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The purpose of the study was to compare the relative 

benefits of treating at-risk students, those considered to 

be potential dropouts, by separating them into special 

classes at a separate facility—a pullout program—versus 

having them remain in regular classes with periodic 

supplemental counseling based upon individual needs—a 

mainstream program. To carry out the purpose of the study, 

students enrolled in the two types of treatment programs 

were compared in respect to retention in school, attendance, 

academic achievement based upon pretest and posttest scores, 

report card grades, and attitude toward school. 

The study targeted 10th grade students 17 years of age 

or older. A total of 80 subjects who attended four high 

schools, two from each of two districts in the Dallas 

metropolitan area, were involved in the study. One school 

in each district consisted of mainstream subjects attending 

a regular high school while the other was composed of 

pullout subjects attending a separate facility with programs 

designed specifically for at-risk students. 



The data collected and statistically analyzed suggest 

that the programs provided in the separate facilities were 

not achieving the results intended. Subjects at the two 

separate facilities showed a significantly higher rate of 

dropout as well as significantly poorer attendance. Pretest 

and posttest scores, report grades, and attitude toward 

school did not show a significant difference. 

A study of the background of the subjects showed that a 

majority of those enrolled at the two pullout schools had 

considerably more at-risk factors than those attending the 

two regular high schools. The significance of the study is 

predicted upon interview data which revealed that if it were 

not for the pullout programs offered by the two districts, 

many more students probably would have dropped out of 

school. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The publication of "A Nation At Risk" by the Department 

of Education in 1983 ushered in a period of unparalleled 

effort toward educational reform in the United States. This 

search for excellence in the nation's schools led to the 

enactment of numerous state and local initiatives for the 

purpose of promoting higher standards of achievement. Not 

the least of these areas of concern were the so-called 

"at-risk students," students identified as being likely to 

leave school prior to receiving a diploma. 

In response to public pressure, state legislators and 

school districts have, within the past 5 years, implemented 

hundreds of programs across the country to address the 

dropout problem. Clark (1987), in a survey of nearly 600 

high schools and middle schools, found that more than half 

were involved in programs, efforts, or activities directed 

toward helping students to stay in school. 

Corporations and business enterprises, the recipients 

of the products of public schools, have become involved in 

developing intervention programs in cooperation with the 

local school districts in many communities. Community 

colleges and universities have also helped by entering into 



partnerships with local districts. They have provided staff 

to work cooperatively on curriculum improvement and some 

have given college credit for certain high school courses 

with the hope of enhancing the chance that these students 

will pursue higher education after graduation. 

Students who are at risk of dropping out are at risk of 

spending their lives working for minimum pay and being faced 

with the threat of periodic and perhaps prolonged 

unemployment. The urgent attention that is now being given 

to this area by parents, educators, and leaders at the state 

and national level is well placed. The future of our nation 

is directly dependent upon the capability of our young 

people to be successful and contributing members of society. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem addressed by this study was the identifi-

cation of effective strategies for use by public schools in 

reducing the high rate of student dropouts. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study was to compare the relative 

benefits of treating at-risk students by separating them 

into special classes, a "pullout" program, versus having 

them remain in regular classes with periodic supplemental 

counseling based upon individual needs, a "mainstreaming" 

program. 



Hypotheses 

In order to carry out the purpose of the study, the 

following hypotheses were tested: 

1. There will be no significant difference in student 

retention during the treatment period between mainstream and 

pullout subjects. 

2. There will be no significant difference in school 

attendance during the treatment period between mainstream 

and pullout subjects. 

3. There will be no significant difference between. . 

pretest and posttest scores measuring academic achievement 

in reading, language, and mathematics between mainstream and 

pullout subjects. 

4. There will be no significant difference in report 

card grades in the core subject areas during the treatment 

period between mainstream and pullout subjects. 

5. There will be no significant difference in the mean 

of attitudinal changes toward school during the treatment 

period between mainstream and pullout subjects. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

Concern about students who drop out of school has had 

the attention of educators for more than 100 years. Public 

discussion as to why students leave prematurely was 

initiated by W. T. Harris in 1872 when he addressed the 

issue in a speech to the National Education Association. 



Since then, hundreds of studies have focused on the dropout 

problem. Blough (1956) reviewed more than 800 studies 

relating to school dropouts. The U. S. Bureau of the Census 

and the National Center for Education Statistics have 

collected data related to dropouts for several decades. 

Four major longitudinal studies have been conducted within 

the past 20 years (Wehlage & Rutter, 1986). Today, school 

districts throughout the country closely monitor enrollment, 

graduation, and dropout figures. In spite of this effort, 

there is still little agreement on what is the best course 

of action in preventing students from leaving school prior 

to graduation. 

In 1900, the 90% of students who did not graduate from 

high school had no difficulty in finding employment. For 

the most part, this was still true for the 50% who did not 

graduate with their peers in 1950 (Mann, 1986). However, 

the approximately 25% of students who currently drop out of 

school prior to graduating each June face a difficult and 

uncertain future. The economy is no longer able to absorb 

several hundred thousand dropouts who reach the age of 18 

years each year (Ropp, 1986). The U. S. is in the 

paradoxical situation of having a significantly reduced 

dropout rate while at the same time having a significantly 

increased dropout problem. 

Concerted efforts are being made to find and promote 

solutions to the dropout problem. Between 1983 and 1985, no 



less than 15 state-level commissions were convened to 

address problems related to at-risk students (Smith & 

Hester, 1985). The Texas State Legislature addressed this 

issue in 1987 by enacting House Bill 1010, which mandates 

that every school district formulate a policy for addressing 

the needs of at-risk students. 

It may well be impossible to design a sufficiently 

comprehensive intervention program that addresses the needs 

of all at-risk students. However, review of the literature 

relative to previous research suggests several strategies 

that seem to be successful in working with at-risk students. 

A majority of school districts do little more than 

monitor the scholastic progress of students classified as 

at-risk and call these students in for counseling if either 

their grades or behavior warrant extra attention. Certainly 

some of these districts would make greater efforts to help 

at-risk students if administrators were more familiar with 

the programs in place that are showing positive results. 

This study examines two school districts1 attempts to 

satisfy the needs of at-risk students so that they will 

remain in school and earn diplomas. 

Limitations 

This study was limited by the following factors: 

1. Along with changes in attitude, behavior, and 

achievement attributable to the treatment program, previous 



treatment and private counseling services, if any, could 

affect the rating scores at the conclusion of the study. 

2. The subjects in the study suffer from sample bias 

because it was not possible to select or assign them to the 

mainstream and pullout programs on a random basis. 

3. A substantial limitation in the study is the fact 

that some students in the mainstream group may have received 

little or no treatment. 

4. Differing intellectual capabilities between 

mainstream and pullout subjects may account for differences 

in performance. 

5. There is the potential for the Hawthorne effect in 

that the subjects were aware that they were taking part in a 

research study. 

6. The districts differ significantly in respect to 

ethnicity which could have an effect on the extent to which 

the subjects responded to treatment. 

7. Differing characteristics between choosers of 

pullout programs and those who choose to remain in 

mainstream programs may account for differences in their 

performance and attitude toward school. 

Assumptions 

It was assumed that the students' written responses to 

the Student Opinion Survey and oral comments made to the 

investigator during individual interviews are a true 



indication of their feelings toward school, life, and future 

goals. 

Definitions of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following 

definitions apply to the terms listed: 

1. At-risk Student. A student who, because of 

academic, behavioral, or social reasons, has been identified 

as being potentially at risk of leaving school prior to 

receiving a diploma. 

2. Treatment. A remedial and support program which 

provides academic options and services deemed appropriate by 

a school district based upon an assessment of student needs. 

3. Mainstream Program. A treatment program for 

at-risk students in which the students attend regular 

classes and have periodic counseling based upon individual 

needs. 

4. Pullout Program. A treatment program for at-risk 

students in which the students attend special classes, often 

in a separate facility. 

5. Average Daily Attendance (ADA). The average number 

of students in attendance on a daily basis during a given 

time frame, such as a month, semester, or school year. 

6- Average Daily Membership (ADM). The average number 

of students listed on the membership rolls during a given 

time frame, such as a month, semester, or school year. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Research has been, and is being, conducted in several 

areas relating to the problem of at-risk students. These 

studies include efforts to develop a common definition of a 

dropout, the number and rate of students who drop out, 

factors and characteristics associated with students who 

drop out, the effect that dropping out has on both 

individuals and society, and preventive measures taken by 

schools to encourage students to stay in school and complete 

their high school education. Literature relating to each of 

these areas was reviewed. 

Definition of a Dropout 

In beginning a discussion of student dropouts, it is 

important to first provide an understanding of what is meant 

by the term dropout. Unfortunately, the lack of a commonly-

accepted definition and standard data collection procedures 

have left educators with a scarcity of accurate and reliable 

information. 

Thus far, educators have not been able to agree upon 

who among those attending school should be classified as 

students. States vary in how they classify suspended 

students, expelled students, students placed in alternative 

8 



institutions, those receiving instruction at home, and those 

who remain in school but do not graduate with their peers. 

Is a student who has been expelled and placed in a 

juvenile institution within the school district still 

considered part of the student population? Is a student 

receiving home-based instruction considered to be a dropout? 

Is a student who fails to graduate with his class because he 

lacks one or more credits but graduates the following year 

considered to be a dropout? What about the student who has 

the required units to graduate but fails the state 

competency test? The answers to these questions vary from 

state to state and, to some extent, even between districts 

within states (Mann, 1986). 

After completing a study of America's dropout problem, 

Hahn (1987) had these comments: 

Among the thousands of school districts in the U.S., it 
sometimes seems that no two count dropouts in the same 
way. School administrators say that they follow local 
or state procedures to calculate the annual number of 
dropouts. But, in fact, their statistics are not 
always accurate, and their methods of calculating the 
dropout rate vary from year to year and from school to 
school. In part, this is because, in many localities, 
no central authority at either the state or the city 
level rigorously scrutinizes the dropout count. 
(p. 257) 

Hahn (1987) also pointed out that statistical 

manipulations have had the effect of grossly distorting 

actual dropout rates. For example, in Chicago, he found 

that students who leave school before graduation are grouped 

into 19 separate categories called "leave codes." Only one 
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of these categories is labeled "dropout." Among the others 

are "lost—not coming to school," "needed at home," 

"married," and "cannot adjust" (p. 257). 

If the criteria used by the Chicago school were typical 

of many schools in the nation, it would certainly mean a 

true dropout rate far greater than the reported rate. 

However, other districts counteract this distortion to a 

large extent by counting as dropouts students who transfer 

to private schools, those who move to other states, and 

those who fail to graduate with their class even though they 

may remain in school and graduate a year later. 

Researchers at Phi Delta Kappa's Center for Evaluation, 

Development, and Research tried to derive a consensus 

definition of what a dropout is by looking at district 

reporting practices (Barber, 1984). They concluded that a 

consensus definition was impossible. In some districts, 

they found that death, marriage, taking a job, entering the 

armed forces, entering college early, being expelled or 

jailed, going to a deaf school, business school, or 

vocational school resulted in the student being classified 

as a dropout, while in other districts few if any of these 

reasons for leaving school resulted in a dropout 

classification. 

Fortunately, there now appears to be some hope that 

school districts will adopt a more common definition of what 

a dropout is and make a greater effort to improve the 
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accuracy of their reporting. In 1990, in cooperation with 

the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in 

Washington, DC, 288 school systems in 29 states, 

territories, and the District of Columbia tested a new 

calculation and reporting method designed to improve the 

accuracy in arriving at dropout figures (Gruener, 1991). 

This cooperative effort required that the districts first 

agree upon a commonly accepted definition of the term, 

dropout. 

The new method of reporting takes into account as many 

variables as possible. NCES provided each district with a 

handbook defining which students justified as dropouts. 

According to the handbook, dropouts are students who were 

enrolled in school at some time during the previous school 

year, have not graduated or completed a state or district 

approved education program, and are not in school at the 

beginning of the following school year. Students 

transferring to private schools or temporarily suspended are 

not considered dropouts. Although this was a pilot project, 

by June 1992, 42 states had agreed to implement the new 

method of reporting for the 1992-93 school year (Clements, 

1990). 

The Extent of the Problem 

Because of the difficulties described in the previous 

paragraphs, only estimates of the state and national dropout 
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rates are available. Current estimates suggest that 

somewhere between 600,000 to 700,000 students in high 

schools across the United States drop out each year. The 

percentage is estimated to be approximately 25% nationally, 

and as high as 40% or more in several major cities (Lee, 

Luppino, & Plionis, 1990). The national dropout rate has 

changed little in the past 25 years (Sklarz, 1989). 

The graduation rate has become a commonly used 

indicator of the condition of education in this country. 

Each year, the U.S. Department of Education publishes a 

graduation rate for each state and the District of Columbia. 

These rates are determined by dividing the number of 

students reported as receiving a high school diploma by the 

number of students who were in ninth grade 4 years earlier. 

Rates are then adjusted for interstate migration and for 

students served in nongraded situations. The residual, the 

percentage between 100 and the graduation rate, is 

considered to be the dropout rate (Clements, 1990). Figures 

showing the number and percentage of graduates by state for 

the 1989-90 school year are provided in Table 1. 

The Department of Education's adjusted graduation rates 

for the 1989-1990 school year ranged from a high of 91.6% in 

Vermont to a low of 56.7% in Louisiana, with a national 

average of 71.2%, thus indicating a national dropout rate of 

28.8%. However, there is evidence that suggests that 

graduation rates are not comparable across states and that 
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Table 1 

Percentage of Public High School Graduates, 1989-90, 

Compared with 9th Grade Enrollment in Fall 1986. bv State' 

State Percentage of Graduates 

Vermont 91.6 
Minnesota 89.7 
North Dakota 88.1 
Iowa 87.5 
Hawaii 86.8 
South Dakota 85.7 
Nebraska 85.5 
Wisconsin 84.2 
Montana 83.3 
Utah 83.1 
Kansas 82.0 
New Jersey 79.8 
Idaho 79.4 
Pennsylvania 79.1 
Wyoming 78.6 
Maine 77.6 
Oklahoma 77.5 
West Virginia 77.3 
Nevada 77.2 
Washington 77.2 
Massachusetts 77. 0b 

Arkansas 76.7 
Illinois 76.5 
Indiana 75.0 
Connecticut 74.9 
Colorado 74.1 
New Hampshire 74.0 
Ohio 74.0 
Virginia 73.6 
Maryland 72.8 
Arizona 72.5 
Missouri 72.2 
Oregon 71.6 
Michigan 70.1 
Rhode Island 69.6 
Kentucky 69.0 
Delaware 68.5 

(table continues^ 
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State Percentage of Graduates 

Alaska 68.4 
New Mexico 68.2 
North Carolina 68.0 
Tennessee 67.9 
California 67.8 
New York 65.1 
Alabama 64.7 
Mississippi 64.2 
Texas 64.1 
Georgia 62.7 
District of Columbia 61.6 
Florida 61.1 
South Carolina 58.5 
Louisiana 56.7 

United States 71.2 

Note. Data excludes ungraded pupils and have not been 

adjusted for interstate migration. 

"Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for 

Education Statistics. Estimated. 

the use of residual figures in determining a national 

dropout rate is inaccurate. Clements (1992) is of the 

opinion that if accounting procedures for students 

transferring to private schools, to other districts, and to 

schools in other states were done more accurately, the 

national dropout figure would fall in the range of 15% to 

25% rather than the percentages represented in Table 1. 

Dropout rates are consistently higher for members of 

ethnic, racial, and language minorities, for males, and for 
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persons from lower socioeconomic status (Kolstad & Owings, 

1986). Bureau of the Census figures relating to school 

completion rates by age and race-ethnicity for October 1990 

indicated that 9.8% of whites in the 23-24 age group had not 

completed high school compared with 14.6% for Blacks and 

44.4% for Hispanics. A breakdown for other age groups and a 

comparison between those receiving diplomas and those 

receiving alternative certificates is presented in Table 2. 

A report by the National Center for Education 

Statistics entitled "Dropout Rates in the United States: 

1988," illustrates that the extent of the dropout problem 

differs considerably depending on how the dropout rate is 

calculated. The report includes descriptions of three 

methods for reporting dropout rates. The first is the 

single year or "event" dropout rate, figured by using the 

proportion of students who drop out of school in a single 

year based on census data. An average dropout rate of 4.0% 

for grades 8 to 12, for 15- to 24-year-olds during the 2-

year period from October 1989 to October 1991 was shown. 

The second method for calculating the dropout rate 

described in the report is referred to as the "status" 

dropout rate. This measures the number of students who did 

not complete high school and were not enrolled in school at 

a given time, regardless of when they dropped out. A census 

survey in October 1991 found that 12.5% of all 16- to 24-

year-olds were not enrolled in school and had not graduated. 
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Table 2 

High School Completion Rates and Method of Completion bv Age 

and Race-Ethnicitv: October 1990a 

Completion Method 17-18 

Age 

19-20 21-22 23-24 

Total 
Completed 
Diploma 
Alternative 

White, non-Hispanic 
Completed 
Diploma 
Alternative 

Black, non-Hispanic 
Completed 
Diploma 
Alternative 

Hispanic 
Completed 
Diploma 
Alternative 

35.8 
34.2 
1.7 

39.5 
37.5 
2.0 

31.6 
30.3 
1.3 

19.1 
18.3 
0.8 

82.8 
78.1 
4.8 

87.3 
82.5 
4.8 

77.6 
72.0 
5.6 

59.7 
57.0 
2.7 

86.1 
81.0 
5.2 

90.5 
85.6 
4.9 

83.3 
77.9 
5.5 

61.1 
56.1 
5.0 

85.8 
80.6 
5.2 

90.2 
85.2 
4.9 

85.4 
79.5 
5.9 

55.6 
50.0 
5.6 

Note. Not shown separately are non-Hispanics who are 

neither black nor white, but who are included in the total 

"U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 

Current Population Survey, October 1990, unpublished data. 

The third method for calculating the dropout rate is 

the "cohort" method, which measures whether a group of 

students completed high school within the expected time 
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period. The cohort rate is the residual method described 

earlier which resulted in a dropout rate of 28.8% for the 

graduating class of 1990. 

Bureau of the Census figures also show that trends in 

dropout rates vary considerably in respect to race-ethnicity 

and sex. In the 15 through 24 age group, Blacks, both male 

and female, have shown a significant improvement between 

1981 and 1991 in rates of high school completion. Figures 

showing event dropout percentage rates for 15- to 24-year-

olds by sex and race-ethnicity are presented in Table 3. 

Although most school districts use a single year as a 

time frame, others use the cohort method (Morrow, 1986). 

The latter method requires more effort and bookkeeping and 

often presents less appealing results from a political 

standpoint. However, it unquestionably provides a more 

accurate picture of the success or failure of a school 

district's efforts to keep at-risk students in school. 

Another inconsistency in reporting dropout figures 

relates to whether a school district uses average daily 

attendance (ADA) or average daily membership (ADM) for its 

baseline population. Though the use of ADA usually provides 

a more valid picture than does the use of ADM, it produces a 

higher dropout rate. Therefore, most districts choose to 

use ADM for the baseline population (Morrow, 1986). 
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Table 3 

Event Dropout Rates for Grades 10-12. Ages 15-24 bv Sex and 

Race-Ethnicitv: October 1981 - October 1991' 

White Black 
non-Hispanic non-Hispanic Hispanic 

Year Male Female Male Female Male Female 

1981 5.2 4.5 9.4 10.0 10.7 10.7 
1982 4.9 4.6 8.9 6.6 9.5 8.8 
1983 4.7 4.0 6.9 7.1 13.8 6.2 
1984 4.8 4.1 6.0 5.5 12.3 10.2 
1985 4.6 4.1 8.3 7.3 9.4 10.0 
1986 3.8 3.7 5.1 5.7 12.4 11.3 
1987 3.9 3.1 6.2 6.7 4.8 6.1 
1988 4.3 4.1 6.3 5.6 12.3 8.2 
1989 3.7 3.3 7.0 8.6 7.8 7.7 
1990 3.5 3.1 4.2 5.7 8.7 7.2 
1991 2.8 3.7 5.3 6.8 10.1 4.6 

Note. Rates for the years beginning with 1987 reflect new 

editing procedures instituted by the Bureau of the Census 

for cases with missing data on school enrollment items. 

aU.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Current 

Population Survey, unpublished data. 

Adding to the problem of determining a true dropout 

rate is the fact that rates can be, and often are, 

manipulated in a number of ways (Rumberger, 1987). For 

example, a school district that chooses to use K through 12 

for its baseline population will show a much lower dropout 

rate than a district of comparable size having the same 

number of dropouts but using only its grade 9 through 12 



19 

population. Dropout rates are also greatly affected by 

whether or not a district uses continuous enrollment, which 

involves making an effort to determine the status of 

students who drop out during the summer months and 

classifying them accordingly. Districts in several states 

use noncontinuous enrollment for their record keeping 

(Barber, 1984). These districts simply close their books at 

the end of the spring term and start fresh in the fall. 

Undergraduates who fail to return are removed from the 

records, and only students who drop out between September 

and June are classified as dropouts. Of course, this 

presents a very erroneous picture of the true dropout rate. 

In addition to these variations in calculating dropout 

rates, the pressures of political expediency have often led 

to less-than-ethical methods of bookkeeping (Hammack, 1986). 

For example, unless there is clear evidence that a student 

has dropped out and is not attending any school, enrollment 

clerks are sometimes instructed to classify missing students 

as having transferred to a private school or institution. 

Should their records ever be audited, errors in this 

classification are difficult to verify. 

School districts sometimes seek special funding by 

showing a high dropout rate. Unless there are definitive 

restraints by the state department of education, a district 

can profess to have almost any dropout rate it chooses to 
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portray by doing a little preplanning in its bookkeeping 

procedures (Mann, 1986b). 

The standardization of such variations in definitions 

and in bookkeeping procedures is the goal for a current 

project of the National Center for Educational Statistics. 

However, whether the dropout rate for Vermont of less than 

10% or Louisiana's rate of 43.3% is used, the result is tens 

of thousands of students who are placing themselves at risk 

of spending their lives working for minimum pay and periodic 

and sometimes prolonged unemployment. Fortunately, many 

students who drop out later decide that their decision was a 

mistake and take steps to correct it. 

In the spring of 1980, the National Opinion Research 

Center (NORC), under contract to the U.S. Department of 

Education's Center for Statistics, initiated a longitudinal 

study of 30,000 sophomores in 1,015 school districts (cited 

in Kolstad & Owings, 1986). The students were tracked 

through their remaining high school years and beyond in an 

effort to compare how dropouts compare, both economically 

and socially, with students who remain in school and 

graduate. A major finding of the study was that nearly 4 

out of 10 dropouts had returned to school and by June 1984, 

2 years after their peer group had graduated, had either 

earned a standard high school diploma or had fulfilled the 

requirements for a General Educational Development (GED) 

high school equivalency certificate. The study showed that 
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the longer students stay in school before dropping out, the 

greater the likelihood that they will return and complete 

their education. Only 27% of the students who dropped out 

during their sophomore year returned and successfully 

completed their education, compared to 37% who dropped out 

during their junior year and 41% who dropped out during 

their senior year. 

From a geographical standpoint, the NORC study showed 

higher dropout rates in the South and West than in the 

Northeast and Central regions. Dropout rates in the urban 

areas were higher than in areas classified as suburban or 

rural. The South and Northeast showed a higher percentage 

of students returning to complete their education than did 

the West and North Central regions, 40% compared to 35%. A 

follow-up survey showed that dropouts who had returned to 

complete their education were more likely to enroll in a 

postsecondary educational institution, more likely to enlist 

in military service, and more likely to be employed (Kolstad 

& Owings, 1986). 

Although percentage estimates of dropouts have remained 

relatively constant for the past 25 years, there are two 

notes of encouragement: 

1. Almost 40% of the students classified as dropouts 

receive a diploma or fulfill the requirements for a GED 

within 2 years of their peer group. 
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2. School systems throughout the country are now 

making concerted efforts to identify at-risk students in 

early grades and, through counseling and special programs, 

are helping many students to have successful experiences 

within the school environment so that they will remain in 

school until they graduate (Kolstad & Owings, 1986). 

Factors Associated With Dropping Out 

A great deal of research has been done over the years 

to identify the characteristics of potential dropouts. 

However, just as there is no clear picture of the number of 

youth who drop out of high school, there is also limited 

comprehensive research on the reasons that students drop 

out. Studies have usually focused on the background of 

students who have dropped out, on their school performance, 

and on their attitudes and personality characteristics. 

Factors relating to students' backgrounds have been 

examined in many studies of why students drop out. Although 

some emphasize certain elements more than others, the 

studies, for the most part, show similar findings in respect 

to factors associated with dropping out. Based upon a 

review of a number of these studies, Hahn (1987) cited low 

income and limited educational background of the family, 

being a member of a single-parent household, being of an 

ethnic minority, living in the Southwest, and living in a 
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large city as factors which are statistically associated 

with high dropout rates. 

Rumberger (1983), who agreed that background factors 

are of consequence, argued that of even greater import is 

the interaction of particular background factors. He found 

that when advantaged and disadvantaged background factors 

were held constant, minority youth were no more likely to 

drop out than white youth. In a later study, Rumberger 

(1987) identified the following factors as being related to 

students1 dropping out: "low educational and occupational 

attainment levels of parents, low family income, speaking a 

language other than English in the home, single-parent 

families, and the absence of learning materials and 

opportunities in the home" (p. 110). 

Ekstrom, Goertz, Pollack, and Rock (1986), in an 

analysis of data from the High School and Beyond Data Base 

of the National Center for Education Statistics, identified 

some of the same factors. They found that students who were 

from families of low socioeconomic status, were of a racial 

or ethnic minority, were male, and who attended a public 

school in an urban area of the South or West were more 

likely to become dropouts. 

In addition to background factors, a number of other 

variables relative to student performance in and out of 

school have been associated with dropping out. In their 

analysis, Ekstrom et al. (1986) pointed out that dropouts 
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had lower school grades and test scores, did less homework, 

and had more disciplinary problems in school. Wehlage and 

Rutter's (1986) study indicated that half of all female 

dropouts left because of either pregnancy or marriage. 

Controlling for academic achievement, they found that the 

most reliable predictors of dropping out were truancy, 

expectations in respect to school attainment, discipline 

problems, lateness to school, and number of hours worked. 

Borus and Carpenter (1984) found a high correlation 

between dropping out and being behind in grade level, coming 

from a single-parent home, coming from a home where the 

father had dropped out of school, being pregnant, and having 

relatively little knowledge of the labor market. Ekstrom 

et al. (1986), who also examined student attitudes, found 

that dropouts had a more externalized locus of control and 

lower self-esteem than did students who stayed in school. 

Sewell, Palmo, and Manni (1981) also found that dropouts had 

lower self-concepts and levels of career maturity than did 

the general population. 

Bloch (1991) described three major problems in trying 

to interpret data gained through correlational studies to 

explain dropout behavior: 

1. Factors sometimes identified as causes may really 

be symptoms of the problem. Poor attendance, lack of 

interest in school, and boredom may be the final or 
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precipitating reason for dropping out but they reveal 

little, if anything, about underlying causes. 

2. There is no single factor or combination of factors 

that clearly predict that a student will drop out. Among 

the many students with background characteristics which 

place them in the category of at-risk students, some drop 

out while others do not. 

3. Schools seldom take the time to examine their own 

role in the estrangement and alienation that some students 

feel toward school. A study by Sexton (1985) revealed that 

when students moved as a group, because of school closings, 

from neighborhood schools with high dropout rates to 

neighborhood schools with lower dropout rates, their school 

retention improved. 

The Ohio State Department of Education conducted a 

comprehensive study to identify characteristics of potential 

dropouts in an effort to reduce the number of students who 

left school each year prior to graduation (Gruber, 1990). 

The characteristics of dropouts were divided into three 

categories: school-related factors, personal factors, and 

home factors. 

School-Related Factors 

Dropout-prone students usually (a) feel rejected by and 

reject the school; (b) have a high rate of absenteeism or 

truancy; (c) exhibit discipline problems in school; (d) have 

negative attitudes toward school; (e) do not identify with 
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school life; (f) are unable to tolerate structured 

activities; (g) lack definitive educational goals; (h) are 

low academic achievers; (h) are two or more years older than 

class peers; (i) are enrolled in a general course of study 

rather than vocational or college preparatory programs; 

(j) feel that courses are not related to their individual 

needs; (k) have difficulty with abstract reasoning, 

generalizing, and forming relationships; (1) do not read at 

grade level; (m) experience difficulty in mathematics; 

(n) fail more grades than their peers (at least once in 

elementary or junior high school years); (o) have behavior 

problems; (p) lack incentive for achievement in traditional 

school activities; and (q) do not participate in extra-

curricular activities (Gruber, 1990, pp. 5-7) . 

Personal Factors 

Dropout-prone students usually (a) are socially 

isolated or socially and emotionally disturbed; (b) are 

"loners" unaccepted by their peers and whose friends, 

usually older dropouts, are outside of school; (c) have a 

poor self-concept and lack a clear sense of identity; 

(d) belong to a minority group; (e) have frequent health 

problems; (f) have low perceptual performance; (g) are above 

or below average intelligence; (h) are inclined toward 

physical rather than mental activities; (i) have experienced 

some form of trauma involving abuse or loss; (j) cannot 

relate to authority; (k) are impulsive decision makers; 



27 

(1) are overrepresented among chemical users and abusers, 

delinquents, adolescent parents, and persons who attempt 

suicide or self-mutilation; (m) reveal lower occupational 

aspirations than their peers; (n) work more hours per week 

on a job than do completers; and (o) are attracted to 

outside jobs, wages, and experiences (Gruber, 1990, 

pp. 5-7). 

Home Factors 

Dropout-prone students usually (a) come from single 

parent homes; (b) come from low-income homes; (c) experience 

little solidarity with their families; (d) have more older 

siblings than do students who complete high school; (e) are 

exposed to a dropout at home; (f) are more mobile than other 

students; and (g) lack cultural and economic experiences 

which relate to success in traditional programs (Gruber, 

1990, pp. 5-7). 

In identifying possible dropouts, the Fox Potential 

Early Leaver Profile Instrument was used. Five or more of 

the factors, listed in Table 4, indicated that a student was 

a potential dropout. 

Barrington and Hendricks (1989) studied students in two 

moderately-sized high schools (1,203 and 1,651) which served 

a small Wisconsin city and the surrounding rural area. 

The primary purpose of their study was to identify charac-

teristics that would differentiate prospective graduates 

from those who would drop out. A second purpose of the 
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Table 4 

Variables Indicating Potential Dropouts 

Variable Indicator 

Age 

Physical size 

Health 

Academic achievement 

Father's occupation 

Parent's educational level 

Number of children in family 

School to school transfers 

Learning rate 

General adjustment 

Parent's attitude 
toward graduation 

Broken home 

School activities 

Out-of-school activities 

Attendance 

School grades 

Reaction to school control 

Acceptance of peers 

Student's interest in 
school work 

Ability to read 

Two or more years older than 
classmates 

Small or large for class group 

Frequently ill, fatigues 
easily 

One or more years behind in 
basic skills area 

Unskilled or semi-skilled 

Grade 7 or below 

Five or more 

Pattern of jumping from school 
to school 

Below 90 IQ or 3 0th percentile 

Fair or poor 

Negative or vacillating 

Absence of father or mother or 
both from family 

Little or no participation 

Little or no participation 

Chronic absenteeism (20 or 
more days per year) 

Predominantly below grade of 
ii C" 

Parents control 

Not liked by fellow students 

Little or no interest 

Two or more years below grade 
level 
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study was to try to determine how early in their schooling 

students could be identified as potential dropouts. 

Although their study was much less comprehensive than the 

Ohio study, their findings complemented those in the Ohio 

research project. 

Barrington and Hendricks (1989) found that future 

dropouts showed a clear indication of academic problems by 

the third grade. Achievement test scores of students who 

later became dropouts were below those of their classmates 

and were below what could be expected based upon their 

ability scores. Future dropouts had a record of poor 

attendance which increased as they moved to the middle 

grades and junior high school. By the time they had reached 

ninth grade, these students exhibited a pattern of high 

absences, failing grades, and low overall grade point 

averages that continued until they dropped out of school. 

Barrington and Hendricks (1989) also found that 

dropouts were more likely than graduating students to live 

in single-parent homes and that their fathers often had 

lower status jobs. They found that students whose parents 

showed little interest in their children's attendance and 

achievement were much more likely to become dropouts than 

those from families who valued education. 

A number of researchers, in addition to Bloch (1991), 

have suggested that the factors cited as reasons for 

students dropping out should be considered symptoms of 
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underlying problems. For example, attitudes toward school, 

poor grades, truancy, discipline problems, and even 

pregnancy or early marriage might well be directly tied to 

conditions within the home. Stroup and Robins (1972) 

concluded from their study that the cumulative influences of 

family background and early school achievement were highly 

significant factors in respect to student attitudes and 

performance as they progressed through the grades. 

Studies by Fine (1986) and Toles, Schulz, and Rice 

(1986) suggest that school-related factors, such as 

organization, leadership, teacher attitude, and adequacy of 

teaching staff and facilities, can exert a powerful 

influence on students' decisions to leave school. Thus, it 

is a combination of many factors and the interaction of 

these within an individual that result in the decision to 

remain in school or drop out. 

The Consequences of Dropping Out 

Most available research supports the widely held view 

that leaving school without a diploma has several negative 

consequences (Timberlake, 1982). Students who drop out 

before graduation suffer because they often have difficulty 

in finding employment and are usually relegated to low-

status, low-paying jobs. As early as 1979, it was estimated 

that a male high school graduate would earn $300,000 more 

than a nongraduate between the ages of 18 and 64 (Grant, 
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1983). Though projections of lifetime earning by years of 

school have not been made in recent years, Grant (1983), a 

specialist in education statistics at the U.S. Department of 

Education, has indicated that this contrast in income would 

be much greater today. 

The economic consequences of dropping out have both 

immediate and long-term effects. Not only is the individual 

faced with the necessity of accepting a minimum-paying job 

initially, but over time he or she is less likely to be able 

to learn new skills and adapt to a changing work environ-

ment. Thus, as the years pass, the dropout is likely to 

become even less competitive in the job market (National 

Academy of Sciences, 1984). 

Studies have shown, however, that the economic conse-

quences of dropping out are not the same for all social 

groups. In 1982, white dropouts had twice the unemployment 

rate of white graduates, while unemployment for Hispanics 

and black dropouts was only one-fourth to one-third that of 

graduates (Rumberger, 1987). This results in less economic 

incentive for minorities to remain in school, especially 

when recent figures indicate that black graduates experience 

an unemployment rate of 50% or more. 

It is also true that the consequences of dropping out 

may not be universally negative, at least in the ̂ short term. 

Some students are not able or willing to benefit from 

school, and their behavior is often disruptive to the 
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learning environment of others. Dropping out can be -

beneficial for these students and for the school. If all 

students were required to remain in school regardless of 

their abilities or attitudes, schools would soon become even 

more custodial than they are. 

The personal and social consequences of failing to earn 

a high school diploma extend to all sectors of society, in 

part because dropouts provide less tax revenues and place 

increased demands on social services. Taken to the extreme, 

the failure of hundreds of thousands of students each year 

to complete their high school education could lead to a two-

tier class system in which the lower end is permanently 

locked in or near poverty (Finn, 1989). The social 

consequences related to this scenario are sobering and far-

reaching. Dropout rates are closely correlated with poverty 

levels, out-of-wedlock births, crime rates, and drug abuse 

(Bearden, Spencer, & Moracco, 1989). 

The consequences and costs of dropping out go far 

beyond income and revenues. Levin (1972) documented a wide 

range of social services that dropouts are likely to 

require, including welfare, medical assistance, and 

unemployment compensation. Additionally, he found that 

dropouts are more likely to (a) engage in crime, (b) exhibit 

poorer health, (c) have lower rates of intergenerational 

mobility, and (d) have lower rates of political 

participation. 



33 

A majority of studies indicate that dropouts are often 

judged negatively by others as well as by themselves and are 

more likely to experience racial discrimination and receive 

disapproval from parents, friends, and society (Tidwell, 

1988). However, Wehlage and Rutter (1986), in an 

investigation of high school dropouts and graduates, found 

that dropouts showed equal or greater improvements in self-

esteem and a sense of control over their lives than did 

graduates in the years immediately after leaving school. 

Due to the fact that many school dropouts are also the 

unemployed, they are likely to be faced with an abundance of 

free time—time that was once taken up with school-related 

activities. There are relatively few inexpensive oppor-

tunities for recreation available to adolescents in the 

United States compared with other countries; thus, dropouts 

in the U.S. are more likely to use their idle time to engage 

in antisocial behavior (Biddle, Bank, Anderson, Keats, and 

Keats, 1981). Compounding this problem is the fact that 

dropouts are more likely to be impulsive, less mature, and 

less sociable than students who complete their education 

(Steinberg, Blinde, & Chan, 1984). 

Although graduating from high school does not 

necessarily ensure an individual that he or she has the 

academic skills needed for successful employment, failing to 

graduate frequently ensures the individual and potential 

employers that he or she does not. Thus, remaining in 
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school to earn a high school diploma provides graduates a 

significant advantage, over those who have dropped out. 

Preventive Measures Designed to Keep 
Students in School 

A review of many of the studies undertaken to determine 

the various factors that cause students to drop out provides 

helpful suggestions regarding the elements needed to develop 

a successful strategy for dropout prevention. In reviewing 

these studies it quickly becomes evident that different 

students leave school for different reasons. Some are 

related to problems at school, such as a lack of interest or 

poor performance; others relate to factors outside of 

school, such as the need to find work or care for a child. 

A successful strategy for at-risk students must be 

sufficiently comprehensive to provide appropriate programs 

for children with a variety of needs. 

Many at-risk students require a mix of educational and 

noneducational services. For example, programs for teenage 

mothers often have to serve child-care needs as well as 

educational needs. The education of these and similar-need 

students should include birth control information and 

information about various social services. 

Beyond these apparent needs is a host of other needs 

that must be addressed by effective programs. Attention 

must first be given to the particular academic needs of the 

students by providing an appropriate curriculum, teaching 
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staff, and instructional schedule (Stern, 1986). The 

psychological needs of students must also be addressed. 

These needs are often met, in part, through individual 

counseling and by providing a caring atmosphere (Treadway, 

1985). Successful programs often include a combination of 

academic and vocational studies, provide more individualized 

instruction, and use a teaching staff that is more sensitive 

and responsive to the concerns of students (Bullis, 1986; 

Olsen & Edwards, 1982). 

A third element of a successful dropout prevention 

program is the identification of students who are most 

likely to drop out. In a study of California dropouts, 

Olsen and Edwards (1982) found that half of those 

interviewed did not discuss their decision with anyone at 

school prior to dropping out. The time element in -

identifying at-risk students is also important. The earlier 

that students with a high risk of dropping out are 

identified, the more likely that a sustained effort of 

prevention will be successful. Research has shown that some 

dropouts begin showing signs of academic failure and 

disengagement from school in the early elementary grades 

(Lloyd, 1978; Stroup & Robins, 1972). Following early 

identification, prevention programs should be started. Even 

when accurate identification is not possible, the initiation 

of interventions for disadvantaged students who generally 

have a high probability of dropping out is beneficial. 
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Many of the current efforts to address the needs of 

at-risk students are premised on the belief that these 

students constitute a relatively small percentage of the 

school population. In schools where this is the case, 

special supplemental programs can be set up to target these 

students while the schools continue to serve other students 

with regular programs. However, this strategy is not 

appropriate in school systems such as those in Boston, 

Chicago, and New York where 50% or more of the pupils drop 

out. In areas where dropping out is the rule rather than 

the exception, fundamental changes are needed to address the 

problem (Hess, 1986). 

The more comprehensive that a program is in satisfying 

the needs of at-risk students, the greater its chances are 

for success. School districts continue to experiment with 

various strategies in an effort to help students have a 

successful school experience. 

Hergert (1991) found that one of the best solutions 

used by New York City schools in addressing the dropout 

problem was an alternative crediting program. During the 

1989-1990 school year, students enrolled in the program 

earned nearly as many high school credits through 

alternative activities as other students earned during the 

regular school day. Hergert pointed out that offering 

students alternative ways to earn credits is not new; what 

is new is that gaining credit through independent and group 
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work, once the purview of advanced students, is now being 

offered to those considered most at-risk. A study of the 

students' work on independent projects showed that they 

generally achieved a higher standard of learning than 

students in many classrooms. Equally or more important was 

the fact that the independent study program attracted and 

kept at grade level many students who, by all indications, 

seemed certain to drop out. 

Another alternative program is the Caddo P.M. High 

School in Shreveport, Louisiana (Baldwin, 1990), which is an 

evening high school designed for dropouts, regardless of 

age. Students there attend on a voluntary basis, but once 

enrolled must abide by the school system's discipline, 

attendance, and dress policies. When asked why they take 

the time and effort to come each night, Caddo students 

responded by saying that they perceive other students as 

acting like adults and because they feel as though they are 

treated as adults by the teachers and the administration. 

Studies of dropouts have consistently shown a high 

correlation between repeating one or more grades and 

dropping out of school (Sklarz, 1989). Concluding from this 

that one of the best ways to keep students in school is to 

concentrate on keeping them up to grade level, South 

Carolina's Charleston County School District has zeroed in 

on nine specific areas to keep children on grade level 

(Sklarz, 1989). Recognizing that a good start in school is 
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crucial for future success, the district has made special 

efforts to provide students with a high quality kindergarten 

program. Realizing, too, that all students do not learn in 

the same way or at the same rate, individualized instruction 

is offered at all levels. 

Research shows that the primary reason that students 

are not promoted, especially in the early grades, is 

weakness in reading (Sklarz, 1989). To promote flexibility 

and maximize progress, Charleston County students move from 

one level to another regardless of age whenever the teacher 

believes the student can successfully read at a higher 

level. Enrichment programs, which in many districts are 

restricted to higher achieving students, are offered to 

at-risk students during the summer. These programs involve 

field trips, reading books selected by the students, making 

diaries, and other learning activities without the pressure 

of being graded (Sklarz, 1989). 

The district also provides parent workshops in which 

parents are given special training in how to take an active 

role in their children's learning activities. Knowing that 

students sometimes drop out at the high school level because 

of family demands or their own perceived need to work, the 

district offers alternative schools with flexible hours, an 

adult education program, and a 5-year diploma plan. A final 

and very crucial area addressed by the district concerns 

teachers' attitudes and expectations. Some teachers as well 
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as administrators simply do not expect certain students to 

succeed. Intentionally or not, this attitude quickly 

becomes apparent to the student. To counteract this, the 

district provides a special staff development program 

designed to help teachers realize that expectations can be 

self-fulfilling prophecies (Sklarz, 1989). 

A research project entitled "Keep Youth in School," 

initiated in Washington, DC in 1986, was highly successful 

in proving that even the most disadvantaged at-risk students 

can be motivated to stay in school (Lee, Luppino, & Plionis, 

1990). The project was cosponsored by Family and Child 

Services of Washington, DC, the District of Columbia 

Department of Human Services, and the Marriott Corporation. 

Subjects in the study were 12- to 15-year-old minority youth 

from the inner city. All were deemed highly likely to drop 

out of school. The group of 97 included 94 blacks, 2 

Hispanics, and 1 Asian; 82 of the group were male. 

The project had two main thrusts: (a) peer mentors for 

each of the participants and (b) employment training with 

pay. The peer mentors, who were undergraduate students from 

Catholic University, not only served as role models, but 

also provided guidance and encouragement in helping the 

participants develop self-esteem and a positive mental 

attitude. Mentors were carefully selected, given special 

training, and were paid for their time working with the 

student participants. The certainty of a job training 
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program with pay, which ensured the participants of having 

spending money, was a major inducement for them to remain in 

the program. At the end of the 3-year study, only 6 of the 

97 participants had dropped out of school. Of these, two 

had joined the Job Corps, two were studying for the GED, one 

had earned his GED and was attending college, and one had 

been working at a full-time job for more than a year. 

Although the spectacular success achieved by the Washington, 

DC program cannot be duplicated without generous funding, 

the program provides insight into the types of measures that 

can succeed with students deemed most at risk. 

The school district in Binghamton, New York stresses 

the importance of early intervention and parent involvement 

in education. Results from studies of several preschool 

programs, including a 1985 Department of Education study of 

Head Start, bear out the fact that a child's success during 

his early years in school bodes well for continued success, 

both in school and after graduation (Cleary & Bell, 1990). 

Like the Washington, DC project, Binghamton has been 

fortunate in being able to initiate a program with outside 

funding for students deemed to be at-risk. This project is 

a joint venture with the State University of New York at 

Binghamton and is funded by a state grant. The program is 

called PACT—Parents and Children Together. The aim of the 

program is to help parents become better teachers of their 

children from birth to age 3. The project's prevention 
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efforts begin even before children are born—as early as the 

third trimester of pregnancy (Cleary & Bell, 1990). 

Behind the philosophy of the district in beginning so 

early is the belief that parents are a major force in 

influencing children's attitudes, motivation, and 

achievement. For this reason, they try to reach parents 

during the mother's pregnancy and the child's infancy when 

parent interest is especially strong. In three of the 

district's elementary schools, parent educators, employed by 

the university, work with and give guidance to parents of 

prekindergarten through third-grade children. The district 

operates both full- and half-day sessions for pre-

kindergartners. The goal of the prekindergarten program is 

to build on gains the students make up to age 3 years in the 

PACT program (Cleary & Bell, 1990). 

Although it will be years before a true measure of the 

district's success in keeping students in school through the 

12th grade can be made, there are indications that the 

program has been beneficial to both preschoolers and to 

their parents. Because of extensive early screening, which 

includes vision and hearing tests, problems that might 

otherwise go unnoticed are caught before the children enter 

kindergarten. In addition, parents reportedly appear to be 

more at ease in working with their children and seem to have 

a better understanding of how to respond to and reinforce 

appropriate behavior (Cleary & Bell, 1990). 
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Another program supported in part with funds from 

outside the district is New York City's Dropout Prevention 

Program (DPP) which was initiated in March 1985 (Herbert, 

1989). The purpose of this program is to reduce the number 

of dropouts by having the district's high schools work in 

close cooperation with outside agencies, including 

businesses, community organizations, and local colleges and 

universities. At the time the program was started, 42% of 

the city's high school students dropped out prior to 

graduation. The most basic problem facing the district was 

to find a way to help meet some of the basic needs of 

disadvantaged students. Many arrived at school sick, 

hungry, homeless, and destitute—all problems that made 

success in school practically impossible. 

With the help of $10 million in supplemental funds 

allocated by the city, the district selected 10 high schools 

to serve as laboratories where strategies to keep students 

in school could be tested. A DPP coordinator was appointed 

for each of the schools to serve as a catalyst in making 

certain that school personnel maintained a tight focus on 

the dropout program and to act as liaisons for new programs 

and resources emerging from within and outside the school. 

One of the coordinator's primary jobs is to forge rela-

tionships with community groups, city agencies, and 

businesses to help students address some of their long-

standing problems—medical, emotional, and economic. 
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The coordinators meet bi-monthly to share ideas, strategies, 

and their successes and failures (Herbert, 1989). 

Students in the program are given a number of different 

incentives to keep them in school and achieving. Among them 

are financial incentives for attendance and achievement 

underwritten in large part by corporations such as IBM and 

Adidas. Each entering freshman is also given a certificate 

guaranteeing that he or she will have a place in the City 

University of New York upon graduation. The Dropout 

Prevention Program's success in keeping thousands of 

students in school who would otherwise be out on the streets 

has made it a permanent part of the district's program for 

helping disadvantaged students (Herbert, 1989). 

Other districts also maintain varying degrees of 

cooperative efforts with local businesses. In Boston, the 

schools work closely with the Boston Private Industry 

Council with the goal of reducing the number of dropouts and 

improving the competence of students that graduate (Gruber, 

1990). Since its implementation in September 1982, the 

partnership has been helpful in bringing about better school 

attendance, higher mathematics and reading scores, and a 

lower incidence of dropouts. In 1985, the council was 

helpful in finding full-time employment for more than 900 

graduates. In 1986, the partnership located 2,600 summer 

jobs for undergraduates. 
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The Valued Youth partnership (VYP) program in San 

Antonio, Texas, has the same purpose—to keep students in 

school and improve their academic performance so that they 

will be more competent in the working world (Gruber, 1990). 

The program is sponsored by the Coca Cola Corporation and 

the Intercultural Development Research Association. The 

primary focus of VYP relates to peer tutoring, in which 

students at high risk of dropping out are recruited as 

tutors for younger children. Through the tutoring process, 

the tutors themselves are able to improve their learning and 

social skills and develop greater self-esteem. In the first 

2 years after its inception, absenteeism decreased and only 

6% of the participating at-risk students dropped out, while 

grades, self-image, and behavior improved. 

A dropout prevention program in Spartanburg County, 

South Carolina, given the name "Tender Loving Care" (TLC), 

was started at the high school in August 1981, when the 

district became concerned because the ninth-grade dropout 

rate reached 17% (Allen & Gardner, 1989). The first step of 

the program was to identify 5% of the incoming freshmen 

class who had poor attendance records and low grades. 

During the first few months of the school year, ninth-grade 

teachers submitted the names of other students who could 

benefit from the program. The focus was to build self-

concept, motivation, and study skills. The schedules of the 

students in the program were arranged so that they could 



45 

each share a common study-hall time. Each of the six 

counselors at the high school was assigned five or six 

students who were then designated as a family. The six 

families met weekly for group counseling during which time 

various resource speakers were brought in to talk on such 

topics as success and failure, setting life goals, taking 

care of oneself, career awareness, and education beyond high 

school (Allen & Gardner, 1989). 

A reward system recognizing the accomplishment of both 

short-term and long-term goals was part of the program. 

Rewards included coupons for pizza, ball games, and other 

prizes. Students who had achieved all passing grades during 

a report card period, with not more than two absences, were 

allowed to participate in special field trips. By the end 

of the first year, the dropout rate for ninth graders had 

fallen to 9% (Allen & Gardner, 1989). 

During the summer following the first year of the 

program, 30 volunteer mothers were recruited and trained to 

tutor the TLC students weekly with their school work. The 

families, or group counseling sessions, and reward incen-

ives were continued. The dropout rate for the ninth-grade 

class during the second year of the program fell to 1% and 

remained at that level through 1987-1988, the last year that 

a dropout rate was reported (Allen & Gardner, 1989). 

These examples of various dropout prevention programs 

provide ample evidence that concerted effort and commitment 
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can lead to success in keeping at-risk students in school. 

The extent to which a program is successful is directly 

correlated with the degree to which it addresses and 

satisfies individual needs, whether socioeconomic, 

psychological, or academic. As pointed out by Wehlage and 

Rutter (1986), students fail in part because schools are not 

responsive to the conditions and problems which accompany 

their personal and socioeconomic characteristics. Schools 

that are effective in educating at-risk youth match 

intervention strategies in response to differences in 

student needs. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

This chapter provides demographic information about the 

two school districts involved in the study, the subject 

population, a description of the four schools participating 

in the study, an explanation of how the sample population 

was selected, information about the purpose and content of 

the instruments employed, and the procedures used in 

collecting data. The presentation is divided into these 

five areas. 

Demographic Information 

The communities in which the districts are located have 

several similarities, including the fact that both are 

easily accessible to the cities of Dallas and Fort Worth and 

are primarily office/residential communities with limited 

manufacturing. Some of the comparative demographic charac-

teristics of the two communities are provided in Table 5. 

Sample 

The subject sample consisted of students from two 

metropolitan school districts. The students had been 

classified as being at-risk students based upon criteria 

established by the Texas Education Agency under guidelines 

47 
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Table 5 

Demographic Characteristics of Communities 

Characteristic District A District B 

Population 156,000 122,000 

Median income $ 32,300 $ 38,200 

Average home value $101,000 $ 91,000 

Number of schools 

Elementary 17 18 

Middle/junior high 6 5 

High school 4 3 

District enrollment 23,200 18,200 

District ethnicity 
(percentage) 

Anglo 58 83 

Black 10 4 

Hispanic 25 7 

Asian 6 5 

Other 1 1 

enacted by the Legislature. The subjects were high school 

sophomores and were 17 years of age or older. Each of the 

districts had mainstream programs in which the at-risk 

students attended regular classes and were counseled during 

the year, based upon individual needs. Each of the 
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districts also had pullout programs in which some at-risk 

students were taught in separate facilities with programs 

specifically designed to address their special needs. 

The study involved four groups of lOth-grade subjects, 

one group of mainstream subjects, and one group of pullout 

subjects from each of the districts. The pullout subjects 

from each district attended separate facilities based upon 

self-initiation on the part of the subjects and their 

parents. They were not assigned to the pullout programs by 

the districts. 

In discussion of the study, one district is referred to 

as District A with high schools AHS and BHS, and the second 

district is referred to as District B with high schools CHS 

and DHS. The schools designated AHS and CHS contained 

mainstream treatment groups, and the two schools designated 

BHS and DHS included students in the pullout treatment 

groups. 

The study involved a total of 80 subjects, 37 from 

District A and 43 from District B. The number of subjects 

in each treatment classification with a breakdown for gender 

and for ethnicity is presented in Table 6 and 7. 
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Table 6 

Number of Subjects in Each Classification Group bv Gender 

District A 

Classification Group Male Female 

District B 

Male Female 

Mainstream 

Pullout 

13 

7 

11 

7 

13 

20 

Table 7 

Ethnic Characteristics of Sample Population Compared to 

Community 

Ethnicity 
District 

Community 
A 
Sample 

District 
Community 

B 
Sample 

Anglo 58% 57% 83% 84% 
Black 10% 14% 4% 2% 
Hispanic 25% 24% 7% 14% 
Asian 6% 5% 5% 0% 
Other 1% 0% 1% 0% 

Description of the Schools 

AHS, one of the three mainstream high schools in 

District A, had an enrollment of approximately 2,160 

students in grades 9 through 12. The school provides a 

standard high school curriculum which includes instruction 

in foreign languages as well as classes in vocational 

education. 
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The three high schools cooperate in providing the 

district's vocational education program. AHS provides 

instruction in cosmetology, machine shop, electricity, and 

carpentry, the second school offers printing, and the third 

school offers astronomy. Students taking vocational classes 

can enroll in any of the special areas, even if it is not 

offered at their home campus. 

CHS, one of the two mainstream high schools in District 

B, had an enrollment of approximately 1,870 students in 

grades 9 through 12. Like AHS, the school provides a 

standard high school curriculum including foreign languages 

and vocational education. The vocational education program 

is housed in three buildings known as the Career Center. 

These facilities are at a separate location, not far from 

the three high school campuses. 

The mainstream high schools in the two districts offer 

comprehensive programs in extracurricular activities which 

include interscholastic competition in such areas as music, 

science, speech, debate, drill team, and athletics. 

Discipline problems are handled through such measures as 

detention, in-house suspension, regular suspension from 

school for up to a week, assignment to alternative school, 

and expulsion. 

District A's pullout school, BHS, opened in the fall of 

1986. It is housed in a building that previously served as 

a junior high school. During its first year of operation, 
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approximately 50 students were enrolled. Initially, 

emphasis at the school was directed toward junior high 

students who were a year or more behind grade level. The 

success of the school was limited during the first year, 

however, because many of the students were 15 years old and 

were simply waiting until their next birthday so that they 

could drop out of school. As a result, the program was 

altered to include students who were closer to earning a 

diploma. Beginning in the fall of 1987, students who were 

accepted at the school were almost exclusively from grades 9 

through 12. Five years later, at the time of this study the 

dropout rates remained higher among students who had not 

reached their junior or senior year. 

During the first year or two after the school opened, 

it was necessary to sell the program to administrators and 

counselors at the three mainstream high schools. Students 

who were potential candidates for the program also had to be 

convinced that the program would be good for them and that 

the benefits would outweigh the necessity of leaving friends 

and giving up extracurricular activities at the school they 

were attending. However, the word soon spread that students 

enrolled in the pullout program, who previously had a 

history of failure in school, were achieving success and 

that many who seemed certain to become dropouts were staying 

in school and earning diplomas. Thus, within a couple of 

years, the school's situation changed from one of promoting 
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the program and encouraging enrollment to one of needing to 

be somewhat selective and almost always having a waiting 

list. 

Based on input from districts with similar programs, 

enrollment in the BHS pullout program was initially intended 

to be voluntary. Forcing already disenchanted students to 

attend an alternative school away from their friends was not 

viewed as conducive to the motivation of students. Thus, 

from the outset, enrollment has been a mutual decision 

between the mainstream school, the pullout school, and the 

students and their parents or guardians. This is also true 

for new students who move into the district with a back-

ground indicating that they could probably benefit from the 

pullout program. The mainstream school in which students 

normally would be enrolled must agree that the pullout 

program is appropriate. This requirement is reasonable 

because the mainstream school issues the students' diplomas. 

The usual procedure leading to a student's enrollment 

in the pullout program is for a counselor at one of the 

mainstream schools to suggest to a student having problems 

whether scholastically or socially to consider enrolling in 

the program. If the student and his or her parents are 

interested, they complete an application which is sent on to 

the counselor at BHS. The counselor at BHS then sets up a 

conference time for the applicant and parents or guardian to 

come in. If the counselor believes that the student is an 
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appropriate candidate for the program, and space is avail-

able, a meeting is set up at the mainstream high school with 

counselors from both schools, the student, and the parents 

or guardian. 

If space is not available, the student's name is placed 

on a waiting list. Students are rarely required to wait 

more than 6 weeks to enter the program. Enrollment 

decisions are based on need and which students are likely to 

benefit most from the program. Seniors sometimes have an 

edge when space is limited because no one wants to.see a 

senior drop out. 

Students enrolling in BHS's pullout program are 

required to commit themselves for at least a 6-week period. 

This requirement is designed to prevent students from 

enrolling for just a few days to see if they like the 

program. Although the vast majority of students stay until 

they graduate or drop out of school, a few elect to return 

to one of the main campuses. 

The curriculum at BHS, except for the absence of 

foreign languages, is the same as that at the three 

mainstream high schools. However, classes at the pullout 

school are much smaller, with a student-teacher ratio of 

approximately 12 to 1. Most classrooms contain only 12 

student desks. 

Except for classes in vocational education, learning 

takes place through independent study and help from a 
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teacher who is knowledgeable in that particular discipline. 

A mathematics teacher may have students from four different 

grade levels in his or her classroom at any given time. 

Even students at the same grade level are often working in 

different parts of the textbook. The teacher's job, in 

addition to giving assignments and specifying what is 

covered on tests, is to answer questions, explain what is 

not understood, and offer suggestions for completing 

assignments. This method of instruction is used in each of 

the subject areas. 

Students at BHS are expected to complete the same 

amount of work and pass tests having the same degree of 

difficulty as students at the main campuses. However, the 

following three major differences relieve most of the 

pressure which these students have experienced during their 

years in public school: 

1. Students decide when they are ready to take a test 

and are allowed to take it at that time. 

2. If students fail a test, they can get help with the 

answers, study the material some more, and retake the test 

or a similar one. The first test is discarded and the 

recorded grade is from the one passed. There is no limit on 

how many times a student can retake a test. 

3. If students do not complete the required work 

during a semester, they can pick up where they left off the 

following semester. Thus, incomplete work does not result 
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in a failing grade or the need to do the entire semester's 

work again. It is not unusual for seniors to complete 

graduation requirements in September or October, receive 

their transcripts at that time, and receive their diplomas 

the following May. 

Students attend school on a half-day basis with an 

overlap of approximately an hour in the middle of the day. 

This allows all students to get to know each other to some 

degree and provides time for groups of students to meet and 

discuss topics such as personal relationships, ways to 

eliminate irrational thinking, and ways to develop self-

confidence and a positive outlook. Group sessions, usually 

led by the school counselor, are open to all students on a 

voluntary basis. Pregnant students are expected to meet 

with the school nurse once a week during this time period. 

The overlap also affords parenting groups and alcohol 

recovery and substance abuse support groups a time to meet. 

Most students attend 55-minute classes in all four core 

subject areas plus a class in vocational education each day. 

However, the schedule allows for some flexibility. If a lab 

class requires more than an hour on a given day, this can be 

built into the schedule. Recovering drug addicts are often 

unable to handle more than one subject a day. Therefore, 

their schedules are usually designed so that they take a 

single subject each day. Thus, they work on a different 

subject each day. 
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All students at BHS are required to take a class in r.c 

vocational education. If they attend school in the morning 

and have an afternoon job, the job, along with the class, 

fulfills the vocational education requirements. If they do 

not have a job, they are required to attend one of the 

vocational shops at a mainstream campus in the afternoon-

The same applies to afternoon students who are expected ito 

be employed in the morning or to attend one of the -5 

vocational shops. 

A federal grant enables the school district to=i 

reimburse students for child care expenses and provides for 

a full-time nurse to work with pregnant students. In 

addition to giving students guidance in health and 

nutrition, the nurse serves as a liaison between-the 

students, physicians, and the school. 

The school has few discipline problems. Students with 

prior records of misbehavior because they were angry, 

frustrated, or did not fit in find that they experience very 

few frustrations or reasons to become angry at the pullout 

school. One BHS student explained: "We just don*t get 

hassles here." On the few occasions when a problem does 

occur, it usually relates to a fight between a couple of 

students. Morale among the students and staff at BHS also 

appears to be good. The goal of keeping most students in 

school until they graduate is being accomplished. 
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District B's pullout school, DHS, opened in the fall of 

1987. The school uses a facility that previously served as 

a junior high school. Enrollment is voluntary on the part 

of students and their parents. Students attend either in 

the morning from 8:00 to 11:30 or in the afternoon from 

12:30 to 4:00. 

DHS, from the time of its inception, has accepted 

at-risk students based upon age, 15 to 21 years. 

Thus, junior high school students are included; approxi-

mately 30 are enrolled at any given, time. Although a 

separate facility for younger students is preferable, 

funding restraints make it impossible. In spite of the wide 

age discrepancy between some students, the district believes 

that these students are better served at DHS than at a 

mainstream junior high school. 

The total enrollment during the first four years was 

limited to 120 students. Beginning in the 1990-1991 school 

year, this limit was doubled to 240. Although there is 

always a waiting list, because of turnover, students 

approved for admission have never been required to wait more 

than one 6-week grading period to enter. 

Admission to DHS is based upon the recommendation of a 

student's mainstream school and a completed application from 

the student and his or her parents. Decisions to accept 

students, with very few exceptions, are based exclusively 

upon paperwork and the recommendation of the mainstream 
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school. Although interviews prior to acceptance are 

preferred, the number of applicants involved and time 

restraints prevent doing so. As was true at BHS, the 

mainstream schools can only make recommendations. The 

decision to accept a student is made by the two adminis-

trators and the two counselors at DHS. 

In contrast to BHS, where students who are accepted are 

enrolled individually as space permits, students at DHS are 

enrolled in groups of up to 40 at a time, every few weeks. 

The usual number is about 25. Students about to be enrolled 

and their parents or guardians attend a mandatory group 

meeting with the principal. At this meeting, the program, 

grading procedures, attendance requirements, and various 

other school policies are explained in detail. Time is 

allotted for questions and answers. 

DHS is committed to frequent communication with 

parents. Prior to the start of a new school year, several 

meetings are set up which are mandatory for the student and 

a parent or guardian to attend. Meetings are held for 

returning students who are in good standing, for students on 

probation, for junior high students, and for students 

entering for the first time. 

When one of the counselors was asked if the school 

experienced any discipline problems, she responded, "No, not 

at all." She explained that there had been only two fights 
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at the school and that they occurred prior to her arrival in 

the 1989-1990 school year. 

The largest single problem that the school has with 

students is in respect to attendance. As is true of all 

Texas public high schools, students are not allowed to miss 

more than eight days of school and receive credit for a 

semester's work. Students at DHS are not allowed to make up 

missed days by attending alternate sessions on another day. 

For example, morning students are rarely permitted to attend 

an afternoon session to make up an absence during their 

regular time. District B offers Saturday school, enabling 

students to make up missed days. DHS has occasionally made 

an extra effort to help students avoid losing credit for a 

semester's work by allowing them to make up missed days by 

attending school the first week or two in June. 

Students in the program are expected to complete the 

same amount of work and pass tests having the same degree of 

difficulty as students at the main campuses. However, as 

was the case at BHS, three major differences relieve most of 

the pressure previously experienced by students during their 

years in public school: 

1. Students can decide when they are ready to take 

tests and can take them at that time. 

2. If they fail a test, they can get help with the 

answers, study the material some more, and retake the test 

or a similar one. The first test grade is discarded and the 
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grade recorded is the one from the test passed. There is no 

limit as to how many times a student can retake a test. 

3. If students do not complete the required work 

during a semester, they can resume where they left off the 

following semester. Thus, failure to complete course 

requirements during a semester does not necessarily result 

in the need to repeat an entire semester's work. The only 

restriction on this policy is that students must complete a 

semester's requirement within a year of the time it was 

begun. As was true at BHS, it is not unusual for seniors to 

complete graduation requirements shortly after the start of 

a new school year, receive their transcripts at that time, 

and receive their diplomas the following May. 

Although classes in vocational education are not 

mandatory at DHS, almost three-fourths of the students 

enroll in vocational classes. Credit is based upon 

attending the class, completing assignments, and maintaining 

a part-time job or attending a hands-on class at the 

district's Career Center. The center offers cosmetology, 

paint and body, building trades, auto repair, and 

electronics. 

DHS also has a transitional class for students coming 

out of hospitals following treatment for drug and alcohol 

abuse or for depression and other mental disorders. Many of 

these students are neither emotionally nor academically 

ready for a normal classroom environment. With the help of 
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a $45,000 grant from a local psychiatric hospital, the 

school provides a special class for these students which has 

its own teacher and aide. At the end of a grading period, 

students are given the options of returning to a mainstream 

campus program, applying for admission to the regular DHS 

program, or remaining in the transitional class for another 

6 weeks. 

DHS offers several optional support groups which meet 

for 30 to 40 minutes each week. Most students are enrolled 

in one of these groups. Students are excused from class to 

attend group meetings. Groups available include a teenage 

parent support group, a relationship group, a drug and 

alcohol recovery group, and a "rap" group in which students 

discuss any topic or concern that interests them. One of 

the two counselors sits in on these meetings and serves as 

discussion leader and advisor. Persons from outside the 

school, such as psychiatrists from one of the local 

hospitals, are often invited to speak to the student groups. 

The school has its own nursery, which is under the 

direction of the school's home economics teacher. The 

nursery is staffed by two licensed day-care workers. Normal 

enrollment is about 20 infants in the morning session and 20 

in the afternoon session. 

The climate of the school appears to be very positive, 

both for students and for faculty. The thrust seems to be 

strongly oriented toward meeting student needs. 
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Administrators and counselors at the school frequently talk 

with students and spend less time on the phone or engaged in 

some form of paperwork. Staff meetings are held three times 

a week to address program improvement, faculty concerns, and 

administrative items requiring faculty input. 

Selection of the Sample 

The intention at the outset of the study was for the 

students at all four schools to be randomly selected with 30 

students in each group. Random selection was not possible 

because at-risk students in both districts had the option of 

applying to attend the pullout schools. Enrollment at the 

separate pullout facilities was based upon self-initiation 

on the part of the students and ther parents or guardians. 

Another problem was the limited number of 17-year-olds 

enrolled at the lOth-grade level. The fact that this 

limited number was participating on a voluntary basis made 

it necessary to invite all who met the age criteria to be a 

part of the study in order to have an adequate number from 

each school. 

Instrumentation 

Test instruments were used for Hypotheses 3 and 5. The 

instrument used for Hypothesis 3, to compare reading, 

language, and mathematics scores of mainstream and the 

pullout subjects, was the 3-R's Test published by Riverside. 

The design of the test was a multiple-choice format with 17 
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items in the reading section, 14 in the language arts 

section, and 12 in the mathematics section. The goals of 

the test, according to its authors, are to (a) measure the 

most fundamental objectives in the school curriculum; 

(b) address the three central content areas of reading, 

language arts, and mathematics; and (c) be as short as 

possible and still produce reliable scores for use by 

teachers and administrators. 

The reliability coefficient for the standard form of 

the 3-R*s Test using a Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 was .88, 

based upon a 1980 standardization sample of 1,800 students 

in grade 10. Reliabilities and standard errors for scores 

from this standardizing group are summarized in Table 8. 

Table 8 

Reliabilities and Standard Errors for Scores for the 

3-R1s Test Standardizing Group 

Alpha" SEMb Nc 

Reading .90 2.68 50 

Language .87 2.63 40 

Mathematics .87 2.27 35 

Composite .95 1.59 125 

"Significance level. 

cNumber of cases. 

bStandard error of measurement. 
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A shorter version of the 3-Rfs test, designed to be 

administered in one 55-minute class period, was used in the 

study. A split-half reliability for scores on the longer 

test adjusted by the Spearman-Brown formula was used to 

estimate the reliability for the shorter class-period 

edition. This resulted in an estimated split-half 

reliability coefficient of .87 and a standard error of 

measurement of 2.63 for the composite scores. Because the 

study focused specifically on grade 10 subjects, the 

reliability figures in Table 9 are based on that grade 

level. 

Table 9 

Reliabilities and Standard Errors for Scores bv Grade: 

Grade 10 Subjects for the 3-R's Test Standardizing Group 

Rel" SEMb Nc Md SDe 

Reading .76 1.73 17 10.53 3.53 

Language .70 1.65 14 7.72 3.01 

Mathematics .72 1.52 12 6.96 2.88 

Composite .86 2.89 43 25.21 7.72 

"Reliability. bStandard error of measurement. cNumber of 

cases. dMean. eStandard deviation. 
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The composite reliability of .86 was close to the norm 

group. The standard error of measurement of 2.89 was 

slightly larger than the standardizing group. This slight 

deviation is to be expected because the sample was smaller 

and because of the type of individuals involved. Overall 

results indicate a satisfactory level of reliability. 

Validity was established using the longer test. Scores 

were found to correlate highly with scores from other well-

known achievement tests, with a median score of .90 over 

nine grade levels for the tests for which data were 

available. Correlations with the Scholastic Aptitude Test 

(SAT) and the American College Test (ACT) were .71 and .79, 

respectively. Slightly lower correlations were expected 

with the class-period edition used in this study. 

The Student Opinion Survey, used to determine students* 

attitudes for Hypothesis 5, was a 12-item questionnaire 

developed specifically for this study. The instrument 

included 10 Likert-type scale items and 2 free-response 

items. In order to determine the reliability of the 10 

Likert-type scale items, the instrument was field tested in 

two Dallas area school districts other than the districts 

participating in the study. Cronbach's alpha was used to 

estimate the internal consistency reliability. 

The opinion survey was completed by 47 subjects both at 

the beginning of the study and at the end. Using Cronbach's 

alpha, responses to the 10 Likert-type scale items given on 
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the pretest had a reliability coefficient of .81, while the 

responses given on the posttest had a coefficient of .71. 

Determination of validity, the extent to which an 

instrument measures what it is intended to measure, is not 

as easy to ascertain with the same degree of specificity as 

is the determination of reliability using statistical 

formulas. Several educators, both counselors and adminis-

trators, at the four schools participating in the study were 

asked whether they believed that the students would respond 

to the survey questions candidly. Without exception, it was 

their view that the students, being assured that their 

responses would be kept confidential, would answer the 

survey items honestly. Based on the plainspoken and 

forthright comments made by the subjects during interviews, 

it seems likely that the responses made on the Likert-type 

scale items and the two free-response items were a true 

indication of the students' opinions. 

Procedures Used in Collecting Data 

The methodology used in gathering data relating to the 

five hypotheses involved several steps and required numerous 

visits to the four participating schools. After obtaining 

the approval of the two districts and the administrators of 

the four schools involved in the study, letters, signed by 

the principal of each school, were sent to the parents of 

students who volunteered to be subjects in the research. 
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The letters varied somewhat between the two districts. 

District A required that a parent or guardian sign a 

statement sanctioning the student's participation. District 

B simply gave parents an opportunity to say no by calling 

the school if they objected to their child's participation. 

As expected, the requirement of having the student return a 

signed form resulted in the need for considerable follow-up 

efforts in order to obtain the signed forms. Without 

question, the requirement of having documentation of 

approval resulted in lower participation. In District B, 

only one parent called to request that her child not 

participate. The letters sent to parents, with school names 

excluded, are included in the appendix. 

The two categories of subjects, mainstream students who 

attended regular high schools and pullout subjects who 

attended separate facilities with programs designed to meet 

their special needs, were compared in respect to their 

(a) remaining in school; (b) attendance; (c) pretest and 

posttest scores in reading, language, and mathematics; 

(d) report card grades; and (e) attitudes toward school. 

The treatment period on which the research data was based 

was the second semester of the 1990-1991 school year. 

Both districts were cooperative in facilitating 

interviews with students and faculty, testing students, and 

reviewing folders related to the cumulative records of 

students. Records were reviewed at the conclusion of the 
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treatment period to gather the information needed to compare 

the two mainstream groups with the two pullout groups 

relative to Hypothesis 1—retention, Hypothesis 2 — 

attendance, and Hypothesis 4—grades in the core subject 

areas of language, mathematics, science, and social studies. 

A pretest was administered at the beginning of the semester 

and a posttest at the end for the purpose of comparing 

academic achievement in reading, language, and mathematics 

relative to Hypothesis 3. 

Hypothesis 5, which compared the two groups in respect 

to attitude, was included in the study in order to determine 

whether changes in school environment for the pullout 

subjects would bring about a significant change in their 

attitudes toward school. Two methods were used in measuring 

this hypothesis. The first was a survey instrument which 

consisted of 10 Likert-type scale items in the form of 

statements and two free-response items. The second method 

involved interviewing subjects from each of the four 

schools. 

A major challenge was getting subjects, who were 

participating on a voluntary basis, to come to a testing or 

interview situation. This was less of a problem at the two 

pullout schools. Their relatively small size and more 

flexible schedules enabled subjects to attend testing 

sessions during the school day. 
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The two conventional high schools were both large 

campuses composed of several buildings. Because the target 

groups were spread out in various classes and buildings 

throughout the school day, the administration of the pretest 

and posttest and the interviews required scheduling before 

or after school. Both schools cooperated by providing 

classroom space and by distributing reminder memos to the 

targeted subjects. 

Because students inherently do not like to take tests, 

do not like to get up early in the morning, and do not like 

to stay on campus after school, monetary reimbursement for 

their time seemed to be the only solution. Subjects at the 

mainstream high school, referred to as AHS, were paid $7 

each to stay for up to an hour after school to take the 

pretest and another $7 to take the posttest. With a lower 

number of potential volunteers to draw from, subjects at CHS 

were paid $10. Even then, only 16 of the 26 who were 

invited to participate elected to do so. 

Students were also paid $10 for interviews which 

usually lasted from 3 0 minutes to 1 hour. The interviews 

were conducted after school hours, either at the subject's 

school or at a local library. A total of 47 volunteer 

subjects participated in both the pretest at the beginning 

of the treatment period and the posttest at the end. 

Interviews were conducted with 11 subjects. 



CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION OF DATA 

Testing the Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 stated that there would be no significant 

difference in student retention between mainstream and 

pullout subjects during the period of treatment. The data 

used to compare mainstream and pullout students were 

obtained by reviewing student records. The total number of 

mainstream subjects at the inception of the study was 38, 

compared with 42 pullout subjects. During the treatment 

period, 2 of the mainstream subjects (5.3%) dropped out, as 

did 9 (21.4%) of the pullout subjects. Thus, both in number 

and percentage, the number of dropouts was greater among the 

pullout students. 

Hypothesis 1 was tested using the chi-square test. The 

test yielded X2 (1) = 4.396 (p < .05), indicating that 

program and retention are related. Therefore, the 

hypothesis of independence is rejected. 

A summary of the number of students who dropped and 

remained is displayed in Table 10. 
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Table 10 

Retention Summary bv Program 

Category Retained Dropped 

Mainstream 36 2 

Pullout 33 9 

From a statistical standpoint, the data indicate that 

the pullout programs were less successful in keeping 

subjects in school. However, other data collected during 

individual interviews with subjects warrant questioning 

whether this is a valid conclusion. Data of this nature 

will be discussed in the "Interviews with Subjects" section 

in this chapter. 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 stated that there would be no significant 

difference in student attendance during the treatment period 

between mainstream and pullout subjects. A student who is 

absent more than 8 days during a semester and fails to make 

up the days in excess of 8 does not receive credit for that 

semester's work. The number of subjects who were absent in 

excess of 8 days, by category and school district, are 

presented in Table 11. The subjects' average number of days 

absent during the treatment period, by category and school 

district, are shown in Table 12. 
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Table 11 

Number of Subjects Who Were Absent in Excess of Eight Davs 

bv Category and School District 

Category District A District B 

Mainstream 3 4 

Pullout 12 4 

Table 12 

Number of Davs Absent bv All Subjects bv Category and 

School District 

Category District A District B 

Mainstream 6.6 5.3 

Pullout 23.8 6.0 

Hypothesis 2 was tested using a multivariate analysis 

of covariance. The test showed Wilk's lambda = 0.889, 

approximate F (5,25) = 0.63, p > 0.05. The adjusted means 

were 14.5 for the mainstream subjects and 21.7 for the 

pullout. The test indicated that the type of intervention 

did not have a significant effect upon attendance. Thus, 

Hypothesis 2 is retained. 

Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 stated that there would be no significant 

difference on the pretest and posttest scores measuring 
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academic achievement in reading, language, and mathematics 

between the mainstream and pullout students. This 

hypothesis was tested using the Class Period Edition of the 

3-R's Test published by Riverside. The design of the test 

was multiple choice with a total of 43 items, 17 in the 

reading section, 14 in language arts, and 12 in mathematics. 

Hypothesis 3 was tested using a multivariate analysis 

of covariance. The analysis indicated Wilk's lambda = 

0.889, approximate F (5,25) = 0.63, p > .05. For reading, 

the adjusted means were 10.6 for the mainstream subjects and 

9.9 for the pullout. For language, it was 7.6_for the 

mainstream and 8.2 for the pullout. For mathematics, it was 

7.1 for the mainstream and 7.8 for the pullout. 

The average number of items answered correctly in the 

three sections of the Riverside test by the 79 subjects who 

took the pretest was 10.1 for reading, 8.0 for language 

arts, and 7.3 for mathematics. The composite average for 

all 43 items was 25.7. Averages for the 47 subjects who 

took the posttest were 10.5 for reading, 7.8 for language 

arts, and 7.0 for mathematics. The composite average was 

25.3. The pretest and posttest scores between mainstream 

and pullout subjects in the areas of reading, language, and 

mathematics are shown in Table 13. 
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Table 13 

Pretest/Posttest Scores of Mainstream and Pullout 

Subjects for Reading. Language, and Mathematics 

Number of Standard 
Cases Mean Deviation 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Reading 

Mainstream 38 27 9.08 9.19 3.24 3.62 

Pullout 41 21 11.15 12.29 2.97 2.49 

Composite 79 48 10.15 10.54 3.25 3.51 

Language 

Mainstream 38 27 7.18 6.85 2.81 2.71 

Pullout 41 21 8.83 8.90 2.80 2.98 

Composite 79 48 8.04 7.75 2.80 2.99 

Mathematics 

Mainstream 38 27 7.18 6.26 2.92 2.85 

Pullout 41 21 7.51 7.86 2.47 2.65 

Composite 79 48 7.35 6.96 2.70 2.85 

Though not statistically significant, the results show 

that (a) the pullout group subjects did slightly better than 

their mainstream counterparts on the pretest as well as on 

the posttest, and (b) the pullout subjects did slightly 

better in all three subject areas on the posttest while the 
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mainstream subjects did not do quite as well on the posttest 

as on the pretest in language and mathematics. Comparisons 

were also made between (a) mainstream and pullout subjects 

within each district, (b) mainstream subjects in District A 

and mainstream subjects in District B, and (c) pullout 

subjects in District A and District B. The pretest and 

posttest scores between mainstream and pullout subjects in 

District A in the areas of reading, language, and 

mathematics are presented in Table 14. 

Table 14 

Pretest/Posttest Scores of Mainstream and Pullout Subjects 

for Reading. Language, and Mathematics in District A 

Number of Standard 
Cases Mean Deviation 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Reading 

Mainstream 24 16 9.33 9.81 3.42 3.41 

Pullout 13 9 11.15 11.33 2.51 2.55 

Language 

Mainstream 24 16 8.25 7.63 2.27 2.70 

Pullout 13 9 9.31 9.00 1.89 2.50 

Mathematics 

Mainstream 24 16 8.42 7.13 2.64 3.18 

Pullout 13 9 8.23 8.11 2.05 2.42 
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Table 15 provides comparisons of pretest and post* est 

scores between mainstream and pullout subjects in District B 

in the areas of reading, language, and mathematics. 

Table 15 

Pretest/Posttest Scores of Mainstream and Pullout fjbiects 

for Reading, Language, and Mathematics in Districr JB 

Number of Standard 
Cases Mean Deviation 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Reading 

Mainstream 14 11 8.64 8.; 7 3.00 3.88 

Pullout 28 12 11.14 13.30 3.21 2.30 

Language 

Mainstream 14 11 5.36 ,.73 2.76 2.41 

Pullout 28 12 8.61 8.83 3.14 3.41 

Mathematics 

Mainstream 14 11 5.07 5.00 2.09 1.73 

Pullout 28 12 7.18 7.67 2.61 2.90 

The results presented in Tables 14 ar i 15 correlate with 

those shown in Table 13. The pullou: subjects in both 

districts scored slightly better th j i did the mainstream 

subjects on the pretest and on the posttest. Comparisons of 
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pretest and posttest scores between mainstream subjects in 

District A and mainstream subjects in District B in the 

areas of reading, language, and mathematics are provided in 

Table 16. 

Table 16 

Pretest/Posttest Scores of Mainstream Subjects for 

Reading. Language, and Mathematics in District A and 

District B 

Number of Standard 
Cases Mean Deviation 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Reading 

District A 24 16 9.33 9.81 3.42 3.41 

District B 14 11 8.64 8.27 3.00 3.88 

Language 

District A 24 16 8.25 7.63 2.27 2.70 

District B 14 11 5.36 5.73 2.76 2.41 

Mathematics 

District A 24 16 8.42 7.13 2.64 3.18 

District B 14 11 5.07 5.00 2.09 1.73 

Comparisons of pretest and posttest scores between 

pullout subjects in District A and District B in the areas 
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of reading, language, and mathematics are provided in 

Table 17. 

Table 17 

Pretest/Posttest Scores of Pullout Subjects for Reading. 

Language, and Mathematics in District A and District B 

Number of Standard 
Cases Mean Deviation 

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 

Reading 

District A 13 9 11. 15 11. 33 2 .51 2 .55 

District B 28 12 11. 14 13. 00 3 .21 2 .30 

Language 

District A 13 9 9. 31 9. 00 1 .89 2 .50 

District B 28 12 8. 61 8. 83 3 .14 3 .41 

Mathematics 

District A 13 9 8. 23 8. 11 2 .05 2 .42 

District B 28 12 7. 18 7. 67 2 .61 2 .90 

Hypothesis 4 

Hypothesis 4 stated that there would be no significant 

difference in report card grades in the core academic areas 

during the treatment period between mainstream and pullout 

subjects. This hypothesis was tested by examining numerical 
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grades in the subjects1 cumulative files at the conclusion 

of the treatment period. Because of missing data, a 

multivariate analysis of covariance could not be used. 

Multivariate analysis of variance was used to test this 

hypothesis. Dependent variables included report card grades 

in language, mathematics, science, and social studies. The 

independent variable was the intervention program. 

Results yielded Wilk's lambda = 0.593, approximate 

F (4,11) = 1.88, p > .05. The test indicated that the type 

of intervention had no significant effect on students' 

grades in the academic areas of language, mathematics, 

science, and social studies. Thus, the hypothesis is 

retained. 

Review of past and current records of credits earned by 

the subjects revealed why a majority of the students were 2 

years behind in grade level and were slipping further 

behind. High school students are expected to earn three 

credits per semester in order to graduate in 4 years. The 

vast majority of subjects in this study were earning less 

credits each year than are required to graduate in four 

years. After eliminating subjects who had dropped out, 

moved, or whose files had been misplaced, the records of 34 

mainstream subjects and 19 pullout subjects were reviewed. 

The number of subjects who earned two or more credits, by 

program and district, are presented in Table 18. 
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Table 18 -

Number of Subjects Who Earned Two or More Credits bv 

Procrram and District 

Category District A District B 

Mainstream 14 10 

Pullout 4 6 

Table 18 includes 34 of the 80 subjects who were 

included in the study. Thus, approximately half of the 

subjects in the study earned less than 2 credits during the 

semester of treatment. These data indicate that at least 

two-thirds of the mainstream subjects and three-fourths of 

the pullout subjects continued to fall behind. Three 

subjects at BHS and eight at DHS earned 1 credit or less 

during the semester of treatment. 

Hypothesis 5 

Hypothesis 5 stated that there would be no significant 

difference in attitudinal changes toward school during the 

treatment period between the mainstream and pullout 

subjects. Two methods were used to measure this hypothesis. 

The first was an attitude survey administered to both 

mainstream and pullout subjects at the beginning and the end 

of the treatment period. The instrument consisted of 10 

Likert summative-scale items and 2 free-response items. 
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The second method involved conducting interviews with 

subjects iirom each of the four schools involved in the 

study. 

Based on data from the 10 Likert-type items, Hypothesis 

5 was tested using a multivariate analysis of covariance. 

Results indicated Wilk's lambda = 0.889, approximate F 

(5,25) =0.63, p > 0.05. The adjusted means were 18.4 for 

the mainstream subjects and 18.2 for the pullout subjects. 

The test indicates that the intervention did not signi-

ficantly effect the subjects' attitudes toward school. 

Thus, the hypothesis is retained. The adjusted means for 

attitudinal changes for subjects who responded to the 

Student Opinion Survey at both the beginning and end of the 

treatment period are presented in Table 19. 

Table 19 

Adjusted Means for Attitudinal Changes by Subjects Who 

Responded to the Student Opinion Survey at the Beginning 

and End of the Treatment 

Number of Adjusted 
Category Subjects Means 

Mainstream 25 19.75 

Pullout 20 17.36 
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In all, 47 subjects responded to the Student Opinion 

Survey at both the beginning and the end of the treatment 

period. For convenience in referring to the tabulation, the 

10 statements are included here: 

1. In general, I like going to school. 

2. I would rather go to school than work full time. 

3. I believe that learning is important. 

4. I want to graduate from high school. 

5. I have never really liked going to school. 

6. I find that school is boring most of the time. 

7. I believe that most teachers try to be fair and 

help kids succeed. 

8. I expect to graduate from high school. 

9. Sometimes I think about quitting school. 

10. I believe that someday I will have a good job and 

be successful. 

The subjects were asked to respond as to how they felt 

about the statements, given the following options: strongly 

agree, agree, uncertain, disagree, and strongly disagree. 

Of the 47 students who completed the instrument at the 

outset and again at the end of the treatment period, 26 were 

mainstream subjects and 21 were from pullout schools. A 

summary of students' responses are provided in Table 20. 
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Table 20 

Summary of Responses to 10 Likert-tvpe Scale Items (Percent) 

Question 

Beginning of Treatment End of Treatment 

Question SA or A D or SD SA or A D or SD 

Mainstream Subjects 

1. 69.2% 7.7% 69.2% 7.7% 

2. 65.4 16.7 38.5 26.9 

3. 88.5 0.0 100.0 0.0 

4. 96.2 0.0 100.0 0.0 

5. 19.2 57.7 30.8 53.8 

6. 34.6 46.2 19.2 53.8 

7. 80.8 7.7 76.9 16.7 

8. 96.2 0.0 92.3 0.0 

9. 15.4 69.2 16.7 65.4 

10. 88.5 3.8 88.5 0.0 

Pullout Subjects 

1. 90.5% 4.8% 81.0% 4.8% 

2. 57.1 9.5 38.1 23.1 

3. 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

4. 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

5. 14.3 71.4 14.3 76.2 

6. 14.3 85.7 9.5 76.2 

7. 76.9 0.0 85.7 4.8 

8. 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

9. 19.0 71.4 23.8 71.4 

10. 100.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

Note. SA = strongly agree, A = agree, U = uncertain, D 

disagree, SD = strongly disagree. 
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The subjects were also given an opportunity to complete 

the following two sentences on the survey instrument: "What 

I like most about school is . . ." and "What I dislike most 

about school is . . ." The wide variation in students• 

responses precluded statistical analysis. The most frequent 

response to what students liked most about school was the 

opportunity to see their friends. Pullout subjects, more 

than mainstream, talked about the opportunity to get an 

education. Aspects of the school situation which the 

subjects disliked most included the need to come to school 

every day, the need to get up early to do so, and homework. 

A verbatim record of the subjects' comments on the two free-

response items are included in the appendix. 

Interviews with Subjects 

Interviews with students from each of the participating 

schools were an important part of the study, even though the 

results were not subject to statistical interpretation. The 

subjects interviewed were randomly selected and were inter-

viewed after school hours, either at the subject's school or 

at a public library. Interviews usually lasted from 3 0 

minutes to 1 hour. The conversations were tape recorded. 

The first part of the interviews was structured. 

Students were asked (a) about their background in school, 

(b) how they felt about their experiences in the past and at 

the present time, (c) what they liked and did not like about 



86 

school, (d) how often, if at all, they were called in to 

talk with a counselor, (e) how they were doing in respect to 

grades, (f) their feelings about teachers and whether 

teachers were committed to helping students, and (g) whether 

they sometimes entertained thoughts of quitting school. 

Pullout students were asked to compare how they felt about 

school in the separate facility with their previous 

experience in a mainstream environment. 

During the remainder of the interviews, which often 

lasted longer than the structured portion, subjects were 

asked questions of a more open-ended nature and were asked 

to discuss such things as (a) changes they would like to see 

in their school to make it more beneficial to students, 

(b) how committed they were to earning a high school 

diploma, and (c) what they planned to do after graduating. 

After talking with the subjects for 30 minutes or more, 

sufficient rapport was established with some students for 

them to share personal and family problems which they felt 

contributed to their difficulties in school. Without 

exception, the subjects seemed optimistic about the future. 

Even those from the most unpretentious backgrounds appeared 

quite confident that life would get better and that they 

would be successful. The subjects' comments during the 

interviews by the pullout subjects indicated a definite 

change in attitude as a result of their transition from a 

mainstream to a pullout environment. 
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Pullout student, Bl, had this to say when asked what 

prompted him to enroll at BHS: "I opted to go to BHS 

because it offered me an opportunity to work at my own pace. 

To me, a regular school is a hassle trying to deal with so 

many different teachers. It was like a miniature prison to 

me. This school makes me feel like, you know, they're for 

me instead of just coming to get a paycheck. It just makes 

you want to be here and makes you want to go up to the 

teacher because, you know, she's not going to be too busy 

and just say 'sit down' or 'yeah, okay' or 'just read this 

and it will tell you.' Here she'll help you by going 

through it with you. That's what I see." 

Subject D10 had this to say about his experience at 

DHS: "Teachers are with you here. If you have a problem 

and you don't want to go to class, you can talk with the 

teacher and work something out. I mean, anything like that, 

you can go talk with a counselor. The program and the 

people here have been able to help me a lot. I like it a 

lot better than a regular high school because they don't 

force you. You know, they're not saying, 'You do this, you 

do that.• I mean, they put down the rules here; you go to 

your classes and do your work and don't be absent and you'll 

get freedom that you don't get at most high schools. And 

they care. In most high schools, the teachers don't really 

care." 
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B7, a pullout subject at BHS, was asked whether she 

felt that her teachers tried to be fair and help students 

succeed. Her response: "Well, at main campus, they didn't 

care if you were right or if you were wrong. In their eyes, 

you were always wrong. They wouldn't hear you out. I mean 

at main campus everybody's treated like a child. At BHS, 

you're treated like an adult. It's like you are innocent 

until proven guilty and at main campus it was just the 

opposite. At BHS, they care. I mean, they actually care 

about you as an individual." 

B7, after commenting during the interview that she was 

now trying to do well in school and was beginning to get 

good grades, was asked if she thought she would be able to 

succeed back at her previous high school if she gave school 

the kind of effort that she was giving now. Her answer: 

"No, because they're too fast. I like this better because 

I'm at my level and this way I'm learning. I think I've 

learned more this year than I've learned in all my school 

years as far as I can remember." 

D29 was asked to share some of the things that he liked 

about DHS. His response: "Well, you know, it's a more 

relaxed atmosphere. Some people will say, 'Oh, at DHS, you 

got it easy. It's a blow off. You can eat in class.' 

Well, of course, you can, but it's not like what they say. 

Yes, it's a more relaxed atmosphere. O.K., it gives you 

more opportunities to make choices. Here they put more 
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emphasis on what you believe and think is right as opposed 

to what they think you ought to think. You know, you're not 

pressured by all this 'be here at a certain time, be there, 

be here,' you know. They let you decide and I like that." 

The subjects, both mainstream and pullout, seemed to 

have a positive attitude toward the school that they were 

attending. A18, the subject who had come to AHS from 

Mexico, was asked if she felt that her teachers tried to be 

helpful to students. Her response: "Yeah, they try to be 

helpful. For me, they are nice because they help me. They 

make me feel good." C6 was asked the same question. His 

response: "I think most of the teachers are concerned about 

kids. Most of them try to be helpful and understand our 

problems." 

The primary value of these interviews was that they 

confirmed two suppositions held at the outset of the study. 

First, subjects in the mainstream schools, even though 

classified as at-risk, received very little treatment, if 

any, unless their behavior or failing grades brought them to 

the attention of a counselor. Second, several pullout 

subjects and some of their friends would probably not be in 

school at all were it not for the opportunity to attend an 

alternative program. An appreciation for the consistency in 

which the pullout subjects described a.markedly improved 

attitude toward school after entering the pullout program 
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could not have been obtained as well without the 

interviews. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of the study was to compare the relative 

benefits of treating at-risk students by separating them 

into special classes at a separate facility—a pullout 

program—versus having them remain in regular classes with 

periodic supplemental counseling based upon individual 

needs—a mainstream program. The problem addressed was the 

identification of strategies for use in public schools to 

reduce the high rate of student drop out. 

To carry out the purpose of this study, the following 

hypotheses were tested: 

1. There will be no significant difference in student 

retention during the treatment period between mainstream and 

pullout subjects. 

2. There will be no significant difference in school 

attendance during the treatment period between mainstream 

and pullout subjects. 

3. There will be no significant difference in the 

pretest and posttest scores measuring academic achievement 

in reading, language, and mathematics between mainstream and 

pullout subjects. 

91 
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4. There will be no significant difference in report 

card grades in the core subject areas during the treatment 

period between mainstream and pullout subjects. 

5. There will be no significant difference in the mean 

of attitudinal changes toward school during the treatment 

period between mainstream and pullout subjects. 

Two districts in the Dallas metropolitan area agreed to 

participate in this study, which was conducted during the 

second semester of the 1990-1991 school year. Both 

districts provided mainstream and pullout programs for 

at-risk students. Pullout students attended separate 

facilities with programs designed to address their needs. 

The two districts were similar in size and in most 

demographic characteristics. However, the minority 

population of the subjects was 42% in one district and 17% 

in the other. 

The study involved four high schools, two in each 

district. One high school in each district consisted of 

mainstream subjects attending a regular high school; the 

other high school in each district was composed of pullout 

subjects attending a separate facility with programs 

designed specifically for at-risk students. 

The study targeted 10th grade students who were 17 

years of age or older. Subjects in this group were 

considered to be very much at risk of dropping out because 

they were at least 1 year, if not 2 years, behind their 
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peers in grade level, and still had more than 2 years to go 

before graduating. 

Both districts were very cooperative in allowing 

students and faculty to be interviewed, students to be 

tested, and cumulative records of the students to be 

reviewed. Records were reviewed at the conclusion of the 

treatment period in order to gather the information needed 

to compare the two mainstream groups with the two pullout 

groups relative to Hypothesis 1, retention, Hypothesis 2, 

attendance, and Hypothesis 4, grades in the core subject 

areas of language, mathematics, science, and social studies. 

Hypothesis 3 required administration of a pretest at 

the beginning of the treatment period and a posttest at the 

end for comparing academic achievement in reading, language, 

and mathematics. Hypothesis 5, which compared the attitudes 

of subjects in the two groups, was included in the study for 

the purpose of determining whether changes in school 

environment for the pullout subjects would bring about a 

significant change in their attitudes toward school. Two 

methods of measurement were used for this hypothesis. The 

first involved a survey instrument consisting of 10 Likert-

type scale items in the form of statements and two free-

response items. The second method involved interviewing 

subjects from each of the four participating schools. 
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Findings 

Hypothesis 1, which stated that there would be no 

significant difference in student retention between 

mainstream and pullout subjects during the period of 

treatment, was rejected. Significantly more pullout 

subjects than mainstream subjects dropped out of school. 

Hypothesis 2, which stated that there would be no 

significant difference in student attendance during the 

treatment period between mainstream and pullout subjects, 

was retained. 

Hypothesis 3, which stated that there would be no 

significant difference between pretest and posttest scores 

measuring academic achievement in reading, language, and 

mathematics between mainstream and pullout subjects, was 

retained. 

Hypothesis 4, which stated that there would be no 

significant difference in report card grades in the core 

academic areas during the treatment period between 

mainstream and pullout subjects, was retained. 

Hypothesis 5, which stated that there would be no 

significant difference in attitudinal changes toward school 

during the treatment period between mainstream and pullout 

subjects, was also retained. 

The data collected and statistically analyzed suggest 

that the programs provided in the separate facilities for 

at-risk students were not achieving the results intended. 
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The only evidence which suggests that the pullout schools 

were accomplishing some of the goals for which they were 

designed was obtained through interviews with subjects 

attending these separate facilities. Listening to the 

recordings or reading the transcripts of the interviews with 

subjects creates guestions as to why the data collected for 

statistical analysis failed to show a significant difference 

favoring the programs at the pullout schools. 

A number of reasons account for the apparent 

differences. Most are related to the characteristics of the 

subjects. Subjects in the two pullout groups had a signi-

ficantly greater number of at-risk factors in their 

backgrounds than did their mainstream counterparts. The 

school records of the average pullout subject showed a 

higher degree of academic failure, more truancy, and a 

greater number of discipline problems. Some subjects had 

previously dropped out of school because of drug abuse and 

had returned after being treated in a drug rehabilitation 

program. Others had dropped out because of pregnancy or 

childbirth. Some had simply given up on school, dropped 

out, and then decided to try once more. Several pullout 

subjects were living on their own without adult supervision 

and worked, in some cases, nearly full time. 

As discussed in the Review of Literature section, it is 

usually a combination of factors that bring about a decision 

to drop out of school. With some students, background 
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factors and other influences apart from school are so 

pervasive that regardless of what the school does it cannot 

retain the student. Considering the backgrounds and living 

situations of many of the pullout subjects, it is not 

surprising that they were significantly less likely to 

remain in school than were the mainstream subjects. 

Students who decide to drop out often stop coming to 

school without indicating to anyone, at least not to a 

faculty member, that they are dropping out of school. 

When students do this, the school's efforts to contact the 

students and to persuade them to reconsider their decision 

are almost invariably unsuccessful. Students who are 2 or 

more years behind their age group and whose friends of the 

same age are able to buy cars and other items that they 

cannot buy often see only the short-term benefits of 

dropping out rather than the long-term benefits of staying 

in school. 

The mainstream subject in District A who dropped out 

had taken a job. He had received passing grades in four of 

the five subjects taken during the semester immediately 

prior to the treatment period. The two pullout subjects in 

District A who dropped out gave no advance notice. One, an 

articulate and seemingly mature young man of 19 years, was 

interviewed only 2 weeks prior to his dropping out. He 

talked about his background of failure in school but said 

that he had finally realized the importance of having an 
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education. He said that he was determined to get a diploma 

and even discussed enrolling in a local community college 

after graduation. When attempts were made to contact him 

after he dropped out, his family indicated that he had left 

for California and that they did not have a current address 

for him. 

The mainstream subject in District B who dropped out 

was only a year behind his age group and had been making 

passing grades prior to dropping out. He, too, gave no 

notice. Three subjects in District B's pullout programs 

also left without notice. Two others indicated that they 

had decided to take the required tests to earn a General 

Equivalency Diploma. One was forced to leave because of 

legal problems, and the second student left because of drug 

and alcohol abuse. 

The higher dropout rate among pullout subjects is 

attributable to a greater number of at-risk factors. 

Classification of students in Texas public schools as 

at-risk is based upon the criteria established by the Texas 

Education Agency under guidelines enacted by the 

Legislature. One of the criteria includes students who are 

less than 21 years of age and have failed the reading, 

writing, or mathematics sections of the Texas Assessment of 

Academic Skills. This means that a student who has a good 

attendance record and receives satisfactory grades in his 

daily work and on periodic progress reports, by failing a 
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portion of the TAAS, is, by law, classified as an at-risk 

student. Because of the criteria, many students in Texas 

public schools who are classified as being at-risk are not 

truly among those likely to drop out. 

An example of the inaccurate classification of students 

as at-risk is provided by a mainstream subject at AHS, 

identified in the study as A18. The girl, who was among the 

subjects interviewed during the study, had lost a year of 

school because of illness. Having come from Mexico and 

having almost no fluency in English, she had been put back 

another year. When interviewed, she had been in the United 

States less than two years. During this time she had 

progressed to almost total fluency in English and was 

earning good grades in school. She had already selected a 

college in which to do her undergraduate work and another in 

which she planned to earn a doctorate in psychology. 

The subjects in the study, both mainstream and pullout, 

were almost all classified as at risk of dropping out 

because they were at least 1 and often 2 years behind their 

age group in grade level. Most of the students who dropped 

out during the treatment period, particularly the pullout 

subjects, had additional at-risk factors in their 

backgrounds. For example, in contrast to the mainstream 

subjects, some of those in the pullout program were living 

on their own and attempting to balance school attendance 

with employment. Some of the pullout subjects had 
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previously dropped out and were trying for a second time to 

earn a diploma. None of the mainstream subjects in the 

study had previously dropped out of school. 

Although it seems highly probable that some of the 

mainstream subjects had used both alcohol and drugs to some 

extent, none reported that they had required treatment in a 

drug rehabilitation program. A history of drug abuse and 

participation in a treatment program were not unusual among 

the pullout students at BHS and DHS. 

None of the subjects in either mainstream group 

reported that they were pregnant or caring for a child. 

However, in the two schools offering a pullout program, 

pregnancy and the need for child care were quite common. 

BHS had the benefit of a federal grant which provided 

reimbursement for child care for students with children. 

At DHS, a nursery was provided on campus. 

The second area examined in comparing mainstream and 

pullout subjects was attendance. Though there was not a 

significant difference between the two groups, there were 

several contributing factors which caused some of the 

subjects in both groups to have a record of excessive 

absenteeism. 

Although an effort was made to keep each student's 

hours of attendance consistent, a degree of flexibility was 

provided in order to accommodate work schedules, visits to a 

physician by pregnant students, visits to a probation 
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officer by students with legal problems, and other conflicts 

beyond the students' control. It was not unusual for a 

student's schedule of attendance to be worked out on an 

individual basis. Thus, some students were absent on 

certain days of the week but were allowed to make up the 

days by attending both morning and afternoon sessions on 

other days. 

The primary emphasis at the pullout schools was to 

tailor their programs in ways which provided positive 

experiences for students who had not had success in a 

conventional school setting. To accomplish this, both 

pullout schools endeavored to maintain an appropriate 

balance between a necessary degree of structure and 

responsiveness to the individual needs of students. 

Particularly at one of the pullout schools, the subjects 

were given considerable latitude in attending at alternate 

times to make up for days that they were absent. This 

flexibility enabled them to maintain good standing in school 

and receive credit for a semester's work even though the 

written record showed them to be absent far in excess of the 

8-day limit set by the Texas Education Agency. 

In academic achievement, the pullout subjects did 

slightly better than their mainstream counterparts on both 

the pretest and the posttest in the areas of reading, 

language, and mathematics, though the difference was not 

significant. The pullout subjects also showed a slight 
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improvement scores in all three areas on the posttest, while 

the mainstream subjects failed to do quite as well on the 

language and mathematics portions of the posttest as on the 

pretest. 

A comparison was also made between the mainstream and 

pullout subjects within each district. In both districts 

the pullout subjects did slightly better than mainstream 

subjects on the pretest and on the posttest. A contributing 

factor to this difference in scores probably related to the 

testing situation. The pullout subjects took the tests on 

school time rather than their own. They may have even 

welcomed the opportunity to do something outside of their 

regular classrooms. None of the pullout subjects appeared 

to be in any hurry to return to class. However, the 

mainstream subjects took the test after school on their own 

time. Even though they were paid well for their time, their 

thoughts may have been on what they would be doing as soon 

as they finished the test. Thus, in the case of the 

mainstream subjects, circumstances may have precluded the 

tests from being a valid measure of their achievement level. 

Comparisons were also made between the mainstream 

subjects in Districts A and B and between the pullout 

subjects in Districts A and B. Both the mainstream and 

pullout subjects in District A did better than their 

counterparts in District B on both the pretest and the 

posttest. This was a rather surprising finding because 42% 
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of the subjects in District A were from a minority, whereas 

only 17% of the subjects in District B were from a minority. 

No explanation is evident for this finding. Low test 

scores, compared to other districts, is exactly what prompts 

the development of programs for curriculum improvement and 

staff development. 

The report card grades of the mainstream and pullout 

subjects were also compared. Again, a statistically signi-

ficant difference was not found. A problem in comparing 

grades was created by the fact that many of the pullout 

subjects had not completed some of their courses at the end 

of the treatment period and, therefore, had no grades for 

comparison. 

Had more grades for the pullout subjects been 

available, they might have been significantly better than 

those of the mainstream subjects. The reasoning for this 

lies in the fact that the policy at both pullout schools was 

that students would not fail courses. They were allowed to 

redo assignments and retake tests as often as necessary to 

get a passing grade. Until then, the course was considered 

to be incomplete, which meant that no grade was recorded. 

The completed portion of a course was carried over to the 

next semester and completed then. Thus, the pullout 

subjects were assured of receiving passing grades in every 

course they completed. With the pressure to complete a 

course within a semester removed, it is not surprising that 
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many of these at-risk students finished the year with 

several courses in progress, but few completed. 

Mainstream subjects did not have this advantage. 

Failed tests were recorded and the opportunity to retake a 

test for an improved grade was left up to the teacher. 

Incomplete work at the end of a semester, therefore, could 

result in a failing grade. 

The final comparison between mainstream and pullout 

subjects was in their attitudes toward school. Again, no 

significant change during the treatment period was found for 

either group. This finding is expected because the school 

situation for both groups remained the same. Had the 

pullout subjects been in a mainstream environment at the 

time of the pretest and in a pullout school when the 

posttest was given, changes in attitude might have been 

evident in their responses to the survey instrument. 

However, interviews conducted with several of the pullout 

subjects revealed a marked improvement in their attitudes 

toward school after entering the pullout program. 

Conclusions 

Based upon the findings in this research study, the 

following summary statements seem justified: 

1. At-risk students attending a separate facility 

designed to meet their special needs often had more at-risk 
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factors in their backgrounds than did similarly classified 

students enrolled in a regular high school program. 

2. A considerable number of students in Texas public 

schools who meet the criteria for being classified at-risk 

are not truly at risk of becoming dropouts. 

3. Although the proportion of at-risk students that 

dropped out of school during the treatment period was 

greater among those attending a separate facility than among 

those attending a regular high school, comments made during 

individual interviews suggest that the number of dropouts 

would have been even greater had the students not been 

enrolled in a program designed to serve their special needs. 

4. The attendance of students enrolled in a separate 

facility was not as good as the attendance of students 

enrolled in a regular high school. 

5. As measured by the test instrument, the type of 

program in which the subjects were enrolled had no 

significant effect upon their achievement in the areas of 

reading, language, and mathematics. 

6. The type of program in which the subjects were 

enrolled had no significant effect upon their report card 

grades in the academic areas of language, mathematics, 

science, and social studies. 

7. As measured by the attitude survey instrument, the 

type of intervention had no significant effect on the 

subjects' attitudes toward school. However, interviews with 
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the subjects enrolled in separate facilities indicated that 

the kind of program offered at these separate facilities did 

result in much improved attitudes toward school. 

Significance of the Study 

The significance of this study is predicated upon 

interview data which revealed that if it were not for the 

pullout programs offered by the two districts, many more of 

the students probably would have dropped out of school. 

Without exception, the subjects at the separate facilities 

spoke very positively about the pullout programs. 

They indicated that the opportunity to go to school 

only half a day, to move at their own pace, take tests when 

they felt they were ready to take them, and have teachers 

who seemed to care helped them maintain a far better 

attitude toward school. During interviews, several of the 

pullout students expressed how much they enjoyed attending a 

school where teachers showed respect for them as individuals 

and were responsive to their needs. This compliments 

studies by Bullis (1986) and Olsen and Edwards (1982), which 

found that successful programs use a teaching staff that is 

sensitive to the concerns of students. At least three of 

those interviewed said that they would not be in school at 

all if it was not for the pullout program in which they were 

enrolled. 
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Recommendations 

As a result of the technological advances that have 

occurred since World War II and that continue at an ever 

increasing pace, the United States has less and less need 

for unskilled labor. This, coupled with a sluggish economy, 

is precisely why so many blue collar workers are currently 

unemployed. In today's world, the minimum credential for 

obtaining a job which has any degree of security and 

opportunity for advancement is a high school diploma. For 

this reason, educators are faced with the task of making 

early identification of students who are at risk of becoming 

dropouts. 

Numerous studies, including some of those cited in the 

Review of Literature section, have shown that extra effort 

by schools to help potential dropouts can make a difference. 

Success for a student who is burdened with several at-risk 

factors in his or her background takes commitment on the 

part of schools. With budgets as tight as they are today, 

school boards are often tempted to simply provide extra 

counseling or after-school tutoring sessions to help 

students who are falling behind or who show signs of 

becoming disenchanted with school. Research, and there has 

been a great deal of it, clearly indicates that this 

approach is not adequate with many students. 

Students who are at risk of dropping out often have 

both academic and personal problems that can seriously 
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effect their chances for success in school. Helping these 

students requires counseling by trained professionals and 

may require specialized programs at separate facilities. 

When the cost of underwriting such programs is compared 

with the future cost of supporting these students as welfare 

recipients or incarcerating them in prison, spending some 

extra money now makes good sense. An investment in at-risk 

students today can result in them becoming law-abiding 

taxpayers for the community rather than burdens to society. 

Studies of the various efforts that have been made in 

school districts throughout the country to help at-risk 

students stay in school provide ample evidence that these 

efforts can be successful. Yet many districts show no more 

concern for dropouts than they did 20 or 30 years ago. 

Although the numbers and percentages remain about the same, 

the effect of dropping out upon the individual and society 

has far more serious consequences today. 

Too many school districts in Texas and throughout the 

country fulfill the technical requirements related to 

addressing the needs of at-risk students without a 

commitment to doing what is necessary to help them succeed. 

Until this commitment becomes evident, hundreds of thousands 

of students will continue to drop out each year. 

Additional research needs to be undertaken to find 

strategies that are successful. Schools need to strive more 

to involve segments of the local community, particularly 
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businesses, in cooperative efforts to help at-risk students. 

Most importantly, schools need to consider each at-risk 

student, including those who are discipline problems, as 

important human beings, some of whom, with the right kind of 

help, can become successful and contributing members of 

society. 
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CRITERIA FOR IDENTIFICATION OF AT-RISK 

STUDENTS IN TEXAS 

19 TAC 75.195 and TEC 21.557 as amended by HB 1010 

establish the mandatory criteria for identification of at-

risk students in grades 7 through 12. 

19 TAC 75.195 

Below 21 years of age and meet 
one or more of the following: 

(1) has not been promoted one 
or more times in grades 
1-6 based on academic 
criteria established in 
subsections 9a) and (b) 
or this section continues 
to be unable to master 
the essential elements in 
the 7th or higher grade 
level; 

(2) is two or more years below 
grade level in reading or 
mathematics; 

(3) has failed at least two 
courses in one or more 
semesters and is not 
expected to graduate within 
four years of the time the 
student entered the 9th 
grade or; 

(4) has failed one or more of 
the reading, writing, or 
mathematic section of the 
most recent TAAS test 
beginning with the 
seventh grade. 

TEC 21.557 

Under 21 years of age and 
who: 

(1) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

(4) 

was not advanced from 
one grade level to 
the next two or more 
school years; 

has mathematics or 
reading skills that 
are two or more years 
below grade level; 

did not maintain an 
average equivalent to 
70 on a scale of 100 
in two or more 
courses in the 
current semester, and 
is not expected to 
graduate within four 
years of the date the 
student begins 9th 
grade; or 

did not perform 
satisfactorily on an 
assessment instrument 
administered under 
Section 21.551 of 
this code in the 7th, 
9th, or 12th grade. 
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19 TAC 75.195 
Optional Criteria 

environmental factors; 
familial factors; 
economic factors; 
social factors; 
developmental factors; 
other psychosocial 
factors where such 
factor contributes 
to the student's 
inability to progress 
academically. 

TEC 11.205 
Optional Criteria 

• adjudged delinquent; 
• abuses drugs or alcohol; 
• limited English 

proficiency; 
or • receives compensatory 

or remedial instruction; 
• sexually, physically, or 

psychologically abused; 
• pregnant; 
• slow learner; 
• enrolls late in school 

year; 
• stops attending school 

before the end of the 
school year; 

• underachiever; 
• unmotivated; or 
• other characteristics 

that indicate the 
student is at high 
risk of dropping out. 

TAC = Texas Administrative Code 
TEC = Texas Education Code 
TAAS = Texas Assessment of Academic Skills 
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DISTRICT A, AHS 

December 6, 1990 

Dear Parents: 

Mr. Robert Harrison, a doctoral student at the University of 
North Texas, is doing a research study on the effectiyeness 
of school programs. Our district is one of the districts 
included in his study. 

His research will include giving a pretest this fall and a 
posttest in the spring to some 60 students in the areas of 
reading, language, and math. In conjunction with the 
pretest and the posttest, students will be asked to complete 
a 12-item opinion questionnaire. One class period will be 
sufficient to complete both the test and the opinion 
questionnaire. In analyzing school programs, records 
relating to test scores, report card grades, and school 
attendance will be reviewed. Any information gleaned from 
these records will be kept strictly confidential as far as 
individual names are concerned. Your child's name will not 
be mentioned in reporting any of the data nor will 
individual results be shared with anyone. 

Please understand that though our district will be 
interested in seeing the results of Mr. Harrison's research, 
his study is an independent project and is not sponsored in 
any way by the district. Participation on the part of your 
child is entirely voluntary. Should you have questions 
concerning the study or your child's participation in it, 
please contact Mr. Harrison any evening at his home phone, 
XXX-XXXX. 

The pretest and opinion questionnaire will be given in Room 
A-100 at 7:30 a.m. on Thursday, December 13, and again at 
3:30 in the same room that afternoon. Those participating 
in the study can take it at either time. In appreciation 
for their cooperation in the study, Mr. Harrison will reward 
each student with a $5 bill. Additionally, those taking it 
in the afternoon will be given free pizza immediately 
following the pretest. 

Please indicate if permission is granted by checking one of 
the enclosed statements and returning it in the self-
addressed envelope by Tuesday, December 11. 

Sincerely, 

Principal 
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[ ] I grant permission for my child, 
to participate in Mr- Harrison's research study. 

[ ] I do not grant permission for my child to participate 
in Mr. Harrison's research study. 

Parent/Guardian's Signature 
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DISTRICT A, BHS 

December 5, 1990 

Dear Parents: 

Mr. Robert Harrison, a doctoral student at the University of 
North Texas, is doing a research study on the effectiveness 
of school programs. Our district is one of the districts 
included in his study. 

His research will include giving a pretest this fall and a 
posttest in the spring to some 60 students in the areas of 
reading, language, and math. In conjunction with the 
pretest and the posttest, students will be asked to complete 
a 12-item opinion questionnaire. One class period will be 
sufficient to complete both the test and the opinion 
questionnaire. In analyzing school programs, records 
relating to test scores, report card grades, and school 
attendance will be reviewed. Any information gleaned from 
these records will be kept strictly confidential as far as 
individual names are concerned. Your child's name will not 
be mentioned in reporting any of the data nor will 
individual results be shared with anyone. 

Please understand that though our district will be 
interested in seeing the results of Mr. Harrison's research, 
his study is an independent project, not sponsored in any 
way by the district. Participation on the part of your 
child is entirely voluntary. Should you have questions 
concerning the study or your child's participation, please 
contact Mr. Harrison any evening at home, XXX-XXXX. 

Please indicate if permission is granted by checking one of 
the statements below and returning this letter in the self-
addressed envelope by Tuesday, December 11. 

Sincerely, 

Principal 

[ ] I grant permission for my child, , 
to participate in Mr. Harrison's research study. 

[ ] I do not grant permission for my child to participate 
in Mr. Harrison's research study. 

Parent/Guardian's Signature 
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DISTRICT B, CHS 

December 6, 1990 

Dear Parents: 

Mr. Robert Harrison, a doctoral student at the University of 
North Texas, is doing a research study on the effectiveness 
of school programs. Our district is one of the districts 
included in his study. 

His research will include giving a pretest this fall and a 
posttest in the spring to some 60 students in the areas of 
reading, language, and math. Your child is among the 60 
students who are being invited to participate in this study. 
In conjunction with the pretest and the posttest, students 
will be asked to complete a 12-item opinion questionnaire. 
One class period will be sufficient to complete both the 
test and the opinion questionnaire. In analyzing school 
programs, records relating to test scores, report card 
grades, and school attendance will be reviewed. Any 
information gleaned from these records will be kept strictly 
confidential as far as individual names are concerned. Your 
child's name will not be mentioned in reporting any of the 
data nor will individual results be shared with anyone. 

Please understand that though CHS will be interested in 
seeing the results of Mr. Harrison's research, his study is 
an independent project and is not sponsored in any way by 
the district or by CHS. Participation on the part of your 
child is entirely voluntary. If for any reason you would 
prefer that your child not be among those participating in 
this study, please send a note to school to the attention of 
Ms. Jane Doe or give her a call at XXX-XXXX on or before 
Tuesday, December 11th. 

The pretest and opinion questionnaire will be given in Room 
A5 at 7:30 a.m. on Wednesday, December 12th. In 
appreciation for their cooperation in participating in the 
study, Mr. Harrison will reward each student with a $5 bill. 

Sincerely, 

Principal 
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DISTRICT B, DHS 

December 5, 1990 

Dear Parents: 

Mr. Robert Harrison, a doctoral student at the University of 
North Texas, is doing a research study on the effectiveness 
of school programs. DHS is one of the schools included in 
his study. 

His research will include giving a pretest this fall and a 
posttest in the spring to some 60 students in the areas of 
reading, language, and math. Your child is among the 60 
students who are being invited to participate in this study. 
In conjunction with the pretest and the posttest, students 
will be asked to complete a 12-item opinion questionnaire. 
One class period will be sufficient to complete both the 
test and the opinion questionnaire. In analyzing school 
programs, records relating to test scores, report card 
grades, and school attendance will be reviewed. Any 
information gleaned from these records will be kept strictly 
confidential as far as individual names are concerned. Your 
child's name will not be mentioned in reporting any of the 
data nor will individual results be shared with anyone. 

Please understand that though DHS will be interested in 
seeing the results of Mr. Harrison's research, his study is 
an independent project and is not sponsored in any way by 
the district or by DHS. Participation on the part of your 
child is entirely voluntary. If for any reason you would 
prefer that your child not be among those participating in 
this study, please send a note to school to the attention of 
Ms. Jane Doe or give her a call at XXX-XXXX on or before 
Wednesday, December 12th. 

Sincerely, 

Principal 
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STUDENT OPINION SURVEY 

This is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers. 
The answers that you give will be kept confidential. Your 
name will not be identified with any of the answers. Circle 
the response that best describes how you feel about each 
statement. 

Circle SA if you STRONGLY AGREE 
Circle A if you AGREE 
Circle U if you are UNCERTAIN 
Circle D if you DISAGREE 
Circle SD if you STRONGLY DISAGREE 

SA A U D SD 1. In general, I like going to school. 

SA A U D SD 2. I would rather go to school than 
work full time. 

SA A U D SD 3. I believe that learning is 
important. 

SA A U D SD 4. I want to graduate from high 
school. 

A A U D SD 5. I have never really liked going to 
school. 

SA A U D SD 6. I find that school is boring most 
of the time. 

SA A U D SD 7. I believe that most teachers try to 
be fair and help kids succeed. 

SA A U D SD 8. I expect to graduate from high 
school. 

SA A U D SD 9. Sometimes I think about quitting 
school. 

SA A U D SD 10. I believe that someday I will have 
a good job and be successful. 

Numbers 11 and 12 do not need to be answered. However, if 
you can easily think of something you like or dislike about 
school, please fill it in. 

11. What I like most about school is 

12. What I dislike most about school is 
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STUDENT OPINION SURVEY COMMENTS 

Below are the comments made by subjects in response to 

Item 11, "What I like most about school is . . ." and Item 

12, "What I dislike most about school is . . ." 

Subjects with I.D. numbers beginning with A attended 

the mainstream school in District A, AHS. Subjects with 

I.D. numbers beginning with B attended the pullout school in 

District A, BHS. Those with I.D. numbers beginning with C 

attended the mainstream school in District B, CHS, while 

subjects with I.D. numbers beginning with D attended the 

pullout school in District B, DHS. 

The first response for an item is the one given at the 

time of the pretest with the second being the response given 

at the posttest. Subjects showing a single response for 

each item are those who took only the pretest. A broken 

line indicates that the subject did not respond to that 

item. 

Student Item Comment 

A1 11 my French class. 
11 my French class. 

12 getting up early. 

12 getting up early. 

A2 11 learning. 

12 8 hours of it. 

A3 11 participating in school activities. 
11 I learn more everyday. 
12 
12 

A4 11 

12 Writing long make-believe paragraphs. 
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STUDENT OPINION SURVEY COMMENTS (Cont.) 

Student Item Comment 

A5 11 going to learn more than I already know. 
11 my friends and I get an education. 

12 sometimes doing the work; also, getting 
up early. 

12 some of the teachers don't treat all of 
the kids the same way. We are all 
humans. 

A6 11 When I said, "The more I learn, the more 
I'll be successful in the future." 

12 all about strict rules, and I wish they 
can give us more freedom to express what 
we feel about any subject or work. 

A7 11 the teachers and good grades. 
11 

12 all of the homework. 

12 

A8 11 the way the teachers teach. 

12 the way some students behave. 

A9 11 friends to talk to; learn something. 

12 comparing people by what they are (skin 
color). 

A10 11 see my friends. 
11 friends. 

12 detention for dumb things. 
12 homework. 

A H 11 the ability to converse with friends and 
learn new things. 

12 the excess homework and the strict dress 
code. 
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STUDENT OPINION SURVEY COMMENTS (Cont.) 

Student Item Comment 

A12 11 girls and friends. 
11 English. 

12 homework. 
12 math. 

A13 11 it helps you learn things that we need 
to know. 

11 the teachers, some of them. 

12 it takes too long. Thirteen years is 
too long for me, but I don't want to 
quit it all. 

12 the long hours; some of the kids. 

A14 11 learning something that is interesting 

to me. 

12 

A15 11 
11 math. 
12 
12 English and reading. 

A16 11 the nice teachers I get. 
11 friends. 

12 the food in the cafeteria. 
12 lunch food. 

A17 11 when we have extra activities such as 
basketball games, etc. 

11 I like the job programs. 

12 

12 we have to learn about history. 

A18 11 everything, because I like to study. 

12 nothing. 
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STUDENT OPINION SURVEY COMMENTS (Cont.) 

Student Item Comment 

A19 11 being with friends. 
11 getting an education and socializing. 

12 school starts too early. 
12 rumors and homework. 

A20 11 getting girlfriends and getting new 
friends. 

11 girls and to meet friends. 

12 all the homework that I get from 
teachers. 

12 all the work. 

A21 11 new and interesting things to learn. 
11 girls. 

12 monotony, too much authority and 
dictatorship. 

12 monotony. 

A22 11 I like coaches who are teachers. Also, 
because they make the subject fun. 

12 I loathe the strictness and disciplinary 
steps at school. 

A23 11 seeing my friends and I think it is fun 
to learn new things. 

11 It is fun learning about new things. 
Some of my friends go here. 

12 some problems it can cause—friends, 
work, etc. 

12 some classes are boring and the lunch is 
too crowded, especially the B and E 
hall. 

A24 11 the different activities, the nice 
teachers, and the way we teach. 

11 the friends, teachers, and different 
activities. 

12 some of the people and taking a lot of 
tests. 

12 some of the people and lots of homework. 
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STUDENT OPINION SURVEY COMMENTS (Cont.) 

Student Item Comment 

B1 11 the place I go to school and my 
immediate surroundings. 

12 test day or being reprimanded for a 
silly whim. 

B2 11 you can get any kind of educational help 
anytime needed. 

11 that I can learn more at school than 
sitting somewhere. 

12 
12 that they have very strict rules. 

B3 11 that I'm learning new things. 
11 having responsibility and learning new 

things. 

12 getting up so early in the morning. 
12 going so early in the morning. 

B5 11 learning. 

12 busy work—I like learning new things. 
I hate work teachers give to keep you 
quiet. I believe sometimes group 
discussion helps and most public schools 
discourage this. 

B6 11 the environment. I like to learn. 
11 the learning. I like to learn about 

different things. 

12 troublemakers and I cannot stand drug 
dealers or drugs. 

12 some of the teachers. 

B7 11 here it is like a family, everyone knows 
everybody. 

12 you have to work to be able to go here. 
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Student Item Comment 

B8 11 Well, I enjoy learning things that I 
didn't know before. 

11 the learning along with making friends. 

12 I suppose having to get up earlyI 
12 the pressure brought on to you by your 

classmates. 

B9 11 I'm getting another chance to graduate. 
11 learning new things and ideas daily. 

12 being so far behind and having to catch 
up. 

12 

BIO 11 friendly people; success in life! 

12 getting up coming everyday! 

Bll 11 it's only 4 hours a day. 
11 at this school the teachers are pretty 

cool. 

12 having to come. 
12 is having to come all the days we do. 

B12 11 the challenge of learning. 
11 being treated with respect. 

12 the tension between the students. 
12 the attitudes of my teachers and peers. 

B13 11 that it is smaller. 
11 takes up time, and learn something new. 

12 no teacher to stand up and teach. 
12 homework. 

CI 11 It prepares you for the rest of your 
life. 

11 learning. 

12 I think it could be improved by having 
more electives. 

12 
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Student Item Comment 

C3 11 being with my friends. 
11 sports. 

12 having to take home homework. 
12 getting into trouble. 

C4 11 seeing friends. 

12 lunches are not long enough. 

C5 11 you meet friends. 
11 seeing girls and my friends. 

12 homework. 
12 homework. 

C6 11 going to lunch and hanging out with 
friends. 

11 lunch and sometimes VAC classes. 

12 when we have to wake up early in the 
morning. 

12 when I have to do things that take time 
like packets. 

C7 11 My friends sometimes help me. That's 
what I like. 

11 the girls. 

12 During the school year, I never have 
time for friends with all my homework. 

12 biology. 

C8 11 watching pretty girls. 
11 the pretty girls. 

12 having homework. 
12 homework. 

C9 11 meeting friends and learning. 
11 being with friends and learning. 

12 the work. 
12 work. 
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Student Item Comment 

CIO 11 P.E. and getting to know people. 

12 math. 

Cll 11 the people in it. 
11 the people there. 

12 the work we have to do. 
12 their attitude. 

C12 11 going to my resource classes. 
11 biology. 

12 waking up at 6:00 in the morning. 
12 getting up early. 

C13 11 being with everybody. 
11 the people. 

12 the boringness. 
12 sitting in class. 

C14 11 the band and people. 
11 drums and people. 

12 
12 people that have rough attitudes and 

can't be themselves. 

D1 11 some of the more interesting classes 

like electronics. 

12 hours and boring classes. 

D2 11 I enjoy it a lot. 
11 here I have been able to accomplish my 

goals to graduate. 
12 how sometimes teachers do not really 

want to help you. 

1 2 - - -

D3 11 friends. 

12 work. 
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Student Item Comment 

D4 11 it's all up to me and no one else. 

12 

D5 11 you can learn and feel good about 
yourself. 

12 

D7 11 the teachers here care and try to help 
you with not only your school problems 
but your problems at home or work too. 

12 having to walk from class to class. 

D8 11 the way the students are friendly and 
the teachers have enough time to help 
me. 

12 

D9 11 

12 having to get up and come to school. 

D10 11 being with your friends. 

12 doing homework. 

Dll 11 

12 dress code and other such unnecessary 
rules. 

D12 11 the student-teacher relationship. 
11 the atmosphere, teachers, students, 

activities, etc. 

12 
12 the time it took me to get out. 

D13 11 I can go to any class I like anytime and 
work as fast as I want. 

12 you can't smoke. 
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Student Item Comment 

D14 11 being with friends. 

12 having to do a lot of work at once. 

D15 11 the teachers. 
11 learning. 

12 math. 
12 math. 

D16 11 that I don't have to be here until 

12:15. 

12 

D17 11 here it is easy to go as fast or as slow 
as you want. 

12 

D18 11 the educational program. 

12 

D19 11 it prepares you for the best and worst 
in life. 

11 you have more social life. 

12 getting bad grades. They make me sick. 
12 I do not get to make money for 8 hours a 

day. 

D20 11 the opportunity for a diploma. 

12 I have too many classes to take. I am 
behind. 

D21 11 to be able to work at my own pace. 

12 not being able to wear concert shirts or 
other dress code factors. 

D22 11 it will keep me going toward my future. 

12 it's just sometimes that I don't feel 
like going to school. 



128 
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Student Item Comment 

D23 11 being with my girlfriend. 
11 I get along with everybody. 

12 when I come with an attitude. 
12 some teachers. 

D24 11 less people. Teachers have more time 
for each student. 

11 the staff at this school. 

12 sometimes I don't feel like going but I 
always make it. 

12 feeling pressured. 

D25 11 finished a course. To work at my own 
pace. 

11 completing and making new goals for 
myself. 

12 rules. 
12 little rules that sometimes don't apply 

to me. 

D26 11 I can get a good education and I may get 

a good job. 

12 the hours of study it takes to finish. 

D27 11 P.E. By the way, we need more athletic 
equipment. 

12 teachers that take out frustrations on 
students. 

D28 11 I'm getting an education and I'm not 
going to be a bum. 

12 some of the kids. 

D29 11 studying to become whatever I want to 
be. 

11 the things I learn to help me in my 
future. 

12 there's no smoking areas. 
12 there are too many people now. 
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OPINION SURVEY TABULATION 

Below is a tabulation of the results of the Student 
Opinion Survey for Items 1 through 10. 

Subjects with I.D. numbers beginning with A attended 
the mainstream school in District A, AHS. Subjects with 
I.D. numbers beginning with B attended the pullout school in 
District A, BHS. Those with I.D. numbers beginning with C 
attended the mainstream school in District B, CHS, while 
subjects with I.D. numbers beginning with D attended the 
pullout school in District B, DHS. 

A "1" in parentheses following the subject's I.D. 
number indicates that the subject responded only at the 
beginning of the treatment period. Those with a "2" 
responded to the survey instrument both at the beginning and 
at the end of the treatment period. 

The response numbers have the following meanings 
relative to the survey instrument: 1 = Strongly Agree, 
2 = Agree, 3 = Uncertain, 4 = Disagree, 5 = Strongly 
Disagree. 

A single number for an item in which the subject 
responded both at the beginning and end of the treatment 
period means that the subject gave the same response at both 
times. Where there are numbers separated by a slash, the 
first number signifies the subject's response at the time of 
the pretest and the second being his response at the time of 
the posttest. 

Students Item Numbers 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

# A1 (2) 2 1/5 1 1 3/4 5 1/2 1 5 1 

# A2 (1) 1 1 1 1 5 2 1 1 5 1 

# A3 (2) 2 1 1 1 4 4 2/3 1 5 1 

# A4 (1) 1 1 2 1 4 3 3 1 4 2 

# A5 (2) 1 1 1 1 4/5 4 2/4 1 4 1 

# A6 (1) 1 3 1 1 5 3 2 2 5 1 

# A7 (2) 2 1/3 2/1 1 4/5 4 2 1 5 1 

# A8 (1) 1 2 1 2 5 1 1 2 5 1 

# A9 (1) 2 5 1 1 5 4 4 1 4 2 

# AlO (2) 2 1 1/2 1 4/5 4 2 1 5 2/1 

# All (1) 2 2 1 2 4 4 2 1 4 1 

# A12 (2) 4/1 5/1 5/1 5/1 3/" 3/4 4/1 5/1 3/- 5/1 
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Students Item Numbers 

# A13 2) 2 2/3 1 1 4 2/4 4/2 2 3 1/2 

# A14 1) 2 1 1 1 3 2 2 1 5 1 

# A15 2) 3/2 3 2 1 4 4/5 2 1 4/5 2/1 

# A16 2) 2/3 2/4 1/2 1/2 4/3 4/3 2 2 4 1 2 

# A17 2) 2 1/5 1 1 5 3/4 1 1 5 1 

# A18 1) 1 1 1 1 5 5 2 1 5 1 

# A19 2) 3 1 1 1 3/2 4/2 1 1 5 1 

# A20 2) 3 3/2 3/2 1 3/2 2/3 2 1 3 2/3 

# A21 2) 1/3 1/3 1/2 1 4 4/2 2/4 1 5 1 

# A22 1) 4 4 2 3 4 2 5 2 2 2 

# A23 2) 2 2/3 2 1 4 3/4 2 2/1 2 2/1 

# A24 2) 1 2/1 1 1 4/3 4 1 1 5 1 

# B1 1) 2 5 1 1 4 4 1 1 4 1 

# B2 2) 1/3 1 1 1 5 5/4 2/1 1 2 1 

# B3 2) 2 2/4 1 1 4 4 1/2 1 5/2 1 

# B4 2) 1/2 1/3 1 1 5/4 5/4 1 1 5/4 1 

# B5 1) 1 1 1 3 2 2 3 3 2 3 

# B6 2) 2 4 1 1 4 5/4 1/3 1 4/2 1 

# B7 1) 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 1 3 1 

# B8 2) 2/1 1/2 1 1 4/5 4 2 1 5 1 

# B9 2) 2 1/- 1 1 4 4 2 1/2 4 1 

# BIO 1) 2 3 1 1 2 4 1 1 4 1 

# Bll 2) 4/3 3 2/1 1 2 2/3 2 1 3/4 1 

# B12 2) 2 3/4 1 1 4 4 2 1 5 1 

# B13 2) 2 4/3 1 1 5 4/3 3/2 1 2 2/1 

# CI 2) 1/2 1/3 2/1 1 5 5 2/1 1 5 1 

# C2 1) 3 2 1 - 4 3 2 1 5 1 

# C3 2) 2 3/1 2/1 1 4 2/3 3/2 1/2 5/4 2/1 

# C4 1) 3 1 2 1 4 2 2 1 1 1 

# C5 2) 4 5 3/2 2 4 5 5/3 2 4/2 4/3 

# C6 2) 3/2 3/2 3/1 1 2 1/2 2 1/2 2/4 2 

# C7 2) 3 4/5 1 1 2 3 3 1 4/3 2/1 
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Students Item Numbers 

# C8 2) 2 3 2/1 1 2 2/3 2 1 4/5 2/1 

# C9 2) 1/2 1/5 1 1 2 1/2 1 1 5/3 1 

# CIO 1) 3 5 2 1 2 2 1 1 5 1 

# Cll 2) 3 4/3 2 3/2 3/2 1/4 3/2 2/3 2/3 1 

# C12 2) 3 2/4 2 1 3 2/3 1 1/3 4/5 2 

# C13 2) 4 2 2 2 2/1 2 3/4 3/2 2 3 

# C14 2) 1 1 2/1 1 5/4 3 1 1 3/5 3/1 

# D1 1) 4 2 1 1 2 3 2 1 2 1 

# D2 2) 1 2 1 1 5 4/5 1 1 4/5 1 

# D3 1) 2 2 2 1 4 4 2 1 4 1 

# D4 1) 2 2 1 1 4 2 2 2 2 1 

# D5 1) 1 1 1 1 4 4 2 1 5 1 

# D6 1) 1 3 1 1 2 3 2 1 3 1 

# D7 1) 2 3 2 1 5 4 1 1 5 1 

# D8 2) 1 3/4 1 1 5/3 4 1/2 1 4 1 

# D9 1) 4 2 2 2 1 4 2 2 2 1 

# D10 1) 2 1 1 1 . 4 3 2 1 3 2 

# Dll 2) 3/4 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 4/2 2/1 

# D12 2) 1/2 1/2 1/2 1 4 4 1/2 1 4 1 

# D13 1) 1 2 1 1 3 4 3 1 4 1 

# D14 1) 2 2 2 1 4 4 1 1 4 2 

# D15 2) 1 2/4 1 1 5 4 2 1 5 1 

# D16 1) 1 2 1 1 4 4 1 1 5 1 

# D17 1) 2 4 2 1 2 4 2 1 2 1 

# D18 2) 2/3 1/4 2/1 1 2 4/3 1 1 2/4 1 

# D19 2) 1 3 1 1 5/4 5/2 1 1 5/4 1 

# D20 1) 2 3 1 1 4 4 2 1 3 2 

# D21 1) 2 3 1 1 3 4 1 1 5 1 

# D22 1) 2 1 1 1 4 5 1 1 3 1 

# D23 2) 1/2 3 1 1 5/4 5/4 1/3 1 2/5 1 

# D24 2) 2 2 2/1 1 3 4 2/4 1 3 2/1 

# D25 2) 2 3 1 1 3/4 4 2/1 1 4 1 
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Students Item Numbers 
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# D26 (2) 2 2 1 1 3/4 2/4 2 2/1 4 2 

# D27 (1) 4 3 2 1 1 1 4 1 2 1 

# D28 (1) 2 4 1 1 4 4 2 1 4 1 

# D29 (2) 1 2/1 1/2 1 4 4 2/1 1 5/4 1 
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