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Abstract
Among all the students dropping out of school for different reasons in Pakistan in 2017, 
nearly 23% of the students dropped out because they were not interested in studies. The 
vagueness at the heart of lack of interest often leaves the stakeholders clueless about how 
best to reduce school attrition. This study identifies the factors associated with students’ 
dropping out of school due to lack of interest. We used Pakistan Demographic and Health 
Survey 2017–18 data and employed multivariate logistic and multinomial logistic regres-
sion models. The results suggested that students were more likely to drop out because of 
a lack of interest when they were enrolled in the lower educational levels, were orphaned, 
lived in the urban areas, were married, belonged to households where the households 
head was above 40 years or was female. However, the impact of wealth status, gender, and 
migration of a family member on dropping out was context-specific.
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1  Introduction

Education is considered the best investment for individual and national development (Wu 
& Wu 2019). According to one estimate, the average marginal return from one year of 
education is 9% globally, reaching up to 15% in the developed world (Gunderson & Oreo-
polous 2020; Patrinos & Psacharopoulos 2020). Despite all the dividends that education 
brings, a sizeable part of humanity is deprived of even the elementary education levels. A 
large number of children, adolescents and youth in the world remain out of school. A sig-
nificant ratio of students enrolled in educational institutions is likely to drop out of school 
with far-reaching consequences.

According to UNICEF, over 258 million children globally  remained out of school in 
2018, making up around 17% of the population of school-going children (6–17  years 
old). The situation, in Pakistan, is even more alarming because 22.8 million children aged 
5–16 years (almost 44% of the total children of school-going age) remained out of school 
in 2018 (Unicef 2020) making Pakistan the country with second largest out of school 
children’s population in the world (Unicef 2020). Similar to the high number of out of 
school children, dropping out of school before completing the program is also widespread. 
According to recent estimates, 18.31% of the students dropped out before completing their 
primary education globally in 2017 (Unicef 2020). In Pakistan, 10.35% of the students 
dropped out before completing their lower secondary education in 2017.

Not every child who is enrolled in school is fortunate enough to complete the desired 
education level. Many problems haunt the students once they are enrolled in educational 
institutions. The problems may include poor teaching quality, bullying, harassment by 
peers and the teachers, and inadequate infrastructure (Hjorth et al. 2016).

Existing evidence has identified a range of individual, household, and community-
related factors associated with dropping out-of-school. Poor physical and emotional health, 
early life symptoms of behavioural problems, poverty, the divorce of the parents, grade 
repetition and poor learning outcomes were found to increase the risk of dropping out of 
school (Frostad et al. 2015; Heetman et al. 2015; No et al. 2016; Prakash et al. 2017). The 
poor educational performance, younger or higher age for the grade and substance use are 
some other factors that contribute to students’ dropping out of school (Ioana et al. 2015; 
Prakash et al. 2017).

Pakistan Demographic and Health Survey (PDHS) 2017–18 collected information about 
the reasons for dropping out of school from the respondents who dropped out of school. 
The most frequently cited reason for dropping out of school in Pakistan was, surprisingly, 
the lack of interest in studies (Fig. 1).

Even though the reason "dropped out of school because of a lack of interest" is vague, 
there is reason to believe that some observable factors may be associated with the decision 
of the students to drop out of school. This study, therefore, sought to identify the individ-
ual, household, and community-related characteristics associated with an increased risk of 
dropping out of school because of lack of interest.

Given the sharp divisions in the gender roles in Pakistan (Yasin & Aslam 2018), it is 
plausible to think that risk factors of dropping out of school are not the same for male and 
female students. Similarly, the dynamics of educational life are diverse at different educa-
tional levels. As an illustration, students at the elementary educational levels, such as pre-
primary and primary level, are not expected to independently decide to drop out of school. 
The parents or other family elders may choose to get the education of the child discontin-
ued because of socio-economic reasons (Makino 2019; Shahidul 2014). Conversely, the 
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students enrolled in the higher classes may independently decide whether to continue the 
education or drop out of school. The decision of the students at higher educational levels 
may be driven by the compulsion to do paid work, marriage (especially for females) and 
a number of other reasons.

This study, thus, also identifies the gender- and education level-specific individual, 
household, and community-related risk factors of dropping out of school because of lack 
of interest.

1.1 � Contextualizing high school dropout rates in Pakistan

Pakistan is a developing country with widespread poverty and inequality. The average fam-
ily size in Pakistan (6.8) is significantly larger than that in the developed countries (cf. 
2.6 persons in the USA) (United Nations 2018). Female participation in the labour force 
is minimal. The dependency ratio (dependents aged zero to 14 and over the age of 65 as 
a percentage of working-age population) is very high (65 percent in Pakistan vs. 53 per-
cent in North America, for example) (World Bank 2019). Consequently, young children 
are taken away from schools and forced into labor to complement limited family income. 
Provincial disparities also exacerbate children dropping out of government schools due to 
security issues, especially in government schools in Azad Kashmir, Sindh and Balochistan.

There are some cultural  and context-specific factors relevant to Pakistan for children 
dropping out of school. Given the sharp divisions in the gender roles in Pakistan (Yasin & 
Aslam 2018), it is plausible to think that risk factors of dropping out of school are gender 
specific. The reasons why a girl has to drop out of school prematurely are diverse and com-
plicated in Pakistan. Girls usually have to leave school because of early marriages (Beattie 
et al. 2015; Glynn et al. 2018; Sekine & Hodgkin 2017). If the female students are harassed 
or bullied on the way to or inside the school in Pakistan, they are often forced to leave 
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the  school (Yasin & Aslam 2018). This situation poses a dangerous dilemma for socio-
economically vulnerable families. From the family’s point of view, the less complicated 
option is to stop their girls from going to school. After all, it is argued in many rural and 
some urban areas across the country, a woman has to become a housewife and her educa-
tion is mostly immaterial to her domestic role as a housewife.

Male students can drop out of school due to diverse reasons specific to Pakistan’s con-
text. Some of the circumstances in which the male children are put under tremendous pres-
sure to drop out of school were large family size coupled with financial hardships and death 
of earning family member (Mughal et al. 2019). The children are expected to contribute to 
the household income, which often requires dropping out of school to do full-time jobs. In 
some cases, male children drop out of school because they had more sisters than brothers, 
and sisters not allowed going out for paid work because of cultural reasons. Consequently, 
they had to drop out of school and engage in paid work to supplement the family income. 
The male children are routinely under pressure to buy a socially acceptable amount of 
dowry so that they can arrange a respectable marriage ceremony for their sisters (Mughal 
et al. 2019). Such social and financial pressure on the family to buy the dowry often means 
that young brothers are forced to leave the school, especially at the secondary school age.

2 � Theoretical considerations

Extant literature has identified several factors associated with school dropouts. Dropping 
out of school is associated with adverse life-long socio-economic and health consequences 
(Heetman et  al. 2015). School dropouts are more likely to indulge in substance use and 
suicidal ideation or get involved in a range of crimes, such as larceny, assault, drug pos-
session, and drug sales compared with their graduate counterparts (Maynard et al. 2015; 
Rud et al. 2018). The high school dropouts are at a greater risk of experiencing adverse 
outcomes, such as being arrested, using illicit drugs, or having poor health by age 27 years 
(Lansford et al. 2016).

Poor mental health is found to be significantly associated with school dropouts (Hjorth 
et al. 2016). Introversion, neuroticism, and poor health are associated with an increased risk 
of dropping out of school (Migali & Zucchelli 2017). Stress is associated with an increase 
in the cases of school dropout, while optimism is considered to reduce the odds of school 
dropout (Eicher et  al. 2014). Intellectual disability and behavioral disorders increase the 
risk of dropping out of school (Rahbari et al. 2014). Children’s working memory, which is 
an essential component of cognitive control, decreases the school dropout (Fitzpatrick et al. 
2015). Early life symptoms of emerging behavioral problems are associated with school 
dropout in later life (Heetman et al. 2015).

Household poverty, child marriage, poor learning environment, and bullying/harassment 
at school increased the odds of school dropout (Prakash et al. 2017). Some other risk fac-
tors were the divorce of parents, uneasy relationships with friends, late school entry, grade 
repetition, and poor academic achievement (No et al. 2016). A study in Norway shows that 
lack of teacher support and perceived sense of loneliness significantly predicted the inten-
tion to leave school (Frostad et al. 2015).

Marijuana use and smoking found to be important risk factors of high school dropouts. 
Poor performance in literacy and numeracy predicts a higher dropout risk (Zuilkowski et al. 
2016). Furthermore, the students who are not obliged to be in formal education, who are male 
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and the students who are living with single parents, are more likely to drop out of the school 
(van der Steeg et al. 2015).

Community-level risk factors, such as intractable family problems, reduced children’s inter-
est in education (Rahbari et al. 2014). A study on primary school dropouts in Kenya showed 
that children were the primary decision-makers regarding their school decisions rather than 
the parents (Zuilkowski et al. 2016). The social practice of hypergamy (making sure that the 
educational level of the groom is at least equal to the education level of the bride) and the 
expectation of dowry payments to the groom increased the likelihood of dropping out of 
school for girls in Pirgonj in Bangladesh (Shahidul 2014).

To the best of our knowledge, the existing literature has not addressed the issue of what 
causes the students to lose interest in studies, which consequently leads them to drop out of 
school. This study has, thus, filled this critical gap in Pakistan’s context by identifying the 
drivers of school dropout and disaggregated this analysis by gender and education levels.

3 � Methods

3.1 � Data

This study used data from the Pakistan Demographic and Health Survey (PDHS) 2017–18. 
PDHS is a nationally representative survey and collected data using a two-stage sampling 
strategy. The first stage stratified the data from four provinces, including Punjab, Sindh, Balo-
chistan, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, in addition to Gilgit-Baltistan, Islamabad Capital Territory, 
Azad Jammu and Kashmir, and FATA. The urban and rural areas divided into smaller units 
called enumeration blocks (EBs). In the second stage, a systematic random sampling tech-
nique used to collect data from the individuals. This study includes all the individuals between 
5 and 24 years of age, who reported "dropped out of school" or "attended school" in the cur-
rent school year. Out of a total sample of 100,868 individuals, 54.1% were ineligible; their age 
being either less than five or greater than 24 years. Around 19.3% were excluded because they 
did not report being enrolled in the current year or have dropped out in the current year. Out 
of the remaining 35,161 respondents, 26,338 (74.9%) were currently enrolled. Out of 8,823 
respondents who dropped out of school, 6,727 (76.2%) dropped out despite being interested in 
the studies, while 2,096 (23.8%) dropped out because of a lack of interest in the studies.

3.2 � Outcome variables

The dependent variable in our logit regression model is "leaving school because of a lack of 
interest". The dependent variable takes the value 1, when an individual drops out of school 
because of lack of interest and 0 otherwise. Since our primary interest lies in identifying the 
factors, which make students, drop out of school because of a lack of interest, it was pos-
sible to test multiple interesting hypotheses. First, we compared the group of students who 
left because of a lack of interest with those students who currently enrolled in the school. The 
outcome variable in this case is:

f(y) =

{
1 If a student drops out of school because of lack of interest

0 If a student is currently enrolled in school
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Secondly, we compared the group of students who left school because of a lack of 
interest with those students who left school despite being interested in their studies. 
The objective of this type of school dropout comparison was to see how different fac-
tors play their role in interrupting the educational careers of the students when the only 
difference in both the groups lies in the nature of the interest in the studies and the 
outcome variable, in this case, is:

Finally, we constructed a multinomial variable where the students who left because 
of a lack of interest and the students who left school despite being interested in studies 
compared with the students who are currently enrolled. The outcome variable is:

Factors associated with dropping out of school may be highly context-specific. For 
example, there is reason to believe that for a patriarchal society like Pakistan (Shahidul 
2014; Yasin & Aslam 2018), the factors that contribute to the students’ dropping out 
might not be the same for boys and girls. Similarly, different factors might contribute 
to the students dropping out of school at different educational levels. Therefore, we 
have done a disaggregated regression analysis by i) gender, and ii) education level of 
the students. We divided the education level into four categories: i) incomplete pri-
mary (1–4 grade); ii) complete primary (5th grade); iii) secondary education (6—10 
grade) and iv) higher education (> 10 grade).

Taking evidence from the relevant literature (Adanikin et al. 2017; Daniels & Adair 
2004; Glynn et al. 2018; Mee et al. 2018; Molla et al. 2015), we included a wide array 
of individual, household, and community-related independent variables (Table 1). 

4 � Results

Table 1 gives the descriptive statistics of the variables used in the study. About 91% 
household have male head and 9% female-headed household in the sample. Of total 
household head whose age is less than 40  years is about 27% and 73% are above 
40 years of age. Furthermore, about 23% household have at least one migrant member 
of the family.

Table 2 tests the strength of the association between predictor variables and the out-
come variable. Except for the ownership of agricultural land, all the variables were 
significantly associated with the outcome variable, including the orphan status of a 
student and the migration of some members of the household. We included agricultural 
land in the regression models because of the theoretical reason that children are often 
removed from school for work on agricultural lands.

f(y) =

{
1 If a student drops out of school because of lack of interest

0 If a student drops out of school despite being interested in studies

f (y) =

⎧
⎪⎨⎪⎩

0 If a student is currently enrolled in the school

1 If a student drops out of school because of lack of interest in studies

2 If a student drops out of school despite being interested in studies
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Table 2   Enrolled vs left school because of lack of interest vs left school despite interested

Enrolled Left because P-value

Not interested Interested

% % %

Education level*
Incomplete primary (n = 10,629) 83.6 5.2 11.2 0.000
Primary (n = 3,258) 40 13.8 46.2
Secondary (n = 10,860) 57 11 32
Higher (n = 4,212) 60.5 3.9 35.6
Total (n = 28,959) 65.3 8.3 26.5
Respondent’s gender
Female (n = 16,381) 68.5 5.2 26.3 0.000
Male (n = 18,780) 73.4 8.5 18.1
Total (n = 35,161) 71.1 6.9 22
Marital status
Never married (n = 12,952) 48.8 13.9 37.3 0.000
Ever married (n = 2,511) 7 13 80.1
Total (n = 15,463) 41.4 13.7 44.9
Head’s age
 < 40 (n = 8,306) 78.9 4 17.1 0.000
40 + (n = 26,855) 68.6 7.9 23.5
Total (n = 35,161) 71.1 6.9 22
Head’s gender
Male (n = 31,225) 71.1 6.8 22.1 0.106
Female (n = 3,936) 70.6 8.3 21
Total (n = 35,161) 71.1 6.9 22
Mother alive
Yes (n = 24,543) 88.3 3.4 8.3 0.000
No (n = 461) 76.2 7.9 15.8
Total (n = 25,004) 88.1 3.5 8.4
Father alive
Yes (n = 23,988) 88.5 3.4 8.1 0.000
No (n = 1,015) 78.3 6.6 15
Total (n = 25,003) 88.1 3.5 8.4
Migrated member
No (n = 26,666) 72.3 6.6 21.1 0.000
Yes (n = 8,495) 66.8 8.1 25.2
Total (n = 35,161) 71.1 6.9 22
Drinking water source
Unprotected (n = 4,351) 77.2 5.2 17.5 0.001
Protected (n = 30,810) 70.6 7.1 22.3
Total (n = 35,161) 71.1 6.9 22
Household wealth index
Poorest (n = 4,917) 72.8 6.8 20.4 0.000
Poorer (n = 7,558) 67.6 8.5 23.9
Middle (n = 7,583) 68 7.9 24.2
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4.1 � Regression analysis

4.1.1 � Logit regression: left because of lack of interest vs. enrolled

Compared to the children who currently enrolled in school, the children who left school 
because of lack of interest were significantly more likely to be at the primary education 
level (vs incomplete primary), lived in households with the head aged above 40 years. Con-
versely, the children belonging to richer or richest households (vs poorest households) and 
the households owning agriculture land, were significantly less likely to drop out of school 
because of lack of interest (Model 1 in Table 3). 

4.1.2 � Logit regression: left because of lack of interest vs. left despite interest

Compared to the children who left school despite being interested, the children who left 
school because of lack of interest were significantly more likely to be male (vs female), and 
significantly less likely to have completed primary level education (vs incomplete primary) 
(Model 2 in Table 3). Apart from the gender and education level, both types of school drop-
outs were statistically no different from each other.

4.1.3 � Multinomial regression: leaving because of no interest vs enrolled

Compared to the currently enrolled, the children who left school due to lack of interest 
were more likely to be in the primary or secondary education level (vs the incomplete pri-
mary), belonged to household where the age of the head was above 40 years (vs less than 

# LI: Left despite being interested in studies; ## LNI: Left school because of lack of interest
*Incomplete primary = 1–4 grade, complete primary = 5th grade, secondary education = 6—10 grade and 
higher education =  > 10 grade

Table 2   (continued)

Enrolled Left because P-value

Not interested Interested

% % %

Richer (n = 7,301) 69.7 7.2 23.2
Richest (n = 7,802) 77.7 4.5 17.8
Total (n = 35,161) 71.1 6.9 22
Owns agriculture land
No (n = 22,788) 71 6.9 22.1 0.951
Yes (n = 12,367) 71.2 7 21.7
Total (n = 35,155) 71.1 7 22
Residence type
Rural (n = 16,891) 70 7.6 22.4 0.034
Urban (n = 18,270) 72.7 6 21.3
Total (n = 35,161) 71.1 6.9 22
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Table 3   Logit and multinomial logit regression results

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Logit Multinomial Logit

LNI## LNI## LNI# LI#

vs. Enrolled vs. LI vs. Enrolled vs. Enrolled

Education Level Ref: Incomplete Primary
Primary 3.898*** 0.695* 3.954*** 5.929***

(9.17) (–2.16) (9.17) (16.15)
Secondary 1.638** 0.959 1.647*** 1.783***

(3.31) (–0.25) (3.36) (5.28)
Higher 0.586 0.418 0.596 1.500

(–0.62) (–1.00) (–0.60) (1.19)
Respondent’s Gender Ref: Female
Male 1.169 2.170*** 1.186 0.530***

(1.14) (5.26) (1.27) (–6.37)
Head’s age Ref: < 40 years
40 +  1.713** 1.286 1.709** 1.333*

(2.98) (1.29) (2.98) (2.37)
Head’s gender Female Ref: Male

1.024 1.116 1.045 0.890
(0.10) (0.46) (0.19) (–0.74)

Mother alive Ref: Yes
No 1.943 1.451 1.947 1.411

(1.90) (0.96) (1.92) (1.46)
Father alive Ref: Yes
No 1.625 0.864 1.684 1.876**

(1.79) (–0.50) (1.95) (3.29)
Migrated member Ref: No
Yes 0.933 0.747 0.928 1.287*

(–0.46) (–1.73) (–0.49) (2.50)
Drinking water source Ref: Unprotected
Protected 1.677 1.080 1.633 1.328

(1.91) (0.30) (1.84) (1.78)
Household wealth index Ref: Poorest
Poorer 1.056 1.422 1.097 0.808

(0.34) (1.73) (0.58) (–1.67)
Middle 0.693 1.328 0.709 0.550***

(–1.97) (1.24) (–1.82) (–4.08)
Richer 0.503*** 1.243 0.521** 0.402***

(–3.42) (0.84) (–3.25) (–5.33)
Richest 0.187*** 1.239 0.191*** 0.147***

(–6.54) (0.70) (–6.47) (–10.93)
Owns agriculture land Ref: No
Yes 0.676** 0.867 0.667** 0.791*

(–2.83) (–0.85) (–2.92) (–2.38)
Residence type Ref: Rural
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40 years), less likely to be a member of the richer and richest wealth-status households (vs 
the poorest household), and with agricultural land ownership (vs households who did not 
own agricultural land) (Model 3 in Table 3).

4.1.4 � Multinomial regression: leaving despite interest vs enrolled

Compared to the children who were currently enrolled, the children who left despite their 
interest in studies were significantly more likely to be at the primary or the secondary level 
(vs incomplete primary education), lived in the households where the head of the house-
hold was above 40 (vs < 40), were those who had lost a father, or lived in the households 
where some family member had migrated for economic reasons. Conversely, the children 
who dropped out of school, despite being interested in the studies, were less likely to be 
male, lived in the middle or higher wealth status households, and owned agricultural land 
(Model 4 in Table 3).

4.2 � Regression analysis disaggregated by gender

4.2.1 � Logit regression: left because of lack of interest vs enrolled

Compared to the female students who were currently enrolled in school, the factors which 
protected the female students from dropping out of school because of lack of interest were 
being enrolled in higher education levels and belonging to the richest households (Model 
1 in Table 4). Conversely, the only factor that protected the male students from dropping 
out of school was their enrolment at the higher educational levels. Interestingly, the higher 
wealth status did not provide any protection against dropping out of school in the case of 
male students (Model 2 in Table 4). 

The risk factors of dropping out of school for the female students were their marriage 
and the migration of some family member. For the male students, the risk factors were 
belonging to the poorer households and having been married. The migration of household 
member increased the risk of dropping out of school only in the case of the female stu-
dents. In contrast, the impact on male students was not statistically significant.

Exponentiated coefficients; t statistics in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
# LI: Left despite being interested in studies; ## LNI: Left school because of lack of interest

Table 3   (continued)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Logit Multinomial Logit

LNI## LNI## LNI# LI#

vs. Enrolled vs. LI vs. Enrolled vs. Enrolled

Urban 1.114 0.991 1.104 1.047

(0.67) (–0.05) (0.60) (0.42)
Observations 13,378 2009 14,808
F 13.63 3.519 18.28
P 1.30e–29 0.00000634 1.49e–60



Leaving studies because of lack of interest: an analysis of the…

1 3

Table 4   Logistic regression disaggregated by gender

Exponentiated coefficients; t statistics in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Female Male Female Male

LNI LNI LNI LNI

vs Enrolled vs Enrolled vs LI vs LI

Education level Ref: Incomplete Primary
Primary 1.690 1.375 0.587** 0.812

(1.52) (1.28) (–2.89) (–1.07)
Secondary 0.112*** 0.230*** 0.495*** 0.809

(–8.89) (–7.07) (–4.40) (–1.28)
Higher 0.0246*** 0.0510*** 0.153*** 0.260***

(–10.53) (–11.28) (–6.51) (–5.99)
Head’s age Ref: < 40 years
40 +  1.505 1.256 1.555* 1.417*

(1.54) (1.46) (2.35) (2.03)
Head’s Gender Ref: Male
Female 1.258 1.366 1.491* 1.285

(1.07) (1.62) (2.01) (1.29)
Migrated member Ref: No
Yes 1.754*** 1.061 1.028 1.075

(3.53) (0.42) (0.18) (0.50)
Drinking water source Ref: Unprotected
Protected 1.712 1.436 0.832 0.932

(1.64) (1.63) (–0.85) (–0.27)
Household wealth index Ref: Poorest
Poorer 1.192 1.841* 1.030 1.581*

(0.55) (2.53) (0.10) (2.11)
Middle 1.011 2.053** 1.206 1.616*

(0.04) (3.13) (0.74) (2.10)
Richer 0.703 1.989** 1.132 1.902**

(–1.24) (2.72) (0.48) (2.72)
Richest 0.523* 1.518 1.306 2.408**

(–2.08) (1.39) (0.92) (3.08)
Residence type Ref: Rural
Urban 1.247 0.774 1.078 0.651*

(1.10) (–1.30) (0.40) (–1.99)
Marital status Ref: Never married
Ever married 11.59*** 5.340*** 0.504*** 0.609**

(9.12) (7.59) (–3.35) (–3.28)
Observations 2821 4340 3271 3220
F 28.11 24.34 5.673 6.890
P 2.47e–48 7.57e–44 1.37e–09 3.96e–12
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4.2.2 � Logit regression: left because of lack of interest vs left despite interest

Compared to the male students who left despite their interest in the studies, the female 
students were less likely to drop out because of lack of interest when they enrolled at 
primary, secondary and higher education level (Model 3 Table 4). In contrast, their male 
counterparts protected against dropping out only when they enrolled at a higher edu-
cation level (Model4 Table 4). Both male and female students were significantly more 
likely to drop out when the head of the household was aged above 40. Only the female 
students were likely to drop out when the head of the household was a female. The 
household wealth status had no significant impact on dropping out of the female stu-
dents. In contrast, an increase in the household wealth monotonically increased the risk 
of male students’ dropping out of school because of lack of interest. Although consider-
ing the wealth as a risk factor might be equivalent to jumping at the conclusion, there 
is reason to believe that the richest households systematically differ from the poorest 
households with regard to the educational experience of the students.

The male students were less likely to drop out of the school in the urban areas, 
whereas the residential status did not have any significant impact on the female students. 
Interestingly, being married served as a protective factor against dropping out of school 
because of a lack of interest in studies for both male and female students.

4.2.3 � Multinomial regression: leaving because of lack of interest vs enrolled

Compared to the female students who were currently enrolled, the female students who 
left school because of lack of interest in their studies were more likely to be living in the 
households where some household member had migrated or when they were married 
(Model 1 in Table 5). However, the male students were more likely to drop out when 
they belonged to the middle and richer income households, or when they were married 
(Model 3 in Table 5).

The factors which protected the female students from dropping out of school were 
enrollment at higher educational levels (the secondary and higher education), and being in 
the richest households (Model 1 in Table 5). The factors that protected the male students 
from dropping out of school were also the enrollment at the higher educational levels (sec-
ondary and higher education) (Model 3 in Table 5).

4.2.4 � Multinomial regression: leaving despite interest vs enrolled

Compared to the female students who were currently enrolled, the female students who 
dropped out despite their interest in their studies were more likely to be enrolled at the 
primary education level and belonged to the households where some family member had 
migrated, had access to the protected water source, and were married (Model 2 Table 6). 
Their male counterparts were more likely to drop out despite their interest in studies, when 
they enrolled at the primary level, or had access to the protected water source or were mar-
ried (Model 4 in Table 6).

The factors that protected the female students from dropping out of school were enrol-
ment at the higher educational levels (secondary and higher education) and living in the 
richest households (Model 2 in Table 6). The factors that protected their male counterparts 
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Table 5   Multinomial logistic regression disaggregated by gender

Exponentiated coefficients; t statistics in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Female Male

LNI LI LNI LI

vs Enrolled vs Enrolled

Education level Ref: Incomplete Primary
Primary 1.780 3.053** 1.363 1.713*

(1.66) (3.31) (1.27) (2.55)
Secondary 0.104*** 0.211*** 0.227*** 0.280***

(–9.30) (–6.12) (–7.21) (–7.62)
Higher 0.0268*** 0.171*** 0.0532*** 0.201***

(–10.95) (–6.88) (–11.43) (–9.07)
Head’s age Ref: < 40 years
40 +  1.371 0.865 1.265 0.909

(1.46) (–0.97) (1.56) (–0.77)
Head’s gender Ref: Male
Female 1.327 0.861 1.211 0.900

(1.43) (–0.98) (1.04) (–0.76)
Migrated member Ref: No
Yes 1.553** 1.491*** 1.136 1.074

(3.03) (4.01) (0.96) (0.72)
Drinking water source Ref: Unprotected
Protected 1.569 1.801** 1.362 1.424*

(1.64) (3.31) (1.40) (2.25)
Household wealth index Ref: Poorest
Poorer 1.173 1.150 2.012** 1.313

(0.50) (0.61) (3.06) (1.56)
Middle 0.940 0.791 2.033*** 1.267

(–0.23) (–0.99) (3.37) (1.44)
Richer 0.715 0.653 1.976** 1.007

(–1.23) (–1.83) (2.93) (0.04)
Richest 0.487* 0.402*** 1.566 0.672*

(–2.42) (–3.84) (1.57) (–2.06)
Residence type Ref: Rural
Urban 1.298 1.191 0.778 1.206

(1.44) (1.57) (–1.25) (1.60)
Marital status Ref: Never married
Ever married 11.98*** 23.32*** 4.824*** 7.783***

(9.62) (17.00) (8.18) (14.44)
Observations 5548 6621
F 28.03 22.10
P 1.06e–74 6.54e–63
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Table 6   Logit model: disaggregated by education level

Exponentiated coefficients; t statistics in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Left: Not Interested vs Enrolled (1) (2) (3) (4)
Incomplete Primary Primary Secondary Higher

Respondent’s gender Ref: Female
Male 0.997 0.758 1.451 1.670

(–0.01) (–1.14) (1.55) (1.83)
Head’s age Ref: < 40 years
40 +  2.124*** 1.984 1.038 0.738

(3.37) (1.87) (0.12) (–0.77)
Head’s gender Ref: Male
Female 0.842 1.844 1.300 1.119

(–0.55) (1.35) (0.81) (0.29)
Mother alive Ref: Yes
No 3.094** 1.685 0.966

(2.61) (1.07) (–0.05)
Father alive Ref: Yes
No 2.406** 0.934 0.952

(2.60) (–0.12) (–0.10)
Migrated member Ref: No
Yes 1.191 0.612 0.821 1.069

(0.79) (–1.42) (–0.74) (0.22)
Drinking water source Ref: Unprotected
Protected 1.177 2.155 2.100 1.538

(0.48) (1.61) (1.78) (0.76)
Household wealth index Ref: Poorest
Poorer 0.822 1.117 2.843* 299.3***

(–0.85) (0.28) (2.11) (5.24)
Middle 0.462** 0.560 2.752* 164.9***

(–2.75) (–1.31) (2.06) (4.73)
Richer 0.517* 0.260* 1.494 219.6***

(–2.38) (–2.35) (0.78) (5.00)
Richest 0.0859*** 0.0408*** 1.433 125.9***

(–5.34) (–5.00) (0.67) (4.40)
Owns agriculture land Ref: No
Yes 0.677 0.702 0.570 0.793

(–1.94) (–1.25) (–1.96) (–0.65)
Residence type Ref: Rural
Urban 1.085 2.035* 0.758 0.791

(0.37) (2.08) (–0.99) (–0.70)
Marital status Ref: Never married
Ever married 10.64** 3.232**

(2.98) (3.26)
Observations 7456 1349 2476 2211
F 6.943 3.413 2.239 4.229
P 3.08e–12 0.0000526 0.00621 0.00000291
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from dropping out of school were enrolment at the secondary and higher education level, 
and belonging to the richest wealth quintile (Model 4 in Table 6).

5 � Regression analysis disaggregated by educational level

5.1 � Logit regression: left because of no interest vs enrolled

Compared to the students who were enrolled, the risk factors of dropping out at the incom-
plete primary level were living in the household where the head of the household was aged 
above 40, being orphaned (both father and mother died), or belonging to the poorest wealth 
quintile (Model 1 in Table 6). Risk factors at the primary level were being in the poorest 
household wealth quintile and living in urban areas (Model 2 in Table 6). Risk factors at 
the secondary level were being in the poorer or middle wealth quintile and being married 
(Model 3 in Table 6). Risk factors at the higher education level were being rich and being 
married (Model 4 in Table 6).

5.2 � Logit regression: left because of lack of interest vs left despite interest

Compared with the students who left the school despite being interested in their studies, 
the students who dropped out because of lack of interest at the pre-primary level were more 
likely to be male (Model 1 in Table 7). The students who dropped out because of lack of 
interest at the primary level were more likely to be male and significantly less likely to drop 
out when some household member had migrated (Model 2 in Table 7). The students who 
dropped out because of lack of interest at the secondary level were more likely to be male, 
or lived in female-headed households, lived in households with middle and higher wealth 
quintiles.

However, they were significantly less likely to drop out when some household member 
had migrated (Model 3 in Table 7). The students who dropped out because of lack of inter-
est at the higher level were more likely to be male, or owned agricultural land, and least 
likely to drop out when they belonged to the poorest households or were married (Model 4 
in Table 7).

5.3 � Multinomial regression: dropping out because of lack of interest vs enrolled

The children most likely to drop out of school because of lack of interest at the pre-primary 
level were those living in the households where head of the household was above 40, were 
orphaned (both father and mother died) or belonged to the poorest wealth quintile (Model 
1 in Table 8). The children most likely to drop out of school because of lack of interest at 
the primary level were those who lived in the poorest wealth quintile (Model 3 in Table 8), 
at the secondary level were those who were married or lived in the poorer or middle wealth 
quintiles (Model 5 in Table 8), at the higher level were those who lived in female-headed 
households, were married (Model 7 in Table 8). The children who belonged to the poorest 
households were least likely to drop out of school due to a lack of interest in studies. In 
multinomial regression compared to the children who were currently enrolled, the children 
who were significantly more likely to drop out of school, despite their interest in the studies 
were the ones, who were female, lived in the households with head of the household above 
40, were orphaned (both mother and father passed away), lived in the poorest households, 
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Table 7   Logit model: disaggregated by education level

Exponentiated coefficients; t statistics in parentheses. * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Left: not interested vs interested (1) (2) (3) (4)
Incomplete Primary Primary Secondary Higher

Respondent’s gender Ref: Female
Male 1.608* 1.883* 3.685*** 2.631***

(2.16) (2.48) (3.96) (3.53)
Head’s age Ref: < 40 years
40 +  1.392 1.493 1.075 0.650

(1.32) (0.98) (0.19) (–1.14)
Head’s gender Ref: Male
Female 0.531 2.038 2.900* 1.568

(–1.57) (1.51) (2.47) (1.29)
Mother alive Ref: Yes
No 1.788 1.117 2.015

(1.17) (0.22) (1.16)
Father alive Ref: Yes
No 1.349 0.678 0.432

(0.64) (–0.69) (–1.63)
Migrated member Ref: No
Yes 1.387 0.463* 0.425** 0.911

(1.27) (–2.24) (–2.92) (–0.29)
Drinking water source Ref: Unprotected
Protected 0.768 1.091 1.208 1.184

(–0.75) (0.16) (0.36) (0.26)
Household wealth index Ref: Poorest
Poorer 1.090 2.072 2.643 246.8***

(0.27) (1.62) (1.77) (4.98)
Middle 0.874 1.156 6.119** 212.2***

(–0.39) (0.29) (3.26) (4.71)
Richer 1.455 1.032 3.249* 334.5***

(0.96) (0.06) (2.09) (5.20)
Richest 0.573 0.294 8.807*** 210.5***

(–1.08) (–1.76) (3.55) (4.63)
Owns agriculture land Ref: No
Yes 0.913 0.777 0.994 1.144

(–0.38) (–0.82) (–0.02) (0.39)
Residence type Ref: Rural
Urban 0.998 1.478 0.714 0.801

(–0.01) (1.04) (–1.13) (–0.61)
Marital status Ref: Never married
Ever married 0.827 0.387*

(–0.28) (–2.50)
Observations 794 566 524 1200
F 1.211 2.208 3.280 5.075
P 0.270 0.00988 0.0000847 8.77e–08



Leaving studies because of lack of interest: an analysis of the…

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
8  

M
ul

tin
om

ia
l l

og
it:

 d
is

ag
gr

eg
at

ed
 b

y 
ed

uc
at

io
n

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

(8
)

In
co

m
pl

et
e 

Pr
im

ar
y

Pr
im

ar
y

Se
co

nd
ar

y
H

ig
he

r

LN
I#  v

s E
nr

ol
le

d
LI

##
LN

I
LI

 v
s E

nr
ol

le
d

LN
I v

s E
nr

ol
le

d
LI

LN
I v

s E
nr

ol
le

d
LI

R
es

po
nd

en
t’s

 g
en

de
r

Re
fe

re
nc

e 
C

at
eg

or
y:

 F
em

al
e

M
al

e
0.

99
6

0.
62

5**
*

0.
81

9
0.

45
9**

*
1.

52
5

0.
42

8**
*

1.
80

0*
0.

70
4**

(-
0.

02
)

(-
3.

39
)

(-
0.

88
)

(-
3.

98
)

(1
.7

0)
(-

5.
17

)
(2

.1
0)

(-
3.

17
)

H
ea

d’
s a

ge
Re

f: 
<

 40
 y

ea
rs

40
 +

 
2.

12
1**

*
1.

53
6*

1.
91

9
1.

26
5

1.
00

4
0.

99
3

0.
73

4
1.

05
7

(3
.3

6)
(2

.5
2)

(1
.7

6)
(1

.0
8)

(0
.0

1)
(-

0.
03

)
(-

0.
76

)
(0

.2
9)

H
ea

d’
s g

en
de

r
Re

f: 
M

al
e

Fe
m

al
e

0.
84

1
1.

54
5

1.
85

0
0.

78
7

1.
34

7
0.

55
5*

1.
10

9
0.

71
0*

(-
0.

55
)

(1
.6

9)
(1

.4
5)

(-
0.

82
)

(0
.9

3)
(-

2.
24

)
(0

.2
7)

(-
2.

05
)

M
ot

he
r 

al
iv

e
Re

f: 
Ye

s
N

o
3.

19
1**

1.
97

7*
1.

85
3

1.
82

0
0.

95
2

0.
53

6
(2

.7
4)

(2
.1

7)
(1

.1
9)

(1
.5

2)
(-

0.
08

)
(-

1.
31

)
Fa

th
er

 a
liv

e
Re

f: 
Ye

s
N

o
2.

52
8**

2.
06

5*
1.

06
0

1.
61

5
0.

95
8

1.
49

7
(2

.7
2)

(2
.2

8)
(0

.1
1)

(1
.3

4)
(-

0.
09

)
(1

.3
5)

M
ig

ra
te

d 
m

em
be

r
Re

f: 
N

o
Ye

s
1.

18
9

0.
86

4
0.

62
3

1.
39

9
0.

83
5

1.
80

2**
1.

08
1

1.
18

6
(0

.7
8)

(-
0.

90
)

(-
1.

41
)

(1
.8

6)
(-

0.
68

)
(3

.1
1)

(0
.2

6)
(1

.2
0)

D
ri

nk
in

g 
w

at
er

 so
ur

ce
Re

f: 
U

np
ro

te
ct

ed
Pr

ot
ec

te
d

1.
15

0
1.

33
1

2.
13

0
1.

71
5

2.
22

9
1.

22
2

1.
42

1
1.

35
6

(0
.4

1)
(1

.3
6)

(1
.6

2)
(1

.6
6)

(1
.8

2)
(0

.7
2)

(0
.6

0)
(1

.4
4)

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 w

ea
lth

 in
de

x
Re

f: 
Po

or
es

t
Po

or
er

0.
83

7
0.

82
3

1.
15

4
0.

57
2*

3.
04

1*
1.

46
1

26
6.

0**
*

1.
05

1
(-

0.
78

)
(-

1.
09

)
(0

.3
5)

(-
2.

50
)

(2
.3

1)
(1

.2
1)

(5
.1

7)
(0

.1
3)



	 R. Amir‑ud‑Din et al.

1 3

Ex
po

ne
nt

ia
te

d 
co

effi
ci

en
ts

; t
 st

at
ist

ic
s 

in
 p

ar
en

th
es

es
. *

 p
 <

 0.
05

, *
* 

p <
 0.

01
, *

**
 p

 <
 0.

00
1.

 #
 L

N
I: 

Le
ft 

sc
ho

ol
 b

ec
au

se
 o

f l
ac

k 
of

 in
te

re
st

; #
#L

I: 
Le

ft 
de

sp
ite

 b
ei

ng
 in

te
re

ste
d 

in
 st

ud
ie

s

Ta
bl

e 
8  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

(8
)

In
co

m
pl

et
e 

Pr
im

ar
y

Pr
im

ar
y

Se
co

nd
ar

y
H

ig
he

r

LN
I#  v

s E
nr

ol
le

d
LI

##
LN

I
LI

 v
s E

nr
ol

le
d

LN
I v

s E
nr

ol
le

d
LI

LN
I v

s E
nr

ol
le

d
LI

M
id

dl
e

0.
46

8**
0.

55
3**

0.
59

6
0.

49
9**

2.
79

9*
0.

61
4

15
9.

9**
*

0.
75

5

(-
2.

70
)

(-
2.

59
)

(-
1.

17
)

(-
2.

87
)

(2
.1

4)
(-

1.
71

)
(4

.7
3)

(-
0.

62
)

R
ic

he
r

0.
52

7*
0.

38
7**

*
0.

29
0*

0.
25

1**
*

1.
56

2
0.

63
9

21
8.

4**
*

0.
72

7
(-

2.
31

)
(-

3.
44

)
(-

2.
28

)
(-

4.
93

)
(0

.8
8)

(-
1.

45
)

(5
.0

2)
(-

0.
74

)
R

ic
he

st
0.

08
70

**
*

0.
16

0**
*

0.
04

39
**

*
0.

11
9**

*
1.

44
2

0.
21

5**
*

11
9.

6**
*

0.
61

7
(-

5.
30

)
(-

5.
73

)
(-

5.
00

)
(-

6.
50

)
(0

.6
9)

(-
4.

58
)

(4
.3

6)
(-

1.
13

)
O

w
ns

 la
nd

Re
f: 

N
o

Ye
s

0.
67

9
0.

74
2*

0.
73

2
0.

97
5

0.
60

6
0.

76
8

0.
79

2
0.

69
7*

(-
1.

93
)

(-
2.

02
)

(-
1.

10
)

(-
0.

14
)

(-
1.

81
)

(-
1.

42
)

(-
0.

67
)

(-
2.

45
)

R
es

id
en

ce
 ty

pe
Re

f: 
Ru

ra
l

U
rb

an
1.

08
4

0.
96

3
1.

95
4

1.
23

5
0.

78
0

1.
01

9
0.

76
5

0.
99

7
(0

.3
6)

(-
0.

19
)

(1
.9

5)
(0

.9
4)

(-
0.

88
)

(0
.1

0)
(-

0.
78

)
(-

0.
02

)
C

ur
re

nt
 m

ar
ita

l s
ta

tu
s

Re
f: 

Ne
ve

r M
ar

ri
ed

Ev
er

 m
ar

rie
d

12
.9

7**
*

17
.6

3**
*

3.
48

3**
*

9.
44

2**
*

(3
.5

4)
(5

.9
4)

(3
.4

0)
(1

2.
67

)
O

bs
er

va
tio

ns
79

91
17

79
28

52
32

90
F

8.
14

7
4.

11
2

6.
10

7
11

.5
0

p
3.

03
e-

24
3.

54
e-

10
4.

50
e-

18
2.

97
e-

32



Leaving studies because of lack of interest: an analysis of the…

1 3

or when they did not own the agriculture land (Model 2 in Table 8). At the primary level 
were female, or were in the poorest wealth quintile (Model 4 in Table 8), at the second-
ary level were those who were female, or when some household member had migrated, or 
when they lived in the poorest wealth quintile or they were married (Model 6 in Table 8) 
and at the higher level were female, or who lived in female-headed households, or did not 
own agricultural land, or were married (Model 8 in Table 8).

6 � Discussion

The results suggest that the students more likely to drop out of school because of lack of 
interest when they enrolled in lower educational levels (pre-primary and primary), when 
they lost one or both of their parents, lived in the urban areas, got married, or lived in 
households where the head of the household was above 40, or in the female-headed house-
holds. The students were less likely to drop out of school because of a lack of interest when 
they owned agricultural land. Reasons such as the impact of wealth status and the gender 
of the student, and the migration of a family member, however, context-specific.

The male and female students dropping out of school because of lack of interest dif-
fered with respect to their household wealth status, the migration of a household mem-
ber, the gender of the household head, and the rural–urban residential status. Similarly, the 
students at different educational levels significantly differed with respect to the age of the 
head of the household, wealth status, rural–urban residential status, and whether the stu-
dents orphaned or not.

Age is an important predictor of dropping out of school, especially when the head of the 
household was above 40 years. One straightforward explanation of this link is that when 
the household head is old (which is mostly the father in Pakistan), the index child, that 
is, the child dropping out of school must be younger. It has been widely observed that 
individuals are more ambitious and more engaged in the academic life of their first-born 
children because they are young at that time. As they grow old, their passion for education 
of the younger children subsides. Edwards and Alldred (2000) have provided an excellent 
summary of the extent of parental involvement, and the reasons thereof, in the children’s 
academic lives. Change in the level of parental engagement with children’s education over 
time may not directly relate with the enrolment of the students but may be reflected in less 
interest in the homework of the children or less engagement with the teachers of the chil-
dren (Renkl 2002). Even if it is perfectly plausible to think that children’s education is an 
investment, the practice may go against this type of “rational” thinking. In Pakistan, many 
poor people get their children off school because the young children’s contribution to fam-
ily income is the more urgent concern of the parents rather than the long-term economic 
returns from higher education.

The ownership of agricultural land is a protective factor against children’s dropping out 
of school. This finding runs counter to the famous "wealth paradox of child farm labor" in 
which the children from land-rich households are more likely to be at work than in school 
(Bhalotra & Heady 2003). Even if the children at the elementary educational levels in our 
sample are not expected to cultivate the land themselves, the significance of the ownership 
of agricultural land lies in the fact that the children, who own agricultural land, belong to 
the wealthier households where proprietary rights are secure. It is reasonable to assume 
that the ownership of some types of assets, such as livestock (oxen and cattle) is labor-
saving (Shumetie & Mamo 2019), and so is the ownership of agricultural land when it is 
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leased out or some share-crop arrangement is put in place. Therefore, the protective role of 
ownership of agricultural land is plausible.

While it is intuitive to expect that higher wealth status is a protective factor against 
dropping out of school, and lower wealth status is the risk factor of dropping out of school, 
the counter situation is also probable. In Pakistan, the business families of the urban areas 
often get their children away from the school at a relatively younger age and launch them in 
their businesses as the apprentice.

Dana et al. (2020) provided an excellent case study of the Memons, a frontline business 
family of Pakistan, whose entrepreneurially oriented community structure largely charac-
terizes the educational priorities of other business families in Pakistan. It was found that, 
contrary to the preferences of the majority of educated youth, Memons looked unfavorable 
at the government jobs and preferred launching their own business. A study in Pakistan 
found that nearly three-fourths of the children intended to launch their own business rather 
than pursue a paid job (Faisal et al. 2019). This could be the reason why children belonging 
to richer homes are more likely to drop out of school. One natural corollary of the educa-
tional priorities of the business communities, backed by a significant amount of anecdotal 
evidence, is that the business community puts their daughters in the educational institu-
tions for longer years to find a better match in the labor market. In the rural areas, higher 
wealth status may guarantee minimum capital to launch some small to medium level busi-
ness, especially in livestock or dairy farming.

On the other hand, poor children are made to realize that their only chance of breaking 
out of the vicious cycle of poverty is education (Ladd 2012). This understanding is consist-
ent with our findings that the poorest children are least likely to drop out of school because 
of a lack of interest. One additional possibility is that the poor children have a very clear 
understanding that they would be forced into labor on the farm once they leave school, 
which is often a more challenging alternative in terms of its physical demand (O’Neill 
2014). Public education at the school level is highly subsidized and relatively inexpensive. 
Therefore, the opportunity costs of staying in the school for poor children may not be very 
high. The poor parents thus encourage their children to stay at school in hopes of a better 
future.

The poor people justify the discontinuation of the education of young children because 
jobs are hard to come by, especially with low levels of education (Edwards & Alldred 
2000). Poor people cannot afford expensive higher education in college and universities. 
Some evidence also suggests that the economic returns from a marginal increase in the 
educational years are higher at the higher educational levels and is insignificant at the 
lower educational levels (Dickson & Harmon 2011).

The family structure of Pakistan presupposes that the marital expenses of the girls have 
to be borne out by the girl’s family. Dowry is a traditional custom in Pakistan and puts 
enormous pressure on the economy of poor households (Makino 2019). Male children rou-
tinely drop out of school to contribute to the family finances to arrange marriages of the 
girls (Ali et  al. 2013). For the cases where adults have migrated to other countries, the 
male children often face the axe in the school (Arif & Chaudhry 2015). In Pakistan, men 
are expected to manage farming activities. If the family elders are not at home or cannot 
manage farming because of some health or other reasons, it is the male students who have 
to leave school.

Different factors play their role in causing students to drop out of schools at different 
educational levels. For the elementary levels, dropping out of school could result from the 
failure on the part of parents to realize the significance of education for the children’s life-
long careers. The poor parents often argue that the chances of their children’s getting a 
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government job are minimal. Thus, they think they should not waste time on education 
when young children can learn valuable life-skills through apprenticeship and increase 
family income. A study found that poor quality education is a poverty trap with adverse 
lifelong socio-economic consequences for the student (van der Berg et al. 2011).

Generally, the students at the higher levels drop out of school to fill the gap left by 
unfavorable circumstances (Hussain & Saud 2017). The girls may drop out of school at the 
elementary levels because the parents are not entirely convinced of the significance of edu-
cation for the girls. But for the higher levels, the girls may drop out because of marriage or 
to protect family honor in case of harassment (Bhanbhro et al. 2013; Makino 2019).

The regression analysis disaggregated by gender gave a counter-intuitive result that the 
migration of a family member was a risk factor for female students, but had an insignificant 
impact on dropping out of school by the male students. Most of the migrants in Pakistan 
are males. If some male family member migrates, it is expected that only an adult male 
family member may take care of the responsibilities outside the household. As the students 
in their educational life are relatively younger, they may not be tasked with the responsi-
bilities that only grown-up family members can take care of.

A study found that Pakistan’s urbanization was messy and hidden (Qadeer, 2000). Low-
density neighborhoods continuously sprawl, and cities grow out of administrative bounda-
ries to include "ruralopilises". Pakistan is ranked eighth among the ten countries that hold 
60 per cent of the global share of substandard housing. The quality of life in the squalid 
ghettos of the large cities is much poorer than in the less developed rural areas. The intra-
household social bonds are weakening. With the controlling mechanism in the family sig-
nificantly watered down, the students are justifiably more likely to drop out of school than 
the rural students.

It is quite evident that marriage is a risk factor for dropping out of school. It is gener-
ally the female students who are forced into child marriage. Given the patriarchal values of 
Pakistani society, it is challenging for the married women to continue their education.

Once a woman becomes a mother, it becomes very challenging to balance household 
responsibilities and studies. Boys are less likely to force into child marriage. However, the 
boys who marry during their education are the ones who generally belong to poor house-
holds and are, therefore, expected to be under the economic compulsions to drop out of 
school. In a nutshell, the reason behind the male students dropping out because of marriage 
is related to the economic exigencies. In contrast, female students drop out because they 
have to stick to the patriarchal social norms in most cases. Children living in households 
headed by women are more likely to drop out. The female heads cannot interact with the 
teachers and school the way a male head of the household can do.

7 � Conclusion

This study explored the factors associated with students dropping out of school because of 
the lack of interest in studies. We found that the students were more likely to drop out of 
school because of lack of interest when they were enrolled in the lower educational levels 
(pre-primary and primary), were orphaned (lost one or both of their parents), lived in the 
urban areas, got married, lived in the households where the head of the household was 
above 40 years, or lived in the female-headed households. Alternatively, students were less 
likely to drop out of school because of a lack of interest when they owned agricultural 
land. However, the impact of wealth status, the gender of the student and the migration 
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of a family member were context-specific. The male and female students dropping out of 
school because of a lack of interest differed with respect to their household wealth sta-
tus, the migration of a household member, gender of the household head, and rural–urban 
residential status. This study has important policy implications. Lack of interest in stud-
ies does not occur in a vacuum, and many identifiable factors can be controlled to reduce 
dropout rates. Given the higher likelihood that students drop out more frequently at the 
lower educational levels and in urban areas, specific policies may be tailored to reduce 
school dropout rates at the primary level, such as increased monitoring through linkages 
with the communities in the urban areas. In rural areas, closer social bonds define inter-
personal relations. In the urban areas, the increasing trend of nuclear and atomistic family 
structures does not allow the same level of social control to bring school dropouts back to 
school. So innovative measures are required to reduce school dropout rates. Female mem-
bers generally head the family only when the male members die, migrate, or otherwise do 
not fulfil their expected social role. Therefore, public policies need to prioritize the needs 
of such families with a focus on the continuation of education of young children. The same 
argument can be made about the families where children are orphaned. Given the vital link 
between marriage and school dropouts, discouraging child marriages may be an important 
policy measure to reduce school dropouts.
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