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The puppose of thls study was to develop a model'mhiéh could, be used

N

", in the idepgification- and prediction of potential school dfopouts. This model

-

’

" N .
* Vocabularyss Reading Comprehension, English Usigg, Mathematical Concepts, and '
e 5} ‘. : . . .

has attempted to dg;ermine'thé extent to which certain selected variébles_studied

P I

could all be used by schools in the future,¢specialvinstrumentétion was avoided., ,ﬂ,j

' N4 !

The variables used were the five'Canadfan Test of Basic Skills subtests
. ' - Y : < ¥

.~ ]

Mafhgmatical.Prdblem Solving; school achievement in the form of'¥grade average and * .

éveragefvariables; the two mental'hbility.var4§b1es of. verballand nonfvérbal Q-
from the Canadian Lorge-Thorndike Groﬁp IqFélligence Test 3 father's occﬁpational‘

level; mother's level of education and father's level of education; number of

v

: napurél parents in‘the home; twa dwglling area variables‘cdmmunityll and community

2; percent of time absenf; and the nine variables involving teacher ratings of "

.student self-control, céur;esy, leadership, co-operation, attitude toward criti-

. ~cism, concentration, attention, tenacity and self-reliance,. SRR

’

Twenty— three of these initial twenty:five variables were fourM to dis-

-+ ’ ' L . .
criminate statistically between the tw6 groups ffom the analysis of variance.
o . . . <. . : ) . .

The,two exceptions, number of natural parents and community variable 1, were

\ . '
L]

eliminated from further consideration. The school achievement variables of.
grade average. and overage'were also eliminated from the de%criminant‘aﬁalysis be~
5 N \ . .

cause a ney promotion policy in the district was eliminating the streng;b-éf
- . T o - ’ ' ! ) N . ]
these variables for future studies. ' R
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. : - The remaining twénty-one variables provided the. model that dis¢riminated
"between the two groups. The most imﬁbrtan;“var;dblés were.verbgl'IQ,'abéence,:

- -

selfrréliance,.co-operation, vocabulary, and mother's lével(é

' '~ 6 variables accounted for 79 percent of the'bétWeeﬁ'groups v

'
.

dropouts‘and non—dropouts. 'This model would correctly class

) oo s - .
the sample., | . _ ) ' '
oy o . . . - ’

. ' + 'An extreme difference was found bet
3 . . N —~ 's

of the two groups;'ﬁith the suggestion, howe

the cause’ of the difference. . B

ver, that reading ability was mot

f,gduéation. These

-

ariance between the

ify 87.3 ﬁercent of

’

ween the verbal and non-verbal .IQ's
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- number of drOpouts'\

_ Chapter 1. T .,
. . .. INTRODUCTION ‘ ; .

e STATEMENT OF PURSOSE

o . .
\ .r 0‘ ’ -

The purpose of this study was ‘to develop a model which could be

-

used' in the identification and prediction of potential dropouts. This model

[}

P

»

- was ‘to determige the extent to which selected variables would effectively

$
o ) ,
-discriminate between dropouts an}l pon—dropouts. This model vgas intended to \

il

be the ba,Sis for the evaluation of current programs intended to reduce

the dropout ralte,in'the school district where this study was undertaken..

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY L

4 v

. e .
Over the past fifty years numerous studies and survexs on thg dropout"

e

‘ ~ have been conducted.” This research has studied the nature and scope of the

dropout.phenomenon, as well as characteristics of the dropout. Proposals _"‘

.,

have been made in -these’ studies for changes which are aimed at reducing the

; -

\‘ Once ‘a student has- decided to terminal:e his formal education the

A

combined efforts of school personnel and concerned investigators have little, '

if any, effect upon that decision (Hamreus, 1964, p. 1). Early identificatiou .

‘

.of the potential dropout therefore, beconpes an important factor, in reducing

the number of drOpouts. The student who iy a potential dropout must be .

.

identified at a point when preventive actie(n can still be applied successfully )

e

1-)



,to enable him to progress in sthool. .

School districts throughout Newfoundlandy including the one which wee
under study, 'ai‘e ‘establishing spejciel programs in an attempt to oyercdme

dropping out. Evaluatfing the euceess of these p'rogfams‘ will be a dif ficult

proposition. It is unliAelfJ'that the programs will be tc_)\tally successful

o w . r

in elimi‘nating dropouts It‘is possible that the new programs will them~

selves introduce factors which will contribute to dropping om: thereby Y

o e

- [% “

.- * -
- »

adding a new dimension to the problem. TIn order to measure the .impac'.t of

new programs, the present characteristics of dropouts must be determined to

-provide a basis -for comparison with the characteristics of stddents who are

‘involved in the new'pt"ograms'_. ’ 'Jihus, this study, was intended to provide one

basis for. the future revision and improvement of these pfogr“ams. . %

J

b 'So;ne of the findings in thi‘s'study may aid sehools in the selection C
. / “.. °
of students for their remedial programs for potential dropouts.. The pre-
1 ' N "~
diction of future dropouts’ can be based upon the way students zatill in school
o o “\

resemble', in signifi,cant“ways, sqtudents who have drppped out., Such a prediction

L c - A
could be used in the. gelection‘of students for: the remedial programs. . »

]

Broader Significance

diétricte which ,employ reasonable effort in data collection. '

9

The broad significance of this study 1s -that it .was the application

of a general model to a specific setting. Only presently existing data
generg-. mode ; ;

n'..{. 3

‘were ' used to ‘ensure that similar studies could be made at@he local:level in:

Al L]

- the future. . This model could also be applied to. other Newfoundland school

~

v

. ' ﬁ,\‘ . ) " i . .
‘' . . [ fﬁ\ . : . r , ’
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S g © " DEFINITION' OF TERMS =~ ' S
. - ' , .‘ M . ‘ - ‘ . ,. .
. - . . , ) " ) ' : [ ) . . v . . . v N
Dropout ) : L L .o S
. ~. ) ° " (Y. ’ * Y

A dropout was a ﬁormer student who had, been in school during the

/
b - - i N
“

regular school year. and who had withdra{n from school before graduating‘"from

> L4 v

Grade XI. Such an individual was considered 2 dropout whether-h:s droppinﬁ
out occured durina or. after he had passed the compulsory school attendapce )
,age and ifs he did not enter other educationdl or training .programs “fora ‘

. . - ‘ - ‘v
v ) ‘4 . . N . o N

~.period of one-yeat after droppin< out, of school. o - oo . ;
' . - TR . . . P . - -
. Non-dropout o o . o Co
. . LY v . "
» - A gtudent who was still in school, or who had (graduated froni Grade XI, ,". .

" or who entered some other educational or/training program, within one year o

L} o' . I
“ . N ¥

‘after dropping out of- 'school, was considered a non-dropouts e T A
v . .
* . . ’ '\_ ) i * ) Lo . . t
s ", RESEARCH QUESTIONS  :* = . . )
. . o\ v, ) - “ 4 .
This study has attempted to answer th?e two questions: et
) . - ’ . . t !
: 1. What are some of the: Variables, obtairia'ble ‘From I‘I'eadilyfavailaﬁle
~ * L - H
' sources ‘which could provide a basis. for effective discrimination between potentlal ¥
7 - Y - Q
dropouts and non—dropouts in one Newfoundland school dlstrict? . e '
2. Can a model be devised incorporating vai‘iables 80 1dentified T
'- v .,- , p “ . . . . '
- that ;,n.’ll discriminate between dropouts and’ non—-dropouts" - . .
i ) ’ .o _ o . “ : i | ‘
O _ . N , - . ‘ . e
e ) ST LIMITATIONS o L e )

The model which this study presents for the ideﬁtification and’ ~pre-—

.

diction of dropouts has relevance for future droﬁout studi&s. However, ‘

.. N

application of the model ‘must- be limited to schools and populations eltﬁllat’ ‘
- u ¢ ' » - . - . _(u . -

. - . B -
N . . P i - - . 4 ° ’ . ~
.. S - . .
. . , . ~
. .- . »
e . . 2 K ‘ - L - .

W



~and some peculiar scaling difficulties lead to conservative interpretation of -

R _findings regarding the discriminating abilities of these variables. o

to those WUsed in this study;' R o ce T B

'

It'is‘possible that snme imnortant-variables related to school drOp-

outs are.omitted frd? this study. Also/);he nature of the selected; variables, Ry

-

ORGANIZATEON OF THE REMAINDER OF THE STUDY ° | .

.A review of the literature related to the dropout phenomenon§will be

presented in Chapter .2. A detailed account of the experimental-design .and the

data collection procedund& will be given in Chapter 3. Chaptér 4 contains the: -
M - ! ’
analysis of the'data. Chapter 5 includes a-summary, the conclusions reached,

. i
11 ’ i

‘along with the:recdmmendations for further research.

» . - . . i
A . . . ¢
.

3



ta

" of study are almost as numerous as the studies themselves. Researchers'have

' Chapter 2° oo '

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

L]
¢

’

The purpose of this chapter uas to review the literature as, it per-

tained to research on dropouts. Since'there are a vast number of studies on

¢

. school dropouts, this chapter could bé very lengthy, espécially if studies

were reviewed individually.‘ In order to keep this chapter relevant drop-

<
~

out studies have been investigated under three main sub-headings. ‘The first
. . /

Ais a look at the types of studies which have been carried out on dropouts,

with particular emphasis on'studies similar to this one. The second section
deals with the factors reldted to dropping out of school, particularly those

- .
variables which this study'has investigated. The third section summarizes

[
L

preuious research on Newfoundland dropouts. . ) ’ -

"
Jr

" TYPES OF RESEARCH ON THE DROPOUT

-t . ., ) N . . [
).-r ‘ ’

Many research studies haVe been made on the school dropout. Methods '

reported contradictory'results of investigation of the same variable. While

- some disagreement has resulted from differences in populations studied, such

h - a

a8 rural versus urban dropouts many contrasting conclusions must be attributed

to the design and conduct of the study A discussion of .the five basic types

.

of research on the dropout reported in the literature (Varner, 1967, P 9)
‘ . . . a ' i
follows. . ) ’ o

-

%



Number ‘of Dropouts . o : s

One type of study asks the question- gow many students drop out of
"school? Various methods have been used to determine the number of dropouts.
While uséful in assessing the magnitude of the problem, this approach ignores

a .
the question of why students drop out of school, which needs to be answered

beXore preventive or corrective action can"be initiated.

easons for quppingﬁOuj

Studying the rfeasons for drdpping out of schoolhis'another type of

research. Data from several sources have been used to find reasons. 'The

Ll

¢ -
. -

most obvious source is the drogout himselﬁ,{hdt he may not recognize the :
’ 9 Y
2. A

reason, or may tend to give the ‘most socially acceptable answer. He may'be
forced to check one item from a list, when his reasons are multiple or not
among the possibilities. One choice may mean different things to different

students. For example, financial necessity may-mean helping to support his

-

family, or buying a car.~ Marriage may be a result or a cause of withdrawal.
If dropouts gave open—ended responses, Interviewers usually categorized their

responses for purposes of reporting. Teachers, codnsellors, or- administrative

) personnel may not have known the reason, or may sinply vhave referred to school

-

records to find what reason was_given by the dropodt when he left school In
we.

general, there is no way to determine the degree to which‘shortcomlngs of

-
S *

this type affected the outcome of the studies reviewed. 7

o :
Descriptive Studies

»

A third type of study involved describing nhat dropouts were like.

3



Characteristics such as intelligence; parents' level of education, or the f;>
I . - / -

sjze of the school attended were investiééted. Results were usuéily fkpogted

- in statistical form. - - A | Y o
¢ . . 4
Methods of obtaining data for these descfiptive studi®s.differed.

U, S

C~ - C o
Schoolvpecords were commonly used, but often,were incomplete and sometimes in-
accurate. Personal interviews involved more "in depth" investigations and

understanding of school dropouts, their characteristicé and causes, but may

-

have been subjective; analysis is difficult and recorded data may have re- .

fli?ted the bias of the intérviq&er. " Questions selected for quéstionnaires
again may have reflected bias. Open-ended questions allowed the subject to
ekpres§ himself more completeiy, but made results difficult to categoriie for

purposes of analysis.

In addition, because many dropouts moved and.left no forwarding address,

did not submit to interviews,, or failed to return questionnaires, data'from a-

.

selective rather than a rgpresentatiﬁsa:a@ple may;haﬁe resulted in many studies.

-

Predicting Dropouts '

. : : ‘ |
The predictive approach tried to answer- the questién—— Which students

-

will drop out? A number of chafacteristics tentatively assumed to be ., é%A o

- ‘?i

associated with dropouts, but differentiating them from non—-dropouts, .were

applied to a givén population. The purpose of these studies was to identify

{
potential dropouts before they -became dropouts.

U .

. Follow=up Studies . . . . B

The final type of reséarch reported in the literature studied what
happened to dropouts. The empioyﬁént status and earning power of dropouts
'.have typically been investigated.

" . R . . - . ‘ . i
- .

. . p . .
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. ~Results have been used as' a means of persuading students to remain in school

through graduation. : s

* ' . . ' .

- . . . © o ' -

- >

‘This Study: What ‘T pe? T

v AN ’ ' o o

This’study has'combined the third and fourth—tppES of studies dis-

e —

‘cussed. Discriminant analysis makes it possible. to describe and predict in
"-the one operation. The discrimination between' the drop0ut and the non—dropout

" gives a.description of the dropout which enables prediction, based on how-wellf

students compare with the dropout.‘ ' T,

Very few studies in the dropout literature exemplify this approach.

\- . o
r

, "~ FACTORS RELATED TO-DROPPING OUT
" . ! ' D - ' .I . ' ‘ . ‘. o . “ T

. For this section of the review of the literature, research was in-

véstigated which concerned the factors related to dropping.th'of school.

- v
N .

.Standardized Achievement

- Researchers reported{::;tradictory results when standardized achieve-
. . \‘ . , .

¢

ngnb was Investigated in studies of dropping ‘out, ' . R

Schreiber (1968) and Livingston (1958) both found that reading ability,.

-

’ measured by standardized reading tests, was significantly lower for dropouts
than for non—dropouts. Childers (1965) reported the same results for male—<
dropouts, but not for female dropouts. . Markus (1964) and Hopkins (1964) bot:‘://“e
discovered that reading ability made very little contribution, as compared with

¢ other variables’ studied in distinguishing dropouts and non—dropouts Walters

and Kranzler  (1970) also found that reading ability was "somewhat overrated as..

a predictor of dropouts (p. 103)."

,_.,—.

Lt

=7 .
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/ .’Lloyd (1967) found that standardized arithmeEic and"lan%uage test
sCores were significantly lower for drOpouts t;han for no,n—dropout:s. One stud‘y"

prevmusly cited (Walters and Kranzler, 1970) *‘econcluded that "Arithmetic
. - achievement, rarely mentioned as a predictor of dropouts, appears to be rixorle,

L

‘_impo'r‘tant than.some of the often~mentioned variables (p. 103)."

7/

School Achievement, ) oo . o -
- ’J

’ Many studies (Cook 1956; .Kennedy, 1}66 Mink and Barker 1968 Nachman, *

Gelson and ,Odgers, 1964) agreed that school a@ievement was a significant v

rd

. variable in distinguishing dropouts -from non-dropouts. ,Indeed, these studi'es

eupport the evaluation of our school 'sy'stem made by Alec Clegg (1973) :

. ‘ Another force which leads « gross inequalities and much vaste of

‘ human potential is the Lyay we wleld the weapon of success and failure.
We are lavish in our. praise of success, acknowledging the good that it
. can do, .but we all too.often- completely ignore the damage that can be -
't .7 . doné in ‘insensitively plungirng a child t:ime and again into fallure
C (e ).

School achievement has been studied by using either gfade averages,

k]

-7 or the number of grades repeated . g
Lo ] , ] ’
) “Grade averages. Markus (1964) found the Grade IX averages of drop-

o

outs to be significantly lower than those of non—dropouts.' The same results
. have been obtained using eighth grade achievement (Hamreﬂs, 1963), \while Lloyd
(1967) even diacovered »_t:hat Grade Vi .averages significantly discriminated
.‘ between dnopouts and non-dropouts. Schreiber’ (1968) ,- u_sing'no specifie grade,
1eve1, neported that droponts were in the ioweat oacademic quartile., In
‘' . Newfoundland, Kennehdy..(1966).(found that‘ failure -of _grades, based on low school.

achievement »was a dominant factor causing students to drop out of ‘school.
A ) N _ | P

- : o C T
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Failure of,grade(s). The,majority of studies on’ dropouts®which have
Ly - ) - e

t. - o R ~
*investigated grade failure and retention have found it to be a significant

o

variabie. The number of grades rebeated; or an overage.scoré calculated from

the date of birth aud the normal age per grade,, are the ‘two methods usually

"used to study this variable. ' o Lt

. R .
. b . .

.. An older study (Douglass & Wind, 1937) found grade retardation to be

"one of the two most signiflcant factors (p. 379)" frem those they investigated

A recent study (Howard, 1972 p. 7) showed that 31 percent of dropouts have '

.
4 '3

vrepeated at least one year, -as compared with only 6 Pertent of graduates.

Smith Tseng, & Mink (1971) also found grade failure to be a very signlficant

ovariable. .

N “ ) . ' «, .‘
\ "Keunedy (1966) discovered that failure and consequent ‘retention.were

the dominant and influential factors for Newfoundland dropouts. Martin (1962)
also confirmed that.Newfoundlanﬂ dropouts repeat grades more ofgen‘fhan non—

dropouts,

. " Bert Greene (1966, p. 37) believes withdrawal from schodl is an,ego

protecting device’ which results from consistent failure to achieve along‘with

.
-

the discrepadcy injages betqeeh the dropout and his classmates.
Mental Ability i : ) g

N ‘ 1. .

Group ‘or individual intelligence test scores of dropouts and non-

‘ dropouts have been compared to study the mental ability variable;",This ,

varlable has most often been found to be the primary varlable in the early.

s

identificatlon of dropouts (Walters & Kranzler, 1970, p. 103) Many writers-

(Hoyt, 1962; Mink & Barker, 1968; Schreiber, 1968) have described.theé dropout
. { ' . .

as below average in intelligence.” | . ‘4 . ) ‘e

]
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‘igence as one of the causes of dropouts in Newfoundland..

L labour, and professional worken;

. parents. According to one study, most fathers of Newfoundland dropouts were

. ~ ..
Studies by Drummie (1964), Hamreus (1963) Livingston (1958), Van Dyke.

AN —
& Hoyt (1958) , and Walters & Kranzler (;370) all found that in;elligen‘eetest

scores were significantly lower for dropouts than for non-dropoutss Walters

and Kranzler (1970, P 104) report ed that IQ combined with the three variables

age, arithmetic achievement, and ‘father's occupation made it possible to

identify dropouts with a 91 percent accuracy while maintaining a total accuracy

-
of 80 percent

-

Martin (1962) found that Grade IX dropouts in'Newfoundland were
o‘ -

significantly 1ower than non-dropouts in mental ability, as- measured by <o

e

]

standardized intelligence test results Warren (1967) includes lower intell- .

¢
]

o . ", \ . /' . i 3

-

Father's Occupation

e, - . ' & -

fhe occupational status of parents of dropouts and non-dropouts has

been studied by using various categories such asiunskilled labour, skilled

PR

-

o

.o Some studies (Hamreus, 1963 Lloyd 1967) found the occupational
K ,

level of the ‘father to be significantly lower for dropouts. Others-(Hopkins, .

‘ 1964 Tuel 1966) reported similar findings for the occupational status of both

semi~skilled or unskilléd workers (Kennedy, 1966). Walters and Kranzler

o

(1970) found this variable very important' "No combination of variables can

be used as predictive variables to an efficient degreé unless some measure of

socioeconomic &tatus is included (ﬁ-.103):"-

e
v -
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arents' Level of Education ‘* Ve Lt .

P
Mink & Barker (1968) described the'dropout ‘as "coming from a family )
that does not value education highly and has a history of low educational

a

o]

ttainment (p. 17).--Ze11er (1966, p- 20;;§eported that parents of most’ drop~

o~
rd

uts had less than a Grade VIII education, indicatlng, as other studies have,

r
~

(Kennedy, 1966 Schreiber, 1966),'that parents of dropouts were often pre-

mature Aropouts themselves. Many studies (Hamreus, 1963' Hopkins, 1964;

. L

loyd; 1968; Tuel 1966 Van Dyke & Hoyt 1958) found- the educational attain—

ment for the parents of dropouts was significantly ‘lower than for the parents

o

N

f non-dropouts. ° . . .

h . ' " .. i

1

n

d

8

‘m
ninety percent of the foster children in the arLa of this gtudy become New—‘ o

f

J

umber of Natural Parents'in the Home . ' D - ) :
. / . @ , ] . . :

Dropoutg were found to be more likely to have separated parents .than

L

- non—dropouts in four .investigations (Hamreus, 1963; Livingston, 1958; Lloyd,

§68;_Tuel, 1966);f"Another study (Childers,  1965) discovered the number of
atural parents with whom the subject resided to be significant for female
N = . . N .

ropouts, but not for male dropouts. Lloyd, (1968) reported the -marital

tatus of parents to be significant fer both male and female dropouts, but
ore so for females:‘ Stack & Wilbur (1971) discovered that approximately

[V

- -

oundland;dropouts. - B : . T
Ve ' :

4 - . ) . - B . r3

" Dwelling Area -

.’..

.Differqnces»in dwelling'areasfdistinguished Chicago dropquts and non- .

ropouts.in a study by Markus (1964). Different communities within the_ .

\Z

istrict under study in Newfoundland were reputed to have differing percentages’

t

. . .
e, . - B K . - \
. .
. .o , . : L .

2

I
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. Robins, 1972 Tuel, 1966 Zelldr, 1966).

‘.frequency of absence increased as the dropout progressed through school.

' behavior. The one available study (Amble; 1967) reported that teachers

“of dropouts (Stack & Wilbur, 1971).

Time Absent. . - | Lo T

' [3 ’ . : i
The number of days absent or the peércentage of time absent have been

o

.studied to find if_dropouts;miss more school through absence than non-dropouts. '
&\\ Host of the investigations consddering this variable found that drop-°
outs were absent from school significantly more often than non—dropouts (Hamreus

1963 Hé)kins, 1964 Howard, 1972, leingstgn 1958,_Lloyd 1968 Stroup &

-

.t Howard (1972) discovered that in thelr last full year in school

nearly 23 percent of Ehe dropouts miss over 25 school days While for non—dropouts

-

only’O 5 percent were absent ‘that often.

LS

Greene (1966), Silberman (1970), and Tuel (1966) all reported the

~

. .
< " . ' -

Teacher 'Ratings of Student Beldvior

Very few dropout studies have included teacher ratings 'of student

rated students who later graduated from high school much more favorably than

/ ! !
students who later droppedﬁéut of school This was true for all seven of the |

'charecteristfés (co~operation, leadership, etc.)'on’which the:teachera-reted C
thé students. Related to thisg variable; dropouts scored less on attitudee

toward schdol than did~non—dropout; (Hamreus, 1963), and Screiber (1968)

found that dropouts felt rejected by the school

3

© s
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" NEWFOUNDLAND 'STUDIES ON DROPOUTS

o - R o v e

F

L Kennedy - ‘
' Sister Mary Perpetua Kennedy (1966)dfouﬁd.failure and consequent

. “retention- were the dominant and influential factors for Newfoundland dropoutsW -

Other important fihdings were that parents and siblings of dropouts were o

~

often premature dropouts, most.fathers of dropauts were semi—skilled or un-

skilled workers, only-13.6 percent of the dropouts had taken part in any extra-

curribular activities in the school, and only. 13.6 percent had mothers workfng‘

[ BN . . —

'-mmsMethehmm. o ‘ . . y . N

a

Martin

George'E. Martin (1962) surveyed the factors related in dropping out

t v

in Grade . IX'for the Newfoundland Central High Schools in. the school _year l961 62. .
‘He found that the mental ability af dr0pouts was significantly lower than that

of non—dropouts-. Dropouts also repeated grades more often, had less interest ’

P : - " . t ' .
'in school and spent.less time in lesson preparation outside the. classroom. The |

most important reason the dropouts gave for leaving school was that_they were

not interestéd in what the.schpol had to offer_them.

&

N
" gtack & Wilbur -

Stack and Wilbur (1971) carried out an informal survey of the dropout‘
problem in the district of this study, questioning school administrators,
teachers, and students, as well as child welfare workers, a social assistance '

worker, and a guidance counsellor. The important question they asked these
o T ‘ , , . ' s
people'was—1What‘aré'some of the causes of the dropout problem?

<)
L4
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Oné of the answets, received was that some communitiés within {he district were

believed to have many.mbre dropouts than others. Another finding was that there

et 3 . ' .

~

- e T - . N : - x ,‘ .
were“ggny more foster children in the area than in most areas of the Province,

of hhﬁﬁ’it was- estimated over 90 percent drop out of school.’ The other answers |

lquceived were not peculiar to thisg area and have already been discussed in this

chapter.‘

3

o a CL ,' " ! s ’ . : 4

» a L ]

Man§ studies have been made on the school dropout. Myetﬁdgs of study were

‘almost as nupmerous as the studies themselves. Differences in the design and

responsible for sometimes contradictory results.

: Iﬁé five different types of dropout ;gseardh were evaluated.

The factors which, have often been found to be related tq.sch631 dropouts

.
[y .

. i ’ ) s . . . .
achievement (grade average and overage), mental ability, father's occupation,
pareﬂfé“ levél of education, number of natural parents, in ‘the home, dwelling
‘ R . . . . . . . .
area, time absent, and teacher ratings of student behavior.

*

Newfouédland studies on dropouts were reviewed to‘ipbestigate factors

peculiar to the setting of this study. - S : . B

Iy .- ‘ . T A

oL . v . .. »

~

T cohguct of the #nvestigations, as well as differnces in populations sfudiéd,\wefé )‘

were individually studied. These variables are standardized achievement, school o
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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN," DATA COLLECTION,
, AND STATISTICAL PROCEDURES - -
-4 . e R . N . LN

¢

’ This'chapterncontains'a discussionh on the subjects and variables
- ' T . ) a

_selected‘for therstudy, the data sources and method of collection, as well as

the §tatistical procedures used

SELECTIQN OF SUBJECTS

L

The setting for the study,;the'samples selected,,and/a discussian of

' the‘theory behind the choice of samples are discussed in this section}

[

Setting * : - ~

\

All subjects for this study were selected from the schools within one
,educational district in Newfoundland This district is composed of eight
elementary schools, one juniorﬂhigh school (Grades vil and VIlI), and one’
senior high school (Grades f& X and XI) In terms”of the number of students,“
‘it is the smallest district in the province.‘ There are ten communities in the
district which are connected ‘to one another by a highway. The communities:
et one end of the district are close to dan urban center, where, many of the
residents work.' The communities at the other end of . the district have few

residents who commute to the city. - ‘ ) . ‘ s

The Samples - ' ‘ .{t.'x ‘
‘ " The'dropout sample.. This group was composed of all the individeals'whoh
’ '»‘ i .

had dropped out of the schools in the district during the school‘years 1969—70

3 . .
N B s 2

, ‘“ ¢ 16 ) : | . ?

<
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’ and11970—71. This- dropout group numbered one hundred and eleven.

2
-

B

: N
. The non—-dr@out sample. One hupdred and eleven subjects were also -

d A -

selected.for this group from the total body of 1970 71 students in the district

FS

3 by using random sampling stratified by grade and sex, proportional to the
: grade and sex of t;rhe dropout .group. ) [ ' 1 BN 'A ’ . .
- - T . . . L ., C e
g . . . _ . . Y . .,'- . | <
' The Choice of .Samples =~ = ™ Lo 5

. ) . The non-dropout group was a much younger group than thé>lropout group,
’ } . ‘ : T, ’

because many dropouts had repeated grades. ) Overageness was considered: to be

. L . . S
l , v

" a significant variable dhgnfconsidering the difference between *dropouts and
. , - 3 . o " '~o . - "-" L.
' T non-dropouts. The aim of’some of the-pfesent programs inethe district was |, P +
.a . . * . , l . . '
-to eliminate this overageness. In this study, age was controlled in ‘the gense.

that ¢he age of the non—dropout sample would be typical of the. age ofldropouts
T

1

1f the: overageness factor. were eliminated statistically. v .' '
. 3 . ‘ o
- b} \ . , ] .. . 1 o » . '
. ) e VARIABLES- STUDIED o 1°o . Ve
b T ‘ ) ‘ \ 1 " o '
. ~ ' ‘; -, < 4 . . - \ *
t; N One,purpose of this study wa8' ‘to use data ‘which was presently employed
’
J . C .

R " by the school district to evaluate 1its programs, or to use data which could

[ »

be collectedawith reasonable,effort by the schodls in the future. For this.

PR . . ' a . ne
, N .

neason, special instrumentation was avoided. Ihe~variables which were studied

. . are described in the \following paraéraphhl . a ‘,' . , .t ’
. ) : . i ."\'. ' N ’ . - T . -
Standardized Achieﬁemeht —— ‘q-‘ " 2'_ . l
e ‘ The Canadian Test of Basic Skills (King, 1967) WEs'used as the measu!e of
i s__‘,///standard:tzed achievement. The school district had recently adopted this test -
e ~ : Y L .
! as part of its-testing program. S . U . : Y
¥ . ; .
° o «“ ‘- ‘
. . ‘ Y -
" \ ! i u" F &
N o % y ' ‘s‘t' ‘e ' ;
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The test has eleven subtest scores. vocabulary, reading comprehension, spelling,

. L -

capitalization, punctoftion, English ugsage, map reading, reading graphs and
a1 .
tables, use of reference materials, mathematical concepts, and mathematical

¢
"

‘problem solving. . _ ,

The standardization of the'Canadian Test of Basic Skills 1ete in 1966 was

a co-operative eﬁteryrise_involﬁing the publishers-and authors of the Canadian

[od o .
" Lorge-Thorndike Group Intelligence Test and'the Canadian Test of Basic Skills,

\

hsed principles in the validation of'test content have_beenAapplied in the

Atogether with a stratified random sample of‘CEnadia? schools.
* 2 . 1 . \ '

The authors of'thevCanadian Test of Basic Skills claim all the' commonly
B N ‘ i

.

preparation of individual test itens. The test was not désigned.as an aptitude

’ o

f validity 1is given (king, 1967) T

?

test, or as a predictor of»future academic success. No data on predictive

- . No information on raliability was provided in the teacher s manual for

the test (King, 1967). Adequate relfiability was assumed but this must be.

considered a limitation in interpreting the findings of the study. .

"

}' Five of the eleven subtest scores were selected.for study. These were

vocabulary, reading comprehension, English usage, mathematical concepts,-and

g‘/ 3 .
o?thematical problem solving. These subtests were considered to be the. most

. important ones and were ‘found to be significant in the studies reviewed in

the preyious chapter. )

The scofés:were.recorded in gradeLmonth level by-tﬁe school personnel, but

T, _ S @

were convertegd to percentile scores within grades to facilitate comﬁarisonaj
o : o . . -

[ - . : '



L . : 19
- ~ - 0 )
across different grade levels. National norms were used to.make the conversions.

, 4 . .
This variable caused problems because it was not obtained for.all subjects.

IS

The test was administered to studenfs from Grade III to Grade VIII inclusive in
‘_bpcember,ﬂ1969. Therefore, scores were not obtained for the Grade X and Grade

XI subjects in bo€h4groups and the Grade IX dropout group for the school year

c €

' 1969-70 for those students who dropped out béfore December.

2

Table 1 shows the mean scores and standard deviations for both groups

considering the five standardized athievement variables gtudiéd. Discrimination

was strong in the expected direction for all five variables. 0 “
. LI . f
' o g Table 1
' Means and Standard Deviations on the Five ’

Standardizéﬁ Achievement Varlables

Dropout Group (n=64) Non-dropout Group (n=76)
. »~ R N .
Variable . ‘Mean - 8.D. " Mean S.D.:
Vocabulary R 16.05 - 16.76 27.57 25.08
Reading 11.97 12.54 © 24,96 - 22.90
English 19.59 20,58 28.11° " 26.66
Math Concepts 115.61 . 15.30 31.08 25.24
Math Problems : 1.22.71 20.77 - 34.03 25.74
/-' . ‘ ‘J'.

Since absence on thg Hay of administration of the tes£ was probably on
@ random.basis, and because these var{?bles discriminated strongly on mean
séqnea, ;t Qas decided to include in the final Qata analysis only those subjects
who héd completed this standardized achiebemeﬂt‘test battery. This was
neceésary as the computation of the discriminapﬂ function which was used 1n‘

the analysis required‘each subject to have a'cgmprétefset of data.

¢ Y
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School Achievement

s

) . .,
School achievement was measured by the two variables of grade average
and overageness. - ) . L

Grade averagé. The individual student cumulative. record forms contained

~

space for the final mark for each school .subject for each school year; These
o . 3 . ’ 2
final mirks were based on the entire year's work and were not’ the result of
one final examination. The total of the final,marks divided by the number of -

school subjects studied was used to find the grade average for each student.
1 ' ) T \ *
“This grade average was used as the measure of school achievement.

The school -grade averége for the year before the year of interest was
calculated for_each subject. Thus, the 1968-69 grade avérage was found for
the 1969-70 subjects and the 1969270 average was used for the 1970-71 subjects.

The grade average of the year before was chosen because some of the subjects

-

droppéd out of school early in the school year, beforéugrades‘ﬁefe given. This

decision also eliminated possible teacher bias due té knowleﬁge of dropping’, -

? . .
out or ,staying in school before giving grades. ¢,

» <+

The mean grade aLerageubbtained for the one hundred and eleven subjectg

- ‘ Q . " .
in the dropout group was 45.14. For the same number of non-dropouts the mean

. average was found to be 60. 14,

Overageness. In the majority of cases, overageness is a’'result of re- -

petition of grades.. The formula ' Age - (Grade + 5) was used to obtain this’

¢

variable score. ® Age in yehrs. as of December 31 in the school year of interes

. The mean overage score for the dropout group was 2.20 and for, the non~

was used for each sdbject.

v

s

droﬁout it was found to be 0.65. These scores indicated.stfong differences

“« , K

between the two groups. ) L g ' ; : @'

’ e
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Mental Ability . Coe o .

The Canadia Lorge-Thorndike Group Intelligence Test was used as the measdre
* J
of mental abil;Lt:.\

The district had adoptedhthis test as part of its testing

’

program. ‘ d)

"The standardization of this test was a co-operative enterprise involving

' the.publishers and authors of this test and the Canadian Test of Basic.Skills, ,
together with a»stratified random sample of Canadian Schools (Wright,1968).

Tbeqauthors define their test as a. series of’ tests of abstract intelligence.

-
.

. s
Abstract intelligence is defined as the ability "to.work with ideas and the .
relationships among ildeas. They believe most abstract ideas with which the
L] ‘ . .

school child deals are expressed iniverhal symbols, so that verbal sbeols are
N oo
the appropriate mediun for the testing of abstract intelligence. Neverthelesaj

they take account of the fact that for some——the poorly educated or the poor

reader—-printed words may Constitute an 1nadequate basis for aDpraising an
individual's abilitiés. Consequently, a parallel set of nonverbal tests
.o B - { . C .
accompany the basic verbal scores (Wright, 1968). %

0dd-even reliability data based on representative single—grades samples

'

/Fm-from the standardization program range from .830 tgL 945 (Wright 1968) 1n,
., dicating sufficient'reliability for_the purposeg, of this study.
_- No data on predictive validity isoavailable for the Canadian Lorge-
Thorﬁdike Intelligence Test. The authors state that the test correlates quite
'highly with other intelligence tests in the United States, but data for

Canadian pupils have not yet been obtained (Wright 1968) The authors report
-

items were selected so that for the most part they deal with symbolic relation—

: ) .

H

‘ ‘. Shi Se - " ' A .' -

-
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_ Verbal IQ and Non—verbal IQ variables 4
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In answering most questions a'nupil'is‘required to -discqver a principle and then ‘

] ' '

© apply it The test then has been designed to measure reasoning ability, suggest-

ing adequate content validity (Wright 1968) o . )
The Canadian, Lorge~Thorndike Group Intelligence Test was given to all » -

students.from Grade III to Grade XI in Dedember, 1969 - Both Verbal and Non—

\ *

.verbal test results were recorded on the school records These scores were

¢ L] -

obtained for each subject and used as, two’ separate variables.

The mear Verbal 1Q' scores obtained were ‘85. 84 for the 111 dr0p0uts and

’
o

98 72 for the same number of non-dropouts. The Nonverbal means were 84.92 fo

4

the drOpouts and 97.83 for the ndn—dropouts.< These mean scores indicated strong

discrimination between the dropout grOup and the nonrdrOpout group for both the
- . ; A .

.

Father s Occupatiou

l »

9

An adaptation of categories devised by Warner (1960) was used to cate-
)] I
gorize the occupation‘of the father of each subject. The information was -
E : . =" N ) ‘
collected from individudl student records kept at the board office. The occu- -

pation listed was placed into - one of the following nine categories:.
1.  Unemployed v
. 2. - Unskilled workers, laborers, domestic servants
. 3. , Farmers and fishermen . “
‘ 4. Semi-skilled workers - e ' g
5. .Proprietors of small. businesses E
6. Skilled workers ’ :
. 7. . Clerks and .kindred workers . R . R
; 8. Semi-professionals, officials of 1arge businesses :

- 9 Professionals, prdprietors of large businesses d

The results of this categqrization for both groups of 111 are. recorded in

a ‘. I'd N ls v N
Table 2. . Y o ] : ' B o

wn

—



¢ S Table,'?

- ) . A :
Father's Occupation: Adapted Categories of Warner °
) . . . . . o [

L)

X 2
’

' - ' Categories
\ e k i .

o
~
"
o

" Groups ' ) 1 2 '3 4 - 5 nil™ -

Dropouts (n=111) 2 2 8 4 27 3 1 ‘0 0 12

. Non-dropouts (n=111)" | . 10\ 273 43 ‘4 2 10 6.1 5

Wa‘}ner (1960) | .

\ L . ‘b Foster children or father .deceased ,

Category 1 referz;d to the unemployed group, Categories 2 through 6 re— .

fer;sd primarily to unskilled and skilled workers "and categories 7to9 referred
"white collar" occupations. Differences in these categorizetions eeemed to |

be reflected in'the data presented in Table 2, and led to three new categories,
. preeenﬁed in Table 3.
\ . Table 3 _ v ' Cee

. . o v L. A
' \ ' ,Fathet's Occupation: Adapted from Table 2

—

. Categories -
Groups . . - R 2P 3¢ ni19- 1 -ﬁeangg
Dropouts (n=111) - ° .20 ° 718° 1 - 12 . 1.808 .
. ! ) ‘ . . . , '
Non-dropputs (n=111) 10 79 17 - -5 " 12,066
7 o , a Category l-in Table 2 . s T
. ‘ . Gategories 2 throughiﬁ in Tabie ]

Categories 7 through- 9 in Table 2 S e

d Foster children or_father deceased
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Parents' Level of Education

. ¢ . . [

The level of education of the fathér and mother of.each subject was studied.“'

This information was present on the cumulative record form.of each student BT ////
2 . _ “
The literature reviewed previously showed that this variable has been

L

.
. . L_e-—w-“""’

' studied‘for both father and mother. and often for just one or'the other. The
. ‘ )

level of ‘education. of both the father and mothet were included in this study.ae
éeparate variables- because there was no rationale for selecting one over the

. other., It was hoped to discover .if one was more significant than the other in
: ‘ A - . y . b . ’ . .

ﬁewtoundland' ) Lo B

o Twelve categories of 1eve1 of education for both the ‘father and mother

L]

A .
were used Grade completed from Grade 1. to Grade XI and a twelfth category of‘

post Grade XI education. The,mean sgores obtained for thé two groups ‘are re-
corded in Table 4. These means showed father s level of education td be a :
! - “ ’ 9 . ’ [ S
.better diecriminator betieen the groups than was mother' s-level;of education.
’ e l‘. . i ) o
. T Table 4
.. y 0 ' : . \

‘Mean Scores for Parents' Level of‘Education '

.\

v T . 4 ,
Variables " Dropouts_(n=111) . Non~dropouts . (n=111) . Difference ;
Father's level . . . 5.3 o 7.09 - L75
‘Mother's level . . 6.16 . ©o (29 . 113

-y . 5
¢
[N N ©

Number of Natural.Parents-in the Home

I3 ~

The school district reported large numbers of foster children enroled in
. school (Stack & Wilbur, 1971), Children from broken homes, oriorphaned childn?n

.
o -
. LS

&e;é believed more.prjij to dropping out of sch001 " The number.of patural

-



~ ~

parents in the home was therefore included as a variable. The three possible

categories were zero, one or two parents. °

« ~In /the dropou’t group 12 subjects'had no Parente and 7 had one Vperen-t.

. J For the non—droi_pouts 5 had.no. pareuts and 9 had one.parent in the home. The
mearx scores of 1.72 for fhe dropout group and 1.83 for: the norr—dropout:s did
-"not discriminate strongly between ﬁIE} grou-ps. . N ‘ L

Dwelling Area ' o .

‘ Different communities within the district under study weﬁe reputed to
) have differing percentages of drOpouts (Stack & Wilbur, 1971). ThiS'hypothesis
4

was based, in part, on the fact that some communities were closer to an urban

l ]

4

center than ‘were other communities inlthe district.

-~

- 7 The ten communities within the district were numbered 0 to 9 dep_ending on’

their distance from the major cénter, the low values being assigned to

Y

communities close to an urban_’center. The number of subjects 1n each community
Ay L ’ . } R .
is shown in Table 5 and was called community variable one.

i

-t

\ ‘¥ ) " 'Table 5 ‘ : .
_ ( ' | N
‘Community Varlable One -,
. Commumnitdes:

Groups o1 _~32 3 4 5 6 78 9 Means
. Dropouts (n=111)[5 6 6 20 .8 14 14 237 5 10 4391
.. Non-dropouts - |5 s, 12 © 19 .7 9 ., 13 18 14 9  5.01
(n=111) " -, - v ; }

)

differences which existed in' the| various communities. The proportion of dropouts

-
[}

’
. @
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R ¥

, . B
and non-dropouts for each community was calculated as shown in Table 6.

1f
there are no relatiopships between,d‘fopbihg out and distance f.rem the urben .
center; othen the proportions in Teble 6 ShOl:lld have been ..50 for eaeh ‘communi-ty.
The d;:opout: pfoportion was then“e_;iibtracted 'frem the noq—dropout .percentage in
eact; community to find a‘ positive (higher proportion ef non—d;:opotits) er

negative value for each community.
-~ '

’
®

The resulting values, also s}nowr'x in Table
6, wére used as cofmunity variable two.
, .

Table 6

v )
' Percentages of Drop0uts and Non-dropouts for each
: Community and the Subtracted Values ,
L o - Used as Community Variable Two
ot i Groups I _ o { Communities °
.' o 1 2 3 4 5 6 .7 8 9
e Non-dropouts . .50 .45 .67 .49 .47 .39 . 4B 44 74 47
| " Dropouts .50 .55 133 .51 .53. .61 .52 .56 .26 .53
Comunity Variable Two .00 =-.10 .34 =.02 =-.06 =-.22 ~-.04.-.12.-.48  —=.06
~ ’ J 7 L 4
LY “ X A
This community variable two ‘discriminated between the two groups more
. strongly‘ than did the f:l.;'st community wvariable.

© ) \ )
R SR ' -
\ ’ Time Absent ‘

. . . . .
i
i
'

The mean scores were —4.04 for
the dropout gro&p and 4.30 for the non-dropouts.
_ 3

\ K . 4'
Studies previously revieWed indicated that the ‘dropout begins to drop

out through absenteeism, before actually becoming a dropout
/

'I'he percentdge of time absent for the two full school years before the
year of interest was calculated for each subject,

) ‘,
The mean percentages of time
. N .J,\‘
I - '

4

B . "l
!

e
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abserit obtained were 14,6 percent for the dropout group and 6 0 percent for the

[

non-dropout group, indicating strong differences between the groups.

A

Teacher Ratings of Student Behavior S ' L
— ,

The cumulative record of 'each student in the district contalned spac_'e7
for the evaluation of student be.lhav'ior'by 'homeroom teachers. "The 'e.valuatio;;
mde’ on each~suhject during’ hisslast full year of school were s;;udied.‘ Thes.e
evaluations were therefore made the year before the student actually dropped "
out.: ‘ | |

B

The following nine behaviors on which the teachers rated students tr ere

¢ i -

selected for study:‘ self-control; courtesy;’ leadership, co-operation, attitude

-\

- “:‘.

toward criticism, concentration, attention, tenacg,\and self—reliance-. - , &

These nine behaviors were selected from twenty categories on the cmﬁulative

: record f~orm on the basis of their similarity with behaviors rated by teachers in

1

the pteviously reviewed studies in the literature. Other categoreia such asu
. 4

singing and music were elimnatfd as no music programs were operated in the
district.
The teacher rated each student on Each category either H (high) /
(medium) or L (low). These ratings were scored H = 3, M = 2, L = 1, Table 7
shows the mean sco.res ob.tained for both groups on the nine \(’ariables. - The con—
centration variable‘had the~greatest {nean difference, followed .by attention and’
then tenacity. ‘ ' ’ c

SOURCES OF DATA -

. Data jfor this study were collected from the foll‘owigg sources:

* .

=
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! a ._" o Table 7 ‘ : ’ , ’ " -
» ) ! - ’ .
- , " Mean Scores for the Nine Teachet' I?atings
‘ S ’
Variables ‘Dropouts (n=11l) 'Non-tlropouts (n=111) Differenco\
Self-control . . 200 - - 2.33 . 032
*  .Courtesy L. .. t2.04 2,44 .. 0,40
. Leadership - 1.69 . -2.01 T 02/
Co;-Opexl‘ation' : : 1 90 ‘ ‘ 2.31 - 0,41
Attitude to Criticism 188, - < 2.16 . 0.28°
: * v Concentration . 1.58 . g 2.28 0.70
' Attention - - " 1.63 , B/ 2.22° 0 0.5
Tenacity 0 weo. 2750 . o.ss

. Self—-Réliance . .77 S 2.21, '0.44

Lt . ) B Yol

1. Class lists used th drav. students from the school polf\ilation for

) the non—dropout sample.

. -2, Individual student cumulative folders that follow the student: from

¢

A g _ Grade'l to Grade XI in the system. .

#*3. Classroom registers.

‘. 1

‘4, “Individ' al student records kept at\ the board office,.which. 6ri_giv- L

nated with the testing program in 1969.

°- ” o, STATISTICAL PROCEDURES . = - N \ C

\

' The linear discriminant function, a"hultivariate statistic equivalent

to &iscriminant analysis, was used to find the variables which most effectively .

, discriminatéd between the dropout and non—dropout sample‘ The reasons for this

”

!
choilce were as follows.

¢ .
. - . . . .
4 . e - N - . -

-
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-

1. With scores on-several vastriables for groups of individuala, members *
- T st , N

of the same, gioup tend to have gsimilar scores.‘ They-tend to h.ave'scores‘ different

. . — - B . \
from other groups with different characteristics. '

2. It is difficult to tell which variables are nost important in de<

. termining differences between groups by observing the several variablel{ se~

e o

1

Y

parately. This is because of the intercorrelationa which ty'pically occur, among

«
-

variables measured on the same indivdiuals.
. N : Lo

R f's-z, 3. Because of individual differences, it 1s difficult to tell vwhich -

group an individual belongs to by observing the variables separately.
\/

4, A single discriminant function will give the best combination of

several variables discriminating betveen the dropout and_non—dropout groups.
5. ’The relative importance of each variable in t:he discrimination scan

be found by examining its weight in the discriminant function.

s

" 6. The discriminant function can be used to give the best statistical

prediction of group membership (Spain, 1970 Cooley“& Lohnes, 1962).
/
e he main application of the linear diseriminant function reported in
the guldance .literature has been with career studies by Cooley (1963) . Con—

sidering only two varlables, each subjedt-~-can"‘be- represented as a point in a two-

.-

dimensional plane depending on his combination of scores on the two vaLriables

Questions can be asked about people having a particular combination of variable

o

scores--What proportion atre dropouts and what proportion are non—dr0pouts? - Thése

— -

' proportions are computed from the frequency of dropouts and non—dropouts with a

given score combination. 'f’he concept 1s extended to more than two variables,

3

and the complex computations handled using médern électronic computers (Cooley

& Lohnes, 1962, p. 6). ; S



The squared standardized discriminant welght gives the proportion of

independent between groups variance accounted for by a var:l.able. Therefore, the;

.o

- pattern of intercorrelations bf the variables becomes important as the weights"’

1

. ‘ ) *
can be ranked in order of independent variance attribu.table to each variable ¥

<n

(Spain, 1971) -

' ,' ) ) L '_SUHMARY
he 111 dropouts of the school .year 1969-70 and 1970~71 were natched
§

by a non—dropout group from the studenbbody be using random aampling stratified
by grade and, sex, proportional to the grade and sex of the dropout group.

~The variables of standardized achievement, school a\chievement, mental
: : ) N

ability, father's occupation, -parents' level of education, number of natural
.o . . b . .

.

syparents in the home, dwelling area, time absent, and teacher ratings of student. °

-

S * b4

behavior were studied for both gro’ups of subject‘s.

'
N '

" Data for the study were collected from class lists,. individual student

-

cumulative folders,‘classroom registers and board of&ice records. .
% -
L The linear discriminant function was used to find the most effective

L) :
» . \

discriminators from the selected variables. '

.9



- R , - v Chapter 4 ‘_3 ) - : . - S g
‘ ANALYSIS OF DATA . '~ o AT

A S ¥ - R 4 I

\ B
x - . “ - S

.,The purpose of this"cha"pter is tb present the analysis of the data as

o
T

it is relevant to the two research questions posed- in Chapter.l.. Thi's.chapte"r !

W

.

f'irstgpresents descriptive statistics and- the analysis of yariance for each

4

" variable. The second section .presents the results of the digcriminant analysis.

™

LN - b 4 N )
.

. . . - . -RESEARCH QUESTION: ONE T . S

"_' The purpose of this section is to answer the reeeax:ch question—-—What

‘ E
.

are some of the variables which could provide a basis for effective ‘discrimin-

-

ation between dropouts and non—dmpouts in the Newfoundland *school district

studied? = . : 2 . ; [ S
, . VN : R

Descriptive Statistics R : ) ' ) : S

-

Table 8 presents the means .and standard deviations for both groups
T ‘ [ . . . . |} : - " e l i '
on all the twenty-five investigated’ variables. A, study of 'the means on this"
L .o \

table suggests discrimination between the two gfoups in an expected direction '

for all variables. For the overageness and- time absent variabIes, the mean\ vi

. scords for the dropout group were higher than those‘ of the non—dropout 'group,‘

a LN . e g ..

.as expected, For all other variables the means for the non-dropout gl:oup were

b

‘a .
-

higher, as anticipated. Some -variables seemed to discriminate better*than s

-

others between the ntWo groups. .

- o
4 .

a o

'The ngn—drop'out group showed sdme surprising mean scores.’ Theii: per— -
H \
formance on\the canadian Lorge—-’rhorndike 'Verbal and Non—verbal IQ was slightly
. Y N A . N :

FI

[ 4
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5 belo;‘average (hean = 100), yet their Canadian Test  of Basic Skills scores on

the five: subtests investigated were relatively_low (mean = 50).l This dindicates

B .

that'achiévement, even for the stydents staying in school, was below potential.

n

¢ "
[y

o
.

Ahaiysis of Variance °

n. N .,
N The analysis of variance between the: dropout group and the non-

- -
v

dr0pout.§roup for all variables studied is also presented in Table 8. Statisti-

-

Lcally significant différences were iound for all but two, of the twenty-five

vdriables using -ANOVA. lIhese two variables, number of natural parents and

community variable 1, were dropped from further consideration,-as the betweén
L ¥ ' .

. . . '
€ - .

groupd’wﬁrianpe accounted for by these variabIes would be attributed to sampling-

. Berror. 11 other variables potentially tontributed to discrimination, as the

nDiscriminant Analysis ' ¢

.

hetween groups variance of each, taken by itpelf was possibly. due to other
factors in addition to sampling error( : i - )

¢

RSEARCH QUESTION THO . :

o

This section answers the second research duestion posed for this studyé-

-

" Can a model be devised, incorporating the identified variables, that will pro-

vide statistically significant discrimination between dropouts and non-dropouts?

¥ .o ?

3

In making a prediction about dropping out of school overageness and

grade average are more arbitrary variables in that school policy can contrbl _

¢

both and in this particular school system a policy of higher grades and

greatly reduced grade repetition had been instituted subsequent to the years‘

’

, for which data was gathered. Thepefore, in the discriminant‘mnalysis the -

RISN . .

-
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Means, Standard Deviafibnq,.énd

Table 8

Time absent

" 14234

Analysis of Variance >
. ! - . ’ .

Variable Dropouts (n=64) Nonédéopouts (n=76) Difference ' F.

X, " s.p X, s.D. X, X- l
Vocabulary percentile .L62047 . ;6.762 27.566 25.083 11.519 9.80%
Reading percentile 11.969  12.537 24.961 zé.goz 12.992 16.43%
English percentile 19.594 20.580 28.iqs 26.657 8.511 4.36%
Math concepts’percenyile 15.609 15.295 . 31.079 25.238 15.470 18.362
‘MAth-problems pércentile .22.172- 20:774 ) 34.026 25.741 11:854 8.76;_

" Grade average. 42.641 10.844 '60.118 15.064 17.477 59.9531
Overageness 2,625 . 0.919 0.803- 1.007 ~1.822 123:41%
Verbal 10" . .. ~ 79.141 | 9.450 97L32§ 13.291 18.188 84,03° 'E\
Nog;verbal IQ 81.125 7.837 96.763 13.831 7638 64,372
Father's occupation 1.766 0.463 - 2.039 '0;502 0;573 1.1

" Father's education 4,969 2.211 °. 73.737 2,625 1.768 18,182 !

" Mother's education 4  5.406 2.014 ,;.276 ‘ 2.336 1.870 25.232
Number of natural parents Q 1.703 ©  0.683 1.839 10500 0.126 1.58

=c6mmuﬁity variable 1 . 4.828 2,688  5.013 2.600 0.185 17

‘Community variable 2 -4.406 - 15,497 5.132 ~ 22,470 © 9.538 8.23%

| .. 9.783 6.513 ' 5.325 - -7.721 35.04% 8



v, : . ’ . : - R ’ - "\

Table 8 (Con't) ) o o
Variable ’ ' Dropouts (n=64) \ Non-dropout‘s (n=76) ) Difference F.
- xl ) S.D. ‘x2 % ) ’ . g'aD- xz P - xl
- ) . - - « . . . . .
Teacher Rating: Self Control 1.766 - 0.496 2.289 -7 0.561 . — .523 33.64% ¥ .
© Teacher Rating: Courtesy 1.828 °  0.579 2.395 - 0234  _ o .567  30.03"
Y . B . : ~< § - ) . . ’
Teacher Rating: Leadership = 1.688 0.560 1.961 0.599 - ) . 273 7.66%
Teacher Rating: Co-operation . 1.719 . 0.548 2.276 0.602 Cr .557. 32.312
. ‘ . - - . |
" Teacher Rating: Attitude toward o R a
Criticism co . 1,719 - 0,548 - 2.105 0.556 " . ~-.386- -~ 17.02
. ) : 9 . : J ' o N ~
Teacher. Rating: Concentration - “1.500 0.535 2.092 T 0.715 - .- .592 ‘29.83a
Teacher Rating: Attention  ~  1.469 .  0.53%4  2.105 . 0.723 . 636 34.022
 Teacher Rating: Tenacity . 1.500  0.504 ° 2,079  0.560 - .579 . 40.66°
Teacher Rating: Self-Reliance 1,672 0.506 92;'105 . '0.624 . !.§_3§ ) 19.89%
N 'a‘ Difference of means_significant at the' .05 level of confidence using ANOVA with 1,138
degrees of freedom. . _ . . ’ : ' -
. . , .
{ i i ! l : )'\ - ’ ]
7 :
& : - : : . =
. N s N ) ‘ . 7
) s >
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variables grade average and overageness were eliminated as well as the non-
' s s B . ’ - .

significant variables community variable one and number of naturallparents.
. . " - 'l
Table 9 indicates the discdriminant weights and proportions of between
' ;

te

groups vanlance for the remaining,twenty—one variahles involved in the discri-

minant analyefs(, In the interpretation of. this table,.the discriminant weights

were standardized so that they ceuld be compared directly to determine the

variables that were most important in the discrimination. Where the discriminant

n

weight wag positive, a high variable score was- associated with not dropping out - '«
of school, and a low score with;dropping out. 'Where the discriminant welght

was hegative, a high'yariable score was assoclated with dropping out of school, T
and a loh score with not dropping out. . ] ' -t -

" The discriminant weight gave the propprtions of between groups’ variance RO

. N [N

accounted for by a particular variable which was independent of the befheen ",

'groups variance accounted for by variables of higher rank order. E *

\ 1 .
Verbal IQ. The top ranking variablefin the discvriminant analysis was o,

Verbal IQ, This variahle accounted for nearly 38'percent of the between.groups -
Ivariance. A high Verbal IQ score was assoclated with not dropping out of o

school, as expected. .

Time absent. The second_rankiné variable was absence, which accounted

for over 14'percent of the renaining variance. A high score on this variable
AY . . .

éas associated with dropping out.of school, as expected. These first two .

-yt

< ' . "
variables together accounted for 52 percent of the between groups variance. C

Self-reliance. The teéacher rating of student self-reliance was the

r

third ranking variagble. A highrscore on this variable was asseclated with

: . . )

. v .
. . . BN PR
. F z ° N :
' = o - o
[ - ’ . ' & > .
. S\ . . 5 .-

’ . ” -

. . . . .

. M -
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drdpping out of schodl, Jeven though the mean score on this variable was lower

r ‘ E "4 - :
'for ‘the dropout group gsee Table 8). ¢In examining this apparent contradiction,. '

’

\Qt.was noted thabfthe correlation with Verbal I' was 0:54 and with time absent

A f

was .-0. 39 These corirelations indicate that although self—reliance scgfes

e % . CoY
- measured some of the same factors already accounted for by the higher ranking
'
.Verbal IQ ‘and absence variables, the.self—reliance score also contained an
. - - ¢ — . . 1
independent component not related -to these scores., This 'unknpwn component

accounted for nearly 10 percentof the between groups variance and discrimin-

ated in a direction oppoeite to that expected.

-

Co—operatibn. The fburtb.ranking wardable was the teacher rating of

: . ¢ ) .
Btudent co-dperation, which accounted for nearly Seven‘percent of the

4 A

between groups variance. A high co~operation score was asspclated with not’

drqppiné out of‘schoof, indicated .as well by the mean scores obtained: )
Vocabulary, Vocabulary was ranked as the fdfth most important dis-

criminator, but, like self—reliance, discriminatep in a'direction opposite

- . —_

. to that expected High scores on Yocabulary were associated with dropping
‘439 out. Again, vocabulary had a correlation*of 0 66 with absence, and 0.28
with co-dperation. The pattern of inter—correlations was fairly complex;

however, it is apparent that vocabulary had a component factor that was in-
’ s .
. ‘ .

* dependent of these four’variables; This factor accobnted for nearly six
percent of ‘the variance between the dropout and non—drOpout groups. The

—existence of this component is noteworthy in view of the fact that verbal IQ

1s usually thought to be quite dependent on vocabulary and other.language skills.
In some way a high.value of thisadbdependent component 1s related to dropping'

Wﬁ;out, while a low value is related to staying in school.

| y // | S N e _f—i[~<

v
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o Tablé 9 o
Discriminant. Weights and _Pfgportions of
Between Groups Variance -
‘ : : Proportion of -
. . Rank *Discritminant Between Groups Cumulative
Variables Order Weight( Variance - aportions
Verbal IQ 1 7.686 0.3785 - 0.3785
Time absent 2 4692 0.1411 0.5196
Self-reliance & . 3. -3.896 0.0973 . 0.6169
, Co-operation b 3.254 0.0679 - 0.6848
Vocabulagy 5 1 -2.976 0.0568 ©0.7416
ﬁotﬂer's education 6 2.696 0.0466 0.7882
English usage 7 -2.470 0.0391 ° 0.8273 |
Tenacity . 8 2.241 . 0.0322 0.8595
Attention 9 1.858. ©0.0221 0.8816 -
Attitude criticism - . 10 '-1,843 0.0218 9034
Self-control 11 . 1.707. . 0.0187 0.9221
Community 2 12 s;;.e;g\, © 0.0168 0.9389
Concentration. 13 .500 0.0144 0.9533
Father's education = 14 1441 0,0133° 0.9666
Non-verbal IQ 15 1.274 0.010% - 0.9770
Reading 16 1.161 0.0086 ¢ 0.9856
Math problems’ 17 -0.909 - 0.0053 " 0.9909
'Le;dership 18 - -0.858 © 0.0047 0.9956
. Courtesy 19 ~0.639 ' 0.0026 0.9982

Father's occupation 20 -0.536 0.0018. 0.9999

‘Math concepts 21 -0.078 0.0000 . 1.0000

— .
. S ‘s
'.f' — - ‘
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Mother's 1eve1 of education.* The sixth ranking variable was mother s‘,v,
level of, education, which accounted for nearly five percent of the remaining
between groups variance. "A high score on,t:hisvariable las associated with not

. \ !
- dropping out of schop‘l, as expected.
] Twenty-nine percent of the variables studied, therefore, accounted

" for. nearly 79 percent of- ' the between groups variance.

'

f
The remaining variables. "The fifteen remaini:ng variables contributed
P . -

.less than four percent of the remaining between _groups.,variance each. These
Y [
smaller proportions of between groups variance could have been a result of

3

sampling error rathet than consistent discrimination between the groups :I.n :

-

these variables. "Hence, the fifteen remaining variables were not congidered

significant. discriminators. o ; B

" Thus, leadership is not.a significant variable. Yet’it correlates 066
with‘felf-reliance, which 1; significant. Teachers reacted to similar student
behaviors in'.rati'ng these two variables. That‘part of the‘leaders’h_ip scoreu“l,
_vfhich was independent of self-reliance and other higher ranking variables only

accounts for 0.47 percent of the between groups variance and could be accounted

'

. for' by sampling error. .There ia more assurance, on the -bther hand, that self-
. . A Ht\

reliance will consistently show a similar relationship in future samplings,

assuming 'that no fundamental change occurs in the population.

o 1

~

Means and Variances of Discriminant Scores ,
™ ; 3

The means and variances of ‘the discriminant scores for both groups based

-

L

on the discriminant analysis are presented im Table 10. Assuming that the dis-

- 4 . ’

'criminant scores are norn_xally distributed (Coole

' & Lohnes, 1962), this model
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will misclassify about 12,71 percent of the students in the sample. This =~ =~
+ v ~ ’ ’ ) . . "
means'12.71 percent of the dropouts would be classified non-dropoutsand”12.71

petcent of the non-dropouts would be mis-classified as dro.pouts.

SO

o
.

. . ’ . ‘
Means and Vh{iances of Discriminant~3cores "

. Groups ‘ C - - Mean. N ' - Variance
Dropouts'~: . v : 5.08 ’ f . 0.732
Non-dropouts 7,08 s 0.743 .

- l’ rl * ) . R . ) N

. f . I - . i [} .
\\_//fy ‘ © SUMMARY - - N
An ana%gsis of variance of all the variables studied disclosed that .

,

all but number of natural g\rents and community variable 1 differed signifi-

cantly in the droﬁoht and non—dropout groups: '

¥

Subsequently, -a discriminant anhalysis procedgre was used which con-
sidered all the variables studied except overageness,,grade average,. and the
two non—significant variables. It was determined that the most important dis- -

]

‘criminators vere ve@bal 1Q, . absence, self—reliance, co-operation, vocabulary,

and mother 8 level of education. This model would correctly classify approx-
imately 87.3 percent of the sample. ) ) Cor
The vari?bles self—reliance and vocabulary,gwhile discriminating sig-

nificantly, did-so in a’ direction opposite to that expected . . ”".“

vy
N\ ’ *
‘. ‘ll
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" section on recommendations for further study. ¢

in the idc\antification and prediction of potential school dropouts. This model

R Chapter 5 S ' @

\_ . - . CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS . . <

5 ' S
»

Pnresented in this chapter is an overview of the 'sEudy to ‘this point,

a section on the’ ccmclusions made, the implications of t:he study, and a final
N . ~ -

3
e c . v - o '

8 - R .1
* OVERVIEW

The purpose of the study was to develop a’ model which could be used
has determined the extent t_o which ce‘rtain_ selected variables discriminated be-,
tween di’opo ts and non-dropouts. In order that the variables studied could all - !
be used by sé\hools in the futur,e, special instrumentation was aveided. - ' |

'The variables used were the five Canadian Test of Basic Skills subtests

‘ Vocabulary, Reading Compreheneion, English Usage, Mathematical Concepts, and

. pot ' ! - : -

Mathematical Problem Solving; school achievement in the form of grade average

and overageness variables, the two mental. ability variables of verbal.fnd non~
/ - L~ .

verbal I1Q from the Canadian Lorge—Thorndike Gro&p Intelligence Test; father g

-

occupational level:; mother's level of education and father's level of education,

’ J

number of natural parents in the home; two dwelling area variables community 1.
and community 2; percent of time absent- and the nine variables involving

teacher ratings of student self«control courtesy, leadership, co—operation,

attitude toward criticism, conceutration, attention, tenacity and self—reliance.'

&0

-



W)

L]

. v ,
' _ <
41 -
< K . . . . )
Twent -thrgxof‘ these .initial twenty-five variables were found to T
. statistically discriminate between the two groups from the'anal sis of v,ar,iance'.“

The two exceptions, nuxnber of natural parents and community variable 1, were
- . . .

eliminated from fyrther consideration. The school achievement variables of

grade average and overage were_ also eliminated from the discriminant analysie o

because.a new promotion policy in the district was eliminatin'g the strength of
these variables for future studies.

Il

The remaining twenty-one varia.bles provided the model that discriminated

between the two groups. The most important variables were verbal IQ, absence,

-

sel.f—reliance, co-operation, vocabulary, and mother 8 level of education. These J

) '%t v 6 variables accounted for 79 percent of the between groups variance" between

-
i

the dropouts and non-dropouts. 'This.model would correctly classify 87.3 per-

. . ( ) N , ‘ . s s . ' ! o
cent of the sample. o - Ce o . ,

-CONCLUSIONS

A}

On the basis of the analysis of variance all the selected variables - /
"discriminated between the .two groups’, except for the number of natural parents

)

“Jand community variable 1. — ‘ o . P
The failure of numl'}er of natural payents to diecriminate-waé not in

.

accordance with the expectations of school persommnel who believed that foster

» \

children, in particular, v;rere more disposed toward dropping out. jThere was =
no apparent disposition of dropouts to come from one 'parent or foster homes.
Only. 7 6 percent of .the total sample came from foster home‘s, 5.4 percent being
%
dropouts and 2.2 percen't being non—dtopouts. Therefore “whtle it cannot be
.‘conclucniegi that dropoutxt’end “t'o -be foster children, it might be' true that. foster

" . ct,

’ N . . . !
. 3 . .. o .
.



- children tend to be dropouts. This matter requires further study.

—_ I S , | 3 |

The extreme diffefedces between the verbal and non-verbal IQ'scores

of the two groups should also be noted. The two groups possessed quite differ-
t ! LIS - .
ent lévelg of academic ability. Further to this, if, as earlier reported, non-

. Vverbal IQ is qualitatively different from verbal IQ only on,its independence of

3

LI _verbal skills learned by the sdbject,.one can conclude thﬁt level of reading

- ability is not a factor contributing to ‘the low IQ sco;es.‘ In other words, .
even though the-reading achievement of dropouts is demonstrably low, this in-
ability to read has not affected ghe validify of the IQ scores.

In"connection with this; it vas determined that reéding, itself, did

not contribute significantly to the discrimination. 1In that reading compre~

heqsioﬂ is quite highly related to intelligence, this is not sufprising: “Indeed,
soﬁg authorities believe that reading comprehension is actyally a measure of
intelligence (Strang; 1969). Table 1 indicgtes&tﬁat dropouts were reading

at about the twelfth peféentile. An IQ of 8§.correspondé to about the sixteenth

! L)

peréentil? of-ability. This suggests that dropouts werékieading fairly close -
tofgheir ability and that.remgdial programs‘in reading would be of: little use I/y/

to them. There was the further suggesi:ion that an inabili‘ty‘ to cope with :
school subjects was associated with dropping out. ’Tﬁgré was a possibility that
this had nothing-to do with mastery of basié skills. ~ )
| It ca'ﬁnot; be concluded, however, that 1a'ck of ability 'is a root cause
ﬁf dﬁopping(fut. Social and eﬁotiona} variables assoclated with.incoﬁpetence
may be gauées and programé'designed to éliminate these would then e;iminéte the g

ability of intelligence to discriminate between the two groups.

. -
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The reading achievement of the non-dropout gfoup Wwas aréund the twenty-

a ‘-

fifth percentilé although the fQ was around the forty-seventh percentile. Re-. Y
, . 4 o ‘. E» N a
lative to their ability, the ¥non-dropout group did%not achieve in reading neéarly -

o

-

as well as the drop;ﬂt'grbﬁp.- . S .

&

_percént of the subjects. Reducing the number of variables to six would increase

of self:reliance,avocabulhry, nd absence. , . ' . ' -

Discriminant Analysis

‘ . N . . ﬁ .
The model presented in Table 9 shoJ% that the first six variables .

' . . ' \ + .
accounted for nearly 79 percent of the variance between the dropout and non-—

dropout groups.‘ This full model of 21 variables would misclassify only 12.7

.
)

ghe rate of misclassification somewhat. . ' ) 4 v oA
fhe médel telis us that, relative to the nén—drépout, the-dropout‘tended'

to score lower on'verbal_iételligence, teacher rétings of.stud;ntjéo-operation

and mother's levél of edﬁc on. He tended to score}highef{on te;che?'ratings

All the other variables.studitéd contributed only ‘small bropdrtions of. >/ ‘\%\
. a , - ~ . L \’

- the between groups variance even though all but ‘two .did discriminate between //u.

\ A * B /
the two samples., In géneral,'th;se variables can be considered to have measured

’

‘much the.saﬁe factors as were measured by the 5ix most important variables.

’ Low verbal. intelligence tést‘sco;es were by far the most imﬁogtant'coqr

. -

-tributing scores in the discrimination. Verbal IQ-qontributed'twd and one half

. , . ‘ . .
times as much to the between groups variance as did the next most  important.

variable, absence. In generél,‘achieveﬁent facgoré did not disc iminate im- .

' .9

portantl?_excépt'as:they were related to the verbal intelligence score. This’

PN f . . 9

,‘"-»...—r‘ 1
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~finding casts doubt on phe.ﬁﬁderacbieveﬁent factor being a root'-cause of dropping

out. Rather, other factors associated with low intelligence may'be very im-

.portant. Social, emotiomal and attitudinal factors, or expectancy factors, may ’ ja

[}

all be linked &i;h the intellectual ability of a dropout. Céﬁsidering the effect

. of inpélligence in discriminating dropouts arfd non-dropouts in the 'samples
'studied, these factors may be very important. - !

»
s

If underachievement is not a factor, and dropouts tend not to be under- ’

) achievers, remedial ptdgraps in basic academiic skills will habe only'a mérginal

n N . - . a . ."’ -

effect on dropping out. Programs to minimize the effect of failyre, for example
' N B ' '. e " ,‘.. . 1' : ’

social promotion, as well may have no effect if concommitant programs to de-

. . ‘velop competency.of some gort are pdt initiated.

A ‘ o " IMPLICATIONS '

¢

o S The school district wherg this study was carried out is congerned- about
. - . : , : ¢ ,

T ) . . ' (4
T students who. drop out of school. This model may now be used to help predict which -
i ' 8 il

, students will tend to Be future dropouts. This will help identify for the

schools thgsg students on wh;m they should focus prég;ams aimed at reducing tﬁe .
. ; . numﬁer'éf‘dropoutsi ’ | Y ‘. \ | .

. R "‘ 'u'Future"é;al afioné‘sﬂouid show ;¥§cri%3n§§ion be;weeﬁ dropoﬁts and hon;
dropopts'éhich is based ;n new variables.’ Programs thfh are to be sgéces;ful i
_in q!ﬂﬁgiﬁg.the nuﬁber of dropéhts shdﬁ?d_ﬁe directed_qé the causes which:are . ‘.‘.
related to the differencea in the variaﬁlgs w;ich discriminate the two.éroupé;

i

.
R n
.

- In terms of the largest cbntribution to the total discrimina;ion, the

, L - - ‘.“ T A . .','
tested intelligence of the students should be an important consideration in the

—~— ﬁjfi9nalization_§f‘new programs. ' Dropouts tended to score considerably lower -

_‘ . - . Coa
0
1Y

L3
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toward dropping out. . :

o

) g \ - ’ ) . ’ ' - -’
o - - 45"
. * . Y N ‘e

o L

"

0

factors were not influential in causing'the low scores. 1In that low scorés on’
the intelligence test are predictive of low academic achievement, ic.is possible

'that psychological and social pressures related to feelings of incompetence )

and/lack of relevance of academic work are causes of drOpping out. The fact
. a4 - .
that underachievement, while not ruled dut, seemed to be “a, less important con-

sideration, makes it important to investigate new curricula which are not highly

related tg present academically oriented- curricula as possible molutions to

.

-~

dropping gu‘\ Present programs which focus on remedial work ‘for academic de-

t

ficiencies would not appear to have much chance of success with the present-

)

" -on both portions of the Canadian Lorge-Thorndike with-theasuggestion that verbal .
. " * P o ' . .

dropout. _ LikeWise, programs which focus on social -and psychological factors but

neglect the problem of achievement would seem headed for failure. )
'. ] \‘ - . : .. ‘
RECOMMENDATIONS L C g
13 ) . ‘ ﬂ‘ -

-

. The following are recomhendations for further study'

ta

1{‘, Study the, relationship between being ‘a foster child and disposition

e

-t
' ]
N «

a

2, Test the hypothesis that the dropout tends to have low academic ’

[

-ability (intelligence)rather than being retarded in- learning basic skills.A

3. Investigate social emotional and attitudinal factors which might

be related to dropping out and possibly linked ;o the intellectual'ability of

*

.'} the dropoutg - w. .

b, -~ Inveatigate the effects of teacher and parent expectancy and a

possible link with intellectual ability. .; _\" > ;“.

<

5. The causes or reasbns for absence should be found.

g .
' .
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" 6. A factor analytic study should be. conducted on the teacher ratings

of student behavIbrs to help discover the true nature of student characteristics ’

which’ are being rated by the teachers.’ ' o . ‘ : ﬂ.;: . )
' - 7.J Verbal IQ and vocabulary ehould be studied- further in view of the
:,unexpected variation between these vaaiablesi \ j‘ Q' . ' : S
i 8. This study should be replicated to estimate the' effects ofvsampling
ﬂlerror ofi the model which was- developed. ' "‘:, , ’ ’ .:'. I
.9, The study shOuld be repeated'in other,areae 13 determine'te what' |

kl

extent the findings of this sgudy;are supported, and to see what, differences,

v
. L »
. may‘be attxibh}ed to local ‘conditions. .o : e
. R .
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