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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report.is an executive summary of the final
evaluation of the School Resource Officer (SRO)
Program in Hillsborough County. The purpose of the
eva]uatfon is to provide relevant information to the
Hi1lsborouch Criminal Justice Planning Council, local
law enforcement cfficials and other local officials in
order to assist them in making informed decisions
regérding the funding and operation of the SRO program.
Additionally, this evaluation will provide feedback to

the -SRO program staff to assist them in their regular

-monitoring and evaluation of the projects' policies,

procedures, activities and outcomes.

This final evaluation should be considered an
extension of a preliminary evaluation which was completed
in the_summer of 1978. The preliminary evaluation was a
qualitative analysis of the SRO program while the final
evaluation represents a quantitative assessment of the
program. The data, the findings and the recommendations
included in this report were derived from personal inter-
views with project staff, school administrators and
school teachers; quarterly and final progress reports

completed by the three local projects; local crime data;
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various surveys of school students, school teachers
and law enforcement officers; and, numerous articles
and reports on similar projects around the country

found in the professional literature.

Introduction

The SRO program in Hillsborough County began in
1975 when the Tampa Police Department implemented the
‘program in all the 8th and 9th grade centers within the
Tampa City limits. This pilot program was begun
utilizing tocal funds exclusively. In 1977, the Tampa
Police Depaftment, the Hillsborough County Sheriff's
Office and the Temple Terrace Police Department received
 LEMA grants and expanded the SRO program into twelve (12)
additional schools.}

A1l three of the local SRO projects were implemented
on time aﬁd experienced few of the start-up prob1ems normally
expected with new projects. As the projects progressed,
some administrative and staff changes were made but none
of these negatively affected the program's opefation
significantly.

A1though not a major problem, some inconsistencies

in co]]eéting and reporting data, both within and between

It should be noted that this report is concerned primarily
with the three (3) LEAA-funded SRO projects which represent
only a portion of the total local SRO program.
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the projects, were encountered during the first year,
Since the projects operate independently, some
differences sti]i exist in their data collection
procedqres. This is problematic only to the extent
that comparisons between the projects is somewhat

Timited.

Program Description

‘ The SRO program is a crime prevention program which
is admihistered by the Crime Prevention diVisions of
each Qf the participating agencies. Each SRO is a sworn
law enforcement officer assigned full-time to a single
‘Tocal junior high school. The SRO's responsibilities
include the following: developing rapport with students;
making trime prevention presentations to students and
parent groups; identifying and counseling problem youth
and diverting youth from the Justice system when appropriate;
and, providing law enforcement resource assistance to
school personnel, parents and students.

As described in the preliminary evaluation, the local

SRO program is consistant with the National Model for SRO
Programs; Specifically, the SRO program concept emphasizes
the crime prevention and community relations functions

while minimizing the SRO's involvement in traditional crime
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control functions. The maintenance of this posture is

central to the success of the SRO program.

Data Analysis

In attempting to evaluate the SRO program two
general methods were utilized. 1In the preliminary
evaluation, the SRO's, school administrators and school
teachers wére interviewed to ascertain their opinions
about both the programs’ strong and weak points. Further,
the local SRO program was compared to a National Model
for SRO Programs as suggested above. The results of this
qualitative analysis were first that the local program
- Was consistant with the National Model and second that
local sentiment was overwhelmingly supportive of the
program. Agafn, these findings were documented in the
full preliminary eva]uatioﬁ report.

The final evaluation took a second approach to
assessing the SRO program's performance. In this quanti-
tative report a number of types of data were collected and
analyzed. Five process measures were reviewed to assess
the level of activity maintained by each project. Data
on three school related offenses were reviewed in an
attempt to identify any reduction in school crimes resulting

from the SRO program's operation. Student attitudes toward
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law enforcement were examined to assess any changes
occurring after the students had contact with the SRQ's
in their schools. And finally, a questionnaire was
administered to various groups of teachers and officers
to clarify their perceptions of the SRQ's activities
and the level of importance assigned to these activities.
The following findings summarize the data and
relevant discussion provided in the full evaluation

report:

Finding: Review of the data on five process
measures indicates that the SRO's level of
activity exceeded that anticipated at the

onset of the grants.

Finding: The offense data reviewed do not
substantiate clearly that the SRO program

reduced crime in the SRO schools.

Finding: The student attitude data reflect
an improved attitude toward law enforcement
in the SRO school while attitudes deteriorated

in the "control" schools.

Finding: The responses to the scenarios
presented in the Officer and Teachers Survey
indicate that the SRO's would choose more

moderate dispositions for delinguent youth



than would regular officers.

Finding: The SRO's responses to the

Officer and Téacher Survey indicate they

are frequently involved in activities

defined as appr‘opriate1 and only infrequently
involved in inappropriate activities, while
the teacheré from SRO schools perceive the
SRO's as being more frequently involved in

the activities defined as inappropriate.

Finding: In responding to the Officer aﬁd

Teacher Survey, all the respondents assigned

a high level of importance to activitiés

defined as appropriate for the SRO's The

SRO's assigned a relatively Tow level of

importance to the activities classified as

inappropriate, while the teachers from SRO

schools rated these activities as being

much more important

If anything could be singled out as a major problem
for the SRO program, it would be data collection. Most
of the initial data collection and reporting problems were

resolved in the early part of the three local grants.

For purposes of the data analysis, crime vprevention,
counseling and community relations activities are

defined as appropriate. School discipline and traditional
crime control functions are defined as inappropriate. The
classifications are consistent with the National Model for
SRO Programs.
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Time and experience alone seemed to improve data
reporting. But, the SRO program sUffers 1ike many other
similar crime prevention programs from the inability

to genékate reliable outcome or impact data. The
professiona] literature on Police-School Liaison
Programé and SRO programs was void of specific examples
where such programs demonstrated their impact on crime
or'juvenj1e delinquency. Without a more controlled or
experimentally designed format, the local SRO program
"'will more than likely not be able to prove that it has
impacted on 1oca1 crime and delinquency.

Overal] tﬁe Jocal SRO program hés performed well
since its inception. - The fo1lowing recommendations are
prov1ded after careful cons1derat1on of all the 1nformat1on
conta1ned in the preliminary and the final evaluation.
The recommendations are made in an attempt to ensure
the continuation of an already strong School Resource

Of ficer Program

Recommendation: At a minimum, the following

process should continue to be collected and
reported as a barometer of activity level:
1) # of presentations made

2) # amount of training received

3) # of offense related contacts
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# of other student contacts

5) +# of arrests made (referrals to HRS)
6) # of diversions made
7) # of referrals to HRS with

recommendaticn for Juvenile
Arbitration

Recommendation: A simple analysis of

reported school offense data should be
developed and reported annually showing

changes in school crime over time.

Recommendation: Student attitude

studies should continue to be conducted
annually using a standardized attitude
scale. This survey shou1d include

several general items allowing the students
to express their opinions regarding the

SRO program.

Recommendation: 1Input from teachers in the

SRO schools should be sought annually allowing
the teachers to -express their general
attitudes toward the SRO program, its strengths

and how it could be improved.

Recommendation: An orientation and training

program for teachers and law enforcement
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officers should be developed and training
sessions should be conducted on an on-going

basis.

Récommendation: The SRO program administrators

should continue to caréfu]]y monitor SRO
activities to ensure that the crime prevention
nature of the program is maintained in practice,
consistent with the initial program concept

and the National Model for SRO Programs.

Recommendation: A1l training should include

a segmént which.defines the characteristics of
the National Model for SRO Programs and
clarifies some of the pitfalls experienced by
other similar law enforcement/school crime

prevention programs.

ix
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INTRODUCTION

A pfe]iminary evaluation of the SRO program in
Hillsborough County was completed in June, 1978. That
preliminary report described the total evaluation
study to be conducted, provided an historical overview
of the SRO program, and deécribed the way the SRO
program operates locally. Finally, the preliminary
evaluation provided a qualitative analysis of the SRO
program including both a qua}itative assessment of the
program from the schools' and theilaw enforcement
agencies' perspectives and a comparison of the local SRO B
program with a national model for SRO/School Liaison
programs.

This report is a final evaluation of the local
SRO program. The primary distinction between the
preliminary and the final evaluations is that the final
evaluation is quantitative rather than qualitative in
nature. In fact, the final evaluation should be
considered an extension of the information included in
the preliminary evaluation report and as an inteqral
part of the total evaluation study.

The final evaluation consists of two major components,

a Quantitative Analysis section and a Conclusions and



Recommendations section. The Quantitative Analysis:
reviews a number of process or activity measures
utilized by the individual SRO projects locally; briefly
describes "offense" data collected and reported by the
County schools' Security Division; and, reviews a student
attitude questionnaire administered to students in the
Hillsborough County Public Schools by the Tampa Police
Department. The final section of the Quantitative
Analysis presents the results of an additional question-
naire administered to school teachers in Hi1lsborough
County, to the SRO's from each of the three (3) partici-
pating law enfor;ement agencies and to regular patrol
officers and deputies in each of the three law enforcement
" agencies.

The Conclusions and Recommendations sectfon Tinks
the pré1iminary and final evaluations and provides
information which 1) will assist the program staff in
improving the operation of the SRO program in Hillsborough
County, and 2) will assist local law enforcement and school
officials in making informed decisions regarding the

continuation of the SRO program.



QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

Process Data

School Resource Officer programs around the
country utilize a variety of process measures as
indicators of project activity level. Depending on
the primary focus of each project, some measures are
more appropriate than others. For the local SRO
program, the process measures most often used by all
three participating agencies are: 1) the number and
type'of crime prevention related presentations made
by the SRO's; 2) the number of formal deiinquency
related contacts between students and SRO's; 3) the
number of youths diverted from the juvenile justice
system; 4) the number of arrests made ; énd 5) the
amount of pre-service and in-service training provided
to the SRO's. The SRO's also used complaint and
offense data, referral data, data on SRO's involvement
in other school activities, and various other subjective
assessments of the program as measures of project
progress. Because the three local SRO projects operate
independently, these data were not collected and
reported consistently from project to project,

particularly during the first year. This first section



highlights data reported routinely by the local
projects during the 1977-78 school year, as outlined
in 1 through 5 above.

"One of the primary activities of the SRO's is the
preparation and presentation of crime prevention and
related materials to groups of students, teachers and
parents. The topics covered by these presentations
are extremely varied, falling into the following three
general areas (and described in more detail in the
Program Description section of the Preliminary
Evaluation Report): 1) General Crime Prevention --
Introduction to the SRO Programs, Jail Tour, Juvenile
Law, etc., 2) Crimes Against Property -- éhop]ifting,
‘burglary, etc., and 3) Crimes Against Person -- rape
prevention, child abuse prevention, etc.

A majority of the presehtations made during the
1977-78 school year were classroom presentations, with
average class size ranging from 20 to 40 students each.
The remainder of the presentations made were to faculty
groups, parent groups and other civic organizations.
The Hillsborough County Sheriff's Office (HCSO) project
reported approximately 300 presentations per SRO annually;
the Tampa Police Department (TPD) project reported
approximately 100 presentations per SRO; and, the Temple

Terrace Police Department (TTPD) project reported



approximately 100 presentations by their individual
SRO. Overall, more than 2,100 presentations were
made during the year for an average of approximately
175 presentations per officer. Each project exceeded
the number of presentations anticipated.

Another measure of project activity reported by
all three projects is the number of formal contacts
' With students as a result of some delinquent or
"acting out" behavior. When such contacts occur, the
SRO's complete a "contact report" depending on the
seriousness of the complaint or offense. Because
officer discretion is involved and departmental
differences exist, substantial differenceé also exist
between projects on the number of contact reports
completed. For example, the HCSO reported over 400
contacts per quarter with four (4) SRO's, the TPD
reported over 200 contacts per quarter with seven (7)
SRO's, while the TTPD reported over 100 contacts per
quarter with one SRO.

The number of arrests and the number of diversions
made by SRO's are also considered appropriate measures
for assessing the activity level of the SRO projects.
The TPD project reports making 178 arrests, including

51 diversions during the 1977-78 school year, the TTPD



project reports making 22 arrests including 4
diversions, and the HCSO project reports making
81 arrests (referrals to HRS) and 2 diversions.

And finally, training of project staff is a
measure of project actfvity considered important to
the successful operation of a program. Locally, all
the SRO's in the Tampa Police Department and
Sherif%'s Office projects attend weekly staff meetings.
This type of meeting permits the free exchange of all
kinds of information, and allows departmental policy
and procedure to be continually ubdated. Moreover, in
all three projects, a formal 80-hour pre-service
program is provided to new1y-se1écted SRO's, while a
40-hdurl1h-service training brogram is conducted
annually for the veteran SRO's. The in-service and
pre-service programs, particularly, provide information
and training in a wide variety of areas inc]udfng the
following: Nature of Adolescent Behavior; Juvenile
Law;-Communication Workshops; Delinquency Causation;
Crimes Against WOmeh; Instructor Training; Narcotics,
Dangerous Drugs and Hallucinogenics; School Organization,
Structure and Functions; Child Abuse; H.R.S.; Guidance
Counseling; Philosophy of Education; School Security;

and, Social Agency Services. In addition, inter-agency

1
The HCSO project does not consider a diversion a formal

referral to HRS.




cooperation and communication are fostered through
joint training programs. Overall, the SRO's receijve
training well above the recommended minimum of 40 hours

training per year.

Offense Data

The Hi]]sborough County Schools' Security Division
publishes an Annual Report each year which describes
the number of burglaries, incidents of vandalism, and
thefts at each school and the dollar losses incurred
by the School System as a result of these offenses.
This evaluation utilizes data from the 1973-74, 1975-76 |
and 1977-78 school years to compare junior high schools
served by the SRO program with junior high schools with
no SRO program. In addition, these data are compared
with the number of reported burglaries and larcenies
for the City of Tampa and Hil1éborough County (excluding
City of Tampa) to see if changes in reported offenses
at the schools were consistant with county-wide changes
in reported offenseé.

Figure 1 (on the following page) compares the
frequency of burglaries in SRO schools to tﬁe frequency

of burglaries in non-SRO schools in 1974, 1976 and 1978.



Figure 1: School Burglaries (Junior High Schools) 1974, 1976, & 1978
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SOURCE: Hillsborough County Schools; Security Division 1974, 1976,
and 1978 - Annual Reports.

1 Ineludes 20 junior high schools served by TPD, HCSO & TTPD SRO programs.
Includes all 6 junior high schools not served by the SRO program.

Figure 2: County-wide Burglaries (in thousands) 1974, 1976, & 1978
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SOURCE: Five-year Crime Summary (Hillsborough County) 1973-1977; .and,
Crime In Florida, 1978 Annual Report
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These same data are presented in Table 1 in
crosstabulation table format. Both displays show

a decrease in burglaries at the SRO schools and an
5ncrease in burglaries at schools without the SRO
program. Using the chi-square statistic with the
crosstabulation table indicates that the differences
in observed frequency of burglaries from 1974 to

1978 is statistically significant ( 2 - 7.25; p £ 0.05).

TABLE 1: Frequency of Burglaries in Schools

1974 1976 1978
SRO
Schools?! 138 110 87
.Schools
without
SRSU 22 23 31
program2

SOURCE: Hillsborough County Schools; Security
Division, 1974, 1976, & 1978 - Annual Reports

! Includes 20 junior high schools served by TPD, HCSO,
and TTPD SRO programs.
Includes all 6 junior high schools not served by the
SRO program.
Figure 2 shows the frequency of burglaries county-
wide during 1974, 1976 and 1978. Notably, the pattern
of changes in burgiaries county-wide over this time

period is similar to the pattern of changes in school

burglaries. More specifically, the SRO schools, which



are 1ﬁ urban and suburban locations (an SRO is assigned
to every junior high school within the Tampa City limits
and to five of the seven suburban _schools on the
outskirts of Tampa City limits), experienced a decrease
in burglaries, as did the entire City of Tampa. The
non-SR0O schools, which are in suburban and rural
locations, experienced an increase in burglaries, as did
the remainder of the county (excludina the City of Tampa).
Tﬁe number of thefts in junior high schools are
reported in Table 2, below, and in Figure 3 on the\
following page. For comparison, county-wide larcenies
are reported-in Figure 4. These data are more ambiguous
than the burglary data discussed above. No pattern
appears and no statistically éignificant differences
emerge. Further, the patterh of change in thefts in the
schools does not appear to be consistent with the pattern

of change county-wide.

TABLE 2: School Thefts - 1974, 1976 & 1978

1974 1976 1978
SRO
Schoolsl 32 53 35
Schools
w/o SRO, 12 9 7
program

SOURCE: Hillsborough County Schools; Security
Division, 1974, 1976 & 1978 -~ Annual Reports

1 Includes 20 junior high schools served by TPD, HCSO,

and TTPD SRO programs.

2 Includes all 6 junior high schools not served by SRO program.

- 10 -



Figure 3: School Larcenies (Junior High Schools) 1974, 1976 & 1978
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SOURCE: Hillsborough County Schools; Security Division 1974, 1976 and
1978 - Annual Reports. '

1 Includes 20 junior high schools served by TPD, HCSO & TTPD SRO programs.
Includes all 6 junior high schools not served by the SRO program.

Figdre 4: County-wide Larcenies (in thousands) 1974, 1976 & 1978
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SOURCE: Five-Year Crime Summary (Hillsborough County) 1973-1977; and,
Crime in Florida, 1978 Annual Report
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The number of vandalism incidents in the junior
high schools are reported in Table 3, below, and in
Figure 5 on the following page. Although no statistically
significant differences emerge the data reflect a
continual increase in the incidents of reported school
vandalism at the SRO schools while 1ittle change is seen

at the non-SRO schools.

TABLE 3: School Vandalism Incidence - 1974, 1976 & 1978

1974 _1976 1978
SRO 1
Schools 46 61 94
Schools
w/0 SRO 10 . 12 8
program2

SQURCE: Hillsborough County Schools; Security
Division, 1974, 1976 & 1978 -~ Annual Reports

1 Includes 20 junior high schools served by TPD, HCSO,

2 and TTPD SRO programs.
Includes all 6 junior high schools not served by SRO program.

- 12 -
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Includes all 6 junior high schools not served by the SRO program.
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Student Attitude Data

During the 1977-78 school year the Tampa Police
Department (TPD) SRO program staff conducted a survey of
over 1400 students enrolled in Hillsborough County
public schools (study design is included in Appendix A).
The primary purpose of the study was to identify changes
in students' attitudes toward police which may have
resulted from students being exposed to the SRO program
in their respective schools.

Five "attitude" questions and four other related
gquestions from the Student Attitude Survey (Appendix B)
are discussed in this section. These nine questions are
restated in Table 4, as they appeared on the survey
questionnaire.

The first five questio&% in Table 4 were asked to
ascertain student attitudes toward police. The percentage

1 on each of these 'questions for each

of favorable responses
subsample of students is shown in Table 5. Data from
both the initial survey (pre-test) and the follow-up
survey (post-test) at the end of the school year are

included.

The attitude questions on the survey were constructed
with either a ves/no or a multiple choice response. On
all the questions, the responses provided were recoded
into either a '"favorable" or "unfavorable" response
category.

- 14 -



Review of the pre-test data indicate that at the
time of the initial survey, most of the students
expressed positive sentiments toward the police.
Comparéd'to the ninth grade students at the target
schoo]é, more of the seventh grade étudents responded
favorab]y to the attitude questions. Similarly, more of
the ninth grade students from the control schools
responded favofab]y when compared to the ninth grade
students at the target school. These patterns were
anticipated based on the urban/rural factor mentioned
‘above. At the same time, the control eleventh grade
students also seemed slightly more positive than the
- target school ninth graders, counter to what was expected.

Comparison of the pre-test with the post-test data
from fhe Student Attitude Survey indicates that the |
percentage of the target school students expressing
favorable attitudes toward police increased from pre-test
to post-test. The percentage of students expressing
positive sentiments at the control schools decreased from
the beginning to the end of the year. Although the data
varies considerably from question to question, the
attitudes of the control school students generally
declined over time while the attitudes of the target

school students improved slightly or remained about the

- 15 -



TABLE 4: Attitude Questions on Student Attitude Survey

Question 1:

Question 2:

Question 3:

Question 4:

Question 5:

Question 6:

Question 7:

Question 8:

Question 9:

Based on my experiences, I think police are:
1) crooked 2) friendly 3) mean 4) polite
I think policemen treat rich and poor people
the same:

1) yes 2) no

I think policemen are hardly ever around
when you need them:

1) yes 2) no

I think policemen usually hassle people for
no reason:

1) yes 2) no

I think policemen have their jobs because
they can't do anything else:

1) yes 2) no

I think a school cop is the same as any
other cop:

1) yes 2) no

1 think a school cop is nicer than a street
cop:

1) yes 2) no

I think a school cop is in the school
because he couldn't do the job in the street:
1) yes 2) no

I think a school cop is someone who just
walks around and can't arrest anyone off
school grounds:

1) yes 2) no

- 16 -
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TABLE 5: Percentage of Favorable Responses to "Attitude" Questions on

Student Attitude Survey

TOTAL '
HCSO TTPD TPD-9 NINTH GRADE] TPD-7 CONTROL 9th JCONTROL 1ith
Question 1 :
. Pre-test 74.3 70.4 70.9 71.9 83.8 82.7 82.9
Post-test] .77.9 80.0 68.8 72.9 83.6 - 82.4 74.4
Question 2 |
‘ Pre-test 48.6 46.4 51.0 49.9 63.1 64.7 47.9
Post-test| 50.4 40.0 48.5 48.6 65.9 55.9 31.9
" Question 3 | _
Pre-test 46.4 44 .8 50.0 48.4 55.7 55.8 53.8
Post-test 43.2 40.0 47 .1 45.2 50.8 38.2 51.8
Question 4
Pre-test 68.2 65.5 63.5 65.1 78.3 67.9 75.0
|
Post-test 70.5 68.0 68.3 69.1 79.3 I 60.6 73.7
Question 5 i
Pre-test 84.7 79.3 84.1 83.9 83.5 90.2 94.9
Post-test 92.3 92.0 90.4 91.2 90.8 I 85.3 92.0




same.l Thus, the data are again consistent with what
was expected based on the Bauma and Williams study (1972).

Two questions on the Student Attitude SUrvey,
Questions 6 and 7 (Table 4), asked the students to
indicate what they thought about "school cops" (SRO's)
compared to "street cops". The remaining two questions
asked the students to respond to two specific state-
ments about thé SRO's abilities and responsibilities
The students' responses to these questions are provided
in Table 6. Again, the data are presented in such a way
as to allow comparison of initial and follow-up
responses for each of the subsamples of students.

No significant differences between the control and
target schools were found even though some minor
differences were observed in the pre-test and post-test
data.2 On Question 6, the control ninth grade students
showed an increase (from pre-test to post-test) in the
number of students who thought the SRO's and street cops
were the same, while the target school responses remained

relatively unchanged. On Question 7, neither the control

1 It should be noted that although the differences cited

above are considered large enough to be meaningful, they

are not statistically significant except in two instances:

1. There was a significant (p < 0.05) increase in
favorable responses by the seventh grade target
students on Question #5.

2. There was a significant (p £ 0.05) decrease in
favorable responses by the eleventh grade control
students on Question #2.

Target school seventh graders' responses to Question 8
showed a statistically significant increase from pre-test
to post-test (p £0.05).
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TABLE 6: Favorable Responses to Other Law Enforcement Related Questions on Student Attitude Survey

TOTAL :
. HCSO TTPD TPD-9 NINTH GRADE 1PD-7 CONTROL 9th]CONTROL 11th
Question 6 ' »
Pre-test 61.6 - 65.5 53.1 56.9 55.0 43.1 46.6
Post-test .57.3 91.2 - 53.4 54.9 54.4 52.9 50.7
Question 7 _
Pre-test 48.6 60.7 56.5 54.3 56.3 46.0 55.3
Post-test 58.0 68.0 47.0 . 52.5 64.7 46.9 51.1
Question 8
Pre-test 90.3 82.8 86.1 87.1 82.3 75.5 91.3
Post-test: 91.6 100.0 85.5 88.7 90.8 !' 90.9 92.0
Question 9 , , A
Pre-test 84.5 86.2 - 90.4 88.2 84.4 76.9 89.5
Post-test 90.8 | 95.8 92.8 92.3 91.8 I 93.9 94.9




schools nor the target schools experienced much change
from the initial survey to the follow-up survey. On
Question 8, the control school students responded more
favorably to the post-test than to the pre-test while
responses from target school students remained unchanged.
And, based on Question 9, both the control‘and target
school students indicated an increased understanding of
the SRO's responsibilities, with the control samples
experiencing the largest increases in favorable responses.
These Tlast four questions are particularly
troublesome as far as interpretation is concerned. As
an example, Question 6 is ambiguous and at best since we
do not know why the SRO's and street cops are perceived as
the "same" (or different) and we do not know Qhether it is
good or bad if they are peréeived as the "same". Question
7 asks the students to make a generalization about both SRO's
and street cops that is difficult to make. In fact, we often
encourage people not to make such generalizations. Also,
Questions 8 and 9 ask students to respond to questions
regarding the SRO's abilities and responsibilities when they
have had no contact or experience with SRO's upon which to
based their judgments. Thus, the responses to these four
questions are interesting but add 1itt1é evidence, positive
or negative, that suggests the SRO program has an effect on

student attitudes toward police.
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Officer and Teacher Survey

During the 1978-79 school year a survey of local law
enforcement officers and teachers wa; conducted by the P1ahning
Unit's Program Evaluation Specialist. The law enforcement
officers surveyed included all the local School Resource
Officers (called SRO's) and a sample of police officers and
deputies assigned to patrol functions (called regular officers).
The SRQ's and the regular officers were from the Hillsborough
County Sheriff's Office, the Tampa Police Department and the
Temple Terrace Police Department (a1l the local agencies with

an SRO program).

The teachers included in the survey were saﬁp]ed from local
schools with the SRO program (called SRO teachers) and from
Tocal schoo]s without the SRO program (called reqular teachers).

Only Jjunior high school teachers were asked to participate

The quéstionnaire used in this survey was designed
specifically for this purpose. The survey (Aopendix C) began
by asking a number of questions about the major demogranhic
and biographic characteristics of the respondents (teachers
and officers). In addition, the survey consisted of two major
sections. The methodology and data analysis for each section

follows.
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Scenarios

In the first section of the survey, the respcndents
were presented with 16 scenarios describing situations where
students had become involved in various kinds of delinquent
behavior. The respondents weie to review each scenario,
consider the factors present and then select the most
appropriate "Disposition" for each case. The five possible
dispositions were: 1) Counsel and Release, 2) Diversion,

3) Probation, 4) Commitment, and 5) Transfer to Adult Court.
The dispositions were clearly defined in the questionnaire

and, though not all inclusive, kepresent the normal range of
dispositions available to law enforcement, the DHRS, and the

Courts in delinquency cases.

The analysis presented below examines the dispositions
chosen by the various grouﬁs of respondents focusing first
on the differences between the SRO's and the regular officers
and then on the differences between the SRO's, the SRO
teachers and the regular teachers. A second more complex

analysis is presented in Appendix D.

The comparison of the SRO and regular officers' responses
to the scenarios is shown in Tables 7, 8, and 9. In Tahle 7,
the dispositions chosen by the officers on all 16 scenarios
are presented. Review of the percentages in each response

category allows a quick visual comparison of the officers’
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Table 7: Group By Disposition (A1l scenarios)

GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
SRO's 24 46 124 108 2 304
7.89 15.13 | 40.79 35.53 0.66
Regular 42 87 - 176 139 36 480
Officers 8.75 18.13 26.67 28.96 7.50
TOTAL 66 133 300 247 38 7834
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
Chi-Square 22.497 DF = 4 PROB. = 0.0002

- 23 -



Table 8: Group By Disposition (Serious Offense Scenarios)

GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
. 3 10 62 75 2 152
SRQ's 1.97 6.58 | 40.79 49.34 1.32
Regular 9 18 99 88 26 240
Officers 3.75 7.50 41.25 36.67 10.83
TOTAL 12 28 161 163 28 392
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
WARNING: Over 5% of the cells havé expected counts less than 5. Table

is so sparse that Chi-square may not be a valid test.

Chi-square 16.472 DF = 4. PROB. = 0.0024

1s so sparse that Chi-square may not be a valid test.

Chi-square

9.224

DF

= 4

PROB. =

0.0557

Table 9: Group By Disposition (Minor Offense Scenarios)
GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
SRO's 21 36 62 33 0 152
13.82 23.68 40.79 21.71 n.00
Regular 33 69 77 51 10 240
Officers 13.75 28.75 32.08 21.25 | 4.17
%
TOTAL 54 105 139 84 10 392
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
WARNING: Over 5% of the cells have expected counts less than 5. Table



responses.1 The data indicate that the dispositions
chosen by each group were significantly different. The
SRO's were more moderate in their selection of dispositions
while the regular officers chose the extreme disposition
more often.
Table 8 and 9 further break the data out by type
of offense; generally, whether the offense described in
the scenarios were "serious" or "minor". The chi-square
tests of significance indicate that the dispositions chosen
by the two groups of officers were significantly different
on the "serfous offense" scenarios but not different on the
"minor offense" scenarios.’
A further comparison of the SRO's responées and the
regular officers' responses to a group of "SRO-like"
officers (called Control officers) is provided in Appendix E.
These data indicate that the SRO's and the Control officers'
responses to the scenarios were not significantly different
while the dispositions chosen by the regular officers and

control officers were different. Thus, the SRO selection

Rather than comparing the responses to each of the 16
scenarios separately, an index variable called Disposition
(or "Disp") was created. Thus, the numbers in the table
represent "Responses'; the total number of responses is
equal to the number of scenarios times the number of
respondents (i.e., 16 scenarios x 19 SRO's = 304 responses).

Although a warning is given in the latter two tables that the
significance tests may not be valid due to the sparseness of
the data, collapsing the tables by grouping disposition
categories minimizes the effects of the sparse data and yields
similar significant differences.
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criteria (the "like" variables between the SRO's and the
Control officers, namely the officerg' education and
prior experience) apparently contributed to the
differences found between these groups and the regular
officers.

'Tables 10, 11, and 12 present the data comparing the
responses to the scenarios provided by the SRO's and
the SRO teachers. The data in Table 10 indicate that
when all the scenarios are considered together, the
dispositions chosen by the SRO's and the SRO teachers were
significantly different, the SRO teachers choosing more
“lenient or 1e§s restrictive dispositions. Tables 11 and
12 show the differences in the dispositions chosen when
the serious and minor offense scenarios are reviewed
separately. The data indicate that regardless of the type
of offense‘invo1ved, the SRO teachers selected less
restrictive dispositions than the SRO's.l

A further comparison of the responses of the SRQO's,
the SRO‘teachers, and the regular teachers is provided in
Appendix E. These data reveal that the two groups of

teachers were significantly different on the dispositions

chosen when all the scenarios were considered together;

Note however, that in all three tables a warning is again
provided that the significance tests may not be valid due

to the sparseness of the data in the tables. Again,
collapsing the tables yields similar significant differences
while minimizing the effects of sparseness of data.
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Table 10:

Group By Disposition (A1l Scenarios)

GROUP DISP

Counsel & Transfer to

Release Adult Court
‘Frequency

Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
SRO" 24 46 124 108 2 304
S 7.89 15.13 40.79 | 35.53 0.66
SRO 219 353 352 225 19 1168
Teachers 18.75 30.22 30.14 19.26 1.63 :
TOTAL 243 399 476 335 21 1472
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
Table

WARNING: Over 5% of the cells have expected counts less than 5.
- is so sparse that Chi-square may not be a valid test.

Chi-square

75.737
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Table 11:

Group By Disposition (Serious Offense Scenarios)

GROUP

is so sparse that Chi-square may not be a valid test.

Chi-square

49.035

DF

=4

PROB.

= 0.0001

DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Frequency _
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
. 3 10 62 75 2 152
SRO's 1.97 6.58 40.79 49.34 1.32
SRO 59 141 214 155 15 534
Teachers 10.10 24.14 36.64 26.54 2.57
TOTAL 62 151 276 230 17 736
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
WARNING: Over 5% of the cells have expected counts less than 5. 'Table

is so sparse that Chi-square may not be a valid test.

Chi-square

37.003
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=4

PROB.

= 0.0001

Table 12: Group By Disposition (Minor Offense Scenarios)
GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
SRO" 21 36 62 33 0 152
> 13.82 23.68 40.79 21.71 0.00
SRO 160 212 138 70 4 584
Teachers 27 .40 36.30 23.63 11.99 0.68
TOTAL 181 243 200 103 4 736
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
WARNING: Over 5% of the cells have expected counts less than 5. Table



the SRO teachers selecting more moderate dispositions.
When the serious offense scenarios were reviewed
separately, no significant differences were detected

between the two groups.
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Perceived Frequency and Importance of SRO Activities

The second major section of the Officer and Teacher
survey consisted of a listing of 23 activities in which
an SRO could be involved at a‘school. The respondents
were to read each activity statement and decide, based
on their knowledge and experience: 1) the frequency of
the SRO's involvement in each activity, and 2) how
important it is that the SRO's be involved in each
activity. The frequency responses range from 1) Always
to 4) Never. The importance responses range from
1) Very Important to 4) Not at A1l Important.

Generally, the activities included in the Questionnaire
were grouped into two broad categories for the data analysis,
either "Appropriate" or "Inappropriate" for SRO invo1vement.1
These categories were defined in conformance with the
National Model SRO Program, discussed in the preliminary
eVa]uation. It is important to remember in reviewing this
classification system that none of the activities listed as
inappropriate are inappropriate under all circumstances.
Rather, because of the SRO program's intent and design,
the SRO's should focus their time on the appropriate
activities and avoid continued and routine involvement in

the inappropriate areas.

The inappropriate activities include item #'s 1,3,4,6,9,10,
18, and 20. The remaining 12 items are defined as
appropriate. See Appendix C.
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The analysis presented below briefly reviews the
"frequency" of the SRO activities as perceived by various
groups of respondents and then examines the "“importance" of
the SRO activities as perceived by the same groups.
Comparisons are made between the SRO's, the Regular
Officers, and the SRO Teachers. Further, data tables
showing the same kinds of comparisons between the SRQ's,
the Control Officers and Regular Teachers is included in
Appendix F.

Tables 13, 14, 15 and 16 display the SR0Q's, the SRO
Teachers and the Regular Officers'’ responses1 regarding
the preceived frequency of the SRO's activities. It is
important to note in reviewing the percentages of responses
in each category that the SRQ's themselves indicated that
they are frequently involved in appropriate activities
(88.8% of their responses were in the "always" or "often"
categories) and are only infrequently inyo]ved in the
inappropriate activities (only 29.6% of all their responses
were in the frequent involvement categories). These results
appear to be consistant with the original intent of the
Tocal SRO program and consistant with the National Model SRO

Program.

Rather than comparing the responses to the 23 activities
separately, an index variable called Frequency (or "Freq")
was created. Thus,; the numbers in the tables represent
"responses"; the number of responses is equal to the number
of activities times the number of respondents.
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Table 13: Group By Frequency (Appropriate Activities)

GROUP FREQ
Always Never
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
153 100 T3 0 285
SRQ's | 53.68 35.09 11.23 0.00
SRO ' 489 346 209 23 1067
Teachers 45.83 32.43 19.59 2.16
TOTAL , 642 446 241 23 1352

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

WARNING: Over 5% of the cells have expected counts less than 5. ‘
Table is so sparse that Chi-square may not be a valid test.

Chi-square 18.366 DF = 3 PROB. = 0.0004

Table 14: Group By Frequency (Inappropriate Activities)

GROUP FREQ

Always Never

Frequency ,
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
' A 13 32 70 37 152

SRO's 8.55 21.05 | 46.05  |24.34
SRO 94 143 224 101 562

Teachers 16.73 25.44 39.86 17.97
TOTAL 107 175 294 138 714

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-Square 9.902 DF = 3 PROB. = 0.0194
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" Table 15: Group By Frequency (Appropriate Activities)

GROUP FREQ
Always Never
Frequency
~ Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
. 153 100 32 0 285
SRO's 53.68 35.09 11.23 0.00
Regular 185 159 72 1 417
Officers 44.36 38.13 17.27 0.24
TOTAL 338 259 104 1 702

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

WARNING: Over 5% of the cells have expected counts less than 5.
Table is so sparse that Chi-square may not be a valid test.

Chi-square 8.328 DF = 3 PROB. = 0.0397

Table 16: Group By Frequency (Inappropriate Activities)

GROUP FREQ
Always Never
Freguency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
SRO’ 13 32 70 37 152
S 8.55 21.05 46.05 24.34
Regular 28 : 65 100 31 224
Officers 12.50 29.02 44 .64 13.84

TOTAL 41 97 170 68 376
| STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-square 9.084 DF = 3 PROB. = 0.0282
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Comparing the responses of the different groups,
the data in the tables indicate that both the SRO
teachers' and the ﬁegu]ar officers' perception of the
SRO's activities were different from the SRO's perceptions
of their own activities. Generally, the SRO's indicated
that they were involved more often in the "appropriate"
activities and less often in the "inappropriate” activities
then perceived by the SRO teachers or the Regular officers.
Tables 17, 18, 19, and 20 display the SRO's, the SRO

1 regarding

teachers' and the Regular officers' responses
the perceived importance of the SRQO's activities. The
percehtages of responses in each category in Tables 17 and
19 indicate that a11 the respondents, SRO'é, SRO teachers
and Regular officers, felt it was either very important or
important for the SR0O's to be involved in the activities
classified as appropriate (94.1%, 89.5% and 94.0% of their
responses, respectively, were in these categories). The
SRO teachers assigned a slightly lower level of importance
(statistically significant) to these activities than did
the SRO's.

The percentages in the various response categories in
Tables 18 and 20 reflect a statistically significant

di fference between the groups of respondents on the

importance of activities classified as inappropriate.

1
Rather than comparing the responses to the 23 activities

separately, an index variable called Importance (or "Import')
was created. Thus, the numbers in the tables represent
"responses'; the number of responses is equal to the number
of activities times the number of respondents.
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Table 17: Group By Importance (Appropriate Activities)

GROUP IMPORT
Very Not at All
Important Important
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
. 190 67 16 0 273
SRO"s 69.60 24,54 5.86 0.00
SRO : 657 332 101 15 1105
Teachers 59.46 30.05 9.14 1.36
TOTAL 847 399 117 15 1378

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

WARNING: Over 5% of the cells have expected counts less than 3.
Table is so sparse that Chi-square may not be a valid test.

Chi-square 12.431 DF = 3 PROB. = 0.0060

Table 18: Group By Importance (Inappropriate Activities)

GROUP IMPORT
Very Not at All
Important : Important
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
' 17 32 55 39 144
SRO"s 11.81 22.92 38.19 27.08
SRO 131 186 168 103 588
Teachers 22.28 31.63 28.57 17.52
TOTAL 148 219 223 142 732
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-square 18.186 DF = 3 PROB. = 0.0004
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Table 19:

Group By Importance (Appropriate Activities)

GROUP IMPORT
Very Not at All
Important Important
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4
' 190 67 16 0
SRO's 69.60 24,54 5.86 0.00
Regular 293 127 25 2
Officers 65.55 28.41 5.59 0.45
TOTAL 483 194 41 2
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
WARNING: Over 5% of the cells have expected counts less than 5.

Table is so sparse that Chi-square may not be a valid

Chi-square

2.599

DF =

PROB.

= 0.4577
N.S.

Table 20: Group By Importance (Inappropriate Activities)

GROUP IMPORT
Very Not at All
Important Important
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4
' 17 33 55 39
SRO"s 11.81 22.92 | 38.10 27.08
Regular 58 83 71 28
Officers 24.17 34.58 29.58 11.67
TOTAL 75 116 126 67

Chi-square

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

25.390

DF

- 36 -

PROB. = 0.0001

TOTAL

273

447

720

test.

TOTAL

144

240

384



Namely, the SRO's assigned a relatively low level of
importance to these activities (only 34.7% of their
responses were in the "important" or "very important"
categories). In contrast, the SRO teachers and the
Regular officers perceived‘these activities as more
important for the SRO's than did the SRO's themselves
(53.9% and 58.8% of their responses were'in the
“"important" or “vehy'important“ categories).

The Tables in Appendix F provide additional data
comparing the groups of respondents on both the
perceived frequency and the perceived importance of
SRO activities. As with Tables 13 through 20, the
activities are classified as either appropriaté or

inappropriate for comparison purposes.
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Data Summary

A number of types of data were presented.in the
previous sections. Process data were reviewed in order
to determine the level of activitiy maintained by the
SRQ's in their Tocal schools. Offense data were
reviewed in an attempt to try to identify any trends
in the Tevel of reported school offenses which might
be attributed to the SRQ's presence in the local public
schools. Student Attitude data were reviewed to assess
any changes in student attitudes toward law enforce-
ment resulting from student contact with the SRO program.
And, finally, data from a survey of local law enforce- |
ment officers (including the §RO'S themselves) and
school teachers was examined in an effort to pinpoint
some important differences between officers and teachers.

The following paragraphs briefly summarize these findings.

Process Data
Finding: Review of data on the five process
measures presented previously in this report
indicate that the SRQ's level of activity
exceeded that anticipated at the onset of the
local grants.
The number of presentations made by the SRO's and the

SRQ's training exceeded the levels specified in the grant's
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objectives. The number of police contacts with youth
identified as being at risk of becpming delinquent was
quite high. Because the nature and quality of the
contacts was varied and because no criterion level was
specified in the grants' objectives, a quantitative
assessment of whether or not the grants' objectives

were met is not possible. The large number and the varied
nature of these contacts, however, is a subjective but
important reflection of both the schools' and the
students' confidence in the individual SRO's abilities as-
problem solvers.

Given‘the continuing public outcry of increasing
crime and delinquency, in general, and school crime, in
specific; the number of arrests made by the SRO's might
be considered relatively Tow. At the same time, a
low level of arrests should be considered a reflection of
the SRO ﬁrogram’s commitment to emphasize crime-prevention
and community relations rather than "hard-line" crime
control.

The only disappointing statistics presented in the
process data section is the low level of diversions made
by the SRO program staff. The number of diversions
reported , however, is a good example of problems with
"measurability” which plague many crime prevention and

diversion-related programs. Legal problems with where
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delinquent youth can be diverted, and changes in the
State's juvenile statutes are, and will continue to be,
a major contributor to this problem regardless of any

good faith efforts made by program staff.

Offense Data

Finding: The offense data present in this

report do not substantiate clearly that the

SRO program reduced crime in the SRO schools.

Analysis of data on three types of school crime
was conducted in an attempt to identify changes in crime
rates which might be associated with the presence of the
SRO's in the schools. Schocl-reported data was utilized
in this analysis because it was the only data available
which was not obviously 1nf1uénced by "reactivity", a
rather standard threat to the validity of such outcome
data. Even then, some of the trends in the data appear
as though reactivity may have biased these results.

Burglaries in the SRO schools dec]inedvsubstant1a11y
from the 1974 to the 1978 school years while non-SRO
schools showed an increase in burglaries. School larcenies
increased and then declined over the same time period in
the SRO schools and declined slightly but steadily in the
non-SRO schools. School vandalism in the SRO schools

increased substantially while remaining relatively constant
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in the non-SRO schools from 1974 to 1978. The change

in school burglaries and larcenies from 1974 to 1978

were consistent with county-wide burglaries and larcenies.
The increase in school vandalism was most likely affected
by "reactivity". That is, the increase in larcenies

could represent an increase in the reporting of larcenies
due to the convenience of having the SRO's present rather
than representing a real increase in the number of
larcenies occuring. This is a relatively common phenomenon

with this type of crime and this type of program.

Student Attitude Data

Finding: Student attitude data refiect an

improved attitude toward law enforcement in

the SRO schools while attitudes deteriorated

in the Control schools.

The general patterns found in the attitude survey dafa
are consistent with previously reported datg from other
similar program around the country although not directly
comparable since different survey instruments were utilized.
Generally, the attitﬁdes of all the groups of students, at
the beginning of the school year, were mostly favorable,
some initial differences existing as expected due to the
age of the students and their urban/suburban/rural environ-

ments. Data from the attitude post-test at the end of the



school year reflect more favorable responses from the
SRO school students than from the qon-SRO school students
even though the non-SRO school students were more

favorable at the beginning of the year.

Officefé and Teachers Survey Data

Finding: The responses to the scenarios

presented in the questionnaire indicate

that the SRO's chose more moderate

dispositions while the Regular officers

chose the extreme dispositions more often.

When examined by type of offense, the groups

were different on dispositions chosen for

serious offenses but not different on

minor offenses.

Review of the responses to the scenarios by the
various groups of respondents indicates that the factors
in the scenarios -- type of offense, age of the youth
involved , the youth's prior record and the youth's
attitude toward the offense -- directly influenced the
choice of disposition with all the respondent groups.
Using a group of "SRO-like" officers (control officers)
as a comparison group indicates that the SRO selection
criteria (the "like" variables between the SRO and

Control officers) contributed to the differences found
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between these two groups and the regular officers.

As might be expected, the SRO's and the teachers
were also different on the dispositions chosen for the
scenarios.

Finding: The SRO's responses to the

activity questions reflect frequent involvement

in activities classified as appropriate

and only infrequent involvement in activities

classified as inappropriate, while the SRO

teachers perceived the SRQ's as being more

frequently involved in the "inappropriate"

activities.

Finding: Al1 the respondents assigned a high

level of importance to the appropriate

activities. The SRO's assigned a relatively |

low Tevel of importance to the inappropriate

activities while the SRO teachers rated these

activities as being much more important.

The SRO's responses to the “frequency of involvement
in" and "importance of" all the activitias described in the
questionnaire were consistent with what would be expected
based on the National Model SRO Program,

The differences found between the SRO's and the SRO

teachers, in terms of what each group thought was
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important, is the most significant finding in this part of
the evaluation. The teachers' desire for a safe working
environment and the traditional "law and order" impressions
of law enforcement pervades the teachers' perceptions of
the SRO program. The high level of importance placed by
the SRO teachers on the activities characterized as
inappropriate is critical. The teachers' desire to have
more emphaéis placed on crime control is in conflict with
the program intent and just what the National Model SRO

Program warns against.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Since they were implemented in 1977, the three
LEAA-funded SRO projects in Hillsborough County have
performed well. The community support needed by the
program has been on-going and positive, so positive
that the program now operates in all public secondary
schools in Hillsborough County.

When the LEAA-funded SRO projects were implemented,
few of the normally anticipated start-up problems were
experienced. Some administrative and staff changes at
the various agencies which were not antiéipated did
occur but with no detrimental consequences to the program.

If any one problem was to be singled out it would
be data collection and reporting. During the first year,

data reporting was inconsistent within each project.
Time alone seemed to help standardize and routinize data
reporting, Since the three agencies that have an SRO
project are run independently, some inconsistencies
still exist between égencies. This is problematic only
to the extent that comparison of activity level between
the agencies and review of the three projects as a single

program are difficult.
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But more importantly, the SRO program suffers
from the same difficulties as many other crime
prevention and community relations type programs.

Namely, the development, co]]ection_and reporting of
outcome or impact data is nearly impossible without
the expenditure of vast amounts of time and effort.
Even then, the reliability and validity of such data
often comes into question unless a well-planned
experimental design is used to develop the data.

The SRO projects currently collect and report a
considerable amount of data for management, monitoring
and evaluation purposes. During this éva]uation still
. more data was collected. This_who]e process is both
difficult and time consuming: It is imperative that the
SRO pfojeéts review their current data collection
practices, determine data needs, routinize data collection
and minimize excess data collection. Most importantly,
the SRC program should continua11y seek to develop better
methods of assessing program impact.

Two of the most positive aspects of the SRO program,
and aspects upon which the program is dependent for
success, are the quality of the officers selected as
SRO's and the training they receive. In terms of both

education and experience, the SRO's are highly qualified.
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But far more important, the SRO's generally possess
the patience, understanding, professional knowledge
and communication skills necessary to work cooperatively
with mosf people under most circumstances. Given that
the SRO's have continued contact with Taw enforcement
personnel, students, parenfs, teachers and school
administrators in a variety of situations, thése
qualities are essential.

One aspect of training that appears to be critical
to the SRO program is the orientation and training of
school staff and other law enforcement personnel.
Teachers and Taw enforcement officers need a good
understanding of the SRO program and what it is
attempting to do. Without this, the teachers' and law
enforcement officers' contact with youth cannot be
expected to reinforce posifive attitudes toward law
enforcement that the SRO's attempt to develop.

Another important and related point needs to be
made. The preliminary evaluation of the SRO program
first mentioned the importance of the program focusing
on certain "appropriate" activities and minimizing
involvement in other "inappropriate" kinds of activities.
The Officer & Teacher Questionnaire conducted for this

evaluation again raised the quesfion of where the
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project 's emphasis was placed and where it should
be placed. A firm resolve needs to be maintained by
the administration of the law enfo}cement agencies that
the SRO program is a crime prevention project. The
SRO's themselves then must work with school administration
at thefr respective schools in accomodating the crime
control needs of the scHoo] yet not jeopardize the
integrity of the SRO program as a crime prevention
project.

These recommendations are provided after careful
consideration of both the preliminary evaluation and the

preceding sections of this final evaluation:

Recommendation: At a minimum, the following

process data should continue to be collected and
reported as a barometer of activity level:

1) # of presentations made

2) amount of training received

3) of offense related contacts

#

4) # of other student contacts
#
#

5) of arrests made (referrals to HRS)
6) of diversions made
7) # of referrals to HRS with

recommendation for Juvenile
Arbitration
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Recommendation: A simple analysis of

reported school offense data should be
developed and reported annually showing

changes in school crime over time.

Recommendation: Student attitude

studies should continue to be conducted
annually using a standardized attitude
scale. This survey should include .
several general items allowing the
students to express their opinions

regarding the SRO program.

Recommendation: Input from the teachers

in the SRO schools should be sought
annually allowing the teachers to express
their general attitudes toward the SRO
program, its strengths and how it could

be improved.

Recommendation: An orientation and

training program for teachers and law
enforcement officers should be developed and
training sessions should be conducted on an

on-going basis.
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Recommendation: The SRO program administrators

should continue to carefully monitor SRO
activities to ensure that the crime prevention
nature of the program is maintained;in practice,
cbnsistant with the initial program concept

and the National Model for SRO Programs.

Recommendation: All training should include

a segment which defines the characteristics of
the National Model for SRO Programs and
clarifies some of the pitfalls experienced by
other similar law enforcement/school crime

prevention programs.
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STUDENT ATTITUDE SURVEY STUDY DESIGN

Study Design

During the 1977-78 school year the Tampa Pclice
Department (TPD) SRO program staff conducted a survey
of over 1400 students enrolled in Hillsborcugh County
Public Schools. The primary purpose of the study was
to identify changes in students' attitudes toward
police which may have resulted from students being
exposed to the SRO program in their respective schools.
The survey discussed in this report was the
second such survey conducted for the local SRO program.
The survey questionnaire used was a revised version of
the instrument used during the 1976-77 school year.
The questiornaire was developed by the TPD SRO staff and
was modeled, in part, after a similar study conducted in
the late 1960's in Michigan (LEAA, 1968; Portune, 1971).
The survey questionnaire consisted of 34 total
questions. A number of these were designed to obtain
‘basic demographic characteristics of the respondents.
Five questions were constructed and utilized to ascertain
the student's attitudes toward police, in terms of their
perceptions of general police reputation and peolice

fairness. Four other questions utilized asked the



students to indicate what they thought about "school
cops" conpéred to “street cops", and what they thought
about the SRO's ability and the SRCO's function in the
schoo]s;.

The study design for the Student Attitude Survey
required the selection of students from six groups of

Hillsborough County Public Schools as follows:

1)1 Schools served by the HCSO SRO program,

2) Ninth grade schools served by the TPD
SRO program,

3) Seventh grade schools served by the TPD
SRO program,

4) One school served by the TTPD SRO
program,

5)  One ninth grade school not served by
' the SRO program,

6) Two eleventh grade schools not served
by the SRO program.

Thus, student attitudes can be examined, comparing
students from SRO schoo]s.with students from non-SRO
schools, and comparing students at varying grade levels.
The design of the local study was based on other
studies conducted previously by SRO and similar Police-
School Liaison programs around the country. A
Tongitudinal study of changes in students' attitudes

from 1968 to 1970 in a Michigan Police-School Liaison
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® program is the most noteworthy study found in the
profeséiona] literature. In this experiment, the
authors stated the following findings (which are
relevant to the Student Attitude Survey conducted by
the TPD SRO staff):

PY 1)  Students' perceptions of police in general
were somewhat less favorable in 1970 than
in 1968.
Y 2) Generally, pro-police sentiments declined
as grade level of students advanced.
3) After a year of the program the attitudes
o _ of students (regarding police fairness)
in the target schools remained basically
the same while in the céntro1 schools,
o attitudes toward police fairness were
less favorable.
The authors summed up their findings by saying: "In
® short, the comparison of student attitudes before
and after the initiation of the Police-School Liaison
Program (in Michigan) indicated that while there was
® | no measurable improvement in student sentiments, the
program was effective in preventing the decline of
favorable feelings which was occuring in the control
® school without a police-counselor program" (Bauma and

Williams, 1972).
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Thus, the local Student Attitude Survey sought to
answer a number of related questions. First, are local
student attitudes toward police geﬁera]]y favorable
or unfavorable? Second, do the data indicate that
student sentiments decline as grade level advances?

And finally, do changes in student attitudes toward
police vary when comparing students from SRO schools to

those from non-SRO schools?

Demographic Data

Before presenting the "attitude" data, a review of
the race and sex of the respondents is important since
~differences in the sz-samp1eslmay influence the
interprétation of the results, Regarding race and sex,
Bauma and Williams (1972) indicate that:

1) Male students report less favorable

| attitudes toward police than female
students;

2) Black students held the police in

lower regard than did white students,
and;

3) Importantly, there was an increase in

pro-police attitudes of black students
after exposure to the Police-School

Liaison program.
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Table A presents the racial composition of each of
the subsamples of students for both the pre-test and
post-test of the Student Attitude Survey. The student
sample from the TTPD SRO school has a disproportionately
high percentage of black students while the samples from
the ninth grade and eleventh grade control schools have
a disproportionately low percentage of black students
when compared to the other target school samples. Based
on the Bauma and Williams study (1972) these ratios could
bias the initial responses unfavorably at the TTPD SRO
school and favorably at the control schools, while the
degree of change in attitudes could be biased in the
opposite direction in these subsamples. Thus, the
differences found in the race- composition of the
subsamples should be kept in mind in reviewing the
attitude data.

Table A represents the sex composition of all the
subsamples. The differences observed were not found to
be significantly different. Thus, the sex composition
differences in the samples should have little effect on
the student responses to the questionnaire.

In addition, the location of the ninth grade
control school may also be a factor that affects the

responses of the students. Because the control school



TABLE A:

Race Composition of Sample Data

a - vi

HCSO i TTPD i TPD-9th
BLK | WHT SS BLK 1 WHT SS BLK | WHT SS
- Pre-test| 22.8] 67.5] 8.8 37.9] 62.110.0 21.9} 73.3( 4.3
Post-test| 22.6f 66.9} 8.3 40.0( 60.0} 0.0 17.6( 65.7] 12.9
TPD-7th i CONTROL 9th CONTROL 11th
BLK | WHT SS BLK | WHT SS BLK | WHT SS
Pre-test| 20.3| 72.0| 6.0 11.1] 88.9] 0.0 8.4 | 82.41 6.7
Post-test] 16.8] 76.2] 4.9 11.8| 88.2| 0.0 |j13.7 | 71.9] 12.9
TABLE A: Sex Composition of Sample Data
HCSO il TTPD ] TPD-9th [1 TPD-7th
M E M M F M £ M E
Pre-test 55.3 1 44.7 {|55.2 |44.8 {}44.1 | 55.91146.4 |53.6
Post-test 48.9151.1)|36.0 |64.0 ]{51.4 | 48.6}|36.6 |63.4
Tom1in-9th{] Hi1ls/Chamb
M F M F
Pre-test 55.6 | 44.4 }146.2 |53.8
Post-test 50.0{ 50.0 {|42.1 [57.9




is located in a rural area, the students' attitudes toward
police may be different from the attitudues of studehts

in the suburban or urban target schools. Since all the
urban séhoo]s had an SRO program at the time the study was
conducted, the use of a rural school for a control group

was necessary.
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INSTRUCTIONS

The following pages contain a number of questions
about a wide variety. of subjects. We think students differ
a great deal in the way they feel about these things so we
would like to have your honest opinion about them.

' *

Read each question carefully and circle che answer
which best tells us how you feel. There are no right or
wrong answers to any of the questions. Whenever possible,
let the things which have happened to you help you make a

choice. And please, be sure to answer each question.

The answers to these questions will be kept anonvmous-

no names will be used.




- Circle one (1) answer for each question.

I am:

1) black 2) white 3) spanish &) other

T am a:

1) boy 2) girl

I am in the grade?

1) 7th 2) 9th 3) 1lth 4) 12th

T am years old now?

1) 12-13 2) 14-15 3) 16-17 4) 18 or older

What kind of T.V. programs do you like ?

'O0f the following types of T.V. programs, I like

the best?

1) Comedy shows 2) Educational programs 3) Police shows

4) Movies 5) Variety shows

Of the following police shows, I like the best?

1) Adam-12 2) Police Story 3) Starsky & Hutch

4) TKojak 5) Barney Miller |

Obey means to do something someone tells you to do. I
think it is most important to obey:

1) my mother 2) my father 3) a teacher 4) a policeman

5) an older brother or sister 6) friends

Last year my best grades were in:

1) math 2) .science 3) english 4) history 5) other
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Overall, my teachers last year were:

1) excellent 2) good 3) fair 4) poor 5) terrible

My parents think school is:
1) very important 2) a good thing 3) something

you must do &) a waste of time

My personal contacts with the police have been:

1) frequent 2) seldom 3) never

My parents think police are:

1) crooked 2) friendly 3) mean &) polite

Based on my experiences, I think school is:
1) very important 2) a good thing 3) something

you must do 4) a waste of time

Based on my experiences, I think police are:

1) crooked 2) friendly 3) mean 4) polite

When I have a problem, I talk to:
1) a teacher 2) a parent 3) a policeman

4) a friend 5) a brother or sister

When I need advice, I listen most to:
1) a teacher 2) a parent 3) a policeman

4) a friend 5) a brother or sister

Most of my friends think their parents are:

1) too strict 2) fair 3) too lenient (easy)
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Most of my friend
1) understand th

3) don't care ab

I think my parent

l) too strict 2

I think my parent
1) understand me

care about me 4)

I think

s think their parents:
em 2) don't understand them

out them 4) don't have time for them

S are:

) fair 3) too lenient (easy)

S:
2) don't understand me 3) don't

don't have time for me

understands me the best?

1) a teacher 2)

friend 5) .a bre

I think policemen

1) vyes 2) no

I think policemen

1) yes 2) no

I think policemen

1) yes 2) no

I think policemen
do anything else.

/l) yes 2) no

In my family, dat
1) 1is something
2) 1is something

3) is something

a parent 3) a policeman 4) a

ther or sister

treat rich and poor people the same.

are hardly ever around when you need them.

usually hassle people for no reason.

have their jobs because they can't

ing:
I can talk about with my parents.
not usually talked about.’

we never talk about.
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28.

29.

- 30.

31.

32.

33.

- 34.

I have:

D
3)

many close friends 2) one or two close friends

no close friends

In my family, I am:

D

the oldest child 2) a middle child 3) the

youngest child 4) the only child

D

I think a school cop is the same as any other cop.

yes 2) no

I think a school cop is nicer than a street cop.

D

I think a school cop is in the school because he couldn't

yes 2) no

do the job in the street.

1y

yes 2) no

I think a school cop is someone who just walks around
and can't arrest anyone off school grounds.

L

yes 2) no

I want to:

D
2)

3)

4)

make good grades in school.

make good grades and have a good social life while
in school.

have a good social and sports life rather than
getting good grades while in school.

make money and not go to school any longer.
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SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire was developed to obtain two kinds of information.
First, we are interested in knowing your opinion about how juveniles should
be handled when they are involved in various kinds of unlawful activities.
Second, we are interested in knowing what you think local School Resource

Officers do/should do in their assigned schools.

Please complete this cover sheet and read the instructions on the
following page before you begin the gquestionnaire.
I, go on to Section II, again reading the instructions carefully before you

begin.

(62 BN -~ S S B A

00 ~N O

10.
11.
12.

Thank you for your assistance.

~ GENERAL INFORMATION

Your school:

After you finish Section

What subject do you teach?

Length of service at this school:

Total yeafs teaching experience:

Age:

Sex:v

Race:

Highest level of education completed: 3. A. Degree
M. A. Degree
Other

College Major:

Have you ever been a counselor/social worker?

Have you ever been a law enforcement or correctional officer?

Do you have a relative or close friend who is a law enforcement

officer, attorney, judge, correctional officer, etc.

Which job(s) do they have?




13.

14.

15.

In your opinion, what is the general socio-economic status of the
students at your school? What percentage would fall into each of
the following categories? (Total should equal 100%)

a) low socio-economic status

b) lower middle socio-economic status
c) upper middle socio-economic status
d) upper socio-economic status

PP N
a® &% &R &%
e S e S?

In your opinion, how does your school compare with other county
schools in terms of the amount of crime in the school? (Circle one)

a) fewer crime than at other schools
b) about the same as other schools
¢) more crime than at other schools

How did crime at your school last year compare to crime the previous
year? (Circle one)

a) fewer crimes last year

b) not much change from previous year
¢) more crime last year
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LAW ENFORCEMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire was developed to obtain two kinds of information.
First, we are interested in knowing your opinion about how juveniles should
be handled when they are involved in various kinds of unlawful activities.
Second, we are interested in knowing what you think local School Resource
Officers do/should do while in their assigned schools.

Please comp1éte this cover sheet and read the instructions on the
following page before you begin the questionnaire. After you finish Section
I, go on to Section II, again reading the instructions carefully before you
begin.

Thank you for your assistance.

 GENERAL IMFORMATION

1. Law Enforcement Agency: H.C.S.0. T.T.P.D.

T.P.D. P.C.P.D.

2. What is your current assignment (patrol, detective, juvenile, crime
prevention, SRO, etc.)? '

3. How long have you been in your current assignment?
4. How many years of experience do you have in the following areas:

Patrol

Detective

Crime Prevention

Juvenile

Total years law enforcement experience

5. Age:
6. Sex:
7. Race:

8. Highest level of education compieted: High School

A.A. Degree
B.A. Degree
M.A. Degree
Other

0

College Major:

10. Have you ever worked as a counselor/social worker?

11. Have you ever worked as a school teacher?
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SECTION I

Instructions:

The next few pages consist of 16 scenarios involving a number
of young people. Each paragraph describes some kind of adolescent
misbehavior or a delinquent offense. Some of the cases are similar
in nature but each case has at least one factor that distinguishes
it from the others. Review each scenario carefully and make a
decision about how to best handle the case assuming that you are
making the final disposition. Remember, whatsver you say goes.

Once you have reviewed each case select the most appropriate
disposition from the response categories defined below and mark
your answer on the questiocnnaire. Should you wish to explain why you
made a particular decision, please feel free to do so in the space
provided.

a) Counsel and Release -- Counsel the youth
regarding the benavior and release to
parents/guardians (without an arrest).

b) Diversion -- Refer the youth to a local
service agency for counseling, emplcyment,
etc. and thus stop criminal justice system
involvement at this point (with or without
an arrest).

¢) Probation -- Arrest the youth and place on
probation with local youth probation
authorities.

d) Commitment -- Arrest the vouth and send to
a halfway house or training school program
for delinquents.

e) Transfer to Adult System -- Arrest the
youth and send to jail, orison or other
treatment program for adults.
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Pat has been apprehended for shoplifting a leather belt and an
expensive watch worth more than $200.00 from the local department
store. Pat is a 16 year old male and has never been in trouble
before. Pat curses the store employees who stopped him and says
he doesn't feel bad at all about trying to steal the articles.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
c) Probation System

Comment:

Michael is a 16 year old male. Last Friday night Michael was
witnessed entering a nearby house through an unlocked backdoor.
Once inside the house, Michael had second thoughts about stealing
anything and ran. This is Michael's first contact with the .
juvenile justice sytem. Michael admits entering the house unlaw-
fully and feels really guilty for doing it.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion A e) Transfer to Adult
- ¢) Probation System
Comment:

Tom is a 14 year o1ld male who broke a window in a neighbor's house,
entered the house and stole a Tampa Bay Buc's jacket worth $20.00.
Tom has never been arrested before. Tom agrees %o return the
jacket and work off the cost of the broken window by mowing the
neighbor's yard for a month.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
¢) Probation System

Comment:



Robert is a 14 year old male and has had no previous contact with
the juvenile justice system. During school hours, Robert broke
the door on a school locker with a screwdriver and stole a base-
ball cap worth $5.00. When apprehended Robert is very apologetic
for what he has done and volunteers all details of the event.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
c) Probation System

Comment:

Larry is a 14 year old male and has been away from home for three
days without his mother's consent. Larry has run away twice
previously and was arrested as a runaway on one of these occasions.
Larry says he will go home but he won't like it and he is tired of
the police hassling him.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment |

b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult

¢) Probation System :
Comment:

Rick is a 16 year old male with no previous contact with the criminal
justice system. After playing in the park after schcol, Rick and one
of his friends wander through the school grounds, break three windows,
enter a classroom and do 3$300.00 damage to the school's audio-visual
equipment. When apprehended Rick's attitude is good and he hopes ne
can do something to repay the school for the damages.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
c) Probation System

Comment;
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Leo is a 16 year o0ld male and has been arrested previously for
shoplifting. On Wednesday evening Leo stole a neighbor's car,
picked up some friends and drove to the beach and back. Leo was
witnessed driving the car back into the neighbor's driveway and
running away. Leo says he was never in the car and doesn't know
what the police are talking about.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment

b) Diversion -~ e) Transfer to Adult
¢) Probation System
Comment:

Jack is & 16 year old male with one prior arrest for shoplifting.
Yesterday Jack stole a soccer ball worth $20.00 from a local
sporting goods store. Jack feels bad about stealing the ball and
is really confused about why he did it.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
¢) Probation System

Comment:

On his way to school Alex finds a can of paint and paints on the

side wall of the neighborhood drug store. Damages are estimated at
$20.00. Alex denies painting the wall, refuses to pay for the

- damages and tells the store owner he will get even for getting him

in trouble. Alex is a 16 year old male and has one previous arrest

for bicycle theft.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment

b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
c) Probation System
Comment:
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10.

11.

12.

You saw Bill give another boy a small bag of marijuana. The
other boy examined the bag's contents and handed Bill $20.00.
As you approach the boy discards the marijuana. Bill denies
ever having had the marijuana and tells you to "get off his
back." Bill is a 14 year old male with one prior arrest for.
trespassing.

Counsel and Release d) Commitment

a)
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
¢) Probation System

Comment:

Jerry was sitting on the bench at the bus stop and did not
notice the police officer approaching. The officer saw Jerry
smoking what appeared to be a marijuana cigarette. Surprised. 4
by the officer's presence, Jerry threw three marijuana cigarettes
on the ground. Jerry denies having had the marijuana in his
possession and refuses to cooperate with the police officer.
Jerry is a 14 year old male and has had no prior contact with the
police.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
¢) Probation System

Comment:

While at school Tony gets into an argument with his teacher and
hits the teacher over the head with a chair. Later Tony
voluntarily apologizes to the teacher and the class for causing
the class disturbance and for hitting the teacher. Tony has been

“arrested previously for truancy and is a 16 year old male.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
¢) Probation System

Comment:
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13.

14.

15.

Paul is a 14 year old male with one prior arrest for shop-
1ifting. Last Monday Paul grabbed the school lunchroom manager
and demanded the cash from the register. Paul took nearly
$§20.00 and ran. When apprehended Paul indicates that he would
never have hurt the lady, that he is truly sorry for robbing
her, and that he will gladiy return the money.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
¢) Probation System

Comment:

Johnny is a 14 year old male with no prior contacts with law
enforcement. Johnny was seen bv a neighbor throwing a coke
bottle through the side window of another neighbor's house.
Johnny denies throwing the bottle, curses the witness and refuses
to cooperate with the police.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
¢) Probation System

Comment:

Dave is a 14 year old male who has been previously arrested for
truancy and bicycle theft. At the bus stop before school this
morning, Dave got into a fight with another boy. When the boy
returned home with a bloody nose, his mother reported the incident
to the police. Dave regrets getting into the fight and after
explaining what happened to cause the fight apologizes to the
other boy.

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment
b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
c) Probation System

Comment:
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16.

Jimmy is a 16 year old male with no previous arrests. On Monday
morning Jimmy threatened to hit a classmate and took $2.00 of his
lunch money without force. Jimmy refuses to answer any questions
and denies any involvement in the incident. '

a) Counsel and Release d) Commitment

b) Diversion e) Transfer to Adult
¢) Probation System
Comment:



SECTION IT

Instructions: Listed below are a number of activities School Resource
Officers (SRO's) could be involved in at a school. Based on your knowledge
and experience or what vou have heard about the SRO program, indicate
whether the officers are always, often, sometimes or never doing these
things. Then indicate whether the officers' involvement in each activity
is very important, important, somewhat important, or not at all important.

Using the key at the top of each column, mark the most appropriate answers
in the spaces provided to the right of the question.

The SRO's are This activity is:

doing this:
1 - always 1 - very important
2 - often 2 - important
3 - sometimes 3 - somewhat
4 - never important
4 - not at all
Activities important
1. Direct traffic at the schools.  ( ) ( )
2. Counsel students who have been ¢ ) ( )
in trouble with the law. '
3. Talk to parents of students - ( ) | | )
who have been misbehaving in
school.
4. Patrol the halls, restrooms, ( ) ( )
and school buildings.
5. Stop people from coming on the ( ) ( )
school grounds without
permission.
6. Supervise recess and outdoor ( ) ( )
activities.
7. Teach students about the law ( ) ( )
and how it affects them.
8. Make classroom presentations ( ) ( )
on various law enforcement and
crime prevention subjects.
9. Monitor students who are ( ) ( )

habitually truant.

c - xi



- 'Section II (continued)

The SRO's are

This activity is:

doing this:
1 -'always 1 - very important
2 - often 2 - important
3 - sometimes 3 - somewhat
4 - never important
4 - not at all
Activities ' important
10. Handle many of the school's ( ) ( )
everyday discipline prcblems.
11. Prevent crimes just by being ( ) ( )
present and by being seen
often.
12. Take the time to talk with ( ) ¢ )
students on an informal
basis before and after school
and between classes.
13. Teach students the responsi- ( ) ( )
bilities of law enforcement
officers and the role of law
enforcement agencies in the
community.
14. Advise students with personal ( ) ( )
and family problems where
they can find help.
15. Make themselves available for ( ) ( )
guidance if a student has a
problem and wants to discuss
it.
16. Arrest students who commit ( ) ¢ )
crimes on school grounds.
17. Attend faculty meetings and ¢ ) ¢ )
planning sessions.
18. Help teachers handle class- ( ) ( )
room behavior problems.
19. Make themselves available to ¢ ) ¢ )
teachers and students to
answer individual questions
about the Taw and the criminal
justice system.
20. Investigate crimes committed ( ) ( )

by students in the community
outside the school.
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| Section II (continued)

The SRO's are
doing this:

. This activity is:

1 - always 1 - very important
2 - often 2 - important
3 - sometimes 3 - somewhat
4 - never important
4 - not at all
Activities important
21, Try hard to be friendly to ( ) ( )
students and school staff.
22. Present a good image for ( ) ( )
law .enforcement.
23. Help prevent crimes by ( ) ( )

stopping possible offenders
before they break the law.

¢ - xiii




Appendix D

MULTIPLE LINEAR REGRESSfON ANALYSIS OF DATA



MLR ANALYSIS DATA

An analysis of the responses to the scenarios was
accomplished using a statistical technique called multiple
linear regression (MLR), available in a computerized

statistical program package.1

This procedure allows you
to assess the degree to which selected factors, in
combination, account for the variability in the criteria
measure -- Disposition -- defined above.

The MLR analysis of the differences between the SRO's
and the Regular officers used the prediction models
defined in Tables 1D, 2D and 3D. The results indicate
that the independent variables -- type of offense, age of
the youth described, the youth's prior record, the youth's
attitude, the officers' education level and the length of
the officers' current assignment -- were important factors
(statistically significant) in determining the disposition
chosen by the officers. However, the data indicate the SRO's
and_the Regular officers were not significantly different
on the disposition chosen.

Tables 4D, 5D and 6D represent a similar analysis
comparing the responses of the SRO's to those of the teachers

sampled.

1 SYSREG is the MLR program included in the computerized
statistical package entitled "Statistical Analysis System'
(SAS) available at the USF Regional Data Center.
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TABLE 3D:  MLR Analysis (Minor Offense Scenarios)
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TABLE 5D: MLR Analysis (Serious Offense Scenarios)
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TABLE 6D; MLR Analysis (Minor Offense Scenarios)
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Appendix E

RESPONSES TO OFFICER & TEACHER SURVEY
= SCENARIOS -



Table /& : Group B8y Disposition (;‘;‘ZC @KMIIOS}

- GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 a ) TOTAL
Seo's 2¢ A /24 /0¥ 2 do¢
789 /53 | Yo79 | 35.63| D4
lontes¢ 33 53| /3 75 2| So¥
Offccers | 1086 | /7.43 | 39.80 | 3/ 25| Oéb
S7 Y84 ¢S 03 « vo?

‘ STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES }
LARK AL  CVer SGp ef FHHE Ceits  prve Epefed) Couc?s (Ess Fhan/ S
TR/ /5 Se SpaEse Fhat Chi-Sgpudes many Ko7 be A Lihe TEsr

Chi-Square Z.7635 DF = 4 PROB. = Q3 P4



Table 2& : Group By Disposition /féﬂ/ms oAFerte Scen sese )

GROUP _DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 -5 TOTAL
' /52
Seo's . 3 /0 62 75 =2 /.
/97 6.56 | #o7g | 234 | /32
Con fect € /8 62 62 2 /52
Officess | Sa6 | 484 | Y79 | %79 | /3~
/7 28 VEY /37 A Foy

: STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES .
LUARN NG Cvere ST oF Hhe Céils AAave expec fed Ceoux'ls (€ss Foond S,
TrhBre /5 SO Surese Fhat CHr=-SGlunre /)7/?7 Ae7r be A VARG Tes7,

Chi-Square 4 79% DF = 4 PROB. = 0.2/5=2

Table 3& : Group By Disposition (/‘)7;,«,':4 Ot fcecﬁgjgs) '

GROUP DIsP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release - Adult Court
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
SPe’s 2/ 3é é62 33 o /5%,
/73.62.| 23,8 | “0.79 | R/.7/ 0.00
Contect 25 35 5y 33 o /5 2
officexs | jous | 23.03 | 36.62| 2.7/ | oco
Hb 7/ /2/ bé o Joy
TATISTICS TOR 2-WAY TA3LiS
Chi-Square O. 43¢ DF = 3 PROB. = (O, Y326

e - 11



Table 4/£ : Group By Disvosition ([ Aie Scernics )

GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Frequency
Row Pct i 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
Coxoteel 33 53 127 95 2 3o
officees | s0.8¢6 | 1743 | 3960 3425 | 066 |
Regee te 42 87 /76 | /39 36 | 460
O cees 895 | /B3 | 3407 | 2696 | 7SO
75| e | 297 | 34| 38 | 7€

'STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-Square /9699 DF = 4 PROB. = £, 0006
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Vo

Group 3y Disposition égéz/cus (242%U5€_=§;€AJﬁﬁ&k§;>

Table 5~
GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 i3 5 TOTAL
Coutirt 8 /6 b2 b2 Z /S 2
O rcers 526 | 17,84 Y079 | He.79 | /32
Kebie LR 9 /8 99 £8 2é 240
OFL ¢ els 375 | 7.50 | 4pas | 36&7 | 1083 _
/7 26 /é/ /57 26 392
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
Chi-Square /4 é22 DF = ¢f PROB. = 0056

Table &E : Group 8y Disposition (m;uog CAFenSe. &e,c'rf—xi/és)

GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release %du1t Court
Frequency ,
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
Cenitert 25 35 59 33 o /52
OFF/ CerS /b:4s | 23.¢3 | 3REx| AL 77 L.ee
Aectcerre 33 &5 77 57/ /O 240
OFFicers | 43,75 | 2675 | 2368 | 2425 | HhIT |
38 jod | 736 g£ L se 352

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES _
LUABR NG ! OvEr $% of Fhe Cetls HAale Expecteqd Crun/s (c35S f/z/f@' s
TR [o SO SERRSE Fhat - Epunies Mmby a7 Le B vFhd rect

Chi-Square 9./¢5 OF = & PROB. = £.C$7/
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Table 7& : Group By Disposition /ﬂl/ f(g,m,ax'os)

GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Freguency
Row Pct 1 2 3 i 5 TOTAL
Sweo's 24 46 /24 /cg' 2 Bcd
| 789 /S/3 | “0.79 | 3533 | 0.66
Rcbeelrie /85 256 240 /76 3 89/
Terchers 20.54 | 2896 | 26,94 | /975 | 3.%2
209 Fexf 304 284 3e /195
TATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
Chi-Square S3.fb2. oF = 4 PROB. = O:CCS/



" Table §& : Group By Disposition/fc’,é'/'cas OFFEn S ;g(éfbvfﬂ/é)
GROUP DISP '

Counsel & Transfer to

Release Adult Court

Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
So's : 3 /0 62 75 2 /52

/97 658 | Yo7 | 4934 /)32
Rebutne. H4ed | )16 /| 117 28 | A
TEACHERS 9.87 | 2¢w01 | F229 | 2623 | s.6/

47 |  sr6 ek /92, 27 598

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-Square S5./S0 - DF = <f PROB. = O.000/

Table Y€ : Group By Disvosition(per effense Scewnsios)

GROUP - DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release dult Court
Frequency 7
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
Seo's 2/ Jé 62 33 o /52
| /3.82. | 23,685 | e.79 | 2/ o.c0
Rebulrz. /39 /42 76 17 g HYefS
TercHers 3/7.2£ | 3.9/ 2,57 /226 L.o2 |
/to /78 /56 P2, i g | 597

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
(Uaen i 8r Cyer S% of the cells have OxrFected Counss Less FHn 5.

TABIE 15 SO SPRESE FHAT CHI~SEUCARE /??/1‘7 ror BE A Vilrd 7ecr.

Chi-Square 39.523 DF = </ . PROB. = (C.cco/
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Table so& : Group By Disposition (/4(/ S(&'AszJ)

GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Tdu]t Court
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
S0 2/9 | 353 352 225 /9 /7e8
TErcHers | 18,75 | Bo.22| Bosd | /9.261 [ 63 |
Rebutnr /63 A58 2o /76 | 3L 89/
TEACHERS | Z0.54 | 23.96 | 28.94 | /975 . 58
Yoz &1/ 592 | oy 55 | Resg

STATISTICS TOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-Square /2.2376 OF = < PROB. £ O.CZ
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Table /y&: Group By Disposition (fsz/ws Aors e Seinnm/ns)

GROUP pISsP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Court
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
Sko . 59 v/, 274 /S5 /5 584,
TERCHERS 10./0 24/ 364 | 2¢6.54 | RA-57
Rebuetnz M S AN 2S | 446
TEAHEXS 9,67 | 2607 | 3229 | 26.23| 546/
/03 257 3358 272 “p /030
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
Chi-Square 7.762 DF = 4 PROB. = O,/007
Table /2&: Group By Disposition (/ﬁ;ﬁcz Offexse fcem?m'g_g
GROUP DISP
Counsel & Transfer to
Release Adult Courg
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL
70 “f S84

Sro /éo 212 /38

TeAcHers 27240 | 3630 | 23.63 /199 D.ES

59 v4 s

ebuine. /39 /42 76
7errcers 3/24 | 3491 | 2/.57| /326 ZA.ox
2341 129V /3 joag

299 3s¢

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-Square /. 06% DF = £ PROB. = O./323
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Appendix F

RESPONSES TO OFFICER & TEACHER SURVEY
- FREQUENCY & IMPORTANCE OF SRO ACTIVITIES -

.



Table /~ : Group By Frequency Apppepeirrfe /?c/w,*;é'cg)
GROUP FREQ
Always Never
Frequency ’
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
op's /55 /00 32 0 2 &5
5368 | 3509 | /.23 2.00
Rebictnr 270 /93 /2y 30 ESB
7ErereErs 3 | 2933 2508 | H#Se
423 293 /97 3o T3

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
LEBRAMNG . Buer SH of Fhe ceits hrie Expected Ceun'ss less Ao ST
TA80E /5S¢ SPARSE Fhat Crti~Seurine My Kor B A Vol 7Esre

Chi-Square 40.4/¢S

3 PROB. &eio/
CHr-SGupre 37 3¢7 P

<
feeb, & -0.c/

Table Z# : Group By Frequency (Zrt.’/f/’f?,écﬁz//}/e ﬂc%)v,-‘;ées)

- GROUP FREQ
Always Never
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
Spo0’s /3 32 70 37 /52
885 | Ar05 | oS5 | 2434
Kebee trinz 57 77 /36 | . 73 345
7ertcters /7.70 AA32 | 3942 2,,¢
72 V7 20¢ /70 497

Chi-Square 7.0('3

DF = 3

f-i

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

PROB. = 0.0 /&



Table 3/ : Group By Freauency (Appecpirite Wedivitbes)
GRQUP FREQ
Always Never
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
Sxo 459 3:/6 Aeq 23 /067
IETCIIERS | 4SS5 | 3243 | /9.59 | R./6
Kebied 172 270 /93 /65 30 £58
TEACHERS | 4f,r3 | 2933 | 25.¢8 | 4Se
759 559 374 53 /725

Chi-Square /6685

DF = 3

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

PROB. € .0/

Table #F : Group By Freaguency { ZaAAPPPcFRIAE. ﬁ(//h‘//fs)
GROUP FREQ
Always Never
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
See Gef /43 22¥ /c/ 5¢2
TercHens | je73 | asyd | 39,561 /797
Rebilrie 59 77 /3¢ 73 S4S
TerfetfE LS J 700 | RRAY2| 3942 | &£/./6
/53 R2o 6o / 74 Yo7
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
Chi-Square 7,022 DF = 3 PROB. = @¢70



Table $< : Group By Frequency (/;ﬂ/?,clp,é’/;‘?fif frctivitres )
GROUP FREQ
Always Never
Frequency
Row Pct 1 .2 3 a4 TOTAL
Swee's /53 /0 | Bz 2, RES
5348 | 3509 | /23 | C.oo0
Conteee /61 97 | 27 o | 255
OFScei’s SZ, 1517 3(/, 0¢ gf', 9/7 L.00
374 /97 5q Y, 570
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABIES
Chi-Square O.6732 DF = 2 PROB. = O, 7/4/2
Table &4~ @ Group By Frequency ( Ziuﬂ/?p,ez:p/z//?/e Petivifres
GROUP FREQ
Always Never
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
Seo's /3 Jz 70 37 /52
. 3-S5 | Rlo5 | “os | 243
Convect 26 sy b6 /7 /52
Offiees | g2 | 2697 | Y392 | /118
“/ 73 /36| S| Sed

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

DF = 3

f - iii

Chi-Square /4£ /22 PROB. = &2, 0027



Table 7F : Group By Freguency (/7/)/1&1.'@/?‘/4? AetoviFres)

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-Square /3.502
CHr-Spudee /3,50

DF =
OF=

3
a

GROUP FREQ
Always Never
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
Centeet /éf 97 27 o 2855
OFFreers Stidz | 3dodf g.o/7 0.00
Hetset 2 /85 /59 72 / “1 7
OFFEreens Sh3E | 38./3 | /727 | O2Y
346 25¢ 79 / 702,

LUPPRINGE Crewe S G of Fhe Cetus fave txpetod Coan'’s less Ahnn S,
7736/e 7S Se !)Mz&fa ZhAit c/;/'-sgamee mre oF Lo A vald HFes /,_

PROB. = £.¢0 32
Peco < 0.0/

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-Square X.7964

DF =

f-iv

I\

Table g/": : Group By Frequency 67&?,44,7/_7(\;7/3/,} e ﬁlz//‘a///‘e_f)
GROUP FREQ
Always Never

Frequency

Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
ConFrend 26 4y bb /7 /S2,

OFFrCEXS /82| 26.97 | Y342 /I8

At taze 28 &S Jce 3/ 22y
FFcers | /3.50 | 29.02. | YL | /3.84
Sé /LA /bt 48 376

PROB. = O, /247



Table 95 : Group By Imoortance (ArpecpciAt- Aty bres)
GROUP IMPORT
Very Not at All
Important, Important
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
Seo /90 67 /6 o| 273
> 69.60| 24.5¢4| 5.8¢| 000
Rebulae Sos| 2/3 72 /7 Ea7
7enAch ens ol ot | 2576 | /172 206
675 R8O /08 /7 //00

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

LARL AL OVE2 S5, 0/.' Fhe Ce/ls hrve €xpee ted Counts /o5 Y S
TREE 5 So Gprese Fhnt Chi-SQuAare /may s’ bo # vrhd Feste

Chi-Square /3.55%
Chr-~ Sf,umée. /2.0

DF = 5

2=z

PROB.% ¢/
Prcd. =2 0./

Table /&~ : Group By Importance (I/Jﬁf%ec/x//?/e sietsiitrec)

GROUP IMPORT ,
Very Not at All
Important Important;
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
Sko's /70 33 SS 35| /4L
.8 | kaf2| 3€./9\ 27.¢8
Kebiclrine /06 /72 /33 74 YL
TercHers | A38a| RS.1] | R9SF | 2//2
/23 145\ sSS | /35| S57
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
Chi-Square //.5¢§ DF = JF PROB. = 0.005/

f-v



Table 77/ : Groun By Imoortance { Araccpeste Aclivihres )
GROUP IMPORT
Very Not at A1l
Important Important
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
Sec £57 532 JC/ /5 /105
Tercheis 5946 | Bo.es | T4 /36
/?eyu/ffg Ses A3 g2 /7 Sx7
Terichens bl0b | 357 /P 2.6
/162 545 | /93 32 /932,
STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES
Chi-Square &< S4S DF = J PROB.€ &. /0

Table /2 ~: Group By Importance (Z'N//‘/y?&'/?if/f/c? AetiVitres)

GROUP IMPORT
Very Not at All
Important Important
Freguency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
S e 13/ /5¢ /68 /03 558
Terichews 2228 | 3L¢E3 | AES7 | /752
Regulig /0¢ /)2 /33 g<f et
Jenchees | 23%2 | ASs7 | 2989 | 2/
237 295 3o/ /77 /€35

Chi-Square S. 876

DF = 3

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

PROB. € (. ¢

f - vi .




Table /2 /% Grouo By Imoortance /flrose pasite Actiites)

GRQUP IMPCRT
Very Not at A1l
Important Important,
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
Ciéz7{§ /Y0 &7 /6 Cc 273
L5 60 | 2 ¢5¢ S.5¢ 000 .
Corohraoe R/3 éo /2 O 2ES
Ctfcens T4 | 2/.¢5 | Loy | €00
4¢3 /27 26 o 55%
!

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-Square L.003 DF = 2 PROB.= O.JeS8™

-

Table /4/~: Group By Importance (Zxdpppeppisife Hehivihes)

GROUP IMPORT
Very Not at All
Important Important;
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
S u's /7 33 KXY 17 V27274
W8/ | 2292 | 38./9 | 278
Centwel 36 S5 “s 1 /6 /52
Otfcexs 25,68 | 3¢.7& | 29.¢/ | 6.5
53 §% /06 SS 29(

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-Square 22, 79¢ DF = 3 PROB.= O: e/

f - vii




'y

Table 7S =: Group By Impbortance [/{p;ec-p/z/)#/e LA te<)

GROUP IMPORT
Very Not at All
Important Important
Frequency :
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TOTAL
Conitrcl 213 éo /2 V2, 258
OFces 74974 | 2068 | 2/ | Oco
Rebednz 293 /27 25 2 H47
CAICERS (5SS RS | 589 | 0.YS
St | /87 37 2 732,

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

WAL K & Cree She of The deits Poe. e expetod Courts fess THan ST
TRenE 15 So Spnrse. Yhot chi -Sginde mry wok be B vald fecod,

‘ Chi—Squére 7. 74¢€

=3 PROB.= :05/S
GI».'-.?/a,ﬁLe & 909 g =2

lead €005

" Table/¢ A : Group By Importance ( ZaApprepe.dle //r’z_%v;‘)%fg)

GROUP IMPORT |
Very Not at All
Important Important
Frequency
Row Pct 1 2 3 4 TCTAL
Certreet 36 | S5 A5 /6 /S 2
Chhrcers R3.68 3618 ;Z?, ¢/ /76.53
Hetoi Ertre 56 83 7/ 28 | Ao
Orerze’s 247 | 5458 | R9.SE | /) E7
G4 /38 /16 441 3ga

STATISTICS FOR 2-WAY TABLES

Chi-Square O./8%5 DF = & PROB.= CeYEc0O

f - viidid





