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. ‘Introductp{y,Statement s E 1 f'y

The. Center for: Social 0rganlzation of. Schools tCSOS) has‘Ewo primary '

oo

xa objectives. to develop a sc1ent1f1c knowledge of how schoo1ld affect their,n

% ; . ‘/". .
organization. ‘ S . ey '-, -

~‘“ . . N . ' ' ’ \ )
o . + ."The Center works through three-research programs 'to ach1eve its.

".students, and q%lkxlthls knowledge to develop better school practices and

,‘obJectives. . o : ;} ; ‘ R ‘ ' : o
. The Sehool Organization Program investlgates how school’::ET;laSsroom
.
organization affects st&dent learning and other immediate outcomes of C T

schooling ‘ Current studies focus on parental involvement microcomputers

L in’ schﬂols Ause of ‘time in scHools cooperative learning, and other organiza—

. tiohal strategies that alter the task reward authority and peer group
: [
structures. in schools and . classrooms . f v

- . “

v , mThe Education and Work Program examines the relationship between schooling

P ard students’ later-life occupational and educational successes. Current

rfﬁ’t \’ o
'S projects f q}”ﬁe studies of the competencies required 1n "the” workplace, the

: sources o t¥aining and experience that lead td employment,.college stuflents’

. ma]or field choices, and employment of. urban minority youth. -

.

The ‘Schools and Deligguency Program studies-the problems of crime,

- ‘;1olence, vandalism and disorder 1n‘schools and .the role that schools play

. Co in delinquency 0ngoing projths address\hhe development of a theory of

P delinquent behavior school effects on’ delinquency,'and the evaluation of ~.
delinquency prevention programs in and out of schools,

' ' L CSOS also supports a Fellowshipgﬁiﬂ Education Research program that

. provides opportunities for talented researchers to conduct and publish
4 Islgnificant research in conjunotion with the three research programs. N
This report prepared by the Schools and Delinquency Program examines

:  the effectiveness of using theory to guide a large-scale educational inter—

vention designed to reduce delinquency

Q . o Lo T - ¢ '
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Thxs paper usés a. large-scale schk— ‘

. at the schqol 1eve1. The program,_however, faxled to bring about the

J [ < ' ' “ s ' . . o .
- 1 . . . ' . . . — . . ' . -
t - ' ‘ . : . '
.
.

Theory'is 'a uséful.guide for program de81gn and 1mp1ementat10n.

ol- based delanuency preventxon pro—

:

o Ject to 111u8trate the ‘use o£ theory in program desxgn ‘and the’ need,

for 11ne staff to haveS; clear undeystandxng of the program 8 theoret-

$

,ical underpinniﬂgs.' Evaluat1on resultg for the prograq show that the

l
- '

Y
program was effectlve for reducxng the level of dellnquent behav1or
N : .

and chang1ng a numbé: of 'theoretical Precursors of dellnquent behavior

de81red changes in . behav1or and attltudes of 1ndiv1duals targeted f

ppecéalﬂse:v1ce8. The differential‘effectiveness of the program com- "

.
' ) ..‘

ponents is attrlbuted 1n part to dxfferencee 1n the extent to ich

1." '

1mp1ementat10n was guxded by theory. ' o B
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! explrcit theory ‘hre notfways' mplemented accordmg to the sa

- S . b “:‘L ’ -
‘ . v “g . \ ~ v.‘ <
'. .. e . . /‘: ~ [ ‘. e o . . ' L ’
Co. R ‘ . ) i B - .~’ ‘ . e o« C ) . . .
‘ R Implementixig a Theory in a Large—s ale | o ;
" g - s _ : ’ N
' ' . ’ Educatlonal Int&rvent::o . . L
. E . WO i " Lol NEPRTAN
. . N , : ‘: ) . '.‘ v b >,(
. . © . . . Co - o A BER ‘ - . ‘ -
e 2 RS . o . bos

. - . " '_\ ‘ . ' " ' .“' .‘ A
A clear ‘idea about the_ nature and causes of thew is ‘an essent:.al

- '
. l

guide to program developmént. . Organlzatmnal development efforts that
- ' ’ '
exp11c1t1y cor;’lder the causes of the problem to be addressed w111 be more '
L W R
effecﬂve t\1an those ﬁaat develop w1thout. benef1t of‘ such a theoret:.cal

frameworka A report by the Pane1 on Reseatch .on Rehabll 1tat1ve Technlques

‘

(Martin, ‘Sechrest, & Redner, 1981) p01nts out that ia the absence of an ad
quate conceptual framework m.terventlons often are unrelated to the causes

of the problan 1gnore su1tab1e target populat1ons. and . fa11 -to conmdei ﬂ
v - ' S .
questlons of opt1ma1 t1m1ng and strength of the 1ntervent1on. ‘

N

Theory m al so’ essent1a1 for the oZganmatlon apd commun1cat1on of 1deas.

In” research and in practice,’ Q wish to test 1deas about the causes of
° “ , ‘ f

‘socxal problems as well as specific strategies des1gned to reduce the 1eve1'

- . "

of thE problem. A clear st atement . of the theoret:.cal‘ rationale bel'(md a

program increases the probablllty that s0meth1ng useful will be 1earned from

" the tr 1a1,~3n\ that th1s useful knowledge w111 be communlcatede ‘to others. '*
‘. ‘ ¢ "‘ \ . Sy ~ - :
This paper uyses a, large-scale school-—based de11nquency prevent1on project

Y

_to 111ustrate the need for, 11ne staff tQ have a clear understand1ng of the

[N . } .
program s, theoretical underp1nn1ngs. Programs es1gned with Z\Ee benef1t' of

'
th eory..

N



)) The proJect on* wh1ch th1s paper 1s bdied operated in ,seven gecondary

. r - S

. ‘ -
;‘ schools “in Charleéton, South Carollna.‘ It 1s & school—based de11nquenhy

,r] preventlon program des1gned§af§>operated by the central admlnlstratl of

IS ' ’”"‘- .

.the c1ty s school system.v The progect part1c1pated 1n fo €;ve evaluatlon
v,‘, L ; . b —: ’—
- ;w*act1v1t1es structured\by the Program Development Evaluat1on model (Gottfred-
-y .oon -‘_/ -
somn,’ G., in press, Gottfredson, R1ckert* Gottfredson, %dvan1, 1983) . Th1s ‘
. ' : . . . L

fr&mework for _programf development emphas1zes the 1mportancey'of .explicit o

.-

\ ‘_w

N l - L
)

~ theory 1n organlzatlonal developmentfa6t1v1t1es.' : Lo

h_ . . . . . ' vl ' ‘ T .
v . . ’ ¢ - f.
. . . . . ‘ . !
, . ~ . .

. . . N .
- . . « . . , -
‘e M . . . .

Xl

e

. o . , The Theory |
. . R ¥ . o k,«g
R . , ‘ B S .‘~ " ‘
InitiagTheo ' . . .

/

J . !

J - No reference to academic theories of delinquency was made in the initial

' A ] ' N 4 . . ' '
" 4 -

grant prOppsal for 'the project. The main’ theme of the proposal‘ was that

’ school d1sorder st ems frOm the school system s fa1lure .to take a proact1ve

/ . [} N
approac ‘to dis. ipling an to-tailor curricu um terials an 1ns ructjiona
proach ‘to diskipli d o/ 1 1 } sls and “instruct{onal

S ; i \‘ N /_

utechnigues to the needs pf students. The projegct proposed to revlse discl—

pl1ne proce%ures and pol1c1es us&ng<a preVentLve approachw to c1ar1fy thep

curr1culum objectives and focus them more on students d1agnosed needs, and

. , ¢ - . |
to pnov1de opportun1t1es for 8tudent§, teachers, adm1n1strat%rs, parents and
\

. . C . -
‘o f

other communxty members to engage 1n school 1mprovement efforts.i In add1—"“

tion, the prOJect proposed to p;3v1de intensive tutortng and Cbunsellng to

100 "target students in each school 1dent1f1ed as being most 1n need ofl .
) ¢|; Al .
) prOJect serv1ces.ﬁ Although the f6posal was clear about the goals of the
“ — : .

\~pEOJ€ct and about the general approach thatowould gu1de program act1vft1es¢‘ ,

k-

it was, by brogram ®eve10pmentéEvaluatlon standards (Gottfredson, R1ckert,

A Gdttfredsonv & Advan1, 1983) lacklng in 8 clear statement of the intermed1~

ERI!
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e .ate. behav1or-al and attltudlnal changes that the projec
/ ‘l' i ’.: . . e . - R .
' about. ) . B 4 o o e, . .,
' B R O R R S

. -~ e, / ARETRVAIEPEE
. . . ' o -’

In1t1al\ meet1ngs w1th the proJeét n!anagers revealed an eclect‘r s loosely

»
-

o Jm » connécted t_heory aﬂc}, a set of th1rty—two d1screte pLanned progxatu.act1vx-4“.:"";l1"

. . . ,

\‘ ties. The theory resemble'd a 11st that» mrght be -generated 1f one were to | '_

ce - ‘jkpull key varlables ftom every ma_]or theory of de11nq;.|ency and to add“to“ it “

L * . variables .relatmg‘to klocal sources thatrcontrlb"ute to the.schoolsfl prob—' -
oy | - lems.. In a1/1 thlrty-seven‘ causes of delmquency\\yere named. )'Ihe planned

Program activities shoggd h1gh ;congruence wlth the theory, suggeﬁtmg that

mtermedmte causes of the. problems the Program was® addres81ng had been con—“."

v .o .m : L, . \ w oo .
TR slder‘ed m the deslgn ‘of the program(. Only f1ve ,of the th1rty—seven causal .
‘ 3 . ) e “

» | .v varlables mentroued duFJ.ng the theor’y-generatlon stagé:‘“vbvere/ not 'addressed
‘ . d1rect1; by the 1n1t1&11y ptoposed program.

. R i o "'l
.

‘ i N ! . ' S :
The ~Evc'>.1ved Theory , . L N S
( v a ) o "‘, ; | ) ‘ . b .

. [

‘ ‘ J v '
oo Program development act1v1t1es to~ remove redundanc1es and c1ar1fy causal
- ‘. . , [ . ¢

: o . links m the program ] actlon t:.heory produced the theory shown in F1gure 1

¢ { v . v > ,

e Th1s vet81bn of the theory ddentlfles a cr1t1ca1 tr1ang1e of mterret’ated

~ -y e ! ¢

student beh iors and axt;tudes that must change in order to reduce delm-‘
e

1

quent beh8V10t and mcrease : educat1onab and occ(patlohal attamment. It
S o

A ‘ :

. .emphasues five school factors that must be altered. m order to brmg about‘

.

. the desu'ed changes m student behaviors and’ attrtudes. The theory assumes

. , Y <
Lo | .

that soc1oecon0m1c factors af fect the fgmlly, *school and 'student ‘factors, \'J
_ s ' ' ‘ ! .
v but mal(es clear that the 1OCUS|df mtervent‘mn of‘ the program is' the school e

m'

o [ ) - W g . e, . ' ;

» , 'and th.f;f: th program s effect'on the community w111 tesult from longjtet"m

. i ' i
. J .
. ' L LI I ol

-~ ' \ R . o ' N e \ '.’ . "
b . ) \ o ) - PR i : D o ‘ ; ‘,L ‘ . v .
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R A L v . v ..‘.l

rather-than through direct intervemtion. - . '~ . C
e - B o o o . . «
) & - . ’ ‘ ! e . ’ ) ) N
N Operationalizing the Theory

T
.

hd K ind ! v

B 4 :
Q)%mal th1rty-two 'bro_]ect act1v1t1e8 into f.:.ve maJor areas of mterven-,
A '

_tion. Th1s grouprng of act1v1tLes w1th s1m1lar obJectwes helped to focus

. ;

program act1v1t1es. JThe reconceptuahzauon in turn h ped ‘the managers - to

reach consensus about the key focal pomts of the pr ram .and tp elaborate

- e !

. Lo '
- P

. . . . . 5 . . s : co
. The major interventions and their primary.objectives elaborated by the. - .

- . . ‘

- midpoint of the project‘vie're as foll-owg: N ' -

’

The lproject’s- primary'linten’entibnA was t:Q estab11sh and . mamtam an
<

organ1zat1onal structure which fa:b’“t\ﬁted shared decxsmn malung among com-
'mun1t'y age‘nc1es‘, students, teachers, school adm1m.strat;or8'_and parents in.

the management planping ‘for the scltiool . _'l'hé project provided training l.n

assessing needs, researching problems, defining ‘objec'tives _and developing

and implementing plans, assessing progress and redefining strategies. It

- o

‘established a team structure to implement school change, -as well as a struce

ture for review and revision of school policies. o .

!

Team Structure

AR1

Most school-wide innovations were accomplished through five teams. Two

project staff persons in ‘eac?h‘ school--the Cufriculum Specialist and S.tu_dent. ’

L ] '
Concerns - Specialist--shared responsibility. for organizing the teams , and
, . .

e

','B'y the midp‘oint %f the prOjecé‘ the program managers had reorgamzed the"

-




£ » . . e ,‘--, .":

. . o e L. .- . IR [ » ;l."'_ R
monitoring the activities.of the teams. 'The composition and purpose of the'.

five teams were: - % . P07 oo e S
S a Ty o T T DT ‘
- o L : ot "".’ . oo .‘ Ql'.,". ' o L :v“; A ‘
1 N . . - . i S - . i ‘ a . K et !

: oo
Student Concerns S'uppgrt Team. " Five faculty memb at each school

, worked'w_ith' the Student Concerns 'Specin‘l'ist' to pl“an" ac
- s : ' L& . v “ ' .
3. © . school climate and thé behavior of .individual students. . s
3. ‘ g o & ) S A

v 1

AN . L N T RN . . ' A o
L Curriculum Support Team. Five.faculty members 'representing the major.
4 - A . - ST ) w ' '

acalemic "areas worked with the Curriculim Spec‘ialist to plan and implement

»

[ » ' . P N
activities to itiprove adademic performance. . . -
\‘ - . e .‘. e BN : ‘ : R "‘l
K R B oot ! . . . ,

' e

-—

’

Student Leadership.'l’eam." A group. of- ‘at least, ten students planned and

. .
. . ' | SN ' e

- 1mplemented actiylties “to unprove the school. Devetopment of leadership

. L

- ! \J

gkills in the team members was a primaw obJective of th1s 1nterv,ent10n.

!

v

M
i
. . : .

3
v '
-

zarent Leadershlp Team. Parent groups composed of at least ten parents

)

’ were organized 8‘8 traiheh to plan snd mplement act1v1t1es to mprove the‘

N . 1 ~
b4 \

school\env1ronment.‘ L s T -

.
LA . °, . . ' s e
. - ) . .
' l s T . - 1 . \’ e : ‘< ' L

« .. ’ i ,
Business/Education™ Partnerships. The pro;ect worked to est’ablish an

. . ~ +

lz .
active, productive p{rtnership , for each of its schqols with .a business m

+

3 ‘the commun‘ity.-' The primary purpose of these partnerships was to provxde
VoA - : .

. 0 “« ' R .
‘ management . and public.relations expertise to schools. ‘ E S

e . .
\ O ’ K LT

The primary objective of this team structuré€ was #proving school manage-

\

.ment.
- o . ) - \

objectives, the, orﬁlnization of sc{\ool.\and ‘community* persona mto teams’ and

! . 4 ’ R \

‘the" management training and ' experience prov1ded through the tepms were: tar—,

’ - .
geted directly"-,at'lm’proying school. Imanagemei‘xt.ﬁ N

- LR
i 1 [ [

o ‘ -
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Cu’rrmulum Review .and Revmmn., Achlevement test results were used to'.

| x d1agnose -school-‘ude acxadeuuc. w'eakness'es. .The Curr1cu1um Spec1a11at; .
. A . . .

coopera‘tum with the Gurncul.um Suppor:.t Team, used the re8u1t1ng mfotmauon

't'.o plan. and carry outl reniedml progtams. 'I'hese mcluded ongo1ng Faculty
-Development through 1nserv1ce tramm\gerw teach;ng techn1ques such as

~ Student Team Leam1ng (Slav1n, in press) A curr1cu1um'resource room . was’
estabbiahed and 1ts use’ mon1tored by the CurrICulum Spec1al1st. Renources‘

L. hn:}uded self 1nstruct1ona1 act1v1t1es, books’ énd magazines for free re;d-
’ # Lng, and other supplemen,tary u‘lstructmnal mater1als. Bo,th teachers, and

. -
v '

students .were encouraged to .uge, the\reeourCes prov1ded.,‘ Th1s mterventxon
' : ; . " v \
. . ‘ } g

was d1rected  at 1ncreas1ng teacher competenc1ef: and at - mprov1ng school

‘e

ia‘,dm‘lnlstratl.on in curriculum’ development‘ and deliyery._ U S

v : ) : . R
. - . v
4 ’ ‘. . [l , '

D18c1211ne Rev1ew and Rev1s1on.' The Student 'Concerns_&,‘_Special‘iét, w:l.th[

.
- v

3 . ) -~

.problems in the séhool and planned and carrigd out actnp.tl.es“ des1gned to-‘

Q address,those problems. Emphasis‘was placed on‘student,invoivement in  the
oo ' S, . ' .

P development of school -and classrodm rules, the establishment of a discipline

. '
- . ' '

referral’ procedure and the’ u‘se of a standard1zed d1sc1p11ne referral fom.

‘ NI

The D1sc1p11ne Rev1ew ‘and Revisl.on component 1nc1uded ongo1ng faculty devel-

| v v
. N . . l
' R

opment through 1nserv1ce tra1n1ng. Th1s 1ntervent1on was, a1med -at 1mprov1ng

v
A

school man‘agement in the disci.'pl‘ine'.area. ' oty s

, . . . . 4 -
¢
[ . . T r H

: - * For the innovations described abol\‘re, what .the teams implemented was not
. o Al . . ' oo ‘. . . - N i .
3 o T . : ‘ - Lo
considered to be as important as tbe process .the teams went through ‘to" plan

. g e
~ . . ¢ » - \
. . .

ERIC
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.the Student Concerns Support Team, reviewed J.nformatl.on about d18c1p11ne :

teaoher competenc1es in the area of ciassroom .management ‘and at mprovmg'
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3

e e L -
4 ! . ‘ ’ R "_;‘_,._‘ o : D . L . L4
_ , : . A ST
T inpovation~and carry. it’fogward.' Thefcurrieulmn-andfdiscipline policies
] . . . ' - - , . B

that- emerged from::

€

?g

~° ¥ . project implementera'- sphe management practxces the te used ' in

¥,

. S L
addressing the educational and’ .

! : o
.".»‘: ,‘ ’ '

ets of school—wxde academxc 1nnovatxons, c11mate 1nnovat10n8, career—or1-

il

v oy o

ented innovationa,“and sérvices to)target students. S
School-Wide AcademféliInnovations. L '

13 + N S

.Study'Skilla.' The Curriculum Specialists provided studénts ‘with mini-

4 . courses on stud%wskills'(e.g., note-taking,’ listeningiskills, good study
- habits);

implementing study skills units for-their classes.

'

- ~

'
. .

-

Readidy ExperiencglProgrami

' ‘i . » 0 ' N R . . . . * ' ~
i schedule fotr free reading for- everyone in the building. Teachers, staff,
" - and .administrators as well ‘as

Y

students were encouraged to participate and
students werg recognized for active

rticipation. | ‘
V' . .. i"v‘ ' N D A ) -
. . i ” v ) ' R ".’ . . . PSS ' . \ . i "\‘
Test Takfng Program. The Curriculum Specialist distributed and monitored
\ theause of Math and English practice teatd for CTBS and state-wlde tests.
NL Teachers vere encouraged to use the tests throughout the year on at 1ea8t

N .

. ‘ten sepafate occasions. The-apecialist al so organxzed and implemented on,a

\ . ‘ ‘ \ \
school -wide basxa activities stUich as prov1d1ng teat-taklng tips to parents,
. teachers and students, and promotlng posxtxve att1tudes toward test tak1ng.

. k " A ¢ R ' S :
N .

Q EE ‘ ' ' .

ERIC . . S |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- : . . ] ,ch'plxne problems the schools faced. o\ff{.

Rev1ew’and ReV1sxon component mattered‘leas to the

[y

and also served‘as;resource‘petaons for'teachets in developing and

A\petiod of time was set aside in the school'

the'progrmm.nsed specific -

-t
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‘ Field Tr{p Program.1 The prOJect pro§1ded addltxpnal resources to the‘\

VR 4“7

Lo . s N

Ce schools to ass1st w1th field tr1ps in cultural acadmmrc and career areas -

’ : whlch supported the proJect 8 goais and obJect1ves. P:o;ect sta£f mbers‘

— e

conducted f1e1d.tr1ps themselves or spught ggf ass1stance of other teachers e

- ' M 1 . ¢
’ N [

1n‘conductrng them.. -

4

.

1 N ~ * vj « "
' | . . ..
. [

s . \Student Team Learning.' Student Team Learn1ng 1s -a set‘.of' clasSroom‘

1nPtruct1ona1 techn1ques that'Mses student teams composed of, students eff

«
.

,¢d1fferent ab111ty levels. Temm members in STL classroOms study and dr111
! - .’ . . : AN .

together[and prepare.for qu1zzes or cross—team compet1t1ons.‘&TEams earn
’

’ I..°
(3 ' v

rewards For 1mprovement rather than for" the absolute 1earn1ng of. thelr mem-f

‘ bers, _ ?he techn1ques haVe rece1ved pos1t1ve evaluat1ons for enhancing
- learningi self—concept, liking of schoolf‘and‘ increasing cross—race‘ andg
. ; | . P a o . o 3
cross-se;:friendships.(Siavin; in press):v Teachers im.the project schools'
3 .were‘offered.training in STL.techniques and uereencouraged to‘imp{gment-thef

" . . . . . - ® v ' v

techniques in their classrooms. ‘

o . ) . ".,

\ School-Wide School Climate Innovatioms S, .t. - oy =

.
i +

) . v . ‘. t. . . . ' .8
‘ | - This intervention ' involyved specific ' programs aimed at enhancing the
schooy climate. The subcomponents aré?\‘ ; H ‘

. B ' ’ ’ > i .
The School Pride Campaign. This involved students and teachers in activ-
ot : - o . B ‘ o <

ities to improvelthe overall image,of,the school. . . ¢ e

v

v
.

' N '

Expanded Extra-curr1cu1ar Act1v1t1es. The Student Concernsi Spec1a11st“'

“

encouraged the growth of extracurr1cu1ar act1v1t1es on campus by assess1ng
f cT ‘}‘“ ' 4 ' ‘.
“. " student 'needs, estab11sh1ng needed act1v1t;es, «recru1t1ng‘ sponsors, and
L ‘ . S S S e, LT

\, © monitoring club progress. . .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘Career~Oriented Innovationa,l , e e

: mitmenta to conventional goals. o N 4

100 A ¥
~ 1
Students were lected And trained to
. ﬁ.., . -

part1C1pace ins- peér connseling program, or;,altevnatively; 1n adplt i

h

., 3; “-? o . ; RS , R a
Theae déthltles vere expected to alter the 8chool climate by changing

¥oe o . +

tge normative belief structure-1n the school to a more prqaoc1al one, by

‘ ‘ o Iy \ :
increasing coheaivenesa amgng at&ﬁuﬁta and teachers, band by nnprov1ngt\

Y

> l

moﬁaleqR The proJect.sought to, 1ncreaae bpnding to the aoC1al order through

. . )

‘this set of " act1v1t1es. LT o o —_— v
L4 ' N N . " . . Vot ) “

‘o c . . o, T - .. !
y. o BN : L Y ‘ Ch i

f , ' L . . ! : R
b

P v

' . , \ . . A '\
o N A PR ' . v :
' , ¢ w.
R

Career Exploration Progmama. Tbe proJect, in cooperétion w1th a local

. -

teéhnical college, offered studenta at thﬁ ,high schools opportunitiea ra

particrpate in- two programs. Heaigned to 1n¢roduce them to technical c%reera.
..3 ‘ v ' '
such aa engineering, computer science and ‘Industrial technology.,

. R . '- ‘, f ) % M o : ' ] ' ‘s
! 4 : ' .

‘Job—éeeking Skills Program. Thia intervention provided training-in'spe—
v -«
‘cific akilla rélated té finding and keeping g Job (e.g. 1nterv1ew etiquette)
N\

-
.

and offered opportunities for. broadened career, awareneea. *This 1ntervengion

2 ¢

- o
was aimed at increasing -the educational ~and omcupational attainment of
- \) . “ ,. .

youtha by 1ncrea81ng their Jobdreadimeaa, and at - 1ncreaaing atudents ;Eomﬁ

\
- » . ) ' R ) v

The purpoge ‘was to establiah a forum ‘in which 8 u-?,
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' Seryices to T get-Stgdents- S ' L ‘

f,' ‘ . :‘ L S { Co. _“;«/ R ;

A ‘major set of - act1v1t1es prov1ded affect1ve and academic.

| . Jstudents in need ‘of mtenswe serv1ces. Th1s program component
1 ¥ , p

c181 effort to 1ncrease ,the 1nvolvement "and success exper1ences'
- »" ¢ J

who, may have already g1ven up on their educat1on.‘.Students who

A4 .

cro ble fot th'e d1rect serv1ces (about 102\\Y/the 5tudents in xhev

e

services to

made a: spe=

v

\

were eligi-

, A
. school ,were

selected) were 1dent1f1ed and\d%agnosed' The1r behav1ora1 treabment obJec—

. 4

tives were def1ned appropr1ate academ1c and counse11ng serv1ces

'

; - ‘and pnogress toward obJect1ves mon1tored and’ frequently reaséesse
. . ' Pr(

L

3rescr1bed

~

d. Approx-

l1mate1y half of the spec1a11sts t1me was devoted to prov1d1ng these d1rect

v ¢ .
- . " v

services to target studentsa KO L :

S . . . : v
R : .

v 1 \ The‘ftriangie - of student—level obJect1ves in “the Student Factors box in -

.
.

Figure 1 was the. target of the d1rect.£prv1ce component. Counse11ng "and

K

et academ1c serv1ces were intenddd to increase: rewarding experrences
1Y i
- 1ncrease self-concept, and strengthen students .bonds to the soc1
‘ ; . £ ) . 8
. o ) N ~ - . . b ‘ y ' \.“,\-.
. ~ ¢ . . .
. : P '
e Vo , " Implementatio
\ . L N ' )
3 v

] : . . . i o

sin school

al order.

.

Mon1tqr1ng the strength and fidelity of 1mp1ementat1op in such a broad

progrfm was a chsllenge. .The prograﬁ&managers developed mon1tor

over the durat1on of the prOJect to capture 1nformat10n on the in

0 0 i P ’
. sources:ﬂ Co C , s .
AR ' ‘ . - ' .‘u ' &

“ .

t

.

. (l) "Program Development Worksheets" (PDW“s) contained detailed manage—

, 'ment plans for a11 program act1v1t1es. Program managers spec1f1ed 1mp1emen—"

‘, tat1on standards for each prograﬁycomﬁonent -and used the PDW 8

-

s

v Lo , N g
4
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ing systems

tens1ty and

qua11ty of program serv1ces.- The mon1tor1ng system used data from two main

to moﬂitor

of ‘students



. _ 12 I .

" the extent to which they net, exceeded or fell shoit of  their standards.“iu

I
\ . . : . b st

Theselworksheets were used to record monthly quallty gontrolldata from meet—
. C A

ing m1nutes, agendas, 1ogs, and studeﬁt folders and from regular 1nterv1ews-

. .

. Cem T

with‘school personnel"‘ “The mon1tor1ng worksheets con;aln ag¥§alth of 1nfor-

. - '
- . 1
. . -

‘lmation about'the quallty of.proJect 1mp1ementat1on.‘,The documents have not

'yet been coded and summarlzed for the 1982 83 school year, but for the“
l981 82 school year they 1nd1cated that the program ‘as a whole met approxx-

» .
N .

.mately 75% SF it’s program standards.' The school—wlde academlc 1nterventlons

.

vere 1 1emented‘m08t faithfully, and the team—structure and career 1nter—
. ventions were wéll-implemented- only in'the high schools. School-wide af fec—

. ' . : - ‘

Y N - .

. . . ! o .« ' . e . -
tive interventions :sych as rap sessions and extracurricular.activities were

EE AN ‘ ) {
not as weh@aimplemented‘(Gottfredson; 1983).. ‘ ' \ .
0 Ve - o - .

’ . . . ‘ . N

(2) Records of spe01allst contacts wlth students prov1ded a more\readlly—
" 'useable source of implementatlon data.‘ Data on the nature of each contact

were sysfematically csptured us1ng s1gn-1n sheetd and, dally contact logs.

. . [
. P ’

These data were collected umnthly. Table_l summarizai contacts for the
1982 -83 school year for the six schools that remained in.the program' for the

. £2382~85 school .year. One school‘yas.dropped due to budget cutbacks. . T“
> N . . * . ' *

" Implementation. st andards called for an’ average of three contacts per

]

S , | . | | _
N month with .each target student, or about twenty-seven per year. . Table 1

4 .

;" shows that'only,one‘schoolfmet the standard..‘However; thetintensity of the

direct service component nearly xrlpled oveq 1981-82 levels. buring the
- - l981 dé year the average number of contacts ,per target student ?ér schoolf
‘ ranged from 3. 8l to 13. 67 ‘with a total school average of 6. 86—-less ‘than

- one tontact per month for the average target student. For the 1982 83 year,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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X

-

: . . ' ‘ oL
Affective centdcts include contacts for Stydent Leadership

Team activities, fieldtrips, extracurricular activities and youth

conferences.

Academic contacts include contacts for tutordng, stu-

.13 PR ' :
. .
Table 1
. . PATHE Specidlist Contacts Duging 1982-83
' t ‘ R B .
. L B Avg. no. contacts
' o “ IR SAE A “pér student
~ - » » _ students ———
. in school ‘entire o :
‘ contacted ' ‘gchool target control .
| e ——— ) . ' .
- : Bl — s e -
Middle I (n=496) ' , L o S
Total Affective .37 1.92 .. 10.95. (97
_Total ‘Academic - R LI 1.09 . 9.42° .08 °
‘Total Career .04 . .08 & o4 A6
. Total Contacts. .39 ' 3.09 20.40 . 1.11
Middle II (n=548) ~ "% . oo \ .
Total Affective .21 ; ‘1.11 6.02 «33
' Total Academic 22 3.02. 26.81 . .21
Total Career & o0 .00 - .03 .00
N Total Contacts . W31 / 4 .14 ,_32¢86m . .54
© . Middle III (n?$897 ' o ‘ P o o _
' Total Affective oW1 s 82 6.44 © .00 .
Total Academic L -2 135 | 12,10 .00
Total Career "~ , ,. .00 . .00 .00 . 00
Total Contacts™ ' .20 2.17 ' 18.54 .00
High I (n=1116) L o | -
-Total 'Affective .08 .66 + 359 45
Total Academic R [ 48 . . 3.93 * ..21
Total Career . .06 " . .08 ' 04 .03
Total Contacts .22 . l.22 7.56 .69
High II (n=§99) | | Lo ' : ‘
Total- Affective « .03 .96 4.39 w61 "
. Total Academic - «29 1.69 12.12 .67
Total Career' . -, ! .02 .04 .00 . .00
“Total Contacts .32 2.69 16.52 1.28.
High III (n=781) o - N
' Total Affective. .52 , 3.36. ., 17.83 247
Total' Academic .26 .76 - 3.55 . .18
"Total Career . . .04 .08 . .08 .02
Total. Contacts " o .62 4 .20 J - 11s46 . © 2,67 °

-

dy-skills sessiong, test—taking skill sessions and sessions, during,.

which apebigLigpq*monitored'the progress of 8§udén;s and diagnosedvif.

educational and af

fective needs.

Career cont

acts include' contacts

fdr the career‘ofientation‘pfpgrams and job-seeking skills sessions.

L
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‘ _the per school averages 'rang'ed‘-from 7.56 to 32.86, with /a total ‘school - aver-

... age of 17.89-—about tyo «contacts pér month per target studemt. ' 0
§ N . | , B B .- . ‘ A . s : " - ‘ ) o . “‘. ‘..:)

A _program declslon to 1ntens1fy d1rect serv1ces coupled vgth budget cut- ~

' A "

-backs for the 1982 83 school year requ).red a reduc‘t).on of effort in school—' :
wide: serv1ces. This shift is ev1dent in’ the TabUlgures on’ percent of .

students 1n the school contacted.> Dur).ng the 1981 82 school year, between .

v
.

- 38 and 77 percent of the students in 'the proJeqt schools were involved, in, :

. some documenteﬁ proJect act1v1ty The average percent contacted was 60

[ N \ , .

p‘erce'nt".. Table 1 shows the range for the 1982-83 school year to be 20 to 62

’

pe'rcent, with' an average of 34 percent. " This reductlon in. school—wlde con~ .

tacts pr1mar11y affected counsellng services 'to student& teferred by teaéh—

. . Vs ‘ .

erg for discipl‘_inary ,incidents. Most other schoOI.-w1de serv1ces remamed .

) "fa1r1y, stab1e. EERE L L
. | =7 o . ""‘ . - . ! ‘

! - :
+ To summarlze, the 1mp1‘ tatlo data Suggest that the dlrect serv1ce .

» PRI . '
’ cqmpﬁent of the proJect was well mplemented dur1ng the 1982 83 school'

™~ | n o T
' "year, although not aa strongly as 1ntended. The 1nten81ty of school—w1de .

i N ' o -
\ ; )

v vherv1c.,es is. about as expected except that affectlve services in ngh schools' o

K \ '3" -
Q o1 .and ﬁ are telatlveiy low. 'Future summar).zatlon of the Program Develop—
' f . PR ;
‘ ment &Jorksheet mon1tor1ng 1,nformatlon will prov1de mor € preclse data on the
I T
quallty ofj.program serv1ces. o7 . - o7

. .‘: s

vl

7, - ) "" ; . ' ) . v ' ' . '
Ty ‘:‘\" N L ‘Eff_ectshof the Program ‘ \ ‘
{\“—.' S I o ! o L oo \

Thls scho)ol improvement proj‘ect was part of a“natibnall eval,uation‘of sev—

l Y
v \ R v

‘o
enteen prOJects that sought to reduce del&nquencv through a1ternat1ve educa—

- ‘ t% fGottfxedson, GD.,‘ 1982 Gottfredson, Gottfredson & Cook 1983a,

¥

- f ¢ \ ol " ‘ . . . [ ' . .
| ® ' . : . ‘
h 4 ' . ' ’
' . . N B .
.
‘ L}
.
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.

'son 8 respbnseB by the" lnverse of the probablllty with whfﬁ t'ﬁe\person was‘

1983b) The results described below are derlved from.these‘z" nationa&‘e‘valua-. N

t!"&l ac! v1t1es.

Dat‘a (SR ‘ ‘ ‘ . . ‘ ’ i RN ! :,'f‘

“

X . : : A - R Y T
N o s -y . \ P .\‘{ .
N . “ . . : . ' ' . . ) w" s ; '

Rl)ﬂ&reys of students and teachers in all the- »proJect schools apd 111 two

o~ < ‘ R

comparlson schools were ponducted in the Sprlng of 1981, a year la.ter in. ﬂ\e VU

Y

Sprlng of 1982 and once agaln in the Sprlng of 1983 All full-tlme teach“

) . v o \ Vo

‘ers i the schools were sampled and ‘a random sample of approx1mately 200
. - . . rd N . r’

students was selected each year from'each s¢hool. All target and control

“ -

students were sampled w1th a prob‘abliity dﬁ 1.0 eaﬁch year, g&/we,re Students o

.
I., .

"who ‘Vereapart ‘of a prlor ear 8 random sample (thls ‘'was done to enable long-""

itudinal studieé.) Students ldentlflable 1n advance as. educable mental{y
. !4 ‘ . \\: '

retarded youths were excluded f,rom the sample. Schqol averages presentedx 1n

.

Tables 2 and 3 are based on school averages obtalneg by welghtlng each ‘per—-
\
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" A _trye, experiment was impl emented to ‘evalyate the: ef fectiveness of ser-

. .. "‘“ . e, . - v )
vices. to target students. 'I'he procedur.es for the initial randomization
h ‘.

whlch occurred . before the beg1nn1ng of the 1981/82 school year ‘are descrlbed‘.

e

*in detail elsewh.ere (D Gottfredson, 1983) Post-randomlzatlon ch‘ecks on,"

- . -
“w

pre—treatment d1sc1p11ne and .academic measures 1ndi’cated\that\ equlvalencel.

was’ achieved.’ All 1981-82 treatment and cont;ol students rema1n1ng 1n the
. - '

project schools for- the 1982 83 year remalned in the experlment‘ No s1gn1—
v . \ .l' ’

ficant treatanent—qontrol diffe\i-ences in attfition from the study )ve{e

,,,‘ ¢
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detected. ’Treatment‘and;control slots left‘vacantiby attritioh'were filledy .
. . ® '( v
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by random1z1ng from a yool of students in each school who scored low on

.

M 'y

e

- ' b T " ' /J 1% Y4 ‘
r , sta&dardéaed'achleVement teSts,jfece1ved poor grades or had present;g‘d1sc1--»-“

l1nary problems during the . previous year. qln all,‘124 Stgdents were‘added

e\ to the trea;ment and control groups 1n th1s way. The percentage of néw:' L
> \ B
atment and controL students ranged from 0 percent 1n two middle schools I

.‘: ' . v o ' - ‘. s

., . 'to 33 percent‘1n a high school; Post-randomlzatlon'checks using pre-treaq*’f

" ment standardized achievement;test scores and suriey measures of gender,:

' . N ' 0
. o
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raceh age, and parental educatlon level 1mply Ehat the target and control- Y
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groups for the 1982- 83 school year remarned equlvalent. v C Lo
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. : The effects of school level 1nterventlons are assessed by exam1nat1on of lV"

[ Y o Low
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. yéar-to—year d1fferences in school averages on measures of the prOJect s
. ' i A ) ! Yy \

A “goals ahd objeétiues.' Two‘non—proJect'schools——one high' and one mlddlef—{.‘

., 4. . —were selectedmfor_comparison with the project=“schools. . All ‘nine schools

v )

~ were surveyed in Spring;j198l and Spring, 1982. ~ e ‘ T
! K | - ) o - . ) , - ' h . o v l " ' | . - . ’ )\ l‘ W' \‘
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Lo The school district underwent a major”school reorganization in Fall, 1982 T
‘which threw a monkej—prench_igto'the f tnal year  of our‘schoolflevel eualuaf ‘

<. tion. "The high school comparison school was closed and students from‘the'7

e

L'comparlson sc%ool and two of the prOJect h1gh schools were reass1gned to ong

- . ' ' . - . ' (

of the rema1n1ng two schools on the‘bas1s of thelr grade level We were I

unableﬁto d1sentangle the effects of the program durlng the 1982 83 school

) »

year frOm “the effects of the reorganizat1on for tﬁése threeﬁh1gh schpols.“

] N «

For th1s reason, results for only. the 1981~ 8Z schoo& year will be\preaented
I v .
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ued_1n one of the m1dd1e schools.‘ We kept th1s\dropped school ("Mlddle IV")-' ’
\,\ . LI. . . . ‘ K =

1n the survey sample to enab1e an assessment of the effects of pu111ng the

',93 *'program out of the schoo ~—g poor man” ] ABA des1gn (Cbok & Campbell 1279);
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Results for th1s school are.shovn separate1y for the two_years. - W.‘.f"kf
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The measures @xam1ned have been descr1bed*glsewhere (Gottfredson, Ogava, B A
Vs o X { Y . \ ' '

Rlckert, & Gottfredson, 1982 Gottfredson et al., 19837 The' folloW1ng pro-‘

. ‘ . . d
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v v

V1des an overv1ew of the measures, all of wh1ch ape based on’ selj;admlnls-” : .
i ! « . , 4 )
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. tered-“questlonhe1res. ) The 'mesSures ‘based on ' Btuden't lsurvey-*responses ' e

0 vt \ ' . v ! . o S ! v C L hd '
.' ) ' ot ~% 'U ' ‘ . . . ! .J‘

’

R ' ‘ . . . - ! ' - . ‘-'_-,-'t,“ ' :
r'nclude:, v s oo
. ' r

lienation. Thls scale meagures the extent to wh1ch the students fee1 ljy/gfff’

estranged frqm the soc1al order.’ \ Yo . _ 'yk:, SV 2
‘ Attachment to school. . This scale, based on reports that. the ’studeht IR .
- likes school, measures an element of H1rsch1 s (1969) 'social bond. Co
Belief in conventional les.r Th1s/sca1e is based on student reports -
that tak1ng advantage of"' othjrs,ebreak1ng rules, etc., are OK. It;also mea- =~ ' Vo
sures an, ‘el ement ofy the social bond according to H1rsch1 (1969) : (\~//: IERTEE
' - .ot S e o S ER

@
‘-Inyolvement. This is' a check11st ‘méasure,’ of part1c1pat10n in a var1ety
"of school aot1v1t1es. ' <« " ’ , ‘ ‘ .

L.

.o ’)Self-concept. This scaLe measures students fself—esteen combined ‘with
’thelr concept1on of th se1ves as prosoc1a1 law-abiding citizens. .
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Lt Sbhool non—attendance. ' This is a‘qwo—1tam index of class .cutting. and . ‘
{ ! school cuttimg. -~ . . 0 . o . v,
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> Self-reported .delinquency,- . "This spale 18 based on 19 items ask1ng : “

" ,year. - , . . Ce o o o
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. Educational expectat1on.. Thls is the response to a. s1ng1e quest1onnalre R
'1tem ask1ng ‘how far the student expects to go- 1n school.

uhEther'the\\\spondent has committed various 111egal‘behav1ots in the past

i

.
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' School - rewards.ts4h1s scale 1s ‘baged on students‘ reports that they hage Ce .‘”5
been rewarded in. varjous ways 1n schogl for the1r recent school be av1or£. e
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Rule Falrness._ ThlS three-ltem’ spale 1s based .on student reports that

; whether everyone knows what the rules.

.expect teac’hers to. make much. of a(dent n them.u :"- \ S *". e ,,. .

.
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school ‘Level , . L e
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, School pun-lshments. ThlB s‘caleu is bas,ed on- students reports 1that t'hey
have -been pun,1shed in varlous ways. in school for thelr recent st:hool behavm T

. U v , ! . ’
10r- e I.' " o -y .‘ . ' T b.‘ VT . .‘ 'l . ' “‘» . o T oe o .
IR RES S -\ R T ‘,; < s R VR e
! : ' ‘q.‘ ;.:,,v CIREEIN v

the school rules are fa‘;r, that. the pun1shment for breaklng rules 189" th
séme for everybody, and that the pr" c‘1pa1 ~1s(fa1r. "."'L S

v, %

. - , . . “‘ LN
Rule Clarll Th1s aggéegate—level ;

know what. 1s expectedn and whether the prlnclpal is f1rm

4 v o wo "v v 4.': .
V1ct1m1zatlon. ' Thlff xs .a, f1Ve 1tem scale based on student reports of
perspnal V1ct1mlzati0n. R (L ‘_ ST
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d . . .
The next f‘we me,asxires! a,re based on teachet su#vey responses Lol e
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Teacher Mo'?’éle., Thls 11 1tem 8ca1e'measures teacher morale w1th ltems
such ‘as,” "Our problems in, th1s school are. so’ blg that’ 1t is un.fea(llstlc to’

f ~’| A K .- [ .- | .
L ¢ 3 e

'Lo»{ Expéc‘t’et ions. ‘1'h13§ tyo—item sCale asks tea hers 4to judge what per- g
ce'nkt;age" .of k'theit‘5 students gr ’)of 1ow ab11 1ty and have "behav1or problems..

'.‘ A ‘ M S ||‘ v" “ 1.‘“,'

Plannlng & Act1 . ns lxke" '/'liow often do you work on\-a p‘fa‘nmng f“
commxttee with. other tefac -comprlse this -nm,e 1tem scale wh1ch measures.,”

r,he nextent to which the77’e oot an organ1zat10m engages m sy'steme.tz.ca _Q:-“\,
planning and is open to changa. A ey . d s

oy . ) ' ¢
’ . ' ‘; ¢ i . - '

! a : s o YA . _'_
ééﬁ_ﬁl Thls 10-1tem scale measures teac,hers P rceptlotre of the ‘safety, T
of .their schbols.‘ . S ‘:‘ . Y
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V1ct1mLzatlon.._ Thxs e1ght item scale, based on teacher reports of per— Tore =

s¥nal V1ct1m1zat10n asks». teachers to, report on® v1ct1m1zatlon experlenCes o

ranglng from obscene remar{s or ge‘stures to phys1ca1 attack. L
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Tables 2 through'lo shpw evaluatloﬁ' resul"ts for the 1981 83 perlod of pro-" b
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are C ntral to th%ct‘ion theory (see Chen 6( Rossi, 1983) Other eva atlon , .
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results are summ‘ar;zed for the\l%l 82 year 1n Gottfredson (1983 1'984).' X o
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111 and High Schools I through 111 received project services from September, 1980 through* May, 1983.

" Middle School IV received project services from September, 1980 through May, 1982. , Middle School YV and |
Righ School IV never received prOJ%ft servxces Delinquency was not measured in 1981]1n the Middle ..
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1981 to" 1982 perlod for hxgh schools and the d1sdont1nued m1dd1e school _the

<

Af 1982 to 1983 per1od for the d1scontrnued m1dd1e school, and the 1981 to 1983\)

K ,‘vpet1od for the mxddle Schools that rece1ved contrnuous program serv1ces.

»
(S

; . Table 2 reports’reSults for the student outcomes 'in the r1ghtmost~portxon of

4 . - W Co T A
Lo~ . .

kY . . L . . . . }
the theory diagram" (Fxgure 1) and Table 3 reports resylts for 3the factors
. o : . - . ,
" : ! oo oL
N theorxzed to produce those student outcomes. : R
‘\t ' . 'Y Cy ) o P - R

.
-

.

v

.
. ~

: quency experlences during the f1rst survey admlnxstratxon, 80 a’comparlson
. t
y . Qf 1981 to. 1983

In‘ results
\
(Gottfredson, 1984) none of the m1dd1e schools showed s1gn1f1cant changes in

scores 1s not, p0551b1e.
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1hcrease ‘1n (dellnquency-@approached s1gn1f1cance. ! Three of_‘the

. ‘ J'schoola_and‘the'ﬁprmer‘pfojecﬁhscHOol showeolnonsignifigant decreases in
% . . - ) ‘ ‘. L ' . l . . ) K . . ’ . )
‘ ' delinquency and the other project sthools showed no chamge. ' ‘
' ' CE ) ' . . . _ N " . o )
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r e " The results fpr the measures of student factors 1mp11ed by thé program
i ) ot .

theory (Table‘2) prov1de support for the program.‘ The program schools, on .

thelaverage,'1mproved on 68.2% of - the measures. The comparison schools

. v

1mproved on only 26 8%. Although most of the t~- stat1st1cs do not reach con-

' v

v

ent10na1 s1gn1f1cance 1evels,.a11 but. one of the d1fferences for the pro—-
I ' .

‘g%am dgchools that reach.statistical significance-%re in the positive direc;

ition.‘ For the comparisonaschools, one 1is in the pos1t1ve and ome in the

v

negatxve direction. The former prOJect school (dedle IV) shows revérsals
: ] L+

for five of the seven measures, w1th 1mprovements ev1dent wh11e the prOJE%t‘

N ' was operating, and dec11nes following. the removal of. the program.;
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- We were proh1b1ted from ask1ng m1dd1e Bchool students about the1r de11n-,;
repotted'elsewherer

1eve1 of de11nquena?,from 1982 to 1983,Aa1though the comparxson schooL 5

. prOJth.,i
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The results for the 1ntermed1ate outcomes of the program shown in Table 3

X . i .

4 -~ ,. A ‘ ¥ ' .
are ‘more supportlve of the program. The program schools 1mproved, on the "l.\‘q

‘average, on 81.5% of the measures. The c0mparlson schZols 1mprbved on 332

- N Y

“‘--', The s1gn1f1cant results for the program schools are all in. the pos1t1ve

: d1rectlon and for thc -’ﬁpaxxson,schools they are both nl\the negaylvex

L -, .‘r f\ ' .
s . . | direction. The reSults for the former proJect mxddle 8chdol are d1ff1cé}t o

‘ . .

to interpret. Reversals s1m11ar to those on Tablé 2 .are- ev1dent fﬁr two’ *

-

measures  of .the student .compos1t1qp of . Le ‘school—-Bellef in Rules and'
A\

Allenatlon——but for the teacher reponts of school cl1mate the school cont1n—
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ued to or.started to improve. ' , . L ; . C T e
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Table 4 shows trgatmentrcontrolvcoqparisons for student outcomes targeted a

. s M ’ . . '

N ' by the- direct service component” of the program. In summary, the groups
4, . . ) . C > : K : t )
.o I,appear equivalent on most measures after two years of.treatment. Analysls
. 1 .. \ + - '
of var1ance us1ng tr eatment and school as factors y13‘1ded no 31gn1f1cant

treatment effects pr.treatment X*school“interactions.
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Evaluation results from the first year of program services showed signi-
e ) o ! ' x , : \
" ficant positive treatment ef fects on' school grades and standatdized achieve-

U ment test scores (D. Gottfredson, 1983). ' Future analyses on thése outcomes —
. may replicate the 1981-82 year finding. o - ' : e .
W ~ ‘ . “I- , , ' ' ;“ N ' ! ’ ’ v
b . . ' . ,
. ‘ y K . Digscusgion . Sty ' ’
' v . ! L ] . [ . AN |
. . S -, o L . ! I

Our evidence supports the, pro;ect theory at the school" level, but ‘not at "
K : v’ 2
the 1nd1v1dual level of treatment. One lrkely explanat10n for th1s is that

- . v ‘ \ "
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the. theory was 1mplemepted nly: at the school level. e
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- prov1d1ng techn1ca1 assistance, and mon1tor1ng program act1v1t1es. Al though

bond1ng to ‘the theory ,were never made expl1c1t to the specialists.

'The theory dxagrammed 1n F1gure 1 evolved over the three years of prOJect o

,operat1on. The maJor chang% to the pro_]ect thedry result1ng from pzo/gram

L3 ‘. -

:development efforts was “the h1ghllght1ng of the tr1angle of mtermed1ate E

student factors, Wh1ch did not ~occur unt1l the Spnng\of the f1nal year of

~

program operations. [The school facto'r.s had’ alVays been theorlzed as c.aus'al

factors, and progr
i ¥ v . N . B ) , ) LN

- 4
been a part of the program plan.‘ : e .

. 'I'he spec1a11sts who\mplemented the program 1n "the “schools on a day-to-‘.“

’

" day basis may have been largely unayare of the theory underlylng the pro—'

gram. = They d1d not engage An program development activities a1med at clar1—

-~

.fying the _ theory, and the pr gram'.ma,nagers :mteract1ons_ w1th the

spec1a11sts were +focused prunarlly on clar1fy1ng mplementation standards,
v . / b . . ;

v

the specialists were or1ented to the pro_]ect ph1losophy in August, lQ80, the

main 1dea conveyed dur1ng that orientation wjo the ‘same theme that ran

.
- -

\through the grant pr0posa1" An 1ntegrated_approach to the problem of d1s-

/

‘cip11ne is nece,ssary. Schools must attend to the affect1ve as well as\to

Y ‘ ’

'nthe"academic needs of students. .The certtral1ty of self—concept and social

"\-\‘
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Interv1ews thh the specialists during the f:.nal yex\ of ‘proj'ect opera—

»
tions supported th1s hypothes1s. Spec1a11sts var1ed greatly in the11:Y under—

stand1ng of the underlyxng pr1nc1ples of the ptOJeCt-\ For example, in re-

sponse .to: the quest1on, Hov‘ does the proJeUfect delinqueney?", we

rece1ved responses tkﬁt ranged from ”It doesn t; we le'r\ the school adm1n1s—'

-

trat1on handle the hard cases" to-a full—blown explanauon of how the pro-—

-
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W

ct1v1t1es a1med at altermg those factors had always :

"~
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gram ‘is expected to decrease del1nquency by ?mcreaslng}self—“"

') SN oL e

\

o creat1ng a sense fof bLlongmg 1n the school.> Somewhere 1n‘-between were

-

explanat1ons c1t1ng the 1mportance of »lntermedla‘te student factors o;her

> . oy L -

1mportance of: mcreaslng academrc ach1evement for target stﬁdents, but few
. . . o : / v T ’
a e placed equal anpha's‘is on rai'sing‘ self-esteem or strengthenrng soc1al bonds.
ot A N : . v ’ ( R .
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The one school whose speci‘alists 'had‘a.clear understanding of .the undex-

. ) 1mprovements on’ the out come measures. The school mpr\oved on f1ve of the

, .
) . : 14

Sel’f-c‘éncept and two of the sotial bond measures (School At tachment and Com-
N )

m1tment) reached s1gn1f1cance. It ‘improved op all n1ne of “the school level

N - -
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e

Morale Belief" in Rules and Allenat’lon reached s1gn1f1cance.
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The'low leyel< of consensus about the. underlying program théory was proba-

. ’ . . ' v

bly‘mo‘re'-l detrimentsl to the direct service lnterventions _than to the

school-wide interventions. Project managers had more control over the the

i
'school -level ' act1v1t1es and t(he school- level act1v1t1es were more standard-

at went on (n 1nd1v1dual counsel1ng or tutor1ng sessions /}th the target
% | students, but it is llkely that speclallsts fotused on student attx,tudes and

} " " behaviors other than those spec1f1ed in the theory.' In short‘“lall\sts
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had considerable freedom to exercise professional Judgement‘ in their direct

.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. than those emphaslzed in the proJect theory. All }speclallsts under‘stood the ‘

‘ \ ' .
ly ng program theory (M;d\dé III in the tables) exper1enceq the ‘most dr\ast:_c‘

_seven’ student outcomé f'actors 1mplled by the theory, and the 1mprovements in -

intermed1até outcomesplmplled by the theory, and the improvements in Teacher

/}ad"’than vere the 1nd1v1dual sen‘uces. We have no way of know1ng exactly .
h

contacts with target students. The common focus on academics may. explain,

the prevlously observed treatment effect ‘on school grades and ach1evement

A
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‘test scores, and the low 1eve1 of consensus ‘about the affectlve*‘studﬁpt

)

.

obJectxves may exp1a1n the absence of treaument effects in these‘areas.
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Theory is a useful tool for use in- se1ect1ng a program des1gn, but 1t is

-

alsJ an essent1a1 gu1de for program operat1ons~J Program 1mp1ementers needh

‘n 'u. .

templates to,gu1de da11y 1nteractlons and declslonmakxng., School xmprove-
i- o . - - . ' |» "
ment effoxts-—and any organ1zatlona1 deVelopmept efforts--would beneflt frOm

"

an exp11c1t statement of . the theory underlylng the ' effort and from knowledge‘,ﬂ,

M . | ¢ '-‘

that the actions of program nwnagers and program 1mp1ementers a11ke are_

. Lt

gu1ded by the theory.‘ In the absence of a clear understandlng of the theory‘

v .

[

underlylng the program, xmplementers w111 rely on the1r own personal theo~ .’

ries. ! e
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