1eld data Wthh 1nd1cated that -
‘early school leavers' perceptlons were notably dlfferent fram the
~'stay—1ns' percept1ons. The 1nterv1ew results smularly d1d not yleld
dlfferences in perceptlons of their school experlences between tne less
’that 6 months out and more than 8 months out early leavers. The fact
that the QSL data and the 1nterv1ew data ylelded smllar results
‘prov1des 1nd1rect support for the valldlty of the QSL measures,

In terms of "General Affect" the 1nterv1ew results 1nd1¢ated that
students varied in thelr general satlsﬁactlon w1th school Students
| '1ndlcated there were sane thlngs they felt. 9051t1ve about 1n school
: whlle they felt negatlve about certaln experlences. ‘The general. 1evel

of satlsfactlon in regard to school appeared to be more negatlve than

o pomtlve. Spec1f1cally, the respondents generally felt pOSJ.tlve about

- somallzlng wlth thelr peers, whlle they felt negatlve about scme of

thelr teachers and the oourses. : Thls may partlally explam why the QSL

. K2
soores tended to cluster around the mean. ‘

o

| In regard to "Identlty", "Status” "Teacher-student relatlonshlps",

_and "Opportumty" dlmensmns the 1nterv1ew results oorroborated the
emplrlcal flndlc;lgs that no dlscernable dlfferences “were detected

| ,between the two types of early leaves and the stay—ms

The 1nterv1ew results pertamlng to teacher—pupll mteractlon

. appeared to be more negatlve than the emplrlcal results.y_ In attempt;ng

. . ‘
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to explain this’' apparer‘_ di'ffere'nce, it may be related: to'.the two
methods’ employed in obtaining the data. The self reports may have’a
tendency to produce more soelally des:.rable responses than interview
.results. Once rapport is established in the 1nterv1ew situation -
v, students_may feel more open to reveal and elaborate on: specific

‘ }e:{peri.en‘ces they may have had in school. |
| ‘The early school leavers in 'this- sample were rnales more often than '
females (40%). .-This ratio of male to female early school .leavers is .
cbaracterlstlcally sunllar to ratios reported by other studles (e g '
Green 1966; Relch & Young, 1975; Watson, 1975 Archer 1978) The -
popular - months for le\avlng school were October and February. This o
. information seems to imply that students had same intent. to oontmue
thelr high school -education but gave up one month after ‘the beglnnmg
of a new\semester. ~ ﬁ -
‘The ma]orlty of the parents of the early school leavers were
etployed in- unskllled and skilled labor categorles and thelr
»educatlonal attamment was mostly less: than grade eleven.. The early
SChOOJ. leavers frequently came frau fanllles of five or more chlldren
~- and over half of them had smllngs precede them in leavmg school
' “early ThlS flndmg is slmllar to other studles reported 1n the
llterature (Stevens, 1963, Bowman & Mathews, 1960 Bacl’man et al.,,-
B 1971 Archer, 1978 Watson, 1975 Larter &. Eason, 1978) Th1s sample:" ‘
of early school leavers and thelr parents ‘were predommantly Engllsh

/ L " | speakKing andCanadlan born. : & | | |

- _‘ . Nearl; one hal? of the leavers had attended four or more schools |

PR o durmg thelr school attendmg years. ‘I'hls fmdmg com&des mth the" '

. ‘ llterature. Bleds& (1959), Sharp and Krlstjanson (1965), Brockman and ; o
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Reeves 11967) .obtained' ‘s-:irmi.lar results in their studies. Over half of |
the early school leavers had falled a cor“rfplete grade prlor to leavmg |
school, with grade seven. the most frequently failed grade and grades
nine and ten beJ.ng the next most often failed.’ ThlS flndmg 1s also
supported by the llterature (e g., Zeller, 1966; Greene, 1966; Relch & .
Young, 1975; Watson, 1975; Archer, 1978 Bachman ot al 1971,,1978-'. .

Zamenzadeh & Prmce 1978) School fa1lure appears to be a oomnon

- characterlstlc that most early school: leavers and thelr age-mate L

‘_stayé-ms share. The reasons for fallure appear to reflect school

adjustment problens to-a’ con51derable extent yet 64 3% of the early
leavers reported general satlsfactlon w1th school and only 4 3%
reported poor general satlsfactlon. Over half of the -’early leavers
reported they were - gettmg along f1ne w1'th teachers, whlle only 7. l%
sa1d they were gettlng along poorly w1th teachers. A hlgh majorlty
(82 9%) reported they were getting- along satlsfactorlly w1th thelr

peers' however, 84. 3% reported their school performance as be,mg poor :

- or’ borderline. The abov‘lé mformatlon appears to 1mply that early

'school leavers percelved ‘many aspects of school as pomtlve, but thelr

academlc fallure in school was . an Jmportant factor ‘in their leavmg

- As prev1ously mentloned in- the llterature academlc fallure is One of
o the most rellable 1nd1cators of future early school leavmg (e Gy
‘Zeller, 1966 Green, 1966, Relch & Young, 1975 Watson,‘l_975_; Archeg?,

. v_1978-xBackman et al.' 1978) . : .' .o co v‘-_

Whrle 57 1%’ of the early school leavers d1d not talk to teachers :

regardmg personal concerns, the same percentage reported gettlng along

'satlsfactorlly w1th teachers The above ccnments appear to suggest .

- that teacher—pupll relatlonshlps 1n many 1nstances were not congenlal

Foall)
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to the extent that early leavers could freely consult w1th thelr
teachers The ma]orlty of the comments regardlng the teacher qualltles
llked and dlSllked referred to the teacher—pupll relatlonshlp factors.
Spec1f1cally, the early sch\ leavers reported thelr des1re for
understandmg and car1ng " "assm%nce when requrred," "taklng time to
talk to you" and bemg "frlendly and personable.". Sunllarly, they

reported thelr dlsllke for teachers by the followmg statenents 2/ "not |

showmg any carmg towards students," "negatlve attltude towards

4

| students,“_ "never showmg 1nterest in students."‘ These carments are

sunllar to those 01 ed in other studles (e g., Green, 1966 Relch &
Young, 1975 Watson, 19@ Archer, 19'78 Larter & Eason, 1978) . The
1nterv1ew data reveal a srm11ar srtuatLon existed between the early
school leavers and thelr pr1nc1pal and/or v1ce—pr1n01pal 'A__logical

conclu51on that early school leavers perce;ved .

', teacher/pr1nc1pal/v1ce—pr1nc1pal—pupll relationships - as needmg

lmprovement

| About half (51 43) of the early leavers 7@at they had

part1c1pated in” extra currlcular act1v1tes whlle at school. Thls

f1nd1ng scmewhat contradlcts the fmdlng reported 1n the llterature.

. | An overwhelmmg number of studles revealed that early school leavers do‘ -

not partldgpate m school act1v1tes (e.g., _Cervantes, 1965- Greene,

1966 Bachman et al., 1972 Relch & Young 1975 Archer, 1978) It was

found in thlS study that Spox:ts was not only the ma1n extra currlcular

act1v1ty but also one of the favorltes.

.

)
A majorlty of early 'school 1eavers in thls sample reported havmg

problems domg school work The/ most popular method for handlmg the :

problens encountered at school was 1gnore them, to do nothlng and not .
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ask for help " These ccmnents are 51m11ar to those reported by Relch &
Young (1975), Watson {1975), Archer (1978) It is 1nterest1ng to

speculate how the early school leaver reached such a self-—defeatlng

9

conclusmn. One mlght speculate that it is ea51er to keep qulet ‘than
to ask what mlght appear to others to be a Sllly questlon.‘ Perhaps it
is for thls reason that in most secondary classrocms the students who .
do most of the talkmg are the students who are domg well in thEI.I.' -'
school wdrk The other students are caught in a v1c1ous c1rcle.
Although they need the aid of. the teacher ' they will not ask questlons‘
for féar the other students w1ll percelve them as not be1ng able to |
understand the work and thlS may be too much of a blow to thelr ego. |
\ Many early school leavers felt they needed addltlonal help frcm
the teacher and thls help was not forthcanlng It seems they ,could not . )
brlng themselves to ask for help because of thelr own embarassment. !
What they apparently deS1red was a teacher who was, able to reoogmze
' when they needed help and was able to prov1de t)us help dlscreetly, 3
; mthout lettmg the entlre class know that this - student needed
| addltl.onal a551stance | ’ : 1 A |

The early school leavers ﬁrequently skipped classes. About 88 6%

phenanena 1s reported as bemg typlcal for early school leaver;s (e g., B

N Barnés, 1973; Archer, 1978; Larter & Eason, 1978; Stobo 1973) The
| frequency of truancy was one to two days‘ per week This was done 1‘n
/' order to av01d school School was attended prlmarlly to soc1allze and" B
| | at tlmes bemg hassled by teachers 1nterfered w1th thlS mot1Ve. " ‘
\ gy .‘ It was found that the early school 1eavers left school after .

| : ‘, glvmg it much thought, and only a few left ‘on the spur of the manent

of the these 1nd1v1duals had. sklpped classes w1thout good reason Thlsf L
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School—related reasons accounted for the majorlty of the‘ responses
Fmanc;.al or “econanic reasons accounted for only 21 6% of the
responses Data fran ‘the survey form- and the’ 1nterv1ew produced
similar results. Acadanlc dlfflcultles appeared to account for the
_ majority'of reasons and prec1p1tat1ng. factors in regards to” i.eavmg'
.school For most of the leavers the dec1$10n was thelr own They dld ;
: _ not do much oon5ult1ng w1th parents, teachers, oounsellors, or I/
pr1n01pals, but rather,‘ mostly consulted w1th the1r frlends
reasons for not consultlng w1th more experlencedfggadults was that they
- 'dldn't want to 1nvolve or bother them. For most of the(early leavers : .. v-
the mmedlate beneflt was relleVmg the pressure brought on by school' =
' and most of them elther had a jOb o'@«were gomg to look for\\a jOb
"-About 71 4% of the leavers planned on returnmg to school at)a later
,date._‘ Over half of the leavers felt there was: nothmg anyone oould L |
) ‘have done to persuade them to stay ngr school About 42 9% oould have o
Tbeen persuaded to stay .lf they recelved "more 1nd1v1dua1 assxstance
frcm teachers, 1f "teachers made them f%. less uncanfortable, : and 1f

o

o .the classes d have been more 1nterest1ng and lganmgful -, Once

v'agam the 1nab111ty of the early school leavers to cope . w1th acadelnlc"' |
o fallure appears to dx.rect the early leavers away fran school Smular-' o
-flndmgs were reported elsewhere (e. g., Reﬁh & Young | l975. }Watson, B

E -1975, Archer, 1978 Larter & Eason, 1978) o _'
| : Many (71 4%) of the early school leavers had engaged 1n part-tlme N
: f-__;‘enployment whlle enrolled m school When one attmpts to ratlonall.zel' -

. ;why students who ‘are havmg academc dlfflcultles would add an:

addltlonal burden of part-t:.me work, the answer appears to be that

) '»anployment prov1ded more status fulfll]ment and relevance to theu: i

- .



as well as "more carmg and humane behavxor on the part of teachers."
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lives than school, This conclusion is corroborated by the interview

,data which indicated that 80% of the leavers found work to be a better

experience than school. = Several other studles have produced similar

findings (e.g., Reich & Young, 1975; Watson, 1975; Archer, 1978) ..

The majorlty of early school leavers valued school and had strong "
desires to ccmplete their grade 12 ‘Their greatest regret for leav1ng
was‘ that they did not oomplete thelr grade 12 It appears that early
leavers attach oon51derable lmportance to the value of ccmpletlng thelr '-\.
grade 12 but c1rcumstance whlch they could no longer oope made
them depart from the;r goal To substantlate thls oonclusmn 97 1% of
the leavers sald they never have and never would recannend anyone to

R

leave school as early as they d1d _ | : .'

| "The early leavers ‘made several suggestionS‘pertalning to school :
fpnctlon_ing The first suggestlon was for "more vocatlonal and trades
oourses." The second suggestlon was for " m@roved teacher oompetence"'

L

The third suggestlon, related to the flrst two, was for better
puplL teacher. relatlonshlps. AT responses to the open ended questlon a
nevealed sm1lar teacher—related ccmnents | The ;.ssue of drugs and |
=aloohol was also raised in response to the open—ended questlon. There. '
___is same ev1dence td 1nd1cate that drugs and alcohol lnterfered w1th the
pursu1t of grade 12 attalment ' The use of drugs and alcohol was also
,mentloned as, the most popular lelsure tune act1v1ty engaged in by early
school leavers. when spendlng tlme with thelr classmates. v

s It is 1nterest1ng to. noée that early school leavers rarely blamed

‘themselves for the1r 1nab111ty to oanplete the1r hlgh school educatlon . '

e

Pt
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ability to assume responsibility for “their own fat/e | \

There are several 1nterest1ng comparlsons between the responses of
early leavers, thelr- parents, and their teachers - The leavers _
perceived themselves as gettlng along in school better than dld thelr a
parents or teachers The leavers also percelved themselves as gettlng

along satlsfactorlly with thelr peers more often than d1d the parents

and teachers/pr 1nc1pals

Whlle the leavers were falrly desnous in’, contlnulng 'thelr

schoollng, the parents were even ‘more 1n fav0ur of thelr Chlld y

continuing school However, the teachers/pr1nc1pals were not nearly as

‘pos:.tlve in wantmg the early leavers to oontlnue thelr schoollng, and

\

. were more pessmlstlc in regards to the chances of early school leavers

returmng to school The early school leaVers showed more optmuslm 1n

,thls regard than did the parents or teachers/pr1nc1pals. This may ‘be
| :,due to an over est:matlon by the early leavers of thelr own progdress or

" -perhaps w1shful thmklng

In regard to the reasons for leavmg school early there was

" oon51derable agreenent among early leavers, parent_s and

teachers/prlmipals. ' This can justifiably be -interpreted»as all three
partles percelvmg the phencmena of early school leavmg similarly.

The parents percelved themselves to be more supportlve toward

thelr chlldren contmumg their schoolmg than was reported to be the

‘-"ecase by the early 1eavers. Stobo (1973) addressed this issue and

reported that parents perceptlons varled a great deal fram one sample

to another. Teachers/pr1nc1pals percelved themselves -being in

'_Iagreement more often (51 6%) w1th the. early school leavers dec151on to

. leave school early than_what was- reported by the early fleavers._ ‘The

4
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| early leavers perceived only 12.9% of the principals and 7.1% of _the
vice—principals .and /2.9% of the teachers agreeing with their decision
to leave. | The hlgh percentage of teachers/pr1nc1pals agreelng w1th
| early leavers departing fram school can probably be explalned by the
‘. statement that teaChers/prlncxpals apparently "do not like to see
students leaving school early in general,“ however, "for same there is
.no alternative, they appear to be wasting their time." Teachers'
reported that "for 'scme students leaving 1s a p051t1ve move t?
act1v1t1es whlch are more in  line wlth the1r 1nterests and i
capabllltles." The above ocmnents ‘appear to 1nd1cate that teachers -
feel that in same instances it is pointless: o keep a student in |
school. | -‘ |
An interesting. aligmment of perceptj.ons is apparent 1n the changes
of school functioning that early school leavers', their parents , their
teachers/prlnc1pals and. the stay—lns would llke to see, The early
_leavers, _their parents and the stay-ms reported an abundance of ‘
teacher related oarments ' whlle teachers mainly focused on program
| 'alternatlves. There appears to be a strong agreement rn regardsvto
o changes in school progra'm among-' all four groups of interviewees.
Strong consensus. emerged in regard to the followmg alternatives:
| "more vocatmnal and ~trades oourses," "more prograns for |
non—academcally inclined students," and "more counsellmg and spec1al
services: for those students having d1ff1culty The teachers/'
| pnmlpals most frequently stated a need for masswe parent educatlon .'
. programs aimed- at e11c1t1ng parental support.” It appears that
‘teachers/prlnclpals are \want\mg more su_pport fram par‘ents, Acamiunity

and goverments to enhance the $tatus and quality of educationr. - The

-~
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early leavers, the1r parents; and the stay—lns appeared to want an

improvement in the quallty of teaching prlmarlly. These groups would

also like to see more alternatlve programs and support services for the

non-academically" 1nc11ned students Such suggestlons for changes are

cammonly found in the literf ture (e g., Selllck 1965; Reich & Young, :

1975; Watson, 1975; Archer, 1978).
The stay-ins had very similar perceptions to"those reported by the
early school leavers. Both groups reported hav1ng problems ‘doing the

academlc work in school. They also reported that "frlends and

soc1allzlng" was the most pOSlthé aspect of school whlle teachers Ln ‘

'general was the most dlSllked aspect of- SChOOllng A moderately high

1percentage (68. 8%) of stay-lns had con51dered leaving school at one

time., The reasons glven for wantlng to leave are srmllar to the early

'leavers' responses- "lack of school success" and "not being’ 1nterested

in school sub]ects." The reasons glven for staying in school’ were

."parents" and "wantlng my grade 12 " The only detectable dlfference

‘to be" more 1ntent in COﬂtlﬂUlng their educatlon and the1r parents were

less tolerant of therr wantlng to leave than the: parents -of the early

1eavers ' The stay—lns also appeared to recelve more support and
.

a551stance than “ the early leavers. frcnl friends; parents, and L

'the t1de of CrlSIS in their 11ves and thereby not be1ng pressured 1nto

- ;maklng a cr1t1cal dec1sion of whether to leave school

| Dlssatrsfactlon w1th school has: been the prlmary school related

cnmplalnt reported by early leavers, thelr parents, and stayhlns. Thls

" beween the stayhlns and the early leavers is that the stayelns appeared _

;; counsellors.' Thls support and a551stance may have enabled them'to sten S

1’7%’*;;f

factor 1s so broad that 1t defles exp11c1t deflnltlon. It;Includes,



S 171

among other thlngs, dlSllke for teachers, dlsllke for certaln subjects,

et falllng, not gettlng along with other students, or that school does not

offer ‘the subjectsrde51red Hewltt and Johnson (1979) reported that

. dlSS&tleaCtlon w1th -school has- recently replaced eoonanlc and personal;xﬂ‘

‘reasons as the most frequently c1ted reasons for leaving school early.
Several Canadian studles corroborate this finding (Relch & Young 1975

1 Watson, 1976 Archer, 1978 Larter & Eason, 1978)



| .IMPLICA‘l‘ICNS AND CONCLUSIONS »
Results of the enplrlcal and 1nterv:.ew data are dlscussed m thlS
| chapter Partlcular attentlon 1s\ glven to pomtmg out th;
m\plicatlons and conclusmns derlved fronn the two sources ’ Several _

’reccmnendatlons are offered in an attempt to better meet the needs of

“)‘

" early school leavers. o ‘
| Early school leavers )and stay—ms percelved thelr quallty of
- school life smularly regardless of whether they were fran a hlgh,

" medium or low early school leavmg school Thls nnplles that the rate

of early school 1eav1ng does not. gjippear o affect the early 1eavers B

L perceptlons of thelr quality of school Llfe. Furthermore, early school

- 'leavers, who had been out of school for a duratlon of more than elght

months did not differ 1n the1r perceptlons of quallty of school llfe 1

".when ocmpared to early leavers who had been out of school for duratlon /

»

.less than s1x months Duratz.on of tlme out of- school does not appear

L

*.to alter early 1eavers' perceptlohs of thel q{ality of school llfe. »
g ‘The conclusmn derlved frem the above results i\s gh_éf early leavers and
B the1r age—mate stay—ms tend to percelve thelr school envuorments | |
- .smu.larly ThlS was oorroborated by the 1nterv1ew data whlch mdlcated

| that early school leavers and stay-ms dlsplayed smular attltudes and ‘ .

e

."opmlons in eregard to the early school leavmg 1ssue., There was a

A

&7

| tendency for the’ QSL scale means for both status and level factors to "@ "
- cluster around the scale mid, pomt ‘The 1nterv1ew data also i Lt

k.
Y

\ that sub]ects' responses varied greatly frcm extrenely’posw‘ﬂ

"‘._'e,xtrenely negat:.ve. This. vari:atlon may be a reflectl«on of the state of -
1ndec151veness of the subget:ts sampled It may not be possible to

B 4 Lo ‘Y.

5,



’descrlptors.i‘ o
The reason why no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences were’ found 1n this stu%
may be due to the small between group vanances ThlS appears to be |
caused by the. fact that the. early school leaVers and stay—ms are
characteristlcally smular 1n their perceptlons of the QSL as measured\
by the: 1nstrument used An thls study ThlS factor is corroborated by
the 1nterv1ew data whlch did not produce any notlceable dlfferences ’_
between the groups The early school leavers and the stay-i.ns appeared :
to be smllar 1n thelr perCeptlons of thelr school experlences._ N .
S The 1nterv1ew data ylelded convmcmg ev1dence that early school |
leavmg is: a symptan of a fundamental mJ.smatch between student and
school Thls OOlllSlon betwnen an 1nd1v1dual w1th basl.c problems and

llmltatlons and the typlcai hlgh school env1ronment as- frequently

|

portrayed in the 11terature (e g., Bachman et’ al ' 1972' Watson 1975- '

Archer, 1978 Relch & Young l975° Larter & Eason, 1978) 1s further

substantlated by thlS study Whether the responslbllllty be ass:,gned R

remalns a puzzllng questlon. R

to the early school leaver, or bo the school env1ronment he leaves, R

Tt is apparent that early school leav:.ng creates scme dlfflcultles

- .fo: the early leavers as well as soclety at large..,; Early school

:';,leavers w1ll enter the mrk force 1n an era of hlgh technology Th1s

1s, ‘it seems, the tune when hlgh levels of llteracy on the pa:t of the‘ y

.“;;‘workforce are needed to oope w1th the demands of future Jobs It . S

_"'; seems, at the present mcment, approxlmately 74% of those who are on-
., 'Soclal a351stance 1n ,Saskatchewan are w1thout grade 12 dlplcmas (Star ,
:‘,Phoenlx, Feb 23, 1983) Two ch01ces appear 1ikely. Flrstly, to
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' augment the school rer ources substanti‘ally in order that the rate of
. the young people leaving school without grade 12 dlplcmas mlght be
reduced Thls calrs for substantlal 1nvestment in educatlon in the '
hope ‘that the present dependency of those w1th low levels of education
on soc1al assistance is 'nlnlm1zed However, it. is quite llkely that,
with the successful nnplementatlon of the effort to increase the
graduatlon rate, the future unemploﬁred will be more educated
Secondly, to 1gnore the problem of early school leaving w1th the bellef
that’ thls phencmenon w1ll perSLSt regardless of what . is done to make
- the schools and programs more attractlve to potent:.al early school
leavers. Thls rather peSSlm1Stlc and unde51rable persPectlve on' thls
. 1ssue may have serious soc10-cultural consequences. .The offsprlngs of
| : those mth low levels of educatlon and poor socm—econamc status
generally end up in the‘amllar tracks of the parents. : In order to ‘
c1rcumvent the resultant socm—cultural decay 1t may be more prudent to
" 1nvest early 1n “the p.ograms de51gned to amellorate the dropout .
/propen51ty RS | _ | ‘ ‘ | J
Aooordmg to the 1nterv1ew results about 20% of the early school
.‘.leavers 1eft school ‘in the month of October. : The second hlghest
' percentage rate for leavmg school early oocurred m the month of -
-‘: “February Both Octobe and February might - be the crltlcal months
]‘_because by the ‘time students have spent about one or: two months 1n |
B school they have had enough ev:.dence on what is: to follow in the ; i
' .“subsequent months Leavmg school at thlS tune mght be ar reasona,ble =
i 'chome 1f the perceptl.on of the quallty of the school experlence and of
,the capac1ty to oope w1th the s1tuat10r: of the student is negatlve. _

, ‘,fThe J.nterv1ew resul.s amply corroborate the negat:.ve feelmgs the .

. L,
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] respondents had towards .school It was. also ev1dent that a very high

early school leavers in fact ‘had falled one or more

'grades prlor to. therr departure frcm school It appears that academlc.v

fallure accanpamed by a negatlve attltude towards school are the usual
prerequisites for leavmg school early ' |

The 1nterv1ew results indicated" that grades 10 and 1l are the _

' cr1t1cal grades for early school leavers. .These ‘flﬂdlth‘ are

cons,.J.stent wrth several Canadian Studles (see Stobo 19‘73) UnleSs’ o

' acadexmc and attltudmal varlables are altered in such a way that the . |

potent1a1 early leaver beglns to experlence success and to perceLve the .

school context pos:.tlvely it mlght be lmpos&uble to prevent ‘the '

potentlal dropout from beccmmg a reality. . The decmlon to leave
4,

school-'was found to be dellberate and regrettable. The J.mpllcatlon 1s'

. that early leavers dld not ‘want to termmate the1r hlgh school

educatlon, but felt they had no ch01ce under the c1rcumstances.

Another 1mportant pred1ctor of dropout propen31ty is the rate of | o B
'absenteelsm. The early school leaver sklpped school on the average of |
. one’ day per veek, whlch is substantlally higher than among per51sters.

"Amerlcan and Canadlan studies report smular fmdmgs (e.g., Archer, |
_"‘_‘.»;_1978 Barnes, 1973; Boman & Matthews, 1960; Lartet & Bason, 1978;
’,Stevens, 1965- Stobo, 1973) Absent;eelsm as an nnportant and

'51gn1f1cant factor emerges frcm its dual role as a symptan of an

underlymg problem and as an mmedlate cause or precxpltatmg factor

; ,’of the fmal act of leavmg school SR S

% .

i The average famlly 51ze of the early school “aver subjects m :
o .thls Study was about seven, whlch seems to ccmpare well w1th ttp/ o |

'.smular Statlstlcs reported in the Ontarlo studles (see Stobo, 1973-

"‘ .'., R
../.‘: ) '
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" Watson,, 1975). The parents and older siblings generally were reported

to have had . less than - high school educatlon Also, the general

- econonuc background of the parents of the early leavers was found to be

51gn1f1cantly belcm average. It would: appear | that chlldren fram large
Rt

‘ fanulles, lower soc10—econcm1c status hcames and with one or more older

51blmgs as early school leavers are at hlgh risk of leavmg school

early. 1If school perfonnel are aware of “the soc:Lo-cu.ltural and

, econamic background of the at rlsk children and begin to notlce

absenteeism and poor’ academlc performance then. they are.well advised to
1nst1tute preventlve't mterventmn strateg:.es. These should take the -
.’form -of acadenuc 1ntervent10n, modlfymg the academlc program in terms v.
of the number of subjects’ the type of SubjeCtS, extentlon of tJ.me

 allotted for oompletlon of the especially rlgorous courses, prov1d1ng |

‘

‘}access to and encouragmg the use of gu1dance and counsellmg serv1ces

. ‘,,‘,‘\

School—-related econanlé factors appeared to be 1he most comnonly

. &
cited major reasons for 1eav1ng school early The mterv1ew results

demonstrated that school—related factors were the most carmonly c1ted -

" factors for leavmg school early and the frequency of personal reasons e

L

W

! _;e,éponses, 1nto the varlous categorles a

flarge number of responses whlctr mght have been oonsuiered as personal
o were mcluded 1n the school—related reasons category. - Early leav'ers

seldcm assumed responslbnlty for thelr academc ;allme whlch may have' S

| category. The hlgh percentage of school—related reasons for leavmg
. ‘._school is not SUI.’ptlSlng because the act of 1eav1ng school mght have a

L

maybed\mtothefactthatin' -
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.major »school—related txmponent - Of course, other varlables such as

econanlc and personal c1rcumstances might also be - cr1t1cal““ under
certain condltlons

It ‘seems that over the last four decades econalnic'reasons for

- leaving school - early have become less pronounced Hence, social and '

A}

cultural shifts 1n any SOClety m1ght concamutantly alter the relatWe

of early ‘'school leavmg. It is 1nterest1ng to. note that the most often -

A mentJ.oned spec1f1c school—related reasons were problems w1th the

Q>

teachers/pr1nc1pals and the unpossmllty of transfer to another school ‘

It is not clear however, what factors made teachers and pr1nc1pals the

main- target of cr1t1c1sm by the early leavers. What seems lrkely 1s

that there mlght be status and role confllcts between the staff and the "'~
students. The teachers and prmmpals are expected to mamtam order,

and to plan and d1rect mstructlonal act1v1t1es and have a551gned

",

authorlty in carrymg out the mandate of the school boards The

»s&udents, on the other hand are passwe rec1p1élts of 1n§1:ruct10nal
and other dlrectlves th.ch ult:.mately lead the adolescents to resent
the percelved undue authorlty and power of the school personnel Such

a a confllct lS more llkely to occur where soc1etal pernu.ssmeness is
'_._paramount, respect for authorlty 1s on the wane, and the’ sense of £}

: ’-:responsmllllty is nunnnal Whether Saskatchewan is typlfled by the

above characterlzatlon 1s 1eft for the reader to declde. R ,’"

mg
. AL REII!@'IENDA’IWSFORFURIHER@SEAM-I

-_._1.., It may be possmle that conceptually there are weaknesses in the

' 31gn1f1cance of various factors known to be related to the phencmenon \ k, '

P
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similar contructs.  In the orlglnal Williams and Batten (1981)

o

1@5trument as well as the modlfled 1nstrument there has not been any

attempt made, to relate these scales to. other scales on the basis of

| sound theoretlcal premises. - Im order to test the conceptual soundness

of. the QSL scales it would be necessary to relate these QSL scales to

’ other smular scales.

2. Pmor to oon51derat10n of the modiflcatlon of QSL measures the

'scales should be admmlstered to a general populatlon of - students where’-.

: schools muld be expected to be characterlstlcally dJ.fferent on the QSL

measures

3 Research on contextual effects upon school achlevement has been; s

)

: .1nconclu51ve. Further research mlght be necessary tbf determ,rne whether B |
' there 1s a relatlonshlp between QSL measures and school achlevement

4L Most of the research like the present study, on thJ.s toplc hasl

C been a one shot effort ‘In order to fully understand the phenomenon oF

| and strategles to deal wJ.th the

early school 1eav1nq, 1ts antecedents and consequences, , serlous \

L oonsuleratlon mlght be glven to launchmg a longltudmal study 1n thrs

REH)MENDATIQIS FOR PRPCI‘ICAL APPLICATICN

In llght of the research methodology used 1n thls mvestlgatlon

[and /fmdmgs a number of reoam\endatz.ons have surfaced. $ These

reoatmendations are offered 1n the hope of prov1d1ng sPec1f1c actlons =

’ncmenon of early school 1eav1ng if

'flt 1s felt the problem 1s serlous 'nough. _ It Jnust be noted that the

4 &?}7

r\eoam\endatlons glven below ar,e not \hsted m any order of unportance
The readers are expectedshs( evaluate the specifa.c context of school and

other related factors and then dec:.de if any of these proposed

§ : . . A oLl . X ' g ’ o g . o . -

] ST
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recatmendatlons are appllcable ‘to thelr partlcular 51tuatlon

1. Based on the J,nterv;lew data con51deratlon should be given to a

‘ 'varlety of alternatlve school programs Wherever these alternatlves

can be’ nnplemented an effort should be made to mform the adults and

these programs In order to allev1ate the fallure syndrcme experlenced

by most early school leavers, the prov151on of spec1al programs mlght

be conmdered 'I'he prlmary objectlve of these programs would be to °

at’ scme crltlcal perlods, partlcularly durmg puberty ' In v1ew of ,

»success in sane aspect of thelr school 11fe. The prov151on of RN
" vocatlonal and techmcal programs or the mtplementatlon of work study

o programs mlght prov1de the necessary pos1t1ve experlences for the |

a , °v'

‘prov1de certa:m students wlth an opportumty to. attam a measure of

e

non—academlcally mclmed students.

. ad]ustment d1ff1cult1es m transferlng fran one school to another._»

o _,‘“‘Thls, obvmusly, puts excessxve (stresses and strams on the adolescents

" '.'this, partlcular attentlon should be paid to the tran51ent student in -

| ;_» order that suchr a student is prov1ded the needed emotlonal support. :

i fstudents .

2 The fact 1s that there 1s a; h].gh degree of mblllty 1n Our W

o soc1et§/ Several early school leavers and stay-ms mdlcated some )

3}.? Examnatlon of the' m%ervxew data revealed madequate L

" o teacher—pupxl reIatLonshlps. ‘ Methods qf J.mprovmg these relatlonshlps_" y
: needs to be oonsxdered Good teachers, w1th pr0per equ:.pment and |

| teachmg‘alds should be able to deal successfully with all types fof

Students who cannot be dealt w1th effectlvely are those

b.v_;students s errmg frcm enot:.onal disturbances. 0 Such students may

requ:.re the help of a oounsellor/psychologxst and/or doctor. Ch11dren':. ¥ “ n;

L . - , ! K S ; : . . " T P Fa . : . /



: may utlllze. ) One of the’se serv1ces may be

4 ’ Many early school leavers and stay-ms reported havmg acadenuc

LN

suffer-ing from serious ph?sical defects can oft‘en be accarmodated
adequately in spec1al schools. Excludmg the above type of swdents, e

teachers can do a great deal to nnprove the learnmg envxrorment for

students The classroan 1s a place of learn;.ng, and as such 1t should
. A .

prov1de an env1ronment that constructlvely and humanlstlcally prcmotes

learnmg. For thls to happen, educatOrs need to be hlghly sens1t1ve to

the students' ‘world Students‘ feelmgs, emotlons and experlences are

. an mtegral part °f thelr developmental prOgresswn. FE

.\ ‘

chffxcultles m thelr school experiences.} Con51derat10n should be
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P

glven for the prov1sion of 1nd1v1dual assmtance to gotentlal dr@cuts. Lo

For those 1nd1v1duals who expenence serious acadenlc d1ff1cult1es

\

there should be avaJ.lable same . form of servmjs that such iIndiwduals
the fom of tutoring,

whereby 1nd1v1dual assrstance in.a secure environment can bexprovxded

The request for mdlvniual a531stanoe was frequently menbxorfed by the
subjects 1nterv1ewed 1n th:.s study IR A e

and counselling serv:.ces. | Early school leaver

psycho-educational nature be inplemented in ;? "
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. 5. Consideration mlght be devoted to the attalnment of greater
oarental rnvolvement in public educatlon In order to allevxate the
lack of support expressed by‘teachers,Lparental involvement in the
educational pursuits ofltheir children could provide school personnel
with the extra resources so that the students"academic and emotional
needs_are more adequately met. Particular emphas1s might be glven to
the involvement of lower soc1o-econom1c level parents, whose children
frequently experiénce dlfflcultles in their academic attalnment.
6. In order to capitalize'on the expressed desire of many of the‘
kearly school leavers to return to. school several approaches mlght be
considered.
(a) Inltlate a system whereby a regular contact by school
personnel, preferably sameone who has good rapport and mutual |
trust with early school leavers, is malntalned with the early
school leavers-fran each school. These contacts might
tac111tate the course of re-entry into the school,

- (b) Ind1v1duals who return to school after being away for a
year or longer‘and have worked at a job during that time may
have developéd a new sense of responsibility and might havel

’begun to value'eddcation Therefore, it is essential that o

. these 1nd1v1duals be treated Samewhat dlfferently to regular
students in terms of academlc act1v1t1es and 5001al and
 personal 1nteract10ns, ‘ . o »\;
7. Many early school leavers and stay-ins reported to have academic
problems This is further conflrmed by the finding that many leavers
;and stay-lns had failed at least one grade and therefore were behind

thelr age—mate peers in school progress. Due to these findings more U}
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@
serious attention should be given to general philosophical issues of
continuous progress and individualized instruction‘ as well as specific
identification of under achievemerit and remediation in the early
elementary grades. It is recam\ended that for 1dent1f1cat10n and
diagnostic purpciSes, vahd" and rellable standardlzed tests should be

admmlstered regu%%ly
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“'Bikkar S. Rapdhawa, Ph.D. - s
Sonia V. Cigywnyk, M.Phil.
Waiter E. Pawlovich, M.Ed.
University of Saskatchewan
: ‘ ! )
e ’ ‘ T
The Saskatchewan School Trustees AssQeciation and the Department of Education want to understand the
reasons for young people, like yourself, leaving school. Your help is needed to understand this matter. If we find out
that some. changes in schools can be helpful, other students might benefit in the future.
Your responses will be kept struttly confidential, and you will not be named in any report that we will prepare:
This survey form consists of two parts, A and B. Read carefully directions for each part before you respond to the
mformation in that part. Please remember.thgt this is not a test and there are no right or wrong answers. We strongly ‘
urge you to give a frank and honest respo to each itém. The answers you give are confidential,

q\PAF!T"‘A

¢

Please check'(\‘/) br ,\ﬁ/’rite the information reguested in tHis part. = . .
. ' Canada - Qther R
1. Place of birth of: L . a){;, Mother. —_
' b) Father .
Elementary High College/
» School School University
2. Level of education of: A -"i) Mother , h
: ’ o). Father(_- P ——
3. Presentjob of: v a) Mother
(Please wrne in the ]Ob) - . 'b) Father -
4. Income of: a) Mother $ .00
m - b) Father $ \ 00
) 7 ‘ c_ . Older | Younger '
5. Number of: (Write the number under each) a) Brothers - —_ _._.\\ '
: { b) Sisters o o
5. Level of educatnon of each of your older brother( s)/sister(s):
~ (No more than six from oldest Elem;ntaw High . College/
to youngest but older than you.) School School University
” v ! Brother or Sister | ‘
' i ii) Brother or Sister __ _ ’
f | iiiy Brother or Sister
d iv)" Brother . or Sister
v)' Brother or Sister __ | R —_
'yi‘) Brother or Sister .
Forthe items 710 14 check Yes or No ; _— - - Yes No
7. In general, would you say your reasons for - |
leaving school were mainly: .
) a) economic _ ——
b) personal” —_— —_—

¢) Schooi-related _— .

&5



b) employed fuil time , —_— . .
¢) working part time —_— —_—

@). taking schooi courses - _ -

' e) enrolled in a traning course —_ _
9. Do you intenc to return to schooi: .
-a) full time —_— e
‘ b) parttime ’ . _— -
10. Would you have stayed in school if transfer . —_— L —

to another school had been possibie?
11. One of the reasons | left school is because ™

| had a reading problem. . ' _ C—_—
12. lleft school because | was in troubie with T '
the pnncxpai and teachers. 7 : _ —_—
13. tleft school because | had been suspended« . _— —_—
14. |left school because | had been expelled. . —_
PART B ‘

For the statements in this part, decide whether you Strongly Agree, Mastly Agree, Mostly Disagree, or Strongly -
Disagree. Please read each statement carefully and check {v) the category which best cescribes how you felt a
schoo! or why you left, .

A Strongly Mostly Mostly Strongly
‘ : . Agree Agree . Disagree Disagree
1. ‘1 felt happy at school. : v —_ e —_— _
2. My desire for more spending . L — —_— [ _—
money made me leave school. , . .
3. | feit | was a reliable —_— —_— —_— S
- person at school ' ‘
4. liness in my family mace - D _— —_— —_—
me ieave school. '
5. Atschooil liked to do extra work —_— —_— —_— —_—
in the subjects that interested me.  \__ ’ )
6. 1 had to leave schoal | —— —_ N S
' because | had left homa. ' ’
7. Teachers discouraged me - ' —_— _ —_ _
from expressing my opinions. e .
8. 1did not like the school —_— —_— —_— S
rules and regulations, so | left. ~ - A
9. At ishool people looked up to me. o — — Ce— —_—
10. 1 quit school because my - —_ _— S

friends nad left. ,
11."} felt depressed at schaal. —_—
12.-1 ieft school because | Q
feit | was wasting my time, ‘
13. Atschool other students _—
rejected me as | was. |
14. |1eft school cecause wnat Fwas learning . _ —_— _
was nct retevant 10 my choice of career. ) . . :



15

16.

17

18

19

20.

21

22.

23

24.

25.

26

27.

28.

29
30

31

- 32.

33

- 34,

35

- 36

.. Atschool | did mot talk to teachers
about the way they marked my.work.

 gota|ob offer so | quit school. -

.-My teachers treated all
students equally.

.~Since my school attendance was poor,
I was forced to leave.

. Atschool | learnt to see
aother people’s point of view.

| wanted to look for a job,
and to go to work, so | left school.

. Teachers took a personal interest
in helping me with my schoolwork.

| left school because | was
suspended or expelled.

. Atschool people lacked
confidence in me.

I quit school to support myself.

I feit lonely at school.

. Since | was experiencing
academic difficulties | left school.

I learnt a lot about myself at schooit.

I left school because of
home responsibilities.

. Atschool | knew | could do
well enough to be sucgessful.

. My dissatisfaction with the school program

‘was the reason for my leaving school.

. My teachers treated me

unfairly in class.

‘tquit school because !

wanted more freedom.

. Atschool other students
ignored what | said.

| was dissatisfied with the teachers
- and the teaching so | quit.

. Peopte knew.they could not
depend on me at school. - -

. Ileft school to get married.

%' | felt great at school. ',

38. Ileftschool to earn madney

my famiiy needed:’

39. When | mixed with dther people at school.

this helped me to understand myseif.

40. Since | had areading

41

difficulty, I quit school.

At school | learnt whatever
I needed to know.

Ml niygly

Agree

o3y

Agree

o3ty
. Disagree

2AUTONGgly 196

Disagree "



42,

43.

45,
_46.
47.
48,
49.
0.
- 51
52.

53.

S6.
57.

S8.

44,

‘ Agree . I »\g;n@'

Personal probiems (e.g. worries) o R _—
were the reason for me quitting school.
Teacners | hag were tair and just. —_— R,
 did not get along with — —_—
the staff so | quit school. : }
Atschool | was treated with respect. oL —_— -
lleft school because | o S _—
wanted (o travel. ' : :
| feit confidgnt at school. _ — —_—
oot ) ] } .
I left school to assist-in ' _ _
a family business. . : '
At schooi | never knew the . ) —_— e
sorts of things f could do well.
I left school because of ] —— —_—
personal illness.
| wasn't getting along at 7 SO _
home. so | quitschoot. - ' ’
J am happy that | lelt schoal. — _
I would not have stayed in schoal _ - C—_ —_—
even it my lime table had been changed. g

. The guidance counsellor was helpful . - —_ —_

when | raised the question of teaving schaot. -
(N.B. Answer this itemn only if your school
had a quidance counsellor.)

. The principal was not helpful : —_— e
when | raised the question of :eaving school. ' , '
My mother sugported my —_ —_—
. decision about leaving school. T
I'thought for along time - © ! C— —_—
before | left school. _
My father did not support » ‘ — —_—
my decision about leaving school. '
My friends suppon‘e& me when , : . P —

‘59,

| decided to leave school.

WOWEST .. "mO , W TRD

Disagree

i
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’ yourself leaVLng school.

conSists of two parts, A and B.

answers.@
each ltem.

"Please check'(

3

. Bikkar S.
Sonia V, Cipywnyk, M. Phil.
Walter«E. Pawldvich, M.Ed.
. . Unlver31ty of Saskatchewan.

Randhawa, -

P
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.. STUDENT SURVEY FORM (Form B)

Ph.D.

The- Saskatchewan School Trustees Assoc1atlon and the Department
of Education want to understand the teasons for young people, like

Your help is needed to understand this
If we find.out that 'some changes. Ln schools can be helpful,
other students mlght benefit in the future/ ‘ _

i Your responses w/Ll be kept strlctly confldentlal, and you will
not be named in any report that we will prepare. 'This survey form
‘'Read carefully directions for each

part before you respond td the information in that part. Please.
remember that this is not a test and there are no right or wrong

We strongly urge you to ‘give a frank and honest response to’

Q

Place of birth. of:

Level of education of:

- Present job of:

(Please write in:the'job)

Income of:

- .

)" or write the information'reqUested.in§ﬁhis part,

“a)

b)

a)

b)

aX

a)

b)7

PART A

“Father

Mother

Father

Mother

Mother

Father

'Mothe:_5

Father

> The answers you g;ve ace confldentlal._ :

S

Canada  Other’

e ¢ 20 c-oo'o

'Elemen- ngh qulege/
o tary School Univer- -
: Schoo; oo sity '

S iedieen. 200

$ .g'.ﬂ.’-..“a..". .00 -



5,

»Pb.

‘For the xtems 7 to 14 cheok Yes or No. . . Yes No:

7:1‘

6.

10.

KN

NumbEIOf: (Wfite' ";he’ ) ‘ ' } a) BIOth s o“cooovu T ease e ees

Are You-curren:lyfﬁ'a},tlzving at home {f_;;, ;;.;..j'j‘{}.;..f

N 4 o : 200

L . . x\ .‘ ’ h“$
v . N Older Younger

]

£

; number under each) o “;.b)' Sisteri f;..... ‘ ceveena”

Level of educatlon of each of ybur older brother(s)/SLSter(s)

(No more. than six from oldest nlementary . High . College/
- to youngest but older than you.) School School University

.\‘:

i)’. Btdther oo Qr Slstér,...'g esee e w ' ;...;. j‘: -1eooo.

Sii) Broc&er TR Slster P Ceeeene o eieaes

iil): B:other LR ] O: SLSter... s e 0 s e’ 0‘,0-.;._~' n--.o“n

iv) ‘Brother ve. oL Sister ... ...o... ;r{};, D vl

v) ' ) Brcther .‘...' or Sister.... ae-lcl- .":.b..‘.'. .-yq'-.oou .

‘vi)'_“ Brother ... orFSisﬁer7.,. ,v---ktF T eeede e

In general, would you' say your reasons for

leav1ng school were maxnly , . S o
L ° a) e¢°nomlc - e - e e 0 s e _ ’ “o e e

e b) : personal . R » : T e o?. . 00 0 s Qe

hdc) School-related o =;"f;v’j Ciedene

b) ﬂemployed full tlme o ;,;ﬁ,j' _'};m,%;}u,:l*
B ¢)':work1ng part tlme “n; f;,,;,fi]_ };,?,};
‘“d)iltakznq school courses ";}.}lfT *};.l.;;

'e) enrolled. in a tralnlng e e e
' course. : SURNR RS

Do you lntend to return to: school a) full tzme .....v'fi‘.;;;:,'

Would you have stayed in- school 1f transfer S o
to another school had. been possxble’ T eeeee e,

One of the reasons T left school is because ‘f" v » -
I had a :eadlng problem. : L / e i ee e L edeead



FAVES

iz. I letft school because 1 was in trouble w1th

the principal and ,teachers. . ceeee PRI
13.T left school because}I had been_suspended. Ciean ceeees
. . \ | ) - . . ‘
l4. I left school because I ‘had been expelled. eeees ceesas
' PART B

A For the statements in this part4 decxde whether you Strongly

. Agree, Mostly Agree, Mostly Dis ‘ree, or Strongly Disagree.. Please
read each statement carefully and check () the category which

best descrlbes how ygg felt at school ‘or why you left.

Strongly Mostly Mostly Strongly

FET I l ' R Agree Agree Dlsagree Dlsagree
1. At school I felt good e - e -
about things. . . - o
° “b . . ]
2. My desire for more spendlng - - -

money made me - leave school.

'3. I acted in a respon51ble o f-" - - “', .-
; way at school ' : : ‘

4;_ Illness in my family made»e_' S -
--me. leave school.‘fl. T ) S L o

5. At school I did not. learn o=l L _
how to find whatever . =~ - oL e o R
L lnformatlon I needed.,i

1 had to- leave school = o R
because I had left home._ ‘ - e - _ o
S B Teachers helped me to do ' e’f 'a‘qh'-i“ _vé ' -~
my best. i o - L S S
8. I did not like the school .1 T T R O i R
" rules and regulatlons, go ¥ PR ok
p left. ; ‘
9. At school people came to‘-'n - - “_“”,‘_

- me for help.

10. I qult school because my SRR N ”_: TR
’ frlends haa left. o e .

. fﬁ:



1l.

12.

lal

- la,

15.

,ls.

S 17,

18,
19.

20.

22.

23. 1
2a. 1

v'25,d

27,

f L}
I felt restless at school.

I left school because I felt
I was wasting my time.

At schodl 1 did not get to
know 'myself better

I left school because what -

I was learning was not

_relevant to my choxce of

career., .
At school 1. d1d not learn
what I needed to get by in

life. - _ R

I got a job offer so I quit.

My teachers did not give me
the marks I deserved.

Since my school attendance

was pdbr, I was forced to

leave.
At school I did not learn |
to get along thh other

people,

I'wanted to look for a job,
and to go. to work, so I

left school.

Teachers were dlSlnterested
in- wh I did

I left school because I was

spspended  or expelled

At school I was thought of
as a person who matte:ed

I wasn t gettlng along at oy

home; so I quit school. -
-I’felt»bofed at’School; .

I quit school to support

_myself

I felt ashamed to be a

‘ ,student.

202



' 28. Since I was experiencing
.academic difficulties I

left school.

29. At school I knew I could -
reach a satisfactory
standard in my work.

30. I left school because of
home 'responsibilities.

31. My teachers ignored any
extra effort I made in
ny work. : ‘_ ‘

32. My dlssatlsfactlon with the
school program was: the

reason for -my leavxng
school.

33. .1 was knéwn by a lot of
people at school. Co

34. 1 quit school because

.I wanted more freedom. >

.35. I knew that people at
school did not think a
lot of me,

36. I was dlssatisfie§ with
the teachers and the
teachlng .80 I qult.

©37. 1 got enjoyment from belng 3

at _school. -
S-38. I left school to. get marrled.

t39. T knew what ny strengths |
’ and weaknesses were at
,school. -
g A _ S .
40. I left school to earn money
my famlly neeaed. '

: 'f':41 At schooI 1 learnt thlngs

that were useless to me.‘ I

42¢ Since I\haa a readlng:

dlfflculty, I qult school’ o



43. Teacners were rrlendly to
me in ‘the classroom.

44. Personal problems (e.g. .
. worries) were the reason
- for me quitting school
a5. At school I was not
‘trusted to work on my own.

46. I did not get along wlth the
K staff so I quit school

47. I got upset at school.

48. I left school because -
- wanted to travel.

49, At school learnlng was hard
- for me.

e 50. I- left school to asslst in
o a :amlly buslness.v

51. I left SChOOl because of
- personal Lllness.

52, I am happy that I lefe
. school. - -

53. T would not nave stayed
: in school even if my time-
ltable had been changed._

54. The guldance counsellor was
- helpful when I raised the

. 'questlon of leavingvschool

- . {N.B. - Answer this only if

,]fyour 'school nad a’ guidance
->counsellor 1 - :

-

‘35.'The prlnclpal was not nelp—- |
‘\\ful when I raised the. R
'questlon of leavxng school.

56, My mother suppo;ted my
. decision about leavxng
“;~school.}~ :

*:,f~57l I thought for a long tlme

'qbefore I left school
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58, My~ father dld not support o - ' o= S SR -
my decision about leavxng : : . : ‘
school.‘

59, My friends supported me
when I decided to deave
'aschool.p . :

°
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. ‘ STUDENTS IN SCHCOL SURVEY roam.lﬁocn A) L

Bikkar S. Ranohawa,,?h D.

Sonia V. Cipywnyk, M. Phil, "
) Walter E. Pawlovich, M.Ed. Co
"7 .. -University of Saskatchewan.

. The Saskatchewan School Trustees Associlation and the Department
- or Education want to understand the reasons for young. people, like
yourself leavxng school. Your help is needed to understand this |
..matter. - If we find out that some’ changes in. schools can oe helpful,
" other students mlght benefrt in the future. -

Your responses wrll be kept strlctly confldentlal, and you will -
not . be. named in any report that we will prepare. Thls ‘survey form.
.‘consrsts of two parts, A and B. Read carefully olrectlons for' each *_
.. part before you ‘respond to the information in .that part. Dlease *
. .remember “that this is not a test and" there are ‘no.- rlght or wrong
answers., We strongly urge, you to give a frank and honest response to
‘each item. - The answers you glve are confldentlal. IR :

et

'v*?ART o a
. For the statements ln thzs par.['deCLde whether vou strongly
Agree, Mostly Aggee,_dostly stagree, or Strongly Dlsagree : Please
_ “read each statement carefully and check (v’) the. category whlch best
‘:_'descrlbes how vou relt at school or why you left.; ‘ ‘
Strongly Mostly'HJMostly VSStrongly.f
- Agree" Agree "Disagreef[Dlsagree o

- : v U R L
l. I am | happy at school o “.S'y.i?fh}qfv';- L "f}~gyf”:-vh.€:
2 I reel I am a rellable ﬁ;'ﬂ-jf'f = ”4,li - &5%;: ffffy ;Tij,,. -}
_ person at school i _ IR R
fj, At school I llke to_co “f;g : h]-;“ﬁ;~‘?&;lgj_¢g,ylyw.%';;]f:;, :
b h’extra work in the subjects ST S g
©that.i Lnterest me. .. 1,‘fi .f~’]é_ - : _
':f47,;Teachers dlscourage me . SRRt o 'éespefl*5+ﬂ'kgf'5;_{:fl

’».rrom expreSSLna ny. oolnlons."



10.
il.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18,

- lﬂ9 a'

20.

At school peopl2 leok up

O me.

I teel depressed at.school.
felt I was wasting my time.
At school other students
reject me as I am. )

At schiool I do not :alk

to teachers about the way
they mark my work. ‘
My teachers treat all
students egually.

At school I learn to seae
other, oeogle s ﬂoxnt of view.
Teachers take a yersonal

.interest in heélping me with

my schoolwork.

At school people iack
confidence Lg,me.

I feel lonely at school.

léﬁt school. ,

I learn a lot about myself
at.school. |
At schcol I know I can-do .
well enough to be suogessful.
My teachers treat me

unfairly in class.

At school other studen:s"fﬁg
ignore what I say. VJJ
Pecple know they cannot
depend con me at school.
I feel great at school.

wWhen I mix with other

people at school this helps
me t©O understand mysalil.

208



24 .
25.

At‘school I ilearn whatever
I neea to Know,

Teachers I have are fair
and just. ‘

At school I am treated with
respect.

I teel confident at school.
At school I never know the
sorts of things I can do '

well.

Ly

[£9]

o
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) STUDENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULE Yo. &
NAME SEX ¥ DATE
~ ADDRESS .‘ INTERVIEWER

I'd like to begin by thanking you for-allowiqg»me'to rali to you for a few

minutes. The interview will take about 45 minutes. .We are interested in

learning what early school leavers, such as yourself, have been doing since you

left

school, and also .about your .attitude towards school. I would like to

asgure you that anything you say will be held in strictest confidence, and thar

the report to come out of this research will not identify anyome by name Also,

it-is your own personal- experience in which we are most interested, not in what

you may feel a researcher in school would like to hear (Optional -~ I am going

co be taking notes, so there may be some pauses between questions.)

(A)

~ No.. of bros./sisters o Do they go to school? o Grs.?

I'd like to begin by asking you a few factual questions.

Age - .Date left school ’° .
a : : Month , Year

Kther's/Fachet?s occupation (Mo.) . (Fa.)

Mother's/Father's educarion Mo.) : — ‘(Fa.)

If out of school, how far did they go?

What are they doing ‘now? (Occupation)

+

| 3, o S 7
he oo IR 8.

‘Born 1in Cana4g>(?)~ » - Wﬁere(?) Place or cﬁhntryv

English Morher'cpngue'(?) L Other languagee_(?)'

Parentsiplace:of birth

:Otber,relatives 1iving at home? - - i

=43 - . ‘ -



2
Schgols atteaded ____ How lomg? (grades, ecc.)
1. | | 5.
2. o - 6. )
. : 7.
4. o o 8.

(3) Now I d like you to :bink back :o the time cha: you were in school.
(Throughout - check for difference between high school/publ‘c scnool
cxperience.) :

1. a) Bow, generally, did you get along wi:h tha teachers you had at’ -
school? (exceptions’)

Y

b) Were there teachers that you parcicularly likad?

(repeat for dislike?)

(What about chom.did'you iike?) ' S

L

¢) Did yoﬁ oﬁer talk to any.ofnyoﬁr teachers about personai coucerno?

woqld you have liked to? o ‘5

-

d) Were there subjects ac school that you particularly Diked?

Qo »Whaﬁ_Subjoc:s? ' _ . _'Wﬁy? v

Disliked? = What subjects?

Why,\

2. ihile at school did you have any particular ptoblema doing :he wotk

;aknd of you” L How did you handla these proolems°\

3. Q), How, general;y, did yoﬁ geo‘along with yoﬁt.fellow“;:udenﬁs?-

b)'hDid'you see your cl assmacas a:oer scqool or hang around with chem’ B

3

How did you spend your time ar:er scnoOLZ




¥

v

3. <) Did you, have much to do with your principal, v1ce—principal

¢ About what - other’ (?robe)

d) Did you participate in any extra-curricular ac;ivities while at
school’ ‘ (Other organizationg\ clubs) Please explain?

[y

- e) Did you fail aﬂy grades? Yes No = Which grades?
Reasons l
"f) Were yoa ever éuspehded from school? Yes ¢ No If yes,

_why and reasons.

8) VDid you'havéﬁlearﬁiﬁg dlfficnlties? Yes No . If yes,
13N . B . : o . o o . )

'pleasekexplaiA?'_-'

S

4. a) 51d you ever skip classes when at school’ _ How offenz L

[}

Average/week (day) - Partieular.subjects?

b) 'When didryou‘begin doiﬂg thié?»

‘

c) Did you generally do your homework when ic was assigned’I

1f o, when did this begin?

5. .a) How would you describe your attitude towards school whlle you were
' ‘thete? (probe for likes/dislikes about school in general ) S

3

L

b) How loug did you feel this way’

¢) AWas there a time when you felt differently’ ‘(probe for time of -

b‘change and feelings toward school) :

e




P - IR

o : -

. 6. a) Was your decision to leave schoo; made on the ‘3pur. of che oQment
or was it made aiter a lot of thought? (Probe for reasons for
leaving (f.nancial amily, frieads - sources of dinfluence.)

A

5) Did you rsally want :o leavs school’ '

¢) What made you decide Lo leave school when you did?-

d) Was leaéing school your own -dea’ (If no) Whose idea vas{if’ L
o
(If yes) Who agreed wit:h i:"

<c) 7. While at ‘'school, did you discuss your schcol wora wi:h your paren:s’
] . ;

Baw of:en’ : B Circumscances’(

8. How would you describe yOur parencs ac:icude :oward school while you
were going :here’ . . . o .

i

“
'

-

9.7 a) Did your parents aver visit your schoal?

b) Under whac'cir:ums:ancss?‘b

10, Whatiwzs‘their,risponss':o your dgcisidﬁthfleavs school?

fll. Do you . :hink dtopping out was: cha besc -hing you could have dous ac
. the time? S 4 v s

"(If'ies) Invuhag'waY? B

 (I£ 20) ' Why no€?




12. 'Did you speak to a guidance counsellor about dropping out?

a) (If yes) What did they say about 1it? ¥

b) (If no) Why not?

13.,* Did you speék to ‘any of your teachers about,dropping_ou:?

a) (If yes) What did they say about it?

b) . (If no) Why not? 4 - ¢

L

-
S

14: 'Did you speak to your pfincipql-oruyiée-prinéipal about dropping out?

a) (If yes) What di@_they:say'abqut.it?.

@

T _éng,
~b) (If mo)  ‘Why dot?  __

s

15, Did'?ou ggik.td‘yop: fiiends about‘@roppihgfqut2ff‘

| a) (If_yes)‘;wﬁac‘didlfhey say about it? - R RO
.') N : N :

b) *(If no) Why mot? N R R I

oy et
N




-

- of going to school?

a) (If yes) Whar were you going to do?

b) (If 20)  Was there any reason for that?

°

1l6. When you dropped out did you know what you were going';o do instaead

.

.

17. fWhen you dropped out did you intend to go back to scuool some day’

18. 1s thnre anything that could have been done to pursuade you :o scay

in school’

-——-———

\ a) (If yes) What’

19. At what age dof}pu-th#nk students.qhduld\befallovgd}&o'leave school?

’rhe ue::: few quastions have to, do
' first lcf: school. :

; (It yes, wha: kind - 1: le‘c, wny’)

a0

with whac you'Ve been dozng since ‘you e‘i

»-zo. First I'd like to know :Lf you had a job while you ,f,:ere. in schqol?‘

21, ‘lex: ve're :anerested in Icnowing vhat: you va bcen doing sinca you '

lefr school.  What Jobs did you have since you’ left, acc.? (Gae an ,
accounting of jobs, times of unemplovment, recurn to ;chool_(if any),

-1f left job - why’ I.cngr:h of time in jobs.__. ‘




22,

‘a)

. b)

23.

26,

25‘

26,

27,

c)

@)

e)

(Probe for days miss

In general, how sati actory have you found jour work experience?
/late, etc.)

What do you like/dislike‘about'working?

’”
a

How do you get along with your fellow workers’ , ‘,
Boss(es)’
(If working) Do yoo plan to stay in this job?” __ How long?

‘Have you given any thought to a career’l

Future plans, if any

- . * ) 2

(If not working) What future plams do you have?

What contact have you had with the school system since you stopped

attending school?

How would you describe your atcitude towards School at che present;

time?

e

If you. had the decisiou to leave to make over again, do you think

'you would do the same thing’ (yes/no - why?)

Do you,think-nQW, that it was a good idea for you to leave school as

~ early as. you did" (Regrets7)

Have you ever recommended to. someone else that they leave;schooi as

. early as you did’
If no, would you’

' If yes, did they do 1:?

———————

et —————

.-



- 28. Do you have any plans to ‘go back to schodl\or to concinué vour

education in scme o-cher form?

AN
N

29.>-é) IHow would you describe your relacionship With\your family ac the
present tima?

a

Parents

Bro:hers and sisters

\ b) Do you think the fac: that you are (no longer) a::ending\school
ﬁ\ has changed your relacionship with your family’

Parents _ ’ _ . " ‘ . .
Brochers & Sisters : : _ {*1 . .
‘_ In Qha: way? -

30. . Do you ‘think your parents. would like you to- (go back to school) take
- somcching in particular?: ‘ ,

“31.. Do you havn :he same friends ‘now ds you had while in school’

Are chey going to school’

'Wha: 1; their aczicude :owards'school?.f" e

2. a). Dg'yog think chat the school sysiém should do morTe than if is now

" with siqdents who want to leave school early?
. 4 . . .

Whae?

'3b) Do you :hink cha: scudcn:s should bq allowed to leave school U

BE

bcfora :hn agc of 16’ o

Why?

33. In 3eneral how aas your experience at work difrered ‘rom chac vou-

had a: scncol’lu




34, Those are all the questions I have to ask,

do yéu have any furfher
comments you would like 3p add? : : :

nk-you. . : |
Pell studéncvwerwill_bg cbnt;c;ing'theif pérents vié téiéph9hé‘to ask them .
a few questions about the progr

F.decision to leave school early.

¢ . ke o :

am and' their point: of VieVLre: Stﬁdent's“_rf .\\'

N
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o

4. (a) Wy do you think

2. Did

to
ro
e

A PRINCIPAL AND TEACHER INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

LA}

Name:

. SChOOl: v

1. How did - o - ‘generally get along at school?

Generally; :

-

, Wiﬁh'Téachefs

 With Principal i - o IS | o

With Subjects

o _—

“With Fellow Students

' _ré%aﬁe‘tbvénybbdy in_fheAéchoql?

©

'7Yesl L _;No7  L Iflyeé;'Vith bhom217v

* Circumstances? -

4

' 3. Were there any ‘sources of conflict or friction that you were aware of? ° s

.

__ dropped out of ‘school? -

BN

-y

."f‘<(b)"Whé:fwaslyourftestohéé'td-thét de¢isi5§Z; ”,-””

o




" Qther

Since has left school what do vou feel now

about his/her decision to leave? . : .
(a) Do you see any advantage in goiag back to school?
Yes No . Reason:

(b) What ara the chances of this person coming back to "school?

/

What is the general actitude of teachers toward dropouts?

PR
7;’-!’\,'.:»’ .

- What is the general actitude of students coward dropouts?

4

(a) What are the major reasons why students drop out?

o

4

]

(b) Why is the dropout-siruation a concern to you?
/'“" L .
L - A

U

What do you think should be dotie abouc the dropouc situacion?

School N ‘ X o

: Y
Parent %
Community 1 N i
Government L . |
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9
o
4

PARENT IUTEKVIEW SCHEDULE

.
Name of Parent . Father/Mother

Name of Student

<

How did ' generally get along at school?

Generally

with Teaé@eqs

with Subjects

with Fellow Students ’

Other _ _ ‘ | ; /

<

What kind of contact did you have with the school while your son/daughter
was at school? (teachers/principal/vice—prlncipal/guidauce counsellor, etc.)

N -

How much_did.you‘discﬁss school with your sonf&aughcer?

Were you aware of any sources of friction or conflicts? —

rd

What was your ‘response when your son/daughter decided to leave school

early’ :

What do- you think were the” main reasons for your son s/daughter s leaving
school?




9.

- 10.

(a) Would you like to see him/her go back to school?

(b) Qhac are the chances of him/her going back to school?

i1l

Have your feelings changed at all regarding vour socns/daughter leaviag?

Yes No . If yes, how?
i o

———————
. v

-

Do you feel that your relationship with your son/daugh:er has changed
since he/she left school Yes No

If yes, in what way?

Whac do you think of the school program and would you like to see any
changes or improvements?

Xny other comments you would like to make.
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR STAYINS

1. How do'you-generallnget along in school? (Probe for problems with teachers,
subjects, fellow students, programs, etc.) ’

2. (a) What do you like about school?

(b) What do_yoﬁ dislike about school?

3. Have you ever considgred'dropping out of school? Yes. - No

If yes,‘whgn was that? . ’

Why were you thinking of leaving?

Did anything in particular happen at that time?

\ “.‘ : : . o
YES - What made you decide to stay?

- Who’did'ynuvtalk'td #bout your wanting to leave?

[

- Did'yoﬁ get any help or did anything change?

4. Do -you know anyonebwhofdropped”dut of school in the past year? = . R

(a) Why do you Chiﬁkvthey'dropped out?

(b);7What was your response tp’their dgcisiqﬁ to diopout?

S
oo

(c)f Since they have left school, what do you feel about their leaving now?

1 —

1 /

5. "(a) Would you like to see those people'whqjdropped out- go back to school? -

e ___ Do you think they will?

o)



7.

8.

2

What do you thiak 1s the general attirude of t2achers towards droputs?

"4

What do you think is the general attitude ofls:ﬁden;s towards dropouts?

Why is che dropout si:gationka concern to you?

Why do you chink students drop out in gemeral?

9. Whac do you think should be done about che dropouc situation byﬁ

. Other

10.

School

Pareats

Coﬁm&nicy .

Government :

-Thosa - are aLl :ha quesczous T wan:ed to a:k, are there any :ur'her cammencs
that you would like to add? : L .

o
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| Table HL |
Month When Early School Leaver Left School

Year Sept Oct Nov - Dec - Jan Febb Mar A?r May J\:Jne}
1980-81 - 3 3 372 4 1 3 8 8
g2 2 u s 1 2 7 5 1 1 o0
Total - > w8 4 4 1 6 4 9 8

Percent 2.9 20.0 11.4 5.7 5.7 15.7 8.6 5.7 12.9 1l.4




Table H2

Occupational Status of Early School Leavers' Parents

231

Year Parent Profes- Wh‘ite Blue Skilled Un- = House-- Far-’Tétal,

sional - Collar Collar .

skilled wife mer

' Percent o

- Mother 2 3 4 8 6
- 1980-81 _ l |
' ~ Father 2 3 6 11 6 4
Mother 3 5 3 6 7 10
1981-82 | o
" Father 2 4 8 5 12 5
Mother 5 8 7 14 18 16
Subtotal - - S .
Father 4 x 7 14 16 18 9
Total 9 15 21 30 3% 16 9 136+
6.6 11.0 15.4 22.1  26.5 11.8 6.6

‘ -*Scme single parent families, therefore only 136 parents

14

4



Table H3
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Education Ccmpieted by Early Sghdol Leavers' Parents

Year - Parent |

12

Percent -

o

17.1

Less 8 8 10 11 Post Sec N/A
Mother 9 s 2 .7 2 6 3 - 2
1980-81 _ A
~ ‘Father 1 7 3 4 0 -6 1 2
Mother 1 4 4 1 7 3 4
1981-82 o . A
Father I 4 .9 3 5 1 2
. Mother 20 9 2 11 3 13 ¢ 6
Subtotal | '
o _Father 2 1 3 13 3.1 2 4
Tots¥ 42 - 20 5 25 - 24 ' 10
30 - 14.3 3.6 -17.9 4.3 5.7 7.1

Note: N = 130 parents. N/A (not available) = 10 parents.

Total = 140 parents
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Table H4
e e . . ’ 9
, Early School Leavers' Family size, Position
- in Family and School History of Siblings
) No. of
No.'of ESL's
‘ ‘ ESL's with
-~ Average  Position with.  Siblings
No. of _ : _ ESL ~ in
‘8iblings Only ~Oldest Middle -Youngest Siblings School
39 1 3 0. 20 18 15
- 3.6 0 - 10 13 12 18 24
T R | 137 23 33 % 39
| 1.4 18.6  32.9  47.1 5L.4- 55,7
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_ . Table HS - AU :
Primary Language Spoken at Early School Leaver's Hame
s . Year ‘ o English | - French

1980-81 Y P

1981-82 . . 34

Total 68
' Percent : 97

- :



Birth Place of Early School Leavers
and of Early School Leéavers' Parents

Table H6

235

Ger-

Year ° Canada many

Eng-

Isle
land of Man

Africa Iraq TItaly -wsa

Leavers
+ 1980-81

Parents
[ S

34

e

1

I

Leavers -

 logl-g2-

Parents

3 .

: '53'

i _ :_Leavers
- Total '

. Parents

,57

129

| : _Leévers
Percentage

ﬂ' Parents

95,7

92.1

14

L4

0.7

L4 14

L4 14

0.7
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\ Table H7
Number of Schools Attended by Early School Leavers

Year i
’ @
1980-81 9 7 8 3 3 3 2
1981-82 5 5 5 7 3 6 3 1
&,
Total 14 12 13 10 6 9 5
Percent 20.0 17.1° 18§%? 14.3 8.6 12.9 7.1 1.4

e



Table H8
Number of Early School Leavers Failing

Grades and Reasons for Failure.

237

Year . o ' 80/81 81/82 Total %

'Did you fail any grades? ' -

' 54.3

Immature - could not understand directions.

Yes | L . 20 18 38
No g o 15 . 17 32 45.7
Reasons For Failure ’ ,\
Neglected school work 5 14
Problem gettmg along w1th teacher (s) 14
Learning problems - subjects too dlfflcult 13'
Adjustment problems when moving | from o
‘one school to another 7 13
Poor attendance | 9
Disliked school 8
Alcohol and drdgs cause of
falling behind and failure 4 6
~ Language problem 2 3
Home problems - stayed hame a lot
because dad had an operation 1 1
Sexually abused by a stranger and never. recovered 1 1
Lost interest in school 1 1
Horsed around a lot, didn't take school seriously 1 1
In foster hame and felt unwanted 1 1
Readmg problems 1
1




Grades Failed by Barly School Leavers

Table H9

238

Grades Failed

\
2
0 1-3 4 5 7 ‘Lwe 4. 9 10 1
198081 15 . 2 3 1 3 2 4 41
1981-82 17 - 2 1 6 4 41
Total 2 4 3 2 9 2 g 8 2
Percéngage 45,7 | 5.7 4.3 2.9 12.9 2.9 11.4 '11:4' 2.9
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Table H10
General Progress: Relationships with Teachers, Principals/Vice-principals,
Peers; and Academic Pesformance As Reporte'd\ by Early School Leavers

Year ‘ 80/81 81/82 Total %

How did you get along in school in general?

Good/Sastisfactory _ 23 22 . 45 64.3
Borderline/some problems 10 12 22 31.4
Poorly/many problems . 2 1 3 4.3

How did you get along with' teachers?

Good | 17 23 40 57.1
Borderline : . ‘ 14 . 10 24 34.3
Poor . - : 3 2 5 7.1

Undecided R ‘ 1 1.4

How did you get along with

the Principal/Vice-principal? S ¢
Good | 7 w21 30.0
Borderline 37 10 143
Poor _ 10 5 15 21.4
~ Undecided . 1 1 1.4
‘Had little involvement with Principal/V.P. 15 8 23 32.9
How. was your academic school performance?
Good L | 8 8.  11.4
Borderline S 13 14 27  38.6
Poor - - 21 11 32 45.7
' Had ability but did not perform well . 2 1 3 4.3
~ How did you get along with peers?
Gd - 28 30 58 829
Borderline L : ’ 3 2 5 7.1

Poor , : ' - 4 3 7 10.0
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™

- Table H1l |
Teacher Qualities Liked Reported by Early School Lavers

. Year | . 80/81 81/82 Total $

Teacher Qualities Liked

Understanding & Caring 18 20 38 34.9
Assisted students when required 8 8 16 14.7
Took time to talk to you - 8 7 15  13.8
Friendly & personable \ 4 9 13 11.9
Sense of humor 4 3 7 6.4
Just decent people 2 2 4 3.7
‘Treated students fairly 3 0 3 2.8
Treated students with respect 1 2 3 2.8
Genuine—talked at student level 2 1 3 2.8
Good teaching methods 2 2 1.8
Open minded & flexible . 1 1 2 1.8
Always available | | 1 1 1.8
Gentle—rnot the type to )
jump -on you——respected you 1 1 1.8
Knowledgeable = L - 1 1.9
Total | S B 109 \\ :

@

AN



‘ Table H12
Teacher Qualities Disliked by Early School Leavers

O

Y

241

Year ' ' 80/81 81/82 Total $

Were there teachers you disliked?

Yes . | | 28 29

57 81.4
No o - 7 6 13 18.6
Did not show any caring toward students 10 1l 11
Negative attitude toward students 7 4 11
Never showed interest in students ) 3 8 ‘
Hassle you — but don't help 4 4 8
Interfere in personal matters 1- 5 6
Poor teaching . 2 3 5
Unjust treatment of students (prejudiced) ’ 5 5,
Bad temper ' : 2 4
Put no effort into teaching 1 3
Too strict 1 1
Didn't know how to comunicate 1.1
Did you talk to teachers regarding peréonal concerns?
Yes - 16 13 30 42.9
“No o 19 21 40 - 57.1.
Would you have liked to?
Yes .1 12 .23 57.5
\ . . . v 17

. 425




| ~ Table H13
Subjects Reported Liked by Early School Leavers

-

242

Year

80/81 81/82 Total 3

Were there subjécts you liked?

100.0

Everything

Yes 35 35 70
No 0.0
Why Liked?
~ Liked content of subject matter ~ _
and found it interesting - 16 22 38
I was good at them _ -8 9 17
I liked the activitesiin them 6 9 \ 15
Liked teachers that taught them 7 5 v 12
- Useful & meaningful 3 2 5
Easy to understand . ' 2 4
Were there subjects disliked?
Yes 27 . 31 58 . 82.9
No 8 4 120 1l
Why Disliked?
Problems doing the work 15 .9 24 -
‘Problem with teachers 1 12 23
Saw no relevance (no practicality) 7 8 15
I didn't dowell .. 6. 2 8
Boring (bored with subject) 2 6 8
Didn't care for school work 1. 7 8
o . S _ .




2

. ~ | Table H14

School Problems Reported by Early School Leavers

243

The subjects were too hard for me--I just gave up 3

Year | ‘ : '80/81 81/82 Total %
Did ybu have problems with school work?
Yes . ' 29 16 45 64.3
No S 6 19 25 357
How was the problem handled?
Did nothing - didn't ask for help - - 9 9 18
Asked and received teacher help : 10 3 13
Asked but didn't receive teacher help 5 4 9
Skipped classes ' - 3 4 7
Asked and received help from friends & parents 2. 2 4
I would drop what I didn't like or couldn't do 4 4
In high school I didn't care and wasn't |
interested in handling problems : 1 2 -3
Made up excuses’ . -2 1 3
3 3




R
| Table H15 ‘
Activities Shared With Peers Reported by Early School Leavers

- 244

~ Babysitting

Year * 80/81 81/82 Total &
Did you spend time with classmates?
Yes . 29 27 56 = 80.0°
No "6 8 14  20.0°
How was the time spent? . ' ~
Alcohol/drugs 25 21 46
Go for coffee 19 15 34
Drive around 13 16 29
Partied 1¥ 9 22
Sports Activities 7 7 14
- Just talked and visited 7 3 10
Dating and/or meeting with opposite sex 3 3 6
Pool hall e 3 3 6
" Part-time work | ' 2 2 4
Shows 3 3
Go downtown - browse 1 3
Doing assigmments together 1 2.
Pi‘nba'll 2 2
Shopping j 1. L
Go to bar 1 -1
1
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Table H16 =~ |
Relationships with Administration Reported by Early School Leavers

Year 80/81 81/82 Total %

Did you talk with the Principalv £
and/or Vice Principal when at school?

Yes ‘ : 15 19 34  48.6
No | . 20 16 36 51.4

Reasons for -No

Didn't want to bother him/her 10 15
D;i.dn' t want him/her involved

‘Not my kind of person ‘

I hated him/her | S
Didn't think I could talk to him/her

I was scared of him/her

W o~ ow»

= W 0 O

If Yes, what about?

14
10

Absence and skipping classes
My school progress

For being in trouble

Helped with my problems

As a friend | :
Registe_ting & course -changes
School activities
Smoking o o ' 1 .

H O W oe s Wwoo
H oW N o®

[
N W




C’hristi'an Ethics

L\ :
< . 246
Table H17 §
.Involvement in Extra Curricular Activities
- as Reported by Early School Leavers
Year | | 80/81 81/82 Total %
Did youtparticipaté in extra curriculuar activities? y
) ' /
Yes ’ | | | 18 18 36 51.4
No 7. 1 34  48.6
Kinds of Activities :
Sports 14 16 30
Clubs | 3 7
Band and Music 3 6
Drama Activities 2 2 4
Newspaper 1 ' 1
Organizing Trips 1 - 1
. . Fund Raising .- 1 1
, e




L

247
Table H18 ) :
Reasons for Suspensions as Reported by Early School Leavers

Year o © 80/8L 81/82 Total %

-

Were you ever suspended?

'Yes o A "*»lp 7 17 24.3

No ° | 25 28 .53 75.7

Reasons for Susgension

Skipping classges -4 2 6

Fighting in school ‘ 2 -2

. Dlsrespectful of teacher/Prlmlpal | .2 , 4

Smoking ‘ 2 2.

Drugs/alcohol o1 1
(g



%

-
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. Table H19
Learning Difficulties Exmerienced by Early School.Leave_rsr L
Year '80/81 81/82 Total 3
:_ - Did You Have Learning Problems?
Yes 11 8 19 27.1
" No 24 27 51

72.9

Kinds of Learniné"Problems

Subject too difficult - problems
camprehending subject content
Reading . | v
Problems due to poor attendance
Shyness (couldn,' t interact)
Didn't say | .
Langﬁage problem .

/1

10

(SIS RO L
o

I CI U SRR




. Flance

C Vice. Prmmpal

249

- Table H20 | ,
People Involved in Decision Maki'ng Regarding Early
Leaving as Reported by Early School ‘Leave_re

H

Year . o 80/81 81/82 Total &

Was Leaving Your Own Decision? .

Yes 1 28 59 84.3

No | R 4.7 1 157

If "no" who'se‘idea was it?

. Parent(s) R zl“"
Friend(s). | , A o
‘Principal L o 2
Vlce—prmc1pal o S R

Everybody - the situation demanded it . |
The law (put in jail) L : e 1

i—“.b_—‘ N Nj!—‘ w

‘Who agreed with your déc‘ision to leave?

2l 30,0 -
200 28.6
10 143

..Parent(s‘) SR ’;, | ST 10
Nobody agreed . 1
. Principal -

i

7.1

2.9

14
1.4

' Flance
. Teacher(s) L :
'Everybody the s:.tuatlon demanded 1t
' 'The law (put in Jall) '

oW W
R R e o U S ®
PN i w0

12.9
[

: .No'te.‘ Same 1nd1v1duals gave more than one: response therefcre percentage
tota@éoes not equal 100 R S § .

.



Table H21

Reactions to Leaving of Early School Leavers' Parents

250

, Year 80/81 81/82 Total %
Agreed 11 10 21 30.0
I ¥

Said its okay if I get aAjob 8 15

Agreed since I wasn't doing anything at school 2 1 3
Pleased, that's what they wanted ' 2

They talked to me about it, asked :

me if that was what I wanted 1 1
Disagreed 10 12 22  31.4
Tried to convince me to stay 8 14
Shocked, angry and upset 3 6
Angry with school and teacher - :

felt treatment was unfair 1 1 2
Neutral 11 8 19 27.2
Left it up to me entirely | 7 2 9

Left it up to me but wanted me to stay in school 4 6 10

Split - one parent agreed,, one paEent disagreed 4 4 8 11.4
Total 70 100.0




Table H22

Attitude Towards School of Early School Leaver's Parents

251

80/81 81/82 ‘Total &

Year
Encouraging 27 27 54 77.l'
Neutral 7 13 18.6
Discouraging , 1 3 4,3
, _ |

Parental Involvement with School *

Attended P.T. Interviews 26 . 30 56 80.0
Tried to do what they &ould 28 27 55 . 78.6
Visited school when requested 25 '226 47 67.1
Came to school to discuss my problems 11 9 20 - 28.6
Seldom visited school 7 3 10 14.3
Active in school functions 4 3 7 10.0
Never visited school 1 1 1.4




Table H23

Reflectlons on Leavmg by Early School Leavers

y

L*
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Year - 80/81

81/82 Total %

Was It A Good Decision At The Time?

© Yes
No
Undecided

24
9
2

19
16

43
25

N U=
.

O ~Jd >

If "yes" how was it good?

Got away fram a situation I didn't
like/do well. Relieved pressure

Less hassles and worry

Helped me regain my sanity - more
peace of mind and self-esteem

Made me more responsible for my
own life - that's what I wanted -

Didn't have to put up with lousy subjects
More freedan ‘
Gotajob-Illke it" .

Got rid of teacher hassles

Was able to earn more money

Got me away fram drugs

I got married

No more problems with students hassllng me

Improved my family relatlonshlps

I got one year experience in living
away fram hame before going to Tech

14

N W NN

|

12

oo DD DN W W e

If "no" Why not?

~ Wanted or heeudedlgrade 12
Don't see my fri anymore

It was é waste - I could have
salvaged part of the year

Having difficult’:y in work on job
Only tatlpdrary elief ‘
Wanted or needed grade 10

I'd like more education. I value it.
It's going to screw up my life

Low paying job, |

.

HoH o= won o ew

w

e e PR R

“F

|
1
|
4



Table H24
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Early School Leavers' Consultation With Counsellor Regé\rding Leaving

Year 80/81 81/82 Total %

Did You Consult With A A

Counsellor Prior to Leaving?
Yes 9 8 A7  24.3
No 13 15 28 40.0
o counselling available 13 12 25 35.7

If "yes" what was said?

Encouraged to stay 5 2 7

Weighed pros & cons (neutral) 3 2 5

Encouraged to leave , 3 3

Helped me plan my future : 1 1 2

If "no" why not?

= o

Didn't care to involve them 7 6 13

Didn't think it would be helpful 1 3 4

Didn't even think of it 1 .2 3

Didn't know him very well ' 1 4’2

Scared to talk to him o 1 2

I make my own decisions ' 2

It was clear what I had to do 2 2

Didn't have time | 1

~ No reason 1

*No counsellor in two of the six schools



. Table H25
Early School Leavers Consultation With Teachers Regarding Leaving
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I made up my mind

Year 80/81 81/82 Total &
Did You Consult Any Teachers?
Yes 4 9 13 18.6
No 31 26 57  8l.4
If "yes" what was said? )
Discouraged to leave 5 5
Encouraged to leave 3 4
Neutral, said it's your decision 1. 1 2
Helped me work out a plan 1 1 2
If "no" why not?
Felt it wasn't their concern -
didn't want to involve them 19 21 40
‘It wouldn't have‘ changed anything 2 6
* No way - not my kind of people 5
Talked to samebody else ‘ 1 3
No t.:J.me ‘ ‘ 3
- Didn't think they cared 3
Scared of teachers 1 1 2 ”
1l 1 2

.
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. Table H26
Early School Leavers' Consultation With Vicé_ P!‘r\Janipal Regarding Leaving

Year 80/81 81/82 Total %

' Did You Talk With A Vice Principal?

Yes | 6 13 19 31.7
No .29 22 41 68.3

If "yes" what was said?

Discouraged to drop -
Encouraged'to drop
Neutral - it's your decision

= o W o
N e e W

Made no camment - not interested S |

If "no" why ndt?

Didn't want to involve therﬁ-—not ' .
the kind of persen I could talk to 14 11 25

I make my own decisions

| Nothing would have changed

"I'hey would try to talk me out of it
Al:eady talked to scmeone

No time -

Didn‘'t get along with V P. o
There was no reaon to——no cconcern shown in the past

(Al SERN S R
-
L C I SR CI NN FORY. o)

H NN




Table H27

£
~
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-EBarly School Leavers' Consultation With Principal Regarding Leaving

Year

80/81 81/82 Total &

Did You Speak With Principal?

Yes
No

13
22

27

21
49

30.0
70.0

If "yes" what was said? «

_ Shape up or. quit

Discouraged to drop

Encouraged to drop ' \
Neutral - left it to me

H W w uwm

W = W

Lo e Y

If "no" ‘why not?

We didn't g.et:~ along

I talked with someone else
What for - it wouldn't help
I didn't want to

I make my own decisions

. He would have told me what I already knew

No time o .
They would try to talk me out of it

W W e o

NN W W e W oW

12

H N NN Y Oy 0
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Table H28
Early School Leavers' Consultation With Friends Regarding Leaving

Year . 80/81 81/82 Total &%

Did You Consult With Friend(s)

Yes . 24 25 49  70.0
No . ' 11 10 21 30.0

If "yes" what was said?

Discouraged to leave : 10 13 23

Neutral - we evaluatéd the decision & I chose = 12 10 _22
Encouraged to leave - - | 2 2 4

- If "no" why not?

It's my decision, not their concern

7 6 13
. It wouldn't be useful © 2 2 4
Happened too quickly, no time 12
Friends don't care 1
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_ _ Table H29
Early School Leavers' Opinions Regarding Early School Leaving Age
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It's okay as it is now

Year 80/81 81/82 Total 3
Should Students Be Allowed To Leave Before Age 16?
Yes 4 7 11 15.7
No 31 28 59 84.3
~ If "yes", why?
‘?if.not learning, let them,ieave 3 | 2 5
| They should be able to leave
if they have samething to go to 1
Let them go if they want to
If "no", why hot? ¢
Not old enough to make own decision ~“20 ”15 35
Everyone should try to get grade 12 6> 8 14
. Because they can get a better
“job with more education - 5 1
‘Should get at least grade 10 2
- . ;
2
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! Table H30

¢

v

" Early School Leavers' Employment History While at School

259

Year : 80/81 81/82 Total
Did You Have A Part-time Job While_ At School?
Yes ' 25 25 <50  71.4.
No | 10 10 20 28.6
Kind Of Job
Unskilled labor - regular 18 21 39
-Casual - when called . 5
Family business or farm - 4
Skilled labor - regular 2 2
,." l

Full-time job




Table H3l

°

Early School Leavers' Relationships at Workplace

260

Year 80/81 81/82 Total $%
Q
Rapport With Co-workers/Boss
Fine (with co-workers) ) 31 28 59 93.6
Fine (with boss) 28 27 55 87.3
O.K. (with boss) . 4 5 7.9
.0.K. (with co-workers) 2 -3 4.8
-Poorly (with boss) 2 37 4.8
Poorly (with co-workers) 1 1 1.6
Do‘You‘P"J.an On Staying In This Job?
" Yes 26 22 48 76.2
No. 8 12 19.0
Uncertain

4.8
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_ - Table H32
Early School Leavers Present Attitude Toyard Leavmg

Year  ; 7 ' 80/81 81/82 Total %

A

Have you ever recammended.that
sameone else leave as early as you?

Yes : , : 2 .2 2.9
No - '35 33 68 97.1
Would you recammend to anyone to o ) o J
leave school as early as you d1d'> ' ‘
Yes - ) : 7L 12 2.9
. No . . _ ' 34 34 68 97.1
Has your >relationship with parents changed?
Yes Lo .22 13 35  50.0
No : : v - 13 22 35 50.0-
How has it changed? | | ' |
Same . . 13 22 35 50,0
Better . 2 12 33 47.1
Worse ' 1 1 2 2.9

If Better, How?

I'm closer to my parents . : 6 3 9
 Better camunication ggﬁg %5 2 7
. Fighting stopped " | ) 6

I'm more tolerant and more
understandlng of my parents
Now I'm treated as an adult
. Less tension at hame

W w
SO O

3

3

3
| ! R ——— FSS=sommomo—e
Do. think your parents would o
like you to go back to school?

m»“ ﬁv:) - B
. . - ° . ’ 4
1 S | |

Yes - A o 25 32 57 81.4
No " 3 S 9 12,9
. Do you have the .same friends
-~ as you had when in school? _ o BT —
| T T s S
- Yes - 7 . : 25 322 57 80.0
s No . '/ T e ‘211 15.7
: Yes, andmore fnends e 2 I 3 4.3
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Table H33
Early School Leavers' Responses to Open-Ended Question

. Year - ~ ' 80/81 81/82 Total %

Teacher Related Responses

Teacher should - spend more tune

with students individually. . 8. 5 13
Teachers should be more caring, : :
knowlegeable and ‘humane.” ‘ 7 4§ 1

- It's hard to care about school S '
whén teachers ‘don't care about you. 3. 1 - 4

=
’

Teachers have poor attitude toward teaching.

- Basically' school -is okay but I'm not as inter-
.ested in it as I was in Jr.High because the
staff seemed to put-in a better effort then.
When I was in high school many teachers s
to be on the defensive. If you don't jump or .
- dance the way they. want you to you're out. 2 27

Teachers play God with your marks. and llfe. ,
Teachers should teach everyone on the same basis,

-

they. should not separate the bright and average. - 1 -1
. Teacher favorltlsm makes students - _
loose motivation. » \ oo 1 1
/ | o
- 37 - -57.8

" Drug ‘and Alcohol Related Responses

.

Drugs and alcohol- tear your value system down

(8]
o

" and probably ‘is related to leavmg school early. 1 -
Aloohol is related to people performance in.and - , [
- outside school and causes people to not care. 3 1 4
~ .'AlOOthlC parents cause stufent frustratlons ey
] jwhlch are . expressed in school L 1 2

.. There is a need for drug awareness program. _ ': . 2

N

v _ : . ‘
. : I . S 14 2109
| e f LML R

- Table H33 continued...
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Year o | ~ . 80/81 81/82 Total

3

General Responses

The V.P. is very judgemental, he

does not listen to reasoning. 1 1 2
GED too easy its a rip off for o | i
those who stay in school.. ' 1 1,
Should have p:égrarn to help integrate new Cdns. 1 |
Same principals/teachers make | a ' |
sexual advances toward girls. / 1 1
I became‘aytrue Christian and this has h%lped .
me to mature and straighten myself. out. ‘ 1 1
‘School. Systems in small town settings should be : '
particularly noticed. If a bad relationship dev-
elops - with a teacher or principal, the student
~is doamed to failure or early leaving, :
It is very important that s £f be camunicative o
-and cooperative. ' ' ‘1 1
The V.P. is rough - no one can
establish a friendship with h1m ‘ 1 1
There are fewer oppor tunities avail- R \
able to country school s"t:'udi‘ts. 1 1
~The attitude of ‘students was pretty bad due to |
mainly the lack'of attention, concern and care )
by the adult people around them,. . , = -1 1
- There has to be better communicat on.between
school people, students and parents. Many kY L ,
~ stud&.s just waiting. to reach 16 so they ;- - .
can-quit. R - o .1 1 8
" More guidance and couns elling service. Students o
- need to talk to someone about hame problems. - 1 1
E R R e




Table H34
Parents' Responses to their Ch;.ldren Leavmg School

264

Year ] 80/81 81/82 Total $

What Was Your Response When She/He Decided to .Leave?
-Encéu;?aged to stay in school 20 28 43.8
Neutral - we Just left it up o
to him/her to decide A 12 16 25.0
Dlsappolntt.?d but hews " |
determined;-\'? to leave id 5 7.8
Encouraged. to-drop 5 7.8

- Just a matter of time , 5 7.8
We felt hopeless, there was no .
alternative bt to accept it 2 3.1
Whatever makes him happy-—own dec151:on 1 5 3.1
Parental Spllt , A ‘ 1.6
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Table H35
Principals'/Teachers' Responses to an
Individual Student's Decision to Leave
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Year e '~ 80/81 81/82 Total

$
What Was Your Response To His/Her Decision Td Leave?
Agreed and/or encouraged to leave 19 14 33 516
' Disagreed - discouraged to leave 6 - 13 19 29.7
Neutral, noncammital o 5 7 12 18.7
Total 64  100.0
If not achieving, ‘gobd idea to : :
leave school and do samething else 10 24.4
Incredible waste of potentlal -9 21.9 -
Could, have passed grade XII with good
effoft but wasn't willing to make a , : '
S effort to succeed : 4 4 8 19.5
He/she couldn't handle school acadesmcally 3 -3 7.3
He/she needed help, was too inadequate to find it 3 ‘3 7.3
i Lack Of self discipline - 3 3 7.3
: Felt sad when sameone with so much talent
decided to quit; person was hurting & not "
able to resolve or cope with problems . 1 4.9
There 'vgete&m alternatives 2 4.9
Devoted all his/her time to f
_ :\gpo,;ts, work, partyirgg ‘ . 1 1L .»5‘2’;4
41  100.0
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Table H36
Teachers'/Riincipals' Perceptions of Student Attitude Toward Early Leavers

Year o ‘ 80/81 81/82 Totaly $
Don't care at all - neutral 13 10 23 359
See them as loser - negative ' 4 6 10 15.6
Only care if it's a close friend 7 2 9 14.1
Positive step for save 4 4 8 12.5
Glad to get rid of them 3 3. 6 ‘9f4.
See leaving as an error 2 4 6 9.4
2 2. 3.1

Ignore the situation

Total ~ | -/ 64 100.0




Table H37

Teachers'/Principals' Perceptions of Teacher/Principal

Attitude Toward Early School Leavers

267

Year .
L

80/81 81/82 Total %

. -r

Teachers do not lille to see students

leaving school early in general 10 19 27.9
Mixed feelings — depending on student 7 4 11 16.2
Teachers try to keep students in' school —- ‘ v
they hate to see wasted potential 3 9 12 17.6
For same there is no alternative to

leaving - same just-waste their time 3 6 9 13.2
For same students leaving is a positive

move to activities which are more in line

with their interests and capabilities 3 4 7 10.3
In same cases it's Jdmpossible

to continue teaching with the negative

attitude that students display. In those :

cases it's a positive step if they leave. 3 2 5 7.4
Neutral teachers don't care -
whether they leave or stay 3 4 5.9
Willing to take them back 1 1.4
Total 68 99.9
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. Table H38 |
~ Grade and Sex of Stay-ins
' N
X
Grade Sex
. 3\ q -‘-_——~- ‘AiA:: "
8 9 10 u 12 M F Total
'rotai_ 1 10 28 21° 1 38 23 61

1.6 16.4 45.9 34.4 1.6 ~62.3 37.7 100.0




Table H39

°y

Stay-ins' Perception of Their General Satlsfactlon

and Progress in School and Attitude Toward School

-

&« :
| General Progress and Satisfaction with sc‘:hoolv 61
: ) _
¥ Not satisfactory, many problems - 24 39.3
Good, no problems v ' o 22 36.1
Satisfactory, same problems ' 13 21.3
No response . 2 3.3
General Progress Regard_ing Subjeets *
Borderlme - bately passmg “ | 21 34.4
; Fallmg most - - - S o 20 32.8
Doing well - average or 'above 7  11.5
Adequate - below average but passmg 11 18.0
- No response ) ' 2 3.3
L How Do You Get Along With Teacher%? . .
s T4
: . ‘ - : % v
. _ o, , : R : .
Good - : D J _, 27" 44.3
Borderliné - . 716 26.2
Badly - T 10 © 16.4
No response 8

13.1

How Do You Get Along With Students?

~ Good
‘_-Badly

o

9»\

269
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. Total

\ Table HA40
Stay-ins' Likes Regarding School
Total &

What Do You Like About School?
Friends and socializing. 490  47.6
I learn new information 11 13.1

~ I like most of my classes { 9 10.7
‘Education ‘is important . 7 8.3
Nothing 6 7.1
Sports 4 4.8
I.like the structure _ 2 2.4
I'm good at, school | 1 1.2
Samething to do o ) 1 1.2
Freedom to pick c@dsses, 1 1.2 '
Industrlal arts kN 1 1.2

~ Art : 1 1.2°

-84

- 100.0

270



Table H41
Stay-ins' School Dislikes

Total

121

B

271

%

What Do You Dislike About School?

- Teachers in general 29 24.0
Classes and subjects in general 19 15.7

" School is boring 12 9.9 .
Conforming to school rules 10 8.3
'Not learning anything useful 6.6
Routine - doing same thing daily 5.7
Teachers bug me, Pick on me, too strict 5.0

- Teachers don't seem to care
about students or teaching 4,1
Homework 4.1
The system in- general 5 | 4.1
Teachers glve‘ttentlon to the . o _ ‘
smart students & ignore the rest 3 2.5
Teachers do'x'l't stick to the subject 3 2.5
Peer pressure to conform 3 2.5
VOle.gatlon to attend regulary 2 1.6
Feel uncanfortable bemg treated like a chlld 2 1.6
Exams 1 .8
Schot;l' is wercrgweded, no;room for activities 1 .8
Total ’ 99.8



272

Table H42
Stay-ins' Thinking Regarding Leaving School

A

Total 3

Have You Ever Considered Leaving School Early?

No - 19 31.2

When Was Last Time?

Recéntly (within the last ;eek) ‘ - 23 - 54.8
" Last semester 6 14_.3
Did drop out §¢  11.9
This month 4 95
A year ago ‘ ' 2  4.8
Current semester | 1 2.4
Several times 1 2.4

Total - . 42 100.1




Table H43

- Stay-ins' Consultations Regarding Staying Versus Leaving

Total

Did You Talk To Anybne
Regarding Staying Or Leaving?

o

1
I

n

Yes ‘ 35
- No o ' : 26

57.4
42.6

F:ie}xds o : -
Both parents

' Counsellor
Mam

Dad . .
Fiance, bdy/girlfriend

. Relatives |

Principal

‘ Vice__p‘rit_'xcipal ‘

~ Teacher (s)1 " S
- Social worker ’ pes

o

RN R RN W W a9 W

Total

-3
=

Did ing Change At fhe Time? & =

S5¢ I ' ‘28
s JEE . L
.

.

. 45,9
. 54.1

'Dec1ded on own to stay L o . 11 ’
. Parents helped me decide : PO
Pr1m1pal/teacher/oounsellor helped }_-'
. Friends helped | L

| -ProbJ:etB dissipated |

N W oW
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Table H44
Stay-ins' Acquaintance of Early School Leavers

b

Total = %

Do You Know Anyone Who Left School Early?

Yes : - 56 91.8
No . 5 8.2

Why Do You Think They Left School Early?

BCOl’lfllCt with teacher/principal .

Had difficulty with subjects =

Just fed up with school & .
- .Bored, not interested in school
They were failing " A
Hated routine, the system

Poor attendance ..

Kicked out |
Wanted more freedar/ mdgpendence
Hated domg hcmework B

School Problems

45 45.0

" Wanted to work mstead to earn mpney ’ f ll

“ School work suffered because of the = Y
jobs. theyhadwh:.le attending - school 3 :

Work

,They needed to ‘work to support themselves R SRS !

15 150

—

Table H44 continued. ..

274




* Hame problems

.attentlon away frcm chosen goals

Didn't get along with anyone

- Total

Self . |
They had a negative attitude toward school 20
Personal ptoblems | |
Peers ,influenced them to quit _

Marriage
Alcohol and drugs dlverted thelr

’

SR WUt »n

In trouble w1th the law

e e i

Pregnant

1100

<

ey
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- Table H45

Stay-ins' Responses:to Ea_fly Léavers Departures

»

R Total %
What'Was Your Response To Their Decision To Leave?
 Encouraged them ‘to stay - 17 303
Encouraged them to leave 13 23.2
Neutral - had no\in'vol‘venent . v 16 28.6
0.K. to leave if you have a .,

job or somethmg to go to
.We dlscussed the pros. and

276

- cons and left it to them o 24 A
"Leavmg school early is stupld o ' ".‘ 3.6 h;i,‘,\ﬁ
Knew it was going to ‘happen so - TR
wasn't surprised, accepted it 1. 1.8 '
‘Total | . % 100.0

2 . : ——— - ———— S
How Do You Now Feel About Theif -Le’aﬁng?
Still' disagree with decision’ o2 39, 3’
. “Neutral, I don't ‘really car% one way or another 14 25 0 "?’;» .

- Still agree w1th decision S 1_3 o23.2 0

4emmﬁmmemImeafw- SR 5 SR

: Ncm I dlsagree S S.4
Tbtal L 56 100.0

&t

&



- Total

Stay-ins' '-Repogﬁed Thoughts Regarding Early
~ Leavers Returning to School

Table H46

N

¥

&

Total

Would You Like To Se€ Those = -
Early Leavers Return' To School?

‘Neutral or -Undecided

\
.

133

12:

PR n/'

——-

61

Do You Think They Will? .

‘No
Not: Litkely

Yes

N

277
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Table H47
Stay-ins' Perceptions of Teacher Attitude
Towards Early School Leavers

Total %
What' Do You Think Is The General Attitude
Of Teachers Toward Eariy School Leavers?
Encouraged to drop out I ' ' .2 36.1
Concerned - encouraged to stay 21 34.4 -
Neutral - don't care, not concerned 18 29.5
100.0

Total ‘ < : 61

~
"
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Table H48

Stay-ins' Perceptions of Student Attitudes

Towards Ea:ly School ‘Leavers

\

of an education by -leaving

W ALl 2%l L & Yo

Total %

. .' . v r&\'&i ; * | .

What Do You Think Is THe.General Attitude

Of Students Toward Early School Leavers?

Tend to look down on leavers |

and regard them as failures 21

Students neutrél,. don't care 13

Regard leaving as waste of

potential & opportunity - 9

Regarded as individual matter 6

A good choice for same people | 5

It's fine to leave if you have a job to go to 4

In same cases it. improves the '

learning atmosphere in school

Envious -- they would-like to leave as well

Students are glad to see same people leave 1

Totai . \ 65

Is The Early School LeaVing v D

Situation A Concern To You? ‘

Yes 22 36.1
“No 39 63.9
- If "yes" - why?
- People are cheating themselves -
.
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