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SUMMARY

- As pes~t of concerted efforts to reduce the dropout rate in New York City
public schools, the Chancellor and the Division of High Schools, in June,
1983, created a new project called Replicating Exemplary Holding Power Pro-
grams. Ten schools participated in this project. The Division chose five
schools as demonstrators because they were judged to have noteworthy holding
powe~ programs. The other five were chosen as "buddy" schools by the prin-
cipals of the demonstrator schools. .

An allocation of $100,000 was received by each of the ten schools to
expand and improve holding power strategies aimed at incoming students in
demonstration and in buddy schools. Funding allocations, which were left
to the discretion of individual principals, varied from school to school.

They made their decisions on the basis of size, composition and needs of the
student body; existing programs; current facilities; and administrative

priorities. In general, the trend was to use the funds for additional staff
and staff time.. : . : . '

In selecting participants for the program, schools did not use uniform

criteria: tihough all targeted ninth graders, two schools targeted some
tenth graders as well., - Attendance monitoring was an important facet of the

holding power program at all ten schools; in addition, nine of the ten -

schools placed grimary focus un one or more of the following: high-interest
classes, counseling, and concentrated staff time for small groups of students.

Communication patterns between paired schools did not always conform to
the original intent of the project. For example, one school was not in
active communication with any other school; its buddy school communicated
with two other nearby schools. Among the nine other schools, communication
varied widely, ranging from occasional to considerable.

Among the recomﬁendations included in the evaluation report are the
following:

e Decisions about budgetary allotments to address the needs of high
risk students should be based, as much as possible, on input from the
principal at each school, :

e Because of the long-range nature of the dropout problem, funding
allocations should be made, where possible, on a multi-year hHasis
which would allow for proper planning qnd follow-up.

e Release time and/or per session funds should be avaitable for
non-administrative staff to. particijate in int=rschool meetings,
staff training, and curriculum development related to high-interest
classes.
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“I. INTRODUCTION

PROGRAM BACKGROUND

Nearly one-haif of New York City public high s¢.00. students drop out of
school before receiving their diplomas. In the last five'years, thé Division
of High Schools has intensified and coordinatéd its campaign to prevent and
retrieve dropouts. This concentrated effort Has been 1abeled "holding powe}."
Each of the 103 mainstream high schools (i.e., academic-comprehensive,
vocatidngl—technica], zoned, and speciélized high.schools) is now mandated .
to develop, implement, and maintain a concerted holding poweé plan for its.
students. Because each school has distinctive facilities, staff experience,
and o;ganizational characteristics, the holding power plans refléct different.
stratégieé for devising interventions. The plans répregant a rénge of :
procedures for 1dent1fy1ng potential dropouts establishing at what po1nt
1ntervention should occur, and attempting to keep students in school.

Despite the appropriate diversity in strategies, the common elements
of ho]digg power programs need to belidentifiea and evaluated. The identi-
fication of such common eiements will encourdage the development of an .
effective school improvement program for the Division of High Schools. The
common elements can also be used to define the level of development of a
school's holding power program. One step in defining effective holding
power programsh(and their major components) was taken with the special
funding of programs in ten high schools in 1983-84.

In June, 1983, the Chancellor and the Division of High Schools created a
new project: “Replicating Exemplary Holding Power Programs." The Division

chose five of the 103 high schools as "demonstrators" because they were
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considered to have noteworthy holding ,c-er programsi, The schools were
Adlai Stevenson, Seward Park,'Wi]liam Taft, Martin Van Buren, and George

Wingate. The principals of each of these schools chose another high school

" to work with in an effort to develop and imprové holding power programs for

incoming students during the 1983-84 schocl year. The paired schools were:

Adlai Stevenson/Herbert Lehman

Seward Park/Long Island C1ty

William Taft/Morris

Martin Van Buren/John Adams

George Ningate/F D? Roosevelt

Each of these ten schools was allocated $100,000 for the expan51on and
inprovement of holding power efforts aimed at incoming studgnts. For the
demonstrators, the funding allocation was a reward for successfully develop-
ing solid dropout prevention strategies and programs, and represented an |
1n§ent1ve to refine previous efforts and to focﬁs them on incoming students.
The funds affordeq the buddy schoofs an opportunity to develop new programs
or try 1nnovati§e methods that they had not attemﬁted before. In addition,
the pairing system enabled personnel in the buddy schools to receive the

counsel and advice of their counterparts from the demonstrator schools.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

The program had several objectives. Some were relevant to the five
demonstrator schools, others pertained to the five buddy schools, and some
were directed at all ten schools. These objectives were:

- To reward the demonstrator schools for existing holding power
programs which have been considered exemplary.

- To provide a financial incentive to enable the five demonstrator
schools to expand and solidify their already noteworthy holding
power efforts and to focus those efforts on incoming students.

-2 -
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- To establish a collegial relationship between principais of
paired schools in which assistance and advice could be pro-
vided to the buddy schools to improve holding power efforts.

- To determine the extent to which noteworthy holding power

programs, or aspects of these programs, developed by the
five demonstrator schools were replicated in the five buddy

schools.

Principals from each pair of high schools were given discretion to

determine the most effective way to achieve the holding power objectives 1in

their respective schools. i . , -

EVALUATION PROCEDURES

The Office of Educational Assessment/High School Evaluation Unit
(O.E.A./H.S.E.U.) used several qualitative and quantitative techniques in

evaluating the holding power project. These tools and techniques included

the following:

e A student roster identified students targeted for services
in schools in which the entire ninth grade was not the target.
Comparison group students were also listed on a roster when )
designated by a school. These rosters were matched with achieve-

ment test records.

e Structured questionnaires for principals and/or holding power
coordinators were used at the beginning of the school year to
obtain descraptions of programs and services, and at the end of
the year to obtain information about program development and
modifications, final budget allocations, and plans for continuing

holding power activities.

e Attendance, promotion, and reading and math achievement data
were collected from each school for the target and appropriate

comparison groups.

The several types of data wollected are used in the following chapters

to describe and evaluate the approaches to holding power taken by the ‘ten

participating schools.



SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION B
The purpose tf thjs report is to present the distinctive features of the

1983-84 holding power program 5h terms of its organization, implementation,

- and effectiveness. Administrative issues are discussed in Chapter 1I, pro-

ject compone‘ts are described in Chapter 111, and student outcome data are
presented and analyzed in Chapter IV. Conclusions and recommendations are
contained in Chapter V. Prcfiles of each of the ten schools involved in the

project are coﬁtained in Appandix A.

\
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II, ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

+ BUDGET ALLOCATIONS AND PROJECT DESIGNS “ >

Each principal made the first major administrative decision -- how to
allocate the hclding power funds. Principals and other decision-making
staff considered such issues as size, composition, and needs of the student

! v

body; existing prdgrams; current facilities; and administrative priorities.

Individual administrators allocated their funds in different ways;

however, in the main, they used the funds for staff time, particularly for

‘counselors or for such additional administrative and suppoirt staff as

coordinators, family assistanfs, and clerical/secretarial personnel, Prinl
cipals at three schools added teachers or dtheéwise‘rgduged class sizg. _
The holding power activities at each school are outlined in Figuré 1.
Included in this figure are activities funded by the special holdiqg power
allotment as well as.those funded through tax-levy and other sources.
Decisions about budgets and program design are mdst appropriately viewed in
1ight of each school's"existihg holding power program—and each school'§
target population. The fleﬁgbility provided by the funding gave administra:/
tors the option of star;ing a new program for the ninth grade (Morris),
targeting a special group of students (Van Buren), extending ah already
well-developed effort (Stevenson), or concentrating on attendance monitoring
(Seward Park). The program at Morris was additionally supported by a
$20,000 grant from the Ford Foundation in recognition of its previous
success in motivating students. At Van Buren, where less than a fifth of
the student body had major problems with readinc, the.principal designed a

program tha* concentrated on retrieving those students with significant

-5 -
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FIGURE 1

s

A Summary of the Holding Power‘Componénts in Each of the Ten Schools
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e Three schools targeted small groups of selected students.

e All schools focused their efforts on ninth graders.
also included small groups of tenth graders in their targeted groups.

s Attendance monitoring and individual counseling were components
of the holding power efforts in each school.
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attendance proble&s. A nintn-grade coordin;tdf and a °counselor alfeady

staffed a retent;cn and attendance brogram at'gtevenson; tﬁe new money per-.
mitted the expansion of services, the additioh of support services, and an
increase in career-related activities. Seward Park emphasized basic attendance

monitoring and student contacts in a school with tremendots student mobility

. and a large number of over—age students who have recently immigrated.

A11 principals targeted ninth-grade students; F.D.R. and Van Buren prin-
cipals included some tenth graders as well. The number of participating
students ranged from 33 at John Adams to 953 at Wingate. Principals at
seven schools selected students who were not already in such special pro-
grams as bilingual education, special education, honors, or col]ege-prep.
Stevenson targeted 450 students; Lehman 210; Seward Park 680; Long Island
City 400; Taft 510; Morris 230; and F.D.R. 130.

Two of the§e seven schools changed their target populations during the

year. Seward Park initially targeted ninth and tenth graderé'with attendance

~ problems in the Seward Academy, its mini-school, and students with special

problems in Preparation for Raising Educational Performance (PREP)*; it
later included all incoming ninth graders and some incoming tenth graders.
Wingate first targeted 49 incoming ninth graders and then expanded its hold-
ing power program to encompass its entire ninth grade.

Three schools -- F.D.R., Van Buren, and John Adams -- selected students

with Tow attendance records, low achievement levels, and/or discipline

* Preparation for Raising Educational Performance (PREP) is a theme

based program of instruction and supportive services for incoming
ninth-graders whose skills in reading are two or more years below

grade level. Prep was first implemented in 1983-84,

-7 -
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problems., F.D.R. staff worked intensively with three ciasses of ninth and
tenth graders at 1§s mini-school; Van Buren established the Corporate
Business Institute (C.B.I.) for 34 students. John Adaﬁs (paired with -
Van Buren) block-programmed 33 students and reqdced the size of some of

C—
—

their classes.’ . J. el

—

Attendance monitoring was an important facet of holding power program§
at all ten schools. Otherwise, the focus varied from school te school. The
main focus-at nine of the schools can be roughly divided into three categories:
attundance monitoring; high-interest classes; aﬁd counseling and concentrafed
staff time for a small group of students. At Taft and at two paired schools,
Seward Park and Long Island Citj,'attenaapce monitoring was the major focus.

Counseling and high-interest classes were central to the programs at Lehman,

‘Stevenson, and Morris. (Lehman and Stevenéon were paired schools, and the

principal at Morris, though having no official relationship with them,

worked closely with administra;ors at the other two schools throughout the
year.) MWingate's principal, aware that the special fﬁnding might last for
only one year, chose to invest in equipment that he felt would be of 1ong-
term benefit to the schocl. In addition to major equipment purchases, the

Wingate program provided lunchtime tutoring for ninth graders.

COMMUNICATION AMONG PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS

The Replicating Exemplary Holding Power Programs were intended to im-
prove communication amoﬁg the ten participating schools, especially between
paired schools, and to determine the extent to which the buddy schools
replicated exemplary programs developed by the demqnstrator schools. Before

the project began, communication between schools had typically been limited

-8 -
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to barough-wide pr1nc1pals‘-meetiﬁas, except in the cases of principals who

had shared projects previously or whose schools were geographically contiguous.,
! Communication patterns did not always follow. the designated pairings..

Stevenson, Lehman, and ﬂorris communicated freqﬂeﬁtly, as did Lehméhrand

Wingate. Princiba]s from two. pairs -- Seward Park/Long Island City and

F.D.R./Wingate -- had occasional contact. Van Buren and John Adams had

--—-_significant communication in the fall, but less in the spring. Taft, paired

with Morr1é;ma?afﬁbt~aetiy~Lx\gpmmun1cate with any other school. The change

~in principals at Taft between fhe~f15;E“EF5]§Et'mee;ing\ig\gune, 1983, and

—

the start. of the project in the fall may account for its 1im1teq_{HE§FEétTtnr*7
with other program participants. |

By the end of the school year, Stevenson, Lehman, Morris, and Wingate
were still in active~£ommun1tat10n with at ieast one of the other holding
power schools. Principals who maintained significant contact had had per-
sonal and professional contact before the start of the project. However,
the holding pbwer program héd the effect of improving communication among
these four schools by allowing them to focus on specific common objectives'
and by making it possible for principals and, in some instances, staff to |
have more frequent éontact. |

Contact among schools mainly invoived principals. However, their
ongoing responsib111ties made face-to-face meetings difficult, and most
contact was by telephone. Because of a lack of release time, there was
little communication among teachers in participating schools. cCoordinators
and counselors at demonstrator and buddy schools contacted each other more
often. Topics of discussion during the year included: funding allocations;

recruiting; monitoring attendance; articulation with feeder schools; recog-

-9 -
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nition and reward strategies; and ideas for both "hands-on" classes and
extra-curricular activities.;-ln general, the principa?s conéidered contact
valuable. | | M |

The three pairéd schbo]s with common prograﬁmat1c,focuses achieved to a
limited extent the goal of having all or part of holding power pfojects
replicated at buddy schools. Commenting on her paired s<hool (Seward Park),
the Long Island City.principal noted, "We've copied sdmé of what they do."

Both were mainly involved in atﬁendance monitoring. The Stevenson/Lehman

pair focused on counseling and high-interest courses. This was also the

emphasis at Morris, whose princjpal had a close working relationship with

..theMSIgygnson and'Lehman principalg, Van Buren and John Adahs'(paifed

schools) and F;D.R."were the three schools to target a’ small group of séu-
dents. The F.D.R. mini-school approach, which encouraged a close relation-
ship between st&dents and theik single counselor and teacher, was different
from that of wfngate, 1;5 paired school. |

Even when paired schools had the same programmatic emphasis, implemen-
tation reflected the‘individual principal's orientation more than the fact
of the pairing. The Van Buren and F.D.R. programs, for example, were far
more aliké chan those of Van Buren and its buddy school, John Adams. The
Van Buren principal, whose background was in counseling, established a
separate Corporate Business Institute (C.B.I.) for that school's target
students, which provided them with the concentrated services of one teacher
and one counselor. F.D.R.'s approach was similar: 1t added three classes
to its mini-school and emphasized close student/staff interaction. On the
other hand, while a small group of students at John Adams was targeted and

block-programmed for reduced register classes in several subjects, these

’r

- 10 -
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.'students did..not constitute a.disc?etg,program within the school and did not

receive concentrated counseling services.

" The nature of the pairing and two of the program's objectives,'however,- :

defined in most cases the relationshjp betweeh demonstrator and buddy school

as an unequal one. The principal .of one buddy school noted that the struc-.
ture of the pairing impeded efforts to share successful holding bower -
strategies with the principal of the paired deﬁonstrator school; he saw
1hteractions as defined in advance as-being between “more successful" -and
“less successful" administrators. The working rélationship among'LeHman,
Morris, and Stevenson -- the first two buddy schools, the third a demon-
strator -- overcame this potential problem; It was characterized by a
learning situation to which each contributed and from which edach benefited.
The"Stevenson pfincipal, no less than the principals from.thé other two
schbols,'spoke stongly about powimuch she and her school had gained from
the three-way relationship. J |

The Stevenson/Lehman/Morris relationship was clearly the most successful
to come out of the programe. In addition to other inter-school contacts,
:rincipais, coordinétors, and counselors from the three schools met at mid-
year to share information and to gvaluate strategies they had used the first -
term. They discussed the need to carry over holding power activities into
the students' tenth year, rather than fb withdraw program services at the
end of the ninth grade. Special activities shared among these schools in-
cluded the programming of weight and aerobic classes, a ninth-grade dance,
and a newsletter for ninth graders. |

At the end of the year, a counselor from a non-participating Bronx

school contacted a counterpart at Morris and expressed interest in repli-

- 11 -
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cating some of the features of Morris' ﬁinth-grade'program. Suéh véluntany
contact suggests the possibility of developing a consortium of interested
Bronx schools that could undertake a joint attack on the problems of stu-
dent retention ani motivation. A

- Principals at most participatihg schools wantéd to see more frequenf
cdmmunication between schools and wanted it extended to incluce teachers,
coordinators, and other. staff, The'Seward Park principal hoped for a
coriference which would permit half its teachers tg go to Long Island City,

its paired school. The Long Island City principal wanted to learn more

-about the Van Buren approach to a small target population.- Several prin-.'

cipals favored contact amohg all the schools. One recommended additional

city-wide meetings of schools with holding power.progfams.

STAFFING AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT

The commitment of participating principals to the holding power program

is reflected in part by the fact that most of them hand-picked the program

. teachers. While this was done at all the schools with small target popu-

lations, it was also the rule at schools which had targeted all ninth-grade
students, except those in special programs, for holding power services.

Principals generally felt that experiénced teachers were essential to a

successful holding power effort. In one school where the prinCIpal's intent

was to assign the most experienced teachers to incoming studenfs, one block
of students was inadvertently scheduled for three new teachers, with dis-
couraging results. Teacher versatility and specialization were major
considerations at some schools. One school required every mini-school
teacher to handle all subjects; at another school, a pilot taught the

aerospace class and other professionals taught the various hands-on career-

- 12 -
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oriented classes.

Administrators also used care in the selection of support staff. The
VanVBuren principal chose a guidance counselor new to‘the school system for
his non-traditfona1 program becausé he ekpected'her to be very flexible. At
Morris, where 5 "Cléss of 1987" office for ninth graders was staffed with a
counselor, a coordinator, a dean,\two:family assistants, and a secretary,
the pfincipal chose "mother" and “father" figures-as key personnel, parti--
cularly appfﬁpriate.choices in a séhool in which 50 percent of the students
come from single-parent families. Control over staff selection was not,'
however, always possible. Lack of coordination with the attendance bureau,
for example, hampered the Seward Park principal, who had attendance teéchefs
he had picked reassigned on a day's notice.

Pfincipa]s at several schools us:d holding power- funds. to 1n;rease sup-
port staff time. The holding power dean_&t Seward Park taught only three -
classes. The Stevenson coordinator also received release time from teach- -
ing; the Morris coordinator did not teach at all., Principals at nearly
every school hired part-time and full-time paraprofessionals or family
assistants to make home visits and phone calls and to monitor éttendaﬁce.

Two principals wi;h mini-schools reported a noticeable discrepancy

 between the positive attitudes of program teachers and the atticudes of non-

mini-school teachers. While program teachers enjoyed the family environment
of an effective mini-school, those outside the program were burdened by

oversized classes and fewer support services and were often not well informed
about che workings and goals of the mini-school. Such problems did not crop

up at schools with larger groups of targeted students.

- 13 -



Beyond orientation meetings, staff development was limited, if it took .

- place at all. Staff training was very much the exception. The.Van Buren
,_principal met every day at first with the single teacher in the C.B.l.; he

~also met with the new guidance counselor, Four teacher meetings were her

at Morris in the fall and two in the spring; the school'stblbék-programming
facilitated scheduling. The school's principal was the exception in allot-

ting funds for meetings for teachers in different departments. For the most

- part, principals used departmental meetings aé the only forum to discuss

holding power strategies. Stevenson teachers met once a month. The prin-

cipal there recalled how five years ago, with a .2 training allotment per

 teacher, they had met weekly. With no available per session allotments,

‘ additional meetings were no longer possible.

Nearly'all the principals stressed the need to make spaff‘training a
substantive paht of the program. They indicated that if they received

another $100,000 allocation they would allot some-to per'session money for

staff development. One noted that staff development becomes even more im-

portant as studehts move to the tenth grade. The Morris principal hoped to
expand staff training efforts in the future. The Van Buren princlpal saw
the need at his school to extend training to mainstream teacheré, those not
involved in the mini-school. Principals 2t Seward Park, Lehman, wingate,'
and John Adams also identified staff training as an important part of a
future program. In the pilot year.of the program, however, dircct student

services and equipment were the clear priorities.

- 14 -
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II1. PROJECT COMPONENTS

ATTENDANCE ACTIVITIES

L Holding absenteeism-to the lowest possible level was a pivotal aspect of
the holding power programs. in striving.to reach that goal, the ten part;;'
cipating échools used at least two of the following strateg1es: computerized
and personal phone calls; communication with parénts via postcards; a reward

~and recognition system; individual, group, peer, and career counseling; and,
to a limited degree, home visits. (Although attendance and counseling are
discu;sed separately in this paper, they are iﬁseparable in a well-developed
holding power progiram.) | |

Principals at F.D.R., Morris, Taft, and Wingate used an automated dial-

ing and message system (TELSOL) to contact absent students or their parénts. -
This system transmits pre-recorded messages regarding lateness, attendance,
cutting, or special events; calls can be made during school hours, as well
as during the early morning, weekend, and late evening hours when there is
greater likelihood of reaching parents. At F.D.R., a stﬁdeﬁt aide from the
mini-school made early morning calls to students likely to be late or
absent. Similarly, aides at Long Island City and Van Bur~n made early
morning and late evening calls. Stevenson's family assistant called the
parents of absentees in tk~ee ninth-grade classes immediately following the
homeroom period. A Morris student aide made follow-up calls to students
targeted as “"at risk." School staff stressed that the additiin of phone
equipment and the availability of staff allowed them to deal immediately
with absentees, thus eliminating delays between the time of absence and the

time of contact.
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Though students reported that personal calls produced a more positive
response than postcards or taped messages, any-contact served to alert

parents to absences. A significant number of students reported parental

responses similar to that of the student who said, "My mother got on my

case, and I went back to school the next day."

Staff at several schools reporte& an increase in home visits. Staff was

hired at F.D;R.,.Taft, Morris, and Lehman specifically for that purpose.

More money for phone contacts this year freed Stevenson staff to make more
home visits than in the past. Because of 11m1;ed»staff timé; home visits
were made primarily in cases of.chrontc éBsenteeism or in instances whére
parents could not be.reached by phone. -

Some participating schools placed a major focus on .attendance monitor-

ing. Funding allowed Long Island City to become more systematized in

-collecting attendance'data. At Seward Park, fami]y assistants monitored

attendance, compiling and distributing to teachers a computer-generated 1ist
of absentees and cutters. This information was fed into Seward Park's
previousiy established "adopt-a-class" béogram in which each teacher took
major responsibility for the‘attendancevbf a particular class. Also, Seward
Park's attendance committee met mdre frequently during 1983-84. Holding
power staff at Morris analyzed monthly'attendaﬁbe reﬁﬁrts for any trends
indicatinc the nzed for action to forestall greater absenteeism. |
Schor:|s set up a variety of staff interventions and student incentive
systems designed to increase attehdance. At Stevenson the coordinator
visited a given homeroom whenever attendance was low. Students with at-
tendance problems were given a sign-in sheet for classes so that their

parents could verify their attendance., The coordinator at Morris monitored
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student gttendanCe déily, something that had not been done the previous year
bgcause of inadequate staff. The family assistant at Morris met weekly with
special groups of 25 students with spotty attendance.

Four schools used a reward system as an additional method of fncreasing
attendance. Redeemable "pretzel certificates" weré-91V@n to Van Buren
students for outstanding attendance. Each month the class at Stevenson witﬁ
the most 1mprbved attendance was treated to a trip or movie. At Morris and _.
Stevenson, rewards for'perfect attendance were given at an assembly, and
1nd1v1duai and cléss achievements were noted in ninth-grade newspapers.

Taft students were awarded attendance certificates.

COUNSEL ING

Couﬁseling was a major part of the holding power efforts in six of the
participating schools. Full-time guidance ‘counselors were hired at four
schools (Taft, John Adams, F.D.R., Van Buren), while at Lehman the hours of
the newly-funded guidance cdunselor were expanded from paft-time in the fall
to full-time in fhe spfing term. At Van Buren and F.D.R., two of the three
schools with small target populations, full-time guidance counselors were
hired; the result was a concentration of counseling services on a relatively
small student'population. At Van Buren, the coordinator conducted a daily
class focused on job and career awareness and on personal development. At
John Adams, counseling services were not emphasized.

A 1isting of the schools that used holdinq power funds to hire guidance
staff gives only a partial picture of the role of counseling in each program,
At Wingate, for example, the tax-levy guidance counselor was véry assertive

‘in reaching out to ninth graders; students interviewed there showed an ex-

- 17 -

24



cellent awareness of the school's counseling services. At Morris and

Stevenson, extensive guidance programs already existed. Neither used hold-
ing power funds to purchase the services of a guidance counselor, Most of

the students interviewed at these schools identified the guidance counselor

~as a person to go to with problems. Prior to Stevenson's participation in

“the holding power projact, the school offered individual. counseling on a

referral and crisis basis, ten-week group counéeling sessions, and the once-
a-week services of social workers, During.the 1983-84 school year, systematic
career guidance was expanded, parent workshops were .conducted, and more
active outreach to students was done by counselors, who visited classes and

encouraged students to seek them out; a half-time family assistant was édded

~ in the spring. Individual -and group counseling had also been offered—pre-

viously at Morris. These weekly full-class guidance sessions dealt with

such topics as peer presssure, test-taking techniques, sex education, and
substance abuse. This year, Morris added a peer counseling program in which
seniors met with ninth graders. The location of the ninth-grade program in
a single, continuously-staffed office provided a space where, anytime from
6:45 AM, to 5 P.M., students could find someone to talk to about a¢prob1em.
Morris used part of its Ford Foundation grant to install a special phone in
this office so that parents and students could make contact without having
to go through the central switchboard.

The evaluation team observed a number of very positive interactions
between counselors and holding power students. In general, guidance per-
sonnel and ninth-grade coordinators appeared very committed to the program

and clearly concerned with helping the students. However, the counselor at

one school, atypically, had no personal knowledge of holding power students
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.préblems and family problems were linked and that counseling and referrals

Q .
and was considered by the principal to have'a very negative opinion of them.
Several principals stressed.the importance of providing services for

parents as well as for ctudents. The Lehman principal who addéa\ ha1f-t{me

family worker to his school's program, ob;erved'that ninth-grade attendance

were therefore key to strategies dealing with attendance. Van Buren's
principal emphasized that a knowledge of students' families was essentia® to
keeping them in school. Having_himself come from a counseling background,
he madg a special effort to arrange contacts with agencies concerned with
health, medical, foster care, and related issues. He also helped connect
studen's and their families to a non-profit counseTing support grodp near

Van Buren, More pdarents came in for consultation with the counseling staff

during 1983-84 than in previous years. This increase resulted from a more

extensive outreach program: the program coordinator sent memos to‘pqrents
concerning their chiidren's failures and recommended that parents see a
school counselor. Stevenson offered. parent workshops as part of its pro-
gram. During the fall term, the guidance counselor ran the first three of ;
series of workshops on such topics as coping with one's child's maturity and
getting the most out of parent/teacher.1nterv1ews.

Students at a number of schools stressed the importance of the counsel-
ing role played by teachers. Van Buren students, for example, singled out
the core teacher as well as the counselor as people with whom they discuss
personal and school problems. F.D.R. students identified their teacher as
playiné a similar role. One student there said, "I can get close to the
teacher and can work after school, It's like a big family." This attitude

extended beyond students in mini-schools. Students at Stevenson described
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their teacners and cdqnselors as caring; several said they had discussed
problems with one or more of their teachers. This link is particularly
important since many students there said they found the large size of both
the building and the student body frightening or alienating. Teachers also
played a valuable counseiing role at Morris another 1arge school.

Most participating schools did not focus on career counseling. Stevenson,
; however, offered increased systematic career guidance services in 1983-34.
Both Morris and Stevenson administered'career interest instruments, such as
the JOB-0, something Morris had not done before. .Van Buren conducted a
major career codnseiing activity. Working with a New York State Employment .
counselor assigned to the school, staff gave all of the 34 target students
. vocational and career tests at the New York State Employment‘bffice. This’
battery of tests was followed by individual conferences with students and
parents. Because he is not sure whether the students in grades nine or ten
are sufficiently mature to get the full benefit of such testing, the prin-
cipal is uncertain whether he would again undertake this activity.

Although it will not affect the students targeted in 1983-84, the
expanded articulation of counseling staff at Lehman and Morris with their
counterparts at feeder schools will help improve services offered to future
incnming ninth graders. -Nhiie staff at other high schools kept counselors
. at feeder schools informed about changes in programs and requirements,
Lehman and Morris significantly expanded their articulation efforts during
the 1983-84 year. This expansion should have a long-term impact on their
ability to provide effective counseling services. Guidance staff at these

two schools worked closely with that at Stevenson, which began its articu-
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lation program in 1979 and -now starts'Eecruitment_efforts when students at

its three feeder schools are in the seventh grade. Steveﬁson,staff held a

workshop entitled, “Articulation with the Feeder School: The Forerunner of

Holding Power" at the May, 1984 holding power conference. |

: 1In 1983-84, Lehman staff met for the first time, with the §u1dance
counselors of prospe§t1ve students at feede; schools to make up ninth-grade
programs in consultation with counselors familiar with each student's
academic and personal needs. As a'resu]t of their meetings with. Stevenson

- staff, Morris counselors met in the'spring with counselors of 1ncom1n§ _

student; to discuss programming and 1nd1y1dua1 student ‘needs. Such arti-
culation enabled these schools“xo identify the counseling, programming, and
support needs of incoming students on the basfs of information more detailed
than can readily be obtained from records forwqrded from the feeder schools

to the high school.

PROGRAMMING

Participating holding power schools employed a variety of -flexible
programming strategies for their. students: reduced class size; block
programming; and a shortened school day. Some classes at four schools were
reduced in size. Ninth-grade classes at Morris were slightly smaller than
mainstream classes, with 25 students registered. Long Island City, which
added a ninth-grade teacher, offered some smaller ninth-grade reading

. classes. In the fall, two reading classes at John Adams containéd only ten
students each; in the spring, three classes in English, mathematics, and
general science were reduced in size and a special homeroom with a half
register was created. Stevenson had no reduced-sized classes in the fall,

but it offered four such classes during the spring term. Classes at F.D.R.'s
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mini-school were the only ones larger ﬁhan mainstream classes, with each
having a minimum ~f 35 students. | | | |

Half of the schools used block programming. Incoming ninth-graders in
Taft's Academy Program were block-p}ogrammed for sciencp; global histocy,._
and typing careers, and incoming students with reading or math deficiénéies
in the PREP program néfe b]ock-p}ogrpmmed %or reading, global history, and
'career.education. Project UPLiFT students.ét John Adams were block-programmed
for the entire school.day.. C.B.I. students at Van Buren were block-programmed
for three hours during which they took computer programming, experiential |
wmathematic#,;business dynamics, and personality develdpmeht;:they took
‘English,.soqial studies, and physical education in the mainstream.

:The entire ninth grade at Morris was block-programmed for its. nine-
period day. One Morris staff member with mixed feelings about this sche-
duling approach noted that the ‘interaction of students who acted out together -
affected all their cfasses. 'Expressing a similar attithde, some students
'noted that their chances of getting 1nto_trou51e increased with stuqents
they knew Qell; other students, however, welcomed éontact with a particular
group of students, especially in a large school. |

‘The three cTasSes_of FeD.R. mini-school students spent the entire.five-
period day togethér. Each class had one or two teachers for English, social
studies, mathematics, science,'and an elective. Because of staffing and
flexible scheduling, F.D.R. mini-school teachers could spend extra time on a
given subjec} on a day when students either were very involved in the topic
or needed exira help with skills or concepts; teachers could spend more time
on another subject the following day. In the long run, teachers could cover

all required material. Several F.D.R. students noted that this app .ach
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made them feel leQS'pressured thah in classes wherg they had a‘clearly-
defined 40pm1nute.period in which to understand the 1e$son~and.move on to
another lesson, even if they had not Qrasped the subject matter.

6 Shortening the. school day was the least frequently used of all the
options. Students at almost all of the schools had a standard- length school
day. Stevenson had e shortened day only.for truants. F.D.R. mini-school
students had a three-hodb day; students 1ntérv1ewed there félf very positive
about the shortened day because it made 1t easier for them to work after

school, Morris students, on the other hand, regularly had*a nine-period

day, during which they took six subjects plus a double-period of remediation.

HIGH-INTEREST CLASSES AND CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

Prior to the holding power funding, all of the participating séhools
offered some high-interest courses, usually with a vocational orientation.
Wingate offered flight training, for example, and Long Island City gave
courses in computers and word processing. 'At half of ;he schobls, principals
used holding power funds to develop additionél high-interest courses or to
extend'a1ready-developéd courses to incoming ninth graders.

F.D.R. staff gave mini-school students interest inventories and career
questionnaires, partly in order to provide electives and-trips to which
students would respond positively. An important component of the mini-
school this year was a series of career-related trips: the photography class
went to a photograpﬁy studio; students taking computer courses and business.
subjects visited the stock exchange and a business school.

The C.B.I. at Van Buren, a new project in 1983-84, was built around

high-interest courses in computer programming, experiential mathematics, and
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'business dynamics, which- combined basic'skjlls with a caréer focus. .Although
electric typewriters mostly had not been used by ninth graders at Van Buren,
" their use in the C.B.I. classes served és an additional motivating factor.
Like the C.B.I. concept itself, the courses offered were develope& for the
. : ;983-84 holding power program. | |
' Lehman introduced the idea of ninth-grade electives. Students chose
- such subjects as merchaqdising; laboratory,'compﬁter electronics (using a
newly-acquired computer), slimnéstics, or weight training-(u;ing a newly-
bought nautilus machine). In additiqn, space exploration was made central
to parts of the regular.ninth-grade curiculum. Studehté took a course in |
space exploration instead of_general séienc7; along with a séience,fictiod
reading and vocabulary class in ligu of thejstandard English course. These
new courses indicate that curriculum dg?elopment was an important part of

|
the Lehman program. |

'For the first time, Stevenson staff enﬁouraged enfering students, while
stifl in their 1ntermed1a£e schools, to cﬁoose such electives as orchestral
music, art, stagecréft, nursing, océupatipnal sewing, drama, and dance.
Students could take four such classes oveb the year and then select a
specialty. (The performing arts electives had not been open to ninth_
graders in previous years.) | “

This year Morris staff developed an extensive and innovative series of
“strand" classes for its ninth-grade holding power students, four in career’
areas, four in the humanities:. computer 1iteracy, business, aerospace,
health careers, music, art, drama, and dance. (Art and dance were sub-
sequently dropped from .the offerings.) Designed to be taken for one term

only, the stirands were intended to introduce students to various high-
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interest subjects with an eye fowards their choosing one as a major area of
COnceﬁtratipn. Students took each Strand class for 20 déys before moving on
to another. After the completion of the second strand, an_afternoon Freshman
Fair, to thch parents were invited, waﬁ hresenied; Thé fair'featured a
dénce~exh1b1t, as well as exhibits of work related to business, aerospace,
and art, Following the fair, the brincipal and pfdgram staff met with the
students for feedback regarding the strand orferings. Where possible,
'Strénd classes went on trips: the music class attended a cbncért, the
business class went to the Federal Reserve'éank,.and the computer class
visitgd I.B;M. Teachers of each strand prepared a guidé with three to five
objectives and a daTendab of activities'detailed enough so that the class
could be taught. by other ;eachers. '

While the development of innovative clagges occurred in several of the
schools, there was little systematic curriculum efforﬁ that included all the
courses ninth-gradg holding . power students might take. The treﬁd in the
curriculum area in this first year was to continue the move toward high-
interest and/or career-linked classes. Several schools 1ndicateq that
curriculum development was an important area that, 1ike staff development

and training, required much more work.
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IV. STUDENT OUTCOMES

| The impact of holding power 5erv1¢es was assessed by énélyzing target
and comparison students' qata on atten&apce,.prpmotion rates,nand standardized
reading and math tesf:results; Improvement'parficular1y in attendance and
achievement is 1nqjcétf9e of program success since the goal of the holding
powgr progrpm wps to prevent_and retrieve dropouts. Also, previous studies
suggest that an increase in attendance is positively correiated with improve-.
ﬁent in achievement and promotion. In gddjtioh, these data are appropriate

for comparative purposes.

ATTENDANCE

Attendaﬁce data are presentgd for students targeted for holdiﬂg power
services and for'appropriate.comparison proups in each school. A subSample
of ninth-grade students was targeted in seven schools, while all incoming
ninth graders received holding power services in the remaining three sthools,
'(Small groups of -tenth praders were 1néludeﬁ in the target group at two
schools as well.) The choice of comparison groupé depended upon which stu-
dents were selected for.éervices. When administrator§ targeted all incoming
ninth-grade students, thefr attendance was'compared.with that of the previous
year's ninth graders. Ninfh-grade attendance'from both 1983-84 and 1982-83
was reported in the schools which targeted only special grpups of students
for holding puwer services. )

School administrators compiled attendance data for their targeted stu-

dents and sent this information to the 0.E.A./H.S.E.U. The evaluation team

calculated all other attendance information from Period Attendance Reports.*

I

* Period Attendance Reports (P.A.R.) are standardized monthly records
of attendance compiled in each school and collected by the Office
of Student Information Services.
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The attendance of the ninth-grade cnmparison groups includes long-term
absentees (L.T.A.S). Although L.T.A.s lower a school's average"attendance
rate, including them js.apbropciate since the targeted students are, like |
L.T.A.S, at-risk,-potential’drop-outs.

School profiles are also included for'each school and are presented in
Appendix A. Information such as size, location, level of builning utili-
zation, ethnic composition of the etudent body,yand pencentage of students
reading'two or more years below grade level comprise the profile of each
_ school. School prof11es provide an essential context for evaluating the
data. Holding power efforts and student outfome{data at crowded schools
where the najority of students read below grade level are necessarily going.
to differ fron those at schoels where most students read at or above grade
level. On the basis of school'profiTe data, five of the schools: StevenSon,
Taft, Morris, Seward Pank, and Wingate could be cIassifieg as serving almost
entinely high-risk populations.

The attendance rates of the ten schools in the nroject are summarized in
Table 1. The data include the number of holding\nower components, attendance

rates for target and comparison groups, and differences bet en these two

attendance rates.

denerally, as shown in Table 1: 1) the tangeted gr ups.in-those schools

which offered seven on;more holding power components kperienced.higher

yearly attendance rates than their comparison groupy; 2) the targeted groups
in lhose schools which offered five or six holding power components exper-
ienced lower yearly attendance rates than their comparison groups; 3) posi-

tive differences between the attendance rates of targeted and comparison
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_ Table 1 : :
Comparison Between the Attendance Rates of Target and Comparison Groups in
Holding Power Program During 1983-84 by School with Number of Program Components

S

Number of Tar et:ﬁFbup(sa Comparison Group (s Difference
holding - early : ) (Y%arly ' Between Attendance
) Power . Description Attendance Description - Attendance Rate of Target
Paired Schools Components and Numbers - Rate . and Numbers Rate and Comparison Groups
Adlai Stevenson 1 ~ Special Ninth 85.4% - Ninth Graders not 59.3% - +26.1%
High School Grade Program ‘ in the targeted
. T (N=451) . X Group (N=1,042)
Herbert H, Lehman 9 Holding Power 84.6 Ninth Graders not 60.4 +24.2
High School : ~ Ninth Grade . in the Targeted
. Students (N=214) : : Group (N=214)
v )
m . -----.-7- ------------------- I P T L L X Y R R R LR EELE LA L LR X X L E R X L NN J Ameowsas s cTeaaces S esascesetsscaasasasraccscea TecaanGaceEsSw e ReeRTSeeR S ader S andan a9
' William H. Taft '8 Group A: Ninth 72.9 Ninth Graders not  64.8 + 8.1,
: High School raaer; in Academy in Group A (N=786)
(N=132
Group B: Ninth 59.2 Ninth Graders not 70.8 . . -11.6
- Graders in PREP and . ' in Group B (N=537)
Torg (N=381)
Morris 14 Group A: Freshman 67.6 Ninth Graders not 60.6 + 7.0
High School =151) in Group A (N=623)
Group B: Freshman 85.4 Ninth Graders not 59.1 +26.3
not Tn PREP (N=85) in Group B (N=689)
George Wingate ? Incoming Ninth 71.6 ' Ninth Graders in 1 70.6 + 1.0
High School : Grades {N=953) 198-83 (N=1,036)
(Continued)
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Table 1 (Contfnuedj : f

Comparison Between the Attendance Rates of Target and Comparison Groups in
Holding Power Program During 1983-84 by School with Number of Program Components ,
- Number of . Target Group(s) CTomparison Group(s) 5 . Di fference
_ Holding ear y ; . Yearly Between Attendance
B ) Power Description Attendance ~ Description Attendance "Rate of Target
Paired Schools Components and Numbers Rate and Numbers Rate | and Comparison Groups
F.D. Roosevelt .9 Group i : Special 63.8% Ninth Graders not 76.8% : T <13.0% -
High School ’ Incoming Ninth in Group A (N=671) .
- Graders (N=54 :
v . .Group B: Special . 80.0° ' Ninth Graders not 75.6 + 4.4
TﬁEBﬁT‘g Ninth Graders . in Group B (N=697)
with Low Reading Scores and )
Hold-ver Ninth Graaers (N=28) . By |
Group C: Students 70,4 . Ninth Graders not 76.1 ! - 5.7
repeating the Ninth in Group C (N=681) :
Grade and Special incoming ' !
! Tenth Graders (N=44) .
o Partin"9dn BaFéA""""""""""" ) ¢ RiAtR-dnd"TeAthR~ """ ;1. Do i RTn€A"Gradérs "ao€~~"""89.1" """~~~ Jrmoooeneeee = N A
High School : Grade Students in in the Targeted ‘Group ' !
! Corporate Business (N=252) !
Institute (N=34)
JoRn " RJam§ """ T RTTTTITS §-""TTTTTTTETT RTAtA-Grade~"""""""~ Y ¢ - RTAtA-Graders "ot~ fﬁ"BO - R CoTTTTTRTEEEEs 284"t
High School . Students in Project the Targeted. Group ;
: UPLIFT (N=33) (N=746)
fong 1sTand" Cffi """""" 6" ""TTThTTeTs IncomTAg " RTAER""""""78; 0"‘1{ """""" Rin€A"Gradérs Ta~""""" 80,27 """ [ S -
High School Grade (N=409) - oa 1982-83 (N=348)
SEWAFAPERR""TTTTT T grTTTTomemes 1AEGATAG ATACA™ "~ 4 S M RTAER"GFSA8FE TR~~~ 783677"""" TemeTmmmenees S N
High School Grade (N=675) v 1982-83 (N=552)
B A ey St . At g ot s ’—-.-—.— -—— ——————

)

¢ The attendance rates of the targeted groups ranged from a low of 53 percent at John Adams to a high of 85 percent in Adlai Stevenson and in
one of the two special groups served at Morris. :

e Adlai Stevenson showed the largest positive difference (26 percent) bétheen its targeted and comparison group.
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groups were found:in'those schools which served homogeneous (i.e., ni&%nx
grade only) and/or smaller groups and/or had only one target group; and, AN
4) negative differences between the attendance rates of targeted and compar-
'ison groups were }ound in those schools which served heterogeneous (i.e.,

incoming and holdover ninth graders, and tenth graders) and/or larger groups

and/or had two or more target groups.

PROMOTION RATES

Promotidn data are presented in Table 2 for students targeted for hold-
ing power services and for the appropriate comparison groups. Promotion
rates are reported because they are considered the best.indicator of the
aqademic success of "high-risk" -students participating in holding power'-
prograhs. Schools do not routinely generate promdtion rates as is done for
éttenqance. The 0.E.A./H.S.E.U. requested promotion data for both targeted
and comparison groups from each participating site. Responses to these
requests varied: most schools (70 percent) supplied information about both
groups, the others were able to generate information for the group targeted
during the school year, but were not able to provide rates for the comparison
group. :

The information presented in Table 2 shows generally that, in schools
which reported complete information for both targeted and comparison groups:
1) positive differences between the promotion rates of targeted and comparison

: groups were found in those schools which served smaller groups and had at
Teast nine holding power components; and, 2) negative differences between
the promotion rates of targeted and comparison groups were found in those
schools which served all ninth graders and/or had more than one target group.

Individual schools explained their promotion rates as follows: 1) At Morris,
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- Table 2
L _ Promotion Rates for Targeted and _
Comparison Groups {n Holding Power Program: 1983-84 ~~~—~——— — —

Target Group(s)
Yearly fearly

Comparison Group(s) : Uitterence
Between Promotional

Paired Number of Description Promotion Description Promotion Rate of Target
Schools Components and Nuwhars Rate and Numbers Rate and Comparison Groups
Adlai Stever 11 oﬁe Group of 9th 71.2% Ninth Grade B
Graders (N=451) : 1954-83 :
H. H. Lehman 9 .Holding Power.9th 73.6 Ninth Grade 60.3% +13.3%
_ Graders (N=214) 1982-83
W. Taft 8 Three Groups of 9th 42.0 Ninth Grade 45.8 - 3.8
Graders (N=513) 1982-83
Morris 14 Two Groups'of 9th 35.9 Ninth Grade 24.7 +11.2
' Graders (N=236) 1982-83
G. Wingate 1 Incoming 9th 49.9 Ninth Grade B e
Graders (N=953) 1982-83
F.bD.R. 9 Three ¢ wps of 9th B4.1 Ninth Grade 76,2 7.9
and 1t . Graders (N=126) . 1983-84
M. Van Buren 12 One Gioup of 9th 82.0 Ninth Grade 87.0 5.0
and 10th Graders (N=34) 1983-84
John Adams 5 One Group of 3th 100.0 Ninth Grade 100.0 0.0.
Graders (N=33) 1983-84
L.l. City 6 Incoming 9th 81.9 Ninth Grade "87.5 5.6
Graders (N=409) . 1982-83
Seward Park 5 Incoming 9th 22.4 Ninth Grade R
Graders (N=675) 1982-83

e et - i a m . ———— e

—-—

e Bt

dInformation was not available from the school

o Thirty percent of the schools did not have information on the comparison groups' {982-83 promotional rates.

—— e . 8 . B Tt ettt = s m oy s @ W - s

—— . - = & n 4P e Pmmen = e e

¢ The promotion rate gain at Morris was attributed by school administrators to the significant number of intervention strategies imple-

mented as part of the program.

« Comparatively lower promotion rates for the targeted group at Taft were due primarily to the presence of several consistently truant
s.udents in the program.
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the higher promotion rate was attributed by.school.administratqrs.to the
large number of 1ntervént10n strategiesgimp1emented as part of the program;
2) At.Taft, the combarative]y lower promotion rates.for the targeted group
were due pfﬁfggily to'the presence of sgygral consistently truant partici-
pating students; 3) The lower promotion rates at Long Island City among
targetéd students were felafed to éhe large size  of this Qroup énd the
relatively few (six) holding power components; and, 4) The high promotion
rates at thn Adams (100 percent) can be explained by the school's policy of

promoting all ninth graders.

ACHIEVEMENT ON STANDARDIZED READING AND MATHEMATICS TESTS

Achievement; data in reading and matﬁ are.pfesented for students targeted
for holding power services and for appropriate comparison groups in each
school. Data reported include tre number and percentage of students showing
N.C.E.* improvement for targeted and comparison groups, and differences
between the two percentages. A sﬁbsample of ninth graders was targeted in
seven schools while all incoming ninth graders received holding power ser-
vices in the remaining three.. (Small groups of tenth graders were included
in the target group at two schools.) The choice of cémparison groups
depended upon which students were selected for services. When administrators

targeted all incoming ninth-grade students, achievement data for ninth

* Normal curve equivalent (N.C.E.) scores are similar to percentile
ranks but, unlike percentile ranks, are based on an equal-interval
scale. Normal curve equivalent scores are based on a scale ranging
from 1 to 99 with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of approxi-
mately 21. Because N.C.E. scores are equally spaced apart, arithmetic
and statistical calculations such as averages are meaningful; in
addition, comparisons of N.C.E. scores may be made across different

achievement tests.
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graders in 1982-83'were reported. For the seven schools which targeted only
selected groups of students for ho]ding power ;ervices, achievement data for -
all ninth graders in 1983-84 were reported. |

The achievement data in reading and math for the ten schools in the
project are summarized in Tables 3 and 4, The information presented in
these Qaﬁles indicates that, generally: 1) those' schools in which the tar-
geted groups showed higher rates of 1mprovemént* than the comparisoh groups |
from pre- to posttesting in both reéging and math were thosé which served
only special groups ofininth gradefs and had eight or more components; and,
2) those schools.in which the targeted groups showed lower rates of improve-
ment that tﬁe comparison groups from pre- to posttesting in reading and math
were those which served studentsiin both grades nine ahd ten or all fncomjng

students. .

* Improvement was defined as obtaining a higher N.C.E. score in the
posttest than the N.C.E. pretest score.

- 33 -
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. : Table 3
Percentage of Students Showing Improvement in Reading NCE Scores
. in Holding Power Targeted and Comparison Groups: 1983-84

‘Number of
Holding Descripe

- Power tion and Targeted Grou Comparison Grou
SCHOOL Components Number N ¥ Improving N 3 lgprovgng % Difference
Stevenson 11 special Group 294 . - 32,63 308 18.2% 14.4%
: of Ninth )

graders
(N=451)

Lehman 9 Special Group 117 ©35.9 112 25.0 14.9°
of Ninth' .
raders
. c N=214)

Taft B Special Group - 265 29.8 246 . 22.8° , 7.0
) of Ninth . ‘ :
graders
(N=513)

Morris 14 special Group 160 49.4 154 22.7  eeld
' of Ninth E
graders
(N=236) .

G. Wingate 7 Incom.ng 613 35.2 590 45.1 -9.9
. Ninth graders .
(ﬂ=953)

F. 0, R. 9 Special Group 47 29.8 52 44,2 o -14.4
e of 9th and 10th
graders
(N=126)

M. van Buren 12 Special Group 22 50.0 23 78.3 -28.3
of 9th and 10th
graders
(N=34)

— - — - - ——— - - - e W w WAt . e = 9 W o e e —— W A T "

(continued)
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Table 3 (Continued) :
Percentage of Students Showing Improvement in R2ading NCE Scores
- in Holding Power Targeted and Compari.on Groups: 1983-84

T

v Number of
Holding Descrip- .
Power tion and Jargeted Group Comparison Group
SCHOOL Components Number -~ W ¥ improving W ¥ Improving

% Difference

-

John Adams 5 Speefal Group 21 9.5 - 20 45,0 -35.5
raders
{he33)

Long Island 6 Incoming 208 45.7 255 " 5.8 -6.1
City - Ninth graders . . i
(n-aogg

Seward Park 5 Incoming 274 16.4 238 24.8 -8.4
Ninth graders
(N=675) . -

o The percentage of students improving their reading N.C.E. achievement ranged from a low of
10 percent at John Adams to a high of 50 percent at Van Buren, '

o Four schools -- Taft, Lehman, Morris, and Stevenson -- which targeted services to special
groups o, inth graders, showed positive differences between the percentage of students
showing reading improvement in the targeted and the comparison groups.

o The three schools -- Long Island City, Seward and Wingate -- which provided services to all
e incoming ninth graders and the two schools -- Van Buren and Roosevelt -- that served ninth _
nd tenth graders demonstrated lower percentages of targeted students making gains in reading
than the comparison group.
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' : Table & |
Percentage of Students Showing Improvement in Math NCE Scores.
in Holding Power Targeted and Comparison Groups: 1983-84

Rumber of
Holding, Descrip- . -
; Power  tion and - Targeted Group Comparison Grou L
SCHOOL Components Number N ~ % Improving N [ Tmproving % Difference
Stevenson 11 Special Group 294 32,06 308  19.8% - 12.2%
of Ninth . : :
~ graders (N=451)
Lehman 9 special Group - 117  23.1 - 113 18.6 4.5
] of Ninth
graders (N=214) _
Taft 8  Special Group 265 1.3 246 24.8 6.5
of Ninth .
graders (N=513)
Morris 14 Special Group 160 40.6 154 22.17 17.9
- of Ninth -
graders (N=236)
,G. H'ngata 71 - lncom'ng 613 40.0 . 590 42,2 -2.2
Ninth graders :
. (N=953)
" F..D. R, 12 Special Groups 47 23.4 53 - J2.1 . -8.7"

of 9th and 10th
graders (N=126)

M. van Buren 5 Special Group 22 50.0 23 69.6 -19,6
of 9th and 10th
graders (N=34)

John Adams 9 specfal Group 21 14.3 20 30.0 -15.7
of Ninth )
graders (N=33)

- —— - - et v e A T % T et M a = e % S e . e e . ———

(cont inued)
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_ Table 4. (Continued)
Percentage of Students Showing Improvement in Math NCE Scores
in Holding Power Targeted and Comparison Groups: 1983-84

~Number of

Holding Descrip-
’ Power tion and Targeted Group Comparison Group -
SCHOOL Components Number N Tmproving "N ¥ Improving % Difference
long Island 6  Incoming 208 50.5 28" 56,5 6.0
- Clty Ninth graders Lo . .
. (N=409)
Seward Park - {5  Incoming 274 17.2 - 238 X -5.9
Ninth graders - . _
(N=675)

o The percentage of students improving their math N.C.E, achiqvemént ranged from a low of 14
percent at John Adams to a High of 51 percent at Loy Island City. :

o Four schools -- Taft, Lehman, Morris, and Stevenson -- which targeted services to special
groups of ninth graders, showed positive differences between the percentage of students Showing
math improvement in the targeted and comparison groups, : ' .

-« The three schools -- Long Island City, Seward and Wingate -- which provided services to the
incoming ninth graders and the two schools -- Van Buren and Roosevelt -- who served ninth and
tenth graders demonstrated lower percentages of targeted students making gains in math than
the comparison group. '
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- V. CONCLUSIONS' AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The allocation of holding power funds allowed both demonstrator and

' buddy schools to expand-existing services and to introduce new programs

designed to retain and motivate high:r¥sk studenfs. .A1though three of the -
ten participating schools tafgeted somé tenth éradérs,,the focus of the
pnograms'_efforts was.ninth-gbéde students. |

The decision to giVe each principal buagetary discretion recoghized vhat
each school had different student bodies ahd needs, equipment and facil- :
ities, staff strengths and special interests, and administrative priorities.
It also represented'a vote_of confiden&e_in each prihcipal's ability to
identify the major obstacles to the academic success of the school's in-

coming students and to devise a program to address them. The nature of the

-funding also highlights the necessity of considering the decisions made by

each principal -- and their effects -- in relation to that schoo], rather

“than in comparison to other schools. Decisions necessarily differed, for

example, in those schools whiqh begaq with well-established counseling
brograms and those whose counseling staff had been struggling to meet
minimally-acceptable levels of student service. Similarly, the decisions
made at schools with relatively few high-risk students to concentrate
services on them was simply not a possibility at those schools in which
large numb: s of ninth graders were reading two or more years below grade
level, were low socioeconomic status as indicated by eligibility for free
lunch, and, in some instances, had had their education interrupted fre-
quently because of their families' mobility.

Administrative decisions were also shaped by the uncertain nature of

future funding. One principal addressed this problem by spending most of
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his holding power a1lotment:oﬁ'edﬁjbmenf wh1chxcould be used for many years,
rather than onldirect student serviées:which, in the absence of .ongoing |
funding, hé would be unable to haintain. “The single-yeqr.nature of the ‘
funding, with renewal at the original level preéented-only as ‘a possibility,
interfered with long-term plahning. instead, adhinistrators.could provide
for 1mmed1ate student services,.but could not devise a program which allowed
first for planning and implementation and later for refinement based on
direct experience, staff feedback; aﬁd student attendance and échievement.
Quest‘ons about future fundinglaffected pianning both for futuré*incoming

ninth graders and for the current target group of ninth graders who would be -

" moving into the tenth grade.

The pairing of principals from exemplary and buddy schools was intended
to encourage greater communication betweén them. _.The pairings met with some
success. They prove&'most effective 1n!thbse iristances where principals

shared an educational philosophy, had had previods professional or personal

contact, regarded each other as peers, and believed that both they and their:

schools benefited from the increased interactions. A1l of these qualities
were evident in the relationship among Stevenson, Lehman, and Morris, the
first two paired schools, the third electing to work with the other two.
The particular success of communication among them underscores as well the
feasability of consortium efforts. The contact of Morris by a fourth Bronx
school which was not one of the ten exemplary holding power schcols opens
also the possibility of expanding this work group beyond the 1983-84 funded
schools. |

The objective of replicating in puddy schools noteworthy holding power

programs from demonstrator schools was met to a very limited degree. The

- 39 -
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focus of each'séhooffs hblding power program reflected the individual prin--
c{pal's approach more tﬁén the effect of the pairing.. Although three pairs
did appear to share each other's programmatic emphasis, the sfmilarity was
not a]wa&s close enough to.indicate that the buddy schonl had, in fact, .
replicated'the demonstrator-séhool‘s program, Nhile'Long Island City, for
example, adopted the attendance monitoring-focuS‘of 1t§'pa1red school,

Seward Park, it might also be seen as having adopted the greater emphasis on
attendance monitoring which the holding power funding made possible in all
participating schools; in thié'instance, the demonstrator and buddy-schopls‘
had infrequent contact with each other. 'Nhereas John Adams, a buddy school,'
térgetpd a sha]l-group of students,. as did its demonstrator school, Van
Buren, John Adams did not institute the basic program aspéct; essential to

the Van Buren approach: a mini-school for high-risk students who received

extensive counseling and related support services. Replication of successful

programs seems-to have been best achieved by the Stevenson-Lehman pair.

Both focused on counseling and high-interest courses. The Morris principal,
who worked closely with them, also selected this emphasis for her holding
power progfam.'

With few exceptions, staff members were not involved in interschool con-
tacts or in staff devé]opment. Both principals and other staff expressed
interest_%n expanding the interschool communications to administrative,
classroom; and support staff who worked closely with target students. The
absence of per session funds for after-school meetings and of release time
from classroom responsibilities for meetings scheduled during the day were
primary obstacles to setting up staff training. Teachers needing to do

extensive curriculum development faced the same obstacles.
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The student outcomes'show that the most successful schools were géheraily |
thoée which served only speéial groups of ninth graders and had a large
ndmber of -holding power components. “As a whole, tangeted.stuqents in these
r schools showed higher attendance, promqtional; and achievement rates than
‘ tﬁeir"comparison groups. Overall, the most successful changes in-student '

l -

outcomes occurred at Lehman; Morris, and Stevenson. - _
. : ¢ =~ ™

On the basis of the evaluation findings, the following recommendations

' [ 4
are made: '

. Decisions about budgetary allotments to address -the needs!of
high risk students should be based, as much as possible,-on
input from the principal at each school.

* Because of the long-range nature of the dropout problem, fund-
ing allotments should be made, where possible, on.a multi-year
basis.whjch would allow for proper planning and fo]]ow-up.

e Consideration should be given to expanding extensive holding power
efforts to inclute concentrated services for tenth-grade students.

e Voluntary consortium efforts'among principals and other school
staff should be encouraged. _

e Release time and/or per session funds should be available for
non-administrative staff to participate in interschool meetings,

staff training, and curriculum develapment related to high
interest classes, - : :

* A hard-data base (e.g., promotional rates, attendance) for
targeted and comparison students should be developed.

- 4] -
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APPENDIX A
Profiles.of Replicating Holding Power Program Participating Schools

ADLAI STEVENSON HIGH SCHOOL

School Profile: Adlai Stevenson is a zoned, academic-comprehensive high schoo]

in the Bronx enrolling 4,663 students. Nearly a.1 (98.3 percent) are minority-
group students; 45.9 percent are low-income students; and 41.1 percent are reading
two or more years below grade level. Building utilization is 126 percent.

HERBERT H. LEHMAN HIGH SCHOOL

School Profile: Herbert H. Lehna 1is a zoned, academic-comprehensive high

school in the Bronx enrolling 2,168 students. Nearly one-half (47.3 percent)
are ninority-group students; 19.2 percent are low-income students; and 25.5

percent are reading two or more years below grade level. Building utilization
is 76 percent. .

SEWARD PARK HIGH SCHOOL

School Profile: Seward Park is an academic-comprehensive high school in Man-

hattan enrolling 4,140 students. Nearly all (95.8 percent) are minority-group )
students; 47.8 percent are Tow-income students; and about one-half (54.5 percent) "

are reading two or more years below grade level. Building utilization is 155

- percent. .

]

LONG ISLAND CITY HIGH SCHOOL

School Profile: Long Island City is a zoned, academic-comprehensive high school

in Queens enrolling 2,543 students; about one-half (48.7 percent) are minority-
group students; 29.7 percent are low-income students; and 25.1 percent' read: two
or more years below grade level. Building utilization is 149 percent.

] AN
WILLIAM TAFT HIGH SCHOOL

School Profile:. William Taft is a zoned, academic-comprehensive high school in

the Bronx enrolling 2,932 students. Nearly all (99.6 percent) are minority-group
students; 100 percent are low-income students; and 60.4 percent are reading two

or more years below grade level, Building utilization is 86 percent.

MORRIS HIGH SCHOOL

School Profile: Morris is a zoned, academic-comprehensive high school in the

Bronx enrolling 1,953 students. Al1l are minority-group students; 100 percent
are low-income students; and nearly two-thirds (64.7 percent) are reading two or
more years below grade level, Building utilization is 134 percent.
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- MARTIN VAN BUREN HIGH SCHOOL

School Profile: Martin Van Buren is a zoned, academic-comprehensive high school
Tn Queens enrolling 2,209 students. About one-half (47.8 percent) are minority=-
group students; 12.8 percent are low-income students; and less than one=fifth
(19.7 percent) are reading two.or more years below grade level. Building utili-
zation is 91 percent. '

JOHN ADAMS HIGH SCHOOL

School Profiles John Adams is a zoned, academic-comprehensive high schoel-in
Queens enroiling 3,326 students. One-half (49.5 percent) are minority-group
students; less than one-fifth (16.8 percent) are low-income students; and 26.1
percent read two or more years below grade level. Building utilization is 135
percent.

-

GEORGE WINGATE HIGH SCHOOL

School Profile: George Wingate is a zoned, academic-comprehensive high school
in Brooklyn enrolling 2,825 students. Al1l are minority-group students; over
half (58.4 percent) are low-income students; and over one-half (55.0 percent)
are reading two or more years below grade level. Building utilization is 117
percent. . :

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT HIGH SCHOOL

School Profile: Franklin D. Roosevelt is a zoned; academic-comprehensive high
-'school in Brooklyn enrolling 3,235 students. Less than one=half (44.4 percent)
are minority-group students; 38.9 percent are low-income students; and 36.9 per=
cent are reading two or more years below grade level, Building utilization is
110 percent. -
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