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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the number of
administrators and counselors in schools and the graduation rates in those schools.
Administrators and counselors work closely with students and have the unique opportunity to
design and sustain support systems that can prevent dropouts. The overarching investigative
question in this study was: whether there is a significantly higher graduation rate in Missouri
public high schools with 500 or more students where there is also a higher ratio of
administrators or counselors per students. The sub-questions that were investigated are: (a)
Do Missouri public high schools with 500 or more students that have higher percentages
(>15%) of students of color demonstrate significantly lower graduation rates than schools
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with higher percentages of White students? (b) Do Missouri public high schools with 500 or
more students, that have higher percentages (>25%) of students eligible for free or reduced
price lunch demonstrate significantly lower graduation rates than schools with higher
percentages of students from higher socio-economic backgrounds? (c) Is there is a positive
correlation between student attendance rates and the graduation rates in high schools with
500 or more students in the state of Missouri? The results of this study found there is not a
higher graduation rate in schools that have a higher administrator/counselor ratio per student,
schools with more than 15% of their student population being students of color have
significantly lower graduation rates, schools with higher than 25% of their students eligible
for free and reduced lunch have significantly lower graduation rates and there is a positive
correlation between student attendance rates and the graduation rate in high schools with 500
or more students in the state of Missouri. Findings from this dissertation will be used to guide
public school district and building level leaders as they continue to pursue the goal of
increasing graduation rates.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Earning a high school diploma is more important today than ever. As the
unemployment rate reaches the highest level seen since June of 1983, it has become
increasing crucial for students to graduate from high school. In January of 1970, the
unemployment rate was 3.9 percent while in December of 2009 it reached 10 percent. The
competition for the available jobs is also becoming tougher. According to the Bureau of
Labor Statistics (BLS), 61 percent of workers age 25 to 64 had at least some college
education in 2006. In 1970, only 26 percent of those workers age 25 to 64 had any
postsecondary education (BLS, 2010). Increasing depth of education among U.S. workers
throughout the last decade indicates greater opportunities for employment (BLS, 2010).
Advanced education benefits all of those looking for employment, regardless of the
economical situation the country is in. The Bureau of Labor Statistics explains:
Business cycles run their course and the economy goes from expansion to
recession—but regardless of whether the economy is booming or contracting,
an inverse relationship exists between education and unemployment: more
education is associated with less unemployment. In 2009, the unemployment
rate for workers with college degrees was 4.6 percent. The rate for workers
without a high school diploma was 10 points higher. (2010)
As the importance of graduating from high school becomes increasing apparent, it is
puzzling why 25 percent of the nation’s high school freshmen do not graduate. The National
Center for Educational Statistics (2008) reports for the year 2004-2005 the average freshman
graduation rate was 74.7 percent which indicates 25.3 percent of the nation’s freshmen did
not complete high school. This is staggering considering the United States of America
provides a free education to all students between the ages of 5 and 21. Over 49 million
1

children attend approximately 99,000 kindergarten--12 grade classrooms in United States
public schools, yet a surprisingly large number of students will never graduate. States and
local communities have almost three and half million teachers along with millions of other
staff members who work hard every day to provide transportation to our schools, hot
nutritious meals for our students, and most importantly, curriculum and instruction that will
prepare students for their next challenge in school and ultimately the rest of their lives
(NCES, 2008).
School staff members have written mission statements, often using language about
creating life-long learners, striving to help their students meet their state’s grade level
learning expectations and work hard to provide the best teachers available in the classrooms.
There is a greater focus today than ever for school districts to not only produce strong scores
on state level assessments, but national assessments as well. Missouri, along with most other
states, has joined the move to a common core curriculum across the nation, along with
common assessments. While schools increase focus on student achievement, they must also
increase their focus on helping all student become college and career ready, not just 75
percent of them. School administrators and superintendents wait eagerly for the Annual
Performance Reports to see if they will gain or maintain their accreditations. Their state level
assessment scores are published in local newspapers, comparing them to their neighboring
districts. Districts write school improvement plans to reach No Child Left Behind (2001)
expectations and hope their district meets adequate yearly progress requirements. Schools
today, however, are evaluated not only on their achievement scores, but also on their
graduation rates.
2

Public school leaders today are under pressure to reduce the large number of students
who never graduate from high school. No longer is dropping out only a concern to every
parent that has an struggling student. It is a concern to every school counselor and
administrator who must report and answer for their dropout rate, to every school district that
works to successfully educate all students in their school, and every community that
surrounds these students. With this in mind, it seems surprising that according to Barton
(2006), “Sixty-nine percent of youth who were of graduating age had not received diplomas
in 2000” (p. 24). The challenges facing students who do not leave high school with a
diploma are far reaching. They will meet greater obstacles for the rest of their lives than
those who leave with a diploma. According to Bowen (2009):
Students who drop out of school have lower earning and productivity, greater
need of welfare benefits, more health problems, higher mortality rates, greater
involvement with the criminal justice system, and increased likelihood of
becoming parents of children who fail to complete high school. (p. 3)
Statement of the Problem
In a society whose labor market requires increasingly more education each year far
too many students never complete a high school degree. Steinberg and Almeida (2004)
stated:
New research estimates that about 30 percent of high school students fail to earn a
diploma in the standard number of years, a higher figure than state and local
education officials typically cite. In many states, barely half of African Americans
and Latinos graduate from high school. (p. 3)
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Table 1
Percentage of Students Graduating from High School Class of 2008
Missouri

Nation

All Students

77%

71%

White

81%

78%

Hispanic

58%

58%

Black

58%

57%

Asian

76%

83%

American Indian

61%

54%

Note: Data retrieved from Editorial Projects in Education Research Center (2011).

Steinberg and Almeida (2004) added, “In schools that have 90 percent or more minority
students, the most common outcome is for 60 to 70 percent of freshmen to drop out before
their senior year,” (p. 3). Fine (1991) points out “If today is a day of broad educational
access unsurpassed in our history, doubts linger about the ‘progress’ we have actually made.
Most low-income urban students reap little educational benefit from these three decades of
progressive legislation,” (p. 19). Our labor market requires employees to have more
education than ever and schools are failing in their mission to prepare students for this
reality. In Missouri there is a definite difference in the graduation rate of students of color
particularly if they are Black or Hispanic. Although there has been some gain in Hispanic
graduation rates, last year the Black graduation rate was 14% less than their White fellow
students. In Missouri the problem is real and can be seen in the following figure. (Figure 1)
4

Note: Data retrieved from Editorial Projects in Education Research Center (2011).
Figure 1. State Graduation Comparison by Ethnicity
When we take a close look at gradaution rates in Missouri and separate them by gender we
see another challenge emerge. Our male students are not graduating at the same rate as our
female students.

Note: Data retrieved from Editorial Projects in Education Research Center (2011).
Figure 2. Graduation Rates Comparison by Gender
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Missouri job growth is not in the areas that high school dropouts would qualify for,
either. Instead, according to Missouri Economic Research & Information Center (MERIC)
Short-term Occupational Projections, Missouri’s job force is growing in fields that require
associate and master’s degrees and even persons who have earned a doctoral degree. MERIC
goes on to show that jobs opportunities requiring short-term, moderate and long-term on-thejob training are reducing in the state of Missouri.
The Alliance for Excellent Education (March, 2011) brings Missouri a shocking and
sad report about the success rate students are finding in our high schools: Missouri is home to
484 high schools: 24 of these are considered among the nation’s lowest-performing high
schools (i.e., schools where fewer than 60 percent of freshman progress to their senior year
on time). The report goes on to explain that 25 percent of the high school students in
Missouri do not graduate with a regular diploma on time from high school.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this quantitative study is to investigate the relationship between the
number of administrators and counselors in a school and the dropout rate. Galvan (2006)
explains that a quantitative study includes research based on statistics such as averages or
percentages. The objective is to explore correlations between the number of administrators
and counselors and effects upon the graduation rate.
Having served as both a counselor and an administrator, the chief researcher is
interested in finding out more about how these two positions can have a positive effect on the
drop out crisis. At the end of the year counselors and administrators review their student
enrollment and see a list of students who gave up, and may never come back. The list will
6

include students they spent hours working with and others whose name they do not even
recognize. The students leave the school halls with a huge weight upon their shoulders.
Without a high school diploma they have little chance of ever reaching their dreams.
The number of administrators and counselors in each participating building will serve
as independent variables within the context of this study. The dependent variables will be the
graduation rates the school reports to Department of Elementary and Secondary Education.
This study will also examine graduation rates in schools with higher percentages (>15%) of
students of color and graduation rates in schools with higher percentages (>25%) of students
eligible for free and reduced price lunch and the relationship between graduation rates and
attendance rates in the state of Missouri. The conclusion will offer thoughts on possible
causes of why the system that is failing to support students who drop out of high school.
Research Question
The following research question will guide this quantitative study: Does a higher
ratio of high school administrators and/or guidance counselors per student increase the
graduation rate in public high schools in the state of Missouri in high schools with 500 or
more students?
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses will guide the quantitative study analysis:
H1: There is a significantly higher graduation rate in Missouri public high schools
with 500 or more students where there is a higher ratio of high school administrators.
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H2: There is a significantly higher graduation rate in Missouri public high schools
with 500 or more students where there is a higher ratio of high school guidance counselors
per student.
H3: In Missouri public high schools with 500 or more students, schools with higher
percentages (>15%) of students of color demonstrate significantly lower graduation rates
than schools with higher percentages of White students.
H4: In Missouri public high schools with 500 or more students, schools with higher
percentages (>25%) of students eligible for free or reduced price lunch demonstrate
significantly lower graduation rates than schools with higher percentages of students from
higher socio-economic backgrounds.
H5: There is a positive correlation between student attendance rates and the
graduation rates in public high schools with 500 or more students the state of Missouri.
Data Collection
Data for this research were collected from the Missouri Comprehensive Data System.
The office of school data mined the data from their data base upon the chief researcher’s
request and present the information back in an excel document. The excel document was
used with the SAS system to determine the outcomes of the research.
The researcher used analysis of variance (ANOVA) and t test distribution comparison
to study the results associated with each research hypothesis one through four. AndersonDarling was used to check for normalcy and a Tukey’s honesty significant was done to check
for a significant difference between the means. A Pearson correlation coefficient was used to
look for linear association between two variables for the fifth hypothesis.
8

Definition of Terms
The following terms were used within this study and defined within the context of the
presented information:
Academic achievement--Student performance based on the Missouri Assessment
Program (MAP) and Grade Point Average (GPA).
Adequate Yearly Progress--The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 requires
all schools, districts and states to show that students are making Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP). Missouri’s AYP targets were established by the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education (DESE) based on a formula from the NCLB Act and an analysis of
Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) data, attendance rate data and graduation rate data
from prior years. When all targets are met, the requirements of AYP are met (http://ed.gov).
Annual Performance Report--For K-12 districts, fourteen performance standards are
measured on the 2009 APR. Districts may meet the additional Bonus achievement Standard
as long as the total number of standards met does not exceed 14. For K-8 Districts, 7 seven
performance standards are measured on the 2009 APR. Districts may meet the additional
Bonus Achievement Standard as long as the total number of standards met does not exceed 7
(http://dese.mo.gov).
At-risk student--Students who are likely to drop out of school because they are not
finding academic success (Donnelly, 1987). This term is used as little as possible because it
carries a negative tone.
DESE--Department of Elementary and Secondary Education in Missouri is the State’s
official public school office of operations and governance.
9

Data--Information or statistics gathered for the purposes of analysis.
Demographic--Information relating to the dynamics and composition of a given
population.
Dependent variable--The observed result of the independent variable being
manipulated.
Descriptive statistics--A summary about the sample and size of a particular analysis.
Dropout-- Students who leave school prior to graduation without a high school
diploma and do not re-enroll (Shannon & Blysma, 2005).
Independent variable-- is the variable representing the value being manipulated or
changed.
Inferential statistics--A process of drawing conclusions about a given population
based on information drawn from a sample study.
MAP--Missouri Assessment Program
Minority--For this research paper the term minority refers to students that are Asian,
Black, American Indian, and Hispanic because the Department of Elementary and Secondary
Education in Missouri uses these categories. This term will be used in quotes and avoided if
possible because of the negative connotation it brings.
Students of color--The term will be used most often in this dissertation to describe
student that are Asian, Black, American Indian, and Hispanic.
White--This dissertation uses the term White in referring to Caucasian students
because it is the term the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education in Missouri
uses and the researcher gathered data from there.
10

Theoretical Framework
Common Characteristics of Drop Outs
Stout and Christensen (2009) explain dropping out is a process, not an event. There
are a number of warning signs or challenges students face that lead to dropping out and they
fall within four areas (Hammond, Linton, Smink & Drew, 2007). These areas include factors
related to individual, family, school and community. Hammond et al. did extensive research
and found that individual characteristics that are related to dropping out include
demographics like race and ethnicity, immigration, cognitive ability, and physical, emotional
or behavior disabilities. Johnston, Cooch and Polland (2004) explain that poor academic
performance is a strong predictor of dropping out. Family factors that can lead to dropping
out include low socioeconomic backgrounds, family mobility, and parental involvement in
school. The strongest overall predictor of dropping out of school, according to Woods
(1995), is poverty. Johnston, Cooch and Polland (2004) explain, “Associated issues of lower
socioeconomic status, single parent households, stressful or unstable home life and limited
education of parents/guardians negatively impacts students’ successful school completing”.
Shannon (2006) explains students drop out because of school policies and procedures that
drive students away from school and ultimately lead them to drop out. When examining the
community issues related to dropouts, large cities are the centers of the greatest challenge.
Bridgeland et al. explain:
There are nearly 2,000 high schools in the country with low graduation rates,
concentrated in about 50 cities, and in 15 primarily southern and southwestern states. In more than 20 of these cities, 75 percent or more of the
students attend public high school where graduation is less than a 60 percent
proposition. Most of the public high schools in St. Louis and Indianapolis, for
example, graduate less than 60 or 50 percent of their students, and students in
11

these areas often have no other choice but to attend high schools where
graduating is not the norm for a large percentage of the student body.
(2006, p.1)
Impact of “Dropping-Out” on the Individual
The impact dropping out of school has on our students is devastating. When students
drop out of school the challenges they face will be far greater than for those students who
graduate. These students will earn less, have less stability in their lives and face poorer
health. (Freudenberg & Ruglis, 2007) Students’ educational attainment and their income
correlate greatly. The sad news for dropouts today is the consequences of dropping out are
getting even worse. Barton (2006) found, “For 25- to 35-year-old dropouts who manage to
work fulltime, the average annual salary of males dropped from $35,087 (in 2002 constant
dollars) in 1971 to $22,903 in 2002, a decline of 25 percent,” (p. 26). Sum, Khatiwada and
McLaughlin (2009) found dropouts today annually make on average only $8,358 compared to

a high school graduate’s income of $14,601. The opportunity for income earnings is even
worse for female dropouts. “The comparable annual earnings for females without a diploma
were $19,888 in 1971, declining to $17,114 in 2002,” (Barton, 2006, p. 26). This means
when a student drops out of school their chance of earning a wage they can support even one
child with is less now than thirty years ago. When studies look at the employment rate of
dropouts there is also reason to be concerned. Sum et al. report:
The nation’s young dropouts experience a wide array of labor market,
earnings, social and income problems that exacerbate their ability to transition
to careers and stable marriages from their mid-20s onward. Slightly less that
46 percent of the nation’s young high school dropouts were employed on
average during the 2008. This implies an average joblessness rate during 2008
of 54% for the nation for young high school dropouts. (p.1)
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Shannon (2006) added, “In 1997, approximately 68 percent of the inmates in state
prisons had not completed high school” (p. 12). Wald and Losen support this data explaining,
“Seventy-five percent of youths under 18 who have been sentenced to adult prisons have not
completed 10th grade” (2003, p. 4).
Students who drop out of school also face more health issues. Freudenberg and
Ruglis (2007) explained:
Education is one of the strongest predictors of health: the more schooling
people have the better their health is likely to be. Although education is highly
correlated with income and occupation, evidence suggests that education
exerts the strongest influence on health. (p. 1)
Not only does this research show reason to be concerned for the dropout rate, it also paints a
picture of what kind of a life the children of dropouts will face. They are more likely to be
raised in poverty, experience less stability in life and receive less health care support.
Impact of “Dropping-Out” on Society
The effect dropouts have on society as a whole is staggering. When the community
hears the dropout rate for their local school district they often think of those students
individually, not considering the effect that number of young adults might have on them
some day. It is easy to consider their loss as a loss for their immediate family and children.
Yet, when a high school loses a student to dropping out the impact of that loss is felt around
the community. Shannon and Bylsma (2005) report:
Students who drop out are less likely to be employed and will earn less over
their working lives. The need for a higher skilled labor force will make it even
harder for dropouts to find good jobs. Dropouts tend to experience higher
rates of early pregnancy and substance abuse, and they often require more
social services of various types. Young people who are imprisoned or
sentenced to adult prisons are likely to be school dropouts. (p. 7)
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Dropouts also cost society by their life styles and the needs they pose. Mothers who
are younger are less likely to carry health insurance and have access to regular doctor visits.
Without medical attention for these young moms, comes a likely lack of pre-natal care and
the knowledge to follow medically recommended behaviors and diets for expectant mothers.
When the babies arrive they will have a greater chance of coming home to a mother living in
poverty. The mother’s ability to work and earn an income will be more unlikely than ever,
and there is a good chance that the home will have tobacco, alcohol or drug abuse present.
These mothers are then going to need to rely on society, and the tax payer, to support them
and their children. With this in mind, these are the children who will be sent to school to be
educated. These students will begin their education with several of the characteristics found
in many dropouts. Bowen (2009) insists:
Such a loss in human capital not only places a heavy weight on the U.S. economy
but also limits the ability of young people to transition into competent adult role
performance and to become full participants in a free democratic society. (p. 3)
The public educational system is losing too many students. With new pressure from
No Child Left Behind (2001) and the long list of disadvantages dropping out of school leaves
students (our future neighbors and local parents) with, it is clear we must continue to look for
ways to keep students in school and better prepare them for life after high school. Research
shows that in the coming years the need for a four year college degree will not change very
much from the past. In the 1960s, 20 percent of the jobs required a four year college degree.
Data tells us that around 20 percent of the jobs will continue to require a four year college
degree. The greatest area of change will be in the number of jobs which need training past
high school but not a full four year degree. According to MERIC, Long-term Occupational
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Projections, the number of jobs that will be available in Missouri for those only having on the
job training or work experience will only increase by 4% by 2018. However, for those who
have obtained post-secondary vocational training or an associate’s degree their job
opportunities will grow 17% by the year 2018. Individuals with masters or doctorate degrees
will see a 12% increase, while those with a bachelor’s degree will experience an 8% increase
in job openings. The number of well paying jobs that can be obtained without a high school
degree is dramatically dropping. Few students who drop out of high school will be able to
support a family on their income. As our society becomes more technical and jobs require
higher skills our high school dropouts will face even harder times. They will not be able to
find well paying jobs or have the opportunity to attend post-secondary training, all leading to
more challenges in their life.
From a Practitioner’s Point of View
The researcher has served as both a school guidance counselor and assistant principal
at large suburban schools. While working in these two positions she realized they receive a
great deal of pressure to produce graduates. However, they also have a unique opportunity to
build positive relationships with students offering support and guidance to them and helping
them overcome the obstacles in their path as the students work toward graduation. High
school guidance counselors and administrators are often asked to work more closely with the
student to prevent their failure and ultimately their dropping out of school. Her experience
taught her to become familiar with her students, discover what challenges they were faced
with and build a relationship with them so that she could serve as a positive support system
for them. She felt very accountable for their success or failure at school.
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Guidance counselors are often responsible for keeping track of the student’s progress
toward graduation through the number of credits a student has earned. Counselors can use
classroom visits to explain to a larger group of students what their school district requires for
graduation and how to read their own transcript. Individual, one on one conversation with
students are most effective for counselors to share specific information about progress and
alternatives for support, particularly when he/she fall behind with gaining credits toward
graduation. These conversations can also be a good time to discuss with the student what, if
any, goals they have set for themselves, what they enjoy doing and what they are thinking
about doing after high school. Many times a counselor will find students who are struggling
in school do not see themselves graduating and have no idea what they will do when they are
older. The thought of selecting a career has never entered their mind.
Administrators are more involved in supporting students today than in years past.
Historically, administrators were most concerned with building management and student
discipline. Today schools are seeing they can serve struggling students and keep them in
school. In the seven years she served as an assistant principal, the researcher saw her role
change and evolve into a much more supportive role for student learners. When she first
became an assistant principal much of the job revolved around discipline and instructional
leadership. As the years went by, her responsibility to at-risk learners was not only to meet
with them after they were sent to the office with a discipline referral, but also to work with
them regarding their credit status, barriers they were having toward success, and outside
issues getting in the way of their success. She even began to consider how the consequences
she assigned her students might affect their success at school.
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It is certainly more challenging for an administrator to create a positive and trusting
relationship with struggling learners than a counselor or teacher, because he/she still must
fulfill the role of disciplinarian. Yet, administrators also have additional knowledge about
each student and the struggles he/she faces, as well as the parental support or lack of support
the student has. This information may be useful to an administrator in helping the student
overcome and succeed.
Administrators can serve as an additional person in the building talking with students
about their progress toward graduation and what may be standing in the way of their success.
When students get in trouble they will be sent to the administrator. Administrators learn
about their home life, school friends, and goals they have after graduation. With this
information and the opportunity to work with students, administrators can make a positive
connection with them and have meaningful conversations with them. Administrators can also
connect students to other support personnel in the building to help minimize the effect of
negative forces in their lives.
Administrators are involved in setting policies and procedures in their buildings and
districts. Several of the policies and procedures designed to reduce behavioral challenges
actually serve to reduce a student’s chances of success. When students are removed from the
classroom for even a short period of time to days of missed instruction, their academic
progress suffers. Often these students are already behind in class and this removal just
strengthens their chances of failure. These types of consequences serve to further distance a
student from the connection they can feel to school. Many dropouts claim to have not felt
connected with their schools and it is little wonder why when schools send students home
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and tell them to stay away when they make poor choices. The school is sending the strong
message that they do not want the child there or to be a part of their school. Administrators
might need to reconsider their policies and procedures, the unspoken message they are
sending to students and the barriers they are being created. They may need to change those
policies and procedures to convey a message that encourages and guides students to better
choices and foster a greater school connectedness.
Counselors and administrators talk with their students about a number of different
things. When it comes to their progress toward graduation, those conversations often include
their academic progress, their behavior and their attendance. They stress the importance of
being at school every day. When students miss school they not only miss out on instruction,
they become less engaged in the classroom. It becomes easier and easier to give up on the
thought of ever graduating. With nearly one-third of the nation’s students not graduating on
time, it becomes evident we do have a crisis in our schools. Counselors and administrators
have the opportunity to build meaningful relationships with students and create systems that
allow students to feel safe and supported as they strive to graduate from high school.
Research Gap
There is a large body of research about how important it is for students to graduate
from high school (Amos, 2008; Bowen, 2009; Freudenberg & Ruglis, 2007; Payne, 2005;
Shannon, 2006). This research explores the effect the number of administrators and guidance
counselors has on the graduation rate at Missouri high schools with 500 or more students. It
also investigates if schools in Missouri with 500 or more students and (a) higher percentages
of students of color or (b) students eligible for free and reduced lunch have significantly
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lower graduation rates. This study also examines if there is a positive correlation between
student attendance rates and the graduation rate. There was no research found in these areas.
Limitations of the Study
The limitations to this study are that the information used in this study is self-reported
by the school district and Missouri is the only state included in this study. There is also no
differentiation between the schools included in the study and their location. Some are located
in rural areas, others in suburbs while some are inner city schools. This research will not be
able to reveal if these differences altered the results gained.
Overview of Methodology
Data were collected from the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary
Schools (DESE). DESE is the state level organization that collects all data from public
schools in order to report to the state Board of Education and other governing bodies. The
data are posted and available on their web site and is supported through the Office of Data
System Management (ODSM). The researcher worked with the ODSM to collect the data
from their data base to ensure accuracy. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to study
the relationship of data first two hypotheses, while a t test was used to establish mathematical
relationships in the third and fourth hypotheses. Norušis (2008) explained that a “one-way
analysis of variance is used to test the null hypothesis that several independent populations
means are equal,” (p. 143). He goes on to explain a t test is a “statistical procedure that is
most often used to test hypotheses about two population means” (p. 127).
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Summary
Over the last several years funding for the Missouri public school system has been
reduced. Superintendents are forced to make decisions about where cuts must be made in the
budget to respond to their shrinking resources. Staff cost is the largest portion of any school
budget and often one of the first things considered when cuts must be made. The researcher
hoped to reveal there was a correlation between the number of counselors and administrators
and the graduation rate a school records. Every school district wants to reduce the dropout
rate and every student wants to be successful. Chapter two of this study provides more
information regarding the relevant literature for this research study, and chapter three
addresses the specific details of the methodology. Chapter four explains the results of the
research and Chapter five discusses those results, possible reasons for the findings and
recommendations.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
In some districts in the U.S. dropout rate soars to almost half of the students who
enter the ninth grade. In this quickly changing world where jobs require more and more
technical knowledge, facing adulthood without a high school education is becoming more
and more dangerous. Public schools work hard to meet national standards and expectations,
as well as the expectations of their local communities. With greater accountability and strong
consequences for failure, the public education system must place greater emphasis on
improving student retention and success. The United States competes globally and the public
school system is the best hope for a continued strong economy through a competitive well
trained work force.
This topic was chosen for two reasons. The researcher has spent 24 years working
with students and watched the schools she worked in lose far too many students year after
year. Some dropouts return for another try while some never do. These students head off into
a challenging world that they are not prepared for. The researcher firmly believes that
schools can do more to help these students. Increasing the relevance in our classrooms will
not only increase the interest and achievement of those students who are doing well in
school, but also reach those students who are contemplating an early exit from high school
without a diploma.
This literature review explains the historical context of the United States educational
system and traditional high school. It also describes why students drop out of school,
including school, individual, family and community factors. It reveals the consequences to
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dropping out on the individual, those people close to them and society. It concludes by
explaining the role counselors and administrators can have in changing systems of support in
our schools. It reveals how they can offer students individual support and create schools that
have professional learning communities, systematic support, positive school culture and
democratic learning.
Historical Context of Public Education
The evolution of public high schools has an origin that began in the early 1600’s and
was established by the colonists who came from Europe (Abraham, 1976). As early as 1635,
Virginia opened the first free school. The curriculum was based heavily in the teaching of
religious beliefs. Although free education was available to some, most teaching occurred in
children’s private homes. This education focused mainly on teaching reading, writing and
religion and about 9 out of 10 children did not go to school (Borrowman, 1976).
One particularly influential philosopher, John Locke, proposed a completely new
theory of how we learn. In the late 1600s, Locke wrote that the human mind was a blank slate
at birth and knowledge was derived through experience (Erickson, 1976). This new idea
fueled the quest for education for all in America. People began to believe in the ideal of
education for all middle and working class children, not just the wealthy and aristocracy,
because all people had potential. Most schools of the time mainly served younger children. If
students continued on in school past the early grades, they were typically White males from
wealthy families and were preparing students for college (Borrowman, 1976). Many children
did not attend school at all and if they did, they did not attend very many days in a given year
because there was a great need for help around the home and farm particularly from the older
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children. Few girls were educated and educating enslaved African Americans was usually not
allowed (Kober, 2007).
Massachusetts stands out for taking the first big steps toward public education for all
by passing laws that required young people to receive an education. Their law of 1647, which
required towns of more than 50 families to hire a schoolmaster, is the early model for the role
states play today in ensuring education for all children (Abraham, 1976). Parents in
Massachusetts were responsible for their children knowing how to read, the fundamentals of
religion and the basics of the law. Other communities began to take these same types of steps
and created schools in their own areas. In doing so, they were faced with the basic struggles
of finding suitable teachers, collecting enough money to pay the teacher and securing a
location for the school.
During the early 1700s, schools continued to grow out of local communities. They,
like the schools that came before them, were strongly influenced by local beliefs and
expectations. The idea that children needed to be taught self-control and submission to
authority rang true in these schools (Cubberley, 1909). The curriculum remained the same,
as well. The schools’ focus was on the religious beliefs of that particular community, while
teaching reading, writing and virtue. The school curriculum was reflective of the strong
Puritan roots of many early colonies.
During the early and mid 1700s, schools of higher learning began to develop. “In
1636, Massachusetts founded Harvard College, the first institution of higher learning in the
American Colonies,” (Borrowman, 1976, p.72a). The College of William and Mary joined
Harvard as the major universities of the day. Leaders like Benjamin Franklin helped establish
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what was later known as the University of Pennsylvania while Thomas Jefferson helped
found the University of Virginia. Borrowman (1976) explains, “When the Revolutionary War
ended in 1783, the United States had 17 more institutions of higher learning” (p.72a).
By the late 1700s and early 1800s, the first American textbooks arrived in schools
authored by Noah Webster (Borrowman, 1976). He went on to compile Webster’s Dictionary
which was used across the nation (Bentley, 1976). Education was a way to teach young
people to have control over themselves and make good decisions. To promote good student
behavior teachers were often strict and held high expectations for their students. However,
with the growth of a democracy the purpose of education had to shift to the creation of
people who could function well in our democracy, make a positive contribution to our
growing capitalist economy, and know how to make good decisions and choices. In 1798
Benjamin Rush wrote, “Our schools of learning, by producing one general and uniform
system of education, will render the mass of the people more homogeneous, and thereby fit
them more easily for uniform and peaceable government” (Runes, 1947, p. 88). At this time
in our history we were experiencing a change in what young people needed to know and be
able to do. Thomas Jefferson stated in 1818 that he believed the purpose of public education
was:
To give every citizen the information he needs for the transaction of his own
business.
To enable him to calculate for himself, and to express and preserve his ideas,
his contracts, and accounts, in writing.
To improve by reading his morals and faculties.
To understand his duties to his neighbors and country, and to discharge with
competence the functions confided to him by either.
To know his rights; to exercise order and justice those he retains; and to
choose with discretion the fiduciary of those he delegates; and to notice their
conduct with diligence, and candor, and judgment.
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In general, to observe with intelligence and faithfulness all the social relations
under which he shall be placed. (Rumberger, 2011)
The Bill of Rights placed the control of schools in the states’ hands with local
communities choosing their own teachers. Konvitz and Curtis (1976) explained the Tenth
Amendment guaranteed that “powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution,
nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people” (p.
234a). Tyack and Hansot (1982) found the effort to create this educational system seems
amazing when considering:
Americans of the mid-nineteenth century embarked on their most ambitious
and successful social movement, the crusade to create a common-school
system. Yet this social movement produced by the end of the century more
schooling for more people than in any other nation and resulted in patterns of
education that were remarkably uniform in purpose, structure, and curriculum,
despite the reality of local control in hundreds of thousands of separate
communities. (p. 17)
Horace Mann, an influential leader in educational reform, spent much of his life
promoting public education. According to Messerli (1972), Mann stated:
To those citizens concerned about the future of the nation, he depicted the common
schools as the necessary foundation of republican government; to worried parents, he
described the schoolteacher as their partner in accomplishing what neither could do
alone; to the anxious workingman, he spoke of education as the great equalizer and
the ‘creator of wealth undreamed of’; to the religious, he held up the common school
as the only agency capable of moral education in an age of endemic sectarianism; and
he assured the wealthy, whose property taxes were to bear most of the burden of
financing schools, that only educated children would grow up to respect property.
(p. 263)
Mann worked tirelessly across Massachusetts giving lectures, holding conventions, and
convincing townspeople that numerous reforms were needed for their schools.
All the while, Mann worked to strengthen the school system, but little changed in the
manner in which students were taught. Schools remained with their greatest focus on the four
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Rs: reading, writing, arithmetic and religion. Treatment of students remained harsh and often
abusive by today’s standards. Older students attended school in the winter and younger
students attended in the summer (Tyack, 1974).
The government was typically very small and localized. The spirit of individualism
was spreading throughout the country. States and even individual communities had a much
stronger voice in education and the government then that of the centralized government.
(Cubberley, 1929) Massachusetts led the way with legislative action by passing the first
compulsory school-attendance law in 1852 (Borrowman, 1976).
As the late 1800s arrived teaching colleges spread and the first black woman
graduated with a teaching degree. In referring to Ida Fairbush, Altenbaugh (1992) explains,
“Not only was she the first African-American teacher trained specifically to become a
teacher, but Miss Fairbush’s career was unique, because she was the only African-American
teacher in the system who never taught African-American children” (p. 74).
The school system faced issues including how to handle the huge number of
immigrants entering schools, should teaching only be done using the English language, who
should pay for the schools, who should be educated in the schools, and how can schools be
run on so little money. Michigan Supreme Court, in 1874, ruled that “local governments
could use tax money to support secondary schools as well as elementary schools”
(Borrowman, 1976, 72b). Education mirrored the development of capitalism as educators
began to study the science of education at the same time as famous engineers like Frederick
Taylor began to study the science of production (Calvert, 1976). Testing a person’s
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intelligence quotient, IQ, began and offered schools a new way to evaluate students.
Rumberger (2011) explains:
School personnel seized on the use of group intelligence tests as a means
of sorting students for instruction. At the elementary level, the tests were
primarily to classify students into homogenous groups for instruction and
to diagnose causes of student failure; at the secondary level, they were
used to guide students in choosing courses and careers. (p. 24)
The consequence was often that students scoring lower on the test were thought to be worth
little money to educate. It became a way for educators to promote the continued education of
what they thought were the best and brightest. This was in direct contradiction to the ideals
of an education for all that Horace Mann had earlier promoted. Dewey encouraged his
readers to consider education as a way to prepare children to fulfill their calling in life, not
just preparation for a particular job. He wanted educators to help students consider what job
would bring them happiness. Dewey (1916) wrote “Nothing is more tragic than failure to
discover one’s true business in life, or to find one has drifted or been forced by circumstances
into an uncongenial calling” (p. 313).
Ellwood Cubberley was busy promoting changes in the way the public school
systems were run. In Changing Conceptions of Education (1909), he pointed out:
Parents everywhere are less strict than they use to be, and the attitude of many
communities today, as expressed in their life, is really opposed to
righteousness and good behavior. The home altogether too often is
unintelligent or neglectful in the handling of children, and not infrequently it
has abdicated entirely and has turned over to the public school the whole
matter of training and education of the young. (p. 18)
Cubberley went on to be a leader in the design of the administrative structure and the roles
that administrators play in a school system. In The Principal and His School (1923),
Cubberley wrote about the principalship, the organization of a school system, the
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administration of a school, and the supervision of teaching. He was very detailed in exactly
what role different school leaders should carry out and how they should lead their lives. In
Public School Administration he argued for better trained teachers and state “regulated
training and certifications” (1929, p. 123).
At the same time as these dramatic changes were occurring in our school systems,
vocational education and educational guidance programs were growing. A shift from teachers
of morality to a focus on preparing students for future occupations began. “Vocational
education developed rapidly after Congress passed the Smith-Hughes Act in 1917,”
(Borrowman, 1976, p. 72c). This act gave states funding for vocational education for
agriculture, industrial arts and home economics. (Borrowman, 1976) The business world
began to view schools as a training ground for their future work force. The idea of teaching
students the skills they would need on the job took on a greater focus. While we began to see
a focus on student preparation for the capitalist economy, our educational system began to
take on the look of an assembly line. World War II interrupted the progress public education
was making. “School enrollments dropped at all levels during the years of U.S. involvement
in World War II,” (Borrowman, 1976, p.72c). Borrowman explains older students enlisted in
the armed forces and other students went to work.
The 1950’s saw important changes in public education. Brown v. Board of Education
brought a decision that changed public education dramatically. “In 1954, Brown v. Board of
Education ushered in a new era for public education, devoted to expanding opportunities for
groups of students that had been inadequately served by public schools in the past,” (Kober,
2007, p.6). Lynn Olson (1999) explains, “The civil rights movement that began in the 1950s
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and the federal ‘war of poverty’ in the 1960s, combined with aggressive intervention by the
federal courts, finally caused Americans to confront such inequities” (p.30). The 1957
Russian’s launch of Sputnik sparked a huge emphasis on education in the United States. All
of a sudden the greatest nation on earth had just lost the race into space. The government
intervened and poured money into schools to promote science and engineering while our
school systems continued teaching the same subjects Cubberley had promoted years earlier.
“The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), passed by Congress in 1965,
furnished local school districts with funds to help educate children from low-income
families” (Borrowman, 1976, p. 72c). ESEA emphasized equal access to education and
established high standards and accountability. This new act was part of President Johnson’s
“Great Society” and in the beginning of our country recognition of the extended needs of
students from impoverished backgrounds. (Humphrey, 1976) We began to see steps taken to
equalize the learning opportunities for our students of color who come from poverty. The
highest percentage of young people earning a high school diploma peaked in 1968-69, at 77.1
percent, Olson (1999) explains, as civil rights, anti-poverty efforts, and students avoiding the
Vietnam War all contributed.
Education saw little growth in thinking until the mid1980’s when a report came out
claiming we were a “nation at risk.” The Nation at Risk (U.S. Department of Education,
1983) report argued that the public school systems were not keeping up with other nations.
At this point in history we see how modern capitalism had an influence on the educational
system. The business world took a hard look at the school system and questioned if the job
educators were doing in preparing their future workforce. In 1991 the U. S. Department of
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Labor came out with the SCANS, Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills,
report and gave schools a list of skills young people would need in order to be successful in
the world of work. (http://wdr.doleta.gov/SCANS/whatwork/) Schools responded by putting
into place groups to study these concerns. Many of the latest pushes for standardized
curriculum, results based decision making, and school accountability came directly from the
business world questioning the educational system. Schools still put together groups, often
called smaller learning communities today, to study how to improve student achievement.
Historical Context of Traditional High Schools
At the turn of the 20th century, high schools often had entrance exams that were
required before students were accepted. Students going on to high school was the exception,
not the rule. Olson (1999) explains:
At the beginning of the century, a majority of Americans ages 7 to 13 attended
school. But only one in 10 remained in school beyond age 14, and fewer than
7 percent of 17-year-olds graduated from high school. (p.25)
Many students returned home to work either on their family farms, trained for a
future career, or went straight to work. Throughout the early 20th century, however, more
and more high schools emerged and the nation eventually required students to remain in high
schools until at least the age of 16. Rumberger (2011) explains that Middletown high
school’s enrollment grew dramatically. He goes on to state:
In 1890, the high school enrolled 170 students and offered two subjects, Latin
and English. By 1924, the school enrolled 1,849 students and had twelve
tracks, including a college-preparatory track, a ‘general’ track, and eight
applied track: shorthand, bookkeeping, applied electricity, mechanical
drafting, printing, machine shop, manual arts and home economics. (p.23)
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As the country grew, so did the spread of educational opportunities. Shannon (2006)
explained:
By the end of World War II, high schools were commonplace, and high school
attendance and graduation were expected of the majority of adolescents in the
county. Nevertheless, the vast majority of adults at that time had not completed
high school. (p. 9)
Graduation rates increased steadily throughout the twentieth century. Shannon (2006)
reports the percent of high school diplomas held by native-born residents age 20-24 increased
from 44 percent in 1940 to 64 percent in 1960 and to 85 percent in 1990. There has been little
change in the graduation rate since the 1990s. “When high school graduation became the
‘rule’ rather than the exception by the 1960s,” Shannon further explained, “failure to
graduate was described as a ‘dropout problem’” (p. 9).
Although much critical examination of high schools has occurred since the 1950s and
1960s, when attendance became mandatory, traditional high schools have changed very little.
In the 1960s students attended school typically from 7:30 a.m. to 2:30 p.m. and they studied
six to eight subjects that included English, history, science, math, fine arts, practical arts, and
physical education. In the 1980s students still attended from 7:30 to 2:30 and studies six to
eight subjects, just as their parents had twenty years earlier.
After the release of A Nation at Risk (U.S. Department of Education, 1983) high
schools received great scrutiny, but still little overall change occurred. Schools did began
working harder to offer meaningful professional development, increased expectations of
students, and began to consider what skills and abilities students would need after high
school. Yet, the actual traditional high school has remained the same other than its use of
technology.
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Dropping out of school was the norm in the 1940s when less than half of students 2529 graduated from high school. It was not considered a problem to leave high school before
graduating until the 1960s when leaving high school with a diploma became the norm. Stout
and Christensen (2009) explained, “The term ‘dropout’ first appeared in the late 1950s as the
comprehensive high school became an expectation for all youth, worries about those who did
not finish high school became prominent” (p. 15). Beginning in the 1960s, dropping out of
school began to be considered a problem and students were often considered delinquents for
doing so (Bergeson, 2006). School districts responded by investing in vocational focused
programs and other alternative learning options. Few students ever took advantage of these
programs and they quickly became known as programs for students who were not capable of
succeeding in the regular high school. Stout and Christensen (2009) added, “For the next 20
years, dropouts seemed to disappear from policy concerns, but with the publication of A
Nation at Risk in 1983, dropouts were again on the policy agenda” (p. 15).
Public schools have evolved over the last 400 years in the United States. Schools are
now open to all students in every area of the country. The communities around them and the
local, state and national governments support these schools financially and ask for frequent
information on the results they are having. Educators have turned much of their focus on
increasing student achievement and yet thousands of students walking away from the
opportunity available to them every year. With hundreds of years of growth and development
behind the public school system here in the United States there is still much work to be.
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Why Students Drop Out of School
Research shows there are a number of reasons students drop out of school and they
fall within four areas (Hammond et al., 2007). These areas include factors related to school,
community, family and individual. Some students run into challenges in just one of these
area and others find obstacles in all of these areas. Students who have only one of these
challenges can still drop out of school, therefore some researchers warn school officials
against relying too heavily on this research because it is will not reveal all students at risk for
dropping out. However, a large majority of the students who eventually drop out have many
of the same challenges. If school officials are aware of this and use the information to
enhance their search for students in need and to create strong support programs, they will be
able to save more students from dropping out.
School Factors
Sometimes the barriers to student success are actually the policies and systems
schools have put into place to help students. Schools have created policies, with good
intentions, that place students at an even higher risk for dropping out instead of supporting
them. Shannon (2006) confirms that students drop out because of school policies and
procedures. Shannon further explained, “School policies and practices (i.e. discipline and
attendance procedure, promotion and retention policies, tracking), curriculum content, and
student engagement and school membership are among school factors that have been linked
to student decisions to drop out” (p. 33). Shannon added that other contributing school
factors include school organization and size, program assignments, course content, the type
of instruction students receive, the school’s climate, and adult-student relationships. Woods
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(1995) reports “the way in which a school or program is set up and administered has been
found to impact retention of at-risk students and the dropout rate” (p. 4).
School administrators know from research that students in a safe and orderly
environment are more successful and therefore make discipline a top priority. Bowen found
“The probability of school success increases when students are able to live and learn in safe
places and when supportive adults are available in the form of neighbors, teachers, and
parents” (2009, p. 7). However our system is still very punitive in nature and often turns
toward excluding students from instruction when they exhibit poor behavior. Suspending
students from class is a common school response for students who have either acted out or
come late to class or missed school completely. This policy is counter-productive considering
these students are often the most in need of instruction.
The policies and procedures around grade retention are one such factor that appears to
have a high correlation with dropouts. Students who are retained have a higher dropout rate
than those that are not. When students are not meeting grade level expectations schools often
hold them back to repeat the grade again, not allowing them to move on to the next grade
level. Numerous researchers have shown that often this is the beginning of the end for a
child’s education. Johnston, Cooch and Polland (2004) explain that poor academic
performance in school is one of the strongest predictor of dropping out. “The dropout rate
among 16 to 24-year-olds who had repeated more than one grade was 41 percent, compared
with 17 percent of those who had repeated only one grade and 9 percent of those who had not
repeated any grades. Dropout rates were highest among those who had repeated grades 7, 8
or 9” (Cantelon & LeBoeuf, 1997, p. 2). In 1995 Wood warned that students who repeat a
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grade are twice as likely to drop out and if they are held back more than once they are four
times as likely to drop out. Fine alerted educators as early as 1991 that “on the basis of selfreport and quantitative analysis, being ‘left back,’ retained, or held over in grade seems to
dramatically disrupt educational and psychological well-being” (p. 73).
There is clear evidence that not only does grade retention negatively affect a student’s
chances of graduating, but what year in school they were held back makes a difference as
well. First, dropouts were more likely to be retained than graduates. Second, the majority of
dropouts in this study were retained at least once during their academic tenure. Last,
graduates were retained mostly between grades K-1 in comparison to dropouts, who were
retained mostly between grades 5-6 (Hickman, Bartholomew, Mathwig & Heinrich, 2008; p.
11). Penna and Tallerico (2005) also confirm “recent statistical studies find that retention-ingrade is the single most powerful predictor of dropping out of school” (p. 13). We were
seeing this trend as early as 1989 when Shepard and Smith (1989) reported students who
repeat only one grade have a 35% chance of dropping out, while those students who repeat
two or more grades have a nearly 100% probability of dropping out. Clearly, holding
students back to repeat a grade does not appear to give them the missing skills they need to
be successful in school. It appears to be a school practice that does nothing but propel at risk
students toward dropping out.
School curriculum and instructional practices (example lecture method) that mirror
those used in the middle 20th century often do not capture the attention or engagement of
students today. When curriculum is presented to students and not made relevant for the
learner, students are often inattentive and disengaged. Many students today require more
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information and connectedness before diverting their attention to the teacher’s topic.
According to Otten and Tuttle, “Adults no longer model submissiveness and obedience”
(2011, p. 4). We have seen a change in student behavior following a change in the behavior
adult model. They add, “Various historical events such as the women’s and civil rights
movements led people to question and challenge government and authority in general and not
just submissively accept the direction of those in power” (p. 4). They further explained,
“Children see these attitudes and behaviors modeled and also challenge authority, including
teachers and administrators. They want a rational for curriculum; question the decisions of
school personnel, and test boundaries” (p. 4).
There are other school-related reasons students drop out. Bridgeland, DiIulio, and
Morison (2006) interviewed dropouts to discover what they reported as the reasons they
dropped out. Their reasons included not liking school, not getting along with teachers, not
getting along with students, being suspended too often, not feeling safe at school, or being
expelled. These students also felt they didn't belong, they could not keep up with school
work, or they were simply failing school. (Canterall, 1998) Bridgeland et al. explained:
Students fail courses for different reasons, including lack of preparation in previous
coursework, poor teacher performance, undiagnosed learning disabilities, and
disinterest in school. Dropouts point to disinterest in school as a key reason for
missing classes and ultimately leaving school. (p. 4)
Some students are not engaged in school. The stimulation and rapid amount of
information students are exposed to require different styles of classroom presentation. When
teachers are not aware or refuse to change the way they teach from how they themselves
were taught they often lose their students’ attention and engagement. Many students today
are not interested in old fashioned lecture style teaching. They want to be part of the lesson,
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getting actively involved in solving questions and problems. Merely being told how things
work or happen is not enough for them. Almost half of the dropouts surveyed in a national
poll indicated that the main reason they left school was because they were bored and no
longer interested (Bridgeland et al., 2006). Kunjufu explains he “does not believe that our
children are broken or that they have a genetic flaw. The problem is systemic” (2006, p. 14).
Quint, Thompson, & Bald (2008) stated, “Students who have dropped out of high
school say that they felt distant and estranged from teachers and administrators” (p. 8).
Unengaged students claim teachers do not care about them, are not interested in how well
they do in school, and are not willing to help them with problems (Lee, Ready, & Ross,
1999). Fine (1991) reports “low-income students who eventually dropped out were far more
likely to describe teachers as not interested in students then did the eventual graduates”
(p.73). Interviews with dropouts as they left school revealed half said they were quitting
because they did not get along with teachers or other students (Canterall, 1998). The school
systems these students are running from appear to not offer engaging, safe learning
environments where building strong relationships between students and adults is valued or
focused on.
“Another well-known reason affecting dropping out of school is that the traditional
organizational structures of high school across the nation do not always satisfy the needs of
our students, especially in the urban areas,” explain Wilensky and Kline (1989). Munoz
adds, “Students often attend large high schools that prevent them from receiving the attention
they need from school personnel and their peers” (2002, p. 5). Kunjufu supports this by
pointing out when students are assigned to smaller classes their achievement increases. He
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reports students involved in the Students/Teachers Achievement Ratio (STAR) “who had
been assigned to smaller classes scored significantly higher on reading and math test” (2006,
p. 106). These students go on to be “more likely to graduate in the top 25 percent of the class,
less likely to drop out, and more likely to attend college” (2006, p.106).
Much of the dropout crisis is concentrated, Munoz (2002) explained. She added,
“About 1,700 of America’s 14,500 traditional high schools with enrollment over 100 students
are responsible for approximately half of the students who leave school before 12th grade”
(p. 12). These schools are often referred to as dropout factories. Students entering these
schools often have a greater likelihood of dropping out than they do of graduating.
Students whose academic needs are not being met are another group of students our
schools are failing. When students are not provided with the necessary intervention or
additional academic support to stay successful and learning, they are often headed toward
dropping out. “In separate analysis, we looked at indicators for a cohort of 8th graders,”
contended Neild, Blafanz, and Herzog (2007). “For these students, too, a failing course
grade in mathematics or English or an attendance rate of less than 80 percent during the year
were highly predictive of dropping out” (p. 30). They concluded:
Among students who sent their first serious distress signals in 9th grade, those who
earned fewer than two credits or attended school less than 70 percent of the time had
at least a 75 percent chance of dropping out of school. Most of these students did not
drop out immediately but attempted 9th grade courses for another one or two years
before finally giving up on school altogether. (p. 30)
Lack of attendance may be an even more important warning signal than test scores.
Balfanz and Legters discovered, “Ninth-grade absences are 20 times more predictive of
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eventual graduation than eighth-grade test scores” (2004, p. 7). With this in mind, attendance
is an important indicator of which students might be considering dropping out.
Hood reports:
Educators say that this is not a new phenomenon. For years,
administrators have nudged troublesome and low-achieving students
out the door, but many fear that in recent years, the nudge has become
more of a shove, and students are now being pushed out of school at
alarming rates. (2004, p. 6)
More recently, however, school official are being held accountable for their
dropout data. A school district now must report their dropout rate and the number has
become part of the adequate yearly progress and accreditation calculations. As
administrators feel the pressure to have fewer and fewer dropouts, the hope would be
for an increased focus on preventative programs that stop dropouts from happening,
as well as recovery programs to bring dropouts back to successfully earn a diploma.
As the U. S. Department of Education works to gather meaningful data across all
school districts in the nation, they have recently required states to calculate graduation in the
same uniform four-year way. Missouri contacted school district in October to explain why
and how their 2010-2011 graduation rates have changed from the previous calculation. DESE
warns that:
Graduation rates under the new four-year calculation method are expected to
be significantly lower for the state and most school districts compared to the
previous graduation rate that Missouri has been using. (DESE, 2011,
Administrative Memo)
The primary change is graduation rates are calculated based on when the student began their
freshman year in high school. If students do not graduate by June of their fourth year in high
school they will be counted as a dropout. Prior to this recent change Missouri defined the
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cohort upon graduation, allowing students to be counted as graduates even if it took them
longer than four years (DESE, 2011, Administrative Memo). This change has brought on a
new wave of concern for public school administrators across the state. These numbers are
very important to school districts because of accreditation and other state and local measures.
Individual Factors
Hammond et al. (2007) did extensive research and found that individual
characteristics that are related to dropping out include cognitive ability, as well as physical,
emotional or behavior disabilities. The process of dropping out of school typically starts early
in the lower-level grades, where attendance rates provide tell-tale signs of trouble in a
student’s educational career, particularly when schools fail to respond to this indication of
problems. Thereafter, educators say, the cumulative effect of failure, disillusionment and
disengagement take their toll. “Something happens by the end of third or fourth grade, when
they start to say, I’m not doing so well,” notes Tyra Randall, principal of Bushwick
Community High School, (formerly Outreach Center) in Brooklyn. “And by the eighth
grade,” she adds, “they decide, ‘I don’t need this crap they’re teaching me anyway’” (as cited
by Hood, 2004, p. 5). Smink and Reimer (2005) explain that dropping out is not an event
rather it is a process of disengagement.
Shannon (2006) explains that students who drop out can suffer from negative selfperceptions or low self-esteem, low aspirations, being bored or alienated by school, and some
leave to pursue other activities such as working or helping family members. Shannon (2006)
goes on to explain that whether or not student’s self-assessments are correct, when they feel
like they are being treated unfairly it contributes to growing resentment, disillusionment, and
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exasperation with school. Sometimes students respond with acting out behaviors which
increase their difficulties in school. Other times it leads to student’s feeling worthless,
causing them to withdrawal and internalize the lowest expectations of teachers and
schoolmates. She reports students who have failed a year in school will label themselves as a
failure (Penna & Tallerico, 2005, p. 15). Neild et al. (2007) discovered that “the signals that
have the greatest predictive power relate to student action or behavior in the classroom” (p.
29).
The National Dropout Prevention Center lists having early adult responsibilities
including becoming a parent, taking on parent roles in a family or being responsible to care
for siblings as factors that can lead to dropping out. The Center also sites high risk attitudes,
values and behaviors such as violence, substance abuse and trouble with the law. (BattinPearson et al., 2000) Woods (1995) supports these statements saying, “Student-related risk
factors include personal problems independent of social/family background. Substance
abuse, pregnancy, and legal problems are frequently reported along with school-related
problem behaviors such as truancy, absenteeism, tardiness, suspension, and other disciplinary
infractions” (p. 3). He goes on to explain the number of hours students work during the week
also has an effect on a student’s risk of dropping out. Research reveals when students work
14 hours or more a week, their risk of dropping out increases as their hours at work increase.
Young men are at greater risk, as well. Monrad (2007) added, “Male students are consistently
eight percent less likely to graduate than female students, and the gap is as large as 14
percent between male and female African-America students” (p. 1).
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In the figure below, Missouri students follow this same trend:

Note: Data retrieved from the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (2011).
Figure 3. Female Graduation Rate in Missouri in 2011

Note: Data retrieved from the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (2011).
Figure 4. Male Graduation Rate in Missouri in 2011
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Family Factors
Family factors that can lead to dropping out include low socioeconomic status (SES),
family mobility, race and ethnicity, immigration and parental involvement in school. The
strongest overall predictor to dropping out of school, according to Woods (1995) is poverty.
Johnston, Cooch, and Polland (2004) explain, “Associated issues of lower socioeconomic
status, single parent households, stressful or unstable home life and limited education of
parents/guardians negatively impacts students’ successful school completing” (p. 25).
Hickman et al. (2008) added, “Students who come from families with low socioeconomic
status (SES) tend to experience higher dropout rates and lower graduation rates than do
students who come from families with high SES” (p. 5). Poverty appears to be the key
correlate of high schools with weak promoting power.
Poverty also affects the way students behave at school. Ruby Payne (2005) explains
families living in poverty often have different hidden rules than middle class families. She
states, “Hidden rules are the unspoken cues and habits of a group” (p. 37). She explains
individuals in poverty make decisions based on the types of relationships they share with
other individuals. “If they don’t like the boss/teacher, they will quit,” adds Payne. “The
emphasis is on the current feelings not the long-term ramifications” (p. 58). Payne goes on to
explain that students who come from poverty often come to school with different values
systems. She insists that lower socioeconomic individuals typically will not work for people
they do not like.
Children coming from impoverished homes model this value and bring it to school.
They do not want to do the class work or homework for a teacher they do not like. Payne
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explains they “will work hard if they like you” (2005, p. 58). These students also come with
few conflict resolution skills. In their neighborhood, problems are not discussed calmly; they
are yelled about and often end in a physical fight. In poverty, where disputes are more
frequently handled by fighting, being capable of fighting can be important skill. Students do
not bring problem solving, compromise-seeking strategies to school. When a problem occurs
at home, foul language and a fight is the resulting behavior. This modeling of negative
problem solving skills teaches students that fighting is a way to resolve conflict. When they
come to school, they use these same skills. Payne states they “do not use conflict-resolution
skill, preferring to settle issues in verbal or physical assaults” (p. 58). These students also
speak exactly what is on their mind, much to the dismay of their teachers and other school
officials. Payne explains they “are not emotionally reserved when angry, usually saying
exactly what is on their mind” (p. 58). This behavior will often lead them into conflict with
other students or adults. Kunjufu disagrees with Payne’s analysis explaining that when he
observed classrooms in Minneapolis he found, “This variance in student behavior was not
because of the race of the teacher or income of the home. There was only one variable and
that was the teacher’s classroom management skills” (2006, p. 23). He further points out
“Thanks to racism and poor government planning, African Americans were placed on top of
each other in projects” (2006, p. 26). “Research has shown that if you put thousands of
people in one dilapidated building, there will be disharmony” (2006, p. 26).
Additional challenges these students bring with them include issues completely out of
their control but that affect them greatly. Baldwin, Moffet, and Lane (1992) discovered that
at- risk students often come from homes in which parents did not complete high school, are
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underemployed, or are headed by a single parent. Students who come from families with high
mobility that resulted in a number of residential moves and changes in schools can be a cause
of major disruption in their life (National Dropout Prevention Center, n.d., p. 31). Hickman
et al. (2008) explained:
Researchers have also found that family mobility plays a role in the academic
development of children. Further, students who experience multiple transitional
moves during their academic tenure appear less attached and engaged in school than
do their counterparts who do not experience such moves. (p. 5)
They go on to explain the success a student’s sibling had in school also affects
graduation rates for a student. They added, “Students who have older siblings who drop out
of high school tend to drop out of high school at higher rates than do students who do not
have such siblings” (p. 5).
Shannon (2006) adds to this list by including students coming from homes of color,
particularly Hispanic, Native American and African American. She states that another
predictor is students who speak a primary language other than English (p. 4). Day (2002)
stated:
Adding to the gravity of the dropout crisis facing our minority students is the
fact that Hispanic students are the fastest-growing segment of our student
population. In the mid-1980s, less than 10 percent of public school students
were Hispanic; by 2005, this figure had doubled to 20 percent of enrollment.
(p. 13)
Students sometimes arrive at school with limited English skills. In fact, 10 percent, or nearly
5 million students, come to school with limited English proficiency. The number has nearly
doubled in less than 10 years. We are still learning the most effective ways to reach these
students and teach them English so they can become proficient in other subjects.
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Monrad’s (2007) research found on-time graduation rates to be only 52 percent for
Hispanic students, 56 percent for African-American students and 78 percent for White
students. Balfanz and Legters (2004) added, “A majority minority high school is five times
more likely to have weak promoting power (promote 50% or fewer freshmen to senior status
on time) than a majority White school” (p. v).
In Missouri the graduation rates for our students of color are not as bleak but still
alarming. In 2011, the overall graduation rate was 86.4 percent with 75 percent of our Black
students graduating, 87 percent of American Indian students graduating and only 83 percent
of our Hispanic students graduating. The young men in Missouri are lagging behind the
young women in graduation rates with 84 percent of males graduating and 89 percent of
females graduating (see figure 1-2 and 1-3). When we examine our graduation numbers and
look for answers to help us design programs to increase graduation rates we must take a close
look at these data. Rumberger investigates this questions and explains there has been
“considerable attention to understanding and explaining the large observed differences in
dropout rates” (2011, p. 201). He describes the two general approaches that have been used
to explain the differences.
The first approach is based on the idea that differences in dropout rates and
other measures of educational achievement can be explained largely by
differences in the social contexts of families, schools, and communities,
particularly differences in available resources within each of those settings.
(2011, p. 201)
Having adopted this approach, Gandara and Contreras (2009) point out what they
“characterize as the cumulative disadvantages of Latino children found in their homes,
schools, and communities” (p. 201). Rumberger (2011) explains that the family, school, and
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community are generally worse for racial and ethnic minorities in the United States. Yet
critics of this approach argue that it fails to explain why some groups of students of color
with similar levels of “socioeconomic” backgrounds succeed, while other groups do not.
The second approach to explaining the differences, Rumberger states “argue that
sociocultural factors-particularly cultural differences in values, attitudes, and behaviors-help
explain why some racial and ethnic minorities are successful in American school and others
are not” (2011, p. 202). Still others suggest that “differences in attitudes and behaviors of
students, peers, and families help explain racial and ethnic differences in achievement”
(2011, p. 203). Jawanza Kunjufu, in reference to the Black community, explains the
difference in achievement as partially a result of social pressures which has an effect on
student behaviors and goals. He asked the question, “Why do so many of our youth think
being smart is acting White” (2006, p. 16). He goes on to explain:
Schools translate the inferior social and techno-economic status of Blacks into
inferior education that caste barriers do not permit Blacks to translate their
academic skills into good jobs, income, and other benefits. Therefore, the
lower school performance of blacks is not itself the central problem but an
expression of a more fundamental one, mainly caste barriers and the ideology
that supports them. (Kunjufu, 2006, p. 38)
With all of this in mind, it leads educators to understand “that differences both in
structural conditions in families, schools, and communities, and in culturally influenced
behaviors and attitudes help account for racial and ethnic differences in dropout and
graduation rates” (Rumberger, 2011, p. 204). He gives examples that Hispanic students are
much more likely to be immigrants and come to school as non-English-speaking students,
Blacks are more likely to repeat a grade and be suspended from school, and Black, Hispanic,
and American Indian students are more likely to experience teen pregnancy. As earlier
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research has suggested, these are all common predictors of dropping out. Considering this
information it begins to explain why Missouri, like other states, is seeing lower graduation
rates in our students of color population. This research reminds us that “Families exert the
most powerful influence on all aspects of a child’s development, including their academic
ability, attitudes toward school, and academic and social behavior, all of which directly
contribute to their effort and performance in school” (Rumberger, 2011, p. 205). Schools
must be aware of this and continue to focus on building strong relationships with not only
their students, but the families these students come from.
Community Factors
The community a child grows up in has an effect on his/her potential to graduate.
Students will prosper in communities that have safe places to play, citizens who are active in
their community, and promote strong school involvement and success. Large urban
communities, however, do not offer students the same probability for high school graduation.
When examining the community issues related to dropouts, large cities are the centers of the
greatest challenge. Balfanz and Legters (2004) explain that high schools with the worst rate
of graduation are primarily in our nation’s cities:
Only 20% of high schools that enroll more than 300 students are located in large or
medium sized cities. Yet among them are 60% of the nation’s high schools with the
lowest levels of promoting power. Urban areas, moreover, not only contain the
majority of low-performing high schools but have weaker promoting power
altogether. (p. 9)
Promoting power refers to the ration of freshman to seniors who still remain in school four
years later and have progressed along in a timely manner.
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The areas these schools are located in are concentrated. Day (2002) found that “1,700
of the 14,500 traditional high schools with enrollment over 100 students are responsible for
approximately half of the students who leave before 12th grade” (p. 12). With this
information in mind, it is not a surprise that Belfanz and Legters (2004) also discovered:
There are currently between 900 and 1,000 high schools in the country in which
graduation is at best a 50/50 proposition. In 2,000 high schools, a typical freshman
class shrinks by 40% or more by the time the students reach their senior year. (p. v)
Students go to these schools with the statistics for success stacked against them. They are as
likely to graduate as they are to dropout. When examining the challenges students face, these
obstacles are large and difficult to overcome.
Summary of Why Students Drop Out
Leuchovius (2006) research found:
When youth drop out of school, it is not always an intentional decision. Many
say they simply stopped going to school one day and no one objected. Some
youth may drop out because they have problems with teachers, dislike school,
or receive low grades. Other youth, however, leave school because of
problems not directly related to academics, such as financial needs, family
caretaking responsibilities, employment, or pregnancy. Others drop out
because they think that principals or teachers wanted them to. (p. 2)
Neild et al. explain, “The earlier a student sends a signal, the greater the risk that he
or she will drop out of school” (2007, p. 30). Neild et al. found that “many students who drop
out of high school send strong distress signals for years” (2007, p. 28). They go on to
explain:
More than 50 percent of the students who ultimately dropped out sent one or more of these
signals during the 8th grade, meaning that more than half of the dropouts in the cohort could
have been identified even before they entered high school. (p. 30)
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Through the use of national survey, Roderick (1993) found the good news that the majority
of dropouts had not become so disengaged from school by grade 10 that their withdrawal was
inevitable. He explained there is still time to re-engage these students and get them on the path to
graduation.
Shannon and Bylsma (2005) stated:
Researchers have attempted to identify who drops out of school in order to help
educators and policymakers develop programs, policies, and interventions that will
reduce the dropout rate. In general, students drop out because of factors external to
the education setting as well as education-related factors….these factors are closely
related and interact with one another. (p. 2-3)
Neild et al. (2007) added:
The U.S. graduation rate crisis is not fueled by students who lack the potential or
desire to graduate, but rather by secondary schools that are not organized to prevent
students from falling off the path to graduation or to intervene when they do. (p. 32)
Today the job of an educator is to create interventions that ensure each student in need
receives the support they need to be successful.
We must be careful not to only be looking for these predictors or factors in our
students. “Educations should not try to predict who will drop out based on risk factors,”
explained Shannon and Bylsma (2005). “Many who drop out will not fit the profile and many
who fit the profile finish school on time,” (p. 10). Although it is important to take a close
look at which students drop out of school and what common obstacles they face, it is even
more important for educators to be working on ways to keep students in school instead of
simply studying the problem.

50

Consequences of Dropping Out
The consequences for dropping out are huge. Leuchovius (2006) stated:
Students who do not earn a high school diploma are more likely to: face
unemployment, live in poverty, be incarcerated, earn half as much annual income as a
high school graduate, have children at an early age, use illicit drugs, tobacco, or both,
and be overweight. (p. 1)
Unemployment is one of the worst and most predictable consequences of dropping out of
high school. “It is sobering to realize that in 2006, nearly 60 percent of high school dropouts
over the age of 25 were either unemployed or not participating in the workforce at all,” (U.S.
Department of Education, 2008). Furthermore, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010)
explains, “Regardless of race or Hispanic ethnicity, unemployment rates generally decline
with higher levels of education.” More than 17 percent of high school dropouts are
unemployed—almost triple the rate of students who complete some postsecondary education.
Dropouts who do find work are paid annual salaries averaging about $7,000 less than a high
school graduate and $26,000 less than a college graduate. Over a lifetime, a high school
dropout earns $1 million less than a college graduate (Rouse, 2005, p. 8).
Failure to obtain a high school diploma has far reaching implications, impacting
society and the personal life of each child. Research findings suggest individuals who leave
school early do not have the technical skill and knowledge needed to obtain successful
employment. “Every year the youth who ‘dropout’ of their class costs the nation an estimated
$240 billion in lost earnings and foregone taxes over their lifetime,” (Ingersoll & LeBouef,
1997, p. 3). As a result, the projected economic impact upon society is billions more over the
years due to the monies that are eventually spent on welfare, health care and other areas of
social services needed by dropouts.
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With the change in our labor market needs, those without a high school degree face
an ever graver situation now than they used to. In 1993, the employment rates of those 16to-19-year-olds “was the lowest it had been since the federal government started keeping tabs
at the end of World War II” (The Bottom Line: School Dropout Information, National
Dropout Prevention website, p. 4). Young high school dropouts confront a number of labor
market problems in their late teens and early 20s. They are less likely to be active labor force
participants than their better educated peers, and they frequently experience considerably
higher unemployment rates when they do look for work. In addition, the gaps typically widen
as national labor markets deteriorate, such as during the current recession. Sum et al. (2009)
agreed, “Slightly less than 46 percent of the nation’s young high school dropouts were
employed on average during 2008. This implies an average joblessness rate during 2008 of
54% for the nation for young high school dropouts,” (p. 4). Students who dropped out before
graduation have an employment rate 22 percentage points below that of high school
graduates, 33 percentage points below that of young adults who had completed 1-3 years of
post-secondary schooling, and 41 percentage points below that of their peers who held a four
year college degree. Sum et al. (2009) added that young high school dropouts were only
about one-half as likely to be working as those youth holding a bachelor’s or higher degree in
2008.
When dropouts are employed they generally do not have equal earnings to their better
educated peers. Monrad (2007) explains, “In 1964, a high school dropout earned 64 cents for
every dollar earned by an individual with at least a high school degree. In 2004, the high
school dropout earned only 37 cents for each dollar earned by an individual with more
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education,” (Monrad, 2007, p. 3). This can really add up over a lifetime. Dropouts typically
earn less than graduates: the average earnings difference is estimated to be $9,000 a year and
$260,000 over the course of a lifetime (Monrad, 2007). “Over the past few decades, the mean
cumulative earnings of male high school dropouts over their working life from ages 18-64
have declined considerably, reducing their marriage rates, home ownership rates, and their
fiscal contributions to federal, state, and local governments” (Sum et al., 2009, p. 6). In
addition to earning less, high school dropouts, when employed, are the least likely to receive
formal training from their employers (Sum et al., 2009).
Going to prison is often a future step for a high school dropout. “Approximately 75
percent of state prison inmates and 59 percent of federal inmates are dropouts,” insist
Monrad (2007). “Moreover, dropouts are 3.5 times more likely than high school completers
to be imprisoned at some point during their lifetime” (p. 2). This is especially true for male
dropout. Nearly 90 percent of the inmates of correctional institutions were males in recent
years. Almost 1 of every 10 young male high school dropouts was institutionalized on a
given day in 2006-2007 versus less than 1 of 33 high school graduates (Sum et al., 2009, p.
10). This proves even more likely for dropouts of color. “Approximately 23 of every 100
young Black male adults were institutionalized versus only 6 to 7 of every 100 Asians,
Hispanics, and White,” explain Sum et al. (p. 11). Kunjufu points out “African Americans
are only 12 percent of the U.S. population, but they constitute more than 50 percent of all
U.S. inmates” (2006, p. 35). Ingersoll and LeBoeuf (2007) report that each year billions are
spent on crime control (including law enforcement and prison programs), welfare, health care

53

and other services. Stuit and Springer (2010) found roughly half of the dropouts in California
receive Medicaid. They go on to explain:
Beyond lost personal income and state tax revenue, inadequate education is
connected to profound health-related costs for the individual and society.
Lower levels of education attainment are associated with poor health
outcomes such as heart conditions, strokes, hypertension, high cholesterol,
depression, and diabetes, as well as the behaviors that might lead to these
outcomes. (p. 19)
Freudenberg and Ruglis (2007) explain that students who dropout will earn less
income, have less stable lives and face poorer health. When we think about the health of
dropouts we must include the health of their children as well. Young female dropouts are six
times as likely to have given birth as their peers who were college students or four year
college graduates. Of those young women who had become mothers, approximately 60
percent will not be married (Sum et al., 2009).
Impact of Dropping Out on Society
The impact of dropping out of school on society is huge. It is a quiet drain that most
do not even know exists. Ingersoll and LaBouef (1997) explain:
Each year’s class of dropouts costs the nation more than $240 billion in lost
earnings and foregone taxes over their lifetimes. Billions more will be spent
on crime control (including law enforcement and prison programs), welfare,
healthcare, and other social services. (p. 2)
This amount has continued to increase over the last ten years. Dropouts for the class
of 2007 alone will cost the nation nearly $329 billion in lost wages, taxes, and productivity
over their lifetimes (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2007). Catterall (1998) explained,
“Each year's class of dropouts will cost the country over $200 billion during their lifetimes in
lost earnings and unrealized tax revenue” (p. 5). Thorstensen (2004) added the estimated tax
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revenue loss from every young man between the ages of 25 and 34 years of age who did not
complete high school would be approximately $944 billion, with cost increases to crime and
welfare at $24 billion. It is both shocking and sad to know that “a 1% increase in high school
graduation rates would save approximately $1.4 billion in incarceration costs, or about
$2,100 per each male high school graduate” (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2003, p. a).
Monrad (2007) further explains that The Alliance for Excellent Education estimates more
than 12 million students will drop out over the next decade costing the nation $3 trillion
dollars. In Missouri alone, “over 18,300 students did not graduate from Missouri’s high
schools in 2008; the lost lifetime earnings in Missouri for that class of dropouts alone total
nearly $4.8 billion” (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2009, p. 1). The report goes on to
explain that if all homes in Missouri had graduates as their head of the household they would
have over $1.5 billion more in accumulated wealth and if the graduation rate were improved
by only 5% the state would save more than $147 million in reduced crime spending and
increased earnings.
Failure to obtain a high school diploma has far reaching implications, impacting
society and the personal life of an child. Research findings suggest individuals who leave
school early do not have the technical skills and knowledge needed to obtain successful
employment. As a result, the projected economic impact upon society are billions more over
the years due to the monies that are eventually spent on welfare, health care and other areas
of social services needed by dropouts. These costs present an enormous burden to society
(Waxman, Walker de Felix, Anderson, & Baptiste, 1992; Woods, 1995). Lochner and
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Moretti (2001) added, “U.S. taxpayers could save $45 billion annually if the number of high
school dropouts were cut in half” (p. 40).
When the nation is deciding how to spend our money they must consider if it is better
to spend it on preventative support for struggling learners or support for our dropouts and
their dependents for the rest of their lives. Neild et al. (2007) insisted:
Without question, there are financial costs associated with intervening with
students who are on the path to dropping out. But the price of not, in terms of
individual lives that do not reach potential and the broader social costs of
having a class of citizens who lack a basic academic credentials—is
incalculably greater. (p. 33)
The cost of government assistance is also huge. Bridgeland et al. (2006) stated, “Four
out of every 10 young adults (ages 16-24) lacking a high school diploma received some type
of government assistance in 2001” (p. 15). Sum and Harrington (2003) added:
The high concentration of school dropouts, especially male dropouts, in many
of these large central cities are viewed as the new “social dynamic” of the
twenty-first century. The severe economic and labor market problems today
make dropouts together with the high incidence of social pathologies among
these young dropouts (high rates of arrests, convictions, incarcerations, and
absent fatherhood, and low rates of marriage and family stability) should be
viewed as a major public policy concern by the nation’s mayors, other city
officials, governors, educators, business, and labor leaders. (p. 41)
Not only does it cost more to have large numbers of dropouts in society, but they are
less capable of working in today’s labor market. In this highly competitive economy a low
graduation rate can also serve as a barrier to state economic development. Companies that
offer high-wage jobs have high-skill jobs that need to be filled and need a pipeline of
educated workers. If these companies cannot draw on a highly educated pool of applicants in
a particular region, they may relocate. Additionally, 70 percent of state prison inmates are
high school dropouts. Harlow (2003) states, “Decreasing the number of males who fail to
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complete high school by 5 percent would result in annual state crime-related savings ranging
from $1.6 million in South Dakota to $752 million in California” (p. 45). Lochner and
Moretti, (2001) further explained, “A mere 10 percent increase in graduation rates nationally
would reduce murder and assault rates by approximately 20 percent” (p. 41). Monrad (2007)
concluded:
The high school dropout problem is a crisis for the United States, in part
because it impacts not only individuals and their education, but also because
the economic and social costs are so dramatic. Globally, the United States
ranks seventeenth in high school graduation rates and fourteenth in college
graduation rates among developed nations. Domestically, the nation and its
communities suffer from a lack of productive workers and higher costs
associated with incarceration, health care, and their nation’s ability to compete
and thrive – in fact, about 90 percent of the fastest growing jobs will require
some postsecondary education. (p. 1)
One of the findings in A Nation Accountable: Twenty-five Years After A Nation at Risk (U.S.
Dept. of Education, 2008) stated:
If we were “at risk” in 1983, we are at even greater risk now. The rising
demands of our global economy, together with our demographic shifts, require
that we educate more students to higher levels than ever before. Yet, our
education system is not keeping pace with these growing demands. (p. 1)
It is sad to acknowledge the fact that “between 1973 and 1997, the average hourly wage
(adjusted for inflation) of high school dropouts fell 31%” according to the National Dropout
Prevention Center (n.d.).
Sum et al. (2009) added:
Given the severe labor market difficulties faced by many young male
dropouts, ex-offenders with limited formal schooling and academic
proficiencies run the highest risk of becoming recidivists and imposing large
incarceration, probation, and parole costs on the rest of society. (p. 11)
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“Furthermore, with the nation ranking 20 out of 28 among industrialized democracies
on high school graduation rates, the dropout problem is a substantial drag on the nation’s
economic competitiveness” (Princiotta & Reyna, p. 6).
Over their working lives, the average high school dropout will have a negative
net fiscal contribution to society of nearly $5,200 while the average high
school graduate generates a positive lifetime net fiscal contribution of
$287,000. The average high school dropout will cost taxpayers over $292,000
in lower tax revenues, higher cash and in-kind transfer costs, and imposed
incarceration costs relative to an average high school graduate. Adult dropouts
in the U.S. in recent years have been a major fiscal burden to the rest of
society. Given the current and projected deficits of the federal government,
the fiscal burden of supporting dropouts and their families is no longer
sustainable. (Sum et al., 2009, p. 15)
Civic involvement is an important part of life. Our communities are better and
stronger when citizens are willing and able to contribute to the society they live in. Being
involved in the community in which an individual lives brings them a personal feeling of
contribution and success, as well as supporting their community and the needs that exist in it.
Unfortunately, this is often not possible for those who do not complete high school. Neild et
al. (2007) agreed, “It is practically impossible for individuals lacking a high school diploma
to earn a living or participate meaningfully in civic life” (p. 28).
Role of the Administrator
Administrators can do a number of things to change their schools to sustain more
students through to graduation. By considering the challenges students face and creating
supports systems for them, administrators can rethink the way their school functions. DuFour
and Eaker (1998) have found “the most promising strategy for sustained, substantive school
improvement is developing the ability of school personnel to function as professional
learning communities” (p. xi). By creating a professional learning community an
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administrator will set the foundation for all conversations and decisions that must occur to
experience improved results. After careful review of the research around professional
learning communities, Blankstein (2004) condensed it into six principles:
Principle (1) - Common mission, vision, values and goals
Principle (2) - Ensuring achievement for all students: creating systems for
prevention and intervention
Principle (3) - Collaborative teaming focused on teaching and learning
Principle (4) - Using data to guide decision making and continuous
improvement
Principle (5) - Gaining active engagement from family and community
Principle (6) - Building sustainable leadership capacity. (p. 56)
Principals of learning organizations lead their teachers through the identification of a
mission and vision. DuFour and Eaker (1998) explain, “Principals of a learning community
engage the faculty in the co-creating of shared vision and values” (p. 184). They go on to
explain that the leader must facilitate consensus building, conflict resolution, and show a
sincere interest in finding common ground (1998). Administrators must lead their staffs to
determine what they, as a building, value and to set goals for themselves and their students.
These goals will become the target they aim for in their work. They must look closely at their
data, the data of other high performing schools and take care to set their targets well. The
most important central focus the building must have is a genuine belief that all children can
learn and that it is the responsibility of the staff to hold high expectations for all, while
creating the necessary support system to make high achievement possible. Staff cannot make
decisions based on what is most convenient for adults; they must make decisions based on
what is best for students. Staff members must be able to see success in the future of each
child they serve and believe that graduation is the ultimate goal for all children.
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Another important piece that must be put in place is to develop systems that prevent
failure and intervene when students are not learning. It is very easy for teachers and other
school personnel to blame a student’s failure on his/her socio-economic status, home life, or
ethnic background. Yet, when we look at differences as deficits, we are only turning the
responsibility for student success on things we cannot control instead of taking responsibility
for our students’ learning. Therefore, we must not allow ourselves to get stuck by these
beliefs that do not allow us to move forward. Instead, Shields (2004) proposes we use
“innovative practices” to help us in creating “new and more equitable educational structures”
(p. 13). DuFour, DuFour, Eaker and Karhanek (2004) challenge school leaders and staff to
consider, “What are we prepared to do when a student does not learn?” (p. 60). From this
question comes the work to set in place a system of support that meets students’ individual
needs. An available resource that is offering great success is the Response to Intervention
(RtI) model. According to the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
(2010):
RtI is a structure to enhance instructional effectiveness through the use of
evidence-based practice, systematic data collection and data based decision
making. The framework is a tiered model of providing intervention services to
students that is systematic and data-driven. The level or intensity of the
intervention is based upon the specific academic or behavioral needs of the
student. Student progress is monitored during all points in the system in order
to provide information on the response of the student to the intervention
implemented.
Incorporating an RtI model into a building will only come through the hard work and
collaborative efforts of the entire building. The building administrator must educate the
teachers and utilize their ideas and thoughts as support plans are written. It is important for
the building principal to ensure a democratic learning community where teacher voices are
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honored in the school renewal efforts. (Blankstein, 2004) When creating schools that reduce
the dropout rate, administrators of our elementary, middle and high schools must all be
working to support students showing signs of struggling. Students who eventually drop out
can begin to show signs of struggling as early as second grade. There needs to be support at
each level. Elementary school administrators must be the first to begin to create strong
systems of identification and support. This cannot be left up to high school administrators
alone, as it often has in the past.
Another focus point administrators need to consider is how teachers view their
students. In numerous high schools across the country students of color have dismal chances
of completing high school with a diploma. How teachers work with these students is crucial.
One aspect counselors, administrators and ultimately teachers need to be aware of is their
own bias. According to Atwater, (2008) in 1896, after the Plessy v. Ferguson, case the term
“color-blindness” began. Today many teachers try to keep this phrase in mind when working
with students. Teachers work to see all students alike, striving to treat them all the same. Yet,
as teachers try to see all students as the same, our students are clearly not finishing school the
same. Black students drop out nearly twice as often as students and our Hispanic students
drop out nearly four times as often. Teachers may try to see no color when they work with
students, but they may be causing even more harm by doing so. When teachers view students
the same, they actually overlook the fact there are differences that can be appreciated and
addressed in a positive way.
It is important for building administrators to be aware of this information and make
their staffs familiar with it as well. Whether teachers realize it or not, many hold racial
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biases. These biases cause teachers to have lower expectations and preferences in working
with students. One study revealed teachers’ beliefs about Hispanic students led to “antipathy,
resentment and low academic expectations” (Atwater, 2008, p. 248). When teachers have
unintentional racial assumptions they can greatly affect student achievement. Studies reveal
that the teacher’s low expectation for her students actually leads to lower student
achievement. Atwater explains that “teachers’ avoidance of racial differences can lead to
discrimination, favoritism, or classroom conflict” (2008, p. 248).
Principals must not allow their teachers to follow the color blind theory at school.
When curriculum decisions are made without considering the color of the students the
building serves, the best choices are not made. Schools today must recognize and appreciate
the cultural reality we live in and move to a color-conscious way of thinking. Schools must
be aware of social inequality and prepare students to recognize and overcome it. Larocque
(2007) explains, “Today’s students are increasingly diverse, and any effective educational
strategy needs to reflect the diversity of all families and children” (p. 161).
More and more schools serve students who have migrated from another country to the
United States and speak a language other than English as their native tongue. These students
and their families must feel welcome and supported in our schools. Strong programs for
English language learners can be created that meet their needs. According to Friend, Most, &
McCrary:
English language learners have an additional layer of pressure within school
due to expectations for acculturation and language acquisition, yet these
students carry with them the inherent strengths of their prior knowledge and
experiences from their diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds.
(2009, p. 55)
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Through good professional development, teachers can use differentiated instruction and other
tools to assist these students in their learning. These students would be in need of the
additional support that can come through an effective learning organization. Tomlinson and
Allen (2000) explain that differentiated classrooms are flexible, utilize effective and ongoing
assessment of learner needs, offer a wide variety of learning opportunities and working
arrangements, and create environments where students work on tasks that are interesting and
engaging, and collaborate as learners (p. 7).
When students come to school hungry and worried there may not be food in the house
or heat in their home, it is not surprising homework and learning are not the first things on
their minds. As the poverty rate in the United States continues to increase and more children
grow up in poverty, building administrators must learn how to meet these students’ needs.
According to the United States Census Bureau, the poverty rate has risen from 12.5 to 13.2
percent over the last year. The poverty rate also increased for children under 18 years old and
has now reached 19 percent. Payne (2005) explains that in 2001, “children living in families
with a female head of household and no husband experienced a poverty rate of 48.9 percent,
more than five times the rate for children in married-couple families” (p. 12). Students who
come to school from homes experiencing poverty will need differentiated instruction, as well.
Making staff aware of the challenges these students face, helping them understand the
different learning needs they will have, and equipping them with the skills they will need to
be successful in preparing these students to reach high levels of academic achievement will
be an important responsibility of the building administrator.
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Reaching these children will come first through building relationships with them.
Payne explains, “The key to achievement for students from poverty is in creating
relationships with them. Because poverty is about relationships, as well as entertainment, the
most significant motivator for these students is relationships” (p. 142). Students will work for
teachers who they believe care about them. A teacher whose students know she/he cares
about them can motivate students to work hard and reach higher levels of achievement then
the students or adults ever thought possible. Strong, positive relationships with students are
very important, but even more so in our urban areas. Payne (2008) explains that emotions are
the “underpinnings of learning. Most learning is in essence emotional (our most vivid
memories have an emotional component), and virtually all learning starts with significant
relationships” (p. 25).
Peters has found great success with creating systems that produce high performing
students from backgrounds of poverty. Peters (2006) explains he:
Truly believes that it is impossible to teach a child before you first capture and
inspire that child. The special relationship that exists among teachers, students
and administrators are the keys that unlock the door to success and excellence
in any school at any time. (p. 2)
Relationships are also the glue that holds all of these pieces of a successful school
together. Building administrators must build strong relationships with all stakeholders
because they cannot do the job alone. It will be vital for communication and trust. The
teachers in the building must respect and see their administrator model the belief that all
children can learn and see them keep a laser like focus on student learning. Teachers must
feel safe to try new things and feel the support and guidance from their building leader. There
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must be mutual respect and a democratic culture that respects all individuals. Mooney and
Mausbach (2008) explain:
People operate within a web of relationships, and these relationships create the
fabric of the school. Without relationships in schools, there are only processes.
It’s the people who make the processes come alive. If people don’t have
relationships with one another, no school improvement process can have
sustained improvement. (p. 152)
Administrators must also be involved with their students, feeling a close sense of
responsibility to them and respect for them. The parents and community members need to
enter the school building feeling comfortable and welcome. Only through positive
relationships and cooperation can schools reach their full potential to serve their students and
the community of which they are a part. Fullan (1997) insists:
The research is abundantly clear: Nothing motivates a child more than when
learning is valued by schools and families/communities working together in
partnership…These forms of involvement do not happen by accident or even
by invitation. They happen by explicit strategic interventions. (p. 4)
An administrator must work to create a welcoming school building that makes parents
and other community members feel welcome and safe. Particularly in our urban
communities, the school principal must be able to work with the stakeholders in the
community. Principals can find new ways to welcome and support their families and the
community by working with the community and district leaders. In today’s world, students
come to school with many needs that get in the way of their learning. Schools can allow
students to focus on the learning at hand by breaking down barriers and providing support for
students and families to find the basic necessities they need.
It is increasingly important to involve teachers and other stakeholders in creating and
maintaining successful positive school culture. School culture can be defined as the
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expectations, attitudes, beliefs, and norms that regulate the behaviors of the members of a
school (Cotton, 2003). Before an administrator begins to change structure they must change
culture. According to Schlechty, “Structural change that is not supported by cultural change
will eventually be overwhelmed by the culture, for it is in the culture that any organization
finds meaning and stability” (1997, p. 136). By creating a positive school culture, through
collaboration and high expectations, principals can expect better student achievement.
However, there is much pressure on the principal when creating school culture. As Cotton
(2003) points out, “the principal’s contribution to the quality of school culture is arguably a
composite of all the things he or she says or does” (p. 14). Therefore they must show
constant focus on the core beliefs that all students can learn and that it is our responsibility as
educators to be accountable for their success. With an unwavering positive attitude and belief
about students and teachers, through high expectations and modeling, norms can be set that
propel a school toward successful achievement.
According to the Center for Teaching Quality (2008):
All teachers - but particularly those who teach in high-needs urban schools –
need deep subject matter knowledge, understanding of how students learn and
how to assess their learning, skills to work with special needs an second
language learners, ability to engage and motivate diverse students, and
strategies to reach out to families. (p. 8)
Barth (2004) believes, “Ultimately, a school’s culture has far more influence on life and
learning in the schoolhouse than the state department of education, the superintendent, the
school board, or even the principal can ever have” (p. 159). An administrator must address
the toxic attitudes and behaviors in the building and support the healthy, collaborative
behaviors. Teachers will need to be a part of democratic decision making, and students will
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also need to have a voice in their school. Fine explains “Disempowered teachers are unlikely
to create democratic communities inside their classrooms, but are more likely to move
toward silencing” (1991, p. 140). She goes on to warn, “Disempowered teachers are unlikely
to view the ‘personal problems’ of students (and dropouts) as their professional
responsibility, but are more likely to render them outside the domain of education” (p. 140).
Dropouts report they did not feel a part of their schools and they were not engaged in
the learning that was being offered. One way to engage a student is to show them how they
can use the information we are sharing. By creating democratic schools students can become
engaged and parents and the community can be included at the same time. Schools must
create ways for students to participate. Schools should provide opportunities for students to
have experiences with democratic behavior in school and outside of school in their own
neighborhoods. When students are able to improve the community they live in and see power
of a democracy at work, they will have taken their first steps toward becoming active
members of our democracy. According to Apple and Beane (2007), Dewey believed “If
people are to secure and maintain a democratic way of life, they must have opportunities to
learn what that way of life means and how it might be led” (p. 7).
Biesta (2007) explains, a common way to describe the role democratic education in
preparing students to participate in a democracy is threefold:
(1) To teach about democracy and democratic processes (the knowledge
component), (2) to facilitate the acquisition of democratic skills such as
deliberation, collective decision making and dealing with difference (the skills
component), and (3) to support the acquisition of positive attitude towards
democracy (the disposition or values component). ( p. 3)
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Dewey goes on to say that “the best education for democracy is through democracy” (as cited
in Biesta, 2007, p. 1). Patrick’s definition is that “educating for democratic citizenship must
first provide students a conceptual understanding of what being a citizen in a democracy
means” (2007, p. 49). Finally, Gutman defines it as “the cultivation of virtues, knowledge,
and skill necessary for political participation” (1987, p. 287).
It is particularly important to create democratic schools in our urban settings. Often
students who attend our urban schools come from impoverished homes where the challenge
to survive is the most important focus. Parents are often overwhelmed by providing for the
basic needs of their children, such as food and clothing, and becoming actively involved in a
democratic way within their own community is simply not a priority. These students often do
not have role models at home who take part in a democratic way either within their
community or nationally. It is crucial that students attending our urban schools are given
active participation in democratic education. This is why it is particularly important to allow
them to identify needs in the community that concern them, work with others on solutions
and take part in making a positive difference for the neighborhoods and for the schools
themselves. Dewey (1897) explains, “The only true education comes through the stimulation
of the child’s power by the demands of the social situation in which he finds himself” (p. 3).
Biesta (2007) states, “One influential line of thinking holds that democracy needs rational
individuals who are capable of their own free and independent judgment” (p. 2). She goes on
to explain this idea led to the belief that schools need to produce students ready to participate
in a democracy. Biesta added, “It has promoted the idea that schools should make children
‘ready for democracy’ by instilling in them the knowledge, skills and disposition that will
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turn them into democratic citizens” (p. 2). Apple and Beane (2007) point out that Dewey
explained in 1916 “If people are to secure and maintain a democratic way of life, they must
have opportunities to learn what that way of life means and how it might be led” (p. 7). The
importance of including democracy in our schools was explained by Dewey in 1938 when he
said:
What avail is it to win prescribed amounts of information about geography
and history, to win ability to read and write, if in the process the individual
loses his soul; loses his appreciation of things worthwhile, of the values to
which these things are relative; if he loses desire to apply what he has learned
and above all, loses the ability to extract meaning from his future experiences
as they occur. (p. 49)
In order to engage students in their learning and prepare them to be part of a
democracy, they must learn what a democracy is and how it functions. Students need to
understand what other forms of government exist and why the United States became a
democracy. For students to understand democracy they must understand that democracy has
guiding values and principles.
Among them are the following:
 Concern for the dignity and rights of individuals and minorities.
 Concern for the welfare of others and ‘the common good.’
 Faith in the individual and collective capacity of people to create
possibilities for resolving problems.
 The open flow of ideas, regardless of their popularity, that enable people
to be as fully informed as possible.
 The use of critical reflection and analysis to evaluate ideas, problems and
policies.
 An understanding that democracy is not so much as ‘ideal’ to be pursued
as an ‘idealized’ set of values that we must live and that must guide our
life as a people.
 The organization of social institutions to promote and extend the
democratic way of life. (Apple & Beane, 2007, p. 7)
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It is also important for students to understand how a democracy works and possess
the skills needed to participate in a democracy. Biesta (2007) stated:
Carr and Hartnett in their book on democratic education argue that the primary
aim of education for democracy should be to ensure that all future citizens are
equipped with the knowledge, values and skills of deliberative reasoning
minimally necessary for their participation in the democratic life of their
society. (p. 4)
In order to meet this need, schools must be thoughtful in the creation of lesson plans
to offer this information. These plans must not be limited to textbook readings. They must
include a study of democracy and work through actual issues while engaging in active
classroom dialogue. Students are naturally very interested in the adult world and passionate
about areas that interest them. Building on students’ interests and passions is an important
way to allow students to learn more about the democracy in which they live. Much can be
learned about our democracy by researching, discussing, and sharing what has been
discovered.
Students and teachers must see administration modeling through their actions that “all
human life is inherently valuable, all humans have certain entitlements or rights, and all
human life owes certain obligations-has duties-to others” (Crawford & Nicklaus, 2000, p.
57). This culture is about how we treat people and what we do to improve the world we live
in. School personnel must be the first to model democratic behaviors in their work with
students, parents and community members. Fostering a democratic culture will allow
teachers to participate and model democratic behavior while allowing students to also have
an opportunity to practice participation in a democratic society.
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Classes that students take should connect to each other in their subject matter.
Students need to be able to see how one subject relates to another subject and how real
problem solving involves a number of skills. According to Apple and Beane (2007):
Democratic curriculum includes not only what adults think is important, but
also the questions and concerns that young people have about themselves and
their world. A democratic curriculum invites young people to shed the passive
role of knowledge consumers and assume the active role of ‘meaning makers.’
(p. 17)
Wesley (1941) stated, “Teachers can lead the way by making democracy the guiding
philosophy in our schools, and by giving in the opportunity of working itself out in real life
situations” (p. 70). Although the business world has placed much pressure on schools and
their leaders to create the kinds of employees that businesses need, teachers and
administrators have to continue to focus on merging the need to instill democratic
educational opportunities. Heilbrunn & Seeley (2003) summarize:
A school’s learning atmosphere or climate and discipline policies have an
effect on school attachment among students. When a student feels an
attachment to school through a web of relationships with other students,
teachers or a caring adult, it can help overcome many of the causes of truancy.
(p. 7)
Role of the Guidance Counselor
The counselor and administrator can have an important impact on a student’s success
in school. Counselors and administrators have been called upon by the federal, state and local
governments, as well as parents, to be responsible for improving the public schools students
attend.
Brown (1999) explained, “School counselors, like teachers and administrators, are
expected to play an important role in the school reform movement” (p. 2). Brown added that
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school counselors can improve the climate of their schools, direct interventions and involve
parents in the support of their students. Brown stated they can improve the climate “by
advocating for policies that promote rather than detract from the personal and educational
development of students” (p. 3). They can become the students’ building advocate, acting as
a guide and support to students as they navigate through school. They are also trained to
counsel students through the challenges that they face in school and outside of school. Many
of the challenges students face at home are things they have little or no control over.
Counselors can advise students how to best respond to these situations and what other
supports or protective measures are available to them.
Counselors have specific training to support students through interventions. Brown
(1999) further explained that counselors can offer “study skill groups, time management
training, classroom guidance units aimed at improving test taking skills, and achievement
motivation groups” (p. 4). Guiding students to plan out their educational and post-graduation
goals is another important component that counselors provide. In Missouri counselors have
numerous tools available to them that are free and easily accessible through the state website.
Missouri requires counselors to follow the Comprehensive Model Guidance Program. The
program includes guidelines for focusing their time and energies, as well as a list of the state
grade level expectations for guidance counselors. The program also provides lesson plans to
be used in the classroom to meet those expectations.
The Missouri Comprehensive Guidance and Counseling Program (MCGCP) was
developed in and revised by a large number of educators from every level in Missouri
(Gysbers, Stanley, Kostech-Bunch, Magnuson, & Starr, 2011). Superintendents, district
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administrators, building principals, department chairs, counselors, special education
coordinators, and community specialists are just a few titles of those who were involved. The
entire guidance program is available to anyone by going to the DESE website. It is very
easily accessible for school counselors to use as a guide and tool. The MCGCP (2011)
manual explains:
The structure of the MCGCP helps school districts plan, design, implement,
evaluate, and enhance comprehensive, developmental, and systematic
guidance and counseling programs in kindergarten through grade 12. The
purpose of the MCGCP is to provide students in kindergarten through grade
12 with successful educational experiences. When the programs are fully
implemented across the state, school districts will have comprehensive
guidance and counseling programs in which school counselors will be able to
devote full time to guidance and counseling, thereby reaching 100% of their
students and enhancing:
 Student academic performance
 Student positive mental health and persona/social development
 Student achievement of guidance and counseling program grade level
expectations
 Individual student planning resulting in enhanced positive career
development through the use of Personal Plans of Study
 A positive and safe learning environment in collaboration with
parents/guardians, teachers, administrators, and the community
 A program approach to guidance and counseling
 Program accountability through a comprehensive evaluation process
(Program + Personnel = Results) that focuses on full program
implementation, appropriate personnel evaluation, and the evaluation of
student outcomes using relevant school/student data.” (p. 2)
The MCGCP has three main focus areas. They include academic development, career
development, and personal/social development. Within academic development, counselors
are directed to guide students in “applying skills needed for educational achievement,
applying the skills of transitioning between educational levels and developing and
monitoring personal educational plans,” (Gysbers, et al., 2011, p. 10). Within the career
development area they focus on “applying career exploration and planning skills in the
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achievement of life career goals, knowing where and how to obtain information about the
world of work and post secondary training/education and applying employment readiness
skills and the skills for on-the-job success,” (Gysbers, et al., 2011, p. 10). Personal/Social
Development includes “understanding self as an individual and as a member of diverse local
and global communities, interacting with others in ways that respect individual and group
differences and applying personal safety skills and coping strategies,” (Gysbers, et al., 2011,
p. 10).
A counselor’s schedule should always be busy and requires mastery of prioritizing
tasks and organizing time to maximize productivity. Counselors are often involved in student
support, classroom presentations, building-wide committees and a variety of other activities.
If they do not manage their time well it is almost impossible for them to meet all of their
areas of support. The following figure shows the different areas of focus for school guidance
counselors and the suggested amount of time devoted to each area. The amount of time a
counselor will focus on each area will vary based on the grade level of the students they are
serving. The guide accounts for the fact that different age students need levels of support at
that specific point in their lives.
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Elements
Content

Organizational Framework

Strands
 Personal/Social
Development
 Academic
Development
 Career
Development

Structural
Components
 Definition and
Philosophy
 Guidance
Program
Facilities
 Advisory Council
 Guidance
Resources
 Staffing Patterns
 Budget

Resource

Program Components
and Sample Processes
Guidance Curriculum
 Classroom Presentations
 Structured Groups
Individual Student Planning
 Appraisal
 Educational and Career
Planning
 Development of Personal
Plans of Study
 Post-Secondary Transition
Responsive Services
 Individual Counseling
 Small Group Counseling
 Consultation
 Referral
System Support
 Program Management
 Program Evaluation
 Fair Share Responsibilities
 Staff and Community
Relations
 Consultation
 Committee Participation
 Community Outreach
 Program Advocacy

Suggested Use of Counselor Time (Percentage Rate)*
Elementary School
Guidance and Counseling Curriculum 35-45
Individual Student Planning
5-10
Responsive Services
30-40
System Support
10-15
Total
100

Human Resources
 Counselors
 Teachers/Staff
 Administrators
 Parents/Guardians
 Students
 Community Members
 Business/Labor Partners

Financial Resources

 Budget
 Materials
 Equipment Facilities

Political Resources

 School Board Policies
 National and State Laws,
Rules, and Regulations
 Local School District
Administrative Guidelines
 Professional Association
Guidelines and Ethical
Standards

Middle/Junior High School
25-35
15-25
30-40
10-15
100

HighSchool
15-25
25-35
25-35
15-20
100

* 100% of a school counselor’s time should be devoted to the implantation, delivery, and
management of the guidance and counseling program.

Note: Data retrieved from the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (2011),
Missouri Comprehensive Guidance and Counseling Program: A Manual for Program
Development, Implementation, Evaluation and Enhancement.
Figure 5. Missouri Comprehensive Guidance and Counseling Program
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Counselors are provided with grade level expectations to follow as they present to students in
the classroom, work with them individually and guide students through other ways. The
following information gives the strand, big ideas and concepts for each one.
MISSOURI COMPREHENSIVE GUIDANCE PROGRAM
STRANDS, BIG IDEAS & CONCEPTS
STRAND PS: PERSONAL AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT
BIG IDEA: PS.1. Understanding Self as an Individual and as a Member of Diverse Local
and Global Communities
Concepts:
PS.1.A.
Self concept
PS.1.B.
Balancing life roles
PS.1.C.
Citizenship and contribution within a diverse
community
BIG IDEA: PS.2. Interacting With Others in Ways That Respect Individual and Group
Differences
Concepts:
PS.2.A.
Quality relationships
PS.2.B.
Respect for self and others
PS.2.C.
Personal responsibility in relationships
BIG IDEA: PS.3. Applying Personal Safety Skills and Coping Strategies
Concepts:
PS.3.A.
Safe and healthy choices
PS.3.B.
Personal safety of self and others
PS.3.C.
Coping skills
STRAND AD: ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT
BIG IDEA: AD.4. Applying Skills Needed for Educational Achievement
Concepts:
AD.4.A.
Lifelong learning
AD.4.B.
Self-management for educational achievement
BIG IDEA: AD.5. Applying the Skills of Transitioning Between Educational Levels
Concept:
AD.5.A.
Transitions
BIG IDEA: AD 6. Developing and Monitoring Educational Plans of Study
Concept:
AD.6.A.
Educational Planning for Lifelong Learning
STRAND CD: CAREER DEVELOPMENT
BIG IDEA: CD.7. Applying Career Exploration and Planning Skills in the Achievement of
Life Career Goals
Concepts:
CD.7.A.
Integration of self knowledge into life and career
planning
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CD.7.B.
CD.7.C.

Adaptation to world of work change
Respect for all work

BIG IDEA: CD 8. Knowing Where and How to Obtain Information about the World of
Work and Postsecondary Training/Education
Concepts:
CD.8.A.
Career decision making
CD.8.B.
Education and Career Requirements
BIG IDEA: CD.9. Applying Employment Readiness Skills and the Skills for On-The-Job
Success
Concepts:
CD.9.A.
Personal skills for job success
CD.9.B.
Job seeking skills
The MGCP Grade Level Expectations (GLEs) may be accessed on the Guidance eLearning
website at www.missouricareereducation.org.
Along with the grade level expectations, come specific skills students at each grade
level are expected to master from kindergarten through their senior year in high school.
Counselors even have lesson plans available to them to use during classroom presentation.
Counselors have a large number of expectations placed upon them. To be able to
meet all of these, DESE recommends a certain number of counselors per student. According
to the MCGCP:
For a comprehensive guidance and counseling program to function fully and
effectively, adequate staffing is required. This means that the minimum state
standard for school counselor-to-student ratio must be met. The minimum
standard requires one school counselor for every 401-500 students in grades
K-12. However, the desirable standard is one school counselor for every 301375 students in grades K-12. (Gysbers, et al., 2011, p. 14)
The program manual goes on to explain that a head school counselor should be identified if
there is more than one in a school in order to coordinate central program planning, designing,
implementing, evaluating, and enhancing take place in a timely manner (Gysbers, et al.,
2011). The manual finishes this section by explaining that “most importantly, adequate
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secretarial/clerical support personnel must be assigned to the comprehensive guidance and
counseling program to ensure effective program delivery,” (Gysbers, et al., 2011, p. 14).
Conclusion
The demands placed upon a building principal today are more stressful and at the
same time more important than ever. Students must leave their building having reached high
levels of achievement. Our nation has placed high standards on our schools, our states watch
school data closely and publish results in local papers, but more importantly than all that, our
students deserve strong schools. The competition they will face in the job market is more
educated than ever and the unemployment rate is at the highest it has been since 1982. In
January of 1970 the unemployment rate was 3.9 percent, while in January of 2012 it was 8.3
percent. The competition for available jobs is becoming tougher. According the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, 61 percent of workers age 25 to 64 had at least some college education in
2006. In 1970, only 26 percent of those workers age 25 to 64 had any postsecondary
education (2010). Not only has the education rate of those employed increased, the more
education one has the better. Our students cannot afford for us to fail. We, as school
administrators, must meet the high standards that have been placed upon us because our
students deserve nothing less.
We have examined why students drop out, what the individual and societal
consequences are when students drop outs and what school leaders must focus on to prevent
dropouts. In 1983, a controversial report entitled A Nation at Risk (US Dept of Education,
1989) was released by President Reagan’s National Commission on Excellence in Education.
This report brought shock, anger and fear to many Americans. It clearly stated one of the
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most important things the United States of America offers its citizens, its schools, was
failing. The Commission revealed:
Our society and its educational institutions seem to have lost sight of the basic
purposes of schooling, and of the high expectations and disciplined effort needed to
attain them. This report, the result of 18 months of study, seeks to generate reform of
our educational system in fundamental ways and to renew the Nation's commitment
to schools and colleges of high quality throughout the length and breadth of our land.
(p. 1)
The American people were shocked to hear such a fundamental and important part of
their nation was not successful. Educators were in disbelief and argued the report was not
accurate and had only political reasons behind it. Parents feared sending their students to
public school because they would not be provided with the necessary tools to be successful in
the future. The report brought accurate and sad news to the nation. The most important thing
the report did was bring about a new focus by school districts and their leaders on
improvement and student success. Twenty-five years later a follow up report, A Nation
Accountable: Twenty-Five Years After A Nation at Risk, reported that we were still at risk.
The authors (U.S. Department of Education, 2008) urged the nation to respond to the
information contained in the report:
We must leverage this information to achieve better results. We simply
cannot return to the “ostrich approach” and stick our heads in the sand
while grave problems threaten our educational system, our civic society,
our economic prosperity. We must consider structural reforms that go
well beyond current efforts, as today’s students require a better education
than ever before to be successful. (p. 1)
Research reveals there are a number of important steps that need be taken in order to
stop the dropout epidemic. School administrators and counselors play an important role in
many of these steps. Both positions serve as leaders in their buildings and have unique
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opportunities to shape school policy, model important behaviors, and build valuable
relationships with the students who are at risk in their buildings. Constancia Warren warned
us almost ten years ago, “If we lose them now (in high school), we impose a terrible burden
on their lives” (Hood, p.6). This statement is truer today than ever.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Overview
The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a correlation between the
number of school administrators and counselors in a school and the number of students who
dropout from that school. Administrators and counselors are in a position to work closely
with students who are at risk of dropping out and are often expected to reduce the dropout
rate. In the United States our public high schools lose more than 25% of their students before
they complete their high school degree. In a global market with high unemployment rates,
leaving high school without a diploma places students unprepared to compete for jobs or to
earn enough money to support them. When students are unable to work or earn enough
money to live off of they put their health, their safety and shelter at risk. The family members
of these dropouts are also put at risk if they are depending on these young people to support
them or contribute to their support. This study provides information that can be used by
school districts as they make hard decisions in the tough economical times about staffing and
student success.
Research Question
Does a higher ratio of high school administrators and/or guidance counselors per
student increase the graduation rate in public high schools in the state of Missouri in high
schools with 500 or more students?
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Research Hypotheses
The following hypotheses will guide the quantitative study analysis:
H1: There is a significantly higher graduation rate in Missouri public high schools
with 500 or more students where there is a higher ratio of high school administrators.
H2: There is a significantly higher graduation rate in Missouri public high schools
with 500 or more students where there is a higher ratio of high school guidance counselors
per student.
H3: In Missouri public high schools with 500 or more students, schools with higher
percentages (>15%) of students of color demonstrate significantly lower graduation rates
than schools with higher percentages of White students.
H4: In Missouri public high schools with 500 or more students, schools with higher
percentages (>25%) of students eligible for free or reduced price lunch demonstrate
significantly lower graduation rates than schools with higher percentages of students from
higher socio-economic backgrounds.
H5: There is a positive correlation between student attendance rates and the
graduation rates in public high schools with 500 or more students the state of Missouri.
Selection of Schools
This research includes all public high schools in Missouri with an enrollment of 500
or more students in grades ninth through twelfth. There are almost 500 high schools in
Missouri and around 172 schools have 500 students or more every year. There are a total 523
school districts in the state. This study includes data from high schools that had more than
500 students in grade ninth through twelfth and graduation data over the last five years. Each
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school was reevaluated yearly to check if they met the size qualification first. If they had 500
or more students that year then graduation data were the next qualifier checked. If a school
had 500 or more students and reported graduation data then that school was included in this
data. Data from the last five years was included and some schools did not qualify every year.
Schools that fell below 500 students one year or were so new they did not have graduates
were not included in this study for that year.
This sample size was chosen because it is a large enough sample to give strong
statistical power and these schools will be similar enough in size to be a fair comparison.
There are a number of school districts in Missouri that have far fewer students. Some districts
have only several hundred in their entire program from kindergarten through twelfth grade
and by including all high schools in the comparisons would be not be valuable because the
schools would be operating under such different circumstances. This research narrowed the
focus by selecting larger schools that will have more in common to compare conditions and
effect.
The request for students per grade level will account for the different grade level
configurations districts use to house their high school students. Some districts have a
freshman center and high schools with grades tenth through twelfth, others have ninth and
tenth grade in the same building and their eleventh and twelfth grade in another, and many
have freshman through twelfth grade in the same building. This study is interested in looking
at students grades nine through twelve who are earning credits toward graduation. This study
will not examine the grade level configurations because many times these decisions are
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driven by finances. These decisions may not always be made with what is best for students as
their driving force.
Data Source
The Missouri Department of Core Data, a part of DESE, mined the data for this study.
The data were gathered from the reports districts throughout the state submit to DESE on an
annual basis. The researcher received the following data for the last five years including: (a)
the number of students per grade in all public high schools in Missouri, (b) the number of
administrators in each high school, (c) the number of counselors in each high school, (d) the
number of students in each high school, (e) the number of White students, and (f) the
number of students on free and reduced lunch, the attendance rate for the high school and the
graduation rate for each high school.
Measures
A one-way ANOVA (analysis of variance) was used to analyze the variance found in
the data between the means of each school’s data for the first and second hypotheses.
Norušis explains “One-way analysis of variance is used to test the null hypothesis that
several independent population means are equal” (2008, p. 143). An Anderson-Darling was
run to test for normality. A Tukey’s honestly significant difference (HSD) test was run on
the first two hypotheses tests. Tukey’s HSD test, according to Norušis (2008) is a multiple
comparison procedure that has “weathered the onslaught of new tests well” (p. 155) so it
was an appropriate test to use. This comparison tells us if our differences in means are
significant.
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Hypotheses three and four were looking for the difference between the two groups’
means so a two sample t test was used to describe the mathematical relationship in terms of
strength between the means in high school and the graduation rate. A t test is a statistical
procedure used to test hypotheses about two population means. (Norušis, 2008) The
researcher wanted to know if schools with a particular characteristic, increased number of
students of color or increased number of students qualifying for free and reduced meals,
have significantly different graduation rates. The researcher selected all of the public
schools in Missouri with more than 500 high school students. For hypothesis three, schools
with students of color population less than 15 percent were assigned to group 0 and schools
with students of color population of more than 15 percent were assigned to group 1.
Hypothesis four is similar, however the researcher was looking at the poverty rate in
schools. Schools with fewer than 25 percent of their population qualifying for free and
reduced breakfast and lunch prices were assigned to group 0 and schools with more than 25
percent of their students qualifying for free and reduced meal prices were assigned to
group 1.
The fifth hypothesis was looking for a correlation between the schools attendance rate
and the graduation rate. A Pearson correlation coefficients was used to test this hypothesis.
Norušis (2008) explains, “The Pearson correlation coefficient is a measure of the linear
association between two variables. It ranges in value from -1 to +1” (p.198). He further
explains “the absolute value of the Pearson correlation coefficient tells you the strength of
the linear relationship” (p.198).
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SAS software was used to produce the statistical data analyses. The data were
analyzed by SAS software and converted into a word document to aid in the explanation of
findings. The graduation rate given is calculated by the state using the following method.
Graduation Rate: (Graduates / (9-12 Cohort Dropouts + Graduates)) x100.
Missouri offers graduation rates in several ways. They provide the total number of
graduates, cohort dropouts, and graduation rate. They go on to provide this same
information for students who are Asian, Black, American Indian, Hispanic, and White. This
last school year the graduation calculation changed to meet Federal guidelines. The Federal
government is now comparing all states dropout statistics by the same measure. In the past
states had a number of ways to calculate and submit the information. The results that were
given were not able to be compared and many believed they were not a true representation
of the number of students who dropped out. The new calculation was not used in this
research study because it would not have been able to be compared to the last four years so
the earlier graduation calculation was used for this research study.
Analysis
The purpose of the analyses was to determine if there is a correlation between the
number of administrators and counselors in a high school and the graduation rate. Missouri,
along with all states in the United States, has far too many students dropping out of school
before obtaining a high school diploma. The future for a high school dropout is very bleak.
With the number of students not graduating from high school remaining so high, educators
must find ways to change our systems to improve the futures of our students.
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Descriptive Analyses
Descriptive information is presented for numerical quantitative data analysis. The
number of administrators, counselors and graduation rate means at the selected schools show
relationships. The results from every school will not be included in the results therefore
descriptive information will be provided. All data were analyzed at the .05 Alpha levels. The
independent variables include the number of counselors and administrators at the
participating schools. The graduation rates at the selected schools serves as the dependent
variables. The means will be used to determine the relationship between the dependent and
independent variables. A two sample t test was used to measure the strength of the
relationships between variables and a Pearson correlation coefficient will be used to measure
the relationship of pairs of variables.
Inferential Analyses
Inferential statistics, a process of drawing conclusions about a given population based
on information drawn from evidence and/or reasoning, provides means through which the
researcher has developed conclusions about a given population based on information
obtained from the sample. Correlational data will provide means through which
interrelationships among variables will be established.
Limitations of the Study
There are several limitations to this study. The first is school district self-report the
information to DESE. Information is as correct as the resources the district used to collect it.
There is an amount of error in public school systems due to clerical errors, as well as
misunderstandings of what information should be entered.
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The state of Missouri is the only state represented in this study. Missouri is a midwestern state that has a higher graduation rate than the overall graduation rate in the United
States. According to Swanson (2010) Missouri had a graduation rate of 75.3% for the class of
2007, up from 70.6% for the class of 1997. For the 2007 school year the overall graduation
rate in the United States was 68.8% up from 65.7% in 1997. During the school year 20092010, according to DESE, Missouri had 892,276 students enrolled in public school programs
in grades kindergarten through twelfth grade. Another 18,400 were enrolled in Charter
schools. The percent of students receiving free and reduced-price lunch was 46.9%. The state
reported an overall graduation rate of 85.7% for the school year 2009-2010 and an overall
student attendance rate of 94.2% (Missouri DESE, 2010).
Each school district and even the individual schools often define and alter the job
duties of the administrators and counselors. Some administrators focus mainly on managerial
duties while others put their main focus on instructional leadership. Many have such a long
list of responsibilities they can hardly start on one thing before they are called off to handle
something else. In some districts administrators are expected to have a large focus on their
dropout rates and be working to have a positive effect on them. In other districts, as our
research indicated, administrators may be working to remove students from their buildings.
Administrators have a lot of decision making power when it comes to the duties their
counselors will provide. In some buildings counselors are allowed to follow the Missouri
Model Guidance program and focus their time and energies as it describes, while other
school counselors are asked to support a building in a host of other ways and only partially
follow Model Guidance. Some building administrators expect their counselor to serve as
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leaders in creating and supporting systems to serve students, while some buildings want
counselors to spend most of their time supporting students in steps toward college
preparation, selection and acceptance.
Administrators and counselors come to their positions with a number of training
options. Some administrators follow a more traditional path, beginning in the classroom as a
teacher and moving into administration. Other administrators may come out of a business or
professional background and enter the educational world without having spent time in the
traditional classroom. Counselors can spend years in the classroom teaching and then begin
their counseling work, while some go straight from completing course work in college to the
counseling center, having no classroom instructional experience. These different preparation
models lead to administrators and counselors coming to their positions with very different
experiences.
Ethical Considerations
Data were gathered and analyzed from a public site on the state school district web
site, with no individual information used. Therefore a Human Subjects Research
Determination form was submitted to the UMKC SSIRB to determine if the study qualifies
as human subject research. The SSIRB Administrative Office reviewed the proposed project
and determined it was not “human subjects research” and therefore the SSIRB had no
authority to review it.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Findings
The purpose of this study was to examine the correlation between the number of
school counselors and administrators and their graduation rates in large public high schools
in Missouri that had over 500 students. The researcher wanted to know if providing more
student support through counselors and administrators would reduce dropout rates. Having
had the opportunity to serve as a high school counselor and administrator, the researcher is
aware that these school staff members are in a particularly good position to support and guide
students who are at-risk of dropping out. School counselors receive training in supporting
students academically, promoting positive mental health and social development,
achievement, individual planning for career development, and responsive counseling
services. Administrators’ training involves coursework in leadership, changing school
culture, impacting student achievement through curriculum and instruction, and school
management, among other topics. The researcher examined data to discover if there were
strong correlations between the number of administers or counselors in a building and the
graduation rate and found there is not a strong correlation between the number of counselors
and/or administrators and the graduation rate in large public high schools in Missouri. It was
evident schools with larger numbers of students of color or students who receive free and
reduced meal prices do have lower graduation rates. The research also revealed there is a
positive correlation between the school’s attendance rate and the graduation rate.
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This research was guided by the question: Does a higher ratio of high school
administrators and guidance counselors per student increase the graduation rate in public
high schools in the state of Missouri in high schools with 500 or more students. The five
hypotheses that guided the quantitative analysis were:
H1: There is a significantly higher graduation rate in Missouri public high schools
with 500 or more students where there is a higher ratio of high school administrators.
H2: There is a significantly higher graduation rate in Missouri public high schools
with 500 or more students where there is a higher ratio of high school guidance counselors
per student.
H3: In Missouri public high schools with 500 or more students, schools with higher
percentages (>15%) of students of color demonstrate significantly lower graduation rates
than schools with higher percentages of White students.
H4: In Missouri public high schools with 500 or more students, schools with higher
percentages (>25%) of students eligible for free or reduced price lunch demonstrate
significantly lower graduation rates than schools with higher percentages of students from
higher socio-economic backgrounds.
H5: There is a positive correlation between student attendance rates and the
graduation rates in public high schools with 500 or more students the state of Missouri.
The following section is organized in three parts. The first is a description of how the
data were organized in order to present this information in a manageable way that can be
clearly understood. The second section provides descriptive statistics and inferential
analyses. The final section gives the results of the hypotheses.
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Data Collection and Presentation
The researcher used data collected from the Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education (DESE) in Missouri. All high schools in Missouri were included in the
original data. The researcher evaluated school data over the last five years to select only
school’s whose data met the requirements for research. Graduation data comprised the main
variable in this study. Several schools had not been open for five years and therefore did not
have graduation data for all five years. Their data were not included in the research during
the years they did not have graduates. Several other schools only served one grade level of
student and did not have graduation data and therefore they were not included.
This study used data from the 172 public high schools in Missouri that met research
criteria. To reveal trends, data from the last five years were analyzed from these schools. The
schools’ data over the last five years yielded 863 different data points. This number is so
large the researcher organized the schools’ data into five quintiles to study and present the
information in a manageable way for hypotheses 1 and 2. All 863 data points for these
schools were divided into one of five quintiles based on the ratio of the number of students
enrolled in the building to the number of counselors or administrators in the building. The
first quintile had the greatest number of students enrolled per administrators or counselor and
the fifth quintile had the least number of students enrolled per administrators or counselors.
Stated another way, in the first quintile the administrator to student ratio was the highest and
there are more students for each administrator to support. In the fifth quintile there were
fewer students per administrator to support. The results of the statistical research will be
presented in reference to the five quintiles in the following hypotheses.
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Table 2
The Graduation Rates, the Administrator to Student Ratio and the Counselor to Student Ratio
for the 1st and 5th Quintiles

500
400
439

463

300

Graduation Rate
Administrator/ Student Ratio

200
210

100
87

235

Counselor/ Student Ration

83

0
Quintile 1

Quintile 5

Descriptive Statistics
Hypotheses 1 and 2
To discover if the number of administrators had an effect on the graduation rate a
one-way ANOVA (analysis of variance) was run to reveal if the means are equal for each of
the five quintiles, to test hypothesis one. The quintiles are compared in the following order:
1-2, 2-3, 3-4, 4-5 and 1-5. An Anderson-Darling was conducted to test for normality because
normality plays an important role in statistical testing. Norušis explains, “Observed data
distributions are often compared to a theoretical distribution called the normal distribution”
(p.104). Norušis goes on to explain that many variables are approximately normally
distributed. (2008) Only a sample of the population was used in this research and therefore it
becomes important to test for normality to be certain the data are worthy of analysis.
Checking to determine if the results of the data were statistically significant is also important.
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If the means, for example, in the study were not statistically significantly different then the
hypotheses are not rejected and it is determined the number of administrators placed in a
building does not affect the graduation rate. If there is a statistically significant difference in
the means of the building’s graduation rate based on the administrator to student ratio then it
can be determined that the number of administrators per student does make a difference in
the graduation rate. When Anderson-Darling was conducted for hypotheses 1 and 2 the pvalue was <0.0050, revealing good normality. The final analysis run checked for statistical
significance to determine if the differences in means were statistically significant. A Tukey’s
honestly significant difference (HSD) test was run on both the first and second hypotheses to
reveal which differences in means, if any, were significant. What was revealed was only
Quintile 5 means were statistically significantly different.
The results from the first quintile are listed below. In the first quintile included 173
data points and the mean for students per administrator was 439. In schools from quintile one
there is one administrator per every 439 students. The mean graduation rate for quintile one
is 88 percent. The mean school population consists of 1,360 students with 3.26 administrators
in the building. A mean of 15 percent of students of color population, while 32 percent of
their students receive free and reduced breakfast and lunch and the schools have a 93 percent
mean attendance rate.
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Table 3
Quintile 1 Mean Results for Administrator to Student Ratio
Variable

Missouri

Nation

438.99

178.63

Graduation Percentile

87.52

7.31

Administrator Full Time Employee

3.26

1.33

1,360.49

525.63

15.39

19.55

31.53

15.16

92.90

2.95

Administrator / Student Ratio

Enrollment Grades 9 – 12
Students of Color Percentage
Free & Reduced Lunch Percentage
Attendance Percentage
Variable

Mean

Std Dev

438.99

178.63

87.52

7.31

3.26

1.33

1,360.49

525.63

Enrollment Grades 9 – 12

15.39

19.55

Students of Color Percentage

31.53

15.16

92.90

2.95

Administrator / Student Ratio
Graduation Percentile
Administrator Full Time
Employee

Free & Reduced Lunch
Percentage
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In Quintile two 172 data points were included and the mean number of students per
administrator is 345, revealing there is one administrator for every 345 students in these
buildings. The mean graduation rate is again 88 percent. Quintile two has a mean of 3.7 full
time administrators in a building with the mean of 1,276 students enrolled. Of those
students, the mean students of color rate is 19 percent with a 30 percent mean of students
receiving free or reduced breakfast and lunch meals. Quintile two has a mean attendance
rate of 92 percent.
Table 4
Quintile 2 Mean Results for Administrator to Student Ratio
Variable

Mean

Std Dev

Administrator / Student Ratio

344.83

10.32

87.90

7.37

3.70

1.45

1,276.34

498.51

18.65

20.02

30.4

16.81

92.92

2.28

Graduation Percentile
Administrator Full Time Employee
Enrollment Grades 9 – 12
Students of Color Percentage
Free & Reduced Lunch Percentage
Attendance Percentage

Examining the changes that occur from quintile to quintile gives a description of how
increasing the number of administrators in school buildings affects the graduation rate. The
differences between quintile one and two are interesting but do not vary much. When
comparing quintile one to two there is a drop in the mean administrator student ratio of 94
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students per administrator. The mean graduation rates are nearly the same and the mean
percentage of full time administrators is only .5 different. The mean student enrollment
shows quintile two having 84 fewer students in the building. Quintile two has an increase in
the mean percentage of students of color, up 3.26 percent; however the mean percent of
students receiving free and reduced meals and the attendance rate percentage are nearly the
same between the two groups. When comparing quintiles one and two there is not any
significant difference in the graduation rate.
Table 5
Administrator to Student Ratio Compared Between Quintile 1 and 2

450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

439
345
Administrator/
Student Ratio

Quintile 1

Quintile 2

97

Table 6
Comparison of Quintile 1 and Quintile 2 of the Mean Graduation Rate, Students of Color
Percentage and Free and Reduced Meal Prices Percentages

90
80
70

88

88

60
50

Graduation Rate
Minority Percentage
Reduced Meals

40
30
20
10

32

30

15

19

Quintile 1

Quintile 2

0

Quintile three, having 173 data points, has a mean administrator to student ratio of
306 with a graduation rate of 88 percent, again. There is a mean of 4 administrators in each
of these buildings and the student enrollment mean is 1,229 students. The mean students of
color population for quintile three is 16 percent with 31 percent of the students receiving free
and reduced prices for breakfast and lunch meals. Quintile three’s mean attendance rate is 93
percent.
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Table 7
Quintile 3 Mean Results for Administrator to Student Ratio
Variable

Mean

Administrator / Student Ratio

306.34

10.89

88.27

7.34

4.00

1.64

1,228.95

510.30

Students of Color Percentage

16.25

19.72

Free & Reduced Lunch Percentage

31.30

15.49

Attendance Percentage

93.03

2.13

Graduation Percentile
Administrator Full Time Employee
Enrollment Grades 9 – 12

Std Dev

When comparing the second and third groups there are some interesting differences.
The mean administrator per student percent drops 39 students but the mean graduation
percent is nearly exactly the same. In the third group there is actually a larger mean ratio of
administrators in the building with a mean of 47 fewer students enrolled in the building, a
mean of fewer students of color and almost the same mean number of students receiving free
and reduced meals with almost the same mean attendance rate. When comparing the first
three groups to each other the mean graduation rates are very similar along with similar mean
full time administrators, students of color, free and reduced meals and attendance
percentages.
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Table 8
Administrator to Student Ratio Compared Between Quintile 2 and 3
350
340
345

330
320

Administrator/
Student Ratio

310
300

306

290
280
Quintile 2

Quintile 3

Table 9
Comparison of Quintile 2 and Quintile 3 of the Mean Graduation Rate, Students of Color
Percentage and Free and Reduced Meal Prices Percentages

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

88

88
Graduation Rate
Minority Percentage
Reduced Meals
31

30
19

16

Quintile 2

Quintile 3
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The fourth quintile, with 172 data points, has an even lower number of students per
every administrator with a mean of 271 students per administrator in these schools. This is 35
fewer students than in quintile three. The graduation mean rate drops to 87 percent with a
mean of 3.82, almost 4, of full time administrators in these buildings. The mean student
enrollment for the fourth quintile of schools is 1,229. These buildings have a mean of 24
percent students of color and a mean of 37 percent of the students receive free and reduced
breakfast and lunch meals. Their mean attendance drops slightly to 92 percent.
Table 10
Quintile 4 Mean Results for Administrator to Student Ratio
Variable

Mean

Std Dev

Administrator / Student Ratio

270.89

10.58

86.78

9.59

3.82

1.56

1,036.59

426.90

Students of Color Percentage

23.56

26.50

Free & Reduced Lunch Percentage

37.14

17.87

Attendance Percentage

92.47

3.29

Graduation Percentile
Administrator Full Time Employee
Enrollment Grades 9 – 12

When comparing the third and forth quintiles there is a mean drop in the
administrator per student ratio by 36 students and a drop in the graduation mean down 1.49
percent. The mean for full time administrators is less, as well, and the mean student
enrollment numbers have the largest drop found between groups at 192 students. The percent
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of students of color mean increases the most with a 7.31 growth, free and reduced percentage
mean increases with a 6 percent growth, yet the attendance rate mean only drops by .5
percent. The main differences that are seen in between quintile three and four are a slight
decrease in the student to administrator mean ratio but at the same time a drop in graduation
rates and the largest increase in students of color and poverty student population.
Table 11
Administrator to Student Ratio Compared Between Quintile 3 and 4

310
300

306

290
Administrator/ Student
Ratio

280
270

271

260
250
Quintile 3

Ouintile 4

Table 12
Comparison of Quintile 3 and Quintile 4 of the Mean Graduation Rate, Students of Color
Percentage and Free and Reduced Meal Prices Percentages

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

88

87

Graduation Rate
Minority Percentage
Reduced Meals
37

31

24

16
Quintile 3

Quintile 4

102

When reviewing the above data there is no significant difference between the
administrator mean per student percentage and the graduation rate. The first four groups do
not reveal that hiring more administrators to support students will increase the graduation
rate at the school.
The fifth quintile reveals a mean of 211 students for every administrator and included
173 data points. The graduation rate drops to 83 percent and the buildings have a mean of 5
full time administrators to serve their students. The mean school enrollment for this group is
only 987 students per building with a students of color mean of 53 percent, 51 percent of the
students receive free and reduced breakfast and lunch meal prices and the mean attendance
rate is 90 percent.
In the fifth group we see a drop in graduation mean rate and a large increase in the
students of color and free and reduced breakfast and lunch percent of the student body. The
Tukey’s (HSD) revealed that the fifth is the only group that shows any significant differences
in the mean graduation rate. All other groups show very little difference. It is important to
note, quintile five does reveal statistically significant differences. The surprising aspect to
this statistically significant difference is that it is opposite of what was expected. The
significance seen with more administrators is a larger number of students dropping out, not a
smaller number.
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Table 13
Quintile 5 Mean Results for Administrator to Student Ratio
Variable

Mean

Std Dev

Administrator / Student Ratio

210.52

36.05

83.41

12.12

4.74

1.83

986.67

404.81

Students of Color Percentage

53.38

39.27

Free & Reduced Lunch Percentage

51.54

21.51

Attendance Percentage

89.81

5.79

Graduation Percentile
Administrator Full Time Employee
Enrollment Grades 9 – 12

The fourth and fifth quintiles do reveal a significant difference in the mean graduation
rate when correlated with the administrator to student mean. The results, however, are
opposite of what the researcher was expecting. Instead of seeing an increase in the graduation
mean as the number of administrators per student increases, there is a drop in the graduation
rate. It is speculated that the other large changes in this group may be indicators of why the
graduation rate drops. In the fifth quintile there are more administrators, fewer students and
lower graduation rates. Also revealed is a large increase in the percentage of students of color
and students receiving free and reduced breakfast and lunch rates. As stated earlier in chapter
2, there is a large body of research that has found students of color and students from poverty
have the lowest graduation rates throughout the United States.
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Table 14
Administrator to Student Ratio Compared between Quintile 4 and 5

300
250
271

200

211

150

Administrator/ Student
Ratio

100
50
0
Quintile 4

Ouintile 5

Table 15
Comparison of Quintile 4 and Quintile 5 of the Mean Graduation Rate, Students of Color
Percentage and Free and Reduced Meal Prices Percentages

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

87
83
Graduation Rate
53

Minority Percentage
51

37
24
Quintile 4

Quintile 5

105

Reduced Meals

Table 16
Administrator to Student Ratio Compared Between Quintile 1 through 5

450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

439
345
306

Administrator/ Student
Ratio

271
211

Quintile Quintile Quintile Quintile Quintile
1
2
3
4
5

Table 17
Comparison of Mean Graduation Rate, Mean Percent of Students of Color and Mean
Percent of Students on Free and Reduced Meal Prices for Quintiles 1 through 5

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

88

88

87

88

83

53 52
32
15

30
19

37

31

24

16

Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5
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Graduation Rate
Minority Percentage
Reduced Meal

Note: Their mean graduation rate from the results of all the public high schools in Missouri with more
than 500 students over the last five years. They have been divided into five groups depending on the
number of administrator to student ratio in each school. This figure shows that the only difference in
mean is with the fifth quintile as the diamond indicating the location of the graduation mean falls well
below the mean center line.

Figure 6. Distribution of Graduation Percentages
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Admin
FTE

Ratio
Comparison

Rank

Difference
Between
Means

Simultaneous
95% Confidence
Limits

3-2

0.3710

-2.2647

3.0068

3-1

0.7520

-1.8799

3.3840

3-4

1.4937

-1.1420

4.1295

3-5

4.8676

2.2357

7.4996

2-3

-0.3710

-3.0068

2.2647

2-1

0.3810

-2.2548

3.0167

2-4

1.1227

-1.5169

3.7623

2-5

4.4966

1.8608

7.1324

1-3

-0.7520

-3.3840

1.8799

1-2

-0.3810

-3.0167

2.2548

1-4

0.7417

-1.8941

3.3775

1-5

4.1156

1.4837

6.7476

4-3

-1.4937

-4.1295

1.1420

4-2

-1.1227

-3.7623

1.5169

4-1

-0.7417

-3.3775

1.8941

4-5

3.3739

0.7381

6.0097

***

5-3

-4.8676

-7.4996

-2.2357

***

5-2

-4.4966

-7.1324

-1.8608

***

5-1

-4.1156

-6.7476

-1.4837

***

5-4

-3.3739

-6.0097

-0.7381

***

***

***

***

Note: Comparisons significant at the 0.05 level are indicated by ***.
Figure 7 is showing the results of the Tukey’s honestly significant difference (HSD) test. It
reveals that the only statistically significant differences in the mean are when quintile five is
compared to all other quintiles. The *** indicates when there is a significant difference.
Figure 7. Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) Test
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To test the second hypothesis and discover if the number of counselors in a school
building has an effect on the graduation rate an ANOVA was used to reveal if there were
significant differences in the mean graduation rates of the five quintiles. An AndersonDarling was again conducted to test for normality of distribution and good normality was
found with a p value of <0.0050. A Tukey’s honestly significant difference (HSD) test was
again run on this hypothesis to reveal which differences in means, if any, were significant.
In quintile one the mean counselor to student ratio is 463 students per counselor with
a mean graduation rate was 87 percent. Quintile one had a mean number of counselors in the
building of 2.75 and the mean enrollment was 1,238. The mean students of color percentage
was 17 percent with a mean of 34 percent of the students in quintile one receiving free and
reduced breakfast and lunch prices and a mean attendance rate of 93.
Table 18
Quintile 1 Mean Results for Counselor to Student Ratio
Variable

Mean

Administrator / Student Ratio

Std Dev

463.30

100.93

87.45

5.81

2.75

1.26

1,237.70

536.18

Students of Color Percentage

16.56

20.45

Free & Reduced Lunch Percentage

33.77

14.85

Attendance Percentage

93.05

1.81

Graduation Percentile
Administrator Full Time Employee
Enrollment Grades 9 – 12
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The second quintile has a mean counselor to student ratio of 373 with a mean
graduation rate of 89 percent. The schools in quintile two have a mean of 3.4 counselors in
the buildings and a mean total enrollment for grades nine through twelve of 1,266 students.
Quintile two has a mean of 18 percent of students of color and a mean of 32 percent of the
students receiving free and reduced meals. The mean attendance rate was 93 percent.
Table 19
Quintile 2 Mean Results for Counselor to Student Ratio
Variable

Mean

Std Dev

Administrator / Student Ratio

322.77

14.30

88.72

5.55

3.40

1.36

1,266.26

499.84

Students of Color Percentage

18.01

23.17

Free & Reduced Lunch Percentage

31.67

17.67

Attendance Percentage

92.96

1.75

Graduation Percentile
Administrator Full Time Employee
Enrollment Grades 9 – 12

Examining the changes that occur from quintile to quintile gives a description of how
increasing the number of counselors in school buildings affects the graduation rate. When the
first quintile is compared to the second quintile the counselor to student ratio mean drops 91
students while the mean graduation rate increases 1.27 percent. The mean student enrollment,
mean percent of students of color, mean percent of students receiving free and reduced meals
and the mean attendance rates are all very similar. There is little difference between these
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first two quintiles except the number of students each counselor supports and a slight
difference in graduation rates which actually go the opposite direction the researcher was
expecting.

Table 20
Counselor to Student Ratio Compared Between Quintile 1 and 2

500
400

439

300

345
Counselor/ Student Ratio

200
100
0
Quintile 1

Quintile 2

Table 21
Comparison of Quintile 1 and Quintile 2 of the Mean Graduation Rate, Students of Color
Percentage and Free and Reduced Meal Prices Percentages

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

88

88
Graduation Rate
Minority Percentage
Reduced Meals
32
15
Quintile 1

19
Quintile 2
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30

The third quintile has a mean for the counselor to student ratio of 333 and a graduation mean
of 88 percent. The mean counselor per building is 3.65 for this group with a mean student
enrollment of 1,217. In these buildings the mean students of color rate is 19 percent and a
mean of 31 percent of the students are receiving free and reduced breakfast and lunch prices.
The mean attendance rate is 93 percent.

Table 22
Quintile 3 Mean Results for Counselor to Student Ratio
Variable

Mean

Administrator / Student Ratio

Std Dev

333.47

10.58

88.23

5.45

3.65

1.46

1,217.02

482.36

Students of Color Percentage

18.66

22.87

Free & Reduced Lunch Percentage

31.00

17.48

Attendance Percentage

92.91

2.77

Graduation Percentile
Administrator Full Time Employee
Enrollment Grades 9 – 12

The second and third quintiles are very similar. The difference between counselor/
student ratio mean is only 40 students and the mean graduation rate actually drops in the third
quintile below that of the second quintile. The mean student enrollment, mean percent of
students of color and students receiving free and reduced meals is almost the same and the
mean attendance rate is quite similar. Quintile two and three have very much in common.
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Table 23
Counselor to Student Ratio Compared Between Quintile 2 and 3

350
340
345

330
320

Counselor/ Student Ratio

310
300

306

290
280
Quintile 2

Quintile 3

Table 24
Comparison of Quintile 2 and Quintile 3 of the Mean Graduation Rate, Students of Color
Percentage and Free and Reduced Meal Prices Percentages

100
80
60

88

88
Graduation Rate
Minority Percentage

40

Reduced Meals
20
19
0
Quintile 2

31

30
16
Quintile 3

The results from the schools in quintile four are listed in the figure below. (Table 24)
The counselor to student mean ratio is 296 and these schools are experiencing a mean
graduation rate of 87 percent. The schools in quintile four have a mean of 3.9 counselors per
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building and a mean enrollment of 1,155 students. There is a mean of 23 percent of students
of color and 37 percent is the mean for the number of students receiving support through free
and reduced lunch prices. Quintile four schools have a mean attendance rate of 92 percent.

Table 25
Quintile 4 Mean Results for Counselor to Student Ratio
Variable

Mean

Std Dev

Administrator / Student Ratio

296.09

10.76

86.80

8.07

3.90

1.67

1,155.25

491.04

Students of Color Percentage

22.69

27.98

Free & Reduced Lunch Percentage

36.71

17.60

Attendance Percentage

92.09

4.12

Graduation Percentile
Administrator Full Time Employee
Enrollment Grades 9 – 12

A comparison between the third and fourth quintiles reveals the first substantial
change. The counselor to student mean ratio drops by 37 students and surprisingly the mean
graduation drops 1.27 percent. The student enrollment is smaller but the percent of students
of color increases by a mean of 4 and the mean percent of students receiving free and
reduced breakfast and lunch mean increases by 6 percent. The attendance remains very
similar still.
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Table 26
Counselor to Student Ratio Compared Between Quintile 3 and 4

310
300

306

290
280

Counselor/ Student Ratio

270

271

260
250
Quintile 3

Quintile 4

Table 27
Comparison of Quintile 3 and Quintile 4 of the Mean Graduation Rate, Students of Color
Percentage and Free and Reduced Meal Prices Percentages
100
80

88

87

60

Graduation Rate
Minority Percentage

40

Reduced Meals
20

31

24

16

37

0
Quintile 3

Quintile 4

This final group has a mean of counselor to student ratio of 235 students per
counselor. The graduation percentage mean is 82.71 with a mean of 4.41 counselors per
building. The schools’ mean enrollment total 1,014 students with the mean of 51 percent of
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students of color and a free and reduced lunch mean of 49 percent. The mean attendance rate
is 90 percent.

Table 28
Quintile 5 Mean Results for Counselor to Student Ratio
Variable

Mean

Administrator / Student Ratio

235.10

35.94

82.71

15.23

4.41

1.96

1,014.47

428.36

Students of Color Percentage

51.07

36.31

Free & Reduced Lunch Percentage

48.68

22.13

Attendance Percentage

90.15

5.75

Graduation Percentile
Administrator Full Time Employee
Enrollment Grades 9 – 12

Std Dev

The largest difference seen is between quintile four and five. This last quintile has 61
fewer students per counselor and a 4 percent drop in the mean graduation rate. The school
enrollment size drops by a mean average of 141 students while the mean percent of students
of color increases by 28 percent and the mean percentage of students receiving free and
reduced mean jumps 13 percent. The mean attendance drops by 2 percent.
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Table 29
Counselor to Student Ratio Compared Between Quintile 4 and 5

300
250

271

200
211

150

Counselor/ Student Ratio

100
50
0
Quintile 4

Quintile 5

Table 30
Comparison of Quintile 4 and Quintile 5 of the Mean Graduation Rate, Students of Color
Percentage and Free and Reduced Meal Prices Percentages

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

87

83
Graduation Rate
53

Minority Percentage
Reduced Meals

37
24
Quintile 4

52

Quintile 5
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When all of the data on counselor to student ratio, school enrollment numbers and
graduation rates were analyzed there was no significant difference in the first four quintiles.
However, in the fifth quintile there are the same results found in the administrator data. The
Tukey’s (HSD) confirms this quintile has the only significant difference in the mean
graduation rate from the other quintiles.
In the fifth quintile there is the lowest mean student to counselor ratio and the lowest
mean graduation rate. There is a four percent drop in the graduation rate just between quintile
four and five. It is important to note the mean percent of students of color increased 30
percent and the mean percent of students from poverty increased 14 percent. It could be
argued that this drop in graduation rate is more a reflection of the poor chances students of
color and students from poverty face when attempting to graduation and less a reflection of
the work of the counselor.

Table 31
Counselor to Student Ratio Compared Between Quintile 1 through 5

450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

439
345

306
271
211

Quintile
1

Quintile
3

Quintile
5
118

Counselor/ Student Ratio

Table 32
Comparison of Mean Graduation Rate, Mean Percent of Students of Color and Mean
Percent of Students on Free and Reduced Meal Prices for Quintiles 1 through 5

90
80

88

88

88

87

83

70
60
50

52

40
30
20
10

53
32
15

19

37

31

30

Graduation Rate
Minority %
Reduced Meal

24

16

0
Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

Table 32 shows the results of all five quintiles. Schools were divided by the counselor/
student ratio into five different groups to compare the means of the different groups. The fifth
quintile is the only one with a statistically different mean.
In Figure 8, the box and whiskers graph for the counselor data showing the fifth
quintile has a mean different than the other quintiles.
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Note: Above are the results of all the public high schools in Missouri with more than 500
students over the last five years. They have been divided into five groups depending on the
number of counselors to student ratio in each school. This figure shows that the only
difference in mean is with the fifth quintile as the diamond indicating the location of the
graduation mean falls well below the mean center. All other mean diamonds intersect the
middle line.
Figure 8. The Counselor and Graduation Percentages of Quintiles 1 through 5
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Comparisons significant at the 0.05 level
are indicated by ***.
Counselor_FTE_Ratio_Rank Difference Simultaneous 95% Confidence
Comparison
Between
Limits
Means
2-3

0.4912

-2.1158

3.0983

2-1

1.2669

-1.3440

3.8778

2-4

1.9234

-0.6760

4.5228

2-5

6.0068

3.4111

3-2

-0.4912

-3.0983

2.1158

3-1

0.7757

-1.8502

3.4016

3-4

1.4322

-1.1823

4.0467

3-5

5.5155

2.9048

1-2

-1.2669

-3.8778

1.3440

1-3

-0.7757

-3.4016

1.8502

1-4

0.6565

-1.9618

3.2748

1-5

4.7398

2.1252

4-2

-1.9234

-4.5228

0.6760

4-3

-1.4322

-4.0467

1.1823

4-1

-0.6565

-3.2748

1.9618

4-5

4.0833

1.4802

6.6865 ***

5-2

-6.0068

-8.6024

-3.4111 ***

5-3

-5.5155

-8.1263

-2.9048 ***

5-1

-4.7398

-7.3545

-2.1252 ***

5-4

-4.0833

-6.6865

-1.4802 ***

8.6024 ***

8.1263 ***

7.3545 ***

Note: Figure 9 shows the results of the Tukey’s honestly significant difference (HSD) test indicating
that the only statistically significant found is in quintile five. When quintile five is compared to any
other quintile the mean does show a statistically significant difference. This is indicated on the figure
above by the *** beside the confidence number.

Figure 9. Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) Test
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Hypothesis 3
To test the third hypothesis, in Missouri public high schools with 500 or more
students, schools with higher percentages (>15%) of students of color demonstrate
significantly lower graduation rates than schools with higher percentages of White students,
the researcher ran a two sample t test. The t test is used to test the two sample means. The
two sample t test is as follows:
H3-0: Graduation percentages of schools with less than 15% students of color
=
Graduation percentages of schools with greater than 15% students of color.
H3-1: Graduation percentages of schools with less than 15% students of color
> Graduation percentages of schools with greater than 15% students of color.
The researcher divided the schools into two groups. The schools with less than 15
percent students of color enrollment were assigned to group 0 and the schools with more than
15 percent students of color enrollment were assigned to group 1. The figure below reveals
the schools with fewer students of color enrollment experience a higher graduation rate mean
over the last five years.

Students of Color Enrollment

Mean Graduation Rate

0

88.23

1

84.98

Figure 10. The Mean Graduation Rate Based on Students of Color Population
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Table 33
The Mean Graduation Rate Based on Students of Color Population

89
88
87

88.23
Less than 15%

86
85

More than 15%
84.98

84
83
Graduation Rate

The graduation means of the groups separated based on students of color rates show a
difference of 3.25 percent between those buildings with less than 15% and those buildings
with more than 15%. The two sample t test calculated a p-value of <.001, thus the hypothesis
that the graduation percentages are equal is rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis that
the graduation percentage of schools with less than 15% students of color is higher.
Hypothesis 4
A two sample t test was done to test hypothesis 4, in Missouri public high schools
with 500 or more students, schools with higher percentages (>25%) of students eligible for
free or reduced price lunch demonstrate significantly lower graduation rates than schools
with higher percentages of students from higher socio-economic backgrounds.
The two sample t-test is as follows:
H4-0: Graduation percentages of schools with less than 25% free and reduced lunch =
Graduation percentages of schools with greater than 25% free and reduced lunch.
123

H4-1: Graduation percentages of schools with less than 25% free and reduced lunch >
Graduation percentages of schools with greater than 25% free and reduced lunch.
Again the researcher assigned the two groups either 0 or 1. Schools having less than
25% of their students on free and reduced meals were assigned to group 0 and schools having
more than 25% of their students enrolled in free and reduced meals were assigned to group 1.
The cutoff was placed at 25% because, although many high schools are experiencing an
increase in the number of students qualifying for free and reduced meals, when schools rise
above the 25% mark a change in achievement data is often observed. As revealed in Figure
11 there is a significantly greater enrollment mean at those schools with fewer students
needing reduced or free meals. Comparing the graduation mean between the schools with
less than 25% of their students qualifying for free and reduced meals and those with more
that 25% we see a much larger difference. These two groups have a difference in graduation
means of 7.45. The two sample t test calculated a p-value < .0001, thus the hypothesis that
the graduation percentages are equal is rejected in favor of the alternative hypothesis that the
graduation percentages of schools with less than 25% free and reduced lunch is higher.

Students of Color Enroll

Mean Graduation Rate

0

91.80

1

84.35

Figure 11. The Mean Graduation Rate Based on Percentage of Students on
Free and Reduced Meal Prices
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Table 34
The Mean Graduation Rate Based on Percentage of Students on Free and
Reduced Meal Prices

92
90

91.8

88
Less than 15% F & R

86

More than 15% F & R

84
82

84.35

80
Graduation Rate

Hypothesis 5
To test the final hypothesis, there is a positive correlation between student attendance
rates and the graduation rates in public high schools with 500 or more students the state of
Missouri, the researcher used a Spearman Correlation Coefficients. Norušis (2008) explains
“The Spearman correlation coefficient is calculated by replacing data values with ranks”
(p.198). This analysis included all 863 data points which included every high school in
Missouri with more than 500 students and graduation data over a five year period. The results
of that were .698 showing a positive correlation between the schools attendance rates and
their graduation rates. In schools where students to come to school on a more frequent and
regular basis, the school experiences a higher graduation rate.
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Inferential Analyses
Inferential analyses are drawing conclusions from the information or evidence
presented. Considering the results from the hypotheses one and two there is no significant
increase in the graduation rate at schools that hire more administrators or counselors. What
the results suggested is schools with high students of color rates and more students receiving
free and reduced meals increases the graduation rate decreases. In Chapter 2, Rumberger
(2011) is quoted describing two general approaching to answering the question as to why
students of color face lower graduation rates. In the first approach “social context of families,
schools and communities” and the availabilities of resources is explained (p.201). The second
approach Rumberger describes explains cultural values, attitudes and behaviors affect these
graduation rates (2011). In 1995, Woods pointed to poverty as the number one predictor of a
future dropout. When considering this information and examining the results found in the last
quintile involving administrators and the last quintile involving counselors, it begins to
explain why simply a few more administrators and counselors do not increase the graduation
rate. Possibly, administrators and counselors who work with students of color or students
who are living in poverty need to be better informed about the challenges these students
bring and be better equipped to support these students’ particular needs. Clearly, these
students are not buying what we are selling.
It could also be argued that if the schools had not placed more administrators and
counselors in positions of supporting students the graduation rates would be far worse.
Another important point to consider is the schools included in this study have very similar
numbers of administrators and counselors overall. Missouri’s School Improvement Standards
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outline desired numbers of these professionals, so it is not surprising that the numbers are
similar. It could be that a greater increase in the number of administrators and counselors is
needed to actually have a positive effect on the graduation rate, along with a goal for
administrators and counselors to work closely with students to increase graduation rates. The
lowest administrator to student ratio was 1/210 and for counselors 1/235. One thought might
be that the number of administrators and counselors needs to increase to 1/100 to have a true
effect on the graduation rate. However, increasing the number of administrators and
counselors did not show any significant differences between the first four quintiles and so
that might not be the answer. When we review the ISLLC list of job duties for administrators,
found in the Appendix B, and Missouri Model Guidance Program it is clear they have a long
list of responsibilities. All of these responsibilities may take their focus away from helping
students. The answer may be there needs to be a more narrowed focus on students who are
struggling to earn credits toward graduation.
Hypotheses three and four reinforce Rumberger and Wood’s claims by showing
schools with high numbers of students of color and students from poverty experience lower
graduation rates. Educators today must be cautious to spend little or no time admiring their
challenges and far more time working to overcome these challenges. Many educators today
believe all students can learn and are working every day to increase the achievement levels of
their students. This research confirms educators in Missouri still have room to improve. In
2011 Missouri reported having an overall graduation rate of 86.4% with 75.1% of Black
students graduating and 83.2% of Hispanic students graduating. Clearly there is work to be
done in Missouri public schools.
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Hypothesis five reinforces one of the first steps to increasing graduation rates can be
increasing attendance rates. When students are not in school they miss out on the learning
opportunities their local schools provide. It can be inferred that increasing the overall school
attendance rate can have a positive effect on the graduation rate.
Summary
Hammond et al. (2007) reported that one of the most consistent factors “found to
impact dropout has been socioeconomic status” (p.14). This research continues to support
that same finding; students’ socioeconomic status has a large effect on their success in
school. This researcher set out to see if the number of administrators or counselors in a
building to support student success had an effect on the graduation rate. What was discovered
through this research is that there is little or no effect on the graduation rate of a school and
the number of administrators and counselors the school has. The largest impact was found to
be the number of students who qualify for free and reduced breakfast and lunch meals.
The data were broken down into five groups and the results of each group continued
to come back without a significant difference until the fifth group. The fifth group had a
smaller student to administrator or counselor ratio but considerably lower graduation rates.
The factor that changed the most, however, was an increase in the number of students
qualifying for free and reduced meal prices. There was also a decrease in the graduation rate
in schools that have a population of over 15 percent of students of color, but it was not as
large of a difference as there was with the socioeconomic status of the students. A positive
correlation was also discovered between the schools’ attendance rate and the graduation rate,
as revealed through a study of their mean rates.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
The primary purpose of this study was to determine if the number of administrators
and counselors placed in a building to support students had a positive effect on the number of
students who graduated. The researcher is a former counselor and administrators who was
chiefly responsible for supporting students toward graduation in both of those positions.
Administrators and counselors have the a unique opportunity to be aware of the challenges
and obstacles that their students are facing and provide support systems and resources for
them. These same students bring with them the potential to reach goals higher than they can
even imagine. With strong instruction, guidance and support to realize their potential and
possible destinations, students can achieve at high levels. Students can reach goals they never
even imagined were possible.
High schools in Missouri that serve over 500 students were used to compare the
administrator/student ratio and the graduate rate by a study of their means. The same was
done with the counselor/student ratio and the graduation rate. No significant differences were
found until the number of students of color increased or the number of students eligible for
free or reduced priced meals. In these building the only statistically significant change in the
graduation rate was seen as it dropped lower than all of the others. This fact pushes us to
consider what can be done to combat this decrease in achieving graduation. Further research
is needed here to investigate this at greater depth.
Building administrators are school leaders who are most often responsible for the
instructional leadership, management of the building, professional development of their staff,
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and management of student behavior and achievement. School districts are often searching
for building administrators who have experience and expertise in building leadership, staff
development, student discipline and achievement, and building management. An
administrator who fosters a positive school culture, a healthy climate and is approachable is
important, as well.
Administrators are responsible for hiring, developing and monitoring their staff,
creating the building schedule, managing the student body, involving stakeholders’ opinions
when appropriate and responding to stakeholders’ questions and concerns. Administrators are
also responsible to see that school district curriculum and instructional practices are taking
place in the classrooms, students have equal access to learning opportunities in their school,
and students and staff are able to function in safe learning environments.
Missouri is part of the Interstate School Leaders Consortium (ISLLC). ISLLC
developed standards which serve as guides to higher educational institutions in the
preparation of school leaders and guide school districts as they monitor and evaluate their
administrators. There are six standards which are described and broken into areas of
knowledge, dispositions, and performances. The six standards and the following descriptors
show the expectations of a school administrator are very challenging. The six standards in
their entirety can be found in Appendix B. They explain that educational leaders need to have
and share a vision for learning, focus on school culture and the instructional program, be
strong managers of the building, collaborate and respond to family and community needs, act
with integrity, fairness and ethically and finally understand, respond to and influence
political, social, economical, legal and cultural context of the community. Schools that have
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strong administrative teams are often more successful. In high schools with 500 or more
students, there is a long list of principals’ responsibilities. Usually a school this size will have
at least one assistant principal to help deal with these responsibilities. When the head
principal is able to partner with the assistant(s) to manage, plan, support and respond to the
many needs of the school, things run more smoothly.
Counselors’ duties can vary from school to school depending on the direction of their
administrator and the counselors’ specific areas of knowledge and expertise. Some
counselors create the master schedule and individual student schedules; work with students
individually and in small groups for counseling and guidance, and run student academic and
behavioral interventions programs. They often present curriculum to students, meet with
parents and other stakeholders, and even support the functions of the school by helping out
with supervision activities throughout the day. The Missouri Comprehensive Guidance and
Counseling Program describe four main areas of counselor responsibilities. Those areas
include presenting the guidance and counseling curriculum, individual student planning,
responsive services and system support. In Chapter 2 there is a more detailed description of
this model.
Through the researcher’s study of previous literature on this topic, it was discovered
that a number of factors affect the likelihood a student will graduate from high school. The
two most common indicators were race and poverty. Bowen (2009) explained students of
color and students from low-income families are graduating at lower rates than the dismal 3
in 4 rate that students in general are graduating at. This research continues to support those
earlier studies. The previous literature review also revealed students drop out of school
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because they were retained in elementary school, missed too many days of school and
encountered discipline issues and faced suspension (Fine, 1991; Hickman et al., 2008;
Shannon & Blysma, 2005; Wood, 1995). The literature review also revealed students who
dropped out had no connection to an adult at school and felt unwanted (Quint, Thompson, &
Bald, 2008). This research does not reveal the exact reason these schools had the graduation
rates they did, but it does reveal that simply hiring more administrators and counselors is not
the answer.
Summary
One research question and five hypotheses were researched in this dissertation. The
research question was; does a higher ratio of high school administrators and guidance
counselors per student increase the graduation rate in public high schools in the state of
Missouri in high schools with 500 or more students? The research revealed a higher ratio of
high school administrators and counselors per student does not increase the graduation rate at
large public highs schools in Missouri. There were also five research hypotheses analyzed.
Hypothesis one stated; there is a significantly higher graduation rate in Missouri
public high schools with 500 or more students where there is a higher ratio of high school
administrators. The analyses revealed there is not a significantly high graduation rate in
schools with a higher ratio of school administrators.
Hypothesis two; there is a significantly higher graduation rate in Missouri public high
schools with 500 or more students where there is a higher ratio of high school guidance
counselors per student, also proved to be false. There is not a higher graduation rate in
schools with more guidance counselors per students.
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Hypothesis three was; in Missouri public high schools with 500 or more students,
schools with higher percentages (>15%) of students of color demonstrate significantly lower
graduation rates than schools with higher percentages of White students. When statistically
analyzed this hypothesis was proved to be supported.
The fourth hypothesis stated; in Missouri public high schools with 500 or more
students, schools with higher percentages (>25%) of students eligible for free or reduced
price lunch demonstrate significantly lower graduation rates than schools with higher
percentages of students from higher socio-economic backgrounds. After statistical analysis
was conducted this hypothesis was found to be true. Schools in Missouri with high than 25%
of their students qualifying for free and reduced meals do have significantly lower graduation
rates.
The final hypothesis researched was; there is a positive correlation between student
attendance rates and the graduation rates in public high schools with 500 or more students the
state of Missouri. This final hypothesis was also supported. There is a positive correlation of
.69% between a school attendance rate and graduation rate.
Conclusion
Public school administrators are all looking for ways to increase student achievement.
A main indicator of a school’s achievement is their graduation rate. As a district office
administrator supporting 31 buildings in various ways, the researcher was looking for ways
to increase the number of students who enter adulthood with the skills necessary to succeed.
Simply increasing the number of administrators and counselors in school buildings will not
automatically increase the graduation rate. However administrators and counselors can have
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an impact on the lives of the students they work with and support. Administrators are in the
unique position to put into place systems that support struggling students and abolish systems
that do not. Counselors have specific training as to how to support and guide students
through the toughest challenges life presents and connect them to the school and community
resources available to them.
The literature review revealed previous studies of dropouts show that there are a
number of challenges facing students. Hypotheses three and four support these same
findings. With this information, school administrators must continue to focus on these
indicators when they create systems of support. These students are capable of academic
success and graduation from high school. Knowing these correlations exist can further
enhance the efforts of school administrators and counselors. These results encourage school
decision makers to continue looking for ways to increase graduation rates.
Recommendations
Chapters 1 and 2 explained the consequences students face when they dropout out of
school. Therefore, educators, community members and policy makers must continue to study
our school systems and the students those systems fail. A continued effort must go on to find
the answer for each student’s success. There are factors that lead students to drop out of
school but not all students who drop out share these same characteristics. Hauser and Koenig
found that as many as 41% of the students who dropout were never identified by the typical
indicators (2011). Researchers and educators must not narrow their focus on the major
indicators but instead focus on each child’s success and promotion toward graduation.
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Positive Student-Adult Relationships
Building strong student-adult relationships is the starting point to increasing the
graduation rate across the country. It does not matter if an educator is working with students
from poverty or wealth, strong positive relationships are important. Numerous researchers
are quoted in chapter 2 explaining the importance of relationships with students and their
families. Rumberger (2011) has studied the dropout crisis for years. In his latest book
Dropping Out, Rumberger details several common features of effective programs and
describes steps schools can take to reduce the dropout rate. He explains creating a
personalized and orderly learning environment is important place to start. Bridgeland et al.
point out students crave one-on-one attention from their teachers; they also want their parents
involved in their school and kept informed of their progress (2006). It is very important for
schools to build strong relationships with parents and their community. Educators can create
more supportive programs for students with the partnership of parents and the community.
The community can also offer additional supports the school may not be able to. They go on
to promote the importance of a school climate that fosters academics. Stout and Christenson
(2009) agree explaining programs promoting school completion should include a positive
interpersonal climate. Shannon and Blysma (2005) emphasize the importance of school
structures that provide time and opportunity for students to enhance personal relationships
with caring adults as an important step in increasing graduation rates. She goes on to
recommend a school environment that is inviting, warm and supportive is an important
characteristic schools need to have. Lee and Burkam (2001) found students were less likely
to dropout when they perceive the relationships between teachers and students were positive.
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They go on to explain schools have little ability to change who attends them or the challenges
outside of school students face but “quite clearly, students stay in school when social
relations with their teachers are positive” (p.28).
Peters (2006) book, titled Do You Know Enough About Me To Teach Me, reveals the
responses he received from students that confirms how crucial strong positive student-adult
relationships are. It is unclear who said it first, but most educators today have heard the
statement, “Students don’t care how much you know until they know how much you care.”
The research explained here supports that statement.
High Quality Instruction
Providing students with high quality instruction in every classroom, every day
must be a top priority for all educators. With the recent adoption of Common Core State
Standards in Missouri there is hope that a more guaranteed and viable curriculum will be
found in all classrooms across Missouri. Administrators are aware the most important factor
in school success lies in the skill and success of the classroom teacher. By equipping teachers
with powerful and ongoing professional development, schools can see higher numbers of
students graduating. Students must have highly qualified teachers and relevant hands on
learning experiences. Shannon and Blysma (2005) recommend providing students with
opportunities to apply their learning to real world situations that are relevant and help them
connect their learning to their future goals. Stout and Christenson (2009) promote offering
coursework that is relevant to students’ lives and future goals. Rumberger (2011) explains
that improving instructional content and practice can increase student engagement. He goes
on to explain learning needs to be relevant to students’ “cultural backgrounds and personal
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experiences” and provide students the opportunity to engage in authentic and meaningful task
(p. 222). Rumberger goes on to suggest improving classroom instructional content and
practice will help and provide work-based learning opportunities and prepare students for the
world beyond high school. He points out any successful implementation model must be
carefully and skillfully led. Administrators must bring relevant and hands on learning to the
classrooms in their schools to combat the dropout crisis. Gentry (2007) presented a list of
things teachers can do to reduce the school dropout and included getting to know their
students, teach every class well, learn conflict resolution strategies, grow as a professional,
building strong relationships with family members, and smile a lot. Administrators must
continue to share with teachers how powerful they truly are and lead them to be the teacher
that uses their power to propel students into successful futures.
Support for Struggling Students
When students enter high school without the necessary academic skills to be
successful they are behind before they even begin. Students entering high school “often have
poor academic skills, particularly in math and reading” Rumberger (2011, p. 222). He goes
on to explains this is a key to increasing graduation rates because poor academic performance
is highly predictive of whether students will dropout or continue until graduation. Bridgeland
et al. (2006) recommend improving instruction and access to support for struggling students
in order to help them stay in school. There are numerous research based support systems
available for struggling students today. Snow (2005) reviewed numerous student intervention
programs and found small group, peer tutoring and even computer-assisted instruction has
revealed positive results. In a professional learning community DuFour et al. (2004) explain
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“learning will be the constant. In this situation it is imperative that time and support become
variables.” (p.35). They explain some students will require more time while others will need
more support to achieve the learning objectives. Educators much provide students with the
attention, time and resources early on to expect significant results. Without appropriate and
timely interventions students who are falling behind will quickly be lost.
Providing Hope and A Road Map
Administrators and counselors must work with students to help them develop hope
for the future and a clear plan to reach their goals. Shannon and Blysma (2005) report most
students by grade 10 have not become so disengaged from school that withdrawal is
inevitable. Student need to have a personal plan of study that connects what they are
currently doing in school to post-secondary training and eventually a fulfilling career.
Students must also be guided to a career that brings them joy, as Dewey explained years ago.
The You Tube video “Did You Know” by GMVolt (2009) cautions educators that they are
preparing students for careers that don’t even exist yet. Dweck (2006) explained that humans
have far greater potential to learn and achieve than ever understood before. She reveals that
an individual’s belief that they can achieve and their continued effort have far more to do
with what they can ultimately achieve then does their intelligence quotient. Reeves (2003)
did extensive research before he made the declaration “while economic deprivation clearly
effect student achievement, demographic characteristics do not determine academic
performance” (p.1). “The real problem for children in poverty may not be weak academic
skills sets, poor teachers, or lesser resources, but rather a lack that they can alter their life
conditions through effort” (Sheehan & Rall, 2011). Administrators and counselors can affect
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a student’s capacity to hope and plan. Educators can show students a different path they can
follow and lead them to successful futures. Counselors in Missouri are encouraged to teach
students, beginning in kindergarten, about jobs and the world of work. Setting educational
and career goals should begin by mid-elementary and become more focused by middle
school. High school students, according the Missouri’s Comprehensive Guidance &
Counseling program, should have solid post-secondary planning skills. It is the obligation of
educators today to provide students with the necessary skills to enter a work force prepared
to compete and competent to transition from one job to the next.
Woolley (2009) believes we use the wrong word when we call these students
dropouts. He believes they are “lost students, lost means absent, but it also means forfeit or
waste” (p.12). He promotes focusing on school success, on preventing dropouts. The cost of
dropping out to the individual student, their family and their community is far too great to not
continue to work at improving our schools and their support systems. Communities must
understand that it is far less expensive and more rewarding to spend money on children to
support them in learning the skills they will need to graduate from high school and become
independent adults. Supporting dropouts later in life in the various ways society currently
does is far more expensive. Balfanz and Legters (2004) describe a powerful dream, “imagine
the social and economic implication of being able to say to any child, in any locale in the
United States, ‘you will be provided with a high school that will educate you, challenge you,
care for you, support you, and graduate you ready to compete and succeed in the world,’”
(2004, p. v). Each child must be given instruction, guidance, support and hope they can
graduate ready to compete and be successful.
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From: barrethr@umkc.edu [mailto:barrethr@umkc.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 8:49 AM
To: Friend, Jennifer I.
Cc: Barreth, Rebekah
Subject: Study SS12-29 - NHSR: Kids Aren't Buying What We Are Selling: A
Quantitative Analysis of Student Dropout and School Supports for Dropout
Prevention
February 8, 2012
Jennifer Friend, Ph.D.
UMKC - School of Education
328 Education
Kansas City, MO 64110
RE: SSIRB Protocol #: SS12-29 - NHSR - Kids Aren't Buying What We Are Selling: A
Quantitative Analysis of Student Dropout and School Supports for Dropout Prevention
Dear Dr. Friend,
Thank you for contacting the SSIRB about your proposed project. The SSIRB's subject
matter jurisdiction is limited to research as defined in the Federal Policy for the Protection of
Human Subjects - 45 CFR 46.102(d). "Research" is defined by these regulations as "a
systematic investigation, including research development, testing and evaluation, designed to
develop or contribute to generalizable knowledge." The regulations define a "Human
Subject" as "a living individual about whom an investigator (whether professional or student)
conducting research obtains: data through intervention or interaction with the individual, or
identifiable private information."
Based upon your description of your project it does not meet the criteria to be considered
human subjects research and therefore the SSIRB has no authority to review it.
Please contact the administrative office of the SSIRB (email: umkcssirb@umkc.edu; phone:
816-235-5927) if you have questions.
Thank you,
SSIRB Administrative Office
This e-mail is an official notification intended only for the use of the recipient(s). If you have
received this communication in error, please return it to the sender immediately and delete
any copy of it from your computer system.

141

APPENDIX B
THE INTERSTATE SCHOOL LEADERS
LICENSURE CONSORTIUM (ISLLC)
STANDARDS
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ISLLC Standards
The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards have recently been
developed by the Council of Chief State School Officers in collaboration with the National
Policy Board on Educational Administration (NPBEA) to help strengthen preparation
programs in school leadership (Van Meter & Murphy, 1997). The Program in Educational
Leadership uses the ISLLC standards as a requirement for the student's Learning Portfolio.
There are six standards. Each standard is followed by the Knowledge required for the
standard, the Dispositions or attitudes manifest by the accomplishment of the standard, and
Performances that could be observed by an administrator who is accomplished in the
standard.
Standard 1: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a
vision of learning that is shared and supported by the school community.
Knowledge
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of:







learning goals in a pluralistic society
the principles of developing and implementing strategic plans
systems theory
information sources, data collection, and data analysis strategies
effective communication
effective consensus-building and negotiation skills

Dispositions
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to:








the educability of all
a school vision of high standards of learning
continuous school improvement
the inclusion of all members of the school community
ensuring that students have the knowledge, skills, and values needed to become
successful adults
a willingness to continuously examine one’s own assumptions, beliefs, and practices
doing the work required for high levels of personal and organization performance
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Performances
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that:
















the vision and mission of the school are effectively communicated to staff, parents,
students, and community members
the vision and mission are communicated through the use of symbols, ceremonies,
stories, and similar activities
the core beliefs of the school vision are modeled for all stakeholders
the vision is developed with and among stakeholders
the contributions of school community members to the realization of the vision are
recognized and celebrated
progress toward the vision and mission is communicated to all stakeholders
the school community is involved in school improvement efforts
the vision shapes the educational programs, plans, and actions
an implementation plan is developed in which objectives and strategies to achieve the
vision and goals are clearly articulated
assessment data related to student learning are used to develop the school vision and
goals
relevant demographic data pertaining to students and their families are used in
developing the school mission and goals
barriers to achieving the vision are identified, clarified, and addressed
needed resources are sought and obtained to support the implementation of the school
mission and goals
existing resources are used in support of the school vision and goals
the vision, mission, and implementation plans are regularly monitored, evaluated, and
revised

Standard 2: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program
conducive to student learning and staff professional growth.
Knowledge
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of:






student growth and development
applied learning theories
applied motivational theories
curriculum design, implementation, evaluation, and refinement
principles of effective instruction
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measurement, evaluation, and assessment strategies
diversity and its meaning for educational programs
adult learning and professional development models
the change process for systems, organizations, and individuals
the role of technology in promoting student learning and professional growth
school cultures

Dispositions
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to:









student learning as the fundamental purpose of schooling
the proposition that all students can learn
the variety of ways in which students can learn
life-long learning for self and others
professional development as an integral part of school improvement
the benefits that diversity brings to the school community
a safe and supportive learning environment
preparing students to be contributing members of society

Performances
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that:


















all individuals are treated with fairness, dignity, and respect
professional development promotes a focus on student learning consistent with the
school vision and goals
students and staff feel valued and important
the responsibilities and contributions of each individual are acknowledged
barriers to student learning are identified, clarified, and addressed
diversity is considered in developing learning experiences
life-long learning is encouraged and modeled
there is a culture of high expectations for self, student, and staff performance
technologies are used in teaching and learning
student and staff accomplishments are recognized and celebrated
multiple opportunities to learn are available to all students
the school is organized and aligned for success
curricular, co-curricular, and extra-curricular programs are designed, implemented,
evaluated, and refined
curriculum decisions are based on research, expertise of teachers, and the
recommendations of learned societies
the school culture and climate are assessed on a regular basis
a variety of sources of information is used to make decisions
student learning is assessed using a variety of techniques
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multiple sources of information regarding performance are used by staff and students
a variety of supervisory and evaluation models is employed
pupil personnel programs are developed to meet the needs of students and their
families

Standard 3: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by ensuring management of the organization, operations, and resources for a safe,
efficient, and effective learning environment.
Knowledge
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of:









theories and models of organizations and the principles of organizational
development
operational procedures at the school and district level
principles and issues relating to school safety and security
human resources management and development
principles and issues relating to fiscal operations of school management
principles and issues relating to school facilities and use of space
legal issues impacting school operations
current technologies that support management functions

Dispositions
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to:








making management decisions to enhance learning and teaching
taking risks to improve schools
trusting people and their judgments
accepting responsibility
high-quality standards, expectations, and performances
involving stakeholders in management processes
a safe environment

Performances
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that:




knowledge of learning, teaching, and student development is used to inform
management decisions
operational procedures are designed and managed to maximize opportunities for
successful learning
emerging trends are recognized, studied, and applied as appropriate
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operational plans and procedures to achieve the vision and goals of the school are in
place
collective bargaining and other contractual agreements related to the school are
effectively managed
the school plant, equipment, and support systems operate safely, efficiently, and
effectively
time is managed to maximize attainment of organizational goals
potential problems and opportunities are identified
problems are confronted and resolved in a timely manner
financial, human, and material resources are aligned to the goals of schools
the school acts entrepreneurially to support continuous improvement
organizational systems are regularly monitored and modified as needed
stakeholders are involved in decisions affecting schools
responsibility is shared to maximize ownership and accountability
effective problem-framing and problem-solving skills are used
effective conflict resolution skills are used
effective group-process and consensus-building skills are used
effective communication skills are used
there is effective use of technology to manage school operations
fiscal resources of the school are managed responsibly, efficiently, and effectively
a safe, clean, and aesthetically pleasing school environment is created and maintained
human resource functions support the attainment of school goals
confidentiality and privacy of school records are maintained

Standard 4: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by collaborating with families and community members, responding to diverse
community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources.
Knowledge
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of:






emerging issues and trends that potentially impact the school community
the conditions and dynamics of the diverse school community
community resources
community relations and marketing strategies and processes
successful models of school, family, business, community, government and higher
education partnerships

Dispositions
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to:
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schools operating as an integral part of the larger community
collaboration and communication with families
involvement of families and other stakeholders in school decision-making processes
the proposition that diversity enriches the school
families as partners in the education of their children
the proposition that families have the best interests of their children in mind
resources of the family and community needing to be brought to bear on the
education of students
an informed public

Performances
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that:

















high visibility, active involvement, and communication with the larger community is
a priority
relationships with community leaders are identified and nurtured
information about family and community concerns, expectations, and needs is used
regularly
there is outreach to different business, religious, political, and service agencies and
organizations
credence is given to individuals and groups whose values and opinions may conflict
the school and community serve one another as resources
available community resources are secured to help the school solve problems and
achieve goals
partnerships are established with area businesses, institutions of higher education, and
community groups to strengthen programs and support school goals
community youth family services are integrated with school programs
community stakeholders are treated equitably
diversity is recognized and valued
effective media relations are developed and maintained
a comprehensive program of community relations is established
public resources and funds are used appropriately and wisely
community collaboration is modeled for staff
opportunities for staff to develop collaborative skills are provided

Standard 5: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner.
Knowledge
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of:


the purpose of education and the role of leadership in modern society
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various ethical frameworks and perspectives on ethics
the values of the diverse school community
professional codes of ethics
the philosophy and history of education

Dispositions
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to:









the ideal of the common good
the principles in the Bill of Rights
the right of every student to a free, quality education
bringing ethical principles to the decision-making process
subordinating one’s own interest to the good of the school community
accepting the consequences for upholding one’s principles and actions
using the influence of one’s office constructively and productively in the service of
all students and their families
development of a caring school community

Performances
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that:

















examines personal and professional values
demonstrates a personal and professional code of ethics
demonstrates values, beliefs, and attitudes that inspire others to higher levels of
performance
serves as a role model
accepts responsibility for school operations
considers the impact of one’s administrative practices on others
uses the influence of the office to enhance the educational program rather than for
personal gain
treats people fairly, equitably, and with dignity and respect
protects the rights and confidentiality of students and staff
demonstrates appreciation for and sensitivity to the diversity in the school community
recognizes and respects the legitimate authority of others
examines and considers the prevailing values of the diverse school community
expects that others in the school community will demonstrate integrity and exercise
ethical behavior
opens the school to public scrutiny
fulfills legal and contractual obligations
applies laws and procedures fairly, wisely, and considerately
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Standard 6: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all
students by understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger political, social,
economic, legal, and cultural context.
Knowledge
The administrator has knowledge and understanding of:









principles of representative governance that undergird the system of American
schools
the role of public education in developing and renewing a democratic society and an
economically productive nation
the law as related to education and schooling
the political, social, cultural and economic systems and processes that impact schools
models and strategies of change and conflict resolution as applied to the larger
political, social, cultural and economic contexts of schooling
global issues and forces affecting teaching and learning
the dynamics of policy development and advocacy under our democratic political
system
the importance of diversity and equity in a democratic society

Dispositions
The administrator believes in, values, and is committed to:
• education as a key to opportunity and social mobility
• recognizing a variety of ideas, values, and cultures
• importance of a continuing dialogue with other decision makers affecting education
• actively participating in the political and policy-making context in the service of education
• using legal systems to protect student rights and improve student opportunities
Performances
The administrator facilitates processes and engages in activities ensuring that:







the environment in which schools operate is influenced on behalf of students and their
families
communication occurs among the school community concerning trends, issues, and
potential changes in the
environment in which schools operate
there is ongoing dialogue with representatives of diverse community groups
the school community works within the framework of policies, laws, and regulations
enacted by local state, and
federal authorities
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public policy is shaped to provide quality education for students
lines of communication are developed with decision makers outside the school
community

http://coe.fgcu.edu/faculty/valesky/isllcstandards.htm
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