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The research summarizea'here is.a lonéitudinal‘study of the . -

e .

o L ) & v : . ~ /
effectiveness of* a partigular type of alternatiyg secondary school in .
P . . ~ e, N ~ - Yoy 3
A improving the behavior of. delinquent ano.disrupti%§ students.' The three Nt
. ! e e )
ey .alternatxve schools observed were selected by theoret:cal criteria .
‘a B -3 N J ' Q°'~. o ™.
verda,
because thls research was |ntended not only to assess their - et
. “w . - =L . S . . :'iy“-'
o . effecriveness but also ‘to test a‘:heory which identif?es schofasiic
e ) el . ; N )
- . A. P = ' N . P
cxpetnences as a\maJor source oﬂ‘p{ovocatlontgo delgﬂquency .. o .
= ' .. - i = a . ‘ . v :
o .o - The~alrernatlve sqhool programs made specﬁal(efforts (l) to provnde \ -
s - K - '_ N ’/\. v, .‘.‘ « Pr [ 2 . . N -
v «aw ¥ . L. -
o T their Studentsq wha’ had had- hxs:orles of sgholas:fc ﬂallurg wn;h E
.y 'i‘ ] '.w "' v,“ \¢ J . i _\o . ,. ' . .
b ,‘ﬁﬁ'é.ﬁ. experlcnces éf'success, largely through nnngndualuzeq nnsYrucLPon ‘and . .
R N ~ Y
LT e "‘y N - ' : Lo e e Ty ‘
" 'evaluatlon' and ?E) to provide social supporq from warm, acceﬁting
. P . Ty s . - . ’ ‘. )
- . teachensJ Accorq*ng Lo the theory scholastnc success and socxal L .
5 - . 7 g
e . . A N -
= — aupport—were—hypothcstzcd tp raise the stﬂdents self-esteem and el e
; ‘.‘. . » . .
R strengthcn the socqal bonds that |ntegrate students wuth thcnr schools. © .
o .
- . ~ Thus. the provocatnon to be del»nquent would be reduce¢. the social '~ -,
) . . . .
. - b
. ' f con§;raints againstjde]inquency would.be strengthéned, and consequently . ’
- L - 2 3 £y o
\ - : * .
¢ 2/ * . . . ' N ) . i,
disruptive and delinquent behavior woyld dacline. . ' . <o
: ~ $- ’ LD . . :. PR ) i ‘ ) Lo
. ;: - o Theoretical framework I 3 . ’ B
M N . N - . . .
. N . , . .
, = The theoryfﬁhat gu:ded thns research assumes that the student role
B - , '. - ¢ . o o«
Lo 4 is ©* centgal and crltucal for Amerncan adolescents. Therefore, failure °
S W T in this rol donstﬁggtes a substantial threat to adolescents' self- ,
’ - : ' * t~ Q o ' .
. esteem. Derogated self-esteem is psychelogically aversive and provokes .
.- . e . . ,
- * -efforts to counteract it.. Dellnquent Behavior is'one~such defensive
: - ) ) . ) . . .
e LA . response ‘that is particularly wel'l-suited to\khls purpose. Delinquent
- . L N o ' LS . N .
. . behavior, especlally disryptive behavior at school, can he an effective
‘ . Loor .
’
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defense for several reasons.. First, since a major provocation is

. N N ' ' .

. failure at schogl, then disruptifg school is a counter-attack on the
s - . .

threaTeningfinstitution. Second, assuminé that delinquent and
. - . S _‘\ €

disruptive behavior is .a selT-aggrandi{rng performance, its worth is
. . L] -

enhanCed by the apprequatrve peer audxence ofteo available at school.

~ . @ '

- L)

' Third, aelinguent and dlsruptlve behavior at schoolfconveys a

., -

. s -

. - . . "
declaration of, rebeflioﬁ against the standards of success set.by the

- A R

sghools. . ¥ : . - R

3 . .
» . - - . .
y . I o o-

e . > N P ¢ -

., ‘Thé students ‘and the alternative orcgrams e A

. .
VAL TN v
- ! ‘ . L~

« - - . . ‘3 '.\~ L4 . .

The students in the studx were-on the average qunte heavrky

- . - .
B

~ .a"
delinduent. Thenr seP{-rdporded delnnquent behavugr was-marked)y'more

°

frequent and serious than the natjonaT average.{bund 'n the National

- . .
0 . ’ -
«

Y
3

hd .. og- ¢ L] ‘ . .. . N AN '4 F
Surbeys of Youtn. ' The students also had histories of poor performance. :
- . Al :

~ N ’ . .
.

: - . .
alternatlve schools were sent there by school offuc-als and "the other~
e . N

‘

.and disruptive behavier at_sckool. About half of those who‘attended .the

e

half volunteered. al though -pdor school gradéss and high levels of self-

- ’

reporP®ed delinguent behavior were similar among the referrals dnd .the -

O

ERIC

v .
Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
~

’

.

-

volunteers i \_ - ) . “ . ’ . )

N
' \

The three atternative programs were operated by two public:school

systems in whlte, workung- to mnddle class suburban .areas. . The programs

~

served 30 to. 66 students at a txme »m, lldnngs near zhe’ junior and
\ .

e

senior high schools whwsh the students wouId ordunarnly have at;ended'

The curric¢ula and procedures Were,more informal than“the c°nventionaﬂ‘

schools', there were many fewer rules, and the, administrators and

. . & <

teachers were more tolerant and flexible than faculty in_convqu?!haf
- , ; A
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‘schools 9rdinarj4y are or can be. Teacher-student ratios were higher, .

. L ‘;' than is usually the case in secondary schools. Instanées of disrupt:ive

LY

. behavior.in the alternarive.schools were rare.
Y ® ’

- Two of /the alternative programs,-Alpha and Bera, féatured .

4 N - . B - . * . o \ -~ .
3, N - -
: . independent study/learning edntracts. The students in each aiso met
~ ' . .' t - ]

o ) . . .
daily as a group for one .and a half to two hours for training in human

, .
, v hd

relations and communication skills. The third program, Ace, offered a

. . \ »

. ’ more'cdhventional school curriculum and sSchedule, except that Ace was "\
. M . N . y*
T 5 smaller, more nndnvuduTllzed and more warm and personal than a
- * Y . < * - L -" v * i ,
. ~ conventional program. ° "o ,
) [ ¢ - e < . .
Study Design . . - Z} '
) T e o ) ] -

. " Students attending th;!alternatlve schdols were compared w:th

, .

-~ '

. K students at the conventlonal schodls’ from which they came. The )

- ’

qomparison group consisted of students who were named by counselors and

¥

o
. . -~ v S
%

referral. (The origlnal design called for random assignmeng of students

L
s to the alternative programs from a pool of referrals-and volunteers.
- ' N & »
- - 14
. Agreements on randomization were made at a time when it was beljeved
. A :' ' .
Y . Ehat‘the alternative schools would be as oversubscribed as they . had been

' .. 1. ' o L . .0 .

~ ,‘
in previous yearsv But when the time came to make assignments, there

v

. . . ' ' : .‘
- ‘ . * . was not [n fact oxersubsquptnon, so all referrals and volunteers were
. ve, v ' . ) . ) ) ) . .,
enrolled in the alternative schools and comparison students were *
v . : ~ * w4 ' i . . .
v S |denttﬁ|ea later )o The alternative and conyentional students'were s
° L l ~ -
e h b |ntervuewed once early Yin the School year, as alternat:ve students.
kg

. . Lo . ‘

Y “ — =,

. R _entered the:r programs. agasn at ‘the ‘eng- of»the school year, and a th:rd
- ) - . e & . = P -4
. . . L R ’ . ... s
e e L time in the following.fall, . < Y e Tt
e b . w . s, . - s
2 . e - ) 4{‘\5 - . e - . . ) .
’ te N . i . o,
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a \

. . . C
, Of the 240 students initially identified as suitable participants

+

in igzistqdy. 100 were alternative school stucents-and™ 140" were students °

. " . = ~ - . o < -
€§. in ¥he comparison group who attended only tne conventidfial school. We

interviewed 83 -percent -of:.the alterndtive school students and 63 percent .

- L ~ ~ - T~ - —~— 3
= B

of the comparison group in the firsi Qave@ I8 the third wave, we
! B ’ 4 ) . . ) ) ', .
interviewed 72 percent of the opiginally idéntified” alternative” students

~ S - .

"

and 6L percent of the convéntional students. The-altérnative and -

- . —— o, L) . \_‘\\‘;\,;‘ R
» conventional students were quita similar when the study began. ~ They=
. - « ! H .

each had about the:-same number of bé;s as girls; fheﬂgrade point

~ _averages of the students in the twb grghrs were equally poor; personal-

adjustment, assessed by psychological indexes offself-esteem, ahiie;y,

- -

and depre;sion was about the same in bo;h.groups;.both'groups ha

.t .

-equally hegative attitudes toward school generally and equélll smal |

commi tment- to the role of studen??{énd their disruptive and delihquent

P
M < e . ]

behavior was at abqut tHe same high level, as indicated by the schools'
» . 20

’
[y .

;;eqpr&s of disciplinary action and by the students' own reports of their

c—
~ - -~ .

in the community. The alternative students-and

-

behavior in scho

- -

the conventionél comparidpn group élsé differdd to a statistically
. . . ’ 2 ' ' -

significant d&free in some respects: the-alternalive students were '~
e . + .“\l ~ -~

P T

somewhat younger, they were more negative about their convéntional -

- 3 .
. 0y - S

K ~ S
. sghool teachers, more pessimistic about their :chancks of succeeding at
- . - - Ay »

>

school, and felt more stigmatized as "bad kids." 4 ) S

Measurement and data analysis . : . L.
~ - H P‘
I . * e N - ‘o

L3

‘A key variable in.this study is of dourse whether students attended
°©" . «

an alternativeischodl_qr not' (many alternative school students took some
l‘ ’ ! . - LI Y ’ ~"- . A ' .‘. ’ ..‘
schopl courses concurrently). But since we are alsd
. e - = ' ! - : . .

'inggres;gd in the social psychological procésses by which the.
. - . . L i

.
4
conventional

‘.

4

v

¢
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[ 1
-

pérformance anc

-

Behavior. we~constructed measures of these mediating processes as well.

-

'-A

P

Ohe |S an index of studengs

Y o

of their schools’®
& N

-

¢~

assessment of their acagemic prospects;-their‘beliefs in. their chances

of‘bejng successful

Stigmatized

if-they~attehded an al

4

pereeptipqs’of the fliexibility and- fairness

policies”and rules.

3

-

-

Another

rnative schook.

is the students'

.

<

students. together with ‘their feelings.of being.

A third mediating

P

. o

assessments of

.

varjable is respondents'

performnng in the §tudent role* ;ncJudnng ‘their most recent course ¢

‘grades.

and their satisfaction with their perfor

*

students' global .attitude toward school,
Py

-~
N -~ n

schéol activitices and retationships with
.m
- Finally among the mediating varlabl
rgé . Y
esteem at both comscious and unconscious

por tion of our theory of detlinquent beha

™ .

primary function of delinquent behavior

Y

feelnngs of Iow self-esteem.

o

T~

\

defense, delnnquent 52havnor raises ‘adol

-

but not their unconscious self-esteem.

N

theLr_reports of the effort they

how well tﬁey were currently

weré’devotinﬁ to schoolwork,

o
X

mance. Fourth, we measured

Y
includin articipati,
9 partic Pty

teachers. '

es, we measured students' self-

levels.

R :

vior whlch asserts that a

-

is to defernid poor students from

We hypothesized that, as a° psycholognca?

escents' tonscious self-esteem

]
The latter would remaif low

.
~

.until experiences such as scholastic success make defensive delingquency

P &

i“unnEEEssaryi‘“OUr(bwn”ngor,research (GoTd™ & Mann;’

‘

had shown'that the more delinquent adolescent boys

conscious and low unconscnous self-esteem.

‘0|

\\\\ ” ’

19723 Mantt, in prass)
1) . B
gave “evidence of high
'Furthermore,’ Kaplan (1976)
. N ™~ o .

has.demonstrated'that youth with low conscious self-esteem will

subsequently commit more delinquEnﬁ’acts than youth with higher self-

.4 \\\

esteem; and that conscjous self-esteem will Fnse as a fesult

™
-

P

Y

We wanted to test that*
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| ‘Distuptive and delinguent behavior in schoo} and ib the community .
S N | o , ) e J
’ ,.wa@s measured by the confidential repoats of -the stuents themsedves, a

- . .

-
widely-used téchnique that hak proved to be more sensitive ang valid .

\ » . s ..
. ? . - . .
than official school, police, and court records. -

‘»“ 4 -

., All of these variables were measured among boths alternative and

.

conventional school s%gdents. Measures of - change over the course of the
. s

i
\ ) - l . . s *
- study. were also created, using a procedure--regression analysis--that - .
\ < .
’ \ ' —— ..

. \ - s . O
* . corrects for unequal baseline levels. ‘

r -

. . £
.Qur basic stqétegy was to compare students who had had alternative

» school experience with those who had had none at each of the three "time -

periods and with respect to-‘changes over time.. Comparisons were made of
. . A4

the two groups each taken 3s & whole and for each of the three programs.

We determined whet{er alternative school experience made a difference in

Lo 2 N . . . . .
o the mediating processes.and in delinquent and disruptive behavior at

the third time period, Ey which time most of the alterthive school

, students hadﬂreturned to’ the conventional schools. We also explored

- .

‘whether the alternatiVe'schools'affected different kinds of students

differently. - . . ¢
' : 2(. . Ve .
findings c . S : ’ ' .

Sy~ =
= -

The leinquent and disruptive behavior of both the alternative and - .

s e . . . . .
conventional school students declined-dver ‘the course of thé study, - L

-

pqobgbly'reflec{ing in par% a combination of “statistical ar}1fact -~ .

("regression to the mean') and actual improvement accompanying . ) T

%

' : -~ !
maturation. However, almost all of ‘the social psychological processes . )

. .

. ] ‘ . . 1 . 5
that were hypothesized to make a difference in the misbehavior of youth

[

5 -
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- were iﬁdeed found ‘to predict to a sfgnificantly greater decline. And

. the alternative schools were more effective in putting these processes

LN ‘ a . v
in motion. . . ‘
) . We found that the effectiveness of the alternative schbol program

. - . - Ca. N . R ‘
. - \ .

* to be conditioned upon the kind of students, in their classes. The ;.

alternative schools made a significant difference in the behavior “of
. . . . » N

. ~ —~

. their. more buozant'students.nbut they had a negligible effect on the o
' X .
. ' . -
more beset students¢ . : {

.

The "beset” students in this study were identified as those

alipfnative‘and conventional ‘students who exhibited relatively high -
. . 2
levels of anxiety and depression during our first interview with them.

'

* They reported to Qg fnore. than the a&érage fregquency of somatic symptoms,

L - ‘
of anxiety such as headaches and upset stomachs; they said théy feYt

’ .

tense and nervous; they said that they more often "feel depressed“._'TQ%

-

beset students,were those who scored +in the top{fg{rd of a scale PR

7~ composed of these indicatofs.: We called/}he other two-thirds of the

7 A Y -~ - ‘ v
. students "buoyant', The alternative and conventional school groups in ‘;5

. tnis study each had: about the‘same proﬁs?:jon of beset students. Beset

' .l » .
students tended to be somewhat more de%inquent that the buoyant o

- ¢

- -~ ~

students.” They resemble the unsocialized "neurotic! tyhg of ;elinquent

_that Hewitt and Jenking (1946) identified from clinica)‘recordg, T

-~ ~ . -

.

The beset alternative students did not ngspdnd‘as positivgiy to the
Y . . ~ . ~— ‘

4

v -

* programs as the buoyant students did. Figure 1 presents the processes .

~ -
Y.

by which thevalternigive schools hi;_a signiéfbantly more positive ) e
. ‘ ) - . ! . )
effect on the disruptive behavior of their buoyant students even after

. ) L s T e
. these students returned to the conventional schools. At critical points

. . , ; ~

Tim these processes, the beset students respogdéd differently._ - ‘"

i o - . s N
i -~ e~ . . . ~

~z, . ~

i

—~———

&v
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" .Both buoyant and-.beset alternative students reported that their
[ . . ,“ ~° 'ﬁ
schools were more flexible and their rules more fair gompare@ Wit the

. . . » .

desériptions,of theit schools. /fTearly the.€§6 kinds of

L

. gonventional

~ A I3
programs were perceived diffgrent%y by their students. All students who

rated théi? school* as mqre fdexible and fair tended to believe their own -

. .

. k M ! .
of grh;t;ﬁ.flexibility in the alternative programs persisted only among
) . \ © -

‘their buoyant students 1ft§r'they returned to the conventional schools. .

+

academic prospects were bgtterathan other students did. .But thf efffjt

Te

¥ b .
‘By the third intervigw,'the beset former alternative students were no
. o
8 % s . .
mofe optimistic than the beset conventional students. Similarly, the

S - - . - . 7 L]

‘Apérception of the flexibility ok schoot rules was related to our ~

.
. - 1

respondents’ commitment to the role of student. Since the altergative .
L3 - . 3 *
o M N L}

schoo[s‘were seen as being hare;flexiblé,.they fostered greafer

<

°

~
.

~ commi tment to the;student'ror$,ibut only among. the alternative ‘schools'.

'Aguoyan;_sgudents, who then remained more cdmm?tted'through ‘the third

- a
L. ' &

: . v . * : .
- interview. The beset alternatjve students as a group never exceeded
[ ' ) c.
their conventional'counterparis in commitment to.studenthood, despite
- M (4

their recognition. of - the alternative schOOQS"grééter fléxfbklity.g

.t /
L]

In general, brighter academic prospects and greater commitment to

hand -

% . . ' .
being students were reflected in better global 'attitudes toward schogl

v
- st

amony alternative and conventional students. 'Ané‘again, since the

[}
-

alternative school students became more optimistic akd committed, their

attitudes toward school were better. This remained true of the buoyant

v

alternative students even after they feturhed to the conwentional

schools, but not of the beset students. Improved attitudes toward

school were related to.a greater decline in délinquent and diSruptive

S M)
kLo %, - .

benavibg {n school. So by sthe third interview, the buoyant former
N P »

Py

%
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AN - alternative students were behaving markedly better in schod! than gheir = .
’ L] I} « - -
.. sonventional counterparts accor&ing to students' own reports of ‘their
( - + . . ~ « -
4 - SN - y ‘ . .
» - behdvior and to ratings by their teachers. They were also earning ‘
, ,

- N
-

higher grades. This was not true of the besét .former alternatiGe'
P . ’ . . - Y ' . . 4 ¢
. .- students. . . .. , 2 . '

¢ " w' e A

- - -~ .

Y ]

. Decljning misbgﬁaviof aﬁ schoo! was nelate& to declining

3 . - - . . - .. .
oelinpuency in’the community. But, while this re{ationship»uas strong,
\i- v it was of course not perﬁe;t. S6 neither the ;uoyant nor fhe‘beset _‘~
' . . ?ormer’alternative stuaents reported that(}hey were less Qelinouent at
F- SR the third inter;iéw than the conventional students did. S. .

L4 . . “ . Cr * "

: P We founo‘a generai detline’in students' conscious’ self‘esteem over'
- & -

i . - . . . ,

¢ - > the caprse of this study, about equaP anohg alternatnve ana conventlonal

+ ¢ ’ -
of

s

-,

., students. Changes in students' behav; r dﬁd not seem go depend’on such N

Twoe d changes in self esteem. In thi's resp c¢t, the theoret:cal model was not

’
b
. . . A \ . 0w 4

. . t confirmed, a surprqsung~f|nd|ng in the llght of prev:ous research.

-

« - . ’7 . We can draw only hxghTy.ten;itifé Conclus’ons from comger:ng the -
. . -
- three alternatlve programs because the numbers of-students in any one
5 ’ } 'tprogram is smal[: Insofar as‘these cdmparisohs an be trusted, it seems
’ ¢ I ' . .
te - T that~the A}pha.pkooram had the most marked effects--poS|t|ve -and . C

- - b . . . ¢ .

vnegatiye-r~on'its students’ grades'and disruptive behavior in's§hool.
N o N " oy * .
) <, _ Alpha's onyant students seemed-most improved at the third interview,
- and® rts beset students appeared to deterlorate most relatzve to the:r

-
< ’ N

respectnve comparlson groups. This |mpress|on of Alpha‘s eff/gt:veness
4
|s rennforced by the fact that the separate components of the change

k4

. process (dnagnammed in Figure 1) cseem more tightly linked -at Aipha than
3 ’ -<§ e

0 o at Beta or Ace. Aipha's rélative success seems-gttributable to its
- -~ . ‘ . ‘\. * . . ’
greater effectiveness in increasing its buoyant students' commitment to

» . . . L - ® .
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the role &f\student. - Greater commitment persisted more reliably into

' . / . . )
the conventional school year than posittve global attitudes toward

, school, on which the effects of Beta and -Ace depended more heavily.

At

. the same time, Alpha's éeset students did not become more committed to

.3 b

the student role, just as Beta's and Ace's beset students did not. But

~ -
-

- since Alpha's effectiveness depended so heavily on commitment, its beset
e, " c 2 -

.

students fared worst. Alpha probably’ achieved the greater commitment of

N

its buoyant students throlgh the greater emotional intensity of }ts

~

T -~

prbgném which, of the three programs we observed, most closely resembied o
Y ‘@ropp therapy. B8ut the intensity of introspection encouraged by Alpha's
. method may have worked to the disadvantage of the beset students who
- . . ]

<. -
)

were at-the outset quite anxious and depressed. .

‘One of *the potentially negative aspects .of an alternative school-

~

that they are

S

dnfferent in a derogétory sense~by having been sent to a sdEC|al schrf:::>
nd

.for “"bad kids'. & substangnal‘number of admnnlstrators. teachers, a

b, v - LI o R

“students did hold negative opinions about,the alternative programs and

is,stimatization.

»

exberience Youth may be made _to feel

N

T, . [l

I > /

~

. ¢ " the young people who went there. Many of the alternative students were =~ ° .' .
; .

at furst. rBut by our, thnrd

aware of these atf/tudes andusﬂareu\them

|nterv!ew with them. the students who had had an alternatlve schodl™

exper;ence were almost |nveriably positive ahout the school and their

. ¥ g o

classhates, So few students at that point .expressed feelings of.-
. . .
stimatization that it is impossible with our data to determine whether

>

-stigma hindered the alterfative schools' Efforts.igye conclude that

, * alternative schools can be effective even though they may be negatively

. +regarded by the educators and students in the associated conventjonal

. schools.

»
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i
It should be noted that the alternative schools were as much (f not

. { . :
° more successful ﬁfth their 'more highly delingquent students, The .

.

positiVe effects of the alternative schdols ‘on their puoya£t~studeﬁts
was greater with those whé had been more disruptive and delinquentowhén
= . - ) '

they first entered the programs. But the alternative schools had

o

[y
Bd

"negligible effects on beset students regardless of their ‘history of

< ] . -
) misbehavior. Clearly then thg alternative schools' ineffectiveness'with

their beset students was not due to the bé%et students’ bigher level of

delinquency. § . Lo

. . . s . .

.

The effects of the alternative schools wsﬁg not mediated by nor

» conditioned by the-leQel'qf delinquency of fheir students' friends. The

. ® .
schools had no discernible effect on changing their students' friends or

‘the degree of their friends’ delh&sugncy. if anything, the alternative

A

~- N schools were more successful with those bdoyént students who reported -
. ’ . " L o '
. .+ .having more delinquent friends. We believe that this is actually a
~ . —— r —— —

reflection-of the schools being more effective with students who were

:

more delinquent themselves (who choose to hang around with more

-2 [T

o0 ’ ©
delir&;ent friends) ,.a

dr .
Nor, did the”éffects of the alternative schools depend upon changing

. ' their students’ relationships with their parents. None of our data
K _ indicate that the social psychological processes by which the

alternative schools effected changg among their buoyant students

N N ‘ . N
.. . involved students' parents. While improving relationships between -
. \ \ P . P

- students and parents would probably improve most adolescents' behavior,

i f=is. not a necessary condition for the effectiveness of Sthool

P

, programs.‘ . ~_

oL
a
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Qur theory of a. particular kind of alternative school as 3 means
- ‘ . - ?' ’ . \

for reducing disruptive and delinguent behavior posits that youngsters'
{ ~ ) il ’ -
_self-esteem is a key variable. Nevertheless, improvement in the

v - P
~

- ¥ M N : ' .t . T~ '
behavior and performance of the buoyant alternative students occurred

»
14 I ’

without discernible change in their unconscious self-esteem+and in th

face of a decline in their conscious self-esteem. Seif-esteem proved

o . o

not so crucial to the procéssés of chénge as we had expecteﬁ it to be.
. - . ~

0y

Changes ‘in academic prospects, commitment tb the role of student, and
= - v e 8 )
A

) PRI . ‘ -
attitudes toward»schoq;:qﬁ%e a difference for the buoyant.alternativé

)

D,

R ~
.

students. .

—

Conclusion’ - ‘ - . .

- <

. ] . .
The assertion that poor scholastic experiences*are significant
causes of delinguent an disruptivé behavior, particularly at school,

-

received substantial support in this study’. As certain youngsters' ~

. 1]
assessments of their échools and of themselves as students became more *

- - » S

posi-tive, tqfir ;qﬁPIastié~perfo}ﬁéﬂce and. their behavior imﬁroved; A,
.kex-eleméht of the theory which was not cqﬁf?rmed By these d¥ata }s that
\imp}oved behavior, would depend on‘increaseé in adole;ceﬁts' self-esteem
. ) z . - o
at unconscious Ievéls. Students' behavfior improved without the

mediation of elevated self-esteem.
. . ; % .
As the theory predicted, positive scholastic experiences made a

N .

P

. difference in the behavior only bf those students whose delinquency ~ ~— .

.

seemed effective in defending against negative affect. The more anxious

[4

and depressed--the beset--students' behavior did not\iﬁprove as much,
despi te theffr own‘r{?orts of favorable relationships with their

alternative school teachers and positive attitudes’ toward the

alternative school. 'ThSS‘Ta+€es the question of whether school-~<based

°

-+ T
o h .
AT

«ﬂ_"'z"




. . . . b
. ‘ . . Executive Summary
. : - . ~ ’ 4 !
3 . [ R i . . . - 4 A
- ' programs might\better screen out manifestly depresgsed and anxious
R students becaudse the programs are less likely to nelp them. Such '
¢ . ~ ' M - ’
screening would be advisable if anxiety and depression could be
—_— - . : -
. diagnosed accurately, but this is difficult under the best of s
% circumstances and few school systems have the resources to do this well. |,
. It seems wiser to us, therefore, to employ alternative school programs v
. : in the diagnostTe process: if certain students' behavior does not
. & .

improve despite their greatervsatnsfactnon with the alterfnative program,

fad -4 s . N e

. .

then a seaFEE for other points of intervention might be made.

s 14

. ‘ Evaldation of alternative -schobl programs shou)d take these dynamics and

”

limitations into account. .
N . . .
There are several lires of action-research suggested by our
- e . ’ - :
findings. We hope to be able to-follow our respondents®for several more

. »
.

years in order to determine whether the effects found at this point will’

»

endure; and tg see if perhaps the alterpative school experience will

Ry
o

. iE prove after all to make a marked difference in the future. We also

*
a

- intend to try ‘to repllcate this study with other Inernatsve échoo!s,
. 3 LT . /j e ) \\5
-~ hoping that the present.findings will encourage participating educators

i, ] ,
to strengthen thcge elementy of tﬁEierrograms tha$ these data -suggest

- \ -

are the effective ingredients and thereby become reliably more effective

s

. < . ..

than the conventional schools whose programs they’ supplement.

",? . * . Of course producing statistically significant differences between
. " 1

"treatments" is only a tool of action-research, not its ultimate aim.

The aresent findings also offer guidance tp conventional secon&ary'

& - R
school adm#nistrators that will help to improve the educatidnal process.
~zWhile the constraints under which conyeqﬁfonal junior and senior high
Fl . 33 = . . N - — R
schools- operfate == large g?ze, low teacher/student ratios, pressures to
. i . ”‘:
2 @ > ToT- ) .
) v
, N B A
Q “ « F V)
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‘evaluate students impersonally, etc. ~- make it impossible for them to -

N -
*h e u ' s

, adopt wholly the procedures .of .efifective alternative schools, thy ma§ ' .
N . )

- -

t L3 . ’ -
be able to éitgr,theic programs to a degree and on occasion to

°

accommodate ;he”néeds of those students who are showing signs of failure * L
. ) . .
[ .
and theé negative behaviors consequent to failure so that many of -them . ‘
. Ty M L
would not need to be sent to an alternative school. It appears that '

Iy

PN

there is much tg -be gajned
9’ ) \ )

<

W St
imprass students with their, fairness and flexibility; from curricula

. o .

. - - > .
whose level and pace meet students at their current level of academic
M “

generally from educational practices that' .

>

N LI . ‘ - .
adjustment and achievement;-and from teachnng;%tyles that convey a sense_
o ' ¢

of personal caring and support.
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