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Abstract

Education is key to developing human capital and a country’s growth. Dropping out of school
is a serious problem, affecting both the economy and the individual’s quality of life. Even
though there are many policies and programs to make education easier to access, financial
constraints and family issues still create major barriers. Single parenthood is a potentially
important factor affecting dropout among adolescents. Time and financial constraints may
limit single parents’ ability to support their child education. In addition, children of single
parents may face emotional and psychological challenges affecting their studies. Moreover,
the trend of single parenthood in Thailand has been continuously increasing in recent years.
This study explores factors affecting the dropout rate among Thai youth aged 15-19. Using
data from Labor Force Survey Thailand 3rd quarter 2022, this study uses the OLS model and
Probit to examine the relationship between single parenthood and children’s school
enrollment. The findings show that single mothers do not have a significant impact on the
dropout rate, whereas single fathers are associated with a higher dropout rate after controlling
for family income, work status in adolescents, and a host of potentially relevant demographic
factors. Finding that children from single-father families have higher school dropout rates
than those from single-mother or two-parent families. Policies should focus on addressing
root causes, such as inconsistent parental involvement and financial difficulties, with
interventions like learning centers for single fathers and tax deductions for education
expenses. Further research to understand single parenthood and its impact on education.
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Introduction

Education is not only a tool for developing the skills and knowledge needed to enter the labor
market, but it is essential for improving overall quality of life (Sarker et al., 2019). High-
quality education enables individuals to secure stable employment and earn higher incomes,
contributing to both economic and social development through the strengthening of human
capital (Hanushek & Wo6Rmann, 2010). In Thailand, for instance, show estimated returns on
education of 13.5% for primary, 13.4% for lower secondary, 10.6% for upper secondary, and
23.1% for higher education in 2002 (Colclough et al., 2010). Since the early 21st century,
rapid global changes especially digital transformation in daily life have increased the need for
specialized work skills. Thus, education systems have had to continuously evolve and adapt
their curricula to meet the shifting demands of human capital in an increasingly competitive
world. However, despite these advantages and skills that enhance human capital, many
adolescents still face barriers that lead them to drop out of school. This study, therefore, aims
to explore the factors contributing to school dropout.

School dropout refers to students leaving school without graduating, and it affects millions of
children worldwide. In Thailand specifically, 238,707 children have dropped out, with those
from low-income groups being at higher risk. This widespread issue need for effective
solutions to ensure all children receive an education. Although some government policies
have shown positive results in reducing school dropout rates, many others have failed to
achieve their objectives (Tharmmapornphilas, 2013). Thus, adopting appropriate policies can
benefit children at risk of dropping out and using government resources efficiently.

Ministry Of Education (2010) in Thailand’s has launched “15 Years of Free Education with
Quality” campaign aimed to provide free education up to the 12th grade for all children,
supported by educational equipment. While this policy successfully increased enrollment
rates at the basic level, many students still dropped out after the 12th grade due to financial
constraints. Subsequently, the COVID-19 pandemic further exposed existing educational
inequalities, as vulnerable households struggled with online learning, leading to additional
dropouts. In response, UNICEF Thailand revived the “Education for All” program and
launched to promote school re-enrollment. Office of the Permanent Secretary, Ministry of
Education (2022) launched “Pha Nong Klub Ma Rean” aimed to bring all out of school
children back. The government expected positive outcomes based on research by Dessy et al.
(2023) found that free and compulsory education can reduce the negative impact of income
shocks on school attendance, as demonstrated in Nigeria. However, these initiatives faced
significant barriers, especially financial ones, resulting in lower-than-expected outcomes.
These results suggest that financial support alone may not be sufficient to bring children back
to school. As Pratibha et al. (2014) concluded, additional factors, such as overall financial
stability of families, are also critical for academic success.

Family is the most influential agent among the different social factors that significantly
influences the growth and development of any child (Pratibha et al., 2014). While income
constraints are often a primary factor leading to school dropout, other family characteristics
also play a substantial role. These include household income, number of siblings, single
parent status, and various forms of family structural gaps factors that are frequently
overlooked in educational policy discussions. Thus, exploring family structure becomes a
compelling dimension of educational research.



Characteristics of single-parent families have been linked to child development, and lead to
dropout as family size and parental marital status affect children's emotional and intellectual
development (Egunsola, 2014; Falana et al., 2012). However, the impact of single-parent
families on children remains a subject of debate. For example, Amato et al. (2015) show
single mothers’ education improves children’'s math scores, while Gupta and Kashyap (2020)
associate single-parent households with higher dropout rates. In Thailand, single-parent
households made up 10.6% of all households in 2020, may rise to 11.2% by 2040 (Bhubate
Samutachak, J. R. S. C. K. T. P. N. S. S, 2022). This research aims to examine how single-
parent families affect child educational attainment in Thailand to reduce school dropout
among children from single-parent families and to enhance the educational opportunities or
capabilities of youth for entry into the labor market.

This study examines factors influencing school dropout among adolescents aged 15-19,
focusing on the role of single parenthood and economic causes in dropout rates. It highlights
the need to explore this issue in Thailand, where single-parent families are rising, considering
varying cultural beliefs and social support that impact education outcomes.

The increasing prevalence of single-parent families in Thailand necessitates examining their
impact on child academic and dropout rates within the country's unique context. Azumah et
al. (2018) explore family structure indicated no significant effects on academic performance
of children but parental involvement significant difference in children's academic
performance. However, recent technological advances and evolving social values promoting
equal access to education have created new opportunities for children from all family
structures to learn independently. Therefore, this study aims to determine whether single-
parent families influence educational attrition in Thailand.

Research Question
* Does single parenthood of parents affect adolescents’ school dropout.
Expected Outcome

* Recognize the importance of education children and find ways to reduce children's
attrition from education.

* Make families and children aware of problems and be able to deal with it in time.

* Provide policy recommendations and support.

Literature Reviews

Family structure is recognized as a significant factor influencing children's behavior,
emotions, and educational outcomes. This study aims to identify the factors contributing to
educational attrition, with a particular focus on single-parent families in Thailand.

Dropout

School dropout is defined in various ways, including children not enrolling in school (Polat,
2014), leaving before completing compulsory education (Mpourgos et al., 2020), or exiting
the education system without obtaining a minimum diploma (De Witte et al., 2013).Despite
these differing definitions, school dropout consistently has negative consequences for the
education system, individuals, and society as a whole (Boyaci, A., 2019). Lawrence and



Adebowale (2022) found school dropout occurs for many reasons; however, this study
focuses specifically on students who leave school before completing secondary education.
Furthermore, this study examines the influence of single parenthood and demographic factors
on dropout rates.

Family Variables Can in Particular in Family Structure

Family structure significantly influences dropout rates (Rumberger et al., 1990). Single-
parent families typically face economic and time constraints that impede children's academic
success, unlike two-parent households that provide greater stability and support. Family
dynamics, including parental involvement and family size, further affect dropout risk, with
larger families often providing less individual attention. Effects on children in single-parent
households extend beyond economics include behavioral problems, such as school
disengagement and increased dropout likelihood (McNeal, 1999). Parental divorce or
separation during high school can lead to more significant behavioral issues and heightened
risks of early sexual activity, teen pregnancy, and substance abuse (Bago, B. A., 2022; Song
et al., 2012; Usakli, Hakan., 2018). Understanding family structure whether nuclear or single-
parent is crucial, as it continuously influences children's educational and career outcome
while significantly impacting high school dropout rates (Biblarz & Raftery, 1999; Lawrence
& Adebowale, 2022) and negatively affecting children's economic and social outcomes
(Erola et al., 2016).

Single Parenthoods and School Dropout

Despite challenges, research reveals several advantages in single-parent families. Sangeet and
Singh (2022) found that children from single-mother households often develop increased
responsibility and improved decision-making skills. Similarly, Golombok et al. (2016)
documented reduced mother and child conflict compared to two-parent families. Park (2007)
found that children from single-parent families in Indonesia and Thailand outperform their
peers in intact families. But negative effect of single parenthood remains to child outcome.
Examining both advantages and disadvantages provides critical insights into the mechanisms
influencing children's development, thereby informing effective support strategies for single-
parent families.

The impact of divorce or separation varies by which parent the child lives with. In Japan,
children in single-mother households face financial strain, while child with single fathers may
lack emotional support due to limited parenting experience (Nonoyama-Tarumi, 2017). The
absence of either parent can disrupt children's emotional and academic development (Coles,
2015; Haritha, Y. D., & Bilquis, 2022).

Family Background, Demographic Variables, and School Dropout

Household income significantly influences child education outcomes. Low-income families
struggle with educational expenses, resulting in lower academic achievement and higher
dropout rates (Acemoglu & Pischke, 2001; Bainbridge et al., 2005), particularly in resource
limited rural areas (Gupta & Kashyap, 2020 ; Yi et al., 2015). Financial hardship negatively
impacts both quality of life and children's attitudes toward education (Kearney & Levine,
2016; Maina et al., 2021). However, Blau (1999) suggests that family background factors
including parental education and number of siblings play a more crucial role in child
development than financial status alone. Szekely and Adelman (2016) note strategic policy



interventions at school and community levels more sense than individuallevel programs and
mitigate these socioeconomic impacts on educational outcomes.

Larger families often face increased financial strain and resource allocation challenges,
potentially impacting educational outcomes (Black et al., 2005). In addition, birth order also
plays a role, with later-born children potentially experiencing less educational support in low-
low parental education (Karwath et al., 2014). Furthermore, parental education levels
significantly correlate with children's cognitive development (Noble et al., 2015). Low
parental education can contribute to higher dropout rates, highlighting the interconnectedness
of socioeconomic factors and educational attainment (Aina et al., 2022; Chenge et al., 2017).
While these family factors are important, geographical factors also play a role, as the
influence of urban and rural areas on dropout rates continues to be debated (Farah &
Upadhyay, 2017; Jordan et al., 2011). Beyond family-related and geographical factors, it is
also crucial to study and control for the individual characteristics of the child, as these
personal attributes may directly influence decisions to continue education or drop out of
school.

Child Labor

Previous studies show that a main reason children drop out of school is working while
studying (Hovdhaugen, 2013) , as financial problems force them to balance both activities
simultaneously. Dupéré et al. (2015) proposed precipitating factors that occur in the short
period before the decision to drop out of school, such as new job opportunities, may play an
important role in pushing students to drop out of school. While Edmonds and Theoharides
(2021) and Mussida et al., (2019) identified child employment as a significant barrier to
economic growth. McNeal (1997) show the relationship between work and dropout rates is
significant, with both job types and working hours strongly influencing students' likelihood
of dropping out. Hamenoo et al. (2018) in-depth interviews with children working on
highways reveal that poverty and lack of parental care drive them to work, negatively
impacting their health and education. Patrinos and Psacharopoulos (1997) noted that although
work can harm education, without employment many children might not attend school at all,
as economic constraints require income for educational supplies.

Gender

Barriers to education and factors leading to early school dropout are significant concerns.
Gender differences in victimization and problematic behaviors also influence high school
graduation rates (Tan et al., 2017). Although most dropouts are from behavior, when child
separate the groups by gender, they find that the reasons for leaving school differ between
males and females as Tabassum, N., & Tabassum, H. (2022) found females drop out more
than males because of insecurity or harassment they face in both school and way to school.
Rafique and Ahmed (2019) found that boys have a frequency of dropping out more than girls
because they are more punished than girls’ social pressure and norms reflect different gender
perspectives. Study (Buchmann et al.,, 2008; Ovejas, 2024) explore female has fewer
dropouts than males due to various factors such as social influences, the higher perceived
value of education and they believe graduating and having a degree will make them get a
better job higher salary and inequality of gender led to employment-related interests
associated with education (Kane, 1995).



Age

Many studies, such as Cardoso and Verner (2006) and Boyaci, A., (2019) shows age
positively correlates with dropout rates. Older adolescents have higher dropout risks as they
become more attracted to non-educational activities that seem more relevant or engaging to
their interests. While government policies aimed at reducing tuition and fees for junior high
school students may be necessary, they are insufficient to fully address the dropout issue(Yi
et al., 2012) . Therefore, this study incorporates age as a key variable in modeling school
dropout trends in Thailand.

Methodology

To answer the research question, this study compares dropout rates across three family
structures: both-parent, single-mother, and single-father households (micro families). A
higher dropout rate indicates a greater impact of family structure on education. The findings
highlight the significant link between family structure and dropout rates.

Data Collection

This study uses data from Thailand's 2022 Q3 Labor Force Survey (LFS) (National Statistical
Office of Thailand, 2022), covering private and group households nationwide, excluding
foreign households. Data were collected through interviews using structured questionnaires
on demographics, education, employment, and income. The survey applied a Rotation
Sampling method (4 groups, 2-2-2 pattern) and three-stage weighting: design weight, non-
response adjustment, and post-stratification aligned with ILO and UN standards (minimum
working age: 15 years).

Data Used

The study controls for confounding factors using key demographics (age, gender, region,
area) and focuses on employment status and single parenthood as primary explanatory
variables, based on their expected impact on school dropout rates.

Limitations

The study focuses on nuclear family structures as two-parent, single-mother, and single-
father households to enable a direct comparison of their impact on educational outcomes.
extended families, though common in Thailand, are excluded to maintain analytical clarity.
This limitation acknowledges that other family structures may also affect school dropout
rates.

Population

The study focuses on nuclear family structures two-parent, single-mother, and single-father
households to enable a direct comparison of their impact on educational outcomes. Extended
families, though common in Thailand, are excluded to maintain analytical clarity. This
limitation acknowledges that other family structures may also affect school dropout rates.



Samples

This study narrowed the sample down to the children who live in 1 of 3 family structures
including:

* Children who stay with both parent

* Children who stay with single mother households

*  Children who stay with single father households

The sample group among 15-19-year-olds includes 6,019 samples who live in 1 of 3 family
structures from 13,447 observations. Children living with both parents serve as the reference
group to identify differences between children who stay with single mothers and those who
stay with single fathers when incorporating independent variables into the equation.

Measurement
Dependent Variable

Dropout. Dropping out was categorized under explanatory characteristics and divided into
two main sections: Dropout = 1 refers to youth who drop out of school and Dropout = 0
refers to youth who study and serve as reference.

Explaintionary Variables

Single Parents. Single parenthood was analyzed by categorizing adolescents into two groups:
those living with a single mother (momonly) and those living with a single father (dadonly).
These two groups were compared to children living with both parents, with the latter group
serving as the reference. Two dummy variables, momonly and dadonly, were used to analyze
the impact of single parenthood.
*  Momonly =1 to control adolescents who stay with single mothers and 0 is otherwise.
* Dadonly = 1 to control adolescents who stay with single fathers and 0 is otherwise.

Work. The working was categorized under explanatory characteristics and divided into two
main sections: part-time work is adolescents who work no more than 4 hours per day or 36
hours per week and Full-time work is adolescents who work more than 4 hours per day or 36
hours. By using an unemployed group as a reference group.
» Part-time work is 1 to control the working in adolescents no more than 36 hours and 0
is otherwise.
*  Full-time work is 1 to control the working in adolescents and more than 36 hours and
0 is otherwise.

Control Variable
Age (Age) refers to a range of age groups with youth between 15-19 years old.

Male (Gender) refers to the number of males in the group receiving value 1 and used Female
as reference.

Reg (Region) Region refers to one of five regions in Thailand with Reg = 1 (Bangkok
Metropolis) as a reference:
* Regl = Bangkok



* Reg2 = Central region

* Reg3 = Northern region

* Reg4 = Northeastern region
* Reg5 = Southern region

Rural (Rural, Urban) Rural refers to adolescents who do not stay in the municipality in the
group receiving value 1, and Urban value 0 refers to adolescents who stay in the municipality
as a reference group.

hh_Itotmoinc (Log Total family income) hh_totmoinc refers to all of the income in the family
including salary + Overtime income + (Bonus/12) + Other money, take log for
(hh_Itotmoinc) to Reduce data dispersion, variance and transform data to linear.

The number of siblings refers to the number of siblings in the micro family in the family
include:

* kidslt6 refers number of kids aged 6 years old in the family

* kidslt6 12 refers number of kids aged 6-12 years old in the family

* kidslt13 18 refers number of kids aged 13-18 years old in the family

Maxparenteducg represents the highest level of education completed by either parent. Using
Max parent education to reduce potential bias that may arise from selecting inappropriate
variables in econometric models because the highest level of education may have a greater
influence on children education.
* maxparenteducg 2 refers to the highest level of education they complete in the family
is primary school.
* maxparenteducg 3 refers to the highest level of education they complete in the family
is junior high school.
* maxparenteducg 4 refers to the highest level of education they complete in the family
is high school.
* maxparenteducg 5 refers to the highest level of education they complete in the family
is vocational degree.
* maxparenteducg 6 refers to the highest level of education they complete in the family
is bachelor’s degree.
* maxparenteducg 7 refers to the highest level of education they complete in the family
is master’s and PhD degree.

Econometric Model
OLS Model

The data was analyzed using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression to examine the
relationship between school dropout and various variables. Each variable was added
individually to observe changes in dropout outcomes. Data from the LFS was used, with a
significance level set at p < 0.05, and Stata version 14.1 was employed for analysis.

First, find the relationship between dropout and single parenthood by using OLS the
regression as follows:



Dropout = $0 + 1 momonly + B2 fdadonly + fmXm + u (D

By m=1,......,n where Xm are given in Table 1
u = Error term

Table 1

Demographic Variables
No. | Variable name | Description
1. | Age 15-19 years old control variable
2. | Male male = 1, female = 0 control variable
3. Rural 1 = .o'uts‘ide the municipality, 0= in the control variable

municipality

4. | Reg Reg2 = Reg5, Reg0 as reference control variable

Dropout is a binary variable (1 = dropout, 0 = studying). B1 represents the effect of single
mothers (momonly) on dropout rates, with a positive 1 indicating that more single mothers
lead to higher dropout rates, and a negative B1 indicating the opposite. Similarly, B2
represents the effect of single fathers (dadonly), where a positive 32 suggests more single
fathers increase dropout rates, and a negative B2 indicates a decrease in dropouts. A 1 or 2
of zero means no relationship between single parents and dropout rates.

Demographic variables (Age, Male, Rural, and Region) are included after Equation (1) to
control for potential endogeneity in the relationship between single-parent households
(momonly, dadonly) and dropout rates.

Dropout = 30 + 1 momonly + B2 fdadonly + fmXm + BnXn +u (2)

By n=1,.....,n where Xn are given in Table 2
u = Error term

Table 2
Control and Explationary Variables
No. | Variable name Description
1. | Part-time 1 = parttime worked ,0 = otherwise Explationary variable
2. | Full-time 1 = fulltime worked ,0 = otherwise Explanatory variable
3. | hh ltotmoinc log Family income(Baht) control variable
4. | kidslt6 number of kids aged 6 years old control variable
5. | kidslt6 12 number of kids aged 6-12 years old control variable
6. | kidslt13 18 number of kids aged 13-18 years old control variable
7. | maxparenteducg | Max education level of parent graduate control variable
8. momonly 1 = child who stays with a single mother, Explationary variable
0 = otherwise
0. dadonly 1=chilq who stays with single father, 0= Explationary variable
otherwise

Equation (2-5) includes control and explanatory variables (Part-time, Full-time,
hh_ltotmoinc, kidslt6, kidslt6_12, kidslt13 18, and maxparenteducg) to assess their direct
effect on dropout rates and support the impact of single-parent households (momonly,



dadonly) on dropout. Household income (hh_totmoinc) is logged to reduce heteroscedasticity
and linearize exponential relationships.

OLS is a simple and widely used method for exploring factors influencing dropout rates, but
it may yield biased results when variables are not normally distributed, particularly with
values between 0 and 1. Therefore, while OLS helps identify key factors affecting dropout, a
probit model is more appropriate for accurately estimating the binary outcome of dropping
out and studying among adolescents in Thailand.

Although OLS is widely used due to its simplicity and ease of interpretation for continuous
data (Greene, W. H., 2019; Stock & Watson, 2020), it provides linear results and is not
suitable for binary outcomes. Issues such as heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation can also
cause biased results, which is why adding a probit model is necessary when analyzing binary
variables.

To address these issues, this study uses the Probit model for binary outcomes, effectively
handling heteroscedasticity. OLS is suited for continuous variables like age, income, and
education, while the Probit model is better for binary outcomes like school dropout (1 =
dropped out, 0 = studying).

Dropout = 0 + 1 momonly + B2 fdadonly + (3 age + f4 male + S5 rural +
p6 reg + 7 parttime + 8 fulltime + f9hhltotmoinc + [10kidslt6 +
B11kidslt6_12 + f12kidslt13_18 + (13 headeducg + u 3)

Using both models offers a more complete analysis. While Probit coefficients (B) don't
directly show percentage changes, Marginal Effects reveal how a one-unit increase in an
independent variable affects dropout probability in percentage terms.

Hypothesis 0 (Ho):

Adolescents from single-parent households are not affected to drop out of school

compared to students from two-parent households.

Hypothesis 1 (Ha):

Adolescents from single-parent households are more likely to drop out of school

compared to students from both-parent households.

Result

To estimate the factors influencing the dropout rate, this study collected data from the Labor
Force Survey (LFS) in the 3rd quarter of 2022 (National Statistical Office of Thailand, 2022)
and summarized it to descriptive statistics in Table 3, representing data characteristics such as
average age of samples, average family income, the highest household education level,
demographic characteristics of the samples. The analysis categorized households into three
structure groups: two-parent households (Momdad), single-mother households (Momonly),
and single-father households (Dadonly), along with a total summary (Total).



Table 3

Descriptive Statistic From National Statistical Office of Thailand

Household structure

Variables Momdad Momonly Dadonly Total
Dropout 14.7% 14.5% 18.6% 14.9%
Male 52.4% 52.7% 55.6% 52.6%
AGE 16.796 16.842 16.736 16.80
Non-municipality 51.1% 44.4% 41.8% 49.3%
Region
Regl = Bangkok 4.1% 4.2% 5.7% 4.2%
Reg2 = Central 26.3% 27.6% 30.1% 26.7%
Reg3 = Northern 18.1% 17.9% 18.1% 18.0%
Reg4 = Northeastern 25.5% 27.2% 23.2% 25.7%
Reg5 = Southern 26.1% 23.1% 22.9% 25.4%
Hh_totmoinc(HHincome) 11,883.438 7,801.817  8,933.708 10,971.893
Num. of hh kids less than 6 0.077 0.035 0.011 0.066
Num. of hh kids ages 6-12 0.268 0.201 0.143 0.248
Num. of hh kids ages 13-18 1.130 1.103 1.083 1.123
Parentmaxeducg
Non-education 2.2% 3.3% 3.7% 2.5%
Primary 32.0% 40.5% 41.3% 34.1%
Junior high 18.9% 6.1% 16.6% 18.2%
High school 23.7% 19.3% 20.3% 22.7%
Vocational Degree 6.6% 5.2% 5.2% 36.3%
Bachelors 13.9% 13.6% 10.6% 13.7%
Master’s and PhD 2.6% 1.9% 2.3% 2.5%
4,578 1,092 349
Total (76.1%) (18.1%) (5.8%) 6,019 (100.0%)

Source: Labor force survey 3rd Quarter 2022 from National Statistical Office of Thailand

Table 3 summarizes the study's 6,019 participants, revealing an overall dropout rate of
14.9%, with the highest rate (18.6%) in single-father households. The sample comprised
52.6% males with an average age of 16.8 years, with 76.1% living in two-parent households,
18.1% in single-mother households, and 5.8% in single-father households. Nearly half
(49.3%) resided in non-municipal areas. Economic disparities showed two-parent households
maintaining the highest average income while single-mother households had the lowest.
Educational data indicated 32% of parents in two-parent households completed primary
education, whereas single-parent households showed higher proportions of lower educational

attainment.



Table 4

Descriptive Statistic Age and Gender (dropout rate %)

Gender
AGE

Female Male Total

15 3.1% 6.9% 5.1%
(n =616) (n=697) (n=1313)

16 3.4% 12.5% 7.9%
(n = 656) (n = 649) (n=1305)

17 4.1% 16.6% 10.4%
(n = 687) (n =706) (n=1393)

18 14.1% 27.9% 21.5%
(n =597) (n =685) (n=1282)

19 31.8% 49.3% 42.1%
(n = 296) (n =430) (n=726)

Total 8.7% 20.5% 14.9%
(n =2852) (n =3167) (n=6019)

Source: Labor force survey 3rd Quarter 2022 from National Statistical Office of Thailand

Table 4 shows that among 6,019 participants, school dropout rates rose with age, from 5.1%
at age 15 to 42.1% at age 19. Males consistently had higher dropout rates than females,
notably at age 18 (27.9% vs. 14.1%) and age 19 (49.3% vs. 31.8%). Overall, the male
dropout rate was 20.5%, compared to 8.7% for females, highlighting the strong link between
age, gender, and dropout risk.

Table 5
Descriptive Statistic Work and Gender Among Dropout Rate (%)
Gender

Working status Female Male Total
Non-working 5.1% 8.2% 6.6%
(n=2,719) (n=2,708) (n=5,427)
Parttime 57.1% 89.3% 81.7%
(n=49) (n =159) (n =208)
Fulltime 95.2% 95.3% 95.3%
(n=84) (n=300) (n=384)
Total 8.7% 20.5% 14.9%
(n =2852) (n =3167) (n =6019)

Source: Labor force survey 3rd Quarter 2022 from National Statistical Office of Thailand

Table 5 examines dropout rates by gender and employment status. Among non-working
youth, dropout rates were 5.1% for females (n = 2,719) and 8.2% for males (n = 2,708). Part-
time workers showed substantially higher rates: 57.1% for females (n = 49) and 89.3% for
males (n = 159), with a combined rate of 81.7%. Full-time employment correlated with the
highest dropout rates: 95.2% for females (n = 84) and 95.3% for males (n = 300). These
patterns reveal that employment intensity strongly predicts dropout likelihood, with males
consistently showing higher dropout rates than females across all employment categories.



Table 6

Total Effect of Dropout by OLS

VARIABLES (1) 2 (3) 4) (5)
1 2 3 4 5
Momonly 0.022 0.023 0.026 0.017 0.011
(0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.020) (0.020)
Dadonly 0.067** 0.068** 0.070** 0.070*** 0.060**
(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.023) (0.023)
Age 0.074*** 0.074*** 0.069*** 0.031*** 0.031***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Male 0.119*** 0.119*** 0.118*** 0.038*** 0.040***
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.0112)
Rural 0.050*** 0.052*** 0.051*** 0.010 0.000
(0.014) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011)
Reg2 = Central 0.043* 0.043* 0.039 0.038* 0.036*
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.020) (0.019)
Reg3 = Northern 0.064*** 0.068*** 0.064*** 0.048*** 0.038**
(0.024) (0.025) (0.025) (0.018) (0.018)
Reg4 = Northeastern 0.036* 0.039* 0.037* 0.030* 0.022
(0.021) (0.022) (0.022) (0.016) (0.016)
Reg5 = Southern 0.055** 0.056** 0.053** 0.043** 0.035**
(0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.017) (0.017)
Hh_Itotmoinc 0.002 0.001 0.000 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Kidslt6 0.078** 0.063* 0.064*
(0.036) (0.037) (0.036)
Kids6_12 0.015 0.016 0.017
(0.015) (0.013) (0.013)
Kids13_18 -0.045*** -0.019** -0.015
(0.012) (0.009) (0.009)
Parttime 0.641*** 0.631***
(0.049) (0.049)
Fulltime 0.812*** 0.792***
(0.023) (0.024)
Maxparenteducg2 -0.093*
(0.048)
Maxparenteducg3 -0.103**
(0.049)
Maxparenteducg4 -0.133***
(0.049)
Maxparenteducg5 -0.111*
(0.062)
Maxparenteducg6 -0.177***
(0.048)
Maxparenteducg7 -0.185***
(0.049)
Constant -1.245%** 1 256*** .1 123***  -0.499***  -0.382***
(0.087) (0.088) (0.096) (0.087) (0.101)
Observations 6,019 6,019 6,019 6,019 6,019
Adjusted R-squared 0.113 0.113 0.121 0.499 0.507

p-value for significant level: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
Source: Labor force survey 3rd Quater 2022 from National Statistical Office of Thailand



To identify key factors influencing dropout, this study added variables step by step. Table 6
equation 1 shows that living with a single father increases dropout likelihood by 6.7% when
compare with child from both parents, while single motherhood has no significant effect.
Each additional year of age raises dropout risk by 7.4%, and males are 11.9% more likely to
drop out than females. Living in non-municipal areas increases dropout rates by 5%.
Regionally, students in the northern and southern regions have dropout rates 6.4% and 5.5%
higher than those in Bangkok, while no significant differences were found for the
northeastern and central regions.

Equation 2 from Table 6 shows that family income does not directly cause dropout but
interacts with other factors, especially in single-father households. Income appears to
increase dropout risk for students in rural areas, suggesting a stronger impact in non-
municipal settings. These findings highlight the need for further research on how income and
family structure jointly affect educational outcomes.

Equation 3 in Table 6 identifies a significant relationship between the number of younger
siblings in a household and school dropout rates. Specifically, having a sibling aged less than
6 years old increases the likelihood of dropping out by 7.8%, whereas having siblings aged
13 to 18 years old reduces the dropout rate by 4.5%. Moreover, the presence of multiple
siblings within a household increases the impact of single-father families on dropout rates.
This finding suggests that increased child labor responsibilities within these households may
contribute to higher dropout rates, highlighting potential challenges for the labor market.

Equation 4 from Table 6 examines how child labor and regional differences affect dropout
rates. Northern and southern regions show 4.8% and 4.3% higher dropout rates than
Bangkok. Part-time work raises dropout likelihood by 64.1%, and full-time work by 81.2%.
Living with a single father increases dropout risk by 7.0%. Employment has a strong impact
on dropout rates, especially with longer work hours, while other factors remain stable.
Including work status, no significant difference is found between municipal and non-
municipal areas. The findings highlight the trade-off between work and schooling and the
need to consider family and demographic factors.

Equation 5 from Table 6 shows that children living with single fathers have a 6.0% higher
dropout rate when compare with both parents. Dropout risk rises by 3.1% with each
additional year of age and is 4.0% higher for males. No significant difference is found
between municipal and non-municipal areas, but the northern and southern regions have
dropout rates 3.8% and 3.5% higher than Bangkok, respectively. Child employment strongly
impacts dropout rates: part-time work raises it by 63.1%, and full-time work by 79.2%.
Higher parental education levels significantly reduce dropout risk, with reductions ranging
from 9.3% (primary school) and 18.5% (master's or PhD level).



Table 7
Dropout Affected by Dad Only With OLS and Probit

OoLS Probit Probit

VARIABLES coefficient coefficient Marginal effect (dF/dx)
momonly 0.011 0.106 0.017

(0.020) (0.130) (0.022)
dadonly 0.060** 0.447*** 0.087***

(0.023) (0.135) (0.032)
Demographics control Yes Yes Yes
Family control Yes Yes Yes
Work status control Yes Yes Yes
parenteducg control Yes Yes Yes
Constant -0.382*** -5.958***

(0.101) (0.725)
Observations 6,019 6,019 6,019

p-value for significant level: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.

Source: Labor force survey 3rd Quater 2022 from National Statistical Office of Thailand

Note: The table variable by scope other variables to age, male, rural, reg2-reg5 define demographic control.
Define family control including hh_Itotmoinc kidslt6 kids6_12 kids13_18 control. Define work status control
parttime, fulltime. Define parenteducg control as parenteducation

This study initially used Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression to examine school dropout
rates but switched to the Probit model to better analyze binary outcomes. The analysis
focuses on the “dadonly” variable, with a binary dependent variable (0 or 1). Table 7
examines single-parent households while controlling for factors such as age, gender, rural
residence, regional indicators, household income, child age groups, and parental education.
To compare OLS and Probit results, marginal effects from the Probit model are used for
clearer interpretation, as they allow for easier comparison with OLS coefficients.

The encouraging results from the comparison, Table 7, show that the results between the two
models are slightly different, with single fathers affecting children's school dropout by 6% in
the OLS and 8.7% in the Marginal effect. This result indicates the robustness and increases
the credibility of the results that single fathers in Thailand affect school dropout.

Conclusion

This study examines factors influencing school dropout among Thai adolescents aged 15-19,
using data from the National Statistical Office of Thailand 3Quarter, 2022 (National
Statistical Office of Thailand, 2022). The analysis employs a Probit model with marginal
effects for binary outcomes, while Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) identifies variables with the
strongest impact on dropout rates. Findings highlight family structure, particularly single-
father households, as a significant determinant. The consistency between Probit and OLS
results strengthens the study’s reliability, providing insights into the complex factors
influence school dropout.

The study finds that single parenthood, especially in single-father households, significantly
increases school dropout rates in Thailand, while single-mother households show no
significant effect after controlling for income, employment, and demographics. This
highlights the greater importance of emotional support over financial stability, with Thai
fathers’ limited involvement in caregiving contributing to children's academic struggles and



mental health issues. The higher dropout rates among children of single fathers reflect
Thailand’s unique social and cultural context regarding parenting roles. The study suggests
that further research should explore fathers' behaviors, parenting time, and the factors leading
to single fatherhood to better understand and support these families.

The study reveals that family income does not directly influence school dropout rates but can
indirectly affect single-father households, where financial strain may increase dropout risks.
This underscores the importance of emotional support over financial stability in preventing
dropout, particularly in single-father households, where caregiving time is often limited.
Additionally, having young siblings under the age of 6 increases the likelihood of dropout, as
older siblings may prioritize caregiving over their education, supporting the notion that
resource competition among siblings negatively impacts academic outcomes. The study also
finds that males have a significantly higher dropout rate than females, reflecting gender
disparities in education, and that aging adolescents are more likely to drop out, indicating a
shift in educational attitudes and the need for early intervention.

Regional analysis reveals higher dropout rates in Thailand's Northern and Southern regions
compared to Bangkok, indicating disparities in educational opportunities and resource access.
Employment status significantly impacts educational outcomes, with both part-time and full-
time work correlating with increased dropout rates by promoting school disengagement and
potentially leading to delinquency and substance abuse ultimately threatening the Thai
workforce's skill development. The study recommends policies that better balance
employment and education to prevent work from undermining educational attainment.
Additionally, parental education emerges as a critical factor in children's success, with higher
educational attainment among parents strongly predicting better academic and life outcomes
for their children, reinforcing education’s role as a protective factor against dropout risk.

To address rising dropout rates, especially among children of single fathers, it is crucial to
tackle the root causes, though identifying them remains challenging. Effective interventions
could include establishing learning centers to support single fathers with time management
and parenting, and offering tax deductions for education expenses to ease financial burdens.
These strategies would help sustain children's education. Further in-depth studies are needed
to better understand differences between single mothers and single fathers in the context of
single parenthood.
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