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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION |
The first -major national repdrt of the 1980’s calling

for educational reform was‘pdblished,by the National

Commission on Excellence in Eduéation‘(1983),'under the

title A Nation at Risk: The Imperative fbr‘Educationa1
Reform. From‘this report, the pub1{c:became ouﬁraged and
demanded academic excellence in respdnsé(to this country’s
loss of leadership in world industrial and‘technologica1
markets.. Academ{c exaa11ence was to be achieved through a
back-to-basics approach and a centra11zed policy that
replaced profess1ona1 autonomy in the 1oca1 schoo1 (Frym1er,
J., 1989).

Later in the issd’é,gthe call for educational reform
evolved to a decehtfa1iied aﬁproach whererthe profess{onaTs
in the local school were the key decision makers. The ‘
chief issues,foh reform tended to focus on these areas:

1. The development of collegial participatory
env1ronments in schoo]s

2. The use of f]ex1ble t1me/schedu1es
3. A curr1cu1um that focused on students

*understand1ng on what they 1earn--know1ng "why" as
well as how



4, An emphasis on’hfgher—order thinking skills for
all students (Michaels, 1988, p. 3)

The Carnegie Task Force oh Teaching as a Profession

(1986) in A Nation Prepared‘ 'Teachers for the 21st

Century, stressed that more profess1ona1 autonomy for
educational dec1s1ons was a minimum requirement for teacher
effectiveness. . The Task Force emphasized thelnecessity of
creating a brofessiona1’environment‘for teaching. According
to this report educational professiona]s,shou]d be valued
for their expertise and Judgment the organ1zat1ons in
which they worked shou1d emphas1ze co]leg1a1 relationships.
However, the Task Force noted that the school environment
was characteristicaT]x bureaucratic. The\decisions and
‘rules that affeoted teacher behavior were made by others.

The aforementioned Governors’ 1991 Report on Education
(1986) advocated that states implement the following
strategies for at-risk students:.

‘1. Provide early-childhood education for all
disadvantaged three- and four-year-olds, \
kindergarten for all f1ve—year olds, and extra help
for students who were falling behind. The report
also recommended reducing class sizes in
k1ndergarten through third grade ‘and sett1ng up
alternative programs.

‘2. Establish day care and after-school care in schools.

3. Set up home programs to teach first-time, 1ow-income
parents how to play with and care for their 1nfants,
as well as be provided with 1nformat1on on .
successful parenting techn1ques

4., Allow parents to choose the e]emehtary and/or high
school their child would attend, even jf;the school

was in another d1str1ct

"5, Convert to year-round calendars



Train new teachers to use technology, such as
computers and robotics, as classroom tools.

Tie prﬁncfpa]s? salaries and promotions to the
results they obtain in their schools, and fire those
who show repeated failures. ’

Bennetth(1986), in First Lessons: A Report on

Elementary Education in America, made several

recommendations. for improvihg the education of young

children in specific curriculum areas:

1.

9.

In

A1l elementary students can and must be taught to

~read.

Writing must be part of'the whole curriculum, and
not just language arts.

Elementary schools must teach science, which
includes hands-on experimental activities.

Mathematics should emphasize‘problem—solving.

Substantial instructfon’ihrhistory, geoéraphy, and’
civics should begin at the»kindergarten level.

Instruction in the arts. should.belintegra1 parts of
every elementary schoo1

Elementary students should gain a basic
understand1ng of the uses of computers.

Hea]th and physical education should be _integral
parts of every e]ementary school.

Every elementary school shou1d have a 1ibréryl

spite of the reform effortsi issues pertaining to the.

at-risk student remained prob]emat1c Therefore,*Phi Delta

‘Kappa determined to accomp11sh a nat1ona1 co]]aborat1ng

research progect w1th 100 1oca1 chapters of at-risk

students

ducat1ona1 profess1ona1s who represeqted

PDK chapters in w1de1y separated reg1ons of the United

States used the same research questions, instruments, time



frame, and data co]]éctfon procedures (Frymier, 1989).

In February, 1988 educators across this country were
appointed to serve on a PDK coord1nat1ng committee of "A
Study of Students At Risk.” This committee met three times
between March and/June, 1988, xto cooceptualﬁze research
problems and to develop: 1nstruments and procedures to,
accomplish a collaborating research progect

Working together, many chapters of Phi Delta Kappa
could accomp]ish a significant study of a,significant
issue in education. Such a project would require
each participating chapter to establish a research
team, to undergo a training program, to co]]ect

data, and to transmit those data to a coord1nat1ng
committee...(Frymier, J ,.1989, p. 3). :

Education professionals who contributed the1r time and
expertise to the research effort made . 1t poss1b1e to co]1ect
data across the Un1ted States in uniform ways.
Standardization of 1nstruments, standard1zat1on of time
frame, and standardizatioh”of data collection procedures
meant that simu]taneogs rep1ication as an jdea was fully
realized (Frymier;,1989)i |

.analysis of all data by one person at one place
is a deviation from the idea of rep11cat1on as
generally practiced in science.’ That is, even
though the same prob]em was studied in different
communities, that one person might err, deliberately
or unknowingly. ' In that way, the confidence that .
generally accrues to research: f1nd1ngs as'a result
of independent replication was not ensured.

To guard against such a poss1b111ty,kresearchers‘
at 19 chapters of Phi Delta Kappa received all of
the data sets from all of the chapters. Those
researchers were encouraged to analyze the data
sets in whatever ways seemed appropriate and ’
reasonable to them. (Frym1er, J., 1989, pp. 50- 51)

- Therefore, all data collected were ana1yzed two ways:

separateiy by each’chapter, and accumu]atively*for all



chapters (Frymier, J., 1989).

Statement of the Problem

The educational prob1em 1nvest1gated in this study was
the apparent scarc1ty of e1ementary schoo1 data ava11ab1e
Frcm_rura1 areas regarding the effectnveness of strategies
intended to retain students identified "at;risk" in school.

"We know more about who has dropped out and why, than we

know about effect1ve schoo] efforts to prevent students

from dropping out"” (Phi De]ta Kappa, Dropouts,_ Pushouts,

.and Other Casualties, 1987, p. 115).

The investigative purpose of this study was to
determine if re1atiohships existed between the data Qathered
from a national research project conducted by Phi Delta
Kappa and the data gathored locally by this researcher;
also, if re1ationships'éxisted‘among the educators from the
four areas of the local sample.

Research questions ‘whicH helped focus this study were
as follows:

1. With regard to soo1oeoonom1c 1evels; how do the

perceptions of rural, elementary pr1nc1pa1s from
Oklahoma compare w1th their counterparts N
nationally?

2. With regard to more teacher involvement in the
decision making. process, how do the perceptions of
rural, elementary principals from Oklahoma compare
with the1r counterparts nat1ona11y°

3. With regard ‘to more schoo]-s1tejautonohy; how do
the perceptions of rural, elementary principals
from Oklahoma compare w1th their counterparts:
nationally?

4. With regard to the use of preferred strategies -



(proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk students 1in
school, how do the perceptions of rural, elementary
teachers and principals combined from Oklahoma
compare with their counterparts nationally?

5. With regard to the effectiveness of preferred
strategies (proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk
students in school, how do the perceptions of
rural, elementary teachers and principals combined
from Oklahoma compare with their counterparts
nationally?

6. With regard to the use of preferred strategies
(proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk students in
school, how do the perceptions of rural, elementary
teachers/principals combined from Woods, Washita,
Lincoln and Bryan Counties compare with each other?

7. With regard to the effectiveness of preferred
strategies (proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk
students in school, how do the perceptions of
rural, elementary teachers/principals combined from
Woods, Washita, Lincoln, and Bryan Counties compare
with each other?

éignificance of the Study

From the study, elementary school principals and
teachers from rural Oklahoma appeared to be confronted with
many of the same problems concerning at-risk students as
their colleagues from rural communities nationally.
Therefore, this national-to-local network of information
could provide educational stfategies to retain at-risk
students in school which otherwise might not be available.

Researchers from different chapters of Phi Delta Kappa
used the same definitions, the same procedures, and
collected data according to the same time frame.
Consequently, researchers nationally in 276 widely separated
communities studied the same problems in the same way and

during the same academic school year (Frymier, J., 1989).



Therefore, since threats to external va]idity were greatly
decreased by these simultaneous replications (Huck, S.,
Cormier, W., and Bounds, W., 1974. and Frymief, J., 1989),
rural, elementary educators natﬁona1]y and locally could
more carefully scrutinize the strategies‘proposed by PDK to
provide more effective means?to retain at-risk students in
their respective §choo1é. |

Also, a secoﬁd issue of s}gnif{cance to this study was
the wi11ingnéss of the public to listen to the perceptions
of principals and teachers to supply a complete picture of
data that pertains to the effectiveness of strategies to
retain at-risk students in échoo1.‘ For instance, consider
the following as an analogy. For a businéss affiliate to
~build an airplane, -engineering, marketing, management, and
governmental standardsrafe a]i considerations; hbwever, a
key source of information to the effectiveness of this.
vehicle is the perception of the test pilot. 1In other
words, the business comﬁUnity relies heavi]y on the
perceptions of its employees who work closest tb‘their
product or serviée for positive results.

Peters (1987), in Thriving on Chaos, shared several

examples of successful outcomes, because of the employees’
perceptibns:

...A bank president called a two-day meeting at a
remote location to work...on some strategic
issues...’You’ve got two hours to come up with big
savings, without layoffs’...A significant share of
the ideas were implementable. One group brought
$700,000 back to the table, and exceeded that
brash target.



At Milliken’s [Milliken is a rag business.

Their customers are basically anyone who needs
cleaning cloths; their chief competitor is the
Japanese] four-day annual retreat..., groups of
twenty from disparate functions and businesses
wrestle with a thorny issue for two hours, knowing
they had to come up with a lengthy action‘list,
~to be implemented--and reported on--in 30 days...
They quickly go around the table; each part1c1pant
has a minute or two to discuss her or his idea--
and to propose a 30-day action plan...It may sound
impossible. I couldn’t believe my own eyes at

first. But I’ve seen it at Milliken four years
running, and at a number of other firms as well.

It can be done (Pp. 254-255)."

Like the business community, the educational community
"relies on its "engineers"” of curricu]um, test%ng, and
related services; "marketing”, to improve public relations
within communitjes; and theﬂstate and federal standards.
A11 are considerations for the building process of the
\schoo1;\howéver, a key éource of informatjon to the
effectiveness of our vehicle cg]]ed school are the

perceptions of our ”tést piléts, the educators at the ioca1
school. ' )

By deleting the perceptibns of the’brincipéls and
teachers ‘a valuable source of 1nformat1on is 1ost and,
“thus, an 1ncomplete p1cture of the prob1ems and solutions of
our schools is created. Therefore, so]ut1ons to educational
problems, such as the retention of at-risk students>1n
échoo], may p}ove to be‘ineffgcﬁive,,pecguée of thevmissing
data from the experts‘whbﬁwqu c]oseét wiph school children,
the princiba]s and teachers.

Also, this research study was s1gn1f1cant at the

elementary school level, because by the time at-r1sk



students reached the sixth grade, they were two years behind
their grade level counterparts academically (Levin, 1989).

Lastly, since the sample was representative of
Oklahoma’s rural, elementary school population, educational
professionals from this state could more carefully examine
the strategies proposed by PDK to provide more effective
means to retain at-risk students in their respective

schools.

Limitations

Any conclusions which may be drawn from this study may
be limited because of threats to internal and external
validity. Those threats pertaining to internal validity
were history, maturation, and instrumentation. For
example, with regard to history, local elementary principals
and teachers in this study may have been more aware of our
nation’s concern for dropout prevention and may have
responded differently to the questions provided by the
data gathering instruments than educators nationally did a
year earlier in the PDK research project.

Maturation could have been a second threat to internal
validity, because of the psychological processes: fatigue,
lack of interest, anxiety, or even boredom of the subjects
during the data gathering process.

Instrumentation was a third threat: only those
guestions, from the principals’ interview and the teachers’

survey, that directly pertained to the research questions
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within this particularly study were utilized. However, the
questions used in the local study were the same questions
that were used in the national study conducted by PDK.

This research was limited to certified elementary
principals and teachers from four Oklahoma county rural
elementary schools. These principals and teachers
represented independent public schools from counties with
less than 150 people per square mile.

Potential threats to external validity regarding
ecological sources were the Hawthorne effect, multiple
treatment interference, and the experimenter effect. School
principals and teachers may have been more positive about
their perceptions of what they were doing to retain at-risk
students in their respective schools than if these
educational professionals were nhot involved in this study.
Insofar as possible, multiple treatment interference was
controlled by not involving local schools that had
participated‘in the Phi Delta Kappa research project;
however, similar projects could have been administered
without the knowledge 'of this researcher.

The final source of possible external ecological
invalidity in this study was the experimenter effect: the
experimenter could have unintentionally modified the
subject’s behavior through active effects (nonverbal or
verbal behavioral uses) or passive effects (appearance,
sex, race, dress)"” (Huck, S., Cormier, W., and Bounds, W.,

1974. p. 266).
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Also, the principals’ and teachers’ data were collected
differently: the principals’ data were collected by a
telephone interview, and the teachers’ data were collected
through a survey which was administered and collected by the
local principal. Lastly, there was a discrepancy between
the instructions and the teachers’ responses in the
teachers’ instrument (survey). The directions asked for
were as follows (see Appendix C):

Some students are "at risk."” Being "at risk" means

being likely to fail at school or even at 1life.

When you have students who are at-risk, which of

the following strategies do you regularly use? Also

indicate how effective each strategy is, using the

four-point scale below. Rate the effectiveness

of every strategy, even if you do not use it
regularly.

The responses requested were as follows:

"Is it effective?" YES NO

Assumptions

The following two assumptions were made:

1. The PDK Instruments, "Principals’ Interview"” and
"Teachers’ Survey", were validated instruments and
thus accurately measured the principals’ and
teachers’ responses.

2. A1l participants in the study responded truthfully
and to the best of their ability.

Definition of Terms

For the purposes of this study, the following
definitions were applied:
At-Risk Students--"Children who were low achievers,

potential dropouts, pregnant teenagers, latchkey
children, or children who suffer from abuse,
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neglect, drugs or alcohol” (Frymier, Phi Delta
Kappa Study of Students at Risk a Preliminary
Report, 1989)

Elementary School--Schools that serve students who
were in -kindergarten through the fourth grade,
kindergarten through the fifth grade, kindergarten
through the sixth grade, kindergarten through first
grade, second and-third grades, the fourth through
the sixth grades, fourth and f1fth grades, and
fifth and sixth grades.

Simultaneous Replication--Refers to when a researcher
builds into the study replications in either
another setting or by another experimenter (Huck,
8., Cormier, W., and Bounds, W., 1974, and
Frymier, J., 1989).

Rural School--An independent public school that is
located within a local area where the population is
less than 150 people per square mile (Bull, K.,
1990).

Effectiveness of the Strategies Used to Retain At-Risk
Students--"Those efforts to raise students’
achievement levels, reduce dropout rates, improve
students’ attitudes toward school, help students
become more responsible and competent as learners
and citizens"” (Frymier, J., p. 5, 1989).

The following 30 Strateg1es to Retain At-Risk
Students: ‘

Smaller Classes-—Instructiona] settings that
include less than 22 students with one teacher
(Sabrio, 1987).

Computerized Instruction--An environment where
computers-were utilized for instruction to
retain at-risk students in school. This form
of instruction provides the student with
supportive comments and rewards, and
corrections without public awareness of the
students’ mistakes (Gross, 1989).

Special Teachers--"One who teaches or directs
instruction in subjects for which regular
teachers are not specially trained..." (Good,
V., 1959, p. 515-516).

Peer Tutoring--Instructional relationships with
individuals of one’s own group: a member of
this peer group and the instructional body
who, through informal conferences, instruct
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and exam1ne another student or students from
one’s peer' group (Good, 1959).

Retain in Grade--A student’s retention in grade
was determined by the degree to which that
student mastered the basic skills required in
each grade (Macchiarola, 1987).

Special Education--"The education of pupils
(for example, the deaf, the blind and
partially seeing, the mentally subnormal, the
gifted) who deviate so far physically,
mentally, emotionally, or socially from the
relatively homogenous groups of so-called

. ’normal’ pupils that the standard curriculum

is not suitable for their educational needs;
involves the modification of the standard
curricula in content, methods of instruction,
and expected rate of progress to provide
optimum educational opportunity for such
pupils; carried on in special classes, in
special curricula, or in special schools"”
(Good, 1959, p. 515).

Vocational Courses--Courses organized to prepare
the. learner for entrance into a particular
vocation or to upgrade emp]oyed
workers. (Good 1959).

Alternative Schoo]——A]ternate placement that
addresses a variety of needs such as juvenile
offenders, students of diverse ethnic and
social backgrounds who need the individualized
attention such schools provide (Garrison,
1987).

§ggcia1 Study Skills--"Any special ability used
in study, such as reading, out11n1ng,
summarizing, or 1ocat1ng material” (Good, V
1959, p. 504).

Special Textbooks—-Textbooks used for pupils when
the standard curricula is not suitable for
their educational needs. These special
textbooks provide modifications in content,
methods of instruction, and expected rate of
progress to provide optimum educational’
opportunity for students in special classes,
special curricula, or in special schools
(Bull, K., Hyle, A., and Yellin, D., 1990).

Place in Low Group--A plan that consisted in
assigning certain periods to each teacher to
be spent in remedial work with a group of
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students needing such assistance (Good, 1959).

Emphasize Coping Skills--Children learning to
function as people among other people, and to
understand there are differences in the
thinking and interpreting of experiences
(Barrett, 1989).

Flexible Scheduling--A schedule that permitted
periods to be lengthened, shortened, combined,
or shifted in time to meet the varying demands
of activity (Good, 1959).

Individualized Instruction--The organization of
instructional materials in a manner that
permitted each student to progress in accord
with his/her own abilities and interests; the
provision of instructional guidance and
assistance to individual pupils in accord
with their needs (Good, 1959).

Home Tutoring--Instruction and examination
provided by a certified or non-certified
instructor, during the period when a student
is judged unable to attend school (Good,
19569).

Extra Homework--More school assignhments completed
out of regular school hours at the residence
of the pupil (Good, 1959).

Emphasize Thinking Skills--An instructor
emphasized a thinking skill when a child was
afforded the opportunity to get involved with
a particular activity (Barrett, 1989).

Restrict from Sports--A Student 1is restricted
from participating in a school sponsored
athletic program.

Leave School at Age 16--A student asked to
leave school at age 16 by a principal or
teacher. ‘

Refer to Psychologist--At-risk elementary
students received consultation with families
or individually (Sloan, 1986).

Refer to Social Workers--The referral of an
at-risk elementary student to a social worker
for consultation with families or
individually.

Confer with Parents--The face-to-face
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communication between a student’s teacher
and/or principal and the student’s parent for
the purpose of exchanging information and

. suggestions to facilitate the child’s
development (Good, 1959).

More Time on Basic Skills--More time spend on
skills that are basic to the mastery of school
subjects (Good, 1959).

Eliminate Art and Music--Exclude art and music
from the at-risk students’ curricula, so that
he/she can spend more time on basic skills.

Notify Parents--A two-way communication between
the local school principal or teacher and
parents of the at-risk student, with the
purpose of exchanging information and
suggestions to facilitate the child’s
development.

Chapter I Program—--A federally funded program
with a focus on improving at-risk students
reading and mathematics abilities. The
organization of the instructional materials
are so ordered to permit each student to
progress according to his/her own abilities
and interests.

Teacher Aides--Teacher aides relieve teachers of
clerical duties, perform routine
administrative tasks, and tutor students
(Hamby, 1989).

Before School Programs--Functions served by the
school: educational, guidance, extra class
and community service functions, which

. occurred before the regularly scheduled school
day.

After School Programs--functions served by the
school: educational, guidance, extra. class
and community service functions, which
occurred after the regularly scheduled school
day.

Summer School Program--Functions served by the
school: the educational, guidance, extra
class and community service functions, which
occurred during the summer months. ‘
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Summary

The purpose of Chapter One was to form a research
framework in terms of need and background for this proposed
study, and to establish the research problem into a means to

achieve the purpose of this study.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

The purpose of the review of iiteraturé was to describe
Phi Delta Kahpa’s "A Study of Students at Risk"” and their
proposed strategies to keep at-risk sthents in rural,
elementary schools. Teachers anddprincipa1s from across the
nation were asked to give théir'perceptions to whether
strategies proposed by PDK was used by teachers in the
classroom, and ﬁhe effectfveness of those strategies. As of
this writing, the literature revealed that the PDK studies
conducted by researchers nationally and by this researcher
1oca1Ty were the on1y"tqustudies that dealt with the
perceptions of princiﬁa]s and teachers regarding the use and
the effectiveness of stratégies intendedkto retain at-risk
students in school. Also, the-11tera£ure did not produce
much information that dealt with high-risk students from
rura1,»e1ementary schools. Consequently, it was necesséry
to broaden the scope of research to include studies of
at-risk students in urban and suburban schools at the

elementary school level. This writer noted, however, the

17
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same programs discussed in this chapter may be utilized for

most elementary schools, including rural elementary schools.

A Study of Students at Risk

The Phi Delta Kappa’s (1989) "A Study of Students at
Risk"” grew out of an earlier investigation that was designed
to answer one questioﬁ: which issues in education are most
1ikely to be especially crﬁtical‘by 1990? Fourteen issues
thought to be important to teachers énd administrators was

developed by Jack Frymier, tHeldirector, during the summer
’of 1987. An earlier version of the list had been put
together by members of the Phi Delta Kappa Issues Board in
response to suggestions from each Issues Bqard member’s
informal network and that person’s generai knowledge of the
field. Several of the issues on the 6rigina1 list were
discarded following a’survey of 79 officers of Phi Delta
Kappa, but other issues were added from a list developed by
Larry Barber, a member of the coordinating committee, who
polled educational agencies and organizaﬁiqns during the
spring of 1987. ‘ |

The 14 1ésues,were;présented in questionnaire format to

the Biennial Council in Louisvil]el%n October, 1987. More
than 800 members of Phi De1ta‘Kappa from 635 chapters
identified four issues, out of the 14 listed, that they
thought would be especially critical by 1990:
at risk/neglected/abused students
. changing demographic factors

public support and confidence. in education ,
improving the effectiveness of schools (p.4)

HON =
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On the basis of that survey, a proposal to acbomp]ish a
study of the issues listed above was deveioped by Jack
Frymier and presented to the Board of Directors of Phi Delta
Kappa for approval and funding. - Theﬂproppsa]Joutlined
procedures for conéeptuaiizipg aﬁd'accomplishing “A Study of
Students at Risk" by working coT]épdratiVejy with up to 100
chapters of Phi De1tafKappa. That pr&posa1xwas approved in
Jandary, 1988. |

In February, 1988, letters were mailed to ﬁresident and
research represenfatives of §40’chapters in Phi Delta Kappa
inviting them to participate in the project. It was
specified that applications to participate were due on or
before April 15, 1988, and that "if more than 100 chapters
indicate an interest in becoming involved, PDK selected
chapters from those thaﬁ'épp]ied abcording to the level of
expertise, degree‘of cohmitmeht,'and access to the schools
and community evideht in the application.

By mid—April; app]icationé to pérticipéte in the project
had been received from 240 chapters. A special cqmmitteé of
Kappans‘was convened to‘eva1uate the applications. On the
basis of those evaluations, 100 chapters were'éﬁproved for
_participation. Notifications of appr@vél and rejection were
mailed in mid-May. »

The original proposal inc1ugéd aﬁproviéion to establish - -
a committee ofréxperienced researcheré that was responsib]e
for coordinating the condgct oflthe study.  The proposal

~ further specified that the coordinating committee would .
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conceptuafize the problem in final form and develop
instruments and procedures for chapters to use, but that
committee worked directly from the top—Fanked issues, as
identified by tHe\de]egates atithé Biennial Council.

The top-ranked 1ssueslhad_been‘described in the survey
presented to delegates at the‘Bienn1a1 Council this way:

At Risk/Neglected/Abused Students: Children who are 16w

achievers, potential dropouts, pregnant teenagers,

latchkey children, or children who suffer from abuse,
neglect, drugs, or alcohol.

Changing Demographic Factors: Increasing number of
minorities, non-English speaking families, children born
out-of-wedlock, single-parent .homes, elderly, and
declining school enrollments with fewer taxpayers as
parents.

Public Support and Confidence in Education: Declining
support for public schools, importance of public schools
in a democracy not understood, help people understand
how better schools mean a better economy and a better
culture.

Improving the Effectiveness of Schools: Raise students’
achievement levels, reduce dropout rates, improve
students’ attitudes toward school, help students become
more responsible and competent as learners and citizens
(Frymier, J., 1989, pp. 4, 5).

The interpretation of crucial issues described the basic
purpose of Phi Delta Kappa, which:

..shall be to promote quality education, with
particular emphasis on publicly supported

education, as essential to the development and

‘maintenance of a democrat1c way of 11fe

(Frymier, 1989, p. 1).

The general assumption, as expressed in the proposal
presented to the Board of Diréctors, was that this research
~ project:
would be a truly collaborative effort between

chapters and headquarters in the sense that the
ideas for such a project grew out of the Future’s
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Committee Report (centralized), but the topic to
be studied emerged from an analysis of responses
of representatives from 635 chapters meeting in
session at a Biennial Council (decentralized).
The proposal was developed by headquarters staff
(centralized) and would be implemented by a ,
coordinating committee (centralized), but data
would be collected in each area (decentralized)
and data would be interpreted by representatives
of chapters meeting at the district level
(decentralized) before a final report was written
(centralized).. However, each chapter would also
be encouraged '‘and assisted in developing special
reports and other communications to people within
their own locale (decentralized), based upon their
own interpretation of their own data in relation
to the summarized data for all chapters (p. 7).

The following persons were appointed in February, 1988,
to serve as a coordinating committee of A Study of Students
At Risk:

Larry Barber, Phi Delta Kappa

Ruben Carriedo, San Diego Public Schools

William Denton, Dallas Independent School District

Jack Frymier, Phi Delta Kappa, Director

Bruce Gansneder, University of Virginia

Sharon Johnson-Lewis,. Detroit Public Schools

Neville Robertson, Phi Delta Kappa
This committee met three times between March and June, 1988,
to conceptualize the problem and develop instruments and
procedures to accomplish the study.

Four issues had been identified by delegates at Phi
Delta Kappa’s Biennial Council as likely to be especially
critical by 1990. The coordinating committee posed four
questions from those four issues to ggide the research:

Who is at risk?
What are they 1like?
wWwhat is the school doing to help these students?

How effective are those efforts? )
(Frymier, 1989)

QaooT®

The theoretical rationale presumed that the student
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would be the focus of the study, but five factors or sets

of conditions impinged upon the student and affected the
extent to which a student was or was not "at risk": family,
peers, school, life events, and ‘the cbmmunity context. Data
was collected on each of these factors. The coordinating
committee decided to structure the research effort so that
the participating chapters would do some things in common,
would choosé other things to do fro@ a list of‘options to be
made available, and would do still other things individually
and in-depth, if they choosé to do so. Also, the research
"designh should include diverse.method§1ogica1 approaches to
the multi-faceted problem so mémbers in various chapters
would be able to find some éépects of the study that
appealed to their unique interests and skills. Finally,
questions that were raised cohcerning the gquality of the
research endeavor, because of the size and scope of the
project, could be dealt wiﬁh adequately if instructions
regarding methodologies were explicit and uniform.
Therefore, all data coI]écted was analyzed separately by
 each chapter, and accumulatively for all chapters (Frymier,

1989).

Smaller Q1as$es

Despite argumehts that the teacher would decide the
outcome of a class, not the number of students in the class,
various studies augmented the decision that smaller was

better.
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G]asg and Smith (1980), in their search for valid and
reliable research on class size, reviewed the literature
spanning 70 years. They compiled data from journal
articles, books, theses, and unpublished studies and chose-
14 studies for theirkstudy. By comparing mean achievement
of "small” classes to theirv"large" comparison groups and
standardizing the differenéés by dividing by the standard
deviation of the groups, Glass and Smith h]otted the
relationship of class size td‘sfudent achievement.
According to their results; tﬁéléo—sthent é]ass was a
benchmark. Below 20 students, achievemént,c]imbed rapidly;
above 20 students{ achievemenf continued to decline slowly
as class size increased (Glassdénd Smith, 1980. Sabrio,
Pechman, and Rubin, 1982. and Mueller, Chase, and Walden,
1988).

Also, the effects vaihstruction in a smaller class
carried over to later gradg 1éve1s. Additioné11y, students
were more l1ikely to exhibit desirable practices and
behaviors if they were in a smaller class situation (Ryan
and Greenfield, 1980). Research showed that a de1iberéte
reduction in’c1ass size promoted more individualization of
instruction than a chance reduction (Frymier, 1985).

The positive reinforcement fef1ected both on teachers
and on the students. The teachers felt more professiona11y
competent in a small class envirbnment, while student o
achievement was more positively affected when instructionai

settings included less than 22 students with one teacher
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(sabrio, Pechman, and Rubin, 1982. Frymier, 1985).

Lastly, the benefit of smaller classes, more
individualized 1nstrqctiéh, seemed to diminish as the grade
level increased. (Furno, O.Fi‘ahd Collins, G.J., 1967.
Clark, S.C., Richel, S., 19§3. rBariow, 1969. PDK, 1985.
and Mueller, Chase and Walden, 1988). Thus, the most
promising effect of class size reductions occurred in grades
K-3, such as Project STAR:

Tennessee’s Project STAR, currently in progress,
is a four-year study involving some 6900 pupils
in about 350 classes from kindergarten through
grade 3. The latest data available indicate that
class size reductions from about 24 to about 15
pupils in each of grades had positive effects as
measured by scores on nationally standardized
tests. [Also] smaller classes were associated
with student mastery of the district’s basic
skills objectives for all three years...Current
data from Project STAR indicate that at the end
of 2nd grade minority students did substantially
better than minority students in Targer classes
(Robinson, G.E., 1990, Pp. 82 and 86).

Computerized Instruction

In elementary schools with\Significant high-risk
students, alternative methods of instruction were
necessary. Thus, jn keeping with the advancement of
technology and preparing the studéntsxfor:the high-tech
world, turning to computers for instruction was a logical
stepf

At Williams Elementary School in-éhicago, 50 percent of
the black students tested be]owvgrade'Teve1. The school
used a computerized homework program for reading, math, and

spelling; this program combined computer and audio
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technology to phone students and give exercises in basic
skills. The computer, through the process, adjusted the
instructional level for each child, told who took the
lesson, the number of lessons completed, and the proficiency
level. The results were best summed up by Floyd Banks, the
principal. ’We see an average grade level improvement of
nine months in reading and one year in math with students
who use the computer 15 minutes a day, four déys a week, for
eight months’ (Dowdney, 1987, p. 13).

Dowdney stated that Chicago and other districts used
Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) because it:

1. Provided 1nd1v1duaiized instruction appropriate for
any learner population, regardless of age,
socioeconomic background, or skill level.

2. Created a positive, nonthreatening learning
environment because teachers and other students
were not looking constantly over the students’
shoulder...students could relax in a private
world--free to experiment, to make mistakes, to try
again.

3. Gave students immediate feedback...the program then
directed students to new concepts if they answered

correctly or to additional practice if they
answered 1incorrectly.

4. May be used at all levels (elementary through
college). :

5. Speeds up learning. On the average, students
gained one and one-half years for each year they
used CAI.

6. Provided almost unlimited supplementary practice to

support classroom instruction.

7. Increased motivation through success in the
program, thereby self-esteem was achieved as well.

8. Could be administered by aides or others who were
not instructional experts.
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9. The same proéram could be used for the entire

target population.

10. Tracked students’ progress so that educators knew

where each student was performing in the curriculum
(p. 13). N .

Ross (1989) described a tUtoring’system using a computer
network between at-risk sixth gradersvand Master of Arts #h
Teaching candjdates. This>program of distance tutofing was
developed by Apple Computer, Inc., Mémph{s City Schools, and
Memphis State Universipy. Thfs programt1ike the CAI program
in Chicago, combined computer and audio technology to a
two-way communication between tutor and student. An
e]ectronic bulletin board system (BBS) was used to explain
content lessons to students, assighed tutorship roles for
the M.A. Teaching candidates, and aséiéned writing skills
lessons to the at—fisk students.

Kleifgen (1989) expreséed a concern that CAI was
expected to help American schools to teach at-risk students
more effective]y‘and to reduce educational inequalities;
yet, she suggested that cohputer technology actually widened
the gap in educationai ohpoftunity. Inequities in school
computer use resulted from some of the following factors:
1.) unequal access to computers in the home; 2) Timited
access in ethnic and language minority schools; 3) limited
the teaching approaches toward at-risk students; 4) and
limited access and applicability for female students.

Pogrow (1990) shared similar concerns to the lack of
~ effectiveness of the QAI upon at-risk students‘beyond the

third grade, because they did not deploy thinking strategies
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or derive meaning from symbols. ACAI may, in fact, widen
the gap between good and poor achievers...the primary cause
is inadequate metacognitive skills. That is, at-risk
students do ﬁot consciously apply and test mental strategies
to deal with normal thinking activities 1ike reading and
problem-solving” (Pp. 61-62). Thé at-risk student was
viewed as one who looked for an answer simply for a
response, rather than learning to think.

The HOTS program (Higher Order Thinking Skills) used
microcomputers to help high-risk students méster basic
skills, basic thinking processes,ﬁCOUrse content, and apply
learned information in various problem-solving situations.
In the HOTS program, the software was selected for
motivation, not for explicit goals. Programs, usually games
or adventure stofﬁes,‘were presented solely to. spark an
interest in a given activity, not to develop content
knowledge of technical expertise.

Words and concepts in the menus provided the classroom
teachers opportunities t§ créate Socratic questions that led

students to discover and practice key thinking skills.

. Special Teachers

For students labelled at-risk due to learning
disabilities, various alternatives to»the,methéds of special
instruction have become a necessity. Avoidance of further
labelling of at-risk students as called "dqmb" by their

peers was a primary concern in the adoption of more
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innovative avenues of instructing studenfs with special
needs. ,

Team teaching with the regular teacher and the
specialiét in the same c]assroém proved to be of
benefit. The students in need of special instruction were
provided a stable environment, as they were not shuffled
from one room to another. There was also the added
advantage of closer coordination between the classroom
teacher and ﬁhe special teachér. Shared ideas from
team—teacheré increased the effectiveness. of communication
strategies, joint instructional planning, c]as#room
management procedures, constructive feedback, and staff
development (Richardson, 1989).

Even non-traditional team teaching partners worked
successfully together. Technology teachers worked with
elementary school teachers to teach technology education in
the elementary c1assrqomv Students were involved in
manipulating tools and materials to\construct an object,
role-playing situaﬁions relating to the use of technology,
testing a product for performance, or designing an idea for
an invention (Kieft, 1988).

Unfortunately, however, disadvantages surfaced with
this system of specia1 teaching. Limited space forced
‘teachers to work in cramped conditions. Also, the normal
classroom setting offered distractions to students who
tended to distract easily. And, labelling was still a

problem; children received special instruction in full
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view of theirApeérs, thereby being labelled "slow”
(Shepard and Smith, 1989).

Thus, thé TAT (Teacher Assistance Team) was formed.
Hayek (1987) suggested the use of building-level teacher
assistance teams to provide suggested alternative
instructional strategiés and support services to regular
teachers with prob]em»]earners before a referral to special
education. |

Before a student was réferred for special services,
three teachers who met once a week listened to reports on
problem students and offered classroom solutions. After
two weeks, the classroom teacher reported to the TAT either
success or failure of the recommgndations.' Only if the
recommendations fai]ed, was the referral approved.

After approval for special services was given, the
child’s case was referred to a Child Study Team, which
consisted of the principal, counselor, school psychologist,
social worker, LD teapher and regional LD representative to
consider options to épecfa1 testing (Hayek, 1987. Chalfont,

J. and Pysh, M. V., 1981).

Restrict from Sports

Participation‘in extracurricd]ar activities demonsfrated)
a variety of desirable effects on the academic progress by
raising educational expectations and grades (Spreitzer and
Pugh, 1973), lowering delinquency (Landers and Landers,

1978), and affected the at-risk student’s desire to
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persist in school (Otto and Alwin, 1977).

Participation in sports built a positive attachment to
tiie school, and also provided additional avenues for success
for students who did not perform well 15 the classroom.
Therefore, by restrictfng at-risk students from sports,
greater student a]ien;tfoh may grow and deprive the school
of the only holding power it had for this group of students

(PDK, 1989).

Coping Skills

Schools, teachers and students (peer members) have
often been the ro1e models and model environment for many
chi]dreh. Hence, teachers have been accorded the
responsibility of teaching moral attitudes and social skills
to the chi]dren in their classes (Barrett, 1989). When a
child entered schoq], a new role was assumed, and new values
and attitudes were assumed as we]l.;’

Children must learn to operate in society. They
need to know how to function as people among
other people. They must understand there are
differences in thinking and interpretation of
experiences. There is the need for children to
share ideas and discuss their ideas and thoughts
with others to see how differences in thinking
and experiences relate to them...In this way,
children can learn to be unafraid of differences
and similarities and can learn to alter their
own understanding...Each child, as a person,
needs to keep a critical perspective on his

or her own thinking and actions. (Barrett, 1989,
pp. 164-166). ‘

Elias and Clabby (1988) presented an eight-step strategy
for students of all ages to use to cope with stress and make

informed decision:
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Look for signs of different feelings.
Tell yourself what the problem is.
Decide on your goal.

‘Stop and think of as many solutions to the problem

as you can.

For each solution, think of all the things that
might happen next.

Choose your best solution. -

Plan it and make a final check.

Try it and rethink it (p. 53).

Building on the work of -Dewey and Piaget, and Shure and

Spirach, Elias and Clabby (1989) suggested to teachers five

steps to help school children with the improvement of their

social awareness and social problem-solving skills:

1.

Teach an ordered sequence of skills. A hierarchy
of skills underlies competent interpersonal
behavior, a primary aspect of which is children’s
social-cognhitive problem-solving skills--those they
use to analyze, understand, and prepare to respond
to everyday problems, decisions, and conflicts.

Focus on decision-making situations. Many problems
of our youth originate in concrete decision-making
situations that usually occur in the absence of
adult supervision.

Provide a cognitive strategy...a common framework
that unifies the content areas and a strategy that
can be employed accress content areas to meet a
variety of mandates.

Make it usable by educators and parents. Because
the decision-making framework and the
problem-solving strategy can be used consistently
throughout or across all developmental periods.

Build in activities to aid maintenance and
generalization. Without reinforcement, many
affective programs in the schools fail to achieve
satisfactory carryover to the real world. For this
reason, we build in application. We train
teachers, special teachers, educational
administrators, and especially parents in how to
prompt and encourage children’s use of
problem-solving as everyday decision-making
situations occur (p. 53).
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Refer to Psychologist

The literature supported the‘assumption that
understanding of a person’s sets of relationships and the
character of the system within which thé person functioned
were extremély 1mp6rtant in ana]yzingAprob1ems of
individuals or families. The goal of such intervention was
to modify the systeh that Was sypportivé of the "préb]em"
behavior. 1In family consultation, the system that worked to
v detriment of the child was dismant]ed and reorganized to
enhance the child’s deve]opmentf

High-risk elementary school students with behavioral
difficulties improved their behavior after consultation with
families and counseling with students (New York State
Education Department, 1984. 4Wa1z, G.R., 1986. Jones, E.D.,
1987). Behavior problems usually included poor school
performance, asocia]ybehavibr, rejection by peers, truancy
and excessive absences due to illness. There was a
significant improvement in self-concepts for high-risk
students receiving counseling and family consultation
(Sloan, 1986). |

Third, fourth- and fifth grade high risk students with
behavioral difficulties may have evidenced higher
self-concepts and improved behaviora] quotients when they
‘received counseling and consu]taﬁive services, either
directly or through the classroom teacher (Richardson,

1989).
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Notify Parents/Confer with Parents

\

The involvement of parents was determined to be a key
factor in a éhi]dfs academic achievement. The teacher’s
perceptions of a student may difféf from those of the
student’s parents. A teacher’s decision to classify a
student perceived‘to)have classroom difffcu1t1es as
‘"at risk" initiated a’forma1 process of referfa], testing,
labelling, ahd placement, résu1tin§ in di%ferent educational
opportunities for that particular student.’

Casanova (1988) cited the.case~stud1és;of 12 students in
the second and thfrd grades-who were identified as "at-risk"
by their classroom teachers. The students ranged in age
from seven to nine and one—hé1f years old. Half of the
children were Hispanic, from homes where Spanish was the
dominant language. Interviews were conducted with parents,
teachers, and students, and school records were examined.
Findings included the fo]]owing:

1. Discrepancies existed between parents’ and school
personnel’s perceptions of the child.

2. Information was often not solicited from parents by
school personnel.

3. School personnel’s perceptions wefermore important
than the parents’ percentions in making decisions
about the child’s school career.

4, Information was sometimes withheld from parents by
school personnel.

5. Parents seemed to accept the judgements of the
school personnel and set aside their own doubts.

6. Class size may have prevented the development of
strong home--school relationships.
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Secondly, a pattern of poor attendance was an early
sign of a potential student dropout. Therefore, various
school systems throughout the country\instituted programs
through which parents, willingly or unwillingly, became
involved in what their child was doing (éich, 1987).

Hamby (1988) stressed five criteria for such programs:

1. Develop and communicate a comprehénsive attendance
policy.

2. Let parents know immediately when the child is
absent.

3. Provide classes for parénts in how to help childre
learn. ’

4, Send letters to parents fé recognize their child’s
achievement. )

5. Reward good behavior on the part of the student

with certificates, buttons or ribbons, whatever
might indicate pride in his achievements. (P. 22).

Extra Homework

The first major national report cé]]ing for educational
reform was published by the National Commission on

Excellence in Education (1983) under the title A Nation at

Risk: The Imperative for Educationa1 Reform. One of this

commission’s major themes was "more homework".

Data from teachers, parents and students were used to
explore the eorré1ation of homework activities and the
effects of homework on elementary school students’
achievements and behaviors in school. Results indicated
that at the elementary school level, low achievement in

reading -and mathematics, in comparison with high
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achievement, was associated with more time spent doing
homework, more m{nutes of parents’ help, and more frequent
requests from teachers for parental involvement (Epstein,
1988). Further, Czech (1988) stated that elementary
students who did not complete homework assignments performed
poorly on standardized tests.

Foyle (1988), in 84 homework experiments conducted
between 1904 and 1984, 34 studies found a significant
difference in favor of homework over other methods of
learning; 6 found a significant difference in favor of other
methods of learning than homework, and 49 experiments found
that homework and other methods of learning produced similar
results in student achievement; however, at higher grade
levels a dec;easing difference was found between homework
and other methods.

Chandler (1983) conducted a study which involved 32
elementary school children. Her major assumption was that
there was a vast discontinuity between home and school in
the functions of literacy and language development. Parents
and teachers of the school children were interviewed, and
one observation was made of a parent helping a’child in an
assignment at home. This assignment involved filling out an
hourly log-sheet of the child’s activities on a specific
day. Analysis of observation data led to the conclusion
that parent/child interaction over a homework task was very
similar to the interaction between a teacher énd child in

school. Results indicated that discontinuity between home
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and school could explain at least a portion of the problems
of at-risk children in acquiring literacy.

In summation, homework in and of itself appeared not to
be a sighﬁfiéant factor in at—risk}chi]dren acquiring
literacy. Howeve}, the parental fnvo1vemen£ éssociatednwith
homework appeared to be a‘sigﬁificaht‘factor in the school
career of the at-risk‘studgnt'(Chahdier, 1983, and Epstein,

1988).

Eliminate Art and Music:

At-risk students increased kné@1edge of basic skills,
persénal talents and'deve1oped worthy use of leisure time
during art, mugic and dramayéJasses (Acer, 1957).

During art class, elementary school children 1earned to
mix their own cd]oré and choose the appropriate materials
for the task at hand. Théx 1éérned about size, color,
shape, textu?e, shade\and‘re1ationships of the various
materials. Within this prdCééé; the child developed
understandiﬁg, thinking and hfs/her own perception of the
world. 1In addition, while working with the art materié1s,

the students - learned to :accept responsibility and to work

independently (Barrett, i989).

Retain in Grade

Macchiarola (1987) stated that student promotion was
determined by the degree to which the student mastered the

basic skills required in each grade. Early mastery of basic
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skills helped ensure that today’s elementary school student
would not be tomorrow’s high school dropout. Achievement
was to be improved in two ways: the students were to be
more diligent in learning if they perceived some genuinely
Hegative consequence for failing to learning, and students
who failed were not passed on unnoticed, but given another
opportunity to acquire necessary skills.

A 1983 Gallup Poll showed 75 percent of U. S. citizens
were in favor of grade retention. They felt prométion from
grade to grade should only be awarded if the student passed
the equivalency exams for the grade level (Shephard and
Smith, 1989). Some educators also agreed that retention in
grade was helpful to assuring student achievement. Frymier
(1989) found more tHan 40 percent of teachers and more than
70 percent of principals in a PDK research project that they
regularly retained studehfs in grade. However, only 48
percent of the teachers and 26 percent of the principals
believed that retention was effective in dealing with
at-risk students.

House (1989), however, perceived the practice of
retaining students differently. Students were retained in
rather arbitrary and inconsistent ways, and those flunked
were more likely to be poor, males and mihorities.

The effects of children being retained in grade had as
much to do with children dropping out as did their academic
achievement (Grissom and Shepard, 1988. Frymier, 1989.

House, 1989. Shephard and Smith, 1989. and Richardson,
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Casanova, Placier, Guilfoyle, 1989).

Alternative School

Alternative programs for at-risk youth were fdrecast to
grow through thel19903. According to Garrison (1987),
approximately 35~pérCent of the school districts had
alternative schoé] programs. A]ternétive pjaqement
addressed a variety of needs\for/many groups, inc1uding
juvenile offenders and students of diverse ethnic and social
backgrounds who required the 1nd19idua112ed attention such
schools prév{ded.

Levin (1987) stated an effecti?e approach to educating
disadvantaged students must be characterized by high
expectations, deadlines by which they were to be performing
at grade level, stimulating instructional programs,
planning by the educa£1oﬁé1 sfaff to offer the program and
the use of all ava%1ab1e parental and community resources.
He further stated that educational intervention must be
transitional and must be designed to close the achievement
gap after a period of 1nterventjoh“so4that students could
benefit from regular instruction.

To this end, a program of accelerated schob1s was
desigﬁed. The accelerated school demonstrated a
transitional elementary school designed to bring
disadvantaged students up to grade level by the end of éixth
grade so they could take advantagé of mainstream secondafy

school instruction. Also, this school was designed to
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prevent dropouts by eliminating the single most important
cause of dropping out: serious achievement deficit. The
curriculum emphasized 1anguagelin alT‘djscip11nes, even 1in
mathematics. Léérning was applied toleveryday problems and
events (Barton, J., i988,’and‘Levin,21987). 7

Parents were involved in this method of instruction
through signing a written agreement that clarified the
obligations of all qutieé’concerﬁed. %They were also
provided opportunities . to interaé£ in school programs and
actively assist their children. ‘The acceierated school also
benefitted the barents~thrqugh an*eXtended day, thus
e1iminating many "1a£chkey" children (Levin; 1987).

Levin (1987)0$treSsed that the accelerated schools were
successful because Tthéy emphasized the 1nstrqmenta1 goal of
bringing students up to grade level by the completion of
sixth grade and étfesged‘acpelerating 1earninq and high
expectations” (p. 20). |

Even jn’kindergartep,‘majér advantages were seen in
alternative échpo1s.) In Kindergarteh Plus in the
Springfield School District #186, one kindergarten class
attended échoo1 a fu]]—&ay énd the ofhe# kindergarten class
attended the normal half-day. The results included the
- following: V
1. The fu]i—day students scofed signifiéant]y higher

than the half-day students on the Kindergarten

Skills Inventory. :

2. ‘The fu]]—day students scored significantly higher
than the half-day students on the MRT.~

3. ' Attendance was improved over the half-day students.
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4, There was reinforcement of skill development.

5. Parents perceived the children’s readiness for
first grade and expressed satisfaction with the
program.

6. There were fewer retentions.

7. The teachers perceived the benefits of the full day

program and the administrators approved the
program (Rutledge, 1987).

Garrison (1987) discussed two alternative programs from
California for elementary students: the PASS program
(Positive Alternatives to‘StudentiSuspensions) and
Transitional Skills Class.

The PASS program was an 1nd1vfdua7 and group counseling
program performed by teachers and teacher aides during class
time. "Time out rooms"” were set aside to discuss problems
with students and/or parents. A vital component of the
program was the counseling for parents who experienced
difficulty with their children at home as well.

Transitiona] S8kills Class was an alternative program
which was designed to serve students in grades one through
six who failed to meet the standards for pfomotion.

Targeted students were those who, through’eithér lack of
attention, absenteeism; or low ability, neéded‘intensive
instruction and more structure in order to fcétch up"”
academically.

The instruct{on in the transitional class was
concentrated in the basic skills areas and students were
provided with remedial instruction in the areas of previous -

academic failure. When appropriate, students were



41 .

mainstreamedrinto regular c]aéses at the grade 1eve1yto
which the student would have been assigned if promoted.

The transitional class concept focuséd on aiternative
strategies’to prevent fai]ure.&';t'provided many students
the opportunity to gain the skills théy lack for promotion
in a much shorter time and iﬁ’a maré efficient manner. The
participating elementary schools weﬁe Cutler Ridge, Fulford,
Lillie C. Evané,‘and Riverside frqm Malibu, California.

Edmonson (1956)‘indicated thaf the growth in the number
of chi]d}en age six to thifteen will increase £he demands on
the nation’s elementary schoo1s; Hence, the use of day—cafe
a1tefnatives by greater numbers of working parents and other
related demographic factors~wi11(gfeat1y,affect the future

of public schools.

Individualized Ihstruction

The Pull-out Program‘he]pea students who were having
difficu]ty in a regular classroom. This program
provided the 1nd1v1dua1 ch11d or small group of ch11dren
with more one-on-one 1nstruct1on (Levin, 1989).

Class size reductions below 20 students aﬁ1owed the
teabher‘té provide more individual attention to the at-risk
student’s problem areas. Also below 20 students in a
classroom, the achievement level c11m5ed rapidly (Sabrio,
Pechman, and Rubin, 1982, and Mueller, Chaéerand Walden,
1988).

Peer tutoring brograms proved to be effectiQe for both
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the tutor aﬁd tutee, because student tutors received direct
instruction in basic skills, as well as tutoring skills and
increased the self-esteem of the tutor and the

self-incentive of both the tutér and the child being tutored

(Sosa, 1986).

Emphasize Thinking Skills

The literature revealed that conventional
computer—assisted‘instructioﬁ was an effective strategy in
helping at-risk students master basic\sk111s, but failed
high—?isk students who could not deploy thinking
étrategies.

Pogrow (1990), however, described the HOTS program
(Higher Order Thinking Skills). This program used
microcomputerslto help high-risk students master basic
skills, thinking processes, course content, and apply
learned information in varioys problem-solving situations.
Thé software was se1ected in various problem-solving
situations. The software was selected for motivation not
for contenf goa]s. Pﬁograms, usually games or adventure
stories, were presented to inéti]] an 1nterest, not to
develop content knowledge or technical expertise. Words and
concepts in the menus provided teachers opportunities to
create questions ﬁhat 1ed studenté to discover and practice
key thinking skills. |

And an extended day program "Hands on Science" allowed

students to discover the numerous applications of simple,
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everyday materials to scfence and technology (Feldman,
1987).

The literature furﬁher revealed that most at-risk
programs tended to rely on remedial or compensatory services

rather than on higher order thinking skills (Levin, 1989).

More Time on Basic Skills

Tennessee’s Project STAR found that by class size
reductions from about 24 to 15 students had positive effects
as measured by pupils’ scores gn nationally standardized
tests. Also, smaller classes were associated with student
mastery of the district’s basic skills objectives for a
three year period; and, at the end of second grade, minority
students did substantially better on the basic skills
objectives than minori;y\students in larger classes
(Robinson, 1990).

In Chicago, at w%11iams Elementary School, a
computerized program for readihg; math, and spelling, was
implemented for at-risk students. The program combined
computer and audio technology to phone students and'gave
exercises in basic skills. The results were an average
grade level improvement of nine months in reading and one
year in math with students who used the computer 15 minutes
a day, four days a week, and for eight months (Dowdney,
1987). |

Basic skills were found to be enhanced through homework.

Homework alone did not appear to be significant, but the
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parental involvement associated with homework appeared to be
a significant factor in the child’s ability to master basic
skills (Epstein, 1988).

Art and husic education increased knowledge of basic
skills for e1ementar} studenté. wDuirin‘gﬂart class,
elementary school children Ieafned to mix their own colors:
and choose appropfiate materfa1s for‘én aésigned task. They
learned about‘sizej color, shabe, texture, shade, and
relationships of various materials (Barrett, 1989).

Lastly, Hannah (1984) fouﬁd é;statistica11y significant
and positive relationship be#wéen é sfudent’siianguage

concept skill development and his/her reéding‘achievement.

Peer Tutoring

Bull and Garrett (1989) in "At Risk in Rural America:
Strategies for Educatérs";'made‘severa1 reéommendations for
educational programs to kéep yquph in school. Among their
recommendations was #hé stré;égy of edQcaﬁionaT programs to
develop positive seTf—conceﬁtsl ‘

In 1984, in)the’Edgewqod and South San Antonio
Independent School Districts, the Value Youth Partnership
Progém (VYP) was instituted. The‘VYP identified Hispanic
junidr high schoé] and hféh school students at risk of
dropping out and Qave(them an{oppprtuhity to serve as tutors

of young children. This provided them‘the chance to learn

the basic skills, develop new‘bosﬁtivé Se1f—perCeptions and -

‘remain in school. A remarkably successful program, of the
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100 students identified at-risk, 94 remained in school.
Additionally, these students’ overall grade point average
increased and there was a decrease in absenteeism and
discipline referrals (Sosa, 1986).

In Chicago, a computer-tgtdr project was created to help
economically diéadvantaged §tUdent$ 1n»bhicago?s uptown
district. Sixth through eigch“gfade students learned
computer programming and tutoring skills and tutored first
through fourth grade studenﬁs: Most of the participants,
peer tutors, and stu&ents'expekienced.academic or behavioral
difficulties in school. However, prog}am supervisors
encountered none of the rebé]ijon or re]uqtahée to learn
that teachers often received;frgm troubled students. Most
participants constantly exhiﬂited cooperation and
enthusiasm. During the learning sessions, peer tutoré spent
20 minutes working on their an pfograms and then spent the
Hext 20 minutes he]piné youngér studen£s. Educational
software used in the/1éarnin97tutpr1ng sessions was
carefui?y seﬁected to {néﬁ}e)that the materials were
consistent with each chi]d’s{educationa1 needs. From the
perceptions of the program subervisofs,’odtcomes of tﬁe peer
tutorship intervention strategy enhanced both the tutor’s
and the stUdent’s cognjtive development, but also enﬁanced
fee]ingé of se1f:wor£h in the'tutofs,_

In conc1usioh; the reésons thesélprOQramé:Were felt fo
be so succeésfu1 was the student iutoré received direct

instruction in how to tutor, thereby reviewing basic skills
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and increased the self-esteem of the tutor and the
self-incentive of both the tutor and the child being tutored

(Jason, 1983. Sosa, 1986).

Teacher Aides

The value of teacher aides in schools was increasingly
visible to thé administration of‘each:schqol. Teacher aides
relieved teachers of clerical duties, perfqrméd routine
administrative tasks, and tutored students, thus leaving the
teacher to accomplish the job of teachingﬁﬁore efféctive]y
(Hamby, 1983). |

Unfortunately, the system of using teacher aides had

some serious drawbacks, resulting in limited use by the

schoo]s:

1. Planning time for assigned duties and training of
the aide by the teacher for the duties--this may be
relatively simple to ease by merely implementing
weekly or monthly inservice training sessions for
the new aide volunteers. ;

2. Assigning tasks appropriate to the aides’
experience and_teachers’ needs.

3. Coordinating activities and meeting times--this

also may be relieved merely by utilizing breaks,
lunch, recess, and the periods before and after
school to communicate the teacher’s wishes.
Written missives explaining job duties are also an
alternative (p. 27).

After School Programs A

This strategy coincided wiph f1exib1§ scheduling and
extracurricular activities (Hamby, p. 26). For children

who parents work, extending the school day provided them
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with the opportunity for after-school tutoring classes and
peer friendsﬁips (Seiter, 1988).

The issue of the iatchkey child was addressed in the
literature. Various_agencies were attempting to meet the
needs of the latchkey children through prbgrams by parent
alliances, community organizét%ons, social service agencies,
youth groups, schools, businesses, churches, and private
daycare centers. | |

Due to the lack of bo11c1es concerning child care for
schoo]—aged children at the‘federal‘ahq state ‘levels, a void
appeared to leave schools unéertain to their potential role
.in this important issue. Shoﬁ1d the after-school curriculum
be geared toward academic achievement, then staff selection
would be on educational achievement and the proper
credentials (Walters, K., 1985).\( ~

Feldman (1987) described an after-school science
program, “Hands On'Scienbe", in which students from
kindergarten thrbugh sixth grade.discovéred the application
~of simple, everyday méteria1s to science and technology.

Whether the cirriculum be(academic or developmental,
students from all gréde levels benefitteq from the
one-to-one instruction and/or the interpersonal peer
relationships developed during activites after school (Van
Wyck, B., 1979. Gensgf, 1979.« Feldman, 1987. Seiter,
D.M., 1988, and_0k1éhoma‘0urricu1um Improvement Commission.

and Oklahoma State Department of Education, 1989).
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Title I Program

Chapter I, known earlier as Title I, was a large
federally funded program which provided extra services for
all elementary children who met the criteria; students who
were identified as in need of remedial services. Although
the results were inconclusive and controversial, the
federal government has indicated itsﬁapproval‘of the
prcegram by cont1nued funding for the next 20 years

The Title I program was extended further into two other
programs, "Head Start"” and "Fo11ew Through". According -to
Zigler (1983), theee'interventﬁen programs were intended to
provide poor ch11dren with 1earn1ng experiences lacking in

their impoverished env1ronments. These two programs were

discussed in this section.

Head Start:

Since its inception 1”,19651 the Head Start program has
been the largest and‘broadestb1htervention program in this
country (Zigler & Berman, 1985). These programs had the
unique role as the firet natjona] preschool intervention
offort (Zigler, 1983). ’

Head Start designated families of over 2,060fprograms
that shared common goaTS end guiding principTes In
addition to the center—based preschoo1 programs,
demonstrat1on projects w1th1n Head Start were comm1tted to
the enhancement of the quality of 11fe for children and

families, and to enhance physical, cognitive, social and
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emot%ona] development, as well as positive attitudes toward
self, family and society.

The Head Start Program experience influenced children té
performroptima11y under conditions which were debilitating
for children who had not attended Head Start. Seitz (1975)
found the place of testing was important on Head Start and
non-Head Start children. Hbme testing'performances revealed
poor findings oﬁ non-Head Start chi1qﬁen. Thelfindings of
test studiesxéuggésted that éu]tura]iy;deprived children
have more intelligence than they)ére often credited (Zigler
& Butterfield, 1986).

In 1969, Tuséa1oosa,‘A1abama, 1nstituted a Summer Head
Start Program. Emanuel (1970) found no significant
differences in reading'achievément scores of Head Start
attendees and non-Head Start attendees at the end of grades
one and three. However,‘theré were significant differences
in reading achievement scores of second graders who attended
the Summer Head Start Program and their counterparts who did
hot.

Dellinger (1971) studied the effects the Summer Head
start Program had on students’ readihess for school and
their achievement at the end of first grade. There were no
significant differences.

Molloy (1968) found no significant difference in third
grade achievement scofes as measured by the standardized -
achievement tests between attendees of the Sumﬁer Head Start

Program and non—attendees.
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Follow Through:

In 1986, the United States office of Education initiated
a comprehensive program for economically disadvantaged
children in primary grades in i80 communities (Meyer, 1983).
Unlike Head Start and Title 1,(theer110w‘Through program
was aligned with an oytsidé sponsor--a university,
educational laboratory, or state department of education.
The sponsor was responsible for desighihg and implementing a
comprehensive edUcationallprog}am in each project. A wide
array offinstructfona] apprgaches was}incTﬁded, ranging from
open classroom models to cogpitive models based on the
theories of Piaget, to highly structuredwprograms utilizing
principles of contemporary 1eafn1ng theories_(Meyer, 1983).

The Eng]ehanh*Becker Follow Through Model provided\
increased manpower through one teacher and two aides and a
structured daily routine. Poor children progressively moved
ahead of the:natioﬁal norm through the Englemann-Becker
Follow Through Model. Starting this follow through model in
kindérgarten gave an advantage of nearly .7 grade levels
over those chi1dren starting this modéi’jn first grade
(Becker & Englemann, 1973). |

The goal of the Follow Through Program was to provide a
continuous program from kihdergarten through third grade
with the overall objedtive to improve the~"1ife chances” of
low income children. Stallings and Stipek (1984) in their
'study followed a contro1'group of children througH«high

school. The results indicated fewer children were retained
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and/or placed in special education classes. More children
were staying in school and were graduating at a greater rate
than those children not in a Follow Through Program which
allowed underachiéving studeﬁts to act as tutors. The
student tutors received considerable training involving a
specified curriculum before thgy began to tutor, and spent
one day out of five jh Qroup supervision,ﬂrecéived
continuing training in subject matter;xand tutoring skills
(Madden, N. A. and Slavin, R.E., 1987).

Gains were significantly greater for béth tutors and
tutees. In readfng, the tutées,of trained tutors gained .51
standard deviations score on.ﬁhexMetropo11tan more than
their comparison géoup. Trained tutors gained .49 standard
deviations more than their untrained counterparts ié math,

* but did not gain significént]y more in readihg (Archambeult,
F. X., 1987). J

None of the evaluations of preventativé tutoring models
actually presented data on‘1ohg—term maintenance of effects
eifher on achievement or on assignment to special or
remedial education. However, Clay (1985) C1a1ﬁed through
the "Reading Recdvery“ ﬁrdgram to remove the need for future
remediation for most high-risk first graders it served, but
evidence was lacking.as of this‘Writing.

Computer~aésisted 1nstruction;was‘a pu11—out model where
students worked on‘compupers for at least part of their
remedial readihg or math time. Overall, results for the CAI

program are we114estab1ished and positive,. though more
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frequently on basic skills than on higher-order skills
/(Ragosfa, 1983, Ross, 1989, Pogrow, 1990, and Kleifgen,

1990).

Categories of Effective Pull-Out Moaé1s:

The effective pull-out programs for at-risk students
fell into three broad;categorieéf Diagnostic-prescriptive
programs, tutoring programs, and computer-assisted
instruction. | |

In diagnostic-prescriptive prograﬁs, students identified
as being in neea'of remedial serQices were carefully
assessed and then instruétion“appfopriate to their needs was
given by a teacher in a 1bcati9n éeparate from the regular
classroom. Instruction wangiven to individuals or to small
groups within a pull-out class of about three teright
students (Madden, 1989).

Kimball, Crawford and Raia (1985) evaluted the
'diagnostic—prescriptive pu11—out’program’of Oklahoma City’s
school district by which careful matching‘on prescores of
students who received QhapterrI,servj¢es with those who did
not.. Results indicated that Chapter I~§tudents«gained a
statistically significang score in math than their
counterparts who did not receivefChapter I services.
However, gains in reading were much smai1gr, and, in one
'year, were not statistically éignificant.

The sécond strategy was tutoring programs, in which
tutors work, one-on-one with identified at-risk students.

Tutors were identified as teachers, paraprofessionals,
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volunteers, or older students (Sosa, 1986. Madden, N. A.
and Slavin, R.E., 1987). Tutorship programs fell into twd
main groups: programs designed as remedial programs and as
preventat%vé programs. .
In Dade County, Florida, Vo]un;eef7junior high school
students took tutqring as an elective class to tutor low

achieving first through sixth graders in reading and math.

Tutors were required to read at the fifth grade level.

Place in Low Group

In recent yeérs, cooperatjve learning has been proposed
as a solution to ability grouping--special programs fo? the
gifted, Chapter I pull-out programs, and special education.
, Cooperative 1eafn1ng'§rograms were sdggested as a vehicle
for placing highgr—ieve1 thinking ski11s into the
curriculum, ensured at-risk students an adequate level of
basic skills, mainstreamed academically handicapped
students, and és a meanslto gmprove relat{onships among
students of‘different raéia] or ethnic backgrounds (Slavin,
1988). ‘

There‘waé ev%dence that cbqpefative TeaFning could
accomplish many ofzthe»goalsﬁstated abbve: Goodlad and
Oakes (1988) reppfted that‘in 1983, Desert Sky school from
‘Phoenix, Arizona, had 38 remedial énd écﬁelerated classes.
As the 1987-88 school year began, Desert Sky had none. With
the exception of certain special education classes and

advanced reading and math classes for gifted students,
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students worked in cooperative learning settings.

By year'’s enq in 1988, all academic levels in the
mixed-ability classes did well compared to their
counterparts ih tracked classes. Remedial students in the
-mixed classes experienced‘the<§reétest overall gains.
Average stUdents*in mixed classes a1so’experienced
achievement gains; however, aéce]érated students in both
mixed and abi]ity;groﬁp settings pérfqrmed~quite well with a
slight edge favoring the mike& settiné. |

Two other stuaies found pgsitiye‘achievement levels for
students who wefe‘graded on the averége,of 1nd1§ﬁdua1'qqiz
scores aﬁd not on the basis of‘one group worksheet
(Humphreys, 1982, and Yager, 1986). This ensured individual

accountability (Davidson, 1985).

Cooperative Learning Methods:

Jigsaw Teach{ng assigned each student a topic on which
she or he was to become an “eXpecﬁf. Each student had a
unique task[JTpart to play”, within an overall group
objective. This method did not emphasize individual
accountability and waé_not considered effective (Aronson,
Blancey, Sikes, and Snapp, 19785. |

Group Investigqtioﬁ‘tpok on subtasks within an overall
group task. In contrast to Jigsaw Teaching, Group ”
Investigation based individua1s’ eva1qat16ns on the gréup’s
product. The method provided both group goa1s and
individual accountability (Slavin, 1984).

In comparing the achievement effects of the various
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cooperative 1eérn1ng methods, methods that incorporated both
group goals and individual accountability were considerabfy
more effective than.other methods (Davidson, 1985. Newmann
and Thompson, 19874. and Sléyin,;1988). There was no
reason to believe that if studéhts simpiy worked together or
were rewarded on a sing]e‘group broduct‘or task, they would
learn more than would sthents taught traditionally (Slavin,
1988).

In summation, cooperati&e learning programs were
considered totbeteffective4if1phey‘émphasﬁzed individual
accountability as well as group gbé]s,(Aroﬁson,’Blahcey,
Sikes, and Snabp, 1978. Humphréys, 1982. Johnson and

Johnson, 1987).

Flexible Scheduling

Flexible schedﬁ11ng demonstrated a distinct advantage to
learning for those students thvwere unable or disinq1{ned
to follow a regular schoo1lp1an.‘ This educational format
provided more afternoon and night classes as well as
staggered classes (Hamby, 1989).

Staggered, or split schedUling, occhrréd,wheh part of‘
the c]asé,fo11owed the regular schopl schedule. Thus, it
followed that the rest of the class arrived later and stayed
later in. the day (Frymier, 1989).

The primary fdrce behind this method was to reduce
student-teacher ratié for part of tﬁé day. This enabled th;

teacher to provide more individualized instruction to those
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students in particular who benefitted (Jones, E.D. and

Amuleru-Marshall, N., 1988).

Special Education

In a study conduc£ed by Richardson (1988), teachers
were found to be more 11keﬁy to Eefer’phiidren for testing
and labelling if é]assroom situations did not work and the
child was in danger of failing. Thus, most or.all Lb
students were considered at risk. |

Miramonte (1987) stated that the learning disabled
category was a "dumping ground” fof\ﬁinority students wHo
failed academica119t,thereby aéséssing a hiéh relationship/
' between LD and bilingualism. Assessment strategies thaﬁ
concentrated on readihé“ski11s in a second language were
likely to create wrong assésSments of the student’s ability
by underestimating the étbdénf;s aptitude, beéause reading
diffjcu]ties surfaced wheh Hispgnic students reéd in English
(Bowman, 1988).

Barton (1988) determined that academically handicapped’
students could be taught to th{nk critically as a part of
the process of learning to read. The key to the students’
improvement was the teapher’s knowledge basé; tHe ability to
apply the theoretjCal‘background of ianguage development and
thinking skiT1s“tojthe instructiona} exercises of this.
particdﬁar population of at-risk students. 1

Top and Osguthorpe (1987) examined the effects of haviqg

handicapped students tutor younéer,Anonhandicapped students
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in reading. The study included 78 fourth through sixth
grade learning disabled or behaviorally disordered sfudents
who attended either a resource or é self-contained special .
education class and 82 nonhahdicappedyfirst graders.

After 12 Qeeks of tutoring?‘a multivariate analyses of
covariance indicated that the tutors and tutees from the
experimental group scored significantly higher on both
criterion and standardized reading tests than students
assigned to éonprq1 groups$“é1so, ﬁheltutorsifrom the
experimentai groups incﬁeaséd,more thén their counterparts
from the control groups in “gengré] academic ability"” and
spelling. »

‘Bdse (1988) described po§itiVe behavior changes among
five behavior-disordered, multiply-handicapped elementary
students who participated in,daiiy play sessions with
non-handicapped e1ementéry students. The play sessions
lasted for ten«weeks ahd the researcher concluded that
"nonhandicapped children reéeivéd positive interactions from
their handicapped p]aymafes, éspecia]]y when specific
playmates were assigned.

Fuchs (1989) studied the effects of‘édmputerized teacher
feedback and systems within curriculum-based measurement
(CBM) in the area of spelling. The étudy‘involved 27
sbeciai education teacheré ahd15@ mi]dly—handicapped
students--learning disabled, emotionally disgurbeq, or
educable mentally retarded.(’fhe researcher indicated that

. the special students in this study achieved a significant
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improvement in their spelling skills.

Summer School Programs

According to Ba11inger (1985), over 400 schools in the
U.S. organized the instructioﬁa] Yeargoh a year-round basis.
These local schoo]s/schoo] d1str1cts did so for the
following reasons: ‘) 1earn1ng is more cont1nua1 2.)
memory Toss 1is redpcedxby shorten1ng summer vacation; 3.)
remediation can occur throughéut the Year by uéing more
frequent vacation per}ods, rather than fimiting it to summer
school after nine months of fa11ure and frustration, and 4.)
the instructional periods 1end themse1ves to concepts of
units, segments, or blocks of_]earning‘(p. 61).

Research seemed to support Ballinger’s four assumptions:
Heyns (1978) suggestéd that summer losses in achieyement
for lower socioeconomic status children seemed to deepen the
gap between these at-risk‘étudents and their higher
socioeconomic status péeré. David and Pelavin (1975) stated
that gains made in remediatioé progrqms during the regular
school year seemed not to be carriéd ovef the summer months
and into the next year. |

Ward (1989) examined the 1oﬁg-term effectiveness of
North Cafo]inafs Basic Educatioﬁ’summer SChoé1 Program
(BEP). North‘Caro1ianinstiﬁuted a_tést{ﬂg and summer
remediation program for acadeﬁicélly at—risk students at
grades three, six, and eigﬁt. The BEP sample was obtained

by a stratified random sampling of schools in North
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Carolina. The results of CAT (CTB/McGraw-Hil1l, 1986) scores
suggested that the Summer School program positively affected
scores for one year, but that gain was not maintained for
two years. It appeared that a summer program of even a
short duration had significant effects on the CAT scores;
however, it was also apparent that summer remediation needed

to be repeated to continue to have an effect.

Socioeconomic Levels in Terms of Occupations:

Local and National

According to the Department of‘Economic and Community
Affairs Information Services Division (1990), the following
counties, which participated in the study, reported the
following unemployment rates: Woods county registered 3.2
percent, with a projected 2.5 percent unemployment by the
year 2000; Washita county had a 7.5 percent rate, and a
projected unemployment rate of 5.7 percent by the year
2000; Lincoln county had a 8.3 percent unemployment rate,
with a projected decreased rate of 5.7 percent by the year
2000; and Bryan county registered an unemployment rate of
6.5 percent and a decline by the year 2000 to 4.4 percent.
A combined unemployment rate for the local sample of 6.4
percent, and a projected (year 2000) unemployment rate of
4.6 percent. ‘The unemployment raté‘of-the entire state was
6.6 percent (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, 1990).

The Census Bureau (1980) classified workers by
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occupation. Over half (51.0 percent) of Oklahoma’s employed
personnel worked in white collar jobs ["White collar jobs
are defined as those persons engaged in two main areas:
managerial and professional specialty (accountants, auditors

.administrators) ..."] (p. 40), whiﬁe 32.0 percent of
the state’s workforce comprised the blue collar jobs in the
state, precision production, craft and repair occupations
(Department of Economic and Community Affairs Information
Services Division, 1984).

In addition, the service sector was the other
substantial employer of Oklahoma workers with 13.0 percent.
Lastly, farming, forestry, and fishing had only 4.0 percent
of the total employment in Oklahoma (p. 40).

Nationally: |

The U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
(1990) reported that the unemployment rate nationally was
5.4 percent, while 26.34workers were categorized as
professionals, 14.0 percént were technical managers, 45.3
percent were skilled 1ab6rers, and 9.0 percent were

unskilled laborers.

Site-Based School: Autonomy and Collegial Roles for

Educators in the Decision-Making Process

In site-based sch601s; the primary premise was that
educational improvement occurred when school decision making
was shifted from a centralized "top down"” administration to

individual school control, a cooperatively directed process
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where principals and teachers both played active roles
(Young, J., 1989). Hence, school-based decision making
appeared to create a professjonaj environment for the
principals and téachers‘ahd jmprbved the quality of their
decisionsr(Good1ad, J:,)1985. The Carnegie Task Force,
1986. Nationa]LAssociation of Elementary Séhoo] Principals,
1989. and McBee, M. and Fink, J.S., 1989).

In Oklahoma City, McBee and Eink'(1989), in "How One
School District‘gmp1emenfed Site-Based School Improvement
P1ann#ng Teamé"} shared sevéfa]kekéﬁp1es of how planning
teams tréined to implement the (IDEA), Institute for
Deveiopment of Educationéi Activities,'lnc. This school
1mpr6vement program facilitaﬁed pilot programs in nine
Oklahoma City schools to implement this process, access the
benefits ‘to participatiné,échqp1s, and access the
contributions to future participants. The criteria appeared
to follow four educaﬁionailvariab1es: " (1) decentralization
of authority to eadh of fhe ﬁ{ne school-sites; (2)
organization of curr1cu1um and 1nstruct1on to provide
breat1ye, flexible, and challenging educat1on for alil
students; (é) collegial ro]engor educators in the
decision-making process; (4) aﬁd éccountabi]ity emphasiiing
performance—based outcomes. Con]ey (1990) seemed to agree
w1th the educators from Oklahoma. She believed that the
implementation of the sch901-based school ‘alone would not
guarantee administrgtive decentralization, but that a

collegial, professional work environment could be created
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by adhering to a participatory managerial philosophy that
respected teachers as professionals and decision makers.
Lastly, the autpnomy of local school sites appeared to
gain some approval from the instructional leaders from
california. Heller (1989) mai]edla questionnaire to a
stratified Eandom sample of 4,800 principals, which elicited
1,509 responses, a return rate of 31.0 percent. His
findings indicated that 91.0 percent of the principals
favored local school autonomy; however, the teachers were
not solicited for their reshohses of this proposed collegial
enterprise. Yet, in Albuquerque, NeQ Mexico, both teachers
and administrators were surveyed to determine the
effectiveness of school-based management versus the
traditional form of managemént, a central office which
dictated policy from the "top‘down". A total of 131
responses were receivéd from 33 schools, and 92 of the
respondents, 70.0 pgrcent, preférred decentralized,

school-based management to centralized management.
Summary

It was the primary purpose of this reviewkof the
literature to describe "A Study of Students at-Risk”
-conducted by Phi“De1ta Kappa and their proposed strategies
to keep at-risk stUdenfs in fura] schools at the e1ementary/
level. However, the literature did npt produce much
information that dealt with high-risk students from rural,

elementary schools. Consequently, it was necessary to
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broaden the scope of research to inc]ﬁde studies on at-risk
students in urban and suburban schools at the elementary
level. FurtherQﬁnterest)inc1udeq socioeconomic levels
regarding occupatidns ?or both;16¢a1 %nd national
populations, school-site management, aﬁd the collegial ro]és

of educators in the decision-making process.

P



CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The‘purposes/of this study were to determine if
relationships existed between 1oca1‘andqnationa1 educators
as we]lyas amoné educators from the four areas of the local
sample regarding the perceptions of strategies intended to
retain at-risk students in school (proposed by Phi Delta
Kappa).

Of further interest were the comparisons of principals
nationally and principals locally regarding their
perceptions of socioeconomic levels, more teacher
involvement in the decision making process, and school-site
autonomy.

The purpose of this chapter was to describe the sources
of data, instrumentation, population and sample, data

'gathering procedure, and treatment of data.
Sources of Data
Data for this study were obtained from a "Principals’

Interview"” and the "Teachers’ Survey” developed by a

64
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coordinating committee appointed by the PDK president.
These instruments were administered nationally by PDK
representatives between October 15 and December 15, 1988,
and locally by this researcher. between April and May of

1990.

Instrumentation

DeVe]opmentlof the Instruments

The Phi Delta Kappa’s (1939)\"Prihc1pa1$’ Interview" and
"Teachers’ Survey" grew OUﬁ_of én eaFiieriinvestigation that
was designed to answer one questién: Which issues in
education were most likely té"be“especia11y'critica1 by
19907 |

In 1986, PDk'estab1ished‘a special Issues Board to
identify, monitok, and coqkdiﬁate’the organization’s
response to deve]opinérissyes and problems in the field of
education. fhe issues Board included the president,
president-elect, exeéutive~d1rectof, editqh of the Kappan,
and senior fellow.

As a result of ﬁpnth1y scheduled meetings and an earlier
version of the list which had been qompi]ed in response to
suggestions from each Iséﬁes'Bpard member’s informal network
and that person’s general knowledge of the field, a list of
14 issues thoughtkto‘be important to teéchers and
administrators was developed by the Issues Boérd during the
Summer of 1987.

In October 1987, the Issues Board decided to survey the
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delegates at the PDK’s Biennial Council in Louisville,
Kentucky, regarding the 14 issues. Each issue was described
in about\25;30 woras. Delegates were asked to indicate/"how
critical each issue is 1ike1yito be by 1890--for society and
for the bfofession——énd how‘much attention will each issue
demand?"” Responsgs\weré made'gccording to a five-point
scale: |

- Responses to each of the 14 issues were

summarized for all persons completing the

questionnaire. Each response to an issue was
accorded a numerical value, depending on how the

delegate marked the optical scan answer blank. "A"
responses (that is, "very critical") were
accorded a value of "5," "B" responses were accorded

”

a value of "4," and so on, down through "E"

responses ("not critical,at all"), which were

accorded a value of "1" (p. 3).

There were 635 chapters represented, each with a

" delegate and alternate delegates; a total of 808 usable
responses were collected from the delegates. Most of the
responses received were f?om déIegates, and obviously some
alternate delates a]solrespoﬁded. Table I below indicates .
how the 808 PDK delegates responded to the critical issues
questionnaire. Rank order and mean values for each of the
14 issues to which the delegates responded were reported.

On the questiohnaire; what were seen‘as the top four

issues were described this way:

1. At-Risk/Neglected/Abused Studenté: Children who
are low achievers, potential dropouts, pregnant
teenagers, latchkey children, or children who
suffer from abuse, neglect, drugs, or alcohol.

2. Changing*DemographiciFactors: Increasing number of
minorities, non-English-speaking families,

children born out of wedlock, single-parent homes,
elderly, and declining school enro11mentsfwith
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fewer taxpayers as parents.

Table I

RANK ORDER LISTING OF ISSUéS‘SEEN AS ESPECIALLY CRITICAL
‘ BY THE YEAR 1990 *

(N = 808)

RANK ORDER ISSUE , .MEAN VALUE
1 at risk/neglected/abused students 4.69
2 changing demographic factors 4.36
3 public support/confidence in education 4,34
4 improving the effectiveness of schools 4,33
5 financing public schools 4,16
6 selection and preparation of teachers 4.08
7 attitudes of professonals 4,03
8 AIDS/AIDS testing/fear of AIDS 4.01
9 special problems in urban schools 3.82

10 accountability 3.71

11 evaluating teachers 3.70

12 top-down/mandated reform 3.65

13 court decisions about curriculum

content . 3.85

14 privatization of public education 3.34

(p. 4)

3. Public Support and Confidence in Education:
Declining support for public schools, importance of
public schools in a democracy not understood, help
people understand how better schools mean a better
economy and a better culture.

4, Improving the Effectiveness of Schools: Raise

students’ ‘achievement levels, reduce drop-out
rates, improve-students’ attitudes toward school,
help students become more responsible and competent
as learners and citizens (pp. 4 and 5).
Given the issues outlined in Table I and above, 808
members of Phi Delta Kappa felt an obligation to improve the
effectiveness of public schools so that the confidence and

support of the general:-public could be restored. Also, that
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public schools needed to deal more effectively with the
learning difficulties and other problems that at-risk
students have as a consequence of the changing demographic
situation in America.

As a result of the response to the questionnaire, a
proposal was developed to ﬁnvo1ve chapters of PDK in a study
of at-risk students. This proposa1\wasiapproved by the
organization’s Board of Directors in January 1988. The
board made funds available for up to 100 chapters to
collaborate in a reseérch effort. A committee of
researchers was appointed in February 1988 to conceptualize
and coordinate the study.

THe proposal to the Board of Directors outlined a

project designed to do two things:

1. Generate good data about the four issues
a. At-Risk/Neglected/Abused students
b. Changing Demographic Factors
c. Public Support and Confidence in Education
d. Improving the Effectiveness of Schools
2. Generate enthusiasm, participation, and a sense of

accomplishment in reserach among PDK members in up
to 100 chapters (p. 6).

In Mérch 1988, a commitpee of researchers was appointed
by the president to coordinaté the collaborative research
project for PDK. The following persons agreed to serve:

Ruben Carriedo, director of planning, research, and
evaluation for San Diego Public Schools

William Denton, -assistant superintendent, Midland,
Texas, Public Schools

Bruce Gansneder, professor, Bureau of Educational
Research, University of Virginia

Sharon Johnson-Lewis, director of Evaluation and
Testing, Detroit Public Schools '

Larry Barber, director, Phi Delta Kappa Center for
Evaluation, Development and Research
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Neville Robertson, director, Phi Delta Kappa Center for

the Dissemination of Innovative Programs

Jack Frymier, senior fellow, Phi Delta Kappa, chairman

(p. 7) ,

The committee of researchers met three times between
March and June 1988 to conceptya]ize the study, to develop
1nstruments and procedures that chapters would use to
collect data.

Four questions .provided direcﬁion.fgr the research

effort:
1. Who is at risk?
2. What are they like? .
3. wWhat is the school doing to help these students?
4. How effective are those efforts? (PDK, 1989, p. 7)

In tﬁe research study conducted locally, the scope was
narrowed to question 3 and question 4: "What is the schooT
doing to he]b these students?” "How effective are these
efforté?" Also, demégraphic~q&estions‘were asked in the

"Principals’ Interview".

Instruments

The instruments used in this research were modified
versions of the PDK "Principals’ Interview" (Appendix D)
and the "Teachers’ Survey® (Appendix C). Only the
Interview and Survey items that addressed the research
questions in this study wefe,used by thiswresearcher.
"Principa]s’ Interview": -
Interview items 1-3 were designed to gather demographic.
data: Name of the district, name of the school, street
address, city and state and zip, name of the principal,
telephone. number, local PDK chapter number, school

~ level, and the socioeconomic background of the students’
families. in school.
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Interview items 4-5 were designed to assess the
teachers’ involvement in the decision making process
and the level of school-site autonomy.

Interview items 6-36 were desighed to determine the
principals’ perceptions of the strategies proposed by
PDK to retain at-risk students in school.

"Teachers’ Survey"”

Survey items 1-30 were designhed to determine the )
teachers’ perceptions of the strategies proposed by PDK
to retain at-risk students in school.

Because of a difference in the principals’ and teachers’
levels of measurement, four variables for principals--"1",

"2", "3", "4" (Appendix A, PDK Instruments, 1989)-- and two

variables for teachers--"yes"” or "no" (Appendix B, PDK
Instruments, 1989), the following statistical procedure of
data conversion was used: the principals’ ordinal data was
converted to the teachers’ nominal data. This conversion of
data to the 1owest‘common level of measurement should not
have affected the va11d1ty of this research study (Bice, G.,
Key, P., Maril, L., Kussrow, P., and sawyer, K. 1990).

Score data may be converted to ordered data and
ordered data may be converted to frequency data,
but the reverse is not true. Frequency data may
not be converted to ordered data and ordered
data may not be converted to score data...Data
can be converted in one direction but not in
the other because score data generally contain
more information than ordered data and

ordered data contain more information than
frequency data...Such conversions may not
always be wise, but they are certainly
legitimate. On the other hand, to go from
frequency data to ordered data or from ’
frequency data to ordered data to score data
requires that you obtain information that was
not in your initial measurement...

(Linton and Gallo, 1975, pp. 26-27).
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Validity of the Interview and Survey Instruments

A measure of validity is content validity. Kerlinger
(1986) suggested that content validity is a judgment of how
well the items of an instrument represent what is to be
measured. Also, content valfditydis‘nsually determined by
competent judges in the specialty aree.

As stated ear1jer, seven expert judges jn tne specialty
area of at-risk students were;impeneied by PDK to
conceptua]ize‘tne study, to develop instruments and
‘procedures tnat éDK chapters‘used to collect data. A
consensus of the above areas was achieved by this sommittee

in the form of the Manual of Instruction(for a Study of

Students at Risk (PDK, 1989).  This manual contained all

instruments, procedures, problems, and training procedures
for participating PDK chapter members. Therefore, all items
in the "Principals’ IntervfeW"~and the "Teachers’ Survey"”
received 100 percent agreement among the seven Judges.
Hence, sufficient content va11d1ty was established for the
su~vay and 1nterv1ew 1nstruments.

Another measure of va}idity_is face validity. Cates
(1985) noted:

Many researchers do not consider face validity at

all.. Others contend that if a measurement

instrument doesn’t l1ook quite right, that fact

may have a subtle influence on the. performance of

the subjects. be1ng measured (p 123).

From the state capitol in the Oliver Hodge building, a

vo1unteer sample of 20 subjects was established. A1l were

1dent1f1ed as cert1f1ed educators by the state of Oklahoma.
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In each instance, the volunteer subjects were asked to
examine whether the survey and the interview instruments
looked "acceptable" or "n&t acceptable” for her or him to
comp]eté. An 80 percent agreement among the volunteer
subjects sampled was determinéd to be sufficient to
establish a high level of face validity for the “Teachers’
Survey” and the “Pfincipa1s’ Interview" (Willard, R. D.,
1988).

A11 20 of the volunteer sample identified as state
certified educators found both the. "Principals’ Interview”
and the "Teachers’ Survey"” "acceptab]é". One subject raised
a question about the clarity of the diréctions for questions
four and five of the "Principals’ Interview", but yet
remarked: "If this [instrument] were sent to me, I would
probably answer it". In‘éumﬁétion, 100.0 percent of the
volunteer sample found both instruments "acceptable”;
therefore, sufficient face validity was established for both

the survey and the interview instruments.

Population and Samg]e

National population and‘éample: Of the elementary
principals and teachers from 94 different sites, 31 sites
represented the rural population, rural and small town
schools. This samble‘répresented 33 percent of the total
elementary school population, and also represented both the
sample and the population of elementary, rural schools.

The local target population for this research study was
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the elementary principals and teachers from Oklahoma’s
rural, elementary schools. These principais and teachers
represented independent public schools from counties with
less than 150 people per square mile (Bull, K., 19905.

To obtain a sample of this population, the state was
separated into four quadrant areas: The Northwest quadrant
included Cimarron, Texas, Beaver, Harper, Woods, Woodward,
Major, Alfalfa, Grant, Garfield, Ellis, Dewey, ‘Kingfisher,
Roger Mills, Custer, B1a1ne, Canadian, and Logan counties;
the Southwest quadrant included Caddo, Qashita, Beckham,
Greer, Harmon, Jackson, Kiowa, Tillman, Comanche, Cotton,
Jefferson, Love, Carter, Stephens, Grady, andecCIain
counties; the Northeast quadrant included Lincoln, Okfuskee,
Creek, Okmulgee, Muskogge, Séduoyah, Payne, Adair,
Cherokee, Mayes, Wagéner, Delaware, Rogers, Pawnee, Noble,
Kay, Osage, Nowata, Craig, and Ottawa counties; and the
Southeast quadrant included Pottawatomie, Seminole, Hughes,
Garvin, Pontotoc, Coal, Pushmataha, McCurtain, Atoka,
Ck=~.taw, Bryan, Marsha]], éhd Johnson counties.

Secondly, one county wés selected frbm each ohe of the
four quadrant areas. ‘Three’criteria‘were used for‘the
selection of each\county: (1) Gender, (2) Teaching
experience of 15 or more years, (3) and Race. /fhe\counties
selacted were Woods from the Northwest, washita from the
Southwest, Lincoln from the Northeast, and Bryan from the
Southeast. The fol]owing,comparisoh of the three criteria

was made bétween the stéte’s rural population and the sample
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from the selected counties:

1. Gender

a. State - male - 8.9 percent
female - 90.1 percent
b. Sample - male - 8.5 percent
female - 91.5 percent

2. Teaching experience of 15 or more years
a. State - 35.8 percent
b. Sample - 34.9 percent

3 Race
a. State Sample
1. Caucasian 94.2 percent 97.9 percent
2. Black 2.6 percent 1.8 percent
3. Indian 2.9 percent .30 percent
4., Spanish American .24 percent 0 percent
5. Oriental 0.777 percent 0 percent

(Oklahoma State Department of Education, 1989)

The accessible population represented 25 rural
elementary schools. From this population, three schools
were randomly selected from each county. This random
selection process was accomplished by using random-number
tables. Research started by pointing blindly at a boint in
the table and proceeded from that point through the table,
until the selection of three schools in each county was
compiete (McBurney, 1990).

By selecting a random sample in each county by this
method, 27 teachers from Carmen-Dacoma elementary school in
Carmen, and Longfellow and Washington elementary schools in
Alva were selected to represent Woods county; 41 teachers
from Canute, Cordell and Washita Heights elementary schools
were selected to represent Washita county; 44 teachers from
East Ward Elementary School in Colbert, Northwest Heights

and George Washington elementary schools in Durant were
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selected to represent Bryan county; and 61 teachers from
Meeker, Prague, and Stroud elementary schools were selected
to represent Lincoln county--a total of 173 teachers. Of
these 173 teachers, 126 responded to the “"Teacher Survey".
Thus, 72.8 percent of the teachers participated in this
study. Also, 100 percent of the 12 pkfncipa1s participated
in this study as well. Therefore, a total of 138 teachers

and principals participated in this study.

Data Gathering Procedure

The intent was to ascertain what teachers and
principals were doing to help at-risk students, and the
effectiveness of those efforts. As mentioned in Chapter I
and in the Instrumentation section in this Chapter, only
those Interview and Survey items that pertained to the
research questions, which‘were estab]isﬁed in Chapter I,
were used in this study.

The following procedure was used in gathering the local
data: |

i. Arrangements with the principal of each building
were made for an interview session; this interview
session was to be conducted by telephone. The
purpose was to gain information about what efforts
schools employed to retain at-risk students in
school, and how effective were those efforts.
Additional questions of concern were socioeconomic
levels, more teacher involvement in the decision
making process, and school site-autonomy.’

2. The researcher solicited the principal’s support
to place one "Teacher Survey" and one answer blank
in each teacher’s mail box, along with a one-page
statement of purpose and instructions about where
and when to return the answer blanks.
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3. A self-addressed, stampéd envelope was enclosed
for the principal. Each principal gathered the
"Teachers’ Surveys" and returned them to this
researcher in one 12x10 business-sized envelope.

4., For surveys not returned to this researcher within
10 days after mailing, a follow-up telephone call
was made. '

5. Local data were collected between April and May of
1990. This researcher utilized the same procedures

of data collection as the PDK ‘researchers
nationally.

Statistical Treatment of the Data

In this section, three 6omponents regarding statistical

treatment of the data in this study were discussed:

1. The relationship of the perceptions of principals
10ca11y to principa1s nationally regarding
socioeconomic levels, the degree of teacher
involvement in the school’s decision mak1ng process,
and schoo] -site autonomy.

2. Determining the re]at1onsh1ps between/among nominal
data.

3. Converting principals’ ordinal data to the teachers’
nominal data, or to the lowest common levels of
measurement.

In determining the relationship of the perceptions of
principals locally to principals nationally regarding
socjoeconomic levels, the‘degree of teacher involvement in
the school’s decision making’procgss, and the berceived
level of autonomy at their local school-site, a comparison
of the principa1$’ perceptions were made in the form of
percentages to eacﬁ of the abo?e\aréas. Thus, these
percentages that represented the perceptions of the

principals nationally and brincipa1s locally were compared

side-by-side in tables and presented descriptively in
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Chapter Four of this study. When using nominal data, single
variable cases can be analyzed and interpreted using
percentages (Kerlinger, F.N., 1986).

The following research questions provided the focus for
the research procedure above:

1. With regard to socioeconomic levels, how do the
perceptions of principals from rural Oklahoma
compare with the perceptions of principals
nationally?

2. With regard to more teacher 1nvo1vemeﬁt in the
decision making process, how do the perceptions of
principals from rural Oklahoma compare with the
perceptions of principals nationally?

3. With regard to more school-site autonomy, how do
the perceptions of principals from rural Oklahoma
compare with the perceptions of principals
nationally?

Kerlinger (1986) suggested a research procedure for
determining relationships between or among nominal data:
calculate Chi Square to determine statistical
significance--a greater than chance expectation; calculate
the coefficient of contingency--the strength of the
re1ationsh1pi calculate the percentages of the obtained
frzawencies; and then interpret the data using all the
information.

This research procedufe was used to answer the foi]owing
research questions:

4. With regard to the use of preferred strategies
(proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk students in
school, how do the perceptions of teachers and
principals from rural Oklahoma compare with the
perceptions of teachers and principals nationally?

5. With regard to the effectiveness of preferred

strategies (proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk
students in school, how do the perceptions of
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elementary teachers and principals from rural
Oklahoma compare with the perceptions of teachers
and principals nationally?

6. With regard to the use of preferred strategies
(proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk students in
school, how do the perceptions of
teachers/principals from Woods, Washita, Lincoln
and Bryan Counties compare with each other?

7. With regard to the effectiveness of preferred
strategies (proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk
students in school, how do the perceptions of
teachers/principals from Woods, Washita, Lincoln,
and Bryan Counties compare with each other?

The level of significance was .05,

Because of a difference in the principals’ and teachers’
levels of measurement, four variables for principals--"1",
"2", "3", "4" (Appendix A, PDK Instruments, 1989)——and'two
variables for teachers——"yesf or "“no" (Appendix B, PDK
Instruments, 1989), the following statistica] procedure was
used when comparing principals’ and teachers’ responses to
the effectiveness of a given strategy: the data of this
comparative analysis was‘converted to the lowest common
level of measurement; thus, the principals’ variables "1"
and "2" were converted to the value of “no"--the same as the
teachers’ variable, while the values of "3" and "4", the
principals’ variables, were converted to the value of "yes",
the teachers’ variable. Thus, some information from the
data collected nationally by the PDK membership and locally
by this researcher could have been lost; however, this
statistical procedure of converting the principals’ ordinal

data to the teachers’- nominal data, or to the lowest commbn

level of measurement, should not affect the*va11dity of this
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research study (Linton and Gallo, 1975).
Summary

This chapter described the following: (1) the sources
of data, (2) Instrumentation, (3) the population and sample,
(4) data-gathering procedures, and (4) the statistical
treatment of the data collection. The findings from this
methodology were présented descriptively in Chapter Four of

this study.



CHAPTER 1V
PRESENTATION)bF THE,DATA
Introdugtion

This chapter' presents‘the gathered data {n a way to
identify and describe emerging reTatiqnships between the
national and 1oca1‘prfncipals/teachérs. A]so described
aré the emerging relationships aang the éducators from the
four quadrant areas of the Tocal sample.

Of further ccncérn were the perceptions of national
and local principals regarding socioeconomic levels of the
students, the degree of teacher involvement in the
decision-making process, and the level of schoo1;site
autonomy. In summation, Chapter IV represents the findings

of this study.

Description of Responding Sample

National sample:

The principals and teachers participating in the
national PDK study were selected by the methodology
reported in ChapterlThree. Fof purposes’ofvthis study, 31

principals and 654 teachers comprised the national rural,

80
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elementary school sample of the Phi Delta Kappa study.

Local sample:

From April 16th to April 20th, 1990, the "Principals’
Interview"” was qonducted by telephone and the "Teachers’
Survey” was mailed to each of the 12 school-sites, three
from each area, that represented the Joéal,sample (four
different counties in the state--Woods, Washita, Bryan, and
Lincoln counties). Schools were random]? selected by using
the methodology reported in Chapter Three. L

In keeping with accepted datg-gathering procedure,
telephone follow-ups were made April 26th to April 30th,
1990 to each of»the non—respondjng schools. As a result,
on May 21st, 1990, data were received from all 12 sites.

A total of 126 responses from the teachers’ sample of
173 were received, a return rate of 72.8 percent. A1l 12
principals participated ih the "Principals’ Interview";
hence, a total of 138 teachers and principals participated
in this study for a combinéd return rate of 75.1 percent.
In keeping with phe*assumption made by I§aac and Michaé]
(1985) that a survey with 60.0 percent return was
acceptable, it was decided that the survéyvand interviews

were acceptable.

Size of Local School-Sites

The size of the schools’ student population ranged from
a high of 120 students to a low of 105 students. By size,

eight of the schools each reported serving 105 students;
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one school served 110 students; two schools each served 115
students; and one school served 120 students. In sum, 1,300
students were servéd by the 12 school-sites.

The size of teaching staffs ranged from a high of 27 to
a low of 7. One school reported;that 27 certified teachers
were working in that particu1ér échoé]; two schools each
had 26 certified teachers; one school had 20 certified
teachers; one school had 14 certified teachers; one school
had 12 certified teaqﬁers; one‘schoo1 had 10 ce}tified
teachers; and one school had 9 certified teachers; one
school had 8 cgrtified teachers; and three schools had 7
certified teachers. Each school reported one principal, so
12 principals were fepresented in this study.

Table 2 summarizes the number of students, teachers,
principals, and the principaﬁs and teachers who responded

to the interview and‘survey by quadrant of the state.
Presentation of Data

The obtained data were tabulated and arranged according
to the regular use and the effectiveness of strategies
proposed by PDK. This was accohp]isheq to determine the
re1ationships between and among the sample groups stated in
Chapter 3. ﬂ

Of further concern were the findings pertaining to the
perceptions of the national and 1oca1‘pringipais regarding
socioeconomic levels in terms of professions of the parents

or guardians of the students from their respective schools,
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TABLE 2

NUMBER OF STUDENTS, TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS
AND RESPONDENTS

AREAS " TEACH. PRNCPLS.
BY QDRNTS. STDTS. TEACH. RESP. PRNCPLS. RESP.

NW 330 25 25

3 .3
SW 315 42 = 31 3 3
NE 315 61 . 44 3 3
SE 340 45’ 26 3 3
TOTALS 4 1300 173 126 12 12

the degree of teacher involvemént in the decision-making
process, and the level of school-site autonomy were

presented descriptively in the form of percentages.
Examination of Research Questions

Six questions were individually examined ahd\
statistically treated by percentages in questions'one, two,
and three, while questions, four, five, and six utilized the
chi-square test to determine a significant difference beyohd
chance findings. A contingency coefficient wés applied to -
determine the relationship beﬁween, or among, the samples
stated in Chapter III. And the percentage of "yes"
responses were used to supply more information regarding
~ the differences between, or among, the samples of educators
that participated in this study.‘ Also, percentages were
utilized in questions four, five, and six to determine if

similarities existed between, or among, the above stated
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groups. In addition, each chi-square was tested at the .05
level of significance. The questions aretreported as

follows.

Research Queétion One

Research Quesﬁion One stated: "With fegard to
socioeconomic leQéls, how do the\perceptions of principals
from rural Ok1ah6ma compare with the percéptiéns qf the
national principals”"? |

Table 3 summarizes the bércentage of the students’

parents in each socioeconomic level regarding occupations.

TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS’ PARENTS IN
EACH SOCIOECONOMIC LEVEL
REGARDING OCCUPATIONS

Categories Principals Principals
Regarding Occupations Nationally Locally

‘ n=31 - n=12

Percentage: Percentage

Professionals 14.0 22.0
Managers Technical ‘ 14.0 13.0
Skilled Labor 38.0 27.0
Unskilled Labor 24.0 30.0
Unemployed 10.0 8.0
TOTALS 100.0 percent 100.0 percent

The national principals perceived that 14.0 percent of
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their students came from homes where the parents or
guardians were "Professionals”; 14.0 percent were "Managers
Technical”; 38.0 percent were dependents of parents or
guardians whose job description was "Skilled Labor"; 24.0
percent were dependents of parents or guardians whose job
description was "Unskilled Labor"”; and 10.0 percent had
parents or guardians who were unemployed.

The local principals perceived that 22.0 percent of
their students came from homes where the parents or
guardians were "Professionals”; 13.0 percent were "Managers
Technical"”; 27.0 percent were dependents of parents or
guardians whose job description was "“Skilled Labor"”; 30.0
percent were dependents of parents or guardians whose job
description was "Unskilled Labor"”; and 8.0 percent had
parents or guardians who were unemployed.

In sum, the local principals perceived that more of
their students came from parents or guardians whose job
description was "Professional” and "Unskilled Labor."

On the other hand, the nationa] principals perceived that
more of their students came from parents or guardians whose
job description was "Skilled Labor", "Unemployed"”, and

"Managers Technical” than the local principals.

Research Question Two

Research Question Two stated: "With regard to more
teacher involvement in the decision-making process, how do

the perceptions of principals from rural Oklahoma compare
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with the perceptions of the natiopaT principals”?

Table 4 summarizes the percentages of the principals’
perceptions of increased 1nvol§ement of teachers in the
decision-making process.

One hundred percent of the national principals perceived
that increased teacher involvement in the decision-making
process did: occur. ATthough'a Tower percghtage of local
principals felt that this occurred (67 pefcent said "yes"

and 33 percent said "no"), however a greater percentage of

TABLE 4

PRINCIPALS’ PERCEPTIONS OF INCREASED
TEACHER INVOLVEMENT IN THE
DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

Principals Principals
Categories Nationally Locally
n=31 n=12
Did this occur? YES 100.0 YES 67.0
NO 00.0 NO 33.0
TOTAL 100.0 TOTAL .100.0
How did the POS 55.0 POS 67.0
teachers feel? ‘ NEUT 32.0 NEUT 33.0
NEG 13.0 NEG 00.0
TOTAL 100.0 TOTAL .100.0
What effects did
increased teacher ‘ :
involvement in POS 45.0 POS 67.0
the decision- NEUT 32.0 NEUT 16.0
making process NEG 13.0 NEG 17.0

have on students? ~~TOTAL 100.0 TOTAL 100.0
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the local principals perceived a positive effect on
teachers, with 67 percent positive and 33 percent neutral
responses. Fifty-five percent of the national principals
perceived a positive effect on teachers: 32 percent
perceived a neutral effect, and 13 percent perceived that
increased teacher involvement in the decision-making process
had a negative effect on teachers.

A higher percentage of local principals, 67 percent,
perceived that increased teacher involvement had a positive
effect on their students, and 16 percent perceived that
there was a neutral effect; however, 17 percent believed
that more teacher involvement in the decision-making process
had a negative effect on their stﬁdents. Forty-five percent
of the national principals perceived that this had a

positive effect, 32 pefcent a neutral effect, and 13 percent

a negative effect on their students.

Research Question Three

Research Question Three stated: "With regard to more
school-site autonomy, how do the percepfions of principals
from rural Oklahoma compare with the perceptions of
national principals”?

Table 5 summarizes the percentages of the principals’
perceptions of increased school-site autonomy.

One hundred percent of the national principals perceived
that more school-site autonomy existed in their respective

schools. A lower percentage of the local principals



perceived an increase of autonomy in their respective

TABLE 5

PRINCIPALS’ PERCEPTIONS OF AUTONOMY

AT THEIR LOCAL SCHOOL-SITES
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Principals Principals
Categories Nationally . Locally
n=31 n=12
Did this occur? YES 100.0 YES 67.0
NO 00.0 NO 33.0
TOTAL 100.0 TOTAL 100.0
How teacher feel? POS 100.0 POS 50.0
NEUT 00.0 NEUT 25.0
NEG 00.0 NEG 25.0
TOTAL 100.0 TOTAL 100.0
Effects on

students? POS | 00.0 POS 33.0
NEUT 100.0 NEUT 50.0
NEG 00.0 NEG 17.0
TOTAL -100.0 TOTAL 100.0

schools: 67 percent respénded "yes" and 33 percent)fesponded

no .

One hundred percent of the national principals believed

that more local school autonomy had a positive effect on

their teachers, while the local principals responded with

50 percent positive, 25 percent neutral, and 25 percent

perceived negative effects on students because of more

school-site autonomy of teachers.
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One hundred percent of the national principals perceived
that more school-site autonomy had a neutﬁal effeqt on
students, whereas the local principals had a higher
percentage with positive and negative effects on students,
33 percent and 17 percent, reSpéctive1y. Fifty percent of
the local principals perceived that more school-site

autonomy had a neutral effect on students.

Research Question Four

Research Question Four stated: "With regard to the use
of preferred strategies (proposed by bDK) to retain at-risk
students in school, how do the perceptions of teachers and
principals from rural Ok 1ahoma compare with the perceptions
of the national rural teachers and principals”?

Table 6 summarizes the regular use of‘strategies as they
pertain to the national and 1§ca1 samples. For purposes of
reporting these data, the prﬁncipa1s and teachers were
reported as educators. |

The following strétegies yielded significance at the
.05 level, 3.84. Each strategy was rank ordered according
to tﬁe strength of the relationship of the local and
national educators as determined by the contingency’
coefficient;3a1so,«percentages were placed within this text
to demonstrate the net percehtagg‘differenceS~between the’
local and national samples and to determine which sample
jndicated the greater use of the follow%ng strategies:

1. Summer school yielded a contingency coefficient of
.027; 12.0 percent of the Tocal educators and 50.0
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NATIONAL AND LOCAL EDUCATORS:

THE PERCEIVED

USE OF STRATEGIES PROPOSED BY PDK TO

RETAIN AT-RISK STUDENTS IN SCHOOL
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Contingency

Percentage of
Yes Responses

Strategies X2 Coefficient Local Nat’1
\ n=138 n=675
1. Smaller Classes *x16.0 0.14 75.0 55.0
2. Computerized 11.4 0.19 48.0 37.0
Instruction :
3. Special Teachers x12.5 0.13 77.0 89.0
4. Peer Tutoring 2.72 0.06 74.0 66.0
5. Retain in Grade 1.98 0.05 53.0 46.0
6. Special Education 2.47 . 0.06 85.0 78.0
7. Vocational Courses 0.12 0.02 14.0 15.0
8. Alternative School 1.74 0.05 11.0 17.0
9. Study Skills 0.31 0.02 74.0 71.0
10. Special Textbooks * 7.71 0.10 63.0 49.0
11. Place in Low Group 0.31 0.02 66.0 69.0
12. Coping Skills ‘ 0.99 0.04 78.0 74.0
13. Flexible 0.65 0.03 76.0 72.0
Scheduling
14. Individualized * 8,18 o.11 96.0 88.0
Instruction
15. Home Tutoring 6.69 0.10 39.0 27.0
16. Extra Homework 0.08 0.01 23.0 25.0
17. Thinking Skills 0.33 0.03 87.0 89.0
18. Restrict from 5.98 0.09 22.0 13.0
Sports }
19. Refer to *47.0 0.24 37.0 69.0
- Psychologist - ,
20. Refer to Social *x30.8 0.20 28.0 55.0
Worker
21. Confer with Parents 0.50 0.04 96.0 98.0
22. More Time on 1.26 0.05 94.0 91.0
“Basic Skills , .
23. Eliminate Art -3.85 0.08 "12.0 6.0
and Music
24. Notify Parents *x 7.80 0.11 93.0 98.0
25. Chapter I 0.00 0.00 78.0 78.0
26. Teacher Aides *48.5 0.24 27.0 61.0
27. "Say Leave at ’ 7.73 0.11 8.0 3.0
Age 16" ' , ,
28. Before School ‘ 0.00 0.00 13.0 13.0
Programs , , ‘
29. After School ‘ 8.09 0.11 10.0 21.0
Programs
30. 0.27 12.0 50.0 .

Summer School x59.6
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*Significant at the .05 level, 3.84 and at least 50.0
percent response from at least one of the samples.
*¥xSignificance levels were not affected by the combining
of the principals’ and teachers’ data.
*¥*%This instrument was designed for elementary and
secondary levels and one should be cautious when analyzing
and drawing conclusions from data regarding items 7, 18, and

27.

percent of the national educators perceived a
regular use of this strategy, a difference of 38.0
percent. Therefore, the national educators perceived
a greater use of this strategy than their local
counterparts. :

The strategies of "Teachef aides"” and "Refer to
psychologist” both yielded a C of 0.24:

a. Teacher aides--27.0 percent of the local
educators and 63.0 percent of the national
educators perceived a regular use of this
strategy, a difference of 36.0 percent. Hence,
the national educators perceived a greater use
of this strategy than their local counterparts.

b. Refer to psychologist--37.0 percent of the local
educators and 69.0 percent of the national
educators perceived a regular use of this
strategy, a difference of 32.0 percent.
Therefore, the national educators perceived a
greater use of this strategy than their local
counterparts.

"Refer to social worker"” yielded a contingency
coefficient of 0.20, and 28.0 percent of the local
educators and 55.0 percent of the national educators
perceived that they used this strategy regularly, a
difference of 27.0 percent. Therefore, the national
educators indicated a greater use of this strategy
than their local counterparts.

"Smaller classes” yielded a contingency coefficient
of 0.14, and 75.0 percent of the local and 55.0
percent of the national educators indicated that
they used this strategy, a difference of 20.0
percent. Therefore, the local educators demonstrated
a greater use of this strategy than their national
counterparts.

"Special teachers"” yielded a contingency coefficient
of 0.13, and 77.0 percent of the local educators and
89.0 percent of the national educators indicated
that they used this strategy, a difference of 12.0
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percent. Therefore, the national educators perceived
a greater use of this strategy than their local
counterparts.

The strategies of "After school programs”, "Notify
parents”, "Say leave at age 16", and "Individualized
instruction” each yielded a contingency coefficient
of 0.11:

a. Regarding "Individualized instruction”, 96.0
percent of the local educators and 88.0 percent
of the national educators indicated that they
used this strategy, a difference of 8.0 percent.
Therefore, the local educators perceived a
greater use of this strategy than their national
counterparts. '

b. Regarding "Notify parents”,; 93.0 percent of the
local educators and 98.0 percent of the national
educators perceived that they used this
strategy, a difference of 5.0 percent.
Therefore, the national educators demonstrated a
greater use of this strategy than their local
counterparts.

The strategy of "Special textbooks” yielded a
contingency coefficient of 0.10. Regarding
"Special textbooks”, 63.0 percent of the local
educators and 49.0 percent of the national
educators indicated that they used this strategy, a
14.0 percent difference. Therefore, the local
educators perceived a greater use of this strategy
than their national counterparts.

Fifteen strategies did not yield significance at the .05

level, 3.84; and, similarities appeared to exist between the

local and national educatorslin the perceived use of these

strategies proposed by PDK. The following strategies were

rank ordered according to the highest to lowest percentages

of the

O~NOO A WN -~

local and national samples:

Confer with parents’

More time on basic skills
Thinking skills

Special education

Chapter I

Coping skills

Flexible scheduling
Special study skills
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9. Peer tutoring .
10. Place in low group

11. Retain in grade

12. Vocational courses

18. Alternative schools
14. Before school programs

(For more results, see Table Six)

Research Question Five

Research Question Five stated: "With regard to the
effectiveness of preferred strategies (proposed by PDK) to
retain at-risk students in school, how do the perceptions of
elementary teachers and principals from rural Oklahoma
compare with the perceptions of national teachers and
principals”?

Table 7 summarizes the effectiveness of strategies as
they pertain to the national and the local samples.

The following strateéféé yielded significance at the .05
level, 3.84. Each strategy was rank ordered according to
the strength of the relationship of the local and national
educators as determined by‘the contingency coefficient;
also, percentages were placed within this text to
demonstrate the net percentage diffefences between the local
and national samples and to determine which sample perceived
the greater effectiveness of the following strategies:

1. The strategy of "Summer school” yielded a
contingency coefficient of 0.22, and 42.0 percent of
the local educators and 73.0 percent of the national
educators perceived that this strategy was
effective. Therefore, a greater percent of the
national educators perceived this strategy to be
effective, since a difference of 31.0 percent

existed between the two samples in favor of the
national educators.



NATIONAL AND)LOCAL EDUCATORS:

TABLE 7

THE PERCEIVED

EFFECTIVENESS OF STRATEGIES PROPOSED BY PDK
TO RETAIN AT-RISK STUDENTS IN SCHOOL
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Percentage of
‘ Contingency Yes Responses
Strategies X2 Coefficient Local Nat’1
‘ h=138 n=675
1. Smaller Classes 0.09 0.02 - 91.0 89.0
2. Computerized ' % 8,30 0.11 71.0 55.0
Instruction
5. Special Teachers 0.88 0.04 91.0 93.0
4. Peer Tutoring 0.14 0.02 86.0 84.0
5. Retain in Grade * 4,54 0.08 69.0 57.0
6. Special Education 0.02. 0.01 88.0 89.0
7. Vocational Courses 0.38 0.03 60.0 64.0
8. Alternative 8chool 2.62 0.07 52.0 63.0
9. Study Skills 0.30 0.03 89.0 87.0
10. Special Textbooks % 4.40 0.08 82.0 72.0
11. Place in Low Group 3.00 0.06 72.0 63.0
12. Coping Skills 0.05 0.01 86.0 86.0
13. Flexible 1.80 0.05 86.0 80.0
Scheduling
14. Individualized 0.00 0.00 93.0 93.0
Instruction ‘
15. Home Tutoring *x12.3 0.14 53.0 71.0
16. Extra Homework 2.73 0.07 37.0 29.0
17. Thinking Skilis 3.40 0.07 84.0 90.0
18. Restrict from 20.0 0.17 41.0 20.0
Sports
19. Refer to x 8.0 0.11 61.0 75.0
Psychologist
20. Refer to Social -2.90 0.07 56.0 66.0
Worker
21. Confer with Parents 1.00 0.04 87.0 83.0
22. More Time on , 0.20 . 0.02 92.0 90.0
Basic Skills : v
23. Eliminate Art 20.2 0.17 25.0 9.0
and Music
24. Notify Parents 3.0 0.07 75.0 82.0
25. Chapter I x 6,21 0.10 75.0 85.0
26. Teacher Aides * 5.00 0.09 73.0 84.0
27. "Say Leave at 87.3 0.35 35.0 4.2
Age 16" C
28. Before School 2.00 0.05 - 39.0 56.0
Programs
29. After School * 8.00 0.11 39.0 56.0
Programs
30. Summer School %*35., 1 0.22 42.0 73.0.
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*Significant at the .05 level, 3.84 and at least 50.0
percent response from at least one of the samples.

xxSignificance 1levels were not affected by the combining
of the principals’ and teachers’ data.

*xxThis instrument was designed for elementary and
secondary levels and one should be cautious when analyzing
and drawing conclusions from data regarding items 7, 18, and
27.

2. The strategy of "Home tutoring” yielded a
contingency coefficient of 0.14, and 53.0 percent
of the local educators and 71.0 percent of the
national educators perceived this strategy to be
effective. Therefore, a greater percent of national
educators indicated this strategy was effective,
because a difference of 18.0 percent existed in
favor 'of the national sample.

3. The strategies of "After school programs”,
"Computerized Instruction”, and "Refer to
psychologist"” yielded a contingency coefficient of
0.11:

a. Regarding "After school programs”, 39.0 percent
of the local educators and 56.0 percent of the
national educators perceived this strategy to be
effective.

b. Regarding "Computerized instruction”, 71.0
percent of the local educators and 55.0 percent
of the national educators perceived this
strategy to be effective.

c. Lastly, regarding the strategy "Refer to
psychologist”, 61.0 percent of the local and
75.0 percent of the national educators perceived-
this strategy to be effective.

Hence, a greater percent (17.0 percent greater)
of the national educators perceived that the
strategy "After school programs” was effective.
Secondly, a greater percent (16.0 percent
greater) of local educators perceived
"Computerized instruction” was effective. And,
lastly, regard1ng the strategy “Refer to
psychologist"”, a greater percent (14.0 percent
greater) of nationa] educators perceived this
strategy was effective.

4. The strategy of "Chapter I" yielded a contingency

: coefficient of 0.10, and 75.0 percent of the local
educators and 85.0 percent of the national educators
perceived this strategy to be effective. Hence, a
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greater percent of national educators perceived this
strategy to be effective, because of a 10.0 percent
difference that existed between the two samples and
which favored the national sample.

The strategy of "Teacher aides” yielded a
contingency coefficient of 0.09, and 73.0 percent of
the local educators and 84.0 percent of the national
educators perceived this strategy to be effective.
Therefore, a greater percentage of the national
educators perceived this strategy to be effective,
because of a 11.0 percent difference that existed
between the two samples and which favored the

_hational sample.

The strategies of “"Special textbooks"” and "Retain
in grade” both yielded a contingency coefficient of
0.08: ' =

a. Regarding "Special textbooks"”, 82.0 percent of
the local educators and 72.0 percent of the
national educators perceived that this strategy
was effective.

b. Regarding "Retain in grade", 69.0 percent of the
local educators and 57.0 percent of the national
educators perceived this strategy to be
effective.

Hence, a greater percent (10.0 percent) of local
educators perceived "Special textbooks) to be
effective than their national counterparts.
Also, a greate?:percent (12.0 percent) of the
local educators perceived the strategy to
"Retain in grade"” was effective.

Eighteen strategies did not yield significance at the

.05 Jevel, 3.84; and, simi1aritjes appeafed to exist

between the local and national educators in the perceived

effectiveness of the strategies proposed by PDK.

the

The following strategies were rank ordered according to

percentages of the local and national samples:

OO WON =

Individualized instruction
Special teachers

More time on basic skills
Smaller classes

Special education

Special study skills
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7. Thinking skills

8. Confer with parents

9. Peer tutoring

10. Coping skills

11. Flexible scheduling
12. Notify parents

13. Place in low group

14. Vocational courses

15. Alternative schools
16. Refer to social worker
17. Before school programs
18. Extra homework

(For more results, see Table Seven)

Research Question Six

Research Question Six stated: "With regard to the use
of preferred strategies (proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk
students in school, how do the pe}ceptions of
teachers/principals from Woods, Washita, Lincoln and Bryan
counties compare with each other”?

Table 8 summarizes the regular use of strategies
(proposed by PDK) by the four areas of the local sample.
Chi-Square and Contingency Coefficient values are
illustrated in this table.

Table 9 summarizes the regular use of strategies
(proposed by PDK) by the four areas of the local sample.
The percentages of "yes" responses are illustrated in this
table.

The fo11owipg strategies yielded significance at the .05
level, 7.81 and at least a 50.0 percent response from at
least one of the samples. Aﬁso, each strategy was rank
ordered according to the strength of the relationship of

the local and national educators as determined by the
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contingency coefficient; also, percentages were placed

within this text to demonstréte the differences among the

local educators from the four quadrant areas and to

determine which sample indicated the greatest perceived use

of the following strategies:

1.

The strategy of "Summer school” yielded a
contingency coefficient of.0.48, and 32.0 percent of
the educators from the Northwest, 40.0 percent from
the Southwest, 35.0 percent from the Southeast, and
58.0 percent from the Northeast quadrants indicated
that they used this strategy regularly. Therefore,
the educators from the Northeast quadrant
demonstrated the greatest use of phis strategy.

The strategies of "After school programs" and
"Computerized instruction” yielded contingency
coefficients of 0.39:

a. Regarding "After school programs”, 30.0 percent
of the educators from the Northwest 40.0
percent from the Southwest, 35.0 percent from
the Southeast, and 58.0 percent from the
Northwest quadrants indicated that they used
"After school. programs"” as a strategy regularly.

b. Regarding "Computerized instruction"”, 89.0
percent of the educators from the Northwest,
54.0 percent from the Southwest, 68.0 percent
from the Southeast, and 71.0 percent from the
Northeast quadrants indicated a regular use of
this strategy.

Therefore, a greater percent of educators from
the Northeast quadrant of the state indicated a
regular use of the "After school program” than
their local state counterparts with 52.0 percent
"yes" responses. Also, a greater percent of the
educators from the Northwest quadrant indicated
a regular use of the strategy "Computerized
instruction” than their local state
counterparts, with 89.0 percent "yes" responses.

"Flexible scheduling and "Refer tovpsycho1ogist"
each yielded a C of 0.39:

a. "Flexible scheduling”--93.0 percent of the
educators from the Northwest, 93.0 percent from
the Southwest, 68.0 percent from the Northeast
quadrants perceived use of this strategy.
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TABLE 8

LOCAL EDUCATORS: THE PERCEIVED USE OF
STRATEGIES PROPOSED BY PDK TO RETAIN
-AT-RISK STUDENTS IN SCHOOL

Contingency
Strategies X2 Coefficient
1. Smaller Classes - 3.62 0.17
2. Computerized Instruction *x22.,30 0.39
3. Special Teachers * 8.50 - 0.25
4., Peer Tutoring 4.22 0.18
5. Retain in Grade , - 6,70 0.22
6. Special Education 3.82. 0.17
7. Vocational Courses 2.32 0.14
8. Alternative School » ©3.15 0.16
9. Study Skills 3.90 0.17
10. Special Textbooks 2.80 0.14
11. Place in Low Group , 3.82 0.17
12. Coping Skills & 1.80 0.12
13. Flexible Scheduling *x 9.40 0.26
14. Individualized Instruction  2.33 0.12
156. Home Tutoring 4.36 0.18
16. Extra Homework ‘ 4.21 o . 0.18
17. Thinking Skills ' 0.90 0.08
18. Restrict from Sports 6.6 0.22
19. Refer to Psychologist - * 9,31 0.26
20. Refer to Social Worker * 8.30 0.25
21. Confer with Parents 0.14 0.03
22. More Time on Basic Skills 2.60 0.14
23. Eliminate Art and Music 2.82 0.15
24. Notify Parents 1.20 0.09
25. Chapter 1 , 4.72 ' 0.19
26. Teacher Aides 4.45 0.19
27. "Say Leave at Age 16" 5.25 0.20
28. Before School Programs 3.97 0.18
29. After School Programs *x22.74 0.39
30." Summer School *29.61 0.48

*Significant at the .05 level, 7.81 and at least 50.0
percent response from at least one of the samples.

*%*The instrument was designed for elementary and
secondary levels and one should be cautious when analyzing
and drawing conclusions from data regarding items 7, 18, and
27. ‘

Ninety-three percent of the educators from the
Northwest and Southwest quadrants each indicated
that they used this strategy regularly; thus,
they each demonstrated a greater perceived use



TABLE 9

FOUR AﬁEAS LOCAL SAMPLE: REGULAR USE

OF STRATEGIES--PERCENTAGES

OF "YES" RESPONSES
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SW

, NW SE NE
Strategies n=28 n=34 n=47 n=29
1. Smaller Classes 83.0 85.0 96.0 97.0
2. Computerized \ 89.0 54.0 68.0 71.0
Instruction
3. Special Teachers 90.0 78.0 93.0 91.0
4. Peer Tutoring 88.0 79.0 82.0 94.0
5. Retain in Grade 64.0 55.0 71.0 81.0
6. Special Education 86.0 82.0 88.0 92.0
7. Vocational Courses 70.0 50.0 62.0 58.0
8. Alternative School 53.0 43.0 63.0 50.0
9. Study Skills 93.0 90.0 85.0 89.0
10. Special Textbooks 74.0 83.0 85.0 86.0
11. Place in Low Group 60.0 80.0 67.0 79.0
12. Coping Skills ' 89.0 83.0 81.0 90.0
13. Flexible Scheduling 93.0 93.0 68.0 88.0
14. Individualized 90.0 94.0 91.0 96.0
Instruction
15. Home Tutoring 42.0 48.0 64.0 57.0
16. Extra Homework 48.0 36.0 38.0 28.0
17. Thinking Skills 83.0 85.0 69.0 93.0
18. Restrict from Sports 41.0 52.0 41.0 33.0
19. Refer to Psychologist 50.0 67.0 47.0 75.0
20. Refer to Social Worker . 70.0 30.0 53.0 64.0
21. Confer with Parents 100.0 83.0 84.0 83.0
22. More Time on ( 83.0 93.0 90.0 98.0
Basic Skills
23. Eliminate Art 45.0 29.0 19.0 11.0
and Music
24. Notify Parents 86.0 67.0 76.0 74.0
25. Chapter I 90.0 68.0 65.0 77.0
26. Teacher Aides - 74.0 . 58.0 80.0 79.0
27. "Say Leave at 24.0 ©37.0 24.0 48.0
Age 16"
28. Before School 32.0 40.0 28.0 50.0
Programs
29. After School 30.0 39.0 32.0 52.0
Programs ‘
30. Summer School 32.0 ~40.0 58.0

35.0

of this strategy than their local state

counterparts.
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“"Computerized instruction”“--50.0 percent of the
educators from the Northwest, 67.0 percent from
the Southwest, 47.0 percent from the Southeast,

and 75.0 percent from the Northeast quadrants

perceived a regular use of this strategy.
the educators from the Northeast quadrant

Thus,

demonstrated the greatest use of this strategy.

"Refer to social worker" and "Special teachers"” each

yielded a C of 0.25: :

a. "Refer to social worker"--70.0 percent of the
educators from the Northwest,. 30.0 percent from

the Southwest, 53.0 percent from the Southeast,
and 64.0 percent from the Northeast quadrants

perceived a regular use 'of this strategy.

The

educators from the Northwest indicated that a
higher use of this strategy than their local

state counterparts.

b. "Special textbobks"-—S0.0 percent of the
educators from the Northwest, 78.0 percent

from

the Southwest, 93.0 percent from the Southeast,
and 91.0 percent from the Northeast quadrants

perceived a regular use of this strategy. The
educators from the Southeast quadrant
demonstrated a higher use of this strategy than

their local state counterparts.

Twenty-three strategies did not yield significance at

the .05 level, 7.81; and simi]aritiés appeared to exist

among the local educators in the perceived use of the

strategies proposed by PDK.

The following strategies were

rank ordered according to the percentages of the four areas

of Oklahoma:

OCO~NOOHEWN =

Individualized instruction
More time on basic skills
Smaller classes

Special study skills
Confer with parents
Special education

Peer tutoring

Coping skills

Thinking skills

Special textbooks

Notify parents

Chapter I

Teacher aides
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14. Retain in grade

156. Place in low group

16. Vocational courses

17. Home tutoring

18. Alternative school

19. Extra homework

20. Restrict from sports -
21. Before school programs
22. Say "leave at age 16"
23. Eliminate art.and music

(For more results, see Table Nine)

Research Question Seven

;Research Question Seven’stated: “"With regard to the
effectiveness of preferred strategies (proposed by PDK) to
retain at-risk students in school, how do the perceptions of
teachers/principals from Woods, Washita, Lincoln, and Bryan
Counties compare with each other"?

Table 10 summarizés'the,effectiveness of strategies
perceived by the principals/teachers from the four areas of
the local sample. Chi—Squaré and Contingency Coefficient
values are illustrated in this table.

Table 11 summarizes the effectiveness of strategies
perceived by the principals/teachers from the four .areas of
the Tocal sample. The percentages of "yes" responses were
illustrated in this table.

The following strategies yie1déa significance at the .05
level, 7.81 and at least a 50.0 percent response from at
least one of the samples. Also, each strategy was-
rank-ordered according to the strength of the relationship
of the local and national educators as determined by the

contingency coefficient; also, percentages were placed



TABLE 10

FOUR AREAS LOCAL SAMPLE: THE PERCEIVED
EFFECTIVENESS OF STRATEGIES PROPOSED

BY PDK TO RETAIN AT-RISK

STUDENTS IN SCHOOL
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Contingency
Strategies X2 Coefficient
1. Smaller Classes / 6.00 0.22
2. Computerized Instruction 7.61 0.26
3. -Special Teachers 0.29 . 0.05
4. Peer Tutoring 3.80 0.18
5. Retain in Grade 4.47 0.20
6. Special Education 1.64 0.12
7. Vocational Courses 1.63 0.15
8. Alternative School 1.22 0.13
9. Study Skills 0.90 0.09
10. Special Textbooks 1.60 0.12
11. Place in Low Group 3.67 0.18
12. Coping Skills 1.34 0.11
13. Flexible Scheduling 9.30 0.27
14. Individualized Instruction 1.23 0.09
15. Home Tutoring 2.82 0.16
16. Extra Homework 2.53 0.16
17. Thinking Skills 6.30 0.22
18. Restrict from Sports 1.78 0.13
19. Refer to Psychologist 5.20 0.23
20. Refer to Social Worker 8.50 0.30
21. Confer with Parents 5.32 0.20
22. More Time on Basic Skills 5.38 0.20
23. Eliminate Art and Music 8.50 0.30
24. Notify Parents 2.90 0.41
25. Chapter I 5.50 0.21
26. ‘Teacher Aides 3.18 0.18
27. "Say Leave at Age 16" 4.24 0.22
28. Before School Programs 2.83 0.18
29. After School Programs 2.94 0.18
30. Summer School 4.09 0.21

————— ——— — Y — i ————— " ————————— — ———— ————————_— — ————— . {—_ ——— — - ——————— —

xSignificant at the .05 level, 7.81.
*%xThis instrument was designed for elementary and

secondary levels and one should be cautious when analyzing
and drawing conclusions from data regarding items 7,

27.

within this text to demonstrate the differences among the

local educators from the four quadrant areas and to

determine which sample

indicated the perceivéd

18,

and



TABLE 11

FOUR AREAS LOCAL SAMPLE: THE
PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS OF
STRATEGIES--PERCENTAGES
OF "YES" RESPONSES
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NW SW SE NE
Strategies n=28 n=34 n=47 n=29
1. Smaller Classes 83.0 62.0 77.0 77.0
2 Computerized 59.0 36.0 80.0 28.0
Instruction
3. Special Teachers 93.0 83.0 76.0 64.0
4. Peer Tutoring 61.0 71.0 75.0 82.0
5. Retain in Grade 69.0 39.0 60.0 45.0
6. Special Education 96.0 83.0 81.0 81.0
7. Vocational Courses 11.0 7.0 21.0 15.0
8. Alternative School 4.0 7.0 16.0 16.0
9. Study Skills 78.0 84.0 72.0 64.0
10. Special Textbooks 52.0 66.0 72.0 61.0
11. Place in Low Group 57.0 63.0 59.0 77.0
12. Coping Skills 76.0 83.0 70.0 81.0
13. Flexible Scheduling '82.0 93.0 61.0 71.0
14, Individualized 97.0 97.0 100.0 93.0
Instruction
15. Home Tutoring 33.0 40.0 53.0 30.0
16. Extra Homework 37.0 24.0 15.0 20.0
17. Thinking Skills 90.0 89.0 82.0 86.0
18. Restrict from Sports 19.0 34.0 31.0 12.0
19. Refer to Psychologist 22.0 31.0 30.0 55.0
20. Refer to Social Worker 41.0 14.0 17.0 37.0
21. Confer with Parents- 97.0 897.0 97.0 95.0
22. More Time on 100.0 94.0 91.0 93.0
Basic Skills
23. Eliminate Art 7.0 19.0 7.0 12.0
and Music
24, Notify Parents 80.0 94.0 97.0 81.0
25. Chapter 1 85.0 80.0 63.0 81.0
26. Teacher Aides 42.0 24.0 19.0 24.0
27. "Say Leave at 4.0 10.0 0.0 14.0
Age 16"
28. Before School 4.0 10.0 21.0 14.0
Programs
29. After School 0.0 0.0 32.0 7.0
Programs
30. Summer School 7.0 0.0 41.0 5.0

I ——————— —— ——————— " _—————— T — s —— ————— > ————— ————- S — O — o — G2 T — —— - —————— > —

effectiveness of the following strategies:

1. "Flexible scheduling”--contingency coefficient of
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9.30. Eighty-two percent of the educators from the
Northwest, 93.0 percent from the Southwest, 61.0

percent from the Southeast, and 71.0 percent of the
educators from the Northeast quadrants perceived
this strategy to be effective. The educators from
the Southwest quadrant demonstrated the greatest
percentage of "yes" responses with 93.0 percent.

Twenty—seven strétegies did not yield significance at
the .QS level, 7.81; and, similarities appeared to exist
among the 1o§a1 educators in the perceived effectiveness of
these strategies -proposed by PDK. The following strategies
were rank-ordered according to the percentages of the four
areas of Oklahoma:

Individualized instruction
Confer with parents

More time on basic skills
Notify parents

Thinking skills

Special education
Flexible scheduling
Chapter I .
Special teachers

10. Smaller classes

11. Special study skills

12. Peer tutoring

13. Place in low group

14. Special textbooks

15. Retain in grade

16. Computerized instruction
17. Home tutoring

18. Refer to psychologist
19. Teacher aides

20. Extra homework

21. Restrict from sports

22. Vocational courses

23. Before school programs
24, Alternative schools

25. After school programs
26. Summer school )

27. Say "Leave at age 16"

OCO~NOOMPAWN-—

(For results see Table 10)
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Summary

Chapter IV presented the findings in this study.
Research questions one, two, and three were tested to
determine a comparison between the national and local
principals regarding socioeconomic levels, more teacher
involvement in the decision-making process, and school-site
autonomy respectively. Reseérch questions four, five, six
and seven were tested to determine the relationship between
the national and local educators and among the local
educators regarding the strategies (proposed by PDK) used
and their effectiveness respectively. Each question
yielded beyond chance findings. These findings were
summarized and discussed in Chapter V; also, conclusions and
recommendations in Chapter V were made from findings in

Chapter 1V.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION,

CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
summary

This study was designéd to determjne if relationships
existed betweén the(nationéW educators and the local
educators as well as among the local-educators from the four
areas of the local sample regardjné the use and
effectiveness of strategies proposed by PDK to retain
at-risk students. Of further interest were the comparisons
of the national and 1oc31 principals regarding their
perceptions of socioeconomic levels in terms of the
professions of their parent or guardian, more teacher
1nvo1§ement in the decision-making process, and school-site
autonomy.

Data for this study wererobtained from instruments
developed by a coordinating committee appointed by the PDK
president. A survey and interview was conducted locally by
this researcher to a randomly selected sample of educators
from 12 school-sites in Oklahoma thap met three criteria:

(1) Gender, (2) Teaching experience of 15 or more years,

107
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and (3) Race.

Interview and Survey Response

Arrangements with each principal from the 12 schools.
were made for an interview sgssion; this interview session
was conducted by te1eph6neAand él1 prinqipa]s participated.
Next, the reseafcher mailed the survey tq‘each,of the 12—
schoo1—sites and solicited the principals’ support to
administer the individual surveys to the teéchers. A total
of 126 responses(froh the teachers’ sample of 173 was
received, a return rate éf 72.8 hercént. Hence, a total of
138 educators frqm 12 sdhoo1—sites participated in this
swudy, a combined return rate ffom teachers and principals

of 75.1 percent.
Findings 'and Discussion

Research Questions and Findings

From the co]1ectedldata of the Tocal and national
educators, seven questions were formulated f;r investigating
the purposes of this study. Research qﬁestions one, two,
and three were asked ﬁo make comparisons between the local
and national principals. Question one dealt with
socioeconomic levels (in terms of}pfofeséions); questioﬁ two
dealt with teécﬁek involvement in the decision-making
process; and research question.three dealt with school-site -
autonomy. Research questions four and five were asked to

determine relationships between the local and national
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educators regarding the regular use and effectiveness of
the strategies (proposed by PDk) to retain at—fisk students
in school. And, lastly, research questions six énd seven
were asked to determine relationships among the local
educators from four quadrant areas of Oklahoma regarding
the regular use and effect1veness of the strateg1es
(proposed by PDK) to retain at—r1sk/students in school.

The following questions were asked to make descriptive
comparisons{

1. With regard to socioeconomic 5evels, in terms of
professions, how do the perceptions of principals
from rural Oklahoma compare with the perceptions of
the national principals?

Regarding the students’ parents’ professions, 14.0
percent of the national principals and 22.0 percent of the
local principals perceived that their studenfs came from
homes where their parents or guardians were professionals;
14.0 percent national and 13.0 percent local were managers
technical; 38.0 percent national and 27.0 percent local
were skilled laborers; 24.0 percent national and 30.0
percent local were unskilled labor; and 16.0 percent
nationa11y and 8.0 percent 1océ1iy were unemployed.

The local principals perceived that«mére'of their
students’ parents or guardiang’ Jjob descriptions were
professional or unskilled 1abqr than their national
counterparts; whefeas, the national principals perceivéd
that more of their stqdents"parents orlguardians had job:
descriptions of skilled labor, and slightly more in the area

of managers technical.
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The Census Bureau (1980), classifying Oklahoma’s workers
by occupation, revealed 51.0 percent of Ok]ahoma’s emp1oyed
personnel worked in white collar jobs, 32.0 percent worked
in blue collar jobs, while the service sector employed 13.0
of the state’s workforce, 1e§v1ng farmfng, forestry, and
fishing to comprise the remain1n§"4 percent of employed
personne].'

The U.S.‘Départmént of Commerce, Bureau of the Census
(1990) reported the unemployment rate of the entire state of
Oklahoma as 6.6 percent as O§posed to the combined
unemployment raie for the local sampie of 6.4 percent.
Nationally, the unemployment rate reported by the Census
Sureau was 5.4 percent. J

2. With regard to more teacher involvement in the

decision-making process, how do the perceptions of
principals from rural Oklahoma compare with
perceptions of national principals?

Regarding more téacher involvement in the
decision-making proéess, 100.0 percent of the national
principals stated that the abéve did occur in their
respective schools, and 67.0 percent of the local
srincipals stated that increased teacher involvement in the
decision-making process occurred in their school, and 33.0
percent stated that this did not occur.

Fifty-five percent of the national principals and 67.0
percent of the local principa]g perceived that teachers were
positive, 32.0 percent nationaiTy aﬁd 33.0 percent ﬁocaT1y
were neutral, and 13.0 percént nationally éhd 0.00)percent

locally were negative.
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Forty-five percent of the national principals and 67.0
percent of the local principals perceived that students were
positive about more teacher involvement in the
decision-making process; 32.0 perceht nationally and 16.0
percent 1oca11y‘were neutral; and 1310 percent nationally
and 17.0 percent‘1bca11yﬁwere negative.

In summation, a larger percentage of national principals
perceived that more‘teacher involvement took place in their
schools thah their 1qca1 counterparts; however, a larger
- percentage of local principals perceived that their teachers
were positive because of _more ﬁeécher inyo]vement in the
decision-making .process. Also, a larger percentage of local
principals perceived that their students were positive
because of more teacher 1nv61vement in the decision-making
procesé than their national counterparts. [Supportive data
for collegial decision making also appeared to encompass
school-site autonomy. Therefore supportive data was
presented in the next research question section.]

3. With regard to more schoo14éite autonomy, how do the
perceptions of principals from rural Oklahoma
compare with the perceptions of national principals?

' One hundred percent of the national principals perceived
that more school-site autonomy\existed»in their schools, and
67.0 percent of the 100@1 princiba1s perceived more
school-site autonomy existed in their schools. One hundred
percenf'of the national principals perceived that because
school-site autonomy existed in-their schools, their |

teachers were "positive”. Sixty-seven percent of the local



112

educators pérceivedrthat school-site autonomy had a positive
effect on their teachers, and 33.0 percent perceived a
negative effect on their teachers. Thirty-three percent of
the local principals believed that school-site autonomy had
a positive effect on their students, 50.0‘percent perceived
a neutral effect, and 17.0 percent a négétive effect. One
hundred percent of the national principéls\stated that
school~site autonomy had a neutral effect on their students.

An interesting observation was uncovered from the
beforementioned data: a high percentage of principals
locally and nationally perceived their respective schools to
be autonomous; however, both indicated that this climate of
independence had negative and neutral effects on both
teachers and students.

A reason for these seemingly inconsistent findings may
be because of the tensions confronting educators to make
decisions that are unique to their respective schools.
Schools are faced with the di1emma of raising the levels of
their students’ achievement‘through stahdardizing sch061 and
classroom practices, or éﬂpp1ying principals and‘teachers
1oga1 autonomy to solve problems that are unique to their
own settings. Another reason may simply be a resistance to
changé. Hence, p1aqing schoo1—sitefautonomy in the
confrontational role to stability. .

In the. literature regarding site-based schools, the
primary premise was that educational improvement occdrred

when school decision making was shiftgd from a centralized
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"top down" administration to individual school contro1; a
cooperatively direptgd process where principais and teachers
both pTayed active roles (Young, J., 1989). Hence,
school-based decision making appeared to create a’
professional environment for the principals and teachers and
improved the gquality of their decisions (Goodlad, J., 1985.
The Carnegie Task Force, 1986. Natjdﬁa1 Association of

Elementary School Principals, 1989. and McBee, M. and Fink,

J.S., 1989).

4. With regard to the use of preferred strategies
(proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk students in
school, how do perceptions of teachers/principals
from rural Oklahoma compare with perceptions of the
national principals/teachers? (Results can be found
in Table Six).

5. With regard to the effectiveness of preferred
strategies (proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk
students in school, how do perceptions of
teachers/principals from rural Oklahoma compare
with perceptions of. the national
principals/teachers? (Results can be found in Table
Seven).

6. With regard to the use of preferred strategies
(proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk students in
school, how do perceptions of teachers/principals
from rural Oklahoma compare with perceptions of the
national principals/teachers? (Results can be found
in Tables Eight and Nine).

7. With regard to the effectiveness of preferred
strategies (proposed by PDK) to retain at-risk
students in school, how do perceptions of
teachers/principals from Woods, Washita, Lincoln and
Bryan Counties compare with each other? (Results
can be found-in Tables Ten and Eleven).

A Profile of Findings: Common Characteristics

From this study, findings that emerged from data

regarding research questions four, five, six and seven
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revealed a consistency of characteristics regarding the
strategies (proposed b; PDK) that the participants, locally
and nationally, held in common. The characteristics of
commonality were individualized instruction, classroom
learning skills, and parental involvement.

Individualized instruction, which encompassed a group of
related strategies such as smaller classes, peer tutoring,
special teachers, and special education, was agreed on by
the participants from this study as being effective.
However, the local and natiohé1 educators indicated a
significant difference in their perceived use of smaller
classes and individualized instruction. The difference
could possibly be referenced to Table 2 of this study which
shows a ratio of 7.5 students to one teacher in the local
sample. Hence, smaller classes in the local sample may be
more fully realized than in the national school-sites.
Also, the local schools apparently relied heavily on special
teachers, thereby providing more opportunities for small
group and individualized instruction (see size of local
school-sites section in Chapter III).

Classroom learning skills such as "more time on basic

skills," "special study skills,"” and "special textbooks,"
appeared to be effective in the classroom for remediation
and the mastery of basic skills; however, classroom learning
skills such as "thinking skills" and "coping skills"”
appeared to be sparsely represented in the at-risk students’

curricuium. Yet, Pogrow (1990) presented the HOTS program
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(Higher-Order Thinking Skills). This program used the
Socratic approach by utilizing computer skills and the
app]ication;of higher-order thinking skills. By the use of
computers, students were asked to apply, analyze,
synthesize, and evaluate new {nformation. Also, Feldman
(1987) presented an extended’day program “"Hands on Science"
which allowed students to discover ﬁhé numerous applications
of simple everyday materiaTs to science énd technology. As
previously mentioned, the 1iteréturé revealed that most
at-risk programs tended to reﬁy‘on remedial or compensatory
services rather than higher-order thinking skills (Levin,
1989).

Parental involvement can forﬁ an effective communication
1ink betweeﬁ thé,home and school. According to the
literature, thisltwo-way communication helps teachers gain
more insight to the special ﬁeéds of the student. Also, the
students’ parenté are provided more opportunities to
actively participate in their child’s school experience.
Furthermore, this home to school linkage aided in elevating
the following discrepancies between parents’ and school
personnel’s perceppions of the child; jnfdrmation concerning
the child being withheld from parents; parents set aside
their own doubts to accept the-judgmeﬁts of their school
personnel; and large class sizes may prevent the development

of strong home and'schoo1_re1ations (Casanova, 1988).
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A Profile of Findings: Significant Differences

Significant differences existed betweéen the national and .
local educators regarding the effectiveness of the following
strategies: (T),computerized instruction, (2) retain in
grade, (3) special téxtbooks; (4) home tutoring, (5) refer
to psychologist, (6) Chapter I, (7) teacher aides, (8) after
school programs, and (95 sumhér gchoo1 programs (see table
7). While the 1oca1 educators appeared to differ on the use
of the following strategies: (i) computerized instruction,
(2) special teachers, (3) f]exib1e sgheduﬁing, (4) refer to
a psychologist, (5) refer to a Counsg1or, (6) after school
programs, and (7) summer sch601 (see tables 8 and 9). The
differences appeared to be related to éupport services,
equipment, and personnel. Those areas such as_computerized
instruction, special textbooks, special teachers, and
chapter I programs may be seen as threatening modes to the
regular classroom teachér. These strategies may be seen as
a means to replace the‘é]assroom teacher, or implicitly
imply that these educationa] professionals are not "doing
their jobs.” The difference among educators regarding
strategies of "referral to bsycho]ogiSt" or to.a social
worker could be because of the varying degree by which a
schooi interacts ambng other social égencies, such as
counseling services that supply service to the same “client"
(Hodgkinson, 1989). AJ;o, e]ementary schools located 1in
rural areas may not supply counseling sefvices through

certified school personnel, or because of diminishing funds,
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counseling services at the elementary levels may be

non-existent (Bull, K. 1990).

Differences between 'the Findings from this

Study and Current Literature

Three afeas of disagreement existed between the findings
from this study and current literature: computerized
instruction, refer to psychologist, and summer school.

Computerized instruction hefped at-risk students achievé
significant gains in reading, math, and spelling (Dowdney,
1987) and higher-order thinking skills (Pogrow, 1990). Yet,
educators méy have perceivea CAI as a means to actually
broaden the gap between at-risk students ahd their on-level
counterparts, because of the inequities of combuter use
availability to at-risk students during after school hours
(Kleifgen, 1989).

Reluctance to refer a student to a psychologist or other
counseling service may bé: because of the isolation of
educators from other "“outside" service providers
(Hodgkinson, 1989); cerfffied counselors are not provided at
the rural elementary school level; or even "outside”
Eoynse]ing services are not available because‘of a lack of
funds. Nevertheless, the literature firm]} suppo}ts the use
of professional counseling as an effective strategy for
dropout prevention (New York State Education Department,
1984. Walz, G.R., 5986. Jones, E.D., 1987).

'The literature indicated that summer school was an
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effective strategy to improve at-risk students’ academic
achievement for one year, but that gain was not maintained
for two years. Summer school remediation needed to be
repeatéd to have positive resu]tsl(CTB/McGraw‘H111, 1986).
- However, summer school via the gxtended school year for
rural elementary at-risk students ma& not be an option,
because: of the priority of funding for the extended school
year may bevreservedpfor students eligible for special
education, culturally disadvantaged or minorities, thereby
eliminating some at-risk students frdm this éffectivejoption
to academic and social suécess. Also, funding problems in
general may not allow rural e1emehtary schools to offer

summer school programs (Bull, K., 1990).
Conclusions

The analysis of data revealed findings which served as
the basis of the following conclusions. Conclusions are
limited to subjects similar to the ones from this study.

1. Teachers should be involved in the decision-making
process. This study indicated some evidence to
support the aforementioned and that teachers tended
to be more positive when directly involved in the
governance of school policies. Also, this
cooperative approach to teacher involvement in the
decision-making process appeared to have a positive
effect on the students as well (see table 4). This
collegial approach allows educators to utilize one
another’s knowledge without a loss of one’s
specialty knowledge base, expertise, or “territory."”

- Therefore, the problems of at-risk students could be
resolved by incorporating more of the professional
skills within the local school.

2. The significant relationships between and among the
educational professionals that participated in this
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study indicated some evidence to support what most
educators know: that at-risk children can be
helped to overcome social and academic failures.

Data from this study indicated three key areas to
help troubled youth in school: (1) individualized
instruction, (2) learning skills, and (3) parental
involvement.

There are no alternative techniques, materials or
equipment that will replace the need for the
classroom teacher. However, in a classroom of
considerably more than 20 students with diverse
educational and social needs, practical and workable
strategies must be available to teachers who seek
the best academic setting for their students. One
such strategy is individualized instruction. This
strategy encompasses an entire cluster of strategies
such as peer tutoring, special teachers, smaller
classes, and special education (strategies that the
participants locally and nationally appeared to
agree): peer tutoring can be utilized in
mainstreamed or integrated classroom settings.
Educational settings that elect to use older
students to tutor younger students have a potential
resource that can be instrumental in the achievement
of both the teachers’ and students’ goal, success in
the classroom. Special teachers can provide
innovative avenues of instructing students with
special needs. The specialist teacher teaming with
the regular teacher should improve the planning,
communication, classroom management procedures, and
provide constructive feedback.

Smaller classes can make substantial improvements in
the child’s academic progress. However, this
progress appears to diminish markedly after the
third grade.

For students that qualify, special education can be
an effective strategy because of the individualized
curriculum (I.E.P.) and the freedom to educational
and social growth by the placing of students in the
least restrictive environments.

The second key area that was uncovered in this study
was learning skills. Learning skills encompass several
strategies identified by the participants from this study:
thinking skills, special study skills, coping skills, and

more time on basic skills. The literature indicates that
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the strategies "more time on basic skills" and‘"specia1
study skills" are very effective in aiding at-risk students
to achievement in the classroom. However, the strategies of
thinking skills and coping skills appear to be moot issues,
because of ﬁhe‘scarcity of academic decisions in at-risk
students curriculum regarding the opportunities to develop
higher-level thinking skills. An overwhelming amoﬁnt of
instruction deals with femediafion and not much in the
development of thinking skills and -higher-level academic
applications.

Thé 1asf key' area that‘wgs jdentified in this study was
parental invo1vément. Parenta1 involvement forms a link
petween home and sbhoo], thereby, offgring at-risk children,
such as the culturally or 11ngufstica11y’diverse, |
opportun}ties to communicate more effectively with their
parents about what they are learning in school. Also, this
home to school linkage may provide parents with
opportunities to help more‘direct1y with their child’s

school experience.

Recommendations
For Practice

From this study, the following recommendations for
practice were generated:

1. At-risk students should not be retained in grade.
The literature suggested that the effects of"
students retained in grade had as much to do with
at-risk students dropping out of school as did
their academic achievement.
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A greater access to computer assisted instruction
for at-risk students is needed in rural elementary
schools in rural Oklahoma.

The development of stronger relations between home
and schools is needed, especially homes where
at-risk students live and their respective schools.

Summer school should be implemented in Oklahoma’s
rural elementary schools. -The results of
CTB/McGraw—-Hil11l (1986) scores suggested that the
summer school program positively affected scores for
one year, but the gain was not maintained during the
second year., Therefore, summer remediation and
enrichment needs to be repeated to continuously
obtain positive results.

Phi Delta Kappa’s teachers’ survey and principals’
interview instruments (instruments utilized in this
research study) could be adopted by the State of
Oklahoma’s Data Center which is located in the
department of Economic and ‘Community Affairs.

These instruments would supply the state’s educators
with effective and easy-to-use tools to gather
information regarding the use and effectiveness of
the efforts to retain at-risk students in school.
(Information pertaining to PDK’s instruments is
located in Chapter 3 under the Instrumentation
section.)

This researcher also suggests that the teachers’

survey be changed from a nominal data-gathering

instrument to an ordinal data-gathering instrument
[thus, matching the principals’ interview
instrument]; this would enable the researcher to
obtain more information from the state’s educators.-

At-risk students should not be restricted from the
participation in sports. According to the ‘
literature, participation in extracurricular
activities demonstrated a variety of desirable
effects on the academic progress by raising
educational expectations and grades, lowering
delinguency, and positively affected the at-risk
students’ desire to persist in school.

. - Alternative. schools that emphasiie the instrumental

goal of bringing at-risk students up to grade level
by the completion of the sixth grade are recommended
as a new. or expanded practice (see Alternative
School section, Chapter 2).

Peer tutoring programs are suggested as a strategy
to retain at-risk students in school. This
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student-that-teaches-other-students concept, a
remarkably successful program, provides at-risk
students to act as tutors to younger students.
These students in tutorship roles learn the basic
skills, develop new positive self-perceptions of
school, and develop positive self-concepts.

School psychologists are recommended to be utilized
in rural elementary schools. The literature

~ suggested that at-risk elementary students with

behavioral difficulties improved their behavior
after the consultation with families and counseling
with students.

For Further Study

From this study, the following recommendations for

further study were generated:

1.

Since the passage of H.B. 1017, more research
regarding smaller class size is recommended. A
determination of significant difference is needed
between students in grades K-3 and students 4-6 and
their achievement levels due to smaller classes.

There is a need for this study to be replicated in
Oklahoma. Also, two additional procedures are
suggested: (1) change the teachers’ survey (PDK’s
instrument) from a nominal data-gathering instrument
to an ordinal data-gathering instrument. This
approach will enable the researcher to acquire more
information; (2) and, use the statistical test of
Friedman ANOVA by Ranks to determine a significant
difference, and a Spearman R to determine
relationships.

A longitudinal study is recommended. A long-range
determination of the effectiveness of strategies
(proposed by PDK) and their lasting effects on
at-risk students is needed.

There is a need to determine if positive

relationships exist between local school-site
autonomy and teachers, and between students.

Perceptions of the Study

This study began with the following statement: "We know
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more about who has dropped out, and why, then we know ébout
effective school efforts to prevent students from dropping

out” (Phi Delta Kappa, Dropouts, Pushouts, and Other

Casualties. 1987. p. 115). Yet, this investigation
uncovered findings which related to helping at-risk
students overcome so¢ia1 and academic failures: teacher
involvement in the decision-making process and three key
areas to help troubled youth in school, such as
individualized instruction, learning skills, and parental
involvement. |

With this information and research frém others, perhaps
the educational community will more effeétive1y address the
pzroblems of the youth at risk, thereby allowing all of us to

win as a result.
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THE PDK PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW

1. Name of Interviewer

Name of District

Name of School

Street

City, State, ZIP

Name of Principal

Telephone

2. S8School Level E1ementary

Middle Senior

Record the total enrollment for this school district and
this school as of October 1 for each of the following years

(be exact):

District
1980 3.
1981 4.
1982 5.
1983 6.
1984 7.
1985 8.
1986 9.
1987 ’ 10.
1988 11.

School

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Go on to the next page



21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
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Gender Male Female
Highest degree

Bachelors Masters Doctorate

How many years have you been principal at this school?

less than 1 year
1 to 2 years

3 to 4 years

5 to 6 years

7 or more years

Which term best describes you?

Asian
Black
Hispanic
White
Other

Circle grade levels: Pre K1 234567889 10 11 12

Total number of full-time staff: '  Total
Teachers Male Female
Administrators Male Female
Counselors Male Female
Total
Total number of Qart—time stéff: Total
Teachers " Male Female
Administrators Male _____ Female ‘
Counselors Male Female
Total

In what type of communify is the school located?

Large City Suburb Small City

Small Town Rural

Proportion of students in this school in terms of ethnic
background (total 100%)‘

White Black ___ Hispanic
Asian Other ‘



30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.
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Socioeconomic background of students’ families in this
school (total 100%)

Professionals Mgrs./Tech.

Skilled Labor Unskilled Labor

Unemployed

Describe the stability of this community (i.e., people
moving in/out)

Very stable _ Moderately stable
Moderabely Mobile Very Mobile

Circle if the school is:
Public Parochial Independent

What percentage of students receive free or.

reduced lunch or breakfast? %
How many students were suspended last year? ‘ %

How many students were expelled last year? %

Estimate percentage of students who
failed one or more courses last year? %

(Elementary only) How many students were retained in
grade last year at each grade level?
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Estimate the degree to which each of the following is a
problem among the students in your school:

Not a Somewhat Very

Serious Serjous = Serious
Problem Problem Problem

38. Attendance

39. Attitude Toward School
40. Completing Assignments
41. Arguments with Teachers
42. Fighting Among Students .
43, Assault of Teachers

44. Use of Drugs by Studeﬁts
45. Selling of Drugs |
46. Alcohol Use by Students
47. Sexual Activit&/Students
48. Pregnancy Among Girls
49. Abused Children

50. Theft

51. Racial Conflict

52. Classroom Discipline

53. School Morale

During the last few years, many states and school
districts have taken steps to improve the quality of
education for young people in schools. Sometimes these
actions have been taken by state legisiatures, sometimes by
state boards of education, sometimes by state departments of
education, and sometimes by local boards of education and
superintendents. ‘

The intent of these actions by states and local boards
has been to make schools better. Would you respond to the
changes that have occurred in three ways?



54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.
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1. Did this change occur in your situation?
2. How do teachers feel about these change?
3

How have the changes affected students?

Increase requirements
for graduation?

Increase requirements

for teacher evaluation

Mandatory testing
programs for students

Mandatofy testing
programs for teachers

Retain in grade those
who do not achieve up
to the "norm”

Restrict participation
in extracurricular
activites for those
who do not achieve

More teacher involve-

ment in decision-
making

More school-site
autonomy

Improve working
conditions for.
teachers

Did
This
Occur

Yes

. Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

?

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

"NQ

How
Teachers

Feel
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -

Effect
on
Students
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -
+ 0 -

Suppose we posit a number line as portraying the absence or

presence of a factor (1 = low, 9 = high)
Low High
1 2 3 4 5 6 8

Suppose further that the following options reflect the
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degree of diversity present within your school on
various factors:

(full range of variability)

(low end of scale, predominately)
(high end of scale, predominately)
(middle range, predominately)

1

1 -
5 -
3

O w>
~N o oo

Given the rationale above, how would you describe the range
or diversity among your students on each of the following:

63. intelligence , A B c D
64. motivation A B C D
65. experience (tribs, etc.) A‘ B C D
66. academic achieyement‘ A B C D

67. Which of the following options represents how you think
teachers in this school ought to.provide instruction?

each teacher should decide what to do with his or
her students B '

there should be a common program, but each
‘teacher should be encouraged to make
variations for individual students

there should be a different but standard strategy
for different types of students :

there-should be a commdn pgoram that each teacher
is expected to follow

Teachers and administrators generally have a "cut off"
point in their minds that triggers attention to students who
may be at risk. Presented below are three different factors
that schools use to alert themselves to problems among their
students: absences, grades, and achievement scores. Where
does your school "draw the line" regarding these things?
Circle the "cut-off" point for each factor.

68. 69. 70.
- Below Grade Level
Absences .Grades Received Achievement Scores
A. 1-3 A. A1l C’s or below’ A. slightly
B. 4-6 " B. one D or F ' B. one year
c. 7-9 C. mostly D’s and F’s C. 1 - 1/2 years

D. 10+ D. several F's D. 2 or more years
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Some students are "at risk."” Being "at risk"” means being
likely to fail at school or even at life. When you have
students who are at risk, which of the following strategies
do you regularly use? Also indicate how effective each
strategy is, using the four-point scale below. Rate the
effectiveness of every strategy, even if 'you do not use it
regularly.

Do You How Effective
Do This Is It?
-Regularly?
Not
Very Very
Yes No 1 2 3 4

71. smaller classes

72. computerized 1nstruct1on
73. special teachers

74. peer -tutoring

75. retain in grade

76. special education

77. vocational courses

78. alternative school

79. special study skills

80. special textbooks

81. place in low group

82. emphasize coping skills
83. flexible scheduling

84. 1individualize 1nstruct1on
85. home tutoring

86. extra homework

87. emphasize thinking sk111s
88. restrict from sports

89. refer to psychologist -
90. refer to social worker -
91. confer with parents

92. more time on basic skills °
93. eliminate art and music
94. notify parents

95. Chapter I program

96. teacher aides

97. say "leave at age-16"
98. before school programs -
99. after school programs
100. summer school programs
101. other (specify)

Go on to the next page
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102. What percentage of your working times do you spend on

the problems associated with students who are at

risk?

103. Is the time
students—-

How much influence

less than 10 percent
11 to 20 percent
21 to 30 percent
31 to 40 percent
41 to 50 percent

more than 50 percent
that you spend working with at risk

very productive
somewhat productive
not very productive

not productive at all

does your school have over students’

104. reading comprehension 1
106. mathematics skills 1
106. writing skills 1
107. 1listening skills 1
108. daily attendance , 1
109. general behavior in school 1
110. attitude toward school . 1
111. completion of homework 1

1

1

112. attention in
113. higher order

Please rank order the extent to which each of the groups

Not Very Great

Much Deal

1 2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4

2. 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4

class 2 3 4
thinking skills 2 3 4

listed (parents, teachers, and students) should be

responsible for helping students acquire the learning or

behavior specified.



1

S

6

1 - most fesponsib]e
2 - next most responsible
3 - least responsible

Parents Teachers Students

104. reading comprehension

105. mathematics skills

106. writing skills

107. 1listening skills

108. daily attendance

109. general behavior in school
110. attitude toward school
111. completion of homework.
112. attention in class

113. higher qrder thinking skilils

T
T

T

Below is a list of problems that students may be confronted
with outside of school. Are your students confronted more
or confronted less with the problems listed below than
students at most other schools..

Not Very Great
Much Deal
1 2 3 4
124. substance abuse 1 2 -3 4
125. family discord 1 2 3 4
126. family instability 1 2 3 4
127. crime ‘ 1 2 3 4
128. alcohol abuse 1 2 3 4

Is it possible for you to help your students cope with these
problems? \

Not Very Great
Much . Deatl.
1 2 3 4
129. substance abuse 1 2 3 4
130. family discord 1 2 3 4
131. family instability 1 2 3 4
132. crime 1 2 3 4
133. alcohol abuse 1 2 3 4

Go on to the next page
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How responsible do you feel for helping students cope with
these problems?

Not at

All + Very

1 2 3 4
134. substance abuse 1 2 3 4
135. family discord 1 2 3 4
136. family instability 1 2 3 4
137. crime 1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

138. alcohol abuse

Rank order the extent to which each of the groups listed
(parents, teachers, and students) should be responsible for
helping students cope with these problems.

1 - most. responsible
2 - next most responsible
3 - 'least responsible

Parents Teachers Students

139. substance abuse.
140. family discord
141. family instability
142. crime ‘
143. alcohol abuse

All levels
144. What is your priﬁary role as principal of this school?

145. 1Is there a special incentive in your district.or in
your school to work with students who are most at risk?

146. What is the nature of that incentive?
147. Does the incentive work?

148. What is your péréebtion of how teachersyfee] about
working with at risk students?

149. What is the process used to provide at risk students
the needed help to address their "at risk”
characteristic? Please address academic and
non-academic characteristics.
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150. As principal, what role do you play in addressing at
risk students’ needs? )
151. What at risk characteristic is most often associated
with your at risk students?
162. Does the district have a formal plan and written
- policies for dealing with students who are at risk?
If "yes,"” what is that plan?
Secondary
1563. Describe the way students are assigned to classes 1in
your school.
154. Are at risk students autdmatica11y assigned to certain
classes? If so, what!are they?
155. What kind of classes are at risk students assigned to?
A. regular
B. remedial
C. basic skills
1566. How do you feel about compulsory education?
Elementary
1567. How are the composition of the classes formed each
year in your school? (Probe) What process do you use
to assign students to classes and teachers each year?
158. Does the class formation process take into account
whether or not a student is at risk? If so, how?
159. What is the most important academic skill students

must acquire for school success?
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THE PDK TEACHER SURVEY

This school is one of hundreds of schools throughout
North America in which teachers are participating in a study
of students at risk.

The basic purpose of this portion of the study is to
determine teachers’ perceptions regarding students who may
be at risk. A student is felt to be at risk if that student
is in danger of failing in school or failing in life.

Do not write your name or the name of your school on the
answer- blank, and do not use a pen. Use a No. 2 pencil.
Please answer every question carefully. Fill the
appropriate circles on the answer blank completely. The
gquestionnaire is fa1r1y long, but 1t is easy to respond to.

No, turn your answer blank so that the words,  "Teacher
Survey"”, are positioned in the upper left-hand cornher of the
page, w1th places for responses to items 1 through 100 on
the right side of the page.

Go on to the next page
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Subjects: On the left-hand pértion of the page, below the

>

ve)

O

directions, is this question: "What subjects are you
currently teaching?” Mark all that apply. also
answer the question about certification.

In the Tower left-hand corner of the answer blank you
will see a series of vertical columns marked "PDK" and
then "A" through "k". Mark the columns as follows:

Mark the four circles that represent the Phi Delta
Kappa chapter number that will be given to you by the
person who distributes the "Teacher Survey” forms.
This will be a four-digit number.

Age: Indicate your age

School Levef:

1 - Elementary
2 - Middle or Junior High
3 - Senior High

Total Years of Teaching Experience

Years at This School

Ethnic Group to Which You Belong:

- Asian
- Black
Hispanic
- White
- Other

GV BN -
|

Average Size of Your Classes:

- Jess than 15
- 16 to 20

- 21 to 25

26 to 30

- 31 to 35

-~ 36 or more

OB WN =
1

G. Highest Degree You Hold:

0 - No degree

1 - Bachelors

2 - Masters

3 - Masters + 15 semester hours
4 - Doctors : :

Go oh to the next page
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H. Proportion of Working Time You Spend With at Risk

Students:
0 - less than 10 percent
1 - 11 to 20 percent
2 - 21 to 30 percent
3 - 31 to 40 percent
4 - 41 to 50 percent
5 - more than 50 percent

I. How Productive Are Ybur Efforts with At Risk Students?

- not productive at all
- not very productive
so-so/in between

- fairly productive

- very productive.

PWON-+O
I

J. How Many Students Failed Your Course Last Year?

- hone )
- less than 10 percent
11 to 25 percent
- 26 to 50 percent
- more than 50 percent

HON-=2O
1

K. How Many of Your Students Failed ONe or More Courses
Last Year?

- none
- less than 10 percent
11 to 25 percent
- 26 to 50 percent
- more than 50 percent

PWN -0
|

Sex: Mark "M" if you are male or "F" if you are female.

Grade or Education: Mark each grade level that you are
currently teaching. ‘

Answer the remaining questions by marking your answer blank
in the appropriate place for each numbered- item on the right
hand side of the page, 1 through 100.

Go on to the next page
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Compared to students in general, rate the students you teach
on the following factors, according to the scale below:

Below Above
Average Average
1 2 3 4 5

reading comprehension
mathematics skills

writing skills

listening skills

daily attendance

general behavior in school
attitude toward school
completion of homework
attention in class

higher order thinking skills

QOUWONOOTRAWN =

-

How responsible do vou feel for specific learnings or
behaviors of the students you teach?

Not Very Very

11. reading comprehension

12. mathematics skills

13. writing skills -

14, listening skills:

156. daily attendance

16. general behavior in school
17. attitude toward school

18. completion of homework'

18. attention in class

20. higher order thinking skills

'Go on to the next page
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How much influence do you have over students’:

Not Very Great
Much Deal
1 2 3 4 5

21. reading comprehension

22. mathematics skills

23. writing skills

24. 1listening skills

256. daily attendance

26. general behavior in school
27. attitude toward school

28. completion of homework

29. attention in class

30. higher order thinking skills

Please indicate which of the groups listed (parents,
teachers, or students) should be most responsible for
helping students acquire the learning or behavior specified,
according to the following key:

1 - parents
2 - teachers
3 - students

31. reading comprehension

32. mathematics skills

33. writing skills

34. 1listening skills

35. daily attendance \

36. general behavior in school
37. attitude toward school

38. completion of homework

39. attention in class =

40. higher order thinking skills

Go on to the next page
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Below is a list of problems that students may be confronted
with outside of school. 1In terms of the problems listed
below, are your students confronted less or confronted more
than students at most other schools? Use the following

scale:

41.
42.
43.
44,
45,

Less More

1 2 3 4 5

substance abuse
family discord
family instability
crime

alcohol abuse

Is it possible for you to he1p your -students cope with these

problems?

Definitely Definitely
No Yes
1 2 3 4

46. substance abuse

47. family discord

48. family instability

49. crime

50. alcohol abuse

How responsible do you feel for helping students cope with
these problems? \

51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

Not at
All ‘ Very
1 2 3 4

substance abuse
family discord
family instability
crime

alcohol abuse

Go on to the next page
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Please indicate which of the groups listed (parents,
teachers, or students) should be most responsible for
helping students cope with the problems specified, according
to the following key:

1 - parents
2 - teachers
3 - students

56. substance abuse
57. family discord

58. family instability
59. crime

60. alcohol abuse

Go on to the next page



Some students are "at risk.”

likely to fail at school or even at life.

1567

Being "at risk"” means being
wWhen you have

students who are at risk, which of the following strategies

do you regularly use?

strategy is,

using the four-point scale below.

Also indicate how effective each

Rate the

effectiveness of every strategy, even if you do not use it

regularly.

61. smaller classes ,
62. computerized instruction
63. special teachers

64. peer tutoring

65. retain in grade

66. special education

67. vocational courses

68. alternative school

69. special study skills

70. special textbooks

71. place in low group

72. emphasize coping skills
73. flexible scheduling

74. individualize instruction
75. home tutoring

76. extra homework

77. emphasize thinking skills
78. restrict from sports

79. refer to psychologist
80. refer to social worker
81. confer with parents

82. more time on basic skills
"83. eliminate art and music.
84. notify parents

85. Chapter I program

86. teacher aides

87 say "leave at age 16"

88. before school programs
89. after school programs
90. summer school programs

Do You Do This

Regularly?

<

Yes No

Go on to the

Is It
Effective?

Ye No

()]

AR AR AR RN R AR
ARRRRR RN AR RN AR AR Y
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Estimate the degree to which each of the following is a
problem among the students you teach:

Not a . Very
Serious Serious
Problem Problem
1 2 3 .4 5

91. Attendance

92. Attitude toward school

93. Completing assignments

94. Arguments with teachers
95. Classroom discipline

Suppose we posit a number line as portraying the absence or
presence of a factor (1 = low,-9 = high)

Low o High

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Suppose further that the following options
reflect the degree of diversity present
.within your school on various factors:

(full range of variability)

(Tow end of scale, predominately)
(high end of scale, predominately)
(middle range, predominately)

1

1 -
5 -
3

oOoOmw>
~N O oo

Given the rationa1e’aboVe; how would you describe the range
or_diversity among your students on each of the following:

96. intelligence A B c D
97.L motivation A B ‘ c D
98. experience (tripéd etc.) A B (o} D
99. academic achievement A B cC . D

Go on to the next page
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100. Which one of the following represents how you think
teachers in this school ought to provide instruction?

A. each teacher should decide what to do with his
or her students

B. there should be a common program, but each
teacher should be encouraged to make
variations for individual students

C. there should be a different but standard
strategy for different types of students

D. there should be a common program that each
teacher is expected to follow
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Some students are "at risk."” Being "at risk"” means being
likely to fail at school or even at life. When you have

" students who are at risk, which of the following strategies
do you regularly use? Also indicate how effective each
strategy is, using the four-point scale below. Rate the
effectiveness of every strategy, even if you do not use it
regularly.

‘Do _You Do This Is It

Regularly? Effective?
Yes No Yes No

smaller classes.
Computer1zed 1nstruct1on
special teachers

peer tutoring

retain in grade

special education
vocational courses
alternative school
special study skills

10. specia1 textbooks

11. place in Tow group

12. emphasize coping skills
'13. flexible scheduling

14. dindividualize. 1nstruct1on
15. home tutoring:

16. extra homework .

17. emphasize thinking skills
18. restrict from sports

19. refer to psychologist

20. refer to social worker .
21. confer with parents

22. more time on basic skills
23. eliminate art and music
24. notify parents

'25. Chapter I program

26. teacher aides .

27. say "“leave at age 16"

28. before school programs
29. after school programs
"30. summer’ schoo1 programs ,

OCO~NOOTHWN =

ARRRRRRRRRRRRR AR Y
SRR R AR R AR AR R R A
A
ARRRRNR AR R AR AR AR A
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Appendix D--The Principal Interview

1. Name of Interviewer

Name of District

Name of School

Street

City, State, ZIP

Name of Principal

Telephone

2. School Level i .- Elementary

3. Socioeconomic background of students’ families 1in this
school (total 100%)

% Professionals

% Mgrs/Tech -

% Skilled Labor
"% Unskilled Labor
% Unemployed

During the last few years, many states and school
districts have taken steps to improve the quality of
education for young people in schools. Sometimes these
actions have been taken by state legislatures, sometimes by
state boards of education, sometimes by state departments of
education, and sometimes by local boards of education and
superintendents. '

'The intent of these actions by states and local boards
has been to make schools better. Would you respond to the
changes thatrhave*occurred in.three ways?

1. Did this change occur in your situation?
2. How do teachers feel about these changes?
" 8. How have the changes affected students?

Did ~ How . Effect
This @ Teachers on

Occur? Feel Students

Yes No + 0 - +° 0 -

4. More teacher
involvement in
decision-making

5. More school
site autonomy
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Some students are "at risk."” Being "at risk"” means being
likely to fail at school or even at 1ife. When you have
students who are at risk, which of the following strategies
do you regularly use? Also indicate how effective each
strategy is, using the four-point scale below. Rate the
effectiveness of every strategy, even if you do not use it
regularly. '

Do You How Effective
Do This Is It?
Regularly?
Not
Very Very
Yes No 1 2 3 4

smaller classes ‘
. computerized instruction
special teachers

peer tutoring

. retain in grade

11. special education

12. vocational courses

13. alternative school

14. special study skills

15. special textbooks

16. place in low group

17. emphasize coping skills
18. flexible scheduling

19. individualize instruction
20. home tutoring

21. extra homework

22. emphasize thinking skills
23. restrict from sports

24. refer to psychologist
25. refer to social worker '
26. confer with parents

27. more time on basic skills
28. eliminate art and music
29. notify parents

30. Chapter I program

31. teacher aides

' 32. say "leave at age 16"
33. before school programs
34. after school programs
35. summer school programs
36. other (specify)

—
OWoONO
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