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o, ¢ Executive Summary
" &>
Introduction
The research summarized here is a longitudinal study of the - 4

effectiveness of a particular type of alternpative secondary school

in improving the behavior of delinquent and disruptive students.

The three alternative schools observed were selected by

theoretical «criteria because this research was intended not only

.to” assess their effectiveness bui also to test a theory which

identifies scholastic experiences as a major source of provocation *
to ‘delinquency. . .

+ The alternative school programs made special efforts (1) to )
provide their students, who had had histories of scholastic : .
faiiure, with experiences of success. largely through
individualized ihstruction and evaluation; and (2) to provide :
social oupport from warm, accepting teachers. According to the :
- theog;, scholastiz success and social support were hypothesized to
raise the students' self-esteem and strengthen the social bonds

that integrate students with theiTr schdols. Thus, the provocation <y
.to be delinqueng would be reduced, the social constraints against * .
deiinguency would be strengthened, and consequently disruptive and ,

delinquent behavior would decline.

Theotetical framework
&

-The theory that guided this research assumes that the student
role is a central and critical one during American adolescence.
Therefore, failure in this role constitutes a substantial threat
to adolescents’ seif-esteem. Dero d self-esteem is
psychologically aversive and provckes effects to counte-act it.
‘Delinquent behavior is one ‘such defensive response that s
particularly well-suited to this purpose. Delinquent behavior,

R especially disruptive behavior at school, can be an effective .
) defense for severa] reasons. First, since a major provocation is
failure at school, then disrupting school is a counter-attack on
the threatening institutions. Second, assuming that delinqueaf
and disruptive behavior is a self-aggrandizing performance, its
wor th is enhanced by the 2ppreciative peer audience often
available at school. Third, delinquent and>disruptive behavior at
school conveys a declaration of rebellion against the standards of
success heid by jij schools and their personnel,

’ The theory” hypothesizes that delinquent behavior raises
adolescents’' conscious self-esteem wut not vunconscious self-

{ ‘esteem. The ,latter remains low until experiences such as
¥  scholastic ccess make defensive delinguency unnecessary.
However, low unconscious self-esteem will not be manifested in
. . dqlinquency' in the presence of high' levels of social! control

' residing 1n adoiescents' attachments to others who will disapprove

and wili withhold affection, acceptance and other resources.

Ly

I

A number of studies supporting this theory are reviewe%J/”\“‘\\~f-
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The students and the alternative programs

The students at the three alternative schools were on the
average qui;e heavily delinquent. Their self-reported delinquent
behavior was markedly more frequent and serious than the national
average found in the National Surveys of Youth. The students-:also

" had histories of poor performance and disruptive behavicr at

school. About half of them were referred to the alternative
schools and the' other half volunteered. But school grades and
self-~eported delinquent behavior were similar among the referrals-
and the volunteers. ,

The threg: alternative qugrams were operated by two pub!lc
school systems in white, working- to middle class suburban areas.
The programs served 30 to 60 students at a’ time iin buildings near
the “junior §nd senior high schools which the students would
ordinarily have attended. The curricula and .procedures were more
informal than the conventional schools', there were many fewer
rules, and the admihistrators and teachers were more tolerant and -
flexible than faculty in conventional schools ordinarily are or
can be. Teacher-student’ ratios were higher than is ,usually <*he'
case in high schools. Instances of disruptive behavior at school
were rare,

Two of the alternative programs, Alpha and Beta, featured
independent study/learring- contracts. The students in each also
met d;l}&*bﬁ_a group for one and a half .to two hours for training
in humfan relations and communication skills. The third program,
Ace offerred a more conventiona! school curriculum and schedule,
except that Ace was smaller, more individualized' and more warm and
persqga} than a conventional program. - 4

-

Study Tesign !

Students attendrng the alternative schools were compared with
students at the'conventidnal schools from which they came. The
comparison group consisted of students whd were named by
counselors and vice-principals as students also- appropriate for
altéﬁagljve school referral, (THe or+ginal design called for
random assignment of students té the alternative programs from 23\~\
pooi of referrgls and volunteers. Agreements on randomizati
wer ade at a time when it was believed that the alternative
schools would be oversubscibed: But when the time came to make
assignments, there was not in fact over subscription, ‘so all
referrals and volunteers were enrolled in the alternative school's
and 'omparlson students were identified later.) The alternative
and conventional students were interviewed once early in the
School year, as alternative students entered their programs, again
at the end of the school year, and a third time in the following
fall. Two hundred fOrty students were eligible fér the study.
Response rates were goq%; Attitudes toward, percepticns of,
performance, and behavioF in school were assessed, as were states
of personal adjustment, dusruptlve and delingquent behavior, and
other variables. t .

, o }
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Heasurement and data analysis
A key variakle ln this study is of course -whetheru student& ,
atterided an altetnative school or ndt {(many altarnative school

students .took some conveptional school courses c0ncurrently) But
since we are also interested in tpe social bsychologlcal processes
by which the ‘alternative programs lntended to improve the
ctudents' performance. and-, behavnor, we constructed measures of
these mediating processes as well. One is an index to students'
perceptions of the flexibility and. fairness of their schools'
policies and rules. fagther.is the studerits' assesgment of their *
academic prospects-¥their beliefs * in their - chances ,of being

!

successful students, together witlh their of
stigmatized if they attended an
mediating variable is respondents'

“alternative
assessments oﬂ

‘feeiings

how -

s¢hool .

being
A third
well. they

were

currently performing

in

the student role--inciuding their

most rzcent course grades, their reports of thece fort

themseives,-a widely-used technique tnat has
sensitive and valid than official
records.® .

)

schood,

proved t
police,

14

All of these variables were measured among both

they were

devoting to .schoolwork, and their satisfacfion' with. .their
performance. Fourth, we measured students! global attitlde toward
school, ircluding partlc:patlon in school activities and
relatlonsh pPs with éeachgﬁs. Finaily among the mediating
variables, we measured students' self-esteem a- both conscious and

" Unconscious levels. . '

’ 2 . .,
. Disruptivé and delinquent behavior in school and in fhe

community was measured by the confidential feports o the’'students

0o be more
and court '

<

alternative

and conventional schoo! students.. Measures of change over the
course of the study were also ‘created, u5|ng a procedur°--
”'regresslon analysis--that corrects for unequal baseline levels.
L}
_~\Esuc strategy was to,k compare students "who had had
«alternatnve school experience with those who had had none at each
of the three time periods and wifh respect to changes over time.
Comparisons-were made of thé two groups each taken as a ‘whéie and’

for each of the three programs.

We determlned whether alternative

school experience made a differente, in the mediating processes and

in ° delinquent and disruptive behavior at the third time period,

by which time most; of the alternative school students ‘had returned

to the conventional scéhoois. We also explored whether the

alternative schools * affected different kinds of students

differently.. :

Findings , ; '
The alternatiVe school stydents were, according to their own °

reports, no less dlsrupttve or delinguent ot the tnlrd time period
than the conventnonal students wer<. Both groups' misbehavior

T

\1'
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. students ‘were reflected in

- . e \
declined over the course of the study, but the kind of school ‘they
attended made no statistically reliasble difference. This was
true of all three alternative programs. i

However. almost all of the socual psychological processes that
were hypothesized to make a difference in the disruptive and
‘delinquent behavior of youth were founq\lndeed to predict to a
5|gn|f|cantly greater decline. The alternative schools were
somewbat'more éffective in putting these processes in motion.

Alternative school students reported that their schools were
more flexibhle and their rules more fair than the ccnventlonal
school students’ reported. Clearly the two kinds of programs were
perdeuved drfferently by their students, to the advantage of the
alternative schools. Those students who rated heir schoo[ as
more flexible and fair " tended 0 believe their own academic
prospects were better than other students did; and " they afso
reported a ‘comparatively greater commitment to the role of
student.  This tendency held- .in both the alternative and
convent,ional “schools; but 3ince the’ alternatlve school students
perceived their schools to be more flexible and faif, they tended
also to regard: their v -academic prospects to be .better and made
greater commltments to being stidents. , < -

LY

Brighter academic prospetts apd greater commitmant to being
mofe positive refationships wizh
ward school. These in turfn were
related to a greater than [ average decline in delinquent gnd
disruptive behavior. The most\marked effects were in ' misbehavior
at school, but a decline in delinquent behavior in the community

teachers and better. attitudes

- was related to better behavior at school.

o . Y .

We did not find marked changes in students' self-esteem, and
changes in students' behavior, did not ‘seem to depend on such
‘changes. In® this respect, the theoretical -model was not
confirmed, a sufprising finding in the light of previous research.

I3 2

- Overall, students who were dur»ng the course of this study
éngaged by their schools became better behaved. The Ace program
seemed to be more effective at creating the beneficial conditions
than Alplfa or Beta. One must be cautious in comparing “the
alternative achool programs with one another because they may have
enrolled quite different kinds of students. But the social
psychologlcal processes were found to be more closely related to
one another at Ace and to the ult»wape behavior of Ace's students.
The. reason ,may- be ,that Ace was more like a conventional school
than either Alpha or Beta were. . Because of this the experiences
of Ace students may have seemed “to them more relevant to the
problems that they had been having in school and which provoked

their disruption and delinquency originally. Alpha and Beta were

more novel programs for their students, much.different than their
previous scholastic experiences had been and were to be. This may

, N ‘,~ v
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not have been the programs' only relevant difference from Ace; for
both Alpha and Beta were undergoing important changes during the
study and' merged shortly afterward.

We found that positive school experiences did not have the
beneficial effects on the behavibc of certain students that. they
had on the behavior of others. The students who failed to respond
to . the differences that they .perceived in (neir alternative
schools or who failed to translate positive schogyl experiences
into improved behavior appeared tQ be moré burdened by non-
scholastic probienms than their classmates. Their measured
psychological adjustment was poorer: some - were markedly more
anxious when they entered the alternative program;-some exhibited
greater depression at the end of the study when most were back in
the converitional schools. The behavior ' of "these students was
markedly worse, than was expected from their reports of their
experiences at schoecl, while the behavior .of the more 'bouyant"
students got much better. -

Conclusion

.While the three. aliernative school programs were not- found to
be reliably more effective than their conventional céuntqrparts.
the theory that implicatss poor " scholastic experiences' as a
sigaificant provocation to delinguency received substantial
support in this study. For as respondents' assessments of their
schools and of themseivesvas students became¢’ mote positive, their

scholastic performance and their bghavior imd?éved.‘w That key:
.element of the theory which was Mot confirmed by thesé ‘data is

that improved behavior would depend on increases in 'adolescents'
self-esteem at unconscious levels; for respondents' behavior
improved. wi thout the mediation of ®levated self-esteem.
1 3 - .

"As the theory predicted, positive scholastic experiences made
a difference in the behavjor only. of those students whose
delinquency.seemed effective in defending against negative affect.
The mor¢ aggﬁaﬁs and depressed students’' behavior did not improve
as much.—qsm,;te’their own reports of favorable relationships with
their teac éq’ and improved attitudes toward school. This raises
the questi&ﬁ of whether school-based programs might better screen
out manifestly depressed and anxious students because the programs.
are less likely to help them. Such screening would be advisable
if anxiety and depression couid be diagnosed accurately, but this
‘s difficult under the best of circumstances and few school
systems have the resources to do this well. 4t seems wiser to us,
therefore, to employ alternative school progrdms in the diagnostic
process: if certain students' beha%ior does not improve despite
their greater satisfaction with the alternative program, then a
careful ciinical assessment,of their affective states and of their
living conditicns might suggest more critical poinf& for

intervention. ia

vi
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Vg I, There are several lines of action-research suggested by our
"‘;f'f‘ndnngs We. hope to be able to follow our raspondents for

** several more years in order to determine whether the effects found
at this point wil] endure. and to see if .perhaps the altecnative
school experience will prove after all to make a marked difference
in the future. We also intend to try to replicate this study with
otﬁtr alterna;uve schools, hoping that the present findings will

R encourage partIC|pat|ng educators to strengthen those elements of
their programs that these daga suggest are the effective
~mgreduents and thereby become rcliably more effectuve than the
. conventional échools whose programs they supplement. )

. -

2t of course broducing statistically significant differences

between ''treatments". is only a tool of action-research, not its
ultimate aim. The present findings' also offer gundance to

+ conventional secondary school administrators that, will help to

- improve the educationa] process. While the constraints under
. which conventionalsjunior and senior high schools operate -~ large
size, low teacher-student ratios, pressdres to evaluate students
" impersonally and to socialize them for a largely impersonal
society, etc. =-- make it nearly impossible and, arguabtly,
undesirable for them to adcpt wholly the procedures of effective
- . alternctive schools, they may be able to alter their programs to a
degree and on occasion to accomodate the needs of those students

who are .showing signs of failure and the negative behaviors
consequent to failure. |}t appears tnat there is much to be gained

generally from, educational practices that- impress students with

.their fairness ;ﬁd flexibiiity; from’  curricula whose level and

pace meet students at:their current level of academic adjustment

and achieyvement; and from teaching styles th4t convey 2 ‘'sense of

personaf c%rnng and support

o ‘ .
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‘ ‘ CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: THE GUIDING THEORY

This study was designed to address widespread and ' growing
concerns over the problems our schools -- especially our secondary
schools =-- are experiencing in maintaining order and imparting
knowledge. One consequence of this concern was the establishment
of a program within the National Institute of Education to study
the conditions that make some schools less safe than others and to

k]

suggest ways of improving their safety. The Congressionally
mandated Safe Schools Study was the largest example of NIE's
response (NIE, 1978). This study was another part of NIE's

response to the problems of processes within schools which may
impede or facilitate the schools' progress toward their goals.

Our interest in the problem was both practical and
theoretical. On the one hand, we wanted to bring social
scientific theory and method to bear on the problem. We knew from
our own previous research and the work of others that secondary
students differ widely in the degree to which they are alienated
from school, disruptive, or -delinquent. The problems these

students present are neither trivial -nor ephemeral. Their
rehavior can be dangerous and often seriously disrupts their
classes and schools. Our theoretical interests concerned the

caises of delinguent behavior. %Ye had tested parts of the theory =
with some success. Because elements of the theory implicated the
schools directly, the theory was immediately relevant to the
practical problem.

Our theory made us especially interested in some innovative
programs with which 3ome school systems are aduressing the
problem, programs that go under the generic name of alternative

.+ schoois. One learns after only a brief scan of alternative
el schools that there are many different kinds of alternatives, with

s different philosophies, purposes and methods. They serve a

variety of kinds. of students, not all of them by any means

problematic. And, while some exist to address probiems or

deficiencies, others strive to open up new opportunities for their

bl students. Alternative schools have been created for the gifted as

well as the poor cstudent, for the well-behaved as well as the

disruptive. Some could be described as "permissive", others, as

"strict"; some concentrate on basic scholastic skills while others

pursue special talents and interests; and so on. About all that

alternative schools have in common is that their programs are

somehow different from the curriculum followed by the large
majority of the communities' students. ¢ :
He were specifically interested in those alternative schools
designed to serve students identified as behavior problems in
their conventional schools. These problems included chronic
truancy, disruptive behavior, and serious delinquency. Among the
many kinds of alternative schools can be found a substantial
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‘proportion with this mission. Accurate figures are not available,

but students of alternative education indicate that approximately
a third of alternative programs are designed as responses.to these
problems (s&e Arrove, 1978). Within these limits, however, there
is still a wide variety of approaches: disciplinarian; '"back to
basics'; detention; behavior modification; and others. '

Cur immediate interest was even more narrow, It did not
include just any alternative school designed “for troublesome or
troubled students. Qur theory directed us only to programs that
displayed certain characteristics which accerding to the theory
should mzke tnese alternative schools effective in reducing
disruptive and delnquent behavior. We identified schools cf the
requisite type and were fortunate in enlisting the participation
of them and the:r schoo! districts. bl

In brief then, this study was conaucted for both theoretical
and practical purposes. These two purposes were closely related.
The theoretical purpose was to test a portion of a theory about
the school-related causes of delinguent behavior. The practical
purpose was to determine whether a particular kind of alternative
edbcational program is effective in reducing delinquent and
disruptive behavior among especially delinquent and disruptive
secondary school students. The theory and some empirical data
supporting it led us to a certain few alternative schools whose
programs included features that hypothetically should make them
effective.

A Partial Theory Of Delinguent Behavior

To be clear about why we selected certain programs to study
and why we asked the questions about them that we did, we now
present the {eeory ihat guided our research.

t1 was our hypothesis when we began this study that certain

kinds of alternative schools would reduce the delinquent behavior

of their students significantiy, regardless of other influences in
their lives. That hypothesis certainly makes a large claim for
the effectiveness of schools, especially when one considers how
other influences like families, peer groups and poverty have been
theoretically identified as causes of delinquency. But our
reading of the i:rterature on delinquency and our own research have
led us ro formulate a theory that assigns majbr influence to the
schools. Ve are not alone in this belief. Short and Strodfbeck
(1965) made this point in drawing impiications from their study of
pzer processes ir delinquent behavior:

T-e old message that delinguency begins in the home is
more d savowed tnan reaffirmed by our analysis. Insofar
as 1* is oresent, it emerges 'n a new form. We firmly
pe’ ~eve "3, need ¢ spositions which are required by
¢ang membeérsnip ar:se n the interactions between the




lack of preparation for school-type achievement in the
‘ home and the absence of access_ to aiternative
adaptations to failure in the schools.
v N
Ve hypgthesizea that schools may be regarded theoretically
and practiqglly as an independent* determinant of youths'
delinquency. We sought therefore 'to test our theory of delinquent : N
behavior with this study of certain alternative schools. We :
present here only that part of the theory that specifically
concerns the schools.

Our theory posits that delinquent behavior is a ;E?Ehte// .

against the external realities that threaten a young person's self
esteem. Delinquent behavior s defensive in that it provides a
way of avoiding, neutralizing, or cot'ateracting sttuations which
endanger self asteem and of engaging in experiences that promise a
form of self enhancement. The theory assumes that a derogated
seif image is naturally aversive and that it will set in motion
forces to dispel jt. Delinquent behavior is interpreted as a
manifestation of these forces. . ’

Jt is important to note that the theory as stated here
primarily addresses the defense against the external threats which
can arise from the performance, regulation and evaluation centered
atmosphere of the traditional secondary school.  Why the emphasis
on the student role? No other role incumbent upon young people in
: our Society is so fraught with failure as studenthood (Glasser,
: 1969). To the extent that any role ent..'s clear and pressing
standards of achievement, it creates the conditions for su.cass
and failure. Achievement stands at the core of the s‘ugu>t role.
Constant testing, grading, and ranking are indicetive of the
salience of striving and of the built-in necessity of at Jeast’
retative failure. Experiences of success and failure pervade
scholastic life, especially at the secondary school levei. In no
other setting -~ at home, on the jop, among friends -~ are the
standards of achievement so clear and the means to attain them so
narrow. The only adoiescent role comparable in this respect ‘to !
being 2 student is being an athlete; and today, the athlete role . 0
during adolescence is so closely tied to the schools as an
institution that it may be said to be a role within it {Coleman,

1961) .

Note that we have not made a distinction between the sexes.
The theory is intended to apply to adolescent boys as well as to
adolescent girls. 'We have used the masculine gender in this
report for convenience; it should be considered to be a neutral,
general usage. . -
A

Provocation and Control ) M

Two terms central to’ the thecry are provocations and
controls. ’
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.By provocation we mean the exper:ences that motivate a person
to be disruptive and delinquent. y P

By controls we mean the°gpals and values that constrain a
person from being disruptive and delinquent.

Provocation. The theory of delinquent behavior as a defense
is linked to the concept of the schools as an institution through
. the hypothesns that a major provocation for delinquent behavior s
incompetence in the role of student. The youth falls short of his
aspirations for scholastic achievement. Furthermore, he is likely °
,. to experience few if any other successes in school. He is not
i?«‘partichlarly popular or ‘well-known among classmates. He “Is
unlikely to have many close friends at school and if he does, he -
is still isolated from the status structures of the school
regardiess of his peer relations. He does not excel in any
extracurricular asctivities and he.has no special interest or hobby
in school at which he can demonstrate particular competence. The
consequence of these experiences 1is a derogated self image, a
feeling that one is not wdrth much and wilh not ever be.
Delinquent behavior, particwarly disruptive behavior in school
is a defense against self derogation. . i
" Such disruptive behavior consists -of gttacks on school &z
property and personnel, inciuding fellow students; theft; dealing
in drugs; noisy, distracting and insubordinate behavior; violation
. ef rules, such as smoking and movement _within the school; and
truancy. Disruptive behavior in school is especially-appropriate
as a way of coping with low self esteem for several reasons.
First, since the derogation is generated by scholastic
experiences, the behavior occurs at the time and in the place
where the pain is felt. Second, ‘the appreciative audiehce that ',
enhances its effectiveness as a coping mechanism is more readily

found at school than elsewhere. This point deee#?%iz:fgme
elaboration. >

5 -

Disruptive, delinquent behavior is conceiVéd to be' a public . R
performance ~- a mode of self presentation. It is hypothesized )

that such behavior is motivated by a desire tg enhance the self-by
the approval of others. Disruptive behavior Iést fairy easily to
self aggrandizement since it is not difficult to~accomplish if one
"has guts” (that is, if one is sufficiently  provoked). In
addition, the schopl creates a ready audience, of peers with
similar problems, who will not only observe and applaud but will
often participate as well.. And typically there is an undercurrent
of adolescent negativity toward school even among those who wouid
not behave badiy themselves. This conjunction ,of elements at .
schoo! makes it a likely stage for a disruptive, self aggrandizing
performance.

A third reason for coping by means of disruptive and
‘delinguent behavior lies in the message it conveyss While
functioring as a performance, the behavior is also a de¢tlaration ¥
of revolt against the criteria by which the person has -come to

5
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regard himself as a failure. It defies the exercise .of authority
o.er both deportment and standards for scholastic achievement,
deyvalues Egg devaluations, and rejects the devaluators (Cohen,

1955) .

Control. Not every youth who is failing as a student finds
isruptive delinquent behavior an appropriate way to rescue self
esteem. The element of control must be taken into account. Some
youngsters are closely attached to people Who would disapprove of
such behavior, so much so that the approbation of disruption by a
peer audience is offset. Where there are warm parent-adolescent
relationships that might be ruptured, where there is love that
might be withdrawn, where there are affectional, material, or
other resources that might be withhéld, disruptive behavior bears
more costs than benefits and therefore is not displayed.

When stroné'controls effectively counter strong provocations
to be disrhptive. then delinquency will not be a strong defense
agaipst a derdgated self image. Unable to cope by engaging in
dlsruptlve and delinquent behavior, a youth may feel great anxiety
or may take flight from reality, depending on his“ther coping
skills and the other, forces in his life. That is, alternatives to
Gisruptive and delinquent behavior may be various forms of méntal
illness. Thus, the theory generates a .hypothesis that the
intensity (frequency and seriousness) of delinquent behavior will
vary inversely with symptoms -of mental illness, particularly
pervasive anxiety among youth who experlence role inadequacy sqch
as scholastic fa:lure.

Delinquent Behavior and Official Delinquency '

¢

The theory is meant to explain del inquent. behavior, defined
ras thé deliberate commission by a juvenile of an a.t known to
violate the juvenile code and, if apprehended, result in judicial
response. Several implications of this definition should be made
explicit. First, it is & psychological definition in the sense
that it defines delinquent behavior from the point nf view of the
behaver. Note that the behavior qualifies as delinquent only if
it is "deliberate” -- intended -- and- that the individuals '"know"
that it is in vivlation of the law. So, accidental and unwitting
vnolat»ons of a Juvanlle code do not qqa]ify as delinquent
behav.ior. For example, if a youth accidentally breaks a window,
he or she is not a vandal. Although Jegal authorities may regard

.accidental or, unwitting acts differently, our definition is

designed to advance our understanding of individual behavior. As
‘such, it may in some lead in directions dlfferent from those
chosen by the administrators of justice.

The definit}on is psychological in still another respect. It
specifies that the actor not only be aware of the violative nature
of his act but 3lso anticipate an institutional -- “judicial" =~
response if he 1is caught. . There are juvenile offenses whose
commission is almost wuniversally ignored by the authorities.
While it is typically against the law throughout the United States

e
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for miners to buy, possess, or use tobacco, minors are almost
never detained 6r even warned about such behavior even when it
comes to the attention of the police. Thus a judgment that
behavior is delinquent takes into consideration not only the law
but also its enforcement. .

It should be cleaf that this definition of delinquent

.behavior does. not ignore the law. It is a social psychological

definition in the sense - that it takes n individual's
understanding of social norm$ into account. Ad act is delinquent
even if the actor does not think it ts wrong, so long as he knows
it is against the law. Some young people believe that marijuana
ought to be decriminalized. They regard it as unjust that using
it makes them liable to‘legal sanction. But, since they Rnow that
they are .liable, their smoking is by defini<ion delinquent. It
may be that behaviors whichsviolate laws believed ' to be unjust
have different causes then other violations and are committed by
different people and under different circumstances. |f that were
so, then perhaps we would need to change our definition to take
this'distinction into account. At . present however, we do not
believe it is necessary to do so: The correlates of marijuana
usage, the cléarest contemporary instance of controverdial law,
are pretty much the .same as the_  correlates of consensually
delinquent behavior, and they -tend to be done by the same vyouth
(Gold & Reimer, 1975). ‘

fe

It is important to recognize the distinction between
delinquent behavior, as defined above, and official délinguency.
Delinquent ‘behavior refers to the actual incidence of delinquent
acts in a given population (subject to the conditions- just noted).

Official delinquency refers to that small subset of delinquent

behaviors ‘whose “perpetrators ‘are apprehended by the police and
recorded in the~ juvenile justikte system's records. >We are
reporting a study of how certgin kinds of schools might reduce
delinquent behavior. O0fficial delinquency reflects not only the
behavior of youth but also the behavior of the polige and others
in the juvenile justice system "-- the people whoc\treate the
records. : ‘

Because there is only a small‘;elationship between delinquent
behavior and official delinquency, schoois might affect the former

"and not the latter. Indeed, it is altogether possible that

schools could-have opposite effects on ‘them: an alternative
school might reduce its students' delinquent behavior markedly.
However, asudents might be stigmatized for attending '"a special
school for~delinquents" by the folice or the juvenile authorities.
Because of that, or because of their possible prior re&€tords, the
youths may mgre likely be named official delinguents when they are
caught at Stively minor offenses. More likely than this s
that an ternative school program would affect its students'
delinquent avior and have no noticeable affect on their
official del;:gtbucy because the official record is an insensitive
gauge of delinqucﬁ? behavior. The chances of getting caught for a
chargeablie offense are about three times in a nundred. Two out of

20)
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three of the most delinquent 20 percent of ‘Amer ican °‘adolescents

hzve no official records at all-(Williams Gold, 1972). It is not

the case that the official records mark the rise and fall of

delinquent behavior if a communlty or for .individual vyouth with
- any precision. . .

This distinction betwedn delinquent  behavior and official
delinquent is important to keep in mind here, “Because while we
coliected the official records of the youth who participated in
our study, we did not rely on them as a principal indgx of the
effects of the alternative schools on del;nquent behavior. We
‘will later describe what we regard as superior ways to measure
this. Meanwhile, we will use the terms . delinquent behavior and
delinguency interchangeably, as we have defined the former, and
refer to official delinquency when we mean the records of the

. juvenile justice system. - N (

~

- A Promising Educational Program ’

. . Our theory of the etiology of delinquent behav:dr prompted
- i . our. interest in certain alternative schools. We hypothesized that
. there are two essential ingredients of alternative education that
- would determine its success at reducnng dnsruptlve and del:nquent
behavior: a significant increase in the‘groportlon of a youth's
successful -- versus unsuccessful =-- experiences, and a warm
accepting relationship with; one or more aduits. Both 6f thesé
pointed to the need For an 1né|viduélized program.
We hypothesuzed that an effective alternative program tailors
o the educatiomal process to the student in several ways. First,
the educational materials and tasks are appropriate to the
student's present level of skills. Second, their content appeals
to the student's own interests. Third, the>student .s allowed to
master them at his own pace. And fdurth, evaluation is -based on
individual progress. Cemparisons are made with the student's .own
previous performance, not with norms for age or grade.

+ Also characteristic of the alternative programs of  interest
was the suspension of the social norms that typically govern
teacher-student role relationships. in their place are more
inform#l, more interpersonal relations. The differences between

\v role relationships and interpersonal relations have to do with
their affective components and with the involvement of whole
/ personalities in the relationship. Ordinzrily, secondary school
teachers are enc d to assume a rolitine pleasantness toward
their students that, in effect, amounts to affective neutrality.
In the interestls of fairness, ‘teacher-student relationships are
relatively constalit from one student to dnother. Neither teachers
nor students are s\pposed to take vne cnother's peculiarities into
account; rather, petuliarities must be submerged in the enactmént
. of formal roles. Interpersonal relations, in contrast, are
G affectively loaded and participants demonstrate their changing
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feelings toward one another. £azh takes into account the other's
individuality in their interactions, rather than ho%dlng the other
strictly to the rules of a formul trelationship. g

We hypothesized that in "effective alterhative programs,
teachers would help create & urijue relationship with each

‘student. These relationships would be infused With a genuine'

liking and acceptance of the student hut, on the other hand, would
not conceal disapproval foy some kirds of behavior.

By providing successful expariences and thus reducing the
provocation of school failure, 2 program can break the etiofsgical
chain that is identified in the partial theory of delinquent
behavior. The warm, accepting relationshin wifh teachers also
enhances the student's self image. Furthermore, this kind of
relationship is conduci@é to the formation of social bonds that
strengthen the individual's controls over his behavior.

Such programs have already evolved, indepéndently of any
explicit theory. . Anderson (1973} has shown that high schools in
which students' describe less exercise bf bureaucratic authority

and nmere informal, persoral relationships with their teachers also ~

create jess student alienation from the school. One finds, in
descriptions of alternative schoo! programs for delingquent youths,

‘emphasis on individualized curricula, upgraded classrooms,
_Rersonal evaluation, and warm. teacher-student relationships. A

recent report on the  Woudward Day Sctool in Worcester,
Massachusetts, is typical: '

H
’

...other programs [for aggressive and other emotionally.
di'sturbed children in the Worcester school system have]
adopted many of the Woddward Day School features: a
controlled small environment, location outside of public
school walls, fndividuallzed attention, acceptance of °
deviant behavior, and an emphasis on improving -the
students' self image (Kennedy et al., 1976). ~
Swidler describes two alternative high schools in Berkeley,
California, in similar terms: .

. Group High and Ethnic High avoided teaching students
about achievementy, about success and failure. They
concentrated instead- on teaching students self
confidence and self respect. The first element in
increasing student$! .self confidence was reducing the
inequality of status between teachers and students.
Casual, friendly relat.ons between teachers an< students
lessened students' fear, and made the teachers seem
approachable, nonintimidating friends. Students felt
impor tant precisely because, as one’student put it, "The
teachers were redlly friends with students.” A second
way to avoid evaluating students. and to build self
confidence, 15 to construct - assignments with few
possibilities .for failure...[At Group High] students
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were praised and rewarded fe& sharing their -ideas with

the group; not for having the right answers. Indeed,
right or wrong answers, correct or incorrect facts and
ideas, were subordinated to psychological and socio-

. emotional considerations. Students were not judged;

: " they ' were encouraged to develop their individual -

. 7 potential {Swidder, 1976).

. .

. \\ .

But in these alternative programs, as in othér effLrts ‘to reduce:

‘ delinquency, data are rarelx collected to test either the

, ) effectiveness of the programs or their theoretical assumptions.

One, has to gleam hints from the empirical literature on how

. separate components of the program might “work if they were
. integrated. -

. Two studies are relevant here. in one, Mags.mo provided

s individualized counseling services to ten disruptive and

delinquent boys including the two components hypothesized to be

present in an effec.ive alternative school program: an. increased
ratio of success to failure-experiences, and warm relationships
with norm-abiding adults (Massimo & Shore, 1969). Massimo , made
particular efforts to .ensure'' that his clients were adequgtely
prepared for the jobs they took, that they received guidapce and
assistance jn keeping their jobs, and that remedial education was

“tailored &ot®8ch boy's needs. Furthermore, personal ~upport was
availab1&&et  a)l “times, day or night, and Massimo maintained a
flexible approach in his dealings with the boys. it should be

emphasized that while this was not a school Qfogram, it suggests
-elements of effective teacher behavior. .

More pertinent perhaps is the Quincﬁ&'ﬁlinois. alternative
school program described by Bowman (1959). Sixty eighth graders
N, who were performing poorly at their schoolwork were _elected for
study. Most of them were discipline problems at school and M
percent had police or court records.. Three groups of twenty
youngsters each were defined randomly, two of these groups
becoming special classes, the third continuing in-the conventional
Junior_high schoo] program. .The special classes differed in
sevéral - ways from the traditional program. The students spent a
larger share of their school. day with one teacher who had
volunteered to lead the class, who knew the students well, and who
was Ssympathetic toward them. The children were ot pushed to
achieve; the pace was slow, tailored to their current levels of
functioning., '

The ‘efforts of the teachers Were aimed at making school
a pleasant expérience; helping pupils learn the basic
skills of reading, writing, and arithmetic; Belping them
learn the pracdtical things they would use in their daily
liveés; and providing .experiences in which they could
find some success- (Bowmar, 1959).

Clearly it was the intent of the program to maximize success
experiiences and provide warm teacher-student relationships.

~J N
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- . The effects of the'special c)asses were mixed but promising. .
: The students in the alternative program showed neither more nor -
less gain #n achievement scores than did the randomized controls.®
. . But their attitudes toward schgol -improved along with. their
Gttendance. relative to the controls. About .two years after the
program began, officia!’ delinquency records were checked again;
these revealed that the students in the alternative program had
had fewer contagts witn the police and that fhe offenses for which
they were apprehended had Lecome less serious. The control group
was exhibiting the opposite trend. It is not clear from the
published reports just what preduced the positive changes. It
appears not to have been real advances' in scholastic abilities, .
although it seems likely that the students® felt that they were '
© making better progress, which psychologically may be more crucial
‘than the objective fact.. It also seems likely that social bonds
with theirteachers grew stronger and were thus able to provide

some constraint against antisocial behavior. ) -

. .. * The importance of warm interpersonal relations’ with a

’ socializing adult in the effective treatment of delinquents s

underlined in a study hy Persons and Pepinsky (1966) . Eighty-two

» boys incarcerated in a 'state reformatory were sslected ' as
appropriate for a “combination of group and individual
psychotherapy. Half of , them were randomly assign%go to " the
treatment group. The autﬁgrs_write thats ' -

. *
’

-

One of the major objectives of every therapjst ‘was to .
. . enhcourage in each boy the development of warm,
interpersonal relationships, both with the therapist and

with the other boys in his group (Persons § Repinsky,~
" 1866) . , \
One of the more immediate effects of the therapeutic program
was to raise the jevel of participants' scholastic performance in
the refcrmatiory school. Significantly more participants than
controls made the scholastic honor roll. Another effect was
improvement in the participants' behavior so that fewer of them
were reported to be disciplinary problems and more were granted : ¢
Passes that permitted greater freedom at the institution (Persons,
1966) . Yet one might be skeptical about measures of effectiveness -
. taken within the institution where personnel who make decisions
. are alse aware: of who,js ngceiving treatment and who is not. More
impressive are the differential records compiled by the randomized
groups'after they were released. After the same amount ‘of time on,
the  outside, - 61 percent of the controls were reinstitutionaljzed

v for delinquents behavior compared with 32 percent of those treated.
) . oo . : )

It is plausible that any ' special effort would have some

- beneficial effect -- a phenomenon we!l known in social science and

medicine. -‘One explanation for this effect is that special efforts

(Signal to the recipients tha: others care abolt their welfare, and

¢ this makes them fea! better, work harder, and so on. Actually,-

this-effect docs not contradict the theory pPresentea here inasmuch

as we hypothesized <hat 2 prime ingredient of effective
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alternative schogls is a demonstration on the part of teachers R
‘ T that  they care pifticularly for theif students. It should be
noted that we hypothesize a pdrticular sotp of caring will be
effective =-- one that minimizes formal role relationships between
{ v - teachers and students =- and we propose that at least perceived .
. scholastic improvement is impor tant too. ' ‘
The literature :n delinquency treatment programs shows auitq .
cleaMy that madny specié\ eff0qts'have failed to make noticeable .
differences. Different kinds of programs haye beeri systematically
evaluated -- volunteer probation officers, various forms of group oo
) -therapy, tutoring and behavior. modification to riame a few -- and
B they have not seemed to work (Gold & Jetronio, 1980). Especialdy
: . relevant here is that one carefully researched alternative school
. 5Program was not demonstrably effective. Reckless and” Dinitz
%5(1972) observed a program designed for 7th grade boi} who weére
nominated by their 6th grade teachers as likely or possibly .to get .
into difficulty with the law. Over the course of. three successive .
. years, 632 suck boys were-assigned to self ‘contained classrooms of
25 to 30 boys each, taught by selected and especially * traifed .
teachers. The classes met for three consecutive hours each school )
day and the students attended regular classes the rest of the day. N
The program differed from the conventional curricylum in several
réspects. THe main thrust consisted of “role moded”™ lessons in
which poéitive behaviors in a wide variety of settings were
p' esented, d?scussed. and practiced. Other’ features \ included: :
special efforts to improve the students' reading skills; the main
. disciplinary action was,to send a student out of the room but not o °
« to the principal's office; the_parents of students enrclled in the
third year of the project were visited by the teachers; and the -
c{a§ses were composed of boys only. ’

[¥3
.

The effectiveness of this program . was: assessed mainly by
comparing the boys in the alternitjve program with a set of boys '
.- who were also nominated by the teachers as likely or possibly to ‘a I
get into difficulty "“with the law but were randomly selected to
\ remain entirely in conventional classes instfad.' _Reckless and
Diqitz summarize the findings tpus: <
Jn none of the outcome variables were the exper imental .
subjects significantly different from- the controls.
*This was especially and.most painfully evident in the
school-performance and police-contact data, ' There were
no significant differegces'~in the, number of boys who
experienced contact with the police, ™ the frequency aof
such¢ contact, or the' seriousness of [self reported
., delinquent] behavior. In regard to Jﬁe school data, the
dropout rate, attendance, grades, an schogli-achievement
levels...nere very much aiike‘;B*/)SjQ. : -
. 4

- This summary was true both for data collected at the e¢nd of the
boyi' ;%:Lg?ade experience and three years later."
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Apparently this al'ternativé school prog-am did nou. work.
But, as we- observed near the beginning of this introduction,
altetnative schools are not all the: same and one should not expect

the same results from them. " !t does not seem from Reckless and

Dinrtzfs report that the Columbus, Ohio, programs that were
observed’ put into operation the psychological processes “that we
have hypothesized waquld make L an alternative school program
effective. The boys’ atti.udes -toward their teachers deteriorated
over the ,school  year, equally .so awong the altefrnative and
conventional school students. it is notable that the reading
skills of the alternative schaol students improved significantly
compared to the controls; and that this improvement ‘was reflected
in 2 marked in¢rease .n these boys' confidence in their capacity
Jto learn, But the conventional boys also gained some confidence
over the year in their capacity to learn, so that proéogress on
this scort did not d:fferentnate the *wo groups reliably. |t
seems to- us that the emphasna g:ven in the alternative program to
3 fairly fixed curriculiym, frequent examlnatlon, and discnpllna by
isolaticn probably worked against achjeving warm, teacher-student
relationships: or a distinctiver advantage over\ conventional
pregrams in raising the confidence of the students in their
scholastic potential.

It remained to be ‘seen whether other alternative school
nrograms that aimed to maximize the strength of certain
psychologifal processes coyld actually put those processes to work
and; if they did, could be effective in raising the self esteem of
their students and, r\ducnng their delinquent and disruptive
behavior. This cepofrewews literature relevant to *ne theory,
describes the program

the hypothesis -derived from the theory; and whether and under what
conditions the programs were effective.

a0
~ )

that we found; how we went about™ testing.
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CHAPTER 2

SUPPORT IN THE LITERATURE FOR THE THEORETICAL MODEL

v

Evidence that gives credence to the theoretical model can be
found scattered in the social science literature. No one study
provides data on all the hypothetical links. So we must draw upon
the literature piecemeal, as it, casts some light on one
hypothetical 1link ‘or another or as it demonstrates the effect of
one or another component of an alternative school program.

Scholastic Achievement and Self Esteem

Research findings leave little doubt that better students
tend to have higher self esteem. Studies using a variety of
measures of* both scholastic competence and self esteem have
demonstrated this relationship.

Bachman {1970) employed a combination of items from
batteries developed by Rosenberg (1965) and by Cobb, Brooks, Kasl
and Connelly (1966) "to measure the self esteem of a representative
sample of tenth-grade American boys. The self est2em scale is a
transparent measure--almost all respondents would realize its
intent--and includes items such as "l take a positive attitude
toward myself," "l feel |*do not have much to be proud of," and "
am a useful guy to have around.” Boys' responses correlated (r =
.23, p < .01) with their reports of recent school grades.

Prendergast and Binder (1975) administered the Tennessee
Self Concept Scale and .the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale to 366
urban ninth graders and correlated their scores with measures of
scholastic proficiency obtained from the Houghton Mifflin Test of
Academic Progress. Self esteem as measured by the Tennessee Self
Concept Scale was unusually well correlated with reading
proficiency (.98), and it related'moderately well (.32) with math
proficiency. The Rosenberg Self Esteem score was correlated with
reading and math scores at .35-and .57, respectively.

Epps (1969) measurad scholastic achievement and self esteem
among black. students in eight urban high schools. Rosenberg's
index of self esteem .was c¢orrelated with the ‘students' total

"scores on the Schoo}l and College Abilities Test (SCAT) in the four

northern high schools, on the Otis IQ Test in the four southern
high schools, and with their grades in all the schools. The
correlation 'with self esteem was nearly the same for test scores
and for grades (r = .24 and r = .25, respectively).

Stuqies of upper elementary scyool pupils, -which correlated
tne California Achievement Test with the Tennessee Self Concept

Scale (Williams and Cole, 1968), with Bills' Index of Adjustment,

{Bledsoe, ,!964), or with an adaptation of the Stephenson Q-sort
technique, (Bennett,  unpublished) all yielded positive
correlations between self esteem and scholastic achievement.

13
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Jata from the National Survey of Youth of 1872 demonstrate
the relationship between scholastic achievement and self esteem in
@ way particularly relevant to the present study. The measure of
self esteem is a projective one created by Ziller, Henderson and
their co'leagues (See Wylie, 1974) and was employed to try to
assess unconscious facets of adolescents' evaluations of
themszlves. The measure is described in detail later for we
employed 1t in this study as well. Suffice it to repért here that
among a represertative sample of American boys and girls 15- to
18-years old., there is a low but statistically reliable positive
cerrelation between the vyouths' projected (unconscious) self
esteem and their grade point averages (rhos=.12 to .14, p < .05).
Tn:s was not the case among 11- to lh-year olds.

Scholastic_Achievement and Disruptive Behavior

One must be aware of the inadequacy of most of the data on
the relationship between scholattic achievement and disruptive,
deirnauent behavior. Research on delinquency, in the past and,
for the mos: part, today as well, has relied on official records
of apprehended, adjudicated and sometimes incarcerated youths for
indirect measures of the degree of deiingquent behavior. But a
relationship of official delinquency to scholastic achievement is
built into the data by the process of creating the records, for it
‘s more likely that an apprehended youth will acquire a record if
an .ngquiry determines that he is doing poorly in school. Whether
tne  actual commission of delinquent acts is related to scholastic
achievement cannot, therefore, be conclusively demonstrated by
off.¢ial oata. For this reason, we will review here studies that
measure delinquent behavior by means of unofficial observation ang
seif reports.

Feldhusen, Thurston, and Benning (1971) had third and

s atr g-ade teachers in a semirural Wisconsin county nominate two
coys and two girls in their classes who demonstrated exemplary
vehdv.or  {e.g., "industrious," "productive”) and an equal number
who characteristically displayed disruptive behavior (e.g.,
d-s-ucts class,"” "bullies others," 'tardy or absent without

excuse”i. A sample of 256 boys and girls was then randomly
se ectea from each category for intensive study. The researchers
founc that disruptive pupils scored significantly lower in the
"eadin; and  arithmelic sections of the Sequential Tests of
fJucet on Progress {STEP) than did the "good citizens,” and that
ine aifference between categories of nominees was greater at the
4tn grade than at the third grade level. Follow up studies five
ang e2i1g~l vears later by the same authors showed that the
vetce ‘N scholastic achievement persisted through high

w

*
{
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== n22-g asked seventh and eight grade teachers to identify
tTe woevs on thesr classes who {!) “contributed most to the
2% 2271 v 0f the classroom group by their outstanding efforts,
2+t . 7' <ooperation, demonstratior of Yeadership abilities, and

J2°e” 3 4 around wiilingness to héip,” or {2) "cdntributed most
Y
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to the disunity or conflict present in the classroom through
disobedience,, lack of effort, and general nonconformity to school
and classroom expectations." Teachers' nominations were checked
with principals, vice-principals, office staff, and school records
to assemble two categories of students‘'who were clearly quite:
different in their reputations. Then students' STEP scores for
reading, writing, and arithmetic were compared, de-the disruptive
boys' achievement was found to be markedly lower (p < .001). This
was true among sons of both white-collar and blue-coilar workers.

In  sum, then, many studies employing different measures have
established a correlation between disruptive or delinquent
behavior and scholastic achievement. Of course, correlation is
not causation; the relationship supports but does not confirm the
hypothesis of a causal link between the two.

Philiips and Keily {(1979) have argued however that other data’
support the hypothesis that scholastic failure leads to
delinquency rather than two alternative hypotheses: that
delinguency leads to scholastic failure or that both delinquency
and ‘'scholastic failure are correlated because they are each
related to some third factor. .

I1f school failure s indeed a cause of delinquency"

Phillips and Keily have asserted, '"then any reduction in

school failure (including leaving school, which would

eliminate it) should produce a reduction in delinquent
behavior among those individuals who leave. On the
other hand, if delinquency somehow produces school
failure..., leaving school shouid not affect delinguency

(p. 199). .

They then cite studies reported by Eiliott (1966) and Elliott and
Voss (1974} both of which demonstrate that boys' delinquent

behavior declined after they dropped out of school. In some
respects, these data are strong support, because we might have
expected that school dropouts would become more delinquent. For

one thing, social control theory would predict that the severance
of bonds to a socializing social institution wouid weaken social
control and increase delinquent behavior. Second, the proverb
that "the Devil finds work for idie hands" impiies that school
dropouts would have lots more time to be delinquent -- and they
are also under less adult surveillance. Of course, if school
dropouts shortly find jobs and keep them, then these effects of
dropping out woulid be ameliorated. As far as we know, the studies
of the relationships between delinguency and dropping out have not
taken subsequent employment into account. In any case, Eiliott
and Voss find, on the basis of their longitudinal study, that
scholastic failure precedes delinquency and that its instigation
is reduced when youths drop out of school. The researchers
conclude that scholastic failure seems to provoke delinquent
behavior, not so much because of its i1ong range implications for
success in our society but rather because of the current distress
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that it arouses. They write, “[W]e view delinquent behavior as a
way of coping with social stigma and loss of self esteem
associated with vailure..." (p. 204).

The  idea that scholastic failure causes disruptive and

- delinquent behavior would be more certainly- confirmed by an

experiment in which .scholastic achievement is raised and
disruptive, delinquent behavior subsequently decllnes.

Sel'f Esteem and Delinquent Behavior . : )

In a previous study, we made a distinction in the concept of
self esteem ‘that is especially relevant to the concept of
. delinquency as a psychological defense (Gold & Mann, 1972) -
Measures were taken of both conscnous and unconscious levels of
self esteem. Conscious self esteem was measured by the
discrepancy between actual self description versu ideal self
discre ancy: Each subject rated fourteen blpolaf items (e.g.,
"slow-quick," "tough-mild," "smooth-rough") on a seven- ponnt scale
for both "myself" and "myself as | would like to be now. The
discrepancy scores between identical items under the two different
headings were summed, without regard to their direction. A high
sum and thus a large discrgpancy was taken as indicative of low
conscious self ~ esteem. To measure self esteem 3t a relatively
unconscious level, each respondent was presented with a vertical
array of eight cnrcles and instructed to write "me" in the circle
in which he felt he belohged* the respondent®s unconscious self
esteem was determined by the circle in which he wrote ‘me," the
topmost+circle representing the highest self esteem (Gold & Mann,
1972) . v
Among eighth grade boys from a lower class, rural Michigan
. junior high school, no significant difference in conscious self
esteem was found between highly delinquent high achievers and
highly delinquent low achievers, although there was a dufference
(p < .10) between high achievers and low achievers among boys who
were not highly dellnquent. But the low achievers who were highiy
delinquent reglstered the lowest unconscious self esteem,
significantly different from that of the -high achievers (p <
.002) . These data were interpreted to mean’ that delinquent
behavior served a defensive function, elevating the boys'
conscious but not their unconscious level of self esteem.

Mann {in press) has replicated this finding among
fifteen- through eighteen-year-old boys representative of all the
boys in that age group residing in the contiguous forty-eight
states. . Fifteen to eighteen-year-old boys whose unconscious self
esteem was markediy lower than their conscious self esteem also
confessed to significartly more delinquent acts than did other
boys. This was not true however among younger adolescent boys.
3 Similar resu.ts with the same measures have been obtained by
Berman (1976) and by Miller (1980). -
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The study by Massimo and Shore, prevnously mentioged, points’

"

to the causal relationship betwren self e¥teem ?nd delinquent
behavior (Massimo & Shore, 1963). Twenty fifteen- 'to seventeen-

"year-old boys were identified by their histories of antisocial

behavior, repeated truancy, chronic problems- of school adJustment,
failing grades, aggressive acts, and reputations- -with -attendance
officers, courts, or police; and they were at the point of leaving
school, wvoluntarily or involuntarily. Ten boys were selected at

random from these twenty and offered the services of a clinician
from—the—Judge—Baker—Chi-ld—-Guidance-Clinic, pf’ﬁarlly to help them

. find employment. They received. comprehensive services for ten

months, while the other ten boys did not. At the end of that
time, only three of ‘the ten boys in treatment had been placed on
juvenile probatlon. compared with seven of the control group {p <
.10) . :

To measure self esteem in this study, a clinical psychologist
rated pairs: of stories elicited by Thematic Apperception Test
cards. Five stories were told at the begnnnnng and -five at the

- end of treatment. The ratings were done in a trlple-bllnd design,

the rater not knowing whichistory was the first one of a pair,
which boys told which .pairs of stories, or which pairs were told
by the same person. Improvement.in self esteem was observed more
frequently among the boys in treatment than among the untreated
group (p < .01). |Its causal relationship tb changes in delinguent
behavior ' is suggested by the authers: "The results indicate that
the first area of change is in attitude toward self" (Massimo

Shore, 1963) . It is also notable that the Metropolitan
Achievement Test -scores of the boys in treatment improved: in
reading, vocabulary, and_ arithnetic, while the scores of the
control boys declined. (p < .01). This occurred even though no
special attempt was made to gét the boys' in treatment back into

AN

A follow-up study testlfled to the lmportance of self esteem
in the change process:

Of great |nterest is that,compariiﬁn‘of the follow-up #/
stories with those gLven |mmed|ately after treatment
indicated the same course of bhange as in the before and
after treatment comparlsons; ~ That is, self image
changed most, control of aggresswon ‘next, -and attitude
toward authority least. No béy,‘shOWed a change in
control of aggression who had not.mlrst changed in self
image, and no changes ‘were shown in attitude toward
authority.unless there were changes 1In the other two
areas (Shore & Massimo, 1966). .

. Kaplan has reportéed a predictive study that also causally -

links low self esteem to delinquent and disruptive behavior (1975)
Over 4,000 junior high school students—-were- asked on a
questionnaire about their attitudes tuward themsé€lves (e.g, "On
the whole, | am satisfied with myself" and "I feel | do not have
muzh to be proud of') and about their deviant behavior in the

[y
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- previous year (evg., "Sold narcotic drugs," "Cheated on (exams"). B
These -data were collected twice, about a year- apart. Fo#\g;ch of
the  twenty-two deviant acts in the questionnaire, -aplan
identified those'students who had denijed ever doing that act up to
the first administration; he divided these students. into those who

had’ reported high, medium, and low s$lf esteem. Then he compared

their later reports of deviant acts. As ‘hypothesized, for =ach of
.the twenty-two acts, more of those'who had given evidence of low -
self esteem at the start pf‘thé~year reported having committed,the
ract during the ensuing year than did those who had indicated high
self esteem.

N

{

Rosenberg and Rosenberg (1978) also tested the sequential
telationship between self esteem and delinquent behavior, using
the longitudinal data collected by Bachman et al. (1972) . They
found that:

. . ++-[Tlhe . weight of evidence is in the direction of
Kaplan's .speculations. ‘for the sample as a whole, and
for the lower and higher socioeconomic classes
separately,. the analysis of cross-lagged, panel
correlations suggests that self esteem has a stronger
effect on delinquency than delinquency’ has on. self
esteem, And this is especially true i1 the lower class

" where the social support for such activity may be
stronger and the 'social condemnation weaker. For the
same reason, delinquency appears to damage the self
esteem of the higher SES youngsters more than of the
lower SES boys (p. 289). . .

Finally, with a still different measﬁﬁis and research
strategy, Aronson and Mettee demonstrated how low sglf esteem can
generate: ‘delinquency (Aronson § Mettee, 1968). The researchers ‘
created dif?erentjal levels of self esteem among women enrolled in
an introductory psychology course by giving them randomly -
predetermined reports of their profiles on a personality test they
had just taken: A ,suﬁject was told either that her profile
indicated that sha has "a stable personality and is not given to
pronounced mood fluctuations of excitement or depression' or that .
her profile showed that she has "“a rather unstable personality and~
is given to..." Following* this experimental induction, the women
participated in a blackjack game, during which an apparently
ma‘functioning card-dealing apparatus gave them what they thought
was a covert opportunity to cheat. Significantly more women

+ cheated whose self esteem was threatened (p < .03).

Thué, several studies support the hypothesis that, low self
esteem leads to delinquent behavior.

Scholastic Achievement and Anxisty

. / . .

Research on the relationship of scholastic achievement to
anxiety consistently demonstrates a negative correlation between
them, but at least two qualifications of that general finding

r),)
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should be noted. First, the hypothesns typlcally tested -is that .
arxiety causes low scholastic achievement, whereas we have posited
that the low achievement creates the -anxiety. While these . .
hypotheses are.converse, 'they are not contradictory; that is, the .
relationship between achievement and anxiety may be mutual and -

the one direction rather ¢han the other. .

Second, the hypothesis that anxiety interferes with '’
scholastic proficiency has led many researchers to focus on
anxiety over scholastic matters; specnflcally on -test anxiety.
Our own intérest in self esteem, provocation, and control as
mediators of the effects of academic achievement-on,the level. of N
anxiety has. led us to consider the effects of general anxiety
rather than test anxiety specifically. ) 5 *

.

P

Feldhusen, Denny, and Condon (1965) measured the anxiety of
seventh and\¥ghth graders with the Sarason General Anxiety Scale
for Children \a sgt of items that jnquires .into fears and worries \\
(e.g., "When You ar away from home, do you worry- about what might
be happening )at home?"” ‘and "Are you afraid of things: like ,
snakes?"). THe more anxious pupils scored lower on both'SCAT and
STEP, and - the negative correlations (ranging in the .20's and ' \
.30s) were generally stronger among boys than girls. *

Hundleby collected scorés on the Pr{mary Test of Hental
Abilities (PTMA) from 203 _adolescents, 117 of them in p blic
schools in a small ll1linois town, the rest in institutions in
I11inois -and Indiana (Hundleby, 1968). He also collected school
frades in reading. arithmetic, and conduct from the public school
sample. The méasure of anxiety was‘ a set of objective test
(Cattel & Warburton, 1967) including such diverse indicators
handwriting pressure, use of rhymes in a word association
susceptibility to distraction while performing a motorig) task,
the number of personal frailties admitted. (It is reldvant
to note that the admission of frailties may also be imticative &f
low self esteem.) Hundleby found negative correlations (in th
.40s) between anxiety and PTMA ‘scores and between anxiety an
grades in school (in the .20s). '

Dudek and Lester also found an association between high
anxiety and low academic achievement (Dudgk & Lester,
unpublished) . They identified under- and normal achievers =among-
thirteen- to seventeen-year-old middle class.children; the fgymer
were two years or more behind their agemates in -school despite
tested intelligence in the normal range, and the lat.er were a
group of adolescents attending an urban high " school where they
earned passing but not outstanding grades. The measure of anxiety
here was a qualitative analysis 'of Rorschach responses. The
findings are especially interesting for what they observe -«n
connection with anxiety:

>
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The inference from these findings would be that. the
underachievers experience a blocking of oral aggressive,
energy, whereas the normal achievers have no difficulty
being aggressive, demanding and orally
incorporative...The passivity (of the underachjever) has
a quality of resistance and hostility (Dudek & Lester,
p. 10). ‘ ’

.

The core area of anxiety qgggl;__z&eund~ the handling of
aggressive ‘impulses, and the characteristic mode of defense
appears to be a retreat jnto passivity, compiiance, reaction
formation, and depression: the characteristic *"good child
persona." The proportion using this defense appears to be
significantly greater than would be found in a control sample’
.of normal achievers (Dudek & Lester, p. 12).
We note ‘that these reszarchers attribute defensive
maiiuevering to scholastic failures, but of a very different kind
from delinquent behav}qu.and that anxiety seems to be a marked
component of their ' experience. ording to our theory, a
delinquent. -defense would be mbre~ﬁf§{sct[ve for reducing the
anxiety of some students. '

-

Disruptive, Delinquent Behavior and Anxiety "

We have suggested that because delinquenéy can often be
effective defense against a derogated gelf image, it: should
negatively related to anXiety. Relevant data are sparse, and it
must be admitted that the theory \itself is ambiguous on this
point. The ambiguity arises over the matter of signal anxiety,
that kind or amount .of apprehension that emanates from dangerous
situdtions -- in this case, those situations that threaten failure
and further derogation of the self image. I's this anxiety felt .
consciously by a youth or is it barred from awareness? is. it
distinguishable from the chronic disednfort of unconscious low
self esteem or does it so suppliement that chroni¢ condition that
the whole complex threatens to break into consciousness? Perhaps
if these questions could be apswered, then the kiinds of measures
and data would fall into some order. But the theory is not yet
clear on these issues. At this point we have to present what seem:
to be the relevant data without being sure-that they address the
hypothesis appropriately. . .

Davies and Maliphant asked teachers at a boys' boarding
school .in England to nominate "refractory" students; they then
identified thirty whom at least two-thirds of the teachers had
named (Davies & Maliphant, 1971). Thirty boys who were never sq-
nominated were ,matched with the refractory boys for age and form
(grade) in schodl. The resaarchers relied on base Heart rate and
changes in heart rate with the introduction of stress conditions
to measure anxisty, Recognizing that heart rates depend, upon a
great many variables <-- size, nutrition, age recent activity
=~ they chose their research site and their subjects to minimizg
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dnrferenccs smong them.‘y ey found that the refractory boys had
Jower base fheart rates < .005) and that their heart rates were
less reactivé to-the thred¥ of shock for error or overiong~ délay
in 8 reaction-time taszTE‘g “f".OQS) Davies and Maliphant

‘replicated the fin&uﬁg of"ie@ss reactivity (p. < .04) in another

L . sample, comparing seven boys attending a puhlnc secondary school
e ‘whom teachers rated as unresponsive to punishment, hostile to
i authority, dishonest, aggressive, indifferent to adult.approval,
: 4 and a generally bad, with saven boys  whom teachers rated in
e " o contrasting ‘terms. : ‘

Naar  contributes evidence measuring anxiety based on

experts' ratings of the~’House-Tree7Person (H-T-P) drawing test

(Narr, 196L). . He was.- prompted to6: conduct this study by the

- Gluecks' finding that theé. Rorschach responses of institutionalized

delinquents dispiayed less-anxiety. than those of matched '"non

delinquent" controls (Glu@ck & Glueck, 1950) Naar wanted to

determine.whether another, more efficient method would make the

. " same differentiation. His delinquent group wac composed of thirty

boys fourteen to §ixteen years old,. incarcerated in a correctional

institution 1In JMirginia; -thirty nondelinquent boys were selected

from an urban pub§ic-school in sn area with a high official

delinquency ratey ched with, the delinquents in.agé and tested

intelligence. Both of the judges who independewt|y and blindly

rated anxiety levels from the H-T-P found fewer signs -of anxlety

(excessjve, irrelevant detail; hesitant, faint lines; shading) in

: . the dei nguents' drawnngs (p < .01 for one Judge and <.05 for the
.0 other)

One of the series of studies by Shore, Massimo,. Mack, and

Malasky is informative on the relationship betvzen delinquency and

anxi€ty (Shore et al., 1968) They report that TAT .stories ‘told by |

the boys who received the ekperimental services contained markedly

more signs of guilt at the end of treatment than did those told by

the control group (p < .03). Furthermore, increases in measured

guilt were reliably and positively correlated (p < .05) with

X improvement in Metropolitan Achievement Scores. However, both the

.level of guilt and its correlation with achievement subsided in

the years after treatmént was terminated. If one can equate signs

of guilt in this study with general anxiety, the results suggest

that effective treatment induces both scholastic improvement and

by disallowing an estatlished delinquent pattern, higher levels of

}nxlety However, as the provocation to delinquency declines

. ~- the effect on sclf esteem of more successful scholastic

- performance, steady employment, and so forth -- anxiety declines.

The results, further suggest that one risk of only partially

effectlve treatment is that dnxiety wi'l continue to grow in. the

absence of an effective delinquent solution, perhaps to a degree

P . that generates pathology. Indeed, one of the ten treated boys had

. to be hospitalized as a psychotic, while none of the control boys
' . "entered a mental institution (Shore & Massimo, 1963)

-
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) *ﬁg.:' '$'?ﬁf' q linquency and anxiety measured in different ways in
{~ - each ofiatRése studies, the youths defined as delinquent proved to
be i -some ‘sense .less anxious. We know™ of no studies with an <
" opposu&e finding. While thi's pattern of ev:dence seems supportive

: . Yof the f%eory. we remain cautious on this point because ‘the theory

. does nqgi make clear which, if any, of these mzasures of anxiety °
- are the ppropriate ones, !
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. CHAPTER 3

THE AU%ERNATIVE SCHOOL PROGRAMS

3 :

We have presefted a partial theory of delinquent behavior
that conceptualizes delunquency as a psychological defense against’
a derogated self image. The theory ideptifies failure in the role
of student as a major threat to -the self image. Thus, it
implicates the schools™as a significant’ provoker of delinquent
behavior.  Concomitantly, the schools are recognized as having
great potential for reducung delinquency. Elements of a type of
educational program have been described that might effectively
draw upon the schodls' potential.

3

What .we set out to do in this study w;:\to identify several «
alternative school programs that actualized the theory and to
enlist their staffs and students and the staffs and students in
their parent conventional schools in a field experlmggt\

s

The alternatlve programs in the study shared the philosophy
that the schoo! should provide a supportive, flexible and persanal
atmosphere’and that students' chances for- academic success should
be enhanced by the approach, structure and procedures of the
schools. The alternative school staff members knew that their
students were those whose recent school histories showed some
combination of poor or failing performance, poor sattendance, and
discipline problems. They knew they had to do something
different from a conventional school ‘program in order to engage
their students. This chapter describes what the programs did to
put.their philosophies into practice. “

The’Programs' Settings .

The alternative school programs were physicaliy different
from the conventional schools they sérved. Two, Alpha and Beta,-
were located in unused wings of elementary schools. The third,
Ace, was housed durnng the first part of the study in part of the
campus of a pruvate retiderntial facility for young children. it
was ‘moved to 3an unused wing of an elementary.schoo! between the
second and third years of the study. The prégrams thus had their
own areas -in which they could establish their own rules,
procedures, and ambiences.

Alpha and Beta both had a room set aside as a student louhge,
decorated and maintained by the students: Music (provided by
student-suppiied record players or radios) was available in the
lounge areas. Smoking was also permitted in the lounges. At Ace,
there was no-:lounge for. students, but there was an Aarea set aside
for breaks --at which .smoking was permltted -~ which occurred at
regular times during the day.,

> .
S

A1l three programs featured students' art as part of the
decor =~- in ‘fact. it was the only decor.: Each of the programs
occupled about the same area -~ equivalent to three large school

’ \23
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arrangement of the furniture where tiass was held was a cnrcle
“- of chairs in Alpha and of chairs atound a ‘large -area of tables
in Beta. In- Ace, ths arrangement was closer to that of \a
conventional cigssroom, with a teacher's desk at the front of each
of the two c?%ssrooms The seatlng arrangements were flexiblesg

however . ‘Desks were frequently arranged in acircle or clustered

for students working together. Studé€nts often sat at or used the*
teacher™s desk as a work table Although the alternative students }
did not have thelr own exclusive entrances to the schools, they
were the only secondary'students in the buildings.

By comparison, the schools which the alternatlve students had
previously- attended 6 were large and as such, fairrly impersonai ’
settings. The high schools each served student populations of
from 2,000 to 2,500. Strictiy enforced regulations governed
parking and driving, movement within the schdol, and_ cigarette
smoking., Violation of any could be grounds for disciplinary
action, inciuding suspension. (A few students in the study were
from:" two - “junior high schoois. These were also large,
tradlttdhally structured prograQ;.,though ‘their relatively smaller
size, about 700, and younger stuNent population allowed them to be
run wi'th - somewhat more flexibility than the high . schools.
Nevertheless, they were still quite Iarge and impersonai compared
with the alternatnvc programs) .

A major reason for the striking alternative school-
conventional school contrast jnvoived a variable whose effects
touched virtually all areas of the programs' opera%ions. That
variable was size. & ’ <Y

Program Si2e and Staffing

. ay

The alternative programs were designed . to serve
approximately 20 to 30 students at a time. The_, arrangements
differed among the programs. Alpha's total enroliment of, LO was
spiit into two sections. £ach section met separately each day.
These sessions were called workshops. Analogous sessions at Beta
were called seminars. During the year of the -study's first and

second interviews, Beta had three seminars. Previously, it had.

had two seminars, a. number it returned to during the year of the
wave three interviewc. Each seminar, regardiess of the number of
seminars, enrolied 20 sicdents. The Ace prégram was differently
structured from the workshop/seminar format used in Alpha and Bema
and also difierenrt in its enroliment practices. Nevertheless, the
program was des:gned with an enrollment capacity of 30 students at
any one time. Thus, Alpha had a capacity of 40, Beta of L0 to 60,
and.Ace of 30.

Program staffing differed among the alternative schoois. .The
staff at Beta consisted of two teachers/co-directors, both of whom
participated in each of the seminars. At Alpha, there were two
teachers, both of whom participated in each workshop, and an aide
who frequently participated i1n workshop sessions. Ace was staffed

')(.
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lclassrooms. They were open in appearance. ln Aipha and Beta, the - .

-
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By two teachers.?.an aide, 1 administrator’ and a part time
. ) sceretary. Ace's class. sessions were not as frequently .team
Te " taught as in Alpha and Bgta. but the students were divided .into
* two groups -- one segtion for each teacher for €ach subject. The
b aide and administrator were available to help in the classrocms
whed( the t~achers neéded to spend time counseling or working with

. ansindividual or small gr.oup. .

. PR )
! Overall, the teacher/staff-fo-student ratio -was high and
y class size low in the alternative,schools. .Class size in the
conventional schools, on the other hand, was abproximately 30-32

students per class with one teacher pe: class.

+ The teachers in the alternative programs all were seasoned
hands with at least eight years' experience. Aill had backgrounds
(and . most had advanced degrees) in counseling or special
edecation. Beta's teachers collaborated on the original_proposal .
which initiated the' p(ogram. Ace's administrator had previously
' _been one of the¢ program's teachers one of Ace's two - current
. . teachei’'s was in her seventh year in the pragram when the first .
interviews began. Ace's second teacher Was in his  second year
- with the program at that time. All had orgingtly elected to. join
the prcgram voluntarily, as opposed to beling "bumped" in. We have
noted elsewhere that .both of Alpha's teachers were new by the time
the interviews got underway. Both eledted to join the program
. voluntarily, as at Ace. ! ' .
h . 1 e
-~ ,-Declining enrollments in both school distticts and the area
. generally and concomltant shriknage in districts' teaching staffs
. had two implications of relevance here. There were few if any | . -
young ‘teachers in the districts or their alternative programs.
The alternative programs' staffs were generally in mid-career.
. . Secondly, there were few 6pportbnities for mobility for
+ teachers within these shrinking schoel districts. In general, .
however, the altennative school teachers had~more?au'onomy than
was true for most of “their conventional progrQ\ counterparts.
Because of their team teaching arrangements,')the alternative
. ' . school~teachers had more ‘professional contact with peers and more
varuety than conventuonal school teachers. This seemed to Se
important to them in how they approached ' their work. Although
most felt they could not easily move, the staff members who had
been in the alternative p(ograms for some time showed no signs of A
profess-onal burnout or of just going through the motlons of their :
jobs. Instead, they renained interested in their programs and in
ways of modifying them for jmprovement. :

* The School Day

.

Al Alpha and Beta, the schooi day was structured around the ‘- .
. schedule of workshop/seminar meetings. The sessions ran for an : 4
. hour and a half at Alpha, two hours at Beta. Sessions 7n each ’
. , © school’ had a* midway break. School began at 3:00 a.m. Students
were enrolled 'in -one seminar/workshop (i.e., the first or the ~

‘EMC ) . Lo o * s . . ,
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'seéond).- Few took advantage of the option at Beta fo attend- the

other. workshop orf seminar {except in partlcular circumstances to .
- be discusseq bellow). 1t was also permicsible to spend time in the )
. lounge when not in the seminar/workshop. Some, Qut not any -

students did so. When their seminar/workshop was over, that was
the extent of the students' forma! time ‘commi tmert ®to -Alpha or
.. Beta for; the day. There were, however, other obligations. Most
- . of the Alpha. and Beta students eventually enrolled in one or more. -
. classes in their previous ¢onventional schoo! (on whose rolls they
were still carried). - In addition, » almost all students had
learning contracts which {nvolved independent study according to a
- plan worked out with a teacher. Successful * completion of a2
. learning contract resulted in -credit earned toward graduation.
Most independent study work took place other than at the schools. *
" Ace was'organized in a different, somewhat. more traditional
fashion. The school day began at 8:30 a.m. with coffee and
cigarettes in'the cafeteria, Jlocated in the basement of the wing ’ : -
in which Ace was housed. (A comparable facility was not availabie
to Ace in its new location during the third year of the study.
Students would arrive between 8:15 and 8:30, often finishing

coffee or fast food breakfasts.) .The organized session started at’ e
- 8:45, with the first class sessions starting at 9:00. Classes in :

English, math, social studies, reading,” art, and gym were Hheld oo ]

each day. Lunch and independent study (study hail) were also

scheduled into the day, which ended shortly after 2:00 p.m. Class
periods lasted 45 minutes. - . !

N\ “
. . Curriculum and Instruction {
P . ’ . .
! ~ As suggested.by the structure _of their schecol days, Alpha and .
‘ Beta were similar to one another in curriculum and instruction and : .

different from Ace. Both Alpha and Beta were designed to promoté
. the, communications skills of the students and more generally to

promote their -personal development in areas such as goal satting,

problem solving, values clarification, self management, and self

. confidence. Improvement in these areas was theé objective of the
curriculum for the workshop/seminar. A wide varizty of personal ]
i~ growth and development techniques ant exercises were used (sse ,

Appendix A for 3 partial list of sources). Student participation .

was built:inte the exercises. The teachers were  full participants .

' as well as moderators or leaders, as appropriate to the exercise.

* Independent study coniracts were an impertant element in the
curriculum in addition to the workshop/seminar. Students in both
programs were encouraged to earn high school course credit through

S independent study contracts. The prfocess involved several steps.
Students would' choose areas of ‘interest or areas in which they
needed .cred: . torgraduate, such as English. in Alpha, they would
devise a oplan detailing what was to be done, how progress was to
be counted, and what the final result or- product would be. The
student would go over the proposed contract with the teacher- who
would supervise the work. The proposed contract would then be

* presentea to ¢ the workshop meeting for its evaluation and r

v

\)‘ | . . - ) ‘ . .
ERIC - - | o
P .

v - . . . -




{. N ". » 27 R <

\ . »

+ suggestiens. Any reévisions in the contract would be gone over ~
with the supervising teacher. The teachers made sure the te¢ ms of
. the contracts fulfil'lted the high school course requirements. They
' monitored progress and? evaluated the outcomes. ! ’ -

. In Beta, coptracts were negotiated with one of the teachers. ‘
Fofms were used -to state the contract's terms: objective or goal,
final product ' or performance, procedures used to reach the goal,
estimate of time to be spent. A space on the form was: reserved
for -the teacher's statement of what the student achieved. Each \
cdntract also included a "feedback chart' devised by the student *
to graphically record progress in the terms set by the contract. .
(These and other forms played an important role in structurnng the
é tzacher-student relationships which will be discussed below.] As
N in Alpha, the Beta téachers monitored student progress and” made
sure the work plan sgtisfieg high school curriculum requirements.

In both schools, use of community resources, volunteer work
or paid work was encouraged and eligible for |ndependent study
contracts and through them, credits. - “ )

- In.summary, Alpha und Beta stugents . could earn credit for
- attending their workshop or seminar and also by contracting, for
-~ independent .study. In addition,. many Alpha and Beta students
either remained enrolled in a class or classes in _the conventional
school from which they came or, in subsequent semesters, signed up
for one or more conventional High school! classes. Both required
and elective classes were among those taken at the high schools.
Those requiring special shop, laby or other ‘equipment or
facilities were among the more common ones taken. The alternative
students did not feel they were treated any differently by their
corivent jonal school teachers than any other students. .

Note that'in Alpha, very few independent study contracts were 4
done- during the final year of the study. A change in high school \\
B policies made it uncertain whether Alpha students would be able to ¢ d
get credit for independent study. Credit earned by Alpha students
during the followup phase of the study, then, was limited largely
to that from the workshop - the equivalent of one course - plus
what was earned through regular high school classes.

The curriculum ané instruction at Ace was structuréd along
more traditicnal lines. There was no equivalent of the workshop
or seminar in Ace. The areas that received more’ emphasis were
basic academic skills - reading, writing and figuring. Students
arrived at Ace in the morning and, wuth relatively few exceptions,
stayed for a full school day.

¥

The group was split in two for most ¢class sassions roughly on

. the bdsis of level of skill in the subject. One section of each )
subject was taught by each teacher. The student groupings for the
subjects vari'ed somewhat.
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MWork was assigned and classes conducted in two ways for the
academic subjectsi—{English, reading, math and social studies).
Work that could be done by ali of those in the sectjon --
typically, orai or blackboard assisted assignments -- were done
as a class. Other work, which comprised some 60 percen. or more
of the total, was done by individualized assignments. Programmed
materials were frequently used, as were brief quizzes or
worksheets prepsred by the teachers. This allowed students to
begin work at th€ir level of proficiency, and_to work at their own
pace. It accommodated the range of grade levels from 7th through
12th in the same program. (We never observed a student being
ridiculed by others—&cr'fﬁémlevel of work he or she was doing.
Students often helped each other irrespective of their relative
level of skill.) The individualized instruction also allowed
frequent individual teacher-student interaction and feedback on
progress and achievement.

The instructional materials used in Ace were a combination of
those used in the conventional schools and adapted to Ace, pilus
programmed instruction ‘packages, such as sets of math workbooks,
plus films and use of materials of current interest from _ the
contemporary news and entertainment media.

Overall, Ace students were exposed to a variety of teaching
methuds and materials. Seatwork and individualized instructions
and assignments were often used, though group instruction and
drill were also uset, as were group discussions.

Evaluation and Grading

Each program went about evaluation and grading in its own
way. The only clear similarities and differences iay in whether
Of not actuai letter grades were given. Alpha and Beta did riot
use” grades. Credit was earned (and appeared on students'
permanent records as 'credit') when a contract was completed or,
in Alpha, when a workshop was attended for a term. No notation
was entered on students’ records if they did not complete
requirements agreed upon. Neither Alpha nor Beta had quizzes or
other assignments as such to be turned in and evaluated. Lack of
participation was regarded as a problem to be discussed by the
student and teachers. It was not cause for lowering, a grade.
Students in Ace received traditional lettar grades, A through F,
based on how hard they tfied and on how much progress they had
made. In  judging progress, performance was measured against

individually established goals rather than a normative or group .

performance standard. According to the Ace teachers, grades in
Ace were about one letter higher than in the conventional schools.
This was in part because grading was based on improvement instead
of absolute leve! of performance and in part because less work was

required {n Ace for a given period of time. flt was also in part
due to geéé\&i;; improved attendance and increased effort on the
part of the sthden:s.

L 3
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Formal grading or granting credits was only a small part of
the communications about school work and performance which took .
place between students and teachers. _In these interactions, the
alternative school students were reminded of how well they were
progressing toward their own goals, what they had set out to
accomplish, and where they stood. However, the more.routine and
frequent feedback on the daily  tasks, assignments and projects
which comprise a large part of the daily experiences of going to
school are |mportant for reasons different from those associated

With summatx_,igxmal__gcades*_.Ihts_ts_zhe_ieedback:theough:ubqch-- Rp—
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much of the student teacher relationship is formed and which, in
turn, helps to 'establish the overall ambiance of the school. Tq
properly describe these aspects of evaluation in the alternative
schools, the larger topic of student-teacher relationships should
be taken up.

Teacher;Student Relationships in Alpha

AY

Teacher-student relationships were established on three bases
in Alpha. The first was the workshop. It was a public setting
and in that way resembled traditional, classes; that which
transpered during the workshops contrnbuted to the collectlve and
individual teacher-student relationships. 'The sessions, though
organized around a topic or exercise, were jnformal. Everyone was
addressed by first names all sat in the circle. An explicit goal
of: the program was to increase "the personal attention [students]
receive from teachers," as stated in Alpha's brochure, which goes
on to note that the workshop is intended-to provide fertile ground

for these personal relationships. Personal material -- hopes,
disappointments, relationships with parents, boy/girl friends,
spouses (in the case of the teachers) -- all were routine topics.

Students were encouraged to openly express conflicts they
experienced with other members of the group. ixpression of
positive, or, for that matter, any other sentiment was also

encouraged. C

I

The s=ructure of Alpha went beyond the workshop meetings in
encouragnng personal relationships between teachers and students.
Each student kept what was referred to as’® a journal. The
journals, actually steno pads, were supplied by the school and
ket there. Each day, students .rote in their journals during the
workshop meeting. Reactions to the workshop of that day, or
accounts of personal experiences or problems -- anything at all
~- was_appropriate content. There were no requirements other than
that §bmething be recorded. Each journal would” be read and
responded to by written comment in the journal by one of the two
teachers each day. The students were spl!it into two groups for
that purpose, sQ that the same teacher would always read and
respond to a given student's journal. This arrangement was, of
course, known to the students. The journals were private channels
between each student and a teacher, giving teachers the
opportunity to demonstrate a parsonal interest in each student in
a unique, private, and consistent fashion. They also gave the
students consistent access to the teachers under a set of jnformal
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but clearly communicated guidelines according to which the
constraints on gersonal expression typically associated with the
roles of student and teacher were dissoived.

The third element in teacher-student relationships carried
) the private, personal channel of the journals one step further.
Each student in Alpha met at least once each month -for half an
hour with the teacher with whom the student corresporided via the
’ ;f::Li—:;—::lilffﬁnrnawf~~rhe-teacnerswscheduied”"These“"meetTngsT “which were a
regular pa-t of the program. The purpose of the meetings was
several-fold, and tended to vary from student to student. One
purpose was to monitor students' academic progress, both in Alpha
and in the conventional school. (Recall that most Alpha and Beta
students were also enrolled in one or two classes in their
conventional high schools.) Alpha teachers served as the Alpha
students' academic counselors, so planning schedules and keeping
track of the school district's distribution and other requirements
also occurred during these sessions.

Another purpose of the sessions was to stimulace students'
development of skills in self expression, self awareness, and
problem solving. Whatever issues were salijent for the student
would be the ones pursued as the vehicle for development in these -
areas. As in the journals, topics included relationships at home
or with peers, school and school work, trouble with the law or

. conventional school authorities, plans forl the future, work
experiences, and so on.

The degree to which students were engaged in these sessions
obviously varied, but at a minimum the Alpha students knew that
their, teachers were interested in and accepting of them as
individuals and cared about their welfare and progress. A great

- deal of personal investment was required by the Alpha teachers.

’ . For example, they frequently assumed the role of personal

“g counselor and confidant toward their students, and though
infrequently called, were available to students after hours and on
wcekends. The 'delivery" of the Alpha program was la¥gely through
the individual teacher-student relationships. \\\\

Teacher-Student Relationships in Beta

The Beta program shared some general characteristics with
Alpha but was also substantially different. The staff at Beta
emphasized the development of skills in self management,
communication, and problem solving in about the same proportion as
the staff at Alpha emphasized communication skills and openness
* through self revelation.

Ae one of Beta's co-diractors said while talking about the

program: "What really gives me a kick is seeing these kids get

. control of themselves." Beta's operating procedures were based on
principies of self management through setting goals and then

monitoring progress toward them. These procedures were concretely

reer%ted in the charts and checklists (blanks of which were
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always available to students on open shelves at the school) which
students kept in their notebooks (which, like the Alpha journals,
stayed in the school) . Learning contracts; their feedback or
progress charts, weekly tally sheets for recording use of the
seven communication skills emphasized in the seminar meetings,

* weekly plan sheets, progress charts for earned seminar credits,

charts for overall progress, and other materials were to be gone
over with or countersigned by one of the teachers either on the
day they occurred (e.g., use of one of the communication skills in
that day's seminar meeting) or weekly (e.g., plan for " the coming

week, progress on learning contract). These encounters were
usually rather brief, occurring between or after seminar meetings.
The teachers, however, took advantage of them to encourage or
support students as they progressed, inquire about progress being
made, note areas which, according to the charts and graphs, were
not showing progress,- and in general, demonstrate personal
interest and involvement with each student.

. In cases where problems appeared on the charts and graphs (an
advantage of having all of the forms in one notebook and with many
in graphic form --\they could be easily flipped through and
interpreted) , the teacher would suggest a meeting with the student
to talk about what the problem might be. pDuring such a meeting,
the teacher would help\the student to assess the nature of the
problem if it was not Jobvious to the student, and then to explore
alternative solutio to it. Students felt free to mention
personal problems of the nature discussed at Alpha. Unlike Alpha,
however, the teachers did not encourage extended discussion of
those problems. Instead, problems tended to be considered as they
related to progress in schoolwork. As one of .the Beta teachers
noted, they were aware of the life situations of their students
dnd were available to them to help in problem solving. But she
added that—they didn't encourage discussiops of perscnal problems
because they felt that doing so simply "reipforced kids for having
problems." This is not to say that the Beta teachers were c&3N or
aloof toward their students. To the contrary, they had open,
warm, friendly, and supportive relationships with most of their
students, and demonstrated a clear and earnest concern for ei$h of.
the students, including those who did not do well in the program
or whose attendance was poor.

\

The teachers were approached on occasion by students who
vanted to discuss personal concerns. The most frequent topics
were marriage, abortion, and trouble with the law. In/these
circumstances, the teachers would talk with the students and would

teachers were contacted by their students outside of schabl hours
less frequently than :the:Alpha teachers.

Overall, the Beta teachers had warm an personal
relationships with their students. The relationships tended to
center more around process, progress or problems in/learning or at
school. By design, the relati ip Iacke:///;he personal
counseling overtones presentf ‘in the Alph student-teacher
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relationships. Individual contact with. students was frequent,
although except when setting up or closing out a learning

contract, the contacts tended to be. brief.

Teacher-Student Relationships in Ace

An explicit goal of Ace was gg prepare its students for
return to their former conventichal schools. Many students
returned to their conventional schools during the school vyear in
which they were referred to Ace. As a matter of policy, all Ace
students returned to conventional schools at the beginning of the
school Yyear in the fall, regardless of how long or short a stay"
they had had in Ace during the preceeding year. (Alpha or Beta
students could return to their ‘conventional schools, but were
never reqguired by policy to do so.)

Because of the goal . of prepéring students to return t
conventional .schools, the Ace teachers and staff felt they had to
retain some of the aspects of traditional teacher-gstudsnt
relationships. They gave quizzes and tests, they gradedstudents,
they conducted class sessions, they maintained offices opan to
students only by invitation, and so on. Nevertheless, they felt
it was important to know the students and to be known by them.
They were on a first name basis with the students, they felt free
to discuss aspecEs of the[r §;n lives == j{nterests, fémilizs.
vocations «- with students, the particip-ted with the students

in the softball, volleyball and other games or activities which
comprised the daily gym class at Ace. The Ace teachers also were
available to counsel the students and did so on occasion either at

the student's request /0r when it seemed called for by the
situation. “ '

The Ace teachers were patient and ‘tolerant with their
students, as was also true with the teachers at Alphz and at Beta.
Behavior which might result in disciplinary action in conventional
school buildings was interpreted by the alternative school
teachers as a sign that all was not well with a particular
student.  The response was to talk with the student to see why he
or she was violating a rule or disturbing others, or whatever the
case might have been. -In other words, the teachers reacted by
trying to find out what was bothering or upsetting .the student,

and then to try to help the student to grasp what was happening or
to resolve the problem. :

.. HAce students typically had academic problems which were
lengstanding sources of frustration. The teachers were careful to
note those during group instruction and would usually make a point
of approaching thq student later to go over the material and work
with the student This tolerance and individual attention was
noted and appreciatdd by the Ace students.

I't was also clear that the Ace teachers (and also the Alpha
and Beta teachers) would advocate for their students if they felt
the student had been treated arbitrarily in the conventional
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" conventional schools, even though they were formally bound by
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school (for students  taking <classes concurrently at the
alternative and conventional schools) . In general, the
alternative ‘teachers sympathized with the students when students
got into trouble at the conventional school. The Ace teachers, as *
with the other alternative teachers, usually approadﬁed such
\ncidents from a problem solving point of view. The focu$ was on
earning to handle or to be able to avoid the problem or \conflict
situation. Their more student centered, as Qppgsed to the more
rule- or adminiStration- or teacher- cent3r§§ point of view was
distinctive, a point of view most teachers do not, express. \This
novel experience of having the teachers on onels side -- recall
that these were students frequently in trouble at school also
had positive effects on teacher -- student relationships.

Overall, the Ace teachers had relationships with their
students which differed somewhat from those ir. the other
alternative schools. + They had to act more as teachers and had to
remind students of their eventual return to conventional schools.
They gave grades, albeit leniently, and had to conduct class
sessions, however informally and tolerantly. But, they also
played with their students, shared persopal information with them,
supported, tutored, and occasionally counseled them. They played
a role which was a hybrid of many and which had .more constraints
than in the other alternatives.

. .

Rules and Discipline

The alternative schools had far fewer rules than the

their districts' codes of student conduct. The alternative
programs were also more flexible than the conventional schools in
enforcement of the rules they had. As notedsy the alternative
teachers tended to view infractions as "::bg:el’ng cues," or
manifestations of problems to be found out an if possible,
resolved, or at least dealt with in more constructive way.. The
personalistic orientation of the alternative schools also showed
in the case by case considerations of problem behavior.

In addition, much of what would be in viclation of
conventidnal school rules simply wasn't in the alternative
programs. Students could freely move between the class meeting
room and the lounge; in Alpha and Beta smoking was allowed in
designated areas; outbursts were seen in Alpha and Beta as the
expression of a feeling and could easily be incorporated in the
curriculum. Any of these could result in suspension from the

conventional schools. |In addition, the students tended to act in
ways which would not hurt the school or bring adverse publicity to
it. Vandalism, theft, fighting all were rare, exceptional

instances in the alternative programs but more common in the
conventional schools although not in epidemic proportions.

Attendance was treated differently by the different schools.
The official district policies called for a student to be dropped
from a class after 7 tc 10 absences, and to be dropped from schpol
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X for the remainder of the term after having been dropped from
g enough classes. The conventional school administrators had some,
but not a great deal of discretion in ‘enforcing these rules.
x Despite their attempts to -be flexible, to negotiate with students
' and famili€s, they frequently had to act under these policies. " In
" some cases they acted with reluctance and in others with the
- ’ bellef that a particular ‘student was better off as somebody elsé's
problem. Students tencad to see these polncues and their agents

as uncaring, unfair, and arbitrary.

+ _Alpha had policies regarding promptness and attendance.
After the first 10 minutes of the workshop meeting, latecomers had
to wait in the lounge. unti} the workshop's midpoint break to join
the session. When this happened, the student lost half a day's
workshop credit. Those who failed to attend lost a whole day's -
credit. These credits K could be made up through contracts for
community service work or indzpendént study or other arrangements
with their teachers, ( the one with whom they regularly conferred.
Students were asked to c¢all in .on days ‘they would not be in
attendance. Tt was presented as a consideration to the staff
and other members of the group. If a student failed to show and
did not call, a call was made to the student's home.

Students who frequently failed to attend were the object of
much concern at Alpha. Attempts were made to contact the student,
to talk with him or her and often with the parents, tq, make some
sort of farrangement or contract, and so on., Eventually, the
student would be dropped from the rolls of the school -- a

, relatively infrequent occurrence. .

Alpha's other rules were of twd sorts: those agreed upon by
the students and teachers, and those required for harmony with the
surrounding environment. The latter involved not smoking outside
the -school or in the corridor, and parking only in the ample area
set aside for Alpha. These rules were seen by the students as in
their own interests, as ways to keep the heat off their school! -
{recall, it was housed in an elementary school in a residential .
neighborhood) . g f

. €
o

-In Beta, there were simijarly few rules. Smoking and parking

were treated in the same way as at Alpha; Beta's housirg was like

" Alpha's. Attendance was handled differentiy. Students were not

required to attend Beta. In theory, they could make and ¢lose out

contracts by meeting with teachers before, after, or between

seminars. They could not rn Beta seminar credit -~ an

elective credit -- toward graduation if they did not attend the

seminar. They would, not be ineligible to earn independent study
credits under Beta's auspites for failure to attend seminar.

<

4
In actual practice, theugh, students who did not attend
seninar drifted away from Beta in all other ways, too. This
happenzd with an unusually large number of students while the
study w~as I'n progress. They either did not begin or failed to
complete independent study contracts. After repe€ated futile




attempts to contact or engage these students, via telephone,
student grapevine, and letters, the Beta teathers dropped these J
students, approximately 20 of 'them, from Beta's rolls near the

end of the first term of the 1978-79 school year. -

A digression to cover this topic-is warranted here. The
explanations involve three points: supply and demand; initial
expectations; and culture carriers. “

Because in past years Beta was oversubscribed by at least 100
percent, and'up to 500 percent, many students who wanted to attend
Beta had to be denied (see the next section for seleckfon
procedures) . In retrospect, it was clear that ‘while
oversubscribed, Beta was becoming less so over time. Demand

* equalled approximately twice its available slots in the year prior
to the first wave §f interview data collection. However, based on

. the sense o dempnd, a third seminar was added for 1978-79, ,
o increasi the ‘program's capacity by 50%, to 60 students.
. ~ - .

Bdt,. actual demand in 1978-79 for the program was declining.
Slots went begging until mid-October. Previously, students who
wanted to attend Beta had to sign up in advangce and wait for
Beta's public-drawing -- a lottery, actually -- to see if they
were among_the lucky ones who could attend Beta. Those with 1léss
interest in Beta tended to fade during the wait, either dropping
out of their ‘conventional school or reaching an accommodation with
it. 1In 1978-79, it became clear during the period of recruiting
for Beta earfly in the first month of school that there would be no .
wait and no lottery. So few students wanted to attend Beta that .
any who showed an interest and who could obtain the necessary
parental signature could enroll in Beta.

Further. the BetduPeachers indicated that many o° that year's .

students may have missed or not really understood the crucial
early socialization to Beta. There were far fewer than the usual
number of carry over students 'who had been in Beta the previous
year; many had graduated. That ‘meant that there were fewer

. == only three per seminar -- ''native guides" to help explain the
initially unfamiliar and rather complex self-monitoring and° .
progress-tracking tasks of Beta. |n other words, there were fewer
culture carriers around to help, to explain, and to demonstrate
how to 'do'" Beta. And "doing" Beta was far different from getting ° P
by in a conventional secondary school. Students in Beta bore.-a
large share of the responsibility for laying out and‘moving oL
through their educational pfograms. .

Also, the Beta teachers speculated that they might not have
been clear enough in establishing expectations for the new
students. The Beta teachers felt in retrospect that they might .
have inadvertently given new students the message that they didn't
have to come to school. What they intended to communicate was ¢
that although students did not have to attent Bet?/ as, in a formal
requirement, they wouldn’'t be able to succeed at earning credits -
if they didn't. )
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Cx*hs it was, it took that year's entering ‘Beta students about a
semester to get on top of the program"s demands. The primary
demand was for self discipline. The materials were freé?x
available and clear enough, and help was readily available. THez
students had to learn, however, with few experienced peers to

.advise them, that they had to pursue their studies on their own.
‘Nobody ‘was looking over their shoulder or giving them assignments,

as had been the case in their earlier experiences in school.

Overall, the rules in Alpha and Beta were few Those that
existed were either designed to help the schools retain their
acceptance in the school syscem and community f{outside smoking and
parkirg); or for the maintenance of the group (attendance at
Alpha). The rules were administered flexibly and were open to
discussion. During the course of the study there were no
instances of disrudtion or fighting in the. schools and theft and
vandalism were almost as rare. s *

.The approach at Ace was generally lijke that at Alpha and
Beta. Attendance was required at Ace. |f a student failed to
attend, he or she cculd not complete enough school work to earn
passing grades. The teachers and administrators were familiar
with studsnts' home situations, some of which interfered with
att2ndance. They worked with parents and the students to try to
improve atter lance, making various kinds of arrangements.
Students' homes were routinely called on days.the students failed
to attend or call in to inform the school. |If all attempts to
improve attendance failed, the student would be dropped from the
program and returned to their previous conventional school, though
this was a rather rare occurren.z.

Disruption or fighting was rare in Ace. Students involved
would be talked to by the teachers and/or administrator about why
the problem occur-ed, why it was a problem, and how it might be
resolved. The students involved would occasionaily be asked to go
home for the day, or to go home and to have a parent contact the
school, depending on the circumstances.

Although Ace maintained more of the attributes of a
traditional school program, it did so with few formal rules. It
ran, as the other alternatives, on implicit and explicit
understandings and norms of mutuality. On occasion, students were
reminded that at the alternative school, they didn't have all the
rules and structure and attendant hassle of the conventional

schools. One ¢f the things that m they were told, was that
they had to exercise more refponsibility far-and control over
themselves, according the teachers and chool he same respect

they and it accorded the students. It was on the whole an
effective system of governance.

Relationships with Conventional Schools

The alternative schools' relationship with the conventional
schools they served varied from excellent to not very good.
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Alpha and Beta had mixed relationships with their high
schools. Some of the conventional staff members saw the
alternative programs as pedagogically worthless charades in which
unsupervised, undnscnpllned and irresponsible teachers provnded a
front operation in which rubber" diplomas were handed out to a
bunch of undeserving, lazy, dumb, depraved juvenile delinquents.
Obviously, these were extreme views. Some of them may have
ariginated with implied or inferred criticisms of the conventional
schools by the alternative programs as the alternative programs
were first being formed. ~Apparently, some conventional teachers
felt they were being criticized by implied insidious comparisons,
in the first of the two alternative school's "initial promotions.
In those materials and presentations, the alternative school was
described as a place where teachers cared about their students and
where real learning took place. Both of these programs were
started (via .intradistrict funding and program proposals) by
teachers who represented somewhat deviant, student-centered points
of view. Some of their earlier remarks and promotions may' have
been intemperate in referring to their colleagues.& )

Other reactions to the alternative programs were simply that
students did not learn anything in them, and therefore should be
discouraged from attending them, or that they were for dead end
students, or that the voluntary aspects (to be described in the
next chapter) of the Alpha and Beta programs should be eliminated
and more slots made available for disciplinary referrabi

Some teachers and a handful of counselors and administggfors
basically supported the programs. They felt it offered a
legitimate alternative educational process Which benefitted some
students who did not need, could not tolerate, or were otherwise
hindered by conventiomal school structure and organization.

Alpha and Beta’ were supported entirely™from the school
district's budget. Officials in the district administration felt
the programs contributed to the school system and should be
maintained. So, despite occasional reports via students of unkind
remarks about the programs by teachers or counselors in the
conventional schools, the alternative programs maintained a
relatively stable if  somewhat tense relationship with their
conventional schools.

By contrast, relations between Ace and the schools it served
were strong and positive. Ace was originally established at the

suggestion of the high school principal. It was-to be and is a-

resource for the districts' secondary schools. When the secondary
schools have exhausted their internal options for problem
students, Ace is an option for them. The details of referral
appear in the following section, but suffice it to say that the
program was appreciated by the secondary administrators and
teachers. Its purpose was not to supplant the schools but to
assist them in dealing with difficult and troublesome. cases. As
such, it did not represent a threat or a challenge to the
conventional schools. Ace allowed administrators to remove on an
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interim basis ftroublesome students from their buildings without
denying students the opportunity to go to school. The districts’
assistant principals were strong supporters of the program. ' -

The Ace administrator got along well with his counterparts gp,
S

the. secondary schools and in general, the working relationshi
an¢-§verall relationships between Ace and its conventional schools
was positive and stable. .
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CHAPTER L

STUDY. DESIGN, AND STUDENT SELECTION ’

. v N -~ \\
_The design of the study called for " identifying a pool of
students eligible and appropriate for the zlternative schools but

larger in number than could be accommodated at the alternative

schools. Using comparable procedures for each of the dlternative
programs, we hoped to randomly assign- half of the pool to the
alternative p(gg;;g§. while the ocher half ained in their
conventional schooTs. This was slated for the beéginning of the

1978-79 school_year., At that time, we would interview both groups
of students. A second interfview was scheduled fof® the end of that
school year, with the third, or followup interview scheduled for
the second marking period of the fall sémester of the following
(1979-80) schor.1 yezr. . ; -

This design would allow us to compare processes and outcomes
at schools we knew from preliminary work to be:different but ‘which
were operating with students we knew were. comparable with each
other at the outset of the study. ¢ .

- ’ .

Thiﬁ chapter covers the ways students were seI;cted for the
alternative school programs, our plans for adapting those
procedures . for the purposes of the study, and the actual outcomes
of the study's selection procedures. ' The procedures we used to
recruit students into the study once they had been identified to
us by the schools will be described. The use of incentives to
participate in the study will be: discusse€d, ‘followed by
presentation of response rates achieved.in the study.

~ Selection into _the Alternative Schools

+

Each of the alternative schools was .filled using “slightly

‘different procedures. The main nominal distinctions were that Ace -

was filled entirely by students referred to it by conventional
school administrators, Beta was filled entirelys by students who
volunteered for the program, and Alpha was, filled half by
volunteers and half by referrals. Details of these procedures are
provided below. .

s * -
- T

The Ace Pragram
) 2

Ace served the two junior high schools and the single high
schoo)l in its school district. Studenfs were~formally §eferred to
Ace by their assistant priicipal, although in the case of high
school students, referrals were usualby initiated by the
counselors. The referrals were typically for disruptive behavior,
repeated or serious violation of school rules, or for chronic
truancy.

N
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By the time Ace was presented. as an option to a szudent, few
other options remained open. The alterhative to Ace was usually =a
% " two week disciplinary suspension or beifig dropped” from one or more
~ classes because of more: than 15 absences during a semester.
' Historically as well, as during our observations, only about five
. percent of those offered the option of attending Ace turned it

down. - -

)

ta

* “‘ v
Referrals cam? through the assistant principals. In the high ¢
schools, the stud nt's counselor usually discussed Ace with the
student and initiated* the “referral. In the junior highs, the !
assistant principals usually initiated the referrals. :
IS
We met with the high school . counselors and: all of the .
assistant principals involved to work out a procedure for randomly
assigning students to the Ace program. Arranbements were agreed
upon in the spring and were to be implemeénted in the fall of the
1978-79 schvool , year, ‘the ' time when the .first set of interviews
. would take place. It was clear from extensive Jdiscussions with
the Ace administrator, the’ princfpals, assistant principals and
counselors that tore students could be referred to -Ace than Ace
could accommodate.' The random assignment f->cedure was to based
on this excess of need aver service capac *ty. "Each of the .
counselors’ and" assistant principalc agreed t -efer two or three
more stutdents than they might have in the past. Upon receiving a-
referratl, the assistant principal would d&ontact the Ace
administrator, who would“contact us. We would then use a’ random
number table to determine if the referrat shguld go ahead or be
denied. Those denied the referral would ¥emain in their
conventional! schools. They were to constitute the control group*
for their peers referred to Ace. :

’ .
- We resolved the ethical problem of denial’of service in the

following way. The administrators and counselors agreed that .
there were more students in need of Ace's services than- could be '

served, as just noted. They also agreed that among this group it

was really not possible to de(initiue)y rank students on the basis s
of need for Ace's services. Thus, thé students who would be

denied services under the study's random assignment procedure .

would have been no more likely to receive services ir the absence L

of the research project. The reason was that, as has been '
demons’trated in other connections (Dawes, 1979), any individual's
-decisions rega~ding selection from groups whose members have
similar attributes tend to be unreliable: that is, the selections
or rankings vary from time to time. This describes the situation
of not being apie to defjritively rank order the most% difficult

students. .
u N These arrarijements wege sertled in goog, faith by all
concerned, tut in the abstrac!. wher the ‘time came in the fall of
4 ‘ . l‘, tne year tc .mplemant, the assignrment ; ocedures. they failed to, ‘e

hold wun. The  guricr rigw scheco' -31mply made no.referrals. - The
A > .
Dther 'ne¢ _ted trat mect cf . ts re‘e-ra’s _bypass the assignment

1 ]
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-, . preocedure because of the urgency of the cases or because of

. _parental pressure. The high school counselors made many fewer
5\ referrals than these same counselors had in years past.
L : * The explanation was the same in all cases. The people

“involved took 'seriously their responsibilities for their students.
They .were reluctant to leave the final disposition of their cases
up to c¢hance. Instead, they fashioned other dispositions for
their” students or insisted on bypassing the assignment procedures.
v The building prinéipals were aware of our problems. They

sypported the research project, but felt the first responsibility
- ¢ had to be to' their staff members and the needs of the students.

These problems did not become clear until well into the fall.
Understandings about -.the assignment procedures were probed: and
confirmed, but thé rate of Ace referrals remained low. The number
of (randomly assigned) control students was even lower. We faced
the choice at the end of November of sticking to our original
. . - control group design at tne cost of vitiating the study, at least !
at Ace, because of a grossly insufficient "number of control
students, or modifying the design. We chose the latter. We met
with the counselors at the high school and, once again, explained
our problems. We then asked ‘each of them to nocminate up to five ‘
; of their students for whom they feit the Ace program would be
. appropriate. We went over the names with each counselor to be
sure the students were legitimate candidates for referral. A few
names were deleted and the rest were contacted.and interviewed in
January and. February -- the beginning of the year's second
. semester. These students constituted the bulk of the "“control"
- . group, now a comparison group, for the Ace program.

Part of the modification of our plans for Ace included
terminating the.random assignment procedures for the ice prcgram.
At that time, with our comparison group lists in hand, we stopped

e identifying new students to recruit into the study. We told this
to the counselors and assistant principals. Ace experienced an
- unusuallyLﬁarge number of referrals around the time of the

semester change ‘that year compared to its stable historical
patterns. This was no doubt due to the end of the restrictions
and uncertainties on the referral process which had been imposed
by the study's assignment procedures.

- The effect of these problems on the kinds of students in the .
study in Ace versus their. comparison group can be readily s
summarized. According to the assistant principals and counselors,
many of the Ace .students were extreme cases whose disruptive
behavior could not be tolerated in the School. These cases were
too serious for their disposition to be left to chance. On the
other hand; most of the comparison students had not been referred
to Ace during the first term. Obviously, their high school
counselors felt they could be maintairffed in school or allowed to
& #i drop schcol for part of the seméster. Onpe counselor told us that

she advised several students with poor grades and attendance to
simply stay home for the rest of the term and try again in the
/
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second term. Also, several of the nominated comparison group were
sent to Ace during the semester change surge in referrals noted
above. Nevertheless, the comparison students were, on the whole,
less delinguent and disruptive in the eyes of theic counselors.

Another difference between the groups concerned age. Among
those we interviewed, there were L0 percent junior high students
in Ace but only five percent in the comparison group. The
detinquency literature (e.g. Gold & Petronio, 1980) clearly shows
an age accelerated pattern in delinguent gehaviér which peaks at
early high school age. Thus, as the study went on, the expected
level of delingquency should have been increasing among the younger
students and decreasing among the older, high school aged
students. Both of these factors, age and selection procedures,
made for a conservative test of the effects of Ace. For Ace to
show an effect in reducing delinquency, it would have to
counteract the effects of an overall younger group seen to have
been more extreme in their disruptive behavior.

The Alpha Program

Alpha reserved half of its spaces for students who had been
referréd tor poor attendance and disciplinary problems at the two
high schools it served. Referred students typically had been
dropped from two or more classes because of poor attendance.
(Seven unexcused absences in a term constituted grounds for being
dropped from a class.) Most of the referred students were
discipline problems while in school and usually had poor academic
records. .As with Ace, referred students had the option of

_decCining kipha, although other options were usually lirited to

being suspended or being dropped from several or all classes for
the semester. As with Ace, less than five percent typically
refused Alpha, also the case during the course of the study.

Alpha's remaining places were reserved for students who
volunteered for the program. The only restriction »n volunteers
was that they have relatively good records of  attendance.
Students who had been dropped for poor attendance from more than
one class were ineligible to volunteer for Alpha. Most wvolunteer
students were far behind in credits earned, had poor grades,
spotty attendance records, and had disciplinary problems at
school. They tended to have heard of Alpha from friends or were
informai' | referred to the program by the few counselors
positive v cisposed towand Alpha.

't shouid pe noted that the Alpha teachers were usually
unable tc remember wh:ch students were referrals and which were
volynteers. a.though <1hey nad krown init:ally. The students
seemed unaware of tne d sirNCTiON. ana there were no differences
'p any of ~ur measusrs detwee~ wolunteers and referred students in
dlpha. »>Stug9gt's ~~utr a3 ‘requentiy did remain at Alpha for more
tha~ ope wvoar -hey <c..d gc through high schooi and graduate

.
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through Alpha). Students' original status as volunteer or
referral was used to determine how many of a year's open slots
were for volunteers and how many were for referrals.

-

In each of Alpha's preceding six years, there had been two to
five times more volunteers than slots for them. Selection from -
among the volunteers was by lottery. A public drawing was held to
choose each fall's complem-nt of new volunteer Alpha students.
The lottery was held during the second or third week of school in
the fall. Our plan was to use the applicants not chosen in the
drawing for the control group for the Alpha volunteers. The
selection of control students for the referral students was to be
similar to that planned for the Ace program. Each of the two high
schools had three assistant principals. Each assistant primcipal
was responsible for seeing to the attendance and discipline
problems of his or her students and referrals to Alpha had to go
thrpugh the student's assistant principal. An agreement was mzade
in which each assistant principal would in the fall of 1978-79
school year select the five most likely and appropriate referrals
to Alpha. This would make a pool of about twice the open referral
slots. Students from this pool to be referred to Alpha by the
assistant principals would be selected at random by study staff.
The students not selected would be the controls for those
referred. . P

Neither of these control group -selection procedures was
successful. Very few students volunteered for Alpha; fewer, in
fact, than the number of spaces reserved for volunteers. When it
became clear after Alpha's efforts to recruit new students in mid-
September that there would not be enough volunteers, these few
remaining volunteer spaces were filled by referral students. We
thus had no volunteer control group. (Fortunately, as noted
elsewhere, volunteers, referyal students, and ou. compar ison
groups proved to be comparable on virtuwally all our measures.)

The random assignment procedures for students referred to
Alpha met the same fate as those for Ace, and for the same
reasons. As with Ace, the assistant principais felt they had to
respond to what they saw as urgent needs of students and pressure
from parents to do something. So, they insisted on bypassing the
random -assignment procedures and placing these students in Alpha.
By the time we were able to obtain lists from the assistant
principals of students from which random assignments could be
made, the semester was more than ha!f over and 10 of Alpha's 12
open referral slots were filled. We decided to wait until the
beginning of the next semester when a few siots in Alpha were
expected to open. in the meantime, we worked toward getting a
pool of potential referrals from which the' few open slots could be
filled. From those remaining, we made random selections to fill
out the now mixed control/comparison group for Alpha. (ideally,
we would have included all of the nominated students as
comparisdns, but their number was greater than :the number we could
afford to interview.)

PR
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The-result of all of this was that the composition of Alpha
and its "control" group was not what we had expected. Alpha had a
large proportion of urgent and severe cases who had bypassed the
random assignment procedures. There were no such cases in the
comparison . group, Also, there were fewer volunteers in the
program than anticipated. These two factors combine to make the
test of Alpha's effectiveness a more conservative one than
planned. |n that way, it.,was like Ace. It would have to be
effective with students identified as more problematic than those
in the comparison group in order to' come out superior to the
comparison group. Of course, the absence of any volunteers in the
comparison group countered this trend, but only to a limited
degree, Had the ciimate in the high schools been more favorablie
to Alpha, many of those on the comparison group list could well
have been encouraged to apply for Alpha.

There are a number of possible explanations for the failure
of the ;greed upon and planned for assignment prodedures to work
out. AlpHa did not enjoy good relations with its onventional
high schools. HMany if not most of the high school coynselors and
teachers felt it was not a worthwhile program. Fo students
contemplating volunteering for Alpha, there were few|sources of
positive information about Alpha among the conventi 1 schools'
staff, counselors and administrators. Students who might be
inclined and eligible to volunteer for Alpha® tended to be
discouraged from doing so. Some assistant principals felt that
all of the slots in Alpha should be reserved for referred
students, which might explain some of the reluttance to encourage
volunteers. In addition, it appeared that there might have been a
continuing decline in the number of students who wanted to go to
Alpha. Recall 4hat this was true in the same school distriet for
Beta. Finally, the one remaining original Alpha teacher left for
a job outside the school district just after the beginning of the
school year. He had always handled relations with the
conventional schools as well as liaison w.th the district
administration. It is possible that those in the conventional
schdols who opposed Alpha felt they could do so more actively
after this teacher's departure. Whether or not this' actually
occuried, the fact remained that Alpha began the year with one new
ana one experienced staff member. Two weeks into the year, the
experienced hand left and was replaced by a teacher/counselor who
had bid for the job. He transferred to the Alpha job from his
position in one 6f the high schools which Alpha served Both of
the new staff members were qualified for their new jobs but
neither had had experience recruiting students or dealing with an
at least somewhat hostile institutional environment.

"A11  of these were factors which may have had an influence on
the extremeiy small member of students who volunteered for Alpha.
We cannot .2ight them as to importance and cannot be sure all of
them were ;mportant. Nevertheiess, we feel we would be remiss in
not  documenting these circumstances for their value in
understanding some of the relationships many alternative schools
have with their environments.
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The Beta Program

The Beta program was entirely voluntary. As noted in the
previous section, students /had always signed up for Beta in far
greater numbers than could bg accommodated. Beta's staff held -
recruiting meetings in BetaZ% two conventional high schools during
the second week of school. Students could apply to go to Beta
until a late September deadline following which a lottery would be
held to select the students to fill the open slots at Beta. (As
with Alpha, students could continue at Beta from year to year,
thus limiting the number of openings.) Our plan was to use those
not chosen in the lottery as controls for those who were chosen.

The two co-directors of Beta had earlier pressed for an
expansion of the program's capacity to 60 students divided among
three seminars, up from 40 students divided between two seminars.
The expansion< took place for the ' 1978-79 school year, the
beginning ofa;gje field work phase of the study. Recall the
problems associated with this expansion: integrating a large
number of yninitiated students; and having a smaller than expected
number of volunteers for the program. The latter is of concern in
this discussion. -

*

For the first time in Beta's history, there were no “extra"
volunteers. All could be accommodated, so-:ail of those who
applied for Beta and had parental permission were signed up for
the program in late September. At that time, the program was
full, We thought that more students would apply to go to Beta
during the fall and could be interviewed as controis. That did
nct happen and it become clear that we had to modify the design or
abandon the site. e

Some 14 students had not followed through cn their fall
applications to Beta. These were students whose parents did not
approve their child's application to Beta. We interviewed these
students as members of a comparison group for Beta. We waited for
the semester change, hoping that a surplus of volunteers would
result from appliéations for the slots expected to open up at the
beginning of the new term. This hope was only partially
fulfilled. As earlier, most of the students available as
"eontrols" had not gotten parental permission to attend Beta.

We felt the size of our comparison group, even with these}
second semester additions, was uncomfortably small. Adding to
this concern was the fact that by early into the second term,
three of our earlier comparison group had transferred to Beta. We
thus turned with reluctance to nominees. We asked assistant
principals to nominate students who met several criteria. They
had to be students the assistant principals felt were appropriate
for Beta and could benefit from the program. Secondly, they had
to have some .academic, discipline and attendance problems,
although not especially severe problems. This last condition was
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added because it seemed o characterize the student® -already at
Beta. We made a random selection of 12 names from the resulting
list to fill out the Beta comparison group.

The effects on the research design of the selection of Beta
students and their comparison group are difficult to assess. The
comparison group's aggregate characteristics matched those of the
Beta students. Moreover, among the comparison students, the
characteristics of the volunteers matched those of the nominees.
These data will be reported in a subsequent section of the report.
As noted, ultimately some half dozen members of the comparison
group applied to and were signed up for ‘Beta during the school
year. This made for some design problems, but reinforces the use
of the comparison group as an appropriate standard against which
to assess the effects of Beta.

i

Recruiting Participants for the Study

As soon as potential respondents were identified to us, we
began our attempts to recruit them into the study. The first step
was an introductory letter describing the study. We stated in
this inftial letter that the study was being conducted by The
University of Michigan's Institute for Social Research, not by the
schools. We also made plain that nobody at the schools or at home
would see any indiwvt answers. Further, the letter stated
that we wanted to what students had to say and that we were
interested in all sid of the story about school, the good and
the bad. We emphasizel that the study would give our respondents
a chance to be heard and to make a2 difference in how schools were
run. The letter mentioned that while we couldn't pay cash money
for their help, we would be able give respondents scrip
redeemable at MacDonald's, Inc. estaurants in exchange for
participation in the interview. The letter closed with an
indication that a phone call from th tuydy would be forthcoming.
The purpose of the call was, as stated, to answer any questions
and to try to arrange for an interview -appointment.

*  All the calls for each wave of interviews were made by only
one person-per wave -- that wave's scheduler. This was intended
to help rapport in cases where multiple calls had to be made to
the same household as well as to preserve information and assure
consistent procedures. The study was also explained to parents
during these phone calls. The scheduler was persistent in her
attempts to contact potential respondents ‘or to schedule an
interview appointment for those respondghts who in earlier call
had indicated they might be able to gchedule an appointment at/a
later date.

Wher the scheduler encountered ‘clear/ signs of resistafice or

hostitity, a second letter was composed and sent. | object was
to assuage fears or address the concerns hic ad been voiced
{usua!'y by the pa-ents). Depending on the case, a followup
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-~ telephone call might also have been made. These procedures were
uniformly  unsuccessful in persuading parents or potential
respondents to relent.

-

¢« The second of wave interviews began in May of 1979 and was
largely completed by mid-July. The second interview was
introduced by a letter which stressed many of the same points made
in the first letter. The letter also noted that even though some
respondents might have stopped going to school, we still sought
their views. A hewspaper story about the study was reproduced and
enclosed. The story described the study's potential! contribution
to the education policy-making process and emphasized the role\g:
students' views in shaping the study's findings. This lett
ctlosed as did the first, mentioning the same incentive and telling
the respondent to expect a call from the study to make
arrangements for the interview. .

3

The first wave of interviews lasted far beyond the original
target cut off date. This was because of the problems we
encountered in the timely identification of potential respondents.
One implication was that in order to maintain our field schedule,
many wave two interviews had to take place relatively soon after
the first interviews. A primary concern was to maintain the
cooperation of our respondents for the third interview, the one to
be scheduied for the late fall about one year after the initial
interview. For that reason, we felt it would be inadvisable to
exhaust all possible avenues of persuasion (followup letters and
followup telephone calls) in the attempt to obtain the second
interviews. We wanted to avoid inadvertently alienating those
whose good will would be more important later. The third wave of
interviews began in October, 1979 and was largely completed by
mid-December. |Its introductory letter stressed the importance of
followup information for applying the study's findings. Also
mentioned were the reports of the study's results made to state,
local and national groups.. For reasons to be described beldw, we
had increased the incentive from fastfood chain scrip to five
dqllars cash. The cash incentive was mentioned in the letter as
was the forthcoming call to schedule the interview.

Our recruiting efforts for the thitd wave were directed at
all of the potential respondents originally identified at the
study's outset. Letters were sent and -phone calls made to
reluctant respondents or their parents, again with little success.
We sent members of our field staff out to the last known addresses
of respondents we had been consistently unable to contact by
phone. In a few cases, this resulted in interviews or in
information as to the whereabouts of the potential respondent and
which Ultimately resulted in interviews. This included three
interviews conducted by telephone with respondents who had moved
out of state.

Respondent |ncentives

~
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Our consistent reasoning for the use of incentives was to
encourage participation. The choice of MacDonald's scrip was
based on experience (Berger et al, 1975) which suggested they were
effective when compared to no incentive. Economic considerations
also, came into play. Early in the study, based on projections
for numbers of respondents, we cculd not afford a large cash
incentive. We used sgcrip because we felt it would be more
distinctive and of greater value than the cash equivalent. We'
purchased the scrip for face value, $1.50 per respondent. The
local MacDonalds organization generously donated coupons which
could be redeemed for french fries. TQese coupons were included
in the incentive.

[
A

As will be shown, our response rates for wave two were
consjderably below those for wave one. vonversations with
respondents and debriefing sSessions w,th the interviewers

suggested that the Maclonalds incentives were losing their appeal
during wave two. By this time in the study our actual field costs
were clearly going to be Jower than projected because we had
terminated field operations for a school system scheduled to be jn
the study but whose alternative program was cut during a budget
crisis. We applied some of these funds to increased incentijve

: payments, instituting the five dollar cash incentive for wave
three. The change in incentives was associated with and doubtless
contributed to a 13 percent increase in the wave two to wave three
response rates and a corresponding 34 j-ercent drop in the number
of no shows and broken appointments.

Response Ratesy
3
The base néﬁber for figuring response rates is 240, the total
number of potential respondents initially identified to us by the
schools at the outset of the .study. Of those, 100 (42%) were
., originally alternative séhool students. The remaining 140 (58%)
were in conventional schools_when the study, began.

By

The eross’/sectional and compound response rates for the three
waves of the study are given in Table 4.1). -

Q .‘3!)
1
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Table L.}

Cross Sectional and Compound Response Rates:
Overall and for Alternative and Conventional Students

Overall Alternative Conventional
* Base 240 100 140 -

Wave |

Interviewed 180 83 97

% response 75% B3% 69%
Wave 2

Interviewed 139 65 75

% response 58% 65% 5L%
Wave 3

Interviewed 161 72 89

% response 67% 72% 6L%
Compound rates
WiXW2xW3 29% 39% 24%
WixwW2 L4k oL% 37%
W2XW3 39% 47% 35%
WixW3 50% 60% Lu%

°

The dip in response rates at wave two and: the alternative
students' higher response rates are the notable features in the
table. Incentives have aiready been discussed as a factor in the
overall pattern of response rates. Competition from warm, sunny
spring weather may have aiso accountesd for some of the decrement
in response at wave two. The unavoidably brief interval for many
respondents between the firfst and second interviews might aiso
have affected the wave two response rate.

We were able to make personal appeals for participation in
the study to mast of the alternative students during our visits to
their programs. We answered questions and discussed the study (in

appropriately general terms) with the aiternative students. The
comparison.students were not similarly accessiblie to us, dispersed
as they were through many classes in many schools. The

alternative students were in general probably more committed to
the study since they 'were in general more committed to their
schools. The alternative teachers were interest2d in seeing their
programs evaluated by neutral observers and so encouraged their
students to participate. All of these factors contributed to the
differences in response ratas.

Table L.,2 presents the cross sectional response rates for
each alternative program and its comparifon group.
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Table 4.2

_Cross Sectional Response Rates:
Aiternative Programs and Comparisén Groups

Ace Comp.* Alpha Comp. Beta Comp.

. Base 21 53 28 L1 L6
Wave | . .
Interviewed 14 37 25 30
i % Response , 67% 70% 89% 65%
Wave 2
Interviewed 11 26 21 23 25
% Response - 52% L9% 75% 56% 63%  5u%
Wave 3
Interviewed 11 34 22 25 39 30
% Response 52% 6L% 79% 61% 76% 65%

*0f the 53 Ace fomparison students, 5 were from junicr high
school. Of these 5, 2 were interviewed in wave | and 2. They
were in high school at wave 3.

The only notable feature in this table is Ace's lower
response rates compared to its comparison group in waves ofe and iy
three. We can shed littie light on this reversal. Ace's response '
rate was stable between waves two and’ three. The small number of
cases from which to draw, a function of the reluctant referral
agents, makes further interpretation difficult.

Overall, the response rates were quite good. The wide
variation in date of first interview and the consequently variable
interval between waves one and two detract from the usefulness of
the wave two data. The wave one to wave three interval was
proportionally much less wvariable. Fortunately, these two time
points yielded the best response rates cross sectionally as well
as jointly.
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INBE* ING AND QTHER DATA COLLECTION

The personal interviews with the respondents provided most of
the study's data. The timing of the interviewing periods and the
interviewing procedures will be described in this section.
Several non-interview sources of data were also tapped, and these
will be noted. Our procedures for obtaining consent and for
protecting the confidentiality of the study's participants will

“also be noted. !

Interview Timing . © N <

.gThe study design called for three waves, or administrations
of essentially the same interview. All respondents (alternative
and conventional) were to be interviewed at each wave. The first
was to be in the fall of 1978 &as that vyear's new alternative

_students were entering the programs. This first interview
referred to the respondents' present (fot comparison students) or
previous (for alternative students) conventional school. It
provided baseline measures against which to assess change in

L} 6 - 3
attitudes, plans, and bebavnor.
We expected the first wave of interviews to begin in late
R September, 1978 and to be completed by the end of November, 1978.

As deﬁcribed earlier, this did not work out. It was not until
February, 1979 that we received from the schools the full final
set of names of comparison students for Alpha and Ace. It was not
until March, 1979 that we received the final set of names to us
as Beta's comparisons. :

The progress of' interviewing in waves two and three was under
the control of the study instead of dependent.on information from

the schools. These two waves of interviewing went smoothly and
were completed in close to the anticipated eight week period, with
95 percent done within the specified times. i

Administering the Interviews

Our interviewing procedures were designed to make the
respond=nts comfortable and relaxed. To this end, we recruited
interviewers who were young in appearahce and who could relate
easily to adolescents. Most of our intervitewers were graduate or
undergraduate students or othérs in their early to mid-twenties.
They typically had had experience dealing with adolescents.
Interviewers and respondents were matched by 'sex. The interviews
themselves were held in "neutral" sites in the community, either a
YWCA or library conferénce room or an unused elementary school
classroom. This was done to insure privacy, reinforce our promise
of confidentiality, and minimize interruptions or distractions

which ight result.from conducting the interviews in respondents'

homes. ome respondents or their parents, about a third in. all,

preferre to have the interviews held in their homes,
51
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interviewers rarely reported problems’ or distractions in these
circumstances. Interviews usually took place after school, though
respondents' schedules often required morning, evening and weekend
interviews. ) '

The study's field schedule meant that there was turnover
among the interviewers betwsen waves <-- more between the second
and third. Continuity in training and procedures was aided by at
least two interviewers who worked in all three waves. There was
no effort to match or avoid matching interviews and respondents
across waves. .

’ S

The interview itself cal'led for varied modes .of response.
Open and closed questions were usad. Some 20 closed questions
used a booklet Whose pages corresponded to questions and from
whi%h respondents’ chose from among the list of possihle responses.
Some sections called for respondents to make paper -and pencil
responses or to sort decks of bpreprinted cards into stasks
indicating true-false or Likert-type respoﬁ%e categories.

#he - interview was carefully constructed “to be simple,
strgightforward and conversational in language, syntax and style.
For the self-administered  sections, respondents were always
offered the choice to have the material read to them by the
interviewer or to do the task themselves. Thi;\gaye poor r~eaders
a facer~saving out and protected the quality of the data. ne
interview was cast at about a sixth grade reading level, slightly
below the average indicated vocabulary level of our respondents.

1 - .

The interviews lasted an average of just over 84 and 82
minutes in waves one-and three, and 73 minutes in wave two. The
range of interview length was from 45 to 170 minutes.

The content of the interviews remained largely Unchanged
across waves. Some sections were deleted at the second interview
to reduce its length and then reinstated in wave three to allow
analysis of change. A secticy detailing work experience was
enlarged at wave two and retzined for wave three. The vast
majority of questions were asked in_ each interview and were
repeated verbatim across interviews. .

fonsent and Confidentiality
. .

Explicit, written parental consent was not required for
respondents: tc participate in the study. Nevertheless, ‘@and
perhaps obviously, in the cases when parents did not consent to
their chiid's participation, the child did not participate. We
made sure the parents or guardians of all our respondents knoew of
the study and agreed to participation.

We spught nformation about our respondents from various of
the sc¢nools’ archives and personnel, In order to obtain this
information with respondents' names, we had to have explicit
writteq parental consent. For individuals for whom we did not

v
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have writéen consent, the information from the schools had to be
ananymous. That 's, the finest level of identification allowed
was by group (for example, girls who had _attended alternative
schools) . . .

We anticipated that consent would be difficult to obtain
considering the population and the necessity.of relying on return
mail. (We - mailed out a request for cooperation, a consent form,
and stamped return envelope.) We ultimately received consent to

examine records from the parents or guardians of 56 percent of our,

respondents. This was achieved by separate mailings in the spring
and fald of 1979 along with followup letters and telephone calls
following the fall mailings.

In ada'tion to standard precautions to protect respondent
con.identiality, we obtlained a grant ot immunity from the
1.5, Department of Health, Education and Welfare. This grant
protected the study staff and materials from any subpeona or
administrative action which might- result in revelation of the
identities of  our respondents. We were thus able to tell our
ré%pondents that their answers were protected by law.

-

Non-interview Data

Supplementary information was obtained from the schools,
local police agencies and the juvenile court in whose jurisdiction
the research was conduéted"h\*Qﬁ most extensive non-interview data
were provided by the schools. ) .

Dates of enroliment in the alternative schouls were obtained
for all of the respondents, enabling us to &heck our .information
on who attended alternatives and for how long. The 'schools also
provided us with students' official grades for semesters roughly
coinciding with waves one and three. Assistant principals tallied
their disciplinary contacts with study respondents by type of
contact. Finally, we obtained behavior and decorum. ratlings from
previous teachers of study respondents.

* Local police agencies provided us with an account of the type
and date of occurrence of offenses committed by our respondents
which resulted in the respondents' names being ‘entered in the
agencies' record systems. We obtained similar information plus
disposition information from the juvenile court with jurisdiction
over the study's geographic area.

Note that in all of the non-interview procedures we were
sensitive to potential harm to our respondents. We were, for
example, careful to describe, our study to the police as an
evaluation of different kinds of school programs and that measures
of the programs' effectiveness included the level of the students'
troublesome behavior, In seeking discipline information from
assistant principals and ratings ffom teachers, the names of
alternative and conventional students were freely mixed on the

o~
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CHAPTER 6 |

CHARACTERISTICS AND COMPARABILITY GF THE RESPONDENT GROUPS

&

This chapter describes the characteristics of the study's

respondents. Three kinds of comparisons will be reported. First,
the basic demographic characteristics of our respondents as
determined at the wave one interview will be reported -~ age, sex

dlstrlbutaon. grade in school, and so on.

Second, the study's respondents will be compared with those
of normative samples. These comparisons will be made for
variables important in the study's guiding theoret.cal model.
These comparisons will help "locate'" our respondents on dimensions
of attitudes, behavior, and adjustment. These comparisons . should

‘help to provi e the reader with a context for the study.

N

The third set of comparisons are internal ones contrasting
the alternative school students and their comparison groups.
These comparisons are important in assessing how closely we were
able to approximate our intended research design. That s, they

will indicate hcw simiilar the comparison and alternative groups
were at the outset of the study, at least according to our
measures. ideally, with perfect random assignment of respondents

te the two types of sciools. the comparison and 2lternative groups
wouild be identical at the beginning of the study. Any djfferences
in outcomes could then be attributed to the differences in school
experiences over the course of the study. We were unable
achieve random assignment, so need to look to these between group
comparisons to determine the quality of our comparison groups. .

Demographic Characteristics

The following descriptions are based on respondents' status
as of the wave one interview. A total of 170 wave one interviews
were done.

Our respondents averaged 16 years of age at wave one. The
age range was from 13 to 18 (Table 6.1). There were slightly
more girls than boys in the sample (Table 6.2). The average grade
fevel was 10th grade (Table 6.3). The average grade point average
reported by our respondents for the semester preceding the wave
one |ntervnew was O+. Eighty three percent reported having bee
expelled or suspended from school or sent to the office during the
came period (Table 6.4} .

{*
‘s
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Table b.1
Age Distributions.o; Respondents in Wave Qne Schools
o
Age in Years
N
15 14 15 16 17 18 2 .
N ; $
Ace 7% 3% 29%  21% -, - .
Ace Comparison 35 3% -~ 21%  53% 18% 5%
Alpha 26 --  -- 23%  27%  L6% 4% . |
A!pha Comparison 28 -~ -- % L6%  36%. 7% ’
) Beta B N T L
Beta Comparison 30 -- 3%  27% 50% 20% -

Non-nissing data

.~ A

Tabie 6.2

v

Sex Distributinn of Respondents in Wave One School

School N Male Femalie
Ace 14 36% 6Lu%
Ace Comparison 38 68% 32%
Alpha ‘ 26 3% 77%

. * Alpna Cemparison 28 . 36% ) T 6%
Beta Ly 57% 43%
Beta Comparison 30 50% 50%

Nor-m'ssing data
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Table 6.3

»

Grade Distributions of Respondents in Wave One Schools

School N 8 9 10 1 12

Ace W 21% 1% 43% 14% --

Ace Comparison 38 3% 3% 58% 31% 5%

Alpha 26 -- - 23% 23% 5L%
Alpha Comparison 27 -- -~ 2% 37% L% o
Beta L -- == 23% L% 36%
geta Comp?rison 30 - L0% L7% 13%

Non-missing data
23 Table 6.4

Discipiine History in Past Year
of Respondents in Wave One Schools

Schoay” N Disci;lined Not Disciplined
hce 4 . 79% 21%

Ace Comparison 38 67% 13%

Alpha C23 78% 22% .
Alpha Comparison 28° 75% ¢ }5%

Beta x 40 . 88% 123

Beta (omparison 30 90% 10%

Non-missing data

The two school districts participating in the study were
virtually all white and all of our respondents identified
themselves as white. We relied on respondents' repagts of their
fathers' education as a rough index of socioeconomic?status. (The
- respondents were unable to provide detailed informatibn on the
nature of their parents' work.) The communities themselves were
relatively socioeconomically homogeneous. The school attendance

,
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areas tended to be%ven more homogeneous. There were few if any
observable social class differences within the sets of schools
which we will consider as groupings -- an alternative school and
its feedér conventional schools. Almost two thirds (64%) of our
respondents reported that their fathers had a high .school
education or less. The communities in the study were middle
income bilue to white coliar. Sixty ohe percent of our respondents

.reported living with both natural parents. .

!

Normative Comparisons

It is of interest to compare the adjustment and behavior of
our respondents with norms from representative national samples,
where available, or other appropriate normative groups. We were
able to do so with several measures of ffective states, attitudes .
toward school, and delinquent behavior.

The 1972 National Survey of Youth (NSY) (Gold and Reimer,
1975) and 1967 data from the Youth in Transition study (YIT) -
(Bachman, Kahn, Mednick, Davidson § Johnston, 1967) provided
normative data on measures of self esteem, anxiety, attitude
toward school, commitment to the student role, and self reported
deTingquent behavior. OQur own feasibility study (Mann et al.,
1978) , to be described below, provided comparison data on
relationships with teachers and perceived chances for scholastic
success. .

Overall, our respondents were characterized at wave one by
normal levels of adjustment and mental! health. They were much
more negative in their school related attitudes than the norm.
Finally, they were much more delinquéent by self report than the
national norm.

Self Esteem and Ad;ustment

We included two difterent measures of conscious self esteem
in the interview. The first was Bachman's revision of ﬁosenberg's
origjnal measure (Bachman et al., 1967; 'Resenberg, 1965). It is a
12 item index. The response format asks respondents to indicate
how often each item is true of them by choosing one of five
alternatives ranging from almost aiways to never. The items
appear in Appendix B. VYIT was a longitudinal study of boys only,
and began with a representative national sample of 10th graders.
inis of course lim!ts our normative comparisons. The mean self
esteem scores for the YIT 10th grade boys and for our sample were
exacily the same. Comparisons of our 1ith and 12th grade
respondents w.tr V1T respondents in their IIth and 12th grade
vears viel ed 1ns.gn-f.cant di“farences: our boys were "normal"
‘nothe'r init al self esteem s-cres on this meature.

Ou- secore measure U e f esteem replicated that used in
NSY, 2 cross seci.o0na’ stucy whose samp’'~ was representative of.
Ame: ¢a~¢ r-tweed the agee ¢ '! and, 18 years, The measure
preserts esponde~-+ . * ‘4o de~t.cal sets of 14 semantic

-~
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differential scales. (See Appendix B.) ' Instructions call for the

f'rst.to be filled out as a;self deséription, 'How | am." The
second was to be filled out as a descr}ption of one's ideal, "How
| would like to be." The ideal-actual differences are summed for
all 14 items. The larger the discrepancy between ideal and

actual, the |lower the self esteem. ' s

We compared boys and girls separately. Once again, we found
no significant difference between our respondents and the
normative group. Our respondents were 'normal’ according to this

measure of self esteem as Well. "

;

We used the SOC|aI Self Esteem test (See Mann, 1980; Wylie,
1974) as our measure of unconSC|ous.self esteem, replicating its
use in NSY. It is a straightforward objectively scored projective
measure. A representative’ item is reproduced* in Appendix B.
Respondents are” instructed to assign positive and negative

descriptions of people and ''yourself! first in a horizontal, then-

a vertical array of 6 circles. Scoring proceeds by takinb the
absolute value of the ordinal distance between "yourself' and "a
person who is failing", based on 'procedures described by Mann
(1980) and Wylie (1974). The greater the distance, the higher the
level of self esteem. . '

- - —

We compared the scores for boys and girls in our 3tudy with
appropriate scores_ in the NSY dataset. On both comparisons, our
respondents’' scores were significantly higher in unconscious self
esteem’ than the normative groups.

OQur interview also included a replicate measure of anxiety
- used |n NSY.” 1t asks for the self reported frequency of the
follow:ng somatic symptoms: sleep disturbances, nervousness,
headache, stomachache, and loss of appetite. Split.ing both NSY

and our respondents by sex, we compared zverage anxiety scores in -

the two datasets. The findings for boys showed no reliable
differences between our boys and the NSY boys. On average,
however, aqur girls reported more symptoms of anxiety.

Overall, our respondents should be considered normal in their
adjustment and self esteem. Comparlsons were made separately for
the sexes since these measures typlcally {and in the present data
as well) show sex differences.

School-Related Attifudes

The NSY. and YIT data sets provide normative comparison
measures of two school relsted gttitudes. The feasibility §tudy
dataset provides comgarisons fo; two more.

Three items measuring aspects of commitment to the role of
student were replicated from the YIT study. The “items asked
respondents to indicate how close they were to doing their best
work in school, how hard they worked in school compared to others,
and how satisfied they were with their performance in school. We
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asked our respondents to answer for their previous conventional
school if they were in an alternative program when interviewed at
wave one. We made separate comparisons for 10th and 11th graders,
and compared boys only. (Our boys and girls were insignificantly
different on these measures.)

The /Lsults ”shawed no differences between our boys and the °
YIT hormative sample‘s 10th grade respondents in how close they
felt they were. to doing their best work. Our 1lth graders,
however, felt they were not working as close to their ability as
did the YIT respondents. OQur “10th and 11th grade respondents felt
they did not work as hard in school as others to a greater extent
than the YIT respondents. Similarly, our 10th and 1ith grade
respondents were less satisfied with their performance in school
than were the YIT respondents.

The NSY interview included a measure of global attitude
toward school which we replicated in our interview. Two questions
were used, asking how much the respondent liked school in absolute
terms and compared with other students. There were no reljable
sex differences in ejther data set. Our respondents were markedly
more negative toward school,

Our feasibility study (FS) included a measure of
relationships with teachers and a mé%gure of the student's view of
his or her chances to be successful in school. These measures _
were 21s0 included in our interview.

The feasibility study's sampling procedures were not designed
to yield a representative sapple of the schools originally
considered for inclusion in the present study. FS data were
collected from one class each of teachers who taught required
subjects to 9th graders in the two Jjunior highs and to 10th and
11th graders in the eighi high schools. The five alternative
programs originally considered were also included.

The result was a large dataset (n=2449) which provides very
stable estimates from a comprehensive cross section of studernts of
about the same age and, grade level and in the same or similar
communities and schools considered in the present study.

We compared our respondents to the FS data on the measure of
teacher support. This measure. was derived largely from Moos'
(197k) Classroom Environment Scale, Teacher Support subscale. Our
respondents were' far more negative in their perceptions of support
from teachers than the FS sapple.

Interestingly, this difference did not hold up in the measure
of perceived chances for success in school. This measure combined
three original! items asking about chances for success, whether one
could “win' in school, and whether one could jearn in the school.
Wher we comparec our respondents with the FS sampie, we found no
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reliable difference between the groups. The only _ reliable
between-dataset comparison found our girls to be mqre negative
about their chances than the FS girls.

Summing.up these data, the overwhelming impression is that
our respondents were extremely and consistently negative in their
attitudes toward school, commitment to the role of student, and
thejr relationships with teachers. They fit the description of
the disaffected student. The next data to be reported shows them
te fit the description of debfnqupnf studens as well.

Delfnqueni behavior

How delinquent were the respondents in our study? Were the
problems they represented troublesome enly in “relation to
otherwise. tranquil schools and commuprtties, or could they be
considered more generally and genuinely difficult adoléscents?
Our interview replicated 10 delinquency items used in the YIT
study.. We compared our boys' data with those of YIT. We found
more of our respondents had: run away from home (30% versus 15%);
used alcohol illegally (92% versus 50%); been involved—in fighting
(62% versus 35%); stolen a car, even if later returned (36%
versus 12%); been in trouble with the police (69% versus 34%);
purposely damaged school property (L8% versus 28%);:"violated
school smoking rules (73% versus 21%); and been truant (98% versus
L3%) . Our respondents also reported more instances of doing
serious injury to another and -extorting property with threats of
injury, but only slightly more frequently than in the YIT data.
It should also be noted that except for car theft and fighting,
our girls reported more delinquency than did the YIT's beys!

-

These data indicate that our respondents were consistently -

and substantially more involved in delinquent behavior than a
representative national sample. As such, they can be. considered
adolescents whose behavior would be seen as generally troublesome
and cause for some kind of preventive or ameliorative action.

Comparisons Amohg Alternative and Conventional Students

-

The final set of comparisons examines the similarity of . the
groups of students iq the study. The kinds of questions these
analysés were designed to answer were these: Were the comparison
students initially comparable'to the alternative students -0 that
comparisons of outcomes could be made? How  about “these
comparisons for specifjc alternative sthools? And, were students
who were referred to the alternative schools similar to those who
volunteered?

3 4
The reader should bear in mind that all of the analyses to.be
reported in this section employ wave one data, collected when the
adlternative school students had only recently entered the
programs. That s, they indicate characteristics of respondents
at the outset of the study. Because we sought baseline data, we

F-j,..
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told alternative school students to answer for the -conventional
school they recently attended. This allowed us to make sensible
baseline comparisons of attitudes toward and experiences in school
at wave one fof respondents who were attending either alternative
or conventional schools.

We tested for demographic differences among the various
v groups, looking at age and sex. We also leoked for possible
differences involving school, including grade point average, and
attitudes toward school. Tests of comparabiluty in self esteem, _
adjus*ment and delinquency completed the varlables used in these
group comparison analvsis.

Alternative Versus Comparison Students

The first set of comparisons considers respondents in or
about to be in alternative schools at wave one as one ,group and
compares them to all the comparison students considered as another
group.

~ The demographic comparisons are shown in Table 6. 5. The
alternative students were, on average, younger than the comparison
students. This difference is attributable almost entirely to the
younger students in Ace, those who came irom the district's two
junior  high schools. Nevertheless, the~\ alternative and
conventional students were still similar inJ\bﬁaffical terms,
averaging about 16 years of age. The sex ratio in the two groups
was not étatistically different. There was a slightly greater
proportion of girls among the alternative students, but overall
both groups had about equal numbers of boys and girls. .

. o
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Table 6.5
Demo ic Characteristics of Altersative and
Cpmparison Respondents at Wave 1
7 A\_"/
Alternative Comparison
Chayacteristics - Respondents Respondents
-R
e 2
mean . 15.64 16.07
S.D. . 1.1 0.86
n o 8L 96
t value t =2.74, p<.01
Sex? :
mean 1.57 . 1.47
S.D. 0.50 0.50
“n 84 9s
t value t =].65, p=NS .
DisciplineQﬁstory2
mean 1.67 1.62
s.0. ~ 1.51 1.46
n 77 96
t value t  =0,41 p=NS
Grade Point Average?® .
mean 28.54 (D+) 28.86 (D+)
S.D. 9.43 8.47
n 81 96

t value t =1,69, p=NS

! coded I=male, 2=female
! coded I=sent to office, suspended, expelled;
S5=never disciplined
> coded 10=F,...,50=A
As to two important indicators of their recent experiences in

school, the two groups did not differ. Most respondents in each
group had been subject to disciplinary action at school. (Recall
that respondents attending alternative schools at wave one
reported their previous experliences in conventional schools.) The
grade point average of the two groups of respondents was not
different, either. Their averages were poor, at about the D+
level. Again, alternative school respondents reported their
previous, canventional school grades. '

The next step was to test for differences in the average
personal admustment and self esteem of the twc groups because
these characteristics were especially important in the study's
guiding theoretical framework. (Measures mentioned here for the

-
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first time will be briefly described. Refer to Appendix B for
complete information on all measures discussed in this report.)

Four of these measures have already been described -- the three
measures of self esteem and the measure of somatic symptoms of
anxiety. 1In addition, five items from the State-Trait Anxiety

Inventory (STAl) (Spielberger et al.? 1970) and six items from the
Center for Epidemiological Studies Depression scale, (CES-D)
(Radloff, 1977) were used. The items making up these two measures
were administered together along with those of the Rosenberg-

Bachman measure of self esteem. They used the same response
format described earlier in connection with the self esteem
measure. The measures ask about frequency of feelings such as

tensions, jumpiness, feeling down, and feeling lonely.

None of these six measures of affective states showed a
statistically significant difference between the mean scores of
the alternative respondents compared with the conyentional
respondents at’ the beginning of the study.

The final set of variables used to compare the aggregated
alternative and conventional school respondents were measures of
schooi-related attitudes. Four of these five measures --
perception of chances “or sucress in school, attitude toward
school,” teacher support, and commitment to the , student role
-- have already been described. Additional jtems produced foir the
study were added to the core item sets of the success and school
attitude measures. _ The measure of stigma was produced for the
study to measure the extent to which students felt they were seen
as unwanted, incapable, or unworthy in the eyes of their schools.
Its three items were administered along with the items that
measured teacher support in the same way already described for
that measure.

There were né reliable differences be“veen alternative arfth—mwcs

conventional students on the measures of attitude toward, schoot
and commitment to the student role. As noted earlier, we found
our respondents to be more negative toward schoo! than normative
samples. .

On the measures of chances for success, stigma, and teacher
support, the alternative students were even more negative than the
comparison students. They saw less chance for success, felt mcre
stigmatized, and reported less supportive relationships with their
previous teachers. Recall that these questions were answered in
reference to the alternative students' previous conventional
schools.

-

We " suspect that the differences in the school related

measures are an artifact. That is, wvirtually ail of the
alternpative studenrts were interviewed after their arrival at the
a'ternative school. in many cases the interviews took place
several weeks or more after a student began at the alternatijve
sChoo's. The delavs wers ,due to problems we experienced in

inittial identificaticr, recruiting or scheduling of respondents.)

L2
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So, even though we asked alternative school 'respondents to respond
te these items in terms of their previous conventional school,
they could not ignore that they had already in fact been removed
or removed themselves from their old schools and had some idea of
what their new schools were like. Consider the conventional
school histories of these students now in alternative schools and

-the organization, philosophy and operation of the alternatives.

By comparison, the conventional schools must have sunk even lower
in their estimation. On the other hand, the respondents who
remained in their conventional schools had no other kind of school
to use as a standarc¢ of comparison. The possibility of a context
effect is reinforced by the nature of the questions which show an

- alternative-comparison difference, for example: I almost never

expect to do well in thé classes the school makes me take; The
teachers and principals don't want me in their school; and,
Teachers go out of their way to help students. These items tend
to be specific, referring to personalities or practices in school.
As such, they could easily be affected by a contrasting context.
By comparison, the attitudes toward school and the student.role
measures are more du~able and general and less tied to the
specifics of any ‘given school. For example, consider: How
satisfied are you with the way you're actually doing in school?
And, How much do you like school in general? These jtems are lesg
likely to be affected by relatively brief exposyre to.a new
educational context -- brief in comparison with from 8/ to 11 years
of previous schooling. 4

But, what if the more negative attitudes of the alternative
school respondents are "real"? To the extent (if any) that they
reflect acgual preexisting differences between the groups, such a
difference.”’would make for a more strlngent, conservative test of
the effectiveness of the alternative programs. Although findings
of complete comparablility would have been ideal. differences
which might tilt the findings in a more conservative direction are
preferable to those that »ight compete with or exaggerate
explanations of program effactiveness.

The final comparisons in this series contrasted the
delinquent behavior of the two groups. Respondents were given a
:ck of cards, each of which bore a description of an act, like
moked marijuana" or ''damaged or messed up property on’ purpose."
the ‘wave one interview, they sorted the cards into piles
sicating the frequency with which they had done each since
Christmas of 1977 (See Appendix B for the list of acts.) Eight of
the acts were related to or took place in school. The remaining
17 were not related to or took placeé away from school, We
computed the average number of confessions by totaling the number
of confessions and dividing by the total number of acts. We did
this separately for the school related and the non-school related
acts.’

As shown in Table 6.6, the alternative and comparison
students were not reiiably different in their involvement in
delinquent behavior up to the time of the first _interview. The

-
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difference between the size of the averages for school and non-
school delinquencies reflects two things. First, relatively minor
or non-serious behaviors, such ‘as smoking or talking in class
constitute disruptive behaviors in most schools. |In that sense,
it is easier to get in trouble in school compared with, say,
fighting with somebody, stealing from a store or taking a car.
Second, a youngster would ha to be quite busy to run up a high

\number.cf‘ occurrences of each of the 18 general delinquent

behaviors, but could still be heavily delnnquent by engagnngf7n a
reiatively smali average number of ‘act

Comparability of Ipdividual Programs

The next anaiyses involved the same demographic, affective
state, and school rel'ated variables as those used to make
aggregate ¥ comparisons between alternatu,g and conventional
schools. Respondents were grouped according to their school

‘program at wave one and compared with each other.

Copsidering the demographic variables first -- age, sex,
discipline, and grade point average -- two findings stand out.
First, the Acers were younger on average than ‘the respondents in
the other programs (Table 6.7). Second, there was a school
district difference (whether the result of district policy ar

actual student performance) in grade point average (Table 6.8). .

Sex ratio differences were few and scattered, and there ' were ho
differences in school discipline history (Tables 6.9 and 6.10).

Table 6.6

Hean Number of School Related and General Delinquent Acts
of Alternative and Comparison Respondents at Wave One

?

Delinquent ’ , Aiternative Comparison
Behavior Respondents Respondents

A3

Szhool Related

Mean . k.49 3.95
S.D. é.go 1.98
N 3 92
“bg,value t =1.50, p=NS .
General
Mean 1.79 1.58
S.D. ) 0.92 0.79
N 83 92

t value t =},51, p=NS

Compyted as total occurrences over all acts divided by number
of pctential acts presented to respondent. HMean is of act
occurrences. .

*
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Table 6.7

. H

r
Mean Age of Respondents by Program at Wave One

.

N SO Mean . Significance of Difference!

Ace . 14.64

Age Compar ison . 16.00

Alpha 16 3%
Alpha Comparison , 16.39
Beta A 14

Beta Comparison . b7

AR | Q-p< 05
oo.p<_o|'
--snot significant
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Table 6 8
- 7 Previous Grade Point Avérage of Respondents by Programs at Wave One
Program N ] Moan' Significance of Difference!
1 Ace 13 9 11 20 717
2 Ace Comparison 38 7 93 +24 47 --
3 Alpha 25 9 4? 30.76 - . .
4 Alpha Compar ison 28 7 32 31 68 .o . --
5  Bota 43 8 46 29 61 .. .. .- --
6 Bata Comparison 30 7 92 31 80 .o b -- -~
1 2 3 4
‘coded 210, . . A=S0
Yesp< 05 ¢
oo.p< ot
. =-=not signtficant
&£
(ORR}
s
t
s




« ) Table 6 9

Sex Ratios of Respondents by Programs at wWave One N e

N S.D Mean' Significance of Dif;grence'
. 1. Ace 14 0 50 1 64 , .
2 ;ce Comp;r!son 38 O 47 1 32 2 . ,
3  Alpha 26 0 43 177 3 . LI
4 Alpha Comparison 30 0 4§ 163 4 -- .o - .
_ 5 Beta 44 0 S0 1 43 5 . -- -- .o .-
Beta Comparison 31 O 51 1 52 6 -- L. -- -- -

't*male, 2=female
i1%3p< 05
o;.p< [oX]
. “==not significant
\ .

>
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table 5 10
Schoo! Discipline Histories of Respondents by Program at Wave One
Program ' N SO Mean! Sngnl“canc.e of Difference!?
2 A
. ‘ Y
4 Ace 14 1 70 t 86
2 Ace Compartson 38 1 37 v 53 2 --
.
3 Alpha 23 1 59 1 8% 3 -- .-
4 Alpha Comparison 28 t 76 2 00 4 -- - - .-
S Beta 40 1 34 1 50 "5 -- -- -- --
6 Beta Ccmparison 30 122 ° 1 40 6 -- -- -- -- --
1 2 3 4 S
'i=sent to office. suspended or expelled: i
S»never disciplined R
l‘-p.< [0
**ap<c. Ot 4 .
.==2not significant
. [
.
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Cifferences between programs on the affective states measures

. were scattered and generally inconsistent across the programs.
These data are tabled in Appendix C. .

The™ only splient feature of the between group compa}isons on
the school re!atkg attitudes involves Ace.” Tie Acers, perhaps due
to their age, were on average more negative _about their chances
for success than any other group of respondents. Beyond that, .
there was no consistent pattern of differences . involving any of . . N
tne programs. These data are also tabled in Appendix C.

Referrals Versus Volunteers. ' ) )

» .
- v

. : We also checked to be sure that resbondents'who volunteered -
' for the alternative programs, respordents who were referred to
alternatives, and comparison respondents were not systematically
different. We used procedures analagous to those reported above
- to test for possible volunteer-referral effects. ,
We found few differences between the volunteer and referral . 1
- alternative school students. Those we ‘did find were largely .
attributable to differences already reported. Ffor example, all
Acers were referred to Ace. They represented about one half of
the study's referred students. Thus, the rélative youtﬁ of the .
. \ Acers and grading policy differences between Ace's district and - ¥
: the Alpha-Beta district resulted in age and grade point average v
differences between Vvolunteers and referrals. In addition, there
was a slightly higher proportion of girls among the referrals : .
compared to the volunteers. N . -
. v * ’
Altogether, there is little to suggest non-compatibility -
between the volunteer and referral groups. Our analyses will
ignore the distinction.

ERIC , S ,
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"CHAPTER 7

ANALYSIS STRATEGIES

introduction - N

The approac! we used in analyzing the dai» foilows frocm the
purpose of the study as laid out in-‘the thecrelical niode2l outlined
in the introductory section.

N The study waé_desigped to investigate the effectiveness of
a type of alternative secondary school and to test a theory .(hat
explains why such a schoo! should be efféctive.

* Of course, there are many kinds of affectiveness. We wanted
to see how effective the alternctive projrams were in reducing the
delingquent and disruptive behavior of the students who atrended

them. That was the primary intersst. We wire also interested in
the effect the programs had on certain attitudes and states of
adjustment. We were -less intarested in the effects of the

alternative schools on actual academic performar.c - grades, test
scores, and the like. The primary interest of the study was the
schosli-related soCial psychologicel motivaiion for deiinquent and
disruptive behavior. For that ieason, we chose to fucus on the
social psychological nature of sciiool performance. In this case,
that meant focussing primarily on students’ beliefs or perceptions
about how well or soorlv they were doing i~ schoel. So, we were
interested in the alternative schools' effactiveness av reducing
the delinquent and disruptive behavior of their students and the
social , psychological factors that, dete~mined whatever
effectiveness the schools might have.

Who were the staﬁents? We were interested i1n students who
h generzlly beer formally or informaliy identified by their
cgdventionat schoois or who had identified themselves as having
txqublie and being trouble in school. We knew from previous
rescacch thst these students would 2s a group be mé:  delinguent
than average. Th's makes the fu!! statement .of purpose of the
study: to est the effectiveness and the socizl psychological
correlZtes of the effectiveness of a type of alternative secondary
school program designed to reduce the delinquent and disruptive
behavior of .aczdemically troubled students,
. dow 2ig we thirnzs the alternative schools would make this
happen? We tbeorizea that several conditions would have to be met
by the ¢lternative  programs for ,them to ke effective. The
conditions were: . ’
‘1. Thz alte’native schools would have to provide an_
enviroament which studernts felt was not stacked against them.
Remembar, these were students whe by and large had continually run
afou' cf the rules and procedures of the conventicral scheoois.




»

2. The alternative s ols would have to use pedagogicalj ’
licies, techniques and materials which quickly enabled students

to xperien:; academic success.

.

.

3. The alternativ: programs would have to establish a social
climate which acknowledged supported and rewarded stuflents. They .
wou’ld also bave to have the flexibility to tolerate occasional

lapses of dlscupllne and performance. -

b, The alternative schoo would have to foster the
allegiance of their students. TWit is, the students would have to
come to like school more, or least to like the. alternative

schuol more. 3 , \li::
_____T/ - . \fv . . .
n important rt of the reasoning in ‘this theoretical

statement concerns “J®sychological changes occurring within j//
individual  students. M These changes result from students' v
experiences in the alternative schools and in turn ‘affect their

motivation to be delinquent and disruptive. Here, of course, we

refer to improvements in their self image (particularly

unconscious self esteem) and adjustment. According to the theory,

these internal,’ psychological changes are the 1inks which bind

the altered school environment and experiences in school to the .

H - ; H € [ SO P
decrease in delinquent and disruptive behavior. ,
N

Our analysis strategy began by determining whether the
aiternative schools met the conditions we hypothesized in our
\ medel as necessary for the programs to be effectivé. We then
tooked to see whether those zonditions resulted in the predicted
effects -- the improvements in behavior. Finally, we checked
whether the changes such as occurred happened in the presenze of ) «
the social psychological links just méntioned. 1In this step, we
checked whether respondents whose. béhavior improved as predicted
also experienced changes in unconscious Or conscious self esteem,
anxiety and depressnon —

Ye also dad two other kinds of analyses. The first was
/Vfoncerned with whether we could identify respondents who seemed
to be espec:ally promising or risky prospects for this kind of
alternative program. That is, were there somé_jkentifiable youth

who either did very well or very- poorly in the alternative
programs: ° This Jinformation should be of :value to thdse
) responsible for selection or referral decisions. . >

The second analyses looked at the processes and outcomes at
each of the three alternative school programs.

- <

|
! ) ‘Measurinq the Mode!

The first task dealt with in the data analysis involved
constructing the measures required to test our theoretical model.

, T, Ous aim was one of efficiency -- to develop the smallest set of
[ * mgasures required to cover the concepts we needed. -
i -
I a4 Q—-n “:‘
- . vy
| o . . . ‘ e
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5
Our measures of self esteem and adjustment had already been

developed in previous research. The same was true of our measures ‘
of delinquent behavior, bothjschool related and general. (All of
these are described in Appendix B.): Several of the measures of
perceptions of and attitud about school and students' roles

needed to be constructed for this study.

We turn first to the .concept of perceived flexibility and-

. fairness of the schoel environment. We were specifically

- interested in whether the alternative schools struck the students
as places where they were less likely to be in trouble and hassled :

ahout the rules than in the conventional schools. in our

interviews and visits to the schools, our respondents told us that

the number, fdirness, appropriateness, and equitable enforcement

\\ of the rules were important to.them. Ma.y reported feeling picked . .
\ on or set up by the rules in the conventional schools; or that the
. N rules themselves ‘were' fair enough but they were administered in a
mean, arbitrary or inflexible mapner. Indeed, an assistant

principal in one.of the conventional high schools told ds that he

would like to be more flexible in applving or selectively ignoring

the rules and sanctidns in the school's code of student conduct. '

He went on to say that he couldn't, however, because the school's

facuity would not starj for -it. Other high school assistant

principals indicated that they did not feel so constrained, but )

neither were they completeiy free to handle each case as tﬁiy saw .
fit. As noted earlier,. the alternative school staffers also felt

rules were important; symbolic 6f how the school regarded the

student. They kept formal ‘rules to a minimum and adopted a

filexible approach to infractibns or pruoblematic behavior. . g

[
.

Ve measured students' perceptnons of fairness and flexibility
in the schoo's with a series of five quustions. They assessed
students' satisfaction  *with the relative involvement of
administrators. teachers and 'students in making the rules, and
their ‘view of the flairness, number, appropriateness, and even-
handedness of enforcement of the rules., There 'was no, difference :
between the a]ternainve and comparison students' views of the
rules at wave one, when both groups were describing their currenc
. or previous “conventional schools. We made a similar comparison at (j\
- : wave three. wﬁ;%tarted with the descriptions of the rqles in the
<, conventional schoo »g:ven/by the comparis n studepts in the final :
intemview. We contrasted that with the descriptions of the same : N
_cofventicnal schools given by the current alternative students
concurrently enrolled in conventiona! school classes or previous S
alternative~ students wn¢ had returned to their conventional
- schools. There was no alternati.:-comparison difference in the
description of the rules at the convent?dhal schools at the final
_interview. *

Other measures were constructed to assess different facets of *
- the student r1ole .

- Y
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One measure combined the measure of feeling stigmatized in
school, describad earlier, and the measure of perceived chances
for success in school. The success measure used here .added two
items about grades and required classes. They appear in Appendi x
B along with the core set of three items. The measures of success
and stigma were strongly associated with each other, both
statistically and conceptually. We combined them into a single
measure reflecting the  students' sense of their academic
prospects. We called this measure "academic prospects',

A related measure was constructed by combining the measure of
commi tment to the academic role of student described earlier and
the students' self report of their most recent grade point
average. These twc measures were also strongly associated with
each other statistically and conceptually. We cailed this measure
“student role". Academic prospects covers expectations for
.success or failure and acceptance as a member of the school.
Student role measures the serijousness.of engagement as a student;

how wpch- effort is being put out, the level of performance and
satisfaction with it.

The final school-related measure tapped the nonacademic’ side
of the school experience. Ac might >e expected, aspects of the
academ’' . and nonacademic roles were related to each other.
“Nevertheless, we felt there was conceptual and statistical merit
in separate treatment for the measures of the nonacademic role.

‘There were two primary components of the nonacademic role.
The first was the general attitude toward or 1iKing for school.
The second was the measure of teacher support, The attitude
measure combined the jtems about attitude toward school described
earlier with two items assessing interest and feelings at the end
of the school day. These are noted in Appendix B aloig with the
core jtems. A question asking how hany teachers the respondent
liked was added to the measure of teacher sLpport and appears with
it in Appendix B.
. N .
Four additional items completed the measure cf nonacademic
student role. The first two supplemented the measure of teacher
support. They assessed attachment to teachers -- the importance
respondents ascribed to teachers' views of them. The second two
items asked about the attractiveness of activities at school.

.These items helped fill "in the nonacademic, social role of
student.

The resulting measure broadly reflects students' attitudes
about school. Its content ranges from how a day in school leaves
them feeling about themseives to how frequently they engage in the
school's activities, !t emphasizes the personal side of
relationships with teachers and also includes more general
attitudes toward school. We have called this ~measure 'school
attitude'i, We consider it to be a summary of the effacts of the
social .and academic experiences -in school on the students'
attraction to the institution.

. .
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. Overview of Analysis Procedures

As indicated earlierf in this section, we pursued three kinds
of analyses. The first tested the validity of the theoretical
model with the data produced at each of the three waves of
interviews. The second tested whether the model predicted changes
in performance, attitudes, and behavior over the course of the
study. The third asked what kinds of respondents and which of the
programs stood out as successful or problematic..'

The first set of tests attempted to confirm the model's .
accurdacy in predicting delinguent behavior at the separate time
periods. Consistent findings at the three points in time would
provide confidence in the stabJlity of our measures. It would
also lend credence to the model's/description of the dynamics of
delinquent and disruptivé behavi r.

These aralyses were
procedure enabled us to exa
each measure relative to

one as multiple regressions. This .

ine the explanatory contribution of -

the other measures used to predict or

account for delinquent and disruptive behavier. It also allowed

us to examine how well the measures used tngether predicted.or .
accounted for the outcome measures of delinquency and disruption.

Measur ing Change

The second set of analyses were in many ways the ones most
. central to the project. They assess the change in delinquent and
. disruptive behavior which occurred between the first and third
- interviews and determine what social .psychological changes
accounted for t. The procedures we used took into account and . ‘
solved several problems of measureinent. These problems primarily
involved 'maturational reform' dnd statistical regression to the
mean. Also involved were unequal scores on the measures of
school-related performance and attitudes as well as on the
measures of delinquent and disruptive behavior .among the
respondents at wave one.

N As to the issues‘o; maturational reform and regression, the
occurrence of either or bdth would have the same influence on our -
data. Maturational reform refers to the widely replicated
finding that after rgaching a peak 2t around age 5 or 16,
disruptive behavior begins to décline rather sharply.
. (Adolescents '"reform' their behavior as.they become more mature.)
’ At wave one, we asked our respondents, whosas 3verage age was 16,
. to report their delinquent behavior for approximately the previous
yéar. That is, we asked for self rzports of delinquent behavior
at a time in our respondents' lives when. on an average, their
deiinquency should be at its all time high. Obviously, any
; scomparison with a later period, when the respondents were older,
| would .be expected to show a decline in the average amount of
f delinguent behavior regardiess of school programs or .other
i‘ ’ factors.

12 * 'j!‘
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Regression to the mean refers to the of ten observed
phenomenon which follows selection decisions based on extreme
standing or behavior. In our case, it is.possible to consider the

comparison and alternative school sfudents as having been

identified as candidates for or encouraged - to go- to the
alternative programs on the basis of their extreme mjsbehavior in
or maladjustment to school, their poor performance, and negative
attitudes at the time of the first interviews. The reasoning goes
that since extreme behavior is unusual and unusual states seldom
endure, there should be a general return to a more usual or
average state over a period of time. Jn other words, +the
unusually . poor performance, negativism, and high level of
involvement in delinquent and disruptive behavior should moderate
over the course of the study. The reason was simply that our
respondents were selected becavcss of their extremely negative
standing at the outset of t the Study. Because regression wouid
be expected to affect equally alterhative and comparison students,
the decline would not indicate program effectiveness.

Any simple measure of change on any of these wvariables --
say, subtracting the wave three score from the wave one score --
would be expected to hopelessly confuse change from different

- sources. Change attributahle to any specific experience, like a

different school program, would be lumped ir with change
attributable to maturation and to some students' assumption of
more uysual or average attitudes and behaviors. Never theless, the
problem of uneven baseline scores on the school related measures
and the measures of aelinguent and disruptive behavior made some
kind of measure of chgngé necessary. The problem existed even
though there were no statistically reliable differences among the
various groups of interest. The facts, for example, were that at
wave one, the alternative school respondents were on average
consistently slightly, although statistically irsignificantly
higher in delinquent and disruptive behavior than the comparison
respondents. Consites the implications of simply comparing the
groups at wave three and finding no reliable difference in levels

of delinquent and disruptive behavior for alternative and

comparison respondents. |t is easily conceivable that’ potential
real differences in program effectiveness could be masked in the
following way. The alternative "school respondents could have
changed significantly more than the comparison group. But, having
started ‘'behind" the comparison students, their greater rate and
absolute amount of change could be masked by having to "catch up"
to the comparison group. Or, conversely, the greater change of
the alternative school students could have simply been a
consequence of their initially extreme scores.
f problems -- regression/reform and
ocedure. |In this procedure, the
¥ures were ‘treated ac composites. 'The
(consider as an., example wave  three

We solved both sets
uneven baselines -- with one
affected wave three m
composite of any measu

delinqqghcy). consisfed of two parts. One part was the
delinguency of any rgfspondent at wave three'which one would expect
from knowing his or her delinquency at ve one. Other things
(‘1
1 Je
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being equal, one would expect higher wave ‘three aelinguency among

those higher at wave one, and so on. The second part of the .
composite of the measures was that which was left over, so to »
- speak, after removnng the part which was expected on the basis of

wave one., Continuing" fith the example. if a respondent had been
exactly as delinquent 4t wave three as would have been
statistically predicted from his or her wave one score, there
would be nothing left over, no '"residual". But, if a respondent

was less delinquent at wave three sthan predicted from his -
delinquency at wave one, a deficit would remain once wave one's .
3 score was removed. This would be a residual with a negative sign. .

Similarly, if a respondent had a higher wave three deli.squency
score than would have been predicted from wave one, there would be
something left over. This would be a residual with a positive
sign. By examining the residuals, we were able to tell who was
more, less, or about liﬁquen&'at wave three as would have
been predicted from their[ wave one delinquency level.

Th»s*proced&re, cgll dnanalyses of nesuduafs or baseline-free
measUrement of” change, wokks on straightforward logic. It solves
the problem of measuring'relative change in a changing population
by caicuiating (via regression procedures) the actual average rate
of change for the entire group. This allows identification of
those whose rate of change was more or less than the averags rate.
The problem of uneven initial levels on the measures is solved in

. the same way. A respondent who,was initially low In delinquency
and decreased at the average rate would have the same standing as
a respondent wno was initially high in delinquency and decreased
at the same average rate. Again, that's because the emphasis is
on how much more or less change occurred compared to the average. <S
0f course, the average rate of change is that which is'due to the .
effects of regression or maturation. One or the her or both
would be expected to happen in about “the same way and in the same
degree to members of a relatively homogeneous group such as our
respondents. One doesn't” need, an alternative school program to
bring about tnat kind of change. |t happens on its own. What's
interesting, problematic, or important are those who change more
“or less than would be expected. OQur residual analysis, procedures
identify exactly those individuals.

~

We used the residual techniques just described to test the

model's hypotheses regarding the processes underlying délinquent

& and disruptive behavior. Thus, change scores were creatéd for the
measures of school related attitudes -- academic prospects,

commitment to the student role, and attitudes toward school -- and

v - for the measures of delinquency and disruption in school and for
delinquent behavior n the community. These variables were used

in the test of the model as a description of the processes causing

changes in delinquent and disruptive behavior. . ¢

Note that the measure of program flexibility wused in this
analysis was nol 2 change measure. We considered it to be a
description of the stable organizational climate in the schools,
of the «xinds of piaces the schools actualiy were and remained. o
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As described earlier, there was broad agreement in the perception
6f the schools' governance policies among the various groups of
respongents. There was similar. agreement in the descriptions of
. 7 the climates of the alternative schools. Students who had been in
the alternative schools only briefly agreed about the difference
in the schools' rule$ and procedures with those who had' attended
them for 1long periods of time. here was similar agreement also
among those who, by the end of the study had stayed in school,
dropped out, or graduated. And there was-agseement between those
with high levels and low levels of delinquent behavior.

The consistent answers given by our respondents corrssponded
with our own observations and with the descriptions given by the
conventional building administrators, teachers and counselars with
whom we spoke during the course of the study. All  of this
evidence supported our regarding program flexibiivy as a
consistent state. So, the measure of program flexibility taken at
wave three was used in the change analysis and corresponding
measures were used in the test of the model with wave one, two and
three data. ; - . ’

.

o

Specific Effects

The third set of analyses had two objects. The firsi was
to focus more closely on those respondents for whom the
theoretical model relating school processes to disruptive behavior
proved fnaccuratq. . The second was to focus on each individual
school program in an assessment of program effectiveness.

N

Investigating these effects proceeded in straightforward
- fashion. We Jooked at critical points in the model, such as
, commi tment to the student role, attijtude toward school, aad school
* disruption. Our purpose was to identify .the respondeats who were
lower or higher on these measures-than the mddel's predictions.
Having identified them, we asked: who are these ‘kids? What was
their state of adjustment early in the study; how was their family

life; how delinquent w their friends, and so on.

‘n short, these analy¥ses were designed to address questions
about which students might/be more likely to profit from which
kind of educational progvam.

The second part of this set of, analyses applied/éhe fuli
model to each alternative school program and its comparison group.
The aim here was to assess the extent to which each program was
. effective . in putting into practice the processes which had been
theorized to be important in reducing delinquent and distuptive
behavior of é:? students. . .

The fdllowing sections will present the results of these

three sets of analyses. .
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CHAPTER 8

FINOINGS: TESTING THE MOOEL T _ "

A summary of what we found includes two points. Oné concerns .
differences between programs and one concerns the presence of the ¢ ‘ ‘
processes spelled out in the theoretical model. As to the first

o point, we found no differences between alternative and
conven;ional‘ programs i% the average levels of disruptive and
delinguent behaviors of, their students after the :twelve to
“fourteen months of the study. As to the second point, we found
that the theoretically predicted school-related processes did
occur in the aliérnative schools to a reliably greater degree tnan
in  the conventional schools. Moreover, those who were engaged by’ -

. the school-rejated processes did show a reliable decline in their L
disruptive behavior ‘in school and an associated declina in their
delinquent behavior in the community.. ' The alternative programs
were not uniformly effective, however, in engaging their students.

In short, had the study been conducted as a8 summative program
evaluation, we would have concluded that the alternative programs
were ineffective. However, because we focussed on the school*
related . processes, ‘we are able to reach further conclusions.
Namely, the schodl-related processes we set abut to study were N
important in producing changes in disruptive behaviors, and the
processes were most evident in the alternative schools.

In this chapter, we will show how 4dlternative schoolers
responded to their school experiences differently from the way
conventional school students did; we will point to some
) differences in the three programs that modified these responses;
and we will identify some students whose psychological condition
dampened the effects of the_alterﬁiilye school programs on them.

First of all, some findings about the trends in disruptive
and delinquent behavior among all the youth in the study. There
was a general decline in problematic behavior over the twelve to
fourteen months of the study. Alternative and convgntianl schoo! .
students showed similar reductions, and this was true for all !
three alternative programs. .This general decline is not
surprising for two reasons. First, other studies. have shown that
some ‘'maturational reférm' :is to be expected in a gfoup of highly
disruptive youngsters, simply with the passage of time. Second,
any group  of youth observed first at such a high level of
‘ disruptive behavior that they had to be removed from their schools
will on the average settle down somewhat in the ncrmal course of
events. The mission of 3 special program is to maximize and
: dccelerate this benign trend so that problemafic students will
come even more closely to resemble well-behaved citizens, and
. . sooner ., N ‘ .
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.We earlier proposed a theoretical model ‘of the kinds of
Fsychological effects that- schools should have on students in
order to accomplish this mission.. We turn now to the question of

whether the alternatlve programs had these effects

' we report first the separate datasets, one for eath wave, in
order to document stability qf tiie theoretical model over time.
We found encouraging stability- and consistest development of
relationshibs between waves. The first material in this_ chapter
summarizes %the’ patterns and developments in thé data. Having
established a consistent base, *we then report a test of the
thegretical .model' “as a prédictor of change. ,That report comes
second. Following the discussion of the model of change are the

‘detailed presentations of the individual wéves' datasets.

* As we approached analysls of»the model, we bore in mind an
impor tant fact. The school-related measures were in most cases
moderately strongly redated to -one another (see Appendix C). As
an example, students who believed that they had higher levels of
acadenic prospects also tended ‘to have. more positive school
attitudes. We carried out the analyses of the model in a way-
which. provided two klnds of information. One kind took advantage
of the relationships among these measures amd added them together

Jor the  strongest explanatlons. The other :examined the

Lndependent contribution of edch of the measures (and the concepts
they represented) to the explanation of misbehavior and change in
misbehavior. Technical details of the analytic procedures will be

found in Appendix C. .t o
. . . . . .
N ]
. Modelling School Processes

4
We representéd entoliment in the alternative or conventional

programs by a categorization schem2 we called alternative
exper ience. One category was for compar ison students, those who

never attended an alternative program. The remaining " three”

categories identified respondents who ogbr the course of the study
had had low, medlum or High '"exposure" to the alternative

programs. On average, these three levels of txposure were aboué

6, 27, and 41 weeks' enrollment in one of the alternative schools.
in general, +ths longer the time spent in the alternatlve schools,

‘the more powerful were their effects In some cases, those with
the briefest exposure to the alternatlve programs -- those the
programs failad to hold -- were the most negative -of any group,
even -‘more negati thansthe comparison students. There were no

differences among any'of ‘the four exposure categorJes at the
beginning of the study; none of our data from wave one identified

students who would fail to stay at the alternative programs.

\ -

’ A

<;We found that attendlng' an alternative schoo}s had two

immediate effects. One was a very strong tendency to see the
alternative program as flexible compared to the way conventional
. . 4 Y
students saw their schools. The second- was a tendency for
o .
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alternative schooler-to develop commitment to the student role to
a greater extent than was true for students who had’ not attended
an alternative school. Ffigure 8.\ diagrams those relationships.

‘Goi'ng _to the alternative school and percelvlng the ways in
which it differed frpm the conventional schootls represented
exposure to the intervention program. A clear effect of the
intervention was increased commitment to the student role- and a
belief in one's improved performance. This effect, and others to
come, can be thought of as a result of the schoo! processes.

The second step, diagrammed in Figure 8.2 shows that the
recognition ‘of the alternative school's flexibility affected
another of the school processes, students' view of their acadamic
prospects. Also shown is the unsurprising finding that academic
prospects and commitment to the student role were related. I f
students saw.'their academic prospects as good, ‘they also tended to
see  their academic performance as good; and if one was seen as
bad, the other tended to be seen as bad, too.

" ' o

The dashed line between school flexibility and student role
represents &7 eventual ‘result of attending an alternative prog:am.
That 4s, in; the first - two waves, when most of the alternative
schoolers werge "eattendirg the alt ative programs, what
respondsnts thougnt apout thenr Q% flexibility was not
strong! related to the'ir commitment to' the student role. By wave
threk, : tHfe .fall term of the following school year when most
student were in or \b%ck'in the conventional sthools, a di ct
relaﬁ?onship was seen between “the 2lternative schools' flexibility
and commitmeént to the student role. ln the meantlme. thererw a
consistent “indirect effect of school flexibility on studenhrole.
This octurp#d tnrough the mutual relationship that student .role
and’ .schobl flexibility had with students' pérceived acadumic
prespects. . :

“Figure 8.3 dnagrams the rest of the school processes and
connectis them with the outcome measures. )
. . i
,ir- looking at Figure 8.3, first consider “the additional ;i «
between the interventior and the school processes'_ Jhe connection
between the schools' apparent flexibility and students' attitudes

toward s hao)‘ compﬁetes the set of iinks\between thiy aspect of

school tructure ‘and students’ school-related beliefs and
perceptfons. The importance of a school'%gructure which students
see as fdir and flexible is underscored by this complete set . of
links. S o

< Next note the unsurprising’ connection between -academic
prospects and school att:tu?e. The bettero students .thought = of
the'* @a@cademic prospects, the more positiVe their relaticenships
wit the:r téachers and thEIf general evaluation of school

+
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Figure 8.1 N
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Figure 8.2

Intermediate Lffects on School Processes
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Figure 8.3"

. The Relationship of School Processes to Outcomes
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Two broken lines lead from student role. Consider first the
dashec line leading to school attitude. As before, the dashed
line represents an eventual, or delayed effect. |In this case, if
reflects the lag between students' increased commitment to the
student role and improved attitude toward school. Stronger
commitment to the student role had begun to occur by wave two -but
more positive attitudes toward school didn't result until wave
three. This kind of attitude change following behavior change has
been " reported by others working with troubled students (e.qg.,
Massimo & Shore, 196f). It seems that ~the bad experiences and
reflexively negative attitudes of these s+*udents take time to fade
even when current performance has improved.

The second broken line leadiny from student role alse

represents a trend over time. In this case, however, the trend
diminished over time. This was the increasingly weak direct
connection between commitment tS the student role and school
disruption. More commitment to the student role led to less self
reported school disrupticn. As the 'other school . processes

established themselves during the course ,of three terms, they
eroded the independent direct impact of degree o( commi tment to
the student role on disruptive behavior in schooly,

. ERIC

Students® attitude toward school establ?%hed itself as a
summary or generalization of the effects of the interventjon
programs and their processes. 1t had a consistent and strong,
effect on the degree to which students disrupted their schools.
The more positive the students' attitude, the less disruptive
their behavior in school. In statistical terms, once the impéct
of stldents' attitude on their disruptive behavior had been
accounted for, neither measures of other school processes nor of
exposure to the alternative programs added reliably to the
explanation or prediction of sthool disruption. The measure of
students' attitude toward school thus provided an empirical as
well as conceptual summary of the effects of the intervention
programs ~-- the alternative schools -- and their processes:

The final feature to note in Figure B.3 is the very strong
link between school disryption and general delinquent behavior.
This 1link was expected since, in some respects school disruption
is a subset of delinquent behavior. The effects of the school
programs were strongest on students' behavior in school. The
further one moves from school, the more diluted the effects of a
school-based program. This is seen here by the lack of direct
connections between s~chool processes and, delinquert behavior.
Note however that the model accounts to a small but reliable
degree for delinquent behavior when delinquent behavior was the
only variable representing negative behavior in the analysis. The
findings suggest that a decline in school disruption presages a
change in celinquent behavior in the community.

To this point, our findings were consistent with our model of
schoo! processes and their effects on disruptive and delinquent

%

behavior. Our analyses showed that students who went to schools |
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|
seen as flexible tended to feel their prospect's for academic .
stccess and acceptance were brighter and they tended to work - |
harder and feel more committed to their Sscholastic role.- They
also tended to develop favorabie attitudes , toward.schooi'and .
toward their teachers. .n turn, their behavior in schooi improved
and their delinquent invoivement in the community lessened.

TAwog, ¥, e iiat .

These processes were set in motion in the alternative schools .
to a much greater extent than in the conventional schools, but : we
hasten 1o add a quaiification. Going to the alternative schools
made this favorable sequence more likely to happen, but it did not
. . make Zﬁb sequence certain. One might ask "mdre.likely than what?" ‘
The answer is: more likely than resuited from attending the
conventional schools.

The Model of Change -
v, . We were confident from the preceding that the theoretical
i model was a valid one. The relationships among variables were
4 < largely as predicted. The next step was to see if the stability

. of the modeéi wouid hold using the baseline-free measures of change
— in the school process measures and -the measures .of school L.
disruption and delinquent behavior. .

\ The findings were strongly similar to those from the wave by
wave analyses (Figure 8.4). The alternative experience and school,
fiexibility measures were the same as those used in wave three so
their relationship in- the change analysis was not different.
Having the alternative school experiences contributed
substantially to a change{in}youngsters‘ commitment to the student
role. Alternative schoolers increased thejr commitment. Their
perceptions of their school flexibility ‘apd their increased
commitment to the student role also contributec to perceived 4
improvement in their academic prospects. Perceiving their
school's flexibility also made an independent contgipution to the
positive change in their attitude toward school. Their beaief in
their improved academic prospects also resulted in an improvement

' in their school attitude, as would be expected.

Of all the school-related variables, only students' {titude
. toward school contributed to a reduction in their disruptive,
rule-violating behaviors in school. Again, this measure of

enerai attitudes and relationships with teachers serves as a
su of the school processes and their impact on behavior in
school . Iso as seen in the wave by wavé analyses of the model,

improved behavior in school is strongly associated with reduced
\\ levels of general delinquent beh.vior.

“y : The implications' of this analysis acho tnose of the wave by
~ T wave analyses. Their significance is enhanced because of the
consistency of the findings and the reiationships with measures of
change. The most important implication concerns the processes
within the alternative schools. Simply sending troubied or
troublesome students to an alternative school did not have an
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Figure 8.4

and Third Interviews
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effect on their behavior in the absence of a’'set of processes in
or by which the student had to be engaged. indeed, when“we simply
compared alternative and comparison students' change in delinquent
and disruptive behavior over the course of the study, we found no
differences between the groups. And, as seen jnfigure 8.4, when
the, effects of the school process measures are taken jnto account,
‘there again is no independent effect of the type of school
attended. What.makes the difference? What enables ‘us to see
effects of the school programs? ‘ Y 7

-~

?he answer is both .simple and complex. Ffirst, the simple

rt: to; the extentswe are ble -to explain cbange in delinqueot

“¥Yan dlsruptzve behavior at* school, the change followg from a
changed relatiopship-of the studqgt ‘to the school. (Note that we
were able to explain.a statistically robust and reliable degree of
change.) That changed relationship, reflected best by more
positive attitudes toward school, is ‘predicated on changes in
commitment to and anticipation of success in school ‘on the part of

- these formerly dismal sfudents. These processes are set in motion

by the structure and atmosphere of the alternative schools tv a

. much gregter degree than by the structure and atmosphere of the
tgnventnonal schocls.. We hasten again to underscore an inportant
qualifier in the above. The qualifier is, of course, the phrase?

0
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:-““777to-the-extentrrr“- The—alternative schools seemed to work most
effectively when they could engage -students in their .internal

process and thereby effeet change in students' béliefs, attitudes,

and scholastic behavions. Not all alternative students, as we
shall see, were engaged by these processes, however. 'And, some

.Y

comparlson students experteénced the Thanges jyst discussed Wwhile
in thelr conventional schools. Lastly. some of. the iespondents
- who experienced, say, a more ‘LeX|ble school, or whose attitudes
towatd school improved nevertheiess.did not move on to the next
step in the model. That 'is, some of th2.: students d¢°d come
to  feel that fheir academlc prospects improved, or did not behave
notably better in school. -

. -

in other words,’ the model. is a probabili Sth one: the
chances were that step A would lead to step B, and \he chances
were that step B would then lead to step C, and so on down through
the stages of the model. This -is a common, although™ rarely
explicit, feature of a whole range of intervention programs. The

, following exampie is designed to.illustrate the point.

Consider.referral to and the operation of a special education
program. A precise diagnosis of a student's' condition is not
obvious nor easily developed in many cases. |t is more or less
clear that the student has a condition which mgkes him or her
appropriate ‘for a special ed program. Neverthelass, the diagnosis

is typically stated as a certainty: 'Johnny has such and such'd -

condition," altholgh the diagnosis is actually more or less
probable, not certain. The referral is made and a course of
tréatment or intervention p*escrlbed Yet, there is no certainty
that it will b% effective or successful, however measured. After
all, what program ever is 100 percent successful? A model .

-
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prqdicting success is implicit :in any program. * The difference
betweeén good and bad programs is that their models are more or

less successful in describing, links between the intervention
actions, intermediate processes, and outcomes. The more

successful the program or diagnosis, the better its chances for
success, or the Hhigher the pﬁoportiop of successes versus
failures. .
- AY
The heart of the reasoning behind the statistical tests used
to judge the reliability.of programs' effectiveness has precaisely

"to do with chance. If a relationship or aqutcome is said to ‘be

reliable, it means you have be'tter than a pure chance or luck of
the draw shot at success. -Much better, in fact. Our model s
probabilistic n that_it only states what processes improve on

chance in enabling the schools to effect the deslired outcomes. It

does not guarantee 100 percent s3success. Indeed, ’ ‘the overall
impact of the alternative schaols.on their students' disruptive
and delinquent behavior wac not reliablys greater than that of
conventional schools.  The alternative schools had set effective
processes into motion to a greater ngree than the conventional
schools did, but'not with a sufficient numb.r of their students to
show an overall effect. . N

The interested -reader may want to look at the diagramped
analyses for each wave's data. They -~follow, with notes. The
humbers associated with the connecting lines represent the
relative strength of relationships,

»
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At wave one, students had little or no experience with the
alternative schools, and thus no opportunity to perceive the
alternative schools as more flexible, As distussed in an earlier
section, the alterdative students actually were-more negatlve
about school at the outset of the study. ,

The fact of no other‘differences between the aiternative and
conventional students at this initial stage is significant for the
research design. It reflects the similarity betWesn those who
would spend varying amounts of tlime in the alternative programs
and those who® would remain in the conventional programs.

At wave two, after most of the alternative schoolers had
spent at least some time there, the connection between perceived
school flexibility and the =alternative school expérience is
established. Thes link between alternative -experiences and
commitment to the student role also appeared by wave two.

At wave three, when most alternative students had returned té
tHe conventional schools, the previous pattern is ma.intained with
one slight exception. That was the weakening of the link between
commi Tment to the student role and schocl disruption and its shift
from schoo! disruption to delinguent behavior generally,

’
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The next éteps in the data analysis weré designed to imbrove

L. the odds, so to speak. Up to this point, we have treated the

programs.as similar and swudents as_equivalent. The questions now

. * become: were some programs more effective than others at engaging

+ - the'ir students’ in the constructive school processes- and in

. producing the desired outcomes? And. were some of the alternative
students better suited to their alternative programs than others?

: The Model in Individual Programs °' .
i . SepaYate @nalyses parallel with those just reported were
. perform for each alternative school program and -its comparison
group. Each of the. wave by waveadatasets was used, as was the

Jvave one to wavé three change deta.

. The Ate Program.’ The findings for the Ace program show a

T pattern of_ increasing integration of the school processes. The

i , streongest effects of the program, _seen in the diggram of the
. change model in Ace (Figure 8311), were on the heasure of

' commitmerit to the student role. Unlike the findings from . the

- other alternative programs Jud from the aggrébate analyses,

‘., cqmmitment to the student role was <zonsistently associated withs
students' attitudes toward school while they were in or shortly
ajter they had been “in "Ace (at wave o). This is -another

‘ reflection.” of the more iptegrated pattern of attitude and
per formance measures \hich beld in Ace. All in all, the Ace
*prog.am's operation “confecrmed most closely to the theoretica)
'mode[ of school processes and outcomes. This may well have been
due to two facts about Ace. °‘First, it most closely resembled a
- ) ¢ traditional school program. Second, it° served troubled or
) troublesome students exclusively -- those for whom a school-based
intervention might Be expected to make ‘the most difference.

-

The Alpha program. In contrast to the Ace students, improved

*% attitude toward school amcng Alpha students did not reduce their
,» digruptive behavior. Instead, it was their increased commitment

. - ¢ to the student role that reduced disruption (Figure 8.15). What
a <, is particularly interesting abcut this finding is that students'
‘commitment to the.student role after they had spent subs:antial

. time in Alpha ‘was no greater «than tne commitment of their,

_ﬁp gonventional school courterparts. That is, none of ‘the school-

4 related variables predicted degree of commitment at wave two. By

whve tk-ee, however, substantial integration of these measures had
occurred. This indicates a rather marked lag i1n the effect of the

" AfLha program, This lag suggests that being students in Alpha
=~ vhich- nostly meant engaging in the human relations workshop
-- did not seem to them like playing a student role. The effect

“of the Alpha program on theis scholastic orientation was not
apparent until the students re-entered the recognizable role of
stqqent-et the- corventional school . : , .

The waéﬁ three effects of the program (see Figure 8.1L4) raise

:‘some interesting points. First, while .there is integration among

tne school-related measures, none- of them relates directiy to

\ l-l‘
. "
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Figure 8.9
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Figure 8.10
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The Model's Operation at the Third Intefview

¢ for Ace and its Comparisons
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reduced school disruption, althcugh Alpha's levei of school

disruption b%ad fallen to about the same degree as in all the

programs, onventional and alterpative. Seconds note that there

is a rather strond positive relationship (the more of one, the

more*of the other) betweensthe school's flexibility and delinguent ©

behavior. Alpha's flexibility séems {o have had two kinds of

effects. For some students, it promoted ‘commi tment to the student .

role and, through that commitment, improvement in behavior in $

school. But, for other students, Alpha's flexibility seems to

have meant only going through the motions of schooling, not

establishing a new relationship or 'qggmitment to school. Thi's

two-fold pattern may also be attributable to the aimost non-

academic nature of the Alpha program during the course of the '

study. Its structure offered piznty of support for students, but.

it may have offered less in the way of concrete scholastic

experiences . than some of its students .may have needed to

) counteract past experiences of failure ahd frustration. Note, for

N example, that the Alpha students'.perceptions. .of their school's

o flexibility and their attitudes toward school made no difference
in their beiiefs about their academic prospects. Thus, Alpha .

- - students came to like their school and teachers simply by virtue
of having attended Alpha, as seeh in Figure B8.15. Yet, it was L
primarily those whose scholastic performance improved who
demonstrated any of the program's effects on disruptive behavior.

The Beta Program. The findings for the Beta program are

P consistent with the kinds of problei discussed eartier, which .
the program experienced during the stuly. The school process )
measures in Beta were the least integrated cf the three

- altérnative programs. This may weil have been due to Beta's

- difficulties in socializing its new students to its systemaiiz and ' S .

) structured but novel scholastic program. As Figure 8.17 shows, . -
being in Beta was directly associated with stronger commitment to 7

the student role and its associated better‘berformancé. But,
being .in Beta was also, associated with didiﬂishﬁd _academic
prospects. The positive effects Of Beta at wave two appear to
have resulted from its supportive and fliexible- atmosphere. By
wave three, when most Beta' students had returned to their
conventional schools (Figures B8.18-8.19), having been at Beta

) ‘tended to increase commitment to the student role and thereby
reduce disruptive and delinquent behavior. As irn Alpha, there
. seems to have been a lagged effect on commitment to and

performance in the student role from having been in Beta.

School flexibility played a dual role in Beta to a grtater
degree. than in Alpha. It made positive contributions to a
commitment to the student role and through it to school attitude’
and the resulting reduction in school disruption. But, school

- flexibility also had a negative effect. As previously noted, Beta
failed to successfully engage some of its students in its
alternative scholastic processes. This is likely reflected in the
increased delinguent behavior which tended to flow from students'
recognition of the flexibility of Beta.,
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Another striking feature of the dynamics of Beta concerned
the relationship of experience in Beta with the other school
processes and outcomes. As  seen |n the path leading from
alternative * experience through school ¥ exibility, student role,
‘'school attitude, and school disruption, experience in Beta- did
result to a degree in engayement 'n the school processes described
by the model. The direct relatucnshlp of alternative experiences
to reduced school disruption’ sug;ests that the beneficial effects

of Beta also acted in a manner |ndependent of the schoohy

processes, at least as we me>sured them. The problem solving or
self monitoring or other features of Beta may have been effective
in improving behavior in 'ways unrelated, or only ., tangentially
related to its scholastic effects.

- *

. Final Refinements

¥

Our\'last set of analyses was intended to identify kinds of
students for whom the altérpative programs had been more
successful or less successfu. than average. Among the factors we
considered were influences from beyond the school- setting; that
is, the respondents' family. lives and their peer relationships as
well as their individua? states, of agjustment. The last are the
psychologlcal Jinks mentioned eariier in connection with the
ope.atlon of the study s overall theoretical model of delinquent
‘behavior.

s .

Retention’

-
- .

. The, first of these issues toc be addressed bridges the
dnscussnon of the individual programs and that of the individual
students. |t ébncern§ rates of retention and drop out.

We found only one program difference in retention, but it was
sub'stantial, Betz had-uniformly poorer retention than any other
group, alternative or comparlson O0f . all, the respondents who
eventually dropped out of schooi and did not resume School during
the course of the study, UL percent had been Beta students.
Indeed, aimost half of our Beta respondents (49 percent) dropped
out and ‘then remained out of school during the remainder of the
course of the study. In the other groups, a low of about 14
percent of Ace students and Acet comparisons eventually dropped,
and .about 25 percent of the Alpha students and the Alpha and Beta
comparisens dropped out.

When we compared drop outs with those who stayed in school,
we found only one reliable. difference. The dropouts were
unsurprisingly lower in their commitment to the student role at
wave two. They were not reliably different in mjsbehavior at any
wave, nor in any of their change scores for misbehavior or school
processes, and they were not different in their perception of the
flexibility of their schools. When we looked specifically at
dropouts versus stay ins in Beta and its comparison group, the
pattern of results was the same as for the aggregate analyses.
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That the dropouts were low in commitment to studenthood at
wave two is neither surprising nor iliuminating. Indeed. it is
more a tautology than an explanation.

The patterns of retention reflect the stability and -change in
the alternative bfograms. Ace was stable and its school system
tended to be more flexible than that of Alpha and Beta. Alpha and
Beta were in transition states. For its part, Beta chose the
wrong time to expand and could not be selective. Its drop out
rate was unprecedentedly high. Alpha was-adapting to new staff
and a new approach to the program, but this seems to have had
little relative effect on its retention rate. Alpha and Beta's
school system tended to be less flexible than that of Ace, which
may be reflected in the higher drop out rates reported above from .
that district's alternative and conventioral school programs.

Successes and Failures

Were there characteristics of the respondents which affected
the degree to which .they were able to profit from their
experiences in the alternative programs? Put another way, were
there students for whom scholastic performance or behavior in
school was not the result of their experiences in school.
Instead, could problems in these areas actually be symptomatic of
difficulties or circumstances in other spheres of the youngsters'
lives? 1f that were true and we could identify these respondents,
two results would follow. Ffirst, we would better understand the
operation of the alternative programs through understanding more
about the circumstances under which they were not successful as
wall as those -in which they were successful. Second, we would be
able to“make more accurate statements about what kinds of problems
alternative programs were best suited to solve. The first step
was to pick out those students who, given their ex.eriences in
school, profitted more or less than would have been expected.

. We .rsasoned that there might be two ways in which the
alternative school programs -- or any school program -- might fail
to achieve™ the goal of reducing delinguent and disruptive
behaviors among their -students. In the first instance, the

problem might be failure to engage the students in the school's

) processes. Here we ,refer, for example, to alternative studbnts

. ) whose commitment to the studeft role was low despite their
tTecognition of their school's greater flexibility, enhancement of

their academic prospects and other experiences in the alternative

, school. In the second instance, tLhe problem might be the
appropriateness of a school-based intervention for the reduction

. of problem behavior. In these cases, the student _would have been
to .engaged by the school processes, with school flexibility, academic
prospects, and student role commi tment all leading to a pocitive
attitude toward school. The link between attitudes toward schoo.
and disruptive behavior in school, however, would be missing for
thesé students. .The result would be that their school disruption
would be greater than predicted by their attitudes toward school.
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We tested these two possibilities in the following

fashion. We selected student role and school attitude as important

indicators of successful school processes as well as important
predictors of school disruption. We also selected school
disruption as a critical outcome measure. We used the model's
predictions for these measures to create residual measures in a
way similar to the procedures we used to create the measure$ of
change. |n brief, we calculated the predicted values separately
for each of these measures, that is, for student role, school
attitude and school disruption. We did so by making- the
predictions on the basis of individuals' scores on the variables
which preceded each of these three measures in the model.
"Precede! here means came above or parallel to the measure as
diagrammed earlier in this chapter. For example, we used
alternative experience, school flexibility, and academic prospects
to predict the value of student role for each respondent. We
removed the predicted value of student role from the actual,
obtained student role score for each respondent. This left a
residual score, These residual scores consisted primarily of that
part of student role not predicted by or accounted for by the
model . We did the analogous things to' creaté the residual,
unaccounted-for-by-the-model scores for school attitude and for
school disruption. So, in this example, we were lFft with that
aspect of any individual's commitment to the student role that
couldn't be explained in terms of his or her exposure to (or lack
thereof) the alternative school, recogni fion of school
flexibility or inflexibility, and sense of academic prospects.

We used wave three data for this set of analyses. We were
interested in the absolute levels the school processes and
diruptions. The change measures would not show the contemporary
level or degree of, say, school disruption. (in any event, the
wave three and the change measures were strongly related.)

After buiilding the residual measures and checking to be sure
their statistical proparties were appropriate, we divided each

“into thirds. We thus could group all our respondents according to

the same standard as higher or lower than predicted on their
residual student role, school attitudes and school disruption
scores, or as approximately on the predicted value. We used theseé
groupings to examine how non-school influences might have impeded
or supplemented the. school processes or their effects.

The non-school influences were of three kinds: home, peers,
and personal charaéteristics. Our measures of home influences
were two composites of seven questions aBout the respondent's
relationship with s or her father and seven guestions about the
relationship with his or her mother. (These questions appear _in
Appendix B.) We used the higher of the two scores because many
respondents !ived with only one parent or in volatile situations
ana could answer for only 3 natural, step, orl'surrogate mother or
fatho-, but not both. We also used a base-free measure of change
1n perczntal relationship between wave one and wave three. Our
measures of peer influences were respondents’ replfts of the
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degree of involvement of their friends in various misdeeds. We
uced the same set of delinquent and disruptive behaviors to ask
about friends' delinquency as was used to assess ‘the respondents’
own delinquencies. The measures we actually used were the wave
three reports of the friends' delinquent or disruptive beha&iors
in school and the wave one to wave three base-free measure of
change in frienhds' school disryption. Our measures of personal
characteristics were the anxiety, depression and self esteem
measures introduced in earlier chapters.

Qur strategy was to look at the average value of, say,
depression or friends' school disruption for those lower or higher
than or right where they "should" have been given the predictions
of the model's other variables. Ffor example, we could ask: was
it true that those whose student role measure was lower than would
have been predicted from their alternative experience and
associated level of school flexibillity and academic prospects were
more depressed than those whose student role scores were at or
above the predicted value? Assume for a moment that the answer to
this question turned out to be yes. |t would suggest that the
personal characteristic of depression might have interfered with
the school's attempt to meet one of its primary objectives, one
which was an important influence on the production of disruptive
behavior in school. We suspected that non-school influences might
affect alternative schoolers differently than conventional
students. We performed the analyses taking this possibility into
account.

School processes. Concerning non-school! influences on
commi tment and attitudes toward school, we found no peer effects,
a moderate effect of parent relationship, and suggestive self
esteem and depression effects. The self es.eem and depression
effects - occurred largely or only among the alternatise schoolers.
We turn first to the findings for self esteem and depression in
the school process data.

We found a difference at wave three in affective states
between those whose commitment to the student role was higher than
and lower than the model predicted. Those whose wave three
student role scores were "higher than predicted had higher
conscious self esteem at wave three and iower depression at wave
three compared to those whose student role ‘scores were lower than
the model predicted. We found similar results for increased
conscious self esteem between waves one and three; greater
increases were associated with higher residual wave three student
role scores. i

For both of the self esteem findings -- the wave three and
the change measure -- the effect held among alternative students
and conventional students. The depression finding held only amot ;
those who'had attended an alternative school.
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The findings for the residual wave threz measure of attitude
toward schoal were similar, except those higher than predicted
were more affectively positive at wave one. And, the effects for

both self esteem and depression were only observed among the
responde€fts who had attended an alternative school.

What do these findings mean? One factor which muxt be
recalled is the strong relationship between the student role
measure and the self esteem measure. The primary reason that
conscious self esteem was not included in * .e analysis of the
schoo! process model was that its effects were overwhelmed by the
school process measures. Ffor this reason, the appearance of the
self esteem effects associated with the student role measure may
be partially attributable to the ties between self esteem and
student role for alternative_and comparison respondents alike.

The wave three depression differences among the alternative
students at the three levels of residual student role cannot be so
easily dismissed. tven though the, measures of depression and
conscious self esteem were related to each other, the differences
in wave three depression among the levels of residual student role
were seen only among respondents who had attended an alternative
school. We know that the cverall averagedepression scores of the
alternative and comparison students were comparable. The question
is: why did depression affect the alternative students commitment
to the student role and attitude toward school? The answer may
lie in the emphasis on self responsibility in the alternative
school programs. ) .

JThe alternative schoslers had been exposed to programs which
stressed individuals assuming control over and responsibility for
their fortunes, especially their scholastic fortunes. From the
analysis of the model of change, we know the alternative schoolers
said they were working harder at school, performing closer to
their 1level of ability, and that they were more satisfied with

their work. We also knew that their grades had improved. In

short, the alternative schoolers appeared to have accepted a
greater measure of responsibility for their  own success or

failure. Under those cjrcumstances, their performance would be
vulnerable to problems or traumatic experiepces in the parts of
their lives not related to school. These problems could easily

result in generally depressed or maladaptive modes of functioning,
one of which could be otherwise unexlainably poor performance in
school. Among the conventional students, however, performance and
exertion ,as a student 'may seemed to have depended to a much
greater degree on factors outside of the, individual =~ chance
combinations of <circumstances, events, teachers, encounters With
guthority. Thus, presence or absence of personal problems among
the comparison st&fents would have a less clear and distinctive
effect on scholastic\commitment ana performance, since performance
and commitment were believed to be more controlled by forces
beyond the individual.
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This interpretation fits the finding of lower self esteem and
higher depredsion at wave one for those alternative students who
at wave three were more negative in their atti{tude toward school
than would have been predicted.° The alternative programs required
a minimum level of personal, psychological resources. These
included an abilipy to believe in oneself and an ability to act on
one's own behalf. Without these basic psychological resources, a
student was less likely to be engaged by the processes of the
alternative schools. Consider the alternative students who in the
end were less positive toward school and their teachers than the
school process’ and climate variables would have predicted. These
were the students who at the outset of the‘study were less
equipped with the personal, psyghological resources required to
profit from the alternative programs. Those who at the end were
as positive as or more positive than the model predicted in their
attitudes toward school were those who at the outset were more
equipped with the psychological resources required to profit from
the alternat:ve programs. Again, the structures and processes in
the convent:onal schools and the tomparison students' beliefs-were
such that whatever variations occurred in these sgudents‘ personal
measures did hot have a distinct effect on their eventual
attitudes toward school.

These findings are suggestlve. not conclusive. Nevertheless,
the data do lend support to the notions of student-school fit
currently gaining currency in the professional and scholarly
literature (e.g., Arnove, 1978; Kylka, Mann & Klingel, 1380).
They suggest that the alternative schools are a better bet for
some students than for others. We quickly make two additional
points however. First the alternative schools had a positive
effect on their “Htudents' ' affective states and adjustment.
Students low ' in these areas benefitted by exposure to the
alternative schools. Second, the reader is rem'nded of the
probabalistic nature of the findings. There was a tgndency for
the more depressed students to fall short in their the levels of
commitment to the student role‘and attitude toward school. That
does not constituté a prescriptive statement barring depressed
students from the opportunity to attend an alternative school. It
does suggest an. explanation for the differential engagement of
students.in the' processes of alternat:ve schools.

Disruptive'ﬁ&ﬁavior. We turn now to consider characteristics
of respondents whose‘leveds of disruptive behavior in school were
greater or less than the model predicted. Those whose school
disruption scores differed from predicted values were
differentiated by their affective states, largely at- wave three,
and their reports of their friends' disruptive behavior in school,
also at wave three. The most consistent findings were that
differences in the a2ffective state variables were found only for
the alternative students while the friends' school disruption
effects were found for alternative ard comparison students alike.
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Alternative students who at wave tnree were more disruptive
in school than predicted by their engagement with school had
described themselves at wave one as moré tense and nervous -- more
overtly anxious -- than those whose wave three disruptive behavior
was at the level predicted. Those whose disruptive behavior was
less thar predicted at wave three were less anxious than either of
the other two groups -- those whose disruption was as or greater
than predicted. ' ' ‘

These findings suggest that the relatively less anxious
students were better able to take advantage of the opportunities
and to meet the demands presented by. the alternative school
programs. Among conventional school students, the initial level
of anxiety had no effect on later levels of disruptive behavior.
Once the school's perceived flexibility and one's academic .
prospects, commitment to the student’ role and attitudes toward . )
school were accounted for among the comparison students, initial ’
individual differences in anxiety had little impact —on the
eventual level of disruption in school. The effects of the
initial individual difference in anxiety were felt only among the
alternative schoolers.

Thus, despite the alternative prc,-ams' effects on schooi-
related attitudes and behaviors, the proolems causing disruptive
behavior in. school remained. These problems sre perhaps indexed
by the higher levels of anxiety at wave one, the anxieties the
students * brought with them to the alternative school programs.
However, the bulk of the affective state differences between those
higher, lower, or about as disruptive at wave three as the model
predicted were seen in the wave three data. These differences
involved conscious and unconscious self-esteem, depression, -and

/ somatic symptoms of anxiety. The differences occurred between -
those higher or lower in school disruption sthan predicted by the )
model. 1In all cases, those lower in disruptiveness than predicted
were more positive in their affective states than those whose
disruptiveness was greater than predicted. Or, those , who were

. more disruptive than predicted were more negative in their
affective states with more somatic symptoms of anxiety, more
reports of depression, and lower conscious and unconscious self
. esteem. Note again that these differences were seen only among
those who had -attended an alternative school. The theoretical
model's predictions of school disruption were not improved upon by
taking into account the conventional school S§tudents' personal

affective states. ‘ .
. What might explain the effects among ‘the alternative

students?

it is implausible that one's failure to reduce one's
disruptive behavior (in spite of the effects spelled out in the
theoretical model) would cause these negative affective states.
What is more likely is that some ~factor or factors other than
"those reflated to school, or related to school but beyond the
purview of our theonretical model influenced both the affective
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states and the level of disruptive behavior in school. Our data
are consistent 'with the view that noo-school forces were
responsible for these students' misbehavior. These forces would
be beyond the influence of & school program désigned to respond to
problems arisifig from school, not.simply menifesting ﬁhgm;elves in

. . schoal. In other words, despits the positive e/ fects of the

alternative schools, some students did not respond with
appropriately reduced levels of delinquent and disruptive behavior
in schoal (and, no doubt, in the community). These students were
systematically low in their states of personal adjustment? It
seems likely that varied phenomena occurred in the lives of these
teenagers=to_provoke more disruptive and-delinquent behavior “than
could be accounted for by. their experiences in.school. The
provocative factor, in goading the youngsters to more disruption
and delinquency, also would seem to have negatively affected their
adjustment. . . s

On the positive (side, a different explanaticn is possible.
That is, it may be unnecessary to call upon unmeasured factors to
account for the high levels of self esteem and low levels of

anxiety and depression among the alternative students who were’

less disruptive than predicted. Instead, for =ome, the
alternative schools may have provided a base for personal
development and satisfaction which extended far beyond 4Amproved
behavior in school. This explanation is compatible with the
emphasis on personal responsibility seen in varying degrees in the
alternative school programs.

As to the outside factors counteracting the effeq@s of the
alternative schools, we have few hints as to what they might be.
We found a weak associagion between poorer relations with parents
and greater than predicted disruption. This finding did not
provide an exhaustive account of possible outside factors. It
does suggest that students with problematic home lives or} poor
relationships’ with their parents might continue to be disguptive
in school (and elsewhere) despite the beneficial effefts -of
school-based intervention programs, ¢

For alternative and comparison students alike, those more
disruptive in school than predicted reported at wave three higher
levels of friends' disruptiveness in Uschool than those whgse
disruptiveness was lower than predicted. At first glance, ti#is
might suggest that association with more disruptive and delinquent
peers blocﬁ§§ the effect of the school processes on school
disruptivenase, Thus, hanging out with delinquent peers might be
a powerful outside factor in determining the effectiveness of
school processes in reducing disruptive behavior. That .jt is a

"powerful factor is no doubt true. That it is a powerfﬁj outside
factor is probably not. " .

Reports of own and of friends' delinquency are generally
strongly related; if the level or extent of one is known, the
level or extent of the other is also known. Without going into
the dec s~-old controversy over the role of peers in the etiology

-~
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of delinquency, it is true in our data that if one is higher in
delinquency or disruption, one's friends will .be higher, too.
However, there was no systematic relationship between friends'
delinquency or disruption at wave one and the subsequent failure
of the theoretical model to account for (wave . three)
disruptiveness in school. Rather, it simply seems that if one is
delinquent or disruptive, one associates with those who have like
inclinaticns and who are 1likely to provide an appreciative
audience.

There is no evidence in our data that a history of
associating with more disruptive peers impedes the development of
either commitment to the student role or positive attitudes toward
school. Nor is there evidence that previous associations with
disruptive peers impedes the reduction of one's own disruptiveness
in school, In the absence of any causal ‘inks we reject the
notion that friends' disruptiveness is an outside factor in
explaining our respondents’ disruptiveness. Instead, the level of
friends' disruptiveness appears to be simply another way of
describing, not of explaining, one's own level of disruptiveness.

[ 28
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5 CHAPTER 9

.

j;% ' CONCLUS10ORS

The study leads to cenclusions in three areas: the field
reszarch process, the theoretical model, and the effectiveness and
appropriateness of alternative school programs for reducing
disruptive and delinguent behavior. ",

Field Research in Altarnative Education

Field research in alternative education is essential in order
to learn what is being done and with what effects. There i§ ‘some
quesiion. however, as to what constitutes appropriate methods for
studying and evaluating such programs. This is especially true
where a purpose of the study is to determine whether a program
model should be more widely implemented. Two areas of concern can
be articulated: what should be assessed or evaluated; and how
should the research be designed?

We feel that it is extremely important to study the
undérlying process by which programs seek to achieve their goals
rather than focussing solely on outcomes. Whether programs are
successful will vary from student to student, teacher to teacher,
program to program. Iln order to decide what to to about less tihan
satisfactory results, one needs to know why they occurred. It
could happen for several reasons. The program may have been quite
effective in its implemeptation of prescribed methods and
processes, but these methods may have been irrelevant to the
desired outcomes. The methods and proresses might have been
altogether appropriate, but the program :ell short of implementing
them. Or, the- program might have implemented'the appropriate
methods for its goals, but for the wrong students.

-

Consider the present study. Simple assessment of the
outcomes of the three programs would have come to the conclusion
that all three were ineffective in reducing the disruptive and
delinquent behavior of their students in comparison to the
conventionhal schools. (Note that if there had been no comparison
groups, all three programs would have appeardﬁ quite successful.)
At this point, all one could gay would bq. try something else.
But what else? The idea of a kind of alternative school that
raises students' levels of scholastic success and encourages
supportive relationships with their teachers may well have been
abandoned. Exploration of the underlying processes has shown that
those programs did indeed change the attitudes and perceptions of
students in & way conducive to better behavior and greater
scholastic achievement. The study has also shown that these
processes are mpre gappropriate to some students than others. A
summative evaluation could not have Lroduced these findings.

Conceptual frameworks or theoretical models are invaluable

“for the identification of under lying prccesses. With a thebry, it

is possible to recognize different practices as instances of the

*
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’%i same process. The thrze alternatjve programs we studied were in
R many ways quite different vrom one another. Some of those

gifferences made a difference in the way their students responded
to them, yet despite their apparent differences, the programs also
implemented common practices. Our theory helped us to focus on
these practices and to observe the conmon processes which were set
in motion as a result. Conceptualizing uncerlying processes
makes possible the dissemination of successful program
without having to rely on exact replications of a parti
of cenditions, staff, and resources. That is because cos
guided evaluations not only tell which programs work
RN identify the essential features and tell for whom, unYder
<3 :jr\%Trcumstances. and why the program is likely to work.
-
4,1/’ The matter of research designs is more-controversial.  Some
Ys, hold that only through randomized designs built into programs can
) evaluation research provide valid and useful information. Yet, as
we qiséovered. random selection of students is hard to arrange,

NN

’ - even #With a well defined and appropriate pool of eligible
\éfecipients in the context of a mutually agreed-upon research

. design. When it is possible to arrange for random assignment, the ) *
ﬂ;~ \, researcher must be careful to account for both the formal as well
7%=+~ Fas the informal criteria which ‘in actual practice are used to form
SN ¥ the pool and make _the assignments. Tne research process will
. objéctify and make public what had been unspoken or problematic in

selgption criteria or other ‘program elements. The result can be,
among other things, unwitting or upintended interference by the
’ research procedures with the program's operation. 'f - the . ~
interference s serious enough, it may well alter the program.to
‘the degree that generaiization of whatever is found is zalled into
question. s -

We saw this happen with a program which was initially to be
included in our study -but which eventualiy was dropped for -
logistical reasons. |Its district's population was about 16 to
18 percent black, and blacks were the only sizeable ethnic
minority. Students were referred to the program by the same’
criteria as in the other alternative programs in the study. Prior
to impleménting the random selection procedures for participation
in the study, the program's student population was 50 to 60
percent black. Under the study'; random assiynment procedures,
students with poor grades, attendance and behavior were listed by
the high school assistant principals. Students were then randomly
chosen from the 1list by <the study's staff and assigned to the
program by the school's staff. Under these assignment procedures, v
the program's student population was 16 to 18 perceht bjack. it
would appear that or~ of the actual, although informal referral
criteria had been’ omitted from the research procedures. The
issues the program had to deal with may well have been 3jltered as
a consequence. For one thing, the relatively few black students,
especially the boys, seemed to feel alienated and isolated
comparecd. with black stugents' experiances in the program in
previous years.

) (]
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. © We were unable to implement our planned randomized research v/ .
" design. .Does this vitiate the study under the doctrine that
2 unless the.design is a randomized one, " the outcomes cannot be

Jlrusted? A corollary to the doctrine is that unless random-design
research. can be done, none should be done. We are in agreement

. . with the desirability of randomized ‘designs. ~We also .#re in
agreement with the principle that intervention programs should be -
. assgssed and evaluated. When the first principle precludes the -

second, we feel that carefully conducted quasi-experimental or
other suitable methods of research and evaluation are to.be
preferred to none at all. We are confident of the validity of the N
findings we have presénted in this report. Whatever contribution
they represent would not have been made had we insisted either on
randomized research or na\fbsearch at all,
e

Reflections on the Partial Theory of Delinquency

The findings we have reported provide strong support for the
. .study's guiding theoretical model. Eliminating school as a
provocative force and instead establishing it as a controlling .
influence in a positive, even liberating sense markedly changed .
students' attitudes toward school in ways conducive to better -
. behavior, When those changes occurred, behavior in schogl. .
- : improved. We hope to do continuing followup studies of jour
present respondents to determine the long-term effects of t@é}
alternative programs' processes, Earlier, we used the tern
"M"leading indicator' to refer to the relationship of disruptive
behavior in school to community delingquency. * Implicit in that was
~a desire to see whether levels of delinquent ind criminal behavior
in the community eventually decline following declines in
disruptiveness in school. We want to determine whether and under
whdt conditions the alternative schools'® positive effects persist.

-

The theory proved to be less accurate in some other respects,
however. That was especially true regarding the relationship
between self esteem and delinquency. We had thought that an
improvement in unconscious levels of self esteem would be crucial

. . for’ reductions in delinquent and disruptive behavior. We
predicted that students' beliefs in their enhanced academic
prospects and performance would raise their unconscious self
esteem. We did find that improved unconscious self esteem was
associated with some reduction in disruptive behavior over and
above other anges. Nonetheless; ,it was not nearly so pivotal as

the the proposes. The consistent support this aspect of the .
. model has received from other research suggests that factors ’
Y peculiar to this study might amount for this difference from other
° studies' findings., The nitially very high levels of our

respondents' unconscious se21f esteem was the most striking feature
in this connection. -
4
ys’EpecHWage. supported by our impressions from conversations
witirespondents, that these youngsters were keenly aware of their
s position in the scholastic hierarchy. OQur interviews, obviously
and © plainly centered on their ‘experiences in school., were

!
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strajghtforward and to the point with really only one exception.
That was in the Socia] Self Esteem test :-% our measure of
unconsc ious se!f esteem. [t is entirely possible that, the odd-
appearing and seemingly opagque nature of ‘this measure struck a
sensitive spot in our respondents. They had \hﬁstories of being
put down in school and may weil have seen the measure.as a veiled
attempt at another put down, as a secret probipg’ of themse lves.
Were that true, they may have responded to the _measure
defensively, a response which could easily 'have ’disforted the

‘ scores of a sufficient number of them to intluence the overall
average score. ~

»

It s also cdnceivable that had unconscious esteem been
affected among those students who were engaged in the positive
school processes, their disruptive, delinquent behavior might have

' declined-even further. Two other possibilities, regarding the
findings for unconscious self esteem also present themselves. One
-it that because unconscious self esteem was not.affected, the
changes we observed in disruptive behavior will be MAhort lived.

B . The other possibility is that unconscious self esteem actually
T s doés not change prior to or simultaneously withl'cqanges in
. delinquent, disruptive behavior. Instead, unconscious. self esteem

would be a “sleeper":variable, one in which change would not be

observed until later, #fter other changes had already occurred.,
1f that does prove to be the case, the role in the theory cof

‘unconscious self esteem will have to be reexamined. )

2

Conditions for Effective Alternative School Programs

Our theoretical modél addressed delinguent and disruptive
behavior arising from provocative experiences tn school. The
alternative school programs represented by those in -oura study
sought to present students with a different version of the school
‘experiencex Primary among the schools' objectives was to reduce
the level of discomfort and failure associated with school and
thereby reduce the level of rebellious, disruptive and delinquent’
behaviors in school. Compared with the conventioral schools, the
alternative programs were successful in helping students establish
or reestablish positive relationships with school, their teacheré.
their own scholastic brospects, and their commitment to the
student role. We found that these processes were conducive to

" improvement in students' bepavior in school. , .
Despite the beneficial results - for some, the alternative
programs were npot effective with all of Ttheir 'students. Thus, -
averaging the alternatives' students' outcomes and comparing them
« with those for the comparison conventional school students
resuited in no overall differences in school disruption. That
doe< not say that the alternative prograims were ineffective, but
neither does it say that they were an unqualif}qﬁ or consistent
success. The alternative programs worked best when the schooils’
structures and processes and the social psychological reactions of
the students were most closely " iinked. When- the alternative
programs' flexibilitly and perceived fairness resulted in the'

-
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changes in commitment, ef’x?t. prospects and attitudes, that was
wherr their effects wers strongest. By those criteria, Ace was
foremost amohg the programs. ° We must™ be cautious here in
comparing the effectiveness, of the altetnative programs because
they may have served somewhat different kinds of students. This
could be true even though such differences do not appear in
wave one data. With that caution in mind, it is worthwhile to
consider why this may have happened. 3 .
Program differences. The program that seemed to be the most
effective was Ace, ‘the most-obviously school-like of the three
alternative programs in the study. As described earlier, Ace
resembled a traditional classroom in many ways, although it was
smaller in size and more personal and informal in its approach.
It was clear to $tudents in Ace that their success or failure
could not be pinned on the ,school's unwillingness or inability to
accommodate itself to their ‘needs. Yet, at the same time, Ace
provided more of an academic structure than Alpha, and a mere
ecbvious academic structure than Beta. Further, Ace's academic
structure required little introduction to+its students and little
-in the way of adaptation of them. Students in all the alterhative
programs generally knew whegther they were doing well or poorly in
the program. 1In Ace, thoulh, "well' and "prorly" were defined in
more famrliar terms. Making A's or B's, D's or F's provjded
feedback which was both easy to understand and difficult to ignore
or' let slide. These things were espacially evident in comparison
with the feedback systems about” progress in credits earned in
Alpha and Beta. .

We " hasten " to add that many Alpha and Beta students learned
~how their new sqhool'é system operated. It appeared “that the
problems, especjally in -Beta, were due to the .inittally foreign,

‘“’“"“""““’*‘”“”““nature—of~the~feedback~and-progress—charb4ng -systems.——-Hany—Beta-. . —

students lQ our sgmple seemed never to have become engaged in
‘Beta. For these stUdents, the program was too difficult to.
understand without substantial, initial help. Because of Beta's

‘circumstances during the stud<\'ﬁot enough help was available.

.it may haye been precisely because Ace was more like a
traditional school that it was more successful at putting in
motion the ameliorative academic processes. For students whose
problems originated with school, a more school-like setting seemed
best. ,There, they could overcome their difficulties and receive
feedback in terms directly comparable to' those’ in which their
problems had been stated. [t.perhaps took Alpha and Beta students
longer to make the same kind. of connections. ’

Implicit in the above is the issue of the approp}iateness of
school~based intervention programs for all problems which manifest
’themselves in school. K .

. . ;

Appropriate methods. |If we’limit,consideration to programs

which are basically scholastic, as opposed to therapeutic in their

mission, we must also limit the assessment of their effectiveness
kS
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to their-success in solving problems which originate in schools.
Consider the students whose behavior failed to respond to these
school-based interventions even " though theijr commitment to,
prospects for success in, and attitudes toward school all
improved. These students descrjbed themselves in terms strongly

suggesting problems of personal adjustment. Yet, on the whole,

they did not appear to have had® these problems =earlier, or at
least not nearly so large a number of these problems. As we
noted, we suspect problems in areas of their. iives unrelated or
only tangentially related to school account both for the apparent
problems of adjustment and for the failure of the programs in
their cases.

K Can these individuals be identified in advance and steered to
more appropriate intervention or treatment programs? Our data
suggest that non-school! forces may be at work in the lives of

these ' students. “The data do not clearly or consistently identify-

these forces or their initial symptoms. Thus, while it might be
potentially possible to identify these individud)s, our data
provide only a suggestion of an area in which to proceed. It must

be noted that the measures of affective states used in the study.

are not reliable or sensitive enough to use for making important
decisions about individuals' lives. One possibility would -be | to
try a ‘school-based intervertion program and let the efrects of
that .indicate whether scholastic experiences were <thé source -of

_the problem " or whether the original troubles inr school may, have

been due to other kinds of problems. In cases whera a school
based ‘intervention program has not proven to be the answer,, it may
turn out that upon investigation, a2 school problem was -not the

question. Inf{tead, the ‘original problems in~ school or ine_

eventual failure pfnqhé student to-respond may be due to problems,
longstanding or recent, stemming from other spheres of life.

Naxt Steps

We recommend three next steps in' the refearch stream of which
this study is a part. One already mentioned is continued analysis
of the current data and followup data collection. One can argue
that the true merit of a school program is its eventual infiuence

on its students' adult lives; thus, our interest in and the value.
-of further followup.

~ A}

Another step entails testing our results through replication.
Other simiiar studies in other alternative schools should be done
and compared with this oie. We looked in on these few programs
for only a limited time. We think what we found will prove
generalizablgj but the generalizability must be demonstrated, not
assumed.

Fina!ly, our theoretical model and our study were focussed on
troublesome students and certain nontraditional ~ schools.
Nevertheless, the .principles described in ithe theory and put into
practice in the alternative schools could certainly be applied (in
appropriate form) in conventional schools as well. We cannot make

f
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could surely be applied, modified to suit the circumstances of
_school and stident, for those students and their schools. We hope
“that they will be and that data will be collected and examined to
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blanket recommendations for practice. Neither would it~ e useful
tc join the debate about the purposes served by and the value of
large, traditional, impersonal, school programs versus alternative
programs .like the ones described here. Nevertheless, educators
wil-l probably always. encounter troublesome’students such as many
of those in this study. The psychological and educational
principles that have been demonstrated in the preceding pages

find out what happens, with whom, and why.
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APPENDIX A

Partial List of Sources for Alpha and Beta

Workshop /Seminar Exercises

-

Harold, Lewis, Streitfeld, Growth Games. Harcourt; Brace,
Janovich, Inc. New York, 1971.

* Hawley, Simon, Britton, Compositions for Personal Growth: Valueg
. . Clarification Through Writing. Hart Publiahing Co. New
] . York, 1373.

.

7 . Hooper, Kutzleb, Stobbe, and Webber, Awareness Games. St.
o .. Martins Preas_._ New York, 1975, .

Howe, L. and Howe, M. » Personalizing Education: Values
Clarification gnd Beyond. Hart Publishing Co. N.w York, . ~
1975. 4 ’ . .

Kirschenbaum, Leland, Simon, Values Clarification. A Handbook of
Practical StratgLea for Teachers and Students. Hart
Publishing Co. New York, 1972. -

Panzarella, A., Microcosm: A Radfcal Experiment in Re-Education
for Becoming a Person. St. Mary“s College Press. Winons,
Minnesota, 1972.

Powell, John, The Secret qf Staying in-Love. Argus
Comnunications. Niles, 11linois, 19

Johnson, D., Reaching Out: Interpersonal Effectiveness and Self
actualization. Prentice~Hall, Inc. Englewood cliffs, New
Jersey, 1972.

Stevens, J., Awareness: E:gploring, Experimenting, Experiencing.
Real People Press. Moab, Utah, 1971,

- Quest, Inc. Skills for Living. Quest, Inc. Findlay, Ohio.
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¢ ' APPENDIX B ‘

: ITEM SETS OF MEASURES REFERRED TO IN TEXT ‘.
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. Table B.1 B2

Rosenberg~Bachman Measure of Concious Self Esteem

Response Format: Almost always, often, sometimes, seldom, never

Item-total correlation & Coefficent alpha

g Item ) Wave One Wave Two Wave Three
‘tl. i am a useful person to have around. .34 .39 .36
2. When I do a job, I do it well. ' .39 .39 .33
3. I feel that my life is not very uséful. .54 54, .49
4, 1 feell d&ia good job as a student. .30 .40 Y
5. Sometimes I think I am no-good at all. .62 .55 .63
6. I take a positive attitude toward-~ myself. .33 .62 .54
7. I feel' I do not have much to be proud of. .35 .48 .42
8. I am able to do things as well as most
other people. . .31 .51 .53
9. I feel that I can't do anything right. .34 .48 44
i 10. As a person I do a good job these days. .56 .64 .58 -
ll.'I feel that I have a number of good
qualities. . .45 .36 . .65
v 12. I feel that I'm a pexson of worth, at
. least on an cqual plane with others. .46 .61 .64

Coefficient Alpha .79 .85 .83




Table B.2

Ideal-Actual Measure of Concious Self Esteem

Response format:

B3

Check space for each pair on two identical lists; one
headed How I am; the other headed How I would like to be.
Reported scores are of absolute value of ideal-actual

differences.

& .

. J Item-Total Correlation & Coefficient Alpha
Item Wave One Wave Two Wave Three
Tall-Short .- .é6 .22 .28
Sturdy-Easily Injured .38 .47 .36
Delicate-Rugged .23 { .24 .29
Smart-Not Smart .41 .49 .49
Slow=-Quick .46 44 .49
Not Good Looking-Good Looking .40 .58 .46
Tough-Mild .38 .43 .38
Depends on Others-Independent .36 .26 .17
Strong-Weak . /\ .54 .48 .48
Brave-Timid .32 .54 .41
-Helpless=Powerful — 47 .56 .44‘
Gentle-Harsh P .13 .29 .19
Smooth-Rough .31 .45 .23
Rich-Poor .42 50" B4
Coefficient Alpha .75 1.80 .76




’

Table B.3

Soclal Self Esteem Measure of Unconscious Self Esteem

‘Response Format: Respondent follows directions as bélow.

Two lists of labels

are used, one repeated with a horizontal and a vertical
array of circles. | Scores reported are of absolute difference

of yourself minus failing or afraid.

-

Item-Total Correlation & Coefficient Alpha

Item Wave One Wave Two  Wave Three
Horizontal failing .54 .61 .59
Vertical failing : . , .41 .49 .62
Horizontal afraid .63 .63 67
Coefficient Alpha R . “ .10 .75 .78

3

-

9

Labels: Yourself, someone who is happy, someone who is gopular, someone who 1is
successrul, someone who is uahappy, someone who is failing; Yourself,
someone who is fuany, ,someone with .money, someone good looking,

someone who is afraid; someone who is respected

P

Directious: . After you look the list over, write the letter from beside each
description in a circle. There's no trick to it -- you just put

them where you think they should go.




. Table B.4

Somatic Symptoms of Anxiety

Response format: In the last month, what frequency: several times a week,
* about once a week, a few times, just once, never.

Item-Total Correlation & Coefficient Alpha

- ltem ) Wave One Wave Two  Wave Three

1. In the last month or so, how often , a “
have. you had headaches or pains
in your head? : .36 .48 .49

2. In the last month or so, how often
have you had trouble getting to
sleep or staying asleep? .27 .32 .28

3. How often have you been bothered
by a stomachache or upset stomach
in the last month or so? .38 43 10

4. How often have you felt tense or
nervous in the last month or so? b4 47 .58
- A

~>

S. How about your appetite? How

often kave you had a poor appetite };~
. or not felt like eating in the N .
last month or so? .35 .37 .45 .

N

Coefficient Alpha . .60 .66 ) .70




B6

Table B.5

’ v

State Trait Anxiety Inventory Trait .Anxiety Subset
. - e {

+ Response format: 'Almost always, often, sometimes, seldom, never.

Item-Total Correlation & Coeffigientr Alpha

. - A} .
Item \ Have,One Wave Two  Wave Three
3 2 AN Tow ey
1. I get.ir®a state of tension or - . i o
turmoil as I think over my recent N '
concerns and interests. 33 7 .48 .48
X 2. Iama steady person. ’ . - .28 .33
. 3. 1I feel that difficulties are piling 3
up so that I cannot overcome them. A7 .55
4. I am "cool, calm and collected." i ~ .38 -.50
5. I feel ner:rous and restless. - .39 .50
. . ‘d
Coeéfficient Alpha *,. .62 '; .71
. i . 7
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* Response format: Almost always, often, sometimes, seldom, never

Table B.6

le Subset

CES-D Depression Sca

.

Item~-Total Correlation & Coefficiesrt Alpha

¢

B7

Item Wave One Wave Two  Wave Three’
1. 1 think my life has been a fafE;:é. .54° 54 .66
Z. 1 enjoy life. ' n .55 .51 .66
3. 1 feel hopeful about tbe future - 47 .39 43
4, 1 feel depressed. , .60 .57 .68
. 5. I feel that I can't<shake off the

blues even with help from my family

or friends. .52 .52 .53
6. I can't get “"going." - .60 .51, 71

D L] . . .

Coefficient Alpha .79 .76 .83
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Table B.7

Student Role o ;

@ " *

- Response formats, respectively: very, quite, somewhat, not very, and not at
: all close; much harder, harder, about average,
. less hard, much less hard; very, qﬁite,
somewhat, not very, and not at all satisfied.

«
&

Item-Total Correlation &,Coefficient Alpha

Wave One- Wave Two Wave Three
. 1. How close do you come to doing the )
. ‘best work you are able to do in ° : .
) school? ~ . .39 .62 .48
: * 2. How'hard do you'think you work in -
g school compared to thé other . .
students’ 4in you?® grade? . .46 . .60 .58
" 3. 'How satisfied are you with the day ’ .
you're actually doing in school? .42 .59 .58
Coefficient Alpha . .60 .77 .72
“~ r4 , . . 2y - o
; #
1}
3
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Table . B.8

Attitude Toward School

/
;
/
N

Response format: varied -- see below. . NSY items are 1 and 2.

.

Item-Total Correlation & Coefficient Alpha

Item . Wave One Wave Two Wave Three

1. Compared to other students would you
say you like school_less than most,
more than most, or about the same
as most?

How much do you like school -~
choose: a lot, pretty well, somewhat,
not much, not at all. »

How interested are you in most of
your subiects at school?
Interested most of the time, more
interested than bored, more bored .
than interested, bored most of the
time. ‘

-

Think about these two boys/girls your
age: Terry leaves school in the
afternoon feeling fine. Whether from
schoolwork or being with the people
there, time at school makes him/her
feel good about him/herself.. Sandy
leaves school in the afternoon
feeling bad. Whether from schoolwork
or being with the people there, time
at school makes him/her feel bad about
him/hetself. fise a choice...to tell
me which of these people is most

like you: I'm & lot like Terry,

I'm more like Terry than Sandy,

I'm more like Sandy than Terry,

I'm a lot like Sandy.

. Coefficient Alpha
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Table B.9

Teacher -Support

Response format: True or mostly true, false.or mostly false; other as noted.

Feasibility Study items inlcude 1-8.

-

Item-Total Correlation & Coefficient Alpha

Item N Wave One Wave Two Wave Three
1. I could call a teacher after school if
had to or needed to. .26 .51 .66 '
2. If 'students want to talk about something,
some teachers find the time to do it. .28 .25 .30
3. Teachers ''talk down" to students W42 .65 .67
4. Teachers go out of their way to help .
students. : 44 .69 .72
5. I can talk to teachers avout things that
matter to me. .50 .57 .60
6. Teachers do not trust students .46 .43 . .50 :
7. Teachers are more like friénds than
authorities .51 .66 .63
8. Teachers embarrasz scudents for not
knowing the right answer. .26 .72 .78
9. Teachers don't hassle me .27 .58 ’ .55
Coefficient Alpha .71 .85 .87
10. How many of your teachers do you like? None, one or two, half, most, all.
11. Now, let's say you overheard a teacher say you were a good student. Which
choice...tells how you'd feel? Really good, zood, neither good nor bad, bad,
really bad. .
12. I wouldn't care if I did something I knew would disappoint a teacher.
13. Are the qgtivities—-sports, clubs, like those a reason for going to school?
14. How about participating in school activities--sports, clubs, things like that?

Answer this one for your average week of school days. Every day, most days,
few days/week,maybe once/week, hardly ever/never.

-4
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Table B.10

Academic Prospects: Chance for Success and Stigma in School

~

Response format: True or mostly true, false or mostly false. Feasibility
Study items include 1-3 in Success.

Item-Total Correlation & Coefficient Alpha
Item Wave One Wave Two Wave Thfee

Success
1. I can learn things at school. .39 .39 .45
. 2. You just can't win in school. .40 .18 45
I can't be successful in school. .37 .33 .45
4. 1 don't have much chance of getting
passing grades in school. \ .46 .54 .54
5. 1 almost never expect to do well in
the classes the school makes me take. .31 .35 .46
Coefficient Alpha .63 .60 .71
Stigma
1. The teachers and principals don't want
me in their school. .39 .60 .42
2. 1 get the feeling that the schiool thinks .
I'm no good. .54 .66 .55
3. This school treats me like I'm dumb. .46 .60 47
Coefficient Alpha .65 .78 .66




s Ames

Resp

Item

Table B.11

School Disruption

onse format: Since Christmas, 1977 (Wave One) or since the last interview:
Never, once, twice, three or four times, five times or more,
Summary of discrete acts; item analysis was inappropriate.

. 5

1.

Did something on purpose that you know would make a teacher angry oE annoyed
or interrupt a class.

Smoked in or around school when you weren't supposed to or in‘a place where
smoking wasn't allowed.

Cﬁeated on a test.

Left the school grounds without permission when your weren't s&pposed to,
Cut class witbout permission. .

Got into a serious fight with a student at school.

Skipped a day of school without a real excuse.

Damaged or messed up school property.

%

{ =

v
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Table B.12

Delinquent Behavior

/
Response formif: since Christmas, 1977 (Wave One) or since the last interview:

Item

never, once, twice, three or four times, five times or more.
Summary of discrete acts; item analysis was inappropriate.

9.
10.
11,
12}
13.
14.
15,
16,
17,

Ran away from home.
Hit one of your parents.

Purposely damaged or messed up something that didn't belong.to you ——
other than school property. )

Tried to get something by lying about who you were or what your age was.

Got something by telling a person something bad would happen to him or
her if you didn't get what you wanted.

Took something other than a car that didn't belong to you without
permission, even if you returned it.

Hurt or injured someone away. from school on purpose so that they needed

"bandages or a doctor.

Threatened to hurt or injure someone.

Went ontc somebody's property when you know you were not supposed to.

Went into a house or building when you knew you were not supposed to. .
Drank geer, wine, or liquor without your parents' permission.

Smoked marijuana or hash.

Other than marijuana, used any drugs or chemicals to get high or for kicks.
Took part in a fight where a bunch of your friends were against another bunch.
Carried a gun or knife other than a regular pocketknife.

Took a car without the owner's permission ~- eyen if the car was returned.

Got into trouble with the police because of something you did.

e
(A
v

——r e
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Table B,13
’ School Flexibility .
‘ Response format: Varied -- see below. Constructed on rational basis;

Ttem

itemetric correlations in .40s.

B roe wome

A

"

“ /

1.

In some sEhools, rules are made by teachers and administrators. 1In other
schools, Students and others are involved in making the rules. Who makes the
rules an$ .decisions in your school? Administrators, teachers; students,
teachers‘and administrators, teachers and students, students and

administ ators, all together -~ teachers, administrators and students.

Okay -~ y u ve told me how you think things are in school. Now, using the
same choices, tell me which people you think should be involved in making the

rules at sqhool.

When a student is sent to the office or sent home from school for breaking a
rule, do you think the school is usually right in doing that? Yes, no.

Would you/ say there were too many rules, about enough, or not erough rules
in your gchool?

How fair are the rules in school? Would you say‘they are mostly fair,
somewhat fair, or ‘mostly unfair.

DQgs everybody have to follow the rules, or can some students break the rules
nd, get away with it? .

1]

3
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Table Byl4 //

e

Relationship with Mother, Father

-

Response format: Almost always true, often true, sometimes true, never true.
Administered at waves one and three.

.

Item-Total Correlation
& Coefficent Alpha

Item Wave One Wave Three

Father .
1. My father giggs me the right amount of affection. .72 74
2. My father accepts and understands me as a person. .70 .66,
3. My father and I do things together that we both

enjoy doing. .60 T2
4, 1 agree with my father's ideas and opinions about

things. .67 <53
5. I want to be like my father. .63 .54
6. My father makes it easy for me to confide in him. .76 .73
7. "I feel close to my father. : .78 .79

~_

Coefficient Alpha .89 .88

Mother
1., As I was growing up, my mother tried to help me

when I was scared or upset. .58 «55
2. My mother and I do things together we both enjoy

doing. .66 .63
3. My mother makes it easy to confide in her. .73 .72
4, My mother gives me the right amount of affection. .70 .72
5. I want to be like my mother. 477 .57
6. 1 agree with my mother's ideas and opinions about

things. .56 .57
7. 1 feel close to my mother. .72 .76
Coefficient Alpha .86 .87

st
n
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APPENDIX C ’

Program by Program Affective State and School-Related

Measures; Correlations Across Waves of Model Measures;

Stepwise Regredsion Statistics for Stages of Analysis

in Wave by Wave and Change Msdels




Table C.1

Ll .

State Trait Anxiety Inventory Scores py Program at Wave One

= A o — - —— —— ——— — —— — ——— —— = s =y = ——— ——— —— — = = — % = = P = e em = == —

Program N S.D. Mearn Significance of Difference
1. Ace . 14 0.65 2.99
'y
2. Ace Comparison 38 0.70 2.82 2. -
3. Alpha 26 0.65 2.83 3. -- --
4. Alpha Comparison 28 0.65 2.45 4. * % * =

5. Beta 44 0.65 2.76 5. - - - --

6. Beta Comparison 30 0.85 2.84 6. -- -- -- * --

e e e e e o = D n TS S D D = o o T = —— e T = = = = - —— = = — - —— - ——— —

k*apd,01
--=not significant




Table C.2
Anxiety (Somatic Symptoms) by Program at Wave One

Program h N S.D. Mean Significance of Difference

1. Ace 14 0.79, 2.88

2. Ace comparison, 38 0.81 2.73 2. --

3. Alpha 26 0.88 3.22 3. -- *

4. Alpha Comparison 28 0.87 2.70 4, -- -- *

5. Beta 46 0.70 2.68 5. -- -- % --

6. Beta Comparison 30 0.92 2.89 6. -- -- -- -- -

1. 2. 3. 4, 5.

L x=pc.os

*kxp<,01

—~=not significant




Table C.3

Depresssion (CES-D) by Program at Wave One:

“program N S.D.  Mesn . Significance' of Differemcel
1. Ace 14 0.92 2.26
2. Ace Comparison 38 0.67 2,18 2. -- .
'3; Alpha 26 0.62 1.97 3. -- --
4. Alpha Comparison 28 0.63 1.91 4, -- ' -- -- .
5. Beta 44 0.70 2,07 5. -- -- -- -
6. Beta Comparison 30 0.70  2.24 6. - - - - -
s om 1= 2. 3. 4, 5.
s -
*=p<.05 - .
kkxpd,01
i --=pot significant
: - . i61 '




! Table C.4

Self-Esteen (Rosenberg-Bachman) by/Program at Wave
. /

. " o o — — — o — = - — — — — - — = e P mm e = G = e e = S e = em e A e mm T SR TR mp S G e em e em em e e e A e e e -

Program N S.D. Mean Significance of
1. Ace e oles 3.69: ‘
2. Ace Comparison 38 0.58‘ 3.?9 i 2. --
3. Alpha 26 0.4 3.75 3. -- -
4. Alpha Comparison 28 O.AZ ‘3.97 ) 4., . -- ) * %
[. Beta 4 0.52  3.91 5. - -- **
. Beta Comparison ~ 30 0.49 3.70 6: - --
. . . 1. 2.
L *=p<.05 . ) ’
*%=p<.01

--=not significant ¢
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Table C.5

Self Esteem (Ideal-Actual Self) by Program.at Wave One

Program . N S.D. Méan Significance of Differenge
1. Ace | . 14 0.9¢6 5.26 / .

2. Ace conmparison 38 0.48 5.50 2. --(1 )

3. Alpha- 26 0.45. 5.54 3. -- \‘ -- )

-4+ Alpha Comparison 28 0.54 » 5.75 4. Sk - -

5. Beta . 44 0.59  5.68 5. - -- - -
6. Beta Comparison 30 0.63 5.46 6. -- -- ;== -- --
*up<.05 : ¢
**'p<.01 T, B '

~-=not significant ’
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Table C.6
R o
: 2 Self Esteem (Unconscious Self Esteem) s .
. by Program at Wave One )
e e i e
Program N -5.D.  Mean Significance of Difference1
1. Ace ) 14  0.78  2.33 "
2. Ace Coﬁpafison 36 1.07  3.05 2. . * ’ .
3. alpha _ 25 0.91 276 3. -- --
. ‘ ) %
4. Alpha Comparison 25 1.32 3.01 4. -- -- --
5. 3Beta ' 43 1.13  2.98 5. * --. -- -
6. Beta Comparison * 30  0.95 2.56 6. -- -- == -~ --
‘ 1. T2, 3. 4, 5. ' 6.
< M 1 B -
1,
ap<.05
x*=p<.01

--=not significant




. ‘ lTable c.7
> Perceived Chance to be<Succes§ful }n School by Program at Wave One
, ToToooo—STo————————— ; """"'““"""""“'"“'"'““““"7"““"I":“'
Program N S.D. Mean Significance of Difference .
1. Ace 14 0.97  2.89 , ,
* 2. ace comparison 38 1.11  3.82 2. *
3. Alpha 26 1.17  3.92 3. x % --
4. Alpha Comparison 28 0.78 4,14 4. * % -- -- T
5. Beta 44 .96 3.94 5. * % -- -- -
6. Beta Comparison 30 1.29 4-,01 6. * % -- -- -- -
1. — 2. 3. 4. 5.
Leapc.os
*%k=pd,01 .
--=not significant .

s
n
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Table C.8

~

Stigmatization by Program atx Wave One

Program N S.D. Mean Significance of Difference
1.  Ace 14 1.63 3.00
2. Ace Comparison 38 1.52 3.74 2. -- M
3. Alpha 26 1.36 3.56 3. -~ --
—— N
4. Alpha Comparison 28 1.40 4.05 4, * -- --
1
5. Beta 44 1.28 3.73 5. -- -- -- -- "
6. Beta Comparison 30 1.39 4.24 6. * % -- -- -- —
1 2: 3. &) 5.
e I f
leap<.o5
**=p<{,01

--=not significant
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Table C.9
.. Attithde Toward School by Program at WYave One
‘program . N s.0.  Mean Significance of Differencel .
1. Ace 13 0.89  2.98 :
2. Ace Comparison - 38 1.02 2.99 2. e
3. Alpha 26 0.99 2.9? '3. - --
4. Alpha Comparison 28 0.93 3.05 4, - * - -
5. Beta 46 0.86  2.72 5. -- -- - -
A 6. Beta Comparison 29 0.74 3.18 6. -- - - - *
1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
U R ST ,
*#apd.05
**apnd,01

--=not significant




Commitment to Student Role by Program at Wave One

Table C.10

2. Ace Comparison
3. Alpha

4, Alpha Comparison
5. Beta

.6. Betp Comparison

Leap<.os
**=p{,01
--=not significant

26

28

44

30
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* Table C.1l1

" ' Teacher Support by Program at Wave 6ne

——..--....-__..---—_-.—-_----—__-—-.———..——--—......-.-.-..—-..—-._..-...._____-..----—————-—————-————

Program ., N S.D. Mean ’ Significance of Difference
1. ace T 6. 0.98  2.25
2. Ace Coaparison ) - 38 u0.89 2.68 2. - )
! :
3. Alpha + 26 - 1.00 2.43 3. -- *
I 4.+« Alpha Comparison 28_ 0.96 2.56 4, - - -
5. Beta 42 0.94  2.61 5. -— -- -- --
6. éeta Comparison 30 1.22 3.07 6. * - * % * -
. 1. 2. 3. 4, 5. ’
1*p=<.05
*k=nl,01

7-=hot significant
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Table C.12

~

Mean Number of School Related Delinquent Acts by'Program‘at Wave One

Program N S.D. Mean1 Significance of Difference
1. Ace 14 2.46 4.54
2+ Ace Comparison 36 2.15 4.16 2. --
,3. Alpha 26 1.75 4.14 3. - --
4. Alpha Comparison 28 1.64  3.29 4. -- -- --
5. Beta 43 2.55 4.68 ?. -~ - - * %
6.‘ Beta Comparison 28 1.97 4,35 G6. - -- -- - -

1 .
Computed as tstal occurrences over all acts divided by number of potential
acts presented to respondent. Mean is of act occurences

*=p<.05
**=p<.02
--=zpot significant

-
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Table C.13

Mean Number PE_GePerql Delinquent Acts fy Program at Wave One v
‘Program ¥ S.0. Meanl  Significance of Differencel
1. Ace 14  0.98 1.81 ° )
9
2. Ace Comparison 36 0.86 1.66 2. -- ",
3. Alpha 26 0.70 1.65 3. - B
4, élpha Comparison 28 0.66 1.31 . ~— b, -- -L e
5. Beta 5 43 1.02  1.87 5. -- - - %
i 6. Beta Comparison 28 0.79 1.74 -6. . -- - - P -
} - 1. 2. 3. 4, 5

Computed as total occurrences over all acts divided by number of potential
acts presented to respondent. Mr~an is of act occurrences.

2 xapc.05 ¢ _ -
| **ap<,01 . . '
| ~=-rnot significant




Table C.14

Correlation Matrix of Measures Used in the Model*

B

1. Ac Proapect 1.08

1. Stu Role .35 1.00
1. Sch Az:zftude .49 .27 1.00
N 1. Seh Flex .27 .04 .45 1.00 .

1. Sch Diarupt  =,25 «.33 -.37 -.2% 1.00
1. Del Sehav -28 -.3 -.29 -.14 .71 1.00
2. A frnspect 23 .13 .21 .05 .01 -.08 1.00

2. 5ty Wwle 03 A8 .07 -.09 ~-.2) -.26 .28 1.00 !

2. Sch Artitude L5 .13 .22 016 -0 -.24 .54 .30 1,00

2. Sch Plex ~-.01 -.08 -.05 .28 .01 .03 .42 .16 .5 1.00

2. Sch Diaropt  ~.18 -.J9 -1 -.11 .49 .46 -.26 -.40 -.38 -.2 1.00

2. Del} Behav =230 =29 -0 -ule W47 68 -.16 -1 =25 -.02 .70 1.00 75 -

3. Ac Proapect .38 .26 )12 02 -.04 -1 .48 .21 .28 .19 -,07 -.10 1.00

3. Stu Role .03 .42 =01 -.09 -.16 -.21 .31 .76 L3S .26 .32 -.22 .28 1.00 -l

3. Sch Attftude 2260 .28 .17 Lle -16 .19 .38 33 L5) 235 =019 =17 .49 L42 1,00

3. Sch Flex .02 .01 -0 .20 -,02 -.04 .31 .18 .42 270 -.13 .01 .26 .39 .42 1.00 !

J. Sch Disrupt  -,09 -.07 .00 -.05 .37 .37 -.22 -.13 -.35 -.20 248 .51 -.19 -.20 -.3) -,09 1.00
3. Del Sehav =19 -.20 -.10 -.10 .43 .65 -.21 -.28 -.26 =-.05 .55 .81 =.07 -.22 -.24 .05 .62 1.00
4. Ac Prospect .00 .14 -.07 -.08 .04 -.05 .3 .20 .22 .18 -.c0 .ol .92 .31 .40 .30 -.16 .01 1.00

4. Stu Role -.12 .00 -.10 -.07 -.00 -.07 .24 .58 .30 .33 -.24 ~.12 .21 .91 L34 41 -.20 -.11 .28 1.00
&. Sch Attitude |18 .25 ..00 .07 -.11 -.14 .30 .3 .46 235 <018 -l15 .46 .43 .99 .43 -.32 -.21 .42 .36 1.00
J. Sch Flex -02 .01 -.03 .20 -.02 -.06 .31 .18 .42 .70 -.13 -.01 226 .39 .42 1,00 -.09 .05 .30 .41 45 1.00

L. Sch Dlarupt  -,01 .11 .13 .04 -.00 .10 -.25 -.01 =27 -9 .32 .33 -16 -.15 -.2) -.08 .93 .48 -.17 -.21 -.26 -.08 1.00
4. Del Behav -.0) .08 .10 -.02 -.06 .00 -.24 ~-.13 -.16 ~.06 .36 .50 03 =09 =13 10 215 .10 .s5 1.00
Alt'ive Exper =09 .06 -.18 -.02 -.02 -0 .28 .38 .43 .70 -.30 =10 .19 45 .38 68

w
—
S
o
o
w
'
2
»

-.20 -.01 .24 45 4 .68 -.20 .04 1,00
:
:

-3 L4 x 2o -3 - »n b Qe “
8 - - . » F L d - » © » £ - - - z : L 2‘ —': ~ z : £

2 -~ Pl -’ o [+ 3 -~ — - » o 0 - - - o g -~ -4 bad 3
be < o Q <« ™ E b Q - be 3 é b a ] g < G 5
T Z 083 % & ¥ ¥ o: % § 3 3 % : 3 : 8§ 2z & 49 % & z8
- - - - - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - - - - - < - < - < <

* Number preceding vertable name indicates wave number; nunber 4 {ndicstes Wave One-Wave Three residual wessurs.
Selection of cases vas pafcvin. to sininize missing data, Ns therefore vary in the range of 87 to 180.
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Stepwise Régression Statistics By Stage By Wave

The dataset for each wave of interviews plus the analysis of
change between wave one and wave three were analy-c¢d in the same
fashion. The University of Michigan®s Statistical Research
Laboratory”™s MIDAS stepwise multiple regression procedure was used
(Fox & Guire, 1976).

The model was analyzed by starting with the first two
‘variables as diagrammed in the figures in Chapter 8. Thus,
alternative experience was used as the predictor for school
flexibility. Variables were added one at a time in separate
analyses, each of which was a stepwise analysis, until the full
model was tested for each dataset. The results for each step in
the sequence are reproduced in the following tables. .

Note the following in interpreting the tables. The analysis
of variance table is given for the completed regression equation,
that produced at the final step of the ‘'stepwise procedure at the
given stage in the sequential test of the model. The, 1ine
following the analyses of variance table gives the R, R", and
standard error for the regression.. The next tabled data, headed
Variable, Partial, Coefficieqt, Std Frror, T-Stat, and Signif
provides information about thé contribution of and values
associated with each variable at the. step in the analysis in which
it was entered. Thus, the significance level of, say, the third
variable is the significance of the t test of the difference from
zero of the variable”s regression coefficient. The standard error
of the coefficient is also given. The partial correlation of the
variable with the dependent measuvre, partialled on the other
variables in the regression at that step is also presented. The
final set of data for each analysis is headed Variable R-Sqrz Std
Error, Partial, Signif. It summarizes for each step the R  and
standard error of the regression at that step. It also presents
for each variable its attained significance level in the final
regression and the variable”s partial correlation with the
dependent variable,. partialled on all other predictor variables
in the table.

The tables are presented in sets for each wave and for the
change analysis. Change variables are indicated by the prefix
“Res.”, for the residual of wave three piven wave one. The MIDAS
output tabled here was produced using double precision
calculations; depending on the statistic reported, up to five
decimal places are reported. Numbers following the fifth decimal
place are exponential notations. Thus, from Table C.15.1/1: Sum
of Sqrs = ,37701 -1 chould be read: Sum of Sqrs = 0.037701.

1o




. Table C.15.1/1 ’

First Stage Analysis of the Model at Wave One, Prediction of: School Flexibility
Source DF SUM_OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT SIGNIFICANCE
Regression 1 .37701 -1 .37701 -1 .38991 -1 . 8437

. L3

Error 146 141.17 .96693
Total 147 141.21
Multiple R= .01634 R-SQR=.00027 SE= .98333 (
Variable . Partial ' Coefficient Std Error T-Stat Significance
Constant ) 2.1783 .17065 12.765 .0000
Alt. Exper -.01634 -.14307 -1 .72456 -1 -.19746 .8437
Variable R-Sqr Std Error ° Partial Significance
Alt. Exper .00027 .98333 -.01634 ', 8437




Table C.15.1/2

Second Stage Analysis of the Model at Wave One, Prediction of: Academic Prospects |

o

Sé)urr,e _IE SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F~STAT SIGNIFICANCE
Regression - 3 20.048 6.6825 10.712 .0000
Error . 141 87.964 T 62386 .

Total 144 - 108.01 .

Multiple R=.43082 R-SQR=.18561 SE=.78985 -

Variable Partial Crefficient Std Error ‘- C I-Stat Significance
Constant ’ ‘ -.26689 .20102 C-1.3277° . 1864
Stu. Role .36124. 37175 .80812 -1 4.6002 .0000
Schl. Flex .25358 .21094 67764 ~1 13,1129 .0022
Alt. Exper -.11844 -.82797 -1 .58458 -1 -1.4164 .1589
’Va}'iable .R-8qr Std Error Partial Significance °
Stu. Rote 11745 (81646 .34272 .0000
Schl. Flex 17402 79264 .25317 .0022 .
Alt. Exper .18561 . . 78985 -.11844 .1589

jrye-

4.;.’




. Table C.15., 1/3

Third Stage Analysis of the Model at Wave One, Prediction of: Student Role

Source. . DF SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT SIGNIFICANCE
Regression 3 12,847 . 4.2823 7.2693 .0001

N
Error 141 83.062 - .58909
Total 144 95.909

Multiple R=.36599  R-SQR=.13395  SE= .76752

.

.

. Variable > ) Partial Coefficient Std Error * T-Stat Significance

Lonstant .75376 -1 .19646 : .3836é 7018
. Prospects . 36124 .35103 - .76309 -1 4.6002 0000
Schl. Flex -.09399 -.75974 -1 ;67773 -1 -1.1210 2642
Alt. Exper .10104 .68637 -1 " .56915 -1 1.2060 2299
Variable ) R-Sqr Std Error - Partial Significance
Ac. Prospects = .11745 .76936 .34272 .0000
Schl. Flex .12502 76875,  *  -.09256 .2698

Alt. Exper .13395 .76752 .10104 ©.2299

(7 .

wa
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' Table C.15.1/4

&

Fourth Stage Analysis of the Model at Wave One, P}edic:ion of: School Attitude

Source SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT ) SIGNIFICANCE
Regression 16.812 4.2031 17.966 .0000

Error 32.752 .23394
Tdtal - 49.565 '

“
PR

Multiple Rs .58241  R-SQR= .3342C  SE= *.48368 °

Variable Partial Coefficient Std Error . T-Stat Significance
Lonstant -.255?8 .12387 -2.0666 z .0406

Stu. Role .12641 .SOOél -1 .53071 -1 « 1.5078 .1339
Ac. Prospect .34760 .22621°- .51571 -1 ~ . 4.3864 .0000
Schl. Flex ‘ .36234 .19733 .42629 -1 . 4.5999 .0000
Alt. Exper ' -.18394 ~.79825 -1 .36051 -1 . =2.2142 .0284

~

‘

'Variable R-Sqr Std Error Partial Significance
Stu. Role .04622 T .57497 .21499 0094

Ac. Prospect .21797 .52246 42435 .0000
$chl. Flex 31606 .49033 .35416 .0000
Alt. Exper 233920 % .48368 -.18394 .0284




Table C.15.1/5

~

Fifth Stage Analysis of the Model at Wave One, Predictién of: School Disruption

Source
Regression
Error e

Total
Multiple R= 49945

Variable

Constant
Attitude Schl.
Stu. Role

Ac. Prospect
Schl. .Flex

Alt. Exper

. Variable

Attitude Schl.
Stu, Role

Ac. Prospect
Schl. Flex
Alt. Exper

.24965

* DF SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE
5 2472.6 494,51
135 7431.4 55.048

140 9904.0 '
+R-SQR= 24965 SE= 7.4194
Partial Coefficient . Std Error
) 25.186 1.9299
-.22930 -3.6199 1.3231
-.38591 -4.0547 .83424
.07095, 70863 .85740
-.06897 ~.57034% .71002
~+03579 -.23781 ° .57149
.10993 7.9636 -.33156
.24135 °7.3788 . -. 38425
.24469 7.3894 .06634
.24869 7.3968 -.07280°
7.4194 =.03579

P

4 s

F-STAT
8.9834

T-Stat

13.050
-2.7359
-4.8603
.82649
-.80328
-.41613

Significance

.0001
.0000
.4378
.3961
.6780

SIGNIFICANCE
.0000

Significance
.0000
.0071
.0000
.4100
L4232
.6780




Sixth Stage

Source

Regression

Error

Total

Multiple R« .73186

Variable

Constant

Schl. Disrupt
Attitude Schl.
Stu. Role

Ac. Prospect
Schl. Flex
Alt. Exper

Variable

Schl. Disrupt
Attitude Schl.
Stu. Role

Ac. Prospect
Schl. Flex
Alt. Exper

DF
6
134

SUM OF SQRS
22410

19430

1

Table C.15.1/6

MEAN SQUARE
3735.0

145.00

140 41840

R-SQR= .53562 SE=12.042

Partial Coefficient Std Error

2,004 4.7103

.65070 1.3856 .13968
.02372 . 60591 2.2061
-.09481 -1.6181 1.4676
~.11661 -1.8960 1.3951
-.01414 -.18912 1.1551
-.03477 -.37373 .92810
R-Sqr Std Error Partial
.51917 12.030 .72153
.51996 12.064 -.04054
.52845 21.000 -.13302
.53491 11.962 -.11701
.53505 12.004 -.01756
.53562 12.042 -.03477

7

-

[}

Analysis of the Model bt wave One, Prediction of: Délinquent

F-STAT
25.7>9

T-Stat
.42553
9.9197
.27466
-1.1025
.3591

?}.16372

-.40269

Significance

.0000
.6344
.1185
.1717
.8385
.6878

Behavior

SIGNIFICANCE
.0000

Significance
#6711
. 0000
. 7840
2722
L1764
.8702
.6878




Table C.16.2/1

First Stage Analysis of the Model at Wave Two, Prediction of: School Flexibility

’

A

Source DF SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT SIGNLFICANCE

Regression 1 102,45 103.25 115.48 ..0000
Error 120 " 107.29 .89411 )
Total 121 210.54

Multiple R= . 70029 R-SQR= - 49040 SE= -94558

Variable , Partial Coefficient Std Error T-Stat Significance
.Constant . 1.6868 .17921 9.4122 .0000

Alt. Exper . 70029 = .80630 .75032 -1 10,746 .0000

Variable R-Sqr Std Error Partial Significance
.Alt. Exper. 49040 .94558 .70029 .0000




&

Second
Source
iRegressien
Error
Total

Multiple R= ,46728 R-S5QR=.21835 SE= .69069

Variable
£Lonstant

Ac. Prospects
Schl. Flex

Ale. Expe}

Yariable

Ac. Prospects
Schl. Flex
Alt. Exper

~

Table C.16.2/2

Stage Analysic of the Model at Wave Two, Prediction of: Academic Prospects

*

DF SUM_OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT &% SIGNIFICANCE
3 13.059 4.3531 . ©-9.1251 .0000

98 46.751 ' 47705 ' . - )

101 59.811 ’ ‘

Partial Coefficient“ Std Error - T-Stat éignificance
’ © -.11015 .19810 -.55601 .5795.,
.23541 .20142 : .84001 -1 2.3978 T .0184

-.21542 -.16679 - 76475 -1 -2.1838 - | .0314
. 40632 .37567 85339 -1 v 44021 - .0000

R-Sqr * Std Error Pavrtial ’ Significance '

.05673 *L75112 23818 ¢ . 0159

.06378 .75207 ' .08647 .3899

.21835 .69069 .40632 .0000




. A
Table C.16.2/3
Third Stage Analysis of the.Model at Wave Two, Frediction af: Student Role
Source . DF ‘ SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT SIGNIFICANCE
Regression 3 20.227 6.764%22 10.346° . .0000
" Error - 98 63.862 65165
Total 101 84.089

Multiple R= .49045  R-SQR~.24054 SE= .8072S

Variable Partial Coefficient $td Error T-Stat . Significance
Constant . -.88392 . .21402 -4.1300 .0001
_ . Stu. Role .23561 .27514 11474 2.3978 .0184
Schl. Flex .41878 .37895 .83008 -1 4.5653 .0000
Alt. Exper ~.17903 -.19346 .1673¢ -1.8014 0747
’ {
Variable R-Sqr Std Error Partial Significance
Stu. Role .05673 . 89061 .23818 .0159
Schi’ Flex . 21539 81635 41013 .0000
Alt. Exper . .24034 .80725 ~.17903 L0747

4+

)




Ky

Fourth Stage Analysis of the Model at Wave 2, Prediction of:

Table C.16.2/4

Source DF SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT

Regression . 4 16.624 4.1561 20.625

Error 97 19.54/ .20151

Total 101 36.171

Multiple R= 67794  R-SQR=.45960  SE=.44890

Yariable Partial Coefficient Std Error T-Stat

Constant -.50709 .12896 -3.9323

Stu. Role .18337 . 12061 .65653 -1 . 1.8372

Ac. Prospect .39930 .24095 .56173 -1 4.2895

Schl Flex .32198 -.17026 .50832 -1 3.3495
© Alt. Exper -.01166 -.69729 -2 .60701 -1 -.11487

Variable R-Sqr Std Error Partial Significance

Stu. .Role .09307 .S7ZZS . 30507 .0018

Ac. Prouopect 35028 . 48722 .53255 .0000

Schl. Flex - .45953 .44663 - .41007 .0000

Alt. Exper . 45960

. 44890 T -.01166 ' .9088

School Attitude

0}

SIGNIFICANCE®
,0000 -

Significance
.0002

.0692
.0000
.0012
.9088




"

’

*  Table C.16.2/5

Source DF SUM_OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE
Regression . 5 »  1670.7 334,14
Error 92 4949.0 53,793
Total _ 97 6619.7

Multiple R= .50238 R-SQR=.25238 SE= 7.3344

Variable Partial Coefficient Std Error
Constant 20.107 2.3464
Attitude Schl. £,16928 -2.8231 1.7137
Stu, Rele -.235969 -4.0760 1,1024
Ac. Prospect ~.06350 -.61273 1.0040
Schl. Flex -.03084 -.26316 . 88936
Alt. Exper .04315 .42015 1.0143
Variable R-Sqr St&.siroF Partial
Attitude Schl. .12328 7.7752 . -.35111
Stu. Role .24690 7.2441 -.37551
" Ac. Prospect .25097 7.2628, -.07351
Schl. Flex .25099, 7.3017 -.00495
Alt. Exper .25238 . 7.3344 .04315

F-STAT
6.2115

T-Stat

8.5692
-1.6474
~3.%975

-.61026

~.29590

61424

sgnificance
.000&
.0002
.4766
.9620 -
.6797

Fifth Stage Anai}sis of the Model at Wave Two, Prediction of: School Disruption

&

SIGNIFICANCE
.0001

Significance

.0000
.1029
.0004
.5432,
.7680
6797




Table C.16.2/6

Sixth Stage Analysis of the Model at Wave Two, Prediction of: Delinquent Behavibr

Source DF SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT SIGNIFICANCE
Regression ( 6 12955 2159.2 18.483 .0000
Error 90 10514 116.82

Total 96 23470

Multiple R= .74297 R-SQR= .55201 Sg= 10.809

v

Varij&le Partial Coefficlent Std Error T-Stat Significance
Constant -5.2399 4.6437 ~1.1284 2622
Schl. Disrupt .68490 1.3801 15476 - 8.9175 .0000
Attirude Schl -.J1500 -.36523 2.5680 -.14233 .8871
Stu. Role ~.11270 ~1,8762 1.7437 ~1.0760 .2848
"Ac. Prospect .00020 .28083 -2 1.4836 .18930 -2 .9985
Schl. Flex .05131 .63917 . 1.3113 48743 6271
Alg: Exper 12111 1.7394 1.5028 1.1575 .2501
Variable R-Sqr Std Error Partial Significance
Schl. Disrupt .52890 10,788 .72725 " .0C00 .
Attitude Schl ©.53092 10.822 .06548 . 5262
. Stu. Role .33341 10,851 -.07286 . 4829
Ac. Prospect «53345 10.910C .00889 .9322
Schl., Flex .54534 10.829 .15967 .1263

Alt. Exper .55201 10.809 .12111 .2501




Table C.17.3/1

First Stage Analysis of the Model at Wave Three, Prediction of: School Flexibility

v

Source DF SUM OF SQRS *MEAN SQUARE ° F-STAT = " SIGNIFICANCE'
Regression 1 126.34 " 126.34 136.13 0000
Error 158 146.64 .92809 t
Total . 159 272.98

Multiple R= 68031 R-SQR= 462872 SE= 94337

Variable Partial Coefficient Std Error T-Stat Significance

Gonstant 1.9605. .15883 12.343 .0000
Alt. Exper ( .68031 .80306 .68830 -1

Joust
I

- bR7 .po0oo

Variable R-Sqr Std Error Partial Significance

,Alt. Exper 46282 /.96337 .68031 .0000




Table C.17.3/2

Second Stage Analysis of the Moael at Wave Three, Prediction of: Academic Prospects

—

Source DF SuM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT SIGNIFICANCE
] N .

Regression 3 12.722 4.,2407 6.3421 .0004
Error ° 156 104.31 .66865
Total 159 117.03
Multiple R= ,32971 R-SQR= .10871 SE= .81771
Variable Partial Coefficient S$td Error , T-Stat Significance
Constant . -.41182 .20397 -2.0190 .0452

. Stu. Role .20752 .21964 .82893 -1 2.6497 .0089
Schl. Flex .16539 14247 .68015 -1 2.0940 .0378
Alt. Exper -.04759 -.49441 -1 " .83082 -1 -.59509 .5526

" Variable R-Sqr Std Error Partial Significance
Stu. Role .07925 .82583 .28151 .0003 )
Schl. Flex .10668 ©.81602 .17261 0296 ..

Alt. Exper ° ,10871 .81771 -.04759 .5526

v




Third Stage Analysis of the Mode) at Wave Three, Prediction of: Student Role

Source
Regression
Error .

Total
Multiple R= .50094

Variable
Gbﬁsfan% ’c'
Ac. PrOSpe&cS
Schl. Flex
Alt. Exper

Variable

Ac. Prospects
Schl. Flex
Alt. Exper

Table C.17.3/3

DF SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE ° FSTAT
3 31.195 10.398 17.420
156 93.119 59692 "
159 124. 31
R-SQR= .25094  SE= .d??ae
Paptial. >Coefficient , Std Erroxr T-Sta
P -.80621 18424 ~4.3758
.20752 15608 :74001 -1 2.6497
08113 .66027 -1 .64946 -1 1.0166
28536 28010 .75320 -1 3.7188
R-Sqr Sté trror Partial Significance
.07925 85114 .28151 .0003
.18453 .80355 o 33815 \ 0000
.25094 77260 . .28536 .0003

. . SIGNIFICANCE
.0000

Significance
.0000

. 0089
.3109
.0003




Y

Table C.17.3/4

Fourth Stage Anélysis bf tha-Model at Wave Three, Prediction of: School Attitude

v

%

Source DF SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE | F-STAT . SIGNIFICANCE
Regression 4 19.651 L6.9127 24.265 . .0000
Error 155 31.382 .20246

Total 159 51.032

Multiple R= 62054 R-SQR= ,38506 SE= . 44996

-

Variabl ) rrox - © Sipnif
ariable Partial Coefficient Std Error ) T-Stat Significance

.Constant . ' -.38201 .11370 -3,3599 .0010

Stu. Role .22649 13499 46629 -1 2.8950 .0043

Ac. Prospect 40736 24466 44057 -1 5.5532 .0000

Schl. Flex 16269 .77903 -1 .37949 -1 2.0528 .0418
" Alt. Exper 08372 47871 -1 45769 -1 1.0459 12972
Variable R-Sar std Error Partial Significance
. .Stu. Role .18253 51384 42723 0000+

Ac. Prospect .33460 - .46501 43131% .0000

Schl. Flex .38072 .45009 o .26329 .0008

Alt. Exper 38506 44996 - 08372 12972

teg - -




.

Table C.17.3/5 "
. f .

Fifth Stage Analysis of the Model at Wave Three, Prediction of: School bisruption

[\ ‘ .

Source . DF . SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT SIGNIFICANCE

Regression 5 1486.1 ! 297.22 4.0762 .0019
Error 123 8968.8 " 72,917 : '

Total 128 10455

Maltiple R= ,37702 R-SQR= .14214 SE= 8.5392

Variable Partial Coefficient Std Error T-Stat Significance
«Constant ; 16.014 2.4864 6.4407 0000 *
Attitude Schl, ~,2533% -4.8520 1.6704 , -2.5047 L0044
Stu. Role -.03763 Y -.41963 1.0049 -.41759 .6770
Ac. Prospect _ -x05505 -.61138 .99938 -.61145 0 .5420
Schl.’ Flex : . 14159 1.2687 .79982 1.5862 .1153
Alt. Exper -.15966 -1.7213 .95959 -1.7938 . .0753
Variable R-5qr Std Error 'Partial Signific;nce

AAttitude Schl. .10999 8.5597 =, 33165 .0001 -

Stu. Role .11543 8.5673 -.07818 .3804

Ac. Prospect .11674 8.5951 -.03853 L6671
.Schl. Flex .11970 8.6152 .05790 .5196

Alt. Exper . 164216 8 . 534 -.15966 .0753




-

- Table C.17.3/6

! Sixth Stage Qnalyéis of the Model at Wave Three, Predication of: Delinquent Behavier

L
Y

Source $
20ource
Regression
Errér
“Total’

Multiple R= .65266

5

Variable

Constant
Schl. Disrupt
Attitude Scil
Stu. Role

Ac. Prospéct
Schl. Flex
Alt.. Exper

Variable

.

Schl. Disrupt °

Attitade Schl.
Stu. Role

Ac. Prospect
Schl. Flex
Alt. Exper’

. DF - SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE
. 6 T 15769-. 2628.2
122 21251 . ) 174.19
128 . ", 37020
; - : ’
* R=SQR= .42597  SE= 13.198
PaFtial Coefficie&t Std Error
. : -.86990 4.4439
.59594 1,1423 .13034
" -.08363 -2.4739 N 2.6688
-.18085 -3.1567 1.5542
.06920 : 1.1858 1.5477
.08403" 1.1631 1.2488
.13682 2.2920 -1.5Q24
R-Sqr - Std Errqg gartial f
.38132 13,429 61751
-~ .38316 . 13.462 -.05456 %
.38764, 13.467 ° -.08521
. 38989 13.496 .06067
.41501 13.269 .20291
.42597 13.198 @

.13682

’

- F‘STAT
. 15.088

*

T-Stat
.. =.19575

g,1970 ¥

-.92697 -
-2.0311
.76615
.93140
1.5256

ignificance

.0000*
.5407
3409
.4998

..0232
.1297

SIGNIFICANCE
.0000

Significance
.8451

.0000

.3558
L0444
.. L4451
.3335
.1297

[Rd




Tablé C.18.4/1

Ps

’ —

First Stage Analysis of the Model of Wave,One-Wave Three Change, Predictiom of: School Flexibility

- ~ -

SouTce DF SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE _F=STAT SIGNIFICANCE
Regression Co1 126. 34 12634 136.13 ' .0000
Error - 158 146. 64 *.92809 ‘ ; )
Total T 159 272.98 ¢ . 2 ! -

Multiple R= ,68031 R-SQR= .46282. SE= . .96337

s

Va'z'lable‘ - . P'artial Coefficient Std Error T-Star Signifi‘cance
Constant -~ o 1:9605 .15883 12.343 .0000

. i - 4
Alt. Exper® .68031 . 80306 — 68830 -1 11.667 .0000

2 -
Y

Varlable -~ . R qr Std Error - Partial Significance

Alt 4 Exper .4v282 .96337 .68031 .0000
. { . - ‘




Table C.18.4/2

Second Stage Analysis of the Model of Wave One-Wave Three Change, Prediction of:

<

Source
Regression
Error

Total
Multiple R=_35025

Variable
€onstant
kes. Stu. Role
Schl. Flex

Alt. Exper

Variable
Res. 3tu. Role
Schl. Flex

Alt. Expar

-

DF SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE
3 11.146 3.7154
140 79.711 .56937
143 -90.857
R-SQR=.12268 SE= .73456
Partial Coefficient Std Error
-.52938 .20528
.16967 .18149 .89097 -1
.17697 .14159 .66552 -1
.00276 .25504 -2 .78168 -1
R-Sqr Std Error Partial
.07775 .76818 .27883
.12267 .75189 .22071
T.12268 .75456 .00276

F-STAT

6.5255

T-Stat
-2.5789
2.0370
2.1275

.32627 -1

Significance

.0007
.0081
.9740

Academic Pro:nects

SIGNIFICANCE
.0004

Significance
.0109

.0435
.0351
:9740- -




Third Stage Analysis of the Model of Wave

Source
Regression
Error

Total

Multiple R=.49989

Variable

Constant

Res. Ac. Prospects

Schl. Flex
_Alt. Exper

Variable

Res. Ac. Prospects

Schl. Flex
Alt. Exper

<
DF SUM OF SQRS
3 23.297
140 69.660
143 92.866
R-SQR=.24989  §&=.70539
Partial Coefficient
-.79651
.16967 .15861
11723 .87683 -1
-26760 .23137
R-Sqr Std Error
07775 .77662
.19204 .72948
.24989 .70539
i

1)
[ORN

Table C.18.4/3

MEAN SQUARE
7.7355

.49757

Std Error
.18451
.77862 -1
.62776 -1
.70409 -1

Partial

.27883
.35203
.26760

One-Wave Three Change, Prediction of: Student Role

F-STAT
15.547

T-Stat
-4.3170
2.0370
1.3968
3.2861

Significance
.0007

.0000
.0013

SIGNIFICANCE
-0000

Significance
.00090

.G435
L1647 .
20013 e e




, Tahle C.18.4(§

N :
Fourth Stage Analysis of the Model of Wave One-Wave Three Change, Brediction of: School Attitude

»

Source DF SUM OF SQRS MEAN SQUARE F-STAT . SIGNIFICANCE
Regression 4 14.840 _ 7 3.7101 17.586 - .0000 )
Error 139 29.325 .21097 '

Total 143 44,165

Multiple R= .57967 R-SQR= .33092 SgE= .45931

Variable " Partial Coefficient - Std Error T-Stat Significance
Constant -.46205 .12789 -3.6129 " .0004
Res. Stu. Role .13672 ) -89549 -1 .55032 -1 1.6272 -1060 -
Res. Ac. Prospect .33364 .21466 .51446 -1 6.1726 .0001

| Schl:Flex—— 717294 —— -~ 785207 =1 .41161 -1 2.0701 .0403
Alt. Exper .13160 .74471 -1 ©.47582 -1 1.5651 .1198
Variable R-Sqr Std Error Partial Significance
Res. Stu. Role .13396 .51900 . 36600 .0000 )
Res. Ac. Prospect .25911 .48173 | .380615 .0000
Schl. Flex . 32432 .46168 .29667 .0003

" Alt. Exper .33602 45931 .13160 .1198
125




Source
Bl Regression
i Errer

iTotal
Multiple R= 35902

Variable

Constarnt

Res. Attitude Schl.
Res. Stu. Role

¢ Res. Ac. Prospect
. Schl. Flex .
Alt. Expar

Variable

Res. Attitude Schl.
Res. Stu. .Role
Res. Ac. Prospect
Schl. Flex

Alt, Exper

Fifth Stage Analysis of

-~

.

Table C.18.4/5

MEAN SQUARE -

DF SUM OF SQRS
5 1017.4 203147
107 7192.5 67.219
112 38209.8
R-SQR=_12392  SE= §.1987
Partial Coefficient Std Errox
v -1.5726 2.6621
-.24439 -4.4057 1.6899
-.08734 -1.0311 1.1370
-.00473 -.57616 -1 1.1771 =
.13492 1:1706 .83111
-.13004 -1.2926 .95275,
R-Sqr ‘ Std Error Partial
.09092 8.1999 -.30153
.10367 8.1791 - -.11843
.10381 8.2159 .01227 -
.10885 8.2306 .07501
.12392 8.1987 --. 13004
190~

4
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F-STAT
3.0270

T-Stat

-.59073
-2.6071 *
-.90693
-.48946 -1
1.4085
-1.3567

Significar.ce

.0012
.213€
©.8983
L4361
777

the Model of Wave One-Wave Three Change, Prediction of: School Disruption

SIGNIFICANCE
:0135

Significance
.5559
+.0104
13665
9611
. %1619
1777
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Table C.18.4/6

Sixth Stage Analysis of the Model of Wave One-Wave Three Change, Prediction of: Delinquent Bzhavior

[

Source - DF " SUM OF SQRS ) MEAN SQUARE F-STAT SIGNIFICANCE
Regreseion 6 6522.0 1087.0 11.172 . .0000
Error 106 10313 97.294
Total 112 16835 )
Multiple R= 62242  R-SQR= ,38740 SE= 9.8638 ' ,\\}
Variable Partial Coefficient Std Error T-Stat, Significancg
Constant -7.3387 3.2980 -2.2877 .0241
Rés. Schl. Disrupt "’ .57198 .83498 .11631 7.1792 ~00060" ...
Res. Attitude Schl. -.07450 _~1.6128 - 2.0967 -.76920 4435
Res. Stu. Role -.09779 -1.3891 1.3731 -1.0117 . . 3140
Res. Ac. Prospect .11010 1.6151 1.4162 - 1.1405 .2567
Schl. Tlex : .13725 1.4396 1.0091 1.4266 .1566
Alt. Exper .12022 1.4414 1.1561 1.2468 .2152
Variable R-Sqr Std Error Partial Significance
Res. Schl. Disrupt ,32584 10.112 .57082 .0000
Res. Attitude Schl. 32746 10.145 04915 .6068
Res. Stu. Role .32818 10.186 .03272 .7332
Res. Ac. Pr¢gspect .33975 10.145 .13120 .1719

" Schl. Flex .37842 9.8893 .24201 .0112
Alt. Exp .38740 9.8638 .12022 .2152

.
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