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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In September 2003, the University of  Missouri - St. Louis was awarded a grant to 

conduct an evaluation of the Teens, Crime, and the Community and Community Works 

(TCC/CW) Program. The proposal called for both process and outcome evaluations to be 

conducted during the five-year funding period. The outcome component is ongoing but 

at this juncture we have completed the process evaluation. Key questions guiding this 

report focus on the quality and extent of program implementation. To what extent is the 

program implemented across the country? How widespread is program delivery? In 

what climates (locations) is the program delivered? To what extent is the program 

implemented by program adopters? What is the nature of relationships between the 

national office and regional Expansion Centers? Do program providers receive quality 

technical assistance when it is requested? Do potential providers receive adequate 

training? Is the program implemented with fidelity - that is, are required lessons taught; 

are Community Resource People utilized as expected; is the service learning project 

properly planned and implemented? 

In this report we address these questions, relying upon multiple sources and 

methods. Training sessions were observed by six evaluation team members; interviews 

were conducted with program staff from the national (i.e., the National Crime Prevention 

Council) and regional offices, more than 250 program sites were contacted for 

information about program implementation, more than 100 class sessions were observed, 

and questionnaires were solicited from program providers participating in the outcome 

evaluation. Based upon these sources, we conclude that: (1) there are strained 

relationships between the national and regional staffs; (2) the training provides a sound 

introduction to techniques useful in teaching the Community Works (CW) program; (3) 

more training time should be devoted to the actual CW program content; (4) the NCPC 

data base of program providers is incomplete, misleading, and in dire need of repair; (5) 

the program appears to be used more as a resource than adopted as a program; (6) few of 

the sites contacted implemented the program; and (7) a minority of  the 15 schools 

participating in the outcome evaluation (selected due to their stated intent to implement 



the program with fidelity) were judged to implement the program with sufficient rigor to 

reasonably expect programmatic effect. 
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction and Program Fidefity 

The Teens, Crime, and the Community and Community Works (TCC/CW) 

program was developed in 1985 and represents a partnership between the National Crime 

Prevention Council and Street Law, Inc. The current program is largely based on a "risk- 

factor" approach that emphasizes various domains that have been shown to increase the 

probability that a youth will engage in anti-social and illegal behavior. As such, the 

TCC/CW program consists of three components: 

(1) a 31-lesson interactive curriculum that deals with such topics as guns, 

violence, hate crimes, substance abuse, conflict management, and 

preventing victimization; 

(2) the use of Community Resource People (e.g., teachers, law 

enforcement officers, doctors, lawyers) as role models to help deliver the 

curriculum; and 

(3) the implementation of "Action Projects" that allow teens to apply what 

they have learned to school and community settings. 

Given the plethora of school-based prevention programs that have been designed 

to achieve a variety of desirable goals including delinquency, bullying, and vic "tnnizafion 

reduction, school administrators are challenged to select a program that is optimal in light 

o f  the time and resource constraints of their institutions. Thus, it is imperative this choice 

be guided by a well-informed sense of  program effectiveness. And, in fact, there have 

been several attempts in the past decade to provide administrators with such knowledge. 

For example, the Blueprint Series (Elliott, 1997) identified model programs that have 

withstood rigorous scientific evaluations and the Maryland Report (Sherman et al., 1997) 

assessed the effectiveness of a broad range of projects. The Center for Substance Abuse 

provides a consumer's guide of science-based prevention programs (CSAP, 2002) and the 

Report on Youth Violence to the Surgeon General (2001) categorizes programs as model 

or promising. One notable aspect of  these reviews is the paucity of "model" or 

"effective" programs. This is not to say that most of the extant programs are ineffective, 

rather, the majority have not been evaluated in a manner that allows for assessment of 
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their effectiveness. Another concern is that some programs have experienced 

i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  fa i lure  that is then interpreted as program failure. Programs not 

implemented in accordance with program plans may compromise program outcomes. As 

such, one important component of every evaluation is assessment of the extent to which a 

program is implemented. 

Among the questions answered in this process evaluation are the following: 

- to what extent do the NCPC and Street Law, Inc. staffs provide support 

to the Expansion Center staff (e.g., adequacy and timeliness of technical 

assistance)? 

- does the training provided by NCPC and Street Law, Inc. adequately prepare 

new subscribers in the use of the CW curriculum? 

- to what extent is the TCC/CW program implemented at each site? 

what components of the program are most likely to be implemented? 

what factors contribute to the selection and implementation of program 

components? 

how are Community Resource People identified, recruited, and utilized? 

how are Action Projects selected and what contributes to their successful 

implementation? 

- what school and community context factors are necessary for program 

implementation? 

- is the program transferable to other communities or settings? 

P r o c e s s  E v a l u a t i o n  Design 

Upon grant receipt, we scheduled site visits with national and Expansion Center 

staff to obtain the latest information about program delivery and operating sites. These 

visits included trips to Washington to meet with NCPC, Street Law, Inc., and NIJ staff 

members, as well as trips to Expansion Centers in Arizona, Missouri, South Carolina, and 

Rhode Island. Training sessions were observed, program staff interviewed, and 

telephone surveys with program providers were conducted. 

Another important task associated with the process evaluation entails gathering 

information about the role of the national and regional headquarters in terms of providing 



guidance and technical assistance to the local program sites. This information will allow 

us to address the transferability of the program. Results from this process evaluation will 

also inform the outcome evaluation and the interpretation of results. The process 

evaluation design included a five-pronged strategy: 

(1) surveying sites implementing CW; 

(2) interviewing NCPC and Expansion Center staff members; 

(3) observing training; 

(4) observing classroom delivery; and 

(5) surveying program providers. 

Program Fidelity 

An important and vital aspect of every evaluation is the assessment of program 

effectiveness. However, an equally vital component of an evaluation is assessment of 

program fidelity. Much attention was given to the "nothing works" phase of justice 

system evaluations in the 1970s. It would not be inaccurate to state that to some extent, 

the nothing works adage was a reflection of program implementation failure more so 

than an assessment of program effectiveness. For example, in their National Study of 

Delinquency Prevention in Schools, Gottfredson et al. (2000:7-3) concluded that "about 

half  of school-based prevention activities are of  such poor quality that they cannot 

reasonably be expected to make a difference in levels of problem behavior." For 

example, in one evaluation of the Life Skills Training program, it was reported that 

"coverage of the curriculum ranged fi'om 27% to 97%, with 75% of students exposed to 

60% or more of the material" (Gottfredson et al., 2000:1-11). With concerns about the 

degree and quality of program implementation, it becomes necessary to question the 

extent to which program failure is an artifact of  poor programs as opposed to poorly 

implemented programs. 

While the primary objective of evaluations is to determine what effect, if  any, an 

intervention or treatment has on the targeted population, less attention had been accorded 

the assessment of  the extent to which a program is actually implemented - in other words 

program fidelity. But, what do we mean by program fidelity? In this report, we will 

discuss three categories of fidelity: (1) dosage - is enough of the program actually 



implemented to expect the anticipated effect; (2) program adherence - to what extent 

are program components actually taught or delivered; and (3) quality of delivery - i f  

delivered, what is the quality of  that delivery? While a number of  process evaluations 

have been funded and conducted, they are generally thought of as inferior and of little 

inherent value relative to outcome evaluations. Early in the current evaluation, when it 

appeared as if the planned outcome evaluation of  the TCC/CW program might not be 

feasible, Nil  staff made it imminently clear that funding for only a process evaluation 

would not be approved. But, without knowing to what extent a program is implemented, 

how can we as evaluators speak to the issue of  program effectiveness? 

The faithful implementation of programs has been the subject of increasing 

concern in discussions of "best practices", "model programs", or similarly intentioned 

terms to identify programs that have been empirically demonstrated to have measurable 

effect on the selected outcome variables. The blueprints program at the University of  

Colorado received specific funding to oversee and assess the problems associated with 

the implementation and replication of  the Blueprint programs (Elliott & Mihalic, 2004; 

Fagan & Mihalic, 2003; Mihalic et al., 2002; and Mihalic & Irwin, 2003). Less attention, 

however, has been given to assessing program fidelity in evaluation research. In this 

section of our report, we will briefly review some general themes that emerge in 

assessing program fidelity. 

General challenges to program fidelity: 

1. Type of program (structure and complexity of program): One comment that may 

appear to be unwarranted or unnecessary is the importance of having a clearly defined 

program. Considerable diversity exists with regard to the structure and organization of  

prevention programs. Some programs, such as Drug Abuse Resistance Education 

(DARE) and Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.), have a high degree 

of structure. Examination of the G.R.E.A.T. "Instructor's Manual", for example, would 

lead one to classify it as a "canned" program. That is, following training, the delivery is 

straightforward in that terms, concepts, class activities, and homework are clearly 

detailed and little deviation is allowed. The Community Works (CW) program provides 

a Curriculum Manual that includes lesson plans, but not "canned" delivery tasks. This is 



a much more interactive, skills building program that encourages instructors to tailor the 

lesson to the group. Indeed, program flexibility is stressed during the CW training 

sessions. Similar materials are presented but not necessarily in the same sequence or 

format. Such differences in programs, while potentially important for a number of 

reasons, stiff present the evaluator with the task of  assessing program fidelity. In the first 

case, does paraphrasing a direct quote constitute a lack of  fidelity? In the second case, 

does presentation of material out-of sequence within the lesson constitute a lack of 

fidelity? While the degree of  program specificity poses different challenges for the 

evaluator, assessing program fidelity is nonetheless essential. 

:2. Intended location of program: While a number of programs are developed for 

specific populations and settings, other programs are less well defined and are marketed 

as general prevention programs that can be adapted to school settings (both in-school and 

after-school), community settings, summer camps, juvenile justice settings, etc. The 

Community Works program has been marketed as a program that can be implemented in 

virtually any setting. From the evaluator's perspective, this raises potential concern about 

program fidelity. The CW program requires approximately 90 hours to complete i f  all 31 

lessons are fully implemented. A subset of  the lessons is considered to be the "core" of  

the program and it is recommended that these eight lessons plus the Action Project (about 

30 hours) be taught in sequence and in their entirety. While there are other issues that 

will be considered later in this report, for the time being we focus on the question of  the 

extent to which a 30-hour program can be systematically delivered in some settings. For 

example, is it possible to teach the program as intended in a juvenile justice detention 

center with the constant transition of youths in and out of the facility? What about a 

community center (e.g., Boys and Girls Club of America) where attendance is voluntary? 

Or, what is the feasibility of program fidelity in an in-school suspension program? Is the 

CW program suitable for such settings? These are important questions that were 

addressed in our site selection process that is described in detail in Chapter 2 of this 

report. 
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3. Dosage and adherence: The preceding comments about program location are directly 

relevant to the issue of  fidelity, especially dosage and adherence. The G.R.E.A.T. 

program consisted of nine lessons (or ten if you counted the recommended culmination or 

graduation exercise/ceremony) ideally taught over the course of nine weeks (one lesson 

per week). In reality, some schools taught the program every day for two weeks while 

others used quite different models. Some officers combIned lessons (in one instance three 

lessons into one period), thus reducing the dosage. The CW program consists of  31 

lessons, although the "core 8" and the Action Project (three lessons) now referred to as 

the "core 11" constitute the essential elements of  the program. These "core 11" lessons, 

however, require approximately 30 class periods to deliver. So, what kind of  delivery 

dosage constitutes program implementation7 Does someone who teaches all "core 11" 

lessons in 15 hours "implement" the program? Does someone who teaches the old "core 

8" but no Action Project "implement" the program? What about someone who teaches 30 

hours of  CW but does so in a non-systematic fashion, teaching the "additional" lessons 

but not the "core 8"7 Another component of  the CW program that is considered essential 

is the integration of Community Resource People (CRP) into the lesson plans. If the core 

lessons are implemented in their entirety and with rigor, but without CRP, does this 

constitute implementation? To address questions about minimal levels of  program 

implementation required to achieve desired effects, it is beneficial to have program staff 

identify what their minimum criteria are for program implementation. This task, 

however, generally tends to be left to the discretion of  the evaluator. In the current 

evaluation of CW, we suggest utilizing the following: (1) at least 70% of the "core 8" 

lessons need to be taught; (2) at least 20 hours (approximately 70%) of program delivery 

time is required; (3) an Action Project must at the minimum have been initiated and 

planned; and (4) Community Resource People have to participate to some extent in the 

program delivery. Chapters 4 and 5 of  this report provide discussion of  the extent to 

which the selected sites complied with these implementation standards. 

4. Training and certification of program providers: For evaluators, one place to begin 

is with observation and assessment of program training and certification. This serves two 

important functions - to increase familiarity with the program and to assess the extent to 
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which program providers are trained, certified, and/or monitored once they implement the 

program. When possible, multiple observers should attend multiple training sessions to 

reduce the possibility of observer bias on the one hand and trainer idiosyncrasies on the 

other. Different observers may bring different experiences to the observation and allow 

for a more comprehensive assessment of the training sessions. And, the CW program has 

at least ten different individuals who conduct training at one or more sites. Their 

knowledge and skill levels may contribute to variable training quality. One challenge 

then is to observe an adequate number of sessions to allow assessment of training 

consistency. Observations of training are time consuming, relatively costly (i.e., travel, 

lodging, and per diem), and also tend to get quite tedious, ff not downright boring. 

Chapter 3 of this report provides an assessment of the CW training. 

5. Targeted audience - unit  of analysis: This is something to which most program 

providers pay relatively little attention. While they may pay attention to program type, 

location, dosage, and training, it is probably the rare practitioner who thinks about the 

unit of analysis. For the evaluator, however, this is a key issue that affects, among other 

things, sampling strategies, sample size, budget, staffing, and logistics. While most 

programs ultimately target individuals, we need to be more precise and need to assess 

how the program is delivered. Both the G.ILE.A.T. and CW programs are school-based 

prevention programs that could be described as individual-change strategies - that is, it is 

the individual, not the school climate that is targeted. But, the program is delivered to a 

classroom, not individuals. Thus, the unit of analysis is the classroom. As evaluators we 

must assess the extent to which classrooms participating in the program differ from 

classrooms that do not participate. Students comprise the classroom so while we obtain 

measures from the individuals, we pool these responses to obtain a classroom measure. 

To examine individual scores negates the fact that the individuals are nested within their 

classroom. Thus, to conduct an outcome analysis, we need to sample and analyze at the 

classroom level. In the CW evaluation, we have a sample of 98 classrooms (an equal 

number of comparison and treatment) with approximately 1,700 students. One logistical 

issue for an evaluator is the unit of analysis: as a general rule, the larger the unit of 

analysis, the more difficult it is to implement the evaluation. For instance, if students 

11 



were the unit, we could achieve adequate statistical power with approximately 400 

students in each group. If  schools were the sampling unit, in order to have a comparable 

level of statistical power, 400 schools would also be required in each group; the same 

applies to the classroom as the level of analysis. Such sample sizes clearly increase the 

cost and workload of an evaluation significantly and generally exceeds the budgets of  

most evaluations. Compounding this issue in school-based evaluations, regardless of the 

unit of  analysis, has been the introduction of  recent state and federal mandates (such as 

No Child Left Behind) which have led administrators to be less receptive to any activities 

that detract from instructional time. 

6. Active Parental Consent: For all research involving minors, parental consent is 

required so this is nothing unique to program evaluation. What is unique, however, is the 

issue of  differential participation rates in the treatment and comparison groups associated 

with active consent procedures. There are different strategies for enhancing response 

rates, most notably the use of  incentives for return of  permission slips (whether approving 

or declining permission to participate). Students (and their teachers) participating in a 

program have a greater investment in participating in an evaluation and, as such, tend to 

be more likely to return consent forms and to have more of  the consent forms providing 

parental consent. Conversely, there is little incentive for the comparison students to 

participate in the evaluation. As a consequence, return rates tend to be lower and, of 

those returned, it is more likely that parents do not provide permission for their children 

to participate. Thus, evaluators must strive to reduce this possible differential rate of 

study participation. 

7. Management Information System: Program evaluators expect that program 

providers maintain some level of information about program adoption and 

implementation. At a bare minimum, for instance, such a database should include names 

and addresses of people undergoing training, locations of  program delivery, status of 

program implementation, and number of  impacted people. Without such information, an 

evaluator is placed in the difficult situation of looking for a needle in a haystack. In this 

current "earmark" evaluation, we have spent considerable time and effort simply locating 
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potential evaluation sites. The database maintained by NCPC was neither current nor 

accurate. In Chapter 2 of this report, we document the evaluation team's efforts to 

identify program locations and degree of  program implementation. 

Summary 
In the preceding discussion we have attempted to set the stage for the process 

evaluation conducted as part of our evaluation of the Community Works program. The 

following sections provide detailed accounts of our efforts, conclusions, and 

recommendations regarding the program fidelity of  the CW program. We trust that the 

readers of this document will appreciate our attempts to assess CW program training, 

implementation, and management information system maintenance. 
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CHAPTER 2: Site Selection and Surveys of Community Works Providers 

Two initial tasks guiding the process evaluation were: (1) delineating the 

parameters of  the Community Works program and (2) identifying program 

implementation sites. While the first task would appear to be straightforward, it was 

anything but. To gain an appreciation for this task, a brief history of  the program is 

required. Community Works is a second-generation Law Related Education CLRE) 

program. That is, Teens, Crime, and the Community (TCC), a law-related education 

curriculum, was created in 1985 by the National Crime Prevention Council (NCPC) and 

Street Law, Inc. In 1996, this textbook curriculum was revised to allow for wider 

dissemination of  the program; NCPC and Street Law, Inc. created an interactive learning 

guide (Community Works) that eliminated the need for the purchase of  textbooks. The 

CW program remains a law-related education program that has both a cognitive and a 

skills-building focus that has been linked to state teaching standards. Community Works 

is offered in a variety of  settings, including elementary, middle and high schools, juvenile 

detention facilities, and community centers. The program utilizes a "risk- and protective- 

factor" approach (see Appendix A for a detailed assessment of  each lesson with linkages 

of lesson components to risk and protective factors) and consists of  three components: 

(1) a 31-lesson interactive curriculum dealing with such topics as conflict 

management, police and the community, handgun violence, hate crimes, 

substance abuse, and victimization; 

(2) Community Resource People (CRP), experts such as police officers, 

lawyers, counselors, and community volunteers who can share information 

and experiences with the students and also serve as potential role models, 

who assist in the delivery of  the program; and 

(3) "action" or service learning projects that allow teens to apply what they have 

learned. 

The Community Works program was intended to be adaptable to a variety of  

settings, age groups, and audiences. While this curriculum versatility was perceived as a 

strength and marketable feature, it made the program difficult to define and locate. In 
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order for the program to exist, what features were necessary? Did all 31 lessons need to 

be taught? If not, how many lessons and which ones were essential for the program to 

have its desired effect? Was it essential that Community Resource People (CRP) be 

utilized and/or that the Action Project be completed? Prior to determining program 

locations, these definitional parameters needed to be addressed. Following a series of 

conversations with NCPC staff and Street Law, Inc. and review of their program 

documents, it was determined that for the CW program to have its desired effect, program 

implementers should teach the "core 8" lessons, implement the Action Project, and utilize 

CRP in the program delivery. If implemented properly, this would m o u n t  to 

approximately 30 program hours. 

Armed with these program parameters, we began the task of identifying program 

sites. It is important to realize that our objective in surveying sites was not to conduct a 

survey of all CW sites but to survey potential sites to be included in the outcome 

evaluation. We anticipated that this would be a relatively straightforward process: obtain 

a list of providers from NCPC, contact a sample of sites, and determine the extent of 

program implementation and sustainability. The following summarizes our efforts in 

identifying schools that would ultimately serve as sites for the outcome component of the 

current grant. 

Surveys of Program Providers 

Our initial efforts to identify sites focused on school-based programs as we were 

led to believe these sites offered the highest degree of  program fidelity as well as 

impacted the greatest number of participants. Early in the grant period (December 2003) 

the evaluation team requested that NCPC provide information on the sites implementing 

the Community Works program. Specifically, we requested the following information: 

(1) a listing of program providers but especially schools (including addresses and contact 

persons if possible) teaching the Community Works curriculum, and (2) information 

about the grade level in which CW is offered at each site. This request produced delivery 

o f  copies of 143 "site registration" forms that identified four groupings of CW programs: 

those "currently" implementing in 2001-2002 and in 2002-2003, and those "planning to 

implement" in 2002-2003 and in 2003-2004. We reviewed these forms (i.e., identifying 
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grade levels, degree of program implementation, and geographical location) and began to 

forge a sampling strategy based on the information contained in the registration forms. A 

key issue that we considered in our review of materials was the grade level that would be 

most appropriate for the evaluation. As mentioned above, CW was offered in a variety 

of settings and to a wide age range of youth. The diversity of  program offerings was used 

as a marketing tool to elicit program adoption. From an evaluation perspective, however, 

this program diversity posed additional concerns. To study the program in all its 

applications would not be feasible and our efforts would need to be focused on a 

restricted type of program delivery and a limited age range of program recipients. 

In our proposal, we had identified middle schools as the targeted group and had 

received some degree of support for this strategy from the NCPC and Street Law, Inc. 

staff. In addition to restricting our search to middle schools, we were also concerned 

about geographic concentration. That is, we wanted to include schools from multiple 

states in order to better address program transferability. At the same time, we also 

needed to consider travel costs associated with multiple data coLlection trips to 

geographically dispersed schools. With these criteria in mind, our initial review of the 

site registration forms suggested that we would be able to include middle schools from 

the following states in the outcome evaluation: Arizona, Kentucky, Missouri, Texas, 

North Carolina, and South Carolina. We began contacting the middle schools in these 

states and quickly realized that these registration forms did not provide an accurate 

picture of program delivery and could not serve as the basis for outcome evaluation site 

selection. For instance, CW had been discontinued in some sites, never implemented in 

others, partially implemented in still others, and offered as after-school voluntary 

programs rather than in-school required programs in others. 

Of the 143 site registration forms, 12 were elementary school based, 40 in middle 

schools, 32 in high schools, 14 in alternative schools, three in detention centers, and 42 

were in other settings, including community-based programs. We tried to contact 66 of 

the sites that were identified as "currently implementing" in 2002 - 2003. A minimum of 

two telephone calls were made to all of  the designated contact people (and messages let~), 

with actual contact made with representatives at 36 sites. Of these individuals, 24 

indicated that they were teaching either TCC or CW while 12 stated that they were not 
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implementing the program. Of the 24 sites, 15 were in non-traditional school settings 

(i.e., detention centers and alternative schools) and did not implement the program in a 

systematic manner to a consistent group of youth. Only nine of the identified sites were 

in-school programs, one in elementary and four each in middle and high school settings. 

Since the evaluation design called for assessment of "in-school" programs, this 

list of current sites was inadequate. During a meeting with NCPC staff on February 15, 

2004, we requested once again that NCPC provide the research team with information 

about site locations of  the program. We offered to have a research assistant travel to 

Washington, DC to assist the NCPC staff organize their database so that we could obtain 

the requisite data on program delivery locations. The NCPC project director indicated 

that they would copy all their files onto a disk and forward their entire database to the 

research office. When the disk eventually arrived a research assistant began examining 

the multitude of files contained on the disk. A file identified as "active sites" and 

consisting of 761 program locations was deemed the most appropriate file for further 

scrutiny. In a follow-up phone conversation with NCPC staff, it was verified that the 

programs included in that file reflected those sites that, as far as NCPC knew, (based on 

recent submission of site registration forms or other knowledge) were currently offering 

TCC or CW. Of these 761 sites, 167 were in middle schools. We contacted 103 of these ' 

schools, leaving a minimum of two messages and successfully interviewed a respondent 

at 59 of these schools. Only two of these individuals were able to confirm that CW was 

indeed offered in their schools. (Most of the sites had not offered CW or TCC at anytime 

in the preceding three years.) 

It became quite clear that this data file was inappropriate for purposes of 

identifying potential outcome sites. We contacted NCPC and informed them of the 

problems encountered. At this point we were told that they had begun a process of 

organizing their database and should have an accurate file to the evaluation team by April 

12, 2004. On Thursday April 15, NCPC made the determination that their records would 

not allow them to provide a list of  sites currently implementing the CW program. As a 

result they initiated a survey of all of the programs (approximately 3,000 individuals who 

had received training and/or received a CW binder) in their database. NCPC emailed 
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individuals for whom they had email addresses while others were contacted via fax or 

U.S. postal services. 

On May 24, NCPC emailed to our offices an Excel file containing responses from 

their survey. The file contained responses from 270 sites. Of these, 15 were double- 

counted (e.g., SRO and teacher from same school responding), one was triple-counted, 

and two were reported by four i f f ~ n t  r~'pond~ats; 5g indicated they did not have a 

CW binder and did not offer the program; 11 sites indicated they were not currently 

offering the program and 60 (newly trained in Arizona, South Carolina, and California) 

indicated that they were planning to implement the program in the future. Thus, of  the 

270 sites, there were 1 l g active sites (subtracting those identified in the preceding 

description) and 60 soon-to-be active sites for a total of  178 program locations. Of these, 

l l 0 were in schools, 50 in community agencies, 21 in juvenile justice locations, and nine 

in unspecified settings. Upon receipt of  this information, we began contacting the middle 

schools (45) to confirm the validity of  the information provided and to obtain additional 

information that would assist in determining whether the site could be considered for 

inclusion in the outcome evaluation. Telephone calls and/or email messages to the 45 

middle schools (multiple attempts were made to reach the contact person) resulted in 

fourteen completed telephone interviews and three email responses; the remaining 28 

individuals did not respond to messages or emails. 

At this point, however, we were asked by NCPC to reconsider the evaluation 

design targeting not just middle schools, but schools in general. Responding to this 

request, we began calling high schools and elementary schools (from the survey- 

generated list) to inquire about program usage and delivery. A total of 34 elementary and 

high schools were called and contact made with 18. 

Given concerns about the ongoing difficulty of  identifying active CW sites and 

the wide range of program delivery models, evaluation team members flew to 

Washington, DC for a meeting with NCPC and Street Law, Inc. staff on June 8, 2004. In 

that meeting, we reviewed the alternatives of conducting an evaluation of in-school, after- 

school, community-based programs, as well as other delivery models. After considerable 

discussion, NCPC decided that they did want the evaluation team to p roce~  with the 

middle-school design and to evaluate programs that had the highest degree of  program 
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fidelity. At that point, we returned to the task of  contacting school personnel identified in 

the newest (i.e., third) database of "active" program sites. This process took longer given 

the unfortunate timing of  receiving the "go ahead" after many schools had already closed 

for the summer. By June 30, 2004 we had been successful in contacting only six 

potential site representatives, leaving the bulk of the site selection process to be 

completed in August as schools re-opened for the new school year. 

During 2004, NCPC and Street Law, Inc. had made substantial progress in 

redesigning and updating the CW curriculum. As a result, they asked us to restrict the 

evaluation to sites willing to implement the new curriculum. While the new curriculum 

did not include major changes, NCPC and Street Law, Inc. staff members felt it necessary 

to conduct one-day refresher training sessions. A willingness to use the new curriculum 

thus became another condition in the recruitment of  schools to the outcome evaluation. 

We began contacting schools again during the last week of  July and began 

making additional progress in classifying schools as CW implementers and non- 

implementers. Many of  the schools, as was determined in earlier telephone calls, were 

not implementing the program in a consistent manner. Many could be classified as 

program users but only a few implemented the core lessons as part of a structured in- 

school program. Concerned that we would not identify an adequate number of schools, 

we initiated two other strategies for identifying potential evaluation sites: (1) we worked 

closely with the Arizona Expansion Center and (2) we reviewed our notes and other 

documentation from training sessions that evaluation team members had observed during 

the preceding year. 

Arizona was identified in the NIJ solicitation as a state with a high degree of 

program oversight and implementation. As such, evaluation team members had 

considerable contact with staff members at the Arizona Expansion Center during the first 

year of the grant period. This degree of contact proved beneficial as the Arizona 

Expansion Center maintained a comprehensive database on individuals participating in 

CW training and on schools implementing the program. The Arizona database proved to 

be more current than data provided by NCPC. Schools identified by Arizona Expansion 

Center staff had undergone training and had implemented CW or had plans to implement 

in 2004-2005. Older sites in Arizona (i.e., those trained prior to 2004) were listed in the 
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NCPC data set so between these two sources we identified 25 potential schools in 

Arizona. Of these, we excluded schools from consideration if, upon further exploration, 

they had stopped offering CW, did not deliver CW as intended (usually as an after-school 

club program), utilized the program as part of  in-school detention, or offered the program 

to all students and were unwilling to withhold CW from a subset of  classrooms. This 

process reduced the eligible pool of  Arizona sites to 11 schools. Of  these 11 schools, 

three districts declined the opportunity to participate (one principal indicated the program 

was not ready for evaluation; one research office thought that the questionnaire 

administration time was too great; and the third district did not want their students to 

answer the kinds of questions included in the survey). The remaining eight schools 

agreed to participate. 

The Arizona Expansion Center conducted one-day re-certifieation training for 

sites interested in adopting the revised CW curriculum. An evaluation team member 

attended this training to assess the curriculum changes and associated training. He was 

also given the opportunity to make a formal presentation in which he detailed the 

evaluation design to the participants. This proved to be a beneficial strategy as the 

teachers and officers understood the school's responsibilities and were able to facilitate 

subsequent discussions with the principals. 

Based upon review of  materials from the process evaluation component of the 

current grant (training observations and interviews with South Carolina Expansion Center 

staff), we believed that South Carolina might prove a likely site. The evaluation team 

requested the oppommity to address the South Carolina School Resource Officer's group 

during one of  its monthly meetings. (Several of  these officers had attended the CW 

training session the evaluation team observed on April 22, 2004.) While the Expansion 

Center staff had indicated that none of the officers would be able or willing to implement 

CW in regular classrooms, we discovered that several officers would be more than happy 

to implement CW in this manner. Following a number of telephone conversations with 

the officers, teachers, principals, and district administrators, we successfully negotiated 

the implementation of the CW program in three middle schools in Florence, SC. 

Importantly, these schools also agreed to participate in the evaluation. 
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A situation similar to that reported in South Carolina materialized in New 

England. We were told that the CW program was not implemented as an in-school 

delivery model - tha t  all of the programs in New England were after-school or club-based 

models. In reviewing the training attendee lists, we noticed that 12 officers and one 

sergeant from the New Bedford, Massachusetts Police Department had completed the 

CW training in February of 2004. This struck the research team as a considerable time 

commitment and we contacted the sergeant to ascertain their plans for implementing CW. 

No decision had been made regarding the CW delivery model, but once again, following 

numerous telephone and email exchanges, and two in-person meetings (8/31/04 and 

10/26/04), we successfully negotiated the implementation of  CW and participation in the 

evaluation in two middle schools in that city. 

By the beginning of  October, we had received approval to conduct the evaluation 

fi'om six schools in Arizona and were still negotiating with additional schools in Arizona, 

South Carolina, Massachusetts, and New Mexico. Concerned that we would not meet our 

sample size goals, we requested that NCPC send an email to ali CW sites for which they 

had email addresses. That email provided a brief description of the evaluation and 

requirements for participation. Eight individuals responded to the email but only one of  

the schools fit the evaluation requirements. By the end of  October, agreements had been 

reached with a total of 15 schools (nine in Arizona, one in New Mexico, three in South 

Carolina, and two in Massachusetts). 

To summarize, we reviewed a number of data sources in order to identify program 

sites, including the following: ( l)  site registration forms provided by NCPC (143); (2) a 

CD-Rom data base of active sites (761); (3) a list of "active sites" generated by a survey 

conducted by NCPC in summer of 2004 (270); (4) training participant fists provided by 

NCPC and Expansion Centers (more than 100); (5) a list of  trained participants from the 

Arizona Expansion Center (25); and (6) responses to an ernail inquiry sent to NCPC's 

email list of sites during Fall 2004 (eigh0. We restricted our contacts to school-based 

programs, focusing on middle schools. We made telephone contact with more than 250 

schools and from this process we were able to recruit 15 schools into the outcome 

evaluation. The vast majority of the contacted schools did not implement the 

Community Works program. Many of those contacted did use elements of the CW 
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curriculum as resource material but did not teach the program as a coherent, stand-alone 

program. Reasons for excluding schools from participation in the evaluation included the 

following: schools that "used" the program but did not "implement" it (this, among 

others, applied to all alternative schools that were contacted); and schools that were 

geographically isolated (i.e., their inclusion would have placed undue financial costs on 

the evaluation). 
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CHAPTER 3: Training and technical assistance 

In this chapter our goal is to address two aspects of the process evaluation related 

to training and technical assistance. Specifically, we examine the extent to which NCPC 

and Street Law, Inc. staff members provide (1) adequate training to potential program 

providers and (2) support to Expansion Center staffand program providers. To address 

these issues, we rely upon two primary data sources: observation of trainings and 

interviews with national office and Expansion Center staff. 

With respect to training, our interest is in assessing the extent to which potential 

program providers are informed about various aspects of the program during the training 

sessions, including teaching styles, curriculum content, and other programmatic 

components. In other words, are training participants prepared to implement the CW 

curriculum after the two-day training sessions? Technical assistance, both the quality and 

amount provided, has been suggested (e.g., Mihalic & Irwin, 2003) to be a key factor 

associated with successful program implementation. In this chapter, we focus our 

attention on thc role technical assistance (TA) plays in the provision of services to 

Expansion Centers and ultimately to the program providers of Community Works. 

Community Works Training 

As part of our proposal, we indicated that evaluation team members would 

observe a number of Community Works training sessions. The purpose of  these 

observations is twofold: first, these observations serve a useful instructional and 

informational role for the evaluators by exposing them to program components and 

enhancing their familiarity with the program and second, the observations provide an 

opportunity to critically assess the quality of the training as it relates to the successful 

implementation of the program. A focus on the training sessions is also warranted, as it 

is the most common type of direct contact between program providers and the national 

office. While the NCPC staff'does provide other forms of assistance to program 

providers (i.e., e-mails, newsletters, websites, telephone contact, and site visits), the 

training sessions are often the first in-person contact the trainees have with NCPC and 

therefore has a significant influence on their overall perception and assessment of  the 
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quality of the program and the professionalism of  the staff. As such, it is important to 

examine the quality of  these training sessions. 

During the first two years of  the current grant (between November 2003 and April 

2005), six members of  the evaluation team observed seven different training sessions. In 

the majority of  c, ases, two or more members of the evaluation staff observed the training 

sessions and compared notes upon training completion. The following training sessions 

were observed: 

- Phoenix, AZ - October 2003 

- Washington, DC - November 2003 

- Phoenix, AZ - March 2004 

- Springfield, MO - March 2004 

- Columbia, SC - April 2004 

- Phoenix, AZ - September 2004 

- Las Vegas, NV - April 2005 

With one exception (the refresher training in Phoenix in September 2004), all of the 

trainings were two-day sessions. Each observer took detailed notes that were typed and 

filed upon return to the office. These observations serve as the basis for the following 

assessment of  the CW training. 

Community Works training consists of  a two-day schedule that attempts to 

introduce potential program providers to the CW curriculum as well as to expose trainees 

to a number of  instructional techniques that are part of  the CW program. The training 

team generally consists of three individuals with one serving as the primary trainer, a 

second as an assistant who helps to model various program components, and a third who 

serves as training facilitator, assisting with logistics as well as assisting with some of  the 

actual training. The training classes varied in size but usually consisted of 25 - 30 

trainees. In some situations, two or more representatives from a single program or school 

participated while in other situations a single person served as a program representative. 

Training participants also varied in terms of professional background. In the observed 

training sessions, the most common job descriptions were school resource officer, 

juvenile probation officer, teacher, school counselor, community agency representative, 

and school or agency administrator. Clearly, a wide range of  experience in teaching and 
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program delivery characterized these training groups. One important aspect of this 

diversity of trainees is the lack of common knowledge and experience with regard to 

program delivery. Thus, one goal for the trainers is to provide teaching tools and 

strategies that non-educators could learn to utilize in eventual program delivery. 

In the current outcome evaluation of CW, our focus is on the school-based 

program delivery. The fact that law enforcement and juvenile justice personnel are 

involved in the program delivery in many schools highlights the importance of 

introducing teaching strategies to training attendees. As others have noted (e.g., Sellers 

et al., 1998), the reliance on non-educators to deliver school-based prevention programs 

can prove challenging for a variety of  reasons (see Chapter 4 of this report for a 

discussion). Ensuring that non-educators receive proper instruction regarding program 

content and purpose may alleviate some but not all of the potential barriers to proper 

program delivery. 

In the following sections we organize our observations and comments into the 

following categories: trainers, teaching strategies, program content, time management, 

and intended audience. We conclude with a summary and recommendations for NCPC to 

consider. 

Trainers  

Trainers appeared to be at ease when speaking from their prepared scripts but 

seemed less comfortable when attempting to answer substantive questions regarding 

program implementation. In these instances, trainers sometimes provided attendees with 

vague or inaccurate information, such as specifying the difference between a 

misdemeanor and a felony. Also, trainers repeatedly characterized the CW curriculum 

as "adaptable and flexible". For instance, trainers encouraged participants to have 

students write journals rather than state this was part of the program. Furthermore, 

trainers often encouraged trainees to modify the material. This may have had particular 

implications regarding the extent to which training sessions adequately prepared 

attendees to implement the program. Specifically, this appeared to influence whether 

potential program providers viewed CW as a resource rather than a program (see Chapter 

5 of  this report for a discussion). For example, an observer commented, "the training 
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offered no practical advice for the technical considerations of  implementing the program. 

The trainer asked the group to think about how the program could be implemented but 

offered no advice toward convincing administrators of the value and importance of the 

program or how it could fit into an actual school program." 

Teaching Strategies 

Training staff made ample use of  group activities and teaching strategies that are 

included in the instructional materials (i.e., Brainstorming, Case Study, Compile a Hot 

List, Concentric Circles, Concept Map, Conduct a Survey, Continuum, Debriefing, Each 

One Teach One, Jeopardy, Journal Writing, Questioning, Role-play, Scavenger Hunt, 

Small-group Discussion, and Whole-group Discussion). For instance, "icebreakers" were 

modeled at several points during the training. These group activities are intended to 

create a safe and comfortable learning environment and to help familiarize program 

participants with one another. Some of  the icebreakers are geared towards creating 

subgroups of students that may not otherwise mingle. One fun example of this is the 

balloon approach In this exercise, the teacher slips a piece of  paper with a number or 

letter on it into a balloon and then blows up the balloons. Students then break their 

balloons to find out their group assignment. When student interest wanes, instructors are 

encouraged to utilize "energizers" - strategies that can re-enforce lesson materials or 

simply serve to re-energize the groups. A number of teaching strategies are included in 

the training materials and a subset of  these strategies are introduced through a modeling 

approach during training; that is, the trainers teach the designated materials by presenting 

the lesson as it should be taught. These teaching strategies are described in the training 

materials distributed to the trainees. Given the amount and sheer variety of information 

to be shared during a training session, the two-day schedule is quite busy. Table 3-1 

provides a typical training schedule. 
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Table 3-1. Typical two-day training agenda 

Welcome and Introduction 

What is Community Works 

Overview of CW Curriculum 

Lunch 

Energizer 

What is a Crime (Session #2) 

Break 

Using Community Resource People 

(CRP) 

Teaching Strategies 

Icebreaker 

Victims of Crime (Session #3) 

Break 

Action Projects 

Youth Safety Corps 

Handling Difficult Situations 

Lunch 

What Makes a Great Session? 

Energizer 

Modeling a Session 

Debrief 

Program Planning 

Trainers relied heavily upon icebreakers to help facilitate teaching the program, 

which most attendees seemed to enjoy. They also encouraged participants to utilize 

icebreakers in their delivery of the CW curriculum. For instance, in one particular 

exercise, trainees were required to negotiate a maze by stepping on the squares that 

contained the correct answers to questions related to CW. Each subsequent person was 

required to repeat the correct answers and retrace the squares across the maze. This 

strategy appeared to be an important teaching opportunity. However, several trainers 

continually failed to make explicit the link between icebreakers and key components of 

the program; they simply offered that icebreakers were appropriate given the interactive 

nature of CW. 
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Program Content  

Training sessions provided attendees with an overview of  the curriculum and 

highlighted key components necessary for proper implementation (i.e., the core or 

required lessons, Action Projects, and the role and use of Community Resource People). 

Sessions also offered attendees opportunities to observe lessons being modeled and to 

model a session in smaller groups. As noted above, trainers demonstrated several of  the 

sixteen identified teaching strategies involved in delivering the CW curriculum. 

However, this strategy should be expanded to allow participants more opportunity 

to model the core sessions of  the curriculum. In addition to providing attendees with 

information, this approach might also prove beneficial for successful program 

implementation. All of the observers noted that, while teaching strategies were 

effectively utilized and several of the CW lessons were modeled, they were left with a 

lack of  knowledge about the program as a whole. The training sessions did not allow for 

coverage of  each of  the eight core lessons and little time was allotted to the substantive 

information contained in the lessons. The attendees were instructed to review the other 

lessons on their own and that the information contained in those lessons was something 

with which they were somewhat familiar. This may be the case for SRO and JPO 

attendees but is less likely the case for counselors, administrators, and some teachers 

(e.g., English teachers may not be versed in criminal and juvenile justice subject matters). 

Training participant lists are available to the trainers well before the scheduled 

training. Given the diversity of people attending the training, some attention should be 

given to specific needs. For instance, in a training session containing mostly SROs, less 

attention to substantive issues such as legal terms would be required while perhaps 

greater emphasis on teaching strategies, developmental stages, and classroom 

management might be needed. Conversely, in sessions containing mostly teachers, the 

opposite would be the case. Based upon our observations, trainers seemingly did not 

adapt training sessions to their audiences. This might have proved beneficial given the 

diversity of  training participants. In addition to program delivery and content, it is also 

reasonable to expect that program providers in different settings would have unique 

issues and concerns regarding program implementation. Discussion of such issues, as we 
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will see in Chapter 4 of this report, may contribute to a greater degree of  program 

implementation. 

One component of the training introduced confusion about the actual program 

content. During the second day of  training, the Youth Safety Corps (YSC) program was 

introduced. This proved confusing for some attendees. Specifically, participants were 

sometimes unable to distinguish between the two programs and had difficulty 

determining which was most appropriate for their respective sites. For instance, one 

observer noted, "Promoting YSC and CW simultaneously seems against the objectives of 

the training sessions and possibly harmful." Observers and participants were lett 

wondering if YSC was part of CW or if it was a distinct program. 

Time Management 

Observers noted, that in spite of the amount of material and teaching strategies 

that need to be covered during the training sessions, ineffective time management 

hindered many of the observed sessions. While the agendas were detailed and fairly 

consistent, they allowed for moderate variation. However, the posted timelines for 

particular components of the agendas were seldom followed. Several training sessions 

also did not begin at the designated time(s) (breaks and lunch often ran over so that the 

next session did not begin on time). Additionally, some trainers exceeded the time 

allotted for scheduled topics, reducing the time allotted for the next session For 

example, one observer noted, "In the 90 minute demonstration o fa  CW lesson, the trainer 

went well over the established time period. This raises the concern that if  the trainer 

can't  manage to complete the material in the allotted time, it seems unlikely that teachers 

and counselors who are less versed in the material would be able to do so." This 

observation was a portent of the extent to which time management would be an issue in 

actual program delivery (in Chapter 4 we provide an in-depth discussion of this issue). 

Interestingly, while the training sessions were scheduled for two full days, rarely was this 

the case. The second day was often completed two hours before the scheduled time. In 

several of the observations, the trainers made a point of telling participants that they 

would wrap up early so that they could "beat the traffic". Given the consensus of  all the 

observers (i.e., that more time should be devoted to the actual CW curriculum content), 
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these time management issues become important for the trainers. It may not be that the 

training requires more time, just better time management. 

There appeared to be a schism between marketing CW and providing attendees 

with a realistic view of time and resource allocations necessary for successful 

implementation. For instance, trainers repeatedly made concessions to participants who 

expressed concerns about not having the requisite classroom time to devote to CW. 

Rather than emphasizing that a minimum number of contact hours were necessary for 

implementation, trainers offered that there were differences between those who "used" 

and those who "implemented" the program. They further stressed that CW could 

effectively serve the needs of both populations. The distinction between the two terms is 

particularly important, as the "use" of  CW is less likely to result in the consistent delivery 

of the core components of  the program. Trainers appeared to be very interested in 

attendees adopting CW in any form and therefore appeared reluctant to raise or address 

concerns about program fidelity. As will be discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, our 

evaluation suggests that greater attention should be paid to this topic of  program 

implementation. 

Intended Audience 

An additional concern regarding training sessions was a failure to target the 

appropriate audience. In some instances, school administrators and guidance counselors, 

none of  whom intended on delivering CW, attended trainings without being accompanied 

by a teacher or school resource officers~uvenile probation officers (SRO/3PO). This is of  

particular importance because the trainings were not intended to promote the program but 

to train individuals to deliver the program. During the Program Planning phase of  the 

training sessions, attendees were asked whether they felt comfortable showing other 

persons f~om their respective sites how to implement CW. This suggests that perhaps 

trainers were aware that those in attendance were not always the best suited for program 

implementation. 
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S u m m a r y  and Recommendat ions  

In the preceding sections we have provided an overview of the CW training and 

comments derived f~om observations of seven training sessions attended by evaluation 

staff members. Based upon these observations, we offer the following recommendations 

to NCPC: 

- continue to model teaching strategies during trainings; 

- emphasize that CW is a program, not simply a resource; 

- expand the coverage of substantive components of the CW program; 

- incorporate more modeling of the lessons (or sessions) into the training; 

- improve time management during the training; 

- encourage actual potential program providers to attend the training sessions. 

These recommendations are offered with the intent to increase the probability that 

the program will be implemented with greater fidelity than is currently the case. As long 

as the program is perceived as a resource rather than as a coherent program, it will be 

unreasonable to expect that program outcomes can be achieved. As will be detailed in 

Chapter 4 of this report, program implementation was not achieved at many of the 

evaluation sites. Improved training might be one approach to remedying this situation. 

Technica l  Assistance and N C P C  Relationships with Expansion Centers  

We now turn our attention to technical assistance and the relationship between 

NCPC and the Expansion Centers. Given the importance of  technical assistance to 

successful program implementation (Mihalic & Irwin, 2003), we focus on the extent to 

which the Expansion Centers are able to provide this service. As described in the 

previous section of this chapter, the Community Works training introduces potential 

providers to the curriculum as well as to a number of teaching strategies. For the 

program to be successfully implemented, however, many providers require follow-up 

assistance for questions and situations that did not arise in training but confront the 

novice CW provider. To meet this need, NCPC disseminates a newsletter, maintains a 

website with program information, and has a Washington staff of three people who are 

available to respond to email inquiries. Additionally, NCPC staff members are also 
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available, on a limited basis, to provide on-site technical assistance. To further enhance 

the ability to provide efficient and cost-effective assistance, NCPC contracts with a 

number of local agencies to serve as Expansion Centers. These centers assist with 

training (i.e., scheduling, hosting, and providing the actual training) and with subsequent 

assistance to providers in their geographical areas. During the first two years of  this 

evaluation, the number of  Expansion Centers was in a continual state of  flux, ranging 

from as many as 14 designated centers to as few as five. According to the TCC Program 

Director, National Crime Prevention Council, these changes in Expansion Center 

locations reflected the emerging role of  these centers vis-/t-vis the national office. 

The Expansion Centers with the most apparent stability in 2004 were the 

following: Arizona Foundation for Legal Service and Education in Phoenix, Arizona; the 

Kentucky Administrative Office of the Court, Juvenile Services Section, Lexington, 

Kentucky; the Community Partnership of  the Ozarks in Springfield, Missouri; the Rhode 

Island Children's Crusade in Providence, Rhode Island; and the South Carolina Bar 

Association in Columbia, South Carolina. To assess the extent and quality of technical 

assistance, evaluation team members met with representatives of  these five Expansion 

Centers as well as with staff members at NCPC and Street Law, Inc. The director of the 

Expansion Center and, where appropriate, a second staff member (Arizona, Missouri, and 

South Carolina) were interviewed. The majority (all but one) of  these interviews were 

face-to-face and lasted between one and two hours. Following the primary interviews, 

clarification and/or additional information was obtained via telephone or email 

communication. Multiple meetings and interviews with NCPC and Street Law, Inc. 

representatives occurred between November 2003 and September 2005, while the 

Expansion Center data were collected between February and April 2004. 

The evaluation team developed an interview guide that was administered to 

Expansion Center staff. However, respondents were encouraged to elaborate on any 

subjects and to discuss topics not covered in the guide. The following questions were 

asked: 

(1) How many different programs does your Expansion Center support or assist? 

(2) How many staff members are placed at the Expansion Center? 

(3) How many staff members are involved in the CW program? 
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(4) How many hours per week do staff members allocate to CW? 

(5) How many separate CW programs does your Expansion Center support or 

assist? 

(6) Does Expansion Center staff make on-site visits, phone calls, e-mails, or hold 

regular meetings with CW sites? 

(7) What is the geographical location of the Expansion Center? 

(8) Where are the CW sites located in relation to the Expansion Center? 

(8a) Do you have a list of currently operating programs/sites? 

(9) Does the Expansion Center have knowledge of future plans for new CW sites 

or sites discontinuing the program? 

(10) Does the Expansion Center have any records regarding the number of classes 

or students involved in CW? 

The Expansion Centers 

Questions 1 through 5 of the interview guide sought information regarding the 

organizational structure of the Expansion Center with regard to its scope (diversity of 

programs and services offered), size (number of staff at the center in general and the 

number working with CW), and effort (number of  hours per week allocated to CW and 

number of CW programs). Responses to these questions provided quite diverse 

descriptions of the Expansion Centers. 

All of the Expansion Centers operated within a larger umbrella agency and the 

Community Works program represented but one of a multitude of programs. (All of the 

Expansion Centers operate in conjunction with a number of different agencies and 

programs, and CW is representative ofjust one of these programs.) In Missouri, for 

example, CW is one of more than 30 different programs supported by 27 different 

funding sources, all coordinated by the Community Partnership of the Ozarks. The 

diversity of programs offered by this southwestern Missouri agency is represented by the 

following list: Americorps, Caring Communities, Violence Free Families, Latinos 

Against Drugs, and TeenNet. In Arizona, the Arizona Foundation for Legal Service and 

Education has a much more targeted mandate and coordinates law-related education 

throughout the state, including organizing an annual conference attended by educators 
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and criminal justice professionals. As evidenced by these two examples, local oversight 

o f  the Community Works program within these Expansion Centers (EC) varies greatly. 

The multitude of  programs that are offered within these umbrella agencies is also 

reflected in the staffing effort allocated to CW. In the Kentucky EC, which provides 

support for numerous juvenile justice initiatives, one staff person commits approximately 

15 hours per week to CW. The South Carolina EC has three staff members associated 

with CW; however, all three are at relatively low levels of  involvement (the Director 

reported dedicating about 7% of her time to CW - less than three hours per week, an 

assistant committed approximately eight hours per week while an administrative assistant 

worked less than one hour per week on CW). At the Missouri site, the director and an 

assistant committed a combined 12 hours to CW (the director four and her assistant 

eight), in Arizona, the CW effort was enhanced by a grant from the Arizona Department 

of  Education and by support from the Arizona Bar Foundation. The director of  this EC 

was supported at 25% FTE by the CW grant while the DOE grant funded one whole 

position and the Arizona Bar Association covered all administrative costs. 

Among the obligations associated with being designated a TCC/CW Expansion 

Center are the following: recruiting CW sites; training CW program providers; providing 

technical and follow-up assistance to those trained; and filing quarterly reports to the 

NCPC national office. These five Expansion Centers received grants ranging from 

$30,000 to $42,000 for fiscal year 2003-2004 (TCC Director, February 14, 2004). One of 

the objectives specified in their contracts was the recruitment of  25 new sites each year. 

As we will see in the subsequent section, this requirement was the source of  considerable 

confusion. 

Relationships between Expansion Centers and NCPC 

While questions about the quality of the relationship between the Expansion 

Centers and the NCPC national office were not part of our guided interview questions, 

this issue was raised during each interview. Expansion Center staff reported being very 

satisfied with the assistance they received from the national office in the form of  program 

materials (e.g., binders, brochures, training literature, etc.). This level of  satisfaction, 

however, was in sharp contrast to underlying friction between the Expansion Centers and 
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NCPC. The EC directors were not satisfied with the direction they received regarding 

their grants and site recruitment issues. In fact, interviewees repeatedly characterized the 

relationship between NCPC and their Expansion Centers as "strained" and "tenuous". 

Many of the problems appeared to stem from ineffective communication between 

the parties and seemingly ever-changing NCPC policies. For example, personnel from 

Expansion Centers reported that NCPC has been vague as to the definition of a CW site. 

At three of the ECs, disagreement arose between the EC and national office on this topic 

of site definition. Was a classroom (where CW is offered) or the physical structure (i.e., 

school, community center) defmed as the site? The Expansion Centers had understood 

that a site was defined as a teacher/officer unit and believed that this was consistent with 

NCPC's  criterion. However, conflict arose when such sites were identified in quarterly 

reports. When multiple classrooms from the same school were listed as program sites, 

NCPC refused to recognize them as such. As a result, Expansion Center staff reported 

that they shied away from attempting to increase the number of classrooms in any 

particular school for fear that regardless of their efforts NCPC would recognize the entire 

school as merely one site. 

This definition of what constitutes a site arose at three of the ECs and had a 

subsequent negative effect on the outcome evaluation. In one site, for example, the EC 

staff worked on the assumption that a teacher/officer unit was one site. When they 

submitted three such sites from one school, NCPC challenged the counting and insisted 

that the school constituted the site. This disagreement is important for financial reasons; 

each site receives a stipend of $250 to assist with the Action Projects and other costs 

associated with CW implementation, l f a  school is treated as one site, then $250 is 

shared among all classroom teachers. If the teacher/officer unit is considered a site, then 

each teacher receives the stipend. This definitional debate that was won by NCPC 

created a disincentive to train more than one team from each school and had an apparent 

deleterious effect for the outcome evaluation. According to interviews with EC staff, 

NCPC had instructed them that the national evaluation people only wanted one CW 

classroom taught in each school. (At one of the observed training sessions, the trainer 

stated that the trainees should teach only one class of CW at their schools.) The outcome 

evaluation design had in fact stipulated that multiple classrooms would be recruited at 
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each school (the hope was to recruit five CW and five comparison classrooms from each 

school). As reported in Chapter 2 of  this report, significant problems were encountered 

in the site selection process; one of the problems was finding schools planning to offer 

multiple classes of Community Works during the same semester. 

Conversations with four of the Expansion Center staff members resulted in 

comments expressing frustration with NCPC. In addition to changing definitions of  what 

constitutes a site, Expansion Center staff identified budget reductions, a lack of 

appreciation of the local situation, and poor communication in general as sources of  

discontent. Expansion Center personnel believed that NCPC expectations of  them were 

unreasonable given the level of financial support being provided. In fact, many identified 

CW as their smallest contracts, yet it required considerably more effort and resources 

than were covered by the grant. 

Another criticism was of  NCPC staff members' apparent lack of  interest in the 

EC's larger overall operation and functions. One site claimed that NCPC staff failed to 

appreciate the local situation and the specific mandate of  the umbrella agency. For this 

agency, this meant that in order to meet NCPC's expectations, they would have to 

broaden the CW catchment area beyond that of their larger funding mandate. The CW 

coordinator interpreted this situation as a lack of sensitivity and understanding on the part 

of the NCPC staff. Perhaps most telling of  the level of  satisfaction with the national 

office and with the quality of that organization was the comment by one EC coordinator: 

"they don't  have their shit together." This comment was in direct response to the 

definitional issues already discussed and to the changing budgetary conditions associated 

with the grants from NCPC. 

The perception of  Expansion Center staff was that the national office was more 

interested in program proliferation (i.e., offering trainings) than in maintaining existing 

sites. This orientation appeared to negatively impact the ability of Expansion Center 

personnel to provide technical assistance. For example, a staff member from one 

Expansion Center remarked that NCPC seemed more concerned with simply having CW 

manuals in every school than having quality programs in fewer schools. Other Expansion 

Center staff members shared this sentiment and offered as evidence language in their 

contracts that required them to recruit a specific number of sites each funding cycle. 
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Expansion Center staff were concerned that failing to recruit a specified number of"new 

sites" would result in a reduction of their funding for the following year. They viewed 

NCPC's  preference for introducing CW in additional physical locations over maintaining 

sites as counter-productive to the mission that was previously articulated by NCPC. In 

fact, they report that, as with other matters, NCPC has wavered on this issue before 

finally agreeing to decide on a case-by-case basis. 

Expansion Center Records 

The Expansion Centers, with but one exception, were not too dissimilar to the 

national office with regard to record keeping. The EC staffcould not provide records of 

active or inactive sites and offered that NCPC had not asked them to collect or maintain 

such data even though they are required to submit quarterly reports to the national office. 

They noted that there is a general lack of accountability regarding CW sites, as the sites 

are not required to communicate with the Expansion Centers or the national office. As a 

result, it was very difficult for Expansion Center personnel to determine the total number 

of sites offering CW in their regions. Clearly, if they (the EC) are not aware of how 

many programs are actually being delivered, they are also not in a position to provide 

information about the location of the programs, the number of participants, or the degree 

of  program fidelity. This lack of knowledge also calls into question the extent to which 

Technical Assistance (TA) or follow-up assistance is provided on anything but an 

irregular basis. 

The majority of the technical assistance provided by Expansion Center staffwas 

via telephone or through electronic communications. In fact, many of  the Expansion 

Centers learned of defunct programs when they failed to return telephone calls or respond 

to e-mails. When asked specifically about CW programs in their region, staff members 

from two Expansion Centers were able to produce some unsystematic records but 

expressed a lack of confidence in their overall accuracy. Another Expansion Center staff 

member offered an explanation for the lack of reliable data on existing CW sites, stating 

that "program people are often too busy and do not appreciate the usefulness of data 

collection." 
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At this juncture it is important to introduce one encouraging story - the unique 

situation found in one of the Expansion Center sites. In Arizona, school resource officers 

and/or juvenile probation officers are assigned to all schools. One aspect of  their 

assignments is a requirement that they teach 90 hours of  law-related education during 

each semester. Programs such as Community Works therefore help the officers to fulfill 

this requirement. The Arizona Foundation for Legal Services and Education (a part of  

the Arizona Bar Foundation) provides oversight of  the CW program and has marketed 

CW as a team-taught program, requiring commitment of  the SRO/JPO and a classroom 

teacher. As such, this team is expected to attend training, combining the substantive 

knowledge of the officer with the teaching knowledge and skills of the teacher. One 

consequence of  this structural component in Arizona was that in the three trainings 

observed in Arizona, the norm was that two representatives (a teacher and an officer) 

from each school participated in the training. As detailed above, the Arizona EC has 

obtained outside funding to assist with its delivery of  CW. Additionally, the director and 

staff appear to appreciate the need for accurate records (see Chapter 2 for an example of 

how this facilitated the outcome evaluation) and the importance of  technical assistance in 

successful program implementation. This site was able to provide detailed information 

about the number of current and discontinued sites, as well as specific information about 

virtually every program site. The person responsible for TA delivery made personal 

visits to the sites, observed program delivery, and offered advice and assistance. 

Summary and Recommendations 

During the initial year of the current evaluation, a number of meetings and 

interviews were conducted with NCPC, Street Law, Inc., and Expansion Center staff 

members. Based upon notes from these conversations, we have provided the preceding 

assessment of  teclmical assistance provided by these agencies and the nature of the 

relationships between the national office and the Expansion Centers. It would not be 

unreasonable to conclude that technical assistance is unsystematic.ally provided, generally 

consists of  email or telephone correspondence, and is not recorded. While ECs receive a 

sizable amount of money (grants between $30,000 to $42,000), the EC coordinators do 

not believe that the grants provide enough money to do what NCPC expects from the 
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centers. When the relatively low level of funding is combined with the perception of 

unreasonable expectations, as well as perceived changes in expectations that make 

contract compliance more difficult, the reported stress between NCPC and the Expansion 

Centers is not unexpected. To address the concerns expressed by the Expansion Center 

staff, we provide the following recommendations: 

- develop reasonable goals and objectives for the EC; 

- provide funding commensurate with expected performance measures; 

- provide clearly defined terms for contract compliance; 

- require accurate records of training, technical assistance, and program sites; and 

- examine more closely the extent to which the Arizona Expansion Center may 

provide a model for other agencies. 
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C H A P T E R  4: C W  Implementat ion - Classroom Observat ions  

In order to combat violence, drugs, alcohol, sexual abuse, and other problems, 

schools have turned to specialized programs and curricula that aim to provide students 

with skills necessary to prevent their own involvement in such problem behavior. While 

the goals of school-based prevention programs are generally similar (i.e. to reduce 

involvement in negatively defined behavior), the methods used by programs to 

accomplish these goals vary considerably. Programs may be quite different in content, 

duration, frequency, and general instructional style. For instance, some school-based 

prevention programs target specific behaviors like bullying (i.e. the Olweus Bullying 

Prevention Program), gang involvement (i.e.G.R.E.A.T.), or drug and alcohol abuse (i.e. 

DARE), while others target more general cognitive and behavioral issues (i.e. Life-Skills 

Training). Another common difference between prevention programs is the choice of  

program providers. While some school-based programs use classroom teachers or 

professional educators to provide instruction, others use outside professionals that have 

some expertise in the topic(s) covered by the curriculum. Ultimately, however, 

regardless of the strategy used to promote a desired outcome in youthful behavior, a 

fundamental issue each program must address is the degree of  program implementation. 

To date, a number of outcome evaluations have been conducted on school-based 

prevention programs to determine their overall success in changing behavior (for a 

review, see Gottfredson, 2001). More recently, however, the use of  process evaluations 

in conjunction with outcome evaluations has become more common. The reason for 

using both of these complimentary techniques is quite simple: the process evaluation 

allows one to verify what is actually being delivered to the program audience, as well as 

the degree to which it resembles the intended delivery of  the program. As Rossi, 

Freeman, and Lipsey state, "A precondition for impact on the social conditions a program 

addresses (outcome) is that the program actually be implemented in a manner that could 

plausibly affect those conditions (process)" (1999:199). In other words, a process 

evaluation helps confirm the results of the outcome evaluation by documenting the 

treatment delivered, so a link can be drawn between the treatment and the outcome. 
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As part of the process evaluation of the Community Works Program (CW), this 

chapter details the results of  our on-site observations of program delivery. Specifically, 

this chapter addresses two questions: (1) how is the program being delivered? (2) is the 

program being delivered in the manner intended by CW developers? 

Overview of  the Program 

As one may recall from Chapter 1, Community Works is based on the "risk 

factor" approach, and is comprised of three major components-- 31 interactive sessions 

taught by program instructors, Community Resource People (CRP), and service-learning 

projects (referred to as Action Projects). The program goal is to "educate students about 

the costs and consequences of  crime, their fights and responsibilities as citizens, and their 

ability to bring about meaningful change through advocacy and service" (Carlson, 

Zimmer, & Green, 2004; iii). 

The first of the three main CW components is the 31-session curriculum. Each 

session within the CW program is based on a unique topical area, consisting of issues 

such as: conflict management, substance abuse, hate crimes, handguns and violence, and 

victimization. Each session of  the CW curriculum is further organized into several 

"parts" (usually two or three), which are the actual lessons to be delivered to the target 

audience (i.e. one part = one lesson). Usually these parts, or lessons, are intended to be 

implemented over a 45 to 55 minute time period. Finally, each part of the session is 

broken down even further into what CW calls "steps." Steps are the basic building 

blocks of the individual parts, as each step consists of  new activities or information that 

builds upon previously learned material. 

Because some users of  the CW program are unable to provide all 31 sessions due 

to time and/or resource constraints, CW developers created guidelines for the proper 

implementation of the program in these instances. These guidelines stipulate that in order 

for the program to have its desired effec4 the first eight sessions in the curriculum, 

known as the "core 8", must be completely implemented. Included in the core-eight are 

lessons providing the fundamental skills and information necessary to fully realize the 

goals of the curriculum. For example, as stated above, a major goal of  the curriculum is 

to provide students with the necessary skills to enact "meaningful change" in their local 
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community. Consequently, Session #4 of  the "core 8" is titled "Safe and Secure 

Communities," and is described in the curriculum as providing students with information 

on "what it takes to create safe and secure communities"(Carlson et al., 2004:104). 

The second major component of the CW program is the use of Community 

Resource People (CRP) in delivering the program. The basic purpose of CRP is to act as 

role models for the youth participating in the program. Because CW is a program 

focused on the costs and consequences of  crime, CRP generally consist of people with 

some expertise in the field (e.g. police officers, probation/parole officers, victim services 

workers). CW stresses, however, that these people are not to be used simply as guest 

speakers or lecturers. Instead, the role of  the CRP is to facilitate in the delivery of the 

curriculum, as well as to add site-specific information to complement curriculum topics. 

Essentially, CRP are not to be used as a break from the curriculum, but rather as a 

supplement to its customary implementation. 

Action projects, the third and final part of the CW program, allow students to use 

the skills and knowledge they learned in the curriculum to better their community. 

Action projects fall under the general rubric of service learning, which is a form of 

community service. The skills learned through service learning projects enable youth to 

overcome adverse life circumstances and become socially competent and active citizens. 

According to CW developers, the following guidelines must be met for action projects to 

be considered true service learning: 

- "be 'real,' genuine service; 

- allow young people to make decisions that affect the outcome; 

- include tasks that challenge the young people's thinking; 

- provide opportunities for adults and young people to work together on common 
tasks; 

- allow for reflection on the service experience; 

- be tied to the curriculum; and 

- serve as a final product of the young people's efforts" (Greene, Zimmer, and 
Bray, 1 9 9 9 :  35). 
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Sessions #9 through # 11 in the new curriculum, which are organized in the same 

manner as the rest of the CW sessions, are devoted entirely to the Action Projects. 

Specifically, Session #9, "Planning a Project," introduces participants to the idea of 

service learning, and gets them thinking about possible projects in their communities. 

Session # 10, "Designing a Project," provides guidance on how their team of  participants 

can work together in solving their agreed upon problem. Finally, Session # 11, "Doing a 

Project," provides the fundamentals of actually carrying out the chosen project. Each of  

these sessions, like the "core 8", are to be provided in their entirety by the program 

instructor in order to fully implement the program n. 

Overview of the Process Evaluation 

As with any school-based prevention program, developers of  the CW curriculum 

faced the challenge of meeting two essential, yet ofcen conflicting, program necessities. 

First, in order for a program to be a success it must ultimately provide users with the 

intended results. At the same time, however, it must not overstep its bounds in terms of 

the time needed to adequately implement the program. After all, the priority of  all 

schools is to provide youth with instruction in basic educational skills. This means that 

time devoted to instruction outside these basic skills is secondary, and thus limited. 

Accordingly, the amount of  time instructors can devote to programs such as CW must be 

reasonable. Therefore, time needed for preparation for program delivery and classroom 

instruction must be minimal for the program to fit the aforementioned necessities of 

school-based prevention programs. 

Another challenge faced by school-based prevention programs (like CW) 

concerns the use of law enforcement officials (i.e. school resource officers and juvenile 

probation officers) as program instructors. Not only must these personnel be trained in 

the content of the program, but often these individuals are not formally educated 

classroom instructors, which means that basic instructional skills essential for proper 

program delivery may be lacking (Sellers et al. 11, 1998). For instance, without skills 

such as creating and implementing a lesson plan, classroom management, and public 

In some of  the CW literature (e.g. web-pages, flyers,) the core-eight is actually referred to as the "core- 
1 !" ,  which includes these three sessions. 
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speaking, implementing a program in its intended fashion may be asking too much 

without proper training. Further, their duties outside of the classroom (e.g. dealing with 

school-related crime, calls for service, and speaking with parents) may impede their 

ability to provide the program regularly. 

With these basic challenges to program delivery, as well as the myriad of day-to- 

day interruptions common in every school setting, monitoring program delivery is an 

essential part of the evaluation process. Not only does it inform program developers and 

staff as to what is actually going on inside the classroom, it also complements the 

outcome evaluation results. For instance, i f  the program is found to have little or no 

effect on student participants, one could use the process evaluation as a guide in 

determining why these results were found. A null finding for program impact could be 

due to a number of factors, which can be determined through a process evaluation. For 

example, a process evaluation could indicate that any of the following reasons led to no 

overall impact: 

- the program, as designed and implemented, has no effect; 

- the program, as designed, is not well suited for implementation in the given 

setting; or 

- the program is not being delivered as intended (implementation failure). 

As research has articulated in the past, low levels of program effect found in several 

school-based prevention programs are more likely attributable to improper 

implementation practices than inept program content (DuBois et al., 2002; Nunnery et al., 

1997). Similarly, if  the program is found to have the intended impact, one can use the 

process evaluation to confirm that the delivery of  the program was, in fact, a possible 

cause of the positive outcome observed. 

Data and Methods 

In order to gain an understanding of the manner in which the CW program is 

delivered in the classroom, ten observers witnessed the delivery of over 100 lessons 

across 14 of the 15 schools involved in the evaluation 2. While every session of the 

2 No lessons were observed at one school because the program was never delivered. 
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program curriculum (31 total) was not observed, all sessions included in the "core 8", as 

well as the three sessions devoted to the Action Project, were observed between four and 

12 times. When possible, two observers witnessed the delivery of the same part(s) in 

order to reduce the possibility of observer bias; importantly, there were no instances in 

which two observers, witnessing the same lesson, submitted significantly different 

reports. 

Because the CW program involves three distinct program components-- 

interactive sessions, Community Resource People (CRP), and Action Projects-- each of 

the three components will be included in the assessment of overall program fidelity. 

Specifically, the interactive sessions are examined based upon content, time management, 

classroom management, and other issues that may have altered program delivery. The 

role of the CRP in the classroom is also discussed, as the CW program has specific 

expectations for how they should be used. Finally, Sessions #9 through #11, which are 

devoted to the proper implementation of Action Projects, will be discussed separately. 

In order to create uniformity between observation reports, a standardized form 

was created for each of the first eight sessions in the curriculum (see Appendix B). 

Based on the CW insmactor's binder we developed a detailed outline of  all activities 

included in the sessions. These outlines were organized according to the actual lesson 

plans provided for each session, including the recommended length of individual steps 

within parts, and a checklist so observers could easily indicate whether or not individual 

steps within parts were delivered. Further, the outlines included space for observers to 

indicate the actual time spent on each step of the session part, as well as whether or not a 

CRP was used. Also included in the observation forms was an area devoted to qualitative 

descriptions of the sessions delivered. Specifically, observers were prompted to provide 

general comments on the session/part observed, as well as specific comments on 

classroom discussion and the activities used in the session/part. 

After receiving all of the observation reports, the data were first arranged by 

school in order to analyze information for each school independently. The procedure for 

analyzing the data by school was consistent throughout the data examination process, 
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and consisted of  the following five steps: 

(1) A member of  the research team started by examining the checklist for each 

individual lesson observed, as well as the qualitative comments made by the observers. 

The checklists and qualitative comments were used to determine how closely the 

instructor followed the intended mode of  delivery, otherwise known as program fidelity 3. 

(2) The qualitative assessments made by the observers were examined to 

determine if anything notable, or out of  the ordinary, occurred during the delivery of the 

program (e.g. school-wide announcements, high class participation, student disruptions, 

conversations the observer had with the implementer, or use of  a CRP during the lesson). 

This was done to determine if'the lesson observed was somewhat typical, or if 

interruptions had interfered with the standard delivery of the program. From an 

evaluation standpoint, various interruptions can be expected in a school environment; 

however, regular disruptions can severely impact the proper implementation of a 

program. Therefore, the documentation of systematic interruptions can aid in 

highlighting problems that may be correctable. On the other hand, exceptional or 

innovative lessons, where implementation of  the program was done in a manner worthy 

of praise, can be highlighted as models of successful program implementation 

(3) Each observed class period was summarized, including both the strengths and 

weaknesses of the lesson, as well as pertinent qualitative notes written by the observers. 

(4) After completing the summaries for each class period observed at an 

individual school, an overall summary of  the school's implementation practices was 

documented. This summary specifically noted any trends found throughout the lessons 

observed, or in some cases the lack thereof. 

(5) Schools were then placed on a three-point continuum of  program fidelity 

ranging from high to low, with a fourth category consisting of  schools that could not be 

placed on this continuum with a high degree of confidence. This procedure was followed 

for each school in which observations were made. These summaries were then used to 

determine if  there were any systematic differences between schools in the manner in 

which the program was being delivered. 

3 As might be expected with any qualitative assessment, there was wide variation across observers in the 
amount of detail provided about classroom activities. When specific qualitative comments were lacking, 
program fidelity was strictly based upon the checklists submiUed by the observers. 
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To be classified as a program with a high degree of fidelity, CW providers 

needed to consistently deliver the lessons in the manner intended, including coveting 

nearly all of the information in the lesson, adherence to the recommended time for 

delivery, and effectively managing the classroom environment. For instance, if CW 

providers at a given school consistently covered all of  the material for each individual 

part, yet did so in only half  the time recommended by the cm'riculum, their school would 

not be considered to have delivered the program with a high degree of fidelity. Those 

schools classified in the middle category on the continuum, medium or reasonable 

program fidelity, had to deliver nearly all of the recommended material, but time 

management and classroom management issues consistently interfered with the proper 

implementation of the program. The low fidelity category was reserved for schools that 

did not implement the program as intended. These schools did not follow the lesson 

plans provided, and merely used the curriculum as a resource or topical guide. Finally, 

those schools in which there was a lack of information, or in cases where information 

obtained from various lessons was inconsistent, were placed in a separate category of 

"indeterminable." 

After analyzing the data by school, the observation reports were rearranged by 

session. This was done in order to determine whether or not there were specific trends in 

lesson implementation across schools. For instance, are there lessons or sessions that are 

consistently taught with a high degree of fidelity.'? On the other hand, are there lessons 

that are consistently not implemented in the intended manner? By analyzing the data in 

this way, the evaluation team is capable of highlighting lessons continuously well 

implemented as well as those posing implementation problems across instructors. 

Interactive Lessons 

Lesson Content 

In general, there is wide variation in the manner in which the CW curriculum is 

used in the schools participating in the evaluation. For instance, some schools 

implemented the program with a high degree of program fidelity, while others merely 

used the program as a topical guide. Further, after witnessing the delivery of the same 

sessions across sites, it became clear that some sessions are not consistently delivered in 
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the intended manner. Because these two forms of variability were found while observing 

session implementation, each will be covered separately. 

Overall, out of the 110 class periods observed, only 18 of these lessons were 

found to be delivered in the manner intended by program developers (See Table 1 for a 

summary of all observations). Even though many observations indicated that instructors 

delivered steps within a part with a high degree of fidelity, an entire part was delivered in 

only 16% of all the lessons observed. Common deviations from the program included the 

following: no use of the introduction or conclusion, skipping steps in the lesson, or 

getting engrossed on steps and having the class time expire. For example, a problem 

noted several times at two schools in particular was running well over the recommended 

time devoted to particular steps. On one occasion, a step that was recommended to last 

only 30 minutes actually took the instructors 63 minutes to cover. The observer noted 

that while the class discussion and instructor enthusiasm was good, the class was unable 

to move beyond this step before the end of the period. Consequently, the content of that 

particular part was not delivered in its entirety. 

Specific lessons that were consistently delivered in a poor fashion were Sessions 

#4, #5, and #7. In Session #4: Safe and Secure Communities, the "Bridge Story" was not 

used as intended in any of the six lessons observed across three schools. Whether it was 

glossed over in a matter of minutes, or skipped altogether, this part of the session, 

according to our observations, was not well implemented. 

Next, Session #5: Where Are We Safe and Unsafe? involves the use of a field trip 

in part one, yet none of the 11 classes observed used the field trip as part of the lesson. 

Undoubtedly, time and logistical issues played a major role in this fact. However, if CW 

is going to target a school-based audience, the session may need to be altered to provide 

more guidance for schools unwilling to allow the time for a field trip. 

Finally, Session #7: Your Conflict Choices presented problems for nearly all 

classes observed. Specifically, time management was an issue for all nine of the lessons 

observed. While four observations noted the class was able to provide all the information 

included in part two of  the session, the lessons were not provided in a timely manner. 

Topics were quickly covered by the instructors, with little or no discussion of the 

material. Basically, the instructors rushed the delivery of part two in Session #7 in order 
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to provide all of the information. The instructors in the other observed lessons presented 

some information from the curriculum without actually covering the lesson in class. For 

instance, two schools presented material related to conflict choices, but did not follow the 

lessons provided. 

In order to alleviate this problem with future CW instructors, sessions such as #4, 

#5, and #7 may need to be modified for use in the classroom setting. Specifically, 

Session #7: part two would be an ideal lesson to model during training. Perhaps if 

instructors see how this lesson is supposed to flow they may be able to provide this lesson 

in a more effective manner. 

One session that was consistently implemented as CW program developers 

intended was Session # 1. Observers witnessed the delivery of parts of this session on 

five occasions, and all five were delivered with a high degree of program fidelity. In fact, 

one observer noted that, "The students were actively involved and very imaginative, 

sharing and building ideas with the group at large." Another noted, "The class was 

excited and involved and responded very optimistically to future projects." Overall, it 

appears that Session # 1 establishes a positive first impression on the students. The 

session seems to excite the students, as indicated by the amount of discussion and overall 

participation levels observed during implementation. 

T ime Management 
Individual sites varied greatly in the length of time they devoted to the 

curriculum. While some sites taught the program over an entire school year 4, others 

completed the program in a matter of weeks. Further, time devoted to individual sessions 

also varied. For instance, the average amount of time devoted to each part observed was 

41 minutes. The average time for each part per session ranged from a high of 58 minutes 

for Session #1, to a low of 29 minutes for Session #3. 

A consistent problem, when it came to time management, was instructors rushing 

through the curriculum and/or covering multiple parts of a session per class period. 

Specifically, 19% of the observations found that the instructors covered multiple parts of 

4 N o  school in the evaluation delivered the program over the full nine months of  the school year, but the 
delivery of the program at some schools spanned two semesters. 
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a session in one class period, when the recommended time would only allow for the 

completion of one part. While, in fact, it may be possible to cover the material in any 

given lesson in 20 to 30 minutes, it does not allow for the lesson to be truly interactive. 

Because of this, instructors who chose to rush the delivery of  the program and/or cover 

more than one part of  a session per class period all but eliminated any semblance of  

interactive lcaming, and therefore did not follow the spirit of  the program. 

One thing CW program developers should consider is whether or not the 

curriculum is structured in a manner that allows for proper implementation in a typical 

classroom setting. For instance, many session parts are estimated to take between 45 and 

55 minutes to implement. The average class period for the schools involved in the 

curriculum is roughly 50 minutes. If'one subtracts the everyday "housekeeping" tasks 

involved in running a classroom (e.g. attendance, announcements, and questions), the 

actual time available for instruction is considerably less than the original 50 minutes 

allotted. As stated previously, the average amount of time spent on a CW lesson was 41 

minutes. Creating lessons that can be taught in this amount of time may make the 

implementation of CW more applicable for the school setting. 

While not typical for schools observed in this evaluation (n=2), class periods in 

some schools are much longer than 50 minutes. In these instances instructors have the 

time to properly implement two parts of a session. However, nine observations made at 

one of these schools noted that the quality of program implementation waned over the 

course of these long periods. Therefore, CW program developers should consider 

whether or not schools in this situation should use the entire class period for program 

instruction. In general, how is the program best delivered: in small doses or over longer 

periods of time? 

Classroom Management 

Just as time management skills vary between instructors, so too does their ability 

to control the behavior of students in the classroom. While this was generally not a 

problem in most CW classrooms, 11 classroom observations in two schools noted that 

student behavior seriously detracted fi'om the implementation of the program. For 

example, one observer noted, "Only two or three students were paying attention and 
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working on the handouts. The rest of  the students were talking amongst themselves, 

playing with each other's hair, and the (instructor) ignored this behavior and continued to 

lecture." Other problems arose when small groups were used during class activities. 

Students had a tendency to drift away from the subject matter and into conversations of 

their own. Finally, the presence of substitute teachers presented a problem in two 

schools. While behavior problems were not noted in one of those schools (the problem in 

this school was the improper implementation of the CW lessons during these absences), 

the other school had significant problems of getting students settled for the CW lesson. 

One observer noted, "The class is usually taught by (instructor), but (he/she) was (absent) 

so (another instructor) substituted...Classroom was loud and the students were disruptive. 

The students were moving around and getting up to sharpen pencils. (The substitute) 

ignored this behavior. Two students left the classroom and (the substitute) said nothing." 

Even though this may not be something training in the CW curriculum can solve, 

the control of student behavior should be emphasized as vitally important for proper 

program delivery. For instance, students participating in the CW program may not be 

able to learn what the program has to offer if  they are constantly distracted by a 

disruptive classroom or classmate. 

As for the problem with substitute teachers in the classroom, problems with 

disruptive students on these days are to be expected. However, CW trainers should 

consider addressing the best way to deal with these occurrences when they arise. For 

instance, it may not be wise to continue with the program when the usual classroom 

teacher is absent, even if the regular CW instructor (when not the classroom teacher) is 

still available to deliver the program. The presence of a substitute teacher may not offer 

the same deterrent effect as the regular teacher. Ultimately, however, the CW instructor 

must make this decision, as some classrooms may have no difficulty with student 

behavior on days with substitute teachers. 

Other  Distractions 

Beyond the everyday distractiom inherent in school-based programs, the use of 

law enforcement officials as program instructors adds to the number of potential 

disruptions. Besides their involvement in classroom instruction, these officials have 
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other responsibilities that often take precedent over the delivery of prevention 

programming. For instance, school resource officers are often the first ones called when 

fights or other events occur on school grounds. If this occurs during the delivery of CW, 

the instructor is often obligated to leave at once, and the session is either delayed or 

canceled altogether. On three occasions classroom observers noted that the duties of the 

law-enforcement official implementing the program interfered with the delivery of the 

program 5. Therefore, an abbreviated lesson was provided on these occasions. 

The regular delivery of the program at another school was interrupted because of  

a scheduling change at the end of the first semester. Essentially, the period reserved for 

CW was no longer available at the beginning of the second semester, so students were 

forced to decide whether they wanted to participate in CW or in physical education. 

Consequently, after this point roughly six to eight students were observed at any one 

lesson. Because of the number of contact hours involved in delivering just the core 

requirements of the program, delivering the curriculum over a two-semester period is not 

uncommon. While the CW developers already recommend the formation of a planning 

group before the implementation of CW, occurrences like these validate the need for 

long-term planning. 

One final area that affected the delivery of the program was when one class in a 

school fell behind the other classes. In two schools, one of the classes receiving the 

curriculum fell behind the others. Instructors in both schools taught multiple parts of a 

session, or even an entire session, in one class period in order to have all classes on the 

same schedule. Obviously these students did not receive the same dosage as the other 

students, but situations like these may be unavoidable. While one can understand why an 

instructor would use this strategy, perhaps CW officials can create a uniform way to deal 

with such a situation, and could offer new trainees strategies to handle this problem. 

Overall, variability in program delivery across schools was quite apparent after 

reviewing observation reports fi'om each of the individual schools. In fact, in 

summarizing the degree of program fidelity across schools, only one school  was found to 

5 On these three occasions the reason for the interruption could be confirmed. Four other class periods 
were interrupted because the inslructor never showed up; leaving the teacher to provide the lesson even 
though he/she had not prepared to do so. The reason for the inslructor's absence, however, was not 
confirmed. 

52 



consistently provide the program with a high degree of fidelity. Further, three schools 

were considered to deliver the program with a reasonable ('medium) degree of fidelity. 

These three schools, while providing the program to students, had a number of problems 

with time and classroom management. For instance, a common problem across these 

three sites was rushing through the program, and trying to present two 45 to 55 minute 

parts in one 40 to 50 minute class period. Even though all of  the information in the 

lesson was provided, the instructors did not allow the sessions to be interactive, and class 

discussion was limited or nonexistent. Next, six schools delivered the program with a 

low degree of program fidelity. These schools used the program very sparingly. 

Generally, these schools used bits and pieces of  the program to supplement the general 

discussion of topical areas. For instance, handouts included in the CW program binder 

were used, while the rest of the lesson did not follow the CW curriculum. Finally, four 

schools could not be adequately placed in any category due to a lack of  generalizable 

information. For instance, one school was unable to deliver an entire part of  a session in 

one class period, but the following class period devoted to the CW program was never 

observed, so we are unable to conclude whether the part was subsequently completed. In 

another instance, one lesson was delivered with a high degree of program fidelity, while 

the next lesson observed noted a multitude of deviations from the curriculum. For these 

reasons, we were not able to confidently place them on the three-point continuum. 

Community Resource People (CRP) 

The use of CRP is a major component of the CW curriculum. In fact, CW 

officials have mandated that full implementation of the program "must" include the use 

of  CRP. According to our observations, instructors are using CRP in their respective 

schools. However, CW program developers provided guidelines of how these people are 

to be used as part of the program (Carlson et al., 2004). One of the main points regarding 

the proper use of CRP is that they are not to simply lecture to the students. In keeping 

with the notion of an interactive learning environmen4 CRP are supposed to aid the 

instructor in the delivery of the program by relating the program material to "what 

happens in the real world, especially situations that relate to young people" (Carlson et 

al., 2004: 22). Contrary to these expectations, all ten (100%) of the CRP observed 
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lectured to the students about their job and how it relates to young people. The instructor 

and CRP never worked in tandem to provide the lesson, and the lessons were not 

delivered as intended. 

Perhaps CW officials should consider modeling the use of CRP during training. It 

is obvious that the instructors coordinating the use of CRP at these schools either did not 

understand how to properly use them or chose not to use them in their intended fashion. 

If  the proper use of CRP is truly an important part of  the curriculum, this program 

component should receive more attention. 

Action Projects: Session #9, #10, and #11 

Along with the interactive lessons and CRP, CW incorporates Action Projects into 

the curriculum to "enrich learning, teach civic responsibility, and strengthen 

communities" (Carlson et al., 2004:22). While every activity or class period pertaining to 

the Action Project was not observed, 23 class periods devoted to Action Projects were 

observed. Included in these 23 observations, made at seven different schools, were: 12 

observations of activities associated with Session #9: Planning a Project, seven 

observations of activities related to Session #10: Designing a Project, and four 

observations of  activities associated with Session #11: Doing a Project. If these 23 

observations are any indication of the manner in which these three sessions are 

implemented, there seems to be a low degree of  adherence to the Action Project lessons. 

In fact, only four of the 23 observations (17%) witnessed the full implementation of parts 

of these sessions, and three of  those observations were at one school. From these figures, 

it seems as though instructors are not using the curriculum appropriately when preparing 

for or completing Action Projects. 

Instructors at all but one school (where observations of Action Project activities 

were made) did an excellent job allowing the students to work through the process of 

brainstorming and planning the projects themselves 6. For instance, observers at one 

school, which had problems with disruptive behavior during other lessons, noted how a 

large group brainstorming session, in which students were providing ideas for Action 

6 An instructor at one school was observed telling the students what to do, and when they needed to have it 
done. There was no class discussion, and no student participation in this process. The instructor simply 
delegated the activities for the children. 
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Projects, led to a great discussion about some of the diff culfies involved with some of 

their project ideas. Overall, classroom discussion and student involvement seemed to 

improve dramatically during the sessions devoted to the Action Projects. Therefore, CW 

trainers may only need to emphasize channeling this energy into the sessions devoted to 

the Action Project, as student enthusiasm for community involvement does not seem to 

be a problem. 

Arizona and Other Sites 

According to an evaluability assessment conducted prior to the start of  our 

evaluation, Arizona was identified as a state with excellent oversight of the CW program 

providers, and as such provided a fertile ground for finding programs that were delivered 

as intended. In order to assess this claim, and determine whether or not Arizona sites 

systematically implement the CW curriculum with a higher degree of program fidelity 

than do sites in other states, classroom observations were split into two categories, 

Arizona and non-Arizona. As stated earlier, schools were placed into three categories 

(High, Medium, and Low) based on program fidelity, minus the four schools that could 

not be placed on this scale confidently. Of the nine Arizona schools (represented by 

letters A-I in Table 1), one was classified as high, three were classified as medium, and 

three were classified as low on the scale of program fidelity. Of the five non-Arizona 

schools, one was classified as medium, and four were classified as low on the scale of 

program fidelity. It does appear that Arizona sites provide the CW curriculum in a 

manner superior to the other states involved. 

S u m m a r y  and Recommendat ions  

Based on the 110 observations made at 14 of the 15 schools participating in the 

evaluation, it is apparent that there is a high degree of variability in the manner CW is 

delivered across schools. For instance, while some instructors rarely deviated from the 

information provided in the CW binder, others used the provided material sparingly, if  at 

all, during their class periods. The most common problems observed by the research 

team included deviations from the intended lesson content, time management, and 

behavior problems on behalf of other students. Further, Sessions #4, #5, and #7 seemed to 
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provide problems for implementers across schools, which may be a function of prograrn 

content. 

On the other hand, portions of the CW program seemed to be implemented quite 

well across the schools observed as part of  the process evaluation. Session #1 was 

delivered with a high degree of fidelity across sites, and prompted a great deal of 

discussion among the students observed. Further, just as the developers of CW 

envisioned, instructors consistently allowed the students to make the Action Project a 

student-led effort to improve their communities. This included all phases of the project, 

including the formation and completion of  the agreed upon task. 

in accord with some of the findings already discussed in this chapter, the 

following is a list of  recommendations for improving the delivery of CW. 

Lesson Content 

- Adherence to the program must be stressed to all those trained in teaching CW. 

From the observations, it is clear that CW is not being taught as intended by 

program developers. One example is the "Bridge Story" in Session #-4. This was 

not used as intended in any of the observations made across three schools. 

Time Management 

- Considering CW is used in many schools, the length of individual parts/lessons 

should be approximately 40 minutes. The average class period in the schools 

involved in the evaluation was roughly 50 minutes. As a general rule from our 

observations, ten minutes of each period was used for general housekeeping 

issues (e.g. attendance, announcements), leaving 40 minutes for instruction. In 

fact, the average lesson witnessed during observations was 41 minutes. 

- Some schools have class periods much longer than others (e.g. block 

scheduling). CW developers may need to provide some guidance on the 

appropriateness of delivering two lessons in one day. Observations made at 

schools such as these noted that the students' attention waned towards the end of 

the second lesson. Therefore, teaching only one lesson per day may be the best 

way to provide the program. 

56 



- Time management within lessons was a major problem observed at nearly all 

sites observed. While the majority of instructors were far under the recommended 

time for delivering the curriculum, others went over on occasion. Additional 

modeling of lesson implementation at CW training may help to alleviate this 

problem. Session #7: part two may be an ideal lesson to model, as it presented 

problems for a number of instructors. 

Classroom Management 

- Control of student behavior presented a problem in a number o f  classrooms, 

especially during small group activities. Maintaining control of  students during 

CW activities needs to be stressed as vitally important for proper program 

delivery. 

- There were occasions when substitute teachers were present on the day of CW. 

CW trainers should emphasize this as a situation that needs to be addressed during 

the long-term planning process. 

Other Distractions 

- The duties of the SRO/JPO have the potential for interfering with proper CW 

implementation. Many sites in Arizona use a team teaching approach to alleviate 

this problem. CW developers and trainers should encourage each site to have 

multiple persons trained to deliver the program. 

- Long-term planning groups need to be developed at each site. As was witnessed 

at one school, changes in scheduling all but stopped the program from continuing. 

- CW trainers should develop, and provide instructors with, a standardized way to 

deal with classes falling behind in the curriculum. 

Community Resource People (CRP) 

- The use of CRP should be modeled during training. While it is stressed in the 

CW literature that these officials are not to be used as guest lecturers, our 

observations conclude that this is exactly the manner in which they are being 

used. 

57 



Action Projects 

- Our observations also suggest that the sessions devoted to the Action Projects 

are not being followed by instructors. CW trainers should emphasize why these 

sessions are important for planning and completing student projects. 
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Table 1: Sessions Observq 
School ! _2 _3 4 _5 _6 
A# 11 
B #  
C A 

D$ 3 
E* 
F ^ 4 
G* 3 3 
H* 
I ^ 1 

4 I I 
K* 1 2 
L 
M*  10 
'hi# 4 3 4 
O h 2 1 1 1 
Total 5 10 8 6 12 9 

Comp. Impl.** 5 0 2 0 1 1 
Average Time** 58 NA 29 35 36 42 
CRPs used 0 2 2 0 3 3 
Team Taught 1 0 0 1 0 0 

School 

1 2 
4 

1 

2 
3 

2 1 

11 9 
4 li 

33 46' 
0 0. 
2 1 

4 
4 
1 

3 6 
1 

4 11 
6 12 

6 21 11 

0 
15 25 

13 
5 

12 7 4 17 110 
4 0 0 0 18 

46 35 45 NA 41 
0 0 0 10 
0 0 0 5 

^^ = Number of Sessions Observed with 
Complete Implementation 

3 ** = Time is in minutes per part 

High Fidelity = $ (D) 
Medium Fidelity = # (A, B, N) 
Low Fidelity = * (E, G, H, J, K, M) 
Cannot Determine = ^ (C, F, I, O) 
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C H A P T E R  5: CW Implementat ion  - Implementer's  Survey 

The preceding chapters focused on site selection and Community Works training 

and technical assistance. In this chapter, as in Chapter 4, we turn our attention to 

program implementation. One strategy for assessing program fidelity is to ask program 

providers to identify the lessons or program elements taught and resources utilized. To 

accomplish this, we developed a questionnaire (see Appendix C) for teachers, school 

resource officers, and/or juvenile probation officers, depending upon the school's 

delivery model. 

Upon completion of program delivery, program providers at 14 schools were 

asked to complete questionnaires. The requested information included the following: 

demographic and general background information; identification of the particular CW 

lessons taught; information about the use of Community Resource People (CRP); and 

implementation of Action Projects. Respondents were also asked to provide information 

about their training experiences with CW, the planning phase associated with 

implementation of CW in their schools, and the quantity and quality of  technical 

assistance received. 

In addition to providing descriptive information about program providers and 

program delivery, the primary objective of these questionnaires was to provide a measure 

of program fidelity. The standards introduced in Chapter 1 of  this report were used to 

classify program providers as implementers and non-implementers: to be considered as 

implementing the program, all four of  these minimal standards had to be met: (1) at least 

70 percent of  the "core 8" lessons had to be taught; (2) at least 20 hours (approximately 

70 %) of  program delivery time was required; (3) Community Resource People (CRP) 

had to participate to some extent in the program delivery; and (4) at the minimum, an 

action project had to have been planned and initiated. 

Data and Methods 

The outcome componem of this evaluation includes a sample of  98 classrooms 

(49 treatment and 49 comparison) in 15 schools. One of  the schools, however, failed to 

implement the program and as such was excluded from the process evaluation. Program 
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providers in the remaining schools were asked to complete a seven page self- 

administered questionnaire. Completed questionnaires were obtained fi'om 23 

respondents representing 14 schools. Of the 14 schools represented, seven had two 

implementers submit completed questionnaires, one had three respondents, and the 

remaining six schools had one completed questionnaire. This response pattern reflects 

the extent to which CW is taught by both individuals and teams. Of the ten schools that 

utilize team-teaching approaches, seven sites provided two or more implementer 

questionnaires. In addition to the team-teaching sites, three sites were taught only by a 

SRO/JPO, although at one of these sites both a teacher and the SRO/JPO completed a 

questionnaire. At the final site, only the teacher implementing the program completed a 

questionnaire. 

Implementer Demographics 

Overall, the implementers surveyed were a relatively homogeneous group 

demographically except with regard to sex, with 12 males and 11 females in the sample. 

The majority was White/Anglo, not Hispanic (76 %) and all of them had earned a 

bachelor's degree: in fact 14 of  the respondents had attained a Master's degree. There 

was considerable diversity, however, with respect to teaching experience, both in terms 

of  years working in the education field and years at their designated school. On average, 

implementers had worked in education for nine years, with responses ranging from two to 

30 years. There was considerable stability in this sample; implementers had been at their 

current school for six years, with responses ranging from one to 22 years. 

As described earlier in this report, Community Works is flexible in terms of who 

facilitates the program, allowing each school the option of choosing an implementer. The 

curriculum developers recommend choosing implementers who have the right skills for 

the job including creativity and a good rapport with students. With regard to the primary 

job assignment of respondents, 12 were law-related personnel (i.e., School Resource 

Officers or Juvenile Probation Officers) and eleven were teachers. 
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Community Works Training and Program Implementation 

The National Office of  the Community Works Program and the Expansion 

Centers sponsor training sessions across the country. Potential users of  Community 

Works are encouraged to attend such sessions prior to implementing CW. While it is 

recommended that the person who will be teaching the curriculum attend the training, in 

some instances a supervisor or agency representative attends the training with the 

intention of instructing others in the use of the curriculum. Training sessions focus on a 

number of different aspects. One aspect of  the CW program that receives considerable 

attention during training is the emphasis on interactive teaching. To facilitate the 

interactive nature of the program, the curriculum developers recommend one adult 

instructor (or assistant) for every ten students. Participants also are introduced to a 

variety of teaching techniques and to strategies for successfully implementing CW in 

their communities. Among these strategies is the use of  a planning group to determine 

the best way to implement the program at individual schools. This group is expected to 

discuss program goals and objectives, identify Community Resource People, and 

establish a time frame for implementation. It is also recommended that the planning 

group meet after the first few sessions to review implementation plans, and then again 

halfway through the program. 

In our sample of 23 program providers, 19 reported that they had attended 

training; importantly, at least one person from each of the participating schools had 

attended training. Of these individuals, 15 reported that the training was very helpful in 

implementing the program. Seven SRO/JPOs and two teachers from nine sites indicated 

they attended supplemental CW training, and seven of  these individuals identified the 

additional training as very helpful in implementing the program. While not all 

respondents had attended CW training, all indicated that they had received an overview 

of the program and detailed outlines on how to implement the program in their schools. 

Respondents also indicated that they had been instructed to utilize interactive teaching 

strategies, to incorporate Community Resource People into program delivery, and to 

implement Action Projects in which students apply CW lessons to address a community 

problem. Ten of the 14 schools in this sample reported using a team-teaching approach 

(a teacher and an SRO/JPO), and eight sites also indicated that they had formed a 
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planning group consisting of teachers and officers (although we were unable to determine 

if planning groups met again halfway through the program). 

Implementing interactive teaching strategies was reportedly difficult for some of 

the program providers, due primarily to large classes (the average class size was 25 

students). In situations where a teacher or officer is solely responsible for teaching CW, 

the prospects for interactive teaching are further compromised. If  interactive strategies 

are considered an important component of the CW program, perhaps greater attention 

should be paid to the strategy of team teaching during training sessions. Recall from 

Chapter 3 that observers noted training sessions often were not taught in the allotted time. 

If CW trainers are not able to model sessions in the appropriate time frame, it may not be 

practical for implementers to do so in a school setting. Team teaching may ease some of 

this problem. While it may not be reasonable to have one instructor for every ten 

students, stating explicitly the roles and responsibilities of each implementer in the 

classroom might be beneficial. Some issues to consider include: should the implementers 

co-facilitate, take turns teaching sessions, or should one act as the instructor of the CW 

session as the other assists (i.e. paperwork/answering questions/classroom management)? 

Should they both be in the classroom at all times? In CW training, one person serves as 

the instructor and the other as an assistant. If this is the recommended method of 

instruction, this should be emphasized in the training. 

A final topic of some interest addressed here is who decides to offer CW in the 

schools. Based on responses to a series of questions it appears that teachers and SROs or 

JPOs are the moving force behind these programs; in the majority of cases (10 sites) a 

SRO or JPO introduced the program to the school. In only two instances did a 

respondent indicate that a school administrator (actually school board members) was 

responsible for the introduction of CW. When asked about decisions to implement CW 

in specific classrooms and about which lessons to teach, four sites reported the decision 

to implement CW in their classroom was that of a teacher, three sites specified the 

decision was by the SRO/JPO, five sites indicated a joint decision, and one site stated the 

decision was that of the school board and police department. It is important to highlight 

the extent to which non-school personnel (i.e., school resource officers and juvenile 
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probation officers) were integrated into decisions regarding the adoption and 

implementation of Community Works in these 14 schools 

Technical Assistance and Support 

Technical assistance from the National Office and Expansion Centers is available 

to all registered CW program sites through phone, mail, and email. Of the 14 sites, 13 

confirmed visits from staff of their regional Expansion Center and eight reported a visit 

from staff the National Office staff. Of these, over half indicated these visits were very 

helpful or helpful. Only eight of  the 14 sites reported receiving bi-monthly contact from 

the regional Expansion Center. Of these sites, over half rated the contact as very helpful 

or helpful. Regarding email information about the CW program, 13 sites received email 

correspondence with nine sites indicating the email was very helpful or helpful. Youth in 

Service is a monthly newsletter distributed to CW programs that highlights service- 

learning projects, teaching tips, and new opportunities available through the program. 

All sites indicated they received a TCC newsletter with eight reporting that the 

newsletters were very helpful or helpful. Ten sites received information about the 

national network and/or peer resources but only five sites indicated receiving referrals to 

resource people. 

Community Works Materials 

During the summer of 2004, NCPC and Street Law, Inc. produced a revised CW 

curriculum, which was intended to be used by all the sites included in the outcome 

evaluation. In fact, special training sessions were held and program providers were 

instructed to implement the new curriculum as a condition of  participating in the 

evaluation. Some exceptions to this latter condition were made in order to increase the 

sample size. In light of this supposed criterion for study inclusion, it is surprising that 

only five sites reported using the new binder while five sites used the old binder (1994) 

and four sites used a combination of the two. 

The CW program is designed as a stand-alone curriculum but can also be 

integrated into another class. Certain sessions in the CW program meet the national 

standards for civics and government, English, and health classes, allowing implementers 
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an easy way to connect the subject matter to their established courses. Nine schools 

indicated that the program was used as a stand-alone curriculum: of  the remaining 5 

schools, the curriculum was primarily incorporated into social studies classes. Again, 

this is likely because the CW program incorporates the curriculum into the national 

standards for government and civics classes. 

Impressions of the Curriculum 

Respondents were also asked questions regarding their perceptions of the 

curriculum. Overall, implementers rated the CW materials positively. Eighty-two 

percent of the implementers agreed or strongly agreed that the CW program increased 

students' awareness of programs and services in their communities that assist crime 

victims. It was also the general impression of respondents that the CW program 

addresses problems confronting students at school. Only 59 percent of  the implementers, 

however, agreed or strongly agreed that the educational materials available in the CW 

curriculum are appealing to students. These findings suggest that CW developers may 

want to revisit the curriculum, paying special attention to topics relevant to middle school 

students. Additional modification of the CW materials for different ages and groups also 

may be worthy of consideration. 

Program Fidelity 

The remainder of this chapter will focus on the extent to which each site 

implemented the four program components (i.e., dosage, lessons, CRP, and action 

projects). To be considered as fully implementing the program, all four of the standards 

introduced at the beginning of this chapter had to be met. Based upon these criteria, six 

of  the 14 schools would be classified as implementing the program while the remaining 

eight would be classified as falling to implement the program with sufficient rigor to 

reasonable expect program impact. 
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Program and Lesson Length 

Because Community Works allows each school to determine program scheduling, 

implementers varied in terms of  when, how long, and how often they taught the CW 

curriculum. As stated previously, a minimum of 20 contact hours was required for 

classification as implementing the CW program. Of  the 14 sites, only nine sites reported 

meeting this dosage level. Among the sites that completed the minimum of 20 contact 

hours, the dosage ranged from 21 to 34 hours with an average of  24. Of the sites that 

delivered less than 20 hours, one site taught 14 hours of  the CW session, another taught 

18 hours, and the other three sites taught 17 hours. 

Most implementers reported completing one or two sessions per week over a 

semester long period; however, one teacher reported offering a daily session over a three- 

week period at one school. At six schools, respondents indicated that the program was 

taught over a year while at the remaining sites respondents reported the program was 

taught over a semester (five sites) or less than a quarter (three sites). Based upon our 

records of pre- and post-test dates, however, we found many of the implementer 

responses to be inconsistent with our data. Of the schools that indicated the program was 

taught over the school year, in actuality the program lasted between five and seven 

months; of the semester long programs, the actual length of  time taught was between 

three and seven months. One school indicated the program lasted less than a quarter, but 

from the evaluator's records, the program lasted 7 1/2 months. We calculated program 

length based upon dates on which pro-and post-tests were administered. All pre-tests 

were administered prior to program initiation while post-tests were collected after 

program completion. To account for delays in starting and ending the program and for 

holiday/school breaks, we subtracted two to four weeks from the time between pre- and 

post-tests. For example, ff the program started in October and lasted until June, the 

evaluation team subtracted a total of four weeks from the program length; one week to 

start the CW program after pre-tcsts, one week prior to post-test administration, and two 

weeks for a break in December and January. 

The CW program developers had sought to ere.ate a "user-friendly" program, one 

that required little preparation time and could be implemented with relative ease. With 

respect to the latter objective, it appears they were successful; seventy-three percent of 
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the implementers agreed or strongly agreed that the individual session plans were 

convenient and easy to use. However, the CW trainers' inability to model the lessons 

within the desired time frames (described above) appears to reflect a real problem rather 

than simply a training issue; only 52 percent of  the implementers either agreed or 

strongly agreed that the length of  time allotted for each CW sessions was enough to cover 

the topics. 

The Core Sessions 

As previously stated, the foundation of  the program is in teaching the "core 8" 

Sessions (Sessions #1 Creating a Community Vision, #2 What is Crime?, #3 Victims of  

Crime, #4 Safe and Secure Communities, #5 Where are we safe and unsafe?, #6 Our 

Community Resources, #7 Your Conflict Choices, and #8 Conflict, Communicating, and 

Working Together). It is recommended that these eight sessions be taught in sequence 

and in their entirety. Each session contains teaching strategies, detailed plans, handouts 

and posters, and suggestions for time management in an attempt to reduce the amount of 

preparation time for the implementers. According to the CW developers and the 

evaluation team, for full/successful implementation each school needed to complete at 

least the "core 8" sessions. Respondents at all but one of the schools reported teaching 

the "core 8" sessions. This particular individual taught only two of  the "core 8" sessions, 

and instead taught topics he/she felt were relevant to this school, such as gangs, drugs, 

and shoplifting. 

The sessions following the "core 8" and those devoted to the Action Project (AP) 

are optional and implementers can be flexible in which they choose to teach. The most 

common sessions taught after the core curriculum were # 13 Intimidation (taught by 4 

sites), #20 Drug Abuse (3 sites), and #24 Shoplit~ing (3sites). 

Community Resource People (CRP) 

Community Resource People are intended to play a key role in the CW program. 

Service agencies, educators, and juvenile justice officials can have a major impact on the 

development of students. CW uses CRP to enhance the curriculum and bring skills and 

knowledge flom first-hand experience to the program by discussing community efforts to 

67 



prevent crime. It is also a way to address stereotypes and myths, build upon weak 

relationships between the students and community agencies, and provide services to 

victimized youth. Of the 14 sites, 11 indicated they used CRP as part of their program. 

Implementers were asked how many CRP visited the classroom the last time the 

curriculum was taught and nine sites indicated between two and three times. This is 

important to note because of the implementers using CRP, the majority incorporated 

them into more than one session as indicated by the program guidelines. According to 

the guidelines, some sessions are only to be taught with the assistance of a CRP. For 

instance, in session #2 What is Crime? the curriculum suggests inviting a police officer to 

help with this session because discussing specific crime information from a law 

enforcement official would be valuable. In this case, the use of a CRP was already 

achieved since many of  the current sites used team teaching with an SRO/JPO. The most 

commonly used CRP were police officers, victim advocates, and lawyers. While the 

program guidelines specify that the role of the CRP is as a mentor and a resource to 

supplement the interactive curriculum, the two most common uses reported were as guest 

speakers and information providers. Based on these responses, it is apparent that CRP 

are being utilized, but not in a manner or degree consistent with CW guidelines and 

objectives. CW trainers may need to re-think how CRP utilization is inlroduced in the 

training sessions. 

Action Projects: Session #9, #10, and #11 

The culminating feature of the CW program is the Action ProJect (AP). The AP 

provides an opportunity to extend the educational portion of the program into the 

community and to address local problems. While the curriculum focuses on the causes of 

crime and victimization, the AP reinforces individual responsibility and resolutions. 

Students are encouraged to assume a leadership role, develop team-building skills, and to 

be involved in the planning, design, and implementation of  the project. The program 

developers believe the more involved the students are, the more likely they will have 

better attitudes toward crime prevention and a better sense of  community. 

There are many ways that students can express their knowledge about crime 

prevention and victimization, for example, designing posters or coordinating a 
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Neighborhood Watch program. There is no standard project that serves as an example; 

rather, it is important that students focus on the unique needs of their community. 

The CW guidelines make a clear distinction between APs and community service. 

While both provide service to the community, APs follow service-learning standards: 

education, action, and reflection. Importantly, students are to take the lime to reflect on 

the project in order to understand what they learned, what they got out of the service 

project, and the overall impact of the service. Ordinary community service is usually 

relegated to a specific amount of time for service and students are usually told what 

service to perform, whereas APs are on-going and the students develop their own ideas 

for the project. Service learning projects enhance the CW program by encouraging teens 

to initiate and execute a project. The CW implementers are encouraged to facilitate 

student discussions that reflect on the group process and dynamics associated with the 

Action Project. All 14 sites reported initiating a student-led project. 

According to the program guidelines, Action Projects should be related to a 

session topic. Twelve of the sites indicated that the CW in-class work was very or 

somewhat integrated into the AP through connections with some class topics or the 

projects were discussed frequently as part of the class. Nine sites indicated Session #4 

(Safe and Secure Communities) pertained to their project. This session identifies specific 

ways to increase the safety of communities, generate effective strategies in prevention, 

and how young people can make a positive difference in the community. Session #1 

(Creating a Community Vision) and #6 (Our Community Resources) were the next two 

most common sessions relating to the projects. Session # 1 identifies characteristics of a 

safe community and effective communication skills and Session #6 teaches students 

about resources that are available in their community that help victims of crime. 

With regard to the role community resource people played in the Action Projects, 

only five sites indicated that CRP assisted in the design and execution of the project. 

Three sites specified CRP contributed to the planning and selection of charities in the 

community while two sites indicated that CRP spoke with the students about their 

projects and provided suggestions for enhancing the projects. 

Only two sites reported any unexpected outcomes of the AP. On a positive note, 

one site revealed that their AP won the Community Works' state competition and a 
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second site indicated that students were much more active than anticipated. Conversely, 

this second site also stated that many students did not support the request for donations 

for their Action Project. 

lmplementers were also asked to describe any aspects of the AP that either turned 

out better than expected or worse than expected, and ten sites provided information. Nine 

sites responded that students' involvement and cooperation was better than expected. 

Replies by implementers included: "The students bonded as a group"; "Students united 

and made a great presentation"; and "All students were more involved than expected and 

learned what cooperative involvement entails." Other implementers noted students 

creating a "dynamite project" and receiving community recognition. 

Of  the six sites that described aspects that turned out worse than expected, five indicated 

timing as an issue, specifically: "very time consuming"; "planning was hard and it took 

sometime to get it going"; and "The planning of  the project took a lot of  class time fi'om 

several classes when time management is very important." 

Summary and Recommendations 

To be classified as implementing the CW program, schools had to meet the 

minimum standards on all four program components specified at the outset of this 

chapter: deliver a minimum of 20 hours of  instruction, complete the "core 8" sessions, 

use CRP, and initiate an Action Project. Schools not meeting each of these minimal 

standards were classified as failing to implement the program as intended. Applying 

these standards resulted in the following classification: six schools fully implemented the 

program while eight schools did not (seven schools met three of the conditions while one 

met only two). It is important to view this classification of  schools with some degree of  

caution. Recall that the minimum standards for program implementation are rather 

lenient, that is schools need: to provide 70 percent (i.e., 20 hours) of  the recommended 

instructional time, to initiate the Action Project (i.e., it is not necessary to actually 

complete the AP), and use CRP at least once (i.e., one guest lecturer qualifies). From this 

perspective, we conclude that the majority of schools (eight of  the 14) included in the 

outcome evaluation did not meet the minimum standards for full program 

implementation. Among the schools failing to meet the minimal standards five schools 
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failed to deliver a minimum of 20 hours of CW sessions and four failed to utilize 

Community Resource People (one school failed to deliver both the minimum of 20 hours 

and to use Community Resource People). 

The authors of the Evaluability Assessment included in the solicitation for this 

evaluation identified Arizona as an ideal state in which to implement the CW curriculum. 

Of the nine Arizona schools, five sites implemented the minimum standards to be 

classified as fully implementing the CW program. The remaining four Arizona schools 

failed to meet one of the minimal standards. In contrast, only one of the five schools 

located in other states met the standards of full implementation, three schools met three 

of the standards, and one met only two. 

Data fi'om the implementer survey suggest that the majority of schools 

participating in the evaluation of Community Works did not implement CW according to 

the minimum standards necessary for program effectiveness. There appears to be 

considerable variation in program delivery models with regard to program scheduling and 

implementation of program components (e.g., program length, contact hours, and the use 

of Community Resource People). 

The data collected reveal that: (1) more than half of the CW implementers 

attended a training session; (2) the majority of program implementers liked the CW 

materials as they were easy to use and required little preparation; (3) over half of the 

implementers formed a planning group prior to implementing the CW program into their 

schools; (4) CRP were incorporated into the CW program; and, (5) Action Projects were 

initiated and linked to course material in all sites. 

Based on the material presented in this Chapter, we offer the following 

recommendations: 

- There is a need for more standardized guidelines for program implementation. 

While flexibility for implementers is appealing, the CW program should 

emphasize the importance of program fidelity, including dosage, program 

adherence, and quality of program delivery. 

- With regard to materials, it was reported that less than half of the implementers 

used the new curriculum. It is recommended that the new binder be available to 

all sites to ensure the most effective use of the CW program. 
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- Only 59 percent of the implementers agreed that the educational materials are 

appealing to students. The CW developers should consider revising or modifying 

the CW materials for different ages. 

- CW program developers should re-visit the time allotted to lesson. Almost half 

of the implementers did not think there was adequate time allotted to the lessons. 

We also noted in Chapter 3 that trainers had difficulty modeling the lessons in the 

specified time. 

- Better communication and support from Expansion Centers to sites through 

establishing and maintaining contacts, increased assistance and more 

involvement, and periodic follow-ups can provide assistance in implementing CW 

according to the minimum standards. 

- The questionnaire revealed that half of the implementers were from law-related 

professions. Devoting a part of  the training session or providing a chapter in the 

binder specifically on the topic of classroom management may be beneficial. 

- From the questionnaires, it was apparent that CRP were primarily used as 

speakers or to provide information rather than as mentors or more active 

participants in the courses. Greater attention in the CW guidelines on the use of 

CRP as interactive teachers (not lecturers) may be warranted. 
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APPENDIX A: Protective and Risk Factor Linkage 

Community Works Curriculum 
Protective Factors 

P A R T  1 : Y O U  A N D  Y O U R  C O M M U N I T Y  

Session I: Setting the Stage 

• community problem awareness 
• skills for avoiding victimization, and helping others who have been victimized 

Session 2: Teens and Crime 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 

Session 3: Victims of  Crime 

• old age 
• female 
• mid-high SES 
• non-minority 
• un-vuinerable appearance 

Session 4: Safe and Secure Communit ies  

• possession and use of  conflict management  skills 

Session 5: Where Are We Safe and Unsafe? 

• knowledge of  safe verses unsafe locations, times of  day, etc. 
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Session 6: Our Community's Resources 

• knowledge of victim resources and other emergency contact information 

P A R T  2: C O N F L I C T  M A N A G E M E N T  

Session 7: Your Conflict Choices 

• calming strategies 
* ability to identify anger inducing words/actions 
• ability to read body language 

Session 8: Conflict, Communicating, and Working Together 

• control of one's anger 
• communication skills 

P A R T  3: V I O L E N T  C R I M E  

Session 9: Robbery and Assault: What You Can Do 

• awareness of  surroundings 

Session 10: Intimidation: How To Protect Yourself 

• friends and family (being part of a group) 
• communication skills 
• being assertive [Step D:3] 

Session 11: Rape and Acquaintance Rape: Define and Prevent 

• communication skills 
• reading others' body language 
• acting responsibly (arranging transportation, sticking to personal, pre-sct 

boundaries, avoiding drugs/alcohol, being skeptical of  strangers) 
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Session 12: Dating Violence: Recognize and Prevent 

• conflict managemen t  skills 
• clear communica t ion  
• pre-determined limits and values 
• respecting others 
• knowledge o f  protective/helpful  resources 

Session 13: Handguns and Violence: Myths, Facts, and Prevention 

• anger/conflict  management  skills 
• ability to examine  situations and access them 

Session 14: Gangs: Define the Problem 

• knowledge o f  gang operation 

Session 15: Gangs: Consider Alternatives 

• communicat ion  skills (assertion and refusal skills) 
• conflict management  
• employment  
• participation in recreational activities 
• having a mentor  

P A R T  4:  S U B S T A N C E  A B U S E  A N D  D R U G  D E A L I N G  

Session 16: Alcohol Use: Recognize and Prevent 

• communi ty  action 
• support groups 

Session 17: Drug Abuse: Recognize and Prevent 

No Protective Factors mentioned.  
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Session 18: Drug Dealing: Consider the Impact 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 

P A R T  5: P R O P E R T Y  C R I M E S  

Session 19: Property Crimes: What You Can Do 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Session 20: Vandalism: What You Can Do 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Session 21: Shoplifting: Why and How Is It a Problem? 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 

Session 21A: Suspicions, Stereotypes, and Solutions: A Negotiation Between Teens 
and Store Owners 

• communication/negotiation skills [Step D, Do-It-Yourself Poster] 

P A R T  6: H A T E  C R I M E S  

Session 22: Diversity and Bias Awareness: A Look at Stereotypes 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 

Session 23: Hate Crimes: What They Are and What You Can Do 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 
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P A R T  7: P O L I C E  A N D  C O M M U N I T Y  

Session 24: Police and Community: How Do They Need Each Other? 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 

Session 24A: Reporting a Crime 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Session 25: Cops on Call 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 

Session 25A: Police and Community:  Working Together 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 

P A R T  8: A C T I O N S  P R O J E C T S  

Session 26: Planning a Project 

• self esteem (which is listed in the objectives of Part 8; gaining self-esteem 
through contributions to the community) 

Session 27: Designing a Project 

• self-esteem 
o contribution of own talents/skills to project that will benefit the 

community [Handout 2] 

Session 28: Doing a Project 

No Protective Factors mentioned. 
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Community Works Curriculum 
Risk Factors 

P A R T  1 : Y O U  A N D  Y O U R  C O M M U N I T Y  

Session 1: Setting the Stage 

• unsafe ne ighborhoods /communi t i e s  

Sess ion 2: Teens and Crime 

• drug use 

• lack o f  parental involvement  
• peer pressure 
• lack o f  values 
• media  
• poverty 
• low self  control (all f rom Handout  2) 

Session 3: Victims of Crime 

• young  age 
• racial/ethnic minori ty  
• low SES 
• male 
• vulnerable appearance (all from Handout  1) 

Session 4: Safe and Secure Communities 

No Risk Factors mentioned.  

Session 5: Where Are We Safe and Unsafe? 

Implied that risk factors will be discussed, but never  explicitly given. 
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Session 6: Our Community's Resources 

(reiterated from previous sessions) 
• lack of  parental involvement 
• negative peer pressure 
• lack of  values 

P A R T  2: C O N F L I C T  M A N A G E M E N T  

Session 7: Your Conflict Choices 

• difficult temperament 
• poverty 
• powerlessness 

Session 8: Conflict, Communicating, and Working Together 

• selfishness 
• low self-control 
• temper 

• uncooperative 

P A R T  3: V I O L E N T  C R I M E  

Session 9: Robbery and Assault: What You Can Do 

• nighttime activity 
• lack of  supervision 
• drug and alcohol use 
• being unaware of  surroundings 

Session 10: Intimidation: How To Protect Yourself 

• not being assertive/lack o f  confidence [Step D:3, Handout 1 ]] 
• being a loner [Step D:3] 
• being different than other children [Handout 1 ] 
• being younger, smaller, weaker than the bully [Handout 1] 
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Session 11: Rape and Acquaintance Rape: Define and Prevent 

• drug and alcohol use 
• being alone with unknown pcoplc 

Session 12: Dating Violence: Recognize and Prevent 

• alcohol/drug use 

• reinforcing/supporting gender-based stereotypes (patriarchal views) [Handout 2: 
3] 

• having a parmcr with anger problems [Handout 2] 

Session 13: Handguns and Violence: Myths, Facts, and Prevention 

• negat ive peer  pressure 
• gang invo lvement  

Session 14: Gangs: Define the Problem 

• pover ty  

• living in at-risk communi t i es  [Step B: 4] 
• being a minor i ty  
• drug/alcohol  use  
• lack o f  parental  moni tor ing/nur tur ing 
• poor  educat ion 
• low se l f -es teem 
• violent  tendencies  
• broken famil ies  (Most ly f rom Handou t  3) 

Session 15: Gangs: Consider Alternatives 

• t ruancy 
• dropping out of school 
• unemployment 
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P A R T  4: S U B S T A N C E  A B U S E  A N D  D R U G  D E A L I N G  

Session 16: Alcohol Use: Recognize and Prevent 

• negative peer pressure 
• family history of alcohol abuse 
• depression 

Session 17: Drug Abuse: Recognize and Prevent 

• negative peer pressure [Step D] 
• problems in school [Step C] 
• family history of drug abuse 
• poor family life [Step C] 
• emotional problems [Step C] 
• drug use as a risk factor for violence and other problems [Step C, Handout 1 ] 

Session 18: Drug Dealing: Consider the Impact 

• lack of  money/poverty [Step C] 
• living in a poor neighborhood [Step C] 

P A R T  5: P R O P E R T Y  C R I M E S  

Session 19: Property Crimes: What You Can Do 

No Risk Factors mentioned. 

Session 20: Vandalism: What You Can Do 

• gang membership [Sign 3] 
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Session 21: Shoplifting: Why and How Is It a Problem? 

• drug abuse 
• poverty 
• kleptomania (All in Handout 1) 

Session 21A: Suspicions, Stereotypes, and Solutions: A Negotiation Between Teens 
and Store Owners 

• being a teenager [Handout #1] 

P A R T  6: H A T E  C R I M E S  

Session 22: Diversity and Bias Awareness: A Look at Stereotypes 

• being part of  a minority group 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Session 23: Hate Crimes: What They Are and What You Can Do 

No Risk Factors Mentioned. 

P A R T  7: P O L I C E  A N D  C O M M U N I T Y  

Session 24: Police and Community: How Do They Need Each Other? 

No Risk Factors mentioned. 

Session 24A: Reporting a Crime 

No Risk Factors mentioned. 

Session 25: Cops on Call 

No Risk Factors mentioned. 

Session 25A: Police and Community: Working Together 

No Risk Factors mentioned. 
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P A R T  8: A C T I O N S  P R O J E C T S  

Session 26: Planning a Project 

No Risk Factors mentioned. 

Session 27: Designing a Project 

No Risk Factors mentioned. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Session 28: Doing a Project 

No Risk Factors mentioned. 
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APPENDIX B: Observation Checklist 

SESSION 1 CHECKLIST 
Creating a Community Vision 

Part  I (55 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Step A: Warm up (15 minute estimate) 

1. Introduction and welcome 
a. teens introduce themselves and state their favorite a c t i v i t y _  
b. name tags distributed and used 

2. Icebreaker: Shapes (kids with same shapes get together and form shape) 
3. Overview of program and today's session 

a. teensput together puzzle messages (small group activity) 

Actual time spent on Step A: _ _  

Step B: Creating a Community Vision (30 minute estimate) 

1. Brainstorm what does it mean to be safe? 
2. Defining eommmfity 

a. help teens to come up with a definition similar to this: "a group of people that 
have something important in common" 

b. teens consider what makes a school a community _ _  
c. ask teens what things we have in common to make school a community _ _  

3. Think about what makes a community safe and secure 
4. Create vision of a perfect community 

a. break into small groups 
b. develop a list of  what is essential to a "perfect community" 
c. read list to larger group 
d. draw the perfect community 

5. Teens report back to larger group _ _  
a. hang perfect community posters up in classroom _ _  

6. (optional) Brainstorm safe and secure community characteristics _ _  

Pitch for creating a Youth Safety Corps (club) 

Actual time spent on Step B: 
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Wrap-up: Sneak preview of Community Works Sessions (10 minute estimate) 

1. Give each student a copy of  Handout 2. 
a. Each student reads one of the session titles. 
b. Discuss the topics. 
c. Ask teens: 1. Which topics do you think will be most interesting? 

2. Which topics do they feel they already know 
some information about? 
3. Are there any resources that they know about that could be 
useful for any of the sessions? _ _  

Actual time spent on Wrap-up: 

Actual time spent on Part 1: 

QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL.. .  
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS...  
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 

A C T M T I E S . . .  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S. . .  
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

1. NO 2. Yes 
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TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision Small-group discussion _ _  Storytelling 

Poster _ _  National Survey Journal Writing 
Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Par t  2 (50 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Review and Preview 
Review the previous part of session and give teens a preview of the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of  the session 

Step C: Setting group guidelines (15 minute estimate) 

. How will we work together? 
a. remind teens ofvisionsJdrawings _ _ _ _  
b. teens decide how they will work t o g e t h e r _ _  
c. as__k teens how they want to be treated by others 
d. teens make list of desirable group atmosphere 
e. teens make list ofrulesJguidelines to be followed 
f. read guidelines aloud to whole group 
g. (optional) have teens sign the guidelines as a way of showing commitment to 

them 

Actual time spent on Step C: 

Step D: Good Communication (25 minute estimate) 

1. Explain that good communication helps to solve conflicts appropriately 
2. Discuss what might happen i f  group guidelines are not present to follow 
3. Demonstrate how not to react in a conflict 
4. Freeze demonstration and ask students for input on handling the situation 
5. Demonstrate the proper way to give criticism: Handout 3 _ _  

a. Stay CALM and ask the person to talk _ _  
b. Say something POSITIVE _ _  
c. TELL the person what's on your mind _ _  

d. ASK if  the person understands, ASK for change, ASK how the person feels 

e. THANK the person for listening _ _  
6. Role play giving criticism in front of whole class _ _  
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7. Demonstrate the proper way to receive criticism: Handout 3 
a. LISTEN to what the person has to say 
b. ASK the person to explain if  you don't understand _ _  
c. ASK what the person wants you to do _ _  
d. Tell the person you UNDERSTAND 
e. AGREE & APOLOGIZE or ASK to tell your side 

8. Role play receiving criticism in front o f  whole class 
9. Break into small groups and role-play giving and receiving criticism 
10. Bring teens back into large group and d e b r i e f _ _  
Actual time spent on Step D: 

Step E: Reflection (10 minute estimate) 

. Relate session to teens' lives 
a. ask what they learned 
b. remind them to work together to create a safe community _ _  

. 

. 

c. discuss how teens felt about the communicat ion (giving/receiving criticism) 
a c t i v i t y . _ _  

Turning learning into action 
a. remind teens that the Action Project is a main component of  CW 
b. set up an area to post ideas for Action Projects 

Joumaling 
a. Did instructor prompt teens on how the journals would be handled? 
b. Did instructor ask teens to share their entries with others? 
c. Were journal entries turned in to instructor? 

Actual time spent on Step E: 

Actual time spent on Part 2: 

Q U A L I T A T I V E  SESSION E V A L U A T I O N  

IN G EN ERAL . . .  
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS... 
Rate the discussions: I. Excellent 

Comments  on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fak 4. Poor 
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A C T M T I E S . . .  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
!. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments  on activities: 

CRP'S . . .  
Were any Community Resource People brought in7 
What was his/her title7 

1. NO 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

T E A C H I N G  T E C H N I Q U E S . . .  
The following teaching strategies were  suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Icebreaker _ _  Small-group puzzle Whole-group ordering 
_ _  Drawing _ _  Brainstorming Journal Writing 
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SESSION 2 CHECKLIST 
What Is Crime? 

Part  1 (45 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark atter each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Step A: Warm up/Icebreaker (10 minute estimate) 

!. Introduction 
a. remind teens that they will be doing service learning projects _ _  
b. tell teens the purpose of CW sessions is to help them develop skills to keep 

them from becoming victims of crime and to help them make their 
communities safer 

c. tell teens "lives have been saved by the information learned in CW" 
d. return journals from last s e s s i o n  

2. Purpose of Session 2: "to understand the impact of crime on the community and be 
aware of the types of  crime that pose the greatest threat to the 
public and to teens" _ _  

a. cts'k teens: 1. What is meant by the word crime? 
2. What crimes are most common in the community? _ _  
3. What crimes are most commonly committed against teens in the 

community? 
3. Remind  teens of guidelines they produced last session _ _  

a. is guideline l i s tposted on wall? 
b. have teens volunteer to go over the guidelines _ _  
c. recap activities from last session _ _  

Actual time spent on Step A: 

Step B: What Do You Think (25 minute estimate) 

1. What is Crime? 
a. teens defining crime in small groups 
b. bring large group back together to decide on a definition of crime _ _  
c. compare teens working defmition with following: 

"A crime is any unlawful behavior for which society has set a penalty. 
The definition can change over time." 

d. explain that in the U.S., the government (local, state, federal) defines those acts 
that are crimes 

2. Relate Crime to Personal Experience 
a. brainstorm list of crimes that occur in the community 
b. visually list these crimes (chalkboard, newsprint) 
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. 

4. 

c. ask teens: 1. Have you or your family made changes in your lives because of  
crime? 

2. Have you experienced, wimessed, or heard of  crimes that make 
you feel unsafe? (give examples if needed) _ _  

d. list teens' responses to these questions _ _  
Explain the findings from the "Are We Safe?" National survey 
Compare findings from survey with responses from teens 

a. list findings from survey (crime-related concerns) 
b. have teens check offthose they agree/share with surveyed teens _ _  
c. discuss areas that teens agree with survey and disagree with survey _ _  

Pitch for Service Learning (Action) Projects 
Tell teens that surveys are a useful tool for discovering how people feel about certain 
issues. Suggest to the teens that they may want to create a survey to help pinpoint the 
concerns that others have. This may lead to a helpful idea for an Action Project. 

Actual time spent on Step B: _ _  

Wrap-up Part 1: Sneak preview of CW (10 minute estimate) 

1. Ask teens to make list of 5 questions related to crime issues in the school or 
community 

2. Explain that teens can then use these questions to survey peers and come up 
with an Action Project related to the survey results _ _  

Actual time spent on Wrap-up: 

Actual time spent on Part 1: 

QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL... 
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS... 
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 
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ACTIVITIES.. .  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S.. .  
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. No 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 

Drawing Vision _ _  Small-group discussion _ _  Storytelling 
Poster National Survey Journal Writing 
Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Part 2 (50 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. Al~er the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Review and Preview 
Review the previous part of  session and give teens a preview of the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of the session 

Step C: What are the Most Serious Crimes in Our Community (40 minute estimate) 

. Tell teens they will be looking at crimes in their community 
a. explain they will look at both violent and property crime _ _  
b. give two teens violent/protm'ty crime definitions to read aloud to class 
c. write definitions somewhere visible to all teens 

violent crime: acts such as assault, rape, and robbery that involve the use 
or threat of force against a person _ _  

property crime: acts that involve taking property illegally but that do not 
involve the use or threat of force against an individual 

d. explain a new category of crime called status offenses 
status offense: illegal acts that can only be committed by juveniles 
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. Small group ranking activity 
a. in small groups, teens review list o f  crimes they created during part 1 
b. teens determine which crimes are violent or property or status offenses _ _  
c. give each group supplies to record their decisions 
d. have a recorder in each group write down their decisions 

. Bring groups back together to form one large group 
a. complete "Crime in Our Community:  We Want To Know" do-it-yourself 

poster 
b. record list o f  crimes generated in groups under "Most Serious Crimes" column 

C° 

d. 
put  cheek marks next to crimes as other groups repeat the same crimes _ _  
after all groups have shared their results, it should be obvious which crimes 
are seen by teens as being the most  serious/biggest problems _ _  

Actual time spent on Step C: _ _  

Wrap-up for part 2 (10 minute estimate) 

1. As k  teens: 
a. are they learning new facts, or i f  most teens already know these things 
b. how would they make other young people aware of  the issues they have been 

discussing _ _  
c. do any actions projects come to mind? 

1. If  yes, record these _ _  

Actual time spent on Wrap-Up: _ _  

Actual t ime spent on Part 2: _ _  

Q U A L I T A T I V E  SESSION E V A L U A T I O N  

IN G EN ER AL . . .  
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS. . .  
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments  on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 
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ACTIVITIES... 
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S... 
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. No 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 

Drawing Vision _ _  Small-group discussion Storytelling 
Poster National Survey _ _  Journal Writing 
Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Part  3 (50 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Review and Preview 
Review the previous part of session and give teens a preview of the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of the session _ _  

Step D: Crime Ranking Strategy (40 minute estimate) 

. Explain the difference between a felony and a misdemeanor 
felony." a crime more serious than a misdemeanor, punishable by a prison sentence 

of more than one year as well as possible fines _ _  
misdemeanor: a criminal offense that is less serious than a felony and is 

punishable by a prison sentence of one year or less as well as by 
fines 

& tell teens they will be ranking a list of crimes according to seriousness _ _  
b. distribute Handout 2 "Rank These Crimes" and have teens individually rank 

the ten crimes (top portion of handout only), noting whether they are felonies 
or misdemeanors 
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. 

Small group activity _ _  
a. divide teens into small groups 
b° 
C. 

d. 
Whole  

a .  

b. 
C. 

d. 

teens discuss how they each have labeled each crime listed 
tell teens to reach an agreement on the category for each crime 
one teen will write down group decision _ _  
Group Discussion 
back in large group, teens discuss and compare their rankings _ _  
teens read and complete bottom portion of  Handout 2 
ask teens if  these situations occur in their own communit ies  
similarities/differences in the community situations 

Actual time spent on Step D: _ _  

Wrap-up part 3 (10 minute estimate) 

1. Brainstorm list o f  crime prevention community resources that teens feel every 
• young person should know about 

2. Record group's ideas 
3. Remind  group that these ideas can lead to future Action Projects _ _  

Actual time spent on Wrap-up: 

Actual t ime spent on Part 3: _ _  

Q U A L I T A T I V E  SESSION E V A L U A T I O N  

IN G E N E R A L . . .  
General comments:  

DISCUSSIONS.. .  
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments  on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 

A C T I V I T I E S . . .  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments  on activities: 
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CRP'S... 
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. N o  2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEP, CHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision Small-group discussion Storytelling 

Poster _ _  National Survey _ _  Journal Writing 
Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Part  4 (50 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Review and Preview 
Review the previous part of session and give teens a preview of the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of the session _ _  

Step E: Defining Crime (30 minute estimate) 

1. Individual activity 
a. Handout 3 "Types of Crime" distributed 
b. have teens read list of crimes and match the crime to it's right label (from the 

box) _ _  
2. Small group activity on defining crime 

a. teens divided into small groups 
b. teens will use their individual answers to compare and decide on the best 

category for each crime listed 
c. one teen from each group will record their decisions 

3. Whole group discussion 
a. teens brought back into large group 
b. utilize Handout 4 (definitions of  crime type) as teens discuss their labels 
c. ask teens: 1. Which crimes were hardest/easiest to label? 

2. Do the crimes listed happen in their communities? 
3. Which crimes are the biggest threats to public safety? 

Actual time spent on Step E: 
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Step F: Reflection (20 minute estimate) 

1. Relate session to teens' lives 
a. use do-it-yourself poster to get a discussion going 
b. ask~write down what subjects the teens want to cover in C W  
c. ask teens to suggest CRP's to bring in _ _  
d. ask teens to help with next session 

2. Turn learning into action 
a. ask teens what information they think is most important to share with others 

b. remind teens to keep thinking about an Action Project 
c. record any project ideas that are mentioned 

3. Journaling 
a. Did instructor prompt teens on how the journals would be handled? 
b. Did instructor ask teens to share their entries with others? 
c. Were journal entries turned in to instructor? 

Actual time spent on Step F: 

Actual time spent on Part 4: 

QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL... 
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS... 
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 2. Good 3. Fair 

Comments on discussions: 

4. Poor 

A C T M T I E S . . .  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 
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CRP'S . . .  
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. NO 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

T E A C H I N G  T E C H N I Q U E S . . .  
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Icebreaker Small-group discussion _ _  Whole-group discussion 
_ _  Brainstorm Poster Journal Writing 
_ _  Ranking 
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SESSION 3 Checklist 
Victims of Crime 

Par t  1 (45 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Step A: Warm up (10 minute estimate) 

1. Review 
a. ask teens to remember purpose of  community works 
b. tell teens purpose of CW sessions is to help them develop skills to keep them 

from becoming victims of crime and to help them make their communities 
safer 

c. ask teens to update newcomers 
d. return journals from last session _ _  

2. Tell teens the purpose of Session 3: To put a human face on crime statistics by 
focusing on crime victims" 

3. Remind teens of guidelines they produced last session 
a. is guideline list posted on wall? 
b. have teens volunteer to go over the guidelines _ _  

4. Icebreaker of choice 

Actual time spent on Step A: _ _  

Step B: What Do You Think (35 minute estimate) 

1. Ask teens: 1. Have you or someone you know been the victim of a crime? 
2. How did it affect the victim? 

2. Explore with teens how crimes can affect victims (physically, emotionally and 
financially) 

a. distribute Handout 1 "My Friend Angela" and read to group _ _  
b. discuss teen victimization (small group or large group) 

3. Ask teens about the impact of crime on a victim 
a. make chart with 3 columns for physical, emotional, and 
financial impact 

4. (optional) Ask teens to consider what might help Angela r e c o v e r _ _  
a. teens list resources they can think of that help victims _ _  

5. Ask teens, "what impact did this crime have on the school community?" 
a. discuss the crime's impact on parents, city, school, businesses, etc. 

6. Write teens responses under the heading "Effects on Community" 

Actual time spent on Step B: 
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Wrap-up for part 1 (No time estimate) 

1. Ask teens what they learned about how crime hurts both individuals and communities 

Actual time spent on Part 1" _ _  

Q U A L I T A T I V E  SESSION E V A L U A T I O N  

IN GENERAL. . .  
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS. . .  
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments  on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 

A C T M T I E S . . .  
H o w  engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments  on activities: 

CRP 'S . . .  
Were  any Community Resource People brought in? 
What  was his/her title? 

1. No 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

T E A C H I N G  T E C H N I Q U E S  
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision Small-group discussion _ _  Storytelling 
_ _  Poster _ _  National Survey Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 
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Part  2 (45 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Review and Preview 
Review the previous part of  session and give teens a preview of  the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of the session _ _  

Step C: Who Are the Victims? (25 minute estimate) 

1. Distribute Handout 2 "Who Are Victims?" 
a. ask teens to get into small groups and answer the questions _ _  
b. as a whole group, provide answers to the questions in a game-show 

atmosphere _ _  
c. define violent crime: "acts such as assault, rape, and robbery that involve the 

use or threat of  force against a person" _ _  
d. explain to teens the importance of dispelling myths about crime and victims 

2. Distribute Handout 3 (answers to Handout 2) 
a. go over the correct answers with teens 

3. (optional) Have teen work in small groups to come up with answers to the questions 
and then report their decisions to the larger group 

Actual time spent on Step C: 

Wrap-up for Part 2 
Step D: School/Community Crime Prevemion (20 minute estimate) 

1. Remind teens they will be doing an Action Project for their school or community 

2. Get into small groups and have each group develop a 60-second public service 
announcement to prevent teen victimization. _ _  

3. After groups have created the announcement, have them practice it. 

Actual time spent on Step D: 

Actual time spent on Part 2: _ _  

102 



QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL... 
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS... 
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 

ACTIVITIES...  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S... 
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

]. N o  2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision _ _  Small-group discussion Storytelling 

Poster National Survey Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Par t  3 (55 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 
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Review and Preview 
Review the previous part of session and give teens a preview of the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of  the session 

Step D continued (from part 2) (20 minute estimate) 

1. Let teens practice their public service announcement, then ask them to get into whole 
g r o u p _ ~  

2. Ask  teens to remember each message as it is presented _ _ ~  

Actual time spent on Step D: _ _  

Step E: l f a  Friend is Hurt by Crime (25 minute estimate) 

1. What can you do? 
a. tell teens they are not helpless against crime 
b. tell teens they can play an important role when a friend is victimized 

2. Tell teens victims experience emotional trauma and need emotional h e l p _  
a. introduce the term "secondary i n j u r i e s "  
b. ask teens what they think the term means _ _  
c. define term: secondary injuries are those that happen to the victim as a result of 

the crime and the victim's involvement with the justice system, 
family, friends and the community (what these things might do to 
the victim) _ _  

3. What to do when someone has been victimized 
a. be non-judgmental and tell victim: 

1. I'm sorry it happened _ _  
2. It wasn't your fault 
3. How can I help? 

b. encourage person to report crime to the police 
4. Role-play a victimization scenario _ _  

a. ask teen to read situation aloud 
b. have teens split into pairs and rehearse the scenario _ _  
c. g/re teens questions to think about while role-playing 

1. What are Angela's feelings? 
2. What kind of problems could she have in the future? _ _  
3. What could you do to help her practical and emotional problems? 
4. Who else might be hurt or troubled because of the crime against 

Angela? _ _  
d. have in mind possible answers to these questions to aid teens in their role-play 

and to spark discussion after they are finished 
5. Reconvene and ask teens to share the answers to the questions _ _  

Actual time spent on Step E: 
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Step F: Reflection (10 minute estimate) 

1. Relate session to teens' lives 
a. ask teens to think about how they respond to friends who have problems 
b. ask teens to consider why it is hard to discuss our own victimization 
c. ask teens what services are available in the community that help victims 

2. Turn learning into action 
a. suggest a learning project that involves developing a "Hot Tips" list for other 

teens to read about crime and victimization prevention 
b. also suggest that teens could take their announcements to a local radio station 

and ask them to air it 
b. remind teens to keep thinking about an Action Project 
c. record any project ideas that are mentioned 
d. ask for volunteer to help with next session 

3. Joumaling 
a. Did instructor prompt teens on how the journals would be handled? 
b. Did instructor ask teens to share their entries with others? 
c. Were journal entries turned in to instructor? 

Actual time spent on Step F: 

Actual time spent on Part 3: 

QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL... 
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS... 
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 

A C T M T I E S . . .  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 
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CRP'S... 
Were any Community Resomr.e People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

i .  N o  2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 

Brainstorm Whole-group discussion 
Tree/False Statements Concentric Circles 
Journal Writing Role Playing 
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SESSION 4 Checkl ist  
Safe and Secure Communi t i e s  

Par t  I (50 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Step A: Warm up (10 minute estimate) 

I. Review purpose of  CW 
a. ask teens to remember purpose of  community works 
b. ask teens to update newcomers 
c. tell teens the purpose o f  these sessions is to help them develop skills to keep 

them from becoming victims of  crime and to help them make their 
communities safer. 

d. return journals from last session _ _  
2. Tell teens the purpose of  Session 4 is: "to find out what works in preventing crime" 

. Remind  teens of  guidelines they produced last session 
a. is guideline list pos ted  on wall? 
b. have a teen(s) volunteer to go over ~ e  guidelines 

Actual time spent on Step A: 

Step B: What Do You Think (10 minute estimate) 

1. Ask teens to look at drawing they made in session 1 
a. ask teens: 1. what do their drawings mean? _ _  

2. how you we achieve this crime-free community? 
b. write their answers down 
c. tell teens they just generated crime prevention ideas _ _  
d. hang drawings on wall for next sessions _ _  

2. Explain to teens that working together is essential to crime prevention 
a. ask for examples of  how teamwork solves a problem or achieves a goal _ _  
b. discuss teens' answers to the question, "how do we achieve this crime-free 

community?" 
c. ask teens which solutions involve working together _ _  
d. put  a check next to those that involve working together _ _  
e. tell teens that crime prevention is one o f  many jobs for the police, but that 

everyone can help out to prevent crime _ _  

Actual time spent on Step B: 
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Step C: What Is Crime Prevention? (20 minute estimate) 

. Tell the "Bridge Story" 
a. explain that the techniques of crime prevention are like the railing of the 

bridge, and can make the community safe _ _  
b. ask teens how young people can be part of  the solution and help prevent crime 

2. Use "What we Know About Crime Prevention" poster to provide teens with some 
basic information 

a. read aloud or ask teen(s) to read poster aloud to class 
b. make sure teens understand information and ask for questions 

3. Compare information on poster to the solutions teens gave for achieving a crime-free 
community, and mark where ideas are similar 

4. Ask  teens to describe any crime prevention efforts they know of in their community 

a. list some efforts happening in other communities to get ideas flowing _ _  
1. midnight basketball, school watch, graffiti removal, neighborhood 

watch 
b. tell teens that these efforts have been done by teens who stepped forward and 

made a difference 

Actual time spent on Step C: 

Wrav-up for van 1: Action Project Ideas (10 minute estimate) 

1. Ask  teens: 
a. what types of activities they enjoy _ _  
b. if they know or have participated in any crime-prevention activities 

2. Make list of these activities (and post it next session) 
3. Ask  teens to consider the community for which they would like to do the action 

project _ _  

Actual time spent on Wrap-up for part 1: _ _  

Actual time spent on Part 1: 

QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL.. .  
General comments: 
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D I S C U S S I O N S . . .  
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 

ACTIVITIES... 
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S... 
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. No 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _ .  Drawing Vision _ _  Small-group discussion Storytelling 
_ _  Poster National Survey _ _  Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Par t  2 (45 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Review and Preview 
Review the previous part of session and give teens a preview of the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of the session 

Step D: Teens and Crime Prevention (30 minute estimate) 

. G o  o v e r  list of crime-prevention activities made by teens in previous part _ _  
a. s e l e c t  a few examples and have teens describe the activity and their role in the 

activity _ _  
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2. Explain to teens that a recent national survey found both bad and good news about 
teens and crime prevention _ _  

a. distribute Handout  1 
b. read first sentence aloud and ask i f  they agree with the statement: "Teenagers 

have very specific ideas about what people their age can do to stop violence in 
their neighborhoods 

c. read next sentence aloud and ask for confirmation: "Today's teens tend to think 
they are making a positive difference in the community  _ _  

3. Have teens work in small groups, using Handout  1 to come up with ideas to help 
prevent crime 

a. tell teens the key idea in crime prevention is "watch out and help out" 
b. ask them to fill out chart on Handout  1 
c. point  out that crime prevention includes the following: self  protective actions, 

anger and conflict management,  and working with others 
d. ask each small group to select a recorder  and a reporter _ _  
e. distribute necessary supplies _ _  

4. Re-group into larger group 
a. have teens share their ideas 
b. record their ideas on a visual chart identical to the chart in Handout 1 
c. tell teens they will have an opportunity to revise suggestions/ideas later _ _  

5. School Safety Audit  (optional idea): teens could help access current safety conditions 
o f  the school and this could help identify Action Project ideas _ _  

Actual time spent on Step D: 

Step E: Reflection (15 minute estimate) 
1. Relate session to teens' lives 

a. ask teens to write down one project he/she would like to do to stop crime _ _  
b. collect ideas and post them on a flip chart 
c. choose one idea to focus on and do a concept web later _ _  
c. ask for volunteers to help with next session _ _  

2. Turn learning into action _ _  
a. create a concept web out o f  the idea chosen above _ _  

3. Journaling 
a. Did instructor prompt  teens on how the journals would be handled.'? 
b. Did instructor ask teens to share their entries with others? 
c. Were journal entries turned in to instructor? 

Actual time spent on Step E: 

Actual t ime spent on Part 2: 
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Q U A L I T A T I V E  SESSION E V A L U A T I O N  

IN GENERAL. . .  
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS. . .  
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments  on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 

A CTI V I TI E S . . .  
H o w  engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments  on activities: 

CRP 'S . . .  
Were  any Community Resource People brought in? 
What  was his/her title? 

1. NO 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

T E A C H I N G  T E C H N I Q U E S  
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision Small-group discussion _ _  Storytelling 
_ _  Poster _ _  National Survey Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 
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SESSION 5 Checklist  
Where  Are W e  Safe and Unsafe? 

Part  I (No time estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spem on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

(Field Trip to Gather Information) 
1. Obtain a census tract map of your community. _ _  

(If the group did not use a census tract map, 
what type of map did they use? ) 
a. With the group, locate and outline the teens' neighborhoods. _ _  
b. Locate important areas of town, such as schools, parks, public transportation 
routes, and locate and outline on the map. _ _  
c. Obtain crime statistics for the area. 

including stats on: 
homicide 
rapes _ _  
assaults 
robberies 
burglaries 
auto thefts 

d. Statistics broken down by adult and juvenile crimes. 
e. Ask teens: Are crime rates in the teens' neighborhoods 

going up or down? _ _  
Do some areas have more crime than others? 
Which crimes are higher in some areas? 
Why are these crimes higher? 

3. Fill out Handout 1: Crime Statistics Chart. 
Was it filled out as a Group or Individually _ _  

4. Have students find out if there is any Neighborhood Watch or similar programs in their 
communities. 

5. Ask teens: "what information they were most surprised by during the field trip." 

6. Tell teens how the information they gathered during this session fits into the next 
session: 
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QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL...  
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS... 
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 

ACTIVITIES.. .  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S.. .  
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. N o  2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (cheek those used) 

Drawing Vision Small-group discussion Storytelling 
Poster _ _  National Survey Journal Writing 

_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Pa r t  2 (55 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 
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Review and Preview 

Review the previous part of session and give teens a preview of the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of the session 

Step A: Warm-up (10 minute estimate) 

1. Review previous session. 
a. ask teens to update newcomers 
b. tell teens the purpose of  these sessions is to help them develop skills to keep 

them from becoming victims of crime and to help them make their 
communities safer. 

c. return journals from last session _ _  
2. Tell teens the purpose of  Session 5 is: "to find out where people are safe and unsafe in 
their communities" 
3. Remind teens of  guidelines they produced last session 

a. is guideline list posted on wall7 _ _  
b. have a teen(s) volunteer to go over the guidelines _ _  

Actual time spent on the Step A :  

Step B: What Do You Think? (25 minute estimate) 

1. Use of  the Where We "re Most and Least Likely to Feel Safe poster. 
a. Record and discuss teens' views about where they feel safe and unsafe. _ _  

2. Tell teens that you'll be asking them "How safe do you personally feel in the following 
places or activities. 

a Read aloud the name of locations in the community and asked teens to stand on 
the continuum between "Safe" and "Unsafe" signs. _ _  
b. Students record how they feel for each of the locations listed. 
c. For each location, ask teens: 

1. Why they chose their particular spot on the continuum? _ _  
2. Name one thing that would make them feel safer in that location. 

d. Write their answers on the poster under the location it describes. _ _  
3. Debrief with teens. 

a. Ask teens: 
1. Why did you choose a particular position? 
2. What are specific reasons why certain areas 
make you feel unsafe? 

b. Brainstorm some ways that specific areas could be made safer. 
c. Ask teens if  there are community resources that could help 
make areas safer. 

Actual time spent on Step B: _ _  
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Step C: Mapping Our Community's Safe and Unsafe Places. (20 minute estimate) 

1. Have students look at a large community map. _ _  
a. Have students locate where they are at. 
b. Identification of important locations marked during the field trip. _ _ _  
c. Identification of safe and unsafe areas in their community. _ _  
d. Students use the results from Step B to rank the 3 safest and 
3 least safe areas. 

Actual time spent on Step C: _ _  

Wrap up for Part 2: (No time estimate) 
a. Ask the group about what questions arise about particular areas. 
b. Ask teens to predict crime statistics by crime and location 
in the c o m m u n i t y .  
c. Preview of Session 5, part 3. 

Actual time spent on Wrap-up for part 2: 

Actual time spent on Part 2: 

QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL... 
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS... 
Rate the discussions: I. Excellent 2. Good 3. Fair 

Comments on discussions: 

4. Poor 

A C T M T I E S . . .  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 
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CRP'S... 
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

I. No 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision Small-group discussion _ _  Storytelling 
_ _  Poster _ _  National Survey _ _  Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Par t  3 (50 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Review and Preview 
Review the previous part of session and give teens a preview of the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of  the session _ _  

Step D. Adding Local Crime Statistics (40 minute estimate) 
1. Ask teens: 

a. How many homicides occurred in the community in the past year? 
b. Where did they occur? _ _  
c. How many rapes, assaults, robberies, burglaries, and auto thefts occurred in the 
teens' community in the past year (or six months)? _ _  
d. Where did they occur? _ _  
e. Is the crime rate in their communities going up or down? _ _  
f. Do some neighborhoods have more crime than others? 
g. Which ones have more crime? 
h. Why do these communities have more crime? 

2. Students form small groups, and are distributed pieces of  Handout #1. _ _  
a. Each group reads aloud their crime statistic. 
b. Each group identifies where their particular crime statistic(s) occurred on the 

map and marks it. _ _  

3. Groups are brought back together to discuss the map. 
a. Students locate the safest and least safe areas on the map according to the 
police statistics. 
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b. Students compare the map to the answers they gave for Step B, Where We're 
Most and  Least Likely to Feel Safe. _ _ ~  
c. Ask teens: 

1. Do the police statistics indicate that the areas they thought of as unsafe 
were or were not the most dangerous? 
2. Are you surprised by anything you learned in this session? 
3. If you are surprised, what made you surprised? _ _  

Actual time spent on Step D: _ _  

Step E. Reflection (10 minute estimate) 
1. Have students think of what they learned in this session. _ _  

a. Students share what they learned with the group. 
b. Students pair up to discuss how they might use this session in changing their 
own behavior. 
c. As a large group, students axe asked what advice they would give others about 
safe and unsafe areas in their community. _ _  
d. Ask for volunteers to help with the next session. 

2. Turn learning into action. 
a. Students are asked how they could communicate what they 
learned with others. 
b. Students are told about unsafe neighborhoods where students made a difference 
by making it safer. 

3. J o u m a l i n g .  
a. Did instructor prompt  teens on how the journals would be handled? 
b. Did instructor ask teens to share their entries with others? 
c. Were journal entries turned in to instructor? 

Actual time spent on Step E: _ _  

Actual time spent on Part 3: 

QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL...  
General comments: 

117 



D I S C U S S I O N S . . .  
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments  on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 

A C T I V I T I E S . . .  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
I. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments  on activities: 

CRP'S . . .  
Were any Community  Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. NO 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

T E A C H I N G  T E C H N I Q U E S  
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision Small-group discussion _ _  Storytelling 
_ _  Poster National Survey _ _  Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 
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SESSION 6 Checklist 
Our Community's Resources 

Part  1 (60 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Step A: Warm up (10 minute estimate) 

1. Review purpose of CW 
a. ask teens to remember purpose of community works _ _ _ _  
b. ask teens to update newcomers 
c. tell teens the purpose of  these sessions is to help them develop skills to keep 

them from becoming victims of crime and to help them make their 
communities safer. 

d. return journals from last session 
2. Tell teens the purpose of Session 6 is: "to identify and locate programs and services in 
their community that can help prevent crime and aid crime victims." 
3. Remind teens of guidelines they produced last session _ _  

a. is guideline list posted on wall? 
b. have a teen(s) volunteer to go over the guidelines 

4. (Optional) Used an icebreaker to warm-up the group. _ _  

Actual time spent on Step A: 

Step B: What Do You Think? (20 minute estimate) 
1. Ask teens: 

a. Do you know of any programs or services in their community that help prevent 
crime or aid victims? 
b. Who helps keep conflicts from getting violent? _ _  
c. Who helps protect people and places from violence? _ _  
d. Do you know any place a person could go if he or she is victimized? _ _  
e. Do you know anyone who works with a group that prevents 
crime or helps victims. 
f. Who could be a resource to prevent crime? 
g. How could churches and schools be more involved in community efforts to 
prevent crime? 

2. Tell teens that this session will build on what they already know. 
a. Have teens brainstorm about types of  resources that are important for 
prevention crime and helping victims. 
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b. Remind teens o f  Session 3, and ask what  resources would help 
these people. _ _  

Actual time Spent on Step B: _ _  

Step C: Gathering Information on Resources. (25 minute estimate) 
1. Tell teens that they will find and identify resources in their community that prevent 
cr ime and help victims. 

a. Explain that each group will find one or two resomr, es in the telephone 
book. 
b. An example was shown on the chalkboard. 
c. A volunteer reads aloud the name, address, and phone numbers of  a hospital 
they looked up in the phonebook. _ _  

2. Ask  each small group to find one or two resources in the phonebook. _ _  
a. Students are provided with materials, including Handout 1. _ _  
b. Search tips are read aloud as the students search for resources. 
c. Each group has a reporter that writes down their information, places the 
information on the community  map, and tells the class about the resource. 
d. The instructor provides time for questions. ~ _ _  

Actual time Spent on Step C: _ _  

Wrap-Up for Part 1: (no time estimate) 
1. As a large group, ask the teens: 

a. Were there any unusual resources listed? 
b. Were there any resources that specialized in working with teens? _ _  

2. Preview of  Part 2. 

Actual  time spent on Part 1: _ _  

QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL.. .  
General  comments: 

DISCUSSIONS.. .  
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments  on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 
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ACTIVITIES.. .  
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
!. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S...  
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. N o  2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 

Drawing Vision _ _  _ _  Small-group discussion _ _  Storytelling 
Poster National Survey Journal Writing 

_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Par t  2 (60 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. A_fter the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Review and Preview 
Review the previous part of session and give teens a preview of the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of the session 

Step D: Using Information Resources (35 minute estimate) 
1. Students locate and mark the resources gathered in Step C on the 
community map. _ _ _  

a. Student representatives present the information gathered in Step C to the entire 
group. 
b. Resources available to the entire community are listed in the bottom fight 
corner of the map. 

2. Tell teens to consider the map as a whole to get the big picture. 
a. Ask teens: 

1. Are you surprised to discover the great number of different types of 
resources available to prevent crime and assist victims? Or, are they 
concerned about the limited number of resources? 
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2. What information is new, and what information did they already know. 

3. Students identify one or two of the available resources in their community to 
learn more about. 

a. Student questions about the resource are listed for later use. 

Actual time spent on Step D: 

Step E: Reflection (15 minute estimate) 
1. Relate session to teens' lives 

a. ask volunteers to compile a list of all their findings. _ _  
b. ask volunteers to make copies of  the list to pass out to the group. 
c. ask volunteers to gather additional information on available r e s o u r c e s .  

2. Turn learning into action 
a. ask students if  they could imagine a time when they would use one o f  the 
available resources. 
b. ask students how they could inform the community about what they learned in 
this session. 

3. J o u r n a l i n g _  
a. Did insl~ctor prompt teens on how the journals would be handled? 
b. Did instructor ask teens to share their entries with others? 
c. Were journal entries turned in to instructor? 

Actual time spent on Step E: 

Actual time spent on Part 2: _ _  

QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL...  
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS... 
Rate the discussions: I. Excellent 

Comments on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 
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ACTIVITIES... 
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
!. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S... 
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. No 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (cheek those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision Small-group discussion _ _  Storytelling 

Poster National Survey Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 
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SESSION 7 Checklist 
Your Conflict Choices 

P a r t  I (50 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark atter each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Step A: Warm up (10 minute estimate) 

1. Review purpose of  CW 
a. ask teens to remember  purpose of  community works 
b. ask teens to update newcomers  
c. tell teens the purpose o f  these sessions is to help them develop skills to keep 

them from becoming victims o f  crime and to help them make their 
communities safer. 

d. return journals from last session 
2. Tell teens the purpose of  Session 7 is: "to help them examine the choices they make in 
conflicts." 
3. Remind teens of  guidelines they produced last session 

a. is guideline l istposted on wall? 
b. have a teen(s) volunteer to go over the guidelines _ _  

4. Used the Balloon Burst icebreaker, or Each One Teach One to 
warm-up the group. _ _  

Actual time spent on Step A: _ _  

Actual time spent on Step A: _ _  

Step B: What Do You Think? (10 minute estimate) 
1. Write the word "conflict" in the center o f  the newsprint. _ _  

a. Ask teens what comes to mind when we see the word conflict, and 
write down their answers. 

2. Ask teens: 
a. What words indicate that conflict is negative? 
b. What about conflict can be positive? _ _  

3. Tell teens: 
a. Conflict is normal/natural. 
b. Not all conflict has to lead to violence. 
c. Conflict can actually improve relationships. _ _  
d. If one can manage conflict effectively, they can make a positive difference. 
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4. Ask  

Tell  

teens :  

a. How would  you define conflict? _ _  
(answers are written down  for everyone to see. ) 
t eens :  

b. Conflicts ot ten start over l imited resources,  or different value beliefs. _ _  

Actual t ime spent on Step B: 

Step C: TrigRers (25 minute  estimate) 
1. Tell  teens: 

a. Anger is often connected to conflict. 
b. Anger  is a normal feeling. 
c. How we handle anger  will determine whether  we end a conflict  effectively 
or with violence. 

2. The  definition of" t r iggers"  is written where everyone can see. _ _  
a. Explanations o f  triggers are also provided.  _ _  

3. Teens  are asked to write down  their triggers. _ _  

4. Teens  are asked to talk about their triggers in small  groups, and write down their 
a n s w e r s .  

a. Ask teens: 
1. What words trigger my anger? _ _  
2. What kind o f  body language is a tr igger for me?  
3. How do I react? 

5. A member  o f  each small group reports their ideas to the larger group. _ _  
a. The most  frequent answers are pointed out  by the teacher. _ _  

Wrap-up for part 1: Action Project Ideas (no t ime est imate) 

1. As k  teens: 
a. How do you know when you are angry? _ _  
b. Pay attention to their triggers for the next several days to detect  i f  they can see 
a pattern. 

Tell teens that this will help them identify their  own  triggers, as well as the impact  
they have on conflict. 

Actual  t ime spent  on Part 1 : 
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QUALITATIVE SESSION EVALUATION 

IN GENERAL... 
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS... 
Rate the discussions: I. Excellent 

Comments on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 

ACTIVITIES... 
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S... 
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. No 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision Small-group discussion Storytelling 
_ _  Poster _ _  National Survey _ _  Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Part  2 (50 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a cheek mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 
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Review and Preview 

Review the previous part of  session and give teens a preview o f  the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part o f  the session 

Step C: Conflict Styles (45 minute estimate) 
1. Students are given the Conflict Styles Questionnaire (Handout #2). _ _  

a. The questionnaire, and how it works was  explained to the 
students before they filled it out. _ _  

b. The instructor demonstrated the answering system for the entire group. _ _  

2. Students use the Conflict Styles Scoring Key (Handout #3). 
a. The scoring key, and how it works was explained to the 

students before they filled it out. _ _  
b. The instructor circulated the room to assist the teens. 

3. The Conflict Styles do-it-yourself poster is presented to the students. 
a. The instructor points out that each Roman numeral represents a different 
conflict style. 
b. Students are asked to add up the numbers under each Roman numeral. _ _  
c. Students are told that the column with the most points.represents their 
conflict style. 
d. Teens are told that while this exercise points out one conflict style, it does not 
give the entire story. 

4. The Conflict Styles do-it-yourself poster is used to discuss the uses and limits of  every 
conflict style. 

a. Students with the highest totals under the various styles are asked to raise their 
hands when asked to do so. 

Avoidance 
a. Students having the highest totals under I are identified. 
b. Avoidance as a conflict style is explained to the Youth. _ _  
c. The uses o f  avoidance are discussed. 
d. The limitations and disadvantages of  avoidance are discussed. 

Compet ing 
a. Students having the highest totals under II are identified. 
b. Competing as a conflict style is explained to the Youth. _ _  
c. The uses o f  competing are discussed. _ _  
d. The limitations and disadvantages of  competing are discussed. _ _  

Accommodat ing  
a. Students having the highest totals under III are identified. 
b. Accommodating as a conflict style is explained to the Youth. 
c. The uses o f  accommodating are discussed. 
d. The limitations and disadvantages of  accommodating are discussed. 
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Compromising 
a. Students having the highest totals under IV are identified. 
b. Compromising as a conflict style is explained to the Youth. _ _  
c. The uses of  compromising are discussed. 
d. The limitations and disadvantages o f  compromising are discussed. _ _  

Collaborating 
a. Students having the highest totals under V are identified. 
b. Collaborating as a conflict style is explained to the Youth. 
c. The uses o f  collaborating are discussed. _ _  
d. The limitations and disadvantages o f  collaborating are d i s c u s s e d .  

5. Students are told that there are no right or wrong conflict styles. _ _  
a. Students axe told that the use o f  specific conflict styles is 

situation specific. 
b. Tell teens: 

1. The more you learn about conflict and yourselves, the better able you 
will be to choose conflict styles that work for you. _ _  

Actual time spent on Step C: _ _  

Wrap-up for Part 2: (no time estimate) 
a. Ask teens: 

1. Have you ever thought o f  conflict this way? _ _  
2. Does anyone remember  giving and receiving negative feedback 
strategies from Session 1 ? 
3. How does understanding triggers impact the way you give feedback to 
another person? _ _  

Actual  time spent on Part 2: 

Q U A L I T A T I V E  SESSION E V A L U A T I O N  

IN G E N E R A L . . .  
General  comments: 

DISCUSSIONS. . .  
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments  on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 
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ACTIVITIES... 
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S... 
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

1. No  2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (cheek those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision _ _ _ _  Small-group discussion Storytelling 

Poster ~ National Survey _ _  Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 

Part  3 (45 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark after each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. Atter the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Review and Preview 
Review the previous part of session and give teens a preview of the objectives and what 
will be accomplished during the next part of  the session 

Step E: Managing Anger (30 minute estimate) 

1. Ask teem: 
a. What do you do to get your anger under control? 
(Examples of such strategies are provided. ) 
b. to list "healthy ways" to calm themselves, and write them on 
the newsprint. 

Tell teens that we choose when we blow up. In other words, we are able to control our 
anger when we want to. 
(Examples of such times are provided. _ _ )  
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Each teen is provided supplies to make  a person with a thought  bubble.  _ _  
a. Teens  are asked to write how they get their anger under  control  in the 
thought  bubble. 

2. Tell teens: 
a. Calming down or cooling o f f  is a key step in managing  conflict .  _ _  
b. The less "hot"  the anger is, the more  we can control it. _ _  
c. Calming down does not  mean  you w o n ' t  be angry, or that anger  is bad, 
it just  means  that to effectively deal with  anger  you must  be under  control.  _ _  
d. Even though you may  be angry,  it rarely helps to show this anger  to the other 
person. It is somet imes helpful to show our anger in a calm 
and courteous way. 

3. Present  several strategies to control anger  and calm down.  _ _  
a. Physically relaxing. 
b. Calming the mind. _ _  
c. Talking to yourself. 
d. The "Chill  Drill" is presented. _ _  

4. Ask  teens: 
a. Add  to the list o f  anger managemen t  strategies. _ _  
b. Write the list on the chalkboard or newsprint .  
c. Write your own  list on a piece o f  paper  to keep in your room or  on them. _ _  

Actual  t ime spent on Step E: 

Step F: Reflection (15 minute  estimate) 
1. Relate  session to teens' lives 

a. ask teens to think o f  someone  they know who handles confl ict  well.  _ _  
b. ask teens why this person is successful at handling conflict. 
c. ask teens to think o f  someone  who does not  handle conflict well .  
d. ask teens "what  is the impact  on that person ' s  life, and on the lives o f  those 
around him or her? 

2. Turn  learning into action 
a. ask teens to think o f  possible Act ion Projects related to this session.  
b. ask teens to think o f  the best ways to share this information. _ _  
c. ask teens for volunteers to help with the next sessions tasks. _ _  

3. Jouma l ing  
a. Did instructor prompt teens on how the journals  would  be hand led?  
b. Did instructor ask teens to share their entries with others? 
c. Were journal entries turned in to instructor? 

Actual t ime spent on Step F: 

Actual  t ime spent on Part 3: 
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Q U A L I T A T I V E  SESSION E V A L U A T I O N  

IN GENERAL. . .  
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS. . .  
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 2. Good 3. Fair 

Comments  on discussions: 

4. Poor 

ACTIVITIES . . .  
H o w  engaged were the teens in the activities? 
I. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments  on activities: 

CRP 'S . . .  
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What  was his/her title7 

1. No 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

T E A C H I N G  T E C H N I Q U E S  
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 

Drawing Vision Small-group discussion Storytelling 
_ _  Poster National Survey _ _  Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 
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SESSION 8 Checklist 
Conflict, Communicating, and Working Together 

Part  1 (50 minute estimate) 

Instructions: Please place a check mark atter each area that is covered in the session. 
Leave the line blank when certain areas are not covered. Also, please note the 
approximate time spent on each part and steps within each part. After the checklist is 
completed, please complete the subsequent qualitative session evaluation. 

Step A: Warm up (10 minute estimate) 

1. Review purpose of  CW 
a. ask teens to remember purpose of  community works _ _  
b. ask teens to update newcomers 
c. tell teens the purpose of  these sessions is to help them develop skills to keep 

them from becoming victims of crime and to help them make their 
communities safer. 

d. return journals from last session 

2. Tell teens the purpose of Session 8 is: "to help learn to use communication and 
negotiation skills to manage conflict." 

. Remind teens of guidelines they produced last session 
a. is guideline list posted on wall? 
b. have a teen(s) volunteer to go over the guidelines _ _  

Actual time spent on Step A: 

Step B: Negotiating Win-Win Solutions (35 minute estimate) 
1. Icebreaker 

a. M&M Challenge. _ _  
b. Other. 
c. Ask teens: 

1. How many pairs fought against each other? 
2. How many decided to work together to solve the problem? 
3. If any worked together, how did you do it? 

2. Ask teens to recap the five conflict styles discussed during the last session. _ _  
a. Tell teens that many of us are used to competing but that it is sometimes better 
to work together to solve problems. 

3. Ask teens: 
a. What does the word "negotiation" mean? 
(A final definition is agreed upon. ) 
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b. What are some examples of  situations involving negotiation? _ _ _  
Tell teens that negotiation can be formal or informal, and can sometimes include a 

third person (mediator). 

4. Distribute Handout #1: Negotiating Win-Win Solutions 
a. The def'mition of  a Win-Win Solution was discussed. 
b. The definition of  a Position was discussed. 
c. The definition of  an Interest was discussed. 
d. Teens are told that two scenarios will  be read, and they are to determine each 
person's positions and interests. _ _  

Conflict # 1 
a. The position of  each actor was discussed. 
b. The interests of  each actor were discussed. 
c. The needs of  each actor were discussed. 

Conflict #2 
a. Students were broken into small groups. 
b. The position of  each actor was discussed. 
c. The interests of  each actor were discussed. 
d. The needs of  each actor were discussed. 

4. The whole group gets together to report their findings using the Put It Together do-it- 
yoursel f  poster. 

5. Students are told they are now going to negotiate a win-win solution. 
a. Tell teens the first step is framing a problem-solving question. _ _  
b. Ask teens which interests they identified as most important to 
Jill and Ron. 
c. Teens form a problem solving question that will ask how these key interests can 

be met. 
d. The problem-solving question is written on the Put It Together poster. 

6. Student are told the next step is brainstorming. 
a. The purpose of  brainstorming is described. 
b. Students are asked what they know about brainstorming. 
c. Students are asked to brainstorm answers to their framing question. 
d. Answers are placed on the poster. _ _  

7. Ask  teens how they would narrow down these options. _ _  
a. Tell students to: 

1. Consider the consequences o f  each idea. 
2. Discard ideas that are impractical. 
3. Rank the ideas and decide on one solution. 
4. Be sure that solution meets the needs of  both people. 
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b. Students are told to use these guidelines to select the best solution for Jill and 
Ron. 
c. The acronym PROUD is explained to the students, to help them remember the 
negotiation process. _ _  

Actual time spent on Step B: 

Step C: Reflection (15 minute estimate) 
i. Ask students: 

a. What kinds of  people need to learn about communicat ing 
and negotiating? 
b. In what situations and with what people might you se the skills you learned 
in this session? 
c. Which skills would you find easy and which ones hard to use? 
d. Who could benefit from these strategies for resolving conflict? _ _  
e. What would be the best way to share this information? 

2. Ask for volunteers for the next session's tasks. 

. Journaling 
a. Did instructor prompt teens on how the journals would be handled? 
b. Did instructor ask teens to share their entries with others? 
c. Were journal entries turned in to instructor? 

Actual time spent on Step C: _ _  

Actual time spent on Part 1 : 

Q U A L I T A T I V E  SESSION E V A L U A T I O N  

IN G E N E R A L . . .  
General comments: 

DISCUSSIONS... 
Rate the discussions: 1. Excellent 

Comments  on discussions: 

2. Good 3. Fair 4. Poor 
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ACTIVITIES... 
How engaged were the teens in the activities? 
1. Very Engaged 2. Somewhat Engaged 3. Not Engaged 

Comments on activities: 

CRP'S... 
Were any Community Resource People brought in? 
What was his/her title? 

l. No 2. Yes 

Did he or she .... 
a. lecture 
b. co-facilitate 

TEACHING TECHNIQUES 
The following teaching strategies were suggested for this session: (check those used) 
_ _  Drawing Vision Small-group discussion _ _  Storytelling 
_ _  Poster National Survey _ _  Journal Writing 
_ _  Webbing/Concept Mapping 
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A P P E N D I X  C: C W  Implementer  Quest ionnaire  

NATIONAL EVALUATION OF TEENS, CRIME, AND THE 
COMMUNITY AND COMMUNITY WORKS 

Community Works Implementer Questionnaire 
2OO5 

University of Missouri-St. Louis 
Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

8001 Natural Bridge Road 
St. Louis, MO 63121 

This questionnaire is part of the National Evaluation of  Teens, Crime, and the Commtmity and 
Community Works program. Ftmding is provided by the U.S. ~ e n t  of Justice. As part of 
the evaluation, we are asking all Community Works implementets to complete this questionnaire. 
We are interested in your opinions and attitudes about the program, including the various 
components (sessions, Action Projects, Community Resoume People) and the way in which the 
program is delivered. Please take a few minutes to answer these questions. Thank you. 

Instructions 

1. Your participation is voluntary. 

2. Circle the number or write in the response that represents your best answer to each question 

3. Do NOT write your name on the questiormaire. 

4. Your answers are ANONYMOUS. 

5. You have the right to skip any question that you do not want to answer. 
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T E A C I t E R / O m C E R  Q U E S T I O N N A I R E  

T h e  following questions are about you and your  job. P l e a s e  c i r c l e  o r  w r i t e  in your best 
answer  to each question. 

I. Your school' s name: 

2. What is your primary job  assignment?. 1. Administrator 3. SRO/JPO 
2. Teacher 4. Other 

. What doyouprm  a ? 
I. 6 th 
2. 7 th 
3. 8 a' 
4. 9 th 

. What subject do you primarily teach? 
I. I lealth/Physical Education 
Z Largtage Arts 
3.  Sder  

4. lqaaaal Scimces 
5. Social Scima~ 
6o Oter (Pkase Specify 

5. Your average class size: students 

6. Your total years working at this school: _ _  years 

7. Your total years in the field o f  education: _ _  years 

. What is the highest degree you have attained? 
I. High School/GED 4. Masters 
2. Associates 5. Ph.D. 
3. Bachelors 6. Other (Please Specify 

9. Your sex: I. Male 2. Female 

10. Your rac, e/elhnicity: I. White/Anglo, not Hispanic 
2. Black/African Amexiean 
3. H i s t m i a t m ~  

4. American Indian/Native ~ 
5. Asian/Pacific Islander/Oriental 
6. Other (Please Specify 

The following questions and statements are about the Community  Works program. Please 
circle the response that best represents your  opinion about each question or statement. 

. Whose  decision was it to implement CW  in your  school? 
I. My own 4. Other Teacher 
2. Principal 5. Other SRO/JPO 
3. School Board 6. Other (Please Specify 

la.  Whose decision was it to implement  C W  in your  c lassroom? 
I. My own 4. Other Teacher 
2. Principal 5. Other SRO/JPO 
3. School Board 6. Other (Please Specify 
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11. 

Who decides which C W  lessons are taught? 
I. I do 4. Other Teacher 
2. Principal 5. Other SRO/JPO 
3. School Board 6. Other (Please Specify. 

Prior to introducing the curriculum, did you form a planning group with other teachers, 
faculty members, or officers who were involved in the program? 
1. No 
2. Yes 

Indicate which of the following CW materials you typically use. (Circle all that apply.) 
I. The new (2004) binder 
2. The old (1999) binder 
3. The TCC textbook 
4. Other (Please Specify. ) 

Are you using CW... (Circle only one.) 
i. As a stand-alone curriculum 
2. In addition to another type of  curriculum (What other curriculum? 
3. To replace an existing curriculum (What other curriculum? 

) 
) 

Over what period o f  time did you teach the C W  curriculum? (Circle only one.) 
I. < I quarter 
2. I quarter 
3.1 semester 
4. I school-year 
5. Other (Please Specify ) 

Ho w often did you teach the program? (Circle only one.) 
I. Daily 4. Every other week 
2. Several times a week 5. Monthly 
3. Once a week 6. Other (Please Specify 

On average, how long is each session? (Circle only one.) 
1. < I class period 2. 1 class period 3. 1 Block (2 class periods) 4. Other (Specify 

The length allotted for each CW session provides enough time to cover the important, relevant 
topics. 

l . s ~ s ~  ZDisag,~ 3 . n e i a ~ o o r ~  4..~ree 5. sauag~agree 

Besides Community Resource People, typically, how many facilitators, including 
yourself ,  do you  have for each o f  your  C W  sessions? 
1. One 2. Two 3. Three or more 

10a. In addition to you, who facilitates the CW sessions? (Circle only one.) 
I. Teacher 
2. SRO/JPO 
3. Other(Please Specify. ) 

H a v e  y o u  attended C W  training? I f  y e s ,  p l ease  s p e c i f y  the  date  o f  the m o s t  recent  training.  
1. No 
2. No, but I am currently scheduled to attend one 
3. Yes (Please Specify) / (Month/Year) 
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12. 

Ila. How helpful was the Iraining in implementing the program? 
I. Not helpful 3. Ver~ helpful 
2. Helpful 4. Not applicable/No trainings attended 

Have you attended any other type of  CW training? (Circle all that apply.) 
I. No, no other training sessions attended 
2. Yes, a training by our regional Expansion Center (EC) 
3. Yes, a training by the developers of CW (i.e. Street Law, Inc. or NCPC) 

14. 

12a. How helpful was the training in implementing the program? 
1. Not helpful 3. Very helpful 
2. Helpful 4. Not applicable/No trainings attended 

Since starting to use CW, have you received any of  the following? If yes, please rate how helpful 
they were in implementing the CW currieulurn. 

No/Yes ( l=Not helpful 5=Very Helpful) 
i. Site visits from staffofyour I 2 I 2 3 4 5 

regional EC 

2. At least bi-monfldy contact I 2 ! 2 3 4 5 
from your regional EC 

3. Site visits from staff of Street I 2 1 2 3 4 5 
Law, lnc or NCPC? 

4. E-mail information about CW 1 2 1 2 3 4 5 

I 2 I 2 3 4 5 

I 2 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Referrals to resource people 

6. Information about the national network 
and/or peer resources 

7. A TCC newsletter I 2 1 2 3 4 5 
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If you taught sessions from the NEW (2004) Community Works binder, please 
complete the chart below. If you taught sessions from the OLD (1999) Community 
Works binder, please complete the chart on the following page. If you did not teach a 
session, please leave the question blank. 

Session Name 

1. Creating a 
community vision 

2. What is Crime? 
3. Victims of Crime 
4. Safe and Secure 

communities 
5. Where are we safe 

and unsafe? 
6. Our community 

7. Your Conflict 
Choices 

8. Conflict. 
communicating, & 
working together 

9. Plannin~ a pm)ect 
10. Designing a project 
I I. Doing a project 
12. Robber)' and 

assault 

How many class 
periods were spent on 
the following 
sessions? 

14. Rape 
15. Dating violence 
16. l-land~uns 
17. Gangs: Define 

the problem 
18. Gangs: Consider 

alternatives 

0 I 2 3+ 

0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 1 2 3+ 

0 I 2 3+ 

0 I 2 3+ 

0 1 2 3+ 

0 ! 2 3+ 

0 I 2 3+ 

How effective were the following 
sessions in meeting the goals of  
CW? (I =Not effective, 5=Very 
effective)** 

1 2 3 4 5 

I 2 3 4 5 
I 2 3 4 5 
I 2 3 4 5 

i 2 3 4 5 

I 2 3 4 5 

I 2 3 4 5 

I 2 3 4 5 

i 2 3 4 5 

Were the following 
sessions age appropriate? 

No Yes 

No Yes 
No Yes 
No Yes 

No Yes 

No Yes 

No Yes 

No Yes 

No Yes 
0 I 2 3+ ! 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

i 

0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

3 5 

13. Intimidation 0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
| 

0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
| 

0 I 2 3+ ! 2 4 
I 2 3 4 5 
I 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 

0 I 2 3+ 

No Yes 
No Yes 

0 1 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 

No Yes 

No Yes 

19. Alcohol use i 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
i 

20. Dru B abuse ! 2 3 4 5 , No Yes 
21. Drug dealing 1 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

i 

22. Property crimes 1 2 3 4 5 , No Yes 
23. Vandalism I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 
I 2 3 4 5 

24. Shoplifting 
24a. Teens & Store 

o w n e r s  

27. Police and 
community 

27a. Reporting a crime 
28. Cops on call 
28a. Police & 

community 
negotiation 

No Yes 
No Yes 

25. Diversity & bias 0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
awareness 

i 

26. Hate Crimes 0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
i 

0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 I No Yes 

0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
i 

0 I 2 3+ i 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
i 

0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

**The program has five primary goals: (I)  to reduce victimization and the fear of victimization; (2) to involve youth in 
positive service in schools and communities; 3) to reduce delinquent behavior, 4) to improve school performaace; and 
5) to improve the learning environment for both students and teachers. 
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If you taught sessions fi'om the OLD (1999) Community Works binder, please 
complete the chart below. If you did not teach a session, please leave the question blank. 

Session Name 

I. Setting the Stage 
2. Teens and Crime 

How many class 
periods were spent on 
the following 
sessions? 

How effective were the Were the following 
sessions age 
appropriate? 

0 I 2 3+ 

following sessions in meeting 
the goals o fC W? (l=Not 
effective, 5=Very effective)** 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

3. Victims of Crime 0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 4. Safe and Secure 

communities 
5. Where are we 0 I 2 3+ 

unsafe? 
6. Our community 0 I 2 3+ 

resources 
7. Conflict Choices 0 1 2 3+ 

0 I 2 3+ 8. Conflict and 
communicatin[~ 

9. Robbery and 
assault 

0 I 2 3+ 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
I 2 3 4 5 

10. Intimidation 0 I 2 3+ 
0 1 2 3+ 

No Yes 0 I 2 3+ 
I I .  Rape 
12. Dating violence 
13. Handsuns 
14. Gangs: Define 

the problem 
15. Gangs: Consider 

alternatives 
16. Alcohol use 

0 I 2 3+ i 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

0 I 2 3+ I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

17. Dru B abuse 
18. Dru B dealing 
19. Property crimes 
20. Vandalism 

0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
! 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 
I 2 3 4 5 No Yes 

I 2 3 4 5 

21. Shoplifting 
21 a. Teens & Store 

o w n e r s  

22. Diversity & bias 0 I 2 3+ 
a w a r e n e s s  

23. Hate Crimes 0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 

0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 

0 I 2 3+ 

No Yes 
0 I 2 3+ 
0 I 2 3+ 

24. Police and 
community 

24a. Reportin B a crime 
25. Cops on call 
25a. Police & 

community 
nesotiation 

26. Planning a project 
27. Designing a project 
28. Doing a project 
**The program has five primary goals: ( I)  to reduce victimization and the fear of victimization; (2) to involve youth in 
positive service in schools and communities; 3) to reduce delinquent behavior, 4) to improve school performance; and 
5) to improve the learning environment for both students and teachers. 
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29. Were these sessions covered in a different sequence than listed above? 
1. No 2. Yes, EXPLAIN 

The following questions ask your opinion on a n u m b e r  of  things .... 

. The individual session plans are convenient and easy to use. 

I.Slronglydisagme 2. Disagree 3. Neither agme nor disagtee 4.Agn~ 5. Stronglyagtee 

. The educational materials available in the CW curriculum are appealing to students. 
I.Slmnglydisagme 2.Disagree 3. Neither agree nor disag~ 4.Agree 5. Slronglyagree 

. The CW program has increased students' awareness o f  persons, programs and services in 

their communities that help victims o f  crime. 

I.Slmnglydisagme 2.Disag~ 3.Neilheragmenordisagtee 4.Agree 5. Stamgly agree 

. The CW program addresses problems facing students at your school. 
l. Smmglydisagree 2. Disag~ 3. Neither agree nor disagree 4.Agree 5. Strongly agree 

The following questions ask about the Community  Resource People component  of  the 
Community  W o r k s  P r o g r a m .  

. Do you bring in Community Resource People (CRP)? 
I. No 
2. Yes 

la. If yes, what was the profession o f  the CRPs  that you used? (Circle all that apply.) 
I. Victim's Advocate 4. Lawyer 
2. Social Worker 5. Business Owner 
3. Police Officer 6. Other (Please Specify ) 

. Thinking of  the last time you taught this curriculum, how many CRP's visited 
your classroom? 

. Do you use Community Resource People to: (Circle all that apply.) 
!. Act as guest speakers? 
2. Mentor CW participants? 
3. Assist with CW Action Projects? 
4. Run CW Action Projects? 
5. Provide financial/material support for your CW program? 
6. Provide information? 
7. Other(Please Specify ) 
8. Not applicable/Do not use them 
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WORKS P X]ECr EVAIMATION 

1. Since initiating CW how many Action Projects have you completed? 

. 

. 

How was your most recent project selected? 
1. Students 
2. Teacher 
3. SRO 
4. CRP 
5. Other (Please Specify ) 

To what CW sessions or topics did the Action Project relate? (Please provide the session 
number(s) as indicated on page 5or 6). 

. 

. 

How integrated into the CW i n -e lm work was the Action Project? 
I. Not imegrated/seen as a stand alone component of the C W course 
2. Somewhat integrated/connections were made with some class topics 
3. Very integraled/it was discussed frequently as part of the class 

What role(s), if any, did Community Resource People play with regard to the Action Project? 

6. Were there any unexpected outcomes o f  the Action Project? 

. Please describe any aspects of the Action Project that either turned out better than expected or 
worse than expected. (Please a v ~ h  an additional sheet if further space is needed.) 

Better:. 

Worse: 

. Do you plan to conduct an Action Project the next lime you teach CW? 
I. No 
2. Yes 
3. Unsure 
4. Not Applicable, I will not be teaching CW again 

Thank you very much for answering these questions. 
W e  really appreciate your help. 
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