University of Windsor

Scholarship at UWindsor

Electronic Theses and Dissertations

1988

Evaluation of the 1987 Peche Island Summer Work
Project.

Mary Elizabeth. Medcalt
University of Windsor

Follow this and additional works at: http://scholaruwindsor.ca/etd

Recommended Citation

Medcalf, Mary Elizabeth., "Evaluation of the 1987 Peche Island Summer Work Project.” (1988). Electronic Theses and Dissertations.
Paper 1990.

This online database contains the full-text of PhD dissertations and Masters’ theses of University of Windsor students from 1954 forward. These
documents are made available for personal study and research purposes only, in accordance with the Canadian Copyright Act and the Creative
Commons license—CC BY-NC-ND (Attribution, Non-Commercial, No Derivative Works). Under this license, works must always be attributed to the
copyright holder (original author), cannot be used for any commercial purposes, and may not be altered. Any other use would require the permission of
the copyright holder. Students may inquire about withdrawing their dissertation and/or thesis from this database. For additional inquiries, please
contact the repository administrator via email (scholarship@uwindsor.ca) or by telephone at $19-253-3000ext. 3208.


http://scholar.uwindsor.ca?utm_source=scholar.uwindsor.ca%2Fetd%2F1990&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholar.uwindsor.ca/etd?utm_source=scholar.uwindsor.ca%2Fetd%2F1990&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholar.uwindsor.ca/etd?utm_source=scholar.uwindsor.ca%2Fetd%2F1990&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://scholar.uwindsor.ca/etd/1990?utm_source=scholar.uwindsor.ca%2Fetd%2F1990&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:scholarship@uwindsor.ca

]

-

NationalLibrary Bibliothéque nationale
I*‘ of Cangla‘a- i du Canada

Canadian Theses Service

-

Ottawa, Ca.nad;a
K1AON4

)
b

NOTICE

The quality of this microform is heavily dependent upon the
quality of the original thesis submitted for microtilming.
Every effort has been made to ensure the highest quality of
reproduction possible. e

It pages are missing, contact the university which granted
the degree. ' Co -

Some pageé may have indistinct print especiallg if the
original pages were typed with a poor typewriter ribbon or
if the university-sent us an inferior photocopy.

\

Previously copyrighted materials (journal arlicles, pub-

lished tests, etc.) are not filmed.

-

Reproduction in tull or in part of this microformis governed
by the Canadian Copyright Act, R.5.C. 1970,¢c. C-30.

o v

NL-339 (1. 83/04)

-~

Service des théses canadiennes b

- -' //\?—7 rd
‘ Y.
/
AVIS

La qualité de cette microforme ‘dépend grandement de la
qualité de 1a thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous avons
tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure de reproduc-
tion.

Sil manque des pages, veuillez communiquer avec
l'universite qui a conteré le grade. - :

) 14
qualité Aimpression de certaines pages peul laisser a
désirer, surloit si les pages originales ont été dactylogra-

phiées a I'aide d’'un ruban usé ou si 'université nous a fait
parvenir dne photocopie de qualité inférieure,

Les documents qui font déja l'objeld'un droit d'auteur
{articles de revue, tests publiés, elc) ne sont pas
microfilmés. : :

La reproduclidn, méme partielle, de celte microforme est
Soumise 'a la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRG
1970, ¢. C-30. ’



[

T . 3
- .

Evaluation of the 1987 beche;léland Summer Work Project

‘ by «
‘Mary Elizabeth Medcalf - wd
A Thes1s.

’ Submltted to the Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research

through the School of Social Work.in Partial Fulfillment
- for the Degree of Master of Social Work at -
the University of Windsor '

Windsor, Ontario 1988



Permission has been granted
to the National Library of
Canada to microfilm this
thesis and to lend or-sell
copies of the £ilm.

The author (copyright owner)
has reserved other
publication rights, and

neither the thesis nor --

extensive extracts from it
may be printed or otherwise
reproduced .without his/her:
written permission. b

L'autorisation a été accordée
4 1la ' Bibliothéque nationale
du Canada de microfilmer

" cette thése et de préter ou

de. vendre des exemplaires du
filll'_l‘. . - o

L'auteur (titulaire du droit

d"auteur) se réserve .les
autres droits de publication;

ni la thése ni de 1longs

extraits de celle-cl ne

doivent @é&tre imprimés ou

autrement reproduits sans son
autorisatidn écrite.

- ISBN 0-315-48165-X

)



e

(c)

‘\4’

.\

Ta



Ks

Abstract :

This study reports the findings of the evaluatlon of the

o

Peche Island Summer Work Prﬁé@ct. It assesses the effectlveness

of the various Project components. The Project was a unique
2

gummer program thét;émployed adolescent boyvs who had been
identified as at-risk or.not—at—risk-for dropping out of school.
ThHe data sample was -composed of 19 students, 18 parents, 20

school personngl,'and 10 Project personnel. Data were collected

- ]

by means of semi-structured”interviews and mailed,.self—'

administered questionnaires. Both formative (process) and

summative (outcome) evaluation formed the base for the study.

The process evaluation, in the f8rm of an administrative
chronology, indicated that the Project was plagued by lack of
planning and interpersonal confliqts. Project personﬁel expended
much energy throughout thg summer, but la;k of clear guidelines
at the.outset from the funding source, and lack of coordinated
planning resulted in an admidistqative trend of incremental, day
by day, week by week decisi&nfmakinga This Project was a pilot

project in the truest sense of ‘the word.

Further; the analyses indicated at of the féur Project®
components, the Work component was the/most effective. The
majority of students stated that they had learned the importance

of teamwork and work responsibility. In addition, the students

rated this component as the most helpful aspect of the Project. .

iv



Work component as most successful.

Further, parents and Project personnel consistently described the

T . .
3 A - ¢

Similarly, the data suggests that the Disruption component

r -

{removal of the students from }he}r homes and neighborhoods to
live on Peche Island) was beneficial for-the majority of the

students. The Discovery component (organized tours of community

businesses and sites of interest) was perceived negatively by the

students, and many of them did not'participate in these

activities. The peer—-pairing component (pairing atwrisk
students with non-risk students to maximize positive peer

influence) was planned for, but never really operationalized

during the Project. "

Finally, of those 'students who‘ﬁéfe identified as at-risk at’
the beginning of the Project, 50% have dropped out, or have been
expelled from school. Of the at-risk students who remained in

school, 50% are still considered to be at-risk. However, of the

,étudents who participated in the study and are still in school,
"all have shown positive changes in several school-related areas.

_Several'recommendations are presented to assist in future Project

hl

planning, management, administration and implementation.
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INTRODUCTION

School is an important social institution for adolescents.
For many yearé-their performance and work will be continuously
evaluated and defined by tegchers énd the school svstem (Bachman
et al., 1986): .Due to the amount eof fime ghildren spend in
school during their formative years, it might be éssumed that
school has a profound impact uponAtheir deﬁisions about the

future and, ultimately, upon their lives.

According to the Education %tafist}cs of Ontarie (1985),
during the 1985-86 school term, 13.5% og students enrolled in
high school left prior to the attainmenf of a diplema or
certificate, In Ontario, the number of students who have dropped
out of high school has risen from 60,791 in 1981—82; to 67,676 in
1983-84, to 73,201 \in 1985-86. It appears that the majority of
students drop out between grades 10 and 12, with the number of
students dropping out increasing with each year spent in high
schoecl. For example, during fhe 1985-86 school term in Ontario,
it was reported that 11.3% of males'and 10.4% of femaies
enrolled ih grade 10 the yvear before did not return.. Further,
(14.7% of males and 14.3% of females enrolled in gradé_}l did not
return and 21.5% of males and 22.0% of females did not return to
. complete grade 12.

In Windsor, Ontario the dropout rate has virtuaglly remained

P ¢
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“the same during the last six y!ars. That is, in 1980, 10987
students drqpped cut, 1161 students dropped out_in 1984, and 1090
students droppéd out in 1986. Dropout statistics in Windsér seem

X
consistent with provincial trends. For example, the number of

students who dropped out of high school increased as gréde level
increased, and‘the majority of students dropped out in grades 10,
11 and 12. -

Students whé drop out of séhooi do so for a variety qf
reasons. Some researchers have focussed on the school itself as
the main factor which influe;ces drop out rates. For example,
‘Poole (1984} stated that the ofganizatién and structure of
secondary schools has been seriously questioned. More
specifically, schools and school systems have been eriticized in
a number of areas such as: 1} failure to meet the develépmental
needs of students (Poole, 1983); 2) failure to teach basic
academic skills (Johnson, 1980); and, 3) failure to prepare
students for their.roles as adults {Anderson, 1980). Other
investigators have accused schools of perpetuating social
inequities. For instance, Giroux (1983) stated that schoolé
reproduce the very.race, class and gender inequitiés thaf they
~strive and claim to undo. However, when one examines this issue,

S . il
most- researchers agree that organizational and structural issues

impact upon a student’s decision to drop out. )
Another perspebtive suggests that personality
characteristics contribute significantly. to the decision to drop

out of school. In this regard, researchers have concluded that



3 "
students ma¥® drop out as a result of a combination of factors and
such factors are often interrelated. For example, Fine.(1985)
concluded that sdcial and economic stresses experienced by
students, school based factors, inYrapsychic problems and groﬁp
psychology‘hay contribute‘to the decision to drop out.

There may be serious consequences for students who drop out

~

of high s;hool. According to McDohdald and Wright (1987), ﬁhe
conseguences of leaving high school without a diploma are usually
devastating. Further, Rhodes,rDuncaﬁ and Hall (1987) suggested
there was a relatioﬁship between problems ip school apdi A
delinguency. More spécifically; dropouts‘are-more likely to be
in prison, to have multiplg prégnancies and children, to be on
welfare, unemployed or in ‘dead-end’ jobs; than are high =chool
graduates (McDonald et al., 1987, p.‘50). In Windsor, the

unemployment rate for 15-24 year olds is 10.1%, while overall

unemployment in Windsor is 9%, and unemployment in Ontario is

b
Y

0.8% (Canada Employment and Immigration, personal communication,

[N

October 25, 1987). _

School officials are becoming incréasingly concerned with
thel incidence and consequenceé of dropping out of high sghool.‘
Recently, the U.S. has ihplemented varioﬁs programs that are
aimed at students who are at-risk for dropping out. This
emphasis on preventive intervention in the U.S.' has emerged from
\the alarming reality that in 1980'the natiénal average for

dropping out was 25% (Bendedict et al., 1987). In other words,

one-quarter of the students enrolled did not complete high



school. LJI

Prevention programs usually include one or more of the
follow1£g components: academic tutoring; small teacher to
student ratio; teachers who are trained in spec1allzed teaching
‘techniques and behaviour management; a focus on teaching basic
acédemic skills; voluntary and mandatory vocational, educational,
and personal counseliing; and, community involvement (McDonald et
al.,‘1987; Quinones,‘1987; Slobogin et al., 1986). Slobogin et
al., 11986) noted that it was imperative to assess the
effectl;eness of dropout preventlon programs in order to
detérmlne whlch aspects of various programs most influence a

potential dropout’s decision to stay in school.

Statement of Purpose

During the summer of 1987, the Cﬁmmunity Spirit of Windsor
Committee, the Windsor Youth ﬁmployment pounselling Centre, the
Ministry of Natural ﬁesources and tbe Ministry of Skills
Development undertook a project aimed at providing 14-16 year
olds identified as at-risk for dropping out of high school an
alternative to the ‘'summer street scene’ {YECC/YECS Summer Jébs 7
Progect Propesal 1987). Envisioned as a pilot project, the Peche
Island Summer Work Progect paired at-risk students with non- rlsk
students and provided them with employment and housing on Peche

Island for the summer. There were four main components to the

" Project. These were: 1) work; 2) disruption;
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3) discoveryi and, 4) 'ﬁeer—pairing.
Briefly, the purpdse of the work component was to provide

the students with a meaningful work experience for the summer. -

The disruption component was meant to provide them with

alternative uses of their free time. The discovery component
focussed on exploriﬁg employment opportunitieg in thé community
through ekposure to a cross section of thé community. Finally,
the peer-pairing was implemented to maximize positive peer
influence. These components will be discuséed in greater detail
later on in this report.

The purpose of this research study was:to evaluate the
effectiveness of the Peche Island Summer Work Project. The
emphasis was on assessing the impact of the work, disrupticn,
discovgry and peer-péiring components on both the high risk and
non-risk students. Hopefully, the evaluati#gn of the Peche Island
Sumhér Work Project will provide useful iﬁformation fqr future
Project planning. |

Rationale for the study. The majority of students'drop cut

of high school between fifteen and seventeen years of age, and a

substantial number leave school in grades 10 and 11 (Education
Statistics of Ontario, 1985}. Much‘of the literature suggests
that those students who are at risk for dropping out are simply
biding fheir time until the& are 16 years of age. Therefore, the
evaluation éf the Peche Island Pfojéct has implications.for an
at-risk population in the area of préveﬁtive.intervention.

Specifically, the assessment of the provision of constructive
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6 T
and appropriate free time activities, removal from the home
environment, involvement in a meaningfulpwork experience and
peer-pairing will enhance social wdrk knowledge.in the area of
prevention and iﬁtervention with petential dropouts.

Recently, there has beén.an effort to implement and evaluate

dropout prevention strategies. 'Hopefully, this research will

W -

enhance previocus reXearch in this area. Finally, this evaluation
has implications for the community at large, as students
: " LT 1

identified as 'problem;types’ in e often 'problem-types’

in fhe. community (Rhodqs et al.,’

ce3
L



The Concepts

At-risk adolescents are 14-16 year old boys who, based on
academic aifficulties, chronic absenteeism and behavioral
difficulties in school, have been identified by schoel personnel

as potential dropouts. 7 )

H
é

Non-risk adolescents lre 14-16 year old boys who are

achieving in school, are not eﬁhib;ting béhavioral problems, and
who have been identified by school personnel as being a positive
infiuence in the school system. : -

Disruptiqn, for the purpose of'this sfﬁdy, includes the.
removal of students from their home environments from Monday to
Friday for twa months and the provision of supervised
recreational a;tivities two nights a week.

Discovery is planned supervised outings two nights a week,
during which the students explore various small businesses and
qfher sites of interest in the community.

Peer-pairing is a therapeutic technique used to intensify a

relationship for purposes of influencing it (Mervis, 1985),

Work experience is the participation in a supervised forty

hour work week for two months to: 1) clean, maintain and develop

" Peche Island; and, 2) teach the students job skills.

>
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AN

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .

Quinones {(1986) suggested that the process of dropping out
begins long before a student decides to leave school. The
literature is replete with information Qn‘predictor variables
that may identify a student as at-risk for &ropping out. .Iﬁ
apprears, then, that schools anq professionals may intervene
prior to the student’s decision to drop out.

In onep\to ?nhance an understanding of the process of

dropping out and .to develop knowledge %p the area of preventive

" intervention with at-risk students, the literature review is’

divided into four sections. The first section will examine the

reasons why students drop out, the characteristics of stuaents
. A

who drop out and the cqnsequeﬁces of dreopping out. The second
section will provide an overview of prevention programs for

potential dropouts, including a éumqary of various aspecté of

successful programs and ‘effective schools’. Section three will

-

review peer-pairing as an intervention strategy. The Peche

Island Summer Work Project was basically modelled after three

outdoor programs for youths, and the fourth section will briefly

describe these programs.
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The Causes, Characteristics and Conseguences of Dropping Out
~

of High School

As previously mentioned, there are a number.of reasons for
dropping out of sc:hool:JI 1} social and economic factors;-Z)
school based factors; 3)ﬁpgrsonality ch;racteristics; 4) familial
factors; and, (5) peer group factors. The first subsection of
this liégratﬁre review will examine each of the ;;Séeméntioned
factors. Aithough they wi;l be discussed separately,'it is
understood that there is an interrelationship between all
,factoré, and often a combination of one or more contributes fo
the decision to drop but.

.

Social ahd economic factors. Hill (1979) perceived dropping .
L ]

~out from an economic perspective. He suggested that different
investments in schqoi by individuals may be expressed in a
demand-supply framework. In. other words, the underlying
assumption of investment in. this context was that there will be a
return for a particular level of achievement, and that cne will,
in-fact, achieve. Thus, the probability of dropping out depends
upon ‘capacity’.(demand) gnd_'opportunity’ (supply) factors. (p.
6). Cépacity is inherited and, also, determined by the quality
of the school and the curriculum and, opportunity primarily-
reflects the.soC£oeconomic background of the student. He
suggested that capacity and opportunity are interdependent, and
that students with the greater opportunities may have the

greater capacities to benefit from formal ‘schooling and

consequently will not drop out.
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Fine (1985) examined dropping out within a social and
economic context. She asserted that d;opping out of school was
considered a problem only if one assumed that remaining and
achieving in school would be beneficial. For example, many lower
income étudents may not feel that obtaining a high school degree

f

will result in their social mobility. In fact, many lower income

L

-students doﬂn&t perceive that a high school degree will even help
them in obtaining a good job.

In investigating the social and economic issues relaéed to
dropping out, Webb (1987) examined the changing nature of the

work place. He stated that twenty years ago a high school

diploma ensured a decent living in industry-related employment as
a blue collar worker. Furthér, the economy has now shifted from
an industrial base to an information base and many blue collar

jobs  have d}sappeared. A tighter economy, higher rates of

o

unemploymént, lay-offs, jéb loss and inflation all provide

L}

students with good reasons to be suspect about the importance of
obtaining a high school degree.

Issues related to dropping out also affect the economic and

social structure of society. For example, dropping out impacts

upon the readiness of the work force for entering the economic
. v “
marketplace and creates other more direct costs for society.

People who do not complete high school seem overrepresented ‘in
correctional settings and public assistance programs and,

generally, have higher rates of unemployment (Peck et al., 1987,

p. 3). While the social and economic climate may impact uponfthe

*

J
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decision to drop out, therehis another body of research ‘which
suggests that the School'structure is the %rimary reagon for
dropping out.

School based factors., Some dropouts complain that school

seems irrelevant.to them. Also, some find no relationship
between what they learn in school and the "real” yorld (Benedict_
et al., 1987}. According to the National Centér for Educational
Statistics (U.S.A., 1982) students left school for the following

e

"poor grades"; 3) S

reasons: 1) "school was not for me"; 2)
"offered a job" or "chose to work"; 4} "didn't get along wifh
teachers”; 5) "expelled or suspénded“;_ﬁ) "getting ma%riéﬁ"; or,
7) "were Pregnant". ”Séhool'was not for me" was thé p£imary
reason students gave for dropping out (Fine, 1985, p. 46).

.Dropouts have described classrooms as organized around
control, the autﬁority of the teacher, and competition (Fine,
1985). However, similar to other researchers, Fine has suggesfed
that often students wgnt to finish high school, and they believe
that a high school diplpma is imﬁortant. Reggrdiess, school
policies and practices.do contribute significantly to the
decision to drop ocut.

Wehlage and Rutter (1986) suppqrteq Fine’s findings. These
"authors suggested that school policies and practices which
impacted negatively on a potential-dr‘iout should’ be examined.
For example, théy found that many of the students sur§eyed

believed in the importance of a high school diploma, planned to

graduate from high school, and wanted to continue their education



o |

o

12
after graduation. Yet, something uhdermined and discouraged
these expectations (p. 6). They suggested that the wéys in which

schools categorize students may be a contributing factor. More
4

Y individual emphasis‘and attention that encouraged all students to

pursue their educational aspirations may provide greater insight
into curtailing this phenomena (Wehlagﬁ_et al., i986).

Further, the findings of Wehlage et #l. (1986)‘indicated
some problems with the way in which students, both those who
remain in school and those who drop out, perceive school. For.
instance, many view diécipline as unfair and ineffective ﬁnd
perceive that their teachers are not interested in them. Fine
(1985) suggested that lack of teacher interest is a syﬁptom of
the disempowerment felt by some teachers. She also indicated
teachers who feel this way‘think that no one is interested in
their curriculum,ér classroom work, and inédvertently the
teachers, in turn, be;ittle the schoeol system.

In addition, Fine (1985) stated that pérents and students,
as well as teachers, may also experiengg.this sense of |
disempowerment.  She stated that parents are often alienated,
frightened and uninformed of their rights (p. 45). Parents are

;

often afraid of the system and, therefore, may avoid any dealings

with it. They ma&, in turn, feel that school personnel are not

'1istening'£0 them. Further, Svec (1986) suggested that schools

may discriminate against those students whose parents are not

involved, and, unfortunately, uninvolved parents may contribute

to dropping out.
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At the National Center on Effective Segondafy Schools on
the campus of the University of Wisconsin, researchgrs reported
- that it .is the school’'s response to a student who is experiencing
problems that may contribute to dropping out {Peck et aL,A1987);

-

Budget cutbacks may mean schéols often do not have the resoques
o
to deal with the problem of dropping out (Trombly, 1986).
In another study, Poole (1984) surveyed high school students
to determine the type of schools adolescents woulﬂ like to | .
‘attend. The following is a brief summary of the results of thi;ﬁ
study. First, ftudents expected rules and discipline; but
“questioned dogmatic authoritarianism. They wanted to have a say
in the decision making process, especially in areas directly
related t§ them. They stressed a need for greater subject
diversification and more attention to practical experience and
"vocational relevahce. Also, they stated they wanted more say in

the selection of their subjects, and their subjects should_be

related more to their needs in becoming members of the work

force. Two aspects of teacher behaviour wete seen as important
in this context: 1) teacher competence (gqualification, N
7. ‘ . ‘
experlience, knowledge of subject, management oféglass}; and,
. 3

2) teacher communication skillg (helpfu‘Eess and understanding,
approachability, student-teacher relationzhigﬁig;‘452).

Finally, students envisiéned the school as a resource centre
for leérning and leisure, and sﬁréssed a need for both perso%al
aQ? roational counselling (p. 454). It is interésting to note

that severél of the areas addressed by the students in the
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previously noted sfudy are areas that have been identified as

' school related factors associated with the decision to drop out.

It also appears important to examigp the structure of the

1 s

school system ang yé}ibus'elements within it as a way to
‘understand the iké;dence of droppiﬁgiout. Inadequate
instruction; irrelevant curricuiuﬁ that does not relate t;?thel
culture of the students.in school, teachers who are not prepaped,
inadegquate facilities, high student—teachgrs fatios, the
inequitable allocation of resources for te#tbooks and supplieé,
and inadequate resources fo;_curriculumland staff development all
" affect dropéut rates (State Education Department, 1986). Yet |
another focus of research~oﬁ dropping out indicates there ére
some common'characteristiés of those students who have dropped
out, or who are at—risk‘for droppiﬁg out . . |

Pgrsonal characteristics. Svec (1986) suggested that
students who drop out of high schéol may have;lower self concepts
tgan those students who do not drop out. Pe;k et al. (1987)
found that self .concept and perceptions of locus of contpol are
determining factors in the decision to drop out. Stein and
Catterall (1985) found.that at-risk students had an externalised
locus of control, and perceived they haé little‘control over
their lives og future. These students were less likely to

R .

perceive that they were popular with o}her studenté,‘to feel that
'qﬁher students viewed them as good studeﬁts, as athletes, or as

important, and were more likely to perceive that other students

viewed them as troublemakers (p. 7). The State Education

Y

< : i
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Department (1986) cited marriage, pregnancy, alcohol and child
abuse as student attribﬁtes that Iincrease the likelihood of
droepping out.

Generally, dropouts are students who are haviﬁg academic
difficulties (Quinones,'lggﬁ; Sosa, 1986). They tend to have
lower gradg point averages and lower verbml and math achievement
scores ;Cipollone,i986; Ekétroﬁ et al., 1986; Wehlage et al.,
1986). In.the~De£roit Early School Leavers Project (1986)
failing gradeé was cited as one of the major reas;ns for leaving
school.
| Conrath (i9&6) profiled at-risk students as '&éfeated
. learners’. He Puggested that their lack of skill and
educational development led to feeling that they were dumb.
Since they perceive that nothing can be done about their
‘dumbness’, they might as well give up. Conrath (1986) suggested » |
that man&rof these at-risk students are ‘out of syﬁc"with
.téaching sfylés. These students are usually practical learners
who learn best through experienfial and pracfical application.
However, classrdoms are not generally cﬁnducive to and,
therefore, do not facilitate, this learning "style. -

F4nally, dropouts are more likeiy to have an extended
history of discipline problems, the most frequent being lateness
and absenteeism (Ekstrom et al., 1986; Wehlage et al., 1986).
Sosa (1986) cited ;hroﬁic abéenteeism and behavioral difficulties

' a

at school as two of the most commoﬁ characteristics of dropout
- ‘ L. : s'r\>

Family factors. Family factors are often emphasized when

¢
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citing the reasons why students drop out. While many studies
suggest that single parent households are a contributing factor,
Conrath-(1986) questioned this assumption. He stated that the
quality of parenting was the important variable. In other words,
many single pareﬁts may provide strong role models; while two
parent households may be weak and emotionally tenuous.
O’Conhor {1985) stated that"an_unsatisfactory relationship
with family characterizes most dropouts and he cited a lack of
. family cohesion as creating a sense of inSecuritﬁ'jor some
, students. It is interestipg to note that after the qompletion of
a task'ﬁ%pce study into dropping out in-Detroit, Poulous (1986)
~—-~————;found’that},generally, the students got along weli with their
parents. In‘fac%, their parents tried to convince the students
to stay in school and were considered.to.be the strongest

opposing force to dropping out.
g

Another common characterlstlc of families of dropouts is

low soc1oeconomlc status "{ DePauw 1987: Combs et al., 1968).

L
4

0'Connor (1985) ‘stated that dropplng out decreased as
socioeconomic status increased. A 10ng1tud1nal study by the
National Center for Educat;oqal Statistics {U.S.A.) confirmed
that a disproportionate numher of students came from low income

‘ .
familﬁgs. Wagner j1984} examined the socioecqnomic background of
dropouts, and identified four categories of réasons why poorer
students drop outj_ First, poérer'students take jobs to

supplement the family income. Second, poorer students drop oute

because they cannot competeﬂmaterialfy with other students as

FA A
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there is pressure to dress a certain way, participate in extra-

curricular activities and purchase school supplies.

The third reason cited was that poorer students perceive the
school_cunrigulum as irrelevant to them, as most of the courses
are geared to students who speak ‘proper’ English and plan on
going to college. Fourth, Wagner cited parents’ lack of
educationai aspirations for their children as contributing to the
decision to drop out. Further, support for educational success
in these families was usually low (Peck et al., 1987). s well,
Conrath (1986) stated that parents of dropoufs often possess the
same characteristics of at-risk students: low skilled; low self

confidence; distrustlfikof institutions; avoidance; and,
o o -

suspicious of the

tre. Overall, social and economic issues
seem to interact with family and individual factors to influence
the decision to drop out. ' $

Peer factors., There is a paucity of literature related to

how peers influence the decision to drop out. Although students

—

who drop out are more likely to have siblings who have dropped
out, in the Detroit Early School Leavers Project (1986), peer
group influence on at-risk students was a more significant factor

o

than if siblings had left school. 1In this Project, the major

.peer—reléted factors cited by dropouts were that friends were.

dropping out, and they were unable to get along with other

students. . ' __//

Some researchers have found that the profile of the dropout,
and their tvpical attitudinal, behavioral andseducational

S
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characteristics may be recognized as early as the third grade
(Hammock, 1986). Catterall {1986) challenged researchers to
produce longitudinal studies to determine the relevance of this
contention. He suggested that most research focussed on the
relationship between school, individual and economic factors and
the decision to drop out. There appears to be agreement that
there is aﬁ interaction of several factors and processes at play
"in the lives of those who drop out. He stated there is a need to
examine dropping out as a precess, and this is supported by the
abundance of literature that states the potential for dropping
out can be identified early in.-a student’s school years. ’

The Process of Dropping Out

The State Education Department (1986) suggested that in the
primary grades, school problems have already manifested in school
failure, a negative attitude toward school and a poor self-image.

By the middle years_of elementaryvy school, school problems are

-
‘¢

exacerbated by the physical and emotional changes associated with
the onset of adolescence. Thus, by the time a student reaches
high school, negative school experiences a?e deeply rooted and
numerous. Negative school experiences, together with their
personal lives and problems, lead students to the decision to
drop out.

Wehlage et al. {1986) concur that the drop out process is
cumulative in nature. For these authors, it begins with student
alienation as a result of the interaction of school based factors

and personai characteristics. They suggested that students may
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reject school, because they perceive that they have been rejected
by the institution. In this regard, the process begins with
discipline problems and negative messages about academics, and

these messages develé@ into real problems such as poor grades and

absenteeism.

Spady (1970), Tinto (1975) and Bean & Metzner (1985) have
developed a mdﬁel'that examined a process of dropping out that
is built upon Durkeim’'s (1961) conceptions of the conditions
under which individuals reject society through suicide. 1In their
‘college attrition model’, the school is divided into two
subsystems: the academic subsystem; and, the social subsystem.
Catterall (1986) translated this model into a framework for
understanding dropping out of high school.
Integration into the academic and social life of the school
contributes to student allegiance to the central goals and
values of the school....These commitments contribute in turn
to academic performance and social interactions....Early
success in school may forge commitments. Early:commitments
may lead to achievement and quality human, interactions;
these result in academic and social integration; stronger
commitments to academic goals and school behavioral norms

follow in turn. And the decision of interest to ys --
dropping out -- becomes unlikely (p. 8).

This model concurs with other investigations on dropping out -
which suggest that personal characteristics, family background
including innate student ability, and the larger social system

influence the decision to drop out.

The Consequences of Dropping Out

Cohen (1955) suggested that school failure triggers

delinquency. Roff (1988) in his regearch into predicting
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delinquency, relied on teacher ratings for two of three
predictor variables. He used the following early indicators of
delingquency: stealing in school; stealirng in the community;

trouble with the iaw; running away from homg; and, lying and

truancy (p. 615). Loeker et al. {1983) concluded there were
three promiéing predictors of delinquency: 1) family \
management problems; 2} child’'s early conduct prbblems;land,

3) child’s poor academic performance.

Rhodes et al. (1987) statéd that a delinquent lifestvle may
first manifest in poor school performance, both academically-and
behaviorally. They asserted that individuals follow a ‘pattern
of progressive deterioration’ which iead them te make serious
mistakes that may lead them into schooi pro?lems, expulsion
and/or droﬁéing out, delinquency, crime and chronic unemployment
due to inadequate education and lack of work skills‘(p. 274)., In
this context, studénts who drop out of school may well be on the

way to a delinquent lifestyvle and its consequences.

+

Prevention Programs for At-Risk Students

McDonald et al. i1987} reviewed a prevention program that
began as soon as students entered high school. D. N. Hix in
Oxford, North Carqlina is a unique school which offers only grade
nine. Based on ﬁhe premise that adjustment to high school is a
major milestone for all students, the principal implemented a
program called the * Meaningful Other Person’ program. Upon

admission to the school, each student is assigned to a teacher (a

meaningful other person). This providgd ﬁhe students with a
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contact person who is readily available, gets to know the
individual students they are assigned‘and, hopefully, becomes
sensitive to the individual needs of the students. The authors
sugdested that the program was successful as it provided positive
adult role models for young peopie, helped the students s
concrete and realistic goals, and ‘nobody [studénts]h;;; lost in
the shuffle’ (p.368). | |

In another program in the Springfield School District in
Illinois, staff expressed concerns about at-risk giudents in
their high school. They began to deyelop a prog;am for these
students, ana are still in the process of defining the program
components. However, cnrrently, there are two main components to
the program: 1) prevention and intervention (depending ,upon the
student’'s grade level when the program is deemed necessary or
useful); and, 2) mainstreaming. The goal of the latter is to
reach thé student in the regular classroom rather than in
alternativé educational settings such as segregated, specialized
classes (DePauw, 1987),
There appears to be some disagreement in the literature on the
merits of mainstreaming in this context. For example, Slobogin
et al. {1986) recommended segregating at-risk students into
‘mini-schools’. They stated that segregation méy create more
favorable learniné conditions by training staff in special
tegching techniques, smaller student teo staff ratios, and

modified curricula (p. 7).

Peck et al. (1987) surveyed several programs for dropouts‘

r
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and gleaned se?eral characteristics common to the most effective
pragrams. They found that the most important characteristic was
the quality of thé staff. ‘Quali)y staff’ had a genuine regard
for the students, and a strong belief that these students can

~learn. These teachers also had a strong commitment to a

séudent—centefed approach and actively involved studentsrin the
learning process in an innovative way. Other key aspects of
tbese programs were that the teacher consciocusly mgde the
learning atmosphere a warm, comfortable, home-likg climate in
which students’ insecurity was alleviated, they perceived a sense
of belonging, and were able to learn at their own pace (p. 21).
Recently, there is a trend toward understandiﬁg the
 variables that may create an 'effective school’., ‘'Effective
schools' tend to-have lower drop out rates and students who seem
%o be generally happier yith their schools. Several studies
revealed the following characteristics of an effective schqol:
1) positive schépl climate; 2) the gxistence of a cellaborative
planning process; 3} clear academic goals; 4} clearly defined
curricula; 5) monitoring of student progress; 6) an ongoing
Egpcern for improving the effectiveness of teachers and staff;
73 administrative leadership; B8) parents and community
invol#ement; 9) opportunities for student responsibility and
patticipation; 10) rewards and incentives for student
\‘aéhievement§ Ilf order and discipline; 1?) immediate

intervention with students who are experiencing difficulties;

and, 13) high sxpectations {(Peck et al., 1987; Webb, 1987;

™
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Quinones, 1986; Slobogin et al., 1986; State Department of

Education, 1986),

Peck et al,. (1987)_recommended seyeral ways in which a
school may begin to work toward becoming more effective, These
include: 1) néeds‘assessment and planning efforts should be
broadly based; 2) prevention effort§ should include all levels
from kinde£garten to grade 12, with an emphasis pn'early
inp#rvenfion; 3) organizational variable%l/pciicies and
prgEedures affecting the school’s ability to meet the needs of
high risk students should be revised; 4) schools should reassess
the relevance of all their educaticnal programs; 5) programé
should continually éxpand their networking capacity; 6) staff
should be carefully selected; 7) ongoing staff development
sh&uld be built into the school’s programs; and, 8) ongoing
program evaluation and feedback should be built in as an
integral compone;t of the school’'s program.

An increasingly common component in prevention programs is
the use of peer tutors or peer case managers., The rationale for
the inclusion of this component is adolescents’ orientation
toward their peers. Sebald (1986) suggested that two groups
influence adoleggénts’ orientations in life, as well as their
personalities: .tae family; and, the peer group. He found that
in 'quPre—orieh,ed situations’ adolescents rely on their
parents’ wishes and in ‘present-oriented situations’, more on
peers’ wisheé {p., 6). Friedrich et al. (1985) stated that the

-

influence of peer pressure has long been recognized and has been

’
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used successfqlly in programs such as Alccholics Anonymous,
Gamblers Anonymous, Weight Watchers and etﬂersb The next section
of this literature review will continue to develop the concept of
peer pairing as a therapeutic intervention with adeolescents.
Peer Paih%ng

Samuels and Samuels (1975) suggested that students may not
be trﬁined in counselling approaches, but they do know how to
talk to their peers. De R@senroll and Moyer (1983} stated that
it is normal for adolescents to look to their peers for support,
advice and guidance. In fact,.they are often mistfustful,
defensive and sensitive to the oiher helping people in their’
lives. As & result, adolescents consistently seek out each other
for help more than seeking help from the ceombined total of
- parents, counsellors and other helpers.

In Blandesburg High School in Maryland, a peer counselling
program was implemented in response to a high suicide and drug
abuse rate among students. The program, aﬁa peer counselling,

r

were‘aimed at helping students_deal with interpersonal problems
as well as problems ;t home and at school. Theuliteréture
suggested that peer counsellors may effectively help with éécigl
and personal problems.

At the Fort Lee Middle School in Fort Lee, Texas, it was
obsefved that several students were falling behind academically
and were exhibiting behavioral problems. These students did not

meet the criteria for placement in special education classes and

were not taking advantage of the school’s ancillary services.

\
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In short, they had motivational and attitudinal problems which s
interfered with their learning. Acadenic tesfing revealed they
were developing profiles ;similar to delinquents or drug abuser;.

The schqg developed the Peer Intervention Network Program
which was based on thre; principies: 1) emphasis on the here and
" now, assumptions of persenal responsibilities, and awareness of
obstacles to personal growth; 2} the idea that a peer group
network would precipitﬁte awareness of‘a crisis in tﬂeir'lives,
and highlight the need to make some improvements; and, 3) the
pbwer of peer influence on change aﬁa\gfaﬁth (Kehayan,'IQB%, P.

2). The emphasis of the program was that the students acted as

resources to each other and assumed three different types of
1%

roles in the group: ‘the Expert’; ‘the Shadow’; and, 'the
Consultant’'. The following is a brief summary of the group
process.

At the beginning of the group, each student is asked to
identify their area of expertise (for example, spelling). A
"pool" of expertise is created and diétributed to each member.

If there are not enough experts in the group, the membefs must go
outside the group until all subject areas are covered. Next,
each member of the group must choose a Shadow from the group.

The Shadow, with his or .her partner developé'a plan of action
aimed at increasing the partner’s academic prog;ess.\ in ;ssence,
the Shadow becomes an alter ego, keeping up with all assignments.
Finally, a Consultant role emerges later in the group after

members’ grades improve to the point that according to specific
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guidelines. and criteria, they no longer need a Shadow (Kehayan,

1983},

I

According to Kehayan {1983) the results of the group were

‘ . )
encouraging. The overall grade point mean average rose from

1.0 to 2.0, and the average promotion rate was 80%. Finally,
follow up revealeq that these members were more active in peer
support programs in various schools, and they geemed-to have
developed a ‘helping ethic’ (p. 7).

In another program, Rhodes et al. (1987) used ﬁ;er :
counselling in their work with Jjuvenile ael%nquents in tha schbol
system. Twelve studénts were chose? to participate in the ,
project+Six of the'gtudents had succesgfully completed thé
training required for peer counsellors,;were receiving excellent

grades, were active student leaders and were volunteers in

extracurricular activities. The other six students were

.ident’ified as extreme disciplinary problems in the school and in

the community, and their school performance was progressively

deteriorating. i
At the beginning of the project, the peer counsellors found
that they were intimidated by the six juvenile delinquents, and

™
it was quickly disc¢overed that a ratio of 1:1 was not effective.

‘The program staff realized that the peer counselling was more

effective if the number of peer counsellors present was higher
than the number of disciplinary problem students. As well, when
this. ratio was altered as such, the peer counsellors were less

intimidated snd the disciplinary problem students were more open

F
- \bxn.
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to ideas and suggestion; by fhe peer counsellors. de Rosenrall
and Moyer (1983) would suggest tha£‘one of the problems with the
group described above was the lack of heterogeneity. They
recommeﬁded that the more heterogeneous the group the better.
Thus,; there may have been more success if the groﬁp had been more
heterogeneous. Perhaps, a more effectivg group might havekbeen
comprised of average students, model ;tudents and problem

studentsf

Model Programs for the Peche Island Project

The Project planEers had information_about three outdoor
work programs: . 1) the Work Orientatioﬁ Workshop; 2) ﬁhe Junior
Forest Ranger Pfcgram; and, 3) Camp Vanderbilt. They extrécted
various components of each of these programs, and attempted to
integrate them into the Peche Island Summer Work Project. These
programs are briefly described below; ho er, the description is
confined to only those asﬁects of the various programs that are
most relevant to the Peche Island Projéct.

Work Orientation Workshop

The Work Orientation Workshop {hereafter referred to as WOW)
is a program\pffered through Employment and Immigration Canada.
The ijective of WOW is to provide potential early school
leavers, who have the capacity to finish high school, gith a
developmental leérning experience by which they can test and
decide upon their future labour market participation. In
essence, fhe program provides students with an orientation about

the demands of the labour market, so that they will have this
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orientation before they decide to diﬁpontinue their education
(WOW Sponsor’s Handbook, 1986, p. 1). WO& is implemented in
partnership with businesses, business associations, non—prbfit
community organizations, local boards.of education, social

_service agencies, municipaiities and provincial agencies:

There are three main components to WOW: 1) workshops;
™®) work experience; aﬁd, 3)lpersonal planning seminars. The
'WOrkshobs are ffom two to four weeks and emﬁhasize lifé skills,
communication skills, financial management aﬂd future employment
needs planning. Activities during this phase can take 4« vﬁriety
of forms: guest speakers; field trips to large and small
industriés; and, overnight camping trips or recreatidnal
act1v1t1es aimed at developlng peer group working relations.

The second component of the program, the work experience, is
a foﬁr to six week on-the-job training. The participants are
paid minimum wage, and the objective of this phase to develop an
.awareness of the demands of the work place, to identify and
develop good working habits and attitudes and develop awareness
of cufrent skills in relation to jobs théy may wish to pursue.
fhe personal planning éeminar is é one day planned event during

which participants summarize what they have learned about the
work world, their employment go;ls and how these‘goals_might be
gttained (WOW Sponsor’s Handbook, p. 4).

If a studeﬁt drops out of the WOW program-during the first

or second week of the workshop he or she .is replaced, depending

on the progress achieved by the other participants. After that

v
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period,’the participant is not replaced. This regulétion
eﬁsufes that the dynamics- of the workshop are not disrupte&.

- Obvio;sly, the selection process for students and staff is
cfucial to the success of the program. Care is taken to ensure
the selection of appropriate participants. Stéff must have an
understanding of youth problems and issues and must have the

Aability to provide dynamic, stimulating workshops and to
establish a good working rapport with the students {WOW Sponsor’s
Handbook; p; 2). &he staff:ére hired well in adyghce to ensure

o U

the organization of the program.

The .Junior Fofest Rarnger Program .

‘The Junior Forest Ranger Progrém (heregfter referred to as
JFR) provides a wofk experience for boys and g;rls who are 17
vears of age. There are three components to the program:
1} work experience; 2)J}ecreation;rand, 3) educatﬁgn.

L .
Applicant selection ;éfon é first come, firsty serve basis.

The adolescents live away from home for the éummer in'a.
work camp-like setting and are employed with the Ministry of
Naturai Resources in a vériety'of work activities: forest
manageﬁent; park development and maintenanca} trail and canoce
route development; and, maintenance; etc. 'No mbre‘thdn 10% of
the work.week is/ggknt on 'mghial’atasks, and 15% of the workL\fjf~j
week is spent on éduéation and organized'reCféqtiﬁn; The - '
recreational program prévides for both free time énd orgaﬂized

activities. The educational program includes a combination of

lectures,_organized tours and on-the-job training.

. , | y “‘f?
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. foreman in the previous year. They must have

4‘ 30
ighe JFR program consists of two tiers, a Levgl 1 Junior
Rangé?ﬂ,and a Level II Junior Ranger. The-Junior Range I
receives $15.00 per déy based on a éix day work week plus room

o

and board. Junior Ranger II'’s receive different Salaries

depending on whether or not they supply their own room and board

or the Ministry of Natural Resources supplies room and board.
To qualify for a Junior Ranger II, the appiyé;nts must have
’ ,

been a graduate of the previous year's JFR proizam or a sub-

d a good

performance aﬁpraisal; and have been recommendid for re—hiring.
If they are out of high school, thgxumusﬁ'pe enrolled in a
related coﬁrse of stud&. |

Supérvisory'staff are hired well in advance and given

orientation to the camp in the areas of JFR-objectives,

LT

S

diéciplinary methods, cahp policies and procedures, etc.
Finaliy, like the WOW program, adolescents'whb leave or are asked
tovléave, are only replaced during the first week. .

Camp Vanderbilt"

Camp Vanderbilt is sponsored-bylthe Department of Nhturai
Resources, State of Michigan and is a live-in work-oriented
proéram for 18-25 ye;r olds who have been unemployed for one
yvear. The.program focusses on improving se;f;gsteem, SElﬁf
fesﬁéct,'ﬁéam work, communication skills, work habits, the
deveiopnen£ of a good work ethic, moné& managément én& respect

for organizational structure. The official purpose of the

program is te¢ conserve, improve and develop Michigan's natural

2

"o
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‘resources and to eqhance, preserve and maintain public lands and
waters through the embloyment of residents of MichigAn in work
training programs and to provide a work experience that will
increase the likelihood of future employment for the mémbers
(erartment of Natural Resources, Micﬁigan, USA).

Camp Vanderbilt, like the other programs, offers a three-
prongedlprogram: 1) work; 2) education; and, 3) recreation.

The work expegience consists of the dewelopment of locél forest
areas. The educatiocnal component includes the epcouragement of
the members to attend formai éddcation outside the camp‘gpd
includes guest speakers.and-discussions. Recreation activities.
include billiards, games, karate classes, concerts and events in.
Detroit, etc. .

The camp is baéed on a ievel system, a system df rewards
for positive behaviour. Increased privileges are given to those
members who show motivation, iniiiativerand a desire to improve
onegself. If they prove th;&lcan handle increased responsibility,
the members are given added privileges.

Members are paid minimum wage, work an eight hour day,
rMonday to Friday, and are provided with much structure du;ing the
.week. There are rules and expeetations that regulate such things
as personal behaviour and appedrance, use of‘camp facilities,

. A
etc.’ Each member is provided with a handbook that outlines camp

a 13 ’ )
policies and procedures. . .

v
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Summary | \

The previous lit;}ature review examined the following areas:
1) factors relateh to dropping out of high school; 2) various
aspects of preﬁention and intervention programs for drop outs and
the aspects of effective schools; 3) peer pairing as a
therapeutic intervention technique with adolescents; aqd,
4) prcgrams that provided the models for the development of the
Peche fsland Summer Work Project. |

An examination pf the literature on dropping out revealgd

s

that the decision to drop out of school is a cumulative proc%s
¢

based on the interéction of social and economic ciimate, schgol "
based factors, family background, individual siudent factors-hnd
peer group factors. There is some disagreement between
researchers about the extent or degree of the influence of each
factor; however, there is agreement about the fact that“dropping
out is a cumulative process influenced by several faétérs.

Cook and Alexander {(1980) found that socioeconoﬁic status 1is
the single most pbwerful predigtor of educational dttéinment
ambn; measures avallable in thé early years. Some researchers
have found that poor academic performance and truancy were
congidered to be{accurgte-predictors of who will, and will not,
drgp out of high sc%ooll According to Titone (1981} 90% of high
séhool dropouts have failed at least once and 50% have failed

X
“twice, Othe?'stﬁdies found that low reading and math scores are
also accurate predictors (Hirano~Nakanishi, 1982; Anderson,

1974). ‘Behavioﬁal characteristics may also increase the accuracy

~



L

33
of prqdiction. Absences, disciplinary réferrals, suépensions and
number of classes cut may also predict high school outcomes
(Slobogin et al., 1986, p. 6).
: .

fn,the review of dropgzt prevention programs, the emphasis
was on the importance of offering a wide range of services to
at-risk studenfs (Quinones, 1986). Slobogin et al. (1986), in
their evaluation of certain preventipn prggrams suggested
several features that contribute to the success of those
programs: the selection_and assignment of quality staff; a high
level of staff communication; a sense of identity gnd program
ownership by students and Staffg and, a high levelrgf éupport
from school.administrators (p. 6).

The examination of the use of peer pairing revealed that the
concept has been.developing for several years. Evaluation of peer
pairihg has indicated how influential this type of intervention
has been inkhelping students aéhievé béth academic and social
goals (Jenk;hs and Jenkins, 1987). ' Sosa (1986) found that peer

tutoring and peé; pairing in the .school system resulted in

significant academic géins, and the benefits of tutoring affected
personal and social realms. Improved self-concept and increased
coopération were two benefits of peer coupselling which were
noted. '
Regardless of thg type of prevention program that is
g .

school, evaluation of these programs is essential. In fact,

implemente withfstudents who are at-risk for dropping out of

ongoing program evaluation and feedback should'be.an integral
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component of all programs. Thus, programs should be based on
meaéurable outcome cobjectives with mechanismg for ongoing
feedback (Peck et al., 1987, p. 32). It is important to assess
what effect a program is having and whi£; practices are most

successful in addressing the problem of dropping out (Slobogin et

al., 1986, p. 9.



METHOD

The purpose of this program evaluation was to assess the
effectiveness of the Peche Island Summer Work Project. The -

ngults of this study will “be used for a number of purposes:
L3 \_‘

1} management and administyation; (2} to assess the

appropriateness of progr changes; (3) to identify ways to
improve the service deliljvery of the funding group (Rossi et al.,

1985, p. 38). This stud¥ will attempt to determine if the goals

ana Sbjectives of the Projecf were achieved and will offer
recommendations for future program planning.
Research Design .

Both formative and summative evaluation provided a
cbmprehensive framework for this study. Agcording to Cayer and
Perry (1988}, formative inﬁquation focuses upon how thg program
functions —Bnot whether the goals-are met, but what is done to
attempt to meet them. The formative evaluation for this study
focussed upbn the précess of how the Project unfolded, and .
provided a'context in which to study the Project. Documentation
of the processes and procedures employed tor implement the-Project
and achieve its goals provided the déscriptive aspect of the
evaluation.

,

The administrative chronology provided the basis for the

[

,formative aspect of the study. The administrative_chronology has

35
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two purposes: 1) it provides the history of the program’s
growth and development; and, 2) it builds in Ehé potential‘for
other programs to generalize (Holosko, 1987, p. 282). The
administrative chronology provided an overview of the major
developmental events .of the Project.

The summative evaluation provided an assessment oflthe
effectiveness of the Project. In order to determine Ehe
effectiveness of the Projéct, client baseline data was %tilized.
Client baseline data included:. 1) socio-demographic or *
background data; 2) program specific data; and, 3) program goal
data (Holosko, 1987}.

The following background data was obtained: name, age,

grade, high schocl and school status {at-risk or not-at-risk).

- Program specific data is additional descriptive level data

specific to the program and services provided (Holosko, 1987).

The following program specific data was éathered: attitude
toward school and education; attitude koward teacher and -
authority; previous and presenting school problems; and,
motivation for s;hool and work. Program gaal data is related té
the overall goals of the preoegram. There were‘;Buf o*erall goals
of the Project; each goal was related ﬁo a component of the-
Project {e.g. work, disruption, discovery and peer-pairing).

. 3

Finally, this study employed an after-intervention or post-

hoc measurement of outcome. Quantitative-descriptive data about

the adoleSCEnts’,'educators',_staff and parents’ perception of

the effectiveness of the Project was obtained in this regard.;
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The Setting

Peche Island provided the setting for the Project (see

Figure 1). i

Figure 1

CANADA'

Detroit, Michigan

Lake St, Clair'

Detroit

Windsor, Ontario

Peche Island was acquired by thé_Ministry of Natqral
Resources in 1970, and legislated as a Provincial Park in 1973,
The Island is surrounded by Lake St. Clair (on the east shore},

and the Detroit River. The Island is-3$2 dcres, which includes-

o
- 14
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the mainland property next to T.J's Restaurant én Riverside
Drive in Windsor. | .

The 352 acres is comprised of 452 metres of beach, 5.7
kilometers of interior canals, 5.6 kilometers of footpaths,. four
footbridges, a large grassy area with 400_yards of frontage gn
the canal,and seven buildings. Ninety pe}cent of the Island is
forested, primarily with maples, mulberry, Kentucky coffee
trees, dogwood'and oak; The building complex is located on the

southeastern shore of the Island. As previously mentioned, there

are seven Euildings on the Island including a kitchen, dorms, a

-maintenance area and an office {personal communication, Chuck

s

Fawdry, Assistant Superintendant of Wheatley Provincial Park,
July 1, 1988).

The séudents who partigipated in the study were from the
Windsof;Essex County region, including thé.cff}'of Windsor and
the towﬁs of Essex and Tecumseh. Windsor is located in Essex.
County and is situated on an agricultural peninsula on the
Detrqiﬁ River, between Lake Erie and Lake St. Claip. _Wﬁndsor
includes the towns of Tecumseh, Essex, Belle Riv?r, zhe village
of St. Clair Begch, and the to%nships of Sandwich West, Sandwich
South; Maidstone, Colchester North and Rochester.

Essex County has a total population of 316,362. The
popplation of the city of Windsor is 193,111 the ﬁopulatién of
the towns of Essex and Tecuﬁseh';;e 6,134 and 7,731 respectively.
Windsor is Canada’s southernmost city and -is an international

border between Canada and. the United Stafesz

2
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i{ Windsor i§'Canada’s fifth lérgest manyfacturing centre,
{,\\\ pjimarily due to the auto industry. Chrygier, Ford and General
\ESEBFS all have plants in Windsor. Chrysler has head offices in
' Winggor and is the largest emplo%er. The auto industry sets the
fgdée and employment patterns for the afea {Marsh, 1985).

There is also considerable employment in construction, trade
and service industfies. Much of the food and beverage industry
consists of processing local farm product%. Finally, Windsor is
the fourth-ranked tourigt and convention centre in Ontario

{Marsh, 1985).

The Sample Source and Data Collection Methods

Figure 2 presents the data sources and data collection

methods used in this study. Information abouf the various
!

brogram components was obtained from a combination of data

sources.,
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Figure 2

Evaluation Methods & Data Sources Used in Evaluating the Peche
Island Summer Work Project

o

g

Data Sources Methods Used (*) Sample Sizes
1. Project Records 1. process evaluation

2. administrative chronplogy ' N/A
2. Students . 1. face-to-face interviews(*A)

2. process and outcome
evaluation ' n=19

3. Parents : 1. face-to-face interviews(*B)

2. process and outcome

evaluation n=18

4. School Personnel 1. mailed questionnaire{*C)

L 2. process and outcome _
evaluation ' E n=20
alls
5. Project Staff 1. mailed questionnaire(*D)-
2. process and cutcome . —

evaluation n=10

Note. (%) - correspond to Appendices A-D.

.

"The Procedure . ' . 7 v

»

" The Project records were obtained from the YECC office in

October 1987. The administrative chronology was completed. from

data obtained from these recqéds as well as from discussions with

4

Project planners and staff. |Fhe names, addresses and phone

[}
N +
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numbers of the students who participated in the Ppoject were
obtained fromashe Project records. Of the 30 students who
participated, ;;}v those who had been in thé‘Project two weeks or
longer were chosen to participate in the study. Avgilability
sampling was used to locate those students who had moved or could

[ .

not be reached by phone.

* In March 1988, the evaluator contacted each student and his

parentd{s) to acquaint them with the evaluation process and

inform them that they would be contacted at a future date to

arrange personal interviews. One student and two parents did not
LY

-participate in the study, therefore, nineteen students ‘and

- - - - E3 :
eighteen parents were interviewed. Personal interviews were
. -

conducted during a one month period from the middle of May 1988

to mideune 1988, Parent(s) and students were assured that the

information collected would be confidential, and used in group

form only. »

Thé students were from ten schools in the Windsor-Essex

[

County -area: 1) Brennan Secondary School; 2) Herman Secondary

School;,33 Lowe Secondary'School; 4) Western Secondary School;

" 5) William Hands“SecondaEy School; 6) Walkerville Secondary

School; 7) Shawnee Secdndaryjéchool;_S) St. Anne’s Secondary
School; 9! Catholic Central Secondary School; and, 10) Holy Names
Secondary School. 1 ' |

The names of the schools that the students were atFending

and a contact -person in the guidance offices were obtained from

the Project records. Thé evaluator called the schools in January
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1988 to inform them of the evaluation and arrange for a contacf
person who would assume responsibility to ensure completion of
‘the questionnaires.

Except for one, all the questionnaires were mailed to the
schools at the end of February 1988. An attached ccver letter
outlining the study purpose and assuringfconfidentiality Qas
enclosed (see” Appendix C). A stamped self-addressed envelope
(with the evaluator's personalaaddreSs as the return address} was
mailed with each gquestionnaire. Thece.was no address, phone
number or school listed for one student. fhis student was not
located until the beginning of June 1988 and the final | f
questlonnalre was hand-delivered to the. school on June 8, 1988.

The questionnaire for the Project staff was designed in mid-
June, affer thé students, pacenfs acd school personnel
questionnaires were completed. TheSe:questionﬁaifes,were méiled
on July 1, 1988. Again, a cover letter and self—addressed'

stamped envelopes were enclosed (see Appendix D).

_The Instruments Toa

.

There were fouf questionnairee designed fcr this evaluatic§.
Each questionnaire gathered icformation about‘the'Project and
the students;(schoql status. The questionnaire for the schocl
peréonnel solicited primarily school-related info;mation; tbe
questionnaire for the staff solicited primarily Project-related
1nformat10n. The questlonnalres completed by the students and
the1r parents amassed both school-related and Proaect related

information (for a more comprehensive examination of the

N

[
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instruments usedfto evaluate the Project, sée Append}ces A-D).

.-

S

oy



PROJECT ﬁESCRIPTION

| o ( | .

In the Spring of 1987, the Youth Employment Counselling
Centrew(YECC) through the initiative of the"Compupity Spirit of
Windsor Committee (CSW) applied to the Miniétfy of Skills
Developmeﬁtl(MSD) for'funding for a unigque summer work pregram
fog adolescénfé in Widdéor;'Ontario. The proposal that was
suBmitted outlinéd.g livé—in work projeCt on Peche Island for an
gqual number of adolescent;ﬂwho were identified as being at-risk

_qf*hd not at-risk’ for dropplng out of high school It was proposed
that these adolescents live on the dsland five days each week and
’ be superv1sed by two staff from the Ministry of Natural Resources
(MNR) durlng-the work day. The PrOJect was ;pproved for funding
by the MSD on May 26, 1987,and was. granted $30,403.00 for an
eigh; week.projézt.' ‘ . '

IA order to éccommodate the Project into ité mandate, the
MNR aécepted the'Peche_;sland Summer Work Project into its
volunteer program, thereby granting Eoth the Project and its
'—~p%rticipgﬁts kolunteef giatué with'the_Hinistry. The Dibéctor

and Assistant_ﬂirecgq? of the YECC agreed to remain closely
involvedAﬁith the Project. There wef;, ihen,ifour official
orgahiqations-inﬁolved in the PrOJect - The Ministry of Skilis

l"Devglopme-nt; t Ministry of Natural Resources; the Youth/4“1

Employment Counselling Centre; #and, the Communlty Spirit of

44
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Windsor Committee. 1In its initial invitation for proposals, the

MSD clearly outlined that funding would be dependent'upon the

I ‘ . - .
inclusion of a ‘counselling’ component in the Project. As a

result, the YECC and- CSW hired one Project Manager and two

Supervisors for the purposes of counselling, and coordinating the

Project. Due to lack of sleeping accommodations and.facilities

:

‘{e.g. only one shower and'bafhroom), a decision was made to

accept only boys into the Project for the first year. In May .
1987, school personnel (e.g. principals, vice-principals,
guidance counsellors) from the various high schools in the

Windsor and Essex County area were contacted and encouraged to

refer students to.the Project.

In total, approximately SOLBOYS‘initially applied to
participate in the Project, and 16 were accepted. The guidance
counsellors pré;screened most of tbe students, and then the
Pfoject Manager interviewed potential candidates at theif
respectiveﬁggbools. As students left the Project throughout the
summer, the ;¥oject Manager relied upon a reserve list of, -

studgpts which was developed at this early stage of the Project.

Replacement students (those who entered after this beginnihg

phase) wefe interviewed ﬁt the YECC office pricr to their’

- participation. Parents of the participants were then sent a

. 1 . )
brief memo outlining the Project, a clothing list and a

permiséion form (see Appendix E). The permission form detailed

the responsibilities of the MNR, the MSD and the YECC. Upon

arrival at the Island, the students were given an orientation

v
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package of information (see Appendix F)~yhich includedy,the
following: Kitchen Code (guidelines for acceptable behaviour,in

the kitchen); Discovery Rules; and, Living Arrangement and

N ‘ . 7 _
Bunkhouse Rules. Finally, the students.were asked to sign a

contract, ‘The Conduct Contract’, agreeing to follow the rules
and regulations of the Island {see Appendix G).

As previously mentioned, there were four components to the

o .
o -

Prbjecf? 1) work; 2} disruption; 3) discovery; énd,‘4) peer

pairing (see Figure 3).

Figure 3

Project Components

.

The Work Component The Disruption Component

THE PECHE ISLAND SUMMER WORK PROJECT

The Peerkﬁairing Component- The Discovery Comgﬁnenb
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The following section of this chapter summarizes descript&ons of

the various Pfaject components, the corresponding goals, the,

services that were offered in relation to each component and the

actual activities that took place throughout the summer. -

I. The Work Component

Y

Description:

Goal #1:

Services:

{
The provision of a work experience to adolescenfs

who have been identified as at-risk for dropping
out of school and adolescents who have been
identified as not-at-risk.

To provide a -meaningful work experiencefgﬁr
adolescents identified as at-risk for dropping out
of schoél and adoiescents ideﬁ}ifiéd as not-at-
risk.

.

: N
-Cleaned, developed and maintained Peche Island in
- ! I

an 8 hour per day, 5 day work week.
-Two MNR staff supervised the adolescents during
working hours.

-MSD funded the Project under their gummgr Work
Experience Program. .

—?he MSD provided audio-visual material for
discussion periods. |

;MNR accepted the Project into their Ministry
Volunteer Program. B
-The MNR supplied all tools and equipment.

~The adolescents paid room and board of $12.00 per

day.
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Activities: ~Installed three showers in washrooms.
-Cut and removed fallen trees.
-Built and erected new Peche Igland sign.
-Re-built large dock at meadows}
-Repaired twp.wooden bridges.
-Maintained mainland property eg. cut gréss, picked
1it£er, repaired fence, removed rusted garbage.

cans.

—~Painted garbage cans, tables and fadil;ties.
-Cleared existing trails and picnic areas, and
created several new ones.

-Removed garbaée and litter from beaches and
traiis: | |
-Maintained washrooms on Island.

' -Maintained and repaired MNR's equipment (boats{
tractors etc.).

-Cleaned and maintained‘all buildings.
-Constructed screen doors for all seven buildings.
—Fnstalled lighting on sign and dock area:
-Maintained and repaired three boats and motors.

II. The Disruption Component‘

Description: = The provision of the opportunity fer the
adolescents to participate in recreational
activities énd live away from home.

Goal #2: ' To disrupt the "summer street scene" of the

——

&
adolescents.



b

Services:

L

T

Activities:

49
—Provisidn of room and board from Monday to Friday
.for two months. - oo
-The MNR #rovided living. quartérs and utilities.
-The MNR provided a boat aﬁd motor for (
transportaé}on to and from the‘Island.
~The MNR provided laundry facilities.
-The MNR provided a van for transportation.
-The MNR provided bﬁnk“beds and mattresses.
~Recreational activitigs were-prov;deg two nights
per week-both active and passive.
-Nutritional meals were prepared by a chef.
-Adolescents assisted with- meal preparation and
clean~upl . |
-Swimming. ”. -
-Fishing,
-Evening-campfires.
_Movies on the VCR.
~Baseball gamés.
-Basketball (a hoop and nét were erected).
—Weightlifting.
-Horseshoes. | N

-A long distance run.

-War games,
-Scuba diving.‘//,» ¢
-Canoeing

-Table tenyis.

v//~7,



IITI. The Discovery Comp6§;nt

Description: The provision of organized trips to various
| . .

businesses in the community to promote'cqgmunity
+ awareness and generate ideas for future employment.
' - : . -
Goal #3: To increase the adolescents’\fiiyéness of community

businesses, sites of interest, and future

employment possibilities.

-

@

Services: , ~Community exploration of “small and large .

L ]

1, - .
businesses two nights per week.

rWeékly group counselling sessions re: work; -
. . : *?a/ﬁ;k

values; eﬁhics; job keeping skills, etc.

-Structured ana\u%axructured peer counselling.

-Individual counselling between the Project Manager

and students when needed.

Activities: -A tour of For£ Malden.

-A tour of the Fire Hall.

-A tour of CJOM.

% ' _A tour of the 0l1d Courthouse. ) 'ij

L

N i >

-A tour of the Litgle River Pollution Plant.
-A first aid demonstration by the Red Cross.
-A tour of CBC.

-A tour of the‘locgl Police Station;

~A tour of a Jewish Synagogue:

- -Regular rap sessions.
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IV. The Peer Pairing Component
Description: To maximize positive peef influence.
Goal #4: The non-risk students will influence the at-risk

>

students to return to school in September, 1988 and

7T

”w\k\\femain in school.
S .

N .
Activities: fFach at-risk student was paired with a non-risk

student for: peer counselling; work activities;

accommod;tions; disruption activities; and,
K2/>discovery activities.

-Students shared, interacted and helped each other
throdghout the day and evening.

The above was a summary of the various Project components,
goals and activities. The description was a combihation o£<®6w
the Projeét was initially conceptualized and what actually took
place. Thisrwas meént to be comprehensive and not exhéustive as
it is clear that in a Project of this type, it is difficult to
define, describe and understand the various day—to—day.activities‘
and nuances "particular to the Project; the people aﬁd tﬁé island.

In order to further understand the Project, the next

Y
section, en

itled "A Day in the Life" will revie& a typical. day

on the Island!

A »



A Day in the Life [

A.M.
7:00-7:30 ~Morning wake-up by the staff L.
7:30-8:00 : jBréakfast
’ Two students were assigned to ’
> ~ kitchen duty. ‘These were posted
_ and changed daily. .
- : .
.8:00-10:30 : ., ~On the worksite (somewhere on the
Island) ’
The MNR staff divided the students into.
fwo working groups for the day. lAn
attempt was made to pair an equai
number of at-risk students with ﬁon—risk
sﬁﬁdents. Stgdents were assigned to
g?oups, not to each‘other.
10:30 : . -Break
10:40-12:00 : -On ‘the worksite
y
, P.M.
12:00- 1:00 : ' -Lunch . : '
During lunch'hour the students were
given free'time.
1:00-2:30 : ~0On the worksite
2:30-2:40 -Break )

2:40-4:39 ; -On work site . /i‘\\“’_\\\\\
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4:30-5:00 : -Clean up
5:00—?:30 : -Dinner
5:30-7:00 : -Free time
_Most evenings‘the students rested, swam,
‘ fished etc. )
. 7:00-10:00 :. -Evening activity
Usually half of tﬁe students |
participétedf%n a Discovery activity and
- the other half participated in a
Disruption activity.
10:00-11:00 : -Evening campfire
\ | 11:00 : ~Lights out
~ - o

.\.
Y

The descriptive nature "of this chapter is important in that &

—_— £

it provides a quick ‘snapshot’ of the%ProjecE go;Ts and
activities, and how they were operationalized. By reviewing the
Project in.this way, one obfains aﬁ&gveral; view of the purpocse
of the Project, its components and the activities., Haﬁing
gained a further understand1ng of the Project conceptuallv, the
following chapter will begin to analyze the planning and
development of the Project over the eight week period,. and the
administrative chronology (see Appéndix H) will provide the basis

¥

for this.
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THE ADMINISTRATIVE CHRONOLOGY
! .

$
Y

In Feb%uary 1987, the Ministry of Skills Development (MSD)
%ﬁform;d the Youth Employment Counselling Centre (YﬁCCj that they
would be funding summer employﬁent projects for students in
Ontario. In March 1987, the MSD sent a more detailed outline for
writing the proposals. TheqMSD indicatéjlit would consider .. T
applications which targeted the eﬁployment of students who would
complete the 1986?1987 school yeér, but were identified as
possibly at-risk fér dropping out of high school at some timé in °

the future. L] j _

.

& ' —
The Community Spirit of Windsor Committee {(CSW), through the

initiative of a local businessman, John Dignon, was intepeste& in
being involved.in a project éf this type.. The CSW wanted tq
pérticipate in a project thgt was aimed at helping‘WindsoE’s
teenagers. The Project planners identified:that vandalism,

thgft end burglary ﬁay be attributed to studen£s who are, or
czﬁéé;ggf dropouts and that often these students spend the summer
wigh little or nothing to do. It was from this identification

~
that the idea for the Peche Island Summer Work Project

qriginatééi
The MSQLEAguidelines indicated that all projects must

contain a number of components: 1) employment counselling;

4

'2) teaching decision-making skills, goals clarification, and i1ife

(3

b4
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skills; 3) é;oﬁiﬁing the gtudents with labour market infarﬁatioh;
and, 4) counselling. Counselling was a'mquated'component of any
summer eﬁpléyment program. funded by the MSD. *In March, Johq/f
Dignon from the CSW, Dr. Michael Holosko from the UnLyérsity of ~
Wipdsor, Carol LiBby, Director, YECC, and Donna*yoro Assistaﬁt
Director, YECC met to discuss launching a project. It wﬁs agreed
that J. Dignon and Dr. Holosko would write the proposal, and the
YECC woulg ﬁrovide the administrative support. As the Project
was envisioned, ,several peop}e would‘be involved in its planning
and administration: 1) staff from the Hinisfry of Natural
Resources (MNR) would supervise the work; 2) the YECC and CSW‘

would share responsibility for providing support and

administration; and, 3) Dr. M. Holosko from the University of

‘Windsor agreed to evdluate‘the‘Pfoject.

As a result, there were four formal'organizatiphs_involved
with this Project: two Ministries; one local pf%anizatiop,.and
one local agency. The invelvement of fhese parties made it
imperative that there be close collaboration and cooperftion.
Unfortuﬁately, the working relationship betwéen some of the
people became strained early on in the Project, and in

retrospect, it seems that the invgivqmentfﬁf'so many people .and
. Vel )

. . R
jorganizations resulted in a cumbersome, and to some extent,

ineffective communication sYstem (e.g. getting monies to buy food
or supplies, etec.).
The final proposal was submitted to the MSD and verbal

approval was received on May 26, 1987. At the end of March, the

.
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school personnel were made aware of the Project Qiq a brief note. .
in the High School Liaison Newé.r As fLere were only six WEE?S
left until the end of school, it was important to make the school
personnel_gwaré'of the Project as ‘soon as possible, Ihis sense
of urgency and the pressuré of time was a cons;antde&ément in the
planning process. “

In tﬁe middle of April, 1987, "the planning committee,
consisting‘of representatives from the ﬁNR, the YECC and the CSW,
met to formalize tﬁe Prqject. They detailéd the_various roles
phaf each_woqld as;ume throughout the sUmmef and discussed hqw'to
operationaiize the proﬁosal. The ﬁéD never readly p?ovided any
formal de;ailéd guidelines about hbw to openationalize the
Pr&ject; thereforé, the development of the Project relied upon
the experience and cooperation of the plénniné committee.-
The'ﬁérk; disruption and discovery componenfs'wepg plénned

for and integrated into the Project. However, the counselling

domp@nent was more abstract and,'thereforef more difficult to

de%elop and implement. The MSD did not aSSiét the committee to

sét dﬁ‘this compeonent and did not provide any guidelines related

to the inclusion of £his companent in the:Préjecﬁi apar£ ffo£ gﬁxj
in?icating that it had to be aone. As well, the MSD did not />

enquire as to whether there was a counselling component in the

Project as they assumed it would be addressed. In fact, the

counselling component was never formally integrated into the

Project. The provision of counselling to the at-risk studénts and
' : &

the facilitation of the peer-pairing process required staff with
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specialized skills. However, the staff hired for the PrOJect dld

-not - have ‘the experience or training to prov1de the counselling
* , s

services.

-

At this planning meeting, an attempt was made to clarify
2 .

roles; however, as the summer progressed, it was difficult to

identify spccific aréas of Ministerial responsibility and

i -

au'thorits;, channels of approval and‘ appropriate’lines of ' _\?

communication. The administration of this Project was_iurthér

e

.

complicated by the fact that the students’ salaries were P ig
"through $t. Clair Collége. Having another organizatioo‘appen@?ﬁ

to the Project resulted in pay cheques arriving late, s
. &

uncertainty about the avenues to access mpney, and a generally

iﬁefficient administrative System., _ .

In the middle of May, the YECC sent memos to all the high b
schools requesting re%erral& fo?bthe Proﬁect. The schools were
aéked to refer both at-risk and non-risk q&pdents. However, it
appeared that the guidance couosellorQXﬂere confused about ihe'"
criteria for referring students te the Project.. The criterih
were not delineated out51de of a general querstanding, aod the
memo provcd to oc problematic. ThlS resulted in a delay in ‘the
referral oizcess. ) . - )

The Project Manager'was hired at the end of May, and the.

1mmedlately began to canvas the. schools ‘for referrals. There are

some other issues to not ?E Ef'were occurring at{phgs//;me. The
B ™ o \

E@b ? the Project, and had not .

Q:thow to select students for the
8

been given clear criteria

e
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Project;ltheréfore, precious planning_timg was spent canvassing
the schpols. As well, there was no budggt for costs acérued
during the planning-phaé%, and it was difficul%}to access money
to-reimbursé.the Project Manager for his expenseé.
| The Projeét Manager did not begin to meet with the various
school persoﬂnel unti% June 10 1957 and the Project was to begin

i
on July 6,‘1987. As one would assume, interviewing, selecting

[N

and orieytihé the boys to the Project was rushed. Similarly,
oﬁtainipg parental consent and informing parents of the Project
was‘also huxried. o

The Prgject received formal approval from the MSD in the
middle of Junei'however; étaft—up.actigities had already begun
because verba% épproval.had heen rece;:;d earlier. The MSD
provided the_followipg guidelines‘three weeks before the Project
was to begin: tﬁ%‘Proiect'ﬁust be evaluated; it mu;tqtarget
early school leavefs identified.by the school.boardj there must
be an eﬁfort to include visible minorities; there must be a
coﬁnséllihg component; and, the sgydents must be traiﬁed in on-
the-job safety.

Again, it is-interesting‘:o gote that there were no
guidelines provided as to.how to actually operak}onalize such a
Project, gand the YECC office seemed cormt@nt on allowing the
Project planners'to_take the initiative on £endering such
decisions. By mid- June the need to hire staff becaﬁe a presé&ﬁ%

issue. There was a need to hire special staff 'with special

skills, especially in the areas of counselling, -organization and
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program development. With so little‘time and so little money
($8.00 per hour for the Project Manager and $4.85 per hour for

1 the supervisors), it was difficult to find people with the -

e

appfopriate qualificaiions.

By this time, the MNR's role seemed to be clearly defined.
They were willing to supervise the work component of tﬁe Project,,
'and‘supply the necessary housing, tools and equipment. However,
the students were to bé involved in repairs and the'maintenancgu

6f 'the Island, and it was discovered that the cost for building \

-

materials had not been included in the budget.

¢
{ 5
" 4
During this planning phase, there was a good working V¥
A . ‘
‘relationship between the MNR and the YECC. The MNR was so

supportive of the Project that they agreed to absorb part of the
cost of the required building materials. The MNR granted the
Project and the particzﬁants volunteer status, and-the? provided

the Project with such things as(légal liability guidelines and

BN ¥
personnel policies and procedures.

The final two supervisors for the Project were hired in the

third ,week in June. This left two weeks for them to become

-

involved in the planning of. the\Project. There were many details =

4

that had not been attended to, and the assistance of additional

staf? would have been helpful. For example, there were no job

——

descriptions for the staff, or safety regulations for the
Project, and the new staff spent the first week of the Project

writing their own job descriptions under the supeg&ision of Dr.

Holosko. One .of the staff'qui?’one week before the Projecf waéuﬁ\

3
p

,.f_:f"' I
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‘to begin, and this created é serious crisis for the Projéct.; The
planners had- to quickly hire.someone else, and this seemed to be
another problem in an already very problématic planning phase.

. The problems encountered in planning this Project culminated
in the first week. The events which occurred in this week were
not surprising based on the ad hoc and loosely defined planning
" process. For exampie, first there wés a rush to hire a new
staff. Seconq,fthe students were not able to start wbrk until
July..7, 1987, because th¢ paperwork for hiring the students and.
staff was not proceséed until Juiy 6, the day the Project‘was to
begin. Third, it came to themgttention of the staff that many of
the students did not havgﬂzfciai insurance numbers. This had to
be taken care of as quickly as possiblé waevef, this task was
not easily accomplished because there were no telephone hookups
from‘the Islan& to the mainland, as the telephone company could
not install a phone line.

Fourth, J. Dignon and Dr. Holosko decided to hire a cook for
the Island.. Originally, D. Moro planned to hire Moro’s’
restaurant to pfepare‘the food and bring it over daily to the
Island. However, J. Dignon was concerned about safety and
hygiene issues of tran5porting'the food. A potential confliét of
interest was-also cited as influencing the decision to hire a
cook. The declsion to hire a cook produced a number bf
unanticipated consequences.

Hiring a ceok meant that there would be greater deductions

for room and board from the students’- pay cheques. The
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difggrence of a $9.Qg\per day deduction td #.*iZ.OO per day
deduction on an already low salary, angered some of the students,
The importance of the‘reserve list became apparent as a number of
students threatened to leave in the first week. The most serious
consequence of hiring ?he,cook was the total breakdown of the
" working relationship between the CSW and the YECC. The YECC was
angry.about n;t being consﬁited, and the strain of the planning
process began to shoﬁ. - | )

Fifth, it was at this pdint that the consequences of so many
parties being involved with.the Project bec%ggmapparent. Some
problems between the Cswland the YECC seemed exacerbated by
certain personality conflicts, ménagement styles, aﬂd differing
perceptionslof how the Prqject should be operationalized.
Fina%}y?“the Project's remoteﬂess rendered it difficult ta
admi;ister due to its isolation. In summary, it is ciear from
the data examined (e.g. correspondenqe, minutes etc.,) that the
first week of the Project was a stressful one for all, ~

As the summer progressed, some of the same issues that were
eyident in the planning and.the implementation of the Project
continued. For example, two weeks before the end of the summer,
there was a shortage of money to 'feed the studeﬁtg, and the
Project Manager was ?emoved from his position. Students had
joined and left the Project constantly by this time, éﬁd there
were still interpersonal conflicts betweén the Project planners

and othér Project personnel. In fact, the problems with the

administration of the Project continued even after the summer.
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In October {1987) the students were awarded bonus cheques;

=S

however, there was disagreement about whether or not the students
should get the cheques and, if so, how much they should get.
There was much tenéion and anger in the YECC office about this
:issué and, again, the staff at YECC felt that they had not been
consulted on this decision. There was a continuing sense of

‘exasperation and frustration on the part of the Project .

administrators.
Summary ‘ ’
The Peche Island Summer Work Project was a unique project'
for several reasons:” 1) its remote location on Peche Island; \\\

2) there were four organizations involved in planning and

delivering the frojéé?é and, 3) there was potential for the
involvement of- many leYels of people (parenté, media, teachers,
politicians etc.). However, the very thingé that made this
Project unique are the same elements that créated problems“
planning and administering the Broject..

The remote location made it difficult to administer. The
involvement of so‘many organizations and people resulted in an
administrative structure that was powerless, jand an ineffective
decision-making pfocess. No one ﬁarticular brganizatiqp or B
‘person emerged as "in charge“. The lines of authority{and‘
accountability were never clear; guidelines.were uncleér; and,
there were power struggles throughout the summer . As a result,

there was no one perscon to facilitate the resolution of the

interpersonal, financial and organizational problems,
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The administrative ¥rend that emerges most clearly

throughout the Project is the incremental, day by day, week by

\week, ad hoc plarning and decision-making. The Project was -

plagued b& a lﬁgk‘éf ;ystematized planning which led.to a
reﬁctive status quo, rather than a proactive one. Lack of
leadership, planning and organization resulted in unantici;ated
events that were difficult to handle. Turnover in.both students
and staff, and unclear roles and responsibilities resulted in
unprediétability and inconsistency. People seemed to come and go
throughout the summé} with little planning or procedure.

The peer-pairing and counselling component were never

really operationalizgd as envisioned. Although these w;fg
mandated components of the Project, simpiy maintaiﬁing the day-
to-day functioning of the Project became the priority; The MSD
required outcome and follow-up data in August, October and March.

It is interesting to note that the guidélines post-Project were

-elaborate and detailed, while the guidelines for Project

1
development and implementation were vague.

The formal evaluation process bégan in October, 1887. At
that time, the evaluator observed fh%} there 'was still tension
and frustrﬁtion between varioﬁs people who had been involved with
the Ptroject. The process of accessing wriiten information for
the évaluétion was indicative of the Project itself: the
information had been compiled haphazardly, and was difficult to

-

find.

:

The Peche Island Summer Work Project was a pilot project in

>d

'Wp.
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the truest sense of the word. There was much energy put into.
this Project, but the lack of clear guidelines at the outset and
lack of coordinated planning resulted in a Projeéztihat was not
what it was originally envisioned to be. The following chapters
will present an analyses of the effectiveneés of the various
Project componénts, including a discussion of the adolescents’

enjoyment of the various activities, and what they said they

learned while in the Project. .o
& o
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

- Tge‘resultshand discussion of the data have been organized
according to the-inform;tion targetted by each set of
questﬁ%nnaires. _Th;refore, the data collected from the students,
parents, educators aﬁd Projec£ personnel will be presented
separately. Thus, the data analyses is divided into the
following sections: 1I. The Student Surﬁey Results; II. The

Parent Survey Results; III. The Educators’ Survey Results; and,

IV. The Project Persahnel Surwey Results.

I. The Student Surveyvy Results

-

Socio-Demographics .
Of the 19 studentsewho participated'in the study, 63.2% were

considered to be at-risk for dropping out of high school, and
42.1% were identified as not-at-risk at the time they.were
referred to the Project. Their ages ranged-from 15-18 wears. .
The mean age of the students was 16.4‘years,-and the mode, or
most frequently reported, age was 17 years. The data indicated
that 31.6% were in grade 11, 26;3% were in grade 10, 5.3% were in
grade 9, and 5.3% were in a General Learning Disability class.gt
the time of the sfudy. Further, %1.6% of the students were no
longer atteﬁding school when the questionnaires were administered

to the students,.

65
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Schoel-Related Dats

-

w®

the study, 50% were no longér attending school. Whek‘questioned

about this, 25% were expelled due to truancy and disciplinary

problems, and 25% quit because they had full-time jobs or "did
&

not like" school. When gqueried about whether or not they. were

working: 16.6% were "doing odd jobs"; 33.3% were working full-

time; 16.6% were unemployed; 16.6% weré attendingﬁthe Youth

Employment Counselling Centre; and, the status of 16.6% was

L -7

In an effort to determine how the students who were still

in school were doing, they were asked to indicate if the

behaviors presented in Table 1 had occurred during the school

-

0f the twelve at-risk students identified to participate in

{

e

el
A1

vear. Tﬁgfgéhaviors chosen for this section of the,qﬁggfionnaire

had been glegned from the literature as possiblq/qggicators of

f‘{'

the decision to drop out.

73
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Table 1

The Occurrence of Behgviors'Relatea to the Decision to Drop QOut
Reported by the Students (n=14)

Type of Behavior At-Risk ' Non-Risk

. Frequency/Percent Frequency/Percent
Suspension * ‘ 2 14.3 1 7.2
Suspension Threatened 3 ' 21.4 . 2‘ 14.3
. ' . ~
Trouble with the Law ™ i 7.3 - -—
Discipline Problems 5 35.7 - -
Skipped School _ 5 35.7 - --
Participation in
Extra-Curricular
Activities 1 7.2 2 14.3

Note. These categories were not mutually exclusive.

-

As noted ianable I, the greatest difference between the
two groups on these ngtors appeers_to be relatea to the
frequency of discipline problems and skipping school. That is,
the at-risk students repo;ted a higher incidence of‘these‘fwo
behaviors than Ehe no?)risk stﬁdents.' Howevef, in‘ofder to
obtain a better understanding of £he significence of the
occurrence of these behaviors,ﬂthe students were further asked to
compare the current school _vear with last year. |

6verall 33.3% of the at-risk students stated that they were

suspended less this year, while ?2 6% answered more. Of the non-
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risk students, 12.5% said they'ﬁere suspended more this yéar.
Further, 50% of the at-risk students were threatened with
suspension more this year while 16.6% reported less to £his.
Similari}, 25% of the non-risk students indicated théy were
threatened with suspehsion more, often thié yvear. Wﬁen asked if,
they‘haa been in trouble with the law,"16.6% of the at-risk
students replied less this year, and 16.6% replied more. In the
area of discipline problems, 66.6% of the at-risk students
indicatedAthey had been sent to the office due to behavior
problems more this year than last year, while none of the non-
risk students had been sent iﬁ\this context. In the area of
‘skipping school, 33.3% of the at-risk studénts said Ahis behavior
was oééurring more often, whiie 33.3% of the non—risﬁ said less.
In the final area, participation in school activities, 50% of the
at-risk students‘said they were participating lgss fhis vear than
last year. In summary, then, both the at-risk and non-risk
students were suspended less, but threatened more, and the at-
risk students had more disciplinary problems and were
particip;ting less in extra—-curricular activities.

As a final point about school-related behavior, the
students were asked if they were spehding more time on their
homework during the cuf;ent school year as compare& to last year.

- 3T
O0f the at-risk students, 50% responded “"yes", while 50% responie_
’ [ . )
%no". Of the non-risk students, 62.5% are spending more time on
their homework, and 37.5% said they are not. The students gavg

various reasons for spending more time on their homework: the

Cu
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coursework Wés more demanding; they wanted to pass the year; and,.
they considered the current vear aﬁ important one in terms of
future educat%gnﬁi plans, J

The students were then askea if they had received any
éwards at school, ana, if they had,-they Qere asked to indicate
what the award(s) were for.. At—risk'students‘(ﬁﬁ.ﬁ%} received .
awards ﬁgz\creative writlingJ academic achiéfﬁﬁéngand sports.
Non-risk students (25%) received awards for academic'achievement
and sports,

~

Finally,‘&n order to gain a'béfter ﬁndersfanding ofrthe
students’ overall views and pérceptions about school, fhey were
asked if they felt differently about school this yéar as compared
to last year and, if so,-%hy.>~ Of the at-risk students, 66.6% |
said school was "o.k" this year, and 33.3% "did not like school”.
‘According to 50% of these at-risk students, they felt "better"
about school this year.

Similarly, when the non-risk students were asked how they
felt about'séhool this’year, 75% stated they were "enjoying.
schodl", while 25% were not. Of these, 37.5% stated they were
"doing better",'"enj0ying school more", "getting alopg better
with otﬂef students”, and "working hgrder" this.year. _The;efofe,
overall, it appears.that school was a more positivé experience
for the majority of the students who participated in the study.

The final set of school-related questions -was designed to

determine.the students’ educational aspirations, and determine

their commitment to contgnuing their education. Table 2 reports

%y
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the students' educ¢ational plans.

L

Table 2

‘Educational Goals of the At-Risk and Non-Risk Students (n=14)

Educational GoaL& " At-Risk Non-Risk

Frequency/Percent: Frequenpy/Pgrcent
Complete High School 6 100 8 100 o
. o [}

'-%pmplgte College or: _
University 2 33.3 7 87.5

It ié importaht to note that all of the at-risk and non-risk
étudents planned to complete high school, suggesting a commitment
to education at this level. This finding is supported by the
iiterature which suggests that most at-risk students want to
complete high school. The most significant differeﬁce-fetween

"

the two groups was in the area of "plans to attend college or

unlver31ty . While 87.5% of the non-rlsk students planned to -
continue +he:.r educatlon after high school only 33.3% of the at-
rlsk.students planned to go on. As a flnal point in thlS o
regard, 33.3% of the aﬁ—risk students were unsure, and 12 5% of
the nog-risk‘students were unsure when answering the quéstio;.
The at-risk students J;reiihen asked if participation in tﬁe

Project had influenced their decision to return to school and

remain in school.'.Of the at-risk students whé rémained in

T
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school, 83.3% said that participation in the Project did not

influence their decision, and 16.6% stated that the_Project'was
r ! L] .

influential. L) ‘ . .
’ ) «

Project-Related Data . & . .

The students.were asked to describe what they had learneg
while'in the grojeet in the following areas: friends; the . -
community; the use of spare time; school; working; nature; and,
money . "The most frequent resﬁonses in eech category agL
‘pres ed below. | {’

o N ?Arléﬁds. The students’ responses 1r tHis catedory were
Varled E%anglng from 1earn1nd nothing about frlends while in the”
Project (26.3% at- rlsk and 5.7% non- rlsk) to learning the
v ,impor?ance of cooperation with each’ other, and WOrkfng as a team.
Tﬁirty—é%o perceht of the non-risk studee;s reported they learned
hg;xhavlng friends helps make it e351er to work together.
Further, 21 1% of the students {non-~risk} learned noe to judée

people by their loeks", and 26.3% (15.9% non?risk-and 10.5% at-

risk) of the students said they learned that "making an effort

. 1
*

results dn making friends".
As ﬁell, the students learned the importance ef "helping
each other out" and "sticking'up:for'each etherf {15.9% non-risk
and 5.7% at-risk). Some of the studentsléaid they had learned to
res%ect ea&h other and each dthersi p;opertyf(IO.S%W&ténisk).

' "Friends can be mean" (5.7% at-risk), and "it can be=di$ficult'to

Fgi ™

live with frlends (10.5% at~risk) cémprisédAthe remainder of the

ey .
_responses. Overall, 68. 4% of 3?6 students felt they learned

w

©.
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something bqpt friends) whild 31.6% said they learned nothing.

In fairness to these data, the high/turnover of students may have

-

made” it difficultfor some of the students to build relationships

with each other, and this may have influenced their perceptions

about this wvariable.
15'

The community. When asked what they had %ﬁarned about the

community, 73.5% (52.3% at-risk an#d 21.1% non-risk) of the

students said they had learned nothing. Only 21.6% of the

students (non-risk) rep&rted their knowledge of the commuﬁity had
increased ‘as a result of the Projeci.

Use of spare time. When asked what they had ;eafned about
the'uséwof free time, many of'the students (26.3% at-risk aﬂd
25.3% non-risk) said they learned the 1mportance of using spare
time constructlvely, particularly after a 'dav s work" They
stated‘that their time off from work became more "p:ecious“ and

was, no ionger taken for granted. _Sleeping, walking and having

fun were c1ted as 1mportant activities during leisure time. Of
q

" all of the respondents, 21.1% (15.9% non-risk and 5.7% at-risk) )

¢ ’ ‘
said they learned nothing about how to use their spare time. The
rgmainder included learning that "I can survive without a T.V."

(5.7% at-risk},and "it is important to do what one has to do

before “one does @Qat one wants to do" (5.7% at-risk}.
> B L 2, '
School hhen askeg what they had learned about school while

q -i
)they Were in the PrOJect- 68. 4% of the students {52.6% at-rigk

and 15.9% non-risk) said "nothing". "Stay in school" and "school

pays off in the long run" were responses from 21.1% of the

e
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students, ail of whom were non-risk. Of the at-risk students,
5.7% said they weren’t going to go back to school after the
summer, but after working in thg Project, theyjsaw the importance
of obtaining a high school diploma in order to "get a good job".

Working. When asked what they had learned.about work, the
most frequent responses (73.6%) were "it is importaht to get up
in the morning and be on time", "it'is‘impﬁrtant to be
responsible”, and "it is important to follow orders aﬁd do what
you are told to do"; Of the 73.6% who spoke of learning work -
responsibility, 52.6% Werérat—risk snd 21.1% were non-risk.

The ne;t most common response was "work hard” or they were
"not wantéd on the job“ {5.7% at-risk and 21.1% non-risk). Other
responses iﬂclud;; that they had developed skills in
construction (10.5% at—risk); "people slack off and others have
to carry the load" (10.5% at-risk), one has‘to learn to "put up
with~t‘he pressure"ﬁS.?% at—riisk), "quality and workmanship ié
important" (5.7% non-risk), and "I could do something I never
thought I could do" (5.7%).

Nature. Next the students were asked if fhey haa learned
anythiﬁg about ﬂaturé. “While 47.4% of the students (31:6% at-
risk and 15.9% nonirisk) indicated they had learned nothing in
this area, 47.4% (21.1% at-risk and 26.3% non-risk) said their
knowledge aBout Plants, animals, and the effects.of pollution‘had
increaséd and 5.7% said they had learned‘to fesﬁect nature more.

Money. When asked if they had leafﬁea anything about money

pv]

while they were in the Project, 52.7% (26.3% at-risk and 26 . 3K
a
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non-risk) said they had not learned anything. Other students

-

responded that they‘enjoyeﬁ haviqg their own money, and they
learned to budget it so they could buy pefsonal items and school
clothes (15.9% at-risk énd 21.1% non-risk). The importance of
investigating the salary prior to taking a job was identified by

. }
an important lesson learned.

!

21.1% (at;risk) of the students as
" The third set of questions_in the student surQey were
related to the discovery and di;ruptibn components of the
Project. First, the studenés were asked to rate the discovery
~activities as gith&g helpful or not helpf;l. .Discover?

activities included presentations, tours, and informal group

- - : ' ‘ -
discussions. The students’ responses are recorded inm Table 3.

L
)

™

—_—



Table 3

Student Rating of the Discovery Activities (n=19)

Discovery Activities ) Helpful _ Not Helpful Didn’t Go '
Percent Percent ~) Percent
Rap Sessions 73.9 ' 10.5 .15.9
Red Cross '. |
Demonstration _ 5759 10.5 '31.6
cac | 47.4 © _ 10,5 | 42.1
Fire Hall | 47.4 15.9 36.8
Police Station 42.1 26.3 _ | 31.6
MacKenzie Hall ‘ 31.6 26.3 ) - 42.1
Coast Guard 26.3 15.9 57.9
Fort Malden 21.1 42.1 36.8
cJoM 21.1 21.1 58.0
Little River ¢
Pollution Plant - 21.1 . 10.5 ' 68.4 ,
YECC Presemtation - 21.1° 10.5  68.4
Synagogue | 15.9 | 21.1 Y 3.2

Overall, the students said they had very few "rap sessiqns"
thfoughout the summer; yet, they found the ones that they did
have very helpful. These "rap sessions"” would have constituted

one aspect of the counselling component of the Project, which
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suggests that the inclusion of the counselling element may have

been positively received by some of the students.

The goai of the disruption activities was to remove the
students ‘from their homes and neighborhoods; and provide them
with constructive re?réationql activities during their free time.
In this regard,-studénts were asked to rate their enjoyment of

the various disruption acti(fties. ?he students’ rating i}/ipe as

activities is presented Table 4.

-

{7

P
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Table 4

Student Enjovment Ratings'of Variaus Disruption Activities (n=19)

ﬁisruption Activities . Mean (%)%
Scuba Diving ~ . 5.0
Canoeing | 4.7
~War Games ° ; . éf 4.7
. .
Swimming - o 4.4
Fishing | ) 4.4
Spebial Meals . ' - . ; 4.3
ﬁ&ftong Dliﬁgngg Run | : 4.2

Pig Rogst Day - . . 4.1
Being on T.V. ' } 4;1
Movies on £he VCR . 4,1 »
'Evéning Campfires . K . 4.0
Baéeball-Game;? ' ‘ . ., 3.9
Table Tennis /&.8

Note. (*).The enjoyment scale ranged from "l=very unenjbyable"
to "S5=very enjoyable",

-
L4

- Although scuba diving, canpeing, and war games were most

-enjoyved by the students, most of the disruption activities appqaf'
' < ' '
to have been enjoyed. . xf

Finally, in examining the Project actiwities, the students
‘were asked to evaluate the helpfulpesg of seven overall

characteristics of the Project, and these data are represented in'

-

1

B ,

S w %
.

Coeg
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Table 5.
N,
=5
T%ble 5

Student RatingsAof Other Selected Project Characteristics (n=19)

. f

= \
General Project Characteriétics Helpful Not Helpful

Percent B Percent

i

Worﬁing with MNR Staff - 89.5 h 10.5
- Working Eight Hours o 89.5 10;%
Earning Own Money _ ) 78.9 ) 21.1
Living.Away.From Home ' 73.7 | 26.3
Taking Care pf Self o LT '.26.3
Learning to Use Tools o 68.4 - 31.6
Nature ‘ ' 47.4 47.4

' : -

An inspection of Table 5 reveals that the students found work-
related aspects of the Project most helpful. - LT

Students were then asked what they least enjoyed about the

Project. Money related issues were the most frequent complaints

(10.5% at-risk and 42.1% non-risk). "Too little pay",

?‘.a_»_—;:?‘ . .
"deductions that were too high"™ywand the lack of regularity in

" receiving their cheques were the most frequent responses cited in

this regard. Food (31.6%), the tours (15.9%), missing friends at

home {10.5%), and the isolation of the Island (5.2%) were also

-

: >
identified as the least enjoyved aspects of the Project.

8
Q

~ t 1
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When asked what they most enjoyea aboupjghe Proj%ét; 57.9%
{15.8% at-risk and 42.1% non-risk} said the§ enjoyved T'.being on |
the Island", "working in néture",-énd the "camp-like" atmosphere.,
éértiéipation in the recreational activities was the next most
common respense (36.8% at—rigg and 15.8% no?-risk). Making new‘
friénds\QPd "the.people 4in genLnal" were raééd as most enjoyed
aspects of the Project by 42 41% (10.5%‘at-risk and 31.6% non-
risk) of the students. Finally, 26.3% (5.2% at-risk and 15.9%
non-risk) rated one particula;'staﬁﬁﬁas most enjoyaﬁle.

In an effort to further deteﬁmine thé.students’ enjoéménb of

the Project, they were asked whether or not they would consider

returning to the Island to work, to visit or to help coordinate

" some activities. The majority of the students f89.5%) said the

would like to return to the Island.‘;hﬁ participate in this type

>

" of Projegﬁ’again. HoweVef,'31.6% of those students would want to

assume a leadérship,rolé and be paid a higher salary. When asked

if theg would visit tHe® Island and the staff, 94.7% 'answered ° -

1

"ves", and most of’{he students (89.5%) said they wduld retugﬁbmi7.

the Project to help coordinate activities. Overall, then, it v
- . j N . )
appears tht the majority of<the students would like to return to
J'q .

the Project in some capacity next summer. -

Finally, tﬁeﬁgtudents were asked if they still see anyﬁg{’_
from the Project. 57.9% of the students (36.8% at-risk and721.1%
P

ey
non-risk) said "yes". Of the 42.1% "(21.1% at-risk end 21.1%“non-

" "

risk} whe said "no", many were quick to inform the interviewer: ¢

. 7
that the reason they did not see anyone was that they did not

v

P

e :}Q.‘

+

<
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live in the same area of the city, they did not attend the same ’ ”’J//

school, or they were just "summer friends".

-~

.Student Recommendations ‘ ' ot
% - S ™ e

The majority'ofrthe st d?nts (10.5% at-risk and 36.8% non-
risk) recommended that there be more individual choice im—
participating in activities, and more of a variety of

-

activities, The second most frequent recommendation (21.1% at-

/‘u

risk and 15.8% non—rlsk) was a higher salary. In addltlon, 26.3%
(at—risk) seid they did not want any tours or discovery
activities. This group suggested that there is "no need for
educatlon dur&ng the summer and they wanted to plan their own
t}me after.work. Finally, 21.1% (5.2% at~risk and 15.9% non-
risk) of the students recommended that the Project persondel-be
more forthright about the'purpose and the structure of the

" Project. These students expressed concern about the media
coverage of the Project indicating that until that time, they
were unaware of the Project goals and purpose. Howeeer, overall,
47.4% of the students (26 3% at- rlsk and 21.1% non- r1sk) stated
they ' enaoyed the Project” ,;EEE/¥E§% /w/i was perfect" "it was
great", or had no recommendatlons'&

+II1. Parents' Survey Results =<

|

. In order to understand the parents’' perception of the
. "‘{(.‘

. . *
‘Project, they were asked gquestions relatad to why their sons had g

oy been referred -to and; then chosen. for the Project, ‘the amount of

s information'they received about the Project, their opinions

[
-
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-

about the way the Project was run, their observations of changes

in their sons since the Project, and their recommendations. When

asked if they were, aware of why their sons had been referred to

the Project, only 22.2% answered "yes"} and these were all

’

parents.of at-risk students. The‘parents of ‘the at-risk students

° e .
said their sons were referred for a variety of reasons: 1} poor

self-esteem; 2) lack of maturity; 3) difficulties at school; and,

. o . .
rr 4 at-risk for dropping out. Of 'the remaining parents, 442:4%
- .

(27.7% at-risk and 16.6% non-risk), said they were not .aware of
vhy their son was referred, anQ_i§.3% said their sons had not

‘been referred to the Projeck (i.e.{ghey heard about the Project

Il

from“other'éthdents or Prbject staff and signed up en their
E / g , : ,
Parents were‘then asked if they felt that, initially, tﬁey

| +

own). .

had receivedlggequate information aboutlthe Project. Although
33.3% of the ﬁarentshsaid "yes", the,méjofity of the pareﬂts
(61.1%) said "no" to this item. In order to further determine
the extent and natufe of the chtactlbetwéenwlhe parents and

ﬁroject personnel, parents were asked if they had been informed

of their sons’ progress in the Project. While 11.1% said "ves",

.} T - -
/( 72.2% said "no". Of those parents who answered "no", 50% said

they would like to have been more informed of this issue. One
parent, who became a foster mother to one of the Project
participants in the fall of 1987, was unable to answer these

questions. ,
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School-Related Information F‘//ﬁ\\\

Those parents whose sons were stiil'in school were asked to
evaluate their school perforﬁ%ﬂte in the 1987-1988 school term in
-ngeral areas. The results of these evaluations are presented in

Table 6.

Table §

Parents® Reports of the Occurrence School Relafed Behaviors -
During 1987-88(n=14)

Noted Behaviors At-Risk Non-Risk
. ) Frequency/Percent Frequency/Percent

Phone Call or Letters
re: disciplinary

problems ) 3 21.4 2 . 14.3
Absenteeism '- 3 21.4 - -- .
Lateness 3 21.4 2 14.3
Note. These categories are not mutually exclusive.

L ]

) Tablg 6 revealé that,lhccording to their pafénts’
perceptions, the at-risk stﬁdents continued to have more .
difficulty at géhoél'in the areas of discipline, truangy, and

: lateness.. As these behaviors are rellated to a student’s decision
to drop ocut, it appears that some of the'at—risk students are
exhibiting behaviors'indiéative of the potential for drdpping
out. j . R : ’ | .

In order to further determine if the studegts had changed

&F

pd
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since tﬁeir participation in the Projeét, their parents were
asked to indicate if they had observed specific changes ih their
sons in . nine mutually exclusive areas. These areas were chosen
based on the re§iew of the Project records and the completion of
the admiﬂistrative chronology which suggelsted that these were
areas in whiéh the Project‘hopéd to influence the students.
These results are presented in Tables 7 and 8. Table 7 présents
the data soliCited from the parents of the at-risk studenfs, and
TébleIS presents the parallel data ffom the pargnts of the non-.

risk students.

T

o
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Table 7

Percelved Changes in At-Risk Students as Observed by Their

Parent(s}) by Percentage {n= 10)

"

Area of Change

-
None

Negative Positive Unable to Judge
Attitude Toward School 5.5  22.2 22.2 5.5
Attitude Toward
Teachers 5.0 22.2 16.6 11.1
Attitude Toward
Authority - 27.7 16.6 11.1

S ) %
Motivation- for . .
School 5 wd 11.1 33.3 w0 D
L _

Money Marfagement 5.5 27.7 16.6 5.5
Peer Group 11.1 22,2 11.1 11,1
Attitude Toward o
Nature - 11.1 27.7 . 16.6
Use of Spare Time - 33.3 11.1 11.1 '
Knowledge of the'
Community - 22,2 16.6 16.6

Table 7 illustrates that pérents’

students have made positive changes in

¥

motivétion for scﬁ%ol,

aftifudé toward

toward nature were the most fregquently

change.

group.
C e

perceived that the at-risk

all areas.

Schdolr

-Specifically,

and attitfe

reported areas of positive

The only negative change occurred in the area of peer:

The parentsjof the at-risk students were also.asked‘to

identify any other areaé in which they had observed changes. In
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this regard, parents said that 5.5% of these students had a /—f”
o B ' J A " /
"better attitude toward work"™, anmd 5.5% said their son had =2’ more

negative attitude towabd}:pfficiéls" (égg.‘politiciahs imistry
: . . i AN
officials). : _ N .

!

As previbusly_mentioned, Table 8 reports the paraliél
changes observed in the- non-risk students.
L \

-~ ¥ ‘

4

< i ' ‘
Table 8

-

Perceived Changes in Non-Risk Students as_Obsérved'by Their
Parents by Percentage (n=8) !

~

Areas of Change Negative None Positive Unable tp Judge

-

}

Attitude Toward

Schdgl : - 22.2 22.2 =
Attitude TFoward f/”’fﬁ\\\
Teachers, = ° - 27.7 16.6 -
1
£ .

Attitude Toward . /////
Authority - 27,71 16.6 .- -
Motivation for
Schoo - 22.2 22.2 -
Money Management - - 22.2 22.2 r_
Peer Group - 27.7 16.6 -
Attitude Toward . _ _

. Nature - 27.7 16.6 -
Use of Spare Time - 27.7 16.6 -
Knowledge of the

Community ' ; - 11.1 33.3 -

-
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Vobsé}§ea_any~6ther areas in which their sons had changed. In the

%

, : 86 .
v : * i

* All the parents of the noﬁzrisk1students,reported positive '
_ . ~—
changes in %heir sons, as there were no negative changes observed’ «

in;thége sludents. Finally, the parents were asked if they had:
i ‘ 2 - 1
L

1 \

"other" category, 5.5% of.the non-risk students learned that they’

could "master a difficult physicgal job"% i .

Comparing Table 7 and Table 8-.reveals both similarities and

- . -

differences between the groups of students. For example,

LS

attitude toward, school was mdre posftivg this year for all .

»

" students. As pﬂFviously mentioned (p. 72}, the students did not

think that participation in the Project had taught them anything

‘

in the area of School; vet, it might be,épeculated that the ’ .

+

Project may have had some influence. Specifically, the nature ofi@
the work (described by some as hafd physical labour and menial
tasks) may have provided the motivation to continue in school in

order to pursue other types of employment.

'

.In addition, the highest percentage of positive changes were
noted in the at-risk student; as a cohort. Although thesel‘
students were d@t formélly counselled in school-related matters,
the experience itéelf, informal discussion bétween students, and
between students énd staff, may have influenced the students in
their attitudes toward school. The only difference between the

groups appears to be in the frequency of positive change {more

at-risk tban non-risk), and that the at-risk students had shown

o

negative éhanges in one area, while the hon-risk students had

not.

{
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Parent Recommendations ’ ' S

F
The most frequent recommendation offered by the parents was
related to salary. Spec1fldally, 1nform1ng both parents and
students of the finangia%:arrangements in the beginning, N

increased pay, more effective management of funds, decreased

deductions, 'and ensuring a regul;?\bayday were cited most

-

"frequently by parepts (50% non-risk and 5.5% at~risk}. As well,

parents expressed concerns that the students were not.aﬁgquately

. g o) .. .
superv1sedff/gg\thls regard, more supervision was recommended- by

38.8% of: the parents (16.6% non-riskrand‘ZZ Z%Iat-risk), as -8
apparentlv some of the students reported to thﬁ}r parents that

¥ . . Ny
there was drinking and drug use. _ = "

In addition, 33.2% of parents jrecommended that the Project

~

personnel explain the ProjeCt purpose and structure. This

recommendation seemed_td be primarily the result of the media

-

coverage of t Project. For many parents, they first heard of { e
. ra ¢ b~

the Proi?ct ‘purpose and goals from the newspaper and T.V. Of the

) 3
33% of the parents who made this recommendation, 27% were A

L

parenzf of non-risk students: These parents did neot indicate

that they would not have sent their sons to the Project if they

> B

had krown about the Project purpose, but they would have
prefgired to be more iﬂformed. Similarly, 27% (16% non-risk and
11% /at-risk} of the parents would like to hsvésreceived more
inf{rmation about the Project at the beginning, and recommended a
parjnt orientstion.

As well as informing parents of the Project purpose and
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structure, 33.2% of the parents {16.6%, non- rlsk and 186.6% at-
risk) recommended that Project staff remain in .contact with them
" 1
to inform them of their sons’ progress., Finally, 11.2%
recommended more attention to hygiene (1nclud1ng better

'f30111t1es), 5.5% suggested there be & contact person on the’

Island, and 5.5% recommended stafﬂlshould request and understand
' ¥

1

each students’ medical histdry.
Although‘the parents expressed someuconcerns about the
i
Froject, most offered that thev understood it was a pilot
.project, and that dlfflcultles were 1nev1\gble. In fact, 94.4%

of the parents ended the interview with comments such as "it was

a very positive experience fer my eon", "an excellent
opportunity’, "he matured", "helpful"\ "beneficial to tne
studenteqend the community"”, "a great progranﬁ "helgsd him to
find a'job", "he used to be iazy", and "he has a much hetter

o attitude". In this regard, 16.6% of -the parents recommended that

there  be a 31m11ar PrOJect for 'girls as they felt their daughters

could also beneflt from this type of program. . A
A |

ITI. Educator Survey Results

. . ‘ /

Demographics ~

The educators were asked to indicate the referral sources to
§

the Project, and Tablée 9 presents these results. ' ,
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. Table ¢ .
Referral Sources to the Peche Islénd Summer Work Project by
-k Frequency and Percentage (g=20{ 2
Ay ‘- 4 ) ' . |
, Sources ' Frequency | A\ ' Percent
Guidance Counsellors o, 10 : . 50 -
Vice-Pfincipals 3 e : 15
Other 3 S 15
P?incipal _ X i _ 5
Teache; , n 1 : ' , 5
Note. Missing values = 2. i} ) -
Y ’
As noted in Table 9, the majority of the students were )
referred by guidance counsellors. When asked how many students

their schools referred to the Project, 55% of the educators did
v '

not know, and 10% did not answerhghis question. Of the remaining'

responses, the schools referred 1-10 students. When asked how

long the students had been attending their schools, the range was

)

from 1-3 years, with an average of 2.1 years ({20% did not answer

this question).

)

The educators were then asked to indicate why they referred

‘students to‘the Projéct. Of the at-risk students, 50% were
référrgd for school-related problems such as absenteeismn,

. failing, truancy, poor self-image, poor adhiévement, low
mbtivation and behavior problems. Of the reméining at-risk

students, 16.6% were referred in the hope they would learn team

-
-

.4
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work and cooperation, and méet with_sucbess (16.6% were unsure
and 16.6% did not coﬁbl?pe this question}.

When asked why the non-risk studenﬁs were referred, 12.5%
said because the students were "doiﬁg well" and were "cénsidered
" a positive'iﬂ¥luencé in the schoél svstemd and 12 5% could
"beneflt from social 1nteract10n with thelr peers Of those
students who were not referred, 37.5% signed up afte; the school
an@ounced that applications were agailab%e, 25% éiéned up on

theff'own, and 12.5% were unsure of how the students becamé
[ LT

involved. . ’ ¢ -

Sthool-Related Data L ) /

4

w
In order to determlne how the studéQ}s were d01ng in school

this vear, the educators were asked to 1§alcate if the students
,-—-ar.

—

had changed 1n=several school-reélated_areas., The reésults of

. R 4]
their responses are presented in Table 10 (at-risk) and Table 11
. [] . %
(non-risk). ’ .
o
7 T
T

-
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Table 10

ﬁducators’ Perceptions of At-Risk Student Change in School
’ by Percentage {(n=6)

=3

Negative

Schocl Areas None Positive Unable to Judge
Academicall& - 33.3% 50.0 16.6
Behgviourally- 16.6 -— 66.6 i 16.6
Attitude Toward
SChOOl 3313 - 16616 -
Attitude Toward °
Teachers 16.6 16.6 66.6 -
Absenteeism 16.6 16.6 50.0 . 16.6
Lateness 16.%6 33,3 33.3 16.6
Participation in *
Extra-curricular .
Activities 16.6 16.6 50.0 1§.6
Peer Group - -= 50.0 50.0
‘Motivation for |
"School 33.3 - 50.0 16.6

According to the school personnel, there have been noted

changes observed in the at-risk students _at school, particularly

in the areas of behavior, attitude toward,school, and attitude

toward teachers. Further, in all areas, the majority of at-risk

students have shown positive changes in general.

Whep asked if the students

P

had changed in any other areas,

_educators commented  that 66% of the at-risk students were "more

mature and settled", "more open", had

%

" o

improved hygiene", had "a

7



L
greater sepse of identity", had "an improved attitude", "enjoved

working", 'and were-

-

92

4

"attén@ing school more often”.

As pfeviousiy mentioned, Table ll'presents the parallel

changes observed in the non-risk students.

-

A

EEducator’s Perceptions of Non-Risk Stu
by Percentage (

Tabie 11

ent Schddl—Related Cha

=8 )

-

nges

School Areas

Negative_ None

Academically
Behaviorally

Attitude Toward
.School

Attitude.Toward
Teachers

Absenteeism
Laieness
Participation in
Extra-curricular
Activities

Peer Group

Motivation Toward
School

62.

37.5

m

———

The most freguently_rerrted areas of positive change for

'~ the non-risk étudents as noted in Table 11 were academically,

attitude toward school, attitude toward teachers, and, in their

N

2]



&

—
e

93 : : B
motivatien for school. Similar to the parents responses, the
educators noticed positive ¢hanges in both the at-risk and non-
risk gtudents, with the a£frisk students indicating more positive
chagges‘bverall.

i

In order to further understand how: the students were doing
in :school this year, the educatqrs were asked tblindicate if the
students had been sent to eithe;:the guidance counsellor’s offiqe?
or principal’s office during.the school &ear. of the‘a£-risk
students, 50% had-been seht to the principal’s office for
"insubordination™, "refusing to work",>"attendance problems", -
"rudeness"” and "behavior problems", while only 12.5% of the non-
risk students had been sent. Further, 33.3% of the at-risk

students had been sent to the guidance counsellor’s office for

school and home problems. Of the non-risk students, 12.5% were

-sent to the guidance office; however, the reasons were not given.

As a final point iﬁgthis regard, the ediucators were asked if -

.

the school had any contact with the students’ parenté during the

~

. -
vear., Of the at-risk students’ parents, 66.6% were contacted to

. . n
discuss the student’s academic or home problems, for consultation

purposes, and/or to report chronic absenteeism. Of the non-risk

students, 62.5% of their parents were'c;n;acteﬁ by.the'school to °
discuss report cards, school progress, and for latéhess.

Finally, in order to determine the students’ school stat;s
at the time of théistudy, the educators were asked to identify .

which,studenté were..at-risk for dropping out or remained at-risk.

- - f

Of the students who were idenfified\as potéhtial dropouts at the
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beginning of the Project and were still in school at the time of
the survey, 66.6% remain at-risk for dropping ocut. Of the non-
risk students, 12.5% were at-risk for dropping out.

Educators’ Recommendations

The following are the recommendations of the school

) . .

N | . . .
personnel: 1)} send referral requests in the early spring

L) ) .
"preferably before the, March break; 2[Jthe Project should supply

more information abgﬁt the. purpose, structure and criteria for
referrgl; 3) inform the school of who was accepted into the

7 ~
Project; 4) provide feedback on the students' final status with

the Project; and, 5) a follow-up evaluation would bg beneficial.

N .

IV. The Project Personnel Survev Results

Project-Related Data

The survey for the Project pq;sonnel (n=10) was designed to
elicit additional information about the clarity o their roles,
and their perceptions of the effectiveness and sugcess of various
aspects of the Project. When asked if their rolés and
responsibilities were cleér, 75% siidl"yes". Of the 25% who
responded “noI:‘12.5% stated that their roles constantly changed
throughout the summer, and 12.5% said that most personnel did not
uﬁderstanq that St. Clair Collége had full fmﬁnagement’
responsibilityg ' _ , | -

Next, the respondents were asked if, in their opinion, the

various Project components had been successfuL. When_asked-about'

the Work component, 87.5% responded "yes", and 12.5% were "unable
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to judge". Staff said that the Work component was successful as

.

"most of the students had not had jobs before, and they were
provided with a good workingVexperiénce",."the studen?s were
taught both techgical aﬁd.job skills”, "it was the most
éﬁructured, well-organized component, and yielded the most
cdncrete results”, and "the students were given a good view of

. <
the work world and having to work together".

When asked about the Discovery component, 3?.5%tsaid it was
successful, 37.5% were unable‘to judge, ahd the remaining

-

respon@ents said it was not successful. "0Of th?Se who.respohded
"vyes", thé& felt it was successful because "despite some ]
pfoblems. there were some’ fun, éducational, and intergfting tours
conducted”. Conversely, those sfaff who said "no" felt tﬁat it
was not successful because there were "limited resources”, the
students were "too tired by the ehd of the déy and were not
motivated to participate”, and "staff wére unclear about the

w

purpose of the Discovery component, ahd the aé%ivities were not
well-planned"”. ‘ |

Next, the pers&nn;l wererasked if they thought the
Dyﬁruption component was éﬁécessful. The majority of staff (75%)
respondeq\"yes" as they felt that any obportunity to remove the -

students from their home.environments and neighborhoods was

beneficial. The remaihing respondents stated they were unable to

judge the effectiveness of this aspect..
Finally, the respondents were asked if, in their opinion,

the peer-pairing was successful. Of the 37.5% who responded

-
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"ves”, they felt that the students benefltted from the
opportunity ‘to work with someone different from themselves",’ -
that "the role models set good standards"” ,\and that the "idea was.
conceptually sound" of those who §a1d "no" (50%), they felt
that, altbough it was a gedd idea, the peer-pairing was never

really formalized and, therefore, did not occur as envisioned,
- . - . :

The remaining 12.5% felt unable to judge the success of this
o2 s
‘component. s . t -

* In order to further under§tand the ;taffs’ percéption of the.
Project'’s strengths and weaknesses, they %ere asked which aspects
they found were mo;t and legst helpful to the sfﬁdents; The work
experience (50%}, the group liviné exﬁerience (50%), and living
on the Island (37.5%) were considered most helpful. fTInternal,
strife gnd administfative problems (50%), students paying-room-
and board {(12.5%), the Diécovery comSZnent (i2.5%)3 and the peer-
‘Rfiring-component (12;5%) were cited as leasp helpful.

7

Staff Recommendations

The following are the most frequent. recommendations
presented by the Project personnel: " 1) better organizatidn;
inclu@ing clearer roles, more attention to pianniﬁg, and the
involvement of less people (especially Vbiunteers); 2)‘deéreaée
the number of students, as thefe was noé enough work to keephthem
busy; 3) eliminate the pééf—pairing-component; 4) provide a more
structured, organized, Sportg—oriented evening activity program;

5) more Ministerial direction for Project planning and delivery;

\
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6) hire trained staff; 7} allow the students more input into‘“ .

- -

activity planning, and increase the gmount of free time given to ,

i

o .
the students; 8) rent or buy a Coat for the exclusive use of the

Project; 9) increase.staff salaries, and decrease the deductions,

U P,
from the students’ salaries; ané, 10) provide more adequate
supervision of the students wh h they are not working.

However, similar to the global comments of various study

participants, several Project personnel wrote-concluding

comments such as "despite the disorgani;htioh and confusion, the
. M PN -

Project was successful”, they "enjoyed working with the -

students"”, and they "enjoved being part of giving the students

the opportunity to experience the Island, work, and have fun".

f s - ?

o

wh



CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONé
The'findings of this study will'ﬁé organized according
to : 1) conclusions derived from the literature review;
2) conclusions related to the administrative chronology;'
35 conclusions related to the work component; 4) conclusions
related to the disruption component; 5) conclusions related to
the discovery component; 6) conclusions related to‘the peer-

pairing component; 7) overall limitations; and,

8) overall recommendations.

7
Conclusiqns Derived from the Literature Review

There are several factors related to the‘deéision to drop
out of school. These are: 1) school-based; 2) individual;
3) family; 4) social and economic; and, 5) peer factors. It
appears that students generally understand the importance of
obtaining é high school degree and, in'fact, want to complete
-hiéﬁ school. However, policy, procedural and structural jissues
such as authority, teacher control, téaching styles, labelling,
and the schoois’ reaétions to problem-type studgnts often |,
influence students’ decision.to drop out;

In addition, personal charactez}stics such as poor self-
concept, poor aéademib achievement, and discipline problems such

as truency, lateness and disruptive behavior,wleads to the

- | | 98 o .
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decision to drop out. Further, family factors such as weak
pérgnting, unsatisfactory relationship with@family,'low
socioeconomic status, aﬁd low support for educational achievement
seem related to dropping out.

Sociél and economic issues in the area of dropping out are
both individual and societal (micro and macro). For individual
students, completihg high schoel is only important if obtaining
the diplo‘g and achieving in school are seen as imﬁortant by
those students. Students who do not coﬁplete high school: are
usually not adequa£ely prepared to enfer the work force and are
overrepresented among the unemploved, posing implications for .
society as a whole. Finally, peer related factors appear to
-influence the decision to drop out; however, there is very little
-research in this area. | ‘ B :

Dropping out is & multi;faceted process, and can be
recognized in the primary levels by a negative attitude toward
school; and a poor self—imége. The students’ feelings are
reinforced by the échools’ inadequate response, leaving,thé
students feeling rejected and out of place in the system. Once
the students drop out, phey are generally high risk for
Jblinquency and unemployment,

Programs aimed at helping at-risk students should begin
early, and should include both prevention and intervention.
Successf;l and effective programs dépend upon the quality of the
staff and the immediacy, of the interveﬁtion. In additioh, peer
éounselling is becoming an inp;eﬁsingly common componept in these :

N T
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programs. Research is beginning to show that students may bé
effectively trained as pee£ counsellors, and as such help their
peers.

Conclusions Related to the Administrative Chronology

1. The Ministry of Skills Development pfovided the funding for
the Project, pgt nevgr provided any guidelines about how to
administer the Project.ﬁvThere'were several consequences of
;he lack of guidelines from the MSP: 1) no organization‘or
person assumed ultimaté responsibility or accountability
for the Project; 2) the Project was plagued by lack of
planning; and, 3) the Project was chara&terized by a
reacti§e status quo iﬁplementation.. \f

2. Dgg to the number qf people and organizations involved,
there was lack of leadership and directionY personnel roles
were not clear, lines oftcommunication and authority were

unclear, there were power struggles between people and™

organizations, and there was no resolutions of conflicts and

hY

rissues, L ’

3. Interpersonal conflicts interfered with effectiyely_
planning and implementing ghe P}oject. As the sumﬁer
prﬁgressed, the_relationshibs between various Project
personnel deteriorated.r However“ the Ministry of‘Natural‘

-Resources and their staff, appear to have remained the most

positive andﬁg?timiﬁpic force ®n .the Project.
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Conclusions Related to the Work Component

1. The Work component of the Project elicited the most
enthusiastic response from the students. This was the only

category in which every student said the& had learned

something.
2. The majority of the students identified the importance of
teamwork, and of learning responsibility. Further, the

students spoke proudly of their accomplishments in
cleaning, developing and maintaining Peche Island.

3. The Work component yielded the most concrete, measurable
résults of the summer, as evidenced by the list of the
students’ accomplishments provided by the MNR,

4. When asked to rate the overall helpfulness of the Project,

the majority of students rated work-related aspects as

most helpful.

5. Parents noted that their sons had learned technical skills,
had experienced a sense of mastery over difficult physical
worlk, énd overall, had a better attitﬁde toward work._

6. The Project personnel consistentl;&described the work

component as successful, and in some cases, as the most

successful aspect of the Project.

-

-

‘Conclusions Related to the Disruption Component

1. The students who participated in this.study were removed

from their home environments, and their "summer street
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§cene" was disrupted from ten to forty days. The data
compiled from the reéﬁective surveys suggests that removal
from the home and neighborhood was beneficial for the
students in general.

Most students found living away from home and having to take

- of themselves helpful.

Although the students enjoyed the recreational activities,
accordiﬁg to both the students and their parents, they
learned very little about the use of spare time, and had not

really changed the way they used this time.

Conclusions Related to the Discovery Component

1.

-

Althgygh the students fouﬁd some of the activities and tours
helpful,_fhey complained most frequently about this aspect
of £he Project. Many of the students did not participate in
the Discovery component, but suggested thed$ would have if
théy had béen allowed more input into thé planning of the
activities; |

Overali; this éggéonent did not operationalize as it was
originally envisioned, and was perceived negatively by the

students.

Conclusions Related to the Peer~Pairing Component

1.

The peer-pairing component)had merit and was planned for,
but never really materialized as envisioned during the

Project.
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"

Conclusions Related to‘the Project Goals and OBjectives

There were four main goals of the Peche Island Summer Work
Project. The firsf goal was to provide a meaningful work
experience for the students. Based on the data, it appears tﬂat

this component of the Project'w;s successful. The students

accomplished what was expected of them, and successfully .cleaned,

I

maintained and .developed Peche Island. Further, most of the
students sfagéd thevy had indeed learned something from the wbrk'
experience, and this was corroborated by their parents and the
Project personnel. Finally, the intervViewer noted that when
speaking to the students about their work during the summer} they
were eager to share their accompli%hménts, and spoke with pride
about their work.

The second goal of the Project was to remove the at—risk
students from their homes and neighb;rhoods in order to "disrupt
the summer street scene”. As well as removing the -students, the
Project hoped fto teach these students alternative uses of their
spéré time. In terms of removing the students from their home
environments, the Project was successful., That is, for various
lengths of time, some students were removed from théir-homes and
neighborhqods.

However, in terms of teaching the students alternate uses of
their spare time, there is very little data to suggest that the
students learned much about the use of their spare time, or

generalized what they did learn in the Project to their home and
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neighborhood\egvironments. Yet, the students very much enjoved
the recreati;nai activities, barticularly scuba diving, canoeing
and war games. These activities mayv not be.readily available to
them at home, but they were ppovi@gd witﬁ the opportunity to
participate in acﬁivities that for many of the students they may
not otherwise have had a chance to. |

The third geal of the Project. was to expose the students to
various businesses and sites of interest in the community.
Altﬁough some of the students did participate in ﬁhe Discovery
activities, the daté suggests that many students did not, and
that; overall, this was one of the, least enjoyved aspetts of the
Project. However, of those students who did attend, they found
. the activities helpful in terms of increasing their knoﬁledge of
the community. The Discovery compdnent encountered planning
problems, and‘an unenthusiastic response from the students.

The final goal of the Project was to influence the at-risk
students te return to school,!and remain in school by pairing
theﬁ wi?h the non-risk students, in order to maximize positive

/
peer influence. . This component of the Project was not effective

for several reasons: 1) the Project staff were not trained in
‘the use of peer-pairing as a therapeutic teéhnique; 2) many of
the ,students themselves were not aware of thig component and what
was expected of them; and, 3) the students were not formally:
pai;ed for work or other activities. Therefore, although all of

the students have made positive changes in school-related areas,

it cannot be concluded that they are a result of the peer-pairing

e
/
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component.,

It is difficult torassess to what éxient the Project was
effective jand achieved its goals in total. For ekgmple, although
the studeﬁ%s have made positive changes in scho;l—related areas,
it really cannot be coﬁcluded tﬂat they are a result of
participation in the Project, or moré specificg%ly, the peer-

-

pairing component. .In addition, the lack of pianning and’

administrative problems made it difficult to assess effectivenes;
as the Project never really ocoperationalized as hoped.

However, it is clear that participation in the Project has
L

had an impact on the students. Students, parénts, and staff

- -

agree that the Project provided the adolescents with a very

unique opportunity for one summer. For some of these students it

1

was their first time away from home, first time working, first
experience in group living, and first time on an Island. All
study participanté agreed that the Project was not only fun, but

a meaningful learning experience as well.. Although conclusions
related to short and long term benefits ¢éf- participation in the
Proiect are speculative in nature, for many of 'the students the

summer of 1987 will be remembered as a special time in their

" lives.,

Study Limitations
First, there are several cautions inherent in progran
evaluation research itself. Evaluatﬁ?n is value-laden, the study

design is practical, flexible, and eclectic) and generalizability
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is low (Knott, 1986). Second, the aftervinterven;ion or post-hoc
design relied on the respondents recalling long term informition.
It can be difficult to recall this information, and perceptions
of!experiences may be distorted. 1In addition, it is difficult to
determine if other events have occurred which have affeeted the

outcome (Grinnell, 1985).

- . . -
Third, the use of semi-structured interviews and_prgbing

questions posed a problem of interviewer bias. Fourth, there was

- -

little control over the selection of students to participate in
the study. Consequently, the studyv included a disproportionate

number of at-risk versus non-risk students which may have
¢

affected overall results. As a final point in this regard, some
. . ‘ ) L

student respondents had been fired from the Project or quit,

and their status upon leaving the Project may have affected their

perceptions. X

Recommendations
o

There are several recommendations that emerge from the

evaluation of the Peche Island Summer Work Project.
‘ 4

1. It is important to delineate all pereonnel roLes prior to

the implementation of any project. Roles, lines of ~

communication, authority, and responsibilities need to be

Y.

" clearly stated and understood by all during the planning

phase. Changes in roles should only occur after

. !
deliberation and consultation.

2. The hiring of staff with specialized skills in working with
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a special population of adolescents is crucial to the

effectiveness of such a Project. The staff’ should have an

understanding of adolescence, an%,the'iSSues related &o
dropping out of school. As well, the staff should have

clinical skills in both individual and group counselling.
, N
The Project Manager’'s role should be clearly differentiated

from the Supervisors?® That is, the Project Manager shogld.
-~ .

primarily be an administrator, as it seems there are

enough administrative tasks to.warrant’' the full-time

-
should possess administrative skills, including- leadership

skills and financial acumen. P -

The selection of appropriate students is important to

the success of,the Project. Clear criteria for referring ¢

”

and selecting students needs to be establiéhed prior to
hiring students. This might reduce the'éisruption caused

by students quitting and joining the Pro&ect sporadically

. . J
throughout the summer. ) '//'

-

Staff should be hired wel% in advance, so they may ,
participate in thé brganization and planning of the Project.
If staff areﬁhired in lime to assist in the planning of the
Project, the planning will not fall to othe?s who may not
have the time to devote to a‘®thorough planning proéess:
Parents need to be i;cluded at the beginning of the Project

and made aware of the Project purpose and structure, perhaps-

in the form of an orientation. 1In addition, they should be

L

attention of one staff %ember.‘ Further, the Project Manager

~
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kept informed throughout the summer. They may also provide

valuable information and insights into individual student’'s

. t :
needs which will assist in Project planning and service

‘delivery. Further, parents should be given the name of a ﬁ

contact person on the Island (perhaps the Project Manager)

S

that they can consult with when necessary.’

N\

"One representative from one organization should assume’

ultimate responsibility for ensuring that the Project is

, . |
progressing aT rPlanned.

]
!

The students

5

activities. This is especially important when dealing with:

hould particgpéte in planning the structured

ado&éScents. Encouraging their input and feedback might
result in the students being more committed to
participating iﬁ the activiﬁies; In this regard, there
shbuld be less emphasis on Siscovery.activities, and more
on recreational activities. After working all day, the
students might be more receptive to;leiéure activities and

’

informal discussion periods, whith are also more conducive

v

to building relationships with each other and staff.
The'schools should be informed of who was accepted into the
Project, and their final status with the Project. This
builds ih an evaluati%p XQmponent as the school personnel
may then be in contact with the Project‘ipgff about studeny
changeé related to the Project, In addition, the schools

could be contacted for a follow-up survey to determine the

~

effectiveness of the Project.
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The concept of peer-pairing is worth exploring and 4

sdeveloping further. The literature suggests that the

students should have been aware of the peer-pairing

component, and the non-risk students should have been \fk
trained as peer counsellors. Further, the staff should have
been skilled in implementing and facilitating the concept of

- o

peer-pairing as a therapgutic intervention for potential
dropouts.

It WOQld have been bengficial to have built in a mQ}e
effective monitoring evaluation as well as a follow up
evaluation. The monitoring evaluation could have been
accomplished by daily recordings, weekly staff meétings,
and weekly meetings with the boys that focussed upon
Project strengths and weaknesses, student needs and..

progress, and the implementation of changés as needed.
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PECHE ISLAND PQ/O/JECT QUESTIONNAIRE
' (é UDENTS)

Assurance that information the student provides will be presented in group form only. _

STUDENT NAME: .

1.  Age:

2. Are you still in school?

1. vyes 2. no

(a) If yes, what school are you attending?
(b) Is this the school that you attended last year?

1. yes 2. no . s

(c) If no, why did you-leave schooi?

{d) If no, what are you presently doing?

1 “ | ;

| IF NO, PROCEED TO QUESTION 13.

o
|



.

3. Since September, have you:

112

Yes| No # of Times More | Less Than Last Year

(a) been suspended?
(b) been threatened with

suspension?
(c) been in trouble with -

the law?
(d) ‘been sent to the

office due to

behavior problems?
(e) skipped school?
(f) participated in any - =

extra-curricular

activities? ) v
4. How are your grades this year?' v

1. A 2. B 3. C 4. D

5. £ 6. F g
5. How were your grades last year?

1. A 2. B 3. C 4; D

5. E 6. F

6. -Are- you spending more time on your homework this year?

1. vyes - 2.

(a)- If yes, why?

no

F i

7. Are you involved in sports at school this year?

1. yes 2.

(a)

no

Is this more or less than last year?

1. more-



(a)

10.

(a)

1. '

(a)

12.

(a)

113

Since September; have you received any awards at school? (eg.

1. vyes 2. no -

If yes, for what?

sports, music etc.)

How do you feel about school this year?

Is this any different than the way you felt ‘last year?

1. yes 2. no -

*

If yes, why do you feel differently?

X3

»

Do you plan to graduate from high school?

1. yes 2. no
&

If yes, do you plan to attend college or university?

4

1. vyes : 2., no

—— ——y ———

B

o

&

Do you think participating in the Project helped you decide to stay in

school?

1. ves 2. no y -

If yes, how did th Project influence your decision?

!

W

o : : " . -



(a)

(b)

14.
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N ) .
Do you hang around with or teledhgqe anyone that you met at_the Project?

1. yes 2. no

If yes, who?

It no, why not?

Thinking back on the summer and the things you did, tell me if you found
the following activities helpful or not helpful.

Activity Helpful | Not Helpful | Didn't Go
(a) Fort Malden tour
(b) Fire Hall tour s
(c) CJOM tour "]
(d)  Little River Pollution Plant
Lour - ‘
(e) - Courthouse tour.
{(f) Red Cross demonstration
(g) CBC tour
(h}  Police Station tour
(i)  Jewish Synagogue tour - — ~
(3) Rap sessions -
(k) Coast Guard visit
(1) Uliving away from home for
the summer ‘
t{m) Learning to use tools
(n) Presentations by Futures
(o) Taking care of yourself
1(p) Working eight hours daily
(g) Woking with MNR staff
{(r) Earning your own money
(s} Learning about nature




2

15.

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

()
(g)
{(h)
(i)

(J)

(k)
(1)
{m}

- (n)

(o)

16.

(a)

(b)

(c)

115

Rate the following activities from 1 to 5, where 1 is the least eﬁjoyable

and 5 is the most enjoyable.

Activity 1 2
(least)
Swimming
Fishing
Evening campfires
Movies on the VCR
Baseball games -
Special meals
Basketball
Weightlifting
Long distance run
War games
Scuba diving
Canoeing

ta

e S iy . e e T e T T}

Table tennis
Pig roast day

/.
N NN RN N KN BDNRNDBRNDNBRDNDDN

—_

Being on T.V.

Thinking back on the summer, what did you learn about:

Friends

T W W W W W W W W W W W W W

4

PR S - S D - D - R A S R ~ R S R S

5
{most)

\n

LS N G B T G R B Y Y Yt AN Y

The Community

Use of 5pare Time
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(d) sSchool

(e) Working

o

(f) Nature

(g) Money

17. What did you least enjoy about the Project last summér?

»

18. What did you enjoy most about the Project last summer?
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19. Would you like to return to the Project next summer to:

- Yes No
(a) participate? . ' 2
(b) visit the staff and the island? il
(c) bhelp coordinate some activities?
(d) other? .

T

20. Would you recommend the Project to your friends?

1. yes 2. no

_{(a) If yes, why?

(b) If no, why not?

21. Do you have any recommendations that will help us to make the
Project better for next summer?
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. ~4
FPECHE ISLAND PROJECT QUESTIONNAIRE -
e {PRRENTS)
1 g

Assurance that infgrmation will be used in group form only.

Name:

Relationship to

1. Do you know why was referred to the Project?

1. yes 2. no ' N

(a) If 'Yes', why was he referred?

"
2. At the time was chosen to'participate in the Project,
do you think you received adequate information about the Project?
1. yes 2. no
3. Were you informed of progress in the Project?
1. yes 2. no

(a) If 'No', would you like to have been more informed?

1. vyes ‘ 2. no
. —
4, Does still hang around with or teiephone anyone from
the Project? :
1. yes * 2. no - 3. iﬁnsure
(a) If 'Yes', who? - .
- (b) Do you think this contact is a positive influerice on ?

1. vyes 2. no



(e) If 'No', why not?

120

(d) 1If 'Yes'; in what wax§s)?

5. Since

or has it come to your atte

participation in the Project, have you observed
ntion, that he has changed in any of the

fdllowing areas? If there has been change, please indicate the nature of the

change.

AREA

CHANGE

Positive

None

Negative

Unable to Judge

(a) Attitude toward school

(b) Attitude toward.teachers

(c) Attitude toward authority

(d} Motivation for school

(e) Money management

(f) Peer group

(g) Attitude toward nature

(h) Use of sparé time

(i) Knowledge of the community

(j) Other
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6. Is still attending school? .
1. yes 2. no
(a) If 'No', why did he- leave school?
(b) What is he doing now?
J
7. We are interested in how is' doing in school this year.
Please indicate if any of the following have occurred since September.
Also, is this more or less than last year?
Yes No More Less Than Last Year
(a) Expulsion from school '
(b) Suspension from school
(c) Threatened suspension from school .
(d) Phone calls or letters about
disciplinary problems
(e) Absenteeism )
(f) Chronic lateness
(g) Involvement in school clubs
(h) Involvement on school teams
(i) Received an award(s)
(j) Other
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8. Do you have any recommendations that will help us; to make the Project better
next year, or will help you as the parent(s) or guardian(s)?
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- #1-561 Parent Avenue
Windsor, Ontario
NOA 2C2 o

" February 23, 1988

Dear ——
Re: Peche Island Summer Work Project

Further to our phone conversation in January, you will recall that I am
conducting an evaluation of the Peche Island Summer Work Project. This
Project was a joint effort of the Youth Employment Counselling Services,
the Ministry of Skills Development, the Ministry of Natural Resources and
the Community Spirit of Windsor Committee. The Project employed several
youths throughout the summer of 1987.

In addition to interviewing the students who participateg in the Project,
their parent(s), and the Project staff, questionnaires age being ‘forwarded
to those school personnel who referred students to the™Project. Please
note that the names.of the student(s) from your school who participated in
the Project appear on the questionnaires. I would appreciate it if you
would distribute the gquestionnaires to the referring teacher or guidance
counsellor.

Please return the survey, using the pre-paid envelope, at "your earliest
convenience. If you have any Questions, please do not hesitate to call
me. I can be reached at 255-7440 ext. 233 guring the day and)254-3927

in the evening. Thank you for your cooperation and if you are interested,
I-would be happy to send you a copy of the study findings.

Respectfully,

, Mary Medcalf
b University of Windsor
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PECHE ISLAND PROJECT QUESTIONNAIRE
(EDUCATORS) SO

This survey is designed toc determine your-opiﬁion“ébqut the Peche Island Project and
the current educational status of the students who participated in the Project. Please
answer .as. accurately as possible and be assured that the information you provide -will
be presented in group form only:

~

STUDENT NAME:

1. School Name:

2. Please indicate your rank: (check one)

1. Teacher 2. Guidance Counsellor 3. Vice-Principal |,
3. Principal 5. Other

3. Do you know how many students your school referred to the Project?

1. yes 2. no

(a) If yes, how many?

4. How long has attended your school?
5. At the time ‘was referred to the Project was he considered
- to be at-risk for dropping out of school? N :
1. yes £ 2. no
6. Please describe why _was referred to the Project; (be specific)
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7. In June were you contacted by anyone ffom the Project and informed of
acceptance or rejection as a candidate for the Project?

1. vyes - . 2. no,

—_—

8. At the time of the referral do you think you received adequate information about
the Project? 7 -

1. yes 2. no | ' (iiﬂdf

9. In August ‘were you informed of : final status in tRe Project?
i. yes 2. no

10. - Does . ; still attend your school?
1. .yes A 2. no

(@) If no, please explain why not,

’

Nd%E: IF YOU ANSWERED NO TO QUESTION10 PLEASE OMIT THE NEXT SECTION AND MOVE TO
QUESTION 17. ' '

11. Since September, has d
for disciplinary problems?

been referred td the principal's office
1. -ves . 2. no -

(a) If yes, how often?

(b) If yes, what was the nature of the disciplinary problem(s)?

) /\ . . I|
5 .
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L

12. Since September, has : ‘ been referred to the guidance.counsellor's
Yy office for disciplinary problems?

1. vyes ) 2. no

(a) If yes, how often?

\-_ -

(b) If yes, what w@s the nature of the disciplinary problem(s)?

“» v
13. Sin%F September, has the school had any contact with ‘ . parents?
7 1. yes - 2. no.
(a) If yes, please explain. : .- -
- ‘ " Ll
. \
4. :Slnce last year have you observed, or has it come to your attentlon, that
has changed in the following areas? (Please indicate it
there has been a pgsitive change, no change, a negative change or you are unable
to Judge by checking (v/) the appropriate box.)

AREA . CHANGE

' Positive | None |[Negative |Unable to Judge
(a) academically ' ' ' )
(b). behaviorally
(c) attitude toward school ‘ | N ,
(d) attitude toward teachers . B
(e) absenteeisr
(f) tardiness . . N
(g) involvement in extra- -

: cerricular acvivities :
3 ' -
N (h) peer grouwp @ : °

(i) motivation _ L




15.

(a)

16.

17.

128

Are there any other areas in which you have noticed

has
chdnged? .
)
1. yes . ' 2. no
If yes, please describe the change(s).
, ’ | ®
Do you see . as being at-risk for dropping out of school?

1. yes 2. .no ‘ B

———

F

Do you have any recommendations that will help us in future Project planning or
that will help you as the referral source?

2 ~THANK YOU-

no

D —

-WOULD YOU LIKE A COPY OF THE STUDY FINDINGS?  yes °

‘
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#1-561 Parent Avenue
L Windsor, Ontario
\ NOA 2C2

—f June 29, 1988

Dear
Re: Peche Island Summer Work Project

This final «questionnaire is being sent to the staff and
planning personnel who have information about the Project which
will be helpful in the .evaluation. The completion of this
questionnaire represents the final phase of the evaluation studry,
At  this p01nt, data has been collected from the students who
participated in the Project, their parents, and school persconnel.
This data, as well as information about the crgandizational
structure of the Project, has been compiled and reviewed

The questions on the enclosed surve) were prepared after

examining the overall Project. I have chosen not to ask vou
about those aspects of the Project that I have already learnedae
about from the previous data collection. Please be ascsured that

the information which 7¥ou provide will be used in group form
only, and that vour anenymity will be ensured.

Please complete and return the enclosed questionnzire, using

the-pre paid envelope at your earliest convenience. If vou wish
to discuss the questlonnalre, the Project or findings to date, I
would be happy to arrange to speak with vou. I can be reached at

904 3827 in the evening. .

Thank you for your time in completing this survey.

- Respectfully,

Mary Medcalf
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PECHE ISLAND PROJECT QUESTIONNARIRE

(PERSON%EL)
. . b
This survey i1s designed to determine your opinicn abcout th2 Decne
Island Summer Work Project. Please answer as accurately zas

possible and be reminded that your answers wil: be neld i

strictest confidence.

1. Name: ° . &
2. Your position in the Project:
f —_
while you were involved with the Froject, do you think your

oY

roles and respeonsibilities were clear?

1. yes . 2. no .
{a) If.no,‘plaase explain.
£
4, In your opinion, was the Work component of the Project
successful? (eg. cleaning, developing Island; teaching

the students Jjob skills)

3. -unable to judae Q

a] _____K\ l_m___

i. vyes 2. n



(k)

n

(&)

(b)

. -
132

1f yes, why?
~

If no, why not?

"
< . . .

Dc you think that the Discovery component LCOmmMUNity

exploration). of the Project was successful?

1. yes 2. no 3. ‘unable to judge

IT ves, why? E !
I /((

e st S e
If no, why not?

' ¢



{a)

(b)

.\l

(a)

. ' 133 .

r

In your oplnion, was the Disruption component (removal frow
home environment, provision of recreational activities) of
the Project successful?

1. vyes 2. ne : S. unable te judage

If ves, whv?

e e e e ——.
. [
If no, why not?

Do you think the Peer~Pairing component of the Project was
successiul? ’

unable to judae

1. ves 2. no . 3. e
IT ves, why? '




(b)

1
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IT no, why not?

- 2
. - - — = — - - e —— m —— ) i o e e

Which aspects of the Fraoject do vyou think were most
hslpfgl for the students?

L

I.

H,/Zhich aspects of the Project do you think were least
elpful for the students?

13
*
2

0o you have any recommendations that would be helpfrl ' in
pianning a Project of this type in the future?

¥ -
:ln \‘
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| PEGHE ISLAND PROJEGT

=
»

4 SIATEEN STUDERNTS WILL LIVE ON FECHE ISLAND MONDAY TO -FRIDAY
DURING JULY AND AUGUST

# THEY WILL WORE ON THE ISLAND WITH THE STAFF OF THE MINISTRY
OF NATURAL RESOURCES CLEARING FATHE, REFAIRING BOARDWALKS AND
BUILDINGS\ CLEARING THE BEACHES, AND "BENERAL FARE MAINTENANCE

3 .
#+ PAY WILL BE #£3.9@/HR. FOR A 48 HR. WEEK

% THERE WILL BE EVENING ACTIVITIES MONDAY THROUGH THURSDAY IN
WHICH ALL STUDENTE WILL FARTICIFATE

T |
¥ STUDENTS WILL CONTRIBUTE A SMALL  AMOUNT TOWARD FOOD, AND
WILL MNEED TO BRING A SLEEFING EBAG AND PILLOW

* FERMISSION OF FARENT OR GUARDIAN WILL BE NEEDED AT TIME OF
_ﬁCCEPTﬁNPE INTO THE FROGRAM
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PECHE ISLAND PROJECT
SUMMER '87

I hereby grant . permission to participate in the
Summer Youth Project of the Peche Island clean-up beginning July 6, 1987 and ending
August 28, 1987, ; ' - .

It is understood that the group will ‘be properly supervised and reasonable
safety precautions will Ef taken.

I understand that the Ministry of Natural Resources, the,Minisﬁry of Skills
Development and the Youth Employment Counselling Centre is responsible only for any
P negligence of itself, its employees, servants or agents. )

I also understand and agree that the Ministry of Natural Resources, the
Ministry of Skills Development and the Youth Employment Counselling Centre assumes
no responsiblity for any damages, losses or costs unless caused by such negligence
and agree to indemnify the same by reason of any claim made on account of injury

. received without such negligence. o

TIME OF DEPARTURE FROM MARINA MONDAYS WILL BE 8:30 A.M.
9 .

TIME OF RETURN TO MARINA FRIDAYS WILL BE 5:00 P.M.

MEANS OF TRAVEL WILL BE BY BOAT.

)
Signed

“(parent/guardian)

(please detach this portion and return to 515 Riverside Drive West as soon as possible)

© ' THINGS TO BRING TO ISLAND .

Check List
sleeping bag ‘ ‘ . ‘
any fishing gear
whrk boots o
swim suits
towel and face c¢loths
tgoth brush and toothpaste .
running shoes
windbreaker
shorts
underwear
t-shirts
sweat shirts
scoks

old clothes for working in
(pants, shirts, etc.)

RRRRERENNNARY

svap, deodorant, general toiletnies

L)
* Please pack lightly due to limited storage.

A
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THE PECHE ISLAND PROJECT

"KITCIEN CODE

Islanders are not allowed in the litchen until mezl timesz,
unless they are on assizned lLitchen duty, or authorized b
staff te deo =9. .

Swearing or yvelling during meal time is not allowed.

A neat and clean appearance which includes clean handg,  ©£1d-

clothes, as well as shirls and shoes must be adhered ¢ ot
all times.

o .
Islanders are not permitted to walk behind ccunter spaco
unless authorized by staff to do so.
) .

Throwing food is not permitted.

Meal time is meant toc be a guiet and peaceful time. You

mission is to fkeep this time peaceful and pleazant oo’

others. N

Islanders should make a special effort to-be courteouz and
respectful te the cooli 2t all times.

After each meal, each Islander is responsible for pizhi
their own debris and returning their dirty dishes ﬁc the
counter or dish bin.

Islanders should not linger in the kitehen. I vour wizh oo
linger and chat after the mzal, go outside and do . ic.

2



. &

~n

LIVING ARRANGEMENTS AxD BUNKHOUSE RULES

>
q el .
= not permitted n

Smelking i i
iz permitted only in
o

Smoking

All bnnkhougﬁs will be loclied

Vandalism in  the bunkiicuszes
telerated. 4 This include'

furniture or doors with knx\C'

Walke up is at 7:00 a.mé
Wor&;starts at 8:00 a.m.

Work ends at-35:00 p.m. Ll

LTé;ZS'gut at 11:00 p.m.

Stereds and dhettoblasters must

bunkheu=secsz
courtyvard.

»

worlking

be turned off

hours.,
the Igland will

deliberate carvin
damgsing propert

at 11:30

and theyv must be plaved quictly when being used. The

earphones is encouraged.

Stealsng of any king
e¥pulsion.” - .

——

No =w 01ring, spittimg or
bunkhouscz=. = '

Izlanders are responsible ior

r
and clean and malking

littering

(from other Islanders,

PFroject) will not be tolerated and will result

the MNR

. _ )
.
is permittgﬁ

the

bunlkhcuscs

e o

_;?.'\

use of

20 Lne

in immediate



|
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1
results in immediate ‘expulsion frem the Izland Drocram.

142

DISCOVERY RULES .

The Discovery part of the program is meant to be beth

educational and fun. 1If it is not educaticonatl or  fun, vou

sheould inform the Island staff why vou are not learning

anvthing, eor having fun. :
N {\" ' ) .

I'slanders will take an acLive part  in helping Lty ;ian

discovery ; CTl\‘tluu-
Smeolzing or swearing is not allowed in the van or _the ootz
or in canoes. -

Updn each dis covery activity, cne staff membepr wil®
co-ordinater for . that aCtl\ltY This co—o*d*waﬁ
ultimate responsibility for the discovery acti vity,

have a problem, question or concern about disc

indicate 1t to the discovery co- ordinator.

The use of alcohol or drugs during discovery acti

oz

During digcovery activitices, each Islander will he nad

palrogd
with a partner or buddy. You are never to wander o wall:
off 'on rour own without Your partner or buddy.
In the van, scat beltls must Lo worn at all times.

’ £

In the boat and canoez, 1ifc Jjaclkets must bYe woprn nnd vl
up. ‘
Tzlanders may spond Ahoisr owp moeney on discoveory astivicic
At discovcr' activities Islanders must follow the same code
of conduct at is expected on the Island,
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THE PECHE ISLAND PROJECT
¥

& THE CONDUCT CONTRACT

Date:

. Will conduct myself in a manner

that is appropriate of an Islander at all times. This means

. that I will follow theé rules and regulations that are set up
for the Island. I further agree that violations of these rules
will be sufficient grounds for expulsion from the Island Program.
The follow1ng are the rules. -

1.

{

Ho swearing or abusive language will be used‘Bn the Island
or in Discovery Activities.

All work will be performed to the satisfaction of the
Ministry of Natural Resources, in accordance to their goals,(\

targets and safety requlations.
’

Al) Islanders must conduct themselves in a manner that is
respectful to both the environment (the Island) and their
fellow Islanders. _

The use of alcohol or drugs results in 1mmed1ate expulsion
from the program.

All Islanders will be accountable to the MNR staff, and
the Peche Island staff during wake~up, meal tlmes and after
work. :

Islanders will conduct themselves in a manner that in no
way endangers themselves or other Islanders.

All rules and regulations regarding the Island, cabin and
the kitchen w1ll be observed.

All Islanders wlll strive to work hard and efficiently while
having as much fun as possible.

All Islanders must understand that thls project is meant :
to be educational and fun. *



10.

11.

Failure to
expulsion.

No beoating

145

-

comply to these rules involves penalties and

or canoeing is permitted aftér dark.

;
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