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PRFFACE

This is the summary report of the Publiec Fducation Asseciation regarding
the implementation of New York City's 1985-86 Attendance Improverment/
Dropout Prevention Program (AI/DP) and the 1985-86 Drepout 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 updates the recommendations in light

of current opportunities for program improvement.
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EFFECTIVE DROPOUT PREVENTION
AN ANALYSIS OF THE 1985-86
PROGRAM IN NEW YORK CITY

Introduction

The 1985=86 achool year was animated by the Board of Fducation's continued
efforts to reduce the large numbers of students leaving school without a
diploma. For thia undertaking, the state-funded Attendanca Inprovsment/
Drapaﬁt Pziv-ntiaﬂ ﬁrﬁgram (A*iﬁ?) gna the eity—fundaﬂ Brnpgut Fravantian

With support from the Carniegis Corporation, the Public Idacation
Associatinn undertock an analysis of the implementation of programs in
schools raceaiving funds under the 1985-86 AI/DP-DPP allocations, marking
the second vear of research and advocacy carried out by PEA on these
programs,

The major goal of the 1985-86 analyeis was to underatand batter the
political and organizational raquirements for succesaful implamentation of
AI/DF and DPP programs. It became clear during the 1984-85 ysar of
program monitoring that untimely implementation of programs possd as graat
an obstacle to dropout prevention efforts as inadequate knowledgs about
wvhat to do.

Through the 1984-85 study we learned that lczal commitment/ownership of
programs played a crucial positive role in successful implementation and
that program foatures, particularly organizational complexity, playad a
deterrent role. Ths findings we present hers reinforce these views; thay
Féiﬁt éut that Eglicgg kifi rust fﬂth-f Eﬂnaidir the realities a! thl

agrun- ﬁ:ra b:ing tggtaa. ii wuntnﬂ to axanina th:tr prgeti:ag iﬁd bagin
to draw conclusions about the merits of each in order te influence the
direction in which they avolvad. We wars interested in the typas of
servicas offered, and school versus community based organization (CBO)
delivery of thase services. 1In addition, we wished to lcok bayond the
programs to the larger mchool context in which thay operated to lsarn mora
about characteristics of the school that might complicate program
afforta. Thi !a;lgv;ng pages document our conviction that continued
| ganaral school im””avamant are ﬁijé:ﬂ ta ;:ﬂli:j
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Organization of the report. The contents of this report are arranged in
ter 1, the dropout preveniion program models

the following way: In Chaj
vhich were formulated under the AIDP-DPP initiatives and examined in the
present study are described, In Chaptar 2, the major findings of our
study are highlighted. Chapter 3 contains PFA's recommendations for Board
of Bducation policy on dropout prevention. The recommendations addrass
thres important aspects of the dropout pravention undertaking: the
student target population, program implementatioen requirasanta, and
demirable directions for program development . In Chapter 4, the study
findings in their entirety are presented. Educators ara strongly urged to
review thie smectio= to gain a better understanding of the preblema and
achievements that characterize current dreopout prevention efforts, A
description of our sampling and interview methods are presentad in
Appendix A; Appendix B contains tha prineipal, staff and student interview
inatruments.

=2
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Design of AI/DP and DPP Programs

The dropout prevention program models which have bean adopted by New York
City public schools are described bsleow. We aexamined examples of aach of
these in the prasent study. See Appendix A for a full description of the
sampls programs wa usesd,

Each AI/DP and DPP site, as detailed in the Chancellor's Preli.inar)
Rapart on_ AI/DP gnﬂ DPP, was required to pruviﬂa Eix program components.,
Ihana components -- some of which could be provided through funding

sources other than AI/DP and DPP =- ware as followsa:

{(a) A teacher merving a=z a site facilitator, who ies frecd from home
room assignment and two other periods per day. The facilitator
identifies and tracks the progress of targetsd students,
coordinates all program activities, and faclilitates the
activities of a pupil personnel committes, which recommends and
follows up on a comprehensive framework of mervices for each
eligible student.

(b) A program of attendance outreach, to follow up on tha absence of
tafgetéd studghts‘thfaﬁgh parantal awareness. Thins program

(c¢) Appropriate oungel marvices available to
every targeted student, in order to identify and address
individual problems that mzy contribute to poor attendanca.

-uidaﬂcéwané coungeling

{(d) A heaith services program, consisting of diagnostic sereening
of stuﬂgnt; in physical, peychological, and aeducational aresas,
refarral for appropriate follow=up services, and aasurance
that needed mervices are provided.

(e} A school-level linkage program to address the problems of
students vho make the transition from one level of schooling to
the next. This includes the development of relationahips
batween the staffs and studente at middle acheools and at high
mehgaliﬁ

(f) A high-intarest alternative education program which incorporates

bamic skills instrustian and individuzlired attention in order to

encourage batter attendanca and improve achievement.

Schools were encouragad to contract with commumity-based organization
(CBOa) for aome of the components of their programs,

The Dropout Pravention Program (DPP), under the jurisdiction of Victor
Herbert, Superintendent for Dropout Fravention, opsrated in 10 high

ﬁ,ZE
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schools and 29 middie achools fseding inte thoums high sehools.  The
purpose of the DPFP high school level intervesntion was te try out nsw
approaches tc dropout preventicon inm a "labaratory® mode within the Boape
of the six mandated components. The new approaches ineluded: the
redesign of major features of the educational program, the greatar
utilization of services provided by community-based organizaticns and the
creation of incentives for studants to attend school.

Laboratory schoeols had the opportunity to dopign their EZograms 4% &
tvo~waek summer institute for planning and sta2ff develwepmsnt. Starff
mEmbers met to design approaches to the si» mzandated components, inciuding
plansg for the utilizatien =f  ds for insrsasad building security,
increagsed O7PS (Yother than pergonal services®! and an automatods
attendance system.

These in-house program development &«fforts uitimatesly praduced Guife
diverse plans that included the reorganization of an entire schesl areund
interest clusters for 9th and 70th graders, a mini school for at-risk
gtudents, a Job program for over-age students with a major corporation in
which reémedial teaching in the morning was iinked with emplaoyment in the
afternoon, and using seniors as mentors in freshman classesz. Since there
was clear intention in the DPP initiative to compare & school-based
delivery mcdel to a CBO-based delivery model, mest of the ¢en schools
uitimately subcontracted with one or more CBO, for the provision of
guidance or family mervices. TIn all 14 CBOs participated.

Tha DPP program at the middle schosi level followed the aix mandated
components more literally than the high aschool program. There was no
summer worksghop, no speclal security, no additionai OTPS, nor funds for
overall school improvement. For purposes of understanding the rsiativs
utility of a CBO=based versus a school-bases model, 15 of the middie
echecols subcontracted with CBOs; the rest smployed achonl perasunsl to
deliver services.

The AI/DP program was active in 26 high schools and 68 middla schools.
Sixteen AI/DP high schools implemented a2 modifled mini-scheol program for
truants called SOAR (Student Opportunity, Advancemsnt, and Retaution}.
SOAR organizes groups of 20 students for bleok grogramming in
interdisciplinary classes which net for Soubla pariods. Credit is based
on mastery of material and numbers: of hours attended. A dally tutorial is
provided by the progrem teachers, and s guidance counseler 1is attachad to
the program for supportiva cocunsseling. Seven additicnal high schools
developed a program called "Strategisz® based on SOAR., Thres of the 26
AX/DP high schools took a case managemsnt £ppreach and contracted with the
Federation Employment and Guidance Sarvicesz {(FEGS), a CBO, for the
provision of support services o truants. FEGS ssrvices inelnde
counselling, work experience, skiil training and family support. Their
program is called Opsraticn Succesas,

While the AI/DP emphasis at the high school level was, for the most part,
on restructuring classroom ilsarning, the AI/DP program at tha middle

i3
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gzhool leval incorporated axternal suppertive zotivities whose alilm was to

heip youngsters cops more affectively in the stendard €lagsrcom. The
lattsr provided attendance monitoring, support services and incantives to
at-rigk students in strict compliance with the six mandated eomponents. It
wor ldenticaX to the DPP middle school except that in ATDP middle schoolz
the servicas were provided by schoeol parsennel.

Eack of the 37 middis school programs (AI/DP and DEP includad) received
§%150,009 to servs 150 studenis in the 1985-86 school vear. Students were
@ilgible for service in these programs if they vere absent 15 or more days
in the gering of 1985, ox 30 or more days in the 1984-85 scheel vear,

o]
)

Feost of the AI/DP high schools merved 150 students with funding averaging
5200,000 per school. TG be elic students must have been absent at
lzast 20 days in the zpring of 1985 or at least 40 dayvs in the entire
1984-85% mchesl wear.

unding for DPP high scheol programs was va
the srhosl and the axtent of the need. Tt

&

r

t ranged from over $5150,000 to
negrly 5800,000. ©OPP schools directed a portion of their resources to
sarve thelr entire ninth and tenth grades; most also included case
vanagepant activities wvhich targeted smaller populatiens. To ba eligibl
for these services students must heve bean aboont 25 or mere daye during
the spring tere or, for up teo fiva percent of i3 program participants,
wore then 10 days in each of the first two months of the current year.

X



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Chapter 2

Highlights of Findings

Implementation. WHigh school programs organized around classroom

interventions (SOAR and Strategies) were implemsnted in a timely way as

were the systemic aspects of high school DEP programs. All middile school
programs were delayed, and all CRO-delivered services in the high zehools
and middle schools were delaved.

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

The most poorly implemented programs were middle schools programne 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 activitias.

The problem schools encountered in collaborat ting with community based
organizations initiated with the Tentrsl Beard of EBEduc zticn. This vear as
last year the PRoard of Education did not adequately facilitate the
negotiation of CRO contracts.

Program design. Students reported that the strength of the high =chsel

mini-schoel program (S50AR and Strategies) was its ability to provide
strong academic suppert. Tt had the disadvantage, however, of making
students feel labeled and set apart from the mainstream of 1ife in the
school. Further, our cbservatiens suggest that few limited English
proficient (LEP) students can take advantage of this program as there is
no bilingual component. Another seriocus problem with SOAR was staff
dissatisfaction. 1Instructional staff felt the students were extramaly
unmotivated and hard to teach. In addition, nearly all staff resentead
having 1ittle input into the overall design of their program.

The DPP high school program may have something 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 thay
existed, and the case management component. The staffs' relatively high
level af 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. DPP
staff recognized that much more needed to be done to etrengthen their
programs' relationship to the classrocom and academic learning.

6=
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Labeling playad a negative role in middle school programs, a
S0AR. It was obvious that students in middls schools ware racelving
specizl help because they were often pulled out of class to see
counselors, otc. Dissatisfaction was intensified at the middle school
lavel, moreover, because the students felt not only that they wers being
labeled "retarded,” but that they were alao forced teo miss needed
instructional time. 1In addition, middie school staff, 1ike SOAR staff,
felt dome resistance to working with youngsters thay viewed ac
unmotivated.

Finally, common to all program models waz the lack of a meaningful and
successfully implemented strategy for inveolving 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
familiea are more implicated in student fallure +han gehoole, no means of
involving them in the soclution of tha dropout problem was found.

To summarize, staff members’ evaluationz of the design of their programs
s.1dicated that ne single program model was complete. In effect, it
appeared that every school that servas the st~rishk could bansfit from the
combined strengths of a systemic approach, a case management approach, and
a mini-school appreach. 1In 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 wall as flexibility. Tha key to surcess is both
to motivate yvoungsters to come to scheool and to gzeoatly enhance their
chances of succeeding in the classroom. Some programa do plecas af thi=
bettar than others. The DPP high acheol jobs=programs seem clearly to be
the most motivating, but Project SOAR is far advanced in addressing the
azademic needs of youngsters. The most serious problamse exist in the
middle schools where youngsters are at times pulled out of claas to
receive services. Ultimately the zearch for effective program models iz a
search for organizational structures which can coherently weave together
the matrix of interventions.

CBO sérvice delivery. Schocl personnel offerad consistent support for the
idea that CEO staff poesess skills that both complement their own and
gﬁ;grge the achool's capacity to help at-risk youth. Limitations on the
CRO's effectiveness included delays attributable to the process for
awarding contracts at the middle schoocl level (negotiations often took
place batween the District Superintendents and 110 Livingston Street =and
bypaszed the schools' principals) as well as the Board's inability te
process contracts in a manner which would paermit the CBOs! timely
introduction into the schoola, and the CBOs! unfamiliarity with achool
proceduras.

School=wide conditions. The difficulty of the task of dropout prevention
is aggravated by savaral school-wide conditions. The immenae size of
schools, the large proportions of balow=grade level astudents, and the
bewildering array of academic programs which flow from ¢ -a were cited by
school staff as significant obsetacles to dropout prevent:ion. Ironically,
the introduction of dropout prevention programs into the schools worsens
these conditions. Furthermorsa, the glaring inadequacy of aspace for
programs in school buildings was frequently identified as delaying

implementation and slowing the rata of mervice delivery.

=T =
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Racopzendations

The recommendaticns which follow relate the foregeing finding. and
conclusions to6 the key policy decisicons facing the Board of Education.
Some have already been zcted upon or received a measure of feormal
acceptance, and where this is the case it is noted.

A. Targeting Decisions

1. Continued Emphasis on the Most At-Risk Population

By choosing te Berve youngsters who are dropout«prona, rather than these
having incipient or transitional attendance problems, the school system
has targeted a population which is at once needy, very expsnsive te serve
{See Foley and Crull, 1986), and out of favor. Out of favor, becausze on
some level, these youngsters are the least motivated of gtudents.
Despite, indeed because of, the resistance to working with the moast
difficult to educate, we recommended that they be the focus of attentien
in this program, and wa are pleased policymakers maintained that focus in
the 1986-87 zachool year. The goal of such a targeting decision is to
establish the value that no youngstar is expandable. All must be
educatad.

2. ongoing Attention to Youngsters after Initiasl Year

Students in the AI/DP and DPP programs, exparieance suggests, will continue
to need support after the program year. Thise is espacially true for AI/DP
and DPP students making the transition from middle scheol to high school.
We applaud the fact that the Board of Education has anabled schoolsms to
design initiatives in tha 1986-87 school yaar which respond to the
continuing needs of students who are technically no longer eligible for

sarvicas,
3. More Attention to Timitad English P;a:;sign;,S;gggnt;

unintentional disecrimination against limited English proficisnt (LEP)
students be overcome. LEP studenta tend to be discriminated against in

are made in advance.

B. Implementation Requirements:

4. [Increased Planning and More Ilocal School Igi;;gtiyeminrmiad;e Schoolsa

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

17
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middle =chool program, increased school-wide planning is necessary. We
balisve a productive form is the summer institute for key schooi and
community preogram planners. That approach worked well in the Mayoris
1985-86 dropout prevention program. The institute, 1e¢d by the school
rrincipal, can develop and coordinate AI/DP with rzlated school
(especially PREP) and community-based efforts, and integrate their varicus
lessons for dropout prevention. Such jeint pre=planning increases staff
owvnership, reduces start-up delays that vitiate program dollars, and more
than compensates for costs. It can alsoc foster meaningful collaboratien,
not mera coexistence, between schools and the CPOs with which they work.
The Board of Education's 1986-87 program guidelines, in response to our
recommendation, permit districts and CROz to use part of their allocations
for summer planning. In the future we would like to see the planning
process viewed as a necessity and resources especially earmarked.

Planning was one ingredient missing from the middle school initiative.
The other was wise, involved local schocl decision making. The design of
the program was narrowly fixed == down to the percent of = gtarf mambaris
time to be spent coordinating the program == by Board of Education
guidelines, The only major deciazien the local actors faced was what CRO
to select, and that decision, of course, only pertained to DPP Middle
Schools. Further, it was made at the district, not the school level,
leaving the middie school principals decidedly disengaged. The PRoard of
Education has accepted our recommendation that local school leaders
exercise more discretion in program develepment. Thiz is =2 geod fir
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.

ko
BT

5. On-going School-Based Staff Development for SOAR Teachers

The most frequently reported reason for delays in the school-baged aspsct
of AIDP/DPP programs was the inability of the schools to find
instructional staff interested in working with truants who, as a group,
are viewed as unmotivated =snd extremsly difficult to teach. The turnover
rate in instructional staff projected by some SOAF teachers was above
50%. It is apparent that unless SCOAR and other teachers are helpead to
develop the commitment and skills neaded to reach truants, many will take
more rewarding assignments.

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

6. A Strong Initiative to Facilitate Contractual Agreements with CBO=m.

&’11ﬂb6fativély between the gchaals and cammuﬂity—based afganigatiaﬁg.

Serious delays occurred in virtually all programs developed

=9~
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precedurag gﬁnéréd te by tho Board of Edusatien. Tho oyotom of asaigning
a CBO to an individual attorxnoy reoponolble for feeilitating the contract
did not work. -Furthormore, based uvpon proliminsry asoescments of the
1586~-87 program, tho decision to appoint a gpacial administrater to
oversea the procesa did not work adeguately either. CBEOg in tha 1986-87
echool year seem again teo ba the victim of delays and unwialdiy
procedures. We emphasize the importance of correcting these problems and
call upon the nev Board of Bducation to take vhatever measures are
nacessary to institute procedures that will end them, The Board of
Education clearly requires applotance from other city agencles (such ao
the Youth Baurean) that are agpﬁziangéd in subcontracting.

It is & good sign, despite continued disappointing results vis-s=via the
eontract nagotiastions, that the Superintendent for Dropout Prevention is
planning to engage staff from the Grand Street Ssttlement Housa to

facilitate the assimilation of other CBOs less familiar with the scheolsz.
7s

Alloviation of Overcrowding in Target Schools

Moast of the schoole we visited were ovarcrowded. Both raturning truanto
and newv program staff members placed additienal stresms en the capaclty of
these buildings. The irony of dropout prevention afforts in this context
is that schools have a powarful countervailing incentive not to
accomnmodate additional individuals,

2 golutions To the crowding problem: hoid down
enroliment in AI/DP and DPP schools, architecturally or otherwise modify
the use of existing space in these Jchools, or find additional room in a
neighboring under=utilized facility. Each of the schools munet be asked to
project the coste and benefits of each of these approachas and in
collsboration with the Board of Education, make an appropriate selection.

H

herso arc thraee zltesnativ

Daspite the tradition of zoned schools accepting all studente in their
catchment area, we think the first soluticn has considerable merit. It i=
hard to reconcile the reality of today's largs, overcrowded, urban school,
Barving a preponderance of underpreparad stude ts with the goal of quality
education for all. Thisms i=ms particularly relevant to dropout prevention
because underachievera, research indicates, are thome mosnt nagatively
affected by large =chools and overcrowding. For this same reason, leasing
spacae for mini-schools off schoel grounds has apecial merit.

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

C. Preogram Development:

B. Strengthan tpgjazadgj;§,§§mﬁaﬁgn; of DPPjaighrsghggiﬂ?ggg;ags

Many DPP program= evidonced the capacity to increase students® motivation
to attend school via job programs and outreach, but fev developed academic
interventions with sufficient poteney fundamentaily to affect students!
classroom performance. Interventions are needed that will enhance

19



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

students’® rate of credit accumulatien. Such strategies include (a) mimil-
scheols, (b) transitional progrems to cnzble veoungoiorz who antaor high
school in tho middie of the term to “"eatch up,® (o) breaking semesters
into shorter cyclaees which reduce the time between otudents' afforts cad
reward (eredit), and (d) a systom of of banking points toward cradits,
rather than & hit or miss/all or nothing approach toward cradit
accumulation.

9. Minimize Unneccssary Tracking in SOAR Progrem

SOAR's great strength is its forthright intention and capacity to inprove
tha teaching/learning relationship. Implementation and student
setisfaction data tend to favor this eapproach to the truant. The academic
and emotional needs of youngsters are often so acute and the main: tream of
our high schools so ill-structured relative to those needs that a spoeilal
resource=rich environment set &spart from the mainstream of the school
ceoma to produce thes most immediate bonefit for the investment. The
preblem, of course, is that the SOAR students are isolated from moma
positive sspects of overall school 1ife as wa 'l az the negative agoaets,
and they often feel labelad and infarior, and this vorks against the goals
of the program. We recommend that SOAR programs ba required to davalop
structures for mainstreaming students who could banafit from classeg
outside tha S0AR track.

0. Increased Attention to Program Design in the Middle Schools

The failure te schedule services in middls scheels in such a way that the
"supports® did not interfere with the youngsters' instructional program
was contrary to the goalms of the program. If the standard organlization of
the middla schools i=m aoc inflexible that perieds cannot be blocked for
support services then services should be restricted to bafore or after
school, or mini-schools like SOAR should be designed to facilitate
reorganization. We have already recommended increasaed 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 Bervices provided rather than having one
supplant the other.

11. Development of Alternative Models of Parent Participation

No program == high scheel or middle school, AIDP or DPP =« has davelopad a
satiafactory wvay for integrating parents into the efforts to reduce thair
youngstera' trusncy-related problems. Indead knowledge about this gubject
sesmed to be eapecially inadequate. More information about amvccessful
alternative approachez involving parents of at-rigk adolascents and seme
conscious program modeling are raequiraed to advance the state of the art.
CBOs are likely gourcee of strength in this effort,

2. Dropout Prevention in Concert with Gemoral School Improvement

The effectiveness of dropout prevention afforts 1r ultimately dapandent on
the aschools' diracting resmources and attention '~ - heir overall
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instructional policies and considering hov those policies interaet with
t2ir spscific dropout prevention programs. This ioc ona of the baoie
“asights of the DPP high school program which neods to be intreducod inte
-he other program concaptse znd better defined in the DPP high ochool
initiative. If the at-risgk are to succend in mainstroamod academie
programp, a& host of ipoues from schesl and elase sis=o, adaissienz, eradit,
&nd Becurity polieies, to the focus on instrvstien and qﬁelif? of atgff
devalopzaent activities must bo addrasased.

Efforts to redesign schoels and improvae performance relative teo the
Comprehensive Assessment Raport (CAR) provide an ideal opportunity fer
schools to develop structures and poliecies that are wore sensitive to tha
neads of underachievers. We eall upsn New York City scheel officialg
charged wvith overzeeing these initistives and ths newy State Daputy
cﬁmminﬂinnag for scheool improvement in Naw York City to ensurs that the

CAR) schools’ pians te meet the nev prandards ineludas inauguratien of
apééia; transitional programe to reintegrate at-risk otudents into
mainstreamed classos, f{dontification and suppsrt of yeungsters baginning
to become truant or faill courses, and a genaral review of tha

instructional policiles.
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The findings of our study of dropput prevontion programs in 17 cchools
will be presented in four general sectiens. The first ineludes deta
relevant te howv woll programg wore implemented and what obstacles te
inplemsntation existed. The socond saction presents staff's evaluations
of various aspects of the program and their suggestions for reform. Tha
third section considers students' satisfaction with program activities/
gtaff. In the final saction, we examine characteristics of the larger
school context vhicn influence the task of dromout prevention.

I, Progrem Inplomantation

Laval of Program Implementation. The extent to wvhich programs were
impiemented was agasgsed in ive wavg. First, wo croated an index of the
groportion of the porsonnel budget that had not been expznded by thoe end
of the first half of the school yaar dus teo hiring dalays. 1 Segond; wa
identifiad specific program services vhich ware not provided or which were
net supplied at the level intended even though the amervice provider was in

Plégéi

Porsonnol. In Table ! the averzge porcont ©f porsoanel budget dollars
that ware not spant is arrayed by program type; these values are axpragoad
ag “"parcent funds accruing® to the next year's budget. The values show
that some program types had very little money laft unspant by mid-year
while others had am much as ona=fifth remaining. This indicates that soma
programs had successfully hired program psrsonnel during the fall and
that others were still in tha process of hiring ataff as late as February,
1986,

astimatas of P:agram accruals. Fa: gxaﬂpla, in many cases anly tha mﬂﬂth
in wvhich 2 ztaff member wag hired was cupplied. In those caszas wa
pro-rated budget expenditures from the first of that month. 1In addition,
in order to give schools the benefit of the doubt, wa assumed that staff
members who had not been hired by the time of our February data collection
would be hired in that month.

It is evident from the table that high school programs with the exceptien
of the CBO componeant of these programs were wall implemented at least with
ragpezt ta tﬁi pﬁ:ﬁent of gtgff that had basn hirad. The high iEhQDl CED

had substant;ally g:aater diffiéu;ty in b:inging thgi: full staff on
board. Delays in programs operated by CBOs ware to ba expacted as
contract negotiations with tha Board of Education were quite protracted.

1 These delays, of course, gaenerelly do not raesult in actual accruals
bescause variances are obtained enabling the school to reaasign the monaey
to alternative uses in the program.

=13=
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ZTabic i

Aoplomontas

Data: Poreont of Fundg hecruing Due to Start Up Do

iayo

AIDP High Srhenis
Ssar (H=2)
Stzategiezs (H=1)

DPP Hich Sghaslo {(U=5)
Echool Componont
CBO Conpsnant

AIDP Middle Schoolz {N=4)

bBPP Middle Scheols {(N=4)
School Component
CBO Conmponent

* “N® gquals the numbor of cchools in the
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Service provision. In erdor to dotermine whather otaff who had been hircd
wvara able to carry out all their proscribed functions, wo asked the staff
maembers wo interviewed to identify any tasks that thoy wore not executing
at 21l or im full. Again, it iz clear that, in general, high schosl
rrograms with the gxception of CBO components Fared better than middie
achcol programs.

High school programs failed to implement 2z number of progras eleponta,
such aa tutoring and group counseling sorvices in AIDP programe and
tutoring, staff development and some clubs and after sclool classes in DEP
programs. High achool CBO gtaff reported failure to provide cubstantial
numbere and kinds of services, including jobs and vocational training for
the most part and extracurricular activities and parent groups to a lesser
extent. Again, this delay flewad from the late approval of contracts.

Middle school programs also had not implemonted a number of services. In
AIDP cchools ¢ iarge proportion of planned afier sonoedl activities vers
not taking plaea in 3 of 4 schoels visited; in addition ctaff reported not
yvet being able to provide attendance incentivas, group counsoling, and
parent workehops among othar iteme. In DPPF middle sehoels, whare CBOs
wore responsible for the bulk of program services, school staff appeared
to be carrying out most of their assigned tasks. CBO staff, however,
reported failure to implement significant program elements such a8, &.08.
cchesl, p.m. Gohool clacsaes, heaith sersening, and career avarenass
vorkshops. In one school the lack of an available telephone pravented
staff from making contacts with students' families,

As a kind of validity check on the data describad above and of interast in
its own right 1s the finding that 13 cf 17 principals interviewed
axprassed difficulty in implementing thelr programas, Of the four whe did
not parceive any difficulty, one had a SOAR program; the other throe did
not take inte account the CBO componente of their program and vara, in
fact, the DPP schoois whieh showaed faifly high levels of impiementation of
the schoel Eﬁmpﬁnaht of the program.

Obstacles to Program Implementation. Principals, program facilitators,
and staff members were asked what difficulties thay 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 teo implement.

Problems with program menagement. Congruesnt with the levels of staff

deployment describaed above, rrincipals cited the difficulty of recruiting
teachers and hiring CBO staff as the chief ohstacle to implementing their

' programe. The hiring of CBO staff lay clearly beyond the sphere of school

responsibility: schools had reached agreements with their CEOs about the
kind of pregram that the CBOs would set up in the achools (where schoois
ware given this role), but in every case it was the fallure of tha Board
of Education to preocese CBO contracts on & timely basis which prevented

CBCm from introducing themselves in the schools early in the school yesar.
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Toachor rocruitmont on the other hand was an in-houso iacwe. FProgren
budgets vary oftomn sllocated funds for por seoslen hev sz te pay focachoss
and coungelors to carry out before or after scheool programa. Virtually
all schools with per cession funds, howaver, had difficulty attracting the
number of otaff members required te oxccute the aectivities vhich had besan

planned to oeour outeide the normal zchool day.

A third commonly cited obstacle to implementation was the lack of sbpaece
needed to accommodate nev staff members. All the DPP high schools, which
had both systemic and CEO program components and, thus, large prograc
staffe, were unable te provide adequato gpace and facilities Ffer thair
pereonmel. Middle schoole alse reported space shortages. Conseguently,
aven though the full staff was not on board in any of the schools, there
vag not enough space %o physically accommodate the staff that was
present. DPP facilities, often a large room or puite of small offieas,
wore crowded with pesople each trying to conduct businessz with students or
othor ptaff in the midot of many others; they woro nolsy. and there wores
constant intorruptions, Likewise, coumselors had to share theiy effican
with other cownselors with the result that they could not see the numbor
of students dic€ated by their caseloads because thair requirements feor
studsnt privacy ‘could net be met.

Finally, gnaégguat@”ggghan;sgs fﬁti§§pg§§gip;§nﬂin§ wvare often cited as a
hindrance to program implementation. Ameng AIDP middle scheols ths
Bozzd®'s lack of provision for pre-planning was bitterly resented. School
administrations expressad a preference for beginning program planning in
June of the preceding year, but the reality waz that thay were handed
program guldelines at the start of the school year. Consequently, routine
programming which had already taken place in the schools oftan conflictad
with the new requiremants of the dropout prevention effort. - DPP middle
schools did not make the mame complaint since they did not provide
services themselves, rather the CBOg did.

In DPP high scheools, where summer planning was budgeted and ecarried ocut,
planning was deemed inadequate for cn-going needs. AIDP high school
program staff expressed the same difficulty. Thess programs found it
difficult to establish common planning psriods for program staff during
the school year that could be used to roordinate activities and solve
probleoms as they arose. Clearly, it was not easy to achedule several
astaff for a common pariod espscially in schools which used multiple day
schedules to accommodate largas anrellments in which camesm staff wara
arriving and leaving school at different times of the day.

Problems 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
Board*s unresponsiveness to their request for funds for these items.
Further, some programs were unable to bring parents in for confsrencas in
the numbaers they intended. Again, staff placed the blame on lack of
response. In DPP middle mschools, there was only one program which

—1E§
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reportod feilure to inplemont @ corvica bocause thay could not got funds
released for it. Genorally gpoaking, there was iittia CoOnNvVargonce acrooo
DPP middle zcheolis on tho program clemonts that vors most troublesoma to
oet up; staff in each school roported s nucbor of activities that had not
bgen adequately implemented, but these varied from school to cchool.

Staff in ona AIDP high cchool alse worae frustrated in trying to gain
accepe to or get roimbursed for funds for theilr incentive pProgram.
Additionally, and morae generally, AIDP schoolio had trouble making their
tutorials conform to the Board of Education's program guidelines and
arranging a linkage with thelr feedar middls scheels. In both caman, the
echools cited vagus and delayad communication from the Board regarding
these particular program asctivities. DPP high schools reportad having
problems implementing some parts of thalr pregrams; 9.9., Ps. m. achool,
wini-gehool; they shared no common danominstors in terms of program typea
or source of problems, howover.

Finally, nearly every echool logged their sonoc of frustration in getting
gtudents to participste in the program. Staff reportad Gifficuity
contacting ctudents in the community, gotting them te attend activitios
once they were in school, enthusing and motivating them. This fact is
hardly surprising given that it is the very preblem the staff are suppogsead
to address. Student disinterest doss not sccount for lack of progran
attendance in every casc, howaver. In both DPP high schoels and AIDP
middle achools staff felt that insufficisnt affort had been made te inform
studenta of the availability of program activitise; and in DPP middle
schools staff reported that teachers were raluctant to raleage students
from classes to attend these activities.

II. staff Evaluationsz of the Program

Ssveral questions were framod to elicit staff's appraisal of and
satisfaction with specific dimensions of their program. For axampla,
gtaff members ware asked to name the best and worst parts of the program;
to rate their satisfaction with the major tasks they carried out;: te judge
the CBO's contribution (where this was relevant); to discuss the level of
input they had into pregram design and ths program's impact. Thelir
regsponses have been organized around program issues which we view as
playing key roles in the ultimate succeas or faillure of thess programsa.

5£t1:faet;an with frogram govérnance. No other issue generated more
aiscussiﬁn ‘and coencern than the manner in which the Board of Educaticn
collaborated with schools in implementing the dropout prevention PEOgEans.
Two very different styles of collaboration were evident acrose schools:
AIDP Ligh school programs and all middle aschool programs were hichly
prescriptive and did not allow for much input from the schesls. DPP high
school programs, on the othar hand, permitted school staff to shape their

‘program in large part. The impact of the differsnt Btyles becama clear in

the context of staffa' responses to gquestions about obstaclas to timaly

=17 -
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rregzea ins . »lomontation. We aloe acked. peineipals and gtaff -dize=1u3iy cboui
tholr patic =factien with the level of imput they hed into bregean Jegign
and with tE.he monitoring procedures with which thoy had to abids.

Frogram inE put. Principalis were asked to indicate the lovel of irzout they
and their = mtaff had in the design of thelr prograz and the signi—=icance
that cerrie=d for them. Responsez to the fixst questien were naa=—31y
dichotomeou==: Some schools had almost complete say in program des=Z4ign;
cthexa had nene. Table 2 ghews tho porcont input into progren de=asign
Eineipals and steff paid they had across school programs. The c=mall
scount of wwvariability in these responses within esch program typ= suggosts
that thoy ==re reliable. It can be seen thai staff in all middie mcheols,
regardiess of vhether they were AIDP or DPP, had next to neo inpue= into
doternipine= the shape of tholr dvepsut proveontlon offerts. In aeCZitica,
the ataff =>f high echool SOAR programs had no say, By gharp cont=ast, the
staff of 4Fhe high scheol with a strategies program and all staff ofF high
echools wits=h systemic programs falt they controlled program deales— to a
vory geoat extent. In thess echocls, principala reaported that tl==
superintendédent of dropout prevention also had a small role to ple==r, Only
in the ohe DPFP high school with a CBO-dominant program did the gt==€f
appoar ©o /lay 2 more intermodiats rols.

In ordar to=— determine the significance of having a lot or no inp=% into
the demign of the program, wo acked principals to discuss any preIslems
they had wizZth the amount of input they had. rPrincipals of middile schools
volcad deci.Zded unhappiness with the fact they were handed - pEGOrSum as
opposed to allowed to help shape one. Specifically, some princip=ls
expreg2ed t—he feeling that they simply did not knov vhat was goin<g on =-
that they wwrare responsible for a program for vhich they were supr-=1ad no
rationala, Several principals complained that bscsuse they had h=4a no
input, the . program was not tailored to. their schoolg! neada, 6.9. 5 one
identifiad - the need for staff development, an item for which ther== was no
budgetary ce=onsideration. Other principals expresssd strong
diesatisfac-=tion with the lack of wisdom of student eligibility cr= teria
and the 1in.=ited provision for program leadership, l.a., a .4 full <inme
equivalent (FTE) program fa~ilitator instead of the full FTE facl = ftator
they felt tE_he program raquired.

Principals = ©of high schools with SOAR or the CBO-dominant programs
exprassded s- imilar dissatisnfastionsz with having to wvork within procszam
guidelines =mot of thelr own choousing. The former wvould have prafe=rred to
broaden stuc=dent eligibility criteris and to davelop jobs for studeznts; the
latter woulce= have chomen another CBO.

Monitoring prowrocadureas. Ws asked principals hov they they felt abcswuat the
frocedures Ethe Board imposed on the schools for monitoring and eve= Yuation
purposes., kEThile a few middle achool principals and 8 similar nunt>ar of
high acheool Principals expraessed appreciation for the need for presgram
svaluation, the overvhelming majority of principals complained abcswst the
burden thesmsm procedures placed on school staff, PFiva of elght mi®&Ale
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school principals and zeven of nine high mcheol principals held thio
viewv. Further, vhen staff mombero wero acked teo enumerate the vworst
appacts of thelr programe, no itom was mentioned more fregquently than the
onerous amount of paporvork they werg reguired to produce to document
program gervice delivery; staff were required to note all student
contacte, placements, and referrala,

Evaluztion of program staff, Prinecipals widely indicated that program

staff wvere salected on the basis of speclal compotencies and general

puitability for wvorking with dropout prone youth. Exceptionz to this werc
found at the middle school level where principals of tws AIDP and two DPP
programs reportad that staff had been selected on the basis of smeniority.
In ona of these casas, a principal's choica for program facllitator had
been contested by anotner faculiy member and raveorgad--on the basis of his
senior status. For the most part, howaver, progroam staff (excluding CRO
personnal) tended to be newer faculty membars: 70% of piaff memsberzs had
been in the school fewar than ten yesars acroass both high and middie
schools; in fact, in middia schools, nasrly a third of the nen=CBO gtaff
vore nev that year. In view of these facts, middle schoola oppaared to
have the worst of both worlds in that they more often selected ztaff on
the basig of seniority alone &nd had nev, incoxpesrienced ztaff with which
to contend.

In addition, wa asked principala to assess their staff's need for special
training for dropout prevention assignmenta. All prinecipals said thsat
staff neaded special training for their work, but only a smaller number
acknowvlaedged that thsy ware not able to provids such training far thsisr
gtaff, In particular, principals with SOAR programs indicated & lack of
ptaff training.  This is not surprising given that these programs placs
gpecial demands < Teachers in terms of curriculum devalopment and
instructional techsique gearad to at=risk studentas. Two principals with
systemic programs and tvo princip=1ls at the middle school lavel zico
expraesged a need for staff training. These dats may wall underrepresent
the true neead for training, howsver, since it was our lmpression that
principals ware reluctant tc portray theilr staff as inadaquate.

Evaluation of the CBO component. We asked the principals ar well as

scheol staff to evaluzte the CBOs contribution. Principals uniformly
characterizad CEO etaff as bringing spacial strengths to the dropout
pravention initiative. These strengths were identified in terms of their
having greater familiarity with the communities and families of at risk
students and @speclally relevant counseling skills in such aresas as erisis
intervention, family therapy, and vocational guidance; weaknussas wera
parcaivad as the CBOa‘’ lack of familiarity with mchool proceduras and
students.

School staff with fewv exceptions achoad their principal's endormement of
CBO staff; nearly all falt the CBO had bean helpful. Thare was & hint of
compastitiveness betwean school and CBO counseloras as revealed in one

e 1o I8
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counsaloxr's comment that the CBO staff got the challenging counceling
assignments while school cownsalors waro raelogated the routine acadenmic
monitoring and paparwork,

Satisfaction with _student eligibility criteria. Another issue which wo
explored carsfully wao the staff's viawv of the criteria which wvere uged te
include or exclude students from direct sarvices. Striet guidelines
regarding students' eligibility had been set in the 1985-86 iegislation.
Wa wished to determine staff's response. Princlpals wvere agkaed to
avaluate the appropriatenass of the criteria. The majority judged them to
be misguided. Interestingly enough three of four schoel principals who
did not complain about them had systemic programs which ware zllowed to
tarcat a1l students in the ninth and tenth grades; the other had ao middle
@chool CBO-only program. Of thosa whe complainad, most felt the criteria
ware too rastrictive and needed to be expanded to include lass seriouzly
truant students. Principals indicated theae "borderline” students were
more motivated to attend, but evidenced problems which eould lead to EoTa
serious truancy and dropout; they reasoned that cfferts directad at these
students were more likely to produce results, whoreas intervention with
the targeted students would be futile. Soma felt that tha criteris should
be axpanded to inelude “cutters® and students who were conaistantly late
a8 well. Only one principal suggasted the criteria should inciude even
harder core studente, that is, the long-term abssntee or student who ia
enrolled but does not attend and cannot be located eapily.

Program staff were also asked whether they felt there were students in
need of dropout prevention morvices who had been excluded from them. Thae
majority acress_all programs, 82% of all rospondgnta, maid yss. Tho list
of ncedy students they collectively generated suggests the dapth and
breadth of the at-=risk student population, only a parcentage of which are
served by dropout prevention progrsms. The list ineludea:
scademically handicapped students such as PREP students
cutters '
transfers
all entering ninth graders--they are undergoing
a gtressful transition yaar
students experiencing a new culture smuch ae those from the
Caribbean and Cantral America
students vith behavior problams
students with multipie family problems who may naad
coungeling and positive rols models
S8pacial Education students
students wvho currently manifeat serious truancy (as oppoaad
to showad the problem last vear)
any student who wantg to participate on account of interest
in a particular activity that iz offered
atudents in the 6th and 7th gradas who have not yat
developed bad habits
all students--they are all at-risk in this school
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When staff mepbers vore asgked wvhether there vere targetiod ctudontso for
whom the pregram did not work, again, a majority, 72%, responded
affirmatively. Their characterization of these students agreed with zome
principals' view that incorrigibles had been selescted to participate in
the program. That is, staff at the high school and, to a lesser extent,
at the middle school level felt that there were students with mevere
emotional problems, from troubled families, whose parents had failed te
instill a wvaluing of educational gecals, who had diseiplinary problems or
used drugs that were simply beyond help. Further, some staff belioved
students with poor attendance who were academically handicapped and
ovarage cculd not benefit from the program.

Satigfaction with program design. Principals and program staff ware given
several opportunities to evaluste the dezign of their programas.
Principals ware asked to identify the best and worst pariz of their

programs and the changea that neaded to be made to improve them. Staff
were queried in a parallel manner. Their repponses have been organized
inte three categories to sharpen our understanding of the 1) strengths of
current programs; 2) changes that could improve programs at current
funding levals; and 3) additional featuraes which are neaded to optimize
existing program designs-~which would also require additicnal funding., In
Table 3, these three categories of responses are arrayed by program type:;
distinctions between different typas of AIDP and DPP programs are not made
since differances in program content are minimal. Only comments that
appeared to have some currency among staff are inciluded in the table: in
other words, idiosyncratic remarks wvers discarded. Comments -:.. . are
made by staff in esvery program of a given typa are underlinec " scussion
of these data will follow the order in which program typas arc - .osented
in the table.

SOAR/Strategies High Scheols. The most effective foaturaes cited by staff
defina the essaential character of SOAR and Strategles programs: small

unmotivated students and which provide clciar relationships batween
teachaeres and students and among studenta,

Ways in which existing program designs could be anhanced included both
curriculvm and staff development. Staff expressed the rieed for batter
curriculum and eguipment and matarials teo support the curriculum., They
alsc felt teaaching would be more effective if some teachers were to adopt
a more congtructive attitude about educating difficult studants. A
problem that was unique to these programs since they were the only ones
which programmed students into special classes was that students felt
their peers thought of them ss Special Education students or as Jdifferent:;
Finally, staff indicated that reducing the amount of papsrwork they had to
do would increase their lesvel of contact with students.
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Frogram Dogeriptiono, Most Effectivo Foaturos, and Changaes Nocds

to_Pnhanco and Comploment Current Program Dagigns

Pzogram Typo

AIDP High Schools:
Blocked classes with
cpecial focdus curriculum,
guidance and outroach.

DPP High Schools:
CBO case monngancut:
echool-i"ide activitias,
guidanece and outraach.

AIDP Middle Schoolsm:
Curricular and recreational
offorings, tutoring,

DPP Middle Schoolg:
CBO curricular and
racreational activities,

tutoring; guidance and outreach.
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ﬁastrgffaeﬁ;§é Featurag

Small clasmos, tailored eurriculun,
botter supsrviscion, mere contact
betwoon teachors and ntudento,
group cohopion.

Confliet madiatien training,
7ocational training, counseling,
attendance monitering, outrsach,
rivate buaminess program, joba,
incentivas, high interest
gctivitien,

Bafora/after/Saturday curricular and
tutoring, personalizaed attention to

gtudents, incentives, attendance
monitoring, home visits, counseling.

Same as for AIDP middle schools
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Crganisatienal dovelopnomit: bottor
otaff omd otaff/CBD eserdination,
grticnlaticn betwoen ecounseling ond
toaching functions and acrems
grograng, EOFe GpEce; greater
student awvareneas of pregrasm,
feeiings of belonging to progren,
iczz papsrwork.

Organizational desvelopmant:
staff cocordination, network of AIDP
staff scroes schools, pregran
eoherence; greater student awvareness,
group cohasion, better
trained/suparvised tutors, ooz

dedicated staff, less paparwork.

Organizational dsvalopment: echeol/
CBO coordination; more equipsent/
materials, batter trained tutors,
E0ra regular syetem of meeting with
students, less paporwork.

Serial oervieas, jobn, earcer
avaronoss, cezmunity suppor:,

Aeadonie cozponont: trancitien
fo¥ zoturned trusnis, oo high
interegt academie offarings
{romedinl, vocational, cox/
parenting classes), mini-cchosl,
tutozring; extracurriculars,
joba, childeaxe, batter middie/
high school linkage, student
input, staff dsvelopment, mDore
staff, parent involvement.

Social servieces, more varied
high interest curriculum and
activitiss, scheol-wide
attendance incentives, otaff
develepment, more guidance and
esutreach staff, parent

involvement.

Ezpanded high=interanct
curriculum, incentives, trips
outgide nsighborhood, wvocatienal
training, mors guidenea and
outraach staff, paran

;gga;ygmant-
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Features which noeded to be added to these orograms to maximize their
effectivenasse resembled the kinds of services that CBOs supplied in other
schools. Thesa wore gocial sarvices and job preparation/vocational
comseling. In additieon stoff strongly supportad the idea of Placing
their students in jobs. Other features which they felt their programc
needed included more community support especially in the form of job
programs and grgater parental support of and involvamant in thair dropout
pravention effort.

DPFF High Schools. DPF high school programs consisted of CBO escunseling
services for truants and a systamic component devotaed to general school
improvement which included a variety of efforts to improve school
security, student partieipation in school 1life, ete. Staff cited a wide
acsortment of program offorings oz being espociallyv beneficisi. Thess
included CBO type services such as mediaticn training, vocational training
and intensive counseling: private bunminess programs and gtaff-developad
jobs; and in-house services such as revarda/incentives for school
attendance, high interest classes, extracurricular activities, attondance
monitoring and ocutreach to abszenteas.

The chief way in which thay ballesved their programn could be onhanced oo
through improving the organization and management of them. This was not
surprising given the scopes of mervices and number of staff mambers
associated with these programs. Specifically, staff reported the need for
batter coordination between school and CBO psrsonnel and among school
staff; better articulation of counseling and teaching functions which
sometimas compate for the same student; better integration and leas
redundancy of services across the smaveral high achool programa; and more
offica space to accommodata the incrsased number of school parsonnal.
rogram offerings and aven of the existence of tha program was neaded and
that students' sense of balonging to a program should ba strangthened.
Lastly, staff complainad that the paperwork was axcessive,

Staff had several suggestions for expanding current programs. Evan though
these programs provided a variety of services, staff axpressed the viaw
that current offerings had limitations. In contrast to the AIDP programsa
which revelved around blocked classes, but lacked social sarvicas, DPP
programe supplied CBO services in the absence of substantive curricular
structuras in many cases. Chiaf among them was the lack of a mechanism
for easing the returned truant into regular classes. Staff were keenly
aware that students who had fal’en behind thair clasemates because of
their abmanteeism would floundar once they wera reintreoduced into tha
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 considerable effort was aexpandaed on student
outreach, i.e., getting the student to come to mchool, little forathought
appeared to have been given to a method for remadiating students to make
them clasas-ready, To address this need one mchool set up an "academic
mantoring room" during the second half of the school year; existing funds
wars reallocated for two teachers each of whom would tutor returned
truants for two poricdz z day.
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in addition, otaff of DPP programs wanted to oxpand offerings of high
intercost academic classes of a remedial sz woll asz vocational and spocisl
interest nature (2,9., Zox eduacation and perenting classes). Some falt
the bagt form of providing theso would ba & minl=zcheol tailorad te
potivating truants (as one school had). Other staff felt the addition of
tutoring, extracurricular activities, Jjob placement, and/or childecare
services was noaded teo give truants the full eomploment of support thoy
required to svccead in schoel. A more elaborate system for smoothing
middle zchool students' transition to high achool aleso was deamed
important. While middlie/high school linkage programs were ineclivded in
curront program designs, some judged them to be inadegquate. Finally,
student input into program design, staff development, greater parent
invelvamant, and more staff to provide services ware cilted as items whieh
could profitably eniarge the scopa of existing programs.

AIDP Middlie Scheola. AIDP middle zchool programs consoiscted of
school=basaed {(azs opposad te CBO-based) academic classas, recreaticnal
activities, tutoring, guidance and outreach for truants. As with high
school programsa, AIDP middle school program staff gave high merks te their
programs. They valued the expanded school day as & means of providing
truants with mors engaging activities; they judged the tutoring and
inereasad individualized attention to students as crucial; they found the
incentives, attendance monitoring, and counseling very helpful.

Given the nmultiplicity of mervices to integrate in these programs, it is

Spacifically, staff cited the need for better staff coordination, program
coharence and & natwork of AIDP staff acros& middle school programs for
sharing information. As with high school DPP programs, staff also felt
students did not participate to the extent thay should because they lackad
awareness of program offerings and if thay did participate lacked anvy
sanga of group cohesion. Staff inadequaciz= ware also issues for thesne
programs: ataff cited the need to better train and supervise the tutors
used in the program and to attract more dadicated teachers. Finally, a
reduction in paperwvork was sought.

staff of AIDP middls school programs wanted to complement their existing
programs with both more of the same and different activitism., For
example, many staff membsrs thought thelr current curricular offerings
warae not varied enough and should be expanded; they wanted to extend
incentives for attendance to all studenta. At the game time they felt
that the need for social and intensive counseling ssrvices which was met
by CBOa in other types of programeé was not addressed in their own, Thay
also expressed a nead to augment theilr own guidance and ocutreach staff, to
have staff developmant take place and to collaborate with parents in
attempting to improve their children's attendance.

DPFP Middle Schoola. DPP middle school programse offered essentizlly the
same array of activities as did AYDP programs but did so through CBO

parsonnel. Again, staff affirmed the value of theage marvicea and the
general thrust of the program model.



Their suggestions for improving the sxisting preogram included increascing
coordination batween the school and the CBO ptaff, supporting activities
with more eguipment and materiala, and providing training for tutors

Staff felt a more regqular system of meeting with students neaded te EQ
built inte the program. These staff menbers alzo indicated that reducing
ths zmount of papsrwork they had to do wonld be a boon te their work.

Staff wanted to round out their current program offsrings by expanding
their high-interest currisuvium and system of incentives, by conducting
trips outmide the school neighborhosd, and by providing vocational
training. As for AIDP middle schools, staff in DPP middle scheols felt
more echool guidance and outreach staff wvere required to serve truants
effectively, Finplly, otaff bolioves thot the noed for parontai suppori

of their objectives had to ba addreased in a programmatiec way,

Summary. By way of summarizing these important data en the adequacy of
program designs from the point of view of those who have the greatest
familiarity with thom, twe points can be made. First, program staff
videly endorsed the services they wers currently pzoviding; no mingle tvps
of sorvice waos identificd sz misguided or lacking in potential
usefulness. This is a striking finding given the diversity of smervices
repraosented by these programe and the goneral frankness vith which wa
obsarved staff to respond to ounr questions. It is also an extramely
important finding in view of the Board's rasponsibility for organizing a
city-wida dropout pravention effort based upon maaningful, potentislly
effectiva atrategies of intervention.

Second, no single type of program was fully adsquate: program staff at
aach school we visited indicated that current servicea were appropriate
but limited in important respactis. Interestingly, tha marvices that
typified one program were often cited as a missing elemant of another.
For uxample, SOAR and strategies programs, both clasaroom-basad models,
lacked soclal services and vocational training, in a word, CBO type
services; high school DPP programs often avidenced the notable abmenca of
specific academic/curricular interventions for truants.

Satisfaction with program funding. The schools! appraisal of program
shortfalla such as the above lead logically to quastiona of the adequacy
of funding for the programs. We asked principals to aevaluate both par
capita spanding and the zize of their ovarall budget in relatlion to the
scope of their attendance/dropout problem. Their responses provided
additional insight into the inherent 1;mitat1nna of different progran
modals,

All program models' budgets were based in part on & $1000/student ratie.
AIDP and DPP programe In middle schools received a basa amowmt of £15%0, 000
and were instructed to serve 150 truants; AIDP high school programa ware
alloceted approximately $200,000 to serve 150 trusnts and to cover a
limited number of ralatad needs. A different funding formula was used

for DPP high szchools: they raceived 5150,000 plus S1000 x the numbar of

W
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ctudents that catched the attondance eritexiz; the numbor of students wac
baged on the pisze of @ach scheol's quaiifying population. DPP budgets
wvare as large as $800,000 or $900,000 in some casag. Importantly, while
middle =zchool znd RIDP high scheol prograam dollars had te bo spent &n
cezvicen for tergetted truants only, DPP high schoele were able te opand
Eoaey on gereral echool improvement as well as CBO services to truants.

Frinaipais of DPP high schosls wore satisfied with per capita
ocpanding=--parhaps because per capita spending was lesa relevant te their
efforte than the overall zize of their budgets. Principals of AIDP high
schoole and both AIDP and DPP middle sehool programs, heowever, tended to
viev psr capitaz spanding as inadequate. That is, in thooe sehesls whieh
wvere held to spending $1000/student and in the high schools, comevhat
more,; prineipals felt the por capita gperding ievel was not high gnough to
=cot students® neads. AIDP high scheool prinecipals indicated that current
por capita zpending could not be stretched to cover the coots of texts and
curricular materials, incentives, and other equipment they vieved as
program requisites. Middle scheol prineipals caid per capita spending did

- not permit ataffing levels commansurate with student needs. Thay citad

the .4 FTE allocation for a program facilitator as an example of funding
inadaquacy; there was consensus that one FTE was required to manage the
rprogram effectively. In saddition, middle school principals said per
capita spending did not bagin to cover the costs of the additional sta ££,
particularly guidance and outreach staff, they felt wera nesded.

When principals were asked whether their program dollars reached the
numbers of students vho required assistance, a different pattarn of
responaes was obtained. All DPP and AIDP high acheol principals expressed
the view that their budget did not addresas the full acope of the
attendance/drepout problem in their school; half of the middle schoel
rrincipals endorsed that view.

High school principals defined ths 3=a§a of the problem in terms that
tended to correspond with their pgrtiﬁu;ar program modal. That is,
congistent with the systemic concept, most DPP high school principale said
thair budgets should be sugmented to permit them to diract school-w'de
improvement efforts at all atudents in the school, instead of only ninth
and tenth graeders. They seemed committed te the wview that everall school
improvement was -needed to effect substantial change in attendance and
dropout rates. AIDP high school principals wanted increased gpending in
order to merve the much larger numbers of at-risk students in their
schools than were stipulated by the Eagrd! Of those middle school
rrincipals vho felt overall program spanding was inadequate, sona deésired
additional funds for school-wide improvement; others wanted monuy to merve
larger numbers of neady atudents.

Job ngtiafae:ign. In addition to asmessing how principals and ' EOgran
otaff viewad various eapects of the pregrams in wvhich they took sart, we
examined staff's esatisfaction with the majer taska they performed. staff
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members wore apked to name tho central tacks thay earried out; to rate
their level of satisfaction with thess activitios en a 5-point gecale where
i iz not satisfied and 5 is very satisfied; and to indicate their reasons
for the ratingg thoy made, An individual's satisfactien ratings were then
averaged across activities. Table 4 contains avarage satisfaction ratings
for guldance counselors, teachers, paraprofessional staff, e.g., family
assistant, and CBO staff by each of the four types of programe included in
our sample. The average ratings are based on & small nucber of emplovasa,
but reflect the steady trends in staff responses that wverae obgsrved. In
any case, wa use these data to mzke only general pointa about staff
satisfaction.

At the moat gonoral lavel Table 4 chows that ataff satisfaction wag
average (3.0) or ibove average in every catagory except teachers in AIDP
high schools. Thie finding suggesta there thora may be ne pesrvasive
morale probiem among staff and probably refleets another genaral finding
that staff felt current programs were basically sound, if in need of
expansion. The below avexage ratings of teachers in AIDP high school
programs deserve attention, howaver, since these individuals have the most
direct and pustained contact with truant students of any scheol soploveoo,
The aspect of their job that they least liked was tutoring students during
the pariocd of the day that had set aside for it: they never gave a rating
of above 2 on this activity. The reasonsz for thaeir dissatisfaction
included their feeling that too little planning and organization had
guided the implementation of the tutorisl messions and that students were
too unmotivated to attend regularly. Ratinge of their instructionsal
agolgnments ware somewhat higher, about average. The reascngz that thase
ratings wore not highor coneaerned lack of eurriculum planning and the lack
of challenge inhering in teaching low-lavel curriculs.

Table 4 also reveals that CBO staff ware among those staff mambers who
exprassad the highest levels of satisfaction with their Jobs. This is an
important finding given the near-exparimental guality of including CBOs in
school dropout prevention programs; it indicates that CRO staffs are
ralatively content with their new roles in the g#chool. It may also be
significant that schocl guidance counaselors who worked with CBO staff and
shared commen tasks with them rated their job a full point higher on the
aversge than those counselors who did not eollaborate with CBOs.

Appraisal of program impact. Since programs had not been fully

implemented and could not be expscted to demonstrate effects on student
attendance and dropout by nid-year, wa deemed it important to examine
staff's pasrsonal expactatiens and observations of succass and the "eide
effects” that programs may have already had on the gchool. A formativae
evaluation of thie type can offer greatar explanation of later program
success/fallure than an evaluation of the success/failure criteria slone.
We asked principals and staff whather they thought the program was having
a positive effect on mtudents and in what othar ways the program affected
achool.
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AIDP Middle Szheols 3.1 {4y 3.5 (6) 463 (5}
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Specifically, wo askad principalc vheothor their program sSegmed to be
improving atudent attendance. Nearly all felt studenta' attendance had
inereased ac a2 result of partieipating in the rrogram; a few exproosed tho
view that it was too soon to tell. Principals alse indicated whether they
thought the program had improved student academic performance. Less than
half falt it had; the majority thought it was premature to make a Jedgment
since classzoom performance might take longar to changa than attendance.
Not gurprisingly, staff of middle school programg tended to endoroc
prasent program effectiveness the lsast atrongly of any group probably
owing to the weak implementation of their pPregramgs. Virtually all staff
members felt that their program would improve studont attendance in the
future.

Principals wore alse asked to commsnt en the kind of affect thairx program
had had on nen-targetted students, teaching faculty, and scheol
management. Almost every principal thought the program had pomitivalw
influenced studonts whe did not partiecipate in the program: they felt
these students wore "goaking up® the extra scheool support and emphasis on
attendance. There was, however, somo sense that PREP students had baen
shortchanged in the procesz of zhifting z2ttenticn away from acadamic
handicapz to truancy.

With regard to the impact of programs on teachaers, principals' zreoponses
were more mixed. The majority indicated that the program had halpad
teachers in as much as it provided them with a refarral gyatem and, te a
lesgser extent, bacause it supplied staff development, increased attendance
monitoring, and sometimesz smaller classes, Several principals, howaver,
identified negative effects on teachers. Thesa included greater class
preparation requirements, mora paperwork, having to handle an increased
numbayr of disciplinary problems (because truants ware back in school), and
having atudente "pulled out®” of claas to participate in the program.

Interastingly, the majority of prinecipals teok a rather dim view of the
program's impact on school management and, parhaps, more particularly, on
them. Twalve principals (ocut of 17) falt the dropout pravention programs
increased the difficulty ang complexity of school administration since it
8imply added to the number of programs and ataff to monitor, This finding
degervas serious considaration given the truly extenasive number and
diversity of programe that exist in the schools. Some of thase prinecipals
also citad the inadequacy of space, materisls, and gacurity that hadq
resulted from the introduction of these programs to their school. On the
other hand, geveral prineipals cited positive effects such as the more
effactive hanaling of student problems with more apacialiszsd personnal and
the freeing up of staff to work on tasks more in line with thelr
expzctations and, finally, the general improvement in the climata of the
school. WNaither poasitive or negative evaluations emanated from any
particular type of program.
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I¥. Studont Satigfaction

L]

Az had boen dong with otaff, otudonto ware acked te identify the best and
wvoret features of the bregram in which thoy partieipatad; to oxplain hew
the program could bo more helpful; to rate thelr satisfactien with tho
staff who carried them out; and, finally, to indicate whother tho program
had helped them to come te scheol more often. Ths ragults of the analyaos

of thelr responses are discussed balow.

Satisfaction with program, Students were given the opportunity to

indicate hov wall they liked the program in general; they ware asked
whether thay 1liked the program "a lot", "a little”, or ®“not at &al1l.” The
perczontage of gtudents who liked the program & lot is chown for sach
program category in Table 5. oOQuite iarge majorities of atudents
(702-80%) reported strong liking for their program with the excoption
arudents in DPP middie schools where a more woderate majority (60%) did
@e. hAgain thils program suffered from very late implementation.

£

Q0

To gzin a more specific understanding of student satisfaction, ptudents
2iss were asked to 1dentify program staff with whom they had had contact
during tha 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
i1ittle¥, or “nor &t 8il." The psarcontage of their reaponses whieh fell
into the “g lot®” catagory for sach of the four program types is presanted
in Table 5. It zan be geen that the overwhelming majority of responzsea
indicated a streng liking for program activities in both AIDP and DPP high
school programs and in AIDP middle school programs; in DPP middle school

rcogrars a moderates majority of respoagas expressed the same degrea of
i1iking.

The reasone students gave for theizr ratings ravealsd that they simply
enjovad the staff parsons with whom they interacted: situdents reported
that thase parsons were “nice,” "fun,” "understanding,” ¥"concerned,” and
“halpful .* Sare elmo menticoned that they found the activities fun and
intereating and that they warse gstting more than in "regular school.”
Students in b igh school programs ware more iikely than middle school
atudente to say- they relished having someone to talk to; in addition,
etudents in high school programas which placed students in iobs expreased
espacially strong., positive feelings about their job. DPP middle school
students’ explanations of their leow ratings of staff and activities
concarnad thair dislike of tslking sbout their preblems with both school
and CBO counselors.

2 Students in one DPP high schocl program vere dropped from this analysis
bacause they had no knowledga of a dropout prevention program par @a.
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indicatozs of Studont Sntisfaction

Prograno 3_Stedonts Liking 3. Stedents
' Frogram A Lot y_Prog

Como to Scheol
Horo

AIDP High
echoslo 705 {10} ! 805 (10)

DPP EHigh
Schools 805 {19} 952 {(79)

AIDP Hiddie
Schoolno 755 {20} 748 (79)

DPP Hiddie
Schools 608 (20) 672 (18)

a
Rumbers in parsnthesos represent the numbsr of employses wvho providad
ratingg.
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= Jes Studontc wore ackoed wvhother thoir attondaneco had iogrevad
ﬁh,srgﬂ f aﬁa, ﬂf it had, vhotheor the program wag rosponsiblie. The
percantage of student reaspondents whe gaid the program had improved their
attendance across the four types of programs is ineluded in Table 5.
Again, four of the five students interviewed in one DPP high school were
droppad from this analysis bacause they wore not :vare that a spaecific
dropout provention program existed in their school. These statistiecs chew
& somaevhat different pattern of responses than studenta!l gatisfaction
ratings. DPP high school studente mors eftsn pareeived thair pragras te
have holpad them improve thelr attendance than students in any other
rogram. A high pereentage of AIDP high school students also gava their
frogram credit for improving their attendance, Just under 3/4 of the
studenta in AIDP middle school programs said their programs were

c factive, while 2/3 of students in the DPP middlie scheol programs did co.

RAmong students who sald the program had been helpful, there was 1ittils
varintisn azrecs pregTaomc in tho yps of explanatlon studenits suppiied fex
why the program had helped them. Students most often reported they had
bagun coming to school more often becausa they received mors acadomie
appistance; wore concern, attention, and support from staff: and beecause
they had baen impressed with the importance of attending for later

echooling and employment.

IV, Dropout Prevention and Schoeol Environmant

Since programs oparate within the larger context of the school, we
racognized that thase contextual variables ecan act to support or diminish
program efforta. To widely varving dagreas across the different programs,
student spend their time interacting with non-program staff in non-program
activities: Students in SOAR spent substantial school tima in their
program; other students persued normal activities for the most part. W&
examine below principals’! views of faatures of the school environment
wvhich seem to pose significant obstacles to the task of dropout
prevention.,

School size., All but one high school principal and one middle scheool
grin:ipal held the view that reducing the size of schools would furthar
tha cause of dropout prevention. Although the educational literature and
previous studies by PEA have documentad the positive affects of small
echools, it is nevertheleas surprising that schoel administrators felt as
they did since it is often tha case that thay derive additional pover,
prestige, and resources from managing large schools.

When zsked what 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 students. The average size obtained for high schools is far
balow the actual sizes of the high schools included in this study
(2149=4114). The average size for middle schools is also smaller than
mogt of those in the study (605=1306).

=34
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Some of the reasons that large szchools make dropout prevention more
difficult emerged from questionz we posed staff members: 1) Larger
schools are often overcrowded: Students must attend school on staggered
schodules; gtaff have far less offics space than they require. These
conditlons congtitute stressers for everyone concernaed. 2) The number of
academlc programe required to serve the large numbars of students with
different needs produces an organizational complexity and fragmentation
that leaves staff unsure of the school's direction and priorities.

Proportion of academically abla students. Thirteen of smeventesn school

rrincipals stated that schools needed a certain percentage of at or above
grade level students to be affective overall. The minimum percentage of
guch students that they felt was needed ranged from 18% to 50%; the
average was 38%. This majority viev aiso finds support in the educational
literature which advises a more hefty (50%) concentration of on or abeve
grade level students.
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Appondix A

Sampiing and Intorview Metheds

Samplc Selaction

A total of 17 schools were included in this analysis; nine of theze ucre
high schools and ecight were middie schoolsz. They were salected on the
baglis of two criteria. First, we choze schools that had programs
representative of the two broad types of programe that existed in city
schools both at the high and middle school lavel: These ware Attendance
Improvement/Dropout FPrevention (AI/DP) programs that were funded with
state moniesz alone and Dropout Prevention (DPP) programs which were
gupported by both state and city funds. Second, we chose those schools
which had among the lowest attendance rates and highest dropout rates. By

schools which presented the greatest challenge to the dropout pravention
initiativa. Importantly, however, extensive discussions conducted with
representatives of the Board of Education, various school districts, and
CBOz subsequent to our inveatigation suggeat that the findings appear to

ba goneralizable to 311 schools with dropout preventlion programs.

At the high schcol level, three AI/DP and six DPP schools ware vigited.
Two of the AI/DP schools' programs waere based on the Student Opportunity
for Advancement and Retention (SOAR) model. The third AI/DP program,
lagbelled Strategiesn, was structured very much 1ike 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 eaxpended funds both on the genaral

grades and on services to target truants, in particular, A zixth DPP
program which had less funding stressed case management services to target
students for the most part and a small complement of other activities
ineluding a jobs program. All DPP programe viaited ineluded services
provided by community-based organizations.

At the middle school level, four AI/DP programs and four DPP programs wvere
axamined. In AI/DP schools, services were supplied by school personnel
only, while in DPP schools, CBO staff and to a limited axtant school staff
provide mervices.

Intervievs

Structured interviews were conducted with the principal, program
facllitator, program staff and astudents at each school we visited.

=3 G-
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PFrincipals and program facilitators were interviewsd in Wovember and
January and February 7986. Whore possibie five program staff members
representative of the major parsornel categories, i.a., teachars,
comngelors, paraprofessionals, and community-based organization (CBO)
staff; and five studento who participated in the program. In 211, 17
prineipals, 17 facilitators, 75 program staff persons, and 75 gtudents
provided data for our analvsis.

The interviev items (ses Appendix B) wore constructoed te addrass specific
issuas that had been identified in previous PEA studies as plaving key
roles in exacuting am effeective dropout prevention initiative.

Both staff and students wore assured that their regponses to guestions

would ba confidential and that the identity of thoir scheol would not bo
revaaled,.



APPENDIX B

INTERVIEW FORMS

RESPONDENT(S) :

INTERVIEW DATE:
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Principal /AIDP-DPP Coordinator Questionnaire

A, Characterize Program Implementation
1. About the School Attendancs Program in General

a. Have you had an opportunity to compiete the Data Collection Instrument
wa eent 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 principal the appropriate
questions.

b. Could you confirm and complete the budgetary information that we have for
your AIDP/DFP program. (Hand principal and rrfogras =oordinator a copy of

as warranted on vour copyv.)

€. Have you had any difficulty finding staff te whom you could reassign the
former responsibilities of AIDP personnel?

d. How many students were eligible for your AIDP or DPP program this year?

How did you arrive at that number?

Did you include special education scudents in that aszsssment?

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

1]
"

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

How did you arrive at that number?

Does this include special education students?

Does this include studentsz 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 slicepoie to deseribe the degree of
control you, your staff, your superin ntendent, central board of education
personnel & staff of the communitybz ag®d organizations (if any) had in
designing your AIDP or DPP program hmpw would you divide up the pie?

Actual Allocatiem Ideal Allocation
Principal
Staff
Superintendent
BEQOE BSupervisor#®
CBO

some other way of

o
i

b. Was that an ideal arrangement or doyo—oa think there
dividing up the input that would resw=.1% in a better designed program?
Make a reallocation based on what yu . would like to see, (Place this

F=

information above under "ideal alloat ticn.™)

]

€. Could you tell me what the problemw=s in having it the other way?

d. Wwhat, if any, problems emerged among BFthoge responsible for deciding
program directions?

Did people have different ideas abot what to do?
Were there any difficulties just gettli Zng people together to solve problems?

e. How much time did you have to develgy - y2ur original proposal?
Was that adequate?

For schoels contracting with CBOs only =; How much time were you given to
negotiate your contract(s) with the BOw?

Was that adequate?
How much time is needed to develop apoxyogram of this complexity?

f. What issues concernad you most in deslegring the program?

189
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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

What accounted for any delays in hiring/assigning staff?

You have a3
began fune

in service?

What accounted

Do you think that any kind of
in this program?

o

Was your school able to provide it?

done to help you in the future?

Can you suggest correctives,

prevention efforts in the school?

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

o0



h. If you have been working with a CBO, who on your staff and who on the
staff of the CBO participated in the coentract negotiations? Did anvone
else participate?

E7

[0

Has working with a CBO presented any special proble

Does the staff of the CBO have different strengths (in expertize or work
ethnie} from school staff?

Does the staff of the CBO have diffarent weaknesses (in expertize or work
ethnie) from school staff?

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

Are your staff and the CBO staff working well together?

When ordinary difficulties emerge in the operation of the CBO/
school program, who in the school resclves thosa problem=s? Who Ffrom the
CBO 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/capita?

How was this arrived at?
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



1<

o

i
w

oy

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

What aspect works worst? Whvy?

as the program improved youngsters' attendance in your

Has it improved youngsters "academic" performance? What tells you

i
T
i

the program had an effect on students besides those targetted?

Has this program hurt or helped teachers in any way?

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

Has it in any way made things operationally more difficult?

When would yeu expect to see results from this program?

o2

udgment? What

that?



5. Future Direction

a. Do the centrally mandated aspects of the AIDP/DPP program allow suf-
ficient flexibility for you to design a brogram responsive to veour
school's special ¢lrcumstances?

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

Are the resources adeguate given the scope of the problem in your school?
Are the constraints regarding student eli igibility appropriate ?

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

What abaut thé rule regarding supplanting of resources? Has this presented

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

c¢. Should/could the program be expanded in vour school?
Under what circumstances should the program be expanded

d. How have you felt abcout the menitoring, reporting and evaluation
procedures?

03
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Many different strategies are being considerad now as a way of reducing the
dropout rate. Do you think reducing the size of schools has any
merit as a strategy?

What do you think is an ideal size for a (high or middile) school?
What obstacles keep you from reducing the size of your school if you think

that smallness iz an asset?

Do you think that creating mini schools in larger schools or blocking the
classes of youngsters so that they have a cleoser relationship with a few
teachers has merit?

schools

1
I
3
i}
"
¥
=
s
=]
s
3
[

What are the difficulties one would have ta avercame
for at-risk youngsters in vour 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 pessible to reduce substantially thes dropout rate in
large schools by increasing social services for voungsters in those schools
but not making major structural modifications in their size or
organization?

What tells you that?

What de 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 spend in non-instructional activities
with students like counselling?

o4



B, movide Background Informar—ion
1. DPMogram Background

a. DMd you have = AIDF prograc= last year?

b, Isthis year'= program =Subsstantially the same as the one last year?

]

fchool Processes

i)

. lov long have vou bzen the principal of this school?

‘Pﬂ

that are its strengths &nd weaknesses?

e, Isthere any oiganizational feature in the school which enables teachers to
wik together on instructiesnal matters regularly?

d. that help is available to t—eachers who need to improve their skills?

e, Isthere an ongoing process for reviewing data about student progress and
planning interventions base d en this review? Describe it?

e iz invelvedr?

g, Isthere any mechanism suchk az an advisory group for teachersz to spend
tine with small groups 0f =-Z*udents in guidance-related activities?

h., Hware students advised ab out course selection?

ERIC
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o

Do you have any mini schools? How and for what purpose are they orgenled?

What health and social service agencies are inveolved on a regulsr basdls
with youngsters in the school--exclusive of your AIDP or DPP effort?

Do you have a program in your school which aims to get jobs for needy

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

5
oy



INVESTIGATOR: -
RESPONDENT(S) :__ _
INTERVIEW DATE: _ .

57




Student Questionnaire
A. Demographics Information

i. Age?

2. Race?

,Bj Language gpoken at home?

4. Yearsz attending this scheel?
5. Credits accumulated?

6. Number of other high schools attended?

B. Program Implementation

7. Who is your ) ? (Probe all pragram

positions providing direct services to students.)

Position 1 _ _ . . . — .

Pozgitien 2 ] e —— — _ —

Position 3 , ,, i — — _ -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ta Started
(8)

Segsione Completed
(9)

Level of Contact
(10)

Follow Up
(11)

Activities
(12)

Satiafaction
(13)

Ragson

Pogition #I

Pogition #II Position #IIT

N9



8. When —3id you start seeing _ = 7
(state== each position/name and list p.2.)

S, How ozzTten have you sasen _________ this year?
(State= each position/name and list p.Z2.)

0. Do y—u see every day, once a week, or when

vou I Teel it?
(Stat==e each position/name and list p.2.)

11. What happens if you don't show up as planned?
a

12. What kind of things do you talk about or do together?
{(5tat—=e each position/name and 1list p.2.)

13. Do ye=u like it a lot, a little, or net at all?
Why?
{5tat—e each position/name and l1list on p.2.)

14. Has y—our attendance Iimproved this vear?

Yes ( If yes, go to 15)
No ( If no, go to 17)

15. Has a_-nything about this program helped or/was it something
elge? - Check any that apply.

Thiz program
Something else

i6. What specifically sbout helped you come to
scheoo. 1 more often?

(Go te> 18)

60
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2= .

25

§
i
I

Why hasn't it improved?

Could this program bae more halpful to —ou?

¥Yes (If yes, go to 19)
No (If no, go to 20)

Howv corld it be more helpful?

What is the best thing about the progrezm ?

What is the worst thing?

Overall, do you like thia program, a2 10 &, a little, <r not
at =al1?

Why?

Does being in the program present any s—ecial probler—=?

Do you like school more, less or about —the same as l=st year?

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

What made it better (worse)?

[’
-,
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27. What 18 the best thing about th== schoel?

28. What in the worst thing?

29. Does thiz affect your coming to gchool in any way?

30. How often does each of the follec—wiling happen in vour atesl? (this vaar)

( CIRCIE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE!D

Often Sometines Rarely

a, students drop out 1 1 3
b. satudents do not attend school _ 1 2 3
c. students cut claszsas 1 2 3
d. estudents talk back to teachar—= 1 2 3
e, ptudents refuse to obey rulea= 1 2 3
£. satudents get into fights wt @ = other 1 2 3
g. stiudenta attack or threaten t.=o

attack teachers 1 2 3
h. students rob each other in gel=zhool 1 2 3
i. students damage school proper -ty i 2 3
j. students carry weapons 1 2 k!
k. girls gat pregnant 1 2 3
1. students use drugs or alcochol 1 2 3
m. drugs are s0ld in or around g=:chool 1 2 3
n. Tape or attempted rape i 2 3

62

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

31.

32.

Have i noticed

=M
b-
E!

gfuent absenTZeelsm
sxilent cuttir—g
azyent behavz=Zox

[ T Ty

B b b 2

Hovw willd you raZl=e the following aspects of the

asafity coming to =scheool
sahty insids schoel
opdrlinegs ir— halls
ordrlinegs ir— classrooms

coniition of E=>uilding

ri/AP treatt—ment of students

teaher intere—=st in students
quality of tez-=-ching

gullince couns =lors interest
in sgudents

fadmess 6f rz_les

enforcement of rules

racll understa=nding

stuint interez=s=t in lesrning
gchol splrlt ==mong students

numbir of stude=nt activities

{(civs,etec.) te= participats in

gchol reputat==on in community

you overall h==appiness with

thisechool

n

V Poor

&
4

Poor Averads

2

2

bl

schoel:

6~

any improvement this year in the followinge

P4 d Very CT=cod

4 5
{ 5
94 5
4 5
1 5
1 5
4 5
4 5
4 5
- 5
4 5
4 5
41 5
4 5
4 5
£ 5
& 5



D. Academic Program

r just right feor vour?

()

31 3. Iz the owse —work hard, easy,
CIRCLE WME ANST™FER ABOVE.

3wd. How mapyhours of hemowork aro you given cach night?

3=5. Do your tache=—s do anything if you don't do your homswork? Explain.

3. Do tsaches war—+ you to succeed?
37, Do they hlp ye=u if you have problems?

3&=. Is theremyone: elgse in school who can help you if you get behind?
Yea  No
If 38, whe , B
How tten l==mve you gone to this person this year

32 . Are you wmcoura =—ged to ask questions in class?

40 . Are the uuwrses varied enough to meazt your needs?

41 . . Are theyomfflic—ient textbooks, that is, enough so that you can bring
yours hom ever=+ night to do your homework?

42—~ Is there myone +vou ecan talk to if you need advice on classes or
parsopal mtters=s=7?

43— Do teachen gene=xally, sometimes, or rarely have time to talk with
you Infomlly ==bout things that are on your mind?

44- - Are your prents always, sometimes or rarely interested in how you do
in school?
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45,

46.

47i

48.

49.

52.

E. Truancy Froblem

Please check my fautcesz which plays a role in your decisi_ons to cut

clazgs or not asttend s—hool.

CIRCLE THE MOST IMPORIMT FA_. CTOR.

a. Praferwrk to school j._ Need/want spmding money
b, __ Not interested in v k.  Problems wilthdruge—=_/alcohol
c. _ _ School is too F=ard i.  I1l health
d. __ Doing falling wesork m. Friends not i sche ol
@.  Diglike a teaci—er/s fla Suspended
f. __ Diglik a subje=ct/s 0. __ Marriage
g.  Can larn more out .  Pregnancy

~ of =achool
hs _ Need mney to l=—=l1p = School too dmigerowr =

at hom -

i. __Disglike student= s T. _Parents wanted me h-—ome

s, Do not know

How many times have yo 22 been absent this year _ 7
How many times have yo =1 been late for class this yer

How often hawvwe you cut

o)

this year

Doas anyoneé atschool <<—ontact you or your family when you

If yes, exlain

Iz this a change from Last year?

Does anyone at school «=—ontact you or your family whe you
If yes, axlain

Iz this a change from —ast year?

are absent?

cut class?

If attendance was follcewed up on in every class, for examr=le, 1if your
parents were nptified Z=E. £ you cut a class, would youcut le-ss?
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58.

59.

60,

61,

63.

64.

How concorncd oxro you aboui minging tope de -ws of cohos =7
Vary Concerned )
Somewhat Concerned
Not Coneerned B

Does missing school affect your grade?
What is the lowvost grade you ara astisfled —rith?

Iz 2z diploma important in allowing yu to de= what vou —r=nt te &b later?

Do you oxpact to graduato from high icheal?

bid you do any work in the past semester, nNcst counting work aroumd the
house, for pay?

If yes, go to 60

if no, go to &3

How many hours did you or do you usuilly wor=Xk/week?

How did you gat your djob?

Do you like wor:: batter, the same, of lagzs t=Tan scliool™
CIRCLE ANSWER A3OVE

Are there any classes or other school activi tiles you h=+e to miss?
Explain.

Do you participate in any other clubsor gtu—3ent activi =-ieg?
LIST ALL BELOW.



SCHOOL:

INVESTIGATOR: __

RESPONDENT (S): __

INTERVIEW DATE:
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Fooulty Quostionn,

A, Frogzam Impiemcntation

1. Job title in program?

2. What was your start date in the progzam?

Taak 1

Task 2 _ _
Tagsk 3




Tagk #I Task #IT

Date Tazk Started B . -

(£)

Number Students
Mow Servead ] ) ) -

(6)

Numbers Intended
To Sarve

{(7)

Hours/Week
en Task - _ _ _ _

(9)

How Rafarrad . . i
(10) 7,, - _

Lavel of Contact - - _

(11)

Follow Up o — e

(12) - —

Satisfaction i —_—

(13)

Rmason )

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

6. How many students are you wor iing with presently?
(8tate each task and list p.2).
7a

. How many students will you be working with when you are doing
- this at the level that was originally intended?

(State each task and 1list p.2, if number larger than that

in 6, go to 8).

8. What have been the problems in getting the number of students
intendad?
gi

How many hours/weeks do you szpend on thia task?
{State each task and 1list p.2).
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15.

16.

17.
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How ware these students referrsed to you?
(State each task and p.2.)

How ofien do you have contact with most of these students:
Weekly, dally: as fregquently or infrequently as they choose?
(State each task and 1list p.2.)

What happens if they don't show up?
{Stats each task and 1list p.2.)

On a scala of 1 to 5, when 1 iz not satiasfied and 5 is very
satisfied, how would you rate your satisfaction with thiz task?
What accomtas for this?

(5tate each task and list p.2.)

Ara there any other tasks that you are supposad to do that vou

No (If no, go to 16)

What prevented you from deoing this?

What percentage of the students you work with are ESIL students?

(If 0% go to 20).

How do you handle language difficulties, if any?



18. Do you feel that this 1s adequate?

Yes (If ye=z, go to 15)
No {If no, go to 14)

19. What do you feal iz needed to deal with tho problem affoctivaly?

20. Wwhat percentage of the students you work with are Speeial
Education students?

(If 0% go te 24)

21. How do you handle problems, if any, in dealing with thesa
particular students?

22, Do you fesl that thiz is adegquate?

Yes (If ves, go to 22)
No (If no, go te 23)

23. What is needed to deal with this more effectively?

24. Are there needy students who do not receive AIDE/DEP services?

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

25, Tell me about these students?

26. Are thare gsome targeted students for whom the program does not
work?

Yea (If ves, go to 27)
No (If no, go to 28)

=7
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29,

31.
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34,

35,
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6=

Would you characterize these students please?

In your opinien what have besen the most difficult parts of the
schoeol program to put into effect?

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

How would you charactarize the attitudes of staff involved in
non-AIDP/DPP dropout/attendance activities, like PREP toward
AIDP/DPP7?

(If positive only, go to 32)

Has this hindered AIDP/DPP in any way?

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

Has this hindered AIDP/DPP in any way?

What could be done within the confines of the existing program
to make 1t work better?

(If CBO component present) do you feel the involvement of tha
CBO has besan helpful (or will be helpful) to the overall school
effort?
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38!

41.

42i

Could you explain why?

what asgpects of the school program do you think are the mest
effective?

Would you explain why vou think these aspects ars the most
effective?

what aspects of the program do you think are the least
worth-while?

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

what could be done within the confines of the existing program

If you could create whatever kind of drop-out/attendance
improvement program you wanted, what would it include that this
program does not?

)
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B. Background

1. What are the school's strengths?

2. What are the school's weaknesses?

3. Ha§ do these weaknesses affect the dropout pravention éff@r??
4. Vhat could bes done to eliminate these problems?

5. Wwhat are the principal’s strengths?

6. What are the principal's weaknesses?

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

Serious Moderatae Minor HNot At All

a., student attrition 1 2 3 4
b. student absenteeism 1 2 3 4
c. student cutting 1 2 3 4
d. physical conflicts

among students 1 2 3 4
a. conflictas batwaen

atudenta & teachars 1 2 3 4
f. robbery or thaft 1 2 3 4
g. vandalism 1 2 3 4
h. drug or aleohel abuse 1 2 3 4
i. rapa or attempted raps 1 2 3 4
j. possession of weapons 1 2 3 4

k. varbal abuse of
teachers

—
I
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10.

-

Hag there been any improvement since the AIDB/DEP program in the
In Future

following: At Present
Yeg No
a. student attrition 1 2
b. student absenteesism 1 2
¢. student cutting 1 2

Do you believe there may be improvements in

{State answer in item 8)

How would you rate the following aspescts of tha school:
Avaraga

V Poor

a. safety coming to school 1
b. zafety inside schseel i
€. orderiiness in halls 1
d. orderliness in classrooms 1
e, conditlion of building 1
f. prineipail/instructional leadar 1
g. principasl/administrater 1
h. communication between

teachers and administrators 1
i. teacher' interest in students 1
j. teachers' aexpactations for 1

student achlevemeant

k. hours of homework agaigned/night 1

1. quality of teaching 1
m. relationship among teachers 1

n. acad. support for students

who gat behind 1

o, guldance counselors interest
in students 1
p. enforcement of rulcs 1
Ta racial understanding 1
76

the

Poor

2
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5

Yes

e
1
1
1

near future?

3

3

N
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B g

Good

Very Good

m

m

w

(%1

iJm



aa.
bb.

CCa
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time for teachers te plan
curriculum cooperatively

time for teachers to work with

students informally oo on
non-=-inastructional matters

quality of staff develop-
mant activities

aguate numbers of
opropriate texts/students

atudent interest in learning

achool spirit among
atudantsa

numbsr varlety of studsent
activities

parants'! intarest in student
progress

parents' support for school

school's effort to involve
parents

school's reputation in
s}
Bd.of Ed. support for school

Your overall satiafaction
with school
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