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ABSTRACT

Determining the age, grade, sex, and reason for
withdrawal for each dropout in the Texas Small Schools Project during
1966-71, this study is based on a 79% questionnaire response from the
project schools, the results of which are compared with results from
a 1964 study. The 1964 study revealed, for example, that 10th grade
was by far the dominant dropout grade for males; the 1972 study,
although maintaining a high 10th-grade dropout rate, showed a more
even distribution of dropouts throughout the high school years.
Female dropout patterns were similar in both studies, with high
dropout percentages in the 10th and 11th grades. Age 17 emerged as
the dominant dropout age in the 1972 study, as compared with the
previous dominant dropout age of 16 years. In the 1972 study,
decreases were noted in 6th and 7th grade dropouts, in the
male~to-female dropout ratio, in overall dropout percentage rates,
and in students leaving school for a single reason. Marriage, low
scholastic ability, and dissatisfaction with school were the
predominant single reasons for dropping out. Included in the report
along with findings of the study are 4 figures and appendices showing
the questionnaire and the 108 member schools that participated in
this study. A related document is ED 019 145. (MJIB)
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DROPOUTS IN THE TEXAS SMALL SCHOOLS PROJECT
1966-1971 |

Purpose

The purpose of this study is to determine the age, grade, sex, and reason
for withdrawal for each drcpeut in the schools participating in the Texas
Sma11 Schools Project during the period 1966-71. Whenever possible,

comparisons will be made with a similar study completed in 1964.

BACKGROUND

In January 1964, the staff of the Texas Small Schools Project at the Texas
Education Agency undertook the task ef conducting a five year drepeut study
of the 84 schools which were members of the Project. Such a time span would
have ihcﬁuded the two school years prior to the organization of the Project
in 1960, however, sufficient information was eva11ab1e to cover only the
latter threeiyeere of the projeeted period, 1960-63. Furthermere, only

58% of the Project schools (49 out of 84) provided information for that

study.

At the annual Small Schools Summer Workshop in 1971—'the Executive Commfttee
of the Texas Sma]] Scheo]s Assec1at1nn requested that the PrOJect staff

conduct another drepeut study to update th1s 1nfermet1on

Des1gn of the Study

School adm1n1straters were esked to rov1de one or more reesons why etudentel

in their schoo] drcpped out ae requested in Append1x A S1m11ar 1nFormat1en o

was requested in the 1964 study The ceded reasens 1n the quest1onna1re

_‘used in the current study were taken frem the summary data of the 1964




study; however, it is not known whether the indicated reasons were
originally presented on the 1964 questionnaire or were ascertained after

the data was collected.

Enroliment figures used in computing percentage of dropouts were obtained
from the Division of Data Processing, Texaé Education Agency. Howeve;,
since several schools invo1vedlhave one or more years of missing dropout
records, their enraT]mEﬁts for those years were subtracted from the

totals.

The questionnaire used to obtain information for the present study and a
list of Project schools which participated are included in Appe-dices A

and B, respectively.

EINDINGS,.
In the 1972 study, 79% of the Project schools (108 out of 136) responded
to the Sufveyi Only eight of the responding schools jndicatéd that no
data was avai1ab]é~fcr the first year aF the:study (1966%67), Ofvthis
same group of eight, four indicated the same préb?éﬁrfcr’the second yeaf
‘(1967-58), two for the third year (1968-69), and‘oniy énE)for'the fourth
- year (1969-70). 7‘ | R -

In Figures I, II, and IiI; comparisons Df,péPCéntageSfare shown between
the 1964 and 1972 studies. In each of these three illustrations, the
percentage for—eaéhISEx is camputed separate1y instead¥Dfﬂfhbmftheigombiﬁ3d -

total of male and female dropouts.




FIGURE I

. GRADE LEVELS GIVEN MOST FREQUENTLY FOR DROPOUTS
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1972 Study

The following comparisons between the 13964 and 1972 studies are evident:

NN 1964 Study

1. The percentages of dropouts in the Sixth and seVenth grades

have decreased From a total of epprox1mate1y 10% to less than

4% in both sexes.

2. ‘The 1964 study 1nd1cates that- the tenth grade was by Far the

: dom1nant drepeut grade fer ma1es

The 1972 study, a]though

mainta1n1ng a h1gh tenth grade drepout rate p1cturee a: more

reven d1str1but1on of dropouts thrcugheut the h1gh 5choo1 years.f




3. The female dropout patterns are very similar in both studies

with high dropout percentages in the tenth and erleventh grades.

FIGURE 11
AGES GIVEN MOST FREQUENTLY FOR DROPOUTS
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The f@iicwing comparisons may'Be ﬁaderbetween_thegigédraﬁd 19?27$tydies:

1. Drnpaut ages for ma1e5 are sim11ar except that in the 1975
'1.]study, age 17 15 éﬁeariy the dum1nant drapout age In the :

'"1964 study, age 16 shawed a s1m11ar dom1nance




FIGURE II1
PERCENTAGES OF DROPOUTS DUE TO SINGLE REASONS

Reasons Male Female

1964 Study 1972 Study 1964 Study 1972 Study

Low scholastic ability 14 4 7 1
Mental retardation 10 1 1
Financial need 8 2 1

Dissatisfaction with school 10 3 3
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The following comparisons between the 1964 and 1972 studies are noted:

1. No one reason stands out clearly as a contributing factor

for male dropouts in either study.

2. . Marriage appears to be the only predominant reason for female
dropouts although the percentage has decreased considerably

between the two studies.

3. A marked decrease in percentages has occurred in the 1972 sample

in all but a few cases where percentages were already extremeiy low.

4. The percentage totals have decreased greatly between the two

studies, particularly in the male dropout columns.

FIGURE IV
REASONS GIVEN MOST FREQUENTLY BY ADMINISTRATORS FOR DROPOUTS

Male - 7 Fema1e

Percentage of Total Reasons .| Reasons |  Percentage of Total Reasons.




Figure IV differs from the preceding figure illustrations in that no
comparison is made with the 1964 study sincé that study lacked the necessary
data. In this illustration the reasons were counted whether given singly

or in combination.

Figure IV reveals the following information:

1. Low Scholastic Ability, Dissatisfaction with School, and

Marriage appear most frequently in a list of total reasons
for dropouts. '

2. Except for Marriage, most reasons given for dropouts show
somewhat similar percentages for both sexes.

FIGURE V
DROPOUT PERCENTAGE RATES - 1964 STUDY

Year . Dropouts Total Enrollment Drepout
- - R e Eeir{centage -Rate
‘Male Female  Tatal |
1960-61 101 (59.1%) 70 (40.9%) 171 10,201 - 1.68%
1961-62 97 (59.5%) '567(40.5%) 163 10,313 v’1iss%;f
1962-63 71 (56.8%) 54 (43 2%), 125 e 1;1c;4§i;; : 1 19%,1“ _
” "259‘(58;6%)‘;-190 (. 4%)!_;,459 S 30,981 1.48%

(0vera11)




FIGURE VI
DROPOUT PERCENTAGE RATES - 1972 STUDY

Year Dropouts Total Enrollment Dropout
Percentage Rate

Male Female Total

1966-67 - 114 (50.4%) 112 (49.6%) 226 23,214 0.97%
1967-68 121 (50.0%) 121 (50.0%) 242 24,034 1.01%
1968-69 144 (48.5%) 153 (§1f5%) 297 245552 1.21%
1969-70 169 (52.5%) 153 (47.5%) 322 24,928 1.29%

1970-71 170 (52.3%) 155 (47.7%) _ 325 26,128 1.24%
718 (50.8%) 694 (49.2%) 1,412 122,866 1.15%

(Overall)
The following comparisons of dropout percéntage information may be made

between Figures V and VI:

‘1. A definite overall decrease in the male to female dropout
ratio is observed.. Male dropouts actually are less than

females at one point. .

. The.overall dropout percentage rate, obtained by dividing




CONCLUSIONS

The fact that a greater percentage of Project schools responded to the
1972 questionnaire and were able to provide more complete information for
a longer time span suggests that small schools are keeping better dropout

records and are perhaps more concerned with the problem than in the past.

The raising of the minimum age.fer compuisery'sche01 attendance,td seventeen
between the time of the twoAstudieshas_éPparent]yehad a questionebje effect
on srall school dropouts. Figure II clearly shows a major shift in the
predominant dropout age of males from sixteen to seventeen, however 1itt1e
change occurs in the fema]e category In fact 36% of a11 ma]e and - 49% of
all female dropouts in the 1972 study ceu1d be cTass1f1ed as 1119931

Apparent]y sehee]s are st111 net forc1ng the TSSUE very 5trong1y

;rcentage rates shows a def1n1te

‘_A camper1son of the overa]] dropnut P,
 7decrease between the 1964 and 1972 stud1es.i chever, an exam1nat1on of

5the year to year rates in F1gures V and VI revea]s what appears to be a




One unknown factor possibly affecting the dropout rate is the ethnic or
racial composition of these schac]s‘during the past decade. Schools in;_
90% black and/or Mexican-American enrollment. The problem is further
complicated by the fact that several schools operated dual caﬂpus systems
during the years of the 1964 study and began abandoning this atrangement
in the latter part of the decade. It is not known whether or not all
minority student dropouts were included in the 1964 study. In any event
no attempt has been made in either study to identify dropouts by racial

or ethnic origin.

The variation in individual school dropout rates'is.a puzzling phenomenon.
The dropout rate oVér.the five year period in the 1972 study ranged from
zero in seven schools to almost 5% in one 5chooi. Many'unexpiored factors
possibly ccntribute to these variations suéh.asrthe-afqrementioned'miﬁqrity
student enrollment, adequacy of the secondary curricd1um;_10cation,nf the
schoo1 with respect to larger thns and tities‘ avaiIablé unskii1ed:j6b"
oppartun1t1es, att1tudes of adm1n1strators and facu]ty toward potent1a1

, dropauts, parenta1 att1tudes, and schon1 po11c1es ﬂancern1ng student marr1age;_rt7;

'g;j*A ward of caution 15 recommended,before any attempt 15 madevta cumpare:drap-ff




Second, the means of computation for other dropout studies, such as the
one in the report of the Governor's Committee on Public School Education,
are not available. Third, the Division of Research at the Texas Education

Agency has made no attempt to collect statewide dropout»informationa

Administrators apparently are beginning to recognize that dropouts often
occur due to multiple reasons. Figure III indicates that 86% of all male
dnopouts in the 1964 study were attributed to single reasons while the
same was true only for 31% of males in the 1972 study. Likewise, this
percentage decneased among females from 94% to 60%. In the latter case,
42% of the 60% were attributed to Marr1a'e a1one Perhaps these changes
suggest that adm1n1etratgrs are tak1ng a more serious look at the reasons

why students drop out.

An analysis of F1gure IV, which dea1s with: the tota1 number of t1mes any
pant1cular reesnn was g1ven for dropp1ng out might ra1se same quest1on :

about the factors of Lcw Schn1ast1c Ab1]1ty and D1ssat1sfact1gn with Schoa]

-'In the former case, a sma11 schne1 environment w1th a chance fnr mare personaT

.attent1on and contact w1th teachers 5hou1d tend to negate th1s factor. In?the.ff




employ in dealing with the student once he makes his intentions known, and
to what extent the services of county cooperative counselors are utilized
in dropout prevention. Hopefully, this report may stimulate small schools

to take more positive action in alleviating this nagging problem.

A FulToxt Provided by Exic [y




Appendix A
(Spacing Modified)

School

Instructions: The sample entry indicates that an 18 year old eleventh
grade boy dropped out of school during the 1970-71 school year for
reasons number four and thirteen listed below. Please enter all other
drop-outs in 1ike manner for the years indicated. There should be

One OR More reasons for dropping out for each entry. .

School Year Grade Sex Age Reason(s) for Dropping Out

1970-71 ¥ M 18 4, 13
1969-70
1968-69

1967-68

 1966-67

. Reasons For Dropping Qut -




The following 108 member schools of the Texas Small Schools Project

Borden County
Bronte.

. Cranfills: Gap
" Cumby. .

  ~'gDaeruzétt
~ Detroit

Gorman

- La Poynor -
- - La Pryor -

3:,Mer1d1an

provided the data included for this dropout study.

01d Glory

Alba-Golden

Allison Goree Paint Rock
Antelope Harper - Palmer
Austwell1-Tivoli Hedley Pep

Avalon Hobbs Ponder
Avery Ira Priddy
Balmorhea Iredell ~ Putnam
Batesville Kemp Quail
"Benjamin Klondike “Richards
‘Big Sandy ~Knippa Rio Vista
Bledsoe -Kopperl. . Robert Lee
Blue Ridge “Krum . 'Rochejie '

Roscoe

“'Round Top- -Carmine

Brookeland _‘Latexo Rule .-

Bu}lard;' ‘Leon - - .. Samnorwood .

Burton. ~Lingleville ;§Santa Annaﬁ:.A

Carney - Lone Oak =~ . Scurry-|

Cayuga : ‘Lovelady -

Center Point Mabank = ,f‘Spurger SR
- Chester -~ "McAdoo " Talpa - Centenn1a1

Colmesneil " "Medina w‘iTQTar o




