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ABSTRACT 

This study examlned motIvatIon for return to school , 

subsequent satisfaction, and the relationship between 

motlvating factors and satisfaction among students enrol Ied 

in flve smal I schools in the Montreal area dedlcated to the 

educatIon of adolescents who wish to return. 

Statistica: analysis of questionnalre data revealed 

that major motivatlng factors for ~eturn to school were 

related to a deslre for academlC success rather than social 

or per~onal reasons. Younger returned dropouts were more 

likely to be motivated by the desire ta obtain Job skills 

than their older counterparts. 

Age and sex dld not account for slg~lflcant 

dlfferences in molivation or subsequent satIsfactIon with 

scheel. Returned drapouts were general ly weI l-satlsfled 

with thelr current school experience. Major camponents of 

satisfaction were academlc success and a varlet y of Items 

related to teacher empathy, and competence. 

Whl le there were no significant differences ln 

satisfaction among partlclpating schools, satlsfaction 

scores were higher for those mid-way through alternatlve 

schools than tor those students Just b~gJnnlng or nearing 

graduatIon. 
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RESUME 

Cette étude éximlna la motivation pour le retour à 

l'école, la satisfaction subsequente. et la relation entre les 

elements de motIvation et la satisfaction parmls les élèves 

inscrits à cinq petites écoles dans la reglon de Montrèal 

dévouées à lléducation des adolescents qUI désirent retourner. 

L'analyse statistique des données de questionnaire montra 

que les éléments majeurs de motIvation pour le retour à 

l'école furent rel iés à un désir pour un succès académlc 

plutot que pour des raisons socIales ou personnel les. Les 

décrocheurs plus Jeunes furent plus probable d/etre motlvés 

par le désir dlobtenir des compétences pour le marché du 

travail que les élèves plus agés. 

Liage, et le sexe n/accompta pas pour des differences 

signlflcants dans'la motivation ou la satisfaction subséquante 

avec Ilécole, Les décrocheurs ré-inscrits à 1/ école furent. 

en général, satisfaIts de leurs expérIences actuels à l'école. 

Les composants majeurs de satisfaction furent Je succès 

académic et une varieté de faIts rel lés à la sympathie et 

compétence du professeur. 

Meme slil n'y avait pas de differernces slgnlflcants de 

satisfaction parmlS les écoles partiCIpants, les résultats 

furent plus éléves parmlS les élèves à ml-chemIn dans les 
... écoles alternatives que parmlS les étudiants commençant ou 

finissant. 
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1 • a INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

Among the many problems that educators face tOday, one of 

the most serious and widespread IS that of the hlgh school 

dropout: the student who leaves sehool before graduation or 

completlon of a program of study. Many such adclescents have 

been pushed out of school; sorne have opted out; aIl are 

regarded as failures. They are often !dentlfled as 4helpless", 

"trouble making", or "delinquent" (FIne & Rosenberg, 1983). 

They account for approxlmately 25% of the hlgh school 

population ln the United States, and no doubt a slmllar 

proportion ln Canada. Thus, these students represent a 

slgnificant IOS9 to the schoal system, and t1eir absence from 

the regular schools represents a considerable loss ln revenues 

to local school boards which are funded by government grants 

on a per capita basis. Further, there ls the social cast 

Involved ln the many young people who fail to reach thelr true 

potentlal, and are forced ta accept low payinq Jobs or social 

security benefits for much of thelr working lives. 

Much research effort has gone into the identification of 

causes of dro~plng out and those students 1 ikely to fall to 

remain in school (Fine & Rosenberg, 1983; Beek & Mu.a, 1980; 
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Crespo & Michelena, 1981). The llterature reveals sorne 

uncertainty in terms of whether such students are alienated 

and helpless (Beek & Muia, 1980) with a weak self image 

(Cervantes, 1965), or whether they are resisters, "unwill lng 

to accommodate to a hidden curriculum that fal Is to meet her 

or hls needs ... aware oi the contradictIons of one of our 

major social institutions" (Fine & Rosenberg, 1983, p. 259). 

Such Uasic research has resulted ln varlous types of 

action plans to address the problem. One approach lS the early 

identifIcatIon of IIkely dropouts with subsequent remedial 

action to improve the chi ld/s chances of staylng in school to 

graduation (PhIl 1 IpS, 1984), ThIS, of course, does not address 

the concerns of adolescents who have already reached a level 

of frustration wlth high school educatIon and dropped out. For 

those students there lS an Increaslng number of experimental 

programs and schools designed to glve former dropouts an 

opportunity to continue their education. Sorne take the form of 

special programs within the traditlonal school, whi le others 

are housed in separate "store front" type buildIngs CRaywid, 

1984; Mahan, 1983). 

These experimental schools are the subJect of this study 

whlch looks at factors contrlbutlng motivation to return to 

school, and to student satisfaction with schools in one large 

2 
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1 urban school board ln the Montreal area catering to the needs 

of former dropouts who deClde to continue their education. 

Outreach schools appear to be able to attract, keep and 

educate students who otherwise refuse to attend high school. 

They, thereby tUlti lIa need for a particularly dlfflcult 

segment of the adolescent populatlon. There is a clear need to 

better understand such schools in arder to know whether thelr 

wider appl lcatlon 1s Justified. 

1.2 CONTEXT 

Local Quebec scheol boards have gradually become aware of 

the magnitude of the a~opout problem, and of the potential for 

re-jntegratlng these students lnto the system of secondary 

education. In seme measure this has been due to the fact that 

It has been pOSSIble te fund the pregrams out of government 

money generated by the students themselves. That ls, hlgh 

scheel age students not reglstered ln scheel represent funds 

lost to the school boarjs. If these students can be persuaded 

to reglster ln a school, the tunds accrulng to them become 

avallable to the boards. The challenge has been to provlde 

scheols attractive to youngsters who have dropped out of 

regular high schools, and ~hereby persuade them to return. 

Most schoel boards i~ the Montreal area have attempted to 

address the problem, and a variety of approaches have been 

3 



1 taken. The Montreal Catholic School CommIssion (the largest 

board ln Quebec), has in Its French sector, one la~ge high 

school devoted ta dropouts. The program ls organized more in 

the manner of a C.E.G.E.P. than a hlgh schoel. Each subject is 

taught ln two large tlme blocks each week rather than being 

scheduled on a dally basis. Students are free to register for 

as Many or as few courses as they wlsh. An attempt ls made to 

ensure that ev en students who are there full tlme do net meet 

more than three teachers per week. Students are encouraged to 

work part time, as many are partial ly or total Iy suppo~ting 

themselves. In Its English sector, this same board has created 

space for a dropout school on the vacant top floor of a large 

comprehensive hlgh schaol. These students have their own 

teachers, a separate entrance, and a unique tlmetable despite 

being housed ln an ctherwlse regular secondary scheol. In the 

English Protestant system, the answer has been te create small 

scheols and to locate them away from exlstlng hlgh schoo!s. 

They are eccasienal1y housed ln a separate wlng ef an exlstlng 

elementary schoel, or they are in rented commercial space. 

Most of these scheols teach traditional cere sUbjects, but add 

a heavy component of life skills. In thls way they attempt to 

address the socio-affective domain of their students in 

addition to maklng possible the acquisition of hlgh school 

leaving credits. 

4 



In a variety of ways then, over the past ten years, 

the Montreal are a has seen the growth of a network of 

lndependent, publ icly funded schools dedicated to the 

education of dropouts who want to contInue thelr education. 

Many of these students have been out of school for more than 

six months and refuse to relurn to a regular high school. They 

do, however. see a purpose ln contlnulng their educatIon and 

are prepared to enter a proqram deslgned to glve them another 

chance. Once enrol led. most stay in their new school. It 

appears that they are findlng more satisfaction ln these 

alternative scnools than they were in the regular hlgh schools 

whlch they left. 

There were features of the regular system WhlCh caused 

these students to drop out. Fine and Rosenberg (1983) state. 

"Dropping out of hlgh scheel needs to be recognlzed not as 

aberrant and not ~s givlng up. Often It vOlces a critique of 

educatlonal and economlc systems promislng opportunlty and 

mobil ity, deliverLng neither (p, 258)," This study looks et 

the factors whlch metlvate such students to return te school , 

and to student satisfaction wlth schools in one large urban 

school board ln the Montreal area caterlng to the needs of 

former dropeuts who decide ta continue thelr education. 

5 
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1.3 THE PROTESTANT SCHOOL BOARD OF GREATER MONTREAL 

OUTREACH SYSTEM 

The Protestant Scheel Board of Greater Montreal (PSBGM) 

is the largest Protestant board in Quebec, and serves a 

largely English speaking clientele. It prldes itself on its 

innovations; it was one of the first to introduce French 

immersion programs in Its schools. It currently offers a wide 

range of alternative programs to cater to the needs of its 

diverse population. Severa1 of its alternative high schools 

attract hlghly motivated, academical Iy orlented students. The 

schools may boast a fIne arts currlc\!lum, a hlgh level of 

student participation in declsion making, or a "prlvate 

school" flavour, but ln its own way. each attempts to serve 

the needs of a partlcular group within the total school 

population. Another feature of the PSBGM system 15 a group of 

schools Jointly admlnlstered by the Mlnlstry of Education and 

the Mlnlstry of Social Affairs. These unlts, often located ln 

hospltals, meet the needs of children who are phY5ically or 

mental ly handicapped, or who have been placed in the custody 

of the state. 

The PSBGM Outreach system caters to youngsters who are 

nelther hlghly academical Iy motlvated, nor in need of 

Instltutional care. They do, however, require a form of 

6 
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1 alternative education. They have dropped out of the regular 

schoels, but are sufflciently motivated to seek admission te 

schools opened expressly for them. Most of these schools 

cater to students whe are ever sixteen years of age, but there 

are chi ldren as young as thirteen in the system. Most schoels 

teach traditionaJ core subjects such as mathematics and 

Engl ish, but two units in partlcular focus on Job Skllls ln 

the ferm of workshop components. In both cases the students? 

experience is more akin to being at work than being ln school. 

Only one scheol formally tests its students fer placement in 

special education, although for the purposes of staffing and 

fundlng, aIl Outreach schools are considered to be deal Ing 

with students requiring special education. One schaol serves 

the exclusive needs of Haltlan immigrants to Montreal, and 

operates ln the French language. 

This study concentrated enquiry in flve schoels which had 

four things in common. First, they were mandated ta accept 

dropeuts from the regular schools. Second, they were small, 

off-site units. Third, they were academic rather than workshop 

programs. Fourth, they operated in Engllsh. A profile of the 

schoole follows. 

7 



~ 1.4 PROFILE OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS 

The flve schools selected for partIcipation ln the study 

are al 1 operated by the Protestant School Board of Greater 

Montreal. They are aIl public schools funded out of regular 

grants by the Quebec government. Each school Is operated as an 

autonomous unit with a head teacher. In addition to the 

teaching staff specifled below. each school has a variable 

al location of several thousand dol Jars per year to hire part 

time help. Sorne schools obtain the services of one person as a 

part tlme employee. while others hire several persons to 

fulflll specifie functions each week. Four of the schools are 

run excJuslvely by the board~s student services department; 

the fIfth ls admlnistratively linked to a regular hlgh school, 

and ls run Jolntly by the dlrector of student servIces and the 

local regional director. None of the schools is a 

nelghbourhood school. Ali schools have students travelling 

across the city in order to attend that partlcular program. 
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1 SCHOOL 1: 

Population: 36 full tlme studentsi three teachers. 

Location: The school le housed in a separate wlng of an 

elementary school in a predominantly worklng clas9 

neighbourhood. 

Curriculum: The program is aimed at the acquisition of basic 

skil 19 and credits in secondary one, two, and three. Students 

are tested for special education placement, and these 

requlrements are met in the curriculum. 

CIlentele: This school 19 directed towards younger dropouts ln 

the 13 to 15 age range. Many are in need of special education. 

SCHOOL 2: 

Population: 50 full time 9tudents; 20 part tlme students, six 

teachers. 

Location: The school occuples a double duplex ln a mlddle class 

suburb of Montreal. 

Curriculum: The school offers a full grade 10 and 11 program. 

Students are expected to be able to fol low the regular course 

of etudies. 

Cllentele: Students are at least 16 years of age, and of average 

academic abllity or better. 
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SCHOOL 3: 

Population 45 students, sorne full time, othe~s with pa~tial 

p~og~ams. The~e a~e th~ee full tlme teache~s. 

Location: Sepa~ate qua~te~s in an elementary school in a middle 

class 9ubu~b of Mont~eal . 

Cu~riculum: The schoel cate~s to students at the grade 9 and 10 

level. There 1s a heavy emphasis on voluntee~ wo~k in the 

commun i ty. 

Cllentele: Students are 16 years of age or older, and a~e 

expected to be at the low end of the average abi lit y ~ange o~ 

bette~ . 

t SCHOOL 4: 

Population: 45 students divlded lnto two g~oups. The~e are th~ee 

full time teache~s. 

Location: Rented comme~cial office space in a middle class subu~b 

of Montreal. 

Curriculum: Thl:3 scheol takes on group of students from Septembe~ 

to Janua~y, and a second gr.oup f~om January to June each yea~. 

The p~og~am focuses on the acquisition of basic skills, and 

p~epares the students fo~ ~etu~n to regular hlgh school, ent~y 

to another Outreach school, or the jOb market. 

Cl ientele: At least 16 years of age. Many are academlcal ly weak, 

though not necessarlly ln need of speclal education. 

10 



1 SCHOOL 5: 

Population: 45 students, and th~ee full tlme teache~s. 

Location: Rented office space on a main commercial artery 

bordering on a predomlnantly wo~king class area of mld-town 

Montreal. 

Curriculum: The focus of the program Is the acquisition of grade 

10 and 11 credits leading to high school graduation. In 

addition the~e is emphasis on 1 Ife skil Is, and volunteer work' 

components. 

Clientele: At least 16 years of age, and of low average ab! 1 ity 

o~ bette~. 

1 1.5 PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The pu~pose of the study ls to examine motivation for 

["'etur-n to school, subseqlAent satisfaction, and the 

relatlonshlp between motlvatlng factors and subsequent 

exp~essed satisfaction among students en~ol led in Out~each 

schools in the Montreal area. These schools are defined as 

autonomous institutions cate~ing to the needs of students who 

have dropped out of the regular high school system. Facto~s 

lnfluencing ["'etu~n to school we~e obtalned th~ough Inter-vlews 

wlth teachers exper-lenced in interviewlng applicants for-

places ln Outreach schools, and through Inte~vlews with former 

pa~ticipants in Out~each p~ogr-ams, not pa~tlclpating ln the 

11 



( study. Colton and White (1985) establ l~hed that student 

satisfaction in hlgh schoels could be determlned by assessing 

the extent to whlch the educational envlronment contained 

relnforclng events and rewarding resources. Dissatisfaction 

arose from a Jack of relnforcing events and/or the presence of 

punlshlng ones. Factors contrlbutlng to student satisfaction 

with schoel were developed based on those used in the Colton 

and White (1985) study. 

ThIs study looks at 10 factors whlch motivate return to 

school and 22 factors whlch contribute to satisfaction wlth 

school. The factors contrlbutlng to satisfaction were tested 

in a pilot study conducted ln Montreal in February 1986. 

Student satisfaction with thelr Outreach school 15 measured as 

a function of background characteristics, and ten motivatlonal 

factors Jeading to the return to school. 

1 12 
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1 The fo)1owlng research questions are addressed: 

1. What are the persona) characterietlcs of Outreach students 

with respect to: 

age; 

sex; 

time out of school; 

prevlous educational level; 

tlme requlred to attaln secondary V leaving certificate? 

2. What reasons do Montreal Outreach students state as primary 

motivators for returning te schocl? 

1 
3. Do dlfferences in motivation exist between sUb-groups WhlCh 

differ in background characterlstlcs? 

4. Tc what extent are Montreal Outreach students satlsfied with 

thelr present school experlence? 

5. Tc what extent Is satisfaction different accerdlng to 

background characterlstics? 

6. Are there dlfferences ln student satisfaction between various 

Montreal Outr~ach schools? 

13 



.. 7. What 19 the ~elatlonship b~tween satisfaction with school and 

facto~s motlvating retu~n? 

1.6 DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Dropout 

For the purposes of the p~esent study the te~m dropout ~efe~s 
to any student who has left the ~p.gula~ system. 

P.S.B.G.M. 

The Protestant School Boa~d of G~eater Montreal; an autonomous 
publ ic school board in the P~ovlnce of Quebec ~esponsible fo~ 
the education of ~hildren who a~e not of the Cathol ic faith. 
and who live in the city of Mont~eal and its neighbou~ing 
subu~bs. 

Out~each System 

The g~oup of schools unde~ the jurlsdiction of the P~otestant 
School Boa~d of G~eater Montreal cate~ing to the needs of 
dropouts. 

COllege d/ Enseignement Gene~al et Professlonel (C.E.G.E.P.> 

An publie institution ln the P~ovince of Quebec ~espons1ble 
for the education ~f students during the yea~s following 
completion of h19~' scheel, and prior t'J entry into unlve~slty. 

M. E. Q. 

Mlnlste~e de L/ Education du Ouebec. The Quebec Minist~y of 
Education. 

Exp~essed Motivato~s 

Those ~easons identlfied by Indlvldual pa~ticlpants as their 
motlve(s) for pa~tlclpation in an Outreach p~ogram. 

14 



Satisfaction Factors 

The varlous academic and Interpersonal dimensions of the hlgh 
school envlronment on which the respondents were requlred to 
rate their levels of satIsfaction. 

Background Characteristlcs 

Demographie variables such as age, sex. tlme out of school. 
which are u3ed in the study as bases for subanalyses of 
responses. 

15 



REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

The revie~ of literature concentrates on three areas of 

research concernlng high school dropouts. Firstly, an 

examlnatlon ls made of the characteristics of dropouts. This 

IS fol lowed by a discussIon of alternative high school 

programs almed at those students who opt out of the regu)ar 

polyvalent secondary school. The reVle~ cc,cludes with a 

section deal lng w1th 1 1terature relatlng to student 

satisfaction wlth school. Although studies have tended to 

concentrate on dropouts ratheL than those who return ta school, 

and alternative programs are mostly for non-dropout students, 

it 1s bel leved that this reVlew 0f research presents a 

theoretlcal basis for the specifie study of student 

satisfaction wlthin the Outreach schools ln the Montreal area. 

2.2 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE HIGH SCHOOL DROP OUT 

Beck and Muia (1980) identify dropplng out as the most 

serlous problem facing educators today. Grant (1975) states 

that ln the U.S.A. 25 per cent of children fail to complete 

hlgh school. The declslon to drop out 1s rarely made 

impulslvely; in many cases, the dropout 1s "a person wlth 

16 
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• serlous personallty and envlronmental confllcts. rather than 

an immature personality who simply decides to walk away from 

hls responsibi 1 Itles (Mlllard, 1965. p. 24)". 

Hicks (1969) describes a sequence of steps which 

typlcal Iy precede the student/s decision to leave school. 

First, he loses Interest ln his schoolwork; the consequence ts 

lowered grades. He becomes frustrated and begins to SklP 

class, thus coming ln to confllct wlth the school authorlties. 

Rebelllng, he exhibits disruptive beha~lour for WhlCh he 19 

forced to leave class or Is suspended from school. HIS parents 

become Involved at thls point which increases h19 

defensiveness and negativism. This ultimately results ln hlS 

decision to quit school. 

Cervantes (1965) presents statistlcs that describe the 

"typical" dropout as more likely to be male than female (53% 

male; 47% female) and to be a sIum dwel 1er rather than a 

suburbanlte. Typlcal affective characterlstics of the dropout 

include low self-esteem, Ilttle desire for self growth, and 

limited commltment to accepted social values. Furthermore. the 

lower the socloeconomic leve) of hlS farol IV, the greater IS a 

student/s chance of becomlng a dropo\Jt CBachman. 1972). 

Cervantes (1965) reports that 80% of the fathers and 70% of 

the mothers in dropouts/ famil les dld not complete hlgh 
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school p and 30% and 25% respectively dld not e~en finish sixth 

grade. In addition, dropplng out ls most frequent among 

children who come from large familles or broken homes. 

Dropouts also report hlgher levels of parental punitiveness ln 

their homes than do graduates (Cervantes, 1965, and Bachman, 

1972). 

2.2.1 Dropout AttItudes 

Jones (1977) reports that dropouts nearly always display 

feelings of al ienation (rootlessness, hopelessness, and 

estrangement) from thelr schools, homes, nelghbo~hoods, and/or 

society in general. Students who have been rejected because of 

language, race, cu;ture or religion are extremely susceptible 

to al lenation. P~tential dropouts/ feelings of not belonging 

are compound~j by retardation at school with the consequent 

separation from peers. 

More recently, Fine and Rosenberg (1983) take issue wlth 

the portraIt of dropouts as "hopeless, Inadequate, or too 

poorly motivated to compete ln traditional academic settings. 

They state, 

... emplrlcal data demonstrate that many 
adolescents who leave school are academlcally 
and Intellectually aboye-average students. 
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keenly aware of the contradictIons between 
th~ir academlc learnlng and llved 
experlences, crltical of the merltocratlc 
ldeology promoted ln thelr schoole, and 
cognizant of race/class/gender dIscrImInation 
both ln school and ln the labor force. These 
dropouts are often wIll 1ng ta challenge 
authorltles over a percelved InJUstIce (Fine, 
1983), and at the SRme tlme are unwi 1 1 lng to 
accommodate ta the socIal relatlonshlps and 
deflnitions of knowledge that schools 
legitimate ... In reJectlng thls hidden 
curriculum, dropouts ln fact are resistlng 
the dominant !deolo0Y of school and work. But 
thelr critique of schools has been 
unrecognlzed - deI Iqltlmated by the 
prevall Ing Vlew that dropouts are devlant, 
lazy, or Inadequate (p. 259). 

2.2.2 Academic Factors 

Schreiber~s (1962) research indlcated that a poor student 

who fai ls elther of the first two grades has only a 20% chance 

of graduating; he also found failure ln the elgth or ninth 

grade ta be cruclal ln the student~ deCIsion to drop out. 

Curley (1971) found that dropouts are held back flve times 

more aften than are graduates. Yoward and Anderson (1978) 

observed that dropouts tend to have relatlvely poor grades and 

a history of belng held back ln school. Kowalski and Cangemi 

(1974) cite low reading ab! lit y, low la and low scholastlc 

aptitude as the primary predlctors of dropping out. However, 

Poole and Low (1982) flnd that whl le white male dropouts have 

low academic potentlal, female dropouts have hLgh academlc 

potentlal. Lajole and Shore (1981) report that 19% of hlgh 
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school dropouts can be classified as gifted, and that males 

who drop out are more assertive, independent, self-assured, 

and competitive than those who stay ln school. This 15 

corroborated by Fine (1983) who found that males and female5 

who ultlmately drop out. compared to students who remain ln 

school, are slgnlflcantly more 1 lkely to challenge an academic 

injustice when ln school. 

2.3 ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL PROGRAMS 

The past decade has seen an increase in the number of 

schools caterlng to students who do not wlsh to complete their 

education ln the regular secondary school. This number 19 ln 

addition to the traditional private schools that have always 

exlsted alongslde the pub] icly funded system. Raywid (1984) 

identifies six characteristics common to most alternative 

schools. They are: 

1. The alternative constitutes a distinct and 
identifiable admInistrative unit, with its own 
personnel and program. Moreover. substantiaJ 
effort lS likely to be addressed to creatlng a 
strong sense of affiliation with the unit. 

2. structures and processes generative of school 
C)lmate are held Important and receive 
considerable attentlon wlthin the unit. 

3. Students as weIl as stdff enter the alternative 
as a matter of cholce rather than assignment. 
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4. The alte~native is designed to ~espond to 
pa~tjcula~ needs, desires, or Interests not 
othe~wise met in local schools, ~esult1ng in a 
program that 1s distinctly diffe~ent from that 
of othe~ schools in the area. 

5. The impetus to Iaunching the alternative, as 
weIl as its design, cornes from one o~ more of 
the groups to be most immediately affected by 
the prog~am: teachers, students, and parents. 

6. Alte~native schools gene~al ly address a broader 
range of student development than just the 
cognItive or academic. TypicallY, the sort of 
pe~son the learner 1s becomlng 1s a matte~ of 
first concern (p. 71), 

2.3.1 Organizational St~ucture 

Schools of choice have a different feel and flavor from 

conventional schools. They tend to elicit dlfferent responses 

from the people involved ln working and learning ln them. A 

number of aspects of the way alternatives a~e put together and 

operate dai ly have been identified as major contrlbutors to 

thei~ distinctive climates. Analysts have polnted ta the 

impo~tance of choice in this regard (deCha~ms, 1977; Fant!ni, 

1973; Grant, 1981). This is pe~celved as giving an initial 

advantage to the chooser, and also serves to heighten the 

Investment in what has been chosen. Collectlvely, the choosers 

constitute a mo~e cohe~ent group than do the students, staff, 

and parents of a comprehensive hlgh school deI iberately 

planned to brlng aIl preferences and persuasions under a 

comman roof. The importance of likemindedness has been 
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emphaslzed ln the recent effective school research by Rutter 

(1979) and Schneider (1982-83). 

Raywld (1984) points out that in alternative schools 

students retaln the final power to opt out if they are 

sufflciently dlssatisfled. This right alone tends to make for 

a communlty of civil ity and respectful interaction. It 15 also 

commonly noted by students who h~ve rejected conventional 

schools that the alternatives differ most by virtue of their 

"carlng" teachers. Where teachers are so percelved, and 

relatlonshlps are marked by trust, formaI enfranchisement may 

appear less vital to havlng one/s own concerns taken into 

account (Raywid, 1984). Erlkson (1982) observed that it was 

the difference between Gesselshaft and Gemeinschaft - between 

a formally constituted group held together by regulations, and 

a genulne community bound by common, mutual sentiments and 

understandlngs. Raywid (1984) concludes that these distinctive 

elements in the cllmate of schools of choice seem closely tled 

to the remarkable levels of satisfaction of both students and 

their parents. Student attitudes toward SChOOI are widely 

reported to change for the better in alternative schools (Barr 

and others, 1977; Doob, 1977; Duke and Muzio, 1978), and the 

attitude of parents towards these schools is consistently 

reported as unusually positive (Fleming and others, 1982; 

Metz, 1981). Graduates of alternative schoo)s continue to see 
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thei~ fo~me~ school as a place whe~e they ~ecelved help that 

proved relevant and adequate to thei~ post-hlgh school 

pu~suits <Nathan, 1981; Phi II ips, 1977). 

Alternative schools have addressed the problems of the 

most educatlonally challenging g~oups. Today there a~e la~ge 

numbers of schools in the United States deal lng wlth 

particular groups and problems, as weIl as others reflecting a 

representative cross-section of the student population. 

Programs targeted for disruptive youngsters, underachlevers, 

dropouts, and other "at rlsk" youngsters have provided 

instances of impresslve success (Raywid 1984). They appear 

particularly effective in improving student attitudes towards 

school and learning (Foley and McConnaughy, 1982; Mann and 

Gold, 1980), self-concept and self-estee ... (Arnove and Stout, 

1978). attendance (Foley and McConnaughy, 1982; Wehlage. 

1982), and behaviour (Duke and Perry, 1978; Wehlage, 1982). 

They also lead to greate~ academic accomplJshment on the part 

of those students va~iously known as "ma~ginal", "~esistant", 

and slmply Hat risk" (Arnove and Stout 1978; Foley and 

McConnaughy, 1982). 

Raywld (1984) ofters the following hlghlights trom her 

survey of research on schools of choice: 
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1. Fo~ aIl types ct students, from the needlest to 
the most outstanding, alte~natives seem to 
produce slgnlficant g~owth and achievement: 
cognitive, social, and affective. 

2. Both attendance and student behaviou~ improve 
in scheols of choice. 

3. Alte~natlve schools p~ove highly att~active ta 
these who are assoclated with them - staff, 
students, and pa~ents. 

4. The success of alte~native scheels 15 variously 
attributed te the benefits of smallness, 
cholce, cllmate, and degree of staff autenomy. 

5. Alternatives manage to "pe~sonallze" the school 
environment and te make it a genuine community 
of i n div i du ais. 

6. The two instructlonal modes most distinctive of 
alternative schools aLe independent study and 
experiental learning. 

7. Alternatives appear to have institutienal ized 
diverslty. They exlst in varying types and 
appear to be a wei l-establ Ished featu~e of the 
educational map (p. 76). 

2.4 STUDENT SATISFACTION WITH SCHOOL 

Many educators are concerned over the satis:action of 

students wlth thelr schools. There has, however, been 1 ittle 

systematlc investigation in the area of student satisfaction 

(Duke, 1976; Epstein & McPa~tland, 1976). Instruments do exist 

ta assess general student attitudes toward schoel (Arl in & 

Hills, 1974. BeC'k, Rose & Stewart, 19'70; CesteC', 1958; Dunn, 

1968; GI tck. 1970; Gceenberg, Gerver, ChaIl, & Davidson, 1965; 

Mele~ & McDanlel, 1974; Neale, Gill & Tlsme~, 1970; Neale & 
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Proshek ~ 1967; Perney, 1975; Rosha l, Fre i ze, & Wood, 1971; 

Zeligs, 1966). Student attitudes have been compared ln a 

number of areas and sorne consistent findings are reported. In 

general attitudes become more negative as grade level 

increases (Arlin & Hills, 1974; Coster, 1958; Dunn 1968; 

Epstein & McPartland, 1976; Neale & Proshek, 1967). No 

consistent relationshlp has been establlshed between student 

attitude and socio-economic level <Berk et.al" 1970; Coster, 

1958; Deitrlch & Jackson, 1969; Dunn, 1968; Glick, 1970), 

Small but statistically significant positive relationships 

have been establlshed between positive attitude toward school 

and grade point average as wei 1 as performance on standardized 

achievement tests <Beelick, 1973; Brodle, 1964; DuCette & 

Wolk, 1972; Epstlen & McPartland, 1976; Malpass, 1958; Meier & 

McDaniel, 1974; Nealeet. al., 1970). Otherpositive 

correlates of student attitudes reported ln the 1 iterature 

include educational and vocational plans (Beellck, 1973; 

Epstein 8. McPartland, 1976), opportunity for class 

participation and time spent on homework (Epstein & 

McPartland, 1976), school size <Barker & Gump, 1964), 

popularlty among peers (Glick, 1970), and psychological 

functioning (Jackson & Getzels, 1959). 

Isherwood and Hammah (1981) conducted a study ta 

Investlgate the impact of selected home-setting and 
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school-settlng factors on students' attitudes towards school . 

The sample consisted of 2,116 subjects drawn trom 33 schools 

ln Quebec. They found that wlth the Indlvidual as the unit of 

analysls, the salient predlctor of a student's attitude toward 

school was the use of mother. father, and slbllngs as 

referents. In the home setting, the family's soclo economic 

status was not 11nked to a student's attitude to school: 

students across SES groups ~ad similar reactions to school 

1 Ife. In thlS study, more-positive school climates were 

reported in )ower-SES communities. In schoo)s in which 

students tended to refer to their teachers more often, the 

students had more-positive attitudes towards school th an ln 

other schools. :n contrast, in schools in which students 

tended to refer to friends in their classes more often, the 

students had more-negative reactions to school, to work, and 

to the teacher. They concluded that different student-teacher 

relatlonshlps could be a functlon of the openness of the 

classroom organization or of other teacher and student 

characterlstics, teaching styles or philosophies, or school 

organlzational variables. 

Betz (1969), and Homans (1961) found that relnforcers 

avallable ln the work environment were related to levels of 

satisfaction of employees. Brassard (1979) proposed a theory 

of "reinforcement density" to account for flndlngs ln the 
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Ilte~atu~e on job satisfaction. She p~oposed that Job 

satisfaction could be p~edlcted uSing a measure of 

~einfo~cement denslty, defined as the p~oduct of the pe~celved 

f~equency with which certain reinforcers are available and the 

value that they hold fo~ the lndividuai. Brassa~d concluded 

that the avallability of reinforcement a}one accounted for 

more of the variance in jOb satisfactIon than p~evlous 

measures. Social learning theory has demonstrated that 

lndividuals da not necessarily have to ~ecelve ~elnfa~cement 

themselves ln order for an outcome to change thelr behaviour 

(Bandura & Walters. 1963). If an individual observes others 

being rewarded for thelr behaviou~, this will often 

generalize. and the person/s own behaviour will change as a 

resu 1 t. 

Colton and White (1985) applied Brassard/s (1979) theory 

of reinforcement density ta the area of school satlsfaction. 

It was hypothesized that student satisfaction could be 

explained as a functlon of the perceived avallabi lit Y and 

importance of reinforclng events in the school envlronment. 

The more satlsfying or rewarding resaurces that are present ln 

or correlated wJth a situation, the higher the level of 

satisfaction an indivldual should report. Conversely, 

dissatlstaction would result trom a lack of relnforclng events 
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c.lnd/or the r('es~ncl:' 0 f pUlIl ~,h 1 ng ones. The schoo 1 env I ronmen t 

provldes a varlet y ot opporlunltles for students, Includlng 

academlc and extracurrlcuJar dctlvities and interactions 

between other students and the staff. Col ton and Whl te (1985) 

proposed that aIl these are as were possIble sources of 

relnforcement for students, and satisfaction would be 

InfJuenced by a comblndtlon of positively or negatively valued 

resources ln these areas. 

Colton and Whlle (1985) noted that the percelved 

aval Jabllity ot pO:::>l t Ively vdlued resources explained 45% of 

student sdtlstactlon wlth the high school envlronment. 

Suburban females reported sI Ightly lower levels of pereeived 

avallabillty of resources and satisfaction wlth school. 

However. dlfferences betwecn male and female students were 

more qualitative than quantitative and were mostly ln academle 

areas and interactIons wlth the administratIon and faeulty. 

City students reported hlgher levels of satisfaction than 

suburban students. Colton and White (1985) coneluded that 

student satisfaction may be explained as a funetion of the 

percelved aval labl 1 Ity of posltlvely valued resources ln the 

schoo 1 env 1 roromen t. If schoo 1 scan 1 ncrease the ava 1 J abll1 t y 

of those aspects of ~chool J lfe that students flnd Important 

to have, then It 15 11kely Lhat the students will be more 
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1 satisfied and engage in more schooJ-reJated behavlours . 
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3.0 METHODOLOGY 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

As a teacher ln a PSBGM Outreach school. the author had a 

personal interest ln the issues addressed in this study. 

Havlng particlpated in the plannJng. creation, and development 

of a school for dropouts Jt was apparent that such schools 

responded to a need, and served an Important functlon for 

certain youngsters who could not contJnue in the regular 

system. Each year the Outreach schools easlly attracted 

students, most of whom we~e admltted entirely on their own 

initiative, rather than being sent ta the schools. Once in 

school Most progressed better than they had done in the past, 

and seemed generally happier. The obvious success of the PSBGM 

Outreach schools nevertheless posed sorne important questions 

wlth regards to the students who returned and their 

experiences in the alternative system. 

Although sorne dropouts do return to school, many are not 

sutflclently motivated. It was beyond the scope of the present 

study. but it would be interesting ta examine the differences 

between lhose who decide to return, and those who do not. It 

would be instructive to understand why the latter are not 

sufflciently motlvated to return, and to flnd out what would 
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motlvate them. 

This study concentrates on those adolescents who are 

motivated to seek places in alternative school programs. It 

asks what motivates them to return to school, and then it 

examines their levels of satisfaction wlth thelr new school 

experience. In order to do this, an lnstrument was developed 

te eliclt responses to pertinent questions on motivatlon for 

return, and satisfaction wlth school. A pi lot study was flrst 

undertaken to aid in the development of the test 

questionnaire. The pi lot study did three things. Ficst, it 

tested the feasibility of collecting data in Outreach schools. 

Second, it tested the proposed instrument, and third, it 

helped refine the questions to be asked. This i9 dealt wlth in 

more detai 1 in the subsequent sectlons. 

This chapter descrlbes ln detail the experimental design, 

instrument deveJopment, sampling techniques, and procedures 

followed in the study. 

3.2 PILOT STUDY 

As noted above, one important functlon of the Pl lot study 

was to examine the feaslbility of testlng in the Outreach 

schools. It was first necessary te develop an appropriate 
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1 Instrument, and to test It ln the school settlng. This was 

done by taklng an existlng questionnaire which addressed the 

question of satisfaction among hlgh school students, and 

havlng It completed ln one regular hlgh school and one 

OuLreach school ln Montreal. In this 'w'ay It was possible to 

àu~ess It applicabllity to the general Quebec context by 

Coi ton and White (1985) developed an instrument to 

evaluale satlstaction among 411 high school students ln five 

New York schools. Thelr Students and their Schools (SATS) 

questlonndire was designed ta assess the peccelved 

dV,)1 labllity. value and satisfaction \"lth varlous aspects of 

hl qh schou 1. /, descc 1 pt i on of th 1 S amended 1 nstrumen t i s gi ven 

ln the Rection on Instrument design. 

Durlng the month of February 1986 a pl lot study was 

conducled ln two schools uSlng a modified version cf the 

Colton and White <1985> questionnaire. The lnstrume~~ was 

{ounel to perfonn weIl ln both situations. Students tound it 

gen~ral ly clear and completed lt in twenty to thirty minutes. 

The pilot study enabled a 1 lmlted comparlson between 

the samples for the two schools. Mean totals on Value and 

Aval labi lit y ctwo subscales of the instrument) were very 
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similar in both schools. Value totals were close to those 

found in the New York study. and Aval labi l ity scores were 

si ightly higher. However, the mean totals for Satisfaction 

were significantly higher in the Outreach school (P <.01). and 

were higher ~han those found in the New York hlgh schools. The 

Outreach students also rated their school signlflcantly higher 

than students ln the regular school. (Means 8.6 and 4.6 on a 

0-9 scale: P <.01). 

3.3 PROCEDURE 

3.3.1 Population 

As explained ln the introductlon there are a variety of 

approaches ln Quebec to the problem of reintroducing dropouts 

to the school system. Several school boards have isolated 

programs. but only the PSBGM ln the Montreal area has a 

network of schools dedicated to the educatlon of former 

dropouts. In this particular board there are Outreach places 

for students as young as thirteen. and as old as twenty. There 

are programs for academically weak students as weIl as the 

very capable. There are two schools with furniture reflnishlng 

and woodworking programs that will accept teenagers who are 

virtually III Iterate. There ls one program that operates ln 

French, and addresses the specifie needs of recent Haltlan 
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immigrants to Montreal who have severe problems integrating 

lnto the exlsting French sehools. Other schools cover 

compulsory and elective courses leading to seconda~y V 

certification by the Ministry of Education. It was within this 

network of smal 1, autonomous sehools that enquiry was 

concentrated. 

3.3.2 Permission to Test 

Written permission ta test in the Outreaeh sehools was 

sought from the Directo~ ~f Student Services of the Protestant 

School Board of Greater Montreal under whose jurisdiction the 

schools fall. Each school also has a Principal, although ln 

only one case does this administrator occupy the same physical 

location as the school. Ve~bal permission was also sought from 

the principals concerned. Once permission was granted the 

cooperation of the head teache~s of targeted schools was 

sol icited. In addItion, a eertlficate of ethical aeceptabillty 

fo~ researeh lnvolvlng human subjects was g~anted by the 

Ethlcal Review Commlttee of the Faculty of Education of MeGil 1 

University. 

r 
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• 3.3.3 Instrument Design 

Prior to data co) lection the instrument used ln the pl lot 

study was amended and refined. A section deallng wlth 

motivation was added, sections dealing wlth Value and 

Availability of reinforcers of Satisfaction ln the school 

environment were elimlnated, and sorne satIsfaction varlables 

were removed to shorten the final instrument. Precise details 

are given later. 

3.3.4 Data Collectlon 

The month of November was chosen for testing as the 

students were sufficiently close to the beginning of the year 

to have a clear recollection of what had motivated their 

appl ication to the school they were attendlng, and yet had 

spent sufficient tlme in the program te be able te evaluate 

their level of satisfaction with Its varlous components. 

AlI data collection was carried out ln the schools 

concerned during schoel hours. The nature and purposes of the 

Inquiry was explalned prlor to completion of the 

questionnaires, and the cooperation of the students sought. In 

thls way lnformed consent was assured. Durlng the testlng 

period participants were dlscouraged trom seeking 
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lnterpretation of questions and were not permitted to discuss 

thelr responses with anyone. The questionnaire took 

approximately fifteen minutes to complete. 

3.4 SAMPLING 

As outlined earlier, the PSBGM Outreach system catering 

speciflcally to the needs of high school dropouts ~~mprlses 

elght separate units. For the purposes of the present study 

three of the eight were excluded. The first two left out were 

those ln whlch the students spent a large part of their day in 

work simulation (workshop) activities. It was f~lt that thls 

dlfferentiated these schools markedly from the others. The 

French school was also excluded because of the difficulties 

Inherent ln col lecting data in French, and because the school 

served the needs of one specifie group of recent immigrants to 

Montreal, which formed a separate and distinct group withln 

the larger community. 

Data were, therefore, col lected from the remajning five 

Outreach schools under the Jurlsdiction of the Protestant 

School Board of Greater Montreal. The response rate was 67.2% 

of the total student enrollment for the flve schools surveyed. 

Data collection was done by questlonnaire. Consideration was 

given to randomly selectlng respondents from the target 
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populatIon and maIlIng the questionnaIre. This procedure was 

rejected, though, because of the 1 ikelihood of a very high 

non-response rate. Two reasons for this were thought to be 

that addresses are sometlmes out of date, and secondly, that 

high school students are unlikely to be motivated to complete 

and return a questionnaire mal led to their homes. Fo~ these 

reasons it was decided to have the questionnaires completed in 

the schools by aIl students present at the time the testing 

was done. In the case of three schools responses fron' absent 

students were returned later. Table 1 shows the Questionnaire 

Response Rate. There are several reasons for the wlde 

variations in rate of response. Students tested were those ln 

the school at the particular tlme chosen to test. Several 

schools have a certain number of thelr students ln the 

cornmunity doing volunteer work for part of each day. Such 

students may not have been in school during the testlng 

period. Total enrollment figures refer to the number of 

students actually enrol led on September 30t~. Subsequent 

departures would lower the number present in school as wei 1 as 

the normal incidence of daily absentees. School 4 has only 

haIt Its yearly enrollment during the flrst half of the year, 

so th~ response rate ls high when considered as a fractIon of 

the number of students actual \y under instruction at the tlme 

of testlng. Two schools returned a total of six questIonnaIres 

completed by students absent on the testing day. 
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Table 1 

Qyestionnaire Response Rate 

Institution Total Enrollment Questionnaires Returned 

N % 

School 1 36 33 92 

School 2 50 29 58 

School 3 45 16 36 

School 4 25 18 40 

{ 
School 5 45 39 87 

N = Number of reGpondents (Total = 135) 
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General lzallon to d wlder population must be done 

carefully in a study such as this. Many dropouts are not 

sufficiently motlvated to relurn to school, and therefore, 

cannot be considered part of the same population. Programs 

almed at dropouts take so many forms that It would be unwise 

to assume that flndlngs ln the present study could be 

general lzed to other alternative schools caterlng to dropouts. 

The present tlndlngs, then, may be sald to be reflectlve of 

the conditions eXlstlng ln the flve schools of the PSBGM 

Outreach system ln \.,rhlch investigation was donc. 

3.5 INSTRUMENT .. 

3.5.1 Motivation 

The study was ta explore the reasons which motlvated 

dropouts to return to school. It was necessary lo develop 

questions relatlng speclflcal Iy to thls area of concern. In 

order to determlne whlch fdctors should be Included to 

determlne motivation, teachers wlth experlence ln Jntervlewlng 

students for acceplance ln Outreach schools were asked to 

suggest reasons clled by prospective appl lcants. This 1 Ist was 

further examlned by tormer Outreach students, and thelr 

suggestIons were evaluated prior ta the final selectlon. The 
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resultlng ten factors were believed to include those most 

commenly cited as reasens for returning to scheel by students 

seeklng places ln Outreach scheols. SubJects were asked to 

rate the factors on a six point scale ln response te the 

question "To what extent were the following factors important 

ln your declsion to return to school?" Five of the questions 

selected addressed educational concerns and aspiratjons (e.g. 

To complete my high school education). The remaining five 

questions dealt with factors in the subJects background (e.g. 

"My friends encouraged me", and "1 could not get a job"). A 

copv of the questionnaire 15 included in Appendix ! . 

{ 3.5.2 Satisfacti~n 

Colton and White (1985) developed an instrument to 

evaluate satisfaction among 411 high school students in five 

New York schools. Their Students and their Schools, (SATS) 

questionnaire was designed to assess the perceived 

aval labillty, value and satisfaction with various aspects of 

high schoel. It contained a list c thirty five items on which 

students were asked to rate the extent to which they were 

satlsfied with that aspect ef school, hnw impnrt~nt It w~s to 

have or not to have (its value), and how often It was true for 

their school (its availabl lit y). Responses cf the students on 

each item were scored from a low of 1 (extremely dissatisfied, 
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ext~emely impe~tant not te have, almost neve~ t~ue) to a high 

of 6 on the satisfaction and value scales (ext~emely 

satisfled. extremely impo~tant to have) o~ a 5 on the 

availability scale (almost always t~ue). Total sco~es fo~ 

availability. ~an9ing f~om 35 to 175, and value and 

satisfaction. ~anging f~om 35 to 210, we~e obtalned by summlng 

the Individual sco~es on ail items in that section. 

Relnfo~cement denslty, as defined by Brassard (1979), was 

computed by summing the product of the value times 

avai lability ratings for each of the 35 items. 

In addition. several general satisfaction questions were 

included on Colton and White's (1985) lnstrument as a measure 

of the ~ellabi Illy of 01..'1\1,.'(',..11 •. wu composlte (total) measures 

of satisfaction. Students were also asked for some back9round 

information. 

The development of Col ton and White's (1985) SATS 

questionnaire involved collecting items from several sources. 

Stude'nts in a suburban high school were a~~ed abolIt the 

varlous aspects of their school that they 11ked or disl iked. 

Their responses were combined wlth factors from the l lterature 

and items that appear on popular instruments measurlng student 

attitudes. In additlon, guidance counselors from schools ln 

the sample were asked what they perceived as being the Most 
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Impo~tant a~eas in dete~mining student satisfaction with 

school. Many of the items included were found in more than one 

source, so SATS was belleved to be a comprehensive coverage of 

those areas of high school that are positlvely valued by 

students. 

The satisfaction component of the questionnaire used in 

the pilot study was found to be an adequate basis for the 

present study. As the purpose of the present study was to 

investi~ate motivation and satisfaction among Outreach 

students, the sections dealing with Value and Availabllity in 

the Colton and White (1985) study were eliminated. With 

respect to the rel iability of thei~ cholce of questions Colton 

and White (1985) state,1I The total composite satisfaction 

score ... was correJated with various questions about general 

levels of satisfaction. Correlation coefficients ranged from r 

= 0.31 to r = 0.56, with a mean of r = 0.49 for the total 

population ll (p. 238). They Interpreted the wlde variabillty to 

indicate that the use of a single item to measure satIsfaction 

was probably less ~eliable than a composite measure assesslng 

many specifie components of satisfaction. Test - retest of the 

SATS instrument two weeks apa~t yielded mean reliabllity 

coefficients of r = 0.76 for the total satisfaction score. 

The ~eadabil ity of SATS was estimated to be on a nlnth-grade 

level (Fry, 1968). The findings for this study are reported 
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for beth the composite score on satisfaction and the item by 

item analysis. 

An examination ef the original Colten and White <1985> 

study showed that a number of questions were concerned with 

factors net appl icable to Outreach schools. These were such 

areas as relatlonshlps with school adminlstratLon. and extra 

curricular sports actlvltles. These questions were ellmlnated 

for the purposes of the present study. One questlon was added. 

This dealt with the application of schoel rules. The way 

school rules are applied ln regular scheels IS often clted as 

a source ef dissatisfaction by Outreach students. In 

consequence, a question dealing with the way rules and 

regulations are applied ln Outreach scheols was included. 

3.5.3 Background Characteristics 

In order to discern differences in responses between 

various respendents, subjects were asked ta supply background 

information in SIX areas. The were asked for thelr age ln 

years, their sex. and the name of the schoel they were 

currently attendlng. They were aise asked to give Informatlon 

on three factors concerned with thelr academlc achlevement. 

They were asked te Indlcate the level of scholarlty they had 

achleved in their previous schoel, the number of years they 
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estimated it would take to complete thei~ high school 

education, and the time they had spent out of school. 

3.5.4 Final Inst~ument 

In o~de~ ta answe~ the ~esea~ch questions fo~ the p~esent 

studya 38 item questlonnai~e was developed. This ls Included 

as Appendix 1. The fl~st section asked ~espondents to ~ank ten 

facto~s of motivatlon on a six point scale in answe~ ta the 

question, "To what extent we~e the fol lowing facto~s important 

ln you~ declsion to ~eturn to school?" They we~e sco~ed from a 

high of 6 (ve~y much) to a low of 1 (none), This was followed 

by 22 questions dealing wlth satisfaction wlth school. 

Respondents we~e asked ta ~eply to the question, "How 

satlsfied a~e you with these aspects of your schooli" 

Responses we~e scored on a six point scale whe~e a high of 6 

~ep~esented "extremely satisfied", and a low of one 

~ep~esented "ext~emely dissatlsfied". The similarlty of the 

two scales cont~ibuted to a desired ove~all simp) iclty in the 

inst~ument design. The questionnai~e concluded with six 

questions conce~ning the pe~sonal backg~ound of the subject. 

In o~der to ensu~e confidentiallty ~espondents we~e asked not 

to place thel~ names on the questionnal~es. 
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3.6 ANALYSIS 

Quantitative information was sought in this study. The 

questions were ~oded ana analyzed by computer. Frequency 

distributions were obtalned for ail variables. Descriptive 

statistics were sought for aIl ordinal variables. 

T-tests were computed for aIl paired comparlsons, but 

were reported only when overall group differences were 

st~tistically slgnificant. 

Analysis of variance was performed across Intervening 

variables of age, last grade successful Iy completed ln 

previous school, time out of school, and school attended. 

Pearson product-moment correlations were used to measure 

the association between variables of motivation for return to 

school, and satisfaction with school. 

A factor analysis was also performed on the satisfaction 

items. However, results are not reported as they are beyond 

the 9cope of the study. 
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3.7 LIMITATIONS 

3.7.1 The flndlngs in the study are restrlcted to dropouts who 

are sufficiently motivated to return to alternative schools. 

3.7.2 It Is not possible to determine on the basis of the results 

of thlS study the exact population represented by students in 

PSBGM Outreach schools. It may not, therefo!'e, be pOSSible to 

generalize findlngs to students in other Outreach type 9chools 

ln other school boards. 

3.7.3 The experimental design was ex-post facto. That Is, data 

wele collected only from subJects partlcipating in Outreach 

programs. 

3.7.4 Two items on the satisfaction scale caused confusion in 

sorne respondents. They were questions concerning negative 

factors: favouritlsm ln school. and the extent to whlch 

teachers were interested only in 900d students. Severa} 

subjects Indicated the y were not sure whether low incidence on 

these factors should be scored low or high. It Is, therefore. 

possible that data on these variables are not val id. 
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4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents and discusses the findlngs of the 

study. The chapter ls organized according to the varlous 

research questions. and data are displayed in tables as 

appropriate. Several analyses Ylelded few slgnlflcant results. 

In these cases tables of results are not Included. Where such 

data are mentloned a fui 1 explanatlon of the values and tests 

of statistlcal slgniticance are given in the text. 

4.2 PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF OUTREACH STUDENTS 

Research Question #1: What are the characteristics of 

Montreal Outreach students with respect to age, sex, tlme out 

of school. previous educational level, and time required to 

graduate? 

Table 2 shows the age and sex characteristlcs of 

respondents. It Indicates that the majority of students 

attendlng the Outreach programs are slxteen years of age or 

older <81.4%). As this ls the age at whlch compulsory 

schoollng ends in Quebec it ls to be expected that the dropout 

~ate would rlse at thls point. It should also be noted, 
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Table 2 

Aae and S~ts ~bsU::sl~t~r: 1 ~t ,~~ Qf S t ~.Hj!: n t ~ 
Enr:Q 1 1 !:d ln Qutr:!:slch SCboQls 

Cbaracterlstlc N % 

Age 
13 Years 1 0.7 
14 Years 6 4.4 
15 Years 18 13.3 
16 Years 27 27.4 
17 Years 40 29.6 
18 Years 25 18.5 
Over 18 Years 8 5.9 

Total 135 100.0 

Sex 

( Male 72 53.3 
Female 63 46.7 

Total 135 100.0 

N = Number of respondents 

f 
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1 however, that most of the participating schools actlvely seek 

students at the secondary IV and secendary V level. Lest 

school1ng and poor academlc performance normally results ln 

Outreach students being at least one fui 1 academlc year behind 

their chrono)oglcal peers. This ls reflected ln the high 

number (54%) of respondents who are seventeen years or older. 

Most of these students would normally have graduated. 

Table 2 also shows the compositIon of respondents by sex. 

The ratio of 53.3% males to 46.7% females lS consistent with 

the findings of Cervantes (1965) for dropout~ (53% males: 47% 

females). 

Table 3 displays sample characteristic9 concerning 

academic background. Wlth respect to the last grade 

successful Iy completed ln respondents' preVlOUS school, It can 

be seen that many have had sorne success in regular hlgh 

school. Sixty-six percent (66%) have completed grade nlne or 

better. These are students worklng at a grade 10 or 11 level 

ln their Outreach school. There 19 a S) 19ht dlscrepancy ln 

that seventy three percent (73%) report that they have no more 

than two more years of hlgh school left (lncludlng the present 

one). The dlfference 1s possibly explained by those students 

who are received by an Outreach school with very poor prior 

academic reports. Because of age such students are sometlmes 
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Table 3 

Last Grade Successful ly Completed. Time to Complete. 
and Tlme Out of School Among Students 
Enrolled ln Outreach Programs 

Character 1 st l c N 

Last grade successful Iy 
completed ln preVlous 
school 

Less than 8th 28 
8th 18 
9th 39 

10th 50 

Total 135 

Years to complete hlgh school 

In last year 59 
One year remalnlng 39 
Two years remalnlng 16 
Three years remaining 15 
More than three l'ears remalnlng 6 

Total 135 

Time out of school 

Never dropped out 73 
One to three months 23 
Four to SIX months la 
Six months to one year 18 
More than one year 11 

Total 135 

N = Number of respondents 

50 

% 

20.7 
13.3 
28.9 
37.0 

100.0 

43.7 
28.9 
11 .9 
11 . 1 
4.4 

100 .0 

54. 1 
17.0 
7.4 

13.3 
8.1 

100.0 



rapidly advanced to grade 10 work where they are found to 

perform adequately. These respondents would correctly 

recognize that they have two years of schooling left, although 

they have not successful ly passed grade nine. 

The schools of the Outreach system are deslgned 

specifical1y to address the concerns of dropouts. It 1s 

perhaps surprising that such a large proportion of respondents 

(54.1%) answered that they "had never. real Iy dropped outil of 

school. None of the schools in the study has a requlrement 

that candidates be out of school for any flxed perlod ot tlme 

before being admitted. It appears that many students use thlS 

fact to find a place in an alternative school before they 

completely sever their connections with thelr old school. To 

this number must be added students who are encouraged or 

required ta leave by administratars and who mave directly to 

an Outreach scheol upon the recommendation of a scheal 

official. They, too, prebably feel they have net dropped out, 

but have been required to flnd an alternative school. 
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l 4 • 3 FACTORS l NFLUENC l NG STU DENT DEC 1 SI ONS Ta RETURN Ta SCHOOL 

Research question #2: What reasons do Montreal Outreach 

students state as prlmary motivators for returning to school? 

Ten factors were listed as possible reasons for returnlng 

to school. Respondents were asked to rank the importance of 

each on a SIX pOInt scale ranging from 1 (none) to 6 (very 

much). Table 4 dlsplays means, standard devlatlons, and 

overall rankings in importance of each motivator. Results 

Indicate that factors such as the desire to complete high 

school, to continue education at the C.E.G.E.P. level, and the 

Improvement of basic academic ski Ils (including French, which 

is important for anglophones in Quebec) are more lmportant 

motlvatlng factors than those concerning students/ personal 

lives. Outreach students do not appear to be driven to their 

alternative schools by negative factors in thelr persona1 

environments. Rather, they are drawn to school by traditional 

academic factors including the deslre to acqulre cognItIve 

sk II 1 s. 

These flndlngs support the conclusions of Fine and 

Rosenberg (1983) that dropouts are keenly aware of the 

contradictions between thelr academlc learnlng and Ilved 

experiences. Outreach students are above al l, looking for the 
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Table 4 

Motivation Factors Influencing Decisions 
to Attend Outreach Pcograms 

Factor X SD Rank 

1. TO CWLETE EOOCATION 5.68 0.77 

2. TC IKPROV! KATH & ENGLISH SIILLS 4.31 1.45 3 

3. TO IMPROYE FRENCH SIILLS 3.99 1.60 4 

4. TD LM JOB SKILLS 3.68 1.72 5 

5. TC ENTER CEGEP 4.65 1.81 2 

6. ENCOORAGED DY FRIEHDS 2.74 1.73 6 

7. TO AVOrD DLD fRHliDS 2.69 1.87 7 

8. BORED AT H(JI! 2.33 1.64 6 

9. UNABLE Ta GET A JOB 1. 75 1.39 9 

10. TO OOALIFY FOR WELFARE 1.48 1.15 10 

Notes: 

x = Mean (135 Cases) 
sn = Standard Deviatlon (135 Cases) 

Ttp.mR calculated for means based on 
th 1;;' f () 1 1 OW 1 n 9 sc ale 

1 = none 
3 = little 
5 = much 
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academic SUCCeS9 that eluded them ln the regular hlgh school. 

It i9 hea~tening to note that many such adolescents have thei~ 

slghts set on post secondary education. Seventy four 

~espondents (54.8%) ~eplied that they were ve~y much 

lnfluenced by the desire to enter C.E.G.E.P. in their decision 

to retu~n to school. When being interviewed for admission to 

Out~each schools. students often comment that they wlsh to 

avoid returning to thei~ old schools because they want to 

avold old frlends who were a bad Influence. They also commonly 

cite bo~edom at home o~ poo~ expe~lences ln the wo~ld of wo~k 

as cont~ibuting facto~s. Nevertheless. the findings of this 

study show that these ~easons do not rate highly ln thei~ 

declsion to return. Only 17 (12.6%) rated bo~edom at home as 

important o~ ve~y Impo~tant, while 9 (6.7%) ~esponded in a 

simiJar way wlth respect to their inabll Ity to obtain a job. 

Fine and Rosenbe~g (1983) note that d~opouts reject the hldden 

curriculum of the tradltlonal school; are "unwilling to 

accommodate to the social relationships and definitions of 

know)edge that schools legitimate ... In reJectlng this hidden 

curriculum, d~opouts are in fact resisting the dominant 

ideoJogy of school and work. But their critique of schools has 

been un~ecognized - delegitimated by the prevalling view that 

dropouts are deviant, lazy, or Inadequate" (p. 259). The 

present study indicated that returnees to schoal were hlghly 

motivated by the desire to excel in the tradltional way. That 
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1s, they wanted to Improve their baSIC academic SkI 1 ls ln the 

traditional subjects such as math and English. and they wanted 

to graduate. In this respect they dld not seem to be rejecting 

the "definitions of knowledge that schools legitimate". but 

they do appear to want the knowledge lmparted in a different 

educational settlng wlth a different organizational structure. 

This group of dropouts which has decided to contlnue lts 

education in alternatlve schools may weIl be reJectlng the 

hidden curriculum of the regular system, and attemptlng to 

obtaln an equlvalent educatIon in a different arena. 

4.4 DIFFERENCES IN MOTIVATION BETWEEN SUB-GROUPS 

Research Question #3: Do dlfferences in motIvation eXlst 

between sub-groups which differ in background characteristlcs? 

4.4.1 Age. 

Table 5 shows differences in motivatienal factors 

according to age of respondents. Those aged under 15 (n = 7) 

and over 18 (n = 8> were too few for satlsfactory analYSls. 

and so were excluded. Factor #1, (To complete my high scheol 

education), was the highest ranklng factor overal 1, and was 

most important at each age analyzed. In tact means Increased 
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t Tabl e 5 

DIfference In Return Motlvators According tQ Age 

~ 

~ 
'~ 

Factor 

1. TO cœPLETE EOOCATHXi 

2. TO IMPROVE MATH & ENGLISH SrILLS 

3. TO IKPROYE FRENCH SrILLS 

4. TO LEARH JOB SKILLS 

5. TO ENTER CEGEP 

6. ENCOORAGED BY FR 1 ENDS 

7. TO AVOlD OLD FRIENDS 

8. BOR!D AT HOME 

9. OOBL! TO GET A JOB 

10. TO OOALIFY FOR WELFARE 

Notes: 

15 
(N=18) 

X SD 

5.06 1.16 

4.33 1.03 

3.78 1.59 

4.67 1.41 

3.22 2.36 

3.22 1.80 

2.72 2.05 

2.78 1.56 

3.00 2.00 

2.33 1.65 

* = slgnlficant at p = 0.05 
** = signiflcant at p = 0.01 

Age ln Years 

16 
_ <N=37) 
X sn 

5.73 0.66 

4.19 1.47 

3.67 1.78 

3.27 1.68 

4.67 1.58 

2.46 1.68 

2.81 2.03 

2.11 1.63 

1.27 0.65 

1.08 0.36 

17 
(N--40) 

X SD 

5.80 0.73 

4.35 1.66 

3.90 1.66 

3.35 1.88 

4.90 1.69 

2.93 1.78 

2.45 1.92 

2.53 1.59 

1.70 1.27 

1.55 1.34 

18 
(N=25) 

X sn F-Yalue 

5.92 0.28 5.8211 

4.56 1.36 0.32 

4.56 1.26 1.62 

4.16 1.43 4.07" 

5.40 1.19 6.21** 

2.76 1.90 0.86 

3.08 1.63 0.58 

2.12 1.81 0.99 

1.60 1.32 7.6811 

1.28 0.84 5.66** 

N = number of cases x = Mean 5D = Standard DevlatiQn 

Items calculated for means ba3ed QD a scale of 
1 = none 2 = very Ilttle 
3 = little 4 = mQderate 
5 = much 6 = very much 
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with age, indicating perhaps, that the goal of attainlng a 

high school leaving certiflcate becomes more Important as 

teenagers see themselves passlng the normal graduation age. 

Younger students (age = 15) were slgnificantly more 

motivated by the desire to acquire Job skll Is (#4) than thelr 

older confreres. AlI groups were slmllarly motlvated towards 

the Improvement of basic ski Ils (#2. #3). but the younger 

respondents, seeing graduation and C.E.G.E.P. severa) years 

away, were more Inclined to be looking for Job ski Ils when 

they sought a place in an alternative sehool. ThiS was 

reinforced by the finding that students were more motivated by 

the desire to enter C.E.G.E.P. (#5) as they grew eIder . 

Although there were several slgnlflcant dlfferences ln 

responses to variables #9 and #10 (lnabi lit Y te obta1n a Job, 

and acquisition of SOCial Security beneflts), the variations 

were not considered ta be very important. Table 5 shows that 

means for these variables ranged between 1.08 and 1.70 on a 

scale of importance where one Indlcated "none". The factors 

themselves were clearly of little importance to respondents 

genera Il y. 
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j 4.4.2 Sex. , 

Motivation factors were very similar for boys and girls. 

For this reason no table of results is included. OnlY factor 

#8 (! was bored at home) showed a signiflcant difference. 

Girls ranked this higher than boys. (Mean for boys = 2.00; 

Mean for gIrls = 2.70. p = 0.013), ThIS suggests that 

adolescent boys and glrls are simllarly motivated with respect 

to return to school desplte the very obvious dlfferences in 

habits and Interests durlng these years. 

4.4.3 Last Grade Successful Iy CompJeted ln Previous School. 

Table 6 shows results for motivation factors according to 

the students ' last grade successful Iy completed in thelr 

previous high schools. Not surprisingly those who had 

successful ly completed grade ten were most motivated by factor 

#1 ( To complete my high school education). The highest mean 

(4.29) for varIable #4 (To learn job SkI Ils) was reported by 

those students with Jess than grade eight successfully 

compJ~ted. This was consistent wlth responses to variable #5 

(To enter C.E.G.E.P.) where those without grade eight were 

found to be significantly less motlvated than ail other groups 

when T-Tests between group means were performed (p = < 0.01). 

These flndings indicate that students return to school for 
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Table 6 

DIfferences ln Retyrn MQtlvators Accordlng to 
Last Grade Successful IY Completed 
ln Prevlous School 

Less than 8th 
(N=28) 

Factor X SD 

1. TO COMPLETE EDUCATION 5.25 1.14 

2. TO 1I1PROVB MATH & ENGLISH SKILLS 4.25 U8 

3. TO IHPROVE FRENCH SKILLS 3.68 1.68 

4. TO LEARH JOB SKILLS 4.29 1.49 

5. TO ENTER CEGEP 2.93 2.07 

6. ENCOURAGED 8Y FRI ENDS 2.54 1.45 

7. TO AVOlD OLD FRIENDS 2.43 1.79 

8. BORBD AT HOME 2.50 1.77 

9. UNABLE TO GEr A JOB 2.00 1.67 

10. TO OUALIFY FOR WELFARE 1.89 1.40 

Notes: 
* = signlficant at p = 0.05 
** = slgniflcant at p = 0.01 

8th 9th 
Œ=18) (N=39) 

X sn x SD 

5.61 0.98 5.72 0.69 

4.78 1.35 4.38 1.44 

4.17 1.89 3.80 1.53 

4.17 2.12 3.60 1.66 

4.94 1.43 4.80 1.54 

3.61 2.09 2.74 1.65 

2.72 1.84 2.62 1.84 

2.67 1.57 2.33 1.69 

1.89 1.57 2.00 1.47 

1.61 1.46 1.46 1.21 

10th 
(N=50) 
X sn 

5.92 0.27 

4.12 1.64 

4.24 1.52 

3.42 1.68 

5.40 1.34 

2.54 1.78 

2.88 1.97 

2.10 1.57 

1.36 0.99 

1.20 0.73 

N = Number of cases X = Mean SD = Standard DeVIatIon 

Note: Items calculated 
1 = none 
3 = little 
5 = much 

for means based on 
2 = very Ilttle 
4 = moderate 
6 = very much 
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F-Value 

4.90" 

0.95 

1.02 

2.53-

15.05u 

1.88 

0.37 

0.67 

2.14 

2.31 



different reasons depending more upon their past educatlonal 

experience than thelr chronologlcal age. Those who have had 

sorne past academic success are more 1 ikely to be concerned 

wlth hlgh schocl graduation and post secondary studies, wh! le 

those wlth fewer academic credits are more Ilkely to be 

motlvated by the acquisition of job skills. 

4.4.4 Tlme Out of School Before Returnlng. 

No signlflcant differences were found when motivation 

factors were analysed in relation to the tlme students had 

spent out of school prior to thelr decision to return. It 

{ appears that Outreach students see their decision to leave the 

regular school system as an interruption in the attainment of 

their educatlonal goals. When they decide to return, they are 

motlvated by whatever factors were previously important to 

th~m. For ex~np)e, students who were attending regular school 

ln order to gaIn access to C.E.G.E.P. upon graduatIon are not 

llkely to lose this as a factor of motivation as a result of 

being out of S~hOO! for a longer or shorter period of time. 
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4.4.5 School Attended. 

The schools of the PSBGM Outreach system are not 

homogeneous. Each has been encouraged ta grow Independently 

and to cater to a cliente)e of its own chooslng. This means 

that prospective students will match thelr own needs wlth a 

particular Outreach school. For this reason It would be 

expected that there would be differences in factors of 

motivation between the partlclpatlng schools. This IS indeed 

50. Taole 7 displays differences ln return motivatIon 

according to school attended. Signiflcant dlfferences were 

found on factors #1 and #5 WhlCh relate to academic success. 

School 2 caters to academlcal ly capable pUpI)S who can 

functlon at the grade ten or grade eleven level. ThiS school 

has the hlghest scores for varIables #1 and #5. Students ln 

this environment are most Ilkely to be c)early motlvated by 

the deslre to complete h\gh school and to enter C.E.G.E.P. 

School 1 caters to the needs of yoynger students, and 

accordlng to Quebec Minlstry of Education norms has aIl ItS 

students designated as requiring speCial education. ThIS 

school had the lowest scores for factors one and flve. 

In generaJ the results for motivatIon, when separated by 

school attended, show that the students are gulded ln thelr 

choices by the partlcular nature of the school program. Those 
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Table 7 

Dlfferences ln Retyrn Motlvators Accordlng ta School 

Factor School 1 Schoal 2 Schoal 3 School 4 School 5 
(H=33) Œ=29) (N=16) (N=18) (tl=39) - X X-X sn x sn x sn SD SD 

1. Ta COOLErE EOOCATION 5.09 1.20 5.97 0.19 5.88 0.34 5.78 0.73 5.85 0.43 

2. TO lt!PROVE MATH & ENGLISH SrILLS 4.33 1.16 4.55 1.33 4.31 1.54 4.83 1.65 3.87 1.59 

3. Ta IIIPROVE FRENCH SKILLS 3.54 1.64 4.28 1.51 4.06 1.77 4.44 1.65 3.90 1.54 

4. TO LEARN JOB srILLS 4.24 1.46 3.59 1.68 3.50 2.03 3.33 1.85 3.36 1.69 

5. TO ENTER CEGEP 3.24 2.09 5.79 0.62 4.94 1.39 4.61 1.82 4.90 1.62 

6. ENCOORAGED BY FRIENDS 2.91 1.65 2.52 1.73 2.50 1.93 2.50 1.76 2.97 1.78 

7. TO AVOlD OLD FRIENDS 2.76 1.97 2.69 1.95 2.31 1.74 3.00 2.09 2.64 1.76 

8. BORED AT HottE 2.67 1.73 2.20 1.47 1.94 1.65 2.00 1.41 2.44 1.79 

9. UNABLE 10 GE! A JOB 2.12 1.73 1.35 0.94 1.75 1.57 1.50 1.04 1.85 1.39 

10. TO OOALIFY FOR WELFARE 1.88 1.34 1.28 1.06 1.38 1.26 1.33 1.19 1.39 0.96 

Notes: 

* = slgnlflcant at p = 0.05 

** = slgnlflcant at p = 0.01 

-N = Number of cases X = Mean SD = Standard DeVIatIon 

Items calculated 
1 = none 
3 = Ilttle 
5 = much 

for means based on a scale of 
2 = very Ilttle 
4 = moderate 
6 = very much 
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Y-Value 

7.76** 

1.69 

1.27 

2.18 

10.36u 

0.53 

0.30 

0.8S 

1.41 

1.39 



1 who are ln a more hlghly academlc settlng recognlze thls ln 

thelr replies, whlle those ln programs offerlng Instruction in 

basic skil Is requiring a subsequent transfer to another school 

are, in turn, less motlvated with respect to high school 

graduation and C.E.G.E.P. entrance. This supports the Vlew 

that dropouts are motivated and actively concerned wlth thelr 

futures as suggested by Fine and Rosenberg (1983). There are. 

of course, many dropouts who never return to school, and 

nothlng may be said of them trom the flndlngs of thlS study. 

but the students surveyed appear ta have found places ln 

alternative schools accordlng ta their partlcular needs. Ali 

the partlcipatlng schools interview prospective candidates ln 

order to ensure a match between the student and the program. 

It is also done 50 that students may be glven a 

stralghtforward and reallstic appralsal of thelr needs and 

what a particular program IS able ta otfer them. It lS not 

uncommon for a student to be Interviewed at several schools 

before belng accepted by one. Outreach teachers frequently 

phone each other before decldlng on student placements. 

Choice has been noted by several researchers <deCharms, 

1977: Fantinl, 1973: Grant, 1981) as glvlng an Initiai 

advantage to the chooser. Rutter (1979) also clted 

likemlndeaness as instrumental ln the creation of effective 

schools. In aIl PSBGM Outreach schools chOlce lS an essentlal 
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Ingredient for staff and student al ike. It 1s hoped that 

students will know why they are beIng offered a place ln an 

Outreach school, and wIll accept the place for the right 

reasons. There IS evidence ln this study that the procedures 

in place are successful ln that the students are aware of the 

character of the program ln which they are enrolled. Those in 

schools wlth a lower emphasls on hlgh school completion are 

Jess 1 lkely to be motlvated by gtaduation and post secondary 

education. 

J 
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4.5 SATISFACTION WITH SCHOOL 

The second area of enqulry was the satisfactIon wlth 

their alternative school expressed by Outreach students. 

Fol)owing the methodology of Colton and WhIte (1985) a 

composIte score for satIsfaction was developed and analysed. 

Further, Item by Item analysls was performed on the indlvldual 

factors of satIsfactIon Included ln the questIonnaIre. The 

following results are discussed both ln terms of the composite 

(aggregate) score, and of responses to IndlVIdual Items on the 

instrument. 

l 4.6 OVERALL SCHOOL SATISFACTION 

Research question #4: To what extent are Montreal 

Outreach students satisfled wlth their present school 

experience? 

Twenty two factors assoclated wlth satisfactIon wlth 

schoel were presented to partlcipatlng students who were asked 

to rank each on a six pOInt scale where a Jow of one 

represented "extremely dissatlsfied", and a hlgh of SIX 

represented "extremely satisfled". Means, standard deviatlons, 

and overal 1 rankings for these factors are presented ln Table 

8. The aggregate score represents the mean of the twenty-one 

t 
65 



{ 

Table 8 

SatisfactIon Factors Associated wlth Attendance at an 
Cutreach School Ranked in Crder of Importance 

Factor X SD Rank 

Il. TO SOCIALIZE WITH FRUl~DS 4.45 1.53 16= 
12. STRICT RULES AND REGULATIONS 4.46 1.40 15 
13. DiJOYABLE LUNCH PERIOD 4.47 1.52 14 
14. AMOONT OF H~EWOR' 4.55 1.30 13 
15. TUCHERS PRAISE STUDENTS 5.00 1.00 6 
16. a»tFORTABLE SEEIING HEI] 5.18 1.20 3 
17. STUDENTS FRIENDLY IN SCHOOL 4.72 1.25 12 
18. HAYING DEDICATED TEACHERS 5.25 1.05 2 
19. RECEIYING HIGH TEST MRlS 4.85 1.08 la 
20. IlAYING RELEVANT CLASSES 4.38 1.32 18 
21. COO'ACT lUTH TUCHERS 4.n 1.21 11 
22. PRESSURE 10 00 \tELL 4.45 1.30 16= 
23. FAYOORITI~ IN SCHOOL 4.18 1.51 19 
24. GETTING A GOOD REPORT 5.33 0.90 1 
25. INTERES'l'IHG TEACHING 5.14 1.00 4 
26. CHOOSE C1t'N ACTIYITIES 4.07 1.49 20 
27. WORI AT (JiN PACE 4.88 1.30 9 
28. GOOD sruDEHTS FAVOORED 3.69 1.80 21 
29. WORI IN SMLL GROOPS 4.91 1.08 7 
30. AIllLT TREA'MIENT OF S'ruDENTS 4.89 1.27 8 
31. TUCHERS INTERESTED IN JORS 5.11 0.97 5 
32. GœERAL SATISFAC1'ICfi a 5.28 0.95 

AGGREGATE SCORE a 4.74 0.60 

Notes: 
a Factors not ranked. 

X = Mean (135 cases) 5D = Standard DeVIatIon <135 cases) 

Items calculated for means based 
1 = extremely dissatisfled 
3 = falrly dlssatlsfied 
5 = sa t i sf l ed 
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1 Indlvldual factors. Variable #32 (General satisfaction> was 

not Included for the purposes of calculatlng the aggregate 

mean. Results indicate that factor #24 (Gettlng a good report 

card) received the hlghest score ( Mean = 5.33), Students ln 

Outreach schools are certain to have had problems ln their 

prevlous schools. In most cases these problems would have 

resulted in poor marks or poor attendance patterns WhlCh. in 

turn, would have been reflected ln unsatlsfactory report 

cards. Testing was done durlng the latter part of the month of 

November 1986. Respondents would have recently recelved a 

mid-term report cardo The hlgh satIsfaction ratlng for thlS 

factor no doubt resulted from an averall marked Improvement ln 

report card results and comments. It was Interestlng to 

observe that thlS most tangIble measure of performance IS the 

one causing the most satisfaction in Outreach schools. The 
. 

study showed that students were most motlvated to return ta 

school by factors concerned wlth academlc achlevement. It ~ 

perhaps not surprlslng that such students would look for 

evidence of success ln thelr report cards whlch speclflcally 

measure these aspects of school 1 Ife, and would express hlgh 

levels of satisfaction if the reports were better than 

prevlous ones. 

Raywid (1984) noted that students in alternative schools 

commonly state that the alternatives dlffer most by vlrtue of 

1 
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thelr carlng teachers. Ranked in positions two to SIX are 

factors #18, #16, #25, #31, and #15 respectlvely wlth means of 

5.00 or better, indicating that students were satisfied or 

extremely satlsfled in each case. Ail these factors are 

concerned speclfical Jy with teachers and teaching techniques. 

Regular high schoal students frequently complaln that teachers 

are not interested ln them, or that classes are 50 large that 

they do not recelve any Indlvldual attention. Many dropouts 

cite these among their reasons for leaving school. The 

findlngs support Raywid (1984) ln that the subJects ln this 

study, who had farmerly had 1 ittle satisfactIon in schaal, 

found the most satisfactory aspects of their alternative 

schools to be assaclated with their teachers. 

It was beyond the scope of the present study to 

investlgate teacher performance in Outreach schools sa 

conclusions may not be drawn as ta the reasons for the hlgh 

level of satisfaction wlth this area expressed by the 

respondents, except that they are in conformlty wlth other 

research on alternative schools. It may be that the teachers 

do ln fact perform better ln the Outreach schools, or the 

organlzatlonal structures may be better sUlted ta the 

students/ needs. However, from the point of Vlew of the 

students concerned, it IS clear that the teachers ln the 

Outreach schools do make a difference. 
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In seventh place overall 1s factor #29 (Having the 

opportunlty to work with others in small groups) wlth a mean 

of 4.91. The smal 1 group instruction that IS much a part of 

ail the participating schools may also be a contrlbutlng 

factor ln the overal 1 satisfactory performance of the 

teachers. 

Overall means for Indlvidual satisfaction factors ranged 

from a high of 5.33 to a )ow of 3.69. ThIS shows that the 

partlcipatlng students are general Iy wei J satlsfled wlth the 

aspects of their schools whlch were examlned. Means are 

influenced by extreme scores, sa Information was sought wlth 

respect to the most typical or commonly occurrlng responses of 

respondents ta the satIsfaction factors. An examlnatlon of the 

modes of responses on each Item showed the fol !owlng. Ten 

factors were found to have a mode of 6, wlth a further ten 

factors recelvlng a mode of 5. This means that 20 of the 22 

factors included ln the survey were most common)y rated as 

satisfactory or extremely satlsfactory by respondents. These 

high levels of satisfactIon correspond wlth the findings of 

Raywid (1984) that schools of chOlce have remarkable levels of 

satisfaction of both students and thelr parents. This IS 

particularly interestlng ln view of the tact that the 

popu)atlon surveyed were students who had previously been so 
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dissatlsfled with school that they had d~opped out. and moved 

to an alte~native school in f~ustratlon. These are not the 

students who are usual Iy assoclated with schools of choice, 

nor are they typically the chlJd~en of middle class pa~ents 

actlvely seeking a bette~ education fo~ thei~ youngsters. 

According ~o Ce~vantes (1965) they a~e more l1kely to be sIum 

dweJ lers than subu~banltes. and to have parents who dld not 

g~aduate from hlgh school. In addltJOn dropplng out is most 

common among children who come from large famii ies or b~oken 

homes. Nevertheless. the flndlngs IndJcate that the 

alte~native schools examined we~e pe~forming weI 1 fo~ the 

population served. 

4.7 DIFFERENCES IN OVERALL SATISFACTION ACCORDING TO BACKGROUND 

CHARACTERISTICS. 

Research question #5 : To what extent 19 satisfaction 

different acco~ding to background cha~acteristics? 

In order to answer this question the agg~egate 

satisfaction sco~e. as weIl as individual item responses we~e 

analyzed using a one-way analysis of varIance. 

An aggregate satisfaction sco~e was obtalned by summlng 

the Indlvidual responses to the 21 questions on the instrument 
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1 dealing with various aspects of satisfaction and dlviding by 

21. The overal 1 aggregate mean was found to be 4.74 (see Table 

8. p.66). 

In order to further examine the satisfaction of Outreach 

students with theiL schools an item by item analysis of ail 

twenty one satisfaction factors was performed. Each variable 

was examined for dltterences accordlng to the background 

characteci~tics of ~espondents. In certain Instances few 

significant differences were found. In these cases no table of 

results is presented, and results are Included Jn the text. 

~ 4.7.1 Age 
~ 

No significant differences ln overall satisfaction were 

found according to the age of the respondent. When Indivldual 

satisfaction items were examined only one signlflcant 

difference wa9 found. On variable #13 <Havlng an enJoyable 

lunch period). the youngest group analysed (those aged 15 

years) were the least satisfied <F-Value = 5.78; p < 0.01). No 

table of results J9 presented. 
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4.7.2 Sex 

No slgnlflcant dIfferences ln averall satIsfactIon were 

found according to the sex of the respondent. T-tests were 

performed ln arder ta dlscover dlfferences ln student 

satisfactIon on each individual factor according to the sex of 

the respondent. Girls were round ta be more satlsrled than 

boys wlth the amount of homework they were assigned. Boys were 

found ta have a mean score of 4.35. wlth girls reportlng a 

mean score of 4.75 (p < 0.05). 

Colton and WhIte (1985) found no signlficant dlfferences 

between males and females in their study conducted ln five New 

York hlgh schools. Poole and Low (1982), however, found that 

whIte male dropouts have low academic potentlal whereas femaJe 

dropouts have hlgh academIc potentlal. ThIS study dId not 

measure academic potentlal, nor lS It possIble ta proJect year 

end academlC succeS9 trom the results, so it is not known 

whether girls are more successful than boys ln Outreach 

schools. However, If there eXlsted a slgnlflcant dlfference 

in academic potential among the students surveyed, It might be 

expected to Influence the levels of satIsfaction expressed. 

The ratIO of males to females in the sample was slmilar to the 

53% male, 47% female ratio for dropouts found by Cervantes 

(1965), so neither gex lS over-represented ln the sample. 

l 
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NevertheJess, ln the present study males and females had 

almost id~ntlcal responses. There was no eVldence of 

differences, academic or otherWlse, ln the sample. Students ln 

Outreach schools are, of course, motivated to return, and may 

not be reflectlve of the general dropout population. This may 

explain why there are few differences by sex of respondent. 

Males wlth low academic potential are not found ln the present 

sample because they are not sufficlently motlvated ta seek a 

place in an Outreach school. No table of results IS Included 

as there was only the one significant difference Indlcated 

above. 

4.7.3 Last Grade Successful Iy Completed in Prevlous School. 

Table 9 displays results for satisfaction factors 

according to "Last grade successful Iy completed in prevlous 

school". It was found that the two groups wlth the lowest 

scores were those wlth less th an grade 8 and those who had 

completed grade 10. There were signiflcant dlfferences on a 

F-test comparison among those who had completed grade 10 (Mean 

= 4.60) and those who had completed grade 8 (Mean = 5.00) and 

those who had completed grade 9 (Mean = 4.86); (p = < 0.05). 

It was somewhat surprising to flnd that those students who 

were nearest to successful complet Ion of hlgh school were the 

least satisfied wlth their experlence. ThIS was partlcularly 
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Table 9 

DIfferences 10 SatIsfactIon (Aggregate Score) 
Accordlng tg Last Grade Successfully 
Çompleted ln PreVlous School 

Less than 
Grade 8 

(N=28) 
X SD 

4.67 0.68 

Notes: 

Grade 8 
(N=18) 
X SD 

5. 00 0.55 

* = Slgnlflcant at p = 0.05 

N = Number of cases x = Mean 

Grade 9 
<N=39) 
X SD 

4.86 0.55 

Grade la 
<N=50) 
x sn 

4.60 0.62 

sn = Standard Devlatlon 

Items calculated for means 
1 = extremely dlssatlsfled 
3 = falrly dlssatlsfled 

based on the fol lowlng scale 
dissatisfled 2 

4 
5 = satlsfled 6 

= 
= 
= 
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so ln view of the fact that the subjects were adolescents who 

had returned to school after dropplng out, or who had actlvely 

sought out a place ln an Outreach school ln order to complete 

thelr high school education. One mlght suppose that those who 

were the closest to attalnlng thelr goal would be the most 

satlsfled. However, an analysls of the dlfferences on 

individual Items (see below> revealed that thlS group had 

different experlences wlth respect to Interactions wlth 

teachers, and pressure to do wellin school. It could be that 

the added pressure of belng ln the last year at school creates 

Its own degree of dlssatlsfactlon. 

Table 10 shows dlfferences between satisfactIon factors 

accordlng to last grade successful ly completed ln previous 

~chool. Those respondents wlth less than grade elght 

successful Iy completed showed less satIsfactIon wlth the 

extent to which rules and regulatlons were strlctly enforced 

(#12). The same group also produced a low score on factor #15 

(The extent to which teachers pralse students for dOlng weIl). 

A conSIstent pattern of differences whlch holds for each 

slgnlficant mean was found with resnect ta students who had 

completed grade la. and who were, therefore, presumably 

working ln their last year of hlgh school. Students ln thlS 
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Table 10 

Differences ln Satisfaction Factors Accordlng to 
Last Grade Successful Iy Completed 
10 PceYlous School 

Factor 

11. TO SOCIALIZE WITH FRIENDS 
12. STRICf RULES AND REGULATIONS 
13. ENJOYABLE WNCH PERlOn 
14. A"OUNT OF HOI1E'iORl 
15. TEACHERS PRAISE srunoos 
16. COMFORTAi'LE SEEIING HRLP 
17. S'ruDENTS FRIENDLY 11\ SCHOO!. 
18. HAVING OEDICATED TEACHERS 
19. RECEIVING HIGH TEST KARKS 
20. HAVING RELEVANT CLASSES 
2J. COlmCf WITH TEACHERS 
22 • PRESSURE TO DO WELL 
23. FAVOORITISlI IN SCHOOL 
24. GE'liING A GOOD REPORT 
25. INTERESTINC: TEACHING 
26. CHOOSE OWN ACfrVITIES 
27. WORX AT OWN PACE 
28. GOOO STUDENTS FAVOURED 
29. WORI IN ~LL GROOPS 
30. AOOLT TREATHENT OF srunoos 
31. TEACHERS INTERESTED IN JOBS 
32. GENERAL SAFISFACTION 

Notes: 

Less than 
Gr 8 

(N = 28) 
X SD 

4.36 0.91 
3.71 1.63 
4.30 1.40 
4.36 1.52 
4.89 1.34 
5.14 1.26 
4.64 1.22 
5.10 1.44 
4.64 1.31 
4.71 1.18 
4.57 1.37 
4.54 1.21 
3.96 1.71 
5.36 0.78 
5.25 0.93 
4.14 1.62 
5.14 1.27 
3.57 1.89 
5.21 0.78 
4.57 1.37 
5.04 1.26 
5.00 1.25 

* = slgnlflcant at p = 0.05 
** = slgnlflcant at p = 0.01 

Gr 8 
(N = 18) 

X sn 

4.67 1.19 
4.78 1.21 
4.33 1.91 
4.33 1.68 
5.56 0.62 
5.56 0.61 
4.94 1.35 
5.56 0.85 
5.00 0.69 
4.50 1.04 
5.05 1.21 
4.78 1.06 
5.00 1.18 
5.17 0.99 
5.61 0.78 
4.78 i.26 
5.44 0.92 
3.72 2.08 
5.28 0.89 
4.83 0.98 
5.22 0.87 
5.38 0.78 

Gr 9 
eN = 39) 

X sn 

Gr 10 
lN = 50) 
X SO 

4.54 1.12 4.36 
4.67 1.38 4.60 
4.62 1.48 4.40 
4.74 1.07 4.58 
5.31 0.80 4.64 
5.39 0.94 4.90 
4.72 1.23 4.68 
5.43 0.72 5.08 
5.13 1.06 4.70 
4.21 1.40 4.26 
5.10 l.02 4.52 
4.69 1.30 4.10 
4.36 1.35 3.86 
5.46 0.94 5.28 
5.15 1.11 4.90 
4.00 1.57 3.62 
5.00 1. 19 4.44 
3.69 1.79 3.74 
4.89 1.09 4.62 
5.05 1.31 4.96 
5.26 0.85 5.00 
5.59 0.59 5.16 

1.30 
1.25 
1.53 
1.23 
0.96 
1.46 
1.29 
1.05 
1.06 
1.43 
1.22 
1.36 
1.54 
0.93 
0.99 
1.36 
1. 43 
1. 72 
1. 21 
1.27 
0.96 
0.99 

F-Value 

0.44 
3.56* 
0.18 
0.65 
5.60** 
1.89 
0.24 
1.55 
1.66 
0.94 
2.33 
2.13 
2.99* 
0.52 
2.44* 
1.90 
3.69* 
0.05 
2.73* 
0.85 
0.61 
2.62* 

N = Number of cases. x = Mean. sn = Standard DeVIation. 

Items c~lculated for means 
1 = extremely dissatlsfled 
3 = falrly dlssatisfled 
5 = satlsfied 

based on the fol lowing scale 
2 = dlssatlsfled 
4 = falrly satlsfled 
6 = extremely satlsfled 
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1 category scored lowest on variables #15, #25, #27, and #29. 

This ~einfo~ces and ~eflnes the flndlngs for overall 

satisfaction dlscussed earl 1er. These questions reveal the 

a~eas of dlssatlsfa.-:tlon to be personal interactions With 

teache~s (#15, and #25), and wo~~ habits (#27, and #29). The 

pressure to pass final examinatlons and gain credits Obviously 

intensifies dU~lng the final year at school. As a result It 

seems that sorne of the satisfaction found'by others ln the 

alternative school system lS lost by thlS partlcular group. 

4.7.4 Yea~s to Complete High School. 

A slmllar pattern emerged when the flndlngs for the 

question, "How many years will It take vou to complete your 

high schoel education?" were cempared wlth those for "Last 

grade successful ly completed ln prevlous school". Flndlngs are 

displayed ln Table 11. The lowest means were for those wlth 

more than three years of hl gh schoo Ile ft (Mean = 4.60). 

fol lowed by those in thelr last year <Mean = 4.62). The 

curvl linear results are closely related to those for last 

grade succpssful Iy completed. The simllarity 15 probably 

largely explained by the overlapplng nature of the questions. 

For example, those who have completed grade 10 will, for the 

most part. be the same respondents who report that they are ln 

thelr last year of school. The frequency distributions shown 
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Tab 1 e 11 

DIfferences ln Satisfaction (Aggregate Score) Accordlng to 
years RegYlred to Complete Higb School 

Final 
Year 
(N=59) 

1 More 
Year 
(N=39) 

X sn X sn 

4.62 0.62 4.89 0.61 

Notes: 

2 More 
Years 
(N=16) 

X sn 

5.01 0.57 

* = signlflcant at p = 0.05 

-N = Number of cases X = Mean 

3 More 
Years 
(N=15) 

X sn 

4.63 0.49 

More than 
3 Years 
(N=6) 

X sn F-Value 

4.60 0.45 2.37* 

SD = Standard Devlacion 

Items calculated for means based on the fol lowlng scale 

1 = extremely dlssatisfled 
3 = falrly dissatisfled 
5 = satisfled 
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, 

ln Table 3 <p. 50) for the variables ln questIon bear thlS out 

(50 reported they had completed grade lOi 59 stated that they 

were ln their last year). 

There is, then. the same lnteresting feature of these 

findlngs whereln students express less satIsfactIon with 

school when the y are close to, or very far away from 

graduatIon. Data showed that age was not a Slgnlflcant factor 

ln assesslng overal 1 satIsfactIon, sa the reasons for thlS 

curvillnear pattern are to be found ln the academlc level. and 

tlme remalning to complete hlgh school. 

4.7.5 Tlme Out of School Before Returnlng. 

Table 12 shows dlfferences ln aggregate satIsfaction 

scores for subJects according ta "Tlme out of school". The 

lack of statlstlcal slgnlflcance may be a result of the sma)) 

sample Slze for those who spent tJme out of school. A more 

balanced sample mJght produce a dJffcrent result. Although 

there are no overal 1 slgnlficant differences Jn the scores. 

the patterns of means conforms WJth the experlence of 

educators working wtth returned dropovts. Teachers ln thlS 

area often observe that those who have been "on the street" 

for a whJ le have a more mature attItude \~en they return, and 

are more determlned to succeed than thelr counterparts who 
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Table 12 

Dlfferences ln SatIsfaction (Aggregate Score) 
Accordlng to TIme Out of School 

Never 
Dropped 
Out 

(N=73) 

4-6 
Months 
(N=10) 

More Than 
1 Yr 

(N=l!) 
X SD 

1-3 
Months 
(N=23) 
X SD X sn 

6 Mths 
- 1 Yr 
(N=18) 
X SD ~ sn 

4.76 0.61 4.48 0.Ei4 4.82 0.67 4.86 0.61 4.91 0.53 

Notes: 
* = slgnlflcant at p = 0.05 

N = Number of cases X = Mean 

Items calculated for means based 
1 = extremely dlssatlsfied 
3 = fairly dissatlsfied 
5 = satisfled 
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SO = Standard DeVIatIon 

on the fol lowlng scale 
2 = dlssat isf Led 
4 = fairly satisfIed 
6 = extremely satisfied 

F-Value 

1.56 



1 move directly from a regular school to an Outreach school. 

Teachers ln sorne programs are so convlnced of thlS that they 

have requirements that a student must be out of school for a 
L 

certaIn length of tlme before an applicatIon WIll be 

entertalned. Results of the present study do not conflrm the 

wlsdom of thlS ln terms of expressed satisfaction wlth school 

upon return, but do suggest a trend towards more satisfaction 

among students who have been out of school longer. A study 

dlrected more speclflcal ly towdrds thls area of research mlght 

find slgnlflcant differences. 

Table 13 shows dlfferences ln Indlvldual satIsfaction 

1 factors accordlng to tlme spent out of school. There were no 

slgnlficant differences on the aggregate score, and the Item 

by item analysis also shows few differences between means. 

Only two factors showed signlflcance; Item #16 <Feeling 

comfortable asklng teachers for help), and Item #27 <Belng 

able to work at your own pace). In each case the least 

satlsfled students were those who had been out of school for a 

short perlod of time. Other variables displayed a slmllar 

pattern of responses, though wlthout slgnlflcant dlfferences. 

A more preCIse study Is Indicated ta examine the Importance of 

time out of school in relatIon ta subsequent satisfaction upon 

return. 
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Table 13 

Dlff~(~Dr;~~ 1 [] Satl~fgr;tIQD f:g~tQ(~ 8Ç~Q(gIQ9 
tQ Ilm~ Q!..!~ ot SChQQI 

Never ()jt 1-3 Kths 4-6 Mths 6 Mths-l Yr lYr t 

(H=73) (N=23) (N=10) Œ=18) Œ=lll 
Factor X SD X SD X SD X SD X SD F-VALUE 

Il. TO SOCIALIZE WITH FRIENDS 4.48 1.19 4.39 0.84 4.80 1.55 4.22 1.31 4.45 0.93 0.42 
12. STRIer RULES AND REGULATIONS 4.46 1.30 4.39 1.40 4.90 1.45 4.44 1.65 4.18 1.79 0.35 
13. ENJOYABLE LUNCH PERIOD 4.43 1.53 4.39 1.37 4.50 1.71 4.61 1.68 4.63 1.63 0.92 
14. MlOOHT OF HC»IOORI 4.57 1.26 4.00 1.41 4.60 1.58 4.61 1.19 5.36 1.03 2.15 
15. TEACHERS PRAISE STUDENTS 4.90 1.02 4.82 1.19 5.20 0.79 5.28 0.82 5.45 1.04 1.30 
16. COMFORTABLE SEEIING HELP 5.16 1.28 4.56 1.37 5.60 0.51 5.56 0.85 5.54 0.82 2.60. 
17. STUDEHTS FRIENDLY IN SCHOOL 4.67 1.36 4.47 LOt 5.30 0.82 4.44 1.50 4.91 0.83 0.84 
lB. HAVING DEDICATED TEACHfRS 5.33 0.93 4.83 1.47 5.50 0.71 5.39 0.91 5.18 1.69 1.29 
19. RECEIVING HIGH TEST KARts 4.82 1.17 4.61 1.16 5.30 1.48 4.89 1.02 5.09 0.70 0.87 
20. HAVING RELEVMll' CLASSES 4.32 1. 41 4.13 1.33 4.50 1.~ 4.56 1.04 4.73 1.01 0.49 
21. CONTACT WITH TEACHERS 4.84 1.14 4.22 1.31 5.00 0.94 4.78 1.21 5.27 1.49 1.85 

of 22. PRESSURE TO DO WELL 4.49 1.28 4.17 1.34 4.30 1.33 4.67 1.28 4.54 1.50 0.44 ;; 
.... 23. FAVOORITISM IN SCHOOL 4.19 1.51 3.87 1.51 4.30 1.16 4.38 1.68 4.27 1.68 0.35 

24. GmING A GOOD REPOO 5.36 0.91 5.26 1.17 4.90 0.87 5.56 0.51 5.36 0.67 0.89 
25. INTERESTING TEACH!NG 5.14 1.05 5.26 0.75 4.7r 1.34 5.28 0.96 5.09 1.04 0.64 
26. CHOOSE (JiN ACTIVITIES 4.08 1.51 3.52 1.44 3.70 1.57 4.56 1.29 4.64 1.50 1.85 
27. WORl AT OWN PACE 4.99 1.29 4.17 1.37 4.90 1.37 5.33 0.90 4.91 1.51 2.43~ 

28. GOOD sruDOOS FAVOORED 3.56 1.81 3.82 1.67 3.60 1.64 4.22 1.83 3.45 2.25 0.56 
29. WORI IN SMALL GROUPS 4.90 1.04 5.04 0.64 5.00 1.16 4.77 1.35 4.Bl 1.60 0.19 
30. ADULT TREATI100 OF srunoos 4.95 1.37 4.52 1.28 5.10 0.74 5.06 1.06 4.82 1.33 0.66 
31. TEACHERS INTERFSI'ED IN JOBS 5.11 0.94 4.91 1.20 5.20 0.92 5.22 1.11 5.27 0.78 0.37 
32. GENERAL SATISFAcrHl~ 5.41 0.77 4.96 1.66 5.20 0.78 5.11 1.45 5.45 1.82 1.27 

Notes: 

'* = slgnlflcant at p < 0.05 

-N = Number of cases X = Mean SD = Standar-d DeViation 

Items calculated for means based on the fol 1 ow 1 n9 sca 1 e 
1 = extremely dlssatlsfied 2 = dlssatlsfied 
3 = falrly dlssatlsfled 4 = falrly satlsfled 
5 = satlstied 6 = extremely satlsfled 
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1 4.8 DIFFERENCES IN SATISFACTION ACCORDING TO SCHOOL ATTENDED 

1 

1 

Research Question #6: Are there differences in student 

satisfaction between varlOUS Montreal Outreach schools? 

Table 14 displays the dlfferences ln aggregate 

satisfaction scores accordlng to scheel attended. No 

signlflcant dlfferences were found among the schools surveyed, 

and none of the schools was found to be unsatlsfactory by Its 

students. The study dld not measure student satisfaction ln 

the regular school system so comparlsons may not be made. The 

significance ef these results, though, IS that the population 

surveyed IS comp0ged excluslvely of students who found 

sUfficiently little satlsfactlon ln regular schools that the y 

left them. The tact that the y were general Iy satlsfled wlth 

thelr new alternative schools speaks hlghly of these 

organlzations. Outreach students dlsplay many of the 

characterlstlcs of typlcal dropouts as observed by Jones 

(1977). That i9, they often dlsplay feelIngs of allenatlon 

(rootlessness, hopelessness, and estrangement) fram thelr 

schools, homes, nelghbourhoods, and/or society ln general. In 

addition they frequently have added feelings of not belonglng 

due to faillng courses at school, and the consequent 

separation from peers. ThIS, too, was nated by Jones (1977). 

Those who elect to return to an Outreach school to continue 
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Table 14 

Differences ln Satisfaction (Aggregate Score) 
Accordlng to School Attended 

Schoo 1 1 
<N=33) 

School 2 
(N=29) 

School 3 
<N=16) 

School 4 
(N=16) 

School 5 
<N=39) 

X SD X sn X SO X SD X SD F-Value 

4.62 0.69 4.63 0.65 4.89 0.51 5.06 0.53 4.72 0.61 

Notes: 
* = slgnificant at p = 0.05 

N = Number of cases x = Mean SD = Standard Deviation 

Items calculated for means 
1 = extremely dlssatlsfled 
3 = falrly dlssatlsfled 
5 = satlstled 

based on the fol lowing scale 
2 = dlssatlsfied 
4 = falrly satlsfied 
6 = extremely satisfied 
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their secondary education form a dIstinct group wlthln the 

total group of high school dropouts. There are natural Iy many 

youngsters who leave school early never to return. The 

findings of the present study, though, show hope for those who 

do return in as much as they present a possibil lty for 

dlsaffected students to once agaln become Involved ln a 

satlsfactory educatlonal experlence. 

Table 15 shows the 22 Indlvldual satisfaction variables 

lsolated by school. Ten of the factors showed slgnlflcant 

dlfferences among the schcols surveyed. There was, however, no 

consistent pattern of low scores. No school appeared to be 

consistently weaker than the others. ThIS conforms to the 

results for the aggregate satisfactIon score where no 

signlflcant dlfference9 were found desplte the fact that the 

schools themselves are very different, and cater to the needs 

of dlfferent categories of students. 

Factors WhlCh ranked hlghly overall general Iy ranked hlghly 

in each school. For example, factor #24 (Gettlng a good report 

card) was ranked highly in each school, and was ranked flrst 

cverall. It appeared that thls vIsible expression of 

performance was found to be satlstactory to students ln aIl 

Outreach schools regardless of thelr abl 1 Ity or academlc 

standing. It would be interestlng to study the nature of 
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TaD 1 e 15 

DIfferences ln SatIsfactIon Factors 
AccocdlOg to $choQI Attended 

SCHOOL 1 SCHOOL 2 
_(N=33) (N=29) 

Factor X sn X sn 

11. Ta SOCIALIZE WITH fRIENDS 4.63 0.93 4.17 1.34 
12. STRlcr RULES AND REGULA'IIDNS 3.88 1. 45 4.97 1.55 
13. ENJOYABLE LUNCH PERIOD 3.88 1.67 4.35 1.68 
14. AMOUNT OF HOMEWORK 3.97 1.61 4.41 !. 24 
15. TEACHERS PRAISE STUDFJITS 4.97 1.07 4.76 1.27 
16. COHFORTABLE SEEKING HELP 5.07 1.25 4.96 1. 45 
17. SfUDENTS FRIENDLY IN SCHOOL 4.61 1.22 4.72 1.28 
18. HAVING DEDICATED TEACHERS 5.09 1.37 5.35 0.94 
19. RECEIVING HIGH TEST MARKS 4.69 1.24 4.72 1.06 
20. HAVING RELEVANT CLASSES 4.48 1.14 4.48 1.45 
21. CONTACT WITH TEACHERS 4.64 1.25 4.58 1.21 
22. PRESSURE TO DO WELL 4.60 1.08 4.86 1.33 
23. FAVOURITISH IN SCHOOL 3.90 1.57 3.76 1. 76 
24. GETTING A GOOO REPORT 5.21 0.93 5.52 0.68 
25. IHTERESTING TEACHING 5.24 0.87 5.24 0.79 
26. CHOOSE OWN ACTIVITIES 4.15 1.64 3.55 1. 45 
27. WOR[ AT OWN PACE 5.33 0.85 3.48 1.64 
28. GOOD STUDENTS FAVOUREO 3.12 1.85 3.72 1.83 
29. WORK IN SMALL GROUPS 5.00 1.00 4.83 1.34 
30. ADULT TREATMENT OF STUDENTS 4.39 1. 41 4.79 1.35 
31. TEACHERS INTERESTED IN JOBS 5.04 1.08 5.35 0.77 
32. GENERAL SATISFACTION 5.09 0.84 5.17 1.22 

Notes: 
*" = slgnlflcant at p = 0.05 

*"*" = signIflcant at p = 0.01 

-

SCHOOL 3 SCHOOL 4 SCf'~OL 5 
<N=16) (N=18) (N=39) 

X sn X sn X SD 

4.69 0.95 4.61 1.04 4.56 1.31 
4.38 1. 26 4.78 1. 40 4.46 1.19 
4.00 1.83 4.94 0.99 5.05 ;,09 
5.13 1. 09 4.56 1.34 4.89 0.97 
5.19 0.75 5.72 0.46 4.82 0.94 
5.63 0.62 5.72 0.46 5.00 1.32 
5.25 0.86 4.11 1. 78 4.87 1.03 
5.31 0.87 5.67 0.49 5. JO 1. 05 
5.44 0.71 4.78 1.26 4.87 0.95 
4.25 1.53 4.50 0.98 4.21 1. 45 
5.00 0.96 4,94 1.62 4.84 1.09 
4.18 1.68 4.00 1. 72 4.33 0.98 
4.68 0.79 5.28 1.23 4.00 1.38 
5.38 0.61 5.39 1. 20 5.26 0.99 
5.31 0.79 5.56 1.19 4.72 1.14 
4.81 0.91 4.78 1.16 3.74 1.52 
5.38 0.62 5.67 0.68 4.97 LOI 
3.31 1.82 5.22 1.31 3.59 1.63 
4.81 0.98 5.33 0.77 4.74 1.09 
5.06 0.92 4.94 1.31 5.28 1.09 
5.12 0.89 5.33 1.08 4.90 1.05 
5.44 0.63 5.50 1.25 5.36 0.74 

N = Number ot Cases X = Mean SD = Standard DeViatIon 

Items calculated for means based on the follmo/lng scale 
1 = extremely dissatISfJed 2 = dlssatlstled 
3 = talrly dlssatlsfled 4 = falrly satlsfled 
5 = satlstled 6 = extremely satlstled 
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F-valIJe 

0.81 
2.72* 
3.79** 
3.54* 
3.28* 
2.03 
2.04 
1 .-_.1 

1.4'1 
0.33 
0.53 
1.65 
4.i2H 
0.51 
2.9ù~ 

3.(,;'. 
16.q3~~ 

4. t<:H 

1.05 
2.39* 
1.15 
0.83 



c-epoc-tlng ln the Oulredch schools to determlne \.Jhetber the 

expressed satisfaction was r~;ated slmply to Improved student 

performance, or whether lhere are factors inherent ln the school~' 

reportlng practlces whlch create greater stude~t satIsfaction. For 

example, none of the Outreach schools uses the School Board 

computerlzed reportlng system. ThIs means that Outreach reports Ar~ 

typlcal Iy hand wrltten, and ln some cases address affective 

concerns. There exlsts the posslblilty that such reporls lhem::;elv,' 

are more satlsfactory ta students than those produced by compuler, 

Other variables whlch were hlghly ranked ln eac~ school had lo 

do r,ta 1 n 1 y w 1 th t eachers and t each i ng met hods. There \.Jere no 

dlfferences between scores for variables H16, H18 and H31; aIl of 

whlch are dlreclly concerned wlth leachers and teachlng method~. 

This Indlcates that Outreach sludents ln aIl schoole have simi lar 

pos 1 t 1 ve exper 1 ences ln these i mpor. tan t areas of schaG Il! f e . 

Raywld (1984) noted that "carlng teachers" \o/ere a key faclor ln th,--, 

success of alternative schools. This study confJrme that overdl 1 

satisfaction wlth school 18 Ilnked closely to satisfaction wlth 

teachers. It also shows that students who have tound 1 ittle succe~~ 

at school can a180 flnd better educatlonal experlences when lhey 

are satlsfied wlth thelr teachers and teachlng rnethods. (;ynlcal 

observers of Outreach schools wlth thelr non-tradltlonal methods of 
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ope~atien and st~ucture might be tempted to bel ieve that 

students are satisfled wlth thei~ schoels because net much ls 

expected of them, and they have a good time there. The results 

of this study, hewever, do nct bear out thls assertIon. Table 

8 (p. 66) shows that factors relating te student satIsfaction 

with social izing with friends (#11; mean = 4.45), enjoyable 

Il!nch period (#13; mean = 4.47), and students frlendly in 

scheol <#17; Mean = 4.72) ranked 16th, 14th, and 12th 

respectively. While none was found to be unsatisfactory, these 

factors were aIl below the overaJ 1 satisfaction mean of 5.28 

(~32). This together wlth the high importance of such 

motivaters for return to school as the deSlre to achieve 

graduation, and to improve performance in academlc subJects 

indicates that Outreach students are serious about thelr 

education and satisfied Most with those aspects of their 

schools which address those very concerns. 

4.9 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MOTIVATION AND 

SUBSEQUENT SATISFACTION WITH SCHOOL 

Research QuestIon #7: What is the relationshlp between 

satisfaction with scheel and factors motlvating return? 

Outreach schoo)s fa)l into the genera) category of schoo)s 

of choice. That is, the students decide to apply, and remaln 
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only as long as they wlsh to do so, or as long at the staff 

wlsh them to be there. The study, theretore looked at factors 

Important ln decisions to return to school, and in subsequent 

satisfaction with the experience leading to continued 

attendance in the Outreach program. Also of Interest was the 

relationship between a particular mativating factor of return, 

and subsequent satisfaction. That ls, whether sorne motivations 

for return to schoal more closely assoclated wlth satisfactlon 

with school than others. 

To answer this question correlations were performed between 

the 10 motivation factors, and the items of satisfaction 

including the aggregate satlsfacticn score. Table 16 displays 

results for the correlations between the aggregate 

satisfaction score and the 10 matlvators. Levels of 

slgniflcance better than p < .05 were found on three items, 

but none of the relationships was very strong. Item #5 (To 

enable me to enter C.E.G.E.P.> showed the strongest 

correlation with overall satisfaction Cr = 0.25; P = 0.004). 

Table 17 shows the correlations between the 22 indlvidual 

satisfaction items, and 10 motlvators. These results were 

simllar ta those faund for the comparisons using the aggregate 

score. None of the motivators showed a signiflcant 

relationship with more than seven individual items, and none 

89 



1 

1 

1 

Table 16 

Correlations Between Aggregate 
SatisfactIon Scores ànd 
Motivation Factors 

Factor 

1. TO COMPLETE EDUCATION 
2. TO II1PROVE MATH & ENGL1SH 5KILLS 
3. TO IMPROVE FRENCH 5KILLS 
4. TO LM JOB SIl LLS 
5. TO ENTER CEGEP 
6. ENCOURAGED BY FRiENDS 
7. TO AVOlD OLO FRIENDS 
8. BORED AT HOME 
9. UNABLE TO GF.1' A JOB 
la. TO aUALIFY FOR WELFARE 

Notes: 

CorrelatIon 
CoeffIcient 

0.07 
0.15 
0.18* 
0.17* 
0.25** 
0.08 
0.10 

-0.03 
-0.03 
-0.02 

* Signiflcant at P = 0.05 
** Signiflcant at P = 0.01 
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Table 17 

~Q((~lgtlQD~ eetw~~D log l v i gu g 1 ~g t l ~fgçt; l QO 
and MQtlvatioll FactQrs 

Motivation Factors 

Satisfaction 2 3 4 5 6 
Factors 

11. ra SOCIALIZE WITH FRIENDS 0.01 -0.02 0.16 -0.10 0.12 0.05 
12. STRICl' RULES AND REGULATI~S 0.22* 0.14 0.15 0.02 0.22** 0.03 
13. F.NJOYABLE LUNCH P€RIOD 0.01 0.02 -0.10 -0.15 0.12 0.09 
14. AKOONT OF HœEWORI 0.84 0.09 0.14 0.03 0.15 -0,07 
15. TEACHERS PRAISE srUDENTS -0.02 0.15 0.15 0.04 0.03 0.11 
16. C(JIFORTABLE SEEIING HELP 0.04 0.12 0.11 0.03 0.16 0.04 
17. sruDENTS FRIENDLY IN SCHOOL -0.09 -0.22 -0.10 -0.08 0.09 0.03 
18. HAYING DEDlCATED TEACHERS 0.04 0.11 0.15 0.14 0.16 -0.04 
19. RECEIYING BIGH TEST MARIS 0.12 0.00 -0.05 0.06 0.27** 0.03 
20. HAYING RELEVANT CLASSES 0.03 0.26" 0.23** 0.36** 0.02 0.05 
21. ClJlTACf VITH TEACHERS 0.11 0.08 0.14 0.10 0.11 0.00 
22. PRFSSURE Ta DO WELL 0.03 0.15 0.02 0.21 0.201 O.Î.o. 
23. FAYOORITISM IN SCHOOL -0.02 0.16 0.06 -0.01 0.26**-0.03 
24. GmING A GOOD REPORT 0.04 0.14 0.10 0.14 0.3011 0.05 
25. INTERESTING TEACHING -0.14 0.11 0.14 0.2711 0.07 0.01 
26. CHOOSE OWN ACTIVITIES -0.03 0.01 0.13 0.21** 0.13 0.01 
27. WORI AT OWN PACE -0.17 -0.13 -0.01 0.01 -0.15 0.04 
28. GOOD sruOENTS FAYOORED 0.16 ~.13 0.20* 0.02 0.14 -0.17 
29. VORl IN SMALL GROOPS -0.19 a.18 0.181 0.18* 0.06 0.26** 
30. AOOLT TRFAntENT OF S'ruDOO'S 0.15 0.06 0.09 0.08 0.2111 0.06 
31. TFACHERS INTERFSl'ED IN JOBS 0,20 0.15 0.22** 0.20* 0.19* 0.01 
32. GENERAL SATISFAc.iHW 0.16 0.14 0.16 0.13 0.23** 0.04 

Notes: 

* = slgnificant at p = 0.05 
** = slgnlflcant at p = 0.01 

Motivation Factors as follows: 

1. To complete my hlgh school educatIon. 

It~1II SCQ(e~ 

7 8 9 

0.06 -0.05 -0.04 
0.12 -0.10 -0.16 
0.10 0.05 -0 .10 
0.11 -0.11 -0 .10 
0.19 0.06 0.01 

-0.02 -0.17 -0.03 
-0.09 0.04 0.08 
0.12 -0.14 -0.13 

-0.06 -0.03 0.01 
0.09 0.10 0.05 

-0.01 -0.01 0.05 
0.05 -0.06 0.03 

-0.11 -0.11 0.03 
0.10 0.02 -0.13 
0.02 0.01 -0.02 

-0.18 0.01 -0.16 
-0.05 0.02 0.04 
-0.07 -0.17 -0.01 
0.23** 0.15 0.05 
0.05 0.00 0.02 
0.11 -0.11 0.05 
0.10 -0.05 -0.01 

2. To improve my baSIC engl Ish and math skll Is. 
3. To become prof ici en tin French. 
4. To learn Job Skll Is. 
5. To enable me to enter C.E.~.E.P. 
6. My frlends encouraged me. 

10 

-0.04 
-0.03 
-0.07 

0.00 
0.04 
0.01 
0.01 

-0.01 
-0.15 

0.201 
0.03 
0.13 

-0.10 
0.16 
0.03 

-0.15 
-0.03 
-0.16 
0.15 
0.01 
0.12 

-0.06 

7. To get away from old frIends who were a bad influence. 
e. l was bored at home. 
9. l cou 1 d not get a Job. 

la. l wanted to qualify f.or Social Security benefIts. 
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1 of the correlations was very strong. Item #5 (to enable me to 

enter C.E.G.E.P.>, and item #4 <To learn job Skills) 

demonstrated the largest number of slgniflcant correlations. 

Ta the extent that conclusions may be drawn from the data. It 

1s possible to say that sorne students who decide ta return to 

scheol with specifie goals such as the acquisition of job 

skil ls or entry te C.E.G.E.P. may be expected to have a more 

satisfactory school experlence than others. but ln general. 

satisfaction wlth school cannat be predicted by the factors 

influencing a declsion to return. 

1 

, 
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0.0 CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents the major conclusions of the study 

and makes suggestions for further study. 

5.2 CONCLUSIONS 

Research Question #1: What are the characteristics of 

Montreal Outreach students with respect to age, sex, time out 

of school, previous educational level, and tIme required to 

gradua te? 

1. A majority of Outreach students (81%) are sixteen years of age 

or older. Four of the flve schools surveyed sought students 

who were at least sixteen. The fifth enrolled younger 

students. The age composition of the sample was, therefore. a 

reflection of the admittIng policies of the schools concerned. 

2. The sample was composed of 53% males, and 46% females. ThIS 

indicates that Outreach schools have a male te female ratIo in 

accordance with the ratio of males to females found by 

Cervantes (1965) for the dropout population. 
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3. Slxty six percent (66%) ef the respondents had cempleted at 

least g~ade 9. The pa~tlcipating scheols we~e mostly conc~rned 

with teachlng academic sUbjects, and wlth glvlng thelr 

students an opportunlty to gain hlgh school leavlng credits. 

Not surprisingly, the adolescents who declde to return te 

these schools tend te be those who have had at least some 

previous high school success. 

4. Many Outreach students (54%) clalm not to have d~epped out of 

school at al). It seems clear that many youngsters who are 

unhappy in the regular high schools are aware of the 

alternative system, and gain access to It before they actually 

d~op ou t of schoo 1 . 

Research Question #2: What do Mont~eal Out~each students 

state as primary motivators for retu~nlng to school? 

5. The majo~ motivatlng facte~s affectlng the declslon to return 

to schoel among Outreach students are the deSI~e to complete 

their hlgh scheel education, the deslre to Improve baSIC 

academlc SkI Ils, and the deSlre to obtaln the qualifications 

that will enable them to gain access to C.E.G.E.P. 

6. Many Out~each students intend to continue their education 

beyond h j gh schoo 1 . 
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Research Question w3: Do dlfferences ln motIvatIon exist 

between sub-groups which differ ln background characterlstlcs? 

7. Younger Outreach students are more 1 ikely ta be motlvated by 

the deslre to obtaln Job Skll Is than are thelr aIder 

counterparts. 

8. Those students who are older, or who have completed several 

hlgh school grades are more llkely te be motivated by a desire 

to complete their high school educatlon. 

9. Cholce of school lS important in a student/s decision ta 

return. Those attending more academic programs were more 

likely to be motivated by academlc concerns than were thelr 

confreres ln the less acad~mlc schoels. 

10. Those students who are motlvated te return to school ln order 

to complete their hlgh school education, or to Improve basic 

academic skil Is dre 11kely to be satlsfled wlth thelr 

experlence. Those who return ln search of Job Skl))S or to 

avoid old frlends who were a bad influence are also Ilkely te 

be satlsfled, but the re)atlonship ls Jess pronounced. 
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1 Research Question #4: To what extent are Montreal 

Outreach students satlsfied with their present school 

experlence? 

11. Outreach students are general ly satisfled wlth thelr current 

school experlence. 

Research Question #5: To what extent IS satisfaction 

different according to background characterlstlcs? 

12. There were few dlfferences found ln motivation for return or 

in satisfaction with school accordlng to p&rtlclpants l age or 

sex. 

13. Students who had completed grade ten were less satlstled than 

their counterparts with less previous education. 

Research Question #6: Are there dlfferences ln student 

~atlsfactlon between varlOUS Montreal Outreach schools? 

14. There are few differences ln satisfaction between Montreal 

Outreach schools. Ail were rated ln the satlsfactory range by 

their students. 

96 



( 
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Research Q,Jestlon **7: What lS the relatlonshlp between 

satisfaction wlth schaol and factors motlvatlng return? 

16. There ls very 1 Ittle correlation between factors motlvatlng 

return and subsequent satisfaçtIon. A sI 19ht aSSOCIatIon 

eXlsts wlth respect to those students who return to schaol 

wlth speclfIc goals sucn as the acqulsltlon of Job skll Is , or 

the des!re lo enter C.E.G.E.P. 

5.3 SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

The present study examined the motivation for return to 

school, and subsequent satisfaction among students enrolled in 

Montreal area Outreach schools. It would be of Interest to 

know whether the levels of satIsfactIon found are dlfferent 

trom those of students ln the regular hlgh schools of Quebec, 

and from students ln other alternative schools. A comparative 

study of satIsfactIon Includlng regular hlgh schools, Outreach 

schools. prlvate schools, and other schools of chOlce would 

provlde additlonal valuable Information. 

The results of thls study lndlcated that students ln 

Outeach schools were wei 1 satlsfied ~ith the performance of 

tneir teachers. The results do not Indlcate why students who 

had farmerly nad very unsatisfactory experlences wlth high 
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1 school teachlng and teachers were better pleased ln thelr 

current school. It may be that teachers do ln fact perforrn 

better ln Outreach schools, but lt IS also possible that the 

organlzatlonal structure of the unlts contrlbutes to better 

teacher performance. This study did not look at such features 

as Slze of school, administrative structure, or Informai Ity of 

teacher/student interactlons ln relation te student 

satisfactIon. Much would be learned from studles WhlCh 

focussed on teacher effectiveness and organlzatlonal structure 

ln Jutreach schools. 

Many teachers in Outreach schools bel leve that dropouts 

are more successful If they spend tlme out of school before 

they return. The results ln thls study falled to show 

dlfferences ln student satlsfactlon accordlng to tlme out of 

school. A trend ln that directIon could be seen ln the scores, 

but an Imbalance ln group Slze rnay have contrlbuted to the 

lack of signlficanc~. A further study of the effects of tlme 

out of school on sUbsequent p~rformance upon return would be 

of value to Outreach teachers. 

The creation of networks of Outreach schools pose many 

questions for the educational communlty. School boards, though 

anxious to support measures to ease the dropout problem, have 

been reluctant to develop broad pol lCles to cover such schools 
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as partJcJpated ln thls study. LJkewise. teacher unJons are 

supportive of the InItiatIves whlle reluctant to develop 

polJcles wlth respect to such areas as staffJng and funding. A 

comprehenslve policy study of the lmpilcations of Outreach 

schools would be an Important contribution ta the development 

of schools to cater ta the needs of drepouts who decide ta 

return to scheol. 
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Ouestlons 11 through 32 deal with your satlsfaction with your present 
school. 

USE THE FOLlOWING SC ALE FOR YOUR ~ESPONSES. 
Ple~s~ clrcl~ the mest appropr~at~ response. 
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PLEASE COMPLETE THIS 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION. 

Put a ch~ck (~) in the appropn ate space. 

_1 l. 11} l e:-
.J 16 

y~ . E:lE X : (1) M{~U (2) FEMALl 
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