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?RFPACE

This is the
. summary report of the Public FdUcation Association _e arding

the implementation of New York City's 1985-R6 Attendance Improvement/

Dropout Prevention Program (AI/DP) and the 19615-86 Dropout Prevention

(DPP). Previous to this report, based on preliminary implementation data,

papers were prepared for the state legislature and city policymakers.

This document includes some of the earlier material but greatly expands on

those observations and insights and _pdatei the recommendations in light

current opportunities for program improvement.
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EFPECTIVE DROPOUT pREvENTION
AN ANALYSIS OP THE 1985-86
PROGRAM IN NEW YORK CITY

ln roduction

The 1985-86 school year was animated by the Board of Education's continued
efforts to reduce the large nuMbere of students leaving school without a
diploma. For thia undertaking, the state-fUnded AttendanCe Mmprovement/
Dropout Prevention program (AI/DP) and the city-funded Dropout Prevention
Program (DPP) distributed more than $30 million to over i30 needy schools.

with supoort from the Carnegie COrporation, the PUblic Dducation
Association undertook an analysis of the implementation of programs in
schools receiving funds under the 1985-86 AI/DP-DPP allocations, marking
the second year of research and advocacy carried out by PEA on these
programs.

The major goal of the 1985 6 analysis wee to understand better the
political and organizational requirements for successful implementation of
AI/DP and DPP programs. It became clear during the 1984-85 year of
program monitoring that untimely implementation of programs posed as gr- t
an obstacle to dropout prevention efforts as inadequate knowledge about
what to do.

Through the 1984-85 study we learned that local commitment/ownership of
programs played a crucial positive role in successful implementation and
that prograe Isatures, particularly organizational compleXity, played a
deterrent role. The findings we present hero reinforce these views; they
point out that-policymakers must further consider the realities of the
local --nteXt when de.i in 0 am lidelines,

cond anal ii. was to discern the stren-tha and
weaknesses of rhe various programs. Since many different types of
programs were being tested, we wanted to examine their practices and bogin
to draw conclusions about the merits of each in order to influence th6
direction in which they evolved. We Were interested in the types of
services offered, and school versus community based Organization (CEO)
delivery of these services. In addition, we wished to loOk beyond the
programs to the larger school context in which they operated to learn more
dbout characteristics of the School that might complicate program
effort*. The fellowing pages document our conviction that continued
P*;*gram development and general school_improvement are_needed_torealize_
dropout

-1-
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Oranizatton of_.tbe_report. The contents of this report are arranged in
tha following way: In Chapter 1, the dropout prevention program models
which were formulated under the AIDP-DPP initiatives and examined in the
present study are desCribed, In Chapter 2, the major findings or our
study are highlighted. Chapter 3 contains PEA's reCOmmendations for Doard
of Education policy on drOpout prevention. The recOmmendations addraes
three important aspects of the dropout prevention undertaking: the
student target population, program implementation reguiremonts, and
desirable directions for program development. In Chapter_41, the study
findings in their entirety are presented. Educators are strongly urged to
review this section to gain a better understanding of the problems and
achievements that characterize current dropout prevention efforts. A
description of.our sampling and interview methods are presentad in
Appendix A; AppendiX 13 contains the principal, staff and student interview
instrUments.



Chapter

Design of AI/DP and DPP Programs

The dropout prevention program models which have bean adopted by New Yo-k
City public schools are described below. We examined examples of each of
these in the preeent study. See Appendix A for a full description of the
sample programs we used.

Each AI/DP and DPP site as detailed in the ChancellorRe_Preliwinary
Report on_AI/DP_and_DPP, WEIS required to provide six program components.
These cOmpenents -- some of which could be provided through funding
Sources other than AI/DP and DPP -- were as follows:

(a) A teacher serving as a site facilitator, who is freed from home
room assignment and two other periods per day. The facilitator
identifies and tracks the progrews of targeted otudents,
coordinates all program activities, and facilitates the
activities of a pupil personnel committee, which recommends and
follows up on a Comprehensive framework of services for each
eligible Student.

(b) A program of ettendance7 outreach, to follow up on the absence of
targeted students through parental awareness. This program
operates in addition to mandated daily attendance activities.

(c) Appropriate g4dance and counseling services available to
every-targeted student, in order to identify and addrese
individual problems that may Contribute to poor attendance.

(d) A health _--vices program, consisting of diagnostic SCreaning
of students in physical, psychological, and edUcational areas,
referral for appropriate follow-up services, and assurance
that needed services are provided.

A school-level linkage program to address the problems of
etudente who make the transition from one level of schooling to
the next. This includeo the development of relationships
between the staffs and students at middle schools and at high
achools.

A high-interest alternative education_ ci2ram which incorporates
basic skills instruction and individualized attention in order to
encourage better attendance and improve achievement.

Schools were encouraged to contract with c mmunity-based organizations
(CEOs) for some of the components of their programs.

The Dropout Prevention Program (DPP), under the jurisdiction of Victor
Herbert, EuPerintendent for Dropout Prevention, operated in 10 high

=3-
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schools and 29 middle eohoole feeding into those high echoctee The
purpose of the DPP hige sehool level interveetion was to try eut new
approaches to- dropout prevention in a "laberatory" mode within the ecope
of the six mandated compoeents. The new approaches included: the
redesign of major featuree of the edecational program, the greater
utilization of services provided by coMmunity-based organizations and the
creation 0f incentives for students to attend school.

Laboratory schoole had the opportenita* to deoign their programs at a
two-week summer institute for planning and staff develepment. Staff
members met to design approaches to the aim mendated comeonents, including
plans for the utilization of els for increased building security,
increased OTPS ("other than peraonal services") And an automated
atteedance system.

These in-house program development efforts ultimately produced Quite
divorce plans that included the reorganization Of an entire echool around
ihterest clusters for 9th and 10th graders, a mini school for at-risk
atudents, a job program for over-age students with a major corpOretion in
which remedial teaching in the morning was linked with employment in the
afternoon, and using seniors as mentors in freshman claeees. Since there
was clear intention in the OPP initiative to compare a echool-based
delivery model to a CSO-based delivery model, most of the ten schools
ultimately sebcontraceed with one or more CRO, for the provision of
guidance or family services. In all 14 CEOs partieipated.

The DPP program at the middle schoel level followed the six mandated
components more literally than the high school program. There was no
:Kummer workshop, no special security, no additional OTPS, nor fends for
overall school improvement. For purpeees of underetanding the relative
utility of a MO-based versus a school-based model, 15 of the middle
echools subcontracted with CEOs; the rest employed eee0oI personnel to
deliver services.

The A//DP program was active in 26 high schools and 68 middle schools.
Sixteen AI/DP high schools implemented a modified mini-school program for
truants called SOAR (Student Opportunity, Advancement, and Retention).
SOAR organizes groups of 20 etudents for block programming in
interdisciplinary classes which naet for double periods. Credit la based
on mastery of material and numbere of hours attended. A daily tutorial is
provided by the program teachers, and a guidance counselor is attached to
the program for supportive ceunneling4 Seven additional high schools
developed a program called "Strategies" based on SOAR. Three of the 26
AI/DP high schools took a case management approach and contracted with the
Federation Employment and Guidance Services (FEGS), a CEO, for the
provinion of support services to truants. FECS services include
counselling, work experience, skill training and family support. Their
program is called Operation Success.

While the AI/DP emphasis at the high School level waa, for the most part,
on restructuring claesroom leerning, the AI/DP program at the middle
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sohoOl ovol Incorporated external supportive tivitios whose aim was to
help youngsters cope more effectively in the standard classroom. The
latter provided attendance monitoring, support services and incontives to
at-rink students in strict compliance with the six mandated components. Tt
was identical to the DPP middle school except t _t in AID? middle echos
-ho services were provided by school personnel.

Each of the 97 middle school programs (AI/nr and DPP included) received
$150,000 to aera 150 students in the 1985-86 school year. Students were
eligible for service in these programs if they were absent 15 or more days
In the Spring of 1985, or 30 or more days in the 1984-85 school year.

Sost of the AT/DP h h achools served 150 students with funding averaging
5200,000 per school, To be eligible students must have been absent at
least 20 days in the spring of 1985 or at least 40 days in the entire
1984-85 school year.

Fending for DPP high school programs was variable based upon the size of
the Sehool and the extent of the need. It ranged from over $150,000 to
neerly $900,000. DPP schools directed a portion of their resources to
Serve their entire ninth and tenth grades; most also included case
management activities which targeted smaller populations. To be eligible
for these services students must have been abent 25 or more days duLnq
the epring term or, for up to five percent of t:'s program participan
mere than 10 days In each of the first two months of the current year.



Cho

_ghlights of Fi dings

Implementation. High school programs organized around classroom
interventions (SOAR and Strategies) were implemented in a timely way as
were the systemic aspects of high school DPP programs. All middle school
programs were delayed, and all CSO-delivered services in the high schools
and middle schools were delayed.

Implementation, it seems, was enhanced when programs - highly
competible with school organization, that is, built around the classroom
as in SOAR or when the schools were given a great deal of discretion
(ownership) and some planning time as in the school based aspect of the
high school DPP program.

The most poorly implem _ __d programs were middle schools programs where
the design of the initiative (provision of multiple support serviceS)
required the collaboration of several staff, but no planning time was
allocated to allow staff to integrate and orchestrate their activities.

The problem schools encountered in collaborating with community based
organizations initiated with the Central Roard of Education. 'MI s year as
last year the Board of Education did not adequately facilitate the
negotiation of CRO contracts.

Proaram_design. Students reported that the strength of the high school
mini-school program (SOAR and Strategies) was its ability to provide
strong academic support. It had the disadvantage, however, of making
students feel labeled and set apart from the mainstream of life in the
school. Further, our observations suggest that few limited English
proficient (LEP) students can take advantage of this program as there is
no bilingual component. Another serious problem with SOAR was staff
dissatisfaction. Instructional staff felt the students were extremely
unmotivated and hard to teach. In addition, nearly all staff resented
having little input into the overall design of their program.

The DPP high school program may hav_ som thing to teach relative to
student and staff complaints about SOAR. DPP high school students were
very satisfied with the jobs-components of their programs, where they
existed, and the case management component. The staffs, relatively high
level of satisfaction with DPP was based in part on the fact that the
funding of DPP high schOol programs was viewed as adequate whereas AT/DP
funding was not. In addition, staff viewed the freedom to design their
own program as a boon to their enterprise and a source of motivation.

On the deficit side, the DPP program, while often very attractive to the
staff and participants, did not in most schools directly take on the
critical task of improving students' performance in the classroom. npi,
staff recognized that much more needed to be done to strengthen their
programs' relationship to the classroom and academic learning.



Labeling played a negative role in middle school programs, as it did in
SOAR. it was obvious that students in middlo schools yore receiving
special help because they were often pulled out of class to see
counselors, etc. Dissatisfaction was intensified at the middle school
level, moreover, because the students felt not only that they were being
labeled "retarded," but that they were also forced to miss needed
instructional time, in addition, middle school staff, like sDAR staff,
felt some resistance to working with youngsters they viewed as
unmotivated.

Finally, common to all program models was the lack of a meaningful and
successfully implemented strategy tor involving the parents of students.
No other program component was more consistently lacking than parent
participation. It is clear that despite staff's general claim that
families are more implicated in student failure than schools, no means of
involving them in the solution of the dropout problem was found.

To summarize, staff members' evaluations of the design of their programs
aadicated that no single program model was complete. In effect, it
appeared that every school that serves the st-rish could benefit fzom the
combined strengths of a systemic approach, a case management approach, and
a mini-school approach. In addition, all program models suffered from the
lack of parent involvement.

This means that dropout prevention programs must have considerable depth
and breadth, structure as well as flexibility. The key to success is both
to motivate youngsters to come to school and to greatly enhance their
chances of succeeding in the classroom. Some programs do pieces of this
better than othera. The DPP high school jobs-programs seem clearly to be
the most motivating, but Project SOAR is far advanced in addreSsing the
academic needs of youngsters. The most serious problems exist in the
middle schools where youngsters are at times pulled out of class to
receive services. Ultimately the search for effective program models is a
search for organizational structures which can coherently weave together
the matrix of interventions.

CB0 service delivery. SChool personnel offered consistent support for the
idea that CB° staff possess skills that both complement their own and
enlarge the school's capacity to help atarisk youth. Limitations on the
CPO's effectiveness included delays attributable to the process for
awarding contracts at the middle school level (negotiations often took
place between the District Superintendents and 110 Livirgston Street and
bypaseed the schools' principals) as well as the Board's inability to
process contracts in a manner which would permit the CBOs' timely
introduction into the schools, and the CBOs' unfamiliarity with school
procedures.

Schoolawide conditions. The diff culty of the task of dropout preven_ on
is aggravated by several school-wide conditions. The immense size of
schools, the large proportions of below-grade level students, and the
bewildering array of academic programs which flow from t act were cited by
school staff as significant obstacles to dropout preventaon. ironically,
the introduction of dropout prevention programs into the schools worsens
these conditionS. Furthermore, the glaring inadequacy of space for
programs in school buildings was frequently identified as delaying
implementation and slowing the rate of service delivery.

-7-



Chapter_2

Recommendationc

The recommendations which follow relate the foregoIng finding and
conclusions to the key policy decisions facing the Board of Education.
Some have already been acted upon or received a measure of formal
acceptance, and where this is the case it is noted.

A. Targeting Decisions:

1. Continued Emphasison_theMost At-Risk Population

By choosing to serve youngsters who are dropout-prone, rather than those
having incipient or transitional attendance problems, the school system
has targeted a population which is at once needy, very expensive to serve
(See Foley and Crull, 1986), and out of favor. Out of favor, because on
some level, these youngsters are the least motivated of students.
Despite, indeed because of, the remistance to working with the moat
difficult to educate, we recommended that they be the focus of attenti n
in this program, and wa are pleased policymakers maintained that focus in
the 1986-87 school year. The goal of such a targeting decision is to
establish the value that no youngster is expend,eble. All must be
educated.

2. On.oin. Attent_on t _tnitial Year

Students in the AI/DP and DPP programs, experience suggests, will continue
to need support after the program year. Thin is especially true for AI/DP
and DPP students making the transition from middle school to high sch001.
We applaud the fact that the Board of Education has enabled schooln to
design initiatives in the 1986-87 school year which respond to the
continuing needs of students who are technically no longer eligible for
services.

More Attention_to_Limited_English Proficient_Studeetc

The relative success of SOAR makes it important that what appears to be
unintentional discrimination against limited English proficient (LEP)
studente be overcome. LEP students tend to be diecriminated against in
mini-schools because the small scale of theme interventions makes it very
costly to serve students with special needs unless special arrangements
re made in advance.

R. Implementation Requirements:

4. Increased Plannin Local School Intiat1ve ddie Schools

The AI/DP program makes significant organizational demands on middle
schools. To offset the disorganization and fragmentation troubling

1 7



middle school program, increased school-wide planning is necessary. We
believe a productive form is the summer institute for key school and
community program planners. That approach worked well in the Mayor,s
1985-86 dropout prevention program. The institute, icd by the school
principal, can develop and coordinate AT/OP with rsiated school
(especially PREP) and community-based efforts; and integrate their various
lessons for dropout prevention. Such joint pre-planning increases staff
ownership, reduces start-up delays that vitiate program dollars, and more
than compensates for costs. It can also foster meaningful collaboration,
not mere coexistence, between schools and the CB0c with which they work.
The Board of Wucation,s 1986-87 program guidelines, in response to our
recommendation, permit districts and CPOs to use part of their allocations
for summer planning. In the future we would like to sae the planning
process viewed as a necessity and resources especially earmarked.

Planning was one ingredient misning from the middle school initiative.
The other was wise, involved local school decision making. The design of
the program wan narrowly fixed -- down to the percent of a staff member's
time to be spent coordinating the program -- by Board of Education
guidelines. The only major decision the local actors faced was what CPO
to select, and that decision, of course, only pertained to DPP Middle
Schools. Further, it wan made at the district, not the school level,
leaving the middle school principals decidedly disengaged. The Board of
Educatioa has accepted our recommendation that local school leaders
exercise more discretion in program development. This is a good first
step in the direction of establishing a better balance between the Central
Board's understandable preoccupation with accountability and the
imperative of local decision waking.

On- ool-Ba -d Staff flevelo.ent A Teachers

The most frequently reported reason for delays in the school-based aspect
of AIDP/OPP programa was the inability of the nchools to find
instructional staff interested in working with truants who, as a group,
are viewed as unmotivated and extremely difficult to teach. The turnover
rate in instructional staff projected by some SOAP teachers waa above
50%. It ie apparent that unless SOAP and other teachers are helped to
develop the commitment and skills needed to reach truants, many will take
more rewarding assignments.

We therefore recommend school-based staff development structures which
will enable SOAR teachern to integrate the knowledge and experience of
other school staff who have been working with at-risk students, for
example, PREP teachers. Further, we advocate that school psychologists
and guidance counselors be used more extensively to prepare teachers to
deal with the social context presented by SOAR clansrooms.

6. A_Strong Initiative_to Facilitate Contractual Agreements_with C

Serious delays occurred in virtually all programs developed
collaberatively between the schools and community-based organizat ons.
This is the second year of serious service delays due to the contractual

-9-



proceduree adhered to by tho Boa Oducotioe eyotem of assigning
a CEO to an individual attorney r -poneible for facilitating the contract
did not work. -Furthermore, booed upon preliminary aeocooments of the
1986-87 program, the decioion to appoint a special administrator to
OVO7Geo the process did not work odequately either. CBOo in tho 1986-87
school year seem again to be the viCtim Of delays and unwioldly
procedures. Re emphasize the importance of correcting these problems and
call upon the new Board of Education to take whatever measures are
necessary to inetituto procedures that will end them. The Board of
Education clearly requiree aosiotance from other city agencioe (such co
tho Youth Saresa) that are experienced in subcontracting.

It is a good dign, despite continued disappointing results via-a-vio the
contract negotiations, that the Superintendent for Dropout Prevention is
planning to engage staff from the Grand Street Settlement Rousse to
facilitate the aseimilation of other CEOs less familiar with the ochools.

7. Taret Schools

Most of tho achools we visited were oVercrowded. Both roturning truants
and new program staff members placed additional streso on the capacity of
these buildings. The irony of dropout prevention efforts in this cont
is that schools have a powerful countervailing incentive not to
accommodate additional individuale.

mhnn are three alt notire solutloo to the crowding problem: hold doom
enrollment in AI/DP and DPP schools, architecturally or otherwise modify
the use of existing space in these ochools, or find additional room in a
neighboring under-utilized facility. 'Each of the schools must be asked to
project the costs and benefits of each of these approaches and in
collaboration with the Board of Education, make an appropriate selection

Despite the tradition of zoned schools accepting all students in their
catchment area, we think the first solution has considerable merit. It is
hard to reconcile the reality of todayos large, overcrowded, urban school,
rving a preponderance of underprepared studeots with the goal of quality

education for all. Thin is particularly relevant to dropout prevention
because underaehievers, research indicatea, are those most negatively
affected by large echools and overcrowding. For this same reason, leasing
space for minischoole off school groUnds has special merit.

This recommendation has unfortunately not yet resulted in a concrete plan
by the Board of Education to ameliorate the problem.

Program Development:

Strengthen the cademic Component of DPP_Ri h School Pro rams

Many DPP programs evidenced the capacity to increase students, motivation
to attend school via job prOgrams and outreach, but fey developed academic
interventions with sufficient potency fundamentally to affect students,
classroom perforMance. Interventions are needed that will enhance



studente' rote of credit accumulation. Such etategioc include (a) mini-
mchoolno (b) transitional programe to enable yoengetere who enter high
=heel in tha middle of the term to "catch up," (c) breaking eemesters
into ehorter cycles which reduce the time between students' efforte end
reward (credit), and (d) a syetem of of banking points toward creditn,
rather than a hit or miss/all or nothing approach toward credit
accumulation.

9. Minimize UnneeesseyeTracking in pOAR Pregrem

SOAR's groat strength is its forthright intention and capacity to improve
the teaching/learning relationship. Implementation and student
aatisfaction data tend to favor thie approach to the truant. The academic
and emotional needs of youngsters are often so acute and tho maileZream of
our high schools so ill-structured relative to those needs that a special
resource-rich environment set apart from the mainstream of the school
neman _o produce the most immediate benefit for the inventment. The
problem, of courne, is that the SOAR studente are isolated from some
positive espects of overall school life as wo:1 an the negative aspects,
and they often-feel labeled and inferior, and this worke against the goals
f the program We recommend that SOAR programs be required to develop
ntructures for mainstreaming students who could benefit from classes
outside the SOAR track.

10. Incroa

The failure to schedule services in middle schools in such a way that the
"supports" , did mot interfere with the youngsters' instructional program
was contrary to the goals of the program. If the standard organization of
the middle schools is no inflexible that periods cannot be blocked for
nupport services then services should be restricted to before or after
school, or mini-schools like SOAR should be designed to facilitate
reorganization. We have already reeommended increased planning at the
local level to resolve part of the difficulty in program development. We
now stress that one goal of that planning be creating better linkages
between the classroom and the services provided rather than having one
supplant the other.

11. Develo..snt of Alternative Models of Parent Pa i on

No program -- high school or middle school, AIDP or DPP e- has developed a
satisfactory way for integrating parents into the efforts to reduce their
youngsters' truancy-related problems. Indeed knowledge about this sUbject
named to be especially inadequate. More information about successful
alternative approaches involving parents of aterisk adolescents and some
conscious program modeling are required te advance the state of the art.
Mee are likely eources of strength in this effort.

12.

The effectiveness of dropout prevention efforte to ultimately dependent on
the schools' directing resourcee and attention e Dieir overall



instructional pension and considering how thoso policies interact with
jir specific dropout prevention programs. This is one of tho basic

Asights of the DPP high school program which floods to bo introduced into
Jul other program concepts and better defined in the DPP high school

tiative. If the at-risk are to succeed in mainstreamod acedomic
programs, a hoot of issues from school and class siso, admisaions, credit
and security policies, to the focus on instruction and quality of staff
development activities must be addressed.

Efforts to redesign schools and improvo performance relative to the
Comprehensive ASseasment Report (CAR) provide an ideal opportunity for
schools to develop structures and policies that are more sensitive to the
needs of underachievers. We call upon New York City school officials
charged with overseeing those initiatives and 2ho new State Deputy
Commissioner fOr school improvomont in NoW York City to ensure that the
(CAR) ochoo1 o7 piano to meet the new standards include inauguration of
special transitional programa to rointegrate at-risk atudents into
mainstreamed classos, identification end support of youngsters beginning
to become truant or fail courses, and a general review of the
instructional policios.



Chapt__ 4

Findingn

The findings of our atudy of dropout prevention programo in 17 schools
will bo preeented in four general election°. The first includos data
relevant to how well programa vore implemented and what obetaclee to
implementation exieted. The second section presents etaff'e evaluationu
of varioue aspects of the program and their suggestione for reform. The
third Section coneiders students' satisfaction with program activities/
staff. In the final pection, we examine characterintice of the larger
school context which influence the task of dropout prevention.

I. Program Implementation

Level of PrograM Implementation. The extent to which programs were
ieplemented was aseesoed in two waya. _First, wo created an index of the
proportion of the poroonnel budget that had net been expanded by the end
of the first half of the school year due to hiring deleye.1 Second, we
identified opecific program services which were not Provided or which eare
not eupplied at the level intended even though the eervico provider wan in
place.

Personnel. In Table 1 the average percent of percoenel budget dollars
that were not spent is arrayed by program type; these values are expressed
as "percent funds accruing" to the next year's budget. The values show
that some program typee had very little money left unspent by mid-year
while others had as much gm one-fifth remaining. This indicatee that some
programs had nuccessfully hired program pereonnel during the fall and
that others were still in tha process of hiring staff as late as February,

6.

It ie important ro note that the percentage figurem represent coneervative
ates of program accruals. For example, in many cases only the month

in which a staff member was hired wao supplied, In those cases wa
pro-rated budget expenditures from the first of that month. In addition,
in order to give echoole the benefit of the doubt, we assumed that staff
members who had not been hired by the time of our February data collection
would be hiied in that month.

It is evident from the table that high school programs with the exception
of the CFO component of these programa were well implemented at least with
respect to the percent of staff that had been hired. The high school CFO
components and all parte of the middle school programs, on the other hand,
had substantially greater difficulty in bringing their full staff on
board. Delays in programs operated by CBOs were to be expected as
contra t negotiations with the Board of Education were quite protracted.

1 Thefte delays, of course, generally do not result in actual accruals
because variances are obtained enabling the school to reassign the money
to alternative mete in the program.
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Service provicion. In order to determine whether °toff who had been hired
ware able to carry out all their prescribed functione, we asked the etaff
membere wo interviewed to identify any tanke that they wore not executing
at all or in full. Again, it lc clear that, in general, hEgh school
programs with tho exception of CEO components fared better than middle
school programs.

High school programs failed to implement a number of program elements,
such as tutoring and group counseling cervicee in AIDP programa an4
tutoring, staff'development and some slabs and after aermol classes in DPP
programa. High school CEO ;staff reported failure to provide sUbstantial
numbere and kinds of cervices, including jobs and vocational training for
the most pert and extracurricular activitiea and parent groups to a leaser
extent. Again, thin delay flowed from the lat0 approval of contracte.

Middle school programs also had not imPlemonted a number of aorvicec. In
P.IDP cchtola a lc.,7=q3 pxoportioa o p1anno4 aZtor ochool vti warc)
not taking place in 3 of 4 echoole visited; in addition staff reported not
yet being able to provide attendance incentivec, group counseling, and
parent workohops among other items. In DPP middle schools:, where CB08
were responsible for the bulk of program nervices, school staff appeared
to be carrying out most of their assigned tasks. CB0 staff, however,
reported failure to implement significant program elements ouch am, a.m.
:school, p.m. eche-01 claaaee, health screening, and career awareness
workshops. In one school the lack of an available telephone prevent d
staff from making contacts with students' familiee.

An a kind of validity check on the data described above and of intoront In
_its own right is the finding that 13 cf 17 principals: interviewed

expressed difficulty in implementing their programs. Of the four who did
not perceiv any difficulty, one had a SOAR program; the other throe did
not take into account the CEO components of their program and were, in
fact, the DPP schoolts which showed fairly high levels of implementation of
the school component of the program.

Obstacle, to Program Implementation. principals, program faci_itators,
and staff members; were asked what difficulties they had in implementing
the program and-why. Principals answered these questions from the point
of view of general program management;'staff addressed the particular
program elements which they were struggling to implement.

Problems with program management. Congruent with the levels of staff
deployment described abOve, principals cited the difficulty of recruiting
teachers and hiring CB0 staff as the chief obatacle to implementing their
programs. The hiring of CB0 staff lay clearly beyond the aphere of school

_

re spon s ib 11 ty: achools had reached agreements with their CBOs about the
kind of program that the CBOs would met up In the achools (where schools
were given this role), but in every case it was the fellness of the Board
of Education to process CEO contracts on a timely basis which prevented
CDOs from introducing themselves in the schools early in the achool year.

-15e
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Teacher recruitment en the other hand wee an in-houce iecue. Pgc
budgets very often allocated funds for per cceslen hoza to pay tocchora
and counselors to carry out before or after school programs. Virtually
ell echools with per eeesion funds, however, had difficulty attracting the
number of staff members required to execute the activities which had been
planned to occur outside the normal school day.

A third commonly cited obstacle to implementation was the lack
needed to accemmodate new staff members. All the DPP high schools, which
had both eystemic and CDO program comp-Oriente and, thus, large progrem
staffs, were unable to provide adequate epaee and facilities for their
personnel. Middle ochooln also reported space shortages. Consequently,
even tbough the full Staff wan not on board in any of the schools, there
was not enough space to physically accommodate the ntaff that was
present. DPP facilities, often a large room or suite of =all officen,
wore crowded with people each trying to Condect bnsiness with students or
other etaff In the midet of many ethane; they were noiey, nnd there rlom
conetant interruptions. Likewise, counaelore had to Aare their officee
with other couheelors with the result that they could not see the number
of students dictated by their caseloads because their requirements for
etudent privacy-could not be met.

Finally, eeedeluateemechaneems Toreproeram planning ware often cited as a
hindrance to program implementation. Among ATDP middle schoolo the
Boardlo lack of provision for pre-planning was bitterly resented. School
administrations expressed a preference for beginning program planning in
June of the preceding year, but the reality was that they were handed
program guidelines at tha start of the school year. Consequently, routine
programming which had already taken place in the schools often conflicted
with the new requirements of the dropout prevention effort. DPP middle
achoole did not make the same complaint since they did not provide
services themaelveso rather the Mee did.

in DPP high schools, where summer planning was budgeted and carried out,
planning was deemed inadequate for on-going needs. A1DP high school
program staff (Depressed the same difficulty. These programs found it
difficult to establish common planning periods for program staff during
the school year that could be used to eoordinate activities and solve
problems as they arose. Clearly, it was not easy to schedule several
staff for a common period especially in schools which used multiple day
schedules to accOmmodate large enrollments in which cases staff were
arriving and leaving school at different times of the day.

Problema with program elements). In some AIDP middle schools, staff
repOrted being unable to implement budgeted incentive programs
(awards/prizes for attendance) and other activities on account of the
Bearden unresponsiveness to their request for funds for these iteme.
Further, some programs were unable to bring parents in for conferences in
the numbers they intended. Again, staff placed the blame on lack of
response. In DPP middle schools, there was only one program which

-16-
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reported flte to implement e mervice bczo they could not get fuedo
roleened for it. Generally epoaking, there was little convergence ecroac
DPP middle schoolo on the program elemente thot wore moot trotbleoome to
eat up; staff in each ochool reported a number of activities that had not
boon adequately implemented, but these varied from echool to echool.

Staff in one AIDP high echool aloe were frustrated in trying to gain
acceoo to or get reimbursed for funds for their incentive program.
Additionally, and more generally, AIDP schools had trouble making their
tutorials conform to the Board of Edueation'a program guidelines and
arranging a linkage with their feeder middle schools. In both cases, the
schools cited vague and delayed communication from the Board regarding
these particulat program activition. OPP high oehooIe reported having
problems implementing some parte of their programa, 0.g., p. m. ochool,
mini-school; they shared na common denominators in terms of program types
or source of problemo, however.

Finally, ne .ly _very school logged their sonoe of fructration in getting
students to particinate in the program. Staff reported difficulty
contacting atudente in the community, getting them to attend activitioa
once they were in school, enthusing and motivating them. This fact is
hardly aurprising given that it is the very problem the staff are nuppoped
to addreee. Student dieinterest does not account for leek of progr
attendance in every cane, however. In both DPP high schoOlo and AID!)
middle Scheele staff felt that insufficient effort had been made to inform
students of the availability of program activities; and in DPP middle
schools staff reported that teachers were reluctant to releace etudente
from classics to attend these activitiee.

aluatione of the Fr

Several arolectione were framed to elicit etafffs appraisal
eatinfaction with specific dimensions of their program. For example,
staff members were aeked to name the best and worst parts of the program;
to rate their satisfaction with the major taska they carried out; to judge
the CSO's contribution (where this 1188 relevant); to discuss the level of
input they had into program design and the programos impact. Their
responses have been organized around program issues which we view an
playing key roles in the ultimate success or failure of these programs.

Satisfaction with program governance._ No other issue generated more
discussion and concern than the manner in which the Board of Education
collaborated with schools in implementing the dropout prevention programs.
Two very different stylen of collaboration were evident across schools:
A/OP Ligh school programs and all middle school programs were highly
prescriptive and did not allow for much Input from the schools. DPP high
school programs, on the other hand, permitted school staff to ahape their
program in large part. The impact 0f the different stylee became clear in
the context of staffs' responeen to questions about obstacles to timely



rreeeram lootatin. o else naked principalo and otaff
their cultic ofection with the level of input thoy had into =regret] deei
and with tE_Iie monitoring procedure-0 with which they had to abide.

Frograel inEe /out. Principals were melted to indicate the level of i=eezzet they
and their c. oteff had in the design of their program and the signiriZacance
that cerrid for theta. Reeponsee to the first quention were neo=ely
dichotoreoum_s: Some schools had almost complete nay in i=ograte
othera had none. Table 2 shove the percent input into program deseign
principele and °toff maid they had across achool progr=s. The -==e- all

amount Of weerariability in these responses within each program typ suggeste
that they eeeee reliable. X. can be seen that ataff in all middle =choolo,
regardless of whether they were AMP or DPP, had next to no inpu= into
dotertainie=ree the ohapo of their dropout prevention offomete. Xn
the eteff ==tf high school SOAR programs had no say. By sharp conf-eeasto the
staff of tleiLhe high achool with a strategies vrogram and all staff high
schools] Vd.le systemic programs felt they controlled program dernie to a
very great eutent. In theme schools, principale reported that

perintereent of dropout prevention also had a small role to plee. Only
in the elle DPP high school with a CBO-dominant progrnm did the a.mff
appear te =lacy a more ntortedicto 1c.

In order toe= determine the significance of having a lot or no inpteet into
the design of the program, we aoked principals to diecuse any preeelems
they had Wi.--eeth the amoimt of input they had. Principals of middle- schools
voiced decided unhappiness with the fact they were handed progre.mm as
opposed 'to allowed to help shape one. Specifically, some princip.eals
expreesed t=ehe feeling that they simply did not know what was goirtea on --
that they ~ere responsible for a program for which they were suppseMied no
rationale,. Several principals complained that because they had 'Levied noinput, the wogram was not tailored to- their schools, needs, e.g. e one
identified the need for staff development, an item for which thereat was no
budgetary ceronsideration. Other principals expressed strong
diesatiefeeeetion with the lack of wiedom of student eligibility cri-teria
and the lieeeited provision for program leadership, i.e., a .4 Dell time
equivalent (PTE) program facilitator instead of the full FTE faci=itator
they felt Webs program required.

Principals re of high schools with SOAR or the CRO-dominant programs
Fre:teed se trailer dissatisfactions with having to work within pro.eara

guidelines r=rsot of their own choosing. The former would have prefemtrred to
broaden tateseecient eligibility criteria and to develop jobs for studeserats; tho
latter wouled have chosen another CBO.

/taring la:procedures. We asked principals how they they felt alx=eut the
procedures St-the Board impoaed on the schools for monitoring and cav1uation
purposes. WiThile a fw middle school principals and a similar num1=eer of
high school principals expreseed appreciation for the need for pri=eciram
evaluative, the overwhelming majority of principals complained abmweset the
burden theseees procedures placed on school staff. Five of eight mieltedle
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echool principals nd seven of nine high school principals hold thie
view. Further, when staff members were ached to enumerate the worst
anpecte of their programs, no item was mentioned more frequently than the
onerous amount of paperwerk they were required to produce to document
program service delivery; staff were required to note all etudent
contacts, placements, and referrals.

Evaluation of program staff. Principals widely indicated that program
staff were selected on the basis of apecial compotenciee and general
suitability for working with dropout prone youth. Exceptions to this were
found at the middle school level where principals of two AIDP and two DPP
programs reported that staff had been selected on the banis of seniority.
In one of these cases, a principal's choice for program facilitator had
been contested by another faculty member and reversed-eon the banis of hie
nenior statue. For the most part, however, program otaff (excluding CBO
personnel) tended to be newer faeuity members: 70% of staff meohers had
been in the school fewer than ten years across both high and middle
echools; in fact, in middle schools, nearly a third of the nen-CRO °toff
were new that year. In view of these facto, middle echools appeared to
have the worst Of both worida in that they more often selected ataff on
the tennis of ceniority alone and had new, ineeperienced etaff with which
to contend.

In addition, we asked principals to assess their staff's need for special
training for dropout prevention assignmenta. All principals said that
staff needed apecial training for their work, but only a smaller number
anknnwledged tlgat they were not able to provide such training fro- #11*4.-
staff. In particular, principals with SOAR programa indicatd a lack of
staff training. This in not surprising given that these programs place
special demands oe Tesachers in terms of curriculum development and
instructional techeique geared to aterisk students. Two principals with
systemic programs and two principals at the middle school level als-
expressed a need for staff training. These data may well underrepresent
the true need for training, however, since it was our impression that
principals were reluctant to portray their staff an inadequate.

Evaluation of the_CPO_com :nent. We asked the principals aa well as
school staff to evaluate the Coos contribution. Principals uniformly
characterized CEO staff as bringing special Strengths to the dropout
prevention initiative. These strengths were identified in terms of their
having greater familiarity with the communities and families ef at risk
students and especially relevant counseling skills in such areas as crisis
intervention, family therapy, and vocational guidance; weaknesses ware
perceived as the CRON lack of familiarity with school procedures and
students.

School Staff with few exceptions echoed their principal's endorsement of
CRO staff; nearly all felt the CPO had been helpful. There was a hint of
cempetitiveness between school and CPO couneelors as revealed in ene
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counselor o comment that the cBO etef got the chcillonginq counee ing
assignmente while school counselors were r gated the routine academ
monitoring and paperwork.

on with tudont bi other isms) which we
explored carefully was_ the st he criteria which were need to
inc ude or exclude students from direct services. Strict guidelines
regarding students' eligibility had been set in the 1985-86 legislati n.
We wished to determine staff'e response. Principals were asked to
evaluate the appropriateness of the criteria. The majority judged them to
be misguided. Interestingly enough three of four school principals who
did not complain about them had systemic programs which were allowod to
tarest all students in the ninth and tenth grades; the other had a middle
echool CEO-only program. Of those who complained, most felt the criteria
were too restrictive and needed to be expanded to include less seriously
truant atudente. Principals indicated theee "borderline" students wore
more motivated to attend, but evidenced problems which could load to more
serious truancy and dropout: they reasoned that eZforts directed at these
students were more likely to produce results, whereas intervention with
the targeted students would be futile. Some felt that the criteria should
be expanded to include "cutters" and students who ware consistently late
as well. Only one principal suggested the criteria should include even
harder core students, that is, the long-term absentee or student who in
enrolled but does net attend and cannot be located easily.

Program staff were also asked wheth r they felt there were etudents in
need of dropout prevention services who had been excluded from them. The
majority across all programs, 82% of all respondents, said yea. Tho list
of needy students they collectively generated suggests the depth and
breadth of the at-risk Student population, only a percentage of which are
served by dropout prevention programs. The list includes:

academically handicapped students such as PREP students
cutters;

tranefere
all entering ninth graders--they are undergoing

* streseful transition year
students experiencing eunew culture such as those from the

Caribbean and Central America
atudents with behaviOr problems
student's with multiple family problemn who may need

counseling and positive role models
Special Education students
students who currently manifest serious truancy (an opposed

to showed the problem laet year)
any etudent who wants to participate on account of interest

in a particular activity that is offered
students in the 6th and 7th grades who have not yet

developed bad habite
all etudents--they are all a Ask in this school
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When staff memb tre asked whether there were tergetted ctudents for
whom the program did not work, ogain, a m_ ority, 72%, responded
affirmat vely. Their characterimation of these students agreed with some
principale, view that incorrigibles had been selected to participate in
the program. That is, staff at the high school and, to S lesoor extent,
at the middle school level felt that there were students with severe
emotional problems, from troubled families, whose parents had failed to
instill a valuing of educational goals, who had disciplinary problems or
used druge that were simply beyond help. Further, some otaff believed
studente with peer attendance who were academically handicapped and
overage could not benefit from the program.

Princip,lo and program staf
several opportunities to evaluate the design of their programs.
Principals ware asked to identify the hest and worst parts of th ir
programs and the changes that needed to be made to improve them. staff
were queried in a parallel manner. Their responses have been organized
into three categories to sharpen our understanding of the 1) strengths
current programs; 2) changes that could improve programs at current
funding lovolo; and 3) additional features which are needed to optimize
existing program designs--which would also require additional funding. In
Table 3, these three categories of reoponses are arrayed by program tyPe;
distinctions between different types of ATOP and DPP programs are not made
since differences in program content are minimal. Only comments that
appeared to have some currency among staff arm included in the table; in
other words, idiosyncratic remarks were discarded. Comments 7-Tere

made by staff in every program of a given type are uuderliner gcussion
of these data will follow the order in which program types arc ieonted
in the table.

SOAP/Strategies High Schools. The most effective focturoc cIted by staff
define the essential character of SOAR:and Strategies programs: small
classes (20 students) which have curriculum tailored to the needs of
unmotivated students and which provide cicar relationships between
teachers and students and among students.

Ways in which existing program designs could be enhanced included both
curriculum and staff development. Staff expressed the need for better
curriculum and equipment and materials to support the curriculum. They
also felt teaching would be more effective if Some teachers were to adopt
a more conntructive attitude about educating difficult students. A
problem that was, unique to there programs since they were the only ones
which programmed students into special classes was that students felt
their peers thought of them as Special Education students or as different;
staff felt that this labeling needed to be addressed in some way.
Finally, staff indicated that reducing the amount of paperwork they had to
do would increase their level Of contact with students.



Table 3

Pr29 rep_Escription9, Toet_Fffective Features
to Eshance_and_Complement_Cbrrent_Pri

PrOtaM TZpO

ATDP High Scheele:
Blocked ClaSsea with
special foCusg curriculum,
guidance and outreach.

DPP High Schools:
C80 case meng4t;
mchoolde activitioe$
guidance and outreach.

AMP Middle Schools:
Chrricular and recreational
offerings, tutoring,
guidance and outreach.

DPP Middle Schools:
CM, curricular and
recreational activities,
tutoring; guidance and outreach.

and Chan an
_am Oneigne

Moot Effactiveyeatur-L

Small clasnes, tailored curric_ um
better supervision, moe contact
bett7son teachers ane rltre077nto
group cohecion.

Conflict mediation training,
7ocational training, counseling,
attendance monitoring, outreach,
private bueiness program, Jobe,
incentives, high interest
activities.

Before/after/Saturday curricular and
extracurricular activities,
tutoring, paracnalized attention to
students, incentives, attendance
monitoring, home viaits, counseling.

Same as for AMP middle schools



Tablo 3 (c*ntod.)

awn on_Neoded to Enhcneo
pAizta9_Lr-,LT3

Carriculu..1 development, co
equipment/materiele, OVOZCOMO
labelling, mere dedicated ata2E,
less_peserwork.'

-ticnal development: b
_d etaff/CE0 coerdin

articulation bates= couneeling and
toaching functions and acre=
programs, more space; greater
atudent awareness of program,
feelings of belonging to pregr-
lees pc rwork.

Or gnizttona1 developmen better
staff coordination, network of ArbP
staff ncrons schools, oqrao
coherence; greater stulent awareness,
group cohesion, better
treined/superviaed tutoro, more
dedicated staff, lege_pmperwork.

Organizational development: echool/
OBO coordination; more eguipeont/
materials, better trained tutore,
more regular syetem of meeting with
studente, leee_peporwork,

2r.ieting Pr- =rase

Social servicee, Jobe, career
awarenese. common ty scppert,

_:ent in

Acadomie componont: trancit
gor Veturned trutnto, moro h
intoreet academic offeringe
(remedial, vocational, aex/
parenting classee), miniwochool,
tutoring; extracurriculare,
Jobe, childcare, batter middle/
high echool linkage, student
Input, steff development, more
etaff. _rent involvement.

Socia_ vicc, more variod
high intereet curriculum and
activities, achoolvide
attendance incentives, staff
development, more guldance and
outreach staff, par.:Jnt
involvement.

Expanded high-intereet
curriculum, incentives, trips
outside neighborhood, vocational
training, more guidance and
outreach staff, parent
involvement.



Features which needed to bo added to these p ogramo to maximize their
effectiveness resembled the kinds of services that CSOs supplied in other
schools. These were social cervices and job preparation/vocational
counseling. In addition staff strongly cupported the idea of placing
their students in jobs. Other features which they felt their programs
needed included more community support especially in the form of job
programa and greater parental support of and involvement in their dropout
prevention effort.

DPP High Schools. DPP high school programs consisted of CSO counseling
services for truants and a systemic component devoted to general school
improvement which Included a variety of efforts to improve School
eecurity, student participation in school life, etc. Staff cited a wide
assortment of program offerings au being eopecially beneficial. ThC
included CBO type services such as mediation training, vocational training
and intent:Ave couneeling; private businese programs and otaff-developed
jobs; and in-house services such as rewarde/incentives for echool
attendance, high interest clasees, extracurricular activities, attendance
monitoring end outreach to absentees.

The chief way in which they believed their programs could bp onhonced vno
through improving the organization and management of them. This was not
urprising given the scope of services and number of staff members

associated with these programs. Specifically, staff reported the need for
better coordination between school and CEO personnel and among echool
staff; better articulation of counseling and teaching functions which
sometimes compete for the same student; better integration and less
redundancy of services across the several high school programs; and more
office space to accommodate the increased nunber of school personnel.
Secondly, staff indicated that greater effort to inform students of
program offerings and even Of the exietence of the program was needed and
that students, sense of belonging to a program should be atrengthened.
Lastly, staff complained that the paperwork was exceseive.

Staff had several suggestions for expanding current programs. Even though
these programs provided a variety of services, staff expressed the view
that current offerings had limitations. In contrast to the AIM/ programs
which revolved around blocked claSSOS$ but lacked Social services, OPP
programs aupplied CEO services in the absence of sUbstantive curricular
structures in many cases. Chief among them was the lack of a mechanism
for easing the returned truant into regular classes. Staff were keenly
aware that students who had fal7en behind their classmates because of
their absenteeism would flounder once they were reintroduced into the
classroom and most likely return to previous patterns of truancy. In fact,
the failure to provide such a transition aid emerged as a central irony of
these programs: while conaiderable effort waS expended on student
outreach, i.e., getting the student to come to school, little forethought
appeared to have been given to a method for remediating students to make
them class-ready. To address this need one school set up an "academic
mentoring room* during the second half of the school year; existing funds
were reallocated for two teachers each of whom would tutor returned
truants for two periods e day.
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In addition, staff of DPP programe wanted to expend offerings of high
interest academic classes of a remedial as well am vocational and special
interest nature (e,g., sex education and parenting claeces). Some felt
the best form of providing these would be a mini-school tailored to
motivating truants (act one school had). Ot-ner staff felt the addition of
tutoring, extracurricular activitiee, job placement, and/or childcare
services waa needed to give truants the full complement of support they
required to succeed in school. A more elaborate Byatem for smoothing
middle school students' tranaition to high school alco was deemed
important. While middle/high school linkage programs were included in
currant program designs, some judged them to be inadequate. Finally,
student input into program design, staff development, greater parent
involvement, and more staff to provide services ware cited as items which
could profitably enlarge tho Gcopa of 0:acting programa.

AIDP Middle Schools. ATOP middle school programa connieted of
school-based (as opposed to CBO-based) academic classes, recreational
activities, tutoring, guidance and outreach for truants. Ae with high
school programs, AIDP middle school program staff gave high marks to their
programs. They valued the expanded school day an a means of providing
truants with more engaging activities; they judged the tutoring and
increased individualized attention to students as crucial; they found the
incentives, attendance monitoring, and Counseling very helpful.

niven the multiplicity of aervices to integrate in these programs, it is
not surprising that one of the ways in which staff felt the program could
be most improved was through an improved orchestration of servicee.
Specifically, staff cited the need for better staff coordination, program
coherence and a network of AIDP staff across middle school programs for
sharing information. An with high school DPP programs, staff also felt
students did net Participate to the extent they should because they lacked
awareness of program offerings and if they did participate lacked any
sense of group cohesion. Staff inadequacizq were also issues for these
programs: staff cited the need to better train and supervise the tutors
used in the program and to attract more dedicated teachers. Finally, a
reduction in paperwork was sought.

Staff of AIDP middle echool programs wanted to complement their existing
programs with both more of the same and different activities. For
example, many staff members thought their current curricular offerings
were not varied enough and should be expanded; they wanted to extend
incentives for attendance to all students. At ttot same time they felt
that the need for Social and intensive counseling serv'ices which was met
by Mee in other typea Of programa was not addressed In their own. They
also expressed a need to augment their own guidance end outreach staff, to
have staff development take plaCe and to cellaborate with parents in
attempting to improve their children's attendance.

DPP Middle Schools. DPP middle school programs offered essentiLlly the
same array 0f activities es did AIDP programs but did so through CDO
personnel. Again, staff affirmed the value of these services and the
general thrust of the program model.
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Their suggestiono for improving tho exi t:lng program included increasing
coordination between the ochool end the OBO etaff, supporting activitioc
with more equipment and materiels, and providing training for tutoro.
Staff felt a more regular syotem of meeting with etudente needed to be
built into the program. These Staff members alao indicated that reducing
the amount of paperwork they had to do would be a boon to their work.

Staff wanted to round out their current program offerings by expending
their high-intereat curriculum and system of incentives, by conducting
trips outside the school neighborhood,'and by providing vocational
training. As for AIDP middle schoole, etaff In DPP middle schoole felt
more school guidance and outreach staff were required to serve truants
effectively. Finally, otaff hclievad that tha need for parental zuppezt
of their objectives had to be addressed in a programmatic way.

Summary. By way of summarizing these important data on the adequacy of
program designs from the point of view of those who have the greatest
familiarity with them, two points can be made. First, program staff
widely endorsed the servicea they were currently providing; no single typo
of service einn Identified ao mloguided.or lacking in potential
usefulness. This is a striking finding given the divernity of services

_ presented by these programs and the general frankneaa with which we
observed staff to respond to our queotiona. It ia also an extremely
important finding in view of the Board's responsibility for organizing a
city-wide dropout prevention effort based upon meaningful, potentially
effective strategies of intervention.

Second, no single type of program was fully adequate: program staff at
each school We visited indicated that current Services. were appropriate
but limited in important respects. Interestingly, the services that
typified one program were often cited ex a missing element of another.
For sxample, SOAR and strategies programs, both classroom-baeed models,
lacked social aervices and vocatiOnal training, in a word, CSO type
servic high school DPP programs often evidenced the notable absence of
specific ademic/curricular interventions for truante.

Satisfaction with program funding. The school"' appraisal of program
shortfalls such,ae the above lead logically to questions of the adequacy
of funding for the programe. We ticked principals to evaluate both per
capita spending and the size of their overall budget in relation to the
scope of their attendance/dropout problem. Their responses provided
additional insight into the inherent limitations of different program
modeler

All program models- budgets were based in part on a $1000/student retie.
AIDP and DPP pregrams in middle school' received a base amount of $150,000
and Were inetructed to serve 150 truants: AIDP high achool programa were
allocated approximately $200,000 to serve 150 truants and to cover a
limited number of related needs. A different funding formula Wee used
for DPP high sehools: they received $150,000 plus $1000 x the number of
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student° that matched the attendanc c he number of etudente was
baceed on the eine of each school'a qualifying population. DPP budgete
wore as large as $800,000 or $900,000 in come casee. Importnntly, while
middle school and AIDP high school program dollare had to bo op-ant on
services" for targetted truante Only, DPP high schools were able to 'vend
meney on general Sewell imprevemont 40 well as CEO aerViCee to truant00

Frincipale of DPP high schools' wore satisfied with per capita
opending--perhapc becauee per capita spending was leas relevant to their
efforts than the overall size of their budgete. Principale of AIDP high
schools and both AIDP and DPP middle schoel programs, however, tended to
view per capita'spending as inadequate. That is, in thee() _schools which
wore held to spending $1000/student and in the high schools, somewhat
more, principals felt the per capita (Tending level was not high enoUgh to
meet students' needs. AIM, high echos' prinCipale indicated that current
per capita Spending could not be stretched to Cover the coots of testa and
curricUlar materials, incentives, and other equipment they viewed as
program requisites. Middle school principals paid par capita spending did
not permit staffing Dwain commennurate with student needs. They cited
the .4 FTE alloeation for a program facilitator as an example of funding
inadequacy; there wee consensual that one PTE was required to manage the
program effectiVely. In addition, middle school principals said per
capita apending did not begin to cover the costs of the additional ataff,
particularly guidance and outreach staff, they felt were needed.

When principals-were asked whether their program dollars reached the
numbers Of students who required assistance, a different pattern of
responses was obtained. All DPP and AIDP high school principals expressed
the view that their budget did not addrece the full ecope of the
attendance/dropout problem in their school; half of the middle school
principals endorsed that view.

High school principals defined the scope of the problem in terms that
tended to correspond with their particular program model. That is,
consistent with the gyetemic concept, Moat DPP high school principals said
their budgets should be augmented to permit them to direct school-le:We
tmprovement efforts at all Students in-the school, instead of only ninth
and tenth graders* They seemed committed to the view that overall echool
improvement was,needed to effect aubstantial change in attendance and
dropout rates* AIDP high school principals wanted increased spending in
order to serve the much larger numberaeof at-risk students in their
schools than were stipulated by the Sobrd. Of those middle school
principals who felt overall program spending was inadequate, some desired
additional funds for school-wide improvement; others wanted money to serve
larger numbers of needy students*

Job satisfaction._ in addition to assessing how principals and erogram
utaff viewed various aspects of the programs in which they took eart4 we
examined atafflo satisfaction with the major tasks they performed. Staff
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members were asked to name tha central tasko they carried out; to rat
their level of satisfaction with these activities on a 5-point scale whar-
fs not satisfied and 5 is vexy satisfied; and to indicate their reasons

for the rating° they made. An individual,e satisfaction ratings were then
averaged acrosa activities. Table 4 contains average satiefaction ratings
for guidance counaelers, teachers, naraprofessional staff, e.g., family
assistant, and CRO staff by each of the four types of nrOgrams included in
our sample. The average ratings are based on a small number of employees,
but reflect the steady trends in staff responses that were observed. In
any case, wo use these data to make only general points about staff
satisfaction.

At the coot genarel level Table 4 chews that ataff natnfactlon
average (3.0) or *love average in every category except teachers in AIM,
high schools. This finding suggests there there may be no pervaaive
morale problem among ataff and probably reflects another general finding
that staff felt current programa were basically sound, if in need of
expansion. The below average ratings of teachere in AMP high school
programs deserve attention, however, since those individuals have the moot
direct and sustained contact with truant students of any school employee.
The aspect of their job that they least liked was tutoring studente during
the period of the day that had set aside for it; they never gave a rating
of above 2 on this activity. The reasons for their dissatisfaction
included their feeling that too little planning and organization had
guided the implementation of the tutorial sessions and that students were
too unmotivated to attend regularly. Ratings of their instructional
acsignments ware somewhat higher, about average. The reasene that these
ratings were not higher concerned lack of curriculum planning and the lack
of challenge inhering in teaching lowlevel

Table 4 also reveals that CRO staff were among those staff members who
expressed the highest levels of satisfaction with their jobs. This ie an
important finding given the neer-experimental quality of including CBOs in
school dropout prevention programs; itindicates that CRO staffs are
relatively content with their new roles in the school. It may also be
aignificant that school guidance counselors who worked with CRO staff and
shared common task° with them rated their job a full point higher on the
average than those couneelors who did not collaborate with MO8.

Appraisal of_progrem impact. Since programs had not been fully
implemen-ted and could not be expected to demonstrate effects on student
attendance and dropout by mid-year, we deemed it important to examine
aff's personal expectations and observations of success and the "side

effects" that programs may have already had on the school. A formative
evaluation of this type can offer greater explanation of later program
success/failure than an evaluation of the success/failure criteria alone.
We aeked principals and staff whether they thought the program was having
a positive effect on students and in what other ways the program affected
school.
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Tablo 4

7 A
a

Job

Counselors 'ranchers

Dr10.,.

CSO Stn2fmilsullsaa

AIDP High Schools 3.3 (3) 2.3 (4) 4.0

DPP High Schools 4.4 (7) 3.4 (G) 4.4 (7) 4.1 (8)

AIDP Middl la 3.1 (4) 3.5 (6) 4.3 (5)

DPP Middle Schools 4.3 (3) 3.8 (5) 3.7 (2) 4.1 (8)

a

Mdmbere in parenthosea represent the number of omplOyees who provided
ratings.

HO CHO Staff were inc1dod in proqraL.



Specifically, ooed principale whether their program eooeed to be
improving student attendance. Nearly all felt students, attendance had
increased no a result of participating in the program; a few ea:pre:lased the
view that it was too soon to toll. Principals also indicated whether they
thought thn program had improved student academic performance. Less than
half felt it had; the majority thought it was premature to make a judgment
since classroom performance might take longer to change than attendance.
Not surprisingly, staff of middle school programa tended to endorse
present program effectiveness the leant strongly of any group probably
owing to the weak implementation of their programs. Virtually all staff
members felt that their program would improve student attendance in the
future.

Principals) were also asked to comment on the kind of effect their program
had had on non-targetted students, teaching faculty, and school
management. Almost every principal thought the program had poaitively
influenced atudents who did not participate in the program; they felt
these students were "cocking up" the e*tra school support and emphasis on
etendance. There was, however, some sense that PREP students had been
shortchanged in the preenzo of chifting attantion away from academic
handicaps to truancy.

With regard to the impact of programs on teachere, principals, responses
were more mixed. The majority indicated that the program had helped
teachers in as much as it provided them with a referral System and, to a
lesser extent, because it supplied staff development, increased attendance
monitoring, and sometimes smaller claases. Several prineipals, however,
identified negative effects on teachers. These included greater class
preparation requirements, more paperwork, having to handle an increased
number of dieciplinary problems (because truants were back in school), and
having students "pulled out" of class to participate in the program.

Interestingly, the majority of principals took a rather dim view of the
program,s impact on school management and, perhaps, more particularly, on
them. Twelve principals (out of 17) felt the dropout prevention programs
increaaed the difficulty and complexity of school administration since it
simply added to the number of programs and staff to monitor. This finding
deserves serious Consideration given the truly extensive number and
diversity of programs that exist in the sehools. Some of these principals
also cited the inadequacy of space, materials, and security that had
resulted from the introduction of these programa to their school. On the
other hand, Several principals cited positive effects such an the more
effective handling of student problems with more specialized personnel and
the freeing up of staff to work on teaks more in line with their
expectations and, finally, the general improvement in the climate of the
school. Neither positive or negative evaluations emanated from any
particular type of program.
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Student Satisfaction

As had been done with ataff, student° were eoked to identify the beet and
worst featuree of the program in which they participated; te explain how
the program could be more helpful; to rate their satisfaction with tho
program overall and more specifically with the program activitioo and
mtaff whe carried them out; and, finally, te indicate whether the program
had helped them to come to school more often. Tho moults of the analyseo
of their responses are discussed below.

Satisfaction with program._ Students were given the opportunity to
indicate how wall they liked the program in general; they were asked
whether they liked the program "a lot", "a little", er "not at all." The
percentage of students who liked the program a lot is shown for each
program category in Table 5. Quite large majorities of students
(70%-80%) reported strong liking for their program with the exception of
students in DPP middle schools where a more moderate majority OWAi did
so. Again thin program suffered from Very late implementation.

To gain a more Opecific understanding of student satisfaction, students
aleo were aaked to identify program staff with whom they had had contact
during the first half of the school year and to indicate whether they
liked the "kind of things you talk about or do together" "a lot", "a
little", er "not at all." The percentage Of their responsee which fell
into the "a lot" category for each of the four program types is presented
in Table 5. It can be seen that the overwhelming majority of responses
indicated a etrOng liking fOr program activities in both AIDP and DPP high
school programa and in AIDP middle echoel pregrams; in DPP middle achool
programs a moderate majority of reepefteee expressed the same degree of
liking.

The reasons students gave for their ratings revealed that they simply
enjoyed the staff eersone with whom they interacted: students reported
that these persens were "nice," "fun," "understanding," "concerned," and
"helpful." Seme also mentioned that they found the activities fun and
interesting and that they ware getting more than in "regular school."
Students in iien school programs were more likely than middle school
student° to say-they relished having someone to talk to; in addition,
students in high school programa whieh placed students in jobs expressed
especially strongr Peeitive feelings about their job. pm, middle school
studenteg explanations ef their low ratings of staff and activities
concerned their dislike of talking about their problems with both echool
and DSO counselore.

2 Students in one DPP high school program were dropped from this analyeis
baleen:me they had no knowledge of a dropout prevention program per se.
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Table 5

0=0

Studente Rtudento

AIDP Righ

.2-Fssrgem A Lot Saving Pregrap
Rol:: _Them
COme to Soho°
More

Szhoolo 700 (10) 800 (10)

DPP Nigh
Sohoole 600 (19) 950 (19)

AIDP Middle
Schoole 750 (20) 740 (19)

DPP Middle
Sohoole 600 (20) 67% (18)

RUMbere in parenthemo roproeent the numbor of employeoe who provided
ratingo.



_eeam=impeet. Studento wore °eked whether thole attendance had
year and, if It had, whether the program wee responsible. The

percentage of student respondents who paid the program had improved th
attendance across the four typos of programs la included in Table 5.
Again, four of the five atudents interviewed in ono DPP high achool were
dropped from this analyeis bocause they were not Aware that a specific
drepout prevention program existed in their school. Those otatistice Show
a somewhat different pattern of respensos than atudente$ satisfaction
ratings. DPP high echool etudents more Often perceived their program to
have helped them improve their attendance than students in any other
program. A high percentage of AIDP high school students also gave their
program credit for improving their attendance, Just under 3/4 of the
students in ATDP middle school programs said their programa were
ee2ective, while 2/3 of students in the DPP middle =heel programs did se.

Among atUdents who said the program had been helpful, there wee little
ve=iation corocc progrnms in tho typo of 0:;plenatioa =14:Data aupplied for
why the program had helped them. Students most often reported they had
peg= coming to school more often because they received more ecodemic
assistance; more concern, attention, and support from staff; and because
they had been impressed with the importance of attending for later
schooling and employment.

IV. Dropout Prevention and School Environment

Since programs operate within the larger context of the echool, we
recognized that these contextual variables can act to support or diminish
program efforts. To widely varying degreee across the different programs,
student spend their time interacting with non-program staff In non-program
activities: Students in SOAR spent sUbetantial school time in their
program; other etudents persued normal activities for the moat part. We
examine below principalso views of features of the school environment
which seem to pose significant obstacles to the task of dropout
prevention.

School_size. All but one high school principal and one middle school
principal held the view that reducing the size of schools would further
the cause of drepout prevention. Although the educational literature and
previous studies by PEA have documented the positive effects of small
schools, it is nevertheless surprising that school adminiatrators felt as
they did since it is often the case that they derive additional power,
prestige, and resources from managing large schools.

When asked wh t the ideal school size would be, high school principals
produced answers which ranged from 1000 to 2500; the average was 1800
students. Middle echool principals' answers ranged from 250 to 1200 and
averaged 700'etudents. The average size obtained for high schools ia far
below the actual sizes of the high schools included in this etudy
(2149-4114). The average size for middle schools is also smaller than
moat of those in the study (605-1306).
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Some of the reasons that large eehools make dropout prevention mere
difficult emerged from questions we posed staff members: 1) Larger
schools are often overcrowded: Students must attend school on staggered
schedules; staff have far less office space than they require. These
conditions constitute streasors for everyone concerned. 2) The number of
academic programs required to serve the large numbers of students with
different needs produces an organizational complexity and fragmentation
that leaves staff unsure of the school's direction and priorities.

ItcaltEam_21_0cadem1cally6Ple students. Thirteen of seventeen schoo
principals stated that schoOls needed a certain percentage of at or above
grade level students to be effective overall. The minimum percentage of
such students that they felt was needed ranged from 18% to 50%; the
average was 38%. This majority view also finds support in the educational
literature which advises a more hefty (50%) concentration of on or above
grade level students.



A

Sampling and Interview Methods

Sample Sal ction

A total of 17 schools were included in this ysis; nine of theme eere
high schools and eight were middle schools. They were selected on the
basin of two criteria. Pirst, we chose schools that had programs
representative of the two broad types of programs that existed in city
schools both at the high and middle school level: These were Attendance
Improvement/Dropout Prevention (AT/DP) prograws that were funded with
state monies alone and Dropout Prevention (DPP) programs which were
supported by both state and city funds. Second, we chose those schools
which had among the lowest attendance rates and higheet dropout rates.
mandate only schools with the worst attendance and dropout problems
received funds for programs; we identified the most troUbled of these.
Our interest Was in assessing program implementation and effectiveness in
schools which presented the greatest challenge to the dropout prevention
initiative. Importantly, however, extensive discussions conducted with
representatives of the Board of Education, various school districts, and
CBOs subsequent to our investigation suggest that the findings appear to
be generalizable to all echools wIth dropout prevention programs.

At the high school level, three AI/DP and six DPP schools were vis
Two of the AT/DP schools4 programs were leaned on the Student Opportunity
for Advancement and Retention (SOAR) model. The third AI/DP program,
labelled Strategies, was structured very much like SOAR, in that it
included blocked classes and augmented guidance and outreach, but the
Strategies program had more flexibility in program design.

Five of the six DPP programs visited expended funds both on the general
improvement of learning conditions for all students in the ninth and tenth
grades and on services to target truants, in particular. A sixth DPP
program which had less funding stressed case management services to target
students for the most part and a small complement of other activities
including a jobs program. All DPP programs visited included services
provided by community-based organizatiOne.

At the middle school level, four AI/DP programs and four DPP programs were
examined. In AI/DP schools, services were supplied by school personnel
only, while in DPP schools, CRO staff and to a limited extent school staff
provide services.

views

ructured interviewn were conducted with the principal, program
facilitator, program staff and students at each school we visited.
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Principals and program facilitators wore interviewed in November and
December 1985; interviews with program staff and students were hold in
January and February 1986. Where possible five program staff members
representative of the major personnel categories, i.e., teachers,
councelora, paraprofessionals, and community-based organization (CEO)
staff; and five students who participeZqd in the program. In all, 17
principals, 17 facilitators, 75 program staff parsons, and 75 students
provided data for our analysis.

The interview items (see Appendix 8) wore constructed to address speeif
issues that had been identified in previous PEA studies as playing key
roles in executing an effective droocut prevention initiative.

Both staff and students wore assured that their responses to questions
would be confidential and that the identity of their school would not be
revealed.
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P n ipel/AIDP-DPp Coordinator_puestionnaire

Characterize Program Implement tion

1. About the School Attendance Program in General

a. Have you had an opportunity to complete the Data Collection Instrument
we sent along in Our November 25 letter?

If yes, ask for a copy and scan it for completeness.

If no, complete the instrument by asking the pr ncipal the appropriate
questions.

b. CoUld you cOnfirm and complete the budgetary informatiOn that we have for
your AIDP/DPP program. (Hand pricipal and nrogram noordinator a copy of
a completed Data Collection Instrument and make additions & corrections
as warranted on your copy.)

Have you had any difficulty finding staff to whom you coule reassign the
former responsibilities of AIDP personnel?

d. How many students were el -ible for your AIDP or DPP program this year?

How did you arrive at that number?

Did you include spe_ial education scudents in that assessment?

Did you include students in English as a Second Language or bilingual
programs?

e. How many students ware targeted for services from among the eligibles?

How did you arrive at that nuMber?

Does this include special education students?

Dees this include students in English as a Second Language or bilingual
programs?
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2. The Adoption Process

a. If you had to divide up a ten elicevie to describe the degree of
control you, your staff, your supmtinterident, central board of education
personnel & staff of the communityba ased organizations (if any) had in
designing your AIDP or DPP program, would you divide up the pie?

Actual Allocatim Ideal Allocation
Principal
Staff
Superintendent
BOE Supervisor*
CBO

b. Was that an ideal arrangem nt or doyt=va think there is some other way of
dividing up the input that would resti=lt in a better designed program?
Make a reallocation based on what you .v/Ould like to see. (Place this
information above under "ideal allocaon.")

Could you tell me what the problenmas trt having it the other

What, if any, problems emerged amongtnlilOge responsible for decidi_
program directions?

Did people have different ideas abut ttat to do?

Were there any difficulties just gettg people together to solve problems?

e. How much time did you have to develop- yotir original proposal?

Was that adequate?

For schools contracting with CBOs only -: 4ow uch time ware you given to
negotiate your contract(s) with theCBOto

Was that adequate?

How much time is needed to develop 414=09-ram of this complexity?

What issues concerned you most in desierling

4a9
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3. The implementation Process

On what basis were staff selected for this program? Probe: Did staff
tend to be selected on the basis of special competency? seniority? did
they volunteer?

b. What accounted for any delays in hiring/assigning taff?

Can this be corrected in the future or is it a per anent proble

c. You have explained when each staff membe= assigned to the program
began functioning in their designated role, were there any interruotions
in service?

What accounted for those interruption

d. De you think that any kind of special training is neceSsary for staff
in this program?

Was yOur school able to provide it?

If no, what should be done to help you in the fut e?

e. Has staff had difficulty plementing any aspe of the prog_:a
Please explain.

Can you suggest correctives.

f. Has the program fit in well with other attendance improvement or dropout
prevention efforts in the school?

q. Are there any groups of students who have difficulty participating in the
program?

Can PREP students, Special Education students and ESL studen s
participate as easily as other students in the school?

5 0
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h. If you have been working with a CHO, who on your staff and who on the
staff of the CEO participated in the contract negotiations? Did anyone
else participate?

Has working with a CB0 presented any special problems?

Does the staff of the CB° have different strengths (in epertize or work
ethnic) from school staff?

Does the staff of the CEO have different wea _esses (in expertize or work
ethnic) from school staff?

Are CEO staff more costly than, less costly than or about as costly as
traditional school staff given comparable activities?

Are your staff and the CHO staff working well together?

When ordinary difficulties emerge in the operation of the CHO/
school program, who in the school resolves those problems? Who from the

C130 gets involved in settling difficulties? Has this process worked?

i. How was your overall budget for this project arrived at?

Was a limit set on overall spending/cap

How was this arrived at?
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Perceived Impact

What aspect of the AIDP/DPP program works best? W

What aspect works worst? Why?

b. Has the program improved youngsters, attendance in your judg-ent? What
tells you that?

c. Has it improved youngsters "academic" performance? What tells you that?

Has the program had an effect on stu ents besides those targetted?

e. Has this program hurt or helped teachers in any way?

f. Has the program made the operation of the school any easier?

Has it in any way made things operationally more difficult?

When would yru expect to see results from this program?

52
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5. Future Direction

e. Do the centrally mandated aspects of the AIDP/DPP program allow suf-
ficient flexibility for you to de-ign a prooram res--nsive to your
school's special circumstances?

Are the resources provided by the Board of Education adequate on a per
capita basis ? What would be? (This question may not be appropriate
for those DPP schools following the "systemic" model of school improvement.)

Are the resources adequat_ given the scope of the problem in your school?

Are the constraints regarding student eligibility appropriate

Is the mandated size of the program (100-150 students in AIDP programs)
appropriate? (This question may not be appropriate for systemic" schools)

What about the rule regardtng supplanting of resources? Has this presented
any problems?

b. What changes need to be made in your individual school's program?

S _ould/could the program be expanded in your _chool?

Under what circumstances should the program be expanded

d. How have you felt about the monitoring, reporting and evaluation
procedures?
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f. Many different Strategics are being considered now as a way of reducing the
dropout rate. D0 you think reducinq the size of schools has any
merit as a st ategy?

What do you think is an ideal size for a (high or middle) school?

What obstacles keep you from reducing the size of your school if you think
that smallness is an asset?

Do you think that creating mini schools in larger schools or blocking the
Clasees Of yoUngsters so that they have a closer relationship with a few
teachers has merit?

What are the difficulties one would have to overcome to set up mini schools
for at-risk youngsters in your school?

Do you think that it is important for schools to have a certain percentage
of academically able youngsters, i.e. students who read on grade level and
have good attendance to establish a climate for learning?

If yes what would you say is the minimum percentage?

What should be done when schools do not have that percentage?

Do you think it is possible to reduce sdbstantially the dropout rate in
large schools by increasing social services for youngsters in those schools
but not making major structural modifications in their size or
organization?

What tells you that?

What do you think of dropout prevention strategies which emphasize reor-
ganizing schools so that teachers have more opportunity to work together on
curriculum matters and more time to r,pend in non-instructional activities
with students like Counselling?

5 4
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Provide Background Informamion

1. Program Backgro- d

a. Hid you have a AIDP progra last year?

b. Is this year's program subtantially the same as the one last year?

School Processes

How long have you bnon the p ncipal of this

Hhat are its strengths and weaknesses?

Is there any organizationa feature in the school which enables teachers to
work together on instruo timnal matters regularly?

Hhat help is available to 'eachers who need to improve their skills?

Is there an ongoing proces for reviewing data about student progress and
planning interventions base d on this review? Describe it?

1.tho is involved?

What is the guidance cowi aler/s dent ratio?

Is there any mechanism 5iiC as an advisory group for teachers to spend
time with small groups of m-tudents in guidance-related activities?

h. Bow are students advised abut course selection?



io What help is available for students who need extra academic sup

Do you have any mini schools? How and for what pu_pose are they org'-Mud7

k. What health and social service agencies are involved on a regular io

with youngsters in the schoolexclusive of your AIDP or DPP effor-r?

lo Do you have a program in your school which aims to get jobs for neaqy
youngsters?

If yes, is it integrated with your dropout prevention efforts?



SCHOOL :

INNEST 'GATOR :

RESPONDENT S

INTERVIEW DATE :



Student Ouestionnair
A. Demo- phics Mnformation

1. Age?

2. Race?

Language spoken at home?

4. Years attending this school?

5. Credits accumulated?

S. Number of other high schools attended?

B. ProgranI_ Implementation

7. Who is your ? (Probe all program
positions providing direct services to stUdenta.)

Position 1

Position 2

Position 3



Sass

Started

(9 )

Level of contact
( 1 0 )

Follow Up
(11)

Activit es
(12)

Satisfaction
(13)

ReaSon

io

ffiffisffrw,*

-2-

PositionjqI Position



S. When id you start seeing
(Stat each posi n/name and list p.2.)

9. How 4nIten have you seen
(Htatt--- each position/name and list p.2.)

this yaar?

10. Do yrmnu see every day, once a week, or when
you _12:eel it?

(Stat=te each position/name and list p.2.)

11. What happens if you don't show up as planned?
(Statmme each position/name and list p.2.)

12. What kind of things do you talk about or do together?
(Stat==e each position/name and list p.2)

13. no yc=ou like it a lot, a little, or not
Why?
(Stat_e each position name and list on p.2.)

14. Has your attendance improved this year?

Yen ( If yes go
NO ( If no, go t

15)
17)

15. Has enything about this program helped or/was i
eleo? Check any that apply.

This program
Something else

someth

W_at speCif_cally about helped you come to
schooa more often?

(Go t=o, 18)

E



177. Why hasn$t it improved?

Could this pro be more helpful to u?

Yes If yes go to 19)
No f no, go to 20)

1SE," How could it be more helpful?

2C=7. What is the best thing abota the prO

27 What is the worst thing?

Overall, do you like this program, a 10 it, a little, not
at all?

Why?

24 Does being in the am present any eecial proble=ts?

25 . Do yOU like school more, less or aboUt --Tzhe same as 3=Ist

26

If more or less, go to 26
If same, go to next section

What made it better worse)?

61



27. What is the best thing about the school?

29. What is the worst thing?

Does this affect your coming to school in any way?

30. How often does each of the follcz=wing happen
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH DIM')

tn your school?

Often conetimes

(this year)

Rarely

a, students drop out 1 2 3
b. students do not attend scho L 1 2 3
c, students cut classes 1 2 3
d. students talk back to tnacs 1 2 3
e. students refuse to obey rule& zz. 1 2 3
f.
g.

students get into fights wt 9 "4 other
students attack or threaten t.=o

1 2 3

attack teachers 1 2 3
h. students rob each other in Eic:=hooi 1 2 3i. students damage school property 1 2 3j. students carry weapons 1 2 3
k. girls get pregnant 1 2 3
1. students use drugs or alcohol 1 2

m. drugs are sold in or around 5 -chool 1 2

n. rape or attempted rape 1 3



OtiCOd any im rovement this year in the fbllo

a. student ebsen eeism
b. student cutti-L-_-_2g
c. student behav-or

Yes No
1 2
1

1 2

Hari/ vould you ra---a the following aspects of the school:
V Poor Poor Average

-6-

Very =2-cied

softy coming to school 2 3

b. salfoty inside school 2 3 5

dorlinees ir= halls 2 3 4 5

d. ordsrliness ir= classrooms 1 2

ci,ndition of 1=uilding 2 3 5

r Pk-Inc/AP treenent of students 1 2

g. tfitacher interest in students 1 2

h. g-ttality ef tea_ching

i. guzidence cowls elors interest
in students 1

2 3 1

j. frneos of rtzes 1 2

k. enforcement of rules 1 2

1. fAcial underst.i..anding 1 2

tijdont interemt in learning 5

ol spirit students 1

1

2

2

4.-mong

er of student activiti
ubs,etc.) tc= participate in

p. school reputatzon in commmity 1 2

2
q. yOtar overall ki.ppiness with

this school
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D. Academic oqram

3:3.. Is the =se -;..;ork hard, easy, or just right for your?
CIRCIE THEANSTER ABOVE.

3

HoW nenyhoure of homauork aro you given each nig

aches do anything if you don't do your homework? Explain.

nEs. Do teachers wam:.t you to succeed?

Nap if you have problems?

3ama. Is thereanyon else in school who can help you if you get behind?
yea No
If yu,
HOW often 1-r-ave you gone n this year

. Are yvu enco d to ask questions in alas

40 -e the courses varied enough to meet your needs?

41 Are ther uffiient textbooks, that is, enough so that you can bring
yours homeverI57 night to do your homework?

42.... Is there enyone you can talk to if you need advice on classes orpersonal, matter?

43-- Do teachers genEmrally, sometimes, or rarely have time to talk with
you inforldly a,7,4.1bolat things that are on your mind?

44.- Are }Near ments= always, sometimes or rarely interested in how you do
in school?

6 4
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Truancy Problem

45. Please check any fa tr which plays a role in yOur decisf_ons to cut
class or not attend s=hool. CIRCLE THE MOST IMPORTANT FA_CTOR.

Prefer work to school j. Need/want spending money
b. _Not interested in " k. Problems with drugs--=/alcohol
c. _School is too 1-_=ard 1. Ill health
cd. Doing failing 1-...--ork m.-Friends not in tactic ol
a. Dialf.ke a taaai-a_ar/s n. Suspended
f. Dislike a subjct/s 0 Marriage
g- can learn more out p. Preancy

of school
h. Need money to 1= elp

et home
Dislike studens

School too dangerou

r. Parents wanted me
s. Do not lu-Low

46. How many times have yo -12 been absent this year

47. How many times have yo -.a been late for class this year

48. How often have you cut this year
49. Does anyone at school orttact you or yam- famIly when you are absent?

If yea, explain

50. Is this a change from -1 act year?

51. Does anyone at school. oritact you or your famIly when you cut class?
If yes, explain

a change from =ast year?

53. If attendance was follwed up on in every class , for examle, if your
parents were notified f you cut a class , would you cut l ss?



94. How concerned arc you about mincing conic tle7-,70 of ccho
Very Concerned
Somewhat Concerned-
Not Concerned

_

55. Does missing school affect your grades?

56. What io the loat grade you aro Qatia f

59. Is a diploma imp

-9-

it t d what you -7,7aint to do later?

55. Do you _ =ct tO graduate from high 010O1?

59. D d you do any work in the past eotor, n=t coun-ting- 77".-77ork around the
house, for pay?

If yes, go to 60
go to 63

60. How many hours did you or do you u

61. How did you get your job?

62. Do you like word
CIRCLE ANSWER ADOvE

63. Are there any ale
Explain.

er, the same, or lasu han choe177

hool acttctLt1eo you h-te to mina?

64. Do you participate in any other cluba or u--ent activL
L/ST ALL BELOW.



S C HOD

INVES TIGATOR

RESPONDENT S

I NTERV IEW DATE :
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Job titla in program?

What date in the program?

How long have you been working at this school?

4. What are the major tasks that you are supponed to perform
ae (state job title)?

Task 1

Task 2

Task 3



Task Started
(F)

NUmber Students
Now Served

(6)

Nambers Intended
To Serve

(7)

Hours/Week
an Task

(9)

Refer_ed
(10)

Level of Contact
(11)

Follow Up
(12)

Satisfaction
(13)

Reason
(13)

Task OI Task 411 Task 4111

69



-3-

When did you begin carrying out this task?
(State each task and list p.2).

6. How many students are you worting with presently?
(State each task and list p.2).

How many students will you be working with when you are doing
- this at the level that was originally intended?
(State eaCh task and list p.2, if number larger than that
in 6, go tO 8).

What have been the problems in ga
intended?

ng the number of students

How many hours/weeks do you spend on this teak?
(State each task and list p.2).

7
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10. How ware these students referred to you?
(State each task and p.2.)

11. How often do you hava contact with most of these students:
Weekly, daily: as frequently or infrequently as they choose?
(State each task and list p.2.)

12. What happens if _hey don't show up?
(State each task and list p.2.)

13. On a scale of 1 to 5, when 1 is not satisfied and 5 is very
satisfied, how would you rate your satisfaction with thia ta ?
What acconnts for this?
(State each task and list p.2.)

14. Are there any other tasks that you are supposed to do that you
have not begun to carry out as yet?

Yes (If ye , list tasks and go to 15)

NO (If no, go to 16)

15. What prevented you from doing this?

16. What percentage of the students you work with are ESL students?

(If 0% go to 20).

170 How do you handle language difficulties, if any?



18. Do you feel that this is adequate?

Yes (If yes go to 15)
No (If no, go to 14)

19. What do you fool is needed to deal with tho problom offectivoly?

20. What percentage of the students you work with are Special
Education students?

(If 0% go to 24)

21. How do you handlo problems, if any, in dealing with these
particular students?

22. Do you feel that this is adequ

Yes (If yes go to 22)
No (If no, go to 23)

23. What Ln needed to deal with thin more effectively?

24. Ara there needy students who do not receive AIDP/DPP ser es?

Yes (If yes, go to 25)
No (If no, to to 26)

25. Tell me about these students?

26. Are there some targeted students for whom the program does not
work?

,Yes (If yea, go to 27)
No (If no, go to 28)

7 2



27. Would you characterize these students please?

28. In your opinion what have been the most di ficult parts of the
school program to put into effect?

29. Please explain why there was a problem with this (these) part
(s) of the program?

How would you charac
non-AIDP/DPP dropout
AIDP/DPP?

o the attitudes of staff involved in
ndance activities, like PREP toward

(If positive only, go to 32)

31. Has this hindered AIDP D-P in any way?

32. What are the attitudes of the rest of the school staff toward
this AIDP/DPP program?

Has this h nder d AIDP/DPP in any way?

34. What could be done within the confines of the existing program
to make it work better?

35. (If CEO component present) do yoU feel the involvement of the
CEO has been helpful (or will be helpful) to the overall school
effort?
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Could you explain why?

37. What aspects of the school program do you think are _ e most
effective?

38. Would you explain why you think these aspects aro the most
effective?

39. What aspects of _h_ oqram do you think are the least
worth-while?

40. Would you explain why you think these aspects are the least
useful?

41. What could be done within the confines of the exIsting program
tO make it work better?

42. If you could create whatever kind of drop-ou _tendance
Improvement program you wanted, what would it include that this
program does not?



B. Bac1._=L_Ind

What are the school's strengths?

2. What are the school's weaknesses?

3. How do these weaknesses affect the dropout prevention effort?

4. What could be done to eliminate these problems?

5. What are the principal's 9 engths?

6. What as the incipal's weaknesses?

7. To what degree is each of these matters a problem in
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

Serious Mode

a. student attrition 1

b. student Absenteeism 1

c. student cutting 1

d. physical conflicts
among students 1

o. conflicts between
students & teachers 1

f. robbery or theft 1

g. vandalism 1

h. drUg or alcohol abuse 1

i. rape or attempted rape 1

j. possession of weapons 1

k. verbal Abuse Of
teachers 1

-8-

chool?

Minor Not A-

2 3 4
2 3 4

2 3 4

2

2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4
2 3 4

2 3 4



10.

Has there been any improvement since th
following: At Present

Yes
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DPP program in the
In Future

No Yes No
e. student attrition 1 2 1 2
b. student absenteesism 1 2 1 2
c. student cutting 1 2 1 2

Do you believe there may be improvements in thn near futurn?
(State answer in item 8)

How would you rate thu following aspects of the school:
V Poor Poor Average

safety coming to school 2

sn..F _y inside schoo- 2

Good

4

4

Very Good

5

5

c. orderliness in halls
1 2 4 5

d. orderliness in classrooms 2

e. conditl,on of building 2 4

f. principal/instructional leader 4

g. principal/administrator

h. cemmunLcation between
teachers and administrators 1 2 3

4

4 5

i. teacher* interest in students 1 2 3 4 5

J. teacheral expectations for
student achievement

k. hours of homework assigned/night

1

1

2

2

3 4

4

5

1. quality of teaching
1 2 4

m. relationship among teachers

n. acad support for students
who get behind

o. guidance counselors interest
in students

1

2

2

2 3 4

5

5

p. enforeement of rule 2 3 4

q. racial understanding 2 3 4
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r. time for teachers to plan
curriculum cooperatively

_ime for teachers to work with
students informnily oz on
non-instructional matt rs

t. quality of staff dev lop-
mant activities

jquate numbers of

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

.propriate text /students 2 3 4 5

vc student interest in learnIng

w. school spirit among
stUdents

x. number variety of student

1

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

activities

y. parents' lmt5rsst in student
progress

z. parental a-Lippert for sch001

school's effort to involve
parents

bb. school's reputation in
community

2

2

3

3

4

4

4

5

5

cc. Eld.of Ed. support for school 1 2 4 5

dd. Your overall satisfaction
with school

2 3 4 5


