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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION
Introduction to the Problem

High school dropout and the negative consequences associated with dropout continue to
be a problem for adolescents and society alike (Dynarski & Gleason, 2002; U.Sni2epart
Education, 2006). High school dropout rates have remained relatively stable over thespast
decades, hovering around 20% as an estimated 5 percent of 16-24 year olds drop out annually.
Furthermore, dropout rates differ significantly by ethnicity, with Hisgahistorically recording
the highest dropout rates (27%) followed by African Americans (11%) and nonakdispa
Caucasians (8%). Such discrepancies support the argument that societatgpnoigact groups
differently and thus should be intervened upon distinctly (Lopez, Edwards, TeramobtkPedr
Ito, & Rasmussen, 2002).

Many times, poor academic achievement and school dropout are the end results of
students' long-term struggles with multiple stressors (Dynarski &¥6te 2002; U.S.
Department of Education, 2006). Decades of research have shed light on the etedtifanc
interrelated nature of risk factors. Adolescents today face an imghasostile environment. It
is estimated that 50% of adolescents will experience at least one iaewest by the time they
turn 18 (Dodge, 2008). To illustrate, youth from low-SES backgrounds are more likely to
experience environmental stressors such as high levels of unemployment, loHsykw
occupational status, low maternal education, a larger family size, andtargrember of
children living in the home, and they are more likely to grow up in single-parent haisehol
(Doll & Lyon, 1998; Gutman, Sameroff, & Cole, 2003; Luthar, 1991). The number of risk

factors individuals face incrementally increases their likelihood for vanegative outcomes,



and a greater number of risks proportionately impacts school grades, school abQeaces,
mental health (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Gutman et al., 2003; Masten & Powell, 2006).

Findings regarding the harmful effects of exposure to multiple risk faatensarticularly
relevant at present, when substance abuse, school violence, sexual risk takimydetral
poverty are on the rise (Blum & Ellen, 2002). The constellation of risks that adotefasnts
directly associated with the number of young people who have dropped out of schookiugd lac
academic and job credentials, which makes them essentially unemployabley(Q668t Lever
et al., 2004). As such, these individuals represent a loss of human potential and a drain on public
resources (Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Thompson, Horn, Hrting,
Eggert, 1997).

In recent years, the risk and resilience research has undergone a pahdgitig® s
researchers have become increasingly aware of the importance ofepfagitors in adolescents
lives (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Ostaszweski & Zimmerman, 2006). Like risk factes|ience
factors also have a cumulative impact, with greater levels of risk requiong accumulated
protective factors to outweigh them. Doll and Lyon (1998) argue that the school e keithe
opportunities to foster resilience. In response to increased interest in aditEsetopment and
the identification of risk and resiliency factors that can impact healthpmets, researchers
have offered risk and resiliency frameworks as guides for prevention prograex at
decreasing and eliminating negative outcomes for adolescents.

A growing body of school-based intervention research demonstrates that appropriate
interventions can lead to improved education, social, and job skills (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Eggert,
Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994). Many school-based prevention programs
include components that directly address known risk and resilience factorss sucieh

network support (Eggert, Seyle, Nicholas, 1990; Masten, 2001). Prevention programs grounded



in these models counteract risk by providing resources and assets that eesiianey in
attempts to offset negative consequences. A critical review of theuitershows that
adolescents can acquire multiple skills through direct instruction techniquesutipdiem
opportunities for meaningful practice and participation (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Egtaltt,d990;
Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994). Therefore, effective schaml-bas
prevention program curricula strive to teach skills and provide resources that haveumnekto
offset risk and improve outcomes. Skill building and training are based on techniques¢hat ha
been found to enhance resilience (Masten, 2001).
Statement of the Problem

Although there is a plethora of school-based prevention programs, few programs have
been empirically validated, and many program evaluation studies lack cootrps@nd
methodological rigor (Blum & Ellen, 2002; Brooks, 2006). As a result, there has beeffioa call
additional rigorous program evaluation research, particularly with min@ojpylations (Blum &
Ellen, 2002; Lopez et al., 2002; Weist, Nabors, Myers, & Armbruster, 2000). Moreover, due to
the heterogeneity of the Hispanic population, program evaluation with homogeonaps gf
Mexican Americans, Dominican Americans, and Puerto Ricans is needed yaiverif
effectiveness of specific school-based prevention programs with theseosiyils-gropez et al.,
2002).
Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness ofdbreni@eting Youth
curriculum (Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994) on improving academic
achievement in a sample of high-risk Mexican American adolescents. Prefjeativeness was
determined through the use of a quasi-experimental non-equivalent groups comgiig design

where analysis of covariance and independent sample t-tests werenpétfor



Reconnecting Youth is an ‘indicated’ (i.e., tertiary prevention) school-basezhpion program
intended for use with"®through 12 grade students. Broadly, the program teaches students skills to
enhance resiliency and reduce risk through group activities, cooperativadeactivities, and
extensive use of role-playing and modeling techniques. The program has thralegosats: (1) to
increase school performance as measured by decreased absenteeism, impkoead @Gereased
credits earned toward graduation; (2) to decreased drug involvement measureckayeatefrequency
of alcohol and other drug use and decreased adverse consequences associated wethadidi(B)iso
decrease emotional distress measured by decreased depression, aggressimjarizebaviors.
Embedded within the curriculum are empirically-based components that inclewlgtiseming the
students' social support system; teaching life skills training, goalgedind self-monitoring; promoting
school bonding and a positive school climate; facilitating community and familywemweint; and
utilizing efficacious instructional techniques (Brooks, 2006; Doll & Lyon, 1998; Egfleompson,
Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Masten, 2001).

This study follows up on previous research findings that have demonstrated they effittae
Reconnecting Youth program for improving academic performance, (Eggert, Torgnijesting,
Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Eggert, Nicholas, & Owen, 1995) and validates the utilitge of t
Reconnecting Youth curriculum for use with high-risk Mexican American students
Research Questions

The present investigation examines a sample of high-risk Mexican Amguacish
attending an urban alternative charter high school in the American Southwesttuyi
addresses the following research questions:

Research Question 1s there a difference over time between students who participated in the
Reconnecting Youth (RY) Program and students who did not participate in the RY program i

mean semester grades, when comparing grades at post-intervention (Spring2@8%ersin



which the RY program was implemented) with grades at pre-interventidr2QPd; semester
before the RY program was implemented)?

Research Question B there a difference over time between males and females in mean
semester grades, when comparing grades at post-intervention (Spring 20€&esé which
the RY program was implemented) with grades at pre-intervention (Fall 28@4ster before
the RY program was implemented)?

Research Question & there a difference between students who participated in the RY
Program and students who did not participate in the RY program in school attendance, as
recorded in school records (a) when comparing absences during the 2004-200gessahitloé
school year in which the RY program was implemented)? (b) when comparingesdanag
the 2005-2006 school year (one school year after the RY program was implementgshrone-
follow-up)?

Research Question 4s there a difference between males and females in school attendance,
as recorded in school records, (a) when comparing absences during the 2004-200&achool
(the school year in which the RY program was implemented)? (b) when comalasiergces
during the 2005-2006 school year (one school year after the RY program was imeteroaat
year follow-up)?

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1For this sample of high-risk Mexican American adolescents, it was
predicted that there would be a difference over time from the Fall of 2004 to the SRb@bof
between students who participated in the Reconnecting Youth (RY) Program and students who
did not participate in the RY program in mean semester grades. It wastgudgtiat the students

in the RY treatment group would improve more than the students who did not receive RY.



Hypothesis 2For this sample of high-risk Mexican American adolescents, it was
predicted that there would be a difference over time from the Fall of 2004 to the SRb@bof
between males and females in mean semester grades.

Hypothesis 3For this sample of high-risk Mexican American adolescents, it was
predicted that students who participated in the Reconnecting Youth Prograoul@y&cord
fewer absences during the 2004-2005 school year (the school year in which phegRdm was
implemented) and (b) would record fewer absences during the 2005-2006 sch@ohgear
school year after the RY program was implemented), compared with studentsiwiod di
participate in the program.

Hypothesis 4For this sample of high-risk Mexican American adolescents, it was
predicted that females and males (a) would differ in number of absenaes tther2004-2005
school year (the school year in which the RY program was implemented))amduld differ in
number of absences during the 2005-2006 school year (one school year after the R progra

was implemented).



CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

The number of adolescents in the United States will grow exponentially ovegxhe
decade, as the nation’s 34.4 million 16-24 year-olds is projected to grow to nearlyi@® loyil
2010 (Blum & Ellen, 2002; U.S. Census Bureau, 2007). Moreover, the U.S. Census Bureau
(2007) estimates that there are 74 million teenagers 18 and under up from 72 million in 2000.
Today’s adolescents are exposed to an increasingly dangerous and hostile envwatime
increases in poverty, drug use, violence, physical and psychological abuse, s decl
academic performance (Catterall, 1998; Condly, 2006; Lever et al., 2004)t, lexjaerts
estimate that these increases will expose half of all adolescents tplensditial risk factors
(Catterall, 1998; Condly, 2006; Lever et al., 2004). The American Psychologicaliagsoc
estimates that 50% of adolescents will experience at least one tragueatidy the time they
turn 18 (APA, 2008).

Studies show that adolescents are engaging in behaviors that compromigkytieal
and mental well being at much earlier ages (Lever et al., 2004). Receratestindicate that
one third of adolescents are exposed to or engage in behaviors that increas& tifeiegative
psychosocial outcomes. A disproportionate number of adolescents exposed to mshtiple ri
factors drop out of high school, lack marketable skills, and are unemployable (Eggert
Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994). Such individuals represent a loss of human
potential and a drain on public resources.

A body of inquiry known as risk and resilience research has emerged thgitatte
better understand, predict, and explain the effects of various stressors on chddleademt

psychosocial outcomes. The research defines adolescents as 'aheskhey experience



multiple risk factors. Conversely, adolescents who thrive in the face of aghaesiiescribed as
'resilient’ (Catterall, 1998; Condly, 2006; Doll & Lyon, 1998). The relationship lestwe

exposure to risk and negative outcomes is cumulative (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Gutman et al., 2003).
This research has demonstrated that no single risk factor adequatelgyserptgative outcomes;
rather negative outcomes result from the cumulative effects of multiplao®ors (Gutman et

al., 2003; Wachs, 2000).

Most risk and resiliency research investigates family and personaligothastics and
ignores the school environment and its potential for fostering resiliencaith.yThis is
unfortunate, because second to the home, schools are where adolescents spend most of their
time, making them an ideal place to attempt to counteract the multitude of tisis fdbat a
majority of adolescents face (Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dit8@4). Moreover,
studies suggest that external support for the child and the family is instrumeh&
development of adolescent resilience (Brooks, 2006; Condly, 2006; Doll & Lyon, 1998). For
example, school characteristics such as the presence of a carimgseiatwith at least one
adult, opportunities for meaningful contribution, school bonding, and effective instructional
practices have been found to promote resilience in adolescents (Masten & POO&L Such
findings have triggered the use of partnership models where community, familghaad s
involvement are central, as a foundation for intervention and prevention programsalésigne
offset risk and enhance resilience (Brooks, 2006; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, &
Dicker, 1994; Masten & Powell, 2006).

Research findings repeatedly reveal the robust relationship between rislgatidene
outcomes in adolescents. Moreover, results draw attention to the interrelatedohaisk as
many findings underscore the reciprocal relationships among risk factorsr&lat 998; Doll

& Lyon, 1998; Lever et al., 2004). For example, substance abuse has been found to be associated



with poor academic outcomes (Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994).
Similarly, conduct problems and violence have been frequently correlate@oait academic
achievement (Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994). Lastly, eepregnancy
is related to poor academic outcomes, however, the highly replicated finding camhligtsthen
which comes first, in fact the order differs for among individuals (Condly, 2006; F&rgus
Zimmerman, 2005; Ostaszewski & Zimmerman, 2006).

Fortunately, substance abuse, aggressive behavior, and sexual risk taking behaviors
appear to be particularly sensitive to school-based intervention effortsr(Batiffin, Diaz, &
Ifill-Williams, 2001; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Letal., 2004).
In addition, protective factors such as academic success appear to cotimenagative effects
of substance abuse, aggressive behaviors, and teenage pregnancy (Eggert, Thompspn, Herti
Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005). Based on these findings, belsed!-
intervention efforts would do well to target specific protective factors andogmrental
resources to enhance psychosocial resilience in their students.

Children who experience multiple risk factors face a challenging acagathi¢Doll &
Lyon, 1998; Gutman et al., 2003; Luthar, 1991). To illustrate, students from disadvantaged
backgrounds fall farther and farther behind their peers as they progmsghtetementary
school. Another example of the detrimental effects multiple risk factors havedantt is the
finding that youth from low-socio economic statuses and from families with |dernad
education, with a larger family size, and with a greater number of children ifnvthg home are
more likely to experience high levels of unemployment, low-level jobs, and low donaa
status when they grow up. Children who grow up in single-parent homes also arelikeless
successful in their educational and social attainments than those who grow up inemto-par

households. (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Gutman, et al., 2003; Luthar, 1991).



The level of psychosocial risk to which students are exposed also is related to thei
intellectual ability and mental health (Gutman et al., 2003). Research on acadeimimance
found that an increasing number of risk factors have a negative effect on both gchdes a
absences, and that students exposed to multiple risks evidence a downward trekd in GP
(Gutman et al., 2003). Similarly, compared to students with few or no risks, studentsdetqos
multiple risk factors manifest a larger number of school absences (Gutialar2603).
Interestingly, although intelligence is generally considered a pngderctor for at-risk
adolescents, intelligence does not serve as a protective factor for individthatsultiple risks
(Doll & Lyon, 1998; Gutman et al., 2003). Whereas preschool intelligence and mental health ha
been shown to have significant promotive effects on school grades for individualswvitisks,
the protective effects of intelligence disappear when an individual is fatednwitiple risks
(Gutman et al., 2003).

Risk Factors Associated with Poor Academic Outcomes and School Dropout

Substance abus8ubstance abuse is a strong risk factor for adolescents (Ostaszewski &
Zimmerman, 2006). A broad spectrum of negative outcomes is related to adolesdentcsubs
abuse, including interpersonal problems, poor performance at school and work, physical and
psychological impairment, poor school bonding, and high school drop out (Campbell & Duffy,
1998; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994). The National Institute on Drug
Abuse (Botvin, 2006) revealed that compared with other adolescents, particularlgtegbfr
drug use are found among Hispanic high school dropouts (Botvin, 2006). On the other hand,
healthy self-esteem and positive affect have been found to protect adolessantgahy of the
negative outcomes associated with substance abuse. Moreover, an accumulation ofgpromot

factors is associated with lower levels of substance abuse (Fergusx@e#man, 2005).
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School violenceSchool violence has been a critical issue in American society,
particularly since several youth-related homicides have shocked sev@rabwns (National
Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2004), such as the shootings at Columbineotmnes
and Virginia Tech. During the 1999-2000 school year, 71% of elementary and secondary school
reported at least one violent incident.

The NCES (2004) identified several characteristics associated with aasedre
prevalence of school violence, including low academic emphasis, many behavior grasidm
a large number of school wide behavior disruptions. Of note, individuals with conduct problems
frequently also demonstrate poor academic performance (Morrison, Brown, ID’'D¢arrell,

& Furlong, 2006) and are at increased risk for dropout (Eggert, Thompson, Herting, dliéhola
Dicker, 1994). Schools reporting higher prevalence rates for incidents of school @ialsoc

had a higher percentage of students scoring at thedrgentile on standardized tests (NCES,
2004). Self-reports obtained from school dropouts revealed aggressive and violent behavior at
school to be their main reason for leaving school (NCES, 2004). Moreover, aggressive and
violent behaviors are inversely related to school bonding, school climate, and school
connectedness (Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Masten & Powel], 2006)
and negative school climate and low levels of school connectedness have been fourdde incr
risk for school dropout (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker,
1994).

Youth violence has particular relevance in minority-populated areas. For exaep!
Mexico, Arizona, and Texas whose populations are 56%, 41%, and 58% minority respectively,
have the highest numbers of youth assaults in the U.S. (NCES, 2004). Many schools wigh divers
populations nationwide have reacted to high rates of school violence by implemerding zer

tolerance rules. However, many individuals view zero-tolerance rule®as af racial
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profiling, given that most schools with zero tolerance have high minority populatiesisieRts
of one rural New Mexico community, for instance, argued that the zero-toleraeseinddirly
targeted dress, appearance, and behaviors associated with Mexican Amedeats $NCES,
2004). Consistent with this stance is the finding by Hixton and Tinzman (1990) that students
considered 'at risk' by school personnel often are those whose appearance, lanjuesye,
values, and family structures do not match those of the dominant culture. Hixton andiinzm
(1990) termed this the ‘student deficit model’, in which school personnel identify prelled
deficiencies within the students, rather than looking for problems associatad tivé students’
environment. Hixton and Tinzman (1990) recommended that instead of seeking deficits withi
the students, school staff seek to improve schools' utilization of existing resauna build
more effective community-based coordination of services to respond to, and prevaoit, sc
violence (Brooks, 2006; Condly, 2006; Doll & Lyon, 1998; Hixton & Tinzman, 1990).
Teenage pregnancynother risk factor for poor school performance among youth is
teenage pregnancy (Berry, Shillington, Peak, & Hohman, 2000; Goodyear, Newchrotke;
2002; Medora, Goldstein, & Von Der Hellen, 1994). Students who become pregnant are at
increased risk of dropping out (Kenney, Reinholtz, & Angelini, 1997; U.S. Department of
Education, 2006). Public costs of teenage pregnancy are estimated at $25.1 biltan, whi
includes the costs of government assistance (Kenney et al., 1997). Furthdrarerard great
educational and occupational disadvantages associated with teenage préigeaney et al.,
1997). According to the Centers of Disease Control and Prevention, teenage pregnancy is
reflection of teens' health and well-being (Ventura, Mosher, Curtin, Abma, & Ben2008).
In 2007, the number of births for teenagers aged 15 to 19 was 42.5 births per 1,000 (Hamilton,

Martin, & Ventura, 2009).
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Teen pregnancy rates vary substantially among the various ethnic graapemnitl
pregnancy rates are higher compared to those of African Americans acas@as. In 2007, the
reported pregnancy rate for Hispanic teens aged 15 to 19 was 83.0%, followed by Afric
Americans (63.7%) and Caucasians (26.6%; Goodyear, et al., 2002; Hamilto2@d9J
Ventura et al., 2008).

High School Dropout

It is estimated that about 5 out of every 100 students enrolled in high school leave
without graduating, which translates to approximately 3.8 million 16-24-year-atsyear
(NCES, 2004). Dropouts are more likely to depend on public assistance, use drugstbe, arre
die young, and become incarcerated (Dynarski & Gleason, 1999). School dropout is often the
end result of poor academic achievement. Poor academic performance and poor school
attendance are the best predictors of school dropout (Dynarski & Gleason, 2002; U.S.
Department of Education, 2006).

Education directly affects unemployment and income (Botvin, Griffin, Diaz,li& Ifi
Williams, 2001).Our nation’s occupational landscape has changed in recent deladas (&
Solberg, 2006). Where as in the past youth who dropped out of high school could gain
employment at factories that offered livable wages, this is no longer thdrca9€4, the
median annual income of high school dropouts was $12,184, compared to the median income of
$20,431 for those who received their high school diploma (NCES, 2004). Youth with no high
school diploma were four times as likely to be unemployed than a college graduate
Manufacturing jobs are on the decline, and a high school education with at legetteof
college is becoming necessary for someone to make a comfortable living. dpdisjanate

percentage of our nation’s inmates are high school dropouts (Howard & Solberg, 2006).
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Ethnic minority statugHispanics now constitute the largest minority group in the United
States. Hispanic adolescents constitute 12.5% of the population. A disproportionate number of
the Hispanic population is under age 18 (Eamon & Mulder, 2005), and it is projected that over
the next 10 years, nearly 60 percent of the growth in 16-24 year-olds wiidregaHispanics
and African Americans (NCES, 2004).

Ethnic minority status puts youth at high risk for low academic achievemeBINC
2004; Luthar, 1991, Patterson, Kupersmidt, & Vaden, 1990). Hispanic children and adolescents
are likely to face additional risks such as being born to teenage mothersyoonsagle-
mother households, and attend low-quality and segregated schools (Eamon & Mulder, 2005).
Other research has pointed to prominent factors related to low academic memewveminority
students including racism and discrimination (Children’s Defense Fund, 2008). Infsrmat
critical to minority adolescents is the finding that racism and discrimimagave contributed to
the far greater proportion of minority children growing up in low socioeconomigb@aahkds,
thereby exposing them to a greater number of risk factors, than their Caysasis (Wilson,
Gottfredson, & Najaka, 2001; Wilson, Lipsey, & Derzon, 2003).

An estimated 28% of Hispanic adolescents live in poverty, and many face a gériety
risk factors. The percentage of Hispanics who drop out of high school has remalresdtag
that of African Americans and Caucasians in every year for the pagtythants (NCES, 2004).

In 2001, 27% of 14-24 year old Hispanics (1.4 million adolescents) dropped out of high school,
compared with 7% of Caucasians and 12% of African Americans, and the drop outrrates fo
Hispanics have not declined over the years like those of Blacks and Caucasigs 2004;

2006). There is a relative dearth of research investigating the outcomeatadseith Hispanic
children (Lopez et al., 2002). In light of the large number of Hispanic adolescehé&sU.S., it

is especially important to address Hispanic dropout.
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Gender, ethnicity, and school dropoAtcording to the National Center for Education
Statistics (2006), males and females drop out of school at different rates. Téledregout rate
is 10.3% for males and 8.3% for females. Hispanic males, however, are nearlyresemtre
likely to drop out (25.7%) than Caucasian males (6.4%) and African Americans (9.7%) male
Similarly, Hispanic females are nearly three times more likelydp dut (18.1%) compared
with Caucasian females (5.3%), and they are also more likely to drop out tham Afneaican
(11.7%) females.

Socioeconomic statusow-SES youth often demonstrate lower achievement test scores,
more grade retentions, and fewer completed years of schooling than their exadiyomi
advantaged peers (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Gutman et al., 2003; Luthar, 1991). Students from low-
income families have a drop out rate of 10% (U.S. Department of Education, 2004), and in 2001,
high school students from low income families were six times more likelyomalrt of high
school than their higher-income peers (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Gutman et al., 2003; Luthar, 1991;
U.S. Department of Education, 2004). Not only are low-income youth faced with economic
hardships, they are also more likely to attend low-quality schools, to live in dangerous
neighborhoods, and to be surrounded by high rates of drug and alcohol addiction, and they are at
increased risk for engaging in violent behavior (Eamon & Mulder, 2005; Fergus &etiman,
2005). In fact, the proportion of a youth’s life spent in poverty predicts antisocial behavior
(Eamon & Mulder, 2005).

Dropout rate by geographic regiodust as dropout rates vary by ethnicity, they also
differ by geographic region (NCES, 2004). School dropout rates vary according to ethnic
composition, in that areas with high minority populations have higher dropout rates. The
Southern and Western U.S. have higher drop out rates (41% and 23%, respectively), compared

with the Midwest and Northeast (21% and 16%, respectively; NCES, 2004).
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An Explanation for Ethnic Disparities in Academic Achievement

A report conducted by the Children’s Defense Fund (2008) indicates that an aclmeveme
gap continues to exist between minority and Caucasian youth. Evidence suggdstchers
have lower academic expectations for minority students which contribute to stuodemeted
confidence in their ability to succeed (Children’s Defense Fund, 2008). Moreovem@ngoi
patterns of discrimination and prejudice within the school environment have been found to
inhibit academic achievement (Children’s Defense Fund, 2008). Other explanatidres for t
achievement gap also have been offered.

Howard and Solberg’s (2006) Ecological Developmental Cognitive Model explawmns
society’s evaluation of low-income and diverse youth can become internaliae@r@H&
Solberg, 2006). This theory contends that youth develop self-definitions, roles, andtexpsecta
within their social context. Contextual influences such as a sociocultural he$t@gism,
socioeconomic status, language, parent involvement, and peer relationship’s shape gauth’s ¢
definitions of self and world (Howard & Solberg, 2006). Unless these core bebedfiered,
low-income minority youth are likely to develop behavior patterns that are tixéiynder their
academic successes.

Howard and Solberg (2006) argue that the educational oppression that minority students
have faced for decades leads to internal cognitive states organized arowrsd, thstrayal,
danger, hopelessness, anger, loss, inadequacy, and social injustice in young yoiatbrity
Based on a long history of oppression, it can be argued that youth fail in school egmaise
life experiences create internalized core beliefs that maintaiesgpn (Howard & Solberg,
2006). Developing prevention programs that challenge these core beliefs isah @spiect of
teaching an 'empowered frame of reference' (Howard & Solberg, 2006). Witheyueirtton

efforts devoted to teaching an empowered frame of reference, students wiatéranadized
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oppressive messages will continue to fail in school. According to Howard and Solberg (2006)
teaching an empowered frame of reference requires that school persomavel thelt change is
possible regardless of students’ past experiences and minority statuexpiegiations, school
bonding activities, peer and adult mentoring, meaningful opportunities to contribute, and
cooperative learning strategies are empirically supported exampleyste@ach an empowered
frame of reference (Brooks, 2006; Doll & Lyon; 1998; Eggert, Thompson, Hertingolds; &
Dicker, 1994; Masten & Powell, 2006).
Theories of Risk and Resilience

Traditional risk research has identified multiple factors that predict tadeanic
achievement and school drop out (Brooks, 2005; Doll & Lyon, 1998; Eamon & Mulder, 2005).
In the same vein, resilience factors have been identified that provide mnotaecti enhance the
likelihood for positive outcomes (Brooks, 2005; Doll & Lyon, 1998). Despite the traditional
focus on risks, this area of research has undergone a paradigm shift @heesdmve become
increasingly aware of the importance of positive factors in adolescergged & Lyon, 1998;
Ostaszweski & Zimmerman, 2006). According to Doll and Lyon (1998), risk factetsest
defined as interrelated social hazards. As such, experiencing two or mioeadsritified risk
factors increases the chances of negative outcomes. Resilience factbisvals cumulative
impact with greater levels of risk requiring greater accumulatedgbradactors to outweigh
them. Doll and Lyon (1998) argue that the school is replete with opportunities to foste
resilience. As such, schools must work to eliminate sources of risk and enhaices séur
support. In response to increased interest in adolescent development and theatiemtifi risk
and resiliency factors that can impact healthy outcomes, researchersfhase risk and
resiliency frameworks as guides for prevention programs aimed at degraad eliminated

negative outcomes for adolescents.
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Masten and Powell’s theory of psychosocial competévasten and Powell (2006)
define resilience as positive adaptation (competence) in the face of advrsdrding to
Masten and Powell, resilience should be thought of as both a static persongléyntrailso an
ecological process (Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005; Masten & Powell, 2006). Mast&owell
(2006) incorporated two major approaches in resilience research into their dméemne
approach examines the links between resilience and adversity by invegtiatadditive,
moderating, and mediating effects of ecological variables. Examples albleafocused
approaches are additive or compensatory models that purport environmental resdiassets
to counteract and/or compensate for risk. Results revealed that more resotcas better
parenting, academic success, and social support can offset risk. Such findingsoatent as
they inform interventions aiming to decrease risk and promote resilience. tioadoey
provide evidence indicating that resources and assets can improve outcomes. Masten and
Powell’'s (2006) second approach is person-focused. Their person-focused approachtieplores
internal and personality characteristics of an individual that promote compatahoéset risk.
Results show that intellectual functioning and temperament have been ctlysastsociated
with resilience. Other findings have demonstrated a strong positive dagsobetween student
conduct and academic performance (Masten & Powell, 2006).

Fergus and Zimmerman’s mod8&imilar to the framework developed by Masten and
Powell (2006), Fergus and Zimmerman (2005) focused on environmental assets andsresource
that enable adolescents to overcome risk. Their identification of resandessets places their
resilience theory into an ecological context, allowing for externauress to be a focus of
change as opposed to attempting to change the individual (Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005).

Fergus and Zimmerman (2005) identified three models of resilience thairekpiv

promotive factors operate to alter the trajectory from risk to negative oetcdompensatory,

18



Protective, and Challenge models. Like Masten and Powell’s (2006) moderating model, i
Fergus and Zimmerman’s Compensatory Model, promotive factors counteratfettie of risk.
Both models posit that promotive factors can have both direct and indirect effects on areoutcom
To illustrate, the authors argue that adult monitoring (promotive factorheipycompensate for
the effects of living in poverty. Fergus and Zimmerman’s Protective Modekodience purports
that assets and resources can moderate or reduce the effects of risk. Mbcalspec
protective factor in this case diminishes but does not completely remove the dxpecte
relationship between a risk and an outcome. According to this model, it is argued that the
relationship between risk and a negative outcome may be weaker among atoleboeare
exposed to a protective factor such as a comprehensive psychoeducational cu(Reodus &
Zimmerman, 2005).

Fergus and Zimmerman'’s (2005) third framework is the Challenge Model. Thid mode
suggests that the relationship between risk and outcome is curvilinear in that lowgtaleyéis
of risk are associated with negative outcomes, whereas moderate lavgtsaoé associated
with more positive outcomes. The concept is likened to that of immunization, that iscadtdes
exposed to moderate levels of risk are confronted with enough risk to learn how to owércome
and are not exposed so much that is impossible to overcome. For example, a motenate®t
conflict may provide youth with enough exposure to learn from the conflict. In suautiers
note that such resilience models incorporate social and environmental infltieatcas
amenable to change (Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005).

Fergus and Zimmerman’s (2005) research revealed several protectirs faand to
enhance resilience. First, psychological well-being and social compet@mgensates for the
effects of multiple risks. Second, academic achievement is a protectioedgainst substance

abuse. Third, effective decision-making skills and a positive orientation towsrdl grotects
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against the negative effects of substance abuse. Fourth, anger control skillg t@n
compensate for the effects of delinquent and violent behavior. These findings havanmport
implications for developing school-based prevention programs.

Sandler’s theorylike other resilience theorists (Masten & Powell, 2005; Fergus &
Zimmerman, 2005), Sandler (2001) conceptualized resilience as a product ofessmarc
assets. As such, he offers a multilevel conceptualization of resources thasfooubke linkages
between individual and environmental characteristics that enhance resiliafike.dther
resilience theories, Sandler (2001) highlights the interplay between envir@ahwambles and
the development of internal characteristics that promote resilience. He trgusglf-system
processes’, activated or enhanced through resources and assets, dro¢headevelopment of
resilience by mediating the effects of multiple risk factors on psychalogjustment. The
‘self-system processes’, which include the robust intra-individualeesé characteristics of
competence, self-esteem, self-worth, and self-efficacy, can be poséfiedyed by resources
and assets in the environment (Sandler, 2001). Further, he argues that positienespénat
support positive self-evaluations lead to positive affect.

Sandler (2001) also identified environmental variables. Environmental variablebave t
potential to affect self-systems by operating either as powerful safrpestection against the
effects of adversity, or as harmful influences that lead to negative\s®ifations. In Sandler’s
model, self-systems, which mediate between stress and psychological adjustm affected by
both positive and negative experiences. For example, coping efficacy can aoctoatifiverse
relationship between adaptive coping strategies and psychological problé&estittings also
support the role of self-system processes as mediators between advetsisychological

adjustment (Prelow, Weaver, & Swenson, 2006; Sandler, 2001).
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Several aspects of Sandler’s (2001) research are especially pedirtiet development
school-based prevention programs. In his model, supportive microsystems, such @snetgssr
have the potential to protect children and adolescents against the effectsrsityablye
supporting their acquisition of developmental competencies. Sandler asserts thag posi
experiences, such as rules, resources, and routines, can help children and adolestmely ef
respond to adversity by promoting the development of their self-systems. Saaalex found
evidence supporting the importance of both internal and environmental variables. lndyne st
academic competence affected both extermalizing problems and depressievehaovinereas
the impact of academic skills on its externalizing problems was diredfeits @en depression
was mediated by the students’ coping efficacy and self-worth (Sandler, 2001).

Sandler (2001) identified four characteristics of successful interventignaons. First,
successful interventions promote and implement multiple resources to reducgatineeragffects
of adversity. Second, students are a heterogeneous group; as such, successhtionsemust
deliver the level of resources that match the needs of the population. Sandletssugges
implementing social skills interventions so as to provide basic information and suppods. T
interventions should be implemented at various levels to promote development of resources.
Last, interventions should not merely build skills; they should promote a senseeffisalfy,
support, and self-worth.

Building Resilience in Schools

An ample research base shows that families, schools, and communities can foster
resilience in students (Brooks, 2006; Masten, 2001; Morrison, Brown, D’Incau, O’Farrel, &
Furlong, 2006). Empirical findings have demonstrated the importance of school bonding and

engagement, in that students with caring and supportive interpersonal relatiamskcipsol

21



report more positive academic attitudes and are more academicallgdri§agoks, 2006; Doll
& Lyon, 1998; Masten & Powell, 2006).

Brooks (2006) offered a school-focused approach to enhancing resilience insstudent
Consistent with the findings presented by Morrison and colleagues (2006), Brooks (2006) found
resilience to be developed through positive and healthy interactions amohegstasshools, and
communities. To illustrate, perceived school connectedness was found to reducaamoti
distress, violent behavior, and decrease drug use (Brooks, 2006; Doll & Lyon, 1998). Further,
high levels of sense of community within a school were associated with lowgeuske and
delinquent behavior (Campbell & Duffy, 1998; Catalano, Haggerty, Oesterle, Fleming, &
Hawkins, 2004; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994). School-based
interventions that involve family members are more effective than those e¢hatlgrdirected
toward students (Brooks, 2006; Doll & Lyon, 1998; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, &
Dicker, 1994). As a result of these and similar findings, schools are now being nmuslge
considered for their attractive potential to promote resilience in students.

Many experts now recommend that schools implement curricula to develop students’
social competence (Brooks, 2006). Such curricula should include building problem-solving
skills, developing decision-making skills, assertiveness training, managiagons, conflict
resolution, resisting peer pressure, and developing social relationshipsni¥rtigma strive to
develop social competence should provide the support systems necessary to devel@p student
resilience, by supporting positive interactions between families, pekaglscand communities
(Brooks, 2006; Campbell & Duffy, 1998; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker,
1994). In addition, caring and trusting adults are critical to students’ healthy deealopm
(Brooks, 2006; Masten & Powell, 2006). The ideal caring relationship should be founded on

trust, attention, empathy, availability, affirmation, and respect. Sucloredhtps can be
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cultivated within the school environment by providing attention, knowing students by name,
expressing respect, and having high expectations for student success. Anothtanimpor
component of school curricula is that school personnel communicate high expectatiats as t
contributes to improved academic achievement (Brooks, 2006; Masten & Powell, 2006), Fina
it is important to maximize students’ opportunities for meaningful participat school

(Brooks, 2006). Schools have the potential to provide multiple opportunities for student
participation in activities that have meaning and value (Brooks, 2006; Eggert, Thompson,
Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Masten & Powell, 2006). Research has also higtlitpe
relationship between students’ ‘sense of community’ and behavioral and acadgoomes
(Battistich & Hom, 1997).

In summary, effective school-based prevention programs should surround students with a
network of supportive relationships. Student resilience is built through a broad network of
nurture and support throughout the student’s development (Brooks, 2006).

The Role of the Educational System

The reviewed findings indicate that many adolescent outcomes, both positive and
negative are a function of the environment (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Zaff, Calkins, Bridges,

Margie, 2002). That is to say, positive experiences at school can potentialtynefiative
experiences in other arenas (Doll & Lyon, 1998; Masten & Powell, 2005; Zaff 2002).
Resilience research has spawned interest in what schools can do to counter iice pfegsks.
Moreover previous research, (Brooks, 2006; Masten & Powell, 2005) informs prevention
programs and ultimately facilitates the development of theoreticallynged school-based
prevention programs.

High risk and increasingly hostile environments underscores the need to provide options

for at-risk adolescents. Options for high-risk students, such as charter schootmgihade
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acceptance. This newfound acceptance has created a favorable climamofa-hance
education' as a method for reconnecting high-risk youth. Schools that redoighegsk youth
employ a set of distinctive components, such as support through involved teachers and small
class sizes, explicit program goals, experiential learning methodsykunchlity sensitive and
empirically supported curriculum materials.

Although there are hundreds of school-based programs in existence, there is little
empirical support that documents their effectiveness (Wilson, Gottfredsona&ala001). To
illustrate the need for program evaluation, a recent meta-analysigghighliseveral
inadequacies in school based prevention research. Results of the study found thaipukamy
school-based prevention approaches have not been well studied (Wilson, Gottfredsgaka N
2001). In fact, while investigating research needs, school counseling leaders foshaldies
that evidenced the impact of prevention programs on academic achievemeon (Baytson,
Hopper, & Carey, 2006). Furthermore, program developers and implementers gre bein
pressured for increased accountability. This shift toward increased adubiynitaa result of
the disproportionate ratio of school-based prevention programs to empirically sdgubroel-
based prevention programs (Poyton et al., 2006; Brigman & Campbell, 2003) One sguber a
the relative dearth of program evaluation research to be the result of impéoreissues.
According to LeCapitain (1999), a low level of program implementation is due tadhiat
school-based programming requires a lot of investment and commitment by tee entir
community. The findings underscore the need to evaluate school-based prevention programs.

Additional shortcomings in school-based prevention program research have been
identified. DuPaul and Weyandt (2006) urged researchers to conduct largedscalébssed
intervention studies in “real world” settings. Most school-based intervention studie

conducted in primary schools. There is a need for studies to be conducted at the secgidary le
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where adolescent students face a myriad of difficulties and challddgeay] & Weyandt,
2006). Moreover, most research has included relatively small samples evaluatsiooter
periods of time, and has often failed to include members of ethnic minority groups @iapez
2002).

As a consequence of increased risk and school violence, the demand for school-based
prevention programs is ever increasing. A call for community and school-bapedses to
counter personal, social, mental, and educational problems facing adolescentsfordis put
the 1990s (U.S. Department of Education, 2006). The United States Departments of Education,
Justice, and Health and Human Services have issued reports acknowledging ridodsseor
problems. As such, researchers have suggested effective school-basedgorevegtams as a
viable solution to this nationwide problem (Bilchik, 1998; Brooks, 2006; Doll & Lyon, 1998;
Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994). Most have suggested the need for
collaborative-partnership strategies for reaching at-risk youtbsgsarch has found
comprehensive community wide approaches to be effective (Bantam & Higbee, 1984; Egg
Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Masten & Powell, 2006). Thus, the authors
suggested that a coordinated team approach involving the university, public schats| cri
justice system, community mental and physical health facilities be (da&sten & Powell,

2006).

In response to the need for program evaluation and the identification of chatiaste
associated with effective programs, researchers have developed school-bgisedpto
prevent school dropout (Botvin et al., 2001; Campbell & Duffy, 1998; Fisher, Masia-Warner, &
Klein, 2004). Campbell and Duffy (1998) investigated five risk factors associ#&tedmnpping

out. They found that peer influence and personal educational expectations arg sssoghkted
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with dropping out (Campbell & Duffy, 1998; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker,
1994; Masten & Powell, 2006).

Consistent with the findings presented by Campbell and Duffy (1998), Wells (1990)
reported that low expectations are a risk factor associated with droppingsordstits also
revealed other school related risk factors that increase students riskgipindrout, including
conflict between home and school culture, ineffective discipline systems, lackopfedd
counseling, negative school climate, lack of relevant curriculum, passivecinatial strategies,
retention and suspensions, and lack of language instruction (Campbell & Duffy, 199&; Doll
Lyon, 1998; Masten & Powell, 2006; Wells, 1990). It follows that high levels of tleel Irstk
factors serve to enhance resilience (Campbell & Duffy, 1998; Doll & Lyon, 1988tdvl &
Powell, 2006).

In response to the relative dearth of studies documenting program effestsy dropout
prevention researchers have sought to disseminate the results of school-basetsgoagya to
be effective. Overall, findings indicate that there is no one quick fix to the dropougmrobl
(Lopez et al., 2002). This is the case because dropouts are a heterogeneousdgiwenefare
need different kinds of programs that respond to and are tailored to individual circusstacice
needs.

Research with Minority Populations

When conducting research with minority populations, it is essential to finstiegdhe
influence of culture on mental health and the cultural context of the problem to beatehedi
(Lopez et al., 2002). The needs and goals of the community should be included in the
intervention planning by including community members in the development and planning
process, and trusting and working relationships should be established between yniversit

researchers and the school. Also, relationships among students, parents, andsieagloebe
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addressed as part of the program. In summary, it is important to consider thed cultur
embeddedness of intervention work with minority populations (Lopez et al., 2002).
School-Based Prevention Programs Targeting Academic Failure

The literature delineates three types of school-based prevention progranasrséhi
prevention programs serve every student in the school and the overall goal is tu#ep{s s
from ever initiating drug use. ‘Selective’ prevention programs serveifigel at-risk groups and
the overall goal is to impede the onset of drug use in known at-risk groups. Lasgt&addi
prevention programs serve identified high-risk students who already shovokiyug
involvement. The goal of indicated prevention programs is to curb the progression of and
decrease the frequency of drug use among high-risk students (Eggert et alEgg#%;
Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994).

LeCapitain (1999) outlined the characteristics of effective school-based poavent
programs. LeCapitain (1999) stated that effective programs are those thiathentelp of the
school board and other local agencies and thus operate from a partnership per&rectkse
2006). More specifically, school board policies should address both prevention and irdgarventi
for troubled youth. Last, school personnel and parents should strive to provide a warm, inviting
safe, and responsive environment where students feel confident in sharing themscaboet
themselves and other students (Brooks, 2006; Hamre & Pianta, 2001; LeCapitain, 1999; Masten
& Powell, 2006).

Achieving Success Identity Pathwaygsward and Solberg (2006) documented the
effectiveness of the Achieving Success ldentity Pathways (ASIP) sbhsetl prevention
program designed to improve student academic performance. The ASIP curreblased on
an ecological developmental cognitive framework. The curriculum encourages sshosélors

to actively and effectively promote academic success in adolescentsaradlénge all students
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to improve academically, an approach previously shown to be effective (Dynarskia&dal|
2002). The authors also emphasize the importance of implementing culturallyteleva
interventions tailored to youth from low-income and diverse backgrounds, consistetiiavit
recommendations of Lopez et al. (2002) regarding culturally-competent practices

The ASIP program (Howard & Solberg, 2006) incorporates the four principle
components of the American School Counselors Association (ASCA) national model for school
based prevention programs. The overarching goal of the ASIP curriculum isetotifiest
development of “success identities” by setting academic goals, buiklirgpsfidence,
managing stress, and building effective relationships with peers and autlyanigsf(Eggert,
Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Howard & Solberg, 2006). The ASIP curriculum
has been implemented with over 2,500 ninth and tenth grade students. Exposure to the ASIP
curriculum has been found related to higher grades, more classes passed, nisreacnedi,
and higher attendance rates, and it has had long-term effects (Solberg, 2601i3.ieecaled
that students who attended three or more classes that taught the ASIPwurhiadlhigher end
of the semester grades and continued to demonstrate higher grades tvateears

Murray and Malmgren's progranMurray and Malmgren (2005) examined the effects of
a teacher-student relationship program designed to improve adolesceatitshsbips with at
least one teacher in an urban high school. Murray and Malmgren’s (2005) interventiondnclude
weekly meetings between teachers and groups of up to five students. Acaoainsitegts were
developed for teachers and students to use. Teachers used praise in the classroomadand phone
students at home four times a month. Results revealed that students in the interventiondgroup ha
higher GPAs following the intervention than did students in the control group (Murray &
Malmgren, 2005). The findings suggest that supportive teacher-student relgsaresihimprove

grades.
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Student Success Skil&tudent Success Skills (SSS) focuses on cognitive, social, and
self-management skills. The curriculum follows a structured format thasetrgoal setting,
progress monitoring, and active learning (Brigman & Campbell, 2003; Eggert, Thompson,
Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994). The program incorporates the teaching sfaiisidered
to be critical to academic success. Student goal setting, progress monitwdinggraory
enhancing techniques are taught and encouraged to improve cognitive skills. Training i
techniques such as interpersonal skills, social problem solving, listening, envadoigavas
conducted to promote social skills. Last, training in managing attention, nnmtivahd anger
was conducted to improve self-management skills in students. Teachers of thidwuruse
positive feedback and reinforcement to reward academic successes. In additeaxHimetof
this curriculum emphasizes an, ask, tell, show, do, feedback instructional method. The SSS
curriculum has been shown effective for improving math and reading achievexmesd s
(Brigman & Campbell, 2003; Murray & Malmgren, 2005).

Conflict Resolution Unlimitedlhe Conflict Resolution Unlimited middle-level peer
mediation curriculum consists of 18 classroom guidance lessons (Poyton et al., 2006). The
curriculum is implemented biweekly over the course of nine weeks and teaches conflic
resolution. The curriculum has two major objectives. The first objective is to $éadents
techniques and strategies to deal with interpersonal conflict. This was aist@dfdy giving
students a conflict and asking them to come to a resolution. The second objective is to help
students make the connection between conflict resolution and the curricular pracesses
content in math, reading, and writing. This was done by co-teaching readihgam@social
studies lessons with academic teachers and then integrating the eeasfliation process into
each lesson. Then, the students apply these skills to other content areas. Poyt2d0&)al. (

evaluated this standardized conflict resolution curriculum. Participants irutheistluded a
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total of 115 seventh and eighth graders. Results revealed a positive impact on’datfents
confidence and self-efficacy and improvement in their problem-solving ahibtigsiot higher
scores on the state achievement test. However, improvements were seemgsaa@is for
eighth graders (Poyton et al., 2006).

Integrated Initiative ProgramAnother prevention program came up with a strategic plan
to achieve aggressive system wide outcomes (Dynarski & Gleason, 2002). Thasrpfogused
on grade levels 6-12 in District of Columbia public schools. Unique from other prograsns
their program focus, which took and integrated approach entitled, an Integuéitgtvé. This
unit utilized after school centers by offering a variety of activiflé® main goal was to promote
and convey student success with class work. Further, they (Dynarski & Gleason, at) w
to foster the development of positive attitudes about school. They accomplished thebg goa
implementing a specialized curriculum used by classroom teachers ptzsred the value of
learning. In addition, they created attendance support and drop out prevention ceosers w
main responsibility was to do tracking and record keeping on students at risk of dropping out
Other strategies included a hotline for receiving information on youth, ansywagram for
attendance personnel and students who had perfect attendance and a readihgiesgearc
Overall, this program focused on providing students with resources and servigesitiate
and increase school involvement and clin{@tgnarski & Gleason, 2002).

Tomorrow ProgramMaryland’s Tomorrow Program (Lever et al., 2004) for at-risk high
school students includes many of the components associated with effective dropentigome
programs (Lever et al., 2004). Students in the Tomorrow Program attend smafiescla
received extra support from faculty, and receive positive reinforcemeatcddemic
achievement. One of the more important components of the program is the use of advocates

Advocates encourage student attendance and academic improvement, monitor atendanc
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promote participation in school and extracurricular activities, and encourady ifarolvement.
Overall, the program is designed to reduce drop out and increase successtionsanto
postsecondary education or employment. This program was implemented iroBalfity. In

the 1998-1999 school year, the program obtained dropout rates lower than the average dropout
rate. The program reported a dropout rate of 6.28% whereas the Baltimorel©ity Sgstem
reported a dropout rate of 10.98%. Findings support the Tomorrow Program as a successful
collaborative partnership involving the business community, employment traystegrs and

mental health and public school systems (Lever et al., 2004).

School Based Prevention Programs Targeting Student Social Behavior

Life Skills TrainingBotvin et al. (2001) implemented a school-based drug abuse
preventive program in New York City Schools and sought to determine its effesds/avith
inner city minority youth. The authors noted that most prevention research has beartexbn
with Caucasian middle class adolescents, thus they sought to extend the reseaniciotibya
population. A cognitive-behavioral approach to drug abuse prevention that taught dtagcesis
skills, anti-drug norms, and social skills was implemented. The program ditkmgmitive
behavioral skills that target increasing self-esteem, managing moodsyrandinicating more
effectively. The skills were taught via direct instruction techniques thiaided cooperative
learning, practice, and application of skills (Botvin et al., 2001, Brooks, 2006; Eggert,
Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994).

Analyses indicated the intervention had significant effects at 3-month posttest
Participants in the intervention program reported less poly-drug use compdresetantthe
control group (Botvin et al., 2001). Moreover, at 1-year follow-up, participants in the
intervention group reported drinking and smoking less frequently than those in the control group.

Overall, the results of the study suggest that a cognitive-behavioral approagt &bdse
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prevention such as the Life Skills Training program reviewed is an effegw®ach to drug
abuse prevention with disadvantaged minority youth.

The previous findings are important because research points to an associatien betwe
drug abuse and academic performance. The link highlights the need to determinereagedec
drug use can improve academic performance. Botvin and colleagues (2001) did n@atevesti
the effects of their cognitive-behavioral intervention on academic achentefrhe authors
(Botvin et al., 2001) ended by stating that intervention and prevention programs be intpteme
in diverse inner city areas to target underserved and disadvantaged minority students

Second Step Prograr®ther school-based prevention programs have been successful in
decreasing negative outcomes. Schoiack-Edstrom, Frey, and Beland (2002) @vaki&&cond
Step, Middle/Junior High program to determine its impact on students’ attitucdedireg
aggression. In addition, the study looked at the programs long term effects on school drop out.
They noted that programs targeting aggressive behavior usually focus on brahd soci
competencies and social interaction skills. The main goals of the Second Sidie/Minior
High program are to build student learning of pro-social skills and to reduce impulsive
aggressive behaviors. Their investigation resulted in positive findings, as an indezancigies
t-test showed that while controls significantly increased their endongerhsocial exclusion,
Year 1 program students’ endorsement of social exclusion remained constaimhevér
addition, results revealed a decrease in Second Step boys and girls endorspimentalfand
verbal aggression. Most importantly, participants in the Second Step programssédileely to
endorse the use of aggression compared to control participants (Schoiack-Edstra20@2)a
Results suggest that school-based programs that build social skillseatevefat reducing

aggressive behavior.
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Token ReinforcemeruPaul and Weyandt (2006) provided evidence for the efficacy of
school based interventions for improving academic outcomes. Specificallytitioesaexplored
the development of school-based interventions for students with Attention-[Bsfperactivity
Disorder (AD/HD). The authors compared the academic achievement andatass&havior of
participants in two unimodal, one multimodal, and a control group who received treatwnent fr
the community on AD/HD related behaviors and social performance. One unimodal group
received psychostimulant medication for the treatment of AD/HD. The other urligroda
received behavioral therapy for the treatment of AD/HD and the multimoaish geceived both
psychostimulant medication and behavioral therapy as treatment. Althoughratdups
demonstrated significant reductions in AD/HD symptomology during and followaagnent,
the greatest improvement was evidenced by the children who received the multreetidzent
protocol. The authors note that even though psychotropic medication is often effective in
increasing attention it is not always shown to improve academic and sociabfumgtiThe
findings highlight the need for multimodal treatment protocols when attemptingtove
student outcomes. The study also highlighted several important factors that shdelthgui
development of school-based interventions for students with AD/HD. Overall, tlaectese
reviewed by DuPaul and Weyandt (2006) supports the use of proactive classroomtiotesve
to help improve the academic, behavioral, and social performance of children andesdi®lesc

Indeed, more and more schools are implementing programs aimed at decreasing soc
ills, teenage pregnancy, and drug abuse. The reason for the influx is thathragalshown that
these programs work. Combined findings suggest that, multi-component approachetato me
health that enlist community and family involvement are the most effective (Br2@®6; Doll

& Lyon, 1998; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Zaff et al., 2002). Despite
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many programs to choose from, researchers still note a dearth of researchrayiolegram
effectiveness. Thus, more research is needed in determining progrativesffess.
The Reconnecting Youth Program

The Reconnecting Youth (RY) program is an indicated (i.e., tertiary) premngmbgram
curriculum, rated effective by the National Institute on Drug Abuse A)IDffice of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services
Administration (Wyman, 1997). This program was piloted for five years with over 600 public
high school students in Seattle, Washington (Wyman, 1997). The program was developed for use
with ninth to twelfth graders who have a history of poor academic achievement ancewho a
believed to be at high risk for dropping out of high school.

Reconnecting Youth (RY) is a school-based prevention program operationalized as an
elective course within a regular high school curriculum. The course is a litetskithing
program intended to be delivered over 81 sessions in 55 minutes per day over one full semester.
Broadly, RY is a school-based prevention program for high-risk youth who have Bistorie
poor school achievement and a high potential for dropping out of high school. Moreover, the
youth included in the program may exhibit multiple behavior problems such as drug abuse
sexual risk taking behaviors, and conduct problems. Unlike other school-based prevention
programs, Reconnecting Youth targets several behavioral outcomes, rathastluae |

Reconnecting Youth is grounded in a partnership model involving peers, school
personnel, and parents aimed at decreasing drug use, emotional distrespravidgracademic
achievement. By improving students' relationships with their parents and tedohé&t¥, tnodel
is consistent with the recommendations of Lopez et al. (2002) for interventiors/edosi

cultural differences.
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Overall program goals are to modify personal and environmental factors te reskuc
and enhance resilience (Eggert et al., 1995). By building on key assets that help devialep pos
personal and social self-image students are able to accomplish the dbalpraigram.
Reconnecting Youth was designed to meet student’s needs for inclusion and engagdelae
developing their skills for how to be winners, staying in control, decision making, and to
critically evaluate potential consequences for their actions and cholmeprdgram teaches
skills to build resiliency with respect to risk factors.

Summary of Program componerf&connecting Youth addresses three central goals:
Decreased drug use, increased school performance, and decreased emdtiessl Te life
training component focuses on the following four key areas: self-esteemcentent, improved
decision-making, increased personal control, and improved interpersonal contronnidae
Personal Growth Class component in the curriculum is established through social support and
life skills training. Students set and work towards goals by participatitigeisemester-long
high school class that involves general life skills training within the confexpositive support
system. Further, RY students learn, practice, and apply self-esteemeambanhstrategies,
decision-making skills, personal control strategies, and interpersonal cocatmmskills.
Importantly, students in the program improve poor academics and attendancerdregjrgocial
and school bonding activities are planned throughout the school year to establisk paosditi
drug-free social relationships and trust with school personnel and RY stafflitiom, the
activities are scheduled to establish positive social relationships andsfrigr@lNIDA has
named Reconnecting Youth one of the nation’s most effective drug-reduction prolgrams.
summary, RY is a resilience-based approach that delivers positive (Eggest et al., 1990;

Thompson, Horn, Herting, & Eggert, 1997).
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The Reconnecting Youth Program Curriculum

The program has three central goals: (1) to increase school perforrsaneasured by
decreased absenteeism, improved GPA, and increased credits earned towatio gy 2@
decrease drug involvement measured by lower frequency of alcohol and other drug use and
fewer adverse consequences associated with drug use; and (3) to decreasaleigitiess,
measured by decreased depression, aggression, and suicidal behaviors.

The Reconnecting Youth curriculum is made up of three components. The Personal
Growth Class incorporates school bonding and parental involvement into the curricukim. Lif
Skills Training teaches students skills and encourages them to apply ancephecskills.

Finally, the ‘First 10 Days’ includes the activities that go on during teetén days of the
semester.

Personal Growth Clasg.he Personal Growth Class (PGC) incorporates school bonding and
parent involvement into the curriculum. School bonding activities focus on social, r@cataind
school activities, and are designed to reconnect students to school-and healtimgractivities that
address a student’s need for fun. In the PGC, adolescents learn life skills in &x¢ abpeer-group
counseling. The PGC's effectiveness is based on a positive group experiermegedzad by group
belonging and acceptance. Through a foundation of trust, students are able to expersstioas and
thoughts about everyday struggles. The parent involvement component of PGC reminds parent
students, and faculty that just as parents are essential partners for providing aLippoe for day-to-
day life skills learned in PGC, parents are also important partners in RY s&watol bonding and
parental involvement foster the development of a school wide network of support as¢heiBMum
develops partnerships among youth, parents, school personnel, and various agencies in théycomm

Table 1 below lists and describes the four key concepts incorporated into PCG.
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Table 1.

Reconnecting Youth Program Components

Component Description

Self-Esteem Enhancement (SE) Positive self-talk, positive actions

Support positive self-esteem in others

Decision Making (DM) Set goals

Celebrate accomplishments

Personal Control (PC) Attend to stressors and stress response
Use healthy coping strategies

Apply PC skills to program goals

Interpersonal Communication (IC) Express care and concern for others
Listen carefully and provide feedback

Share thoughts and feelings

Life Skills Training Componen the Life Skills Training portion of RY, leaders
motivate, coach, reward, and reinforce students to teach them new ways gf feelking, and
behaving. Life skills instruction follows a specific sequence: learn ittipeait, apply it, and
then report to the group how it worked. A daily agenda helps to integrate group work and skills
training.

First Ten Days Componerithe First 10 Days’ introduces students to the RY model,
where students begin to establish a daily routine of monitoring attendance, dragdiseods,
to provide students with the opportunity to develop a baseline for future goal settifige |

First 10 Days’, the RY teacher begins to establish a positive group environmenhhiuiist,
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support, confidentiality, and individual and group limit setting. After the RY introductidn a
course overview, lessons are based on four units: Self-esteem, Decision MaldagaPer
Control, and Interpersonal Communication. Each unit consists of skill development angpositi
individual and group development.

Each lesson within each of the four units follows a uniform structure. First,dbierse
leader guides students in self-monitoring their attendance, moods, and drug usgs Shaté
their attendance in an attendance binder. The attendance binder allows studentshiirview t
attendance for the week, to compare it to previous weeks, and to set future attgodisice
Similar to attendance monitoring, students’ monitor their mood and drug use in their own
personal binder. Additionally, to ‘check in’, the teacher asks students to ratemtwoa with a
thumbs up, down, or side ways. Then, the class briefly ‘checks back’ and brieflyg¢he
previous day'’s topic. Following ‘check back’ a student volunteers to share a storgnprobl
success, or issue with the group and then previews the training focus for the daghé\impic
of the day is introduced by following a structured didactic format and thenenomag
discussion of the new material. Didactic instruction is followed by skillsuason, in which the
teacher teaches new skills, the students practice the skills in session, dndehts @are asked to
apply the skills through homework. Finally, the day’s topic is briefly summdiand the next
day’s topic is previewed. Table 2 lists the different activities that ¢atest typical RY lesson

and shows the approximate amount of time that should be spent on each component. .
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Table 2.

Anatomy of a RY Lesson

Session Components Time

Monitoring Tools: (Attendance, Mood, Drug Use) 4 min.
Check In (students rate their mood with thumbs up, down, or sideways) 5 min.
Check Back (Yesterday's Homework) 5 min.

Shared Agenda (a student or students volunteer to share an experience orli@su).

Today's Activities (Overview page, learning objectives) 5 min.
Today's BIG IDEA (key concept) 5 min.
Motivate (Teacher teaches) 5 min.

Teach (Teacher demonstrates and models newly learned information) 5 min.

Practice (Students practice newly acquired skills through role play) 5 min.
Apply (Contract & Practice-Homework) 5 min.
Summary/Preview (Tomorrow’s Topic) 5 min.
Total 55 min.

Empirical supportReconnecting Youth has been rated 'Effective’ by the NIDA, Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and the Substance Abuse and Metital Heal
Services Administration. Program effectiveness is grounded in theoimatation and the
inclusion of multiple treatment components proven to be effective in enhancingn@gili
Research supported factors incorporated within the RY curriculum included: parenta
involvement, peer support, mood, drug, and academic self-monitoring, positive teachetr-stude

relationship, instructional technique, life skills training, school bonding, posithaokclimate,
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and goal setting (Brooks, 2006; Condly, 2006; Doll & Lyon, 1998; Eggert, Thompson, Herting,
Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Masten, 2001; Masten & Powell, 2006).

Research with students in grades 9 through 12 has found the RY program assottiated wi
improved school performance; reduced drug involvement; decreased deviant peer l@omting;
higher levels of self-esteem, personal control, school bonding, and social support. One quasi-
experimental investigation, carried out by Eggert, Seyle, and Nicholas (1990)ned 264
high-risk, middle class, primarily Caucasian youth. Examining datandfi@mm both permanent
school records and self-report questionnaires, Eggert et al. (1990) concluded that stoolents
received RY earned higher grades, completed more course creditshaamnefeom school
fewer days, and were less likely to drop out of school, compared with students who were not
enrolled in the RY program.

In a second investigation of the RY program, Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, and
Dicker (1994) examined 259 high-risk primarily Caucasian students from an urbamchogh s
in the northwestern U.S. After one semester, students in the RY program showeskthGEA
and decreased drug use, but no difference in school attendance compared withisttlteents
randomly-selected control group. Moreover, at five and ten month follow-ups those irdRY ha
lower rate of school dropout. Analyses indicated that teacher support, peer group support
monitoring school attendance, and skills training in self-esteem enhanceeneraglMmportant
contributors to program effectiveness. Young women were particularly resptmshe
program, as they demonstrated reductions in deviant peer bonding after participBion i
(Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994).

A third RY inquiry examined 201 primarily Caucasian high-risk students in an urban
environment. Eggert, Thompson, Herting, and Nicholas (1994) reported increased school

performance over time as measured by grades. Students in the RY prograsenhtiheir
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grades over time, while the controls showed no change in grades. No change in ateaganc
noted for students in either group. In a fourth study, Thompson, Horn, Herting, and Eggert
(1997) reported similar results. Thompson et al. assigned 280 primarily Caucadentssto

two groups to determine the RY program’s impact on academic achievementeAt,dgreth
groups showed poor levels of school performance, as recorded both in school records and
through self-report questionnaire; however, over time the grades earned byssiudeaiRY
group increased, while grades among the control group remained the same.

As these studies illustrate, previous evaluation research of the Reconnecting Youth
program has included experimental control groups and has utilized objectivelyretkedata.
These elements of quality research are not always present in evaluatiea sfuather
prevention programs, which often instead rely on uncontrolled analyses and gealgelfti
report data (Blum & Ellen, 2002; Brooks, 2006; Lopez et al., 2002). Although RY is supported
by studies employing sound research methodology, to date published evaluations of
Reconnecting Youth have relied on ethnically heterogeneous, primarily @ausasples in
regular school settings, typically located in the Midwestern U.S. (Lopaz 002). The
effectiveness of RY has not yet been documented with Mexican Americdn jureover,
many RY evaluation studies artificially created high-risk samples &mwong the students in
regular high school settings by screening potential participants aagtodattendance, dropout
history, grades, and discipline (Eggert et al., 1990; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, &
Dicker, 1994). No known published investigations have evaluated the effectiveness of the RY

program in education settings specifically designed to serve high-risk teens.
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The Present Investigation

The present investigation examined a sample of high-risk Mexican Amgoaém
attending an urban alternative charter high school dedicated to servingskigiouth in the
American Southwest. The Reconnecting Youth program was offered to randorotgdele
students at this school in the spring of 2005. This study analyzed objective studerihgrade
attendance data from Reconnecting Youth participants and compared them witbrdata f
randomly selected control group of students at the same school who did not paihdipéte
By utilizing an ethnically homogeneous group of authentically high-risk NMexfamerican
adolescents in the Southwestern U.S., this study expands the body of researcimg\R¥uand
addresses previous limitations.
Research Questions

The present investigation examines a sample of high-risk Mexican Amgucish
attending an urban alternative charter high school in the American Southwesttuiyi
addresses the following research questions:

Research Question 1s there a difference over time between students who participated in the
Reconnecting Youth (RY) Program and students who did not participate in the RY program in
mean semester grades, when comparing grades at post-intervention (Sprirgg@@ier in
which the RY program was implemented) with grades at pre-interventior2(&ll semester
before the RY program was implemented)?

Research Question & there a difference over time between males and females in mean
semester grades, when comparing grades at post-intervention (Spring 20€&esé which
the RY program was implemented) with grades at pre-intervention (Fall 28@4ster before

the RY program was implemented)?
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Research Question B there a difference between students who participated in the RY
Program and students who did not participate in the RY program in school attendance, as
recorded in school records (a) when comparing absences during the 2004-2005esahidloky
school year in which the RY program was implemented)? (b) when comparingesdanag
the 2005-2006 school year (one school year after the RY program was implementeshrone-y
follow-up)?

Research Question 4s there a difference between males and females in school attendance,
as recorded in school records, (a) when comparing absences during the 2004-2005 achool ye
(the school year in which the RY program was implemented)? (b) when compaengebs
during the 2005-2006 school year (one school year after the RY program was imeteroaat
year follow-up)?

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1For this sample of high-risk Mexican American adolescents, it was
predicted that there would be a difference over time from the Fall of 2004 to the SRb@bof
between students who participated in the Reconnecting Youth (RY) Program and students who
did not participate in the RY program in mean semester grades. It wadquddat the students
in the RY treatment group would improve more than the students who did not receive RY.

Hypothesis 2For this sample of high-risk Mexican American adolescents, it was
predicted that there would be a difference over time from the Fall of 2004 to the SR2b@bof
between males and females in mean semester grades.

Hypothesis 3For this sample of high-risk Mexican American adolescents, it was
predicted that students who participated in the Reconnecting Youth Program (a)evoudd r
fewer absences during the 2004-2005 school year (the school year in which thegRinpivas

implemented) and (b) would record fewer absences during the 2005-2006 school year (one
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school year after the RY program was implemented), compared with students who did not
participate in the program.
Hypothesis 4For this sample of high-risk Mexican American adolescents, it was
predicted that females and males (a) would differ in number of absences during #29@504
school year (the school year in which the RY program was implemented) anoud)differ in
number of absences during the 2005-2006 school year (one school year after the R\ progra

was implemented).
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CHAPTER Il
METHOD
Participants and Setting

The data for this study were gathered in the 2005-2006 school year at a @raliak
charter high school serving high-risk students in a large culturally diverde diy Southwest
United States. The total enrollment at this school for the 2004-2005 school year was 200
students. The student population at this school was predominantly Mexican American4®@2%)
Caucasian, and 4% African American. Eighty-three percent of the student be@yjigiale for
free or reduced lunch. This school primarily serves high-risk Mexican Aarestudents who
have previously dropout out of school, become teenage parents, were expelled frammadradit
schools, and/or have been in trouble with the law for fighting, drug use, and truancy. The school
serves 9 through 12 graders of whom 91% are economically disadvantaged. The gender
makeup of the school is equitable with 53.5% female and 46.5% male. Most students enrolled in
this charter school had been expelled from the public school system for various#adfor
withdrew from the public school system due to difficulties, such as using or selligg @in
campus, gang association, fighting, truancy, pregnancy, or poor acaderaicaumt. A
minority of students had previously dropped out of high school and returned to obtain their high
school diploma. In 2005-2006, the school was rated as Academically Acceptable bydse T
Education Agency.

The present study evaluated a portion of a 5-year dropout prevention project, funded
through a grant from the Center for Substance Abuse and Prevention, in which this high schoo
participated. With permission from the school administrators and from the adatorsof the
grant that funded the implementation of the RY program in the school, and with uniilRBsity

approval, a total of 100 de-identified student records were obtained for analy$is. X0t
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participants, 70 were enrolled in the Reconnecting Youth program (treatment duong)the
spring 2005 semester. The 70 students enrolled in RY (treatment group) wetexsate
follows: One hundred students in the high school were randomly selected and placed in the
Reconnecting Youth program as an elective course. Of the 100 students, 72 signed@onse
and agreed to participate in the ‘Project Respect’ program evaluation. Dawthie 72
students who patrticipated in the Reconnecting Youth Program and ProjecttFsadgc70 de-
identified student records were available for inclusion in the study.

For the purpose of conducting this study, a comparison group of 30 students subsequently
was selected at random from among those students enrolled in the school during the 2004-2005
school year but who did not participate in the Reconnecting Youth Program or ProettRes
Study. Pre-intervention grades and attendance for both the treatment andsamgraups
were obtained from school records.

Participant demographics are summarized in Table 3. Forty-five (45%) of tieepaarts
were female and 55 (55%) were male. Their mean age was 17 yearsofrdbde 21 years).

The vast majority (92%) of the participants were Mexican American.
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Table 3.

Age, Gender, Grade Level, and Ethnicity of Study Participants (n=100).

RY (Treatment) Comparison
(n=70) (n = 30)
Age (years)
Mean 17.0 17.8
SD 19 31
Grade
9th 21 8
10" 23 4
11" 12 3
12" 14 15
Gender
Male 38 17
Female 32 13
Ethnicity
Mexican American 66 26
Caucasian 0 4
African American 4 0
Measures

All study participants were evaluated on two key outcome variables drawn from
permanent school records: (1) mean semester grades and (2) attendancanfsamnnester

grades, data were obtained from two different time periods. Time 1 data repdebenall
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2004 semester, as recorded in December of 2004 (the semester immpdéatedyng the RY
program); Time 2 data reflected the Spring 2005 semester, as recorded ih208% ¢the end
of the semester in which the RY program was implemented). At the time thespeetive data
were gathered from the school's files however, attendance data were radilevaibe broken
down by semester, but were recorded only for entire school years. For this, rgasn
examining school attendance in the present investigation, Time 1 data reprdse2@@4t2005
school year (the school year during which the RY program was carried out)rae@ Tata
reflected attendance for the 2005-2006 school year (the year after R¥amad out).

Mean Semester GradeSrades for students in the treatment and comparison groups were
obtained from archival student records. Student grades ranged from 0 to 100 on a percentage
scale. These data were made available by teachers and no mention was madetitores
whether or not these grades were weighted averages. Therefore, some cautibbeshwade in
interpreting grades as the specific criteria used for assignattes may have differed from
teacher to teacher. To measure improvements in mean semester gradpapes'tmean
semester grade as of December 2004 (prior to exposure to the Reconnecting Ymutlm)r
was recorded and compared with their mean semester grade as of May 2005 (pesttione.

AttendanceStudent attendance data was tabulated by calculating the total number of
days absent during the 2004-2005 school year. The same procedure was used to analyze
attendance during the 2005-2006 school year.

Procedure

Curriculum implementationlhe Reconnecting Youth (RY) curriculum was implemented
in the spring of 2005 with the treatment group. To ensure fidelity and integrity offthe R
program, the project coordinator and research staff worked closely with schooéne¢gtigss in

all aspects of program implementation, including teacher identification &udice. The lead
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teacher was selected from among four candidates. The project coordimhsmhool staff

agreed on the lead teacher after two interviews and several practioas@splementing the
curriculum. All staff involved in the project completed an intensive five-dayitiga session,
conducted by certified RY trainers. The author of this study was employa@ssaach
assistant/field worker. Her primary responsibility was to help the |eathée implement the RY
curriculum by passing out materials, sitting and interacting with thepgiencouraging group
involvement, providing insight, giving examples, sharing experiences, and burashgnd

rapport with students in RY. Her field worker responsibilities included phoning horhed& c

with chronic skippers and students who were absent, and transporting to school those students
who did not have a ride to school. Of note, she was also responsible for leading the class when
the lead teacher was absent or ill. Thus, she attended the five-day training edmguatrainer
certified by Reconnecting Youth developers.

Multiple instruments were used to evaluate implementation of the RY program. The
project coordinator made five unannounced observational visits to the RY classroom for the
purpose of checking the fidelity with which the RY program components were &alloie
project coordinator used a scoring rubric to determine the lead teacher' snadhterpublished
standards and guidelines for program implementation. In addition, the teamh&ined daily
lesson logs to track the number of lessons taught, the time spent on skill deve| o eneir
assessment of students’ reaction to the lesson. These logs were examined ayré¢hef de
adherence to the program was analyzed as part of the fidelity check. T$tafRivionitored
students’ attendance and grades weekly to determine eligibility foopratactivities and
fieldtrips. RY implementation was conducted ethically and followed all stdnptacedures and

guidelines as outlined by the published curriculum.
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Data Collection In order to obtain data for the comparison group, three years after the
project was implemented the district superintendent and school principal gramesispme for
the author to access permanent school records for the purpose of obtaining a comparison group.
Although school records for the comparison group were obtained 2 years aftenprogra
implementation, the comparison group consisted of students who were enrolled in the school
during the same spring 2005 semester as the treatment group. The schooy sstestad 30
student records from the Spring 2005 semester electronic database. The schtaolyse
informed the author that school records were only kept for two years followindraital and
graduation. As such, due to withdrawal, drop-out, and graduation only 30 student records for
students who did not participate in the RY program were available. The sedel&ed all
identifying information, leaving only information regarding age, genetéinicity, semester
grades, attendance, and grade level.
Data Analyses

A quasi-experimental design with non-equivalent groups was used to test the affec
the Reconnecting Youth program. The analyses were conducted in two stagedrshstegé,
descriptive statistics were tallied for the treatment and comparison gRngtiminary analyses
also were carried out to compare the demographic similarity of the &etaimd comparison
groups according to age, school grade level, gender, and ethnicity. Chi-sqtsaveete
performed to examine group differences in gender, school grade level, andyethnic
Independent sample t-tests were used to analyze group differences in agerasdmesster
grades at pre-intervention.

To investigate research questions 1 and 2, data were analyzed using a 3-fexddr.ei
split-plot) factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) with one within sulgdeictor (time) and two

between subjects factors (treatment group and gender), and with nressiesegrades as the
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dependent variable. The analysis was computed using the general lineareapedd measure
function (GLM) through SPSS software. The data were interpreted foficagmimain effects,
two- way interactions, and three-way interactions.

To investigate research question 3, two independent samples t-tests wedeotdr For
the first t-test, treatment group was the independent variable and abdemcgshe 2004-2005
school year served as the dependent variable. For the second t-test, tre@upewig the
independent variable and absences during the 2005-2006 school year served as the dependent
variable. Similarly, to investigate research question 4, two independent sadrtgses were
carried out. For the first t-test, gender was the independent variable and absangaselur
2004-2005 school year served as the dependent variable. For the second t-test, gethéer wa
independent variable and absences during the 2005-2006 school year served as the dependent

variable.Additional independent sample t-tests were carried out where needed.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics

Students’ mean semester grades ranged from 0 to 95 during the Fall 04 santkster
ranged from 40.4 to 93.4 during the Spring 05 semester, with an overall mean of 72.9 (SD =
19.47) at Time 1 and 74.9 (SD = 11.66) at Time 2. At Time 1, students in the RY group recorded
a mean semester grade of 73.7 (SD = 18.51), while students who did not participate in RY
recorded a mean semester grade of 71.0 (SD = 21.66). At Time 2, students in the RY group
recorded a mean semester grade of 75.5 (SD = 11.70) and students who did not partRipate
recorded a mean semester grade of 73.5 (SD = 11.60). Table 4 summarizes stdderibgthe
RY and comparison groups, both at Time 1 (before the RY intervention) and at Time RYafte
was administered). Figure 1 illustrates the distribution of grades forfte& comparison
groups as a box- and-whiskers graph.

In regards to absences, students in the treatment group recorded a mean of 21.9
(SD=18.53) absences and students in the comparison group recorded a mean of 29.2 (SD=13.75)
absences at Time 1. Males in the treatment group recorded 21.9 (SD=20.57) adosg&nces
females in the treatment group recorded 21.9 (SD=16.17) absences at Timedinktse
comparison group recorded 26.3 (SD=15.29) absences and females in the comparison group
recorded 36.2 (SD=5.12) absences at Time 1. At Time 2, students in the treabupnt
recorded a mean of 17.6 (SD=15.42) absences and students in the comparison group recorded a
mean of 26.5 (SD=18.50) absences. Males in the treatment group recorded 17.3 (SD=15.78)
absences and females in the treatment group recorded 17.9 (SD=15.27) absenceg.at
Males in the comparison group recorded 18.5 (SD=14.47) absences and females in the

comparison group recorded 45.8 (SD=11.65) absences at Time 2. Table 5 summariaes stude
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absences for the RY and comparison groups, both at Time 1 (during RY) and at &itee 2 (

RY was administered).
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Table 4.

Mean semester grades by gender before and after RY.

All Participants

(N =100)
Group Pre-Intervention Post-Intervention Difference
Mean SD _Mean SD
RY 73.7 18.51 75.5 11.70 +1.79
Comparison 71.0 21.66 73.5 11.60 +2.47
Males
(n =55}
RY 67.1 22.35 72.1 12.30 +4.96
Comparison 63.0 24.87 69.9 11.54 +6.92
Females
(n =45
RY 81.6 7.29 79.6 9.62 +1.96
Comparison 81.5 9.90 78.2 10.28 +3.35

Notes.RY = Reconnecting Youth Groupn = 38 (RY), n = 17 (comparisorf);n = 32 (RY), n = 13
(comparison).

*p<.05
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Figure 1.

Boxplot for Treatment and Comparison Groups and Mean Semester Grades.
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Table 5.

Mean number of absences by gender before and after RY.

All Participants

(N =76}
Group Pre-Intervention Post-Intervention Difference
Mean SD Mean SD
RY 21.9 18.53 17.6 15.42 -4.32
Comparison 29.2 13.75 26.5 18.50 -2.65
Males
(n =449
RY 21.9 20.57 17.3 15.78 -4.63
Comparison 26.3 15.29 18.5 14.47 -7.75
Females
(n = 32§
RY 21.9 16.17 17.9 15.27 -3.96
Comparison  36.2 5.12 45.8 11.65 +9.60

Notes 2Attendance data not available from school records for 24 particifants32 (RY), n = 12

(comparison)tn = 27 (RY), n = 5 (comparison); * p < .05
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Differences Between Groups

Demographic difference3he participants in the Reconnecting Youth (treatment) group
were youngerNl = 17.0) than those in the comparison gradp=17.8),t(98) =-2.254p < .05.
The RY M = 10.3) and comparison groupd € 10.8) also differed in grade levef*(3, N =
100) = 10.28p = .016 and by ethnicity¥*(2, N = 100) = 11.18) = .004. There were more
African Americans in the treatment group<4) and fewer African Americans € 0) in the
comparison group than expected on the basis of chance alone. By contrast, thezev@rere f
CaucasiansnE0) in the treatment group and more Caucasiars4) in the comparison group
than expected. The treatment and comparison groups did not differ by g&fftieN = 100) =
2.34,p= .48.

Pre-intervention differences on outcome variabMean semester grades for the RY and
comparison participants did not differ at pre-intervention (fall 2004, before thenraptation
of RY), 1(98) = 0.685p >.05. However, a significant difference between males and females was
found on pre-intervention mean semester graf@g8) = -4.726p <.001. Students who
participated in the RY program had fewer absences than students who were not inrtiva prog
during the 2004-2006 school year (the year RY was implemen{®8),= -2.264p <.05.
Effects of the Reconnecting Youth Program on Academic Outcomes

Research Question 1: Is there a difference over time between students whpgtadic
in the Reconnecting Youth (RY) Program and students who did not participate in the RY
program in mean semester grades, when comparing grades at post-intervention (Spring 2005;
semester in which the RY program was implemented) with grades at pre-interveali@0Q4;

semester before the RY program was implemented)?
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No main effect was found for tim&(1, 96) =.638p > .05, indicating that overall,
grades did not increase from December 2004 to May 2005, controlling for gender andriteat
condition. The test of between-subjects effects also revealed no main efteeafiorent group,
F(1,96) = .557p > .05, showing that overall, the treatment and comparison groups did not differ
in regard to mean semester grades, controlling for time and gender. No iomenss found
between grades and group stak(d, 96) =.005p > .05. As such, there was no significant
difference in grade trend over time between the RY group and the comparison group. Table
shows the results of the repeated measures ANOVA that addressed reseaimisduasid 2.

Research Question 2: Is there a difference over time between males and femmades |
semester grades, when comparing grades at post-intervention (Spring 2005; semester in which
the RY program was implemented) with grades at pre-intervention (Fall 2004 teebedsre
the RY program was implemented)?

A between-subjects main effect was found for gender. Overall, meantsegraslies
were different for males and femal&%1, 96) = 22.447p < .01. A follow-up independent
sample t-test showed a significant difference between males' andgegnaties in Spring 2005,
t(98) =-3.582p < .01; females’ grades were higher. Gender differences did not vary across
treatment conditiorf (1, 96) = 0.221p > .05, and no gender differences were found over time
in grade trend between the treatment and comparison gie1p86) = .166p > .05. However,
an interaction was found between time and geri€ér,96) = 4.377p < .05, indicating overall
gender differences in the trajectory of mean semester grades frora postdintervention.
Independent sample t-tests showed that although females had higher mearr geatestdoth
in Fall 2004 and Spring 2005, males’ mean semester grades improved during thighilne
females’ grades declinet{98) =-3.582p < .01. Figure 1 illustrates this graphically. See Table 6

for numerical results.
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Table 6.

Repeated measures analysis of variance for mean semester grades.

Source df F p n Observed
power
Within subjects
Time 1 .638 426 .007 124
Time x Group 1 .005 944 .000 .051
Time x Gender 1 4.377 *.039 .044 544
Time x Group x Gender 1 .166 .685 .002 .069
Error (Time) 96
Between subjects
Group 1 557 457 .006 115
Gender 1 22.447 *.000 .190 997
Group x Gender 1 221 .639 .002 .075
Error 96
Note. *p < .05
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Figure 2.

Gender differences over time in mean semester grades.
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Research Question 3. Is there a difference between students who participated irfPtiogiain

and students who did not participate in the RY program in school attendance, as recorded in

school records (a) when comparing absences during the 2004-2005 school year (the school year

in which the RY program was implemented)? (b) when comparing absences during the 2005-

2006 school year (one school year after the RY program was implemented; one-year fé&}low-up)
Participants in the RY program recorded significantly fewer absencem#rabers of

the comparison group(83)=-2.264p < .05, during the 2004-2005 school year (school year in

which RY was implemented). Students who participated in the RY program récorde

significantly fewer absences than the comparison git¢d8®)= -2.015p < .05, during the 2005-

2006 school year (one school year after the RY program was implementedn Bo@%#+2005

and in 2005-2006, participants in the RY program recorded fewer absences than students in t

comparison group. Table 7 displays means and standard deviations by group.
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Table 7.

Means and Standard Deviations by Group for Measures of Attendance.

Total Days Absent (SD)

Group 2005-2006 Attendance (Time 1) 2005-2006 Attendance (Time 2)
Reconnecting Youth 21.9 (18.53) 17.6 (15.42)
Comparison 29.2 (13.75) 26.5 (18.5)

Research Question #s there a difference between males and females in school attendance,
as recorded in school records, (a) when comparing absences during the 2004-2005 school year
(the school year in which the RY program was implemented)? (b) when comparing absences
during the 2005-2006 school year (one school year after the RY program was implemented; one-
year follow-up)?

The Levene’s test for equality of variances indicated equal varianceg thei2004-
2005 school yeaF(83)=1.060p > .05, and during the 2005-2006 school yeér4)=2.676p >
.05. Overall, males and females did not differ in regards to the total number of alzhemogs
the 2004-2005 school yeaf83)=.395p >.05. Similarly, males and females did not differ in
respect to the total number of days absent during the 2005-2006 schot/¥garl.224p

>.05. Table 7 and 8 provide numerical results.
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Table 8.

Independent sample t-tests by gender and group status on attendance.

Gender t p
Time 1 .395 .694
Time 2 -1.224 225
Males
Time 1 -1.776 .082
Time 2 -.233 .817
Females
Time 1 -1.311 .198
Time 2 -3.857 .001**
Group
Time 1 -2.264 .026*
Time 2 -2.015 .048*
RY
Time 1 .004 997
Time 2 -.159 875
Control
Timel AT7 .638
Time 2 -3.722 .002**

*p<.05 *p<.01
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Follow-up independent sample t-tests determined that whereas the number afsabsenc
among males did not differ for treatment or control groups at either Tit{4)+-1.776p >
.05, or Time 21(54)=-.233p > .05, and the number of absences experienced by females did not
differ for treatment or control groups at Timeg($3)=-1.311p > .05, the number of absences by
females did differ across the treatment and control groups at Titf@32;-3.857p < .01.
Figures 2 and 3 graphically illustrate these differences over time fesraat females,
respectively. Males and females in the RY and comparison groups did differcsigthyfi In
2005-2006, not only did females in the comparison group show poorer attendance than females
in the RY groupt(43)=-3.857p < .01, but females in the comparison group also experienced
poorer attendance than males in the comparison group, t(98)=-3.58, p <.001. The number of
absences among males did not differ across treatment groups during the 2004:80D%est,
t(54)=-1.776p > .05, and the 2005-2006 school yeégs4)=-.233,p > .05. Whereas the number
of absences among females did not differ by treatment group in 2004+K)5;1.311p >
.05, group differences were found in 2005-20063)=-3.857p < .01. Figures 2 and 3
graphically illustrate the differences in attendance over time fazgraald females, respectively,

and the numerical results detailing tiHests are shown in Table 8.
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Table 9.

Mean number of absences by gender and treatment group in 2005-2006.

Group Mean Standard Error

Reconnecting Youth

Male 19.6 2.53

Female 19.9 2.76
Comparison

Male 224 4.14

Female 41.0 6.40
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Figure 3.

Number of Male Absences Over Time.
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Figure 4.

Number of Female Absences Over Time.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The present study examined the impact of the Reconnecting Youth Indicated
Prevention/Intervention Program on academic and attendance outcomes with afyethnica
homogeneous Mexican American sample of high-risk youth in the Southwestern U.S. Our
analyses suggest that, when implemented in this alternative charter ngh setting, and with
our sample, the Reconnecting Youth program was not as effective as it was in psauites

Hypothesis 1 predicted that participation in the Reconnecting Youth program would be
associated with better grades over time, relative to the comparison grouglrofwm did not
participate in RY. Grade differences in favor of the RY participants amtieipated on the basis
of past research (Eggert et al., 1990, Eggert et al., 1995; Eggert, Thompson, Herticgolad\
1994; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Thompson et al., 1997). In contrast
to these prior studies, our participants did not show significantly better meastesegrades
over time compared to the comparison group. Thus, we failed to support Hypothesis 1.

There are several possible reasons why Hypothesis 1 was not upheld. One possible
explanation is that the power of our analysis was limited by the small saing@léndeed, in the
present study, although the total sample consisted of 100 youth, our comparison gronpaontai
only 30 students, due to constraints in the amount of data available from school archidal recor
By contrast, the previous RY research we cited had access to much larger samgieg from
201 students (Eggert, Thompson, Herting, & Nicholas, 1994) to 280 youth (Thompson et al.,
1997).

It is unfortunate that we were unable to access data for participants who dropped out of
school between 2005 and the time we accessed the archival data from school flatofds (

2008). It is possible that those students who subsequently dropped out may have performed even
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more poorly than the students who remained in school and that had these data been available,
differences may have been evident in the grade trajectory between thetriegrtoups.

Another possible explanation for the apparent failure of RY to impact on grades for ou
sample of high-risk Mexican American youth may be that for this sample, a ldmggion of
exposure to the RY was needed. Given the 24% dropout rate for Mexican Americaisstver
12% for African Americans and 7% for Caucasians, a one-semester course inapinong
enough to impact student’'s semester grades (NCES, 2006). Eggert, Thompson, Herting,
Nicholas, and Dicker (1994) noted the need for RY to be tested with high-risk mywrityto
ascertain the program's effectiveness with youth from minority backdso@iven that the RY
program was developed and piloted on Caucasian youth and subsequent studies demanstrated it
effectiveness with Caucasian youth, the findings from the present investigaticate program
components might not resonate as well with individuals from different culturesn®iteely, it
may be that more than a single semester of RY may be needed in altesclatiwksettings that
serve exclusively high-risk students. Indeed, Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicmold3icker
(1994) speculated that a one-semester intervention might be insufficieotfernsgh-risk
youth. At this school, many students had dropped out several times due to teenage pregnancy
admitted drug use, experienced poverty, or had trouble with the law.

Hypothesis 2 predicted a gender difference in mean semester grades\tibévee
treatment and comparison groups. Gender differences were expected basedabfastwest
(1) gender differences in national high school dropout rates, in which Hispanie$dmse a
lower dropout rate compared to Hispanic males (NCES, 2004; NCES, 2006); (2) high pyegnanc
rates among Hispanics; and (3) previous empirical findings with the Recangn¥otith
program, which suggested that females were more responsive to RY than males (Egger

Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994).
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Among this sample of participants, gender differences in grades were observed. A mai
effect for gender was found whereby females earned higher grades, foothamel after the
semester in which RY was administered. A different trend in grade change avatdonwas
identified for males and females. Males' grades increased and fegnatkss decreased over
time in both the treatment and comparison groups. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 waseslpport

Based on prior research reporting that students who participate in Reconifectihg
demonstrated better attendance than students in control conditions (Eggert 80aEgt@rt et
al., 1995; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, and Dicker, 1994), Hypothesis 3 predicted that
differences would be observed between the RY and comparison groups in attendanesul@ur
supported this hypothesis. Overall differences in attendance were obsetwegnthe RY and
comparison groups, and students in the comparison condition missed more days of school,
compared with the RY participants, both during the school year in which RY was ierézin
(2004-2005) and one year later (2005-2006). The most straightforward explanatiosédor the
findings is that despite the random assignment of students to treatment condiéangsiimg
differences existed between treatment and comparison students. Thesdiffjeoences, due to
factors extraneous to this study, led to higher absenteeism among compadsotsst
throughout the study, from Fall 2004 through Spring 2006.

Another possible explanation for these findings relates to limitations inchwardata
that we utilized in the present study. In this study, attendance data weablavanly for entire
school years. Unfortunately, it was not possible to access student attendarfoe tthat school
year prior to the introduction of RY, and the unavailability of pre-post attendaracdidatot
allow us to compare attendance before and after the Reconnecting Youth intervestead, |
our attendance data for Fall 2004 (before the RY curriculum was offered) werenedmbi

(confounded) with the data collected in Spring 2005 (during the RY program). Itanay b
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speculated that the attendance in Fall 2004, before RY, was the same forpaesamand RY
students, especially since participants had been randomly assigned to the RY angocompar
conditions. If this is the case, the overall differences in attendance wouldiletatie to the

RY program.

Hypothesis 4 predicted gender differences on absenteeism. This hypothesi was
upheld. However, females in the comparison group recorded more absences during the 2005-
2006 school year than females in the treatment group, and also compared with nralesTbee
literature on high-risk Hispanic females suggests several explanatiadhs focrease over time
in absenteeism that we observed for comparison group females (Children’sel¥&deds 2008;

Doll & Lyon, 1998).

One possible explanation for this finding is increased age. Given the 83% pregiency ra
for Hispanic teens (Goodyear, et al., 2002; Hamilton et al., 2009; Ventura et al., 20@8hsit se
likely that teens were more likely to have babies in 2005-2006 than they were in 2004-2005
because they were older and more mature, and teen motherhood is associated as#xincre
school absenteeism (Kenney et al., 1997). If participation in the RY program wassfutin
deterring females from becoming pregnant, the females in the compasgpwvgruld have
been more likely to have babies than those in the RY group, and therefore more ldely t
absent from school.

A second potential reason for the 2005-2006 surge in absences among females who did
not participate in RY is that the teens who did not participate in RY may have been more
vulnerable to social pressure from the Hispanic community to stay home tiarfadfitionally
feminine roles, such as to perform household chores for their families or to hedbliegs.
Particularly with the population under investigation, female teenagers anefalikely than

males to deal with pregnancy, iliness, children’s illness, and single paresstuggi One
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particularly interesting finding was that males and females who ipatec in the RY program
had similar number of absences while females who were not in the RY prograte recgu:
more absences than males who were also not in the program.

Strengths of This Study

The present study evaluated the effectiveness of a school-based mettightogghm, a
contribution to an area identified as being in critical need of attention (Waist 2000). In
conducting this investigation, we answered the call for conducting program evahesiearch
with methodological rigor, as recommended by Blum and Ellen (2002), Brooks (2006), and
Lopez et al. (2002). We included a comparison group, rather than attempting to drawgiooscl
based solely on within-group change, and we employed random selection and random
assignment to conditions (Brooks, 2006, Lopez et al., 2002). Our RY and comparison
participants attended the same school during the same time period, a methddologica
improvement over some previous studies that compared treatment and controladsta acr
multiple schools or over different periods of time (Cho, Hallfors, & Sanchez, 2005tEgge
Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994; Thompson, et al., 1997).

In this study, the RY program was implemented with integrity. The program natodi
conducted random fidelity checks four times a month. Furthermore, all individualsevbo w
part of the program underwent an intensive two-week training that incorporatgdawle
quizzes, and practice. It is also important to note the characteristics obgnarprimplementer
or ‘lead teacher'. The lead teacher was dynamic and of similar ethnigrbeoki as were other
program “stakeholders”, which is especially important because progrdnatea literature
meticulously details the need for ensuring cultural competence (PumatB®35).

In the interest of ethical practice, it is imperative that empiricaliss be conducted with

minority participants in order to enhance the effectiveness of interventioas/ériety of target
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populations. Despite the fact that the results of this study failed support ouchdsgaotheses,
this investigation constitutes a valuable addition to the RY literature. Prevumlisssthat found
RY beneficial were conducted on largely Caucasian, middle class adotesosnited in regular
schools. This is the first known investigation of RY to explore the program's effeet/avith a
largely Hispanic sample of youth and the first to investigate RY in amatitee high school
setting targeting exclusively high-risk students (Eggert et al., 1990, E@gerhpson, Herting,
Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994). In addition, independent researchers conducted thisfdtuel Ry
program curriculum, which is different from the studies conducted by the program deselope
Limitations

One limitation of the current study was the small sample size. Data athexed three
years after program implementation, and unfortunately some data were aiplayai$ the school
had recently upgraded from a paper filing system to an electronic systaddition, files for
students who graduated or dropped out of school were kept for only two years, and therefore
could not be accessed for this investigation. A larger sample size would have impeoved t
power of the analyses.

A second flaw in this study was the discrepancy in time for the two dependent \&riable
where mean semester grade data points were obtained for two semesteéendadce data
points were obtained for two school years. While mean semester grade datmthered in an
optimal manner for data analysis, attendance data was not ideal. If theddteen obtained
from the same time frame, mixed repeated measured MANOVAs, rather ti@\aA& could
have been performed. By incorporating multiple outcome measures, we would have é¢en abl
obtain a more complex and efficient analysis of the phenomena under investigation.

It was unfortunate that the archival attendance data was obtained for as@arioEyear

and was not divided by semesters. Therefore, the measure of the Reconnectingyd@naim
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on attendance was confounded by attendance data from the semester befare/éreiont.

Semester attendance would have been ideal, as it would have shown the precisef itnpac
Reconnecting Youth program before, during, and after participation in the progoaravet, as

the data were collected, attendance data that comprised the Time 1 (irgarvanable) were
confounded by pre-intervention attendance data. Post-intervention data were mhed aifelc

were a good measure of post-intervention attendance. Still, program compoaenssrang

enough to impact attendance as significant attendance differences wetdéhween students

who participated in the program and those who did not. The aforementioned was noted for future
research and for improved data collection and results. A fourth weakness indgisshe

unequal sample sizes for the treatment and comparison groups.

In this investigation, due to limitations in the amount of data available from the school
records, it was not possible to match the students in the treatment and comparisorogroups f
grade level and age. Although the treatment and comparison groups were matched on mean
semester grades pre-intervention, the groups differed in regard to gender, ageyvegtadad
race. Gender differences were of particular importance, given tiaegdifferences in high
school dropout rates and academic achievement (Hamilton et al., 2009; NCES, 2006).

The length of the program could have also been a factor for this particular population.
Given the 24% dropout rate for Mexican Americans versus the 12% for African Anteand
7% for Caucasians, a one-semester course may not be strong enough to impat student
semester grades (NCES, 2006). In light of the findings, program develbpetd sonsider
extending the length of the program to at least a year, particularly withikkigpopulation. In
fact, previous studies future directions sections underscored the need for e¥sdarch
implement the program for longer intervals as single semester coursemved in their effect

potential (Eggert et al., 1990; Eggert, Thompson, Herting, Nicholas, & Dicker, 1994)
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Directions for Future Research

Given the strong evidence of effectiveness for RY reported in previous inviestigahe
differences between our findings and those of prior studies strongly empinasieed for
expanding RY research with more ethnically diverse samples. It willdeeiadly important to
examine the effectiveness of prevention programs such as RY with MexicarcaAnsegiven
their exceptionally high risk of dropout. Even though the Hispanic population is growing
exponentially, there is a relative dearth of research with Mexicaniéaneand other Hispanic
adolescents (NCES, 2006).

Schools are ideal settings for replicating and empirically validatngponents of
prevention programs. Furthermore, research has underscored the need for involviag &anail
communities in program development and implementation through wraparound services,
coordinated services, and community and family involvement (Brooks, 2006). Becausésstude
in alternative high schools often have multiple, long-standing psychosocial prohbtraset
particularly difficult to address and change, it also will be important to condditicenal
research on the effectiveness of RY with other highly challenging youtheresgarch should
ascertain the extent to which RY can be effective in helping young people wikimdseof
complex and longstanding problems typically experienced by students enrollsdnatate
schools, or whether its effectiveness is limited to teens manifesting rmebems of dropout
risk.

A mixed methods approach including both qualitative and quantitative data would add to
the comprehensiveness of future evaluations of the RY program. Affaciivanecdotal

components regarding the perceptions of various stakeholders regarding pridgctiveress,
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school climate, and school belongingness are important components of a congjesten pr
evaluation (Nastasi, 2002).
Conclusion

The literature is clear when emphasizing the need for increased rigogiaupr
evaluation research (Blum & Ellen, 2002; Brooks, 2006; Lopez et al., 2002; Maher, 1978; Weist
et al., 2000). Decades of research have resulted in many school-based dropoubprevent
programs lacking program evaluation support. New national initiatives and legisktd
ethical obligations underscore the need for demonstrating the efficadyooi-$ased
prevention programs.

Based on the results of the present study, it appears that attendance delfimyona
daily recording and weekly graphing has a positive impact on attendancagat@hedso suggests
that robust reinforcement contingent upon school attendance can positively impalzratée
That is, eligibility for reinforcements, including field trips, dinners, and scpadles was
dependent upon good attendance. Other components like school climate, positive peer and adult
relationships, and school bonding and belongingness may have had ancillary ompacts
attendance.

This particular line of research identifies effective programs andfispgamponents that
can be incorporated into school-based mental health program or in general to isghiasie
attendance. Results from the current study should be used to inform practice nagrampr
development. Such findings allow for direct manipulation of environmental resouroéfiede
in the literature that school personnel and psychological services personnel hahiengizet
over. Effective components need to be discovered through research, and disseminated throug

publication, and finally implemented in the classrooms to improve outcomes for students.
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Previous research has shown that the Reconnecting Youth program can be effective in
helping high-risk youth increase their academic achievement and school atéefafanc
Caucasian, middle class youth. The present controlled study examined theesféss of RY
with Mexican American youth attending an alternative high school in theiéaneSouthwest
and failed to replicate the findings reported in the prior literature in respeedn semester
grades but replicated findings in regards to the program’s impact on absantsgdtional

research is needed to better understand these findings.
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