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Abstract 

ACHIEVEMENT, ENGAGEMENT, AND BEHAVIOR OUTCOMES OF AT-RISK 

YOUTH FOLLOWING PARTICIPATION IN A REQUIRED NINTH-GRADE 

ACADEMIC SUPPORT STUDY CENTER PROGRAM  

Jeffrey P. Wagner, M.S. 

University of Nebraska, 2012 

Advisor: Dr. John W. Hill 

Overall, pretest-posttest results for achievement, behavior, and engagement for at-risk 

boys not eligible (n = 13) and eligible (n = 9) for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program 

were not statistically different over time and end of school year for cumulative grade 

point average scores, pre-ACT scores for English, math, reading, science, and composite, 

total credits earned, and participation in school sponsored activities.  However, at-risk 

boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program had statistically 

significantly lower total posttest office referral frequencies and at-risk boys not eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program had statistically significantly 

lower total posttest days absent frequencies.  Overall, pretest-posttest results for 

achievement, behavior, and engagement for at-risk girls not eligible (n = 7) and eligible 

(n = 10) for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program were statistically different over 

time and end of school year for cumulative grade point average scores.  Girls not eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program had significantly lower 

posttest pre-ACT English scores.  Furthermore, no statistical differences were found for 

 



   iii 

total credits earned, pre-ACT math, reading, science, and composite scores, total office 

referral frequencies, attendance frequencies, and participation in school sponsored 

activities.  No posttest-posttest statistical differences between the four student groups 

were observed.  Statistical equipoise indicates that the school-year long academic support 

study center program was mutually beneficial for all study subjects helping them to stay 

out of trouble, stay in school, and maintain academic progress consistent with on-time 

graduation.   
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

The Cost of Leaving High School Before Graduation 

 When students drop out of high school the impact on the quality of their lives, as 

well as the impact they have on their communities, and therefore the nation as a whole, is 

more often than not negatively significant (Kennelly & Monrad, 2007).  If the dropout 

rate remains the same for the next ten years, and it has remained largely unchanged for 

the last 30 years, it will result in a three trillion dollar loss to our nation (Balfanz, Fox, 

Bridgeland, & McNaught, 2009).   A recent report by America’s Promise predicts that by 

increasing the number of high school graduates by 15% would, through improved life 

courses and productive employment generate almost $45 billion annually in new tax 

revenue (Neild, 2009).  For example, the average income of persons ages 18 through 65 

who had not completed high school was roughly $21,000 in 2006.  By comparison, the 

average income of individuals, ages 18 through 65 who completed their education with a 

high school credential, including General Educational Development (GED) certificate, 

was over $31,400 (Davis & Bauman, 2008).  Individuals who do not complete high 

school are also more likely to become chemically dependent on alcohol and drugs, have 

poor nutrition, receive welfare, and be incarcerated as juvenile offenders (Afterschool 

Alliance, 2009; Kennelly & Monrad, 2007; Stanard, 2003).  High school graduates, on 

the other hand are more likely to participate in post-secondary education, both college 

and technical school, experience career advancement, and enjoy greater economic 

stability (Balfanz et al., 2009; Barton, 2005).  Even students who do not graduate, but 

attend high school for several years have increased benefits.   According to the National 
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Research Council each year a student attends high school decrease the chances they will 

receive welfare by almost 35% (McIntosh, Flannery, Sugai, Braun, & Cochrane, 2008). 

 The need for intervention.  Twenty years ago many school districts utilized a 

treatment to do nothing strategy for at-risk students focusing resources and efforts 

primarily on college bound students (Hill, 1989).  Surveys indicate school personnel feel 

parents, the system as a whole, or society in general are mainly responsible for students 

dropping out (Bridgeland, Dilulio, & Balfanz, 2009).  In fact there are many interventions 

and strategies schools should be doing to help increase the number of students graduating 

high school.  Increasing expectations for students who are at-risk of dropping does not 

appeal to most educators, although this is in contrast to surveys of dropouts who felt 

higher demands and expecting more from them may have kept them in school 

(Bridgeland et al., 2009).  While there have been some improvements made in identifying 

and providing learning alternatives for at-risk students, these improvements have not 

resulted in improved graduation rates (Barton, 2005; Knesting, 2008).  Despite recent 

attention to decreasing the drop out rate and focusing resources and interventions to at-

risk students about one-third of all public school students and almost half of all minority 

students do not graduate with their class (Balfanz et al., 2009).  Moreover, there is 

agreement that at-risk prevention is predicated upon helping students build a foundation 

of engagement and success particularly during the ninth-grade when too many students 

decide to disengage (Afterschool Alliance, 2009; Barton, 2009).  Studies show that 

dropping out of school is seldom related to one single event but is more a compilation of 

events over many years (Afterschool Alliance, 2009).  While there are many 

characteristics, attributed to predicting what type of student is likely to drop out, the 
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research seems to agree that schools need to identify students who receive failing grades 

in core subjects, have poor attendance, fail to earn sufficient credits to be promoted to the 

next grade level and do not participate in school activities (Center for Comprehensive 

School Reform and Improvement, 2008; Heppen & Therriault, 2008; Hill, 1989).  A 

study by Allensworth and Easton (2007) identified two on-track indicators that most 

clearly predicted the success of ninth-grade students (a) failure in core academic courses 

and (b) the overall number of credits earned.  Furthermore, most dropouts cited a school 

related issue as being the biggest reason they dropped out.  Excessive absences, low 

grades, being credit deficient after ninth-grade, the feeling that getting a GED would be 

easier, and generally not liking school were the most frequent reasons given (Dalton, 

Glennie, & Ingels, 2009).  According to the Digest of Educational Statistics (2008) 

Nebraska public schools show an average freshman graduation rate at 87.0%.  The 

average freshman graduation rate provides an estimate of the percentage of students who 

receive a regular high school diploma within four years of entering high school.  Eighty-

seven percent of Nebraska students in the class of 2005-06 graduated on time.  However, 

nationally only 73.4% of the United States public school students graduated in four years 

or less in 2005-06 (Snyder, Dillow, & Hoffman, 2008). 

 Transition to high school.  The transition to a new level of education can also be 

a trying time for students.  In most cases the transition from eighth-grade to ninth-grade 

requires a student to move to a different building, be in classes with new peers, adapt to a 

new schedule, and face new challenges (Cushman, 2006; Mizelle, 2005; Neild, Stoner-

Eby, & Furstenberg, 2008).  This is usually the student’s first exposure to 

departmentalized curriculum, tracking in multiple classes, grade point average 
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implications, class rankings, earning credits that can determine future paths, and the 

constant reminder of graduation requirements (Benner & Graham, 2009).  There may also 

be more freedom within the schedule, reduced parental supervision and increased peer 

pressure (Neild, 2009).  There is more evidence that the transition into high school 

increases disengagement and decreases motivation especially among low performing, or 

at-risk, students (Herlihy, 2007).  These changes in structure and environment can create 

a difficult situation for some freshmen.  For example, in high schools with a modular 

schedule students meet for different classes at different times and these classes may also 

meet for different lengths of time during alternating weeks (Mowen & Mowen, 2004). 

There may also be independent study mods, or periods, in which students are not 

assigned to a class, but may move freely throughout the building from one instructional 

area to another.  While this system works well for many students it may not provide 

enough structure for others (Canady & Rettig, 1995).  At Wausau West High School in 

Wisconsin, the modular, or flex mod, schedule results in free time intended for students 

self-directed and independent study.  However, unstructured time for some students may 

have the unintended consequence of increasing the chances that the student skips their 

classes, failing to complete assignments, and not using their time wisely (Murray, 2008).  

Extra attention and focus needs to be given to those students who may not fit neatly into 

an overly open school program so that they may learn how to take advantage of the 

flexible schedule designed to support their self-directed learning (Murray, 2008).  Early 

intervention, especially for at-risk students, may be the key ingredient to decrease the 

number of students not completing high school (Neild, Stoner-Eby, & Furstenburg, 
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2008).  With additional support, encouragement, mentoring, and structure ninth-grade 

need not be the make-or-break school year for so many students at-risk (Herilihy, 2007).    

Purpose of the Study 
 

The purpose of this study is to determine the impact of participation in a required 

school year-long, academic support study center program, on the achievement, behavior, 

and school engagement outcomes of ninth-grade boys at-risk and eligible or not for free 

and reduced price lunch program participation compared to the achievement, behavior, 

and school engagement outcomes of ninth-grade girls at-risk and eligible or not for free 

and reduced price lunch program participation. 

Research Questions  

 The following research questions will be used to analyze grade point average 

scores in male and female students eligible for free or reduced lunch program and not 

eligible for free or reduced lunch program following required participation in a school-

year-long, academic support study center program. 

Overarching Pretest-Posttest Grade Point Average Research Question #1.  

Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in 

the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who 

were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade 

girls determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program lose, maintain, or 
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improve their ending eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest 

cumulative grade point average scores? 

 Sub-Question 1a.  Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

pretest ending eighth-grade compared to posttest ending ninth-grade cumulative grade 

point average scores? 

 Sub-Question 1b.  Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who 

were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed 

a required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

pretest ending eighth-grade compared to posttest ending ninth-grade cumulative grade 

point average scores? 

 Sub-Question 1c.  Do ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

pretest ending eighth-grade compared to posttest ending ninth-grade cumulative grade 

point average scores? 

 Sub-Question 1d.  Do ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

pretest ending eighth-grade compared to posttest ending ninth-grade cumulative grade 

point average scores?  
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Overarching Posttest-Posttest Grade Point Average Research Question #2.  

Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in 

the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who 

were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade 

girls determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program have congruent or 

different ending ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest cumulative 

grade point average scores? 

 Sub-Question 2a.  Will there be a significant difference between ninth-

grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls determined 

to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a required school 

year-long, academic support study center program ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest cumulative grade point average scores? 

The following research questions will be used to analyze total credits earned in 

male and female students eligible for free or reduced lunch program and not eligible for 

free or reduced lunch program following required participation in a school-year-long, 

academic support study center program. 
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Overarching Posttest-Posttest Total Credits Earned Research Question #3. 

Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in 

the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who 

were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade 

girls determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program have congruent or 

different ending ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total credits 

earned? 

 Sub-Question 3a.  Will there be a significant difference between ninth-

grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls determined 

to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a required school 

year-long, academic support study center program ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest total credits earned? 

The following research questions will be used to analyze student achievement as 

measured by norm-referenced achievement Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) scores for 

English, math, reading, science, and composite end of eighth-grade EXPLORE test and 

end of ninth-grade PLAN test scores in male and female students eligible for free or 
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reduced lunch program and not eligible for free or reduced lunch program following 

required participation in a school-year-long, academic support study center program. 

Overarching Pretest-Posttest Norm Referenced Test Scores Research 

Question #4.  Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to 

be at-risk who were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, 

ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who 

were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed 

a required school year-long, academic support study center program lose, maintain, or 

improve their ending eighth-grade EXPLORE pretest compared to ending ninth-grade 

PLAN posttest (a) English, (b) math, (c) reading, (d) science, and (e) composite Normal 

Curve Equivalent (NCE) test scores? 

 Sub-Question 4a.  Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

their ending eighth-grade EXPLORE pretest compared to ending ninth-grade PLAN 

posttest (a) English, (b) math, (c) reading, (d) science, and (e) composite Normal Curve 

Equivalent (NCE) test scores? 

 Sub-Question 4b.  Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who 

were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed 

a required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

their ending eighth-grade EXPLORE pretest compared to ending ninth-grade PLAN 
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posttest (a) English, (b) math, (c) reading, (d) science, and (e) composite Normal Curve 

Equivalent (NCE) test scores? 

 Sub-Question 4c.  Do ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

their ending eighth-grade EXPLORE pretest compared to ending ninth-grade PLAN 

posttest (a) English, (b) math, (c) reading, (d) science, and (e) composite Normal Curve 

Equivalent (NCE) test scores? 

 Sub-Question 4d.  Do ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

their ending eighth-grade EXPLORE pretest compared to ending ninth-grade PLAN 

posttest (a) English, (b) math, (c) reading, (d) science, and (e) composite Normal Curve 

Equivalent (NCE) test scores? 

Overarching Posttest-Posttest Norm Referenced Test Scores Research 

Question #5.  Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to 

be at-risk who were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, 

ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who 

were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed 

a required school year-long, academic support study center program have congruent or 

different ending ninth-grade PLAN posttest compared to ending ninth-grade PLAN 
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posttest (a) English, (b) math, (c) reading, (d) science, and (e) composite Normal Curve 

Equivalent (NCE) test scores? 

 Sub-Question 5a.  Will there be a significant difference between ninth-

grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls determined 

to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a required school 

year-long, academic support study center program ending ninth-grade PLAN posttest 

compared to ending ninth-grade PLAN posttest their ending eighth-grade EXPLORE 

pretest compared to ending ninth-grade PLAN posttest (a) English, (b) math, (c) reading, 

(d) science, and (e) composite Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) test scores? 

 The following research questions were used to analyze behavior as measured by 

cumulative end of the year (a) office referrals and (b) days absent from school in male 

and female students eligible for free or reduced lunch program and not eligible for free or 

reduced lunch program following required participation in a school-year-long, academic 

support study center program. 

Overarching Pretest-Posttest Total Behavior Research Question #6.  Do 

ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls 

determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced 
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price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a required school 

year-long, academic support study center program lose, maintain, or improve their ending 

eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest (a) office referrals and (b) 

total days absent from school? 

 Sub-Question 6a. Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys 

determined to be at-risk who were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program, ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined 

to be at-risk who were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a required school year-long, academic support study center 

program lose, maintain, or improve their ending eighth-grade pretest compared to ending 

ninth-grade posttest total office referrals? 

 Sub-Question 6b. Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys 

determined to be at-risk who were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program, ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined 

to be at-risk who were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a required school year-long, academic support study center 

program lose, maintain, or improve their ending eighth-grade pretest compared to ending 

ninth-grade posttest total days absent from school?  
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Overarching Posttest-Posttest Total Behavior Research Question #7.  Do 

ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls 

determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a required school 

year-long, academic support study center program have congruent or different ending 

ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest (a) office referrals and (b) 

total days absent from school? 

 Sub-Question 7a.  Will there be a significant difference between ninth-

grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls determined 

to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a required school 

year-long, academic support study center program ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest total office referrals? 

Sub-Question 7b.  Will there be a significant difference between ninth-grade 

boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls determined 
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to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a required school 

year-long, academic support study center program ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest total days absent from school? 

 The following research questions were used to analyze school engagement as 

measured by total participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, 

and clubs in male and female students eligible for free or reduced lunch program and not 

eligible for free or reduced lunch program following required participation in a school-

year-long, academic support study center program. 

Overarching Pretest-Posttest School Engagement Research Question #8.  Do 

ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls 

determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a required school 

year-long, academic support study center program lose, maintain, or improve their ending 

eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest as measured by total 

participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs? 

 Sub-Question 8a.  Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 
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their ending eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total 

participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs? 

 Sub-Question 8b.  Do ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who 

were eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed 

a required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

their ending eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total 

participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs? 

 Sub-Question 8c.  Do ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

their ending eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total 

participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs? 

 Sub-Question 8d.  Do ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

their ending eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total 

participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs?  

Overarching Posttest-Posttest School Engagement Research Question #9. Do 

ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls 

determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 
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 Sub-Question 8c.  Do ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

their ending eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total 

participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs? 

 Sub-Question 8d.  Do ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program statistically improve 

their ending eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total 

participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs?

 Analysis.  Research Sub-questions #8a, 8b, 8c, and 8d will be analyzed using 

dependent t tests to examine the significance of the difference between pretest ending 

eighth-grade compared to posttest ending ninth-grade total participation in school 

sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs.  Because multiple statistical 

tests will be conducted, a one-tailed .01 alpha level will be employed to help control for 

Type 1 error.  Means and standard deviations will be displayed on tables. 

Overarching Posttest-Posttest School Engagement Research Question #9.  Do 

ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls 

determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a required school 
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year-long, academic support study center program have congruent or different ending 

ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total participation in school 

sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs? 

 Sub-Question 9a.  Will there be a significant difference between ninth-

grade boys determined to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade boys determined to be at-risk who were eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, ninth-grade girls determined 

to be at-risk who were not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program, and ninth-grade girls determined to be at-risk who were eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a required school 

year-long, academic support study center program ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest total participation in school sponsored extra curricular 

activities, athletics, and clubs? 

 Analysis.  Research Sub-Questions #9a will be analyzed using a single 

classification Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to determine the main effect congruence or 

difference between students posttest-posttest total participation in school sponsored extra 

curricular activities, athletics, and clubs.  An F ratio will be calculated and an alpha level 

of .05 will be utilized to test the null hypothesis.  Independent t tests will be used for 

contrast analysis if a significant main effect is observed.  Means and standard deviations 

will be displayed in tables. 

Data Collection Procedures 

 All study achievement data will be retrospectively, archival, and routinely 

collected school information.  Permission from the appropriate school research personnel 
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will be obtained.  A random sample of students in each independent arm will be obtained 

to include achievement, behavior, and engagement data.  Non-coded numbers will be 

used to display individual and de-identified achievement and behavioral data as well as 

engagement data.  Aggregated group data, descriptive statistics, and parametric statistical 

analyses will be utilized and reported as means and standard deviations on tables.  

Performance site.  The research will be conducted in the public school setting 

under normal educational practices.  Since Westside High School is the only attendance 

center in the research district for ninth-grade students, it will be the only building 

included in the study.  Westside High School is a comprehensive ninth-grade through 

twelfth-grade building of approximately 1900 students, 165 certificated staff members, 

and 45 educational assistants.  

The study procedures will not interfere in any way with the standard educational 

practices of the public school and will not involve coercion or discomfort of any kind.  

All data will be analyzed in the office of the primary investigator at the Westside High 

School, located at 8701 Pacific Street, Omaha, Nebraska, 68114 or in the office of the 

dissertation chair at the University of Nebraska at Omaha.  Data will be stored 

electronically on spreadsheets and computer drives for descriptive and inferential 

statistical analysis.  Data and computer drives will be kept in the Primary Investigator’s 

locked file cabinet.  No individual student identifiers will be attached to the data. See 

Appendix for school district letter of approval. 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the Protection of Human Subjects 

Approval Category.  The exemption categories for this study are provided under 

45CFR46.101(b) categories 1 and 4.  The research will be conducted using routinely 
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collected archival data.  A letter of support from the school district will be provided to the 

IRB for their review. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Results 

Purpose of the Study 
 

The purpose of this study was to determine the impact of participation in a 

required school year-long, academic support study center program, on the achievement, 

behavior, and school engagement outcomes of ninth-grade boys at-risk and eligible or not 

for free and reduced price lunch program participation compared to the achievement, 

behavior, and school engagement outcomes of ninth-grade girls at-risk and eligible or not 

for free and reduced price lunch program participation. 

Implementation of the Independent Variables 

The independent variables for this study were ninth-grade boys and girls 

determined to be at-risk who were eligible or not for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program.  All students participated in a school-year-long, academic support 

study center program.  These students comprised the following four research arms: (1) 

Ninth-grade boys who are not eligible for participation in the free or reduced lunch 

program, (2) Ninth-grade boys who are eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

lunch program, (3) Ninth-grade girls who are not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced lunch program, (4) Ninth-grade girls who are eligible for participation in the free 

or reduced lunch program.  All groups of students were selected from the same student 

population and were in attendance at the same research high school. 

Dependent Measures 

 The following research questions focused on the dependent variables for 

academic achievement, behavior, and school engagement.  Student achievement was 
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determined by (1) end of the year cumulative grade point average,  (2) end of the year 

total credits earned and (3) end of the year norm-referenced EXPLORE Test and end of 

the year PLAN Test for (a) English, (b) math, (c) reading, (d) science, and (e) composite 

total subtest normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores.  Behavior data were also collected 

retrospectively, from the students’ end of eighth-grade and end of ninth-grade data.  The 

dependent measures were (a) total office referrals and (b) total days absent for all 

students. All of these data were collected from the district’s PowerSchool student 

information system where the information was archived at the central office.  School 

engagement data were also collected retrospectively, from the students’ end of eighth-

grade and end of ninth-grade data.  Participation in extracurricular activities served as a 

proxy measure for school engagement.  Students who participated in any type of school-

sponsored extracurricular activity, athletics, or clubs during the eighth-grade and ninth-

grade school year were identified using the district’s PowerSchool student information 

system.  All study achievement data related to each of the dependent variables were 

retrospective, archival, and routinely collected school information.  Permission from the 

appropriate school research personnel was obtained before data were collected and 

analyzed. 

 Table 1 displays demographic information of individual ninth-grade boys at-risk 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program.  Table 2 displays demographic 

information of individual ninth-grade boys at-risk eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study 

center program.  Table 3 displays demographic information of individual ninth-grade 
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girls at-risk not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program.  Demographic 

information of individual ninth-grade girls at-risk eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study 

center program is displayed in Table 4.   

Research Question #1   

 Table 5 displays pretest ending eighth-grade compared to posttest ending ninth-

grade cumulative grade point average scores for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program.  The first pretest-posttest 

hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 5, the null hypothesis 

for cumulative grade point average scores over time was not rejected in the direction of 

lower posttest scores for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade 

posttest cumulative grade point average scores for boys not eligible for participation in 

the free or reduced price lunch program where: pretest M = 2.06, SD = 0.78; posttest M = 

1.93, SD = 0.81; t(12) = -0.82, p = .22 (one-tailed), d = -0.227.  Also in Table 5, the null 

hypothesis for cumulative grade point average scores over time was not rejected in the 

direction of lower posttest scores for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending 

ninth-grade posttest cumulative grade point average scores for boys eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program where: pretest M = 2.16, SD = 

0.68; posttest M = 1.94, SD = 0.94; t(8) = -1.01, p = .17 (one-tailed), d = -0.351.  Also 

found in Table 5, the null hypothesis for cumulative grade point average scores over time 

was rejected in the direction of lower posttest scores for end of eighth-grade pretest 
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compared to ending ninth-grade posttest cumulative grade point average scores for girls 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program where: pretest M 

= 2.45, SD = 0.45; posttest M = 2.09, SD = 0.48; t(6) = -2.71, p = .02 (one-tailed), d =  

-1.074.  Also noted in Table 5, the null hypothesis for cumulative grade point average 

scores over time was rejected in the direction of lower posttest scores for end of eighth-

grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest cumulative grade point average 

scores for girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program 

where: pretest M = 2.44, SD = 0.41; posttest M = 1.77, SD = 0.34; t(9) = -4.43, p = .001 

(one-tailed), d = -1.395. 

Research Question #2   

Table 6 displays results of Analysis of Variance ending ninth-grade posttest 

compared to ending ninth-grade posttest cumulative grade point average scores for at-risk 

boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program.  The 

second hypothesis was tested using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  Ending ninth-grade 

posttest cumulative grade point average score posttest-posttest ANOVA results 

comparisons for (A) boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

1.93, SD = 0.81); (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

1.94, SD = 0.94); (C) girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

2.09, SD = 0.48); and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 
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program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

1.77, SD = 0.34).  As seen in Table 6, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the 

cumulative grade point average score posttest-posttest ANOVA results research question 

#2 comparisons.   

The overall main effect of comparisons for ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest cumulative grade point average scores for at-risk boys and 

girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program 

who completed a school-year long academic support study center program was not 

statistically significant, (F(3, 35) = 0.30, p = .83).  Because no significant main effect was 

found, no post hoc contrast analyses were conducted. 

Research Question #3   

Table 7 displays results of Analysis of Variance ending ninth-grade posttest 

compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total credits earned scores for at-risk boys and 

girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program 

who completed a school-year long academic support study center program.  The third 

hypothesis was tested using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  Ending ninth-grade 

posttest total credits earned score posttest-posttest ANOVA results comparisons for (A) 

boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 45.62, SD = 

13.57); (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 46.22, SD = 

15.20); (C) girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program 

who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 56.57, 
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SD = 8.22); and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

46.30, SD = 8.65).  As seen in Table 6, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the 

cumulative grade point average score posttest-posttest ANOVA results research question 

#3 comparisons.   

The overall main effect of comparisons for ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest total credits earned scores for at-risk boys and girls not 

eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program was not statistically 

significant, (F(3, 35) = 1.46, p = .24).  Because no significant main effect was found, no 

post hoc contrast analyses were conducted. 

Research Question #4   

 Sub-Question 4a.  Table 8 displays pretest ending eighth-grade EXPLORE 

compared to posttest ending ninth-grade PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent 

test scores for at-risk boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program.  The 

fourth pretest-posttest hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 

8, the null hypothesis for pretest ending eighth-grade EXPLORE compared to posttest 

ending ninth-grade PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent test scores over time 

was not rejected for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest 

(A) English Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 34.31, SD = 27.33; posttest 

PLAN M = 37.15, SD = 19.80; t(12) = 0.67 (in the direction of a higher posttest score), p 

= .26 (one-tailed), d = 0.211: (B) Math Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 
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50.15, SD = 21.87; posttest PLAN M = 44.62, SD = 20.64; t(12) = -1.05 (in the direction 

of a lower posttest score), p = .15 (one-tailed), d = -0.293: (C) Reading Subtest scores 

where: pretest EXPLORE M = 44.62, SD = 23.41; posttest PLAN M = 45.46, SD = 17.94; 

t(12) = 0.20 (in the direction of a higher posttest score), p = .42 (one-tailed), d = 0.059: 

(D) Science Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 46.00, SD = 24.48; posttest 

PLAN M = 50.92, SD = 19.23; t(12) = 0.90 (in the direction of a higher posttest score), p 

= .19 (one-tailed), d = 0.258: and (E) Composite scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 

42.69, SD = 23.40; posttest PLAN M = 43.23, SD = 20.75; t(12) = 0.14 (in the direction 

of a higher posttest score), p = .44 (one-tailed), d = 0.040. 

 Sub-Question 4b.  Table 9 displays pretest ending eighth-grade EXPLORE 

compared to posttest ending ninth-grade PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent 

test scores for at-risk boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program.  The 

fourth pretest-posttest hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 

9, the null hypothesis for pretest ending eighth-grade EXPLORE compared to posttest 

ending ninth-grade PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent test scores over time 

was not rejected for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest 

(A) English Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 33.00, SD = 7.14; posttest 

PLAN M = 32.78, SD = 9.57; t(8) = -0.06 (in the direction of a lower posttest score), p = 

.247 (one-tailed), d = -0.021: (B) Math Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 

42.78, SD = 13.95; posttest PLAN M = 39.11, SD = 12.26; t(8) = -0.56 (in the direction 

of a lower posttest score), p = .29 (one-tailed), d = -0.209: (C) Reading Subtest scores 

where: pretest EXPLORE M = 41.67, SD = 12.93; posttest PLAN M = 35.78, SD = 11.32; 
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t(8) = -0.85 (in the direction of a lower posttest score), p = .21 (one-tailed), d = -0.469: 

(D) Science Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 37.78, SD = 14.95; posttest 

PLAN M = 35.67, SD = 8.29; t(8) = -0.43 (in the direction of a lower posttest score), p = 

.34 (one-tailed), d = -0.153: and (E) Composite scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 

38.22, SD = 10.98; posttest PLAN M = 35.67, SD = 8.29; t(8) = -0.52 (in the direction of 

a lower posttest score), p = .31 (one-tailed), d = -0.201. 

 Sub-Question 4c.  Table 10 displays pretest ending eighth-grade EXPLORE 

compared to posttest ending ninth-grade PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent 

test scores for at-risk girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program.  The 

fourth pretest-posttest hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 

10, the null hypothesis for pretest ending eighth-grade EXPLORE compared to posttest 

ending ninth-grade PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent test scores over time 

was rejected for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest (A) 

English Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 46.00, SD = 17.33; posttest PLAN 

M = 38.71, SD = 12.33; t(6) = -2.13 (in the direction of a lower posttest score), p = .04 

(one-tailed), d = -0.929: however, the null hypothesis for pretest ending eighth-grade 

EXPLORE compared to posttest ending ninth-grade PLAN norm referenced normal 

curve equivalent test scores over time was not rejected for end of eighth-grade pretest 

compared to ending ninth-grade posttest (B) Math Subtest scores where: pretest 

EXPLORE M = 35.71, SD = 21.27; posttest PLAN M = 43.86, SD = 17.76; t(6) = 1.05 (in 

the direction of a higher posttest score), p = .17 (one-tailed), d = 0.405: (C) Reading 

Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 49.14, SD = 23.80; posttest PLAN M = 
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43.86, SD = 26.42; t(6) = -1.39 (in the direction of a lower posttest score), p = .11 (one-

tailed), d = -0.543: (D) Science Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 43.86, SD = 

22.19; posttest PLAN M = 43.86, SD = 26.42; t(6) = 0.00 (in the direction of an 

equivalent posttest score), p = .50 (one-tailed), d = 0.000: and (E) Composite scores 

where: pretest EXPLORE M = 41.86, SD = 23.71; posttest PLAN M = 41.43, SD = 20.33; 

t(6) = -0.08 (in the direction of a lower posttest score), p = .47 (one-tailed), d = -0.033. 

 Sub-Question 4d.  Table 11 displays pretest ending eighth-grade EXPLORE 

compared to posttest ending ninth-grade PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent 

test scores for at-risk girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program.  The 

fourth pretest-posttest hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 

11, the null hypothesis for pretest ending eighth-grade EXPLORE compared to posttest 

ending ninth-grade PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent test scores over time 

was not rejected for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest 

(A) English Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 44.80, SD = 18.56; posttest 

PLAN M = 48.40, SD = 13.62; t(9) = 0.62 (in the direction of a higher posttest score), p = 

.27 (one-tailed), d = 0.204: (B) Math Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 51.50, 

SD = 17.74; posttest PLAN M = 48.50, SD = 16.82; t(9) = -0.49 (in the direction of a 

lower posttest score), p = .31 (one-tailed), d = -0.157: (C) Reading Subtest scores where: 

pretest EXPLORE M = 54.90, SD = 21.41; posttest PLAN M = 52.00, SD = 16.36; t(9) = 

-0.47 (in the direction of a lower posttest score), p = .32 (one-tailed), d = -0.155: (D) 

Science Subtest scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 40.70, SD = 18.69; posttest PLAN 

M = 45.00, SD = 18.54; t(9) = 0.75 (in the direction of a higher posttest score), p = .23 
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(one-tailed), d = 0.238: and (E) Composite scores where: pretest EXPLORE M = 49.20, 

SD = 15.97; posttest PLAN M = 49.10, SD = 17.59; t(9) = -0.03 (in the direction of a 

lower posttest score), p = .49 (one-tailed), d = -0.008. 

Research Question #5   

 PLAN English Scores.  Table 12 displays results of Analysis of Variance ending 

ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN English subtest norm 

referenced normal curve equivalent test scores for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program.  The fifth hypothesis was tested 

using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  Ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN English 

subtest score posttest-posttest ANOVA results comparisons for (A) boys not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program (M = 37.15, SD = 19.80); (B) boys eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program (M = 32.78, SD = 9.57); (C) girls not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program (M = 38.71, SD = 12.33); and 

(D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 48.40, SD = 

13.62).  As seen in Table 12, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the PLAN English 

subtest score posttest-posttest ANOVA results research question #5 comparisons.   

The overall main effect of comparisons for ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN English subtest scores for at-risk boys and girls not 
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eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program was not statistically 

significant, (F(3, 35) = 1.85, p = .16).  Because no significant main effect was found, no 

post hoc contrast analyses were conducted. 

 PLAN Math Scores.  Table 13 displays results of Analysis of Variance ending 

ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Math subtest norm 

referenced normal curve equivalent test scores for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program.  The fifth hypothesis was tested 

using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  Ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Math subtest 

score posttest-posttest ANOVA results comparisons for (A) boys not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program (M = 44.62, SD = 20.64); (B) boys eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program (M = 39.11, SD = 12.26); (C) girls not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program (M = 43.86, SD = 17.76); and 

(D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 48.50, SD = 

16.82).  As seen in Table 13, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the PLAN Math 

subtest score posttest-posttest ANOVA results research question #5 comparisons.   

The overall main effect of comparisons for ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Math subtest scores for at-risk boys and girls not 
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eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program was not statistically 

significant, (F(3, 35) = 0.46, p = .71).  Because no significant main effect was found, no 

post hoc contrast analyses were conducted. 

 PLAN Reading Scores.  Table 14 displays results of Analysis of Variance ending 

ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Reading subtest 

norm referenced normal curve equivalent test scores for at-risk boys and girls not eligible 

and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program.  The fifth hypothesis was tested 

using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  Ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Reading 

subtest score posttest-posttest ANOVA results comparisons for (A) boys not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program (M = 45.46, SD = 17.94); (B) boys eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program (M = 35.78, SD = 11.32); (C) girls not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program (M = 43.86, SD = 26.42); and 

(D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 52.00, SD = 

16.36).  As seen in Table 14, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the PLAN Reading 

subtest score posttest-posttest ANOVA results research question #5 comparisons.   

The overall main effect of comparisons for ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Reading subtest scores for at-risk boys and girls not 



   78 

eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program was not statistically 

significant, (F(3, 35) = 1.28, p = .30).  Because no significant main effect was found, no 

post hoc contrast analyses were conducted. 

 PLAN Science Scores.  Table 15 displays results of Analysis of Variance ending 

ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Science subtest norm 

referenced normal curve equivalent test scores for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program.  The fifth hypothesis was tested 

using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  Ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Science 

subtest score posttest-posttest ANOVA results comparisons for (A) boys not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program (M = 50.92, SD = 19.23); (B) boys eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program (M = 40.89, SD = 11.94); (C) girls not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program (M = 52.57, SD = 22.27); and 

(D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 45.00, SD = 

18.54).  As seen in Table 15, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the PLAN Science 

subtest score posttest-posttest ANOVA results research question #5 comparisons.   

The overall main effect of comparisons for ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Science subtest scores for at-risk boys and girls not 
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eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program was not statistically 

significant, (F(3, 35) = 0.79, p = .51).  Because no significant main effect was found, no 

post hoc contrast analyses were conducted. 

 PLAN Composite Scores.  Table 16 displays results of Analysis of Variance 

ending ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Composite 

subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test scores for at-risk boys and girls not 

eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program.  The fifth 

hypothesis was tested using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  Ending ninth-grade 

posttest PLAN Composite subtest score posttest-posttest ANOVA results comparisons 

for (A) boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 43.23, SD = 

20.75); (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 35.67, SD = 

8.29); (C) girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program 

who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 41.43, 

SD = 20.33); and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

49.10, SD = 17.59).  As seen in Table 16, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the 

PLAN Composite subtest score posttest-posttest ANOVA results research question #5 

comparisons.   
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The overall main effect of comparisons for ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest PLAN Composite subtest scores for at-risk boys and girls 

not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program was not statistically 

significant, (F(3, 35) = 0.92, p = .44).  Because no significant main effect was found, no 

post hoc contrast analyses were conducted. 

Research Question #6   

 Sub-Question 6a.  Table 17 displays pretest ending eighth-grade compared to 

posttest ending ninth-grade total office referrals for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program.  The sixth pretest-posttest 

hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 17, the null hypothesis 

for total office referrals over time was not rejected in the direction of lower improved 

posttest frequencies for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade 

posttest total office referrals for boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program where: pretest M = 7.23, SD = 4.90; posttest M = 6.15, SD = 7.76; 

t(12) = -0.71, p = .25 (one-tailed), d = -0.224.  Also in Table 17, the null hypothesis for 

total office referrals over time was rejected in the direction of lower improved posttest 

frequencies for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total 

office referrals for boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program where: pretest M = 14.33, SD = 12.33; posttest M = 7.00, SD = 6.61; t(8) =  

-1.83, p = .05 (one-tailed), d = -0.658.  Also found in Table 17, the null hypothesis for 

total office referrals over time was not rejected in the direction of lower improved 
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posttest frequencies for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade 

posttest total office referrals for girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program where: pretest M = 1.71, SD = 1.49; posttest M = 1.57, SD = 1.71; 

t(6) = -0.14, p = .44 (one-tailed), d = -0.074.  Also noted in Table 17, the null hypothesis 

for total office referrals over time was not rejected in the direction of lower improved 

posttest frequencies for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade 

posttest total office referrals for girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program where: pretest M = 12.10, SD = 10.84; posttest M = 9.20, SD = 9.35; t(9) = 

-1.57, p = .08 (one-tailed), d = -0.508. 

 Sub-Question 6b.  Table 18 displays pretest ending eighth-grade compared to 

posttest ending ninth-grade total days absent for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program.  The sixth pretest-posttest 

hypothesis was tested using the dependent t test.  As seen in Table 18, the null hypothesis 

for total days absent over time was rejected in the direction of lower improved posttest 

frequencies for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total 

days absent for boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program where: pretest M = 16.38, SD = 8.66; posttest M = 12.62, SD = 8.32; t(12) =  

-4.07, p = .001 (one-tailed), d = -1.107.  Also in Table 18, the null hypothesis for total 

days absent over time was not rejected in the direction of lower improved posttest 

frequencies for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total 

days absent for boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program 

where: pretest M = 14.78, SD = 6.81; posttest M = 14.67, SD = 9.02; t(8) = -0.06, p = .48 
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(one-tailed), d = -0.020.  Also found in Table 17, the null hypothesis for total days absent 

over time was not rejected in the direction of higher worsening posttest frequencies for 

end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total days absent for 

girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program where: 

pretest M = 9.29, SD = 6.76; posttest M = 10.50, SD = 8.30; t(6) = 0.35, p = .37 (one-

tailed), d = 0.135.  Also noted in Table 18, the null hypothesis for total days absent over 

time was not rejected in the direction of lower improved posttest frequencies for end of 

eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total office referrals for girls 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program where: pretest M = 

20.05, SD = 7.22; posttest M = 18.30, SD = 9.82; t(9) = -1.03, p = .16 (one-tailed), d =  

-0.363. 

Research Question #7   

Sub-Question 7a.  Table 19 displays results of Analysis of Variance ending 

ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total office referrals for at-

risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study center 

program.  The seventh hypothesis was tested using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  

Ending ninth-grade posttest total office referrals posttest-posttest ANOVA results 

comparisons for (A) boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

6.15, SD = 7.76); (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

7.00, SD = 6.61); (C) girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 
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program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

1.57, SD = 1.71); and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

9.20, SD = 9.35).  As seen in Table 19, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the total 

office referrals posttest-posttest ANOVA results research question #7 comparisons.   

The overall main effect of comparisons for ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest total office referrals frequencies for at-risk boys and girls 

not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program was not statistically 

significant, (F(3, 35) = 1.52, p = .23).  Because no significant main effect was found, no 

post hoc contrast analyses were conducted. 

Sub-Question 7b.  Table 20 displays results of Analysis of Variance ending 

ninth-grade posttest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total days absent for at-risk 

boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program.  The 

seventh hypothesis was tested using Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  Ending ninth-

grade posttest total days absent posttest-posttest ANOVA results comparisons for (A) 

boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 12.62, SD = 

8.32); (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 14.67, SD = 

9.82); (C) girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program 

who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 10.50, 
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SD = 8.32); and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

18.30, SD = 9.02).  As seen in Table 20, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the total 

days absent posttest-posttest ANOVA results research question #7 comparisons.   

The overall main effect of comparisons for ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest total days absent frequencies for at-risk boys and girls not 

eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program was not statistically 

significant, (F(3, 35) = 1.26, p = .30).  Because no significant main effect was found, no 

post hoc contrast analyses were conducted. 

Research Question #8   

 Table 21 displays pretest ending eighth-grade compared to posttest ending ninth-

grade total participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and 

clubs for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study 

center program.  The eighth pretest-posttest hypothesis was tested using the dependent t 

test.  As seen in Table 21, the null hypothesis for total participation in school sponsored 

extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs over time was not rejected in the direction 

of higher posttest scores for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade 

posttest total participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and 

clubs for boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program 

where: pretest M = 0.62, SD = 0.95; posttest M = 0.69, SD = 1.18; t(12) = 0.37, p = .36 

(one-tailed), d = 0.097.  Also in Table 21, the null hypothesis for total participation in 
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school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs over time was not 

rejected in the direction of lower posttest scores for end of eighth-grade pretest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest total participation in school sponsored extra curricular 

activities, athletics, and clubs for boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program where: pretest M = 1.44, SD = 1.81; posttest M = 0.67, SD = 0.70; 

t(8) = -1.49, p = .09 (one-tailed), d = -0.626.  Also found in Table 21, the null hypothesis 

for total participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs 

over time was not rejected in the direction of higher posttest scores for end of eighth-

grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total participation in school 

sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs for girls not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program where: pretest M = 0.86, SD = 

0.90; posttest M = 1.29, SD = 1.37; t(6) = 1.16, p = .14 (one-tailed), d = 0.497.  Also 

noted in Table 21, the null hypothesis for total participation in school sponsored extra 

curricular activities, athletics, and clubs over time was not rejected in the direction of 

higher posttest scores for end of eighth-grade pretest compared to ending ninth-grade 

posttest total participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and 

clubs for girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program where: 

pretest M = 0.85, SD = 0.74; posttest M = 1.25, SD = 1.58; t(9) = 0.74, p = .24 (one-

tailed), d = 0.353. 

Research Question #9   

Table 22 displays results of Analysis of Variance ending ninth-grade posttest 

compared to ending ninth-grade posttest total participation in school sponsored extra 

curricular activities, athletics, and clubs for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible 
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for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program.  The ninth hypothesis was tested using 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  Ending ninth-grade posttest total participation in school 

sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs posttest-posttest ANOVA results 

comparisons for (A) boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

0.69, SD = 1.18); (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

0.67, SD = 0.70); (C) girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

1.29, SD = 1.37); and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program (M = 

1.25, SD = 1.58).  As seen in Table 22, the null hypothesis was not rejected for the total 

participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs posttest-

posttest ANOVA results research question #9 comparisons.   

The overall main effect of comparisons for ending ninth-grade posttest compared 

to ending ninth-grade posttest total participation in school sponsored extra curricular 

activities, athletics, and clubs for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program was not statistically significant, (F(3, 35) = 

0.70, p = .56).  Because no significant main effect was found, no post hoc contrast 

analyses were conducted. 
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Table 1 

Demographic Information of Individual Ninth-Grade Boys At-Risk Not Eligible for 
Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-
Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
_______________________________________________________________________  
       Free or 
       Reduced  
       Price 
Student       Lunch  Special 
Number  Gender  Ethnicity  Program Education  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.          Male  Hispanic  No  No 
2.  Male  Caucasian  No  No 
3.  Male  Caucasian  No  No 
4.  Male  Caucasian  No  No 
5.  Male  Caucasian  No  No 
6.  Male  Caucasian  No  No 
7.  Male  Caucasian  No  No 
8.  Male  Caucasian  No  No 
9.          Male  Caucasian  No  No 
10.  Male  African-American No  No  
11.  Male  Caucasian  No  No 
12.  Male  Caucasian  No  No 
13.  Male  Caucasian  No  No 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  All students were in attendance in the research school district eighth-grade through 
ninth-grade. 
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Table 2 

Demographic Information of Individual Ninth-Grade Boys At-Risk Eligible for 
Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a 
School-Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
_______________________________________________________________________  
       Free or 
       Reduced  
       Price 
Student       Lunch  Special 
Number  Gender  Ethnicity  Program Education  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.          Male  Caucasian  Yes  No 
2.  Male  African-American Yes  No 
3.  Male  African-American Yes  No 
4.  Male  African-American Yes  No 
5.  Male  Caucasian  Yes  No 
6.  Male  Hispanic  Yes  No 
7.  Male  Caucasian  Yes  No 
8.  Male  Caucasian  Yes  No 
9.          Male  Caucasian  Yes  No 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  All students were in attendance in the research school district eighth-grade through 
ninth-grade. 
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Table 3 

Demographic Information of Individual Ninth-Grade Girls At-Risk Not Eligible for 
Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a 
School-Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
_______________________________________________________________________  
       Free or 
       Reduced  
       Price 
Student       Lunch  Special 
Number  Gender  Ethnicity  Program Education  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.          Female  Caucasian  No  No 
2.  Female  American Indian No  No 
3.  Female  Caucasian  No  No 
4.  Female  Caucasian  No  No 
5.  Female  Caucasian  No  No 
6.  Female  Caucasian  No  No 
7.  Female  Caucasian  No  No 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  All students were in attendance in the research school district eighth-grade through 
ninth-grade. 
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Table 4 

Demographic Information of Individual Ninth-Grade Girls At-Risk Eligible for 
Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a 
School-Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
_______________________________________________________________________  
       Free or 
       Reduced  
       Price 
Student       Lunch  Special 
Number  Gender  Ethnicity  Program Education  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1.          Female  Caucasian  Yes  No 
2.  Female  African-American Yes  No 
3.  Female  Caucasian  Yes  No 
4.  Female  African-American Yes  No 
5.  Female  Caucasian  Yes  No 
6.  Female  Caucasian  Yes  No 
7.  Female  Caucasian  Yes  No 
8.  Female  Caucasian  Yes  No 
9.          Female  Caucasian  Yes  No 
10.         Female  African-American Yes  No 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  All students were in attendance in the research school district eighth-grade through 
ninth-grade. 
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Table 5 

Pretest Ending Eighth-Grade Compared to Posttest Ending Ninth-Grade Cumulative 
Grade Point Average Scores for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible for 
Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-
Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
                       Cumulative Grade Point Average Scores 
                       ________________________________ 
 
                               Pretest                        Posttest 
     ______________    ______________ 
      
Source       M  SD M  SD d t  p 
________________________________________________________________________
A                  2.06  (0.78)              1.93  (0.81)        -0.227   -0.82            .22 
 
B                  2.16  (0.68)              1.94  (0.94)        -0.351   -1.01            .17 
 
C                  2.45  (0.45)              2.09  (0.48)        -1.074   -2.71            .02* 
 

D                  2.44  (0.41)              1.77  (0.34)        -1.395   -4.43            .001** 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. *p < .05.  **p = .001.  
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Table 6 

Results of Analysis of Variance Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Compared to Ending Ninth-
Grade Posttest Cumulative Grade Point Average Scores for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not 
Eligible and Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who 
Completed a School-Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Source of  Sum of     Mean 
Variation                   Squares    Square    df       F    p 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Between Groups     0.45                  0.15     3      0.30   .83 
 
Within Groups              17.67                     0.50           35  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Cumulative Grade Point Average Scores Mean  (SD) 
  _ 
  A       1.93  (0.81) 
 _ 
  B       1.94  (0.94) 
 _ 
 C       2.09  (0.48) 
 _ 
  D       1.77  (0.34) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. 
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Table 7 

Results of Analysis of Variance Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Compared to Ending Ninth-
Grade Posttest Total Credits Earned for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible 
for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-
Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Source of  Sum of     Mean 
Variation                   Squares    Square    df       F    p 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Between Groups 645.14              215.05     3      1.46   .24 
 
Within Groups          5140.45                 146.87           35  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Total Credits Earned Mean    (SD) 
  _ 
  A  45.62   (13.57) 
 _ 
  B  46.22   (15.20) 
 _ 
 C  56.57    (8.22) 
 _ 
  D  46.30    (8.65) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. 
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Table 8 

Pretest Ending Eighth-Grade EXPLORE Compared to Posttest Ending Ninth-Grade 
PLAN Norm Referenced Normal Curve Equivalent Test Scores for At-Risk Boys Not 
Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed 
a School-Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
                                 Norm Referenced Test Scores 
                       ________________________________ 
 
                               Pretest                        Posttest 
                               EXPLORE                 PLAN  
     ______________    ______________ 
      
Source       M  SD M  SD d t  p 
________________________________________________________________________
A                 34.31  (27.33)             37.15  (19.80)         0.211    0.67            .26 
 
B                 50.15  (21.87)             44.62  (20.64)        -0.293   -1.05            .15 
 
C                 44.62  (23.41)             45.46  (17.94)         0.059    0.20            .42 
 

D                 46.00  (24.48)             50.92  (19.23)         0.258    0.90            .19 
 
E                 42.69  (23.40)             43.23  (20.75)         0.040    0.14            .44 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = English Subtest; B = Math Subtest; C = Reading Subtest; D = Science Subtest; 
and E = Composite. 
ns.   
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Table 9 

Pretest Ending Eighth-Grade EXPLORE Compared to Posttest Ending Ninth-Grade 
PLAN Norm Referenced Normal Curve Equivalent Test Scores for At-Risk Boys Eligible 
for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-
Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
                                 Norm Referenced Test Scores 
                       ________________________________ 
 
                               Pretest                        Posttest 
                               EXPLORE                 PLAN  
     ______________    ______________ 
      
Source       M  SD M  SD d t  p 
________________________________________________________________________
A                 33.00   (7.14)             32.78    (9.57)        -0.021   -0.06            .47 
 
B                 42.78  (13.95)             39.11   (12.26)        -0.209   -0.56            .29 
 
C                 41.67  (12.93)             35.78   (11.32)        -0.469   -0.85            .21 
 

D                 37.78  (14.95)             35.67    (8.29)        -0.153   -0.43            .34 
 
E                 38.22  (10.98)             35.67    (8.29)        -0.201   -0.52            .31 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = English Subtest; B = Math Subtest; C = Reading Subtest; D = Science Subtest; 
and E = Composite. 
ns.  
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Table 10 

Pretest Ending Eighth-Grade EXPLORE Compared to Posttest Ending Ninth-Grade 
PLAN Norm Referenced Normal Curve Equivalent Test Scores for At-Risk Girls Not 
Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed 
a School-Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
                                 Norm Referenced Test Scores 
                       ________________________________ 
 
                               Pretest                        Posttest 
                               EXPLORE                 PLAN  
     ______________    ______________ 
      
Source       M  SD M  SD d t  p 
________________________________________________________________________
A                 46.00  (17.33)             38.71  (12.33)        -0.929   -2.13            .04* 
 
B                 35.71  (21.27)             43.86  (17.76)         0.405    1.05            .17 
 
C                 49.14  (23.80)             43.86  (26.42)        -0.543   -1.39            .11 
 

D                 43.86  (22.19)             43.86  (26.42)         0.000    0.00            .50 
 
E                 41.86  (23.71)             41.43  (20.33)        -0.033   -0.08            .47 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = English Subtest; B = Math Subtest; C = Reading Subtest; D = Science Subtest; 
and E = Composite. 
ns.  *p < .05.     
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Table 11 

Pretest Ending Eighth-Grade EXPLORE Compared to Posttest Ending Ninth-Grade 
PLAN Norm Referenced Normal Curve Equivalent Test Scores for At-Risk Girls Eligible 
for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-
Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
                                 Norm Referenced Test Scores 
                       ________________________________ 
 
                               Pretest                        Posttest 
                               EXPLORE                 PLAN  
     ______________    ______________ 
      
Source       M  SD M  SD d t  p 
________________________________________________________________________
A                 44.80  (18.56)             48.40  (13.62)         0.204    0.62            .27 
 
B                 51.50  (17.74)             48.50  (16.82)        -0.157   -0.49            .31 
 
C                 54.90  (21.41)             52.00  (16.36)        -0.155   -0.47            .32 
 

D                 40.70  (18.69)             45.00  (18.54)         0.238    0.75            .23 
 
E                 49.20  (15.97)             49.10  (17.59)        -0.008   -0.03            .49 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = English Subtest; B = Math Subtest; C = Reading Subtest; D = Science Subtest; 
and E = Composite. 
ns.  
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Table 12 

Results of Analysis of Variance Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Compared to Ending Ninth-
Grade Posttest PLAN English Subtest Norm Referenced Normal Curve Equivalent Test 
Scores for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible for Participation in the Free 
or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-Year Long Academic 
Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Source of  Sum of     Mean 
Variation                   Squares    Square    df       F    p 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Between Groups       1273.23              424.41     3      1.85   .16 
 
Within Groups          8023.08                 229.23           35  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PLAN English Subtest Norm  
Referenced Normal Curve  
Equivalent Test Scores Mean    (SD) 
  _ 
  A   37.15   (19.80) 
 _ 
  B   32.78     (9.57) 
 _ 
 C   38.71   (12.33) 
 _ 
  D   48.40  (13.62) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. 
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Table 13 

Results of Analysis of Variance Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Compared to Ending Ninth-
Grade Posttest PLAN Math Subtest Norm Referenced Normal Curve Equivalent Test 
Scores for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible for Participation in the Free 
or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-Year Long Academic 
Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Source of  Sum of     Mean 
Variation                   Squares    Square    df       F    p 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Between Groups         421.04              140.35     3      0.46   .71 
 
Within Groups        10759.32                 307.41           35  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PLAN Math Subtest Norm  
Referenced Normal Curve  
Equivalent Test Scores Mean    (SD) 
  _ 
  A   44.62   (20.64) 
 _ 
  B   39.11   (12.26) 
 _ 
 C   43.86   (17.76) 
 _ 
  D   48.50  (16.82) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. 
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Table 14 

Results of Analysis of Variance Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Compared to Ending Ninth-
Grade Posttest PLAN Reading Subtest Norm Referenced Normal Curve Equivalent Test 
Scores for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible for Participation in the Free 
or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-Year Long Academic 
Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Source of  Sum of     Mean 
Variation                   Squares    Square    df       F    p 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Between Groups       1261.59              420.53     3      1.28   .30 
 
Within Groups        11489.64                 328.28           35  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PLAN Reading Subtest Norm  
Referenced Normal Curve  
Equivalent Test Scores Mean   (SD) 
  _ 
  A   45.46   (17.94) 
 _ 
  B   35.78   (11.32) 
 _ 
 C   43.86   (26.42) 
 _ 
  D   52.00  (16.36) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. 
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Table 15 

Results of Analysis of Variance Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Compared to Ending Ninth-
Grade Posttest PLAN Science Subtest Norm Referenced Normal Curve Equivalent Test 
Scores for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible for Participation in the Free 
or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-Year Long Academic 
Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Source of  Sum of     Mean 
Variation                   Squares    Square    df       F    p 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Between Groups         787.70              262.57     3      0.79   .51 
 
Within Groups        11653.53                 332.96           35  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PLAN Science Subtest Norm  
Referenced Normal Curve  
Equivalent Test Scores Mean   (SD) 
  _ 
  A   50.92   (19.23) 
 _ 
  B   40.89   (11.94) 
 _ 
 C   52.57   (22.27) 
 _ 
  D   45.00  (18.54) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. 
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Table 16 

Results of Analysis of Variance Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Compared to Ending Ninth-
Grade Posttest PLAN Composite Norm Referenced Normal Curve Equivalent Test Scores 
for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible for Participation in the Free or 
Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-Year Long Academic Support 
Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Source of  Sum of     Mean 
Variation                   Squares    Square    df       F    p 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Between Groups         869.74              289.91     3      0.92   .44 
 
Within Groups        10986.92                 313.91           35  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
PLAN Composite Norm  
Referenced Normal Curve  
Equivalent Test Scores Mean    (SD) 
  _ 
  A   43.23   (20.75) 
 _ 
  B   35.67     (8.29) 
 _ 
 C   41.43   (20.33) 
 _ 
  D   49.10  (17.59) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. 
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Table 17 

Pretest Ending Eighth-Grade Compared to Posttest Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Total 
Office Referrals for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible for Participation in 
the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-Year Long 
Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
                        Total Office Referrals 
                       ________________________________ 
 
                               Pretest                        Posttest 
     ______________    ______________ 
      
Source       M  SD M  SD d t  p 
________________________________________________________________________
A                  7.23      (4.90)   6.15  (7.76)        -0.224   -0.71            .25 
 
B                  14.33  (12.33)   7.00  (6.61)        -0.658   -1.83            .05* 
 
C                  1.71      (1.49)   1.57  (1.71)        -0.074   -0.14            .44 
 

D                  12.10  (10.84)   9.20  (9.35)          -0.508   -1.57            .08 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns.  *p = .05.     
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Table 18 

Pretest Ending Eighth-Grade Compared to Posttest Ending Ninth-Grade Total Days 
Absent for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible for Participation in the Free 
or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-Year Long Academic 
Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
                        Total Days Absent 
                       ________________________________ 
 
                               Pretest                        Posttest 
     ______________    ______________ 
      
Source       M  SD M  SD d t  p 
________________________________________________________________________
A                  16.38  (8.66)              12.62 (8.32)        -1.107   -4.07            .001** 
 
B                  14.78  (6.81)              14.67  (9.02)        -0.020   -0.06            .48 
 
C                    9.29  (6.76)              10.50  (8.30)         0.135    0.35            .37 
 

D                  20.05  (7.22)              18.30  (9.82)        -0.363   -1.03            .16 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. **p = .001. 
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Table 19 

Results of Analysis of Variance Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Compared to Ending Ninth-
Grade Posttest Total Office Referrals for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and 
Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed 
a School-Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Source of  Sum of     Mean 
Variation                   Squares    Square    df       F    p 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Between Groups         245.30              81.77     3      1.52   .23 
 
Within Groups          1879.01                 53.69             35  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Total Office Referrals  Mean  (SD) 
  _ 
  A   6.15   (7.76) 
 _ 
  B   7.00   (6.61) 
 _ 
 C   1.57   (1.71) 
 _ 
  D   9.20   (9.35) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. 
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Table 20 

Results of Analysis of Variance Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Compared to Ending Ninth-
Grade Posttest Total Days Absent for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible 
for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-
Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Source of  Sum of     Mean 
Variation                   Squares    Square    df       F    p 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Between Groups         298.49              99.50     3      1.26   .30 
 
Within Groups          2765.68                 79.02             35  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Total Days Absent  Mean    (SD) 
  _ 
  A   12.62    (8.32) 
 _ 
  B   14.67    (9.82) 
 _ 
 C   10.50    (8.32) 
 _ 
  D   18.30   (9.02) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. 
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Table 21 

Pretest Ending Eighth-Grade Compared to Posttest Ending Ninth-Grade Total 
Participation in School Sponsored Extra Curricular Activities, Athletics, and Clubs for 
At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced 
Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-Year Long Academic Support Study 
Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 
  
   Total Participation in School Sponsored Extra Curricular Activities, Athletics, and Clubs 
                       ________________________________ 
 
                               Pretest                        Posttest 
     ______________    ______________ 
      
Source       M  SD M  SD d t  p 
________________________________________________________________________
A                  0.62  (0.95)              0.69  (1.18)         0.097    0.37           .36 
 
B                  1.44  (1.81)              0.67  (0.70)        -0.626   -1.49            .09 
 
C                  0.86  (0.90)              1.29  (1.37)         0.497    1.16            .14 
 

D                  0.85  (0.74)              1.25  (1.58)         0.353    0.74           .24 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. **p = .001. 
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Table 22 

Results of Analysis of Variance Ending Ninth-Grade Posttest Compared to Ending Ninth-
Grade Posttest Total Participation in School Sponsored Extra Curricular Activities, 
Athletics, and Clubs for At-Risk Boys and Girls Not Eligible and Eligible for 
Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch Program Who Completed a School-
Year Long Academic Support Study Center Program 
________________________________________________________________________ 

Source of  Sum of     Mean 
Variation                   Squares    Square    df       F    p 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Between Groups         3.27               1.09      3      0.70   .56 
 
Within Groups          54.82                 1.57               35  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Total Participation in School  
Sponsored Extra Curricular  
Activities, Athletics, and Clubs Mean  (SD) 
  _ 
  A    0.69   (1.18) 
 _ 
  B    0.67   (0.70) 
 _ 
 C    1.29   (1.37) 
 _ 
  D    1.25   (1.58) 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Note.  A = Boys Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; B = Boys Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; C = Girls Not Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program; and D = Girls Eligible for Participation in the Free or Reduced Price Lunch 
Program. 
ns. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Conclusions and Discussion 

 The following conclusions and discussion may be drawn from the study for each 

of the nine research questions. 

Research Question #1 Conclusion 

 Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated end of ninth-grade posttest cumulative 

grade point average scores for at-risk boys not eligible and eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support 

study center program were not statistically different over time in the direction of lower 

cumulative grade point average scores.  However, end of ninth-grade posttest cumulative 

grade point average scores for at-risk girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support 

study center program were statistically different over time in the direction of lower 

cumulative grade point average scores.  Comparing students’ posttest cumulative grade 

point average scores with the research district’s grade nomenclature puts their 

performance in perspective where boys at-risk (A) not eligible for participation in the free 

or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support 

study center program had mean cumulative grade point average scores of 1.93, which is 

equivalent to a letter grade average of D+, which attains credit towards academic 

promotion and graduation.  Boys at-risk (B) eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study 

center program had mean cumulative grade point average scores of 1.94, which is 

equivalent to a letter grade average of D+, which attains credit towards academic 
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promotion and graduation.  Girls at-risk (C) not eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study 

center program had mean cumulative grade point average scores of 2.09, which is 

equivalent to a letter grade average of C, which attains credit towards academic 

promotion and graduation.  Finally, girls at-risk (D) eligible for participation in the free 

or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support 

study center program had mean cumulative grade point average scores of 1.77, which is 

equivalent to a letter grade average of D+, which attains credit towards academic 

promotion and graduation. 

Research Question #2 Conclusion 

 Overall, posttest-posttest results of analysis of variance ending ninth-grade 

posttest mean cumulative grade point average scores for boys and girls not eligible and 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program were not statistically different.  

No Post hoc contrast analysis was performed as no statistical main effect was found 

between (A) boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, 

(C) girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, and (D) 

girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program.  Posttest-

Posttest equipoise indicates that at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program benefited equally by working for and 



   111 

obtaining an overall passing, albeit low, cumulative grade point average that will support 

their continuance in high school.  

Research Question #3 Conclusion 

 Overall, posttest-posttest results of analysis of variance ending ninth-grade 

posttest mean total credits earned for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program were not statistically different.  No Post hoc 

contrast analysis was performed as no statistical main effect was found between (A) boys 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program whose mean 

credits earned was 45.62, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program mean credits earned was 46.22, (C) girls not eligible for participation in 

the free or reduced price lunch program mean credits earned was 56.57, and (D) girls 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program mean credits earned 

was 46.30.  Comparing student’s mean total credits earned to the expected minimum 

credits earned threshold for staying on track for graduation helps put the earned credits in 

perspective.  The research school district expected minimum credits earned threshold for 

staying on track for graduation is 50 credits for students ending the ninth-grade school 

year, therefore, (A) boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program credit difference was -4.38, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program credit difference was -3.78, (C) girls not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program credit difference was +6.57, and 

(D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program credit 

difference was -3.70.  Even though these mean scores may fall short of the ideal credits 
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earned threshold of 50, the credits may be recovered through enrollment in summer 

school, additional courses during their sophomore year, or online courses to keep the 

student on track for graduation. 

Research Question #4 Conclusion 

 Sub-Question 4a.  Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated end of ninth-grade 

posttest PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent test scores for at-risk boys not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program were not statistically different 

over time in the direction of higher PLAN test scores for (A) English subtest, lower 

PLAN test scores for (B) Math subtest, higher PLAN test scores for (C) Reading subtest, 

higher PLAN test scores for (D) Science subtest, and higher PLAN test scores for (E) 

Composite score. Comparing students’ posttest PLAN scores with stanine numerical and 

category nomenclature helps put their test scores in perspective where (A) English was 

measured in stanine 4 (the lowest stanine in the average range), (B) Math was measured 

in stanine 5 (the middle stanine in the average range), (C) Reading was measured in 

stanine 5 (the middle stanine in the average range), (D) Science was measured in stanine 

5 (the middle stanine in the average range), and (E) Composite was measured in stanine 4 

(the lowest stanine in the average range). 

 Sub-Question 4b.  Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated end of ninth-grade 

posttest PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent test scores for at-risk boys 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program were not statistically different 

over time in the direction of lower PLAN test scores for (A) English subtest, lower PLAN 
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test scores for (B) Math subtest, lower PLAN test scores for (C) Reading subtest, lower 

PLAN test scores for (D) Science subtest, and lower PLAN test scores for (E) Composite 

score. Comparing students’ posttest PLAN scores with stanine numerical and category 

nomenclature helps put their test scores in perspective where (A) English was measured 

in stanine 3 (the highest stanine in the below average range), (B) Math was measured in 

stanine 4 (the lowest stanine in the average range), (C) Reading was measured in stanine 

4 (the lowest stanine in the average range), (D) Science was measured in stanine 4 (the 

lowest stanine in the average range), and (E) Composite was measured in stanine 4 (the 

lowest stanine in the average range). 

 Sub-Question 4c.  Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated end of ninth-grade 

posttest PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent test scores for at-risk girls not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program was statistically different over 

time in the direction of lower PLAN test scores for (A) English subtest, however, were 

not statistically different over time in the direction of higher PLAN test scores for (B) 

Math subtest, lower PLAN test scores for (C) Reading subtest, equivalent PLAN test 

scores for (D) Science subtest, and lower PLAN test scores for (E) Composite score. 

Comparing students’ posttest PLAN scores with stanine numerical and category 

nomenclature helps put their test scores in perspective where (A) English was measured 

in stanine 4 (the lowest stanine in the average range), (B) Math was measured in stanine 4 

(the lowest stanine in the average range), (C) Reading was measured in stanine 4 (the 

lowest stanine in the average range), (D) Science was measured in stanine 4 (the lowest 

stanine in the average range), and (E) Composite was measured in stanine 4 (the lowest 
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stanine in the average range). 

 Sub-Question 4d.  Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated end of ninth-grade 

posttest PLAN norm referenced normal curve equivalent test scores for at-risk girls not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a 

school-year long academic support study center program were not statistically different 

over time in the direction of higher PLAN test scores for (A) English subtest, lower 

PLAN test scores for (B) Math subtest, lower PLAN test scores for (C) Reading subtest, 

higher PLAN test scores for (D) Science subtest, and lower PLAN test scores for (E) 

Composite score. Comparing students’ posttest PLAN scores with stanine numerical and 

category nomenclature helps put their test scores in perspective where (A) English was 

measured in stanine 5 (the middle stanine in the average range), (B) Math was measured 

in stanine 5 (the middle stanine in the average range), (C) Reading was measured in 

stanine 5 (the middle stanine in the average range), (D) Science was measured in stanine 

5 (the middle stanine in the average range), and (E) Composite was measured in stanine 5 

(the middle stanine in the average range). 

Research Question #5 Conclusion 

 PLAN English Scores.  Overall, posttest-posttest results of analysis of variance 

ending ninth-grade posttest mean PLAN English subtest norm referenced normal curve 

equivalent test scores for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation 

in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic 

support study center program were not statistically different.  No Post hoc contrast 

analysis was performed as no statistical main effect was found between (A) boys not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program whose mean PLAN 
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English subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 35.15 measured 

within the average range, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program mean PLAN English subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test 

score was 32.78 measured within the below average range, (C) girls not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program mean PLAN English subtest 

norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 38.71 measured within the 

average range, and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program mean PLAN English subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score 

was 48.40 measured within the average range.   

 PLAN Math Scores.  Overall, posttest-posttest results of analysis of variance 

ending ninth-grade posttest mean PLAN Math subtest norm referenced normal curve 

equivalent test scores for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation 

in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic 

support study center program were not statistically different.  No Post hoc contrast 

analysis was performed as no statistical main effect was found between (A) boys not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program whose mean PLAN 

Math subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 44.62 measured 

within the average range, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program mean PLAN Math subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test 

score was 39.11 measured within the average range, (C) girls not eligible for participation 

in the free or reduced price lunch program mean PLAN Math subtest norm referenced 

normal curve equivalent test score was 43.86 measured within the average range, and (D) 

girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program mean PLAN 
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Math subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 48.50 measured 

within the average range.   

 PLAN Reading Scores.  Overall, posttest-posttest results of analysis of variance 

ending ninth-grade posttest mean PLAN Reading subtest norm referenced normal curve 

equivalent test scores for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation 

in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic 

support study center program were not statistically different.  No Post hoc contrast 

analysis was performed as no statistical main effect was found between (A) boys not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program whose mean PLAN 

Reading subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 45.46 measured 

within the average range, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program mean PLAN Reading subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent 

test score was 35.78 measured within the average range, (C) girls not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program mean PLAN Reading subtest 

norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 43.86 measured within the 

average range, and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program mean PLAN Reading subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test 

score was 52.00 measured within the average range.   

 PLAN Science Scores.  Overall, posttest-posttest results of analysis of variance 

ending ninth-grade posttest mean PLAN Science subtest norm referenced normal curve 

equivalent test scores for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation 

in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic 

support study center program were not statistically different.  No Post hoc contrast 
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analysis was performed as no statistical main effect was found between (A) boys not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program whose mean PLAN 

Science subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 50.92 measured 

within the average range, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program mean PLAN Science subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test 

score was 40.89 measured within the average range, (C) girls not eligible for participation 

in the free or reduced price lunch program mean PLAN Science subtest norm referenced 

normal curve equivalent test score was 52.57 measured within the average range, and (D) 

girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program mean PLAN 

Science subtest norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 45.00 measured 

within the average range.   

 PLAN Composite Scores.  Overall, posttest-posttest results of analysis of 

variance ending ninth-grade posttest mean PLAN Composite norm referenced normal 

curve equivalent test scores for at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program were not statistically different.  No Post hoc 

contrast analysis was performed as no statistical main effect was found between (A) boys 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program whose mean 

PLAN Composite norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 43.23 

measured within the average range, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program mean PLAN Composite norm referenced normal curve 

equivalent test score was 35.67 measured within the average range, (C) girls not eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program mean PLAN Composite norm 
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referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 41.43 measured within the average 

range, and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program 

mean PLAN Composite norm referenced normal curve equivalent test score was 49.10 

measured within the average range.   

Research Question #6 Conclusion 

 Sub-Question 6a.  Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated end of ninth-grade 

posttest total office referrals for at-risk boys not eligible and girls not eligible and eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program were not statistically different over time in 

the direction of lower total office referral frequencies.  However, end of ninth-grade 

posttest total office referrals for at-risk boys eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study 

center program were statistically different over time in the direction of lower total office 

referral frequencies.  Comparing students’ posttest total office referral frequencies 

indicates a reduction in the overall office referrals for (A) boys not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program office referral difference was  

-1.08, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program office 

referral difference was -7.33, (C) girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program office referral difference was -0.14, and (D) girls eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program office referral difference was  

-2.90.  Because a reduction in office referrals was consistent among all groups this 

pattern of behavior improvement can be attributed to student participation in the school-

year long academic support study center program. 
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 Sub-Question 6b.  Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated end of ninth-grade 

posttest total days absent for at-risk boys eligible and girls eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support 

study center program were not statistically different over time in the direction of lower 

total days absent.  Girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program were 

not statistically different over time in the direction of higher total days absent.  However, 

end of ninth-grade posttest total days absent for at-risk boys not eligible for participation 

in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic 

support study center program were statistically different over time in the direction of 

lower total days absent.  Comparing students’ posttest total days absent frequencies 

indicates a reduction in the overall rate of absences for (A) boys not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program days absent difference was -3.76, 

(B) boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program days absent 

difference was -0.11, and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program days absent difference was -1.75.  Finally, (C) girls not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program reported a days absent increase of 

+1.21.  Because a reduction in days absent was consistent among three groups this pattern 

of behavior improvement can be attributed to student participation in the school-year long 

academic support study center program. 

Research Question #7 Conclusion 

 Sub-Question 7a.  Overall, posttest-posttest results of analysis of variance ending 

ninth-grade posttest mean total office referrals for boys and girls not eligible and eligible 
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for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program were not statistically different.  No Post hoc 

contrast analysis was performed as no statistical main effect was found between (A) boys 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, (B) boys eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, (C) girls not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, and (D) girls eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program.  Posttest-Posttest equipoise 

indicates that at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study 

center program all benefited equally.  

 Sub-Question 7b.  Overall, posttest-posttest results of analysis of variance ending 

ninth-grade posttest mean total days absent for boys and girls not eligible and eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year 

long academic support study center program were not statistically different.  No Post hoc 

contrast analysis was performed as no statistical main effect was found between (A) boys 

not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, (B) boys eligible 

for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, (C) girls not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program, and (D) girls eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program.  Posttest-Posttest equipoise 

indicates that at-risk boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study 

center program all benefited equally.  
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Research Question #8 Conclusion 

 Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated end of ninth-grade posttest total 

participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs for at-risk 

boys not eligible and girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study center 

program were not statistically different over time in the direction of total participation in 

school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs.  However, end of ninth-

grade posttest for at-risk boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program who completed a school-year long academic support study center program were 

not statistically different over time in the direction of lower total participation in school 

sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs.  Comparing students’ posttest 

total participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and clubs 

indicates an increase in participation for (A) boys not eligible for participation in the free 

or reduced price lunch program difference was +0.07, (B) boys eligible for participation 

in the free or reduced price lunch program difference was -0.83, (C) girls not eligible for 

participation in the free or reduced price lunch program difference was +0.43, and (D) 

girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program difference was 

+0.40.  Because an increase in total participation in school sponsored extra curricular 

activities, athletics, and clubs was consistent among three groups this pattern of 

participation for these at-risk students can be attributed to student participation in the 

school-year long academic support study center program. 

Research Question #9 Conclusion 

 Overall, posttest-posttest results of analysis of variance ending ninth-grade 
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posttest mean participation in school sponsored extra curricular activities, athletics, and 

clubs for boys and girls not eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program who completed a school-year long academic support study center 

program were not statistically different.  No Post hoc contrast analysis was performed as 

no statistical main effect was found between (A) boys not eligible for participation in the 

free or reduced price lunch program, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, (C) girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program, and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program.  Posttest-Posttest equipoise indicates that at-risk boys and girls not 

eligible and eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program who 

completed a school-year long academic support study center program all participated 

equally.  

Discussion 

 The transition from middle school to high school can be a difficult time for any 

student, but students at-risk face even more challenges as the ninth-grade year is critical 

in paving the way towards graduation.  The students who completed the school-year long 

academic support study center program clearly benefited from this intervention in a 

variety of areas.  Although the overall grade point average of girls eligible and not 

eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch program decreased during the 

ninth-grade year, it is difficult to predict what the girls overall grade point average would 

be without the program.  The data on the norm referenced normal curve equivalent tests 

also indicated that each of the participant groups maintained their relative stanine position 

from eighth to ninth-grade with the exception of one group.   Girls not eligible for 
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participation in the free or reduced price lunch program did perform statistically lower on 

the English subtest.  The posttest number of total office referrals was lower for all four 

participant groups with boys eligible for participation in the free or reduced price lunch 

program showing significance.  One of the characteristics of the school-year long 

academic support study center program is that students are assigned to the study center 

during periods they do not have class.  This cuts down on the interactions in larger, less 

supervised areas like the cafeteria, hallways, and study areas.  It also gives students a 

trusted adult advocate who can build positive relationships and act in loco parentis 

beyond the scope of the traditional teacher.   Attendance increased in three of the four 

participant groups with boys not eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 

lunch program showing a significant improvement.  Having a consistent location, a 

scheduled time that meets everyday, and adults who hold students accountable builds a 

sense of belonging.  When students feel connected to school their attendance should 

improve.  Students who completed the school-year long academic support study center 

program also were more involved in school activities.  Having an adult push students to 

succeed, try new things and enjoy the variety of extracurricular offerings can have a 

positive impact on self-esteem.  No Post hoc contrast analysis was performed in any of 

the research categories as no statistical main effect was found between any of the 

participant groups.  This indicates the completion a school-year long academic support 

study center program was mutually effective for (A) boys not eligible for participation in 

the free or reduced price lunch program, (B) boys eligible for participation in the free or 

reduced price lunch program, (C) girls not eligible for participation in the free or reduced 

price lunch program, and (D) girls eligible for participation in the free or reduced price 
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lunch program.  The school-year long academic support study center program for ninth-

grade students is an intervention that starts immediately for identified at-risk students to 

help them be academically successful, engaged in school, and on track for graduation. 

 Implications for practice.  It is during the early adolescence years that many 

students begin failing academically, have increased absenteeism, and struggle with 

school.  By the ninth-grade many of these students would be considered at-risk for not 

completing high school (Balfanz, 2011).  Districts are increasingly trying to develop a 

means for early identification of potential dropouts and typically use credits earned, 

attendance, and grade point average as key indicators to identify struggling students 

(Neild, 2009; Harris, 2009).  The practice used by the research school in identifying and 

then placing students in a school-year long academic support study center program for 

ninth-grade students appears to be working effectively based on the results of this study.  

The incoming at-risk freshmen students are identified using eighth-grade attendance, 

office referrals, course grades, and input from middle school counselors.  Students at-risk 

of dropping out need more than the typical high school day, they need extended learning 

opportunities to support academic rigor, increase student engagement, and build 

supportive relationships (Harris, 2009).  Utilizing the opportunity to, in essence, capture 

these students during the school day and provide guidance, academic support and 

structure is a practice that needs to be continued. 

 Implications for policy.  More than ever, it is the responsibility of every district 

and school to demonstrate through their actions, that a high quality education is not 

optional for our youth.  Schools cannot sit back and wait for students to fail before they 

act.  Early identification of students at-risk of not graduating and early implementation of 
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intervention strategies to help these students be successful is critical (Duke & Jacobsen, 

2011).   School districts must accept the reality that at-risk students require additional 

supports from teachers and administrators to include in loco parentis action beyond the 

scope of the traditional school day. Once students are in school, teachers, counselors, and 

administrators must work together to provide meaningful and substantive learning 

experiences that cultivate student interest and foster the intrinsic desire to learn and grow 

Proactive support systems and research-driven intervention strategies are the only options 

to consider when it comes to meeting the needs of at-risk students.  The research school 

and district continue to see an increase in low socio-economic students and at-risk 

students, so continuing the school-year long academic support study center program for 

freshmen, and even looking at expanding it to at-risk sophomores, is recommended. 

 Implications for further research.  Completion of the school-year long 

academic support study center program was found to be a positive intervention for many 

of the students in regards to academic success, improved attendance, decreased office 

referrals and increased school engagement.  However, the program only exists for ninth-

grade students and once the program is over the students are expected to continue through 

high school with less support.  Therefore, additional research must be conducted on how 

to best ensure that students are provided the necessary support in the tenth, eleventh and 

twelfth-grade years.  Longitudinal studies following these students through graduation 

may provide insight on the need for further interventions, areas of struggle and what 

impact a positive ninth-grade year ultimately had on their graduation progress.  There are 

students who completed the school-year long academic support study center program and 

are still not successfully reaching the benchmarks set for attendance, achievement and 
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behavior that will need a different set of interventions to get back on track for graduation. 

Finally, well defined, early intervention strategies need to be implemented and data 

collected to identify which strategies are indeed making the difference for at-risk students 

and increasing the graduation rate. 
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