























































































































with homework. are less likely to use consistent discipline, and have less parental control. and
also low economic status to teach their children comparing to their counter parts. Thus, these
children are more vulnerable to dropout of school. As to the bi-vartiate analysis, a statistically
significant difference was also evident between the groups at (X*=11.849, p=0.003). The marital
status of the head of the household also showed a s.tatistically significant difference (X*=6.056,

p=0.048) (see table: 9).

4.3.6. Family Composition

Like other demographic variables mentioned above, presence of younger children in the
household was treated as an important variable, in determining children’s dropping out of school.
The result thus shows that, 32 percent of those who were reside in households which have no
under age five children while it was 12.6 percent among those children, who were reside in
households which younger children presents. The bi-variate analysis reveal that this result was

statistically significant at (X’=18.916, p=0.000).

Among the socioeconomic and demographic variables which included in this bi-variate analysis,
occupation of the head, sex of the child and the head, household size, family type, presence of
children aged 7-14 in the household, presence of elderly in the household and relationship of the
head to the child did not show a significant association with educational status of pupils (all p-

values are greater than 0.05).

4.4. Results of Multivariate Analysis

As the researcher mentioned it earlier, for multivariate analysis logistic regression is employed.
In logistic regression, the dependent variable is a logit, which is the natural log of the odds, that

is:-
Log (odds) =logit(p )= i P =Bo + BiX; + B2Xs +..... + BXx
‘ L= P,
Where Bo is the constant and where there are K independent variables (X). The “logit( p )7 is

the logit, also called the log (natural logarithm) odds. The B terms are the logistic regression
coefficients, also called parameter estimates. Exp (B) =the odds ratio for an independent variable.
The odds ratio is the factor by which the independent increases or decreases the log odds of the

dependent. To analyze the data SPSS version 15 was employed.



4.4.1. Model Adequacy and Multicollinearity

The researcher used Hosmer and Lemeshow chi-square test of goodness of fit, Omnibus tests of
model coefficients, R* (Nagelkerke R square) and percent correct to check the adequacy of the

model.

Hosmer and Lemeshow chi-square test of goodness of fit- If the H-L. goodness-of-fit test
statistic is greater than .05, as we want for well-fitting models, we fail to reject the null
hypothesis that there is no difference between observed and model-predicted values, implying
that the model's estimates fit the data at an acceptable level. That is, well-fitting models show non
significance on the H-L goodness-of-fit test, indicating model prediction is not significantly
different from observed values. This does not mean that the model necessarily explains much of

the variance in the dependent, only that however much or little it does explain is significant.

Omnibus tests of model coefficients - if all level of significance is less than 0.05, there 1is
adequate fit of the data to the model, meaning that at least one of the predictors is significantly

related to the response variable

Nagelkerke R square — best model has largest R* (from 0 up to 1). If the value of R? is very
small, it indicates the predictor variables included in the model did not predict the dependent

variable.

Percentage correct — the overall percentage which display in classification table indicates that
how much the cases in the model identified correctly. A best fitted model has high value of
percentage correct. Based on this the given model has H-L goodness of fit test static=0.583,
which is greater than 0.05, a significant value of Omnibus tests of model coefficients, 0.536 value

of R? and 88.5% percentage correct.

To avoid the effect of Multicollinearity (excessive collinearity of predictor variables) Tolerance
value and VIF (variance inflation factor) value* are used. So, variables which have tolerance
value less than 0.3 and VIF value greater than 4.0 are excluded from the model, because the more
a tolerance value approach to zero and the more a VIF value grater than 4, the high the interaction

of the independent variables. Based on this, some variables are excluded from the analysis, such

2 G. David Garson (1998, 2008, and 2009), Multiple Regression, Regression Stat notes, from Northern Carolina
State University
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as: educational status and occupation of the head. family type, and relationship of the head to the
child and marital status of the household head. The result of bi variet analysis indicates that
among these variables some of them had a significant relationship with the dependent variable

and the others not.

Table 10: Logistic Model result for determinants of primary school Dropout

Variables in the equation . B S.E. Exp(B)
Mother’s education(no formal education)
Mother’s education (primary) -1.296 498 2741
Mother’s education (secondary and above) -1.430 .669 230%#
Father’s education (secondary and above)
Father’s education (no formal education) 2.475 .672 11.886*
Father’s education (primary) 1.090 .604 2.976
Father’s occupation (government/private employee
Father’s occupation (farmer) -461 907 .631
Father’s occupation (merchant) -.756 745 469
Father’s occupation (daily laborer) .545 646 1.725
Mother’s occupation (house wife)
Mother’s occupation (farmer) -3.137 .836 .043
Mother’s occupation (merchant) -1.085 837 338
Mother’s occupation (private/government employee) -610 .690 .543
Mother’s occupation (daily laborer) -1.135 765 321
Participating household works (always)
Participating household works (sometimes) -.509 311 601
Participating household works (never) -.924 394 JoT
Age (10-14)
Age(15-16) 245 .500 1.278
Age(17+) 1.573 554 4.823%*
Sex of pupil(female) .085 392 1.089
Age at starting (>7)
Age at starting (<7) -.997 .675 209
Age at starting (=7) -1.732 .530 0 B i
Sex of HH(female) S 422 1:117
Age HH (30-44)
Age HH(<30) 1.129 .671 3.094
Age HH(45-49) -1.059 .536 34T
Age HH(50+) -1.551 .539 o3 Bk
Place of residence(rural) 1.482 339 4.402%%
being alive(at least one of them not alive) 434 541 1.543
Presence of children under age 5(yes) 1.164 425 3.203%*
Presence of children aged 7-14(no) -.785 465 456
Presence of elderly (aged 60+)(yes) 394 527 1.483
HH size (<=5)
HH size(6-7) 248 454 1.282
HH size(8+) -.988 .660 372
Living with (with both of their parents)
Living with(one of their parents) 1.040 .540 2.828
Living with(other guardians) 1.680 .651 5.367**
Constant -1.477 : .888 228

** Significant at 5%, * Significant at 1%
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4.4.2. Parental Education and Occupation

The result in the table indicates that fathers’ who do not attend a formal education are 12

(e" =11.886) times more likely to withdraw their children from school than fathers” who
receive at least some secondary education and above (the reference category) (Table 10).
Similarly, children who were born from mothers” who completed at least up to primary level are
more likely to stay in school than their counter parts. Mothers® who have primary education and

secondary (secondary and above) education decreases the likelihood of dropping out of their

children from school by 72.6% (1-e . =1-0.274=0.726) and 76.1% (l-e . =1-0.239=0.761)
respectively as compared to mothers” who do not have any formal education (Table 10). But the
result doesn’t show significant difference between fathers who have primary and secondary
education. Generally, education of parents’ has a significant and negative association with
children’s dropping out of school, this is similar to the hypothesis forwarded as parental
education has a negative association with school dropout and the result of the bi-variate analysis.
For a mother, this phenomenon could perhaps be attributed to the fact that: educated mothers are
more effective in helping their children in academic work in doing so, they are also able to
monitor and supervise their children’s progress. While for fathers it’s attributed to the fact that
educated fathers are interested in the academic progress of their children thus they would be
willing to spend more time helping their children in academic problems. In support of this the
descriptive result demonstrates that 77.4% of children who were born from mothers have at least
some primary education and above and also 75.75% of children who were born from fathers have
at least some primary education and above were getting academic help at least some times. And
also it may be due to the better ability of educated parents’ to imagine the return of educating

children than their counterparts.

However, in this logistic regression result parental occupation as a component of socioeconomic
status of the family has shown insignificant effect on the educational status of pupils. This is the
contrary of the assumption that children from employed parents expected to have better
opportunity to complete their school than children’s from farmer or merchant or daily laborer
parents (Tansel, 1998), as well as the result of the bi-variate analysis. This result may be due to
the educational status of the society and also organizations which established there. According to

Huisman and Smits (2009), higher level of development and the presence of white collar jobs in
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unthinkable in our community except in some cases. As a result there is a growing number of

failure and dropout.

One possible factor that may impact our dropout rate is the educational background of immediate
family members. The pupil representative said: “[f my family didn't finish their school and did
not have educational experience, then I may develop a feeling that this could be an option for me

as well”

It can be said as a general outlook that the opinions of the participants except in some cases have
very approximate relation with many known fact of dropout®®. The whole ideas raised during the
focus group discussion have resulted in the approval the basic questions raised as causes of
dropout. Following this the result of the focus group discussion and the summery of qualitative

questionnaires distributed concerning family involvement are discussed as follows.

Obviously! Many literatures support that parental guidance and support have a positive impact on
the success of the pupils. In the discussion the discussants said basic responsibility to support and
guide their pupils in their school achievements. The guidance and support is not only restricted to
the education of the pupil but also in the personal behavior [personality] and social conduct of
their children. In Akaki Kality sub-city many pupils are found to dropout due to the absent of

capably practical guide and support of their respective family or the guardians®.

Parents gave little attention can not positively disciplined children, did not follow up their
academic activity nor set behavior limits. Then children will be forced to 'raise themselves'; such
kinds of pupils often lack self-discipline to do things that need to get done, such as school related
homework and developing study skills. On top of these kinds of pupils will face with verbal

abuse from the community or their school mates, which leads to low self-esteem.

The absent of attention will further creates lack of vision about the future. Parents don't have
school success expectations for pupils; as a result, pupils have never developed a vision for
themselves. If Parents raised their children with attention successful, thus the pupils would have a
vision especially when families have perpetually discussed their expectations for their children,

i.e. Some times parents may ask their children "What are you going to be when you grow up?",

4 See 2.3.1.2 and 2.3.1.1 part of this paper
% In the absence of immediate biological family guardians have a decisive role
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"When you go to college..." this can create a kind vision for the pupil and the pupil always felt

that he/she is expected.

Pupils who regard their parents as warm, firm, and involved in their education earn better grades
than their classmates with uninvolved parents. As -the representative of teachers pointed out,
parents who cared for their children intellectual development and their social progress were more
like to advance in their careers, compared to parents who weren't involved in such activities. But
in this sub-city there is the very big gap between parents and their children. Many of the families
are very poor in the proper handling of their children, even in some instances when the school
director or the teachers wanted to discuss with the families concerning the behavioral or
academic performance of there children: Some of them did not come at all, these shows the less

concern of the families towards their children.

4.4.3. Participating in Work

As stated in the hypothesis, children’s participation in any kind of work has a positive and
significant association with dropping out of school. The result of this model also indicates that,

relative to children who always participate in work, children who sometimes or never participate

in work are 39.9% (l-e % =0.399) and 60.3% (1-¢e B =0.603) less likely to dropout of school
respectively. This may be due to the lack of time to study and also attend a class. In addition to
this, if they start once getting money they will be attracted by it, which results low academic
performance and frequent absenteeism. Related to this a finding of Khanam et al, 2005 indicates
that children work adversely affects the children’s schooling and this is reflected in lower school
attendance and lower grade attainment, which are the main reasons of dropping out of school. The
result of the bi-variate analysis also demonstrates the significant relation of work participation of
pupils and their educational status. Moreover, the result of the focus group discussion supports
the quantitative result. According to the discussants: in some instances the family economic
problem may reach in to the state of inability to cover major school expenses (stationary, school
bags, uniforms etc), therefore some pupils try to cover these By doing extra work in their free
time while other simply cease to take part. Due to the low and average standard of living in Akaki

Kality sub-city, pupils are exposed to searching additional income for them selves.
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For example: Migrations for job opportunity: -Now days. when economic problem reached
unsolvable, parents decide to send their daughters to different countries. PTU representative said;
“Many young girls are forced to migrate into the nearby Arab countries®®. This, in the other way

creates an increase in the magnitude of dropout of school girls.

The case in point discussed hear is that the economic problem can affect not only those who are
already dropout their schools and determined to be enslaved to solve their economic problem by
traveling far from their community and family, but it also create psychological instability and
lack of interest in many of the remaining pupils who have similar desire of alleviating their law

level economic statue in our sub-city.

The pupils representative also stress on the practice of sending girls to the Arab countries and its
consequence. She said; “Those girls who went to the neighboring countries are ambitious to have
better life and earning money. Up on their return their example is the most affecting and
stimulating. Although it is positive to have a better life and sustainable economic security, if they
succeed, for those pupils attending their school have a negative impact. They easily dissolve their
purpose of education and compare it with their senior friends in the nearby neighborhood who
seam benefited. They confuse the purpose of education in contrast with migration. As result most
girls are found to say; ” If my education cannot bring better life and economic security, why do 1

spend my time in vain, after all every thing is for better life? “

The pupils’ representative added: “The economic problem affected us greatly, some times we
don't have the capacity to buy our basic school needs, educational supporting materials, so we
have to fill the gap by involving in some income generating activities. If we can not succeed we

better dropout”.

4.4.3. Place of Residence

Children who live in rural households are 4.402 (e ® =4.402) times more likely to dropout than
children who live in urban households (Table 10). The result also indicates that being a rural

resident is significantly and positively associated with dropping out of school?’. In relation to this

% Most of the migration of Ethiopian young people to the Arab countries is looking for Job and many of prefer this part of the
world is due to neither the possibility of getting job with out demanding neither the language nor the academic potential of the
employee.
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towards their education, their peer influence. the threats such as abduction and sexual

harassments can be shared with them selves and the society around.

In addition to this. delaved ages of starting school associated with being behind grade for age,

could be a factor predisposing pupils to a greater- likelihood of early school exit (dropout).

Children who started school at the official starting age 7 are 82.3% (1- ¢ 3 =(.823) less likely to
dropout of school than children who started school later than the official age 7 (Table 10). This
implies that being old for that grade and starting school later than the official starting age are
significantly and positively associated with children’s dropping out of school. The bi-variate

analysis also indicates similar result

The chi-square test and regression result dose not show the difference of dropping out of school
by gender and its significant effect (Table 6 and 10), but other studies conducted in Ethiopia and
in other countries demonstrated its difference by gender. In some studies boys are more likely to
dropout; in the others, girls are. For example, a study conducted in Ethiopia revealed that, due to
the strong gender bias in primary schools, girls are less likely to complete the cycle (they are 8 to
10% less likely to complete grade 5) Chaudhury et al (2006). The result of the given model also
contrary to the hypothesis forwarded as children’s dropping out of school is differing by sex of

the children.

4.4.5. Age and Sex of the Household Head

The result in this model shows that the odds ratio of children’s dropping out of school for the

household head in the age category 45-49 years and 50+ years decrease by 65.3% (1-

e® =0.653603) and 78.8% (l-e . =0.78.8) as compared to those household heads in the age
category of 30-44 years, and the relationship is statistically significant (Table 10). However, the
likelihood of children’s dropping out of school for household heads in the age category of less
than 30 years increases 3.094 times as compared to their counter parts and its effect is
insignificant. This indicates that the probability of a child dropping out of school decreases as the
age of the household head increases. This may be due to when people getting old their income
becoming down because they are not able to participate in income generating activities like adults
actively. So, they need some one, who can help them or they expect something from their

children to cover their day to day expenditure. This help will be more 7granted when they teach
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their children or when their children are educated. Many studies supports this finding, fore
example Mike et al. 2008 indicates that pupils who live in households headed by old people are

more likely to stay longer in school than their counter parts.

Sex of the household head has insignificant effect -in this model (Table 10) . This finding is
contrary to both findings which assured that female headed households are more likely to
experience school dropout due their low economic status. On the other hand, it is also believed
that households headed by female heads are more likely to let pupils to stay in school longer than
their counter parts, because of their high expectation about returns of their children’s education at
the later age. The result of the given model also contrary to the hypothesis forwarded as
children’s dropping out of school is differing by sex of the household head. This may be because
of the place most of the respondents reside, means 82.6 percent of the respondents live in urban
area, which has relatively favorable condition for women to participate more or less in all sectors

equally with men. The bi-variate analysis also indicates similar result.

4.4.6. Family Composition

The likelihood of dropping out of school is significantly and positively associated with the
presence of younger siblings in the household (under age S). Children who have younger siblings
(under age 5) are 3.203 times more likely to dropout from school than their counter parts (Table
10). This suggests that the presence of younger siblings in the household increases the
opportunity cost of older children, means they may spent their time by giving care for them. This
result was, however, in line with the hypothesis stated as children who have younger siblings are
more likely to drop out of school. The result of this finding also indicates that the presence of
children aged 7-14 years and elderly (aged 60+) in the household have no a significant effect
(Table 10). The present finding regarding the effect of the presence of school age children and
elderly in the household on the educational status is not in the expected direction or it is not
similar to of the findings of many literatures. Findings of Tassew, 2008 and Chernichovsky, 1985
indicates that the presence of children aged 7-14 years in the household has a negative and
significant effect on pupils dropping out of school, because if there are other school age children
in the household domestic or field works can be shared or the burden will be reduced. And also

they can get time to study.

49



4.4.7. Family Instability

The probability of dropping out of school is higher 2.828 and 5.367 times for children who live
with one of their parents and with other guardians respectively than to those who live with both
parents (Table 10). And the association is significant. This implies that children are more likely
to complete school if they live with both parents, rather than living with one of their parents or
with other guardians. This is due to parental discrimination- as Rose and Al-Samarrai (2001)*
pointed out. And further the economic burden when one loss his parental support is also another

feasible problem.

The focus group discussion result also showed a similar conclusion. The first problem is when
there is a situation in which the stability of the family is endangered, these includes the departure
of one or both of the family leaders or the most influential (in terms of support and leadership) is
lost by death or change of place, divorce and the like. The discussants have forwarded their
opinion on these issues from different point views. The researcher have analyzed and classified

them as follows:-
4.4.7.1. School Children from Single Parenting”

Single-parent families have a negative impact on children simply because they do not have a
nuclear family“" O structure. The discussant agreed on the fact that the socio-cultural orientation of
many communities consider the nuclear family as the standard therefore children from singe
parent families feel defective and that in other way determine the wellbeing of the pupils in the
school. As the discussant highlighted; Nuclear family minimizes or overlooks the influence
economics and other background factors have on academic achievement of children. Single
parenting as the cause of negative outcomes for children characteristics or life events that may

have a negative impact on child school development,

For example in Akaki Kaliti sub-city; due to lose of control, compared to families with two

natural parents living in the home, children from single-parent families have been found to

*% Their reasoning is described earlier in part 2.3.2.3 of this study

% Single parenting is the condition where only one of the parents of the child or the children is absent permanently or
for considerably long period of time for different reason. As a result the child is forced to be raised by single
family

30 The nuclear family is a theory that support two-parent family as the ideal family structure,
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engage in greater and earlier sexual activity. The directors’ representative said; “In our school
pupils of single parent children are at a dramatically greater risk of drug like char’ and alcohol

abuse, gambling, poor educational performance, unwanted pregnancy, and finally to dropout.”

Therefore, it can be said that children living in single-parent households are more likely to
dropout from school at an earlier age compared to children reared in two-parent households. And
pupil from a single parent is at greater risk of poor academic performance and other negative
child development outcomes due to economic factor that may appear over the family. The more
risk of less economic security children have, the more likely they will experience negative

outcomes as a result which is dropout from school can be taken as the first effect.

Children in single-parent families are at greater risk than children in other types of families. Even
when they have the same academic abilities, children in single-parent families are more likely to
drop out of school than children from two-parent families. Because they are the primary and
frequently sole source of financial support for the family, single parents have less time to help
children with homework, are less likely to use consistent discipline, and have less parental
control, and all of these conditions may lead to lower academic achievement; which is in most

cases result in drop out.

It was also discussed among the discussants, especially the teachers and PTU** members quoting
their experience, which among the single family pupils, who lived with their father or mother are
more exposed to difficulties. Among children in single-parent families, those from mother-absent
households earn lower grades than children from father-absent homes. More often than not,
single-parent families include a mother and children whose original father no longer lives in the
home. Similar to income and parent education, father absence is also a difficult factor that makes
it more difficult for children to succeed in school. When parents separate or divorce, children
often lose both the financial and emotional support of their fathers, which can have a negative
impact on academic performance. In Akaki Kality Sub-city children from such circumstances
have will be forced to drop out and lead their life on the street unless they have got help form

other relatives.

3! Chat is a kind of addictive plant accustomed in the East Africa. ]
*2 The opinion of PTU members at this point was important due to their involvement in parents, teachers and
students problem.



Single parenting can be resulted in numerous ways; the most common factor that brings single

parenting in Akaki Kality Sub-city is divorce. the decease of one member and the like.

4.4.7.1.1. Divorce Disorders and its Effect on Children’s Dropout

Children whose parents separate are more like]y.to loose their self-confidence, feeling of
loneliness, engage in early sexual activity, abuse drugs, and experience conduct and mood
disorders. This effect is especially strong for children whose parents separated when they were in
early childhood. The effect of divorce is widely discussed by different literatures. In the same

way the focus group discussion forum have produced supportive ideas.

Representative from teachers and directors noted the effect into two ways; the first one; is that
divorce Creating new problem for the child, this means that Children exposed to divorce families
are likely to repeat, to be expelled or suspended from school. In the early months after a divorce,
young children especially, are less imaginative, more repetitive and passive watchers. They tend
to be more dependent, demanding, unaffectionate and disobedient than children from intact
families. They are more afraid of abandonment, loss of love and bodily harm. They carry these
problems to school. They can be easily identified among their friends for they show among other
things, more withdrawal, dependency and inattention, and unhappiness, and less work effort. At
some moment they will reach in to a level where no one understands their problem. As a result

they may dropout their school at any level.

The second effect of divorce is aggravating the existing problem of the pupil. More importantly, a
child who has learning difficulties and who has been surviving at school without proper

identification and services will deteriorate quickly when divorce of his family destroys his world.

In my observation, said the teachers’ representative;

In most of the cases children of the low performance are shy, not noticeable in
excellence, unidentified and unassisted, these children are further devastated by
divorce and become the next candidates for discontinuation of school and drop out
status.
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4.4.7.1.2. Death of one or two Parents:

The economic and social consequences of an absence of one parent or both are often
accompanied by psychological consequences, which include depression, low intellectual and
education performance, violence and other habits. Eépecially, when children did not have another
alternative of support there opportunity will be to be straight children therefore they dropout from
school. However, this is not very usual case, said the discussant, it is very big case only when the
head of the house hold is departed, or if the economic and family patronage is lost. In fact we
have pupils who have significantly declined their academic statue especially after they lost their

parent. And some drop out and some others managed to continue with different supports.

4.4.8. Household Size

In this model there is no a significant association between educational status and the size of the
family. But a number of research results indicate the negative effect of family size on pupils’
progress and they put resource allocation as a reason. which means as the number of the
household members increase cost for food, shelter, school materials (uniform, stationary
materials and the like) also increases. This can be beyond the permanent income of the family. To
minimize this problem or to support their family income children may participate in income
generating activities, besides their education; but it will be difficult to run these side by side. This
may result frequent absenteeism from class which the main cause of school dropout or they are
obliging to dropout from school directly. But the present finding does not support the previous
results. This could be explained by the absence of little or no variation (significant difference) in

family size of the sample households.



CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMERY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

5.1. Summery and Conclusion

The paper examines the basic socioeconomic and demographic determinants of primary school
dropout in Akaki Kality Sub City of Addis Ababa. During the course of data gathering, the
research involved 390 children and their parents as sources of primary data. A parent, the head in
each household, was asked a wide range of questions which included a substantial set of items
that investigate the household characteristics and educational background as well as the activities
of the child. The primary data were supplemented by focus group discussion among the
representatives of students, teachers, directors and selected members of the, Parent Teachers
Union (PTU). The successful achievements of data collection provide the general information
about the sub city, as well as the existing facts about the educational problems. Data obtained
from the field research were coded into categorical and dummy variables and processed by

Logistic Regression analysis.

With regards to the background information of the respondents, age distribution of the children
was predominantly in the age group 10-14 years. As to the sex 53.6% of the sampled children
were males, the remaining 46.4% were females. The data also revealed that 39% of the sample
children were started school later than the official age 7 and the rest 36.9% and 24.1% started
school at the official age and less than that respectively. With regards to the socio demographic
characteristics of parents and household heads, 31.3%, 27.2% and 41.75 of respondents’ fathers
have no education, primary and secondary and above respectively. Similarly, the data showed
that 38.7%, 28.5% and 32.8% of respondents’ mothers have no education, primary and secondary
and above respectively. 69.2% of the household heads were males and the remaining 30.8 were
females. And also 41.5% of the household heads were in the age group 30-44 years and the rest
27.4%, 22.8% and 8.2% were in the age groups 45-49, 50+ and <30 years respectively.

Regarding the results of the bi-variate and multivariate, School dropout was strongly related to
parental education, the probability of children’s dropping out of school decrease as their parents’

educational level increases. There is some evidence in this study, and previous studies, children
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who participate more in household chores or in field works are more likely to dropout school.
Related to this the focus group discussants stated that, children’s frequent participation in any
kind of work is positively associated with their dropping out school. The current finding, in
support of previous studies. also shows that there is a positive relationship between being old for
that grade and dropping out of school. However, students who live with one of their parents or
with other guardians are more likely to dropping out of school than that of children who live with

both of their parents.

The result of the model also indicates that the probability of dropping out school does not differ
by children’s sex and also by sex of the head of the household which they reside in. Similarly
during the focus group discussion most of the discussants confirm that, girls’ and boys’
likelihood to dropping out is almost the same even if their cause to dropping out can differ by
their sex. This may be the result of strategies which are designed by the government to improve
girl’s education or to fulfill PEA in 2015. But this is explained from different direction in the
previous studies. In addition to this the descriptive and qualitative results indicates that, family
instability, students academic performance, ability of parents to help them or guide them and
parents awareness about educating their children have impacts on children’s dropping out of
school. According to these results, besides the socioeconomic and demographic determinants,
there are some socio cultural factors which hinder especially girls® school participation, such as:

sexual harassment, abduction, early marriage, and unwanted pregnancy.

Concerning family composition, the presence of younger siblings in the household has a positive
and significant association with children’s dropping out of school. Because the older children
spent more time in caring the younger children’s rather than studying or going to school, which
results poor academic performance and poor attendance. In the contrary of other studies,
household size, presence of children aged 7-14 years and presence of elderly (aged 60+) in the

household didn’t show any significant effect on children’s school dropout in this study.
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No

4=grand parent
S=other relatives

[Names of the persons who Usual
usually live in your household, starting [Residents(1)
with the HH

O=head 1=husband Relationship
2=wife  3=daughter to HH (2)
4=son  5=brother

6=sister  7=Adopted child

8=Parent

9=other relatives

O=father 1=mother Relationship of
2= sister 3=brother the head

to the student (3)

l=male 2=female

Sex (4)

Exact Age of HH members

Age (5)

1= no formal education 2=primary

Educational

5=separated

I=farmer J-—mercnant
F=pe v‘ weamCnl \)YW 'dl& E.mp\()'y ee
=Daily labor 5. house wite

3= secondary status

4= college education and above of the head (6)
I=N. married Marital

2= C. married Status of the
3=Divorced Head (7)
4=widowed
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12, With other relatives or guardians [J
13. How often do vour parents (one of the family) check that you have done your homework?
Always [ Often U sometimes [ Rarelv [] Never UJ

14. How often do vou help your parents in working at home?

Alwayvs [ Often O some times  [J Rarely [J
Never O ‘
15.  Did you drop out of (discontinues) school last year?
Yes [ No 0O

16. If yes, what was the reason for your dropping out?

Lack of finance and materials for schooling [ Failure inexam [

Parental disunity due to divorce 0  Pupil’s health problem(]
Pupil’s involvement in domestic work U Early marriage O

" Distance of the school from home O Lack of interest in education [
Others

Pregnancy and abduction [J

17. From the above reasons which one is ranked 1* for your decision to leave school?

18. Explain the reasons of your dropping out!

19. Whom do you think should do more domestic work and fieldwork between boys and
girls?
A girl(d A boyU Don’t know [

20.  What kind of domestic work is common?

Among girls

Among boys

21. Parents usually want to send their daughters and sons to school equally, do you agree?

NolJ Yes [ don’tknow O

22.  If your answer for question number 28 is No, what are the reasons?




1. Do you think that abduction became an obstacle to girls’ education in your community?
No [ Yes [ don’t know [

2. Do you think that sexual harassment became an obstacle to girls® education in your
community?

No O Yes [ don’tknow O

3. What are the reasons, if you children dropped out from school?

4. Explain the reasons of their dropping out from your own observation!

5. What are the tasks your children expected to perform at home and outside home?

Girls

Boys




APPENDIX - I1
FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION

A. Leading Questions of the Discussion

1. What are the main factors that influence students to drop out of school? How?
2. Do you think that school dropout differ by students’ gender and age? How?
3. Do you think that abduction, sexual harassment and early marriage became a cause of

children’s dropping out of school in your community? How?

B. The Discussion Forum
April 19,2010
3:00 Pm — 6:00 Pm

Date of the Discussion
Time of the Discussion

Place of the Discussion In Atse Tewodros public school compound

Discussants
No. Member Occupation Representation

|5 School Director The sample schools where the data
representative was collected

2, Teachers Teacher Teachers of the sample schools
representative where the data was collected

3. Student Student currently | Students of the sample schools
representative attending schools where the data was collected

4. Parent teachers’” | Chairman of the PTU | Parent teachers’ union of the
union members sample schools where the data was
(PTU)* collected

N: B. the names and the other identities (Address, positions work place etc...) of the discussant is not

mentioned

% PTU (parents and teachers union) is a committee organized from willingly selected representatives of parents of

students attending the school and the respective teachers. The committee is aimed at solving different problem
aroused in the teaching and learning process.




APPENDIX - ITI

The place where the Focus Group Discussion conducted (Atse Tewdros Primary school)
and the student’s representative

a) One of the Public schools in Akaki Kaliti Sub-City
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