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Executive Summary: A Case for Expanding Alternative Education
Services

The state of Arkansas is faced with a difficult task of bringing about improved
educational performance in the state’s public schools. The task, though quite personal to
Arkansans, is being debated nationally and in more than one state similar legal battles are
working their way through the courts. It should be understood that for the last 170 years the
issue has been providing universal access to education. Today, the issue and the goal has
become one of universal proficiency and that is a daunting task. Improving educational
performance is a task though difficult, yet not unattainable. We have the resources to get the job
done and the only question will be do we have the “public will” to make it happen.
Alternative education is one of the areas that have been mentioned by the courts that need
attention. In particular the citing of the Rose Standards (Kentucky) by Judge Kilgore and the
Supreme Court place alternative education into the adequacy equation. The Arkansas State
Education Board’s Advisory Committee, the Blue Ribbon Commission and the State Adequacy
Study all have mentioned the implementation in their separate reports. It is also clear from the
sampling of states that other states have identified alternative education as a significant
component of their educational reform plan. What has become abundantly clear is that a
comprehensive master plan for reform is not only necessary but also well may be the defining
difference on the success or failure of the latest reform of Arkansas schools.
A hard look at the evidence suggests the current status of elementary and secondary
education is not adequate. This is not a new phenomenon since the State’s youth have been on
the average performing well below their counterparts nationally. The State does have young
people who are performing at the advanced level, yet the average is not performing adequately.
It should not be a surprise to the State’s citizens that the Supreme Court decision in Lakeview vs.
Huckabee affirmed most of the Judge Kilgore’s decision that the State’s schools were neither
equitable nor adequate.
We then should not be surprised when we learn that currently approximately 20% plus of
all adults in the State do not have a high school diploma. There has been an improvement in the
number of high school graduates, yet the Arkansas continues to rank 41st among all states. The
Arkansas Department of Corrections population continues to increase and statistically 80% plus
are high school dropouts. Currently there are 2,200 juveniles in State custody and that number
continues to increase. The total number of individuals who have minimal educational
qualifications continues to increase even though the State ranking and percentage have remained
virtually the same. This statistic is quite troubling when viewed from the prospective that
nationally the level of educational qualification is increasing for most levels of employment. The
State has ranked near the bottom on the number of high school graduates and that correlates with
the fact that the State also ranks 49th currently among the states in the number of college
graduates. Hence, the task of improving education in the State though quite daunting is an
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absolute necessity if the State is going to compete nationally and internationally for jobs. (US
News & World Report’s 2000 Ranking and Arkansas Department of Correction)
The “New Economy” continues to spin off low skill jobs and agricultural employment is
continuing to decrease particularly in the Delta and South Arkansas. The “New Economy”
depends less on making and growing things and more on innovation and ideas. It is less reliant
on natural resources, but more reliant on intellectual and human resources—on well-educated
people according to the 2010 Commission Report of the University of Arkansas. The prospect of
the State having a significant population of minimally educated workers can only be described as
a negative for the State’s economy. Having a State school system that is not adequate has
become a deterrent to job growth and to the economic recovery. Those factors coupled with the
loss of low skill jobs and lack of education has become a major hurdle for the Arkansas
economy. Recognizing that income is highly correlated with education, it is no wonder that the
number of children living in poverty with all the assorted social issues has become a significant
and growing problem for the state to wrestle with…and contributes to a “self fulfilling
prophecy”. The State has several initiatives to reverse the trend yet; the long-term solution must
be to improve the educational qualifications of the state’s citizenry.
The actual number of students who are struggling to achieve at national norms varies
greatly between school districts. The State numbers can only be projected but the suspicion is
that approximately 40% of all secondary students need remediation and some level of alternative
education programming. The graduation rate of 84.3% has improved slightly but remains low in
respect to the average. Currently about 56% of all graduating seniors enter college, and based on
current data over 50 % plus entering college need some form of remediation. As concerning as
those numbers are they do not fully consider the number of dropouts that have been unsuccessful
in the traditional school. The Lakeview vs. Huckabee decision confirms that statistics like these
affirms that an adequate education has not been available to all the State’s children.
The State has for all practical purposes, provided limited financial assistance for
alternative education, which has limited the definition of alternative education. The definition
basically applies primarily to students that exhibit negative behavioral characteristics. The latter
was confirmed in conversation with Dr. Woodrow Cummins, Associate Director of Arkansas
Department of Education. The Arkansas Department of Education staff position for alternative
education is currently vacant and Dr. Cummins is coordinating an effort to develop new and
expanded guidelines for institutional and regular alternative education programs.
Certainly there will be no argument that disruptive students need to be removed from the
regular classroom and served in an alternative site and program. The research suggests that there
should be a comprehensive plan to serve all students that are at-risk of not graduating. That
raises an important question about the type of programming that is the basis for alternative
education and whether it should be more equivalency and workforce rather than the traditional?
Alternative education may be even more crucial to the reform plan with Arkansas attempting to
move quickly to catch-up with the achievement levels of the rest of the country. A research
finding and a review of what other states have in place appear to suggest that a broad definition
may offer a better road to minimizing the number of dropouts and those leaving school without
workforce competencies. A review of other states’ alternative education plans appears to suggest
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that Arkansas’ definition has a very limited scope and may be detrimental to the ultimate goal of
servicing the needs of all students. If the State were to meet the need and the obligation we
would recommend that all students who are in danger of not graduating be included in the
definition…regardless of reason for their being at-risk of not graduating.
The State’s Pygmalion Commission has had some impact by recommending guidelines
and regulations for alternative education, but with the lack of State funding and a comprehensive
plan, the State has not been successful in providing for the needs of a significant population of
students. Certainly the availability of alternative education opportunities has been inequitable.
There are strong programs in the state because of individual school districts and communities
initiatives. Based on the State law 2 and Act 870 of 1991 as amended requires some facet of
alternative education to be available in every district the truth of the matter based on court
testimony is that only about half of the school districts have provisions for alternative education.
Dr. Cummins of the Arkansas Department of Education confirmed the latter. We also are not
aware of any school district that offers a full range of alternative education programming for all
students that are at-risk of not graduating.
Most all have heard of the Federal requirements of “No Child Left Behind” and are
vaguely familiar with The Arkansas Accountability System (ACTAAP) that place a premium on
increasing the graduation rate, decreasing the dropout rate, maintaining safe schools and
increasing achievement significantly. These are laudable goals and particularly with the “New
Economy” where an educated workforce is a primary component…but they may be unattainable
without a rethinking of alternative educational placement. Dropping a significant number of
former school dropouts and /or keeping at-risk students in the traditional classroom where they
have been unsuccessful will not increase average achievement for either at-risk students or those
that are in the traditional school. The very definition of at-risk denotes a lack of success in the
traditional classroom. The research is quite clear that we need to examine policies and practices
that inhibit or negatively affect student performance not only for at-risk students but their impact
on the regular classroom. The review has identified several states that have initiated collaborative
agreements with allied local and state agencies that can provide appropriate and alternative
placement for students needing a variety of services… Any rethinking of alternative education
needs to be comprehensive and with the participation of a variety of State and local agencies.
A major component of Judge Kilgore’s decision that was reaffirmed by the Supreme
Court was the lack of and need for appropriate training and education for teachers and
administrators of the State. The literature and research on alternative education consistently
notes the need for assistance in implementation and development of alternative programs and the
need for staff training. There is evidence that a main deterrent to students dropping out is a
quality and dynamic teacher. It should be recognized that alternative education is a relatively
new phenomena as a state level initiative. Hence, developing a support strategy will necessitate
considerable thought and planning. Lack of technical assistance by the State could seriously
jeopardize any thought that alternative education will be successful.
It should be recognized that many of the at-risk students have not been successful for a
variety of reasons. As previously mentioned, the definition of at-risk should be quite broad, yet
we would recommend that specific guidelines be established for entry and exit from alternative
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programs. Research has linked successful programming with an inclusive student centered
environment. Recognizing that not all students should complete a traditional high school
program may suggest a rethinking of what diplomas ought to be available. We recognize that
this may run counter to current thinking of some reformers. Should we not think about
workforce competency as an equal to college readiness? Is the college preparatory program
really a realistic goal for all students? We previously mentioned that the goal today is universal
proficiency and is proficiency synonymous with the proposed college preparatory high school
program? We would hope that as we move forward with school reform that we will remove
many of the roadblocks to universal proficiency and particularly in less time than it took our
country to create universal access for all students! The definition should be liberal in allowing
all students at-risk of not graduating the appropriate services and on the other hand the guidelines
for services should be quite specific ensuring those receiving the services maintain appropriate
educational progress.
The argument that alternative education must become an integral part of the reform of
elementary and secondary education in Arkansas requires specific and measurable goals. A
thoughtful evaluation system must be part of the statewide implementation. Too often lack of
measurable goals and a systematic evaluation has led to incomplete and unsuccessful programs.
Assuming that the State will add significant state dollars for the implementation of alternative
education programs the public should expect the Legislature and Arkansas Department of
Education to adopt a comprehensive plan that specifies goals for… and expected achievement
specifically for alternative education programs.
We recognize that the recommendations contained herein may suggest going beyond the
minimum required by the strict definition of adequacy. However, much like the issue of early
childhood education for 4-year olds, the question becomes have we really developed a
comprehensive reform plan that will actually allow Arkansas education to catch-up with the rest
of the country?
We want to again express our appreciation to State Department of Education personnel
who were most helpful in assisting with statistical information and interpretation of the law and
regulations of the State of Arkansas.
The Supreme Court has given the legislature until January 2004 to create a system that is
equitable and educationally adequate.
A Continued Examination of How States Are Addressing Alternative
Education in Their Schools

While decisions are being made to address examining needs of “alternative” students, the
information on alternative education is lacking. Empirical studies questioning how each state is
handling the alternative dilemma are lacking, and even studies challenging how each state is
addressing alternative education seems to be missing. However, with the recent “No Child Left
Behind” (NCLB) federal legislation, states are quickly amending their previously disparate
alternative policies. With states struggling to put alternative measures in place attempting to
address the exploding “at-risk” populations, the research on these populations has not been able
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to keep up. The few studies that have been done offer a variety of information gathered from
different fields, but with policy makers continually redefining and readdressing what their
alternative policies will be, new studies must continue to fill the void and backfill the changing
data. From the information in the extant literature and the information gained from this study,
relative comparisons can be made to understand what alternative education is and how it is
publicly defined, the various successes of alternative education, and what existing program
coordinators and policymakers would recommend for future alternative education programs.
History of Alternative Policies
Education has been a focus of societies throughout history. The idea of a free or public
education for all students took effect after much turmoil in America, with many various groups
fighting a variety of issues to make sure they were part of the American educational system and
included in the definition of “all persons.” Requesting and requiring new teaching methods,
teaching styles, and curriculum development, another group of students began fighting for these
educational privileges in the 1960s—they would be deemed “alternative” education students
(Miller, 1995). Alternative education has worked as an expansion to any existing system and is
ground in the same theory that backs any public education system – all children should be given
the opportunity to learn. Like many states, Arkansas explicitly states this idea in the state
constitution by requiring the state to provide a “general, suitable, and efficient” public education
system to all student age persons without exception to race, gender, or need (Article 14, Section
1).
Alternative programs have long been considered a “last resort” mechanism for students
who were not excelling wining the typical classroom environment (Wang & Reynolds, 1995).
Part of this problem centered on no clear method of definition of what was meant by
“alternative” (e.g. behaviorally, physically, and/or academically challenged students). The
federal government got involved in 1973 when only 464 identifiable alternative programs
existed, which increased to almost 5,000 schools by 1975 due in large part to a Presidential
Commission on School Finance that called for more money dedicated to form alternative schools
(Katsiyannis & Williams, 1998).
Alternative schools now “sought to change student attitudes about schooling, reinforce
basic literacy skills, reduce incidences of truancy, and remove disruptive or non-compliant
students from regular classrooms” (Vermont, 2000). With funding set in place to establish
programs and states needing to maintain and develop these programs, uniformity for alternative
programs went in different directions and each state began adopting measures to fit what its
officials thought necessary. There was no uniformity across states. By 1987 over fifteen states
including 35% of all U.S. school districts had adopted alternative school/program legislation to
address the needs of behaviorally disruptive students, juvenile offenders, English Second
Language (ESL) students, and students at-risk of dropping out of school (Katsiyannis &
Williams, 1998). With more states continuing to write and adopt alternative education
legislation and the federal government calling for greater results from these programs, an
examination of the current system needs to be completed. Several studies have addressed the
alternative programs in specific states, but few studies have attempted to account for the
differences and similarities between programs. Perhaps the best example in the extant literature
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of such a study is Katsiyannis and Williams (1998) study that investigated all 50 states programs.
With 38 states responding, their study is the most expansive uncovered during my investigation,
however, with more guidelines and polices being passed each year, a systematic review of state
policies comparing alternative programs must be done periodically. This study attempts to
fulfill, at least in part, that void. By examining the current state information, this study attempted
to uncover and address definitional and funding issues encountered by states and highlight
successes and recommendations provided for other alternative program legislation.
Methods
Procedures
Beginning with a list of the 50 states, I investigating through web searching the 50 state
Department of Education sites. With 50 being too cumbersome for the present investigation, I
used a convenience sampling system based on an alphabetical listing of the states. Using an
existing list of the 50 states consisting of four columns, I selected the last three states mentioned
in each column (Arizona, California, Colorado, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Maine, New Mexico,
New York, North Carolina, Vermont, Washington, and Wisconsin) giving the researcher a
twelve state, cross-sectional view of the United States. In addition, searches were conducted
through an academic database for articles on Alternative Education and Alternative Education
Programs in the selected states. These terms were used in the academic literature search an in
the searchers of the relevant State Departments of Education web sites. The focus in each state
was on information related to the definition, establishment, fundings, or policies related to
alternative education. Combining this research with the information obtained from the extant
literature, the following analysis attempts to provide an adequate sketch of the current United
States alternative education system.
Results
Great variety exists between the twelve states examined. In as much as each state differs
in its educational system, each state also differs in its alternative education system. Stemming
from the example of Katsiyannis and Williams (1998), the researchers began looking for several
key components across the various states and assessing their programs with the existing
measurements—definitions, legislation, and funding (see Appendix A). Also included is a brief
assessment of the benefits found in the programs and some complicating factors to be considered
before beginning a program.
Definitions
Eleven of the twelve states (92%) have adopted a state-wide definition of “alternative”
(Maine refers to its system as compensatory education) education, increased from Katsiyannis
and Williams’ (1998) study where only 52.6% of states had a state-wide definition. Colorado
refers to its program as a Center for At-Risk Education (CARE) rather than alternative. Four key
similarities exist across each state—location, persons, curriculum, and outcomes. Most states
include as part of their definition a location aspect, meaning does the alternative education take
place on the school grounds in a separate room of the school building(s) (California), off-site at
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an educational facility (North Carolina), at community centers and other buildings not explicitly
dedicated to education (New York) or a combination of all three of these locations. Another
aspect where states seem be consistent is in defining the persons the services are to address. All
states cited that the alternative services were for a variety of persons coinciding with the list of
groups identified by Katsiyannis and Williams (1998) including “expelled, suspended, pregnant,
homeless, migrant, delinquent, disruptive, dangerous to self or others, in need of remedial
education, released from a correctional facility…truant, unmotivated, academically deficient,
students with behavior problems, and students with different learning styles and needs” (p. 279).
In addition to stating where the education occurs and who can receive it, states also summarize
the curriculum philosophy of their programs.
Similar to Katsiyannis and Williams (1998) findings, states continue to offer an
individualized, nontraditional curriculum greatly varying in coursework and scheduling. Among
the twelve states expressing this format, Washington exemplifies the individualized learning
style providing three separate alternative programs to compensate for all of the persons
accounted for in its broad definition—“an individualized course of study for a student who is not
home-based pursuant to RCW 28A.22.010(4), a private school student pursuant to RCW
29A.225.010(1)(a), or an adult education student” (Washington, 2003). Some of the consistent
focus definition components across states are individually flexible programs, student-centered
programs. They focus on the “entire student” while teaching life skills with multipleoptions to
account for virtually every person in the program. State definitions do more than establish
eligibility for programs, they also include the purposes of the programs (see Appendix B).
North Carolina defines alternative education as a school or program that serves students
at any level, serves suspended or expelled students, serves students whose learning styles
are better served in an alternative program or provides individualized programs outside of
a standard classroom setting in a caring atmosphere in which students learn the skills
necessary to redirect their lives. (North Carolina, 2003).
Stating that the alternative program outcome is to “redirect” student lives is not uncommon. All
twelve states include a similar component to that found by Katsiyannis and Williams (1998) that
says the desired outcomes for alternative programs. These are as lollows: enable students to
continue in the educational process, remain in school, prevent drop outs, return to normal
classroom environments, obtain high school diploma or equivalent, or to continue education.
While states do include a location, for whom, curriculum, and outcome aspect in its definition,
they do differ in which populations of people can have access to the programs.
For example, New York (State of Practice, 2003) defines its alternative education system
as “any nontraditional environment that provides a comprehensive elementary, middle, or
secondary curriculum,” Vermont says alternative education is “(a) designed for students at-risk
of academic failure that are located both within a middle school or high school setting, or that are
off-site, (b) for all students who need alternative options, (c) students eligible for special
education and need therapeutic and clinical interventions, as well as academic support”
(Vermont, 2000), while Arizona contends that its alternative education system is predominantly
for returning adults or those attempting to obtain a GED (Arizona, 2003). By comparing these
three states, the population differences become visible. New York targets any student from
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elementary to high school, Vermont targets middle and high school students, whereas, Arizona
targets high school and returning students. Some states also include home-schooled students as
alternative, while states like Wisconsin explicitly state, “alternative education program does not
include a private school or a home-based private educational program” (Wisconsin, 2003). This
lack of definitional clarity continues to problematize the way the federal government and state
governments fund alternative education, in addition, the splintered definitions make comparing
alternative education programs between states virtually impossible.
Program Descriptions
All twelve states investigated have legislation governing their programs compared to only
65.8% found by Katsiyannis and Williams (1998). From the developed programs and policies
surrounding them, each have been developed and adapted to address the specific students to be
served. In Washington, in accordance with WAC 392-121-182, 13,830 students are enrolled in
136 alternative education programs connected with 97 school districts across the state. A Three
Model Program has been designed to encompass the “alternative program:” Model 1 is for at-risk
students expected to need long term assistance, Model 2 is also for at-risk students and operates
very similarly except it is generally for short-term students, and Model 3 is for parent-directed
education (home schooling). At-risk and credit deficient students make up the bulk of Model 1
and 2 students (96% / 68% and 88% / 61% respectively), while Model 3 consists of 91% of
parent-partnered students.
Similarly, Wisconsin’s Statute 115.28(7) provides for a resource program, SWAS
program, and a “pullout” program. The resource programs are generally for students who need
specific help (i.e. study skills, guidance, anger management, small group work, or individualized
instruction), the SWAS programs are behavior based programs where students need to be
removed from the general student body, and the “pullout” programs are for at- risk students.
Students are enrolled in the programs after a referral form is designed, completed, and submitted
regarding the student and a team meets to discuss the student’s needs, and an interview is set up
with the student and his/her parent(s). A different type of legislation is North Carolina’s HB168
and SB 1099 that took effect in July 1999.
North Carolina established guidelines for school districts wanting to implement an
alternative education program rather than state level directives. According to HB 168 and SB
1099, each local school board must establish at least one alternative education program or
school, provide specific guidelines for student selection or placement into the programs to the
state, provide documented records for placing the student into the new education system, contact
the student’s parent(s), and provide specific measures directed at keeping at-risk students in the
normal classroom. The variety of specific legal language in the legislation surrounding
alternative programs does not discount that each state, while it might vary from its neighbors in
means, attempts to accomplish the same goal—assist students in obtaining their education. A
subcategory of the legislation governing each state is the funding dedicated to providing the
assistance to students.

-9-

Alternative Education
Funding Plans
In the research found by Katsiyannis and Williams (1998), 89.5% of the states used local
funding as a primary source, 65.8% used matching federal funds, and 60.5% primarily used state
funds. Federal sources of money included the Safe and Drug-Free Schools, Carl Perkins
Vocational Education Act, Improving America’s Schools Act, Goals 2000, the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act of 1990 (IDEA), and the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). In my
search, the most used method seemed to be primarily using local money and using state and
federal money as available to fill in spending gaps. Half of the states investigated using a
combination of federal, state, and local money. Vermont’s programs serves as an example of a
state primarily using local funding.
In Vermont spending varies from $6,000 to $26,000 per student. The majority of
programs reported having adequate funding. The predominant source of funding is combination
of local general operating funds and state reimbursement funds. Special Education programs
submit yearly plans to the State Board of Education, while at-risk programs are mostly supported
by local budgets (Vermont, 2003). In Washington, each principal or director is responsible for
calculating the number of (full-time) students and submitting the subsequent paperwork for
funding, which is approximately $44 million a year of state funds (calculated at $3,600 per fulltime student). Further exemplifying the differences found between states is the comparison of
North Carolina and Wisconsin. North Carolina specifically states that “no funds will be allotted
on a competitive grant basis,” while Act 9 of 1999 in Wisconsin created a competitive grant
system to fund the state’s alternative education programs.
Program Benefits and Barriers
With regard to the variety in methods used, each state surveyed by Katsiyannis and
Williams (1998) and investigated in this study claimed to have numerous advantages and
meeting the previously discussed outcome variables.


The most commonly found benefit is a method to keep at-risk students involved in
school. With a flexible schedule and a means to continue educating students in or
released from correctional facilities, each state can expect increases in educational
attainment (e.g. percent of residents with a high school degree or equivalent).



Other benefits include increasing student productivity, increasing overall school safety,
decreasing school violence, increasing parental involvement in school, and providing a
greater community atmosphere for all students. By increasing the education to students,
employment opportunities also increase whether through specific vocational training or
through allowing students more ways to obtain diplomas (Zachmeier, 1987).



Benefits also found associated with the programs were increased basic skills, increased
competencies, increased personal and vocational skills, and increased communication,
coping, and self-control skills (New York, 2003; North Carolina, 2003; Vermont, 2003)
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Katsiyannis and Williams (1998) found that 95% of their respondents included
inadequate funding as a program barrier. This lack of funding continues to echo in my
investigation, with all but one state mentioning it as a problem.



Other barriers included community, school, and professional attitudes against students
and staff, a general lack of understanding for the efforts by the public, definitional
problems about who should be included in the programs, a lack of facilities to house
students who should be involved in the programs, and a need for interagency support
(e.g. better cooperation and communication between the Juvenile Justice system and the
state Education system).
Discussion

The lack of definitional, population, legislation, funding, and evaluation consistency
guiding alternative education made comparing the states more complex. With each state having
a different definition of what an alternative program is and different rules and regulations
governing the program, effectively evaluating each state to determine which program produces
the greatest benefits based on outcome measures is difficult. The goal of this work was to
uncover the current status of the United States alternative education system, but a unified system
does not exist. While each state seems to believe helping students is most effectively done
through keeping them enrolled in school, each state focuses on different populations to assist.
Collectively assessing the states, the argument can be made that the issue of alternative education
is extremely complex and each state must decide whom they will focus on to assist through their
programs and work to accomplish the specific desired outcomes for those involved.
The idea of unifying a definition for what alternative education would make funding the
programs from a federal level more appropriate, but as they are now, each state must determine
how to apply for and use federal funding, which is why programs are typically funded at the
local level. By increasing student graduation and GED rates, states are increasing the overall
education of the state; therefore, the state can legitimately expect decreases in unemployment,
number of incarcerations and crimes, public assistance need, and any other measure correlated
with high school drop outs. In attempting to address the growing number of drop out, at-risk,
and special needs students, states should expect to see larger outcomes from these programs.
States continuing to fight to recover the drop out students and initiate alternative education
programs must look to other states that specifically resemble the programs they want to establish.
Several recommendations were given by Katsiyannis and Williams (1998) for alternative
programs and those recommendations remain true to what needs to be done in order to secure an
effective alternative education system. In an effort to relate the above material to how alternative
plans should be implemented and highlight the gross disparities between each program, the
following seven recommendations are offered.
First, a broad definition of who should be included must be developed and adopted. Not
only for the students to be included, but also for the teachers and anyone else involved (e.g.
community members, counselors, etc.). The method of selecting students may need to be more
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centralized, will the program target at-risk students, behaviorally problematic students,
academically challenged students, and/or delinquent students?
Second, agreements need to be explicitly made between parents, community members,
Justice Departments, Police departments, and schools. Success of the student ant the program
appears to hinge on the collaborative effects by all the individuals in the lives of the at-risk
student.
Third, training and development should be put in place for teachers and administrators
associated with the programs. In addition to the disparities in defining, policymaking, and
funding for the different states, each state requires different duties from teachers and
administrators. Some programs run more like an after school tutoring program, whereas, some
run more closely to an special education classroom. Specific teacher certification programs must
be allowed for and part of the funding associated with the programs, otherwise the teachers are
little more than monitors.
Fourth, a consistent finding across all programs was flexibility and individualized
learning. Special needs, at-risk, and returning students all rejected the traditional classroom
system, either by choice or need, and must be given opportunities to excel in new ways. This
idea rings true especially for states like Arkansas that face Court rulings that will require state
educational changes to facilitate learning to all students (Lake View v Huckabee, 2002).
Fifth, the program must work to be as inclusive as possible. Schools, districts, and states
must attempt to account for as much of the need as possible when establishing policies, setting
up funding, and cementing the requirements for programs. Alternative education is continuing to
take shape from the 1972 Presidential call for greater service to special needs students and this
response must be all encompassing.
Sixth, specific entry and exit criteria must be established for the programs. Students,
parents, teachers, and administrators must be aware of the how students will be sent to, enrolled
in, recommended for, or volunteer for the alternative programs. In addition, all involved must
know the protocol for leaving the program.
Finally, a systematic evaluation of the program must be established. Katsiyannis and
Williams (1998) found that only 31% of the programs had an evaluation process, either by
annual report or periodic visits from an external evaluator, while only half of my sample used
state assessed evaluations.
The lack of evaluation in the states is most likely related the timeliness of alternative
programs. With states only recently beginning to incorporate adequate measures, most likely as
a result of the federal No Child Left Behind legislation, evaluations have not been done because
programs are new and policymakers, administrators, and the other individuals involved are still
working out the system problems. In order to assure program effectiveness, however, impact
evaluations must be put in place and ritually conducted. Otherwise, systematic research
comparing the various state programs will continue to yield fruitless results as to which program
is working best for which populations.
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Future Work
With the diversity in alternative education and the “No Child Left Behind” legislation
recently set in motion by the federal government, states must look to one another to begin
determining what the best alternative education system is rather than simply attempting to put in
any measure to address at-risk students. Almost 40 years have passed since the alternative
education call originated, yet several states are only now beginning to hear the echo amplified
through other states. The federal government and the judicial system, in many instances, has
finally stepped in and voiced the call that all students must be given every opportunity.
In this search, several states may have an “alternative” program or policy, but refer to it
as an at-risk student program (Colorado) or compensatory (Maine) rather than alternative. This
highlights the difficulty in a nation-wide assessment of alternative programs when states vary in
the accepted definition of “alternative” and if their respective programs are even referred to as
alternative. This work was also highly dependent on the website information provided by each
state, which varied greatly. The intent of this work, however, was to pave the way for more
research while photographing the current status of the nation in its preparedness level to handle
alternative students. With social programs, education, and the economy among other issues
shaping the fate for politicians, employers and employees, students, and families, America must
address the needs of today’s students who will address tomorrow’s agenda.
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