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™  ABSTRACT . E
" . .
The vast amount of resaar’ch that has been - conducted

-on the problem of students dropping out of schucl shows " *:

that t}§ causes and solutidns are. multifacsted. 'mis'
situation demands extensive research :I.n all dimansions of
the prol}lem and in pa:ticular in areas thut would suggest
a prc;activ;a approsch to -the probIém. - While in the past
’ numerous‘st:y{dieithave'concsntratad on causes exiernal to

‘tha school,” recently there have been calls :for schouls to

: examine internal influen n " the dropping out proces 3

£ is the ‘conviction of this researcher .and supported in

. the literatura that schocls can prevent_, stugnts from
prcpging l‘mut of -school. Such preva:;t’ion,'r hnv‘levq'r,»
requizes early insig&ts into the. reality of 'school . foi '
students, especially. for those who are show{.ng signs, of
alienation from the school. "i‘kié pur.;wseolfthis;héywis—
to examine»the differences in* perceptions on- 'selected’ .
aspects of school 1life, among sixth and seventh gre@e ’
sgudsnts classified as potential and rron—pctantial school

._ dropouts. : . # Sy > ¢ R

Four research questions were posed- 1n‘ this studya '

These questions focused o\tixe determination of signif-
. N '

i1




" icant 'diffelrences between the two groups on perceptions’

of four ' aspects. of school 1life, ‘broadly ~defined ‘as

» teachers, school discipline, school _work, /’é‘nd'kschool ) '
success. .These .four aspects were more ;pecifif;all‘y -

broken down into eleven school related varisbles. These
" variables“were idéntified as: teacher attit:.uges, tea:ch.?r
i:eﬁaviours, teacher expectations, effajctiveness of 'school
di’scipltne, fairness of scho’ul.disciyline,,’i‘nter‘est .cf . ‘
. school {;ork, "x'efevance of ‘school work, difficulty of

school work, satisfaction with school work, expectations |

for . school ‘success,, and opportunities . for school’
‘\'success. Data were gathered'by means’of a Student Check- - .
. 1ist which :equired bcth a. frequency and an 1ntensity\

".-response from students on percepticns By statistical .
analysis, it was datemined that significant: differences S

existed in the fre “of ions.b al

P P!

. and n\n;pqtential school dropouts on all variables.—Tt-
was alsé determined that signi,ficant differences occurred - B o
in intensity o_f perceptions b‘ut only 'r.:n several vari-
ables, spsciﬁcally‘, faifness of” scixocl discipling," ‘
difficultl_( of’ school work,, and expectations for school. ‘

success. % - -

vThé ‘fa‘ct _that ‘-potentia_l school dropouts in tﬁis

A £ 1




study hold more negutlve petcaptions of schno). lolxg-
before they decida to dtnp out has’ implications -fo: the

preve.ntion of dzopping out Eor schools. Knmlledgé ‘that
students who have been identffied to be at- risk of

N dropping out hold signific‘antly more negative perceptions

of school than other students, cauld stimulate educato:s

to re- €m= their 3ol to those . in ‘an
st‘furt to strsngthan their bonds with the schobl_ i
A A
' . . .
AN -
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. CHAPTER I
Introduction

This chapter contains the purpose, rationale, and .

significance \of the study, research questions, défin-
itions of terms, and ?mitations‘ of the study.

~ 3
§tutement of 'Purpose ‘ .

The purpose of this. study was to examine the dlffex—

ences - in perceptions’ among sixth and seventh grade
students classified as potentlal and non-putentiul s::hool
3 dzopouts withine six schools in the St. John's area on
& selgcted aspects of school life. The aspects of school
life investigated’ were teachers, -school discipline,
school wori(, and school .S\'-ICCB;S. More specit:icall&,
these four, aspects of school life were subdivideé into

eleven variables which were identified as: (a) teacher

attitudes, *(b) teacher behaviours, (c) teacher axpegt- i‘

ations, (d) effectiveness of school disqipline. (e) fair-
ness‘of school, discipline, (f) interest of school ‘wcrk,
(9) -;elevunce of school worl(, (g) difficulty of ‘school
work, (h)~satiat‘uction with school waz-k, (1) expectations
for school success, and (§) oppertunities for school

success. X . Ty




. many decide to drop out.

Rationale and Significance' of the Study
ﬁationale. :

This study was based on the belief that schoc‘ls can
have a positive. influé;;ce on the sghcol\}topcut ';roblgm.
It was condl\xcted in an effort to gain new insights into
the preventi‘on of stuadnts érogping out by investigating
the"s:hool'; influence in tkfis process. These insights
were provided by way of student's perceptions of selected-
aspects of school life, prior tq\secondary school, where

. 8
y ! ~

The litergture on dropouts clearly shows'that no one
reason can account for leaving school early; gthe phen-
omenon 'is attributed to a whole host of -intervening
factors including social’, school related, famirlia&» and
economic (Cipywnyk, Pawlowich, & Randh'awa, 1983; Greene,
1966; Kumar, Pedro & ‘wat\srcn, 1977; Pebbles, 1975: Self,
1985). Much of the research that has been conducted. in
the past have focused on studying a wide range of these
1n\f‘lmem:es an'zl\have provided a great deal of infc;mation

on the characteriétics_ of dropouts and the reasons for

dropping out. ‘Such research,  however, haé not provided
'

solutions to the dropping out problem. - wehiage and

E N f
Rutter (1986) concluded that research efforts @ will
continue to pe ineffective in providing data that could

\ . .




backgxounds R

contribute to a di 11ﬁe in the dropout ratu if the focus
remains on factors \that are beyénd the control of the
educational 'system” ; focus on school-re‘lated‘ fuctoté
is not a denial of the ~mp(u:‘tam: role which family back-.
ground, economic status and other fixed attributes of the
student play in the_droppir;g out process. Rather, it is
a recognition that certain school conditions, when -;:omb—
1ngd with certai}: s\tuden}t gha:’acteristics, are respons-
ible for students 'dx;opping out (Wehlage d’ﬁuttgz,: 1986).
The school as one of tixe main s'ocializm‘g 'agents in the

life of- the child must be willing to continually assess

'huw it respunds to, all children,’zega:dless of . their

R,

~Research carried out from the perspeétiva of thosé.

“who are most 1nvolved in\ the educational system‘ the

students, can pwvide insights into the nature of the
problem of dropping out. It is the Ireal:tty of the school
for the sfudént that will -largely influence, his/her
d,ecision‘ to drop out. It is recognized that st ‘dax;lts'

perceptions of the sc)ool are colc:e}l by social, family,

and personal variables’ such*as family attitudes| toward

school apd the value -placed .upon .education ’byi the
family. However, it is also recognized ﬁhat the'students.

are “active interpreters of classrcom reality/and that




they draw inferences about the causes and effects of

. behaviors" (Weinstein, 1983, p. 288). It is the infer-

ences that they draw from their school. e:gperiences which
are filtered-by éheiz personal unde_rstandj/.ng of the world -
that are responsible for their perceptions of school., If
students perceive that th*school is a place where thef
are unappreciated and are not experiﬁncing success, then’
it is not difficult to‘se\e why't}}ose studenté woui&
disengage themselves from the schoo]’.‘ as soon as’ poss-
ible. If s{:hoois are to make an attempt to turn around \’
'negative perceptions of school held. by . students, it ds
important that. teachers bé‘ aware of giese p‘ercepyions
early. At the sixth aqé seventh grade levels, students .
have already been” exposed to 7-8 ysa‘zs of st 1 and have
built up perqaptions about school: Knowledge of studer;t
perceptions at the;a Tevels and even earlier can provide‘
the school with- time to respond.. Teachers, sensitive‘ to
the feelin_gs» of alienaéion_ of those students ‘could

examine how they could alter negative perceptions and

: th'ereby', strengthen the students' bonds wfth the school.

s o~

Results from research have indicated that students'
perceptions of teache?s,’ school aiscipline, school work,
.and school success have been areas of difficulty for

those who have al:eudy)drupped out of school. This study -




5

investigated 'how the perceptions of stxt’h and g‘l&l\th

'gra'de ‘potential school dropouts differed from the percep-

tions of ncﬁ-potantlal dropouts on these selected areas
of school life.

LS
A review of the literature (Self, 1985) on school

,dropouts revealed that many dropouts cited difficulty in

dealing with teachers as a problematic area of school

life and as a reason for leaving school. wehlage and

“Rutter,'(1986) stated: -

. . ~ '
There is :evidepce that many sjc\!xdents do not-
believe ‘that ‘teachers dre lntsteSted in them.
“To the extent that those who come from' dis-
advantaged backg/ro‘unds_' perceive a less than
firm commitment by ‘_the in;titutlpn to educate
® them, their school efforts are likely to .be
sincere. (p. 390) 5
Resuits from research have also shown that  teachers can
be a po’werful fcr’ce 1n‘ preventing ;alienution, especially
below secondary school and that students can infer a

3 e
great’ deal. from ' teacher attitudes, ‘'behaviours,. and

7. expectations -(Weinstein, 1985). Numerous studies con-

ducted in the area of diffeiential teacher _1nte'ractionu1




in the cl 3 has I avider‘xca‘_h&l’:at‘
_students' perceptions of positive teacher . attitudes,
Behuﬁiouxs, and expec‘catjrons are related ‘to greater '
student adaptation to school (Brophy & Good, 1;73:-
Davison & Lang, 1960; Radwanski, 1987; Rosenthal &
Jacobson, 1968). = If students infer that they are
-competent, cared’ fovt and generally the s‘ubjec‘t of teacher
concern, " then- it 1s reasonable that they would form
strong commitments to the school. oOn the other hand Lthe’
‘schoall which conveys negative messages through ' teache;.
sxﬁet‘tatlons, attit\;des, and behaviours to the student is-
admitting a loose commitmént to a .successful ;ckéoul
experience for that child (wehlage, 1988) )
Studies on school dropouts have shov@ that ‘one of

the distinguishing characteristics of a school dropout is
a greater than normal prcblsm with school discipline and
this plays a major ro]_e in tha dropouts' decision to
leave school (Self, 1985). Wehlage_and Rutter (1956),
who conducted extensive .teseazch into tﬁe problem of
.dzopauts, confirmed th‘a belief that problems with the
disciplinary syStem lead to student alienation from
schosl. ‘Their findings clearly ‘indicated\tnat studepts®
perceptions of the discipline system as being 1neffect1ve

and Vunfair formed a pattezn that caused - students to




» i

*'disengage themselves from the school (p. 389).

One of the mbsl\immrtant domains of 'the student's
life in school is the séf‘mol wo‘rk that he/she is required
to do each 'B.ay.‘ The students interest in, and feeling
that school work is rélgva;\t, in that it will ptovids
-the;r\ with necessary skills, will be a motivating force
that will encourage’ participation and ‘success in school.
In a .review pf the 11ter¢‘tuze con/ducted \by_ Self (1985),
it was shown that one [of the” most frequently cited
reasons ‘fq\z'droppmg out{ was _the lack ‘of interest in '
‘school'. Local svidesc‘e, . ;ontainad in statis,tdzcs
released by the' Department of Ed;catlon, EéucAtiSn
gtatigtics (1568); ead" tls  Leaving Parly (1984) atuly
associated drcpéing out with dissatisfact;}on with school
work or school programs . The Leaving Early study fa\;nd a
strong relationship between dropping out and "not nkingrj
schocl subjects" while the bepartment of Education's most,

4 recent statistics correlated difficulty of school :
programs ‘with students dropping out of school. ';'i:ese
studies suggested that when students. perceive that much -
of what they do in school does not make sense, gives them .
1little satisfaction, and | 1s " not intsresting, the
resulting boredom will certainly not contrfbute to their

making positive decisions about staying in school.




Results of research on school-related reasons which
students give for dropping out mdigated that failure to
perform academically is the ‘most frequently cited reason
(Pang & Tabai, 1983;°Ross,~'1983; Self, 1955;‘1ehlage &
Rutter, -1986). ‘The idpa Y/hat "nothing ‘succeedsk .like

success and notlﬂng fa¥ls like failure" holds a great

deal of wjtsdom. Impl‘icit in this idea is that one can be
motivated by success and diEcour;fged by failure. This is
’ an area where it is imﬁortant for Aschools to look Jbeyond
the characteristics of the dropout and into the institu-
tional characteristics that might affect those students
in negative v;ays. wehlade and Rutter (1986) stated that

¥ gresumably the .school is obligated tn create an ‘environ-

ment in ‘which those ycuth can experience some kind of * -

success, find institutional participation rewarding and
develop aspirations for additiohai schogling that lead 't_o
satisfying en\plnymen/t" (p. 377). has implications
for the kind of expe}iﬁncem provide ,to
students which allow them to experience success.

< Success in school has often meant being evaluated in

comparison to others as well as inm terms of ong's own

abilities. Cqrpetition has been an accepted and %

utilized means of motivating students within the school.
This pracuca may be very motivating for high achieving




students but for the student who never "wins" or never
expects to win through superior pérformunce, this may be

a source of discouragement providing few npportunitlasu

ss and thus, few reasons for continued-effort in
: A“greater emphasis on individual and
cooper;ﬂ/ve 1earning'as put forth by McDahiel (1984),.
could be motivating- for the lower achiev})q student by
allowing the student the opportunity to share in group
success and experiem:ehthe pleasure of working product-
1vely together with peers toward common goals.

This study was designed to.determine how potsntial
school dropouts, who were basically low achievezs, viewed
cpgort’ﬁnities for success within the‘ school and how a
perceived lack of opportunity té experience the joys of
succ€ss was “of concern to them. An awareness of
students'. perceptions of their chances for. successful
experiences could serve as a remindet to teachers that
all children need to experience the encouragement,
accept@lncg, and sense of worth that comes with success,
if. pex;sistence is to be expected. An _understanding of
how students are ,_uffectéd byvrepeated experiences in
which they do not expect to measure up will enable the -
teacher to be more sensitive to providing experiences

that will givé students a clearer sense of progress_




10
s

toward gtated goals. This will ensure that a continued
sense of failure do not permeate their school experience.
Knowledge gained from this study will provide
information to school offici;é on how students perceive
school practices and policies. It may be shown that
studénts perceptions of these practices{ and policies will
indicate that there is little congruence bétween what the
school intended and what the student perceives as being
1ntended. It may be that studerits perceive themselves as
being rejected by the school. .
Early identificaticn cf students who are showing
symptoms of alienation from school and listening to their
perceptions and: feelings- about what goes on in school
could lead to a better Qndarstandihg ?f students by
teachers: These teachers , in turn, could adapt their
approach so that the student's bond with the school could
be strengthen\ed. This would not necessarily require
drastic changes in school organization but rather a more

differential approach by teachers and school personnel to

students who demonstrate 'a lack of commitment to, school.:

Several recent local studies have.addressed the need for

. \
early identification of problems experienced in schools.

~The Leavlnﬁ Early (1984) study made several recommend-
that will give.students a clearer sense of progress




investigation into their gicblems. The Report of the

Royal Commission on Employment and Unemployment (1986)
saw ‘.uftudent retention as a majér thrust "for the next
stage in Newfoundland's development in aducation“»and‘
issued a challenge for schools to examine how tﬁey were
/ meeting the needs of students (p. 312).
This study then, was designed to aid in the early
* - identification of at-kisk \stpdents and their perceived
difficulties with schogl as related to teachers, diseip-
line, ,school work, and sl hbol (success. Through a compar-
ison of responses by pot n\tial and nnn—potential drop-
outs, information was gather\ on . differences in the
frequency of their parceptions& .and also the degree to
which they perceive themselve's)*to be bothered. by
negatively viewed schoél situations. This information
— «will be important to school officials iz; develupx;:g a
reater understanding and Ssensitivity to the stl.;dents‘ R
perience in school. Such understanding could result in
e ;re—examination of present w;ys of responding to
alienated students which could be contributing to their

\
sense of aliemation and risk of dropping out.

-§1gnlf£cance.

The seriousness and the extent of the dropout prob-
. v s




lem continues to warrant extensive research 1ntov factors
that“_'p'nay be contributing to this phenomena.‘ A number of
major studies completed in this province. indicated that
the drop‘out rate is still very high, with figures ranging
around thirty- thzee percent. In 1984 the report, Leaving
Early =~ A Study of Student_ Retentlon in Newfoundland and
Labrador, revealed that one-third ‘of the children who
registered for kindergarten 1n 1968 dropped out.‘ In ‘a
recent news release by, the Newfoundland Depa\gtmant of
Education it was revealed that in 1986-87, ‘17oojstudents

dropped out of .Newfoundland schools. The Report of the *

Royal Commission on Em loyment and Unemployment. (1986)

expressed cancexn‘ for the high dropout rate within the
province and suggested that priority be given to the area,
of student retantion.

Traditionally, many studies (Cipywnyk et'al., 1983;"
Greene, 1966; Peb‘,bles,‘lsn;.watsan, 1977) have examined
a wide range of contributing factors, many of which were
exte;nal and outside - the control . of the school.
Recently, attention-has turned toward (_eatly ldentifica—
tion and p:evéntion of échéol dropouts at the level of
the school‘ (Peck et_ al., '19871). This: study was in
keeping with \this\trend‘ und~'-was designed _to aid the .
1dent1ﬂcation and prevention efforts by p:oviding"per-
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ceptual data from students long before they decide to
drop out. ’

This study sought to investigate how students
identified as potential scheoi dropouts viewed selected
aspects of school 1life as‘compared‘to non-potential
school dm‘puuts. The aspicts of school life selected for
study -- teachers, discipline, school su;:cess, school
work --\ have been shown by research to be araa; of
difficulty for students who have dropped out. The
Percepuons of potential school dropouts relative t'\_a»non-
pof'.ential school dropouts at the Grade Six and Seven
levels will- provide 1ilfgr|;|:ation'cn how these students
view these selected aspects of school life prior ‘to
making the decision to drop out.

It is hoped that this knowledge will contribute to a
greater understanding of sources of alienﬁtien fot poten-
tial school dropouts. This understanding ‘may sensitize
educators to perceiveﬁ sources of difficulty'f‘or pot;en—
tial scho.ol dx" outs and encourage them to _seek new ways
to make school a more sutisfying- expérleqce for these
students. For exampls,v if potential school‘d::upouts,

yindicated more significantl} than mlan-pntgntial school

J dropouts that teache:s did not see them as being lmpé:\t-

ant, then knowleddge of this could stimulate-teachers to




reflect on ways by which they could reverse this percep- T

tion.. Such efforts may prevent students who'are now at
risi( of not ccmp&.eting high School from deciding that
“school is not for me," .
a 5 ey .

‘ . Research mestions
L . This study was desi’gned to answer the ,following
- Ce research questiuns- ' % ' 5 ‘e
© . 1. "Are there significant differehces in frequency
& and in!ensity of perceptions between potential and non-
‘potentiak school dropouts ‘on (a) teacher .attitudes, (b)
teacher behaviours, and (c) teacher exéectation§? : /V
2. Are ‘there significant differences in frequency
) -———and intensity of pexceptions between potential and non-
potential school dropouts cn (a) effectiveness of school
discipline, and (b) falrness of school discipline? s
'3. Are there significant differences in frequency
and intensity cf perceptions betweén pote}x_ti.al and non- *
potential school drcpouts on (a) interest of school work,
(b) relevance of school work," (c) difficulty of school
M . .work, and (u) satiffaction with schoc;l work?

. 4, Are there significant_ differences in frequency

and intensity of perceptions between potentisl and non-

potential school dropouts on (a) exi)ectaticns for school




success and (b) opportunities for_schodl success?

. - -
pefinition of Terms s ‘ 2

To ¢larify’ the meaning of terms used in this study,
the following definitions were ‘presented:
Dropout Any student vjho left school, for any
’ other reason, exb;pt death, before érndn
( ) ! . Tation or completion of ‘high school,
without transferring to another :eghlar.
school. ' )

Frequency of A measure - of how frequently stu'deqts

. Perception ‘perceived the school* situation presented.

g wsa 8
-on a five point scale that ranged from

All of the time (1) to Never (5). . ¥

Intensity of A measure of the degree to which student‘s
Perception .1ndicatd that they were bothered by
" negative perceptions of school situ-

ations. Intensity was méasured on a five .
point scale that ranged from A whole lot

(5) to Not_at all (1). “

' Overage R This was a student who was older than
student . average for the school.grade. For the g
purposes of this study, 13 years or older : v

was considered overage for Grade Six and’
& 2




Potential

School Dropoft

Non-Potential

PN
School Dropout _

* School Suctess

: report cards, and in

School

Discipline

School Work
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14 or older was considered overage for
Grade Seven. '

For the purpose of this st\:qy,, a poten;
tial school dropout was defined as a
stddgnt who in the judgement - of the
glaﬁ{sroom‘teacher wa§ in dahge: of not
corpleting high school.

In this study, this termv referred to any
student, who in ‘the opinion of his/her

teacher, was likely to complete high’

school.

For the purposes of this study, success

referred to positive outcomes associated
v o

with academic achievements as indicated

by resqlts n assi ents, teache.r tests,
1 cgmpetitior;s.
For the purposes of this study, school
discipline referred to rr‘e?f{ards and
punishments employed by teacher‘s and/or
principals for maintaining control and
dealing with student behavior.

This term referred to the subjeqt matter
and assigned work (including hlomewcrk),
uﬂ’de:taken b;( the studfnts_ in school.
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Teache) This referred to teacher 1likes and dis-
Attitudes likes, which were the teacher affinities

for and a%:slons to situations and

# studem:s
Teacher ' For the purpcses of this study, this term
Behaviour referred tn overt action$s of the teacher

«within the classroom.

Teacher This term was defined as beliefs that

'Exfs’e;tatlo‘ns teachers held about’ the paerforménce of

T ) the student.

Limitations of the Study
The émp‘irical’frsmework of this study was limited.
Thus, it is nf the greatest importance that the conclu-
sions be viewed cautiously. More specifically in that
regard the following limitaticns should be noted: .
+ ' The, results are strict‘ly speaking, valid wlthin

the speclflc ccndltions of the research G:r example, the'

particulur sampIe, the msasuring 1nstruments, and pxa—
cedures used in obtaining the data.

2. This was a cross-sect{.gncl ,st\:ldy and "Qta
elicited was not és complete as data gathered from a
longitudinal study. -

3. ‘The results of the study was limited by the




statistics employed
One Way ANOVA).
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CHAPTER II

Review of the Literature

The purpose of this chapter was to‘review the liter-
ature on the schéol—relate‘d variables und.ér 1nvestig'at_ion
-in this study. Moreover, sinse this study focused also
on student pérceptions of these variables, the chu_pter
1nc1qdes a review -of the }1terature in that ar‘ea,‘ ‘as
well. ’

In order to ’prcvide for a system;tic revie\w of the

literature, this chapter was divided into six sectioné,

as follows: . .
1. Current Focus' on School-Related Factors

2.  Research B_assd‘ on Percépt%png of the ’students

3. Teacher Attitudes, Beha{ziours, and Expectations

4. School Discipline v

5.  School Work

6. School Success

.“ggrrent Focus on School-Related Factors

. A review of the literature indicated that there were-
thx‘-ee broad co:relétes‘_of dropping out. studies havex
correla’ted\ dgopping out with family and social back-
grounds, persénal problems, and school-xe]:uted fa‘ctors.

~




Recently, however, there has been a f.ocu’s of attention on
.the factors within the control of the school. Some
researchess have, in fact, gone so far as to state that
focusing on factors external to the échoul -- personal,
family, social -- have been ‘detrimental to finding soﬁD
/tiqns to the problem. Wehlage and Rutter (1986), in
their article Droppin Out: . oY C| Schoo!
Contribute to the Problem, stated that:
The intent is nobla‘; but the .results have been
negligible because the focus on social, family,
. and personal characteristics does not‘ carry any
obvious implications for .shaping school policy
and practice. Moreover, if the research on
dropouts continues to focus on the relatively
fixed attributes of . the students, the effect of
_such research may well be to give schools an
excuse for their lack of success with the drop-
outs. After all, it is not the school's fault =
that some of its students are from poor homes
and not very talented academically, and since
we rcannot do anything about thege things tha\:'
1nte¢'ere with schpol success, thﬁ school 1s .
absolved of responsibility for-.the fact that a




¢ 21
; o0
sizable portion of\ its clients find good

reasons to leave before graduation. (p. 376)

Research conducml( Rutter et -al. (1979) -in
England and by Edmonds (1979) and his colleagues in the
United States dared to question the conclusions reached
‘by the Coleman.(1966) Report which concluded that differ- ’
ences in school achie;ement were due to family back-
ground. Rutter et al. conducted a study of schools in-
London in which family background and personal char-.
acteristics were s.aid_ to becontrolled. Om.s of .the main
research quéstions of the study was gesignad to determine
if some schools were more effective than others after
certain ‘factors such as intelligence 'and .fanp‘ly back-
ground were taken into account.’ Resulés from the Rutter
'§tudy showed that,™.. children were more likely to show-
good behavior and good scholasltic attainment 4if _they.
attended some‘s::hpol! then if théy attended others" (p.
77-78). ’ )

Bdmonds (1979) did a sirdlar study in the United
States and also found that some schools were more effect-
ive than others 1q providing successful school exper-
iences for all chi;ldren régardless of socio-économic

status. Implicit in both of these studies was the idea
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that "schools do make a difference." Findings by Welilage
(1982, as cited in Peck, Law & Mills, 1987), showed that
in fact "it is not ;:hf student’s background - but the
school's response to it that determines success in
school" (p. 9).
school7re1;ted reasons headed the .list of reasons
given for dropping out ‘by a major';ocal study Leaving'

. ’
Barly (1984). T}} results.of this study were supported

by a number of other studies in which as high as 57’

percent of the dropouts ga;'e schaol—ze}éted‘ reasons for
droppihg out (Anderson,” 1982; Cipywnyk et 'al., 1983;
Seyell,*Palmo & Marne, 1981). 'J
.Radwanski (1987), in a more rm:r_ept §tudy, the

Ontario Study of the Relevance of Education and The Issue
of nrogout‘s, provided further evidence jthat school-
.related t'actor§ are emerging as the .most important :factot
in causing students to drop out. The Decima and the -
Goldfarb research carried out for this study found that
43 - 45 percent of Ontario dropouts attributed schoql—
related reasons for their decision to drop outv (p. 86).
Studies conducted’ in the United States, as cited by
Radwanslq, valso revealgd that 44 psrc‘ent of the 5.8
million o{t‘ the students who dropped out hetwee'n 1979 and
1982 cited school-rela}ted reasons for drc:pping out.

.

-
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R‘acently, researchers have identified school-related
* characteristics that effect’ively predict whether a youth"
will beconfxe a dropout. Wehlage and Rutter (1986, as
cited in Durian**9ss), anal}zad data from the. "High
School and Beyond" study and found evidence that low
expectations about the amount of school a studert will
attain, low grades combined with disciplinary problems
and éruancy, were‘th’e most . powerful determinants of
dropping nut. (p. 6). These findings were supportaé by
Rock (1985).and his collea-'g‘ues (Ameti?:an-)\ssociation of
School Administrators), who  analyzed the same data .and
concl_uded that school ,effects: have equal impact on All
pupils regardless of economic conditions. Another study
conducted in the Boston schools demonstrated that certain
types ‘of discipline, truancy, and suspension policies,
along with the types of responses of school personnel to.
studex}ts' learning and behaviour problems, were cor-
related with student al'ien‘atﬁ'n‘ and dropping out
(Massaghusatts Advocacy Center, 1986).

Evidence from research ‘then, have indicated that a
focus on Echool—relatedr,factors 1s ‘hot only just‘ified but
also necessary if solutions are to ‘be found. Research
has suégested that. the manner in which schools respond to

students regardless 6f background, will largely determine _
A 3




whether or not students beie_)me alienated from school and
drop out. It is, \therefore, 'necgsgary to ccncentratg on
factors that are within the control of the school so that
schools can more effectively respond to those at risk of

dropping out. /\

Based on P: ions of Stffents

Historicélly, one of the most neglected areas of

research on the schooling process has been in the area of
obtaining student;' perception&; In' the past twou "
decades, a growing interest in cognitive socfal psychol-
GGy @E it “revates to~{he schooling process and an T
increased awareness -of the reliability and potential
value of students' perceptions have led to a greater
interest in this area.

Educational studies commencing with the research of
Thomas (1929) have been interested in the interactions
~that go on in the c—lassrocm. * Until recently however‘,
most séudi;s have #ocused on measuring student and
teacher overt behaviours. In the late 1940's, it was
recognized that emotional factors influenced the ‘1ntex;—

personal’ interactions ih the classroom. Withall (1949)

termed this interaction "social-émotional climate" but he N
did not recognize the student's interactiorns to be as -
. : :
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nt as the teachers. Thus, the focus remained on .

*the teacher. This focus began to change in the 1970's
when it became recognized that students' perceptions of
the learning envirénment were u\seful in’ predicting
achievement and in contributing to- understanding the
educational processes (Mgos, 1979; Stern, 1970; Walberg,
19755. Since- then, instruments which use the perceptions
of students ta evall_u?te their schools, teachérs, and
themselves have ‘been developed and are used widély in
identifying .areas ,fo.r‘ dmprovement within schools. ;so.ms
‘of theSe instruments including, the Quality of - School
Life Scale developed by Epstein‘and .McPartland in 1976,
and the Wisconsin Youth Survey developed by Wehlage,
'Stone and Rutter in 1979, have been used to \pzcvida ‘data
for planning improvement efforts related to potential
school dropouts. = '
Since the 1970's, there has been an increasing
interest in the field of cognitive social psychology and’
th‘e sf:hool process. This interest ‘evolved from the
»mteg_xation,of the work ‘.:wf Brockover (197‘6), Rutter,
Mischel, -B\andura (1979) and others, who viewed behaviour
as :esu‘iﬁiﬂg from- personal variablag interacting with
situational variables. The cognitive social psychology *
\mod.el asslume_s that a student's interactions with others

- o g
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is the primary deteminant?if behaviour. The model
pléces emphasis on the perception of the student who
gives meaning to the stimuli by his/hér unique way of
processing incoming messages. ‘

Developments in the field of social cognition has
prompted interest in studying how students percgive their
school experiences. A review of student perception
literature, éonducte by Weinstein (1983), testified to
the large pumber df stud&es that have been conducted
\‘xsing stuz;ent's inte:pretatior?s of the classroom as a
social environment. Weinstein cited numerous studies
vfhich have 1nve;tigated student's per;;pfions of teacher
attitudes, behaviours, expectations, causes of behaviour,
sel, classroom climgte, and ’clas_s(room processes.
wel“nstein sta.ted that results from such research have
pointed’ out that students, are aware of the interactions
that occn.xr within the classroom, @ and are enormously
gensitive to dlffer’antial treatments by teachers. She
Jélsu stated that students“ infer teacher expectations for
their academic‘ performance .from differential treatment
which in turn leads f,o self-expeétations that match the
teacher expectations (p. 362). She viewed the research
that had been done up to that time, using student: percep-

tions, as being valuable to eéucatojs by providing
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informatiofi that could lead to improved teacher effect-
iveness. )

Other researchers have also providgd evidence on the
value of research baséd on student perceptions. Whit-
field (1976) stated that there H:lS "ample evidence that
students form clear perceptions of their t‘enchars‘ and

that they can report behaviours responsible for these

petceptions"‘ (p. 350). (1952) and (1955)
sh(‘:wed. that sr:udents‘ in middle grades and in high ‘school
were able to discriminate between teachers with regard to
the quality of teacher-pupil mteractionsl. hHauk et al.
J(’1972) had enough confidence in student perceptions to
develop a group instrument to measure student percq;uoni
of teachers even at the primary level. - B;ksh and Martin
(1986) 'cf:rried out extensive research on student percep-
tions of school and identified several important advant-
ages of this method of data collection. Student percep-
tions vpruvided thm with insights into specific behav-
iours whh:h they could not hrve gotten otherwise. They
ulso\ faund that students did not offer simplistic explan-
ations of classroom 1ntaract1.ons. They concluded that
students\» perceptions have important 1mpliqations in ithat
"knowledga\’.‘of the students' view might well s'cimu]’.ate

teachers and school administrators to inquire into why'
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students adhere to their particular perceptions ... Also,
awareness of the student perspective will alert stchool
personnel to fruitful directions for aducatio;xal change"

(p. 27).

RN

: _Attitudes \ Joi5 and Behaviours

Teacher attitudes. .

A review nt"the iite;ature as related to teacher-
studeht relationships suggested that much of the research
conducted on this area failed to make clear distinctions
betwaen teacher ‘attitudes, behaviours, and expactations.
Many researchers, however, pointed out the %mpu:tunce of
undex:standing underlying beliefs or ai:éitudes ‘of
teachers, as these beliefs impa_r:ted on t_he way they
behaved toward students (Bmphy,‘ 1979; . Coppersmith &
Feldman, '1974; Palardy, 1969; Sedver, 1973). "Some
'researc'he_rs produced evidence that: teacher attitude was
-related to teacher behaviour; which in turn had-an-impact

on student perception and resultant student achievement.

: Davidson and .Lang (1960) investigated the relafinnship

between students' p_e:;:eptio'né":of,teacher attitudes toward
them and their feelings ~about themselves, their ac‘gieve-
ments, and their classtoom behaviours: They found a

positive relationship betiween perceived positive teacher
N i ~
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attit\;da and positive self-image, higher achievement, and
more acceptable classroom behaviour as rated by
teachers. Martin -(1985), in Voices From the\ Classroom
illustrated in his stud;v( of student l;arceptions toward
school, the importance of teacher's attitudes toward
students. In the Martin study, it was indicated tahat
students perceived that a good relationship with the
teacher was essential-if one was to do well. "Relatedly,
it ‘has been implied that the teaci’xe:s one can usually.éet
along with are usually 'good te;chsrs' and such teachers
are necessary if one is to do well in school" (p. 59).
Other studies have produced less conclusive results
on the ;elai_:ionship~ betwe‘en teacher altitudés and
achievements of students. Results’ .fnyansneder's-
(1970) study indicated that teacher's atifffudes jmade a:
- difference on student achievement in ! poor biack' schools
but nqt in 'poor white' or middle class schools. A study’
conducted by Edmonds (1979) found contradictory results.
This study reported that teacher attitudes were not
ralateé to the ver.jbal ach’ievement of poor black childreln,
but;wareq r:e:_l.ated to high achievement for white children
ax;d to a lesser extent for middle class k}lack children.
i Two recent studies conducted for the tario Stud

of the Relevance of Education and The IsSue of Dropouts.

.

'.' ) “ //"” TR




unmistakably teachers' negative attitudes.
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é& ) produced evidence that'dropnuts perceived teachers
s ess caring” that did school graduatés. In the
Goldfarb (1987) study, dropouts ranked f.heir degree of
satisfaction with "the degreé to which teachers were
interested in e student" as 44 out of a possible: L,oo,_

while gradua‘tes gave teachers a ratin\g of 58. The Decima

. e .
(1987) study found similar evidence for the perceived

indifference of teachers by dropouts. In the Decima

- study only 26 pen:enf of dropouts pa{ceived teaché;s as

caring as compared to 45 percent of graduates. -

The study, Leaving Early - A Siudy” of Student

Retention in Newfoundland and .Labrador (1984), stated
y

t‘hat one” of the most important elements in the students'
school iifé_ was the teacher. In that study, one hundred(
dropouts were asked “what it was they would change in

school if they had the power to do so. , The response was

jons and _behaviours.

Over the years i‘esearch ha's produce? considerable
evidence on a positive link between teacheir\‘expect;ations
and student achievement. The most controversial research
in this area was Rosenthal and Jacobson's '(1968)
Pgymalion in the Classroom. '{hat study reported findings
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, which suggested tha‘t the existence of a self-fulfilling

expectancy bias led to differential treatment by teacha:s
which resulted in improved performance by an exparj.mental
group in the classroom. Although later studies (Clair-
Borne, 1969; Fleming & Anttonen, <1971; Jose & Cody, 1971

fa¥led to replicate the ;esults from Pgymalion, there was .
still™a vast amount of evidence from research® which. .

suggested that teacher expectancy effects were related to

in the cl (Cornbleth & Button,
1974; Good, 1970: Meéndoza, Good & Brophy, 1971; Seaver,
1973; Ty0, 1972), .

Positive findings . from naturalistic studies using

' . real tations .about their ,studanta,
supported ‘the self-fulfilling prophecy eff;cts. A study
by Jeter and Davis (1973) examined differential teacher
behaviour related to teacher expectations of student
academic achievement in | fourth grade social studies
classes. In this study,l‘y_ teachere were as‘ked to rank
students in order of yexpected achievements. The
reseurcher‘s then observed| the quantit{/ and quality of
teacher interaction with these students. Results shdved
a sig’nl‘ﬁi.cant difference in both the quantity and quality

of teacHer intar?;uons which favoured the high expect- -

ancy ‘students.




- fast and slow learners and a co change in the

Mendoza et al. (1971) mve’stigated differential
teacher behaviour at the junior high school level. They
found that low achievement students received less teacher
contact than.did high and middle-achievers. This finding
w’as also supported by findings frc;m a similar study
conducted by Cornbleth e; al. (1974) .with senior high-
students. 7 Y

Rist (1970) conducted ‘ha study on the effe‘cts of
teacher expectations on tpe “classroom behaviour = of
teacher and students.. "’I‘hat study followed a single class )

of éhetto children through kindergarten and first and

,second grade. . Results indicated that in kinderga‘xten the

teacher expectations and identification of‘ "slow" and
"fast" ledrners were based on social class membership.
Data on classroom .transactions indicated a marked differ-

ence in the teacher's attitudes and behaviours toward

behaviour of the slow learners. The study, however, .

based on a small  sample which' limited its genergliz
. . %

.

ability.
"Brophy and Good (1974) reviewed earlier r:
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stated. In 1970, Brophy and Good proposed a model.of the

self-fulfilling prophecy. This model was reiterated

again by Good (1981a) in ons_and
Perceptions: A Decade o‘f Research. This self-fulfilling
model, which guided his research, was as follows: '
1. Teache‘rs expected specific behavior and
" achievement from particular students.
2. Because o} these varied expectations, the
taachei/behnved differently toward differ-
ent students
3. This treatment communicated to the students
what behavior and achievement the teacher
expected from them and affected their self-
concept§, achxevmnex'xt_ motivation, and e
levels of aspiration.
4. If this treatment was consistent over time,
and if the students did not resist or
' .~ change it in some way, it would shape their
achievement and behavior. High expectation
students would be led to achieve at high
levels, whereas the }:chievement of low
expectation students would decline.

5. With time, student's achievemsnt .and
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behavior would conform more and more
clearly to the behavior expected of them. -
(p. 416)

In his review of the research conducted, Good (1981)

found that most of the research focused on number 2 (Did

’ teachers treat high and low achieving students‘ differ-

ently?). This was significant, as in order for the self-
fulfilling prophecy to operate, .expactations must have

been translated into behaviour§ that communicated expect-

atio\ns to\the students and shnpéd their he~haviaur ,toward
expe\cted patteins. ‘rable 1 summarizes the findings ot;‘
anes\‘:igatlun by Braun (1976), Brophy and Good (1974),
Cooper (1979), Good (198l1b), Leacock (1969), Rist, (1970),
and ﬁalnstsm and Middlestadt (1979). These researchers
identified épeciﬁc ways in which some teachers treated
high and low achieving students differently. It has been
suggested thatvthi's differential treatment may be pre-‘

venting meny. students from reaching their. potential

b * teach may have in ways that tended to
make their expectations come true and may have lowered

their expectations for students who would otherwise have

done better (Brophy & Good, LH‘IS) .
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Table 1 -
Differential Student Interaction Patterns :
3
Teacher Questioning and . Nonverbal
Instruction * Feedback Communication
1. Pay less attention to 1. "Lows* receive less 1. "Lows" seated farther
“lows" 1n fnstructional pratse for successful from the teacher.
situations. performands. .
g 2. "Lows" receive fewer '
R 2 Call on "lows" less 2. "Lows" criticized more positive non-verbal
frequently to respond. <«  for incorrect responses. comunications of
3 warmth (smiles, ey )
3. Wait less time for 3. "Lows" receive nore " Jcontact, stc.) from 3
"lows" to respond. _  praise for marginal or teacher. 3
1nadequate responses. v 5
> 4. More tolerance of non- 3 3 .
attending behaviour 4. "Lows" recelve less feed-
g from "lows". back in terms of quantity, .
N accuracy and spe¢ificity, . %
5. Demand Yess work from )
"lows".
6. Accepting lower per- >
formance from "lows" . .
Ignore comments of N
“lows" more frequently. . N
8. Less direct instruction *
for *lows". .
9. Interrupt performance
of "lows" more frequently. . ¥
3 . 10. G1ve “lows" less .
- responsibilfty. g  FE 8
S b 5
Note: “lows Fefers to students for whom teachers have Tow expectations. ~

Source: Braun (1979), Brophy and Good (1874), Cooper (1979); Good (1981), Leacock . &
1 (1969), Rist (1970), and Weinstein and Middlestadt (1979). Fl




Despite the vast amount of evidence that showed

teachers can greatly 1nfluence student's achievements in
the class.room, none of this data proved that teacher
expectat‘ions were an influential determinant of student.
achievement. :l‘he research data have shown positive
relationships that suggested teachers did contribute to

poor c achi .of many . However, it

must be‘rémambared that these relationships were correl-
ational rather than causal. . ) ‘

It must also be noted that the student-teacher
relationship is :a two way dinteraction, and as West and
Anderson (1976) noted, it may be that sfudghi; behéviour
deten‘nined teacher expectation. West and Anderson noted
that few researchers have investigated ther student

Pehavibur - teacher expectation relationship. Despite

this,. . the link een teacher ies and

student performance that has been established through
research, .and ‘the evidence on differential teacher

behaviour with low and high achieving students, just’ify

continued A in' the t hy p y area.

School Discipline: Effectiveness and Fairness .
Some of the recent research on reasofis ‘for students
dropping .out of school have caused many to question if
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their students are "pushoui:s" rather that dropouts.
According to the study, Dropouts: A Review of the Liter-
ature: Project Team Search, ‘conducted -by self (1985),
problems wit}'l the disciéllne systems greatly contributed

" to the a_ropout rates. That study ranked discipline

problems as one of the main reasons given by pot.entiul
school dropouts and dropouts for leaving school early
(Beacham, 1986; Peng & Tékai,.lssa;‘ Rumberger, 1981;
Stroughton & Grady, 1978; Thornburg, 1975).' 5
Wehlage .and Rutter (1986) acknowledged the link
between low socio-economic backgroi;nds and discfplina
problems i'n the school, but maintained that despite this
fact, it was crucial "to view the dropo‘ut p;oblem' as
growing out of conflict with an estrangement from the
institutional norms and rules that are represented in
various discipline problems® (p. 3‘31). They maintained
that in order to reduce the dropout rate, educators will
have to rise to th;a challenge to respond to Ehe conflict
that studénts from  low socio-economic  background
experience with school. ‘ '
Research ‘conducted by w.ehlag.e an(i ﬁutta:\ (1982),
attempted to determine the -importance of social cond-
itions encnuntere‘d by students while 4in school as

compared to fixed t:harat:!er:i.st:ics9 of .the students in

¢
’
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dropping out‘. Results from this study indicated ti‘mat the
school received negative ratings on both. On Effective-
ness of Discipline, Hispanics gave pgor to fair rating to
their schools; among BlacKs, 52 percent of the stay-ins
‘and 63 percent of the dropouts rated discipline effect-
iveness as po;:r or fair; and among White, 52 bercent of
the stay-ins and 50 percent of the dropouts rated this
school factor as pbor or fair. This data indicated that
‘ineffectiveness of dis:iplina was, consistent across all
three groups and there did not appear to be major differ-
ences in perceptions between stay-ins and dropouts.

The study indicafed similar results on Fairness. of
Discipline. on this factor, Hispanics and Blacks both
gave ratings of poor to fair, .ranging from 56 to 61
percent for both d\ropouts and stay-ins in both’ groups.
Fifty-nine} percgnt of non-college .bound Whites and 64
percent of the White dropouts rated Fairness of School
Discipline as poor Jor fair. The overall fmdié‘gs

suggested that "schools have a serious pr'oblem witp how

students percéive'the discipline system" (Wehlage &

Rutter, p. 383). These researchers also claimed that
data from their study '“suggest that school—r‘é‘lated'
factors related to discipline are significant in develop- '

. ing a tendency to drop out" (p. 385).
B
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The research cn‘effgctive schools .supported the view
that fair discipline is an important variable in keeping
at-risk students in school. Effective Schooling and At
Risk Youth: What the Research Shows, a yébez prepared by

Druian (1986), examined the "fit" between techniques
shown to be effective with at-risk youth and the conclu-
sion reach'\ed by the effective school researchers. Druian
concluded 7'ln. this paper that "qns of the strongest \
criticisms of schools made by dropouts is that tk\m

discipline is unfair and arbitrary® (p. 15).

School Work
‘The ‘most recent statistics released by the Depart—

ment of Education in Newfoundland revealed that approx- .

imately 52 percent of those who had left school pre-

maturely in 1986-87 gave lack of interest in school as a -

reason for leavling (Education s::atistics_, 1988). vast
. - amount; of literature on schc;nlndrcpouts clted a lack of
interest in school .as one of the most prevalent reasons
fb}r dropping out (Beacham, 1980; Hewitt & Johnson, 1979; ¥
Peng § Tabal, 1983; iiumbe:ger, 1981; S’troughto,n‘ & Grady,
1978; Tho:;murg, 1975). Lack of interest was ‘ot always
specifically defined in many of these studies but some

researchers did relate lack of ‘interes,t to - school

| . ya . E
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subjécts and school work.

Leaving Early: A Study”of Retention in Newfoundland
and Labrador (1984) found that students not liking school

. T
. subjects did "indeed impact on decisions to leave school

early." This study found that the dislike of school
subjects increased with age and grade. students ranged
from a low of 12.0 percent in grﬁde seven to a high of 30
i)ercent in vgrade eleven on dislike of .school subjects.
The Leaving Early (1984) sbtudy cited several other
earlier 'studies (Cipy!:myk et él., 1983; Hohol, 1955;

wa% 1973) whose findings gave support to dlssdti‘s—‘

faction with school programs yor school subjects as a

substéntial reason for leaving school early.

Two studies on poténtial school dropouts, one

conducted by Ahlstrom and Havighurst (1971) of Anglo and
-

Black youths in Kansas City and another by Thornburg

(1973) in Arizona primarily among "Mexican-American and

Indiads, both used the same measurement’ instrument and

found strong similarities on negative attst}.\des toward

- school. On the statement "Pabple do not learn the things

in school they want to leam"v, the Thornburg study

* reported 62 percent in -agreement, while the Ahlstrom-

Ha\’;ighurst study reported 60 percent in agreement with

that statement. On the questionnaire item "Too much of
* -
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what we have to study does not make sense", 49 percent of‘

the potential zschtml dropouts from the Thornburg ‘study
and 47 percent of the potential school dropouts of the
Ah}strnm—ﬂavighurst c0§curred with this’statement. On
the item which ind;cated‘ boredom, 83 and 86 percent of
the subjects from the respective st.\i«.iy agrsed The
data from both of these-studies may have been raflsctive

of attitudes of minority gtoups in culturally daprived

areas. However, it did derve to demonstrate that the -

lack of meaningfulness and gdrpose could well have been
factors- in dropping out. & '
A _study - conducted by Cipywnyk, Pawlovich,  .and

Randhawa (1983), which.did a compn;ri‘son of dropouts,

their , and on - ons reported for
droppirg out, indicated that lack of meaningfulness and
relevance of school work was a problem for dropouts. In

this study 20 percent of dropouts,

rcent of parents,

and 16 perce;xt of teachers re'poréipgluck of me‘aning-
fulness of school woxk was related to dr‘opping out.

Eariier studies alsa 1nd1cated that lack of interest

and purpose was a significunt factor in influenclng

bstudents td dropout. ' Pawlovich (1985) cited- a study

completed by Bowman and Matthews (1965§ which reported

that "dropouts did not. see education as a means to
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practical ends, did notpsee any intrinsicl value in educa-

=

tion,k and felt rejected by and had rejected school" (p.

45). N
D‘ifficulty with school work is another 'feagute of
schoc;l programs that .has been correlated with students
leaving school prémuturely.‘. In a s‘tud; conducted by

Fagan in the Task Force for Bducation (1979) in Newfound-

land, the most. frequently cited reason given for dropping

out of school was difficulty with schooMwork (p.: 85).
.In this study, the five mdst reported :easons were
related _,to_pa;ceived difficulty or perceived }ele_vance of
school i subje‘cts. More rec-ent evidence c ntajzped in
. statistics r'eleafed by the D_epurtment(,of'sducation in
March, 1988 revealed that "Difficulty with Program® was
rated as the second most prevalent reason given by
dropouts in 1986—e.7b for drgpﬁing out.
~ 4 i
School Success

Wehlage and Rutter (19’86) in their research of
students' wschool experiences that. may -contribute to
dropping out, conclut?ed : . 2

. v .
A central problem with schools today is that

success 1is narrowly defined and restricted to
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th¢ few at the top of their class ranking who ’
are .destined for college. Such R restrictea
notion of competence and success for youth is
indefensible in terms of both the individuals
involved and society as a whole. ,m;ue pro-
ficiency in traditional academic subjects is '
Tmpcrtnnt and serv‘eg to stimulate some youth,
there are many more who' should- be encouraged to
devel‘op proficiency in other domains. (p'. '391?‘

Sc!gaol success tends to be defined in the literature"

in terms of . ¢ achi . and c~achieve-
ment is commonly cited as one of the mn:t‘ thhiy :ate‘
reasons given for dropping out. I.n a review of thgj
1;terature conducted by sSelf (1985), low acad‘emric

achievement was cited as one of, the greatest contribu-

‘tions to students leaving school early. This finding was

'supported by results from other 'major studies conducted

both locallYy and internationally. The Leaving Early
(1984) study conducted in Newfoundland, reported that 40

percent of the r : listed c failure as on
of the main reasons for leaving -schéol early and WQ
overall the most éraquehtly cited reason for dropping out
(p. 23). i{igh School and Beyond (1980), a-longitudinal

N



44

d : 4
sthdy which involved 30,000 sophomores and 28,000 seniors
from a national represéntative sample of 1,015 sthools,
canfirmed the findings that academic failure was the most
frgquently given reason for droppix‘xg out. In this study,
36 percent of maies and 30 percent o/f\,&females cited "I
had poor grades" as the primary reason for dropping out.
Mahood (1981) reported tiat for many students dropping
out seemed to be a reasonable \way of. ren;oving oneself
from the setting in which one was experiencing repeated

failure. '
some researchers have concluded that schcols largely
determine success or lack of success “for their students.
Research done by Wehlage (1983) suggested that it was not
the s@denca's backg;ound, rather it was the school's
response to it that determined success in school. Rutter
et al. (1979) reported that the extent wf opportunities
students hu‘d to participate in activities in school was
directly related to success. often, school provided
little opportunity for success for many —students,
espevially those who werc less capable academically,. as
success was typically seen in competitive terms as doing
better than - other students (Cohen, 1979; McClintock,
1978). McDaniel (1984) promoted cooperative learning as

a way of rggching low achievers. He held the view that
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"our public schools inadvertently created a large number
of 'losers' by overemphasizing competition". (p. 47).

ie studies that have been cited in this review

provided evidence that scpool-ralated factors were

"cértain}y intertwined ‘into the complex problem of

students dropping out of school. The evidence .presented

by tk;ese studies, while not exhaustive, did suggest how-

. ever, that studentg' negative perceptions of teachers,

the disciplinary system, school work, and school success °
~may ha'vs_ weakened bonds with the school. Knowledge of
how stud_ehts, espe:iaiif those who are showing early
signs of alienation, perceive school situat:.ions can
provide educators “Wwith another way of looking at the
problem. Insight into “the reality of school‘far poten-
. tial school dropouts may indicate to educ!tgrs that some
school practices and policies may be placing students at

risk of dropping out of school.

.




CHAPTER III

Methodology

The purpose of this chapter was to present the
design of the study and to describe the procedures used
in conduct1n§ the research. This chdpter is divided into
the ;'olluwing sections: (a) -General Statement , of
Procedure, ‘(b) Sampling, (c) Data Gathering Prqceaures, .
(d) Instru‘ntatxon, ana (e) oOverview of Statistical

. Analysis.
. 4
General Statement of Procedure -

The purpose of this study was to compare the differ-
ences in perceptions of four selt;cted aspect; o_f school
life between ,sixth and seventh grade students who -have
been classified as either, potential or non-potential
dropouts. The aspects of school life that were studied
were listed under the four broad categor‘ies of teachers,
school discipline, séhoo; work, and school success. More
specifically,  there were eleven school-related variables
studied. These variables were: (a) teacher attitude’s,
(b)‘t;acher behaviours, (c) teacher expectations, (d)
effectiveness of school discipline, (e) falrness of

school discipline, (fy interest S‘f school work, (g)




relevance of school work, (h) difficulty of school work,
(1) satisfaction with school work, (j) expectations for
school success, and (k) opportunities t‘qr school success.
The instrument used to gather studenta:' perceptio)
had two dimensions -- a Frequency scale and an Intensity
‘scale -- so that student responses could be recorded for
frequency and intensity or degree to whic¢h negative
perceptions cc/gi.d be bothexsnﬁa. S
Déscnptlve statistics were used to provide the
insights into the nature of the differences in the total
populations and between potential and non—pnten;ial drop-
outs.” The ‘anzwe_rs to the four reseu‘rch qua;tions
presented in the study were provided b§ means-of analysis
of variance which tested the significance of the differ-
ences between potential and non-potential school dropouts

on the Frequency and Intensity scales.

* Sampling
Selection.of the sample. - .
The pai‘ticipants in this study were a ielected group,
of 768 Grade Six and Seven students from schools under
the jurisdiction of the Roman Catholic School Board in
the st. John's area. The fo}lowing criteria were used to

select schools for paxticipaéion and to identify students




who would.be subjects for this study:

1. Schools were identified in aovariety of school
. settings. ‘The participating scho?_l\s: although not
randomly chosfn, were selected t provide a cross-
sectional representation of school§*within the St. John's
area. .
'2. All Grade Six and Grade Seven students within,
ths\ selected schoolss 'and who were present’ during the
administration of the checklist vere included in the

sample. N '
3. Al ‘.Grade Six and. Seven classrooms 'within the

designated schools were sampled.

Identification of potential and non-potential school
dropouts.

The researcher found that one of the most
challenging problems in conducting a study of potential
school dropouts was the identification of this populatlgn
of students. A review of the litler’ature rsveh\d that at
present there is no one standard approach applicable to
sall situations. Y )

One hundred -and thirty four students were identified
as potential school dropouts-in this study. The proced-

ure used for the identification process was based on
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the following considerations:

1. Extensive research conducted on the charactex-
istics of ‘potential dro;iouts revealed that while many of
the characteristics of potential dropouts were feluted to
.family; soc%al background and personal attributes, theré¢
::;zas a high prpportmn of these characteristics under the
label of school related (Self, 1§as). Studerits, there-
fore, could be ideptified on characteristics that were
directly observable within the school. .

2. The investigator accepted the conclusion of
Wehlage and Rutter (1935)‘who stated that the procs_ss\'of
dropping out was cumplative and was influenced by the
institution@l tire of the school. .

3. In 1986, in response to the concern over the
high dropout rate in the United States, the National
Foundation for the Improvement of Education (NFIE)
developed guidelines in their QOperation Rescue: A Blue-
print for Success which- suggested key elements, that
should be incorporated into the identification process.
These elements wére: )

(1) Teachers -- Teachers should be inyolvad as

members of the team identifying students at_risk.

(11) sSchool Population -- Look at the total school
population when identifying students at risk.
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(ii1) Objective Data -- Use objective data but do not
be bound by it; “beware of inaccurate’ data.

(iv) Creative Ways -- Find creative wéys to identify
’ at-risk'studénts - use subjectiye means. .

(v) 1Invisible 'Dropout -- Look for the invisible.

dropout -- those whose imagination have dropped

out but their bodies are p;resent (Operation
Rescue, 1986) .
4. Wells ,(1987), in a review of the identification
systems that were curren:ly being used to identify
potential dropouts, noted some consisten}: threads
emerging. It was noted that identification criteria
. tended to usefcfiles of students taken from charac’ter-
istics of 9 dropout population, combined -with part-
icular localized characteristics. Wells noted that
"local development of identification. systems seem
eminent" (p. 19).
5. Research has shown that teacher judgements have
a high rating of predictive validity for the early ident—
1f1cation of high risgk “children and for determining
scholasbic success (Keogh, sSmith, 1970; Stevenson,
Parker, Wilkinson, Hegion, Fish, 1976)
In recognition of the need to base the identifica-

tion process on local characteristics, subjective as well
\

7
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as objective data, behaviours observable within the

school and teacher input, the following procedure was
PR

employed. PFirst, were . req to
nominate students who, in their opinion, would be at risk
of not completing high school. Teachers were asked to

base their opinions on schocl—ralatgd c'ha:uétaristics

,that were observable within the school 'setting. It

should . be noted that Grade Six and Seven homeroom
teachers typically spent a éteat proportion of ﬁhair day
with the homeroom class as there was'livttlg'.s'ubjact
teaching at this level. It should also be noted that
this study was conducted in May which gave the teachers
maximum time to _bscomé familiar with their students. ’
After nominating students, teachers were then asked to
complete the Early Detection of At-Risk Students Check-
list (see Apb‘endix A) for each identified student. This
checklist pzovided _ information that allowed the
researcher to: * .

1. Collect local data on criteria used by teachers
to identify ﬁoténtial school dropouts.

2. Compare the local criteria used for identifica-
tion ‘with that which have been reported.in the liter-
ature. ' )

3. Validate the local criteria used by cross refer-
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~
encing the criteria with that which was based on empir- -
ical evi?ence. .

The school-related characteristics that were listed ’
on the Early Detection at At-Risk Students Checklist were
taken frgm the literature and were reported to be cham-
acteristicg of dropouts or at-risk students (se,e\}\ppenéix
B). The characteristics listed were all school-related
and directly observable withir; the school. The ‘éha:—

actéristics listed were: (a) has repeated a grade at

ieagt once; (b) 1fttle or no participation in extracur- N

s s
ricular or special interest activities; (c) higher than- °*

average rate of discipline problems; (d) irregular
attendance patterns; (e) difficulty in communicating with
teachers or peers; (f) low or failing school grades; (g)
expresses disli] for school; and (h) severe reading
problems. (e/’ :

The six hundred and thirty four students who were
not identified as pc:ten)tial ‘school dropouts 'automatically
made up. the second group (hon-potential school drop-
outs). No speciai measures Were taken in the classifica-

“tion of this group.”

Description of the sample.
Six schools were selected for participation in this
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study. . Schools were selected so as to provide a cross
sectional representation of schools within the jurisdic-

tion of the St. John's Boman”Catholic School Board. For

Lident:_1fj.t:at.tol'x purposes, the schools were designed as

hool 1 through 6 throughout the study. Table 2 out-
lines the specific Characterlstics of each school by
anrolments and type of organizational structure. P
-
Profile of population. e
Distribution of Potential and Non-Potential School

Dr;gnuts by’ Grade and Age. Table 3 illustrates the
distribution of potential and non- potential schccl drop—
outs by grade and age. This table shows that 25 percent
of the potential scnool dropouts samplés were age 14 -or
older, whereas, only 2 percent of the non-potential
school dropouts were age 14 or older. E
Distribution ‘gf Potential and Non-Potemntial School
Drogouts by School and Grade. Table 4 illustrates the
distribution of potential and non-potential ‘school drop-
outs by school and grade. “This table shows that poten-

tial ;g,ehool dropouts weré identified in each school

included in the sample with higher proportiuns of poten-.

tial school dropouts existing in schools n and #2. Both

of these schools had lower enrollments than other schools-.

7 N




. Table 2
Profile of Schools Sampled

School No. #1 #2 7 B # #5 #6

Enrolment 405 548 725 819 594 ' 362

Typed K-9 K-12 4-12 K-9 6-12 6-9
7 P s

3Type refers to grade’ levels within the school.
“ 3
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Table 3 . E
, Profile of Potential and Non-Potential School Dropouts by 4
' Grade and Age '
.. \ .
Potential Non-Potential
Grade = Grade
5 ® .
° Age 6 7 Total |% . 6 7 Total %
d lyears: 15 "0 15 11 160 1101 28
) 12 years . 23 11 34 .25 125 167 292 46
13 years 20 31 s1 3 T12 - 155 167 26
4 years 5 25 30 22 1 12 13 2
: , R
15 years 0 4 4 3 1 0 1 o0
Total 63 71 .134 9% 299 335 634 © 99% .
. - '



Table 4

Profile of Potential and Non-Potential School Dropouts by

School and Grade \
Potential Nox&: tential
Grade . Grade-
" . .
School 6 74 Total 6 7', Total
5 # 8 12 20 31 29 “60 ’
%2 8 9 17 27 28 , 55
N #3 5 12 17 47 60 107
# 17 16 33 61 61 122
i #5 21 12 33 7 75 146 -
#6. 4 10 14, 62 82 144
L}
Total | 63 71 134 299 335/ 634 E
. = : L3 B
& ! B
RS K
/ -
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sampled.

Distribution of Potential and Non-Potential School
Dropouts by School and Gender. Table § 111ust:ates‘ the
distribution of pote.u‘tial and non-potential school drop-

* outs by school and gender. It is evident from this table
that in all schools sampled, males were identified more
frequently \as potex}tial ;choul droputs than females.

Distribution of Potential and Non-Potential School
Dropouts by Gender and Grade. Table 6 presents. the

distribution of potential and non-potenttal school drop-
outs by gender and grade. This-table illustrates that
more males -than females were identified as potential
school dropouts at both Grade Six and Seven levels. 1In
addition, there was no significant difference in the ~
number of potential school drop‘outs identified at the
Grade Six and Seven levels.
Distribution of Potential and Non-Potential School
by ons to Finish High School. Table 7

shows students' responses to the statement "I expect to

finis’h high s&hool." This table illustrates that 15 out
of a jtot-nl of 134 of the potential school dropouts ident-
ified indicated | expectations not to complete high
school. This compares to‘ only 1 out of a total of 634
non-potential school 'drcpohts .who indicated that they did

/
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Table 5
Profile of Potential and Non-Potential ‘School Dropouts by
sghcol and Gender

Potential Non-Potential
School Male Female Total Male Female Total
. "
#1 12 8 20 43 17 60
#2 14 3 17- 22 23 55
#3 13 a4’ 17 49 58 107
T 20 13 33 59 63 122
#5 29 4 33 66 . 80 146 .
¥ 1 3 14 83’ 61 144

'I‘Ptal 99 . 35 134 322 312 634




Table 6
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Profile of Potential and Nén-Potential School Dropouts BY
Gerider and Grade

Potential Non-Potential

Grade Male Female Total Male Female Total
6 52 11 63 146 . 153 299
7 47 24 7 176, 159 335
Total _ - 99. 35 134 Ta22 312 634
. i

P

.
' l

v

1




>’l}ble 7

Distribution of Potential and Non-Potential School
Dropouts by Expectations to Finish High School

-

Potential Non-Potential
Expecation® Male Female Total Male Female Total
YES ° 89 30 119 ‘322 31\1\ 633
NO 11 4 15 .0 1 1
. Total 00 = 34 134 322 312 634 '

2pxpectation ‘jfers to whether or, not sg:udents expect to
. finish high scl s

' \

ool.
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not expect to finish high school.

Profile of Potential School Dropouts Who Do Not
Expect to Finish High School. Table 8 presents a profile
by age of potential school dropouts who 1n$i=ated they
did fdot expect to complete high school. This tﬂb‘18 shows
that 15 of the 134 students identified as potential
school dropouts stated that they did not expect to finish
high school. Ten of’ these students were less than 14
years old. ) H ; i .

Profile of School-Related Characteristics Associated
with Putential. School Q:omté. Appendix 'C coni:ulns a:’
profile - of .the: school-related characterlstics‘ that
teachers in this study in were ated by the

studerits whom they classified as potential school drop-
outs. This profile lists the charficteristics, the number

s who rated each - istic, equiv-
alent percentages, and tan!luxg of each characteristic- by

frequency of occurrence.

Data Gathering Procedures

The initial contact for data collection was made
with sc}'xool boa;d officials to elicit permission ;nd
support for the, study (see Appendix D). The 4urpose,

procedure for data collection, 1nstmmant;tion, ethical




Table 8

Profile of Potential School who Did Not Expect

to Finish High School

Age Male Female
1 j/o 0
.
12 2 0
13 6 2
14 3 1
15 0 1

Total 11 : 4




considerations, and data collection schedule were dis-
cussed and approved. School board oft“icinls granted
permission for the researcher to’make contact with school -
principals who, in turn, elicited teacher co-operation.
Prlncipali of each of the schools were écntacteq and the
purpose of the study, process to be used in the ident-

ification of potential school dropouts, ethical consider-

ations, inst ‘nn,'and the to be used in

data collection were dis ss/d.\ A letter was prepared
and sent. home to parents i rming. them of the. study and
to elicit ‘their support [see Appendix E). Anonymit':y of
partic;ipatlng students and fiwflfs,w,as en_sured; These'
efforts resulted in complete go-operaticn from teachers.
parents, ané students. R .

The 1dent.ifjcation(of potential school dropouts and
the administration of t;he student checklist took place
over a two week period during the month of May, 1988.
The researcher visited each of the Grade Six and Seven
classrooms in partlclbating schools, talked to homeroomg,
teachers, and briefed them on the purpose of the study.

In ordér to 5 hy ty of and

confidantiali\:y, the ‘researcher administered the
questionnaire to the Students in each of the‘classrooms
in ‘the absence of the teacher. The administration of the’




checklist took approximately 30 minutes. During this
period, homeroom teachers were given a break during which
they were asked to identify students who, in their judge—/”
ment, couldy be at risk of net completing high school.
For eacﬂ student identified, teachers were asked to -
complete !an Early Détection of At-Risk students Check-
list. /

During the administration of the Student Checklist
the researcher first took time to build rapport and to
establish the importance of the 1study-w1th the students.

. students were told that “the checkl_ist' they were to
complete 'was designed to capture their ideas and feelings

‘ about certain areas of school® life. The researcher
emphasized the value and importance of listening to what |
students said and felt about school. The ' researcher
noted that without exqeptlj.on, students responded with
seriousness to the completion of the checklist. Students
also appeared to be pleased with'the 1éea of having their
ideas about school being .taken serjously. Students were
asked not to share their responses with other meémbers of

the.cluss and were assured of complete confidentiality of

their resp « This d to be of imporfaqce to

the students.
During .the administration of the Student Checklist,




the researcher carefully read the instructions, demon-
strated a sample tesponée, and then read through each
item with the students to ensure that 'students with
reading problems could complete the checklist without
difficulty. This also provided the researcher with an
opportunity to answer any questions concerning particular
items of the checklist. Lol

Instrumentation _

: '{his study utilizéd two Lnstzun}ants to collect data
from teachers and s“t’\g@nts. The Early Detection of At-
Risk sStud&nts Checklist (see Appendix A) was used to
éollect data on the school related criteria used by
teachers in Adeﬁtifying at-risk students.' The Student
Checklist (see Appendix F) was used to collect data from
students on their perceptiéns of selected aspac;:s of
school life. Both instruments wéte.administered simul-
taneoxﬂxsly.

The Early Détection of At-Risk Students vcnecklist
consisted o% ‘a list of eight pr‘edominant chazecteristicé:
that had been shown by the literature as being associated
with dropouts and/9r potential dropouts. Appendix B
contains a documentation of research that support the use

of these characteristics. Teachers were asked to

4
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. .
complete this checklist for each student they identified

as at-risk. The checklist allowed the researcher to.

gather imformation on local criteria useé “in the ident-—
ification process and compare this criteria wii-:h that
which has been supportéd by empirical evidence. ’
The second instrument, the ’Student Checklist (see
Appendix F), was uniquely formulated for the purpose of *
this study. Its dgsian was based on the‘ desjgn of a
checklist used by Apple_gate (1981) to study prqoblems of:"
secondary school stu('!ents. The instmmenf was designe@w
to capture both frequency .and intensity responses and was
recognized to have Vpntential for identifying and des-
cribing the perceptions of students in this study. The
items that comprised the Student Checklist were developed
by the researcher to'capture the perceptions of students
on selected aspects of teachers, school discipline,
school work, and school success. _These aspects of school
life were chosen for study because tﬂese were shown in
the review of the literature to be problematic for
students who have already dropped out and it was the
Antention of this study to investigate students’ percep— \
tions of those areas of difficulty prior to dropping v
out. The instrument was constructed of two scales, a ’

Frequency scale and an Intensity scale, with 29 Likert



items on each scale. The Frequency scale measured the
frequency of student perceptions of school sit\;ations or‘x
a five poi&xt scale on which a score of 1 indicated a
positive response of All of the time and a score of 5

indicated a negative response of Never. The Intensity

scale was composed of 29 items that complemented the
items on the Frequency scale. Tl;ls scale was intended to
measure the exten\;_ to which students were bothered' by
their negative perceptions of schopl situations presented *
on the E‘r;equenc)‘{ scale. The five point scale usdd to J
measure intensity ranged from indicatifdg- that the
students were bothered a w‘hole lot (5) to not at all (1)
by negative perceptions of the school situations under
study. During the administration of the Student
C.hebklist, a few students indicated that th:ay could not
respond to an item on the Intensity scale when they had
indicated that they "never" perceived this situation In
school on the Frequency scale. . For g_x:mple, a student ¢
who had indicated on the Frequency scale that he/she
~ o"never" perceived school work to be 'difficult would not # :
be able to respond to the accompanying item ©on the.
Intensity scale which would read "When I‘find school work
difffeult, it bothers me." This did not occur frequexjtly

but on such occasions, students were instructed not f:o
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\
EESPO;Id to the corresponding Intensity scale 1teh.
To facilitate um:lly'ss.s qf. .the data, the items on

- each sea].e_we:e grouped to form eleven school-related

variables. Appéndlx Gv outlines the‘distribution of items
intd the sleven variables under study.

—~ The student gheck}ist also contained ‘five additional
%tgms which re;;uired'the 'stu§ent to respond by ‘eithar

éi:clidgrthe appropriate” letter - or writing in a short
B

axiswer These five Statements co\lected the following

information: (a) studant‘s name, (b) sex,*(c), age, (d)

’ g':ude,_ and (e) expéct to finish high school -- );es or no?

Before the Student Checklist was administered. to
students, it was submitted to a number of experts for

evaluation. The Instrumenc was evaluated on communica-

tion of 1d§as, clarity and’ of /1 g
sequence and .organization-of the items, and format goz
'xgecpr‘ding résponses'./ Several language revisions resulted
f:om-this evalu‘tiom Following these revisions, 'a field
test was conductsd on a small number of gtudents (n - a),
ranging . in age gmm 11 to 15. buring this test the
Student Checklist was administered individuaily to each

of those students. v'rhg; researcher noted the variance in

_the students'Acor‘mnents,'_on items and in. completion time.

The researcher talked with each student upon completion




69
of the checklist to determine if any difficulties were
encountered. Several minor revisions resulted -from this
field test. Overall, tk;e' students completed the check-
1¥st .without difficulty and on ava\age ‘comp]:eted the
checklis’t in 22 minutes.

Overview of Statistical Analysis . .

Upon compietion of thé collection of dﬁtu, the
'cltegorization of studnnts as pctential and ncn-potential
dmﬁouts was undaztaken. This involved the matching of

each Earl etection of At-Risk Students ecklist

completed by teachers with completed students'’ chécklist *

by student name for each of the six schools. Each
instrument was then coded :-for student response number and

school so that each student could be identified. . The

student's gender, age, grade level, and response to the

.
statement "I expect to finish high "school" were also-

coded. ‘After the data had been coded and entered, it was |
inspected for errors and cot:ac:ed, A program was run to
transfor!n data entrias ~tan frequency items 1, 13, 18, 20,
and 27 so that the rating from high to low would be
consistent for all items. . ‘

The spssx computer program was utilized to provide
the t'bllauing analysis of data collected in thu study.

{




70

Descriptive statistics.
The means and standard deviations for each of the

eleven factors measured on both the Freguency and
'Intensity scales were computed for .the entire population
and for potential and ' non-potential dropouts. " These
stntistics were also. computed for students by gender,
age, and school so that the nature of the differences of

the groups in each category could be determined.

; s .
Analysis of variance.

1. One-Way Analysis of Variance. An  One-Way

’
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to provide answers
to the four research questions presented in this study.

/
The ANOVA computed differences ip response scores between

. potential and non-potential school dropouts and deter—
. 5 !

mined whether significant di tes o

the two groups on any of the eleven variables that
measured ‘the f;))r areas of school life’vunder study.

2. Niultivariate Analysis of vm:i}ca. In order to
get an overview of differences, especially siénificnnt

differences, that could have resulted from influences

other than dropout categorization, a Multivuri;ute

Analysis of Varja (MANOVA) was computed. This

procedure facilitated the determination of significant

’




71

~

dif: in r scores that could have
resulted from differences in gender, age, or school

4attended, or from a Qat ion 9f these « The

comb;nations .analyzed, in-.this study were: ) '(a)‘ VDropoutj
Category x Gender, ‘\(b) Dropout catagory‘ x Age, and (c)
Dropout Category x School'. Dropout category distin-
guished between potential’ ‘und non—petentilul school dgcp‘-/
outs. Gender distinguished befween 11, 12, 13, 1¢ and 15
year old students. School distinéuished between school
#1 throuéh school #6. »

Summar A 3

This chapter has presented the design of the s'tudy
and das’cribe.d the procedures used in conducti;\g_ t};e;.
reseairch. The general statement of ptocer;x:es,‘~§1§cus;
sion of sampling.l and data gathering procedures, instru-
me‘ntation and statistical analysis, in combination with
accompanying tables, pmviﬂad an in-depth decription of

the methodology used iq this study. ®
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CHAPTER IV
Analysis of Data
Iy o

Introduction

This chapter contains a detailed.analysis of the

data and is divided into five sections: Introduction;

! '
Overview of Measurement Procedures, Description of the -

sample, Dif: in i Percepticins, and
Summary. The chapter was designed %o addtess each of the
four research questions stated in Ehapter One. Beci;x;se
each research question was concerned with r:ha measurement
of the differences in both the frequency and intensity of
students' psrceptior{s, two scales, one to gather a
frequency score and the other to gather an intensity
score, were used. The data ~collected on both of these
scales were analyzed separately and reported that way in
each section. Where apprﬁpria’te, the results from the
two. .scalss were compared. ‘

'S
Oveiview of P

‘_,\ The: Student Checklist, the instrument used to
ct‘)llect,d'ata‘f:ém students on their perceptions of the

four ,seleétad aspects of school life, was composed of two

scales. The first, a Fiequency scale, was used to gather

]
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information on the frequency) of student resgonses which
ranged on a continuum of 1 to 5. A response of 1

indicated that the student perceived the situation All of

the time, while a 5 response indi::utad that the student

Never percei‘}éq the ,situaticn'. All items, except items
numbered 1, 13, 18, .20, 22, and 27, were ‘stated as
positive‘ situations. These items were recoded so that
the scoring pattern could be consistent for all items. A
high score on this scale indicated a low freziuancy of
positive perceptions of the school situation and thus
signified a negative perceptlion of the variable. The
second scale, an Intensity scale, measured the degree to
which negative perceptions of the situations presented on

the Frequency ' scale were bo to the s.

Again,

D were on a five point
scale, where a 1 regponse indicated that the student}las
bothered not ayt all and a 5 response indicated that the
student was bothered a_whole lot. The hiéher the mean

* score on this scale, the‘. greater the intensity or degree
to which st’ludent;s appeared to be bothered by negative
perceptions of situations stated on the Frequency scale. -
Scores on the two scales were__indeéende(:t as a high score
on the frequency scale did not necessarily mean that the
studint would obtain a higi\ score An the 1Intensity

v

¢
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scale. For example, potential school dropouts may have
recorded more negative perceptions of a school situation
on the Frequency scale but may also have indicated by
their scores 0;1 the Iritsqsity scale that they\were not

bothered greatly by negative perceptions. i

Description of Sample by Dropout -Cateqory, Age, Gender

and School e
This section provides descriptive statistics in the

form of/msnns and standard deviations for the population
'ntagot‘ized by fm(xr main descriptors on alg.r of the
school-related variables under study. Means and standacd
deviations were pr(;vided for the total sample and for the
entire ,popula;:lon categorized ' as potential and non-
potential school dropouts, by gender, age, and school
u‘ttel"xded on both the Frequency and Intbnsity scales.

This vshows how the students' responses are affected by

— E A
the independent variables of dropout category, gender,

age, - and school attended and also shows the direction of_

* the dif: in r in each Y.
§ ., . 5
Dropout catedory. B -
1.." F 'of § ' P ptions. Table 9

presents the means and standard deviations for the total
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Table 9

Means® and Standard Deviations for the Total Sample and Subgroups on the Eleven
School-Related Variables on the Fi ency Scal E

Total Potential Non-Potential

. Y (n = 768) (n = 138) (n = 834)
Vartablesd , Mean  s.D. Mean 5.0 Mean  S.D.
Teacher attitudes(25) 1274 423 15.63 . 4.26 1213 3.97
Teacher behaviouts(25)  12.95° 3.5 131 3.7 12.68 3.3
\“'\Iucn-r epectations(20)  10.24 . 2.84 1.5 2.96 9.96 2.7
School discipl1na(10)
(effoctiveness) 5.5 176 5.03 178 544 L4
School discipline(15) .
(fairness) 8.57 2.63 v 9.72 2.62 8.33 2.57
Interest of school - ¥
y work(s) 2.94 3.29 92 2.86 .85
Relevance of school
work(15) | 7.61 2.42 8.49 2.65 7.43 2.33
DIfficulty of schaol . R
work(s) . 2.83 .64 EXTIC 275 .60
[ Satisfaction with .
school work(5) 243 .97 282 105 233 .93
Expectations for
' school ‘success(15) 704 2.01 861 220, 671 1.80
., Opportunities for
school success(10). 6.03 136 .62 1.5 5:90.. 1.20

“aThe higher the Rean scors, the mors negatively the varifble was perceived
biusbers 1n parentheses by each variable indicate the total possible score on each d
varfale “ 3 4




sample and for potential and non-poténtial school drop-
outs on all of the eleven factors that comprise the four'
aspect’s of school life under study on_ the’ Frequency
scale. As/can be observed from this table, the means and.
standard deviations -for potential school dropouts were
l higher than non‘potential school drbpouts on all
factors. This indicates that potential school dropouts
had more negative perceptions than non-potential school
dropouts on.all of the school related variables.
2. intensity of. students' Perceptions. Table 10
records the results of the mean and standard deviation
scores f.or the total sample and two subgroups (potentiai

and non-potential school dropouts) on the eleven factors

which selected jel cf school® life cn the
Intensity scale. e results on this scale differed
greatly from the results on the Frequency scale. Appar-
ently, there existed very little differenc;e‘ between the
intensity with which potential school dropouts and non-

potentxal‘ school dropouts .perceived negatively stated .,

situations on the school-related factors. This ‘means
that theré was very little difference in the degreé 130
which the two groups weré bothered by negu‘t@ve percep-
tions on most of the variables. The lnrgést r:\ifferance

recorded was on faimess of school discipline, where a

s a




Table‘10

4+

Means® and Standard Deviations for the Total Sample and Subgroups on the Eleven

School-Related Variables on the Intensity Scale

Potential

Total Non-Potential
4 _(n=768) —(n=134) —f{n=634) -
Variables® Mean  S.D. Mean  S.D. Mean  S.D.
= T N 7
Teacher attitdes(25) '  15.62  5.21 1518 5.05. 1571 5.24
Teacher hehaviours(2) «  14.85  4.26 14.63 ** 4.32 1400  4.28
Teacher expectations(20) 11.37  3.83 11.36  13.79 11,37 3.85
School disctpline(10) .
(effoct1veness) 6.03  1.94 619 | 1.9 599 1.83
School discipline(15)
(fafrness) il.?ﬂ 2.81 10.28 3.10 11.39 .7n
Interest of school
work(5) 3.5 1.25 3.5 L4 3.55  1.25
Relevance of school
work(15) 9.98 311 9.68 2.9 9.3 3.15
. Difficulty of school
“work(s) 3.45  1.04 .72 . 3.39 105
satisfaction with
school work(5) 328 1.20 ER TR W31 331 L1
Expectations for V.
school success(15) 10.97 2.55 10.39 2.90 11.00 2.45
i
Opportunities for"
school success(10) 443 L7 451 189y 42 7

aThe higher the mean score, the more negatively the Varfable was perceived
Numbers 1n parentheses by each variable indicate the total possible score on sach

variable




1.11 point difference in favour of non-potential school

dropouts was . Potential school

recorded.a .70 point gain‘o;rer non-potential school drop-
outs on expsctations for school succass. Potential
school dropouts also scored slightly higher than non-
potential school® dropouts on| sev?rul other factors,
specifically, effiectiveness = of 'school disciﬁline,
intergst;of school work, '‘difficulty of school work, and

opportunities for school success. These differences will

‘ be further discussed and analyzed ‘for significaﬂca later

in this chapter.

Gender. %
1. Frequency" of Student Perceptions.. Table 11
clearly .and consistently shows that the mean score for

males was higher than for females on all variables except

.satisfaction with school work. This translates i‘nto‘

males having more negative perceptions on all éxceﬁt this
one school-related variable where females showed a slight
gain of .44 in ‘mean score. 3 . .

. 2+ Intensity of Students' Perceptions. Table 12
tabulates the mean §c6res for the sample by gender on thq

Intensity -scale. These results reveal that females had

) .
higher mean scores on the variables teacher attitudes,
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Table 11 3
Means® and Standard Deviations for the Total Sample and Subgroups by Gender on the
Eleven School-Related Variables on the Frequency Scale
) Tokat Male. Fenale

- (n = 768) (n = 421) (n = 347)

Varfables® Mean  S.D. Mean  S.0. Mean  S.D.
Teacher attitudes(25) 124 423 1.9 425 1219 4.15
“Teacher behaviours(25) 125 3.51 13.24 345 12.60 3.5
Teacher expectations(20) 10.24 10.38 273 10,07 2.95
School discipline(10) (3
(effectiveness) 5.53  1.76 5.68 1.72 535 1797

B 3

School discipline(15)
(fatrness) 8.57 2.63 9.02 2.7 8.03  2.40
Interest of school
“work(5) 2.95 .88 .01 .90 2.85 84
Relevance of school
work(15) 7.61  2.42 772 2.5 749 2.30
D1fficulty of school
work(s) 2.8 .64 287 .65 27 .8
satisgaction with
schodl work(5) 2.43 .97 2.55  1.03 2% .88
Expectations for r
school success(15) 7.4 2.01 724 192 6.80 2.09
Opportunities for
school success(10) 6.03 '1.36 612 1.3 5.9 1.3

2The higher the mean score, the more negatively the variable was perceived
Dhumbers 1n parentheses by each variable indicate the total possible score on each

varfable
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Table 12

Means® and Standard Deviations for the Total Sample and Sul s by Gender on_the
Eleven School-Related Varisbles on the Intensity Scale

2 S
. Total . Wale , Femile
' _(n=768) (n = 421) (=37

Varables® . Mean  's.D. Mean  S.D. Mean  S.D.
Toacher attitudes(25), 15,62 521 1#.92 5.2 16.47 5.1
Teacher b-mv|ou;s(25) 14.85 4.26 14.33 4.9 15.48 411
!’.ﬂ:h.r expectations(20) 11.37 3.83 10.98 3.84 11.84 3.78,
sc\mr{uccpnm(w) L .
(effectiveness) 6.02 1.94 6.00 1.93 6.05 1.94
School discipline(15)
(fairness) : 11.20 Z.RZ 10.83 2.9 ). 11.64 2.62
Interest of school ! i e
work(5) 3.59 1.25 3.62 1.2? 3.54 1.23
Relevance of school X f -
work(15) 9.89 311 9 9.9  3.13 W 979 3.09
Difficulty of school
work(5) 3.45  1.04 351 1.04 337 1.04
Satisfaction with
school work(5) 3.28 1.20 3.19 1.22 3.88 . 1.17
Expectations for
school success(15) 10,97  2.55 10.5 . 2.59 1.5 2.4
Opportuntties for . . . . "
school success(10) 443 179 430 L.81 460 176

AThe higher the mean :co?u. the more negatively the vughblu was perceived
byumbers 1n parentheses by each variable indicate the total possible score on each
varisble
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teacher behaviours, teacher e‘{psctatdions, effectiveness
of school discipline, fairness ‘ofh school- disélplins,
satisfaction with school work, expectations for - school

success, and opportunities for school suécéss. ~This

indicates tha‘t females were more intensé’ly boﬁh‘ereq by .

: 2w
negative perceptiohs ;of those school variables. Males,
on the other hand,' appeared to be. more intensely\ bothered

by the negative perceptions 'of interest-of -school work,
g 4 . S

relevance of school work, and difficulty of school work,.l X

as they achieved higher mean scores oh these variables.

.  Age.
i

Fre of P « ‘The means and
standard deviation scores on the Fanuency_ scale of the
,total sample categorized by age (11 - yls years) is
presented in Table 13. This table illustrjtes a progres-.
sion from lower to higher scores as age increased on all
of the measured variables on the Frequency scale. These
higher scores illustrated that older students held more

negative peréeptiox_xs of the measured variables than

. younger students. It is important to recall from Chapter,

III- (Table 3) that the dropout sampie had approximately
25 percent of its subjects in the age range of 14 - 15

. . L} L
years, while only 2 percent of the non-dropout population
N

v

hY
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» -
" were in the 14 - 15 years age range. studants"responses
“from i:Eis age range showed the greatest overall differ-
ences in scores from the total population mean.

2. Intensity of Student’ Responses. Table 14
contains the mean scores of students categorized by ag.e
(11 - 15 years) on all of the vur‘iubles measured on the
Intensity: scale. Unlike the Prequen;:y scale, a general»
pattern for the direction of studen{ scores _is not
evident but there are several patterns that are‘of
“interest in this study. As can be observed from Table
-1ﬁmsr students (11 - 13 years) had the highest‘:‘ mean
.sccrqs or;’tanchaz attitudes, t}aeher beh‘avidurs. ade
teacher expectations. These higher mean scares indicatd
that this age group was more intensely bothered by
petceptions of naga*:\lve; teacher attitudes, behaviours,
‘and expectations than.those from the 14 to 15 year old
range. It is a’lso ciear from this table that eleven year
olds appeared. to be most irntensély bothered by negative
perceptior}s of effectiveness of school discipline and
fairness of school disciﬁlina. This 'is ;vident"‘in ﬁhe‘li
.hlg'her mean scores on ,bo\th of thasé }la:inb’les. Angthe
interesting _pa.ttern obsel;vabla from Table 14 is the
consistent increase in mean scaMrest of.school

" work as student age increased from 11 to 15 years. ~Note-
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worthy here, are the high scores of all age ‘groups but

-particularly those of 14 and 15 .year old students. These
high scores reveal sthat thée'students were botk;ered
greatly by their percepticns of school work as being
* boring. Difficulty ‘of school work also appeared to be
‘consistently boﬁ:ersome to all age groups and most espec-

ially to the fourt’een and fifteen year old group whose

“score on jthis variable exceeded the total sample maa of -

3.45. ‘It is im:eresting to note that the older students
(age 14 - 15) did nbt-,scara as high as ydunger students

(age 11 - 13)"on the variablé expeqtatiet}s for school

‘success.’  This ‘would - indicate that' they . were
bothered by their _percegtipes ‘of low expectations for
success in school. - Tt'ds also interestify ‘to observe

that the 15 year olds 1n this sample/,had the lowest score

on he variable, apportunlties for school success. while'

the meah scores op all groups were low on this variable,

the scores of fifteen year olds indicated that they were

least bothered by negativh perceptions of’ opportunities ¢

for.school success. »

School.

1. Fr of . A Rr of

etudents' mean and standard scores by school on the °




Frequency _scale is presented in Table 15. An examination’ b

of the' mean scores in this table shows ‘that oyerull,
students who attended schools #3 and #5 frequsnt.lyv N
recorded. scores higher thap the overall mean scores.

This lndicated that students who attended schools |3 and .
#5 generally perceived” school more negatively “than * .
students ,n 'schools #1, #2 ¥4, and ¥6. ¥ ‘—q' .
Yoo Intenslty of ~ Student Responses. * ’l‘ab}\e. ’16
‘provides an,account of students' mean and spandard scores
by schoof n Intensity scale.“ An examinutinn of. tha
results in this table reveals thats, overall, students bn . ~

schcols #4, -#5, and ns had higher .mean scores (‘.han .

vstudents in schools.#1, #2, angd ‘#3. "l‘nis indicated that

students in schools ¥4, #5, and #6 were moré intensely i/

bothered by negative perceptions ‘of many of the aspects "

of .school life measured than students in sqhools #1,.#2,

‘and #3. ) ) ‘ s o N )

l‘J;.fferences in St\;dent Perceptions - 5
The purpose. of t\us seckion was to provide dlrect

. answers to ‘each of the four researcK qusstions posed 1n "

Chapter "I.  The. ader» will recafl t:hat each of the”: .

research questions was concerned with determining whether

or not signiﬁcant differences in frequency and 1nt:ens£ty .S
- ] -
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of pe}.'ceptian existed : al and non P ‘entlal

school dropouts on the four selected aspects of school
life undler ane;st_/!gation. These four aspects of school
‘lif’e’» were: tsaéhe:s, school discipliné, school work, and
school success. The research questions .more specifically

defined these -four- aspects of school life as eleqen

,_‘:chool-ralated vatiables that were to be’ 1nvest1guted
"tpesa z-;leven variablas wara teacher attltu@es, teac’her

behavj/)urs, taacher axpectaticns, effactivaness of schaol
d’isrglpline, fairness of school discipline. interest .of
schiool work, relevance of school work, difficulty of
s;:hool work’, sa'tist‘action‘ with *school ‘work, . ‘expectations
for school success, asd opportunities for school success.

An analysis of the differences between potential and

non-potential school dropouts 'resgonse scores was

computed by <means of One Way Analysis of Variance
(AN‘UVA)”. Multg‘_lnrhste Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) wes
also used to., determine ‘if slgniﬂ}:ant differencas 5
pccurred  in student' responses ‘wﬂen_ the - sample was

categorized by gender, age, school, and by combinations

‘of' these categories.- These differences, while not the'

main focus of this stidy, were of interest and were
discussedAin relation to each research;question. T?ley

were viewed as possible areas for furthe:’study.




,.RESearch question #1. . E o . ’

Are there siénificant differences in frequsr’xcy‘and
1ntensi.ty L:f pezceptions betieen potential and non-poten- :
tial schocl dropou,ts on teacher attitudes, teache: behav-

iours, and teacher expectations—?

i Db in] b2 q y. of " l;ercep—
tions on i‘ea:hers ' .Table 17 presents:the means, étaﬂdard
deviations**and analysis of variance (F scn‘re) for poten-
tial and‘non—potential school dropouts' perceptions of
teacher attitudes, behaviours and expectations on tl‘fe.
E‘raquency’ scale The results> shown in this table:
1ndicate wthat significant differepces did exist in howy
pntential‘ and non-potential school dropouts perceived

teather jattitudes, behaviours, and expectations.' The .,

higher mean Bcore on these variables by.po.tential school

. ‘dropduts indicate that ‘they had more negative percépéioné

of teacher att.ttudes, behaviours, \and expectaticns than
non-potential school dpopouts o -

' Table 18 shows the signit‘icance of the differences
in the fx:equancy of student response scores pzcduced by
other} in?ependent variables both individually and in
combinati?n with® each. other. This table indicates that

. the differences in students perceptions of teachef™

attitpdes iwere significantly influenced by gender and z’nga




— .
Table 17 : -

Analysis of VAriances on Percéptions of Teachers on the
—1——3—L——L‘———. 5 s s i —

Frequency Scale -

£ 3

' Potential Non-Potential
§ : © _n=134) (n = 634) F
variables®  Mean® s.D. Mean®  s.D) Score

Attitudes(25) - 15:63 4.26 12.13  3.97 . 84.07%
(28) . 8 .
-Behavfours(20).  I4.31° 3.79  12.66 3.38  25.24%

Expectations(20)  11.59 ~2.96 9.96 2.73  38t44x

. - = = - e -
2Numbers in parentheses by each variable indicate the.

possiblfe score on each variable

brhe higher_the mean score the more negatively the

variable was perceived = .

*Indicates significant difference at .05-level of — — .
-

confidence . 5




Table 18 ‘ el

.
-t . Multivariate Analysis of Variance Teachers --—
* Frequency Scale Z

Teacher Teacher ‘Teacher

» ’ Attitude- - Behaviour “Expectations .

» . Gender 10.740%* 5.925%* 2.260

i - . 4 \
Age . ./ 60100 —Fijox 4533k
School /' ° 3.831% 1.944 2.063 i A
Dropou@’/ Category S --
& X Ggnder .067 1,515 .007
Dropéuf Category ‘ "
. * Age 1.455 | | 1.455 3.396%%
D'ropcut Category '
- . X School 1.219 .509 1.234 N
P ~ » ‘ ~ s
*Significant at the .05 level '
/ **xSignificant at .01 level
/
v
P
.
N N
o 7
i
. ' " o \,, f
\ : TP
o . L




of the student and by the school which the student
-attended. Students' perceptions of teacher bek‘xaviours
were infll}epced by gender, while perceptions of teacher
expectatiﬁns were influenced by age, as well as the
combination of dropout category and age. It was pointed
out in the previous section that males held more negative
perceptions on both téacher attitudes and teacher behav-
iours. It was also found thét as age increased so did:
the frequency' of neéative perceptions on~ teacher
attitudes, behavidurs, and. p.xpec‘tations. The fact that
the - potential school dropout group was composed of
proportionally more older students (14 - 15 year olds)
than the non-dropout group, would then account for
significant differences on teacher expectations by’
dropout éategory and age. . ’

: 2. Differences 1in the Intensity ofp Students'
Perceptions on Teachers. Table 19 shows the means,
standard deviations, and analysis of variances for pcten—.
tial and non-potential schco;l dropouts' perceptions on
teacher attitudes, teacher behaviours, and teacher
expe?:tatlons, as measured 'or; tixe Intensity scale of the
Student Checklist. The results in Table 19 indicate that
.there were no significant differences in the intensity of

perceptions between potential and non-potential school




Table 19

Analysis of Variances on Perceptions of Teachers on the
Intensity Scale" " >

94

Potential Non-Pétqnt!al A F
(n = 134) (n = 6\34)
variables? MeanP  s.D. MeanP® 's.p. Score
PR . N a
Atti;:udes'ms) 15.18  5.05 15.71  5.24 1184
Behavicurs(zo') » 14.6\3 4.32 14.90 : 4.‘26 . .445.

Expectations(20) 11.36

3.79

11.37

3.85 /‘ .002 °

aNumbers in parentheses by.each variable indicate the

possible s;:ore on each variable

L i1
brhe higher mean score indicates that the students were

mpre bothered by negative perceptions
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dropouts on teacher’ attitudes, behaviours, and expect-
ations. This suggests that potential school drépouts
were . not significantly different from non-potential
school dropouts in the degree to which they were bothered
b; negative perceptions of teacher attitudes, behaviours,
and expectations.

Other independent variables that had significant
influences on student responses to items that measured
intensity of student perceptions, of teacher attitudes;
behaviours, and .expectations are shown in Table 20.
Results prpducedl'by MANOVA revgaled that the degr?e to
which students were but‘hered by negative perpeptiohs.of
—— attitudes, ‘behaviours; and expectations was
significantly influenced by the éender of the stuydent and
the school which the student attended. It is interesting -
to- recall from the description of the sample that males
had more frequent negative perceptions of teachers in
general but females were more intensely bothered by
negative perceptions of teacher attitudes, vbehavxours,
and expectatiens. :

.~Research questions #2.
Are there significant differences:in frequency and

1ntens'i,ty of ‘perceptions between potential and non-poten-




Table 20

"Multivariate Analysi

Intensity Scale

of Variance -- -

Teacher Teacher Teacher
Attitude Behaviour Expectgtions
i T
Gendef 15.843”;‘ 13.618%% : 9.186%*
Age 1.320%%° .986% To1.011
School 8.094% 5.843%% 4.813%%
Dropout C‘ategory .

X Gender ©.0.58 .004 ‘ L1841
Dropout Category '
X.Age 7 +1.124 .915 1.070
Dropout Category . N o '
X School’ .809 1.519 t.967

*Significant at the .05 level

**significant at .01 level
—




t

tial school dropouts on effectj,veness “and fairness of
school discipune?

vl Frequency of sStudents' Percepﬁ on sch‘ool
Discipline. Tab{) 21 presents the means, stand‘ard
deviations, and na);ysis of variances, (F scores) fpr
potential and non~pbi:ential school dropouts' perceptions

of effsctlveness and fairness. of school discipline on the

’Frequency “scale. The' results produced by the Analysis of

variance ‘(ANOVA) showed that potential schqol dropouts
differed sighxficantly f:om non—potential school dropouts
in the frequency 'of their perceptions of effectiveness

and fairmess of school discipline.  The ‘higher mean

I !
scores. by potential school dropouts suggest tHat this -
7 :

group perceived effectiveness and fairness>of school

discipline more negatively than Irn:u'\-pc»\‘.a‘ntia\]. school
< 2 =

dropouts. §

Table 22 shows that gender, age, and school attended
also exerted some significant inflwences on how students
perceived effectiveness and fairness of, school discip—
line, as measured on the Frequency scale. The results of
the MANOVA recorded in this table illustrated' that the
age of the student significantly influenced response
scores on the variable, effecuveness of school discip—

line, while g.he scores on fairness of school discipline




Table 21 . . . .
Analysis of Variances on Perceptions of School Discipline

on the Frequency Scale °

s, Potential Non-Potential
/‘ (n = 134) ' (n = 634) F
variables® ' Mean®  §.D. *~*\Mean® S.D. . Score
* Effectiveness . '
(20) " 5.93 1.78 5.44 1.4 8.66%
Fairness(15) 9.73 2.62 . 8.33  2.57  32.47%

am:mbe;rs in parenthe_s;es" by each vatiai:le 1nd£cate \:ba
—possible score on each variable *

Drhe higher the mean score the more negatively the
+ variable was perceived ’

xIndicates significant difference at .05 level of

confidence



Table 22 .
Multivariate Analysis of Variance School Discgline
Effectiveness of Fairness of .
\ L : “
School Discipline sc_hcol Discipline
Gender 6.454 27.129%%
Age s aTTeRe © “1.403° '
School : 2,202 2.473%
. 3 5

Dropout Category
X Gehder .648 001
Dropout Category ’ . . .
X Age .513 " ’ N 2.141
Dropout Category e

X School .572 . .369 N

2y

. *Significant at the .05 level %

~
**Significant at .01 level




were shown to vary significantly with the gender of the

student and the school attended. A review of the des-

cription offhe sample by age will indicate that 1:; to 15

year olds had the most negative perceptions of effective-

_ ness of school discipline with 15 yeér olds appearing to
be the most negative‘. . )

2. ‘I'ntensity of students' Pérceptions of Schéol
Discipline. Table 23 shows’-\the. means, standard devi-
ations, az}d analysis uf variances for potential and non-
potential school drnpauté' pezceptions on effectiveness
and' fairness of school dlscipline as 'measurad on. the

. Intensity scale of the Student Checklist. The results of
the analysis of variam:e (ANOVA) as showrkby the F scores
.in the table indicate that thera was a ‘significant
“difference in the 1ntensity of pezcepti?ms between
poten’ial and non-; potential school dropouts on faizness
of school discipline but not on effectiveness of school
discipline. The mean scores attained by ?otential and
non—putexztial schqol dropouts on fairne s of school .
discipline shz}wad that non-potential ‘chool dropozlts

aéhieveé a hlgher mean score on 'this ‘var. abia and thu's‘
appeared to be significantly more bath‘er d by&egative

perceptions of fairness of school disci/pline than did

potential school dropouts. . /
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) Table 23 .
Analysis of Variances on Perceptions of school Discipline .
on the Intensity Scale ' .
‘; Potential  Non-Potential
)  _(n=134 (n =63) .-F
' ¥ variables? ‘Mean®  s.D. Mean®  s.D. Score
" A N
\ ] & ¢
%] Effectiveness B %
: (10) 6.19 1.99 5:99 1.93 1.333 " o
Fairness (15) 10.28 + 3.10 11.39 2.70 " 117.845%
w N
s - e

dNumbers 1in parentheses by eacll*uaSiable mdgcat‘e the
possible score on each variable . L

brhe higher'mean score indicates that the students were N
more bothered by negative perceptions '

*Indicates significant difference at .05 level of

confidence . .
) s




~

Results of the MANOVA which ware computed by the
sample categorized by gehder, age, and school, but}\
individually and collectively, indicated that some 'of
these Lndependént variables had a significnné‘mfluence
o;m student responsev scores. Table 24 111ustrat§s‘€hat
studem:. perceptions of effectiveness of school .discipline
varied significantly according to school attended. Table

24 also shouws that gender, age, and school attended were

'signifjcant factors  in detenﬂning student response
.

scores' on  the variable, fairness of schcbl dlscipline.
In the description of the Population by gender, agé, and
\school in the previous section, it was demonstratsd that
females, eleven year, olds, and students attsnding schools
#4," #5, and #6 vgere} most bothered by negative pexceptions
of both fairness and effectiveness .of school discipline.
5 . . ‘ §
Research question #3.
Are there éigni,ficant differences in frequencyt and
intensity of p\arceptions between potential and non-poten-
. N .
tial school drop_outs on school work, more specifically,
interest of school worky,\ relevance ‘of school work,

difficulty of school work, and satisfaction with school

work? e . "

1. Differences in Frequency of ﬁarception"s of
= \
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Table 24 d !
Multivariste Analysis of variance School Discipline
Frequency Scale & L :
-
Effectiveness of Fairness of - *
School Discipline School Discipline :
‘Gender - . - i L 1s.ap0mn
2 N e § i
Age . ©1.447 7.618%% “ 5
School " . 5.508%% o 3.338k%

“

ﬁgupout category .
X Gender ©o1a7 .015
Dropout Category
lX Age 1.114 \ 1.348

Dropout Category

X School 401 1.659
J A N <
*significant ‘at the .05 level i
**significant at .01 level :
\ \ .
B
|
. . 2\
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‘School Work. Table 25 presents  the means, standard

dgviations.‘ an‘d~4na1ysl_s of variances gor potential ' and
?lon-poéential school dropouts' perceptions of school
o'rk, as measureq on the Frequency scale. The results ‘of
thg ANOVA as indicated by the F score demonstrate that
there was a significant difference in the ‘frequency with

al school

which potential ?nd 1on-p P per-
%

celved 1ntetest of school work, zelevance of school work,-

ditflculty of school work, and satisfaction with schuol

work.” The higher mean score recorded by potential 'school

dropouts in \‘ this table gindlcated that>potential school’

2 éropouts had more neéative perceptions _of school work

than nox;—.pote‘n!’:iul school dropouts.

The individual and.collective" influence. of gender,
age, .and school are shown in Table: 26. -Thplresults of
the MANOVA tabulated in this’ table showed that student
gender had significant influence om how students per-
ceived interest of school work, difficulty of ;chuol
work, and satisfaction with school work bas' measured on
the Frequency scale. Age was shown ‘to be a significant
factor in respnnse scores for all four variables --
interest of school work, relevance of school work, diff-
iculty of school work, and satisfaction with school work
—- that measured stuqents: perc\eptions of school work on
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Table 25 5
Analysis of Variances on Perceguoii of School Work on
4 =
. - -
- Potential Non-Potential
n = 134) n= 634 P
7
variables@ MeanP s.D.  Mean - s/D. score
.
Interest(5), 3.29 .92 2.86 .85 27.22%
Relevance(15) * 8.49 2.65 7.43 ] 2.33 21-.70%
. e . . - *
Difficulty(s) 3.20 , .65  2.75 so’-éo 46
satisfaction(s) 2.92 . 1.05 | 2.33 .93 41.67%

ajumbers in paranthess’s by each variable indicate the
possible score on each variable .

brhe higher the mean score tie more negatively the
variable was perceived/\_\ -
*Indicates significant“difference at .05 level of

confidence — .



Table 26 . ) .

Multivariate Analysis of Variance -- School Weérk -—

Frequency Scale
0

L)

&
Interest Relevance

DIff-  Satis-

iculty faction

Gender 6.536* - 1.781-
Age . 3.656%* 3.398%%
_ School 3.5}5%% 3.693%%°

~
Dropout Category

X Gender .170 .375
Dropout Category

X Age .216 2.362

Dropout Category

X School .ss/ .719

5.126% 13.779%%
4.173% 3.923%%

4.982%%  2.005
.004 .810

874 2.173

2.201 836

0
*significant at the .05 level
ﬂ*signifi‘cant at .01 level




the Fr scale. ' perceptions of interest
of school work, relevance of school work, and difficulty
of school work was also shown in Table 26 to be signif-
icantly influenced by school attended. These statistics
- when viewed in 1ight of the descriptive statistics on the
population in the previous section reveal that maies
recorded more negative perceptions l.;n all school work
variables e:’(capf, satisfaction with school work. This
finding .also shows that nega}:ive perceptions on all
" variables indreased with age and appeared to ‘be more
prévelmt in some schools than in others. -~
2. Differences in Intensity of Students' Percep-
tions of School Work. Table 27 is composed of mean,
standard deviation, and analysis of variance scores for o
potential and non-potential .school dropouts' 'perceptions
on the variables {hat measured school work -- 1nt;rest of
school work, relevance of school work, difficulty of
school work, and satisfaction with school work. The
res\’.\lts of the ANOVA, as indicated by the F scores in
this table, reveal that there wdre no significant differ-
. _"ences in the intenélty of students' perceptions on the
variables, interest of school work and satisfaction with
scixocl work. Table '27 does show, however, that‘ there was
a significant différence in the intensity of potential

"




108
Table 27
Analysis of Variances on Perceptions of School Work on
the Intensity Scale :

Potential Non-Potential
(n = i3a) (0 = 634) P
Variables@ MeanP  5.D.  Mean® s.D. scote
Interest(s) C39 1.2a . 3.5 1.258  2.961
- Relevance(15) 9.68 .2.93 9.93  3.15 714,
Difficulty(5) 3.27 96 3.39 1,05 11.294% -
Satisfaction(s)( 3.1, . 1.31 3.11 X217 3,047
» W

aNumbers in parentheses by'each 'variab}e indicate the
possible score on each vartable h I
brhe higher the mean score the mote botherscné the L
variable was perceived . ‘

*Indicates significant difference at .05 level of

confidence
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end non-potential schdol dropouts' perceptions on the
vazi’able, difficulty of school work. The higher means
score of potential school dropouts on this variable
suggest Ehat potential school dropouts were more bothered
by negative perceptions on the variable, difficulty of
school Work than no‘n—potentlal school dropouts.

Table .28 shows. that gender, age, and school attended
appeared to have a significant influence on the intensity
of students' perceptions on several variables , that
measured school work. sStudent gender, as discussed in
the desc:xpt_ion of the sample, and as shown in this
table, ~s:.gnit'it:ant:ly influenced students' resp:;nse scores .
on the variable, satis{actlon with school work. As
revealed in the previous section, females indicated that
th_ey were more intensely bothered by negative perceptions
of satist‘a::tion with school work. Age significantly

pac upon s ' resp Scores on the variable,

‘ interest of school work and school attended' appeared to
be a significant factor in :.:latemining student responses
on the v’arinblss,_ interest of school wc;rk and relevance .
of s'chool work. It was interesting to nota' from the mean
scores ptesapta‘d earlier that older students indicated .
that they were: bothered gteatiy by negative perceptions

of interest of school work. .This was ;hown to be part-



Table 28
Multivariate Analysis of Variance School Work --
Intensity Scale

Diff- Satis-

Interest Relevance iculty ‘factiox;

Gender, 794 .895 3.755 4.836%
Age - 2.947% 1.102 .612 1.856
School : 3.381%% . 3.384%x 1.161 1.173

Dropout C.ategory
X Gender + 1.596 1.840 | .092 1.920
Dropout Category ‘
X Age ! 1.481 .527 s .305 2171
Dropout Catégb;y '

X School .419 .515 .730 1.376

*Significant at the .05 l‘evel
**S}g‘ificant at .01 level




icularly true for 14 and 15 year olds. It is also inter- )
esting to recall from the descriptive statistics that :
students in schools where negative per(;eptiobs toward &
sck;ool work were recorded more frequently, glso indicated
that they were more intensely bothered by. these ne;gagve
perceptions. : ’

y

‘Research question #4. ° e
Are there significant differences. in frequeng:y ar;q

intensity of perceptions between potentl:al and ne’n—ipoten—-
' v
tial -school dropouts on expectations and opportunities °

for_school success? e

/
1. Dif in Fr of = ' Percep- > >
tions on School Success. Mean, standard deviation, and ‘

analysis of variance scores for potential and ‘non-poten-

tial school dropcutg on ions of %P ions and
opportuqities for school _Success are compiled in ’l"ak’ale
29. This tuble'shws that there were significant differ-
ences in frequencylof percaptiéms, between potential and
non-potential school d:opouts— on the variables, expect—‘
ations for school success and opportunities for ‘school

as on the Fr ! scale of the

.Student Checklist. The table shows that potential school,

. . .
dropouts recorded higher scores on both variables. This




- . - 112

Table' 29 ,

Analysis of Variances on Perceptions of School on

the Frequency Scale i
Potential Non-Potential % »
(n = 134) (n = 634) F

variables? MeanP s.D. MeanP  s.D. ore
. o

,E;(pectations(ls) 8.61 2.20 ° 6.71 ;3‘.80 113.19%
Opportunities 4

i
(10) 6.62 1.51 5.90 1.29 32.04% b

.. N »
aNumbers in parentheses by each variable indicate the .

possible score on each variable . .
brhe higher the(mean score the more negativw]?(’y the

" variable was perceived \ - B A
*Indicates significant difference“ at .05 level of

confidence




indicates that potential school dropouts had more nega-
tive perceptions of expectations for school s’ucc{ess and
opportunities for school suctess than non-potential
school dropouts. ’

Table 30 contains the results of the ‘MANOVA which

showed _Lhe influence of other independent variables, both -

1ndl.v1/dua11y and’ collectivsly,‘ on the frequency of
stu/d\ents' perceptions of school success. As shown in

Table 30, students psxceptions of expectations ‘for school

success were signiﬂcahtly influenced by gender and age .

of the student, the School 'att,ended, as well as the’
combination of dropout Eategory ‘and age. stuﬂents;
perceptions of upgortunities for school, success, as

measured on the Fre ncy scale., was significantly

affected by gender, fage, ang the combination of dropout

category and gender.” The infli of .gender and age for
both expectations for school success and opportunities
for school success followed the same pa’ttatnunbserved on
the other vaxi‘nf:les‘. (_;1ven the descriptive data recorded
in the previous section, it would appear that significant
differences that she‘wed up due to age and ge}:der on.
' expectations for schoc;l success and opportunities for
school success resulted from the more nggative percep-

tions held by male and t’ﬁe(ége students. “In an“effort to




Table 30

ltivariate Analysis of Varjance -- School Success --

Frequency Scale

S

Expectations for

School Success

opportur;ities for

, School Success

. Gender . 9.130%* 4.780%
Age B 10.265%% 2.620%
Schoel) B 3.173% .1.5;85

\_vDropout Category o

X Gender B .203\ " 4.247%%
Dropout Category &

"X Age \ s 6.089%% '1-02]
Dropout Category N

X School - 651 .. +703

. < ( . ¥
*Significant -at the .05 level
**xSignificant at .01 level
-
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understand the significant influence of school on expect-
;tions for school success, it is interesting to note from
descriptive statistics tabulated in the previous section
that students attending :‘ertain schools recorded lower
expectations for school success than those. attending
others. This finding would certainly be an interesting
area ﬂ‘fr further ‘study. ‘It is not surprising to r_xote
from Table 30 that _significant differences resulted from

the interaction of Dropout Category x”Gender on the

7yariable, .opportunity for school success and Dropout

categ'ory X Age:on the variable, expectations for school

" success. The high proportion of males and overage

students that was shown to comprise the dropout l:ategory
in Chapter III (’l‘ables 3 and 5) would account for some of
these differences. "
'/_72. Differences in Intenslt‘y of Students' Percep-
tiond of (School Success. Table 31 contains means,
standard‘devj‘.ati@_ns and analysis of variances for poten-
tial and non-potgntial school dropouts' perceptions on
the ‘vanable expectations for school suéuess-and opport-

unities .for school success. The F scores reveal that

there was a significant difference in the intensity with

which potential and non-potential school dropgyts per--

ceivéd expectations for school succe§s but no signilficant .

- . .
. =

’
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Table 31 . .
Analysis of Variances on Perceptions of School on
* the Intensity. Scale -4
Potential Non-Potential
-
) (n = 134) (n=631)  F

. Variables? MeanP. ‘s.D. MeanP  s.D. . Score

Expectation(l5) 10.39 2.90 11.09 2.45 8.5333%
'opportuniti'es ~

(10) ~ 4.51 » 1.89 4.42 1.77 +325

, P

aNumbers in parentheses by each vdriable indicate the
possible score on each variable i

brhe higher the mean sccré the more negatively the
variablt‘e was perceived -V
*Indicates significant difference at .05 level of

confidence
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difference in the intensity with which they perceived
opportunities for school success. The higher mean score

of non-potential .school dropouts on expectation for

7

school success indicates that this group waé more -

intensely bothered ‘By negative perceptions of th1§
variable. .

Table 32 records the influence of gender, ag‘e, and
school, both 1nd1v1d‘ua11y and collectively, on the
intensity of studgnté perceptions on school success. The
table , shows that‘ student gender and school att;nded
signifié,antly influenced student responses on bo‘th var-
iables, "éxpectations for school sucdéss and opportunities
for school success. From the m’ea‘n scores tabulated in
the previous section, it can be seen that these signific-
ant differences would result from females and stud‘ats
attending schools #4, #5,' and’lcs being more’ intensely
bothered by negative perceptions of expectations for
school success and opportunities for school success. The
interaction of dropout category and student geﬁder was
indicated to have a sigm\ficant influence on perceived
opportunities for school -succes\s as measured on the
Intensity scale. This suggests that male and female
pgential school dropouts differed significantly from

male and female non-potential school dropouts in the
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Table 32 R <

Multivariate Analysis of Variance -- School =

Intensity Scale

Expectations for Opportunities for

School Success School Success

Gender 29.048%* 5.348%
Age . 2.241 +.1.315
SChOO{ “4.T727%% 5.033%%
Dropout Category Y

X Gender +319 .908%*

Pt )

Dropout Category \

X Age- 2.187 5 1.136

~ .

Dropoyif*Category .

X School .523 1.296

>

v

*Significant at the .05 level

*xSignificant at .01 level
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¢ .
degrlee to which they were bothered by negative percep- -
-

tions on the variable, opportunities for school success.

Summarx‘

The énalysls of data in this chapter provided by‘
means of descriptive sta};istics and analysis of varia;n:e
computed by the ANOVA and MANOVA procedures provided
answers to' the four research quest;.‘lons posed in  this ¥
study. These -questions were focused on determining

whether significant differences existed in the frequency

i _ e

and intensity of’ per iens al and non-

potential school dropouts run’ four selected areas of
school l'ife. Differences in the population due to
gender, age, school attended o & combination of thess -
factors, while not of main concern to this study, were of . \
interegt and also reported in this section.

The most important find‘ing resulting from the

analysis of data was that potential and non-potential

school dropouts at the sixth and seventh grade level
differed significantly in their perceptions of teachers,
school di§cipline, school work, and school success. It
was found that potentfal school dro.pouts perceived all
eleven school'-reluted variables %hat defined these four

aspects of sc_hopl life, mor.fp negatively i:han non-poten-
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. tial school dropouts. It was also interesting to find

that ‘il_though potential school dropouts did not differ

significantly from non-potential “school dropouts in

concern expressed over negative perceptions on most of

the eleven .variables, they, did, however, express consid-
erable congern. Potential school 'dropouts‘indicateﬁhey
were as botk;ered or, on some variables, more bothered by
their negative per‘ceptions, of the aspect of school 1life
studied. K . ®
The investigatio'n ;:f the influence of variables
other than dropout category, namely gender, age, school,
and a combinatfon of these factors also produced 1nte:—'
esting findings. The most predominant of these finding;
included the discovery that students who were male,
overage, or attended certain schpools held more negative
perceptions of ‘the four areas of school 1life under
study. It was also of interest to find that students who
were' female, younger, and attended certain schools were
generally more bothered by negative perceptions of scho&{.‘

life.
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A
CHAPTER V
Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations
Introduction N

N

This chapter consi\x;s a summary of procedures,
.summary of findings, cdnclusions and implications,
recommendations for practice and further research, and

concluding statement.

Summary of Procedures
This study identified 134 potential school dropouts

at the sixth and seventh grade levels and compared their )
perceptions of selected aspects of school life with the- -
perceptions of 634 students, at the same levels, who were

classified as ron-potential school dropouts. Ths\guai

was to gain an understanding of how potential school

*dropouts ’dift‘gred from non-potential school dm'pouts in

their perceptions of areas of school life which al:Cady

had been shown by research to be problematic for those

who have decided to drop gut. =

‘six schools located within \the St. John's area took
part in this study and all sixth and seventh grade
stulent; in attendance from those schools participated.
Students were identified by I.D. number, school, grade,



-.age, and gender.

Two instruments were used to collect data for this
study. The first, the Student Checklist was administered
personally by the redearcher so that’ stufents could be
assured of complete confidentiality. This approach also

ffurded the researcher the opportunity to deal directly
with any questions concerning the checklist and observs
that thg students responded "to the data collection
procedure with seriousness and interest. Teachers were

provided with free time during the administration of the

checklist to the students and were requested to complete

the second instrument, Early Detection of At-Risk
students Checklist. This checklist provided information
on the characteristics of the students idéntified as
patential school dropouts.

Statistical analyses of the data were :provided by
the SPSSX computer program. These analyses answered the
following research questions:

1. Are there _signi‘ficant differences in frequency
and intensity of perceptions betwéen potential and non-
potential school dropouts on: (a) teacher attitudes, (b)
teacher behaviours, and (c) teach;ar expectations\\

2. Are there significant differences in frequency

and intensity of perception between potential and non-

-
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potential school dropouts on: (a) effectiveness of
school discipline and (b) fairness of school discipline?

3. -Are there signxt‘icant dlfferences in frequency
and intensity of perceptions between potential and non-
potential school dropouts on: (a) interest of school
work, (b) ‘relevunce of school wo;k, (c) difficulty of
school work, and (d) satisfaction with school work?

4. Aye there significant differences in frequency
and 1ntenlty of perceptions between potential and non-
potential school dropouts on: (a) expectation for school

success and (b) opportunities for school success?’

Summary of Findings -

Diff in ' ons of

Through the analysis of data in this study, it has

- been shown that there 'were significant differences in

freguency but not in the intensity of perceptions bétween
potential and non-potential- school dropouts on teacher
attitudes, behaviours, and expectations.

A comparison of scores in Chapter IV (Table 17‘)

revealed that 3ol tial school d significantly
exceeded potential school dropouts in tfxa frequency with
which they perceived positive teacher attitudes, behav-

iours, and expectations. The largest discrepancy was An
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i)otential and non-potential scho‘ol dropouts' perceptions
of teacher attitudes. These findings were slm.ilar to
findings cited by Radwanski (1987) in the Ontario S‘tudx
of the Relevance of Education and the Issue of Dropout.
Potential’ and non-potential school dropoufs, as
indicated in Chapter IV (Table 19), demonstrated that
they differed only marginally on the intensity of their
: perceptions on teacher attitudes, teacher bshaviaurs, and
'teachér .expactaéions. The mean scores of-both groups

revealed that .'they were both bothered moderately by

negative perceptions of attitudes, t behav-
lours, and teacher expectations. - R

Gender, agé, and school attended were also shown\)to
have »significantly influenced student scores on both the
frequency and intensity of student perceptions on teacher
attitudes, behaviours, and expectations. Male and older
students recorded more frequent negative perceptions of
these variables, while females and Students in schools
#4, #5, and #6 indibated that they were mote bothered by
negative perceptions of teacher attitudes, behaviours,

and expectations.




Dif: I in *_perceptions of school

discipline. .

Data collected in this study revealed, as well, that
potential and non-potential school dropouts showed
significant diff s’in the fr with whigh they

viewed effectiveness of school discipline and 'fairness of |

schoel discipline. The two groups also showed signif-
icant dilffsre'nces in the intensity of their perceptions
on fairness of school discipline but not on effectiveness
of school discipline.
The difference in scores as shown in ’chsptet \IV
(Table 24) indicated that overall potential schnol drop-
. outs had more negative perceptions of school discipll.ne
Apparently, they perceived school {iscipline as ‘being
less effective and less fair than non-potential school
, dropouts. These findings .supported the results of
'wehlaga and Rutter (1986) and others ‘m the literature
‘who found that problems with the disciplinary system

contributed to students dropping out of school.

while both groups of students differed significantly -

m the frequency of their perceptlons' of school disésp—
line, the same did not cccur on the Intwty scale.
There was only a minor differsnce recorded in the scores

of potential and non-potential school dropouts in the

(\/
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intensity of their perceptions dn effectiveness of school
discipline. This indicated that both groups were some-

1
what bothered equally by the use of punishment and the
2 . N

" withholding of rewards as disciplinary measures. It was,

~however, sﬁrprising to find that non-potential school
dropouts scored higher than poteéntial schdol dropm‘:ts on
the 1Intensity scale on fairness of school discipline.
This translated into ;:on—putential school dropouts indic-
ating that they were more bothe‘re_d than‘ poterﬂ:;al chpBl
d\mpo’uts by .negative perceptions of fair sck;ool digcip-
linéry practices. This finding was unaxpectéd as it
would have been reag’cmble to assume that potential

]
"less fair would have also beel re bot_hared' by such

% school’dropeuts who saw discipliiaﬁ p:actvices as being

/

practices. This might indeed be an area worthy of

further lnvestigat‘icn‘ -
students' scores on effectiveness of school disecip-
line and fairness of school discipline were algo signif-

icantly influenced by gender, age, and school 3ttended.

older students and males were shown to have more negative *

perceptions of both effectiveness and fairness of s‘::hool
discipline, while females and younger étudents V(élr— 12
year olds), were more bothered by rﬁative perceptions of
s::hool“d‘_iscipline.




Differedces in s ts* lons of _school

work.

From the resu]}s in Chapter IV (¢Table 26), it was
apparent that potential and non-potential school drapouts
differed nificantly in the frequency of their percep-

tions offschool werk. As was expected, potential school,

dropouts yerceived school work to be less interestinq—and.

relevan\t, more difficult and less satisfying than non-
potential school dropouts.. 'l‘his ‘finding suypported the
view of Bowman and Matthews as cited by Pawlovich (1985)
who' indicated that . laac of interest and puzpose were
significant in-causing students to drop out as they
rejected and felt rejected by the school. ‘

In Chapter IV éTable‘ 21), it was demo'nstrat?d that
potential an‘d- non-potential school dropouts did not
differ significantly in the intensity of their percep-
tions of school work except on difficulty. on' &chool

work. p:ithough potential school dropouts recorded more

negative perceptions than non-potential school dropouts -

on interest, relevance, and satisfaetion of school work,
these differences were not great\eno-ugh to‘ indii:ate that
‘potential school dropouts were -more 1nten;1y bothered
than aon-potential school droﬁouts on these variables.

It was interesting to note, however, that both potential

<




school dropouts and non-potential school dropuut;
recorded relgtively high scores on intensity of percep-
tions on, interest of school work, relevance vof school
work, and satisfaction with school work. This indicated
that, although they did not sigi éicantly d_iffer in the

‘degree to which !:hey were bothered by negative percep-

“—tions, they were more than moderately * bothere‘é by

negative perceptions of school work. ° The fact that
potential school dropouts were equally as concerned usq

non-| potential‘ schopl- dropouts about the interest,

i relevance, and satisfacfion of school work was a posi‘tive»‘

sign as it indicated that they .are concerned about what
they did in sc:hnol. Potential school dropout$' scores on
intensity of perceptions on the ,variable, difficulty of
school work, indicated that thfey were ngnificant:}y more
bothered by -their perceptions that school work was
difficult. This finding was predictable as the most
recent statistics released By the Newfoundland Department
of Education (March, 1988) revealed that perteived diff- .
iculty, of school work has been f;uoteq by dropouts to be

one of their major concerns about school. The results of

-ﬁlis study, however, revealed “that potential s-chool

opouts were bothered by perceived difficulty of schcbl
work long bgfore they decide to d:op out,

\
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Gen‘deg, age, and school attended were also shown to
be significant Lnfluar;ces on students' perceptions of
\most, of the varisbles that measured school work. Over-
all, males, overage students, and students attending
certain schoofs recorded more négative perceptions of
school wm.?. In terms of 1ntensit¥ of perception$ there

N
were several findings worthy of note. Females were shown
to be more bothered by negative perteptions on the vari-
able, satisfaction with school work and overage students
indicated that they were greatly bo;xerad by negative
perceptions on the variable, interest of school _work.

Dif in ' on of school

sSuccess

From the results in this study, it was evident that

potential school dropouts perceived their expectations
for school success and opportunities for school success
more negatively than -ﬁon—pote‘ntlul school dropouts. The
difference recorded by the two groups on the Prequency
- scale on the vnriuble, expectations for school success,
showed, a larger discrepancy between the two groups on
this .variable than any other Vf:riabls_ measured.. The
scores indicated that non-potential school dropouts- had

w =
much higher expectations for school success than did




130

pot;ntial school dropouts.. Although both groups scored
moderately on frequency of perception of opportunities
for school ’success, it was also appazgnt that potential
school dropouts perceived significantly .fawsr opport-

unities for success in school. This, according to Rutter

jet’ al. (1979), would 'se their.ch for
in s’chocl. :

““Since potential school dropouts had lower expect-
ations for school success, it ‘was expected 'that they
would bevmost bothered by n‘egati;le perceptions of expect-
ations’ for, school .success. v’l‘hls did not occur as it was
shown by the scores on the I_ntansii:y scale that non-pot-
ential school dropouts were more bothered by negative
perceptions of expectations for school success. This
could be an xndicak:ion- that potential schooMzopouts
have learned not to expect as much success in' school and
thus wer\e not as intensely bothered when it did not
occur. “A positive si’gﬁ, however, was that the mean
scores of both group‘s were relatively high ' which
indicated that even potential school dropouts were more
than’ moderately bothered by negative perceptions of
expectations for school success. Potential ‘school dx..'op-
outs alse indicated that they were slightly more bothered

than non:potential ‘school .dropouts. by perceiveqd lack of

Hiph
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opportunities for scheol success. This difference, how-
ever, was not considered to be significant at’ the .05
level. The mean scores for both g:oups on_this varlable
were relatively low, which indicated that neither group
was greatly bothered by negative perceptions ofs perceived
lack of opportunities for school success.

It ‘was also of interest to note that ‘students’ per-—
ceptions of school success could be influenced by ge;xder
and age of the stud'ent as well as the school attended.
The major findings on these influences suggest that male
and overage students xecorded more negative perceptions
on buth expectations for school success and opportunities

for school success. o ,

Conclusions and’ Implications N

’ 'Ezo;n this study, it was apparent that sixth and
seventl-’x grade students cla‘ssified as pqtentiai and non-
potential school dropouts perceived aspects of school
life, broadly defined, as teachers, s¢hool discipline,
échocl work, and 'schosl success, differently. Percep—
tions‘were meaéured by frequéncy which gave an indication
of how positive or negative stddengs perceptions wers; and
by intensliy which provided an indication of the d‘egree
to which negative perceptions of schopl life bothered the

-



students. Frequency scorevhowed that potent}al school
dropouts perceived all eleven meas_ured school-related
\variables more negatively than non-potential school drop-
outs. Intensity scores showed that potential school
dropouts were as bothered or mare bothered than no{l—pot—
ential school dmpcut‘s by negative perceptions on most of
the school-related variables. These findings suggested
that potential school dropoﬁts at the sixth and seventh
grade levels did not perceive the same degree of affirm-
ation in lthe school environment as non-potential school
dropouts ‘b&'t yet st}ll ,cared about what went on in
school . ‘ )

As pointed oﬁt ‘in the. 11te:'at':ure, by Brophy and Good
(1973) teachers' interactional patterns can have an
1nf1uent1ai affect upon students. . Martin .(1985)
suggested that a good :ela‘tionship\with the teacher was
essential if the student was to do wéll in school. The
results produced by this st‘udy indicated that poténthl
school dropouts perceived . teachers as having more nega-
tive attitudes, behaviours, and expectations than non-
pdtential school dropouts. This differential in
students' perceptions translated into potential sc‘hcol

* dropouts having) less positive relationships with teachers

and thus it was assumed that teachers exertéd less




133
positive influence on this group. Whether this differ-
ence was due‘to actual teacher attitudes, behaviours, and
expectations or to the interpretation ‘1mposed by poten-
tial school dropouts-themselves, it must be remembered
that this is the reality of school for these students and
it is this reality that schools must seek to change.

The fact that potential school dropouts recorded no
significant ‘41iffererices from non-potential school drop-

outs on the Intensity scale had positive meiications for

. 'those s . This ated that® potg al school .
dropouts were still as bothe}ed Ey negat‘ive perceptions
of tea_cher attitudes, behaviours, and expectations as
non-potential school dropouts, who were not showing
symptoms of alienation from the school. It was assumed
that as long as they were still indicating concerr\x\btt
these negative perceptions then teachers' attitudes,
behaviours, and expectations were still important to
them. It is 1mpazt‘ant to note, as indicated in Chapter
IV, that as students become older they were less bothered
by negative perceptions of i;eacher attitudes, . behaviours,
and expectations., This makes idgntlficatlion of potential
school dropouts at an early age critical if steps’are to
be taken to avert these .alienating per‘ceptians. -

school dﬁcipline vas another area that was shown by



research to have an alienating effect upon dropouts and.
potential school dropouts. Potential school™ dropouts in
this study perceived- school diécipline to be signif-
icantly less effective and less fair than non-potential
school dropouts. 1In a review of the literature \:onductad-
by Self (1985) on st\;dent_s who have dropped éut, it was
shown that one of their major complaiﬂ£s about school was
related to problems they perceived with''the disciplinary
system. The results of this study supported the view of.
wehlage and Rutter (1982) that perceived unfairness and
- ineffectiveness of the disciplinary’ system could be an
aliena{:ing ‘factor for students in school. The reasons
for potential* sqhool dropouts perceiving school discip-
ldne as ineffective and-unfair may be complex and are not
addressed in this study. However, the fact remains that
these young students who have been identified as poten-
tial school dropouts saw school discipline as a negative
force that may be pushing them away from school. Know-
ledge of these perceptions may stimulate educat‘nrs to
explore alternate ways of applying school disciplinary
measures that would -serve to strengthen rather than
weaken the pogential school dropouts' bonds with the
school. i & h

The fact that poterntia} school dropotts were signif-
. a I




icantly less bothered thédi non-potential school dropouts
by negative perceptions on fairness of school discipline
may be an indication that these students have already
adopted an attltl:ld; of passive acceptance of perceived
unfairness of school dlscipllne.‘ This finding may also
be an indication that they have _}nternalizeﬂ the blame
and thus tended to blame themst;lves rather than the
school. This would ul:.cDunt for them being less bothered
bx negative perceptions on fairness of school discipline
than non-potential school dropouts who recorded fewer
negative perceptions but expressed greater concern over
perceived unfairness.

School work, in this study, was perceived to be less
interesting, relevam‘:, more difficult and as offering
less satisfaction to potential school dropouts than non-
potential school dropouts. This has important implic-
ations for the possibilities ’of- students dropping out - of
school . The most recent statistics released by the
Department of Education in Newfoundland (1988) indicated
that dropouts identified a lack of interest in school as
one of the most important reasons for dropping out.
Cipywnyk, Pawlovich and Randhawa (1983), ﬁagm (1979),
and Watson (1975)\and other researchers have coxrt;laﬁed

dropping out with lack of relevance, difficulty and dis-
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satisfaction with school work. The results produced in |
this study on school work in terms of interest, rele-
vance, difficulty, ar’d satisfaction can certainly be
interpreted as alienatiné factors that would not encour-
age students to stay¥@n school. It is noteworthy to
recall from Chapter IV that’ male and older students
indicated that they were more bothered by negative

perceptions on interest of school work. It is also show

in Chap!:er. IIT (Table 3 ang, 4) ‘that males and overage ¥
students comprised a great percentage of the potential
school dropout sample‘ in this study. The knowledge that ’ .
};Qtential school dropouts perceived all measured aspects o
of school life mare negatively and have indicated that
they are significantly more bothered by pereétinns of
school work as uni%nteresting can be valuable to educators
who are concerned‘wi‘th keeping those students in schc!‘ol.
The facf,v that many of these po‘tential school d»r:épouts’ .
were male. and older may require eflucators to adapt
prégrams so as to produce more meaningful - school work
experiences. \

”Pctentxal school dropouts have been shown in this
study to be significantly more negative on expectations
for school success and opportunities for school st}ccess.‘ \
Seventy nine percent of the students classified as poter\x-
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"tial school dropouts in .t:his study were identified by
teachers on the chazact;aristics "low or failing ,school
grades.” It is important tos¢recall that a major local
stud;, Leaving Early (1984) indicated that approximately
40 percent of school dropouts attributed dropping out to
academic failure. It is, therefore, reasonable to assume
that the potential school dropouts’in this study, who are
already showing: high rates of failure, are at risk of
dropping ?ut becalise of low expectatinns’ for school
success. The. fact that potential sc_hoo‘l dropouts
perceived fewer opportunities for success in s¢hool than
non-potential ;chool dropouts 1is suggestive. This
finding’ suggests that these students perceived teachers
“Giving thgm fewer opﬁortunities to respond in class and
that they did not see competition with classmates as.
opportunities that would allow them to succeed. An
awareness of these perceptions by educators may cause the
school to re-exan;ine the opportunities that are made
available "to po{:ential school dropouts to experience

" success. : o 3
Both potential and non-potential school dropouts
indicated that Fhay were not greatly bothered by negative
perceptions on opportunit;es for school success. The
researcher was reluctant to conclide much from this




finding as it was limited by the nature of the twg items .
on the Intensity scale of the checklist that measured
this variablé. It was not surprising to'..ﬁlnd students at
the sixth and seventh grade not greatly bothered by the
teacher not calling upon them in class. It was also‘
conceivable that students"‘ﬂ(u‘ld not be bothered by
failing "to win" ‘when &n’competitiqn with classmates, as
this type of success is usually rast:ic‘ted to a few and
others may‘not L,ave expei:tations to win and ‘theérefore
would not be intensely bothated when winning did not
occur. This could #Mlso explain why potential schocl
dropouts 1ndi‘c‘at_ed that they were not as_intensely
bothefed b& lower expectations for school  success as
non-potential school ﬁropbuts. N‘on-potential school
dropouts who have higher expectations for school success
would naturally be expected to be more cggcerned if
success was not experienced. Potential school dsopouts;
on the other hand,. who have ‘experienced success less
‘frequently, hava lower. expectations fer success and thus
would not be as both&red as’ more successful students when
failure does occur. This may be an indication thap they
have‘.les‘sened their expectations of achieving success ia
school. Insight " into these pgrceptions of potentiul

school dropouts may help educators see that mapy of these

s ‘ . \
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students” are gliscouraged learners.’ This may cause

.
‘educators to ‘re-éxamine how the school is responding to

these students. RS

It can be concluded then, that the redlity of school
was di'fferent for the potentipl and non-potential sghooi
dropouts iSentified -in this study. The .study did not
purport to identify ‘why the perceptions of potential and
non—potential'school dropouts differed but merely to
1nvest;gate“ how they differ: q on several important
aspects -of, school life. An awareness that potential
achoo} dropouts have significantly more _negative percep-
tions of teachers, s;:hool discipline, school work, and

school success at the sixth sAd Seventh grade level could

stimulate educators to consider "bottom-up" solutions to.

the problem of students feeling alienated from or pushed

out of school. '7‘— = e

4
Recommendations
ions “or further study.

« Recommendations for further study arising '_'ftom the
findings of this study in the area of prgv;htion of
s‘tudent dropouts are ab follows: : .

1. Fifteen students lwho were identified as p6ten-
tial school‘ d:opo\its'in Grade Six and Seven indicated

<o

LG
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that they did not expect to finish high school. Tt is
recommended that efforts be Bade to identify students who
do not e;tpect‘ to finish high school and ‘case studies be
conducted on those students to gain a thorough under-
standing of why those studénts do ,nc-t anticipate co"mplet—
ing high school. This would also allow rese;rchars to

T discover possiblé‘wa)}s by which dropping out c‘an .be pre-
vented for those stu’d‘sm‘:'.s. .

2. The results produced by ihis study * clearly
1n§icated_ that thnse_‘sfudents.whom teachers identif_i.ad as
pu_tentialv school dropouts ha_d_l‘;i\ore negative pe:c;ptions
of school. It is recommended that 4studias be conducted
to investigate why students who ‘are identified ag poten-
tial school dropouts have more negative percep;(ons of
teachers, school discipline, school work, and school
success. Lo

) 3. A general “pattern that emerged from findlngi)n
this study is that older 'students (13 - 15 years) found
schogl work to bé less interesting than younger students
and weie gs;’xerally more bothered by perceptions of sthol
work as boring. I.t is, therefore, recommenddd that
studies be conducted to invast-igete why ‘older Qudents
perceivg school work to b; lacking in interest Fnd how

this may influence. their -aspirations to complete }ugh




school.

4. It was noted in the results [Srod‘uced by this
research that students att;ending certain schools had more
negative pezceptio‘ns of échool life than did other
students. _It is, therefore, recommended that comparative
studies be conducted to investigate specific factors
which may contFibute to differing student perceptions of
school 1life. \

5. It has been demonstrated by the findings in this
study that male students at the Grade Six and Séven level
hold more negative perceptic_ms of teat‘:hars, school

éisciplme, school work, and school success. Tt is,

therefore, _ that be to
'dstefm{ne why males differ significantly from females in
their perceptions of school life. . = 1\

6. It was recognized that perceptions change as
students mature. It is, therefore, recommended that
longitudinal studies be conducted to determine if and how
students pe:captions ‘of school lifs change from middle
school to secondary school.

7. It was evident from this study that potential

school dropouts were as ‘or more by
negative perceptions of school 1life as non-potential

school dropouts. It is, therefore, recommended that




similar studies on intensity of student perceptions of

school 1ife be 4 at the y school level to
.
ascertain how the degree. of intensity changes with

increased age and grade.

ions for practice

‘

- Based on the findings arising from this study, the
researcher éuggests the following recnmmendations
T 1. It was noted by the zesea:;hﬁr “while collecting
data for‘ this study that teachers were gex:xeraily con-
cerned ér;cut the students whom they‘iv‘ientified as éoten-.
© tial asz;hool dropouts. Max;y of }:hese teacile:s expressed
the’ view that the {dentification process raised their
awareness of the special needs of those students and of
the fact that S0 many Qtudents at an early age seemed
“destined to drop out. Many of these teachers felt that
an early -identification of potenfial school dropouts
program cf:uld be a means-of focusing more individual ’
attention on the problems of those students. It is,
'tharefore, recommended t‘hat school boards develop a
policy of having individual schools undertake an Baziy
identif_iéati‘c;n of potential sphcol dropouts program as a
first step toward prevention of studénts from dropping

out.
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2. ‘xnuwleége of how students perceive school pol-
Lcles/ and practices can be an important source of inform-
ation for educators. It could allow school officials to
gain greater understanding of how these school pracfiées
ané policies are alreédy effective or r:oulfi be more
effective in preventing student alienation from school.
It is, therefore, recommended that ‘schoois, as a part of
*1: \evaluation process, periodically conduct research
into how"students gexceive school 1life.

P
Concluding Statement
This study was conduct‘eg to determine ‘whath:er

potential and non-potential school dropouts at the sixth

and seventh grade levels differed in their perceptions on:

teachers, school. discipline, school work, and school
succegs . Reseaich findings indicated that significant

differences existed in the frequency of their perceptions

on all variables and in’ intensity ‘on  some of the
e

variables. E

" While it was recognized that there was no single
cause of the dropout problem, it was implied by this
study and -suppo;'ted by the literature that school-related
factors may be putting students at risk of not completing

school. It hds been demonstrated through the data
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collected on the differences in students' percep_tlons of
school in this study that those classified as potential
school dropouts .did” not perceive the sch o be as
1nvi'ting or as affirming as non-potential sghGol, drop-
outs. This beés for educators and researchers to:ask

why .
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Appendix A

Early Detection of At-Risk Students Checklist

Please complete this checklist for any student who

* you consider to be at risk of not completing high

school. Check the characteristic(s), if any, that are ‘
npplidable to each student 1qent1f1ed. Please add,add- i
itional s_chcol-rélated characteristics which you feel may

be significant in placing the student at risk.

Has repeated‘a grade at least once.
Little or no participation in exttacur:icular or
.special interest activities. © -
___ Higher than average rate of discipline problems.
Irregular attendance patterns.
Difficulty in ccmmunicating‘ with teachers and i:éexs.
Low or failing school grades.
Expresses disl‘ike for school_.
Severe reading problems.

Other school-related symptoms:

's Name: " . Grade:
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=

Characteristics Associated With Dropouts/

Patential Schaol Dropouts

School-Related Characteristics Associated
With Dropouts/Potential School Dropouts

Source

Low or failing grades

Record of truancy or excessive absence from
school

Low level of ‘participation in school activities

Difficulty in conmunication with teachers and

- other students

Ross, 1983 /7

A
Low fnvolvement 'in school activities Coombs & Cooley,
$ 1968
Poor grades i Schreiber,
Is repeating or have repeated a grade 1964
Poor. academics
Dis1ikes school Self, 1985

High grade retention

Low participation 1n extracurricular activities
Discipline problems

Poor reading ability

High absenteeism

(A Review of
the Literature)

Poor grades
Did not 1ike school

Ekstrom et al.,
1986
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School-Related Characteristics Assoclated
With Dropouts/Potential School Dropouts

Source

High aPsenteelsm

Howell & Frege,

[ ] 1982
Low grades Wehlage & Rutter, 4
Discipline problems 1986
Truancy = :
N =
Repeating a.gfide Kaplan &°Luch,
1977
Low academic achievement - . Hewitt & Johnson,

1979

Had poor grades

Peng & Takai,

Alienation from school 1983
Failing

Reading problems Beachan,
Discipline problems 1980

Irregular attendance pattérns

Non-attendance
Discipline difficulties

Stroughton &
Grady, 1978

Dislike school
Poor, performance

Rumberger,
1981
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Appendix C

Profile of school-Related Characteristics of
5 Potential School Dropouts in this Study

The table outlines the characteristics listed on the
Early Detection of At-Risk Student Che‘cklist,--thav number
of students who were deemed by teachers to demonstrate ”
each ‘characteristics compated to the total potential
school dropout populatidns,. equivalent percentages and
ranking by frequency of charé‘ctezistic.

X ?

) N

Characteristics ) Number Percentage  Rank

A. Has repeated a grade at
least once 78/134 58% 2
B. Little or no participation
in extracurricular or

special activities 44/134 33% 5 4
C. Higher than average rate .
of discipline problems 29/134 22% 8 .
D. Irregular attendance . @ x
patterns T 20/134 15% 9
E. Difficulty in communi- .
cating with teachers
and peers 33/134 25% 7
F. Low or failing school 4
grades ) 103/134 79% 1
G. Expresses dislike for .
school 49/134 37% - 4
H. Severe reading problems 55/134 41% 3
I. Other . 40/134 30% 6

3 T
Note: 85% of students were attributed nugast,t char-
actristics” by. teachers.

65% were attributed more than 2 charact\ristics.
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Appendix D % |
Letter to School Board Officials B
5 Kilkenny Street
St. John's, NF
-April 30, 1988
Mr. W. Whalen .
Superintendent
St. John's Roman Catholic School Board ’

Belvedere, ‘Bonaventue Avenue
St. John's, NF X

Dear Mr. Whalen:

I am presently involved in conducting research on the
perceptions of sixth and seventh grade students within
the St. John's area. This study will focus on the ident-
ification of students at risk of dropping out before
graduation and.comparing their perceptions on selected
aspects of school life with .those of students not per-
ceived to be at risk. - . .

I have discussed this project with Mrs. Roe from your
officg and am now requesting permission to proceed with
the study in selected schools during the month of May.

Please find' enclosed a package of information outlining
.
the parameters- of the study.

Thank you for your cooperation and support.
v

Sincerely,

Joan O'Reilly
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Appendix E
ttdr to t
Letter to Parents
“~

May, 1988

Dear Patent(‘vs) ]
Z ;

As a graduate student in Educétional Psychology at
Memorial University, I am presently involved in research
related to students' perceptions of school. I believe -
that the students, even at the afementury level, have
insightsy into the "schooling grocess and these .insights
can be a valuable source of information to educators who
plan and direct school life for students. i .

’ P p
The questionnaire to be completed by your child will:be
held in the strictest of gonfidence.

~

I am enlisting your support for this projec_t. If you
have any quéstions, please call me at 722-6466 or my.
supervisar, M’zs‘ Mildred Cahill, Departmpt of Educa-
tional Psychology, Memorial University (737-4355).

Thank you’,for your cooperation.

£ l
Sincerely, ’
Mildred Cahill (Assistént Professor) ‘Joan O'Reilly
Department of Edu{:ut onal Psychology, Memorial University -

e L/
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3 Appendix G i .
Distribution of Items on Student Checklist

P N
Summary of .the 4 aspects of school 1ife broken down into
eleven school-related variables.and the number of' items on the
S‘tudent Checklist that comprised eachevariable.

Aspects of Item Numbers on Checklist
Life Variable . (F/‘equency and Intensity)d
Teachers 1. Teachgr attitudes } 7, 12, 14, 18, 23 .
2; TeachZ- behaviours © 9,16, 19, 27, 29
3. Teacher ex’pectations 3, 10, '2),:28
'
School 4. Effectiveness of school
Discipline dlsclp‘e" .. %2,8
5. Fairness of school
discipline 13, 7, 24
School 6. Interest of school work 6 T
Work 7. Relevance of school "
work 11, 20, 28 '
8. Difficulty of school 7 °
work 1
9. Satisfaction with
school work 4 "
School __ 10. Expectation for : -
Success school success 5, 22, 26
11. Opportunities for
schogl success 15, 16 '
aThe Frequency and Intensity scales consisted of complementary ] »
{tems numbered 1 - 29 on each scale. .
\ »
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