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- The aim ‘of the stuwly was to examine redsons

e R

high school. 7Two Montreal schools in con-

trasting income areas wefé selected for study. The total student

population of each (

roughly 1000 in each school) was surveyed

using a questionnaire which included denographic information,

a dropout predictor

-~

scale (Demos D Scale) and a stress scale

(Langner Scale). Subsequentlylfhe students who actually dropped

out over the following year were identified (N =
. .

199), contacted

.

by telephone (N = 158), and strenuous attempts were made to inter-

view them (N = 50).

A ‘control group of 32 students who grad-

nated was also interviewed and both controls and dropouts com-

7
pleted a personality test (Junior-Senior High School Personality

Questionnaire). The material from the semi-structured interviews

J.’%

i

-

v was roughly scaled and quantified for statistical manipuTetions.

A number of conclusions were drawn. B There
- “

wérq twice as many}dropouts from the lower income school, but

+
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the higher income families were able
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.dafficulties to private schools, an alternatave ﬁqyond the

'

means of the less affluent families. The‘dropoht predictor
» “ -

4

instrupent proved invalid. I.Qi,did not prove a.major factor.

The most significant predictors of.droppiné out (on the basis

~

of multiple regression analysis of the interview data) were .

L]

(1) parents' mental health, (2) attitude towards school ad-~

ministration, (3) father's character in student's eyes, (4)

_. skipping school regularly, (5) frequency of being sick,&(6)'”

Y difficulty with high school authority and (7) degree of close-
\ | -

_ness to father.

o v

e .. ] ;
% . " In a general way this study implicated

the family rather than;the scliool as the major source of diff-

———
——

iculty in the etiology of drOpEing out. Five dropout syndromes

\

‘emerged from the data (1) dropouts from homes broken by parentalo

o
]
I
H

separation, (2) dropouts from homes broken Ly parental death,
(3) dropouts with personality disorders and family pathologyy
(4) the "black~sheep" dropouts and (5) family tradition dropouts.

The study concludes with some sdégestlans

for furtber research.
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Ltobjet de cetté ctude est Llfexamen des raisons de la dé-

fection scholaire chez des cléves du secondaire. Aux fins de
1tetude, deux ccolegs de Montreal ont cte sélectionncces dans deux
quartiers de revenus opposes. la population ctudlanbe totale de
chacwe ¢cole (N~ 10600 dans chacune) a cte soumise a l'etude au’
moyen d'un questjgonnaire comprennant des renselpncments demogrdph—
iques, une cchelle de prédacbion de la defection (Demos D beale), o
et une.cchelle de "stress” (Langner scale), Par la suite, jles
cleves ayant effectivement avandonnce leurs etudes au cours d'annce ®
furént adentifies (N=-199), contactcs par téléphone (AN-153) et des
efforts acharnés furent tentcs pour obtinir des entrevues avec o
eux (n-5U). Un groupe tcnmnr&de 32 cléves ayant terminc leurs o |
ctudes furent également vu et les deux groupcs rewmplirent un test
de personalité¢ (Junior- Senior iligh School pPersonality nNuestionnaire).
Les donnees recuelllics a partir des entrevues semi-structurces
flrent | crossierement édvaludes sur cchelle et quant1f¢0e§‘pour les,

alculs dtatistiques. .

’
1

Hn a tirdé un certain nombre de conclnsLonsQ Tl v a ocu deux
fois plus de défections de lhgcole du quarf:e- A pevenus plus .
“faibles, mais les lamilles disposant de revenus plils Cleves ote

areyl cn mesure d'envoyer leurs enfants ayant des diffacultes scol~
aires dans des dcoles privees, une.possibilite depassant les

moyens des familles moins prospéres. L'echelle de prediction de la
dpfection (”dronout")Lest apparue depourvue de validirte. e quo-
1/ient intellectnel n'ta pas ¢leé avdérdé copme facleuar important. Les
factieurs les plus siemifieatils de prediction de l'abandon des
étnudes’ ("droppln{g out") - fondis Fur ltanalyse cpn regression

> f
N )

1) 1a santce mentale des parents

v f N
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. 2) L'attlt’u‘de envers lfadmanistra®ion de ltecole e
. . e . .
3} le caracteéere du peére aux veux de ltelive
- kS
- ~ R . L 4 P RN
b)) Lthabitude de’I7ecole buissounilre . “
. e / ‘ ' ® ) .
S 5) la fréquence de wmaladies oo '
. 5 dlfflcultos avee lcs autorites scolaires ‘ .
3 T - S - T e

&

“a . , . s . 3
et 7) le degreé dtintimitd avec le pere.

D'une maniére génerale, cette dtude tend a impliquer que
c'est la*famille plutét que lrecole qui est a l'origine princi- .
pale des difficultés dans 1l'etiologie de l'abandon des ctudes.

, Cingq syndr6mes caracterisant ces elevus en rupture d'ctudes

("dropouts") se sont manitestés d'aprés des donndes: .
l) ¢tudiants ("dropouts") provenaunt de foyers brises

par la séparation des parents ~ .
L]

.
.

‘2) étudiah¥s ("dropouts") i1ssus de familles brisces
" par la mort (d'un) des parcnts

3) ptudLants {"drop$ut5") atteints de troubles dc la -
e personiilte et pathologie familiale
" : i o ]

¥

4) dtudiants ;ynlquement "Brebis galeuses” ("black sﬁeep

)

dropouts") » .

. -

et 5) ctudiants abandonmunt leur ¢tudes par tradition
familiale., \ '

" <
L'etude se termine par queiques sugrerestions pour de futures
recherche.
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CHAPTER I -
L)

INTRODUCTION

It is a widely held belief in the Western world that as

N

many young people as possible should receive a high school edu-

=

cation. To this end a gradually increasaing number of high

schools have/been built in our commurtities and a steadily in-
‘(” » o -
¢reasing proportion of the population in the appropriate age

]

] N
range are attending these schools (Table I.l). Many countries

have enacted legislation requiring school attendence until age
: - »

14 to 16. )
. ) . ' 1 ¢
Consistent with thas zeitgeist there has been an incre351ng

/ . ! N !
concern over the fact that -a significant. proportion of young

»

people leave high schools before graduating. Résearch studies

‘on dropouts began to appear only in tle niddle sixties how@ig&

and* largely in the United States {6,13,15,20,25). Canadian stud- o
ies \are few. Drﬁ&m1e°(9) exanined the dropout problem in New
Brunswick, Guest (l4%) in Winnipeg, and Darnes (2) an the South

Okanagan region of Bfitish Coluubia. .
o Y ‘ \, .
iWith a few excéptlons, these studies have been demograph-

R 4

i ‘ A '
ical¥y oriented and retrospective - studying the features of .

) -
students after they hd@e alrcady left the school system. They

3 C e *
have also for th¥ most paril lacked comparable data on control
H N By k-

gfoups.} The findings indicate that in recent/;;ars from 20 to v

i

50 per cent of st denﬁ,.who enter the first year of high school
A ¢ ! -

drop out%before they graduate. Variations in dropout rates are

E ,

' # . ~ o
‘l\ B )

‘! I

. | . .
4 .- S
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P“éRCENTAGuJ OF POPULATION OF HIGH SCHOOL AGX ENROLLED IN \
- HIGH SCHOOL BY COUNTRY v
s B . B . ' o ' A
Country . Age Group " 1950 1960 1967
¢ » - o
Canada | 13 - 19 31% hgs | hog .
S ! I
y Denmark 13 - 13 Jd 59% oo 68%
. .. . ‘ )
’ S ' r‘ Fiélland 12 - 19 574, ) - , 6 5%
| France - v, 11 - 12 - Lo | 629
. Germany (F.R.), 11 - 18 - 55% 66%
‘ Ttaly 11 - 18 - . 55% 66%
Norway " 14 -~ 19 ;- 624 7 8%
" sSweden . 13 - 18 46% £ 544 S
¢ R 1) . e e ‘;WL_Q'____MM
United Kingdof Tio- 17 519, 685 720
U.5.8.R. 15 - 17 1 20% 60% - . 67%
B ?»
K . i [
. . e
° N ?,} —
o | .Q k
PDerived ffom Unesco S;t'atfl;,sticalxl’ear Book 1970
. Yt
k 4
. 4
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assocxdf%d\with sﬁcﬁafactors as social class (the lower the

clads level, the higher the proportion of dropouts) and culture
i (Barnes,(Z) for example found a 51gn1fica?£ly'h1gher dropout

réte amoné nonigngllsh, non—Canadi%n bggrn students). Studies

o | \

in the U.S. indicate that integrated schools genérate edual
s .

©

numbers of black and white dropouts, whereas the rates are much
l Al . ¥

higher among blacks in non-integrated schools (1). In Canada,

§

reservation Amerindians have an eiceptionally high dropout rate.
4

a .

High school dropout,rescarch 1s fraught *with a numpef of

- special problems., There is first the problem of defaination.

- \ '
What is a dropout? It is clear that all 'students do not have:

an equal educational potential. One definition of a dropout

”

would be that he 1s a student who leaves the educational system

N o

before he reaches his full potential; A student with a very low

4 potential who left in the maddle of lias high school career w?ulq

- 3

by thlsvdefinition, not be a dropout; whereas a student with a

very high potential would be, called a dropout unless he persisted ,

thfbugh university. 8ut for researcli purposes, the identifi- -
- A cation of high-and low potential students 1é‘fraught with too

many controversies and difficulties to be practical. Another
° H x

ot

difficulty is th@t of what we might dh}l "fhncﬁléqal dropouts",
Many students-attend school in bady but their mind$ are elsewhere
* and for practical purposes they should be called dropouts. But

again the identification of such dropouts is too difficult for

o L]
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. ‘ﬁractical researclh purposes. sSimilarly %here are perhaps a
T s . 2,

few "bodily dropouts" who qbtain a high level’ of education in

Il

the outside world; perhaps superior to the edﬁkation they would
@ ¥
“have received in our high schools. Again these pseudo dropouts

present grave 1dentification problems. Most dropout research

o

defines(a dropout" simply as a etudent who leaves high acho&?“ ‘
’ T

) before rece1ving his graduatlon diploma. In éur preaent

(S

research_we also used thls definition.

‘Another problem has to do with the disgruntled attitude _ -

£

of most dropouts. They-have had chronic difficulties with the

sgpool system and often with -the "adulf world" in g&eneral b;fore
finally giving up the race., Motivating dropouts to come to on;'s
! office for an interview is not.easy. JFinally, as with any
longitudinal study, we ran into the difficulty of keeping track
of-éu??ect; over an extended perio& of tioie; this 1# especially
difficult with yopng<p90pie who tend to be highly mbbifé’hhen
not tied to the school system. These difficulties make it virt-

ually impossible ‘0. obtain representative samples and the findings ®

o

of any"longituqinal dropou% study must be evaluated accordingly.

R - Our aim ih the present research, was to our kKnow-

o oo N ,
é ¢ ledge of the dropout problem as it occurs in Canada. In brief,

we_ surveyed the entire populations of two Montreal High Schools‘

~ \
B

in contrasting socio-economlc areas in January, 1971 using a.

N T

\ : stress measure and a scale yhich purported to identify potential

’ -+ S
! e B

[ B . P

ik
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dropouts (Demos Scale). Owver the following year the actual-

dropouts from both schools were identified and d sample of

)

dropouts and controls were interviewed. Our main research

#oals were ﬁ?) To determine the actual number of dropouts, and
compare their demographic features with controls. {2y To exa-

’ , ) s
mine the validity of the Demos D ut .Scale. (3) To compare
L ‘ y of Fopput S (3) P

g

-

the personal characteristics of*@ro%outs and controle using

the Junior, .Senior High School Personality ng§flbnna1re of the
«s—‘&”’i’
I.P.A.T.. (4)gTo study the significance of a variety of indi-
vidual, family and group factors inveolved in droppiqg out usang
" R ' . - /

, ’ /s
a semi-structured psychiatric interyiew with drop6uts and con-

[,

trols. (5) On the basis Bf the fihdihgs, to suggest possible
< ' -

methods for retaining a greater proportion of students in the

educational system.
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' . CHAPTER IT

DROPPING GUT OF HIGIL SCIIOOL: A REVILW OF THs LITERATURE

1

What kind of students drop out of high schools today?

" From a review of the literature, a fairlyeclegf picture of their ™
general chdracteristics emerges. An almost universal finding
ok
’ 7
is that dropping out is greatest among those of low socio-

economic status. The vicious. circle of poverty producing illi-

teracy and illiteracy producing ppverpy/gﬁill persists in most

a8

of the world. The societies which have been most successful
in eliminating poverty ﬁave'bohe furtliest in eliminating il1li-
teracy. The adverse effect of poverty often begins with mal- Vo

nutrition of the mother during pregnancy and the aftefmath may ,
2 B Q“ l( °
continue to limit an individual's physical and mental development

for the rest of his iife, In the United States 5 million m11dl§ .

o
.

" retarded children come from the lower socio-economic strata arid

their handicap may, at least partly, be attributed to environ-
. A
mental deprivation (7). ‘

To what é;tent does this factor contribute 'to the problem
of high school dropouts? Bachman et al (i) studied a probability//f“
sampie of 2,500 grade ten boys, drawn from ;OO representative
high schools throughout the United States (1966-1969). They used#

an extensive questionnaire, I.Q. and other psychological tests

and interviews focusing on .social environment, values, attitudes

o
'

and mental health. Tliey found that 23 Pper cent of those at the

bottom of the socio-economic scale were dropouts compared to

'L , /
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only 4 per cent in the top category. Anhalysis of the 1961

United States census(suggests thagv70 per cent ofrall dfopouts
- come from families whose income is below $5,000 a year (28).

Although statistically the majoraity of dropouts are from the P

bottom of the class structure, it cannot be concluded that low
r oo )
income causes dropouts without tak}ng into con51deqation‘othqxtﬁn_mf
. ” ' (3 i !
-components of poverty. -"Greene (13) states that low socio-

economic status, little education and semi-skilled or unskilled

jobs .are characteristic problems of .the family backgrounds of
I "\‘i.'-q, B -

the majority of dropouts.
LN -

What apout the relation of family stability to social

—

I4 .

class level? According to Hollingshead (16) there h&ve been no

adequate studies on this relationship. put i1in reviewing a number

%

of community studies and including data from his own work des-

<

cribed in pLlmtown's Youth, he suggests there is an increase in '

family instability as one descends the class Scale. In Llmtown
he found 85 ;er cent of class II families and 82 per cent of
class III families were intact after 15 orxr mmore yeafs of marriage.
But in class IV (working class) 77 per cent were intact and in

class V (lbwest class) only 40 to 50 per cent were intact.

2
o«

The relationship between social class and dropping outl,

s

thén, is highly complex ang\may well be more related to family
% <

1 2
lnstability *tlian low income itself. °

¢ 3

T The second crucia} factor i1s the family background of

~ ]

—
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‘the dropout, since their probléms of ten originate muqb earlier

N "

- . b,
in life (1). The family plays a basic role in a child's per-

sonality .and influences his pattern ?f cognitive, emotional

\

and social interactions. Parents provide the child wath his - _

b

early models of identification, the esteem of one parent for
, “ P
the other and the self-esteem of each of them influences the

> ‘o

value the child places upon his primary love objects (23). It

is from the family that the child must achieve &4 sense of id-

5 3

entity, a feeling of trust and security, the ability to avoid '
conflicts and anxiety and the capability of adjusting to his

environment. . P

The study of the families of dropouts indicates that the

@ o

disturbance in positive relations to his parents 1s carried over
) ‘ -
to the child-teacher relationship. Ajltliough the family pattern

“

of dropouts is heterogeneous and the mechanism of influence of

parents on their children's future learning is not understood (3},

5
4

Wresearcheré'have found fMany characteristic patterns which could

affect th?rchild's léarning. All studies indicate ai51gnifi—
. v

cantly higher number of dropduts among children :from-broken homes.

Barnes (2) estimafes that 63 per cént of dropouts in a school

came from unstable families com-

i

district of Uritish Columbia

pared to 12 per cent in matghed controls. According to Bachman_ -

“

(1), families disrupted by separation have poorer pafent~son

,relétionshipsiand more dropouts ﬁhan families separated by death.

*In his study 11.5 per cent of boys from intact homes who entered

13

£~
1‘«,_-".-'4 -
. %2

i

~
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v VAN
‘ ) grade 10 later dropped out; in homes broken by death the pro-

poration was 16.5 per”ceﬁt and rose to 1Y.6 per cent for homes

- g e

. broken by séparation. klthough the dropout rate is as pueh as
t&ice as High fo; boys from brokenohomes as compared tP those

., from hom?s which are intact, still as far as actual numbers are

’ concernedémwo thirds of the dropouts deflve from intact homes. . .

According to Liechter(20), the parents of dropouts are

usually inconsistent in their discipline; their roles as par-

a

ents are not adequately differentiated and there are a variety

»

of combinations of weak, punitive or rejecting fathers with over-

‘ﬁrotectlvé, hostile or unlnvoldbd mothers. Pareﬁ%g of dropouts

maj.have high‘expectations of their children or they ﬁay devalue

»

or underestimate them. Greene (13) emphasizes that some drop-

.
. -~

' outs are the "scépegoat" of the family. Bachman (l) believes

that the better a ¢hild gets alfong with bhis parents, the higher

()

» g N
is his self-ecsteem, personal efficiency and school ability.

hrl
3

Halpern, in Hammer's book (15)7/-locks at tire family of — "
eS ' oA g

: LR )
dropouts from the psychoanalytac point of view. He speculates

* f that the mother of an impaired learnexr 1s possessive and nar-

cissistic, unable fo enter into angiving, loving relationship .
with her husband. She may concentrate on her children. The
fathers of under-achievers are often tense, angry, competitiye

' men ;héggéﬁgxiéydifficuik for their sons no£ only to compete with

] . -
them but  to constructively identify with them. Fear of com-

peting with the father may give rise ‘to a helpless, dependent

5 ')
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2 .
relationship with the mother.The son may adopt a masochistic

IR

relationship with the father proboklng punishment q?d seeking
‘\"‘_‘_

———

protection,. Halpern also abserved a suspension of ce n

1 t B

tasks of the super-ego in "anti-achievers" as a guilt-relieéving
- \ - ,/

mechanism, AN K

Lichter et al (20) an their cllnlcal observation 05\105

‘pmotlonally disturbed -dropouts noticed thaj'the dropoutst house-

halds were often unstable and that one or both parents were

immature and unable to cope with their adolescents. Lven the
9
¢
more mature oﬁes had predominantly negative relationships with

s

their children. Adequate and satisfactory matupdtlon and trans-
formation aof early pleasure-seeking and gratification brings

about the achievement of latency, consequently energy and int-
f

ere?F is“avai;abie;for learning. Othgrw1se, the result is

fixation or regression to immature modes of functioning. lHealthy

°Learning activities are blocked. The child will continue to

seek pleasure, and avoid anxiety through many defensive mech-
anisms} passivity, aggressiveness, withdrawal and denial ®f

i e
reality. Marcus (23) inteﬁsively/studied the families of seven

boys and five glr%s between 12 and 14 years old, who were fail-
3}
ing for the .second consecutive year. ile found a disturbance in

positive object relationships and speculated that early, per-

’51stent frustration and conflict created a type of ego 1mpa1r—

ment which was dlfflcult to treat due to defenses against

, further identification.

./
‘ f ‘ 4 0
7

3
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T As would be efpected, a third important f%Ftor is the

77

student’s negative attitude towards schogl. The lowest rate

of college ‘entrance and the highest rate of high school drop-

PO ~
outs has been reported among those who had neg&@mve feelfﬁgs

toward school (1). ThHere-is_a wicious circle here; as the stu-
\ . ¢ { © -
-~ dent begins to do poorly in school, he bégins to dislike school;

o

the more he dislikes school and begins to feel that school is

A\

R {
a ﬁigh of prison, the more his performance deterionates.

o

LY . -
, t _extent does an educational system and/or a

. o 8 2
specific school contribute to these negative ‘feelings towards

[

~

school on the part of dropouts? Researchers hold conflicting

P vie@i;/fnillion (13) asserts that 70 per cent of ‘%the dropouts
.‘ . blame the schooi as the primary source of their dissatisfaction
1 and reason for leaving. A study by,fhe United States Department «

of Labour in 1947 (13) of 524 boys and girls in Louisville,
& \V«_ - ’
M Kentucky, shows«that of the 440 who did not graduate, 67 per cent

-

left, at least in part, because of dissatisfaction wath ‘some
phases of school 1life. ‘Greene (13) points out that the dropouts -
do not participate in school activities. They feel alienated

from school and that they arehﬁot getting help from anyone. They

-

express their dissatisfaction with school as dislike for teachers

-

and certain subjects.

- On the other hand, it is cleaxr that a student who leaves

the school with some degree of shame over lhis falidre, needs to

bolster his self-esteem by rationalizing and blaming external

] ~

.‘ circdxﬁsbances. Inability to adapt to school, for those who find

N

% P
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safety and comfort at hmﬁ! or elsewhere, malntains their hostile

P— . o
BN =

and uncooperative attitude towaxrds school.

! i o '

Several studies indica¥%$ﬂ further cluster of character~ -

»

istics that are linked to negative attitudes. Dropouts show a
5 )

progression characterized by a gradual loss of dinterest in school

subjects, by increasingly poorer performance and f;??lly partial
) - - @

ﬁiéﬁdrawél before the final act of dropping out. Bachman (1)
and Greene (13) béﬁh found that over half of those who later
drop out were held back prior to Grade_10.' Over half of ;hose
with "D" averages in Grade 9 droppéd out,’ whereas qnly 2 per -
cent of the "A" students did so. 1In this study (1) 1t was est-
imated that about 4O per cent of those wiio failed a grade later
droppeé ou£;' tHerewygg only a 10 pexr cent dropout r?te among
tﬂose who never failed a gr?de::“Barnes (21}reports over 72 per-

cent of dropouts had repeated at least one grade, and 44 percent

»

had repeated more than opne¢ grade. The figures fotw&atchkd coI1-

trol subjects, were 43 per cent and 10 per cent respectively.

. Poor attendance is the most ¢rucial warning symptom of
dropping odt?é There is a direct relationship tbetween dropping
out and absenteeism especially wlien it increases to more than

fifteen days a year. Lichter et al (20) studied 105 intellect-
‘ 4
ually capable, emotionally disturbed high school dropouts from .
t .
25 public high schools in Chicago between 1954-1953. Of these

- -

105 ‘students, 61 per cent had had poor school attgndance records.

Doéing homework is a good aindicator of studeﬂf interest
%

B ] ’ . / .

-~ re
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and the a@oﬁnt of homework done is a fair predictor of dropping

“—oeut. _Qf those who reported doing less than five hours of home-

©

-

~

1 . c
work 'per week, an estimated 33 per cent became dropouts (1). Of
' }

those who did twenty or more hours of homework a week, only 11

a

per cent drbpped out. ot

Greene (13) and Cervantes (6) have discussed the importance .

of peer group influence on dropping out. They found that the

3 -
2 Iy
friends of a typical dropout were not usually approved of by
y .

their parents. They were ndt usually school oriented and were
either older or yoﬁnéer than the dvﬁpout himself. The dropout

ung to these inappropriate friends out of despair, nééding
B ‘ LY %
hize with him. Other #fropouts were loners '

at all,. . ; .
- The fourth factor is the persbnali%y of drapouts. Are

they different from non-dropouts? Siegel (15), after reviewiné

S

the 1iterature,vfiqu no conclusive evidence or agreement as to

©

4 B -
the personal characterié&ics of individuals with learning pro-

u
)

blems. He gquotes Erik Erikson's opinion that these students

are eXperigycing a prolonged identity crisis involving acute

[ 1 ’ ™~ T L
alienation from tdeir ambitions and. 'their emotions. They .lagk
a sense of persomnal worth. Alves and ‘Mason (15) indacate, that

7

under-achievers tend to be more negative iq theair attitudes to-

wards.themselves and others. feelings of inferiority, lack of >

1 i

faith in others and, at times hostility were pointed out by

hurtz and Swenson (lBQi These researcliers give the impression -~

y

.
/n‘ " o ) 4
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. ’ that the dropqut is unabJo.e to experience himgélf as a person ,
o < ' ' /
in his own right e to immaturity or to extreme conflict with

his family and with hi environment as a-whole. lie 1s struggling

¢

to be himself but ﬁe fgqis at everyone hé depends upon is
°a£tempt1ng to mold him to their ewn pattern, thergfqre rémoving
" ' him still further from himself. As hE% Qf_slegel's stédeﬁts.
exclaimed "T would rather flunk everything than do what they
want ". Tn this way he eipréésed his sénse of being overwhelmed

and his attempt to protect his own ego~boundary. His feelings

of self confideﬁce and self rdliance have been shattered r%r . .

) %% peatedly leaving him with the fecling that he can only do wrong.

-

e Therefore, he sho@}d«%top trying and go after immediate grati-~

W N o
.

. f‘icp.tion. -

According to Farnsworth (15) more than 50 per cent of the

total dropout population have sigﬂaficaﬁt embtional'difficdlties.

¥ B

He adds that the dropouts are often. characterized by inaction

.

~ .
or non-action. They live in a kind of non-action commune*’l‘hey

—-run awayﬂfrom any situataion wﬁlch'requ?ref_motivation, particis
pation, effort and éooperatioq.ffLichter et al (20), who worked
in a public agencyﬂin Chicago staffed with case wofkers,jpsy- *
chologists and a consultant psychoanalyst, 6;nducted.on301ng .
interviews with motivated, dis;urbed dropouts. It was diéclosed
that youngsters and their parenis often had serious emotional
problems and-that the school difficultigs had resulted from

-~

these. Indeed, for most of these students, school was only one
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* n , >
." of many areas of maladjustment, They were immature in their
a ’ general personality formations; about two thirds of the boys

and one half of the girls were dependent and unwilling to

assume any self~responsibility; the boys generally expressed
A7 e

v

1v”thé1r dependency i% open helplessness and the girls an angry

i ‘-‘\/ ! . i fl .
" “"demands; less than one third were relatively mature in thear

wa

character formations but were struggling with developmental

3

] - '
tasks ; less than one fourth of the students were suffering from

° i}

~

specific neuroses (36 per cent of the girls and 11 per cent of
LI \

£y
< f

the boys were diagnosed as neurotic)s the majority were suff- .

an e =

ering ‘from develqping character disorders; 64 per cent of the

~ bE
o v

girls %fa 89 per cent of the bdys had problems because of thear

b o A .
.character formatloﬂ; few dropouts had compulsive characters.

o - |

s Oon the other hand there was also a significant group of
( i
dropouts whose difficulties were only marginally differdht from

>
~

non dropouts.™ It would appear in these cases that dropping out

Pl
i

° could have Leen prevented by relataively minor circumstances such
i

N
) ®

as a new, supportive peer group, an especially interested tea-

| LY .
. acher or a warm and ubderstand%ﬂg parent. TIn his study of drop-~

-

t
outs, HWachman (1) found that there was a greater need for, self-

Adeve19Mment in the college ent?gncelaroup. These students felt
/

/»-
«that tliey could control their own fortunes. They had "internal
. ' S

.¢ontrol". Dropping out is more likely to occur among those who feel

v that circumstances are\"ln the hands of fate" and that they do

° 9 "

\ not have any control over their lives. For these there is -

L. .
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I O "extérnal control", %ﬁiﬁhlso found that 10 per cent of his
. «5 . K
F e

- i

respondents were‘Péﬁh&red\b% ngryousness, headaches, loss of
. N %4 s ,

appetite, slqep{hg troubles and difflculty«getning up in the

morning.,-ﬁﬁfestimated one ‘third of thgse students dropped out

-

Q - ,

of high school;qu;ie 17 per cent of them‘enterea college.

‘;/ Honesty, kindness d cooperétlon were positively related to 0

educational attainment. kggression and delinquent behaviour

were the most important factors in predicﬁing dropouts. He

- 4

estimated that 37 per cent of those aith the highest score in

. independence at Grade 10 level, 30 pe; cent of those highest in
. . .
impulse to aggression and 60 to 65 per cent of those most delin-

’

N ¥
= quent in school later drop out. After leaving school, Greene

’ (13) reports that only 5:per cent of dropouts get into trouble «'
< T

” with the police. He feels that society's fnadequacy in coping

! , _ with these youngsters between the time they leave school and the
' r
. time they enter the labour market results in the irrational ass-

umption that all dropouts are delinquents. " ~ 7

Ed

, . Boys drop’ouf more frequently than do girls. Almost ail

¥

studies reveal that 55 to 60 per cent of dropouts are boys. This

<

18 rather puzzling since, 'as the future breadwinners, boys would

s

> : b
.seem to require a higher education than girls. Greene (13)
;suggeggggg_pumbef of reasons. Boys are generally given i

h pendence at an earlier age than girls and there are perhaps
N "’ - ’

*more ﬁart-time jobs available for Boys., ' These factors may give
. ! ,

\ a

thﬁ}high sch¥ol boy the 1ﬁpre§sion that he can make hig way in

Y IR

4

L "g . ¢ -
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the world without submitting to theﬁgrduous educational pro-

' .

cess. Also, particularly in the early grades, the teacheﬁs

are much more likely to be women; the male student may get the

. impression that the world of school is a femalé world. This idea

f

is probably class-linked to some extent; in the lower s0cio-

' . ah L i g
economic classes and partlcularly in rural areas, goang to -
‘ﬂ A

;school and doing well at¢§£hool may be regarded as “51ssy" be-

‘_ haviour. Some ev1dence fqr thls class-linked" education dlff~

erence in Montreal is provided by, a recent survey (Prince et

, (25)) which showed that in low-income families thesmother has °

£l

a level of educatlon similar to the tather, whéréés in ;he hlgh-
income family the¢ father 1s much more llkely to be better edu-
cated’ (Table 2:1).

Fiﬁally,ﬂwhat about,the‘controver51al factor of low 1.Q?

According to Greene (13), several studies have in fact shown
= . b ’ .

¥
9

thaf dropouts havevlow%; mean I1.Q.'s than high school graduates.

’ e
But he also feels that there are . relatively few students that
~ L «

-~ a

are so low in intelligence that they cannot profitably be

. < N -
educated in our high schools. According to Greene, failure in .

—~ L4

previous years has® labelled the student and he has come to

i

. accept and internalize this judgement. TIn his view then, the
- [ - .

»

feeling of incompetence, fgther t@an actual low‘I.Qz is the

. ] ) . \ i
more important factor. Otto ‘Spranger (15) quotes 0.Ray Warner

., of the United States (0ffice of Education;—as saying that about

. e 2 'Ly
thrée-qua;ters of a million students will drop .out of' high o

i

i

e
.




D TABLE 2.1
W .
EDUCATTON LEVELS OF PARENTS TN ‘LOW.AND HIGH INCOME SAMPLES £’

<

EDUCATION LEVEIL

{ MONTREAL )

o

HIGH INCOME (N=116)

&

LOW INCOME (N=113)

‘\\

FATHER ©

of

B . FATHER ° MOTHER MOTHER
None L 2 0 0
Some grade school 25 % . 22 1 1 .
Conipleted grade school 29 . L2 3 1 ‘ :
Some high school Ly 39 9 10
a - \f
completed high schoo;’ 11 "5‘ 15 21 y
Some university | ' — 2 0 =23 42
Completed university "}w 'O 0 65 “ \ 41 '
' P \hk | \
. > ' N
-~ | e ?
. A
..

"
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. schools during 1970 and of these 11 per cent have I.Q.'s of
J

more than 110, 50 per cent havb I.Q.'s between 90 aﬂd 109. he

believes that 61 per cent of dropouts could complete standard

»'

vocationa}, techinical or college education. For the reﬁajnder,,

half could complete epec}al ﬁigh school courses and the othe¥
'g half would requireuoéﬁer'spe%;al educational programs. Since

L2 » none of these alternatives are available, he concludes  that

N the majority of ‘dropouts leave school not because of lack of
intelligénce but fo;~§561al and psych010ﬂlcal reasans.
i
Jther investlﬁgtoré attribute more meortance to I.Q.

° ’ as a factor in droppingvout. MacPherson (227 reports oh a T
follgw-up study of a representative sample of 1, 208 children se-

lected from all thldren born in Scotland in 1936 From the

' " whole sample, only 75 pupils (6.2 pexr cent} achleved a high -
' . - B %
- : S »
. gchool certificate. As far as I.Q. was concerned, as Table 2:2
< .

indicétes, an I.Q.l of 145 was needed for a pupil .to have 50 per-.
. e
cenrt chance of receiving.a Hipgh Scliool Leaving Certificate.

BN ' A pupil with an.I.. of 127 has a 50 per cent probability
| o , ' ‘., -
| of eompleting high 4chool and a 25 per cent chance of receiving

;¢ -
[N ] - ~

thelnlgh School Leaving Certificate. R

~

lﬁé used the Terman-Merrill £,.Q. test and explains the rather

high T7.Q. le%els as, being due to large standard deviatlon% and

the skewrness of distribution. &

[
L)

!
-

3

L%
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TABLE 2:2

Doys and Girls in fFive-Year Courses

Whole All in S5-year .All Completing All Attaining

f-a Sample. gdurses ‘ 5-yeaxr Courses Leaving Cert-
OZD i . ificate
70+ 3 3 . 3 3
165-~9 4 4 ° 3 ¥ 1
160-4 3 3 3. 2
155-9 6 6 <\ (};6 5
1504 . Y 9; u /\‘/9 6
145-9 11 11 (8 L
1404 23 20 ﬂ 12 ' 9
135-9 20 . 19 11 7
130-k 43 36 190 13
125-9 L7 37 22 9
120-4 67 47 } 18 7
L 115-9 76 ﬁl 6 6
110-4 36 36 6 - 1
105-9° 111 ¢ 31 { 6 v 1
100-4 129 23 - 6 1
95-9 132 13 2 -
90-14 111 p 11 | - -
90 - 327 - , -
Total 1208 » " 365 150 | 75
¢ ~ B '
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He estimated that another 66 pupils could have obtained

leaving certificates on the basis®of their I.Q. alone, if
. \

¢

they had not left the school. sStudying factors in addition

to I.Q., MacPherson examined the personali%y of dr8pouts by

home wvisits. He concluded that character traits (perseverance,

conscientiousness and "the will to do well) play the most im-

we

portant role in remaining in school.

1

- * ' .
Other research has focused upon the importance of read-

ing ability as thebmajor factor in the drobout problem. It
has been estimated that more than 90 per cent of all the work

taught in school involves the ability to read'(lB). All studies

indi¢cate that the dropouts are generally two years behlnd in

their reading ability. Greene guoted Penty saying only L5 per-

cent of poor readers remain in school long enough to ”raduate.

N

Bachman' (1) estimates that the dropout rate for those at the

lowest level of reading skill is greater than 4O per cent.
#

»-!,‘I _— . ——
v
'
.

JE——
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SR “ CHAPTER TTT

PRESENT RESEARCH: SURVEY OF . TWO HIGH SCHOOLS, METHODS AND RESULTS

, , . .
éhr our present research we selected two high schools in

4

Mont;eal. flor contrast, one high school was select§d from a

workinglclass area of Qhe city and the atﬁer was selected from
a hiéh income area. The proposed research wés first discussed
witﬁ the principals of the schools in q;estlon and;when~agreement

was obtained at this level, permission was granted from the Pro- -

testant School Board of Greater Montreal. The general plan was

'

as follows (1) to survey the entire population of both schools
\

to try to predict those who were liable to drop out QZ) to id-

»

entify the actual dropouts over a subsequent one year period (3)'

to assess the wvalidity of the dropout instrument thereby and (h)
to interview the.dropouts and a sample of graduating controls to
determine whether there were any cons%gtent social, family or

personality differences distinguishing the two groups.

v

.
2,

FIRST STAGE: SURVEY RESULTS “s .

The first stage consisted of a survey of the total popu-

l

lation of each of the high schools during January 1971. A quest-

ionnaire was administered to all students, class by class, after

*

a brief word of instruction. w .

The queéstionnaire covered demographic data (ethnici'ty,

4 —

occupation, family income, education of parents and siblings,

pupil's educational attainment inéluding number of subjects failed,

number of different-high schools previously attended), the Demos
J ' C Fyya
: ¥

A



1 N . o o o
N X
.

® raes - B
c "D" Scale for the identification of dropouts and the Léngﬁer
. i \ -
' <3
Scale (19) as a measure bf psychological stress.

"A word should 58 said about the Demos Sc§le. It was
designed to pick out potential dr0pou%s by medéuring attitudes.
It consists of twenty—ﬁqne statenents whicﬁ/the pupil is asked
tg score on a five point continuum. ’1“119' statements cover: |

1. Attitudes towards téacﬂq;s.

- 2, Attitudes towards edupatiOn.
i

3. Influences of peers or parents. .

4. School behaviour.
- ! . ‘ ’ L N ~
Lxamples of some of the Demos statements are as follows:
A - ' ’r ¥

' 1. Teathers understand the problems of students.

iy

. 2. It 18 necessary for one to have a high school
education.

i

3. It is good for friends to help one make up

his (her) mind. .

Lot q

&

k. Tt is more important to have a good time in_
-, school than it is to study and learu.
. »,
{(fmx After each statement, the student is given five alternative

responses: nearly always, most of the time, sometimes, very few
! o - -

times and nearly never. Ile must choose the one with which he

a

agrees most. To assess validity, the test was given, by Demos,

to three groups in california: Group 1 consisted of one huﬁdred

)

and fig randomly selected Anglo-American high sc‘hﬁgol students,
, ! '

" Group 2, of thirty inale quéhile delinguents and Group 3, of

s

: , :
.
"" ' ’
. : y
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- completed the questionmaires. The others were either absent or )

e \
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high school dropouts. On“the basis of significant score diff-

erences between these groups, Demos considers his test to have

e s oo . »
adequate ¥alidity. Although in our '@pinion this was not ade-
. &

£ N
quately demonstrated, ig was the only dropout prediction instru-

’QSTt we could find. We decided, therefore, to use it and further

assess its validity in the course of) our study.
*

N

The lLangner Scale (19) 1s a twenty-two item self-report

EY

check list of psychiatric symptoms indicating impairment (see

appendix C). This instrument was developed during the course of

the Midtown stqu of psychiatric disorder in Manhattan, New York .

1

-Ccity. It prJvides a roug#/ifgiggxavnbﬁf‘wnere\ggpple lie on a
&»

.continuum of impairment in life functioning due to wery common

-

psychiatric symptoms. Langner studied the validity of these PR

M °

twenty-two symptoms and found discriminating power between ill

%

( . , ‘
and well groups at the 0.0l confidence level orf better.

¥ A

There were 1,100 students in each of our schools. In
, o ,
the Middle Income School 1,027 and in the High ;ndome School 1,038 R

@ r
——

. SN . ,
their answers were incomplete and were removed from the sample.

~

The two schools fit well into the respective communities

a N

which they serve. %he Middle Income School, built in 1932, as '

a plain, simple, brick building. Located on the -corner of two
’ TR

-narrow streets with similar buildings around, 1t has no grounds

r o
- . >

but there is a playing}field two Dblocks away. The school is equipped

A N,

J h 2]
with a gym, a vocaé;;nal work shop and 0§her c¢lub facilaities. It
" - ’ :



A

. .
ctive, modern building surrounded by wide open spaces. There, are

f In the Middle Income School, "students tended to be more passive

<following orders wh'ereas in the lligh Income S$chool most of the

Page «~ 25 =~ .
° — -

offers, in the senior years, more teéchnical, industrial and

business courses than the‘high income school. 1In the year of
e .
our stuJy, its staff turnover was about 20 per cent.
The lligh Incomé School, built in 1961, 'is a very attra-
{ “

broad lawns and a huge playing field. Thes§chool possessgs more
Ay Q‘ :\

facilikies fér sport and other activities than the Middle Income

e

School. Comparably speaking, in the senior years, this school
offers a richer assortment of academic courses although th'e con-
tent of the basic curriculum in both schools is: the same.. In .

the year of ouf study, the High Income School had-a Staff of 64,

of which 12 left represénting a turnover of about 20 per cent. <

Whlle conducting the survey, we observed strxklng diff-

1

erences between the attitudes of the students in the two schools.
In the High Income School, students were curious, asked guestions,
demanded information and showed healthy signs o aggressivity;

3

most of the students were sophisticated, attentive and cooperative.

‘and compliant. They did not ask questions but simply followed i

. . . ' N T N
ifstructions. On the surface, they seemed much more submissive s

towgrds their teachers. Their behaviour seemed similar to that

of their fathers who were holding subcerdinate work positions ard

&

L]

fathers were either professional or executives and their child- ;

ren's behaviour was patterned on their roles.

-
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. SURVEY RESULTS:

As Table 3:1 indicates, our

balanced according to sex in the two
/

w

! 7@

lj

\
sample proved t¢ be equally .
schools. %~E

e
“+

Bl

TABLE 3:1 SCIIOOL POPULATIONS BY SEX.

°

a

High Tncome |{School

2

f .

[

i{iddle Income School.

Sex. Number. | ‘Percentage. Number. Percentage.
’ n !\_:_

noys. 557 53.7 [ 545 55l

Girls. . ksl 46.3 g2 46.9

Total. 1038 100 i 1027 "100

©

Tabulation of family income in the two sch&qls (fable 3:2)

A

confirmed that there were marked contrasts between the two

groups. 1In the ﬁigh Income School, over three-quarters of the

(]
£y

“students came from families with incomes over $10,000 per year,

—

v . e =
~ whereas in the Middl% Incomeé Schivol,

over three-quarters of °

the students derived from families with incomes lower than

o

$10,000. ~ \

N -~
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TABLE 3:2 INCOME LEVEL OF STUDENTS' FAMILY.

¢

- |

- . High Incpme,‘SchooL.‘, Midc.lla\;r_ilcome School.
\e ° l
Family Income. w Number Percentage. Number. Percentage '
Less than $5,000 , ) ;
per year. ' _ 33 3.2 89 . 8.7
- &
%5, 000-4$10, 000 R . -
per year. i 188 v 18.1 433 L2.,2
-810,000 or more )
per year. 702 67.6 172 16.7 5
——— ; ;‘ ‘ Z S,
. - R ! e ]
?  Unknown. 115 11.1 333 . 32.4
Total . - . 1038 100 1027 100

* K In Table 3:3 we ha}re divided our two

<«

sctiools! students '

according to their fathers!® occupation. we found that 70 per

&

At ’

cent.of the students in the Itigh Income School belong"to clas\se )

¢ ’ ‘f}

. < .- 4 s 8, 2 - .
x 1 and 2 as compared {c?the; Middl}e Income Sghool where more .than-.

50 per cent belong to classes 4,5, and 6.
. ' - - *

N

b -
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TABLE 3:3 FATHER'S OCCUPATION#* * -

o

- occuﬁétions (judges, physicians etc.) and class 7 indicates

~1lligh Incowe School. | tiddle Tncome School.

élgss. Number. Percentage.<!!Nuﬁber.d Percentage N
1 \v 201 ~19.4 10 . : . .1.0

, h |
2 &A\ 540 - 52.0 | 146 14,2 C

\

3 e 7 " b5, 57 . . 5.5
4 - 2 17, © 1.6 108 X 10.5
5 . 76 7D 345 ", 33.6 .
6 E :.23' 2.2 +121 ° 11.8
7 "2 1.2 39 a 3.8
8 0 Lo 2 .2 w.
Unknown. 120" 116 19k _18.9

‘ . b3
Total. p:"’ 1038 | 100 - 1027 . 100 |

, ©y s s

* ' In this té?}e we have classified fathers' occupations

\ v
according to a 7 point "occupational class" scale devised by

Blishen (3). Class 1, in the table, indicates highest status

lowest status occupations (cooks, charworkers etc.) Classes 2

to 6 range between. Class 8 fathers .are student§, i /

o ke t

!

[
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ted to determine whether there 1is afy relationship

between dzopping out and working mothers. It is interesting to
. notice here thé%qregardless‘of class or income about 65 per cent
. of the mothers do not work outside the home (Table 3:4). .
. o TARLE 3:4 MOTHER'S OCCUPATION .
. . . ? 1
3 ’ ) - .
High Income School Middi<¢ Tncome Schooi
\ B
) Occupation, Nuniber. Percentage.& Number. -Percentage&ﬁ%
b - 1
' _ Housewife. 639 61.6 638 2.1 g|
Part-time work " : ,
) outside the home. 183 7.6 103 10.0
Full-time work . T
N outside the home. 172 %6 .6 232 . 22.6
- I _ . Unknown., ' L b2 ) 54 5.3
. ) .
- Total. 1038 100 1027 100 '
= ’ f'.
Also, as Table 3:5 indic;}es, in high income families 60

per cent of fathers finished university as compared to 6 per

cent in middle income. Another interesting difference is that

t

in high income families only 10 per cent of the fathers did not

finish high school whereas in middle income families 6 0 per

o

cent did not finish high school, (i.e. they had been dropouts

o

- themselves). : 4 LT
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f\‘ » 1 " TABLE 3:5 FATIHERS' EDUCATION .
AN o ‘ «. High Income’ School pMiddle Income School.
\\ ) - . -
» ‘Level of Education. - “ Number. . Percentage. Number. - Fercentage.
Some ©lementary . o L '
School. 11 g 1.1 140 - 13.6 o~
Coﬁpleﬁea . v % L
Elementary School. 17 - 1.6 146 . 14.2
. osd%g,ﬂigh‘ - ¢ ' - | '
. School. 70 6.7 . 321 31.3
o Completed High* . . ’ ‘ ,
A School 169 . 16.3 194 18.9-
Some University. 108 10.4 - 69 6.7 :
» N ' D
124 J
’ Completed University. 589 ‘ 56.8 . 60 5.8
:’ " _(‘ . A ' éj ’ ) ’
E Unknown. <, - 74 .7.1 .97 o Q9'5
| - - o :
@ o ~ ’ )
| Togal. 1038 100 1027 100 -

.

L3

- . We found the mothers! educatidn runs-roughly parallel to
N .o o

[+

} that *of the fathers in each group (Tableg 3:6). The number of mothers
| .

2' -
who completed university in high income families is about, 12 timeg o
v t v M 9
. 4 - ! -
greater .than that in the middle income familieés and 60 pér cent of

N -

- mothers in ihe middle income group did not finish high school as
g

compared to 11 per cent in the high incgmé group (i.e. they were

| .

dropouts themselves). It is also interesting to note¢ that whereas

o

‘ .in the miadle income group the mothers are about equally educated,
. fr

' or even slightly better educated than the fathers, in the high in-
= . T
come group the fathers are significantly better educated than the

.

mothers. This goes along with the idea that education is more es-

o e

) 4 r
’. teemed in the higher income strata of society than in the lowe}) in-

come strata.

- °
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- ~ TABLE 3:6 MOTHERS' LDUCATION.
lligh Income School Middle Tncome School
’ ig;ei of Lducation Number. Percentage Number. Percentage.
Some Elémentary ’ ‘ °
School. ) 10 -9 106 10.3
: ) aéompletad o . ( N ‘
— j glemrentary Sc¢hool. 16 - 1.5 172 i . 16.8
H - a .
Some High School "9l 8.8 339 T t33.0
completed iligh . -, , o
.School. ~279 ! 26.9 0 2753 26.6
, Some University'. 190 18.3 28 5 2.7
‘ Completed University. 382 ’ 36.9 32 3.1
Unknown.,. . 70 6.7 77 75
1 . ” o
Total. T '1038 100 1027 ° 100

t

-

[
4]

The populations of both schools were 6verwhelmiqg1y of

English origin (see Tablé 3:7)- There weére too few ‘students with

¢ ey

othexr ethﬁié backarounds to use ethnicity as a possible variable

o 1

'}elated to dropping ovut.
", T - ’ » @

1y
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° =
g TABLE 3:7 FATHER?' ISTHNIC ORIGIEN.
.0 - L i -
. , ligh Income School ‘Middle Income Sghool.
Lthnic Origin.' ’ Number. Percentage. Number. '?eréentage.
English : R 72.1 788 76:7-
_ French S 19 ) 1.8 59 5.7
. ° . o af.a o . *
English-French N 9 0.9 . 22 2,1
Ttalian 0 0.0 ' 3 0.3
Irish g 0.8 716 1.6 °
&
. Jewish oo L6 Lo 5 0.5%
. T igt*ﬁﬂ“
West [uropean L8 _ L.6 28 2.7
Last Luropean 67 6.§ 38 3.7
. Other © 45 4.3 18 1,8
. Unknown g~ 4.6 50 4.9
Total - . . lu38 - 100 1027 NESIY
oy
- - [ ¢ © -
.;{x;‘
™,
! i ) o
P ‘ . v
I’ ‘ “
e % i s
: By i} "_" v °
- ) oo %
" s . - -
t;b -
. . N N o~
\___, - v ! ”i v
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Regarding academic performancg,yﬂﬂlooﬁéa'at two indicators,
the number of vyears the student was behaind what would have been
® N .

expected for his age and the numbér of subjects he failed.

a o
N ¥

To completerthe "numbeg of years .behind", we used the follow-

ing expected achievement levels:

[

Student born in 1953, should be in Grade 1175T age 17./i
Student born' in 1954, should be in Grade 10 at age 16.

. Student born in 1955, should be in Grade H at aée 15.

K] e
~ *Student born in 1956, should bé in Grade 3 at age lh.*

¢

Student born indd957, should be in Grade 7 at age 13.
\ ¢ @ )
According to these standards, 91 per cent of students in-the ligh

r

T
. ’ . )
Ihcame Sghool ﬁgq;not behind (Table 3:3). Thl@ 18 11 per cent more °
& * ‘
than siiddle Income School. About 6 per cent in High Income chgol
are.l year behind as-compared to 15 per cent in the Middle Income -
School. f ’ - .
« TABLE j:d STUDENTS: NUMPIKR OF YEARS BLUIND
7 N B
i High ITncome 'School. dMiddle Income School. Co
i ’ ’ 3 R -~
Number of yeaTs s . : )
behind. Number. Percentage. Nunmber. Percentage.
l§
9] 951 | 91.6 824 80.2 - '
1 . 66 6. h 163 . 15.9 ’
2 20 1.9 35 3.4 i
s ) ¢ -
3 1 .1 . 3 : .3
A ) | 0 b 1T >
: 5 . O 0 ~ 17 - 1
Total - . 1038 100 . 1027 100 |
J i , . .
© - - F




come group as compared to 1855 per cent in the middle incbmg%gfiup.
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3

We also found 70-per cent of high irfcome students have not

\
failed any subject as compared to 46 per. cent of wmiddle income

i

students; close to 14 per cent failed one subject in the high dn-'
O . ' 4

The rest of the table indicates that the number of subjects failed
. A

£ D

is doubled in the middle income group as ;ompared to the higher

income group. (sée Table 3:9).

N TABLE 3:9 NUMBER OF FAILEDJSUBJECTS.“ d
S N .

High Tncome School. Middle Incone School;‘

Number of failed

subjecgi. Numbprx Percentage Number. ] Percentaée.
o - . v 722 69.5 476 © 46.3
1 | o . 145 - | 14.0 190 18.5
.2‘ . o 74 7.1 158 15.4 *
3 35 3.k 78 7.6
ﬁ@ 26 2.5 > My L b2 —
5 18 1<Zh ‘»30 o 2.9
6 b b 26 2.5
7 ! 2 .2 6 . .6
8 T .k \ 7" .7
9 T, 8 .8 13 1.3 o
Total. 1038 ' 100 1027 100
4 ' .

L
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. ' 'Pﬁe liggrature suggests a relationship between dropping

out and frequent school changes. Our findings do not support this

L
idea (Table 3:10). We found that the high income students tend

! to have mor\e woves thaxf the middle income sigi.tdents. '
" ° . TABI;E 3’:,1'0 STUDENTS' NUMBER O CHANGED HIGH SCHO?I:}. - - -
i High 'Income Schoowl Middle Income School.
Number of Wigh , 2 ‘ .
Schools changed. Number. Percentage. Number\‘. Percentage.
0 - ’ 724 " 70.1. " 803 78.2
N 1 169" '16.3 141 13.7
- 60 . 5.8 35 3.4
3 | 33 ~)3.2 T 14 1.h'
4 5 .5 10 1.0
"D 5 2 | _ 2 o2 .2
j 6 b AT s . .3
Co '/ B ‘ < T 0 0 0 o .
8 ; 1 1 0 O
ho 3 ,
" Unknown . 36 3.4 19 - 1.8
: RN . \
. \ Total 1038 L 100 - 1027 100
- . - o
! .
. ! g .
¥ .
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. . Previous studies have suggested that there may be a

Pl

‘relatior}shir%betweex}w@.}mber of siblaings and droppifxg out. As

Rt . Table 3:11 indicates there seems to be no consistent difference

in number of siblings in our two samples.
&

o — TADLE 3:11 STUDENTS * NUMBER OF SIBLINGS.
\\ , High ',r,ncomé’Sc’h'ool. N Middle Income School.
Nmnl\oer 6:&‘ ‘ '
* Siblings. . Number. Percentage. Number. Percentage.
1 au1 23.2 290 T
i 2 ’ " 315 ' 30.3 276 | 26.9
3 ) 220 21.2 168 - : 16.u&
4 "103° ~ 9.9 125 : iz.2
5 & 60 5.8 53 5.1
. 6 1k L.k 16 . 1.5
7 2 .2 2 | 2
, & | 2 .2 7 .7
: ) 2 \mz 3 .3
% ~
| ' —
‘ - Unknown. 79 7.6 87 i 8.5
. Total. \ 1038 00 ' ) 1027 100
R N
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. ' Wheﬁ we look at the proportions of siblings who have had

-

trouble with their sckooling Jhowever, (dropping oﬁt or behind at
’ ' school) wWe see a highly significant difference between the two -

schools (Table 3:12). ¢ .

of - — I
’

v TABLE 3:12 NUMBER OF S$IBLINGS WHO ARE BEHIND OR WHO

i

HAVE DROPPED OUT ‘

a
4 L]

- High Tncome Schogql. ) - Middle Income 5chool. .o
Number. = Percentage. ° Number. ‘Percentage.,
& \ N A r .
b8z 0 7.9 201 - 19.6 .
¥ J © -

It will be recalled that in our initial total survey .
. - qﬁestionnaire we used two previously devclop?d instruments, the(
. ;emo;D KScale‘ and the Langner Scale. 'i‘he finc;ingé on thg Demos |, |
Scale will be re;erved for -the next section where its validity
:is discussed. ’
The Langner Scale indicates t;xat the xn;ddle income stﬁde::;ts
N .

had a significantly higher level of stress (at P < .0l level) -

than the high income students . (Table 3:13) . This finding i1s con-
!
sistent with ‘what is already known about the relationship (in |

adults) .between stress and income (Roberts et al,(26)), as ex-

emplified in Table 3:14 .
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TABLE 3:13 LANGNER SCALE °
SCORES ACCORDING TO SCI}OOL i v
) , -
~ I ; ——

- ' . _lligh Income School. , Middle Income School.

° LN “ K
N = 1038 - "N = 1027
b ~
Mean ) - 2.77 ‘ 3.14 ¢
Standard Deviation 2,63 2.91
T-test ) -3.01 ’
. Significance p<l 01
,' , : ~ - N ’ '
' - , 'TABLE 3:14 FAMILY INCOME AND LEVEL OF STRESS
rom Roberts et al, (26) ,
{ ‘ - .
2 — B : \__—- , “
Monthly Income - Nfl . ) , Langner Scale
: , Mean Score.:
) . Under #8150 ) ‘57' Lo 6.2
% , ' e
150 ~- 200 28 . L,k
~ T
200 -= 400 . . 113 2.7
- 400 -- 600- S s 32f . 2.3
600+ D11 1.¥ -
. ] I
- - )‘ Ay
' r ’ _(~—~. - [y i
° '~ S
N 7 5
4 ° ’
2
v -
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SECOND STAGE:. VALIDATION OF DEMOS “D'"“ SCALE.

~

For validation of the Demos Dropout Scale, all students who

scored 85 or higher on this scale (indicating a 90 to 100 per cent

likelihood of dropping out according to the scale designer) were

%rawn oug: There were 70 in’the High Income School and 50 in the ~

Middle Income School. Half of eéch schools' "“dropouts"” p;edicted

by the scale were interviewed. ‘These psychiatric'evaluatioh inter-

views lasted 45 minutes, An attempt was made to create as friend-

i

ly and frank an atmosphere as possible. These interviews revealed

that the Demos Dropout Scale picked up students who, although they

may havwve had difficulties in their schooling and at times with

tucir parents} did not have any intexrtion of discontlnulng“their

A

1

education. Their ability to verbaljize and their desire for in-

dependence appeared rather healthy. We also interviewed students -~

low on the Demos “"D" Scale (supposedly indicating'a h%gh probabi-

lity of stayiﬁg in school).; Our clinical impression was that there.

was no very significant difference bLetween

° )

statistical analysis of these high and low

factors shown in Tables 3:1 to 3:13 failed
1

differences.

)

To further substantiate our results
¥

"D" Scale scores of the two schools (Table

the two groups. JAlso,

scoring groups in all

to demonstrate any -

~

we compared the Demos

3:15).

Ve found no sign-

ificant differences petween the two schools for the total score on

vattitudes toward teachers" or"attitudes toward education".

[

There was, however, a significant dafference (P <.0l) in

@




.
.

Page - 40 - “

two of the Demos subscales, "attitudes toward Peprs and parents"

e ‘1

and "attdtudes toward school'", but these were in the wrong direct-

' )
-

ion 9ccording to subsequent findings: that is, the middle incone

students expressed more favourable attitudes on. the Demos Scale
: ]

but, as will be shown, actually dropped out at a much greater

‘ A - v
o

rate than the high income students! . - ———
. ' v
TABLE 3:15 DEMOS "D" SCALE SCURES OF THE TWO SCHOOLS *
High ° . /Total . Attitudes Attitudes. Attitudes Attitudes
School Score towara toward toward - toward
' Demos Teachers fducation DPeers & school
- Parents
" High Mean 70,10 26.43 . 17.96 13.52 12.17
Tncomg = p— ' -
_ School Standard .
'(N=1038) peviation LE.15 h.55 5.19 . 2.49 - 2.97
o - ° T -
{
 Middle Mean 69,54 26.70 "17.91 12.66 ° 11.70
. Income . . —
School standard ’ o
(N=1027) Deviation 23.10  4.61 ' = 4.23 2.40 2.78
c .~ ' " - . N
— : “ ;
I " v )
T. test ' 0.70 -1.31 o0.2h 18,00 - 3.776 )
Significance N.S. N.S. ' N.S. p<. 01 p<. 01

.

*The/higher the score the greater the probability of dropplné out.

~

. <,

/
» - ¢
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. _ As a -final wvalidation technique, we waited one year to

‘identify our actual dropouts. " We fgund only a few with higﬂ Demnds

. scores. Table 3:16 compares 101 actual dropouts with 32 randomly

&

selected Grhde 11 students (who graduated) as a control group. There

3

—————— .. i1s no difference between the dropouts and the control group in either

[

e e

the \total score or any of the subscoreg. , - .

! .
Since we did not find any differences between actual drop-

Pl

! outs and graduating students on the Demos "D" Scale and because

\\_/

of the other evidence for invalidity cited above, we feel this is

" an inappropRriate tool for the identification-of dropouts.
¢ TABLE 3:16 DEMOS "D" SCALE SCORLS OF CONTROL AND DROPOUT
) ¢ SAMPLES ' - .
. ? —,, Mean _ Mean " . Mean Mean Mean
Total  T-Scor " L-Score D-Score S~-Score -
. Demos (Attitudes (Attatudes (Attitudes (Attitudes
toward toward towvard toward
Teachers) Iducation) Deers & School) |
’ ~___Parents)
. * Control . ’ L’
N 32 69.15  26.03 18,09 12.81 12.21
I IR
Dropouts - .
N 101 72,404 28.07 19.32 13.05 . 11.92
T-test -1.40 2.29 ~1.24 -Q.48 -0.L6
LY . . D)
. D.F. 131 No significant difference between actual dropouts and
graduating controls. - .
- ~
7
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‘ . CHAPTER IV

- e Ao
—

,f |
COMPARISON OF DROPOUTS WITH NON DROPOURXS

1971 to February -

1st, 1972), interviews with as many ‘of them.as possible,

4

interviews with a com —&F control group.

Commencing February lst, pﬁe names of ali dropo from —T————|

o, year. o N

Tt was realized however that perhaps some dropouts would

simply not return to school after the summer vacafion. To explore

\

Rl
! this possibility in September 1971, the 70. students in each

~=*—~__ school who had attended in the Spring but who failed to register

z

in the Fall were contacted by phone. In this way the students who
were actually quitting were distinguiehed from those who had trans-
ferred to another.high school. An attempt was also made, in the

latter case, to decide whether the transfer was made because the

- D

student was havirig diff}culties“* (and was perhaps a potential

b i
drOpoue) or whether the transfer was for reasons unrelated to
@ B ;

school difficulties.

©

Finally, a third approach to determine the acpual number of

"a
¢ : . \

*Failed a grade, not studying, wanting to drop their schooling and
having difficulties with their families. ?

, . ‘ b
- . <
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' dropouts was made by comparing the nameés of all students who

had completed .the original-queétionnaire in February 1971 with

il

- the attendance 1list as of February 1972.. Many additional stu-
dents were found not to be present in school. °"The sanie procedure

ofl telephoning was used to determine the present status of these

-

missing students. .

~~-“‘ﬁ\_ﬁ_—“‘”“““‘thexf_ind;ngs are shown in Table 4:1. Tn the High Income
. H—_.Q

T , School, 5.2 per cent, and in the Middle Income School, 14.1 per
~— . . "l - «
ﬂﬁ‘~7fcent—af~stud§%ts of the total population of each school, in one .

i

year, dropped out. One might also want to estimate the proportion’

- of students wﬁo enter high school but do not get their graduation

k‘»wcer)ificate.ﬁ Based on our present figures, we would estimate
$ « ‘4 - 1

. ) {

( /?K that for the High Income School 19 per cent leave before grad-

QI - uation as compared with 34 per cent an the Middle Incomg;school
¥ )
§

© (Table 4:23¥. -
\r e S
i - y‘ i ¢,
N : ) _ - - 'nyl
L__A J ’ ’ ‘
- -, Ed
{,‘ﬂ
V) ;
' !
o / i
t
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TABLE 4:1

PERTOD.

THE FATE OF THE POPULATION OF TWO HIGH SCHOOLS OVER A ONb %EAR

(February 1971 ~ February 1972)

Number of Studeqts

High Income School

VT !
diddle Income School

»

Cool No. ° , No. O

Graduates. 231 22,3 282 27.5"-
Dropouts. . 54 5.2 145 14,1
Left for Private S !
Schools due\to school . : .
difficulties. - L8 L.6 0 ‘ o -
Moved or transf%rred o . ' ' N
to another school or | — ‘
distfict. , 140 13.4 65 6.3

. ’ \ ‘ - J
Left sbut came back to . - AR
the same school, 10 0.9 ' 11 1.1
No contact possible. 16 1.5 - 15 1.5
Stayed in their school.539 . 52,1 509 50.5
Total 1038 . lov 1027 100

p ’

o
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TARLE 42 .

* SCHOOL GRADUATES AND SCHOOL DROPOUTS IN ONE YEAR

Number of Stuaents, 1figh Income School -

Middle Incomg School

= Noe % No. %
Graduated 291 ) ai.l/ 282" 66.0
propout E TR 15.9 145 34,0
| - T
, S

TARLE b:3

r? DROPOUTS FROM BACH SCHOOL BY S&X.
i High Income School  Middle Incéme Sphool  -Both Schools
b - Toe—— - . ° X
Sex No. ("3 No. ‘ ' q‘{; 9 5 No. &
A B h’!’l‘
Male 18 644 - 36 66% 104 664
B &
Temale 10 . 36% SO L 1 54 3h%
]" . TADBLW L:b
THE GRADE OQF DROPPTNG OUT T
; i High Income School Middlg Income sSchool Both Schools .
Dropouts Dropouts / Drogouts
! Grade No . % No. % Noa- %
" =
- i
7 1 3.6 : - - 1 i
: ‘ , 39.3 .
. B Yy 14.3 15 11.5 19 39.6
, Lo <
9 6 21.4 37 28.5 L )
10 9 32.1\ ., " 59 45.4 68 . .
i iy 60.7 60 , 60 . U
’ l"-‘;e - @ ] L)
L 11 8 28.6 ' 19 = 14.6 29
; 1 - - »
[ ’
jﬂ“;;‘:r ?" ® - "
L] ~ i ‘
- . T ee——
root
. . o o
A & ‘ ’
4 "
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o 0 ¢ ! L . ’ T
1. DROPOUTS VERSUS NON DROPOUTS ON THE HASTS OF SURVEY DATA -

Of the 199 actual groﬁouté, from both schools durifig the
one year of our study, 158 had pompleﬁéd the ofléinah question-

‘ ] . . L
nalre.L’ Jt was therefore possible to compare the survey data .

A,
v

-

of gropouts with the rest of thé school population.

Tabl® %4:3 demonstrates that, as with other studies boys
Qutnuﬁher girls among the dropouts. This is_rémarkab]y consis-

tent in both schools?ﬂ\two-thirds of the dropouts are boys.

* . Pable b:4 stresses that dropping out is largely- from grade

10 and 11. Again this is consistent in both scliools. In general

the number of dropouts increases with grade level except that

"

~

there ts a drop.in grade 11.
ey data of the dropouts with the

when we compared the surv

4

non-dropouts, ¢here are several significant differences gTable

h:5).1 The dropouts derived more frequently from lower income

families and from families where fathers' jobs were,more menial;
* ~ ¢ « X

;e

the fathers' education followed the same trend but did not reach

2 0

-
s

statistical significance. Mothers' océupatipn.Qwhéther hou3se-
howed no relation

Y . - .
" wife, part>time workér or ful}—tlme worker) s

5
S

-

at all to dropping out. g
- Two, indices reflecting school performancj - "voar$§ behifd"

e expected re-

Q

and "number of subjects failed" - both showed t

o

4

|
1
f

-,

a4

lA number ofﬁﬁropouts had not completed tgz\orjginal question-

maire and were therefore dropped [rom the study.
/
l H
i

:
Y . bL 1
n i . .
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g N ,
lationshins but only fyears belhinA" reached statistical . .

significance,; :

v The most, _ striking'difference Hetween the drOpouta'and >
the non drdpduts 09 both schonls is
score (Table L:6Y.

‘atress levels.
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the mean Langner scale

Draopouts consistently showed hxgner
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Lo ‘ TABLE 4:5° o -
. ‘'COMPARISON OF DROPOUTS WITH NON DROPOUTS BY
- SURVEY RESULTS OF BOTH SCHOOLS N
. ) % . . 2 Signi-
9 No. Description o % Dropout % Non Dropout Chi ficance
" 1. Family incoane: (N = 136) (N = 1481)
above Wl0,000/yr. 11 . 59 :
$5,000-810, 000/ yr. 67 36 - 7.9 p<.05 ..
, under 35,0004¥rﬂ 22 5
2. Tathér's occupation: (N = 132) (N - 1612)
classes 1-2 . 12 154 ——
classes™ 3-5 . 50 ]37 - 7.2 p <.05
classes 6-9 ’ 38 9 l
- 3. Mother's woc¢cupation: (N = 1hh) (N = 1823) |
housewife 62 65 ‘ )
part-time job 13 . - 15 0 N.S.
full-time, job 25 2 20 -
4 Father's education: — (I\:“- 139 N—= 1'755) 3
did not finish h.s. - 50 35
high school 25 18 1.78 N.S.
. University . 25 La
&
® 5. Mother's education: (N = 140) (N = 1778) :
: did not finish h.s. 75 36
. high school & .13 29 5.25 N.S.
“university . iz . 35
. e \ e f
. 6. No.of yecars behind (Ni= 158)¢ (N - 1907)
0 vyears - b ’ \ 39
¢ 1 year ' 43 10 5.9 p £.05
. 2 or more years p ¢ 1 . :
\ 7. No.of subjec"t%s failed: (N = 158) (N = 1907)
0 subjects ! ' 25 61
1 12 | 16 7.37 N.S.
2 25 11 .
. 3 38 12
8. (N = 158) (N = 1907)
: <
75 88 . -
, 1.24° N.S. ™
25 . 12 -
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COMPARISON OF DROPOULS WITH NON DROPOUTS BY ) T
& ‘ . LANGNER SCALE | )
- — >
& * - , I ¢ N !
b " ’
‘H{igh Income School Middle Income School __Both Schools
Langner ’ o . ) T . _ a
Scale Dropouts Non Dropouts Dropouts Non Dropouts Dropouts Non Dropouts
) (N = 28)- (N = 1010} (¥ = 130) - (N = 897) ° (N = 158) (N = 1907)
Y - . ‘ . o
Mean L 43 2.7 rohl1 3.0 . h.2 2.85
| - e
I S . TABLE b4:7 oo :
Co d URRENT STATUS -AND' STR{ESS LEVELS ;,U
° OF NON-INTERVIEWSD DROPOUTS - . g
oo (x = 108) = T
o : - ) . " =
Curfent status  : N Percentage mean -Lamngner \O
° ! ‘ K l ‘Scale Score , I
. ‘!{ ' ) o
Wworking o \hl . - 38 3.1 B
Not working » . \ ’ L , )
(a) Residential echila - - _% )
care institution ° . = . .0 ii,
(Weredale House) . 15 e - 14 - 3.4 ° ' o7
e . ’ . & E"
(b) At home 19 _ 17.5 4.3 -
(c) prifting . ) N
(not at hobme) - 33 - - 30.5 5

ly \ ” g . . N

-

-0
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* Table 4:7 demonstrates their stress levels (Langner Scale) acc-

students were those who become "drifters" after leavinf school -

- . . )

\
- : Page.~ 50 -

2. DROPOUTS VERSUS CONTROLS ON Tills BASTS OF INTERVIeW DATA

Once the actual dropouts had been identified in the manner
’ !
described, they were contacted by telephone and letter and -invited

to the researcher's praivate office for an interview. Dropouts

were almost always difficult to locate and reluctant to come for
an intefview or keep appointmen%s. When persuasiqp and encourage-
ment failed to bring a sufficient ﬁumber, an emolument of five
dollars was offered which worked in-ten cases. Fifty dropouts

wey? finally interviewed. Most of these were seenAonly once.
Severg; entered brief psychotheragy, but none wére motivated to

n

continue beyond a few sessions. The other 104 drOpoutsl who

K

‘were contacted but refused to be interviewed, %idaat last 4ﬁ§wer“

1
f

one question: "What have you been doing since you left school?™

ording to their. work status. Somev38 per cent of these had

foﬁnd jobs and they were the lfeast stressed (and théerefore, per-

-_ﬁaps, healthﬁest) according to the Langner Scale that had been

v ¢
Al v
administered about a year earlier., Their mean score was 3.1

which is close\to theﬂavefage for the total population (High

Incowe School 2.77; Middle Income Schgol 3.14). The most stressed

. 3

l-In"a few cases, the dropout himself was never 'contacted, but
information about him was provided by other family members.

] Rt

‘
°
-
x N .
. <
-
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. they were not-living at home and as far as the parents knew,

' were not working.* The drifters (33 per cent) hadla‘ Langner

chie score of 5 and the remainder',(j}l.s per cent,) who were not

L

O \_R\norjgingv@ut were either in residential care~or were staj'ring at
home had scores of 3.4 and 4.3 respectively. - -

Finally, there were 4l dropouts who could not be con-,

. N B
i e

tacted but some had completed our,ini:l::i.al gquestidnnaire. It

&

o is inter stihg to note that their mean lLangner $cale score was '

4 indicating that they’were roughly similar to the sample con- ,

.

tacted insofar as stress level is comncerned. Although we were

°

able to interview only 25 per cent of the dropouts, and ‘have

minimal information on an-additional 50 per cent, we feel that

. . our findings are roughly representative of drapouts in general.
1 .

. 0

A . n ~

l . J .
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DThe interview with £he 50 *dropouts and 32 randomly se-~
lected controls was a semilsgructured approach as well as the
Junior-Senior ﬁigh School Personéllty Questionnaire. i.Q.

. . ) . ) '
measures (Henmon—Nelson) - were obtained from school records.

Intervmew;ng of the dropouts ﬁﬁok place from thiree weeks #to

three months after ro ping outi of school. ‘The 1nterv1ews 1a¥ted
p

about h( m;nutes an& gystematlcaldy covered the following areas:

\
chief complaints; fam\ly relat;pnshlps and family difficulties;

- -
student's childhood deveibpméht and health record; details of

primary and secondafy education; family attitudes towards edu- z

cation; student's attitudes towards teacherg and school admini-

»

P .
stration; student's habits and future plans. We mainly concen-
trated on objective facts rather than shbjective interpretations

and individual dynamic formulations.

To analyse phb data defraived from these semi-structured
¢

interviews, we cluétered the anformation ainto a number of -rough- .-

\

—————
3

ot e

— -

¥ - This test is considered a reliable ahd valid personality
measurement of students of high school age. It screens those
who need help with emotional conflicts or behaviour disorders. .
It i4s thought to be a reliable predictor of students who require
counseling. oo - 5 B

¥% The llenmon-Nelson Tests of Mental Ability are self—ad£?histered
tests for Grades 3 to 8 and 7 to 12 estimating overall gerderal
intelligence. Fach of the three elementary and three high school
forms have 90 items arranged-in order of incréasing difficulty.

The tests are strictly verbal-vocabuldry, group admlnlstered and
computer scored. -
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ly scaleable~gategoriés, inclﬁding (l) personal characteristics,
(2) characteristics of the family, (3) aftitddes towards school

admihistration and teachers and (4) attitudes towards education.
. -4

3

(See Appendix A for detXils of these categories).

&

\

1l. Differences in Personal Characteristics.

. ]
As other studies have shown, males predominate in the

dropout group. Our drOpodﬁﬁgroup was 65 per cent male. In addition,

as Table 4:8 indicates, all categories examined shoied signifi-

o

cant differences between the two groups py Chi-sqguare analysis.

The dropouts had more childhood anxiety symptoms; more frequent

périods of illness; had lei? self-confidence and were more likely
to day-dream. As regards peer%group relationship, the dropouts
2ﬁere either more likely to be isolated or, on the other hand

were excessively involved with peers.

Although the meah I.Q's of .the dropouts are sagnificantly

lower (10l.4 for dropouts as compared with ll%.h for the others),

the majority camne from the average I.Q. range (91 - 110) and

slightly more were from the over 111 I.Q. level than from the
L4

under 91 level. Future.planning also significantly distinguished

the two groups as did the use of drugs, althouéh thizs latter char-

. . ’ . . A
-acteristic was less marked than some of the others in the series.

L In order to determinec more clearly the relative impértance
. q

of these personal characteristics as well as their inter-relat-

¢ °

. #° ' :
ionship we employed a multiple regression analysis. To do thas

v
-

. .
o e
i
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we chose the seven most important personal characteristics as

%
shoyn by the Chi-square analysis (Table 4:8) and added, &s well,

‘sex. As Table 4:9 indicates we found that these eight inde-

pendent vériables simultaneouélyh;ggaﬁﬁtéﬁ“fﬁf“727i~per cent of

. the variance at the 1 pér cent significance lé&el. Four of these

~

varlab}es however were not significant separately but were acc~
cunted for by the other four. The faur\variables that proved of
grea?est signifﬁcance vere: - ) c .

i.,The Aumber of childhéod ahxiety symptoms.

2. Future planning.
v .

‘30 Sex. - ,’\— R , _ v

s ‘

4. Degree of involvement with friends. C

L i w oo
.

.' : . In order to pursue the matter further and to determine

the cumulative effect of these variables; we used a stepwise-
i

multiple- regression analysis technique. As Table 4:10 shows,

@

A * this technique indicated that the most powerful prédlctors of
dropping out were the number of childhood symptoms, future plan-
ning, sex, frequency of being sick and to a less imfortant ex-

tent thﬁfﬁegree of involvement with friends.

T 2. Characteristics of the TFamily. f ,

.

1
In this section we consider the families of the students.
: ] Co
Some of these characteristics are relatively subjective being the

attitude of thqustudent towards his family or his appraisal of

. 'W his parents, while others are objective démograbhlc iuéts such

| .
as the father's and mother's education, family income etc. Table

4 -

N



- - : TABLE 4:8 ) /
° B e DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DROPOUTS AND NON_DROPOUTS c

1. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

-

! Personal ’ ‘ Dropout ° Nom=Dropoéut chi-. Degree Signifi-
Characteristics * Percentage Percentage §quare of cance
N = 50 I N = 32 Freedom
Three of more child- . ) : ' . : i
hood anxiety symptomss:- - 80° 23 ©36.1 . 3 ’ p<0.01 -
7 -
Frequency of '‘being i {' ‘ . T
sick in life ;jspan. 78 30 . 28.7 2 P <0.01
\i . « . T . s !
Having very little : I PO _ = :
self confidence. 58 . 10 . : 23.9 w‘;; 2 - p<0.01¢ :
R | - - ¥ « )
Excessive - .
day-dreaming. ) 68 22 18.6 - 1 ) P <0.01
. T G
K R i : . R -
" lYaving a ﬂew friends. 7 85 ,-g .
Having no close friends. 30 51 - . - .
Being constantly with 93 o °{ 15 | - ' -
friends. ) 63). 10 4.5 2. - rp<0.01
I.d. categories. ° .
(below 91) - 17 4
(91-110) 61 . 24 | -
(111 and above) 22 72 125.9 - 3 p<0.01
. 3 '[ -
" Drug use few times o ., ' .- ' .
or repgularly. 67 35 . 13.4 2 p<0.01
- Hallucinogen . -
regularly or few times. - 25 .2 7.4 .2 - P <0.05
’ v A s ! L) \
Future planning: ) ;
Definite ideas - 23 80 z ) )
Unrealistic ideas 13} 77 - 03 20 .
No ideas or some ideas . 64 20 31.9 3 % P <0.01
- N - ‘ > 8 .




MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCES, IN
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF DROPOUTS AND NON DROPOUTS

.

Q

Personal B Beta STD error F Signifai-
Characteristics. - - of 1B cance
Number of childhood o ’
anxiety symptoms. -0.7 -0.35 0.03 7.35 P<(0.0l
Fre\q;u;ncy of - w .
being sick. “n=0,11 ;b.QO 0.08 1.96 N.SO
Self confidence. -0.02 -0.07 0.1L4 0.24 N.S.
> T K R .
‘ ! . Tk

Day-dreaming. ~-0.07 -0.07 0.1h 0.24 N.s.
Degree of Involve- ﬁ
ment with friends. -0.14  -0.22 0.09 2.57 p<0.05
Future plans. -0.13  -0.27 0.06 5.20 p<0.0L
T.Q. category. ~Q.0h  -0.09 0.05 0.66 N.S.
Sex. o -0.24  ~C.Z4 0.11 " 5,01 p<0.01
R = 0.85. R2 = 7211‘per cent STD error=0.30 F£9.6§

, , ‘ ’ |
Degree of freedom = 8/23 > sighificance = 0.0l

. I3y
g{ o
: 7 .
o -
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TABLS ;10

STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERINCES IN

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF DROPOUTS AVD NON DROPQOUTS -~

A

R Pers,%nal B Heta STD error "Fg’ Signifi-
- Attitude T - * ’ of B ‘cance
Number of childhood ) N
y anxiety symptoms. -0.08 #0.38 0.02 10.72  r<0.01
- Future plans. -0.14  -0.30 0.05 8.06 p<0.0L
& ' Sex. -0.23 -0.23 0.10 5.17  p<£ 0,01,
F®quency of being . | :
sick. . % -0.13 -0.24 0.06 4.31 p<0.01L
' ’Degree of involve- ‘ "
“ ment with friends. -0.14 -0.23 0.08 3.2 r< 0,05
‘ ‘ R = 0.84 R2 = 71.1% STh error = 0.29 F = 15.25
Degree of freedom = 5/31 Significance = 0.01
“ . '
Q
© § ‘é-
. ‘ .
’ - T

PSRN
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©

. 4:11 sets out the Chi-square analysis ‘of the diffefences in
.

family. characteristics. Two of these characteristics, the

~

father's educatiorn and the mother's occupation, proved non-

signifjcant. The father's occupatipon and the mother's eduEAtion

proved significant'only at them,OS*leVel and the dfher nine

characteristics were all significant at the .01 level. Looking

» at the most objectiv. .ﬁthese characteristics we find that the
s * -
"- dropouts' families differ from the non dropouts' in a number of

important features; for example, 42 per cent of the droﬁouts
are from families in which the parents are divorced or in which

»

éither or both parents are decad wﬂereas only 8 per cent of the
ofhers come from such families: As regards family income it is
clear that there Ls a definite treng for the dropouts to cone
.,ﬁ from low income families. Simi_{a Y ley 54 per f:ent of the
dropdubs‘bompared to 90 per cent of tné hoﬁ dropouts are living
with both parents. The importance of the emotional climate 02‘

" the family in the dropout phengmenon is indicated by the fact‘\‘

°

that 60 per cent of the dropouts have cmotionally dmsturbed or

. ~

" ' .
y i mentally ill parents wheregas only 13 peér cent of the control

¥ group have emotionally disturbed parents. Turnaing to the wore

: L
_subjective characteristics of the family it is clear that how a

student feels and sees his Parents (regardlegs of how they are)

is an important aspect. Eighty per cent of our"a?aﬁnuts“do not

feel close' to their fathers whereas only 15 per cent of the non

- . -
s

(=4




s -
lr\‘\‘ *
- - :‘ j f \? = ! ! Q o
a8 . {u.r--f h ! e . L h
(N * /'. - o
: 7 page ~ 59 - ‘ . .
M . N o l’ b’ (S ° . -
. . dropouts have this .feeling. Of the 20 per cent. «of' droﬁohts who

°

feel close to their father, the majority (17 per cent) ﬁavé un- -

educated fathers whicl may, in fact, foster 'dropping oyt, if
AY

.

e
identification is strong A 31gn1flcant factor here appé’%s to
'%‘
)
be how the father is percelved. Nrily 10 per cent of the dropouts

.

. -3
consider their ﬁather to be a "strong man' as compared to 90 per

» * cént of the non dropouts. The others feel that their father is
“@eifher’wéak, punritive -or rejecting. . A5 Table 4:11 1nd1cgt%s the
attitude ‘towards the mother is almost equally important.

Turning now to-'the multiple regressi%n analysis of family

o ° characteristics, we plcked out seven of the most 1mportant fea-

tures. " These seven 1ndependent variables 51multaneously accounted

-

. .for 82 per cent of the variances.' There are three variables which

N 3
g . * are significant at the .01 level and one at the .05 level. A
. Q L 4 8 - v
stepwise multiple regression analysis of family characteristics

(Table 4:13). indicates that the three most significant contribut-

1 . 2

ing factors-were the father!s chgracter in the student's eyes,

’r%

the degree’ of closeness to. the father and the parents! mental

health. . ' . ( ‘ .

e




DIF}

RENCES BETWULEN DROPOUTS AND NON

Y

DROPOUTS .

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS

2

No ‘Family Percentage Percentage . Chi Degree Significance
Characteristics Dropout & Non-Dropout . -4 of = |
e ' " Freedom °
_ 5 -
1- Relationship be- ' Tl . -
il tween parents. . L
- ‘getting along 35 T 87 Tt ’
; - nqet getting alon‘g 23 5 IO
- A - separated or . ’
divorced 27 65 5 13 25,1 3 p<L0.0L
) - either or both i
parents dead 15 - 3. _ -
_ 2 - Ohe or both parents - 3
‘emotionally distir- o RN
bed or mentally ill 60 ° 1y -17.8. 2 »<0.01
=3 Closeness to f‘ather. ; -
= - not ‘close © 80 15
3 - close to uneducated ! ~
i father' ~ . - 17 23 .
- close to- educated 20 . 85 47.9 3 r<L 001
father \, 3 S 57 - . . v _
L Father's education 56 z’:-{ 38 51 5.0 2 j N.S.
5 ~ Father's occupataion ’ , . -
e’ - classes 3-9, 82 ° i - 55 3.5 2 p<£L0.05
6 = - Seeing the fatlier.as -
emotionally- "strong" 10 :'a 90 673.4 3 P<0.01
7 Being ¢lose to motherhO 82 "25.3 3 P< 0.01
8 Seeing the mother as <y
; cold, rejecting or . N -
. overprotective. 85 15 L7.3 3 - p<0.01
9 Mother's education T P
did not comp‘lete - . » ~ : -
high - school./ 59 ° i 35 9.2 2 P 0.95
S o

L)

- oFed

_09
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- \ - TABLE L:11 {(cont'd) .
N . - .
= 3 ?' o
oa s ') - R . 2
No. »_‘_,‘Family 2 - * Percentage Percentage Chi. . Degree Significance
’ "> Gharucteristits _ Dropout Non-Dropout of
.o B Freedom .
i .
alO -+ Mother's Jocc¥ipation _ .~ *
- housewife | 57 - 65 5.4 2 N.S. _
11 Family rincome. W’ -
+ - above $10,000/yr. 11 §2 . k .
- jss,oop-s%o:ooo/yf 64 35 12.2 = 2 p<0.01
- below 25,000/yr. 25. ~ 3° g S
12 - - Living with both - o o -
‘ parents. ' y 54 ] 90 13.9 3 p<L0.01
<13 One or moré€ sibling : .
. dropout.. i L3 ¢ 10 11.9 3 , p<£0.01
Y % N
z ~ . - 7
3\ S v
( * - & o N
. - R - ﬂ" . ) . - ~
5 —P “ . f/\/
.
° ® ’ ) . ) - M
¢ ’ 2
. . . %
o . , = [
N Cod . G .
. el -
o . ) :
T BN k- 5
N L
] )
‘ a 3 .
~ .
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TABLE 4:12 Do .
MULTIPLE REGRESSTON ANALYSTS OF THE DIFFERLNCES IN FAMILY
CHARACTLRISTICS OF DROPOUTS AND NON RROPOUTS
Family - - - B Beta' STD error OF - Signafi-
Characteristics i ‘of B - ' cance.
 Parents' relationship , . ‘ ‘ .
to each other, ‘o.04  0.10 0.04" 1.19, N.S.
. .
ts' mental health-0.07 -0.16 0.0k .5,- - p< 0.0l
Parents! menta 7 ! ~ff\‘ 3.5/ ‘ g<
Current degree of close- ' J . s
ness to father or father . - - o
.surrogate -0.07 -0.24 0.03 ~ 4.65 pL0.01
N -~ k
s * R
Father's character in o .
student's eyes " -0.21 -0.53 ' 0.05 20.81  p<£0.01
— : } : —
L : :
Current degree of close-
ness to mother or mother
surrogate P -0.03 -0.10 0.04 0.82 N.S.
; i N ,/j
Mother's character in . i
student's eyes ~0.02 =-0.04 0.053 0.14 N.S.
Family _income” -0.10 -0.12 0.07 2.27 p< 0.05
&, ) - i Y ‘
R = 0.91 ~R2 = 829 STD erxror = 0,23 , .
Degree of freedom.= 7/37 . * ° e F = 24.13 . Signtficance =
N R 0.01
) ' ur&
[ “—\() .v )
- %/ ) " ) - ‘ -
¢ 't : w
:‘_;,_ i . ' 4 ’ !
2 B ,
‘ %3 '
A " - ZV . ' h | '
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. TABLE 4:13

¥

S

3

P

i
.

5

)

. . , - s
¥ STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCES IN

T PAMILY CHAhACTERIST;CS OF

!

DROPOUTS AND NON DROPOUTS

- -

R Family . ) ] .
Characteristics "B Beta STD error F - Signifi-
‘ 9 of B cance
! -
Father's character in. _ - , ) -
student's eyes ~0.24 -0.61 0.04 32.02 p< 0.01
Al ' .
o 'N
< v
Current degree of close- e "
ness to father or father .
surrogate ~0.08 -0.25 0.03 ' 585 p<o.0oL’
Parent's mental health -0.07 -0.17 0.03 L.76 p<0.01
: s ¥ :
b] e
. AR )
. o o« \\\
7 ¢|
.9 v 2 .
=R = 0.89 . R™ = 79.74 STD error = 0.24 -
Degree of freedom = 3/41 F = 53:71 Significagce = 0,01
) "’i v ?
X e
oN . v .
1 N i '
. . e
) \‘7}%5 - - 1 ]
S . - )
| ’ P
” ¥
— ) . .
‘ ) ¢ ‘“ ] " ‘ a
i3 (_ u

!

o -

¢~ .
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3. Attitude -Towards School Administration dnd Teachers.

-

S, - Since hro§0uts always blame their schools for their fail-

14
ure, we have tried to separate the different aspects of schools

) .

to see more closely wﬁgre their problem lies. As Table 4:1h4

demonstrates,'éB per ceqt of dropouts started to have difficulty |
with their teachers in elemeqéary school, (12 pgr cent in npn
drOpouts). These qifficulties rose to 88 per cent in high schobl,

(15 per cent for non dropgpts). ‘The same percentage of dropduts

- f .
: have difficulty with’§choolzauthor1ties, (non dropouts = 18 per
" <
cent); Only 8 per cent of dropouts pay attention in the class-.
© ’\)' 9 “ -
room as compared to 74 per cent of non dropouts. The remdining

_— -

stated that tﬁé;§were bored, resﬁlésé, or caused trouble in the

@

. \‘x__ . K
. classrooms.~ Thermost significant factor was a critical-attatude
towards school administration. Ninety-eight per cent of the
- dropouts did not feel that they were "handled—wraghtly" whereas -

only l5..per cent of non drdpouts felt this way. Most q;quuts“

— +

seemed to be asking for more control in-the sense of more att-

ention, care, and understanding with-+firmness; others only de;
o C . - . I
T manded individual care and affection-but no disciplaine and they
. o i :

believed that they would do well 1f they got that. Transfer. from
one hich school to “another was not as significantly different ' |

between the two groups. Forty-onc of dropouts changed one or
y -

2 - -
-

more high schools as compared to 12 per cent of non dropouts.

o

) ) Multiple’regression analysis o? attitude towards school

\

T (Table 4:15) indicates that 5 independent varrables simultan-

A - J
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-~

-

eously account for 74 per cent of the variance. Two were sign-
ificant at the L per cent level; attitude towards school ad-
. , .

: #*
ministration arrd dafficulty with high school authorities.

Two other factors}were significant at lhe 5 per cent level;h
A
’ 8
difficulty with teachers in elementary school and high i?hobl.

@

The attitude in class was not sién&flcant..

’

Stepwise multiple regresﬁiqﬂ dnalysis of attitude towards

school (Table 4:16) reveals that.of these 4 independent variga.bl_?sw

the most significant cgﬁtributing factor 1s attitude towards’

school administration. Dropouts feel they can neither accept
F .

-~

" the administration nor adapt to 1t. Next is their dafficulty

_and high schools. We could say that their difficulbty i1s more

. 1
with the school authorities and with théir teachers in elementary

or less with the system,i.e. the way they feel "things are run'

rather than with individual. tcachers or s@bgects.n

[
\ ' s \

L., Attitude towards wsducation.

We have sgeparated the attitude towards education from the

attitude towards school in order to be able to see how much of
D N

L3

the dropouts! difficulties are academic and how much they are

interpersonal andédisciplinary. As Table L4:17 shows, 59 per
cent of dropouts failed two or mere subjects %n~h1gh scliool (npp
oL |

i
i

1

* ' . . . ' .o
Tncludes principals and (viice-principals. 7The latter, consisting
of 2 males and 2 females fin each high-schodl, were very important
because they werc more Wr quently involved in 23301p11nary actions.

-

‘l“ o ‘ v




TABLE L.14

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DROPOUTS WND WON DROPOUTS -

i

3.>ATTTTUDE TOWARDS SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION AND TEACHERS -

.

LY

v

1

A No. Attitude, tgwards . Dropouts Signifi-
L school T Percentage ° cance
‘ . N = 50
1. Had difficulties ]
with teachers in S ]
elementary school 63 - < 0.01
V!
ﬁ‘&%— —_— . . .
2. Having diffaculty
with teachers in '
high sokool 88 p<0.01
-t . 7 -
3. Difficulty with ‘high .
school authori ti% 88 . 18 '56.9 3 p<0.01
-— " - - L
o -
L. Paying attention in . .
the class 8 T 7h ho.,2 e 3 - p£0.01
" ~ Pt
5. Not critical of school x . - ;
* administration 2 85 73.0 2 P<0.01
3 gf - - -
T 6. Moving from one or . - . .
more high schoqls, - 42 ' 12 11.0 3 P L0.0U5

L]

»
4

* 98 Per cent of dropouts felt the way they are handled &s wrong. About two—tgxirds

¢

4
3

,want more discipline and one-~third less discipline but.both with more understanding.

! 3’
. -
. .

- 99 -:aﬂ'éd

i
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TABLE k:15

LTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFERENCES BETVEEN DROPOUTS'

%

AND

[}

{ON DROPOUTS!' ATTITUDE TOWARDS SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION AND TRACHERS

owards B "Heta . STDf %rfor B Signifi-
school and teachers OL, cance
Difficulty with teachers . - . e
qin elementary school ~0.06 ~0.12 ~0.03 - 2,99 P<0.05
l i) hi ’ - Al .
Difficulty with teachers - i < :
.in high* school ~0.08 - L0.22 ~0.05 2.954N pL 0.05
- - N T
Difficulty -with high . .
school authorities ~0.09 + =0.24 0.05 . 3.50 rl 0.01
‘ T ;“""“ S5
i - \ -
Attitude in class 0.03 0.08 0.04 ©.39 + N.S.
A .

: Attitude towards, school ) - :, o N :
administration , ° -0, 26 -0.48 0.04 37.06. © P L0O.0%
CRl - 4} ‘ Sl — = e
+ - 2 . - , 7 i
R = 0.86 . R™ = 7h.7 per cent ; STD error = 0.25
8 . £

. j - ] . 1 hd
.~ Degree of freedom = 35/76 c ¥ = 4L 92 R Significance = 0,01

f
Y |
3
[N

1
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dropouts = 17 per cent); 45 per cent of dropouts failed once or “
- #

more in elementary school (non dropouts = 10 per cent); 40 ﬁer ’

cent of-dropouts but only 15 per cent of non dropouts failed one

f -

~
year or more in their school careers. |, | ' ) ﬂ

The most important factors related to educational attitudes

seem to be (1) skipping school regularly (97 per cent ,of dropout%

N A,

as compared to 7 per cent of non dropouts), (2) amount, of time

-

spent studying per week (3.3 per cent of dropouts study six or

more hours per week ancoumaréd to 44 per cent of non dropouts;)
© = C A
31 per cent of dropouts did not study at all as compared with 8

per cent of non dropouts? We found-that non dropouts' difftculties

a ) * ‘
were.more likely to be with certain subjects: e.g. 28 per cent of
! , _ '
non dropouts found some subjects were hard wheneas 8 per cent of

dropouts %elt that way. Thas supéorts our next finding that there
is no significant difference between the hm?gg@ups as far as the

numbers of subjects they disliﬁeugocs. . We could conclude, perbaps,

v

that the changing of the curﬁicrlum would not go far i alleviat-
‘ . g
ing the dropout problemn. . . 3

Table 4:18 shows that the four independent variables sim-

. R k(
ultaneously account for 79 per cent of the variances. Only two

These are skippihg schoo¥ regularly and the amount of time spent

‘studying per week (Table h:1Y).

3

T I

,

v
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! TABLE 4:16- ;\“mﬂ

STEPWLISE ﬂbLTIILp R&GRFS?ION ANALYSIS OF THb DIFFEREﬁCLS BETWLLN DROPOUTS' AND NON

DROPOUTS ' ATTTTUDE TOWARDS SC_DOL ADMINISFRATION
» v A \
* AND TEACHLRS h ’
Attitude towards . ' B - Beta ° STD error o " signifi-
schooling { ) of B cance
T R , - A - ) N N [ * . ! o
Attitude towards school ' . ; ’
administration - -0.26 -0.47 . 0.42 TF 37.73 p<u.01
> - g ) - -
- / — . = -
Difficulty wyﬁh high .. ' . ’
2chool authorities. ‘ -0.08 ~ -0.22 . v, 04 3.15 P Lo.u5
- T [ . N - =-
o < : e o]

s K ~ N !
Prffrculty with . . ) Lo . ®
teachers in elementary — ) . - . . . t

- school " -0.05 _ -4.11 0.03 2.845 - pdu.os >~
:_ﬁ. T - — © v e . - — e \0‘
el T N : T i
wifficulty. with teachers T . o {, R
in hlgh svnool U.U7 * -y, 20 U, 04 . ,,2'64 P<<p.u3 )
h ~ ! . 5 - ° ” . °
N : . 2 - “__ . ' . ‘
R = O.oo . ; , R = 74.6 ‘per cent STD erroyr = V.25 s, !

- » B o
uegﬁee-oﬂ\freedom = L/77 F = 56.50 Significance = 0.0l

¥
L . / i )

- -

1
\

>
“ru
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- - TARLE L:17 =
-~ " Sinanassenesd
' ' DIFFERENCES BETWSEN DROPOUTS.ARKD KON DLOPQUTS i
o J . i
~ i
. . L, ATTITUDE TOWARDS EDUCATION . (
- » - P - -
No. Attitude -bowards ?ﬁopouts Non Dropouts chi Degrec of Signifi- ‘ -
education Percentage Percentage Sgulare {reecdom, CAIlC e% _
1.. Two or wmore sub-’ i . ’ ) -
P Jects failed in B ) : -
\% high school 59 . \“QJ 13.5 - 3 P<0.01
N R * - : .
2. Ong or more years D & 3, *
% failled in elemen- . A, .
. tary school ) Ly L 10 ™ . 15.33 3 ) }Q{U.Ol a
3. One or more yeeg‘gj ' b . '
. - failed in elemen- ; ] ;g
i “tary and high schodl 307 . 12 43,98 3 rdo.u1 * 0
< — ¢
e e SRSk ol - ' - §
L, Skipping school ’ ' ) L9
: : « regularly: 97 i 7 30.6, 3 ~P <0.0l o
~ !
%. -8ix hours or more M <%,
s tudy ver wesk N 3.5 Ly 27.5 \! 3. p<0.01 .
6. Hawing difficulty only ‘ ) ' -
witlhr subjects {not with ’ ;
s authorities or teachers ° i
- N ©as well) 3 23 - 7.4 2 ’P<0.05
7. Xos_ of subjects liked *x+ N.S.' /\ . - N.S.
x 31 percent. of these ;iioi pot stndy at all M - * bad . . 5
* % 3 percent of these did not gtudy at all o . ’ .
% ¥#% Thesc subjects were Math, F#;nch, History, Georgraphy, English, 'Scgiences, Geometry N
and Physics. - T
’ ’ o4 i 2 . )
,& i & ) ‘,‘, i . » o R
e 2_.: o 7‘;,
f C) -_ AS ’ '
é"‘:::? [ S .
~ - ~ ~ ) ! - nE N
- _ _ _ P ~ - -
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TABLE 4:18

’

L ) R
- o |

MULTIPLE ReGReSSTON ANALYSIS OF THE DIFFER‘:‘!JNCES SETWELN DROPOUTS AND NON DROPOUTS!',
“{ s -

. ATTITUD;> TOWARDS EDUCATION

. ‘ .
< f .. -

Attitude towards .B Heta STD error F Significance

education . : of B .

i “

No. of subjects : ! .

failed ( . 0.01 0.0L 0.62 0.42 N.S.
Total No. of years . \., ' v

failed R -0.07 . .-0.10T 0.05 1.73 " N.S.

© . ] _,

skipping Scheol . : . N , » ,
-Tregularly T ~0.12 ~-0:75 0.01° ° 89.76 P< C,01

No. of hours spent )

studying per week -0.09 -0.22 0.03 11.82 p<o.oL

. . A '\

2 - ) M . :
R = 0.89 . R = 79.6 per cent . 3T error, = 0.23
. —

" Degree of MAreedom = 4/59 . F = 57.74 Significance = 0.0l
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. Y TABLE 4:19

3
STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSTON ANALY¥SIS OF THE

L

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DROPOUTS! AND

A NON DROPOUTS' ATTITUDE TOWARDS EDUCATION . .
Attitude towards B Beta . STD error . - F M.Signif‘iézance
education of B
* - . ia
Skipping school. - .
regularly -0.13 -0.79 0.01 " 162.98 p<o.01
B ol ;' -
» %
.N38: of hours .spent . -
studying per week -0.10 -0.23 (%{3 14,22 p<0.01
° . ) \ W \ .
- . \/ . )
R = 0.89 R2 = 79 per cent STD error = 0.23 i *
Degree of freedom = 2/61 . ¥F - 114.80 Significance = 0.01 o ‘ \4
3 )
. \\ -~ (=] \
L 4 -
= ' ! |
- 'x,'x? L)
¢'0 .
g {
© . 3
, ’ Yoy,
) \
-+ ) * .
ﬁ e
= . < . .
» " = R
, J' , *
=] ! rd
F e o . :
‘ B A

°

- 2/ - e3eq
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5. Which factors are mgst significant?

. We have now analysed some 35 features and attitudes of

dropouts taken as 4 separate clusters. Let us now examine the * . .
“ “’

"global picture to see which of the ifems from the entire inven-

tory aregmnost important in their relétionshlp to dropping out.
. é
t \ '
Table 4:20 gives the seven most importgnt factors. Taken toget-
> . [

»

"her tﬁése sévén aécbunﬁ ?or 88.9 per cent of the wvariability

between dropouts and non dropouts. These factors would be the

s *

best and most "economical" predictors of dropping ocut. 1In order
of significance, tﬁe; are:

1. Parénts' méntal healﬁh.

[

2. Attitude towards scliool administration.

ba

. ’ » 3. Father's character im student's eyes.

. : ) =
3
'

4. skipping scheol regularly. N

5. Erequenc& of being sick.
& .

i 6. Diffipulties with high school authoﬁlt%es. : Lo
- 7. Closeness to father. an , ” FL
% ‘ , v Of these seven f;ctors, three are related to hoﬁe, two ‘
- . to the school and two to the drop0uf hrmself and h}s educ;}ion. o

&+

t

In summary we can say on the base of this analysis

‘that the teengger most likely to drop out of school would be one
kY b ) ) 9 .
. whose parents (one or both) are emotionally disturbed, and who
[4 . ¢

. sees his father as a weak person withswhom he has a distant re-

<

\ .
\lé&ionsh&ﬁ. He is véry gritical of the school administration
-y .

V
- » A

. 3
ith school authorities. 1lle is frequently ab-

%?d has trouble w

¢

‘ Ll sent Trom school and 1is often sick. .
" . ‘ . N . ‘

Ly
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o v T T : o TABLE L .20 . . ] . N\
S PR CTT - : -~ . 7
“ o STL]’W JSE T\';LTIPL}L R_,(’RJJSSION ANALYSIS OF TIHE DIF%FL/RLNCLb BETW N ’DROPOUTS AND : 7
e - X el
‘ A S - NON DROPOUTS
i Areas of cﬁfferenc’es "B o - Beta STD error F Sigwifi- .
. ° Between dropouts and . . of B - ° cance
Tet .non dropouts .o T ] i
\ < . . @ h s [ - - .
4 Parents! men;tal . -\ . )
health T . -0.07.  -0.22, 0,02 11.94 4 p< 0.01 ]
" \‘i N . R "ﬂ } . . LS.
Attitude towards - . * s - : » —
- - school admlnlstra-— - . . ” = . B
« tioxd -, 18 0.3 g .055 11.25 pL .07 -
_ . . -« - - N Y 3 e ~ o
- - N 5 B ) ®
- Father s ch‘lractpr . . - " 7
i Cdim student's eyes -0.11 -0V 2% " & 0.03 i 8. 41 =, SpL 0,01 L
‘ R = - "3 = ~ ) & - ~
N - skipping school ) =
. i regularly -0.03 -0.22 0.01 L7 - p0.01 -
® ) Fregnency of belng,
sick - - . -0.07 -0.13 " 0.09 Y35 p0.01 '
_ N - B .z—r . i ¥ - . r = —
- \ l_ Difficulty with high - ’ 4 7 o ‘o
i P school authority -0.06 -0.18 0. 03 £2.89 P £0.05 .
- . Degree of cleseness ‘W & ‘ . , e ‘ > .
5 e .~ to father . . » . 0,04 0.14 - 0.02 ' 2.40 pL0.05 T
{ “ =
® ", R = 0.9%4 . R2_"?‘88.e7 per cent R sTD error = 0, 1b s
s, 2 - ® A\Y - -
& . Degres’ @f freedom = 7/31 F = 35.00 - v Slgniflcance * % - )
- - ] - . 3 o -
i . . ‘ R i B e oy . '
. ::'*f“. ) N _ X p . - ; R
- . . _ " o
~ ~ ) - - o ) P ‘
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T - DROPOUT SYNDROMiZS ot y -

4

\Altﬂbugh the statistical anplysis of “the character;stlcs‘

¢

SR ' . * ’ .
gfﬁdropouts is of some help ih understanding theif gross fea-

A o
&turesf we must now examine individual caﬁe\Histqries to obtain
0 / ' . o ' .
a more' intricate and richer plcture. "As ‘statéd in the pF%VlouS .

chapter, tie 1nterv1ew concentrated om social Tactors and group _

[3

for’ purposes '

A CLASSIFTCATTON OF DROPOUTS s . ‘ ‘

.

dynamics rather than on in¢ra7p§gchlc “‘prablems,
-~ ~ aof. - ’ -

of classification .and COmpaf150;§ with non dropouts.
° ~z

r

8 ' '
o™ N 4 i A

fifty dropouts and thirty-two controls,xWéﬂﬁﬁund that %hey Tell
N - ¢

»
.t * v

+  After examining, the data from bur interviews with the - o

‘ s naturally into 5 main clustegs according to the most rmportant
- iy ¢ . § A s
{ "y ~ w s N L

il

.
]
]

f

single caﬁs% of dropping out.

{ " '

1. Dropths from Momes broken by‘pargnmal sgp%iatign ;15
oo™ e . ot o ,

é. Dropouts from homes broken by parental deaths. ) !'E: 7
'3. Dropouts w1;h peraonallty ﬂLsorderE>énd,fam;}y :

"p&thology ot n ‘ P o ] ‘ ' 10

4, The "black sﬂeép" hropoufp\ te N R ‘12

5., famil& prédition gfhpoyt/‘ ’: ’ B ‘o 9

ficant waé obtainédaby examnnufion of thie pcrsdnulihy'proflles

differences are summariged in ThbleﬂBf;.

N BN L

. " Q

Somé further confirmation that sucli a Breagdown is Signi-

N % . -

‘of the dropouts and controls w1th Junior - bcn or {t.s. P»Q. These

4 S : , oo

[

.
“g& . . .
Q 4%,

/ obye vt : .
,

P S . -,

7
A
&
1
1
\
v
:

N
‘
/

(24%)
~(1u%)'

3

!

{20%)
(Rhw)
(18%) o

>

Lt

o

o<
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j. Tn interviews with the controge group (N = 32) we, of

coutrde, found somf students who alsc derived from broken families,
&\ - , > - b
pathol8gical fanu.lles etc. The proportions of these were as -

<

- —

v v
3 L)

follows: i S ]
. . £ T ° . €
y 1. Controls from homes broken by ,parental -
. ' separation . s 2 (6%)
2. Controls from homes broken by parental - .
deaths - , . ) 1 (3%)
- g \ N
S A - 3. r‘ontrols wn.t‘h per&onalltye‘ cllsorde,‘rs and ‘,
: family pat}}_ology : y . 3 (10%) ©
4, The "black ‘sheep™ control . 0 (O%)-
. 5. Family tradition control - .° 0 7 (0%)

’ \
\

b ; . I‘tfisl’to be notkd ‘tha}a'ZLS {81. per cent’) could ngt ge placegi
in any of‘the§e ?ategories and| we Ic%m ‘,sgy clearly that they de-

.' rive from rélatlvely’"he.alv Ly famil'ies.n .

: ' Y . In the further i)I‘;:scntation ‘ot" {ll?sé 'finélin‘gs, cas;é ex— .

N - -

, amples ofy each of these five dropout Syndromes will be yiven afxd’,

., i # »
. whereé? posdible, case examples of contnols an similar family sit-
: p ) p- 01 cont damily ;

@, r °

R ' B r . .
. . uations. dj) ) ' . )
'\ % ) LY * ) » -
BRI 1. Dropouts From Ifofes D1sruptecu by - Parental sq&qratpon or Dlvorce.

'
: & " .

7 X ‘ Twelve of tlee drop’outs wer‘e dlscoyered Lo come from fami-

k3

lles where the parent?s were &0 1ncompdt1ble that th(,y had sep-—
- ~ s

) ° arated or dmvorcod. As Table 5 2 1nd1c,ates,.most ofl thesc child-~ -

>

L . ren were curréntly living with their mothers, but the amportant, ‘

& "i’ 1 . » > . s .
. factor was that they reported fecling unwanted and uhsupported:
" R - /’ .
o . : ‘ g e . :
in only one of the t}\velﬁve cases ihc dropout reported thiat the
» . Il . 3 . , - 6 o, . o

6 , i -
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parent he was living with was "loving". The others described
el + Y —_
, . )
,them 1n terms suggesting rejection, punlt%veness, "weakness"
| 2 . K

or oger—protectivel It must, of course, be remembered that

/

these'descripfionsyare based on the students' reports’only.
,The mean Langner score on this group of dropouts (8 o

©

“€-it was available) is 7 indicatiiig a hipgh- lével of
! . '

the 12 whé:
stress. The mean I.Q. of the 3 that were available was 103.
N . . » i

-

. Let us now furn to an examination of a characteristic

w '

sample ©of this group in_detail. The following are four briéf

By

2 °

‘case vignettes of d%opouts from ﬁfoken homes followed by .vig-

t

hd .

‘out. ,This comparison will serve to emphasize ithat separation

. - PR N
- . . X . » .
in itself is not necessarily thiﬂdec151ve factor; - eqﬁally im-
. , ‘ \ *
portant is the relationship maintained with ‘the adult who
- -~
s " L i . 4
’ Y
¢ - vl
— ’ ’ -
o~
- i? 3
4 “,’
) N .
. ¢ & s
4 ) B - @ ' b‘ ‘
. . L ° \ " ;oL
. . [ !
o N . - " bl [+ T a’ o
1 ’nd . 3 » & -
| p ~ ﬁ‘ c?
@ N ' ‘ . » _V. Y
) ) !
A ’ '
- L4 N v - ‘\
' . ' ¢ N oo Al . A

- . : : 1
nettes af two other students from broken homes #ho did'not drop:

\

Ll

e

e




. A : TABLE 5:1 . T / os

MULTIPLE REGRESSTON ANALYSIS OFYSTGNTFICANT FACTORS OF JR. SR."H.S.P.Q. OF 5 "° ~

@
N hd - I3 o e . -+

°

GROUPS OF DROPbUTS~Ih COMPARISON TO CD\TROL GRADUATING GROUP ., °

°
- - - - .
¢ i

- - z < N
'Dropouts from home% " Dropouts from homes Dropouts with ) TQg "Black Sheep",‘ Family tradi-
dlsrupted by parental broken by death of personal disorders ropouts 5, tion /dropouts’ '
separation ’\( par€nts &/or family psycho- . ~sz ’
) . - T T pathology

H~ ~ at 1% - . €=, J- at 1% . - C- at 1% " G- at 1% .~ . )
“Q+ at 5% ° gl at 5% Q4 at-5% . O+ at 1% " Q; at 1%

N - N ) - \;}' ) ° . I.’ CT . . ° ’ i <

. v L e . B . N - - s .

These factor§~d%scribed by the tesSt: . ‘ X . /i §Q .. i
! e i [ tryt . - , - .y @
H- Shy, withdrawn, $low, restricted intcrests, ¢preful and threat sensitave.-

-Q+2 Self-sufficient, resourceful prefers own decifisions. / ° - ‘ . gw
C- Emotivthal 1nqtab111ty, oxr ego weakpgss. Emotiignally less’ stable easily upset, ]
. { changeﬁgie\ CoaL = } - ' ! . %
J- ‘Zestful, liking group action. . » .o ? \
g Bt Dominarnce or ascendance (aéqertlve, aépre551ve, competitive, stubborn}.- : . ! .

Q+h High Lrglc Tension’ ( tense, frustrated driven, overwrought, fre%ful) i ';'
. G- ® _ Low Superego strength or lack of acceptance "of ~group moral standards (dlsregards !
- " rules, expedlent) ) i R - v

O+ Guilt Pronecpess (apprehenslwe, self-reproaching, inseeure, worrying, troubled). . -

Q3 Low Self S iment 1ntegrat10n. The individual is essentially untutored,”ﬁnreflective,

. emotionally and avnarcissistie regectlon of culturdl demands. ' ) °
. ‘ ? . ) -
. . -
) ’“ s‘ ’ : 4 ) b4 -
B ~ \_:’ . o
_— N
K e . - (,/ v
. -
~ ° s - T : «
L} . ’} . - t " v ) ‘
« ) 0 b . ~
» . . 1
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- ®

*Judgméqﬁ based on the students!

g . 3 T

[

= |
! T

descriptions only.:

-

9 . ot P
v DROPOUTS FROM HO\TL,S HROKEN By SEPA_RA*T:LON )
Case ex I.Q- Lannneng/ Father's Mother's. Duratlon of Lig}ng Fathier's L e
Np;,T/%: . Score N Personality¥ Persanalit * Separation Arrange-—, Occupation
L . < - ' by year ment -
50 FF - - . Immature ~ Rejecting *.10 7 yrs Foster Caréet Layer !
S - & weak - Hlome. Subse- .
~ . . ‘ quently with ‘
v . - Mother
~ ; > . L1 : . .
43 F - 7 5 Weak Rejecting 10 Both parents Editor of baig
Y o - alternately magazine.,
22 DN 1z2 - Rejecting Uvé& Pro- 5 Mother Unempléyed
f o L fé Alcoholic tective . :
33 M . T = 12 Punitive Rejecting %r7 Father ¥ “Cowmpany bPresi-
. i T & ’ © e dent o
19> . F 93 .13 R¢i§q§ing Rejecting A5 Mother Jarijgfor,
177 . - - 2 Unknown Over Pro- 19 Mother Unknown
T e “ - tective-_ -

9 fbl 97 » 3 Good Loving 5 Mother s Dead = .
24 tl& s 86 - ° Rejecting Over Pro- 7 Mother . *m «Truck Driver
/o . ) tective o
v/ ¥ ll? 9 & Over Pro- Rejecting 11 8 yrs with C.N.R.Vorker

tect;ve ) Mother.Sub- ’ .
. - ow :
. -~ - - ' sequently with

- & * ~Father
b6 _F - - Neven Knew Menkally Y11 *No Father Mother and Unknown

.- . _ . " llospital and .

- . - L —— ITnstitutions s '
2« M 106 -5 - Weak Nervous - 14 'Gfandparentj\o unknown

- : . ' Remarried -Remarried - . : .
. ~r . ( - —

11 ¥ 105 5 . Weak Rejecting 5 Alternatiﬁg Unemployed

(,L - afeq

A
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T. VIGNETPES OF DROPOUT GROUP FROM
HOMES FROKEN BY PARENTAL SEPARATION .

"Case No.u48 (Dropout)., ;

Grade; 11 ¢ ‘ .
I[igh‘fncom'e lHagh School "o

I.Q.: Unknown
ﬁan@ner Scale: 7

N 2
w,

This 189 ﬁ{a old .girl was very unhappg‘from age 8 whens
her parents sepa Xed after a life of donstant conflict. she
hated. h1gh\school started -on heavy drugs at 15, left sgchool
for a commune and ended up in Jall’ iler father,' a—40 vear old
university graduate, whom.she describes as -a weak person, took.
her home. Then she moved in with her mother, also a university
praduate, whom she describes as emotional and 1llogical, only
to be disappointed again; she disliked her mother very much
and returned .to her father and went back to school. A brother,
14 a pgood siludent ﬂnd dependable person, lives with the father.
A sister, 12, and brother, 8, who is very sensitive, 'live with
the mmother. . o \ - .

[
°

»She sucked her thumb until age 8, and felt that she was
an unwanted child. She feecls that she doesn't belong to school,

" and since her parents neyer rcally cared about children gnd she

has no attachment, she'snpxen searchaing for a place where she
really belongs, thus joining the”hlpple movement. ‘

Case No. 9 (Dropout) w7 )
Grade: 9 e . . X
Middle Income High School ’ i ' - "
L-Q- 5 97 -, ~ 4 , .
Lanpner Scale: 3 . , “ ' .

i . . q,
) This 17 year old boy was an average student uﬁ to grade 5,
when he failed after hiais parents' separation. The father, with

\

,eloméntary school educa#jon, to whosl he was close, died two years

agd and he started Sklpplng Sbh001¢ Th'e mother ,J o also with eler
mentary school ¢ducation, to whom he now fegls close, 1s plannlng

emarriage. . lfe 'left school an rradc 9 -to- work. LA smqter, 18, ,
glnlshed hlgh school and' otlher sisters, 13, 12, 7 and G remain an
school. A\ - . - .

-

4 N [ v \\

f %ltnoubh hhe had no childhood anx1ety symﬂtoms and seems to-

be a "healthy dropout', the Parentst beparatxon and his failure
n; grade 5;e the fﬁthcr's death and his skipping school; aiid tlie
mother's npemarriage afid his droppang autfof sclhiool are clearly '

all coxncndcnces,”but ratiier reaction bo thrpo @er io0us re«
o

Jjegtions 4 o ,
. { ' ., . &

o ) . - 1 * ‘
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. ’ Case 0.50 (Dropout). - .
9 Grade ;39 ‘ T
,Middlefincome High School
v 1.0, Not done ~ . .
¥ T

- . \

a This 16 yvear old ;irl has-been extremely nervous from
* ecarly childhood. Since the parents' separation, she lhas been
Jn_two foster homes frow aze 0. For, the past three ycars she.
*has been living with her mother to whom shie Y"can't talx". The'
¥ 41 year old father, a carpet layer, is happy-go-lucky, 1s aff-
ectionate and visited her at the foster howmes, but he is not
débendable.' The exiremcly moody 338 year old mother does npt let
N the girl-get close to her nor does she trust her. Though plannang
° ’ remgrriape slic never talks about it with lhier daughter. Drothers,
i ages 19 and 1U who completed grades 10 and 9 respectively, live
with the father. A sister, 17, whd completed grade 11, lives
with the mother too, and i1s favoured by her. -Another sister 12,
has been placed in a foster howe but nobody y151ts her.

. . v —

As a ¢hild she had many nightpaﬁesJ wet her bed up to age?$

Jﬁ 7, lied very much, and had frequent temper tantrums. She hias ob-
served her mother's fainting spullb and stowachh troubles plus - .
other rdcurotic symploms. She always thougsht that shi¢ would avoead | \

such displays but she gets them too. Indeed she had to stop
: scliool because of the fainting spells she has had ever since she

. ' f‘aund out, about t@e mother’s remarrlaffe. ) . . )

»

L er

Grade: 10 i
" Middle Incone ngh~achpol 5 ‘ .
LR I.Qus 105 . . P Ty e .
. Lanvner Scale:; 5 =~ = . - ?»\ > B
, “ This 17 year old girl had no difficulty until grade & *f
& when hér parents separatbd’ a; ‘which time. she started skipping 3
school refsularly ﬁntll she ﬁanally dropped out.” The 50 year old
Mather has some elcmontary cducatlon dnd 1s 3ot workaing. He drlnks
a 1ot andytalkes lris dauphtcr calong with has Arlfrlendb to night’
- clubs.: Bhe likes hLm very nuch.__The 41 year old siother, with
high school education,. also drinks .a lot. 3ihe 1s fond of her
dau&htcr, yet rejects her.s The motlier has bconfdnhappy and ,sick ‘
very often since the separation.” Alter theqf”KLvorce ithe morher \
“ - had custody of the firl who wanted to live with her Tather, Ihe
mo ther constantly repro aches heg -arid warns hér of getting preé- N
. *nant She rqn?away and returned oence, but left again to live
“‘wath 4 pregnant glrlfélond after which she .s getting to like N

Coor % her father more and more. @ . >

A . Case No. lLﬁ(DropoﬁfTT’"'ﬁ‘“f¢% i/<\ . o " ]
. .

)

LA
.

Nt , o . , 3 i
.
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A brother, 20, dropped out of 'school in grade 10 and left_
home because of his mother, but came back and is now workaing.
Another brother, 1Y, also dropped out in prade 10 and left home
because of his mother, but came back and is"workding. A brother, ..
15 is so far doing well -in grade 9. .
Being Jerf'nervous, the subject has headaches often last~
ing '~ 6 days, scratches herself, hasistomagh aches and pains
in her chedt, cries a lot and has started driﬁking. Though she
wants, to’ return tdé ,school, this would involve returning to live
with her mother which she cannot face. .She has been chronically
torn between father and mother. sShe is don¥used and unstable.
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. , , ©TI.  VIGMNETTES OF CONTROL GROUP (NON DROPUUTS)

’ L "
_ Case Nb.\53 .
Ne: 11 T

(SR

" FRON LOMES

BROKSN BY- PARUNTAL SLPARATTON

© s

- case No. 61 (Control).

-t

Grade: 11 ) ‘m'q |
Middle fncome High School .
"I.Q.: 107 ‘ |

. This 18, year old boy°Was as average student in grade. school.
In gryle 8 he had negative feelings for bcﬁ“6i~and he.started fool-
\ ing around and avoided studying. pBut the next year he nicked up
and has been doing well-ever since., {zs father, a foreman with
‘elementary school education, is a kind-hearted, gentle, and con-
siderate man, with whom he has a good relationship. The father's

glrlerend is goord to the three boys. 1lis mother, who has fallen
in love with someone ‘else, left her hpsband two years ago. -

- Langner Scalg: 2
[4 3

* ) He feels as close to hiy mother nuw*asxmggn she was living
with them. As a ciitld he bit hls,nalls and wet his bed. to age Y.
He lakes sports, and reading and wants to be a draftsman.

»>

Middle ] come High béhool

b ' .o
sLangnef scale: 0 =~ _ . . -

This 17 year old boy was 6 years old when his parents- vere.
divorced. Ile did-well in grade school, and has done well .in high
school., 1Like his 19 year old brother, he has dafficulty with ° .
French, but passed every other subject last year. The mother, with
elementary school education works as a book-kueper and looks after
.the -two boys. She is a happy person and the family is very close.o
Theﬁbgym,gyx along well with. the mother's, K boyfriend. L \

w

. 7/—‘
i Q & &

\ :

" The: boy does not know much abouty hls father who has remarr—
1. ded;

hé is never mentioned-at-liome. ~As a child, he did not have
any ‘neurotic symptoms. 1l1s interest in school flagged for a short
while in grade 9 and he skipped school twice. lledow spends 2 ° .
‘hours a week btudylng and plays hockgx lot. ' . Lo

-

——— e !
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I.Q.:¢ Lot done : "

Page - 84 -

i —

£. Dropouts from ifomes Uroken by Parental Death.
B 1)
. In this group thle death of one or both parents has had such

an*adyerse ef ect on the famlly that it seems to be the main cauge

v

of a student's drOpplng out. Again, as in the case of dropouts

from homes broken by separatipnyg the-remaining parent has not been
. iy Py, 4

able to provide sufficient emotional sﬁpport for the child to reach

his full potentlalf“ The average Langner Score of this group 1% 5

l

They are less stressed than ~children from lLomes broken by serara-

. ’ )

tion with Langner Scores of 7.- The non droﬁout caseé No. 71 is a
gaod example of what a child goes through when a parent.dies and

\ . .
how he may cope with -the blow, 1f the other parent is supportive..

T. VIGNETTES OF DROPOUTGROUP

b ] . -

“ . N t
LFROM=TTOMES BROKEN BY PARENTAL DEATI . e

e d

i,

Case No. 36 (beppqt).‘
Grade: 9 . . -
Middle Income High School . o Ly

v

. \

Thas 18'year old boy was doing well -up to ‘grade 6 when he ‘s
started to lose interest in studying and finally left school be-
fofe entering grade 10. H1s father died of a brain tukwor at the .
age of 36 when the_ boy.was one yea; old. he' 42 year old mother,

4 housewife, is emotionally ,ill. She has §m

ground and has.suffered from depression fr time to_time. The boy
never lLived with her and is priesently in an institution.'ile des-
cribes his mother as being. extremely bossy and domineering: "a
person to whom it is hard to be kind". e has-a good relatlonshlp

with his annti lle tried returning home to live with the mothot o

but after four months she developed a depression and he returhed
to the iﬁétitution lH1s 22 year old brother also left school in

»

grade 8, joined the U.S. army andswent to Viet Nam: ,

4

e still bites hls nalls and was bucklnk has thumb up to
‘last year. lte started telling lies at the age of ¥ and felt very
much deprived from the beginning. At present hb warks in a body

ghop and likes it. . ‘ v
e ‘ . . .
. ) N ) - X . . 1
N i . g'- ' . '({

disturbed family back- =~

13
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{ . ) Table 5:3 ~ : . L
» e .
ol - o .
N . £ DROPOUTS FRO\' HOMES BROKEN BY DEATH "OF PARbN’TS - .

. % . ' - : - ] . ! T
Caseg nglﬂadifh .Langner Father “Mother " ) Student's Living > . )
No. . e W Score — - . j Age at time Arrangement ' 8

. .of .death ’
T " 3 — . .
,56 M - "5 . Died . - smotion- 1 year 8 years - ot
LT ally il - Foster tiome. .
- . \ - | B
“ s - e "N 9 years - ! ]
e \ - . Tnstitution. . ©
* " . ,
‘L M g 5 ! Very .+ Died . 11 years . With unemoloyed
X . ‘ N T "Weak | ‘ father for 7 vears
&, . 7 - “ R : -
3 M ¥ = . 5 , Died Mentally 3 years Lived lk“yeanﬁm4&$h - s
. T T1i1 + disturbed mother %
. - - . — - — - p
b F- - 87 ReJectlng Died .. 5 years 11 years living with i
: - : P ’ father and.'step-mother o
‘ ~ w
N5 M .86 - Dled Overprote- .16 years Living 1 year under .? !
4. ’ . . ctive v mother's control
P 3 : N [ ) h s
273 L3N] 160 1 Di& - f Died 8 years In gnstitution ¢ -
. , , (father) i
- . ‘ . 10 years .
. ; - : (mother) . *
> é9 Mo 103 - Died ° . Rejecting 4 .years Withjmother“lj -
= .~ N . : years =
” \ 5" ‘\' &
LY . » ‘ ‘{ t . 1 [y
« . " B . I N . B

v

6"

N
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. Case No. 23 (Dropotﬁ:‘). o Voo Sy - "
g Grade: Y ‘ oo e o W -,
liigh Income liagh bchool ‘ 1 \ ‘

* T.Q.:0100 R7'Y © T, . R R .

°
A

.~ Langner Scale: 1 . . .,

’

This 15 year old boy #ad- school difficulties from the
béglnping: lHe bLarely completed grade 3, when his 50 ycar old
father (a lumber-jack wath high school gducation) died. They had
been very close. liis mother,,whom he describes as a kind, caring .
and extyemely hard-working peilson, alsogglied, wien he was 10. l{e % -
*has no recent news of his 25 year old brother and his 22 year eld

* sister. A 24 year old sister i1s married and another 20 year old

sister is $ick. lle has no rélationship wath anycof them.

.o o , [

- After the death of hais féther he was frightened of the .
darkK and wet the bed. lie lived an a foster home for four years.
{e had tempe@ taptrums and, hated scrool. lle disliked lhas foster
father whom he considered stupid. lle didn't accept his foster
mother whom he describes ‘as bossy and domineeringt Ilie resented
her especially Decause of his feeliny that she gave nore privi-

! ‘ leges to other boys¥® Ife i's now living in an institution. lietis .
“an example of the possible effcct of parental death on the child-.
ren's education: the three older brothers and sisters finished

: . Jiigh scligol before the mother's deatj wiiereas nelther he nor his
qpnpest sister got further than braac 9.
.‘ ‘ Case No. 47 (Dropout). T - e
- ) ade 11 - -
L o NlddLe Income High bchool ‘ . .

.: Not done- t 4 . N
v ©  Langner Scale ' . Wt ®
This 18 year old boy was doing well in olementary SEIOGE—m—
. ,and in hagh school up to grade 10 whén he started losing inter-
- scst 'falling asleep ir classes and Sklpplnb Sschoal. He finally «
quit- in grade 11'. The h9 ‘vear old Tathier, with prade 9 education -

4

‘. has been,uncmployed for the past four years claiming medical ..
. . Mdifficulties. . lle is a happy-go-lucky man to whom the boy fleels
iclose and wath whom he gets along satisfactorily. The mothe -
‘ died 7 ycars ago at the age of 39 from lung cancer, when the boy
. ~ »was in gprade 6. J}er deatly- ‘was & .slhock to him and he dldn't‘be—
, © 21ievd it for a long time. e descrilyes hoﬁ as "the pcr;cct WO~

v . & man’.<le was very clgsc‘%&o Her. A 26 }’le" wla brother, an

o accounzﬁht*\;s married ad taRes nlght couxscsm A 24 year old

brother is married, has finished high school and is in computer Yoo
science. A 23 year old brother.is married and working, but is {
| s ~ - nqet interested {n. education. A lj vear old sister is doing well w—~r
in grade Y . . - . . .

2 o . r o

M -

-]
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.‘ . The boy bit has nails’'and had npightmares up to age 13 "and e
had tewmper tantrums up to age ‘14. The death of the mother and
the weakness, sickness and unemployment of the father for 4 years
. had a great, effect on him. The two brothers who spent thear
formatlve years in an integrated family have been successful P
: - bt the two y?ungest Lhave been unable to cope since, the death P,
* of the mother who seems to hdave been the backbone of the fam~
ily.

? ‘ . ‘ / o
- Fos

| .
Case No* L (propout). o y
Grade: 10 , , X .
‘ Middle Income High Séliool >
T T.Q.+: Not done ; .
\ , - . 'r- r~ »
o

) Thlq ]7 year old ¢irl was a pgood student in elementary
S ‘7 school, but found=it difficult to adjgust to high school where
"class periods changed hefore she got used to any one teacher",
> ¢ f
She describes her 51 year old fdther ? chauffeur with [}
elemefitary: school educatigon,’ as being 1mp0351ble to get along o,
with. ile has always fought with his daughters, but “the subject-
. is now Lhe “only one stuck with him at home. f%nyﬂmt@er.was "h
» kl}led in a boat accident when the garl was f years old. She ®
. missed-her a lot;o she was taken caxre of LY her older sister for
R | years until the father remarried. The step- ~wo ther is a 51 year™"*
old part-time worker angd although she has a.li1ttle more under-
. standing than the father, the g1l has never felt close to her.
”“‘““*xA\26 yecar old sister has finishéd "haigh schgol and is married.
. A 22 yedh old 51ster—é$dnjt»f1n sh high school. A 20 year old
¥ . J brother~gu1t in grade 11 beCdUh-ﬁhls girlfriend was pregrnant.
The:eldest sister, who finisheéd’ hlgh qchoof got dlong with her
o father quitée well. § ’ C . v
% N >
3 Lo As a child, the subject had manytn:ghtmares ana feared
tlre dark. "She reportb many achds and pains. She Tlever qpent
¢ . any time studying.%§She daydreams a lot but has no i1ded about
' the future or what she, wants? .do. 3he likes an easy life and
‘switches Loy friends o{tenz\ Shc’dld well up to the tame the -
step -mother® came into the pietyre at which point she felt double
. regectlon bath from her father d- her tefLmother. L

8
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II. VIGNETTE OF A CONTROL GROUP s

-

FROM- HOMIES BROKEN, BY PARNTAL I)UA’FH.Y

R4
4 w

Case No. 71 (Control) ' « L. R
Grade: 11 . .
High Income lligh School
I.Q.: 115 c . s
Langner Scale: 2 . K .
L+

. This 17 year old girl was an average student in ele-
mentary school. Her mother died when shc was in grade b.' She
passed three hard years, until her father remarried a woman
who had thrté children. she was then in grade 7 and “.r the

first time jn high school. She had to find new friends and so
she face ifficulties both at homie and at,sehool. MHowever,
slhie passed that year. The step-mother, a university graduate,
1s very sensitive, out-spoken and a good disciplainarian. Her
childrerr are good students. Her father, a lawyer, is outgoing’
and considerate, and she has always had a good relationshap
with haim. - .

. As a child; she sucked her thumb and was %rightened of
dogs up to age 7. 1In school, she never had real problems with

' ) ’ ’
3. Dropouts with Personality Disorders and ramily Pathology.

D

In this group we include dropouts whose main problens
# D

seems to lie in their own personality disorder and/or in marked .

o~

family pathology. The dropout's personality disorder is of the

9

type whigh makes adaptation to schoql very difficult. They are

non-conformists {either passive or active). They are mot able

v ¢ k ; “
to develop positivé cooperat

ive personal relationships. As our
p {

case diistories indicate, usuglly one or both parents are emot-

ionally dasturbed and the ¢hild 1s anvolyced with them. The

‘average .angner Score of this group 1s~y.b they generally do

not shaw signs of anxiety, their bhha%iour beang‘an'accepted

s O ! ’ -

L4

part of their personality. They are -the most difficult dropouts

¢

’

~

!‘“-t
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. I . to handle. ) .
o
. The control case{No. 74) is an example of how one .
- . \
Vo healthy parent can support and pull a child_ through high school
<
Al -
P ’ in spite of such a personality disorder and in gpite &f psycho-
e ' " ~
%  pathology in the other parent. e - ] S -
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TABLE 5:4

'

DROPOUTS WITH PERSGNAL DISORDERS 'AND/OR FAMTILY PSYCHOPATHOLOGY

ted,

TN
Case No. Sex 1.0. l,angner Father's Mother:!s Dropoutts’
No. e Score Personality Personality Persqnality
L2 M - - ‘Weak '’ N Rejecting infantile
3 ” Dependency’
x . -
k. F - - YVeak Rejgﬂjtging liysterical
. - Domireering Personality
K 6 F 97 2 Rejecting over- Symbiotic re®
7 ; ) Protective lationship with
mother
- 16 M 95 ! 2 "Punitive Over- Passive~
. .l protective # dependent
Lo i 9§ 7 ) Rejecting Affectionate liysterical char-
: acter reurosis
» }i . ¢ ~—y
5 . M 114 1 Retired%k Over- "Infantile depend-
protective ency immaturaty
by _F 69 - Weak pmotionally Hysterical char-
{ . disturbed - acter personality
26 M 104 - Weak gmotionally Passive-
. disturbed aggressive
39 F 88~ L Mentally i1l * Emotionally _Personality’
_ , hospitalization disturbed disorfer )
31 M 108 L Mentally i1l Rejecting Chardcter
hospitalization Destructive neurosis
2 R ~ — >
2 ' - ~

«
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L. VIGNUTTES OF: DROPOUT GROUP

‘WI'l‘lI PERSONALITY DISORDERS AND FAMTLY PATIIOLOGY

o ®
> )

P S

Case No. Lo (DrOpouL) T ‘ -
Gtrade: 11 N
fiddle Tncome ligh bchool
TeN.: 98 { .
Langner "Scale: 7 . 3
TR \

This 19 year old glrl disliked school from the beginning.
Tn high school she began having difficulties with her teachers.
She feels that her 37 yvear old father, a railway yard man with
elementary school education, 1s too rigid and strict and has Lg-'
nored her {rom age 9. The father admits Lhat he hates seecaing
females getting their own way and has always pushed lher to study, °
telling her sihe is lmke his own mother - fat, lazy and useless.
Since the apd of 11% when she claims he made, incestuous approaches,

- she has avoided him and 1s scared of him or any man. she saad,

~gzling to have him accept and love her for lierself rather than

"f still have nightmares that mny father 1s coming to,ny room to
make love to me"”. The 36 ycar old motuer, a housewnfe'witi¥ele-
menthry school education, 1s a quict, sensitive and affectionate .
womarn, but she-doesn't feel close to her cither. The 11 year old
brother, in grade 5, 1s a very ilervous boy.

The subject wet her bed up to age L2. shie still bates her
nails, has nightmares, 1s scaved of the dark and lies a lot. She
daydreams a lot and spends all her time out with her friends.

Shie finds it difficult -to ge et along with males. This girl has
been tratmatized by the rp]CCtLOﬂ of her father and is still stru-

'

o

forrwhat she can achieve.

case No. 16 (Dropout). . :
Grade: Y )
“addle Tnéome iiigh School

I.Q.: 95

Langner Scale: 2

€

This 1¥ year old boy had.a bad start in sclicol wiien lie
failed grade 1. Jlowever, he [inished elementary school waithout
more trouble. . lizs real difficulties began in grade $%. The 50
year old father with high school educatlon and a railway emplovee
s1s good and fair to him, althouplh they arpue a lot, and the ‘boy
describes ham as a strong-willed and dommineering marr.

In school, ahnoyéd his teachiers who reacted by sus-
pe g hams At holne his father was punztive. l{e describes his

° 2
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. Y e
. 4O year old mother, a houSexufe wi th elenmntdr‘y educatxon, as a
nagging, argutentative, bossy and stubboricwoman. e feels that ’
) his mother/ afraid to argue with her husband, argues. with nim.
' His brother 14, in grade 8 1is having the same. problems.- Brother
9, zs 1n grade 6. . . A

|-
5 » . -

-

As a child he was overprotected 1nd very nch attached to. N
the mother. 1In school he protected himself by having older’ friends
v whose domination he didn't like. In higli schiool he wade friends
Qrom‘ohts;de schoal and started p51ng'drugs‘and eventually hard
* drugs extensively and, regularly. Tn grade Y he guit school for
one year and spent J.months travélling across Canada. When he
ran ont of money, he returned home and went back tlo grade 9, but .

. he cduldn't contihue becausec of complete dlsagrecment wath his
parents and his teachers., Ilte has tried to work but, unable. to “
dccept authority, he always gets fired. Hetween the punitive, .

father and overprotective, domineeraing mother,. he has devcloPed
personality problems that give rise to great difficulty 1n co-
operatlng with others,

b * ' | | )

s.

_ Case Wo. ‘42 (Dropout)’ - ‘ .
" Grade: 10 . @ ’ '
. Middle ‘Tncome High. Sciool . ¢
. ‘'I.Q.: Not done
’ lLangner Scale: Not‘done . ; .

. Thas 17 year old boy performed well in school ‘untal #rade "
9, and 1n grade 10 dropped out. “lie describes lizs 46 year old v
father who is a”cook &s a proud man who 1s unable to see his son's
, boint of'view. The .45 Yyear old nother 15 a.clepning lady who is
emotwzonal and.a. worrler, Up to the, age of 11 he says he always
obey@d his fathep's orderb and studied. At age 14, his father had
La., severe car acecidemnt. lle was hospltallzed for 3 monthb and spent
(; few months in a convalescent hospital lle "then stayed home for
' 5 years and was 4ndeed never alble to york afterwards. At the time
. of the father's accident thé son JOlned the "hippie movement" . (

\The;father feels that since he had the accident, "ife isnit
» strong enough to be a Tather to his son and the son is tebellaing®.
- “The mother, wanted liim to do well in school but she mever pushed.

He wants to do everytihing himself, but doesn't know how. iie says
thax they always know that. he doesn't know what he wants, but they
T . never told him what to do. "I nmy mother would have pushed me, I
. ~ would $t111 be in school!, since lic Teels close to her and res-
» . : pects her. . Now, he feels, it's too late. The 20 year old sister
"4r1s a good student at Loyela. sShe moved out last year. A sister,
age 1ll, is also a good student in grade 5.

-

o™

. I3

Whxle young he had no symptoms and was considercd a good.

e
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chald until 4 years ago when he@@tarted to have hippie friehds. S
lle-has txi1ed hash,  grass and last suummer #4ook.acid regularly n
2 - 3 times a week. During intoxication lie felt inferior, uusure

_of himsolf and.had hallucinations. At age 14, he ran away for

h,}

twe weeks when' his father was sick. This boy is an example of
the 1mportant relationship between the father's competence and -
the performance of the child; the father's accident and dis-
‘ability clearly coincaides with the son's schooling difficulties.

. . . ’

]

Case No. 39 (Dropout).’ . ' ,

Grade® 9 ‘

Middle Tne¢ome Hagh School . .

I.Q.: 88 &

Langner Scale: U4 ’ ' _
w ‘ ‘

This .15 year old girl was an average student up to grade

6 when school gradually became difficult for her. . In grade 8 she
started taking L.S.D., .lost mnterest in school, began getting

into trouble and was admitted to the pouglas llospital. .The 41 ;
year old father 1s a porter with some elementary school educafipn
and a history of several admissions to the Allan Memorial Insti-
tute and Douglas Hospital. I{is diragnosis has DbDeen "severe dhar-
acter disorder". She describes him as tewmperamental but likes ham
"the way le 1s". The mother, a waitress with some high school ed-
ucation, has been described by the hospital as pa551vé and lenient
toward hey daughter. +The family lLas becen under the care of the
Family S®rvice Agency of mMontreal. The student describes the
mother as "bad and quick tempereced!, yet feels close to her. She
has, however, run away from home several times. A brother 12 and"

3 a sister 10 are doing well. .

She denies any early childhood symptoms saying she was s
doing well until she started of drugs. As the parents' fighting
increased, she increased drug use, was unable to attend school, . .
Joined the hippie movement, used drugs excesglvely and had several
"bad trips". ller own hospital discharge summary describes fler as '
appearing depressed, feeling worthless, having low se1f~esteem,
exhibiting disruptive behaviour and hating the world around her

1and herself. In the hospital she showed impulsave behaviour and

was provocative toward males; she was confined to her room be- '’
cause of having intercourse with another patient. As she herselfl
stated, she resembles her father with his chatracter ‘neurosis, yet
she is at, times passive and lenient like her mother. The final
breakdown of heér family has upset her tremendouslyes

[
.
. .
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‘ ) ‘" IX. - VIGNETTES OF GONTROL GROUP . )

WITH PERSONAﬁITY DISORDERS AND FAMILY PATHOLOGY.

’ ° Case No. 74 (Control). ’ Qﬂ ‘ R .
o 'Grade 11 Y .
High Income High 5chool ¢
 I.Q.:'12k "t
"' Langner Scale: 4 Foe ]

P \ R -
This 17 year old girz disliked school from the beginning.
She had difficulty at home with her mother and at school with her
teachers. She gradually sf;rted to like some teathers and then
. began llklng high school ahd her interest'in educakhidn .ew. lier
father, with some college, education, works as a photographer. He
is liberal-minded, sensitive and has lots of interest in the child-
- ren, spending much ‘time with them. There 1s trust. and respect
between them. The mother has some college education and i1s out-
going and emotional buy is dogmatic and refuses to admit her faults.
She has had many physaical Lllnesses. “The student has a brother of
9 and a sister of 7. ) .

As a child sle was scared of "bloodsuckers" and wet her
- . bed up to age 6. She likes photography, sports, sewing and would
like to go to unlvér51ty. ’ ~

'3 s -

L. rThe "Black Sheéep" Dropout.

This group of dropouts appear to be sclected for special

1

is cast in the role of "the stupid one of the family", or the "trou-
= f . ~
ble m%ker".# This selected child seems sometimes to represent some
a / !
- °
other person {rom the parents!' past for whom there was a special -~
‘ v - 4

dislike,'fivalry or jealousy. In otlier cases the child may e-
3 P .

present’ some unacceptable facet of the parents' own personalities.

In any case the child, Tinds himselfl treated differently

e ——2

. \ ..
from/the other children for no reason that he can ascertain. ie
! . N R
! - v

. often goés on to fulTaill the negative role in which he has .been

-

"cast. If thas role involves "being stupid” or "being a failure an

o

“ ¢

. negative treatment by one or b%th parents. 1In some casoés the child
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school', the result may be a dropout. 'Qur case histories tend

* t

s = ‘ :
to indicate’.that the father may have a special 1mp0rtaq9e n g

this kind of dropping out. The father's acadeq%b'values, expect-. '

ations and ambitions are "vital nourislment for the teonager's
) .

[

interest, motivation and school functioning, and his negative

*

exp?ctaﬁions seriously influence the student's potential abilities

and adaptation. ’

-
N

f

In our 12 cases, 10 were rejected by’their fathers, one

.

had a weak father and one had a mentally ill father. Among theair

' LY

° . \
motilers, five were rejecting, five were overprotective, one was
0 S

detached and-one was'affectionate. The average Langner Score of '
> b4 ©

; .

’ |

this grpup 1s 7:5 which is higher even than those from separated
. - '

families. Tt seems that the child in sue¢h cases is constantly ’ i
7 : .
Being reminded how worthless he is. (Case nos: 49, 8, 14, 34, 1,
15). ) ’ ) . .. . a
- Lo - ‘ ) .
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.. TASLE 5:5

a8

THE "BLACF SHaP" DROPOUTS =

Fathe&'s

. »

O . -

Case Sex T.Q. ° Langner Mother's Duration of being
No. Score Personalaty Personality a Y"ylack-Sheep"
= ° 1 ‘ -
Lo F 84 9 - Réjecting Rejecting From birth
I ' i i
32 M 129 | . Bl Rejecting" __Rejecting Started in grade 5
B M, 108 ; 16 Rejecting ° > Affectionate Started in grade L-
“ J - - ] : - - .
is - | 128 T4 Rejecting ¢ Qyerprotective, From birth
( EJ, _ ___Weak man = - _
| e P .. R
18 M\\ 106 ¢ 8 Mentally Il Opverprotective Early childhood
i C > __ Hospitalization
14 F\) 113 7 Rejecting Rejecting Barly adolescencg/
r TS T ) T / .
21 Mo 96 6 Weak Overpr&¥tective Early childhood |
D T T - . - T
30 Mo v2 = Rejgectinmg Rejecting From birth
35 M 104 -~ Rejecting - ) Overprotectivet Started in grade 7
\ »
35 %_M‘; - 8 Rejecting Rejgcting Since adoptiony
1- Mo 117 Iz - Rejectfégi ! Overprotective ‘Started in gride 9
. i - - 7 — —
37 A e - | - Cold RKejecting Detachled . Started in grade
’ | | ) b /
‘ - N .
’ i -0 - .
. 5 ¥ : /
1 ® @ -
. ! - .
! , ° “ —A
| l \
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1« VTANETTLS OF THIE BLACK SHEWE DROPOUT GROUE -~

4y ) - — ’
‘Case No. 49 \Dropout . . ]
(frade: 11 . o #///,/// : ! .
ngh Income ligh School ”//ﬂ///f’ . i

I.Q.: 84 . . ‘ ) i o
Langner scale: 9 . ' .

.

" Thas 19 vear old girl hated school before she was old

' enough to go! The 62 year old father, a university graduate, !

"T.q.: 108

whom she describes as nervous, ragid, unsympathetic, traed to
teach hep mathematics when she was very young and when she
couldn't understand, he used to get angry. The 43 year old
mother is close to her only superficially® S&e had bec. hoping
for another son. The brother, 21, 1s a postgraduate student, a
brillaant scholar and-a favourite of the family. ‘

she bit I ‘her nails up to age 12 dnd still sucks her thumb,
has nig htmaros and is’afraid of the dark. F¥rom early childhoed
she has had headaches, stomach pains and has been siek very often.
She was always compared to her brother and as her efforts to
reach hais level fdlled she started accepting the role of a fail-
ure which was assigned to lWeér. She dislikes everything the
fanily likes and does exactly the opposite ot what she is told
The mother, (who was also 1nterviewed), dislikes girls due to'
jealousy Wf her own four sisters and the father wanted to have a
son who would be a scholar. From the daughter's point of view,
there was no room for hbr in her family and so she joined the

hippie movenent.- .

Case No. 8 (Dropout).
Grade: 8 ) , A
Middle Tncome lligh School o P

I.angner Scale: 16

~

The difficulties of this 15 year old boy began in gradé n
when he could not get alohy with lhas teachers or with his class-
mates. [i1s 38 year old father, a service station attendant with i
elementary school education, is very strict, has a ball temper, ___ . :
never understands him and makes promises that are neVvor fulfilled.
l{e has a negative image of the 'boy and the boy is afraid of him.
The 36 year old mother,a housewife, 15 affectionate but goes along -
with the father. - A sister, 14, .1s about to gct married. Another
sister, 12, and a brother, 9, aresdoing well in school and a 31ster,
10, gets poor marks and doesn't get along with her teachers.

This boy was born prematurely and, 1n his early childhood

\ .
1
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had nightwares and was afraid of dogs; he wet his bed up to the
age of 15. 1lie lied and stole from both his parents. Ile feels his
father prefers his-sasters to him and is ashamed of him., A1l has
jparents want from ham s that he study and so although he rem-
emnbers being sick 1in grade 8 for a while, 'he never told them.
Once, two years ago, he ran away from home with the idea of
becoming a priest. He also félt trapped in sc¢hool and his gnly
way out was daydreaming. This boy, -target of his father's neg-
ative image, has been longing for affection and love from early
childhood and remained "frustrated. Crippled by hlis overwhelming
anx1et1es, he*has neither been able to function as a student,

nor as agn individual,

. S
Case No. 14 (Dropout).
Grade: 11 |
Middle Income High School
I.Q.: 113
Langner Scale: 7

This 19 year old pirl was a good_student until grade 8
when *fear of her father died away and she gradually lost interest
in her schooling. The 57 ycar old father, an accountant with
some high school education, has been "lazy, hypochondrical and
unhappy from childhood! and is constantly complaining. Sh nds
haim a total disappointment and has not been able to talk to him
since age 13. The 50 year old mother, a _housewife with sone ed-
ucation, is patient and hard working, yet, she hias never been o
close Yo her either. The 20°ycar old sister has finished high
school and has always been coandered thhe "good one" in the fam-
ily. .

As a child sh% bit her nails and continues to do‘so; she |
had fears of snakes, darkness and the unknown. Iier fears and
anxjeties Jincreased a lot at the age of 13 with her frequently
being tired and 111 in the morning and havaing no self-confidence.-
"T started to be raid of crowds.. T was very tense in school
and by the time I *got home I was cxhausted and went to bed right
away." she has tricd to get involved in social li5e but un-
successfully. Ii{er relations with bhoys have been poor; she tends
to search out their faults‘and "sets tired of thewm". )

Case No. 34 (Dropout).

Grade: T

High Incofme lligh School s - ‘
T.Q.: 104 ° : .

Langner Scale: Not done 4 » :

This 18 year old ﬁoy began having difficuvlties in school.
i ] ™) 8 >

# \ N - ‘- v
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‘ , in grade 7 when he felt he failed while others, no better, were
allowed to pass. tle failed prade 7 three tames and was in &
gradés 8 and 9 two years each. The 52 year old father i1s a weak, ¢
outspoken man who used Lo beat the . boy when the motiier not not
“honte until oﬁe day he cguldn't take it and ran away. le broke:
into a boys' camp and was taken to.court. Although 'the father
stopped beating hiwm after that experience, the bBoy still felt
uncomfortable living at home. He loves his 50 year old, out-
spoken, tough'and domineering mother who, he tliinks, treats all

; the children alike. o : )

s R One brofher, 22, 1s working and lives at home. Another,
20, 1s doing very well at bawson College. A sister, 15, also
-:dges not like the father. |i{e fecls like an outsider .u the fan-
ily. He even suspecfts that e 1s not the son of his father in

* éplte of the mother's reassurance. Although he loves his mother,
‘! because of this father he canqbt live w1th the family and has
v . wbeen living away from home for the past year and a half.

L] ‘ n
Case No. 1 (Dropout).
Grade: 10 4 @ 4 . ,
Middlée Tneome }lagh School ) v
T.Q.: 117 . . . . ' ‘
lLangner Scale: 12 o '

This 18 yvear old boy had no diffaculty up to grade 9.
In May F971, he left school for the second time. His troubles
started when he detached himself from the family, scekangfriend~
ships outside. Me started to take drugs and was very muclhi 1n-
volved with the gang. His girl fraend was a settling anfluence,
but she got pregnant whichh disturbed hiw very much; he left ¢ .
school and started hecavy drups. ile then met another.girl through
whose encouragemcnt he stopped drugs and went back to school,

The 47 year old féther, a train conduttor with some high

school education, sbendb most of his time with his friends and

" .menerally coines home drunk, belittles the Loy and callls ham a
‘big disappointment. The L5 year old mother, an accountant, is
overprotective, dominecring, Lossy and a nmch stronger character ,
than Lhe father. (e feels clesd to lrer but she considdrs him a
baby in neced of protection. T A sister, 21, 1s mariPred and has
finished high school 2s a4 sood student, As a chiald he hoad naight-
mares aic 5 > dark and spiders. At the age of 12
he stole Trodi his parents and :in the past two and onwmﬁaifﬂfEifs ‘‘‘‘‘ -
he has been lying and skipping school. e still bites hiis nails
and sucks his thumb. Overprotected by wother and i1pnorced by .
fafher, he was functioning ratner well until he ‘tried to detach - .
himself, at which point he started to act like his Tather, de-




+ of the "Ildck Sheep" phenomenon. . —
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his mareinal, adgustment occurs whenever any ofths emo L1onal
, .

supports are absent. X
- - ) .

e

pendent on hf%gi::ends, drups or girl Friend. whe collaphse of\

Case No. 15 {Dropout).
Grade:r 10 .
Middle Tncome :f[rgh School . : )

.[Oo_l H 126 ' Iy # .- ,
Langnor Scale: 4 ‘ .
w This 16 year old glfL‘Was a good student in elementary

school but lost interest in grade Y. she started falling as-
lecp in class. Thre only imterests she has are dancine. listen-
ing to rock music and going for drives. she stays hofiie and
@aydreéms a lot. The Lo vear old father™,°a-university graduate_
and vice-president, of a company, favpurs her, treating her
much like his own father used to treat his Dbrodher, g favourate
one, who became a nobody; whereas he,'who was alwa¥ys ignored and
had to look after himself, went to university. The 47 year old
mother, an offlice clerk with some university education, 1s nervous
and often srck, tired and unhappyh The parents- liave never gbtten
along : the mother believes -the body 1s ugly, dislikes sex and .
could very ecasily do withou% 1t. - They fipght a lot and the father
is usually the loser. The 'gairl believes that the father i.s only
interested in money and fe&els sorry for ler mothier. she doesil't
want to be what her father wants her to be, 1.e. a studcnﬁ. 'he

21 year old sister, married for a year, has nad 2 years of uni-
versity. education and is very sarcastic and bossy, treating her
?usband, a soft man, the way her mother treats her fafher.

LY -

i

®
'The mirl has beeri” biting Her nails all her 1ife and Te- -
cently she wins been more nervous.and liessrto her parents. She
has nightmares, was afraid of -the dark and, wet ner bed up to the
age of 10. * She is a tomboy. +#With a weak father and a strong,
domineering and cold mother who projgeéct their parental difficulties
on her (the father sees his_ brother in her and the mother dis-
charges her hostility to the father on.her), sne is a good cxample

il

ta

hd 16 L]
] @ . -

> ) i N
. . i
The fatlier was also. interviewed, . . ¥
. . - ’
‘ ' 5 A
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5. Family Tradition Dropout. -

. ~

/

In thas category we hé%e placed a grpup of dropouts wha

/f;gbm to drop out because it 1s a family tradatioh. They are all

A

H
from the Middle Income High School. Their gamllies are intact

and they'often have a réa%onably good relationshaip wath at .,

least one parent. Their mean Langher Scale’score 1s 3.6 "%aich

is not significantl;\ﬁifffrént from the mean for thé entire

/s

middle income population {3.14).° We might call fthem “normal

o
\

dropouts". ) . .

1.

They have the following common characteristics:

Almost all the parents are theunselves dropouts.; of thd

."18 parents of our Y cases, only one of the mothers had

completed high school.

Most of their élbllngs are also dropouts; of 23 siblwings,

-

21 did not complete high sdéool.

N

Often a double message 1s‘§ﬁVen by the parentéi’%lthough

*

they encourage their children to work hard at school, they ;<

-3
accept their. poor performance and failure in a very matter- -

of-fact way as if they expected it. There was almost the
feeling in, some families that the child would be disloyal

to the famil} 1f he got through high school. As is dem-‘

4

.

onstrated in 7Table 5:7, the fathers are 1 1ower level - -

[
-

N
blue~collar workers with whom the dropout adentifies.

’
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: TADLE 5:6 ’ |
) R
. . FAMILY TRADITION DROPOUTS .
Case Sex I.Q. .hthgner Father's Mother's FPather's Siblings!
No. Score ¥ jpducation Education Occupation above age 17
— . ’ . 7 ____education
25 P 76" B8 .Some elementary Some elemen- Carpenter 6 dropouts
- tary : ] & ¥ out of 7
Iy, M 103 3 Elementary Elementary Cleaner 3 dropouts
. ‘ . N out of 3
10 r - 5 Dropout Dropout Cleaner 3 dropouts
. N °  out of 3 a
\ ° N ° . ‘ T
12 M 108 @) Lropout | Dropout Caretgker 2 dropouts
- “ s out of 3
5 7 f
i3 M 113 -2 Elementary ¢ ligh School Factory ~\2 drcpouts
- Workegr out gf 2 -
27 M 104 - ‘ Dropout Elementary ilum#er 1 dropout
L i out of 1
- ——— J -4 .
28 M 92 - . Dropout Dropout Cleat 3 dropbuts -
~out of 3 .
B - - e T ~T
2 ~ , i Q 1
33 . F - - Dropout s Dropout Foreuan 1 dropout
s : _out cof 1
20 M 97 - Elementary Dropout ’ WorJer at -y
2 { . ‘C"-p-}{. o .
- « ' ’ ‘ . . \/ %s.
w . “a
N n’ \ q
4 ’ h * )
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I. VIGNETTES OF TIL FAMILY TRADLTION RROPOUT GROUP .

~ @,

y 1
Case No. 25 (Dropout). - : .

Grade: § .
Middle Income High SChool
I.Q.: 76 . ]

Langner Scale: Not done ) _

This 17 year old girl was an average student and did
well up to grade 5. .she quit school after 3 years in grade 8.-
She describes her 61 year.old father; a carpenter*with some
elementary ‘education, .as a very good man who 1s actlve and does
not lose his temper. The 52 °year old mother, with some elementary
education, who sews part-time, is a domineering, .unaff-ctionate
‘woman. The pa¥ents get along with each other, but she is afraid
of both of them. The 43 year old sister left home at 15, finished
high schodol after leaving home and i1s married and has one child.
Sisters 31 and 27 both left school after  grade 8 and are wmarried.
Brothers 29, 27, 21 and 19 left school at grades 7, 8, 8 and 9.
A sister 15 and brothers 13 and ;O are stil® in school.

‘She 1s a nail 'bater. She had many bad dreams and wet
her bed up to age 10. She has no friends and 1§ extremely tense
with people, wf'eéls shy and inferior and her only ainterest is in
cookang.” She is hard-working and has a job in a-restaurant.. In
this family, there are obviously nany elements to cause 6 out of

7 children to dropeut of high scligol and in hier case, the main .

reason is her limited intelligence. .

* g
case No. 13-(Dropout). -
Grade: 10 " o N ‘
Middle Income High School .
T.Q.: 113 . o | .

Langner Scale: 2 . ' N

v,
|

This 18 year old boy was-a very good student, got a
scholarshlp in grade 6 and was actlvely enjoying school up to
grade 3. In grade 9 he started doing badly in, school and had many
troubles with the administration. le blamed everything on; the -
crowd he was associating with and finally left school in grade 16.
Aware of beihg_ extremely dependent, he finds it hard to be other-

wise. The 51 year old father has an elementary school &educhtion
and is a very sensitive hard working man who beligv¢s his son would
get into trouble all the time. the hy year old mother is a house~

wife with high school’ education- and is descrlbed as beinyg very
emotional and -dull. Sisters 28 and- 26 dropped out of school in
"grades 9 and 7 and are both marrled.

A\
B

t
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. self but never felt sure of himself. Being dependent, he did

) - 104 .-
8 Page 104 o |
As a little boy he was spoiled and&overprotected“by his
mother, bit his nails and was .afraid of the dark; stayed by him-

well until his dependen¢y was switched to his hippie friends,

after which he became increasingly involved with clubs, friends,
dances and drugs, or daydreauiis., Being brought up overprotected .
by the mother and having no involvement with the father, he

searched outside the home for support. . 3 .

Case No. 10 (ﬁropout). .

Grade: 3 s # . L
Middle Income [ligh School L Co “ .
T.Q.: Not done . . tew N
Langner Scale: 5 - .

1Fr de~7, although she failed grade ¥. «The in high school wvhen

This 17 year old girl was a rather good student up to ) -

she was more or less left on .her own, with her teachers not tell-

ing her directly what to do, she had a hard . time and finally *

dropped out. ‘The 49 year old Tfagher is:a “clzaner with some high

school edugation. The girl finds him wunderstanding and-likes

hzm. She 4s also very' close to her mother, a L6t year old woman

with sonmie high school education. jler brother, 24, quxt school

in grade 10 and is now worklnb. The 19 year old sister also left

school in grade 10 and is$ married. Another sister, 17, left

school in grade 9. The 16 year old Lrother and 12 year old sister

are still in schdol. - .
This girl lost interest in studying when she ran into diff-

rcultics 1nehii gh school. As a child she didn't have any anxiety

sywptoms excepl lying at an early age. The fact that both parents

were dropoutss.and especially identafication with her father has

been the main factor in her dropping out.

F

Case No. 28 (Dropout). a ,
Crade: 9

'Middle Tncome 1ligh Hchool’ .

T.Q.: 92 ° .
&gngner_Scalet Not done .

This 17 year old boyx was an average student in grade school
and liked his teachers. TIn grade & he did badly and he believes
%that 1t was because he associated with the wrong crowd. Ijie started
hating authority and having difficulties witdr hais teachers. In f R
grade 9 he was put in practical courses, did not like the teachers

and was j}nally kicked out of school. lie got a Job as a ,uessenger

~y
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., boy but was fired a month later. _The .54 year old father, a
cleaner, is a tough, strict and overpowerang man who does not
communicate with any member of his famaly. 7The boy is afraid
of him, yet respects him and feels closc to him when they go
fishing and hunting. He 1s also close to his LY vear old mother,
a housewifle, who he considers a nice ladyf She has cancer and
had an operation this year. The 20 year old sister went up to
grade 10, got preghant and left school. She now lives at home
with her baby and works as a waitress. She dislikes the father.
The 18 year old sister went up to grade Q_and now works in a
factory. She gets along a little bit better with .the father. The
15 year old brother has dquit school, grade 8, and -is in Roys!®

* farm. - )

! . He has been heavily involved waith drugs and in stealaing.
lle dislikes the father very much. The boy has no neurotic sym-~
ptoms. He wasn't pushed to study ang has no sclf-confidence. He
would like to be a hockey player and; spends lots of his time
daydreamlng :

»
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“the major deficiency of the rescarch 1;eq_1ﬁ the fact that all -
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DUSCUSS1ON

Jefore discussing the findings, a word or t

Wo should be

a

' . L - ° N / . '
said about some of the shortcomings ‘of dur methodology. Clearly

<«

. . . ’ .
the interviewing was conducted by one person who was also aware

shat phe student before him was a dropout or a control. The

pgten%ial"fdr reading the biases ¢f the interviewer into the

<4

o

ing for subjective judgementis .such as "students image of his

2

[

N

~

father" and "relationships with peer groups" agd so forth. A

3

L}

interview was therefore ever -present, particularly in areas call-
4

better method would have been to have assigned the dropouts and

< controls to independent intervicwers, or, to have had each stu-

—  dent interviewed by a pair of indeperxient interviewers so tna%

. inter-rater reliability could

o

1ave beon assessed.

Two factors

-

LNy

prohabited such refinements| 1n design, the first was econgmic;

the research was carried out without external funds.” The second

wés the nature of the subjects;. 1t was diffacult enough to ob-

tain ome interview with these often disgruntled dropouts let

Y

A )
alone anrange a second with a different interviewer!

Bearing these limitations in mind, a number of points call .~

-

-

¥

for discussion. In our early thinking about’ the problem of

dropping out, we predicted that we would fand.-a-good—snwnber of ~

a

healthy students-of -good 1htelljgence who were ﬁeav1ng school be-
4+ & -

2

g

cause they found it stﬁlttTying; wgo were in fact Making a rat-

S

¥

Yo

A

»
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ional judgment aboyt what was best for themselvés and were leav-
ing from a position of strength rather than weakness. VWe failed /
to find such students. As our research unfolded it became in-

creasingly clear that dropping out was a symptom of disturbance,

* i

the locus of which was primarily in the family. We Tound that
there was a continuous spectrum of dropouts with relatively

healthy students who drop out on_the basis of family tradataion~
at one extreme and at the other, stpde;ts with serious personalaty -
disordefs. Roth had adaéted to life with minimal subjective dis-
tress. Ran&ed between these were those witn higheffi3531340£Lnﬁﬂ
subjectave anguish and disability and who ére Qyob§bly more open
to therapeutic in@ervention. |

. : As compared with the control group, many more of the drop-

outs derived from broken or disturbed famil;és. In the few con-

trols who suffered’gimilar family problems, the 1mportant saving

' »feature seemed to be that there was one pafent,or gdagdlan who

L] u é

was very positively regaYded“b&fthe student. This waé sO0 in al-

“

most all cases. Occasionally, the/factor that held the student

“ o @,
in school was a special frieyd or teacher who tapped the.balance

‘in spite of familial difflcultiesr.~gtvwas clear that most stu-~

i %

dents were yorking for somedne they ésteemed and wanted to please.
It should also be pointed'out that not all of the controls were
“in good mental health, oxr without family problems. In fact, 10 2

‘ ©

per cent of the controls were placed in the category "personality

o disorder and family patlhiology". ' It should of course be noted

|
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that over-achievdhent may be as much a symp;om of psychiatric

'

disturbance as under-achievement or dropping out.

Another potentially.useful point emerged from this re=

search.’ Although the Demo{’Scale failed* as a satisfactory pre- /.

e

.®

dictor of dropouts, there aré¢ a number of other indicators/that

would probably have proved more valid. Teachers can oft¢n pick

B

out the pétential dropouts on the basis of declining .uaterest in
- - @
the classroom, failure to do homework énd most signaficantly, in-~
+ * ’ ! q
creasing absenteeism. These tokens of flagging interest could

- P
-

readily serve'as the basis for referral fér studeﬁt or family

- counselling and a dropout prevention programme.

@ ne i
— To our knowledge, no dropout prevention

«

programmes based

/

on such an early detection system have been developed. such few

programies as there are have tried to work with the dropout after

he has fanally given up and withdrawn from the system. One such

\ .
programme is that developed in the province of New Brunswick and

» . -()

» P

comnmenced in 1961 (9), under the auspices of the}Youth Davision

of the Department of Youth and Welfare. fhey asked the prlﬁcl-

—

pals of high schools throughout theoprovfhcq to report the names’
of dropouts to6 their head office. After indexing, a Youth Service.

representative in the local district visited the sphool‘p:iyclpal,
. . P
teacher or student counsellor and tried to interview the dropout -

o .

often a very difficult task. The primary focus of the.programme

was statistalcal, but they were also concerned with reasons for

~
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ym a rehabilitative pers-

=

dropping out and possf‘ie remedies.
: N . A G .
pective, they attempted to have as many dropouts as p0581ple

A o

discuss their problems witg;?guldance counsellorsf‘

»

Our research voices broader 1issues concerning the general

question.of school mental health. llow best can disturbed, child- |

R -
- -

ren and potential dropouts ix our high schools abg handled? There

‘remains considerable debate on the mat%er; There are advocates

«

for the managément of such children within the standard school

-

system through counsélling,npsychiatrjg consultation with teachers

and psychiatric treatment of selected students. Schonfeld"(273

o

feels that students withl difiCiculties should be spread throughout

t -

. .
the system and not concentrated i1n special classes or schools
since such segregation results in feélings of alienation and

"being different", , .

L

But there are equally strong advocates for the need of

- ’,

special classes or schools - even residéntial schools - as pio- - A—~_ -

K

ncered by Aichorn (21), Redl and Bettelheaim (15). 7Tney believe

' that consultationjand treatment is not sufficient and. that dis-
turbed children do best in small specialized classrooms within

therapcutic milieus under the guidance of specially trained edu-

!
o

cators. B "

‘

* ’ -
There has indeed been very little in the way'of evaluataive

researeh on the two approaches. Lalow (21) after an extensive
! .

“the

- '
I

neview of the literature on such programmes, concluded that

' ma jority' of publications havq’been“ln pres

T

gﬁlptlons; subjective

e

N »
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descriptlonsfand clinical studies'™. Vacc {30) 2an the latest
R g .

study on thls question found that emotionally daisturbed chifldren
in their régular classes achieve less well on the wide-range
achievement test and behaviour rating scale thian do emotionally

dispufbed‘children in special classes. Fﬁrﬁher, he found that
‘v{ ~

emo tionally disturbed children in regular classes were less well

accepted 'than normal children. 1llis data seems to support and

> €

justify the need for additional classes. Clearly, much more re~

seardﬁ should be conducted, on titzs vaital question.

i
I o

One of the more iﬁteresthy findings of our present study,

°

o

was the use of priuvate schools to prevent droppung out by the

higher income families. Ilow eflective are these privatewschools

in holding students in the cducational systen? This is not known

\
{

and warrants investigation. Qur study supgests that the cause
. R ,

3

"

’ . i. 4 . - vt
of dropping out lies much more 1n tlle family tihan in the school.

t

The important guestion remains however - how can the ’contemporary
LI Q.
high school best provide aid to pote%tLalodropqaﬁs? ,
. 1 ’ _
w &
Pt o s '
"
» e .
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SUNMARY,

» ———nvm

[ - » 1

°

Our pfime objcctiv!..h this study was to determine whether

- there are-any differences betwegn haigh*school dropouts ‘and grad- ,
o f . uates, and if so; in which areas and due to what causes, Our
o

L4 [ad
[

flndiﬁgs may be summarized as follows. ‘ ‘

I. Tn the Middle Tncome School, of 1027 students, 115 dropped

“ o out (14.1%) in one year, while 282 students graduated - -

a

(27.5%) Which represenys one dropout for every two grad-
- v ) " 9 ¥ ©

'§¥§ uates. Tn the llagl Tncome Scuool of L033 students, 5k

. dropped out (5.2%) in one year, while 231 studenfs grad- .

»

7 uated (22.3%) représenting one dropout for every four .

&

' graduates. In this latter schgol, also, 48 students (4,6%)

’

were transferred to privatg. scliools (witihh or without board-

% 3
* . < .
ing facilities) Dbecausc of school or family difficulties. ﬁ

.

II. The Demos Dropout Scale (the only instrument we were able

tq discover whiich purporis to predict dropping out) was
H . r

o o

used on the total population of both higli schools., 1t was

N found to be invalid: (a) the High Income sSchool pdpulatiqp

)

-with a lower dropout rate hiad 51gnlflcantly higher scores
(more likely to drap out) .on some of the Demos subscales;

. (b) when a ch*off point of 70 1s used to indicate a haigh

| probBability of ggopplng out (ag recenmended by the scale

L 1) b < :
. designer) we fod?dithat a higher nunber of students were
AN

’ T A
\\}’ T
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QO

‘« (N = 101) was compared with the sample of gradhates

- Rage -.112 -
,‘/‘« ) >

B o

felected for dropping eut in the ligh [ncome sSchool

©

(which was the reverse of what actually occurred); (c)

when the Demos Sgale scores of the .actual dropouts

F -

(N = 32) thébe were no significant differences. This '

\ . .
wvas true for total scores, subdcale scores and indivi-

\

dual question scores. .

- .
flsing the Langner Scale as a measure of psychosocial

stress, the middle income students (N = 1l027) registered

a si{;guificantly higher score (p <.OI’) than thje high in-
come students (N = 1038). The mecan scares were 3.1k 'and
2.77 respeétivgly. There was also a significant,difference
between the stnesE_levels ofmkﬁe dropouts {N.= 101l; Lang-

ner mean score h.h6) and non-dropouts (N = 32; Langner v

( -

‘ ' }
score 2.88) at the .05 level (t -. test). -We also found

-
~

differences in stréss levels "among dropouts according to

’

degrees of social competence. Those who were 'working
r . » ¢

scored 3.1; those who were not wdrklng 4.3; and those who
. < «

) . P
were disturbed and unable to work, 5. Dropoutg in insti-

tutions from low income broken families had a wmean J.angner

-~ s

score of 3.4 (N = 15). and students from the High Income

) -

o~ _ .
lligh School (N = 48) who were transferred to Private Schools”

N . ® ;
>

s

because of school diffzculties had a mean lLangner score of
Y &

3.7

-

i

-
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Comparing the pefsonalltylof,ﬁroﬁoufs Qith ﬁon-aropouts
ésing the Junior - Sen1o; High Schholxiersonalltx Quest~ 1
. donnaire of I.P.A.T. we foundothat'dropdhts as a group,

o

"score within the normal fangp but in comparison with non-
. b . o ¢ L~ P N
dropouts they are geneérally far less emotiohally stable.

They are more.feserved, witn less ego strength, temnse,

a

’
careless, sensitive and demandinyy according to this test.
To determine the most significant factors in dropping out
' . s 4 .
) . ©
of high scﬁool, the interviewed dropout sauples, Were com-

bined (high and middle income schools, N = 50) and.com< .
pared with the non-dropouts (N = 32) using t—%est, chi -

square and mult&ple and stepwlse regression analysis tech-
niqu;s. Forty—tw6 factors were d;Vidgd in?o four categorle;,
(1) personal characterLs%ic?, (2) familyoattltude, (3)'
school ?ttitudes and (H)“attitudgﬁ towards education.

v
(1) Personal Characteristics

° e

IS X, L]
Noys dropped out more often tian girls in the ratio of
. A :
2 to 1. The most important factors proved to be {(a) child-

hood anxiejy symptoms (b) often being sick (¢) having no

-

o s 1

. clihging to peers. - »

Qther significant factors were: dropouts were less

self-confident, day-drecamed more, used drugse more and

P

caused more social problems.
3 -

(@ .

T.Q. level seeméingjge an unimportant factor. *
TN ,

9 L] s ‘s

1
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(2) ramily Charactetristics L
[

-
1

The most significant factors were (a) attitdde towards
. 2
the father (dropouts tended to see their fathers as weak

and distant), (b) parents of dropduts were'qgften incoi-°

~ foos o '

atible with each other or emotionally disturbed. ‘
p e y :

Less signifiocant factors included (a,) having dropout

’
©

sublings, (k) cold, rejecting or overprotective rr{c)thexc‘s'..a
: ?
Factors that proved not signaficant includedueducat- - .

ional level and occupéﬁlon of father and mother.

P oa

(3) Attitude towards School u

o
12 b .
The most significant factor proved to involve négative
b4 ’ ? . . *
attitudes towards the school adiministration. Less signi-

c

ficant attitudes were those towards elemnentary and high |

\ (4

school teachers and other authorities. Attitudes in class
-

and number of scho6l transfers proved not significant..

(4) Attitude towards cducation , |
© ,

Skipping school and number of hqurs sp8nt studyang

[y
©

proved to be the most significant factors here. Less

N -

signi?icantmwere repearting the grade or a number of subjécts.

3

Liking or disliking specific subjects in' the curriculum

was not significant. ~ ¢

* .
4 ]

a 5 ~

of all 42 factors studied, 7 stand out as most aimport- "
o . .
ant ain the following order: .

“ £

« l. Parents' mental -health "
“ : S y' - A , ° !
2+ Attt tude towards school administration
Y ’ . _ '
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. separated parents. T g - ' .
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3. Father's character in student's eyes

4, Skipping school regularly &

5. Frequency of being sick

Ll -

6. Difficulty with high school authority.

'3 .
7. 'Degree of closeness to father ,

» 4
In addition to the statistical comparisons of dropouts
and dontrols described above, a'clinical approach was used
to divide the dropouts into clusters accord}ng to the most

important reason for dropping out. There proved to be \\\

five such clusters.

1). Dropouts from HO&E@ HYroken S& ﬁE??ﬁfxtJSeparatioq
Twenty-four per cgnt of our dropouts Yere from fami-

lies with a long hi§tory of parental conflict. Parents

were eltherlseegrated'or divoréed and the student was

living with ‘one of thefparents or in a foster home or an

N 4 . 4 . °
institution. These dropouts were highly stressed with a

mean Langner, score of 7.
)

2). Dropouts from ilomes Broken by Parental Death

. . AN
For fourteen per cent of the dropouts, one or both

’ t

parents had died and they lived with a parent or guardian
1 . A .

who was not able to provide sufficient emotional support. '

s

o -

Only 1 6f the 32 comtrols had lost a parent by death.

+ k3

The mean Laﬁgner score of these dropoutd was 5 as

compared with the score of 7 registered by the group from
7 \ -~
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o .
3). Dropouts with Personaljity Disorder and Family Pathology

]
These were the most difficult dropouts and constituted

s

20 per cent of the sample. They suffer a variety of per-
sonality'or character disorders which interfere with their

adaptébility to the school system. One or both parents

are emotionally disturbed. . As a group they showed the
3 < ‘)" -
least amount of stress with a mean Langner score of 3. Al ¢
-~
fhough verf few of the dropouts had been engaged in anti-
\

social behaviour (16 per cent), those that wete, came most

often from this bubg;Oup.'

b
4). The "uylack Sheep" Dropouts

o

*

v

This was a group of 12 (24 per cent) dropouts who

were trgéted differently than their sibling§. They were

either rejected, overprotected or especially belittled by .

- ° “

one or botli parents. They had a mean [angnem score of 7.5.

L *

5)%. TFamily Tradation.Dropouts

&

These dropouts (18 per cent) come from low income
families whieh are often close-knit and whaicli do not value

higher educaltion. Both parents were themselves dropouts.
& _ ‘

as were almost’all the siblings (20 out of 23 an our 9

cases) They were muqd leés stressed than the above groups -
with a mean Langner score of 3.3. ‘Their mean I.Q. was 99°
as -compared witl the mean 1.Q. of 117 of the graduating

¢ * 3

controls and 101 for the total dropout group. ¢

a
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APPENDIX A

/ QUANTIFICATION OF DATA

FROM SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS

\ N PR
. " r ~
- )
N - /\ [

In order to handle the information dérived from the -sem’—structared

. ! , . .
interviews (from both dropouts and controls), the following categories were

I3

devised. Each category was assigned a numerical score for punches on com=

.

puter cards as indicated. .

“ 3

1. Personal Characteristics

.a. No. of childhood anxiety symptoms: .

O = no symptoms
’ @ I
l = l n s ts N
- @ * o
o RN -
[T n 1]
. o o
L. : - -
j - e, o e
! ° . e 9 = no infcfmation”
‘ »
| . . - ’
| - b. Freoguency of being sick: ', ( .
| . ' .
} s
: 0O = wvery little .
4, { » "
.o 1 = some ) ®
+ ~Q
o ° ’ - » ¢
2 = wvery much T
b
. 9 = no information
® \ e -»,
c. S8elf-confidence:
’ &
' - ’ ’ 0O = very much . - N s
- A ' /—-\— -
1 "= some . °
. ., 2 = wvery little® = \
R . o 3
» 9 = no information
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antat
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Day-dreaming: - "
0 = nét much ‘ ] .
1 = vyes a lot ’
9 = no information ‘

Deqgree of’inyolvement with friends:

4

O = a few close friends

1 = constantly with friends
$

2 = no close friends

9 = no information

Future plans:
O = definite plan

1l = some ideas

2 = no ideas N
3 = unrealistic vlans
9 = °

‘" no information ,
o

I.0. category:

O = aPove average (111 and above)

1l = high normal (101-110)

2 = low nprmal (91-100) ( ’ ’
3 = below average (90 and below) )

9 = no information

Sex: - '
0 = Female

1 = Male , -

i

-
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2. CharacterisedTs of the Family ‘ ,

a!‘ Parents' relationship to eachaother:

. / 0 = get along together T ’
« 1 = ‘don't get along
) ° - »
2 = sgevarated -
- . «§
. . .
3 = davorced :
Y -
4. = either or both parents is dead .

o

' ’ 9 = pno information -
L4

o b. Parents" mental health:

oo 4 0 = both healthy ] ' 1 ‘
L i . X D
. .1 = mother emoticnally disturbed
2 h 2 = father " : "
(. ) 3 = both " "
X 4 = mothe; mentally ill

. 5 = father " "

k) . - 6 = bOth ‘,H 1 . ”

@ M N

c. Current degree of cldseness to father (or father-surrogate):

- ' 0 = .very close to educated father ’

, r = " " " uneducated " Cos
2 = not involved with father J
- -
’ \ 3 = distant since early wuberty - RS .
T 4 = hated father since beginning
-
9 = no information or no father . C. A
' 7
A} “

~<




0

1

Current

4

9

0

9

0]

1

“

1]

degree of closgness to mother (or mother svrrogate): *

!

"

i

i

f

it

g. Family income:

J T
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1

Father's character in student's eyes:

N

strona
weak

punitive \

e
rejecting .

no information -

very close tg educated mother

1

" " " Yaneducated
not involved with mother
distant since early puberty

- hated mother since beginnincg

«

‘g“,%'/h .

no information oxr no mother

s s

Mother's .character in student's eves:’

‘loving -
cold, uﬁéffectloﬁate
overprotective
rejecting

no information or no mother
abo&e7$10,OOQ/yr.

between $5,000 ~ $10,000/vr.

under $5,000/vyr.

= o

no information

@
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3. Attitude .towards School Administration and Teachers:

~

a. Difficulty with teachers in elementarv scho%ii

. i 4
O = no difficu}ty
__1 = very little.difficulties
2 = many difficulties .
3 = hated teachers/ -

-

b. Dif?iculty with teachers in high school:

0 = no difficulty
> . } R - -
¢ 1l = very little difficulties‘ -
o - 2 = some difficulties ) .
. 1
. 3 = ha;e&~a§§§§;;:—_——-_ﬁ‘~"“\\\ \
v, s €. Difficulty with high school authorities: , .
. > 3
0 = no difficultv . ' .
, . &
R 1 = verv little diff#cultaes i
> N “ DY
\ t° . -
2. = some difficulties .
. N . . " ‘—‘_\'\%,__]
3 = hated authorities .
: ‘ o ' R S .
- .. d. Attitude in class: . .
N T !
i
\ 0 =_‘p£id attention -~ - '
N -~ } *
. -1 = bored N
"2 = restless , t ‘
3 = causing trouble , - |
: | o
9 = no ihformation - - f s
- , ] Ad . ) ] 3 .’é +
€. Attitude towards schopl: ) . !

i

0 = no difficulty

i - ”
¢ 1° = asking for less control
o 2 = " nw more .
9 = no information R

- ~ ,

A




4. Attitude towards Education:
i

. . a. No. of subjects failed: v
- \r
1 \ ‘ s
0O = no subject failed
. l = l " 13
? e ¢ a
‘o 2 = 2 " "o
" . 3éor more "+ " }ﬂ
. ) 9 = no information

l
b. Total np. of years failed:

-~

' 0 = no year failed

1 - l l‘ ”n 1 . .

I“.’

t

2 2 " "

'

!

.c. Grade started skipping school:

-

()

s
u

no ;kippinq

1 = in grade 1, 2,03 or 4
2 = in grade 5
3 = in grade 6
8 = in qrade 11

i —~ -9 = no information,

- © 4. No. of houys spent studying per week:
"t

Lol o ‘ 0 = 16 hrs. and up '
‘ , 1 = 11 =15 hrs. " .
2= 6 - 10 hrs. . .t
e ’ o = 1'u- 5 hrs. ~ :
. 4 = no‘studyi?g
# * i .
8 ) '

PN

i

‘“"s P
.,h»“’

A
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\ * AMPENDIX B ™ o

TABLES DEMbNSTRATING DIFFERENCES RETWEEN DEOPOUTS AND CONTROLS N

x . ;

DATA DERIVED FROM SEMI~STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS

I

5 -

f. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS: = ' . :
. . e
Number of early childhood . Percentage :
’ anxiety symptoms 1 - ‘ Non Dropouts wlropouts
v o w
° s 4 i ¢
. 0 10 6 .
8"1 . 1-2 foe ! 20 . , 6
3-4 o 8 22
. ‘ 5 arzxd more , L1 - 27 .
Chi ¥ , 36.123 :
© NDF : , 3
12 T ) .001 ) l
. “a -
) . . s %} .
Frequency of being sick . ) Percentage .
Non Dropouts ‘ Drovouts
(. ’ ,  Very little 28 ‘ . 13
' Some ) . © 6
) - ,Very much 6 5o . 41
¢ Chi? o . 28.700 _ .
. NOF ‘ ‘ ‘ ) 2., ©/ .
s . - P . . <. 001 e ,
s . 7 "
& .
. ; 4/\1 ’ " ° R v
Self—Canide}xce ’ , ' v Percentage _
) Non Dropouts Dropouts
’ Very lii:tle ' , 4 . - " 35
‘ Some ) 4 4
Verg much - « 32 - 21
Chi . 23.879
. NDF ' 2
- P ool <
LY R _ - < 3 j"
- . o a A &
I . T a -

3 v - . . ,s"\' R
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* Day-Dreaming . Percentade .
' Non Dropouts- Dropouts
Not much . . o 32 19, -
A lot to~ ] 9 40
. Chi? _ L ‘ 16.552
NDF . % T 1 -
.- P. - _ <001 v
" ” ; = ¥ Ap———
/ \/
Degree of involvement - Percentage
. with friends v Non Dropouts .Dropouts
A few close friends 33 4 .
° No close friends "2 18
’ Congtantly with friends .4t 39 e
Chi . - d ' 62.188 ~ °
NDF X 2 L ‘ .
5 P ) : i <.OO§L
“.V= . I.0. SCORE OF DROPQUTS AND NON DROPOUTS - ’ . ’
~ [ - — ",u
Score Nq. of Non . Mean Standaxd Degrees T Signifi-
' *  Dropouts vs " Deviation of ,Valua cance
’ Dropouts - ‘ ’ Freedom : @
) 29 . 113.4483 11.513
. o . ’ | 1 ! , B o
I.0. - 62 3.86., P <.ool ,

o

2

a

i



J -
i 4%‘«6{'
!
) Page = '125 -
I.0. Category " Percentage ) .
Non Dropouts Dropouts .
) . N iy .
"90 and below ! 2 9
91 - 100 " 3 16 N
v 101- 110 ) ? ‘ 17 ‘
111 ‘and above 3 12
Chi? ) B 25.915 ~ ~ -
NDF \ ‘ 3
- P £.o01 :
'Drug .nvolvement* ® Percentage ' .
L. ’ . Non Dropouts Dropoutss ‘
. P
No drugs - 26 . * 20
Only a few times 13 o 25
. More or lesg regqularly 1 ~ 15
Chi? ' ‘ . 13.356
NDF 2 L)
P .0l ‘.
< A
.« 5,
B = ' T
* Includes Canhabis, amphetamines, Barbiturates and Hallucinogens.
. h 3
Hallucinogens and Amphetamine Use ° Percentage .
. " Non Dropouts " Dropouts
N 4 ’
. on e d 39 44 .
B few times Lo 4
Peqtyllarly “(”) 1 11
Chi” - 7.435 s
NDF 2
P .05 ,
L i N o —
[ s \
' -
4 . ‘
( L]
\ ! [
= ) & ] 4
[ Ay
l et
;?ﬂ’“é : f
A ¥ . ’N,.f =3
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1 I . yb'ﬁ._‘ _ : .

8tudents Social Problem Percentage

l N ’ Non Dropouts - Dropquts
& None 36 3
Isoclated, mostly stavs N ,
. at home 2 - o . 31 |
. Has run away from home . 1* i o
. Seriocus problems, drugs, ® R
°  police record, delinguency,: ) . o
prganancy . 1* . o lée
Chi . 1 ©72.924 -
NDF 3
P < 001
. | s £ -
N2 . )
.- \
- Student's Future Plan i " Percentage '
T ' ' Non Drovouts Dropouts
Definite olan ' T ™23 8
“ Some ideas i . : L9 * 6
(' o ideas ) o 7 ‘ ‘ 38
' Unrsalistic°ﬂlan . Lol* 8
- > Chi . . 31.935
. S ,NDF ™ g ' 3 N
' P ) £-001

*There was no one in this category, therefore 1 was gi¥en for statlst;pal
analysis. . -
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\
"IXI. FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS ' -
? . '
) . @ Percentage
parents’ relitionship ta each other Non Dropouts * » Dropouts
Get along 33 22
e Don't get along L) T2 o 14
Separated or divorced 2 17
Either. or both pare%ts is dead 1 g
Chi2 + ° 25.130 -
NDF , .
o @ P ‘ V4 <.001
e ~ ’ Y ~
- . : . a pl
® ’ . Pgrcentage
Parent's mental health Non Dropouts Dropouts
Both healthy , 33 ’ 24 ©
Either or both parents emotzonally .
) disturbed v 6 . 33
\ Either parent mentallv ill 1 i : 3\)
Ch1? . : : 17.826 -~
- NDF . 2
' P <.001
] ' Percentage e
Current deoree of closeness to father ,
or father surrogate ’ Non Dronouts Dropouts
No information or no .father Tl s ©
. Very close tp educated father . )
{high school graduate) 22 . . 2
_Very close to uneducated father l .
(high school dropout) 11 10
Not involved or distant since "
puberty or hating from beginning- ¢ 5 44
' Chd v 47.900
NDF - . e 3
P p * *

a

-
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, ‘ . ’ ' Percentade 4
FPather's education Non Dropouts . Dropouts ,
 Elementary school ox hi&q
’ school dropout 9 ‘ 42
Finished high school g 6 19
i , College and above St < 10 o ; < 14
2 chi? © . __5.039 ' "
NDF o« . . ‘ 2 .
i P N \\\6 . Not significant
f ‘ .o
o 2 ° e
b, Percentage
Father's occupation . e Non Dropouts Dropouts
Classes 1 ~ 2 '~ L 13 . 13
Cladses 3 ~ 5 - 13 voe <73g
¢ Clasdes 6 ~ 9 3 ° 19
) Chi? . 8.495
NoF 2
) P , ‘ {.05 .
. o Percentage ?
Father's character in student's eves Non Drovouts s Dropouts
No father ] ) 5
o Strong K . 35 6 ’
© Weak 2 - 17
t ‘ Punative or reijecting 1 33
Chi 63.365 -
’ NDF 3 A.
e - C-o0n .
X -
“ ) : ~ -
o | =
. x # | ’
C
_ , 3 , ; . -

o
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e Current degree of clweneg.s to mother * Percentage,
, or mother surrogate Non Dronouts X Dr'opouts
’ ' ! 7)/ *\ - .
' No infeormation or po mother 1 : 2 s
Verv close to educated mother - ’ - # =
(high school graduate) s . 20 ) 6
. - Very close to uneducated mother . .
{high "school dropout) . 13 - 8
. Not involved or distant since :
. early puberty or hated from )
e ‘ : beq%nn.ing y : . 6 34
© Chi N ™ 25.290,
~ NpF . ’ 3 .
: . P - “ Qom ‘
p ; - s \ ; - —
& {f
- \‘%3 Percentage
. ’ Mother's character in student's eves n Dropout Dropouts
T
. No information or no mother 1 1
) Ioving 33, 9
Cold and unaffectionate or
rejecting , T . 1 A 27 '
(‘ Overprotective R > . 23
. Chi? . A 47.32
NDF ) 37
) P . . . {-o01
- B - ’ @ . - -
¢ Percentage
N Mother's education ) 00 Non Dropouts Dropouts
- Elementary school or high school -
= . dropout - 9 .44
* . Finished high school 7 21 .
.College .and above 10 ¢ 9 ‘
' Chi? - > 9.259
NDF : . . 2 ) ,
. ,‘\I,)- ’ o -05

A8 Al



«

,
k4 ' : )

. L . s
7
»,
£ ﬂ >
. . Page = 13(2 To o ]
’ ° . - R . i
: ’ . Parcentage |
N Mother's ockupation ° Non Dropouts Dropouts = , |
P ‘ ;
Housewife ' 17 , 42
Part~time work Y 6 <)
Ful%-tigne work ) 3 24
Chi . . ’ - . 5.421
NDF \ 2 . -
. L r P . . Not ,siqnificant/
o* ) *
. ) - Percente~o
Family ¥ncome i Non Dropouts N Drxopouts
‘ %
Above $10,000 per year 18 1e
$5,000 - $l0,0W per year 10 45
Below $5,000 per year 1% 8
Chi? 12.236
.. NDF / 2 .
P " .01
» - -~ <
s r)
1 ; P o
p e Percentage N
. Living iwith . & : ) Non Dronouts Dropouts |
- - -
I . Both parents 35 ' ’ 33
« One paren® or grardparents 2 . 15
One step-parent g 1 5 K
- Institution, foster honé or ( ',L
comrélunitv 1 ) 8 )
*° Chi ) * 13.946
. NDF 3 .
P ! .01
v i
* There was no one in this category, therefore 1 was given for '
. statistigal analysis. ‘ .
-] IS -
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, PeXcentage
Number of siblinas dropped ’ . )
out of high school 4 Non Dropouts Dropouts
¢ . , " { &
- 0 . t 35 /%
« 1 ™% o 2 a7 14
2 , 1* - 7
3 . 1% ) 5
Chi2 11.903
NDF 3
P . <.01
~ = > ! '/— -
7 III. SCHOQL ADMINISTRATION AND TEACHERS - .
z
.- \g T e e : . Percentage
Difficulty with teachers in s
elementary school ‘ Non Dropouts Dropouts
-
! None " ' 35 22,
Vervy little 3 17
Some * L 13
. Hated teachers 1 8 *
(. , Cha? 25.516
- NDF 3
i P . < .001 '
< , .
\_, . -
- Pexcentage .
Difficulty with teachers’ in .
high school { Non Droonouts Dropouts
- None < e 33 > 7
\ . Very little ' 2 . 5.
Some ‘ 3 7
Hated  teachers 1 42 -
Ch12 ' ) . 56.787
NDF ) : 3
P . ) ) <.ool
R

* fThere was no one in this category, therefore 1 was aiven for ¥
1 statistical analysis.
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\
‘ : : Percentage ‘
Difficulty with high school authorities
and causina problems Non Dropouts Dronouts
None - 33 7 1
ery little # - 5 6
me '\ R ' l y : 7 .
Hated authorities. —_— 1* v\ 40
_ chi? / S T 56.863 -
NDF ' 3 "
P o . R .OO]:
4
[
A ' - Percentage -
Attitude in the class T Non Dropouts Dropouts,
. .- Paid attention i | 29 5
“Bored : ’ 3 23
Restless ' * /) 1% 17
Cahglng trouble 1* 16
- Chi . s 49.198
NDF 3 . f
) ' . P c <.ool ‘
y Wt Percentage
Attitude "toward school ’ : Non Dropouts Dropouts
v , e
. ~
' Asking for more control 4 43 ’
Askina for less control 2 , 17
i@ No dafficulty .33 ) 1 “
A Chi? 73.015
- U NDF 2 —_— )
o, P . .001 T
.-, » T < - ¢
) _ by

* There was no one in this category, therefore 1 was given for
statistical analysis , '
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. ) . o0 - ' Percentage
‘ Number of schools changed ' N Non Dropouts Drooouts
None , — -23 . 39 )
. One 1* ! 23
Two™ _ 1* ] 4
Three or more 1% ) . - 8
¢ chi? - . 11.045
NDF . ’ 3
" p - .05 -
N < ! .
- ' !
‘ \ Y .
. Percentage
Number of subjects failed - Non Dropouts Dropouts
None 14 ' ;23
One v - 6 ‘ 8
Two 2 16
* ,Three or more 2 29
Chi? -~ *13.487 o
NDF . 3 ’
P ot .01
Kot
® | T
- ' > Percentgge
Number of years failed in elementarv \ ) :
school - Non Dropouts Dropouts
A 3
- None ) \ 36 L33
© One ? 23
Two 1* 3
Three or more - 1% .. 1
Chi - 15.38
NDF 3 .
P . . <.01 .
“* There was no one in this categorv, tberefore 1 was given for ‘
statistical analysis.
.
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® | e

, . Pexcentage
Total number of years failed . Non Dropouts Dropouts
: None ‘ ’ 35 12 ’
One . 3 31 -
- Two ‘ 1* " 11
e Three or more T 1 6
TTrehif ' 43.978
- - NDF T O 30 .
P . <.ool
v &
. . ‘ ’ < . - Percentage
' Grade started skipping school . Non.Dropouts Dropouts
No skipping - 37 . 2
- Elementary school skippinc . 1% 6
Grades 7 — 9 ) 1 40
Grades 10-11 ~ ix 0 12
Chi? * 80.611
NDF : - - 3
| o P ‘ ) {001
(. ' B - ' °
! . Percentacge
’ Number of hours sventerstudyina -
in a weék ' ’ Non Dropouts . Dropouts
. . F »
No studyana " ) 3 . 19
1 - 5 hours 19 ’ - 40
6 =10 hours : ' 10 1
11 9ours and more 7 ‘ 1
Chi . V _ 27.464
NDF . 3

P % (.oox

¥ B

* There was no one in this categorv, therefore 1 was given for
statistical analysis.
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s S Y
: ‘ . Percentage

°

Difficulty dnly with subjects Non Dropouts Dropouts
No - L 28 i 56 .
f Yesz~ o 11 . v, 5
L Chi . 5.676
‘ > NLF . : ' 1 - -
- . Q % -AP ) . ) . (-05
. ] P - S Percentage
Number of subjects disliked ~ ~ 7 7 "7 "Non Dropou€g§ " ' Dropouts
” None 8 ) 13
One . 15 . 10 -
Two ' B 11 , ' N 23
) Thrge or more ' 5 15
- Chi” ) : 6.921
" NDF : - . 3 ,
- P ‘ ! n No significant
|
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APPENDIX C - THE LANGNER SCALE

g

1. Are you the worrying type?

No 0
Yes 1 .
Other (specify) X T
N A
2. jave you ever been bothered by shortness of. breath when you were not
] Aexercisiﬁg or working 'hard? Would you say
% , . . . 1
tten F] 1 -
77T Sometimes 2 -
Never 3 ’
Other (specify) X g o

. 3. Do you have periods of such great restlessness that vou

cannot sit still verv long? . .
- No o
Yes ) l - ¢ y a
Other {specify L '¢ , b

' . -

”

" 4. Would you say your appetite is poor, good or too good?

*J

Y

o

Poor

Fair

Good

Too Good

Other (specify)

N Y A N

5. Do you once in a while suddenly feel hot all over?

° » , -

) " No . L~ o—
Yes -1
Other (specify) X

6. Havk you ever been bothered\by your heart beating hard?
Would you say

Often , 1°
Sometimes , "2
- Never 3
3 Other (specify) X -

7+ In general, would vou sav that most of the time vou are in very
good spirits, good spirits, low spirits or very low spirits?
° . ~ ]

T
Al

Verv 'good 1

Good 2 '

Low_ 3 .

Ve low v 4 e
X

. Other (specify)-
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(' 8. Do you feel weak all over much of the time?
- . No 0O
- * Yes 1~ s
: Other (specifv) X

1 ' ' = -
9. Do vou have perl. ods of days, weeks or months when ypu cannot
take care of things because you cannot get q01ng7

No 9 o
Yes ) 1 o
Other (specify) e G S A e e

R

10. Are vyou ever bothered by nervousness (irritability, tension)= .

- Would you say
: Often T 1 . I
Sometimes Z ‘
S Never 3 '
\ _ Other (specify]) . X

o

* 1l. Have vou éever had any faiting spells (lost conscxousness)”
Would you sav

4

Never -0
A few times, 1

- {. More than ‘a few times 2 .
Ve ’ ther (specify) X

12. Do you ever have trouble kn getting to sleep or staying asleen”
Would vou say

o

Often’ 1 {
. Sometimes * 2 °
) Mever 3 - o +
B Other (specify) X L —
8 ¢ )
* ) 13. g(re you bothered by acid (sour).stomach several times a week?
' K 2 . r } , ° o
- o ) ‘
Yes 1
! ) Othex X >
14. Does your memory séem to be all right (good)?
‘ » No ° ] . ~0 ”
Yes 5 ) . —
. » ¢ . >
| . Other {specify) - . w
| - . ‘
] 15. Have you ever been bot}jtered by "cold sweats'? Would you sav
, . . ! - s
(‘,, Often s 1
&, Sometimes . 2 ] .
Never o 3 b
Other (specify) . X \

.
‘ , ~ y
L R \
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&
16. Do you hands ever tremble enough to bother you? Would you say . i
_ Often 1 ¥
N Sometimes ) .
Never ! 3
@ther (specify) X .
17. Do you seem to have fullness (clooging) in vour head or nose FohFOR
much of the time? '
’ A ’ 5 ' > e
~ No }

o F
f .

. Yes
Other (specify)

>~ O

18. Do vou have worries that get you down physically (make you physically ill)?.

. - No ) ) - 0 ’ '
: . s L ' -1 "
. O¥Ner (specify) X )

\

19. Do you Fee) somewhat anart even among friends (isolated, alone)}?

-

v - s

. 8 ‘Nq 2 ‘ 0 . «
. - , - Yes 1 . X “
é_j o Other {specify) X - o f
~ ‘ - B N -
20. Do vou have the feeling that things alwavs turn out wrong for vou?
¥
° —
No 0 '
. Yes e ‘ 1
Other (specify) X, R i '
« ~
' 21. Are you ever troubled with pains in the head or headaches?
. ‘ _Would you say ’ : ,
Often 1
Sometimes 2
, Never ¥ 3 3
Other (specify) X ‘

; 422. Do you sometimes feel that nothino is worthwhile anv more-
* - ’

. ' No : : n —
Yes ' 1
. Other (snecifv) ’ X -
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