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This study investigated students drop-out of Ban Nhongkhiaw School, Chiang Mai
Educational Service Area 3. Population under study consisted of 33 dropped out students who
were still in the area and 16 teachers who had the dropouts from aforementioned school in the 2008
academic year. Instruments used were two sets of structural interview forms, one for the students
and the other for the teachers. Whereupon, collected data were analyzed through applications of
frequency, percentage, and narrated in the descriptive fashion.

The findings were summarized as follows :

Regarding the school dropout, more than half of the students indicated the ensuing
aspects, i.e., difficult subject matters and strenuous learning were the causes from school
curriculum; unable to understand teachers’ instruction; no class participation and teachers did not
have time to advise and to follow up students. Moreover, most students revealed that the
dropouts were grounds from student inability to learn made learning tiresome and resulted in low
learning achievement. With respect to teachers’ interview, more than half of the teachers
| revealed that the causes of the dropout were the instruction, no students’ follow-up, and not
knowing each student individually. Furthermore, most teachers revealed the ensuing causes for
the dropout, i.e., student inability to learn originating from intelligent deficiency; repeated class;
tiresome learning; health conditions; economic and social readiness; |
poor family resulted in needing to work and to raise brother / sister since parents were working
outside; did not want to go to school; wanted to get married and raised family; and parents did

not see the benefit of education which was not corresponding to real life conditions.





