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	Introduction/

Abstract:
	“In 1988, the United States Congress passed legislation that created the School Dropout Demonstration Assistance Program (SDDAP).  The program provided funding for local educational agencies, community-based organizations, and educational partnerships to establish effective programs to identify potential student dropouts and prevent them from dropping out and to encourage youth who have already dropped out to reenter school.  A two-part evaluation assessed the effectiveness of dropout prevention strategies used by the 89 projects that were awarded grants.  Data were collected through annual surveys of all SDDAP projects and in-depth studies of activities and achievements at 15 selected project sites.  The report identifies the organizational characteristics of effective dropout programs and the program strategies that were most effective in preventing students from dropping out of school and in encouraging dropouts to reenter school.” (abstract)

“The major policy questions addressed by the evaluation were the following:  

· What are the organizational characteristics of effective dropout prevention programs?

What program strategies are most effective in preventing students from dropping out of school?  In encouraging dropouts to reenter school?” (p. 2)



	Program Design:
	“Organizational Characteristics of Effective Programs

· The more complex the organizational structure of a dropout prevention initiative (i.e., the greater tendency toward restructuring or non-school-based coordination of services), the longer the time period that is likely to be required for start-up and the less likely it is there will be evidence of gains for students in the short-term.

· Coordination of services has the potential to increase the services that are available, but such efforts require joint planning and review sessions to be successful, and they may require increased funding to maintain project efforts.

· Providing an array of complementary services (i.e., comprehensive services) may be the most effective way of meeting the needs of students at risk of school failure.

Effective Dropout Prevention Strategies

· Counseling services and adult advocacy for students are key elements of any particular dropout prevention initiative.

· At the elementary level, providing after-school tutoring and enrichment that are directly related to in-class assignments and having in-class adult friends (e.g., trained volunteers or helpers) appear to be effective approaches.

· At the middle level, team-teaching strategies, flexible scheduling, heterogeneous grouping of students, and provision of as-needed counseling assistance are especially useful strategies.

· At the secondary level, paid-work, embedded in activities that prepare and monitor students’ on-the-job experiences, appears to be a critical component to keeping students in school.

· In programs where dropout recovery is an emphasis, flexible class schedules assist students who need to work or meet personal commitments during regular school hours.” (p. 7)



	Instructional Strategies:
	“Recommendations for Implementing Dropout Prevention Programs

Recommendation 1:  Put the services in rather than pull the students out

When large numbers of the students being taught in classrooms are in need of special instructional services, pulling out only selected students for extra help is likely to be much less effective than reorganizing the general classroom instructional approach.  The dropout demonstration projects that utilized pull-out strategies achieved less convincing patterns of desired student outcomes than did other projects.  In each case, one or two students were pulled from their regularly scheduled classes for all or part of an instructional period.  In two of the three cases there was the issue of stigma associated with the pull-out process, and in the one case where students seemed to look forward to being pulled, at least some of the teachers reportedly resented the tutors who called for students.  At one site, pulled students did not receive credits for their special classes, and at all the sites utilizing this strategy the question was raised concerning what students were missing during the periods they were taken from their regular classrooms.” (p. 8)

“Recommendation 2:  Deliver the services without calling attention to the fact that special services are being provided

In any number of ways, the most well-intentioned teacher can call attention to the fact that he or she is providing tailored instructional assistance to one student or to a small group of students in the midst of the larger classroom, which may spur teasing or increase the resentments on the parts of peers.  What is needed in classrooms in these situations, ideally, also is a sense of community among teachers and students, such that every student understands and respects the learning-related needs of others and the learning opportunities that are provided.  Short of this, schools must explore various unobtrusive ways of introducing opportunities to learn that are appropriate to the learning-related needs of students.” (p. 9)



	Mentoring/ Advising:
	“At some of the sites, the roles of adult mentors in the classroom, and counselors on campus, were defined carefully to make it appear as if these individuals were there for all students.  One project randomly assigned students to demonstration condition and then altered the regular instructional program for all these student-participants.” (p. 9)



	Alternative School Structures:
	“In those cases where apparently effective projects did engage in clustering at-risk students, attempts were made to create alternative school environments that would be perceived as providing opportunities for learning and work that were simply unavailable in the regular school situation.  These opportunities included paid-work and the chance to rely on project staff to help with the full range of personal problems.” (p. 9)



	School Environment:
	“Recommendation 3:  Deliver the services within a supportive climate that includes adults as student advocates.

Many researchers have noted the importance of building supportive, caring climates around students at risk, and the results from the SDDAP demonstration confirm previous findings.  In several of our in-depth study sites, students’ reliance on their teachers and counselors to help with personal problems evidenced the sort of close, caring relationships that appear to be necessary for achieving successful results in terms of school performance.  In most of the more effective projects, developing especially close relationships among staff and students was a priority, and, in two cases, these efforts resulted in documented student perceptions of the improved quality of their school climates.  At two other sites, the counselors and outreach specialists also served as student advocates, interceding on behalf of students with teachers and sometimes with their parents.  This theme of care, concern, and advocacy, which also runs consistently through literature on working with students at risk, was a common thread among the SDDAP demonstrations that achieved positive student outcomes.” (p. 9-10)



	Student Motivation/ Incentives:
	“Recommendation 4:  Provide students with substantive incentives to participate.

The SDDAP demonstrations seem to provide rather consistent evidence of the salience of student incentives for achieving outcomes related to dropout prevention.  No matter whether students were required to apply for the dropout prevention programs or simply were selected by school officials to receive the services, substantive incentives appeared to be effective.  At the secondary level, the projects that retained students in school provided paid-work and vocational training opportunities for students who remained enrolled or completed their project commitments in good standing.  Incentives provided by school officials may provide the initial encouragement necessary for many students to begin to understand and to internalize school-related values.  At the same time, incentives must be integrated with the instructional program and, in the cases of secondary students in particular, preparation and follow-up activities are likely to be needed to ensure the desired results of such strategies as providing paid-work experience.” (p. 10)



	Staffing/Staff Effectiveness:
	“Recommendation 5:  Carefully select, train, and support the staff persons providing the services

Successful dropout prevention efforts are ones that select staff carefully and provide initial staff orientation that is more than description of the project aims and staff roles.  Following orientation, these projects continue to provide skill-building opportunities, counseling, problems-solving sessions, and motivational aids to staff to maintain necessary focus on key goals and necessary interests and abilities in providing services.  These types of staff supports appear particularly important when the prevention program involves the combination of various services (e.g., when the program is comprehensive), and they seem to become critical when the program represents a new direction from the more traditional, regular school program.

The most common strategy used in building staff teams was to provide the staff with time-time to talk with one another, to plan activities and compare notes.  A second strategy used in team building was to instill a sense of joint ownership in the projects.  Given that the staff persons were involved in special dropout prevention efforts, they were enlisted as planners and evaluators of the program.  A third strategy was to attend to the performance of the team as a team.  Specifically, project managers or principals monitored how well their teams were functioning, were careful to praise and characterize project successes as products of team efforts, and did not hesitate to make staffing changes when problems arose.  Teachers who didn’t fit were reassigned, and new teachers or counselors were typically brought into the projects after consultation with resident staff.” (p. 10-12)
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