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PREFACE

We count on schools to prepare young people for the responsibilities of
adult life. At best, this is a difficult task. It is far more difficult
when students cannot learn and teachers cannot teach because there is
disorder in the classroom and they are afraid to be in school.

In the 1970s, the problem of school crime was brought to national attention,
largely through the efforts of the Bayh Committee hearings (U.S. Congress,
1975, 1976, 1977) and the Safe School Study sponsored by the National
Institute of Education (1978). The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (0JJDP) was asked to explore ways in which the federal government
might help reduce problems of violence and vandalism in the schools. In 1975,
0JJDP supported a planning study aimed at designing an appropriate role for
the Justice Department in the area of school crime (Research for Better
Schools, 1976).

As one outcome of this study, 0JJDP made funds available to the Alcohol and
Drug Abuse Education Program (ADAEP) in the then Office of Education to
develop a program for the reduction of school crime. ADAEP had been working
for several years to reduce problems of alcohol and drug abuse in schools.
Its program, the School Team Approach, was seen by 0JJDP as a promising
method of dealing with the broader school crime problem.

Under an inter-agency agfeement, 0JJDP transferred funds to ADAEP to allow
a test of the School Team Approach as a means of reducing crime in public
schools. The program plan was worked out jointly by the two agencies.
Evaluation of its impact was carried out by 0JJDP through its research and
evaluation arm, the National Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, under a grant to the Social Action Research Center.

The initial agreement called for training teams in 81 schools serving grades
5 through 12, the training to be carried out by three of ADAEP's regional
Training Centers. The evaluation was to follow the teams for a year, from
training in the spring of 1977 to the spring of 1978.
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In the spring of 1977, 0JJDP expanded the inter-agency agreement to allow
training of an additional 210 teams, the training to be carried out by all
five Training Centers. The evaluators worked closely with 0JJDP and ADAEP
staff over the next few months to design this second (Phase 2) program which
was to overlap with the one already underway. The Phase 2 teams were to be
trained in two groups, 135 in 1977-78 and 75 in 1978-79. Both groups were
to be followed through the 1979-80 school year.

The primary purpose of both evaluations was to assess the effectiveness of
the School Team Approach as a means of reducing crime, disruptive behavior,
and fear of crime in schools. Beyond this, both evaluators and funders
shared a common concern with the process by which change is brought about
and the conditions under which it is most likely to occur.

Evaluation of the Phase 2 program is the subject of the present report.
(Findings from the Phase 1 evaluation have been described earlier: Social

Action Research Center, 1979, 1980). The following Phase 2 reports are
also available: '

Supplemental description of initial school violence 1
technical methodology. February 1983. . evels and of
This report provides background data for Chapter 2.
Supplemental description of data collection and measu
‘ re d :
team projects. January 1983. © development
This report provides background data for Chapter 3.

Reducing school crime: a guide to program interventions. April 1983.

Th1§ report presents the findings from Chapter 3 in a format
designed to made it useful for both team trainers and school
staff. Findings are presented over six problem areas (vandalism,
theft, drug and alcohol availability. attacks on students, attacks

on teachers, and school climate) for hi '
schools. ) for high, middle, and elementary

" Supplemental description of data collection and measure de
i i ; vel :
team continuation in the schools. December 1982. opment

This report provides background data for Chapter 4.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

i ch.
Teams and clusters: implementation of the School Team Approa

July 1980. 4
iti d for Chapter &.
i vides additional backgroun apte
¥213e;ia?E:sp22am and cluster opgrat1qn.andtgu2E21gzagg]S
based on data collected during site visits
in 1979.

What is the School Team Approach?

A team is a work group, drawn from the staff of an organization, whose

the National Institute for Juvenile Justice

purpose is to improve organizational effectiveness. Over the last decade,
the use of teams in private industry has grown rapidly. There have been

fewer efforts to use teams to improve the‘effectiveness of public services.

Inquiries should be addressed to

and Delinguency Prevention.

For the past ten years, the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Program (ADAEP)
in the Department of Education has been training school teams to work on

drug and alcohol problems among students. ADAEP teams are small groups

whose members are drawn from both the school and community. A team typically
includes six to eight people--school administrators, teachers, counselors,
students, parents, and members of community youth agencies.

;i § The team spends two weeks in intensive training at one of ADAEP's five

h Regional Training Centers. Team members have two goals in training: to
learn to work together as a problem-solving group and to develop a plan
of action to meet the specific problems of their school. The Training

r | Center provides a limited amount of technical assistance to help the team
| carry out the activities outlined in its action plan.

SV

! This is a low-cost program that relies on volunteer participation by school
v staff and community members. ADAEP funds cover training costs and technical
assistance. The teams are expected to become self-sustaining groups that
will continue to work on school problems after the withdrawl of federal
support.

The study

As a result of the interagency agreement between the Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the Department of Education, the
School Team Approach was adapted to the problems of school crime, fear of
crime, and disruptive behavior. Schools with documented crime problems
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applied to the ADAEP Training Centers for participation in the program.
The schools selected included over 200 high, middle, and elementary schools
located in 47 cities throughout the country.

Each group of schools showed a wide range of probiem behavior--vandalism,
theft, extortion, beatings, threats of harm, classroom disruption, drug use,
and sexual assa'tlts. Not all school crime is seriously "criminal," but

this is also true of juvenile crime on the streets.

In common with the Safe School Study reported to the Congress in 1978, we
found that all types of problem behavior, with the exception of alcohol and
drug use, are more common in middle and elementary than in high schools, but
the same kinds of behavior occur in all three groups. The pattern of crime
behavior, however, varies with the age of students as does adult response

to student crime. This suggests that school crime represents distinct
syndromes, requiring different treatments, at different school levels.

The participating agencies shared a commitment to obtain the most comprehensive

infarmation possible on crime in the team schools over the three years of the
study. Each year, over 35,000 students and 7,000 teachers reported on the
extent of student and teacher victimization, classroom disruption, school
safety, and student and teacher fear. These reports and information on team
activities were used to address three questions:

®* Does the School Team Approach reduce crime in schools?

* What kinds of team activities are most likely to lead to crime
reduction? :

® Do school teams become self-sustaining problem-solving groups?

Does the School Team Approach reduce crime in schools?

Reduction in crime was measured by differences between initial student and
teacher reports and those of the subsequent two years. This is what we
found:

1..Effectivé teams can reduce the extent of crime in their schools.
The longer the time teams work effectively, the greater the reduction
in crime. '
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2. Not all kinds of crime change at the same rate. It is harder to reduce
theft and drug use in schools than to reduce personal victimization,
classroom disruption, and fear of crime.

3. Crime decreases most rapidly in the early months of team activity, then
continues to decrease at a slower rate. This suggests a honeymoon effect
after teams return from training when the expectation of change occurring

“in the school may be high. The visibility of the team and its activities
may be a factor in initial change. It may also account for the more .
favorable responses of teachers than students as reporters of crime
reduction, since teachers are more likely than students to be aware of
team activities.

4. Reduction in disruptive behavior, attacks on students and teachers, and
tension in the school is greater in middle than in either high or
elementary schools. This suggests that a team's initial effect in the
more turbulent schools is to cool out disorderly behavior.

What kinds of team activities are most likely to lead to crime reduction?

Each team develops its own mix of crime reduction activities. These
activities, or projects, are based on the team's appraisal of the needs
of its own school and its judgment of what will improve the school
environment and reduce crime.

Teams typically try three or four different projects as part of their
action plan. These cover a wide range of activities. Here are some
examples:

®* a time-out room for disruptive students in lieu of suspension

* using students as monitors to keep order in the halls

* recreational activities that involve both students and teachers
® teacher visits to the homes of problem students

* rewards for students that behave well

®* a student/teacher/parent task force to work on the problem of
vandalism

* small group meetings in which students and teachers talk about
their feelings about each other

° a student advisory council to work with school administrators




What kinds of projects work best? This depends on the grade level of the : 3. It helps to involve parents. The optimal form of this involvement

" school. The high school teams that are most effective in reducing crime | ‘ varies from one school level to another, but the presence of parents
try to increase communication within the school and between the school and in some kind of active problem-solving role is related to the reduction
the community. They focus on active, responsible participation and the . of school crime.

_ involvement of both students and adults in solving school prob]ems.¢ They
promote the development of knowledge and competencies that will aid students | Do_school teams become self-sustaining problem-solving groups?

in dealing with the world beyond the school. .
1. Teams can survive well beyond the termination of federal funding.

The middle and elementary school teams that are most effective in reducing * Over a third of the teams (37 percent) were active in their schools
crime try to improve the school's handling of disipline and security and in the year following the end of federal support (they were then in
the overall safety of the school. Effective middle school teams also work ‘ their third or fourth year of operation). A fifth of the teams

on improving teacher/parent relationships. Effective elementary school : (20 percent) were active in the following year.

teams work on improving relationships between students and teachers.

% 2. There are many forms of team continuance and these figures underestimate
What works best in reducing crime depends on the age of the students, how é the extent of team influence. Team activities may be taken over by
they seem themselves in-relation to adults, and how their behavior is viewed f other groups within the school. A team's projects may become part of
by the adults around them. ! the school's regqular activities, thus making a permanent difference

' : in how the school operates. Individual team members may initiate new
There are three broad themes that hold across schools generally. ‘ ; projects on their own. They may change their behavior in the classroom
1. It is necessary to have a minimum of order before student behavior will § and the way they relate to their colleagues and thus have an impact on

both their students and fellow teachers.

i A

change. Students and teachers need to feel that the school is safe and
that someone is in control. Once reasonable order is established, further _
efforts to control behavior are counterproductive. In middle and 3. The support provided to the team is a crucial factor in team functioning
elementary schools, attention to security and improving the school's
disciplinary system helps to reduce classroom disruption and attacks
on students and teachers. In elementary schools, theft is reduced as

well. In high schools, where disruption is less of a problem, such

and continuance. The greatest enemies to the continuance of teams are
the withdrawl of support from the principal and the loss of team members
through staff turnover, layoffs, or school reorganization. What keeps
teams going is the energy and dedication of team members, the support

S ] ) of the principal, and outside s f ivities.
efforts are not effective in reducing crime. P P upport for team activities

Teams obtain outside support from their school district and from the
Training Centers. Schools in our study were selected in clusters of
four from the same district and funds were provided for part of the
salary of a district-level cluster coordinator for a few months after
training. Teams fared better when the district continued to support
the coordinator after the withdrawl of federal funds, and they fared
better when there were other teams still active in the same district.

2. Efforts to involve students and teachers in solving immediate school
problems and to open up communication between adversary groups--students
and teachers, teachers and parents--are more effective in reducing crime
than efforts to improve student and teacher morale, their ability to :

-get along with others, or their understanding of their own behavior. i
It appears easier to change people through their participation in work
on problems of importance to them than. through efforts to bring about

et

personal change.
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The continuing support of the Training Centers is important to the
continuance of many teams. Training Centers provide assistance with
the development of team projects and with internal team problems.
They also work as mediators with and trainers of both administrators
and teaching staff and thus help create more hospitable settings for

team activity.

Conclusions and recommendations

1. The School Team Approach, when implemented well, is an effective and
relatively low cost way to deal with the problems of school crime,

disruption, and fear of crime.

The School Team Approach is not a fixed intervention developed for
a single set of problems. It is a way to mobilize local school and
community people to solve a variety of school-related problems and
to equip them with the skills to do so effectively. It is an open
and groWing system and allows room for adaptation to changes in
school and community needs.

2. There is a role for both local problem-solving and for a specific,
though limited, federal role at the local level.

The School Team Approach lies midway between two opposing positions on
the use of federal funds: designing a program at the federal level for
Jocal implementation vs. turning money over to local agencies to use

as they see fit. The School Team Approach recognizes both the value

of building on local knowledge and experience and the importance of
providing the expertise necessary to put local experience to effective
use. It allows recognition of the great differences among schools that
require programs tailored to fit individual needs, resources, obstacles,
levels of sophistication, and political realities.

Its aim is to institutionalize the federally-funded program after the
withdrawl of federal support. What it proposes to institutionalize is
not a specific program or set of programs but rather the presence in

the school of a trained change entity that can be continually responsive

to the course of local history.
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3. Local wisdom is not necessarily sufficient to guarantee wise and effective

choices in change efforts.

Teams do not always choose those strategies for change that are most
likely to reduce problems in their schools. Team effectiveness could

be improved by giving teams, during training, available knowledge on
what works best in each type of school and by building into the training
system provision for the ongoing collection and feedback of information
on team project outcomes.

. Teams do better the greater the diversity and extent of their support

systems.

Three kinds of action can improve the longevity of teams: strengthening
in-school support, building a supportive network within the school
district, and. continuing technical assistance support over a longer
period of time.

The active support of the principal is crucial to team performance and
to team continuance in the school. More Tead time should be given to
developing a strong base of principal (and, if possible, staff) support.
Sinice committed principals may leave schools and be replaced by less
committed ones, resources should be provided to maintain this support
after teams have been trained.

The training of teams in clusters of schools from the same district and
the provision of a cluster coordinator contributes to team continuance,
Time and resources should be devoted to the development and maintenance
of district-level support for team activity.

Team longevity is increased when contact with the Training Center is
maintained over a longer period of time. This contact--phone calls,
occasional site visits, and the inclusion of team members in regional

training workshops--is considerably less expensive than the training
of new teams.




.

5.

It is important to measure both the quality of a new program and its

impact over time.

The strength of a program intervention may wax and wane over time.

We found substantial numbers of teams that improved their performance
after a shaky beginning and others that fell apart after initial good
performance. This process may continue over time, with team performance
varying as phe team's membership and its base of support change. In
general, aséessing intervention effects after longer time intervals than
are usually allowed for in program evaluations should give a better
indication of an intervention's power to bring about change.

6. The School Team Approach offers a way to create promising sites for

research and development on delinquency and its prevention.

It takes time to build a new program and to create the conditions under:
which it can be carried out effectively. Many new programs make minimal
contributions to knowledge--and are of limited value to their federal

sponsors--because they are weak and pdor]y implemented and because they
receive little or no support from the setting in which they are carried

out.

It would be less costly to try out new ideas in settings that have proved
hospitable to change efforts and in which skill in developing new

programs has already been demonstrated. The School Team Approach has
created a number of settings of this kind: schools in which teams have
functioned effectively over a period of several .years. This program is

a way to develop research and development capability within schools. It
is also a way to develop promising leads for new approaches to delinquency

reduction.

This study has also pointed to some valuable areas for future research.

The most important of these concerns differences in the way crime problems

are reported within the same school. How much crime there is and how much

of a threat to safety it represents is not seen in the same way by all of a
school's students, nor by all of its teachers. Younger students, for example,
tend to be more concerned about crime than older students. Girls tend to

X1
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view crime problems more seriously than do boys. The relative minority/
majority status of the student or teacher is also important (e.g., being
a black student in a school that is predominantly white vs. a school that
is predominantly black).

Differences in views of crime may also be related to whether or not the
student or teacher has been a crime victim, to whether the student holds
pro-school or anti-school attitudes, to the student's perception of the
attitudes of other students, to the way the teacher views students, and
to the teacher's educational priorities.

If we could learn what combinations of background, experiences, and attitudes
contribute to different perceptions of the same school environment, we would
be in a better position to develop crime rcduction programs targeted to
those groups within a school that are most threatened, most fearful, and

most at risk.
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. Chapter 1

BACKGROUND OF THE EVALUATION

The School Team Approach

A team is a work group, drawn from the staff of an organization, whose
purpose is to improve the organization's opération and ability to meet its
goals. Over the last decade, the use of teams in private industry has
grown rapidly. There have been fewer efforts to use teams to improve the
effectiveness of public service organizations, though teams have been used

within school systems.

Research on team development (Woodman and Sherwood, 1980) suggests that teams
lead to improved work climate and to positive changes in worker attitudes and
job satisfaction. Evidence is less clear on the association between the use
of teams and improved organizational performance, largely because of the

difficulty of obtaining adequate performance measures in field settings.

For the past ten years, ADAEP has been training school/community teams to
fight drug and alcohol problems among students. To our knowledge, their
School Team Approach represents the most extensive effort to date at
widespread team development in either public or private sector organizations
(they have trained some 3,000 teams in schools throughout the couﬁtry)°

The present evaluation represents the largest and best documented study

of the impact of teams on a specific aspect of organizational performance

(the reduction of crime and fear of crime).

The School Team Approach is an effort to mobilize the resources of the
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local school and its surrounding community to deal with school problems.
The vehicle for change is a team composed of both school and community

members who are given training and technical assistance support to develop

and carry out projects selected by team members as ways to reduce the problems

they see in their school. Project selection depends on the team's assessment

of Tocal needs and resources. The federal agency (ADAEP) provides support
for a few months after training, but the team is expected to continue as an

ongoing change entity in the school after federal support is withdrawn.

The School Team Approach is based on these assumptions:
[ ]

school probiems are embedded in a community context;

effective problem-solving can be done best by the people who
have faced the problems;

the role of experts is to assist local people to become
problem-solvers, not to impose solutions from the outside;

change is an ongoing, not a static process.
The team intervention, which relies on local initiative, thus offers wide

latitude for variation in its implementation.

Teams are recruited, trained, and given follow-up technical assistance
through a group of five Regional Training Centers, each of which employs

a small group of trainers and consultants. Over the course of their
development, the Centers have developed ongoing relationships with school
districts and state educational agencies in their regions, The basic
outline of the training system is established by ADAEP central office staff,
buf the Centers have a good deal of autonomy in carrying out the training
mandate. Continuity and comparability across Centers are maintained

through on-site visits by central office staff, quarterly meetings of the
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Center directors, and yearly meetings of the training staffs.

How teams are developed

The School Team Approach involves three steps:
® recruiting schools

® training teams

* providing post-training technical assistance to teams

Recruiting schools. The Centers publicize the availability of federal

training funds, contacting schools, school districts, and state educational
agencies. One or more pre-training site visits are made to interested
schools by Training Center staff. The purpose of the site visit is to
acquaint school personnel with the nature of the team intervention and their
expected commitment to it. Schools selected for participation then choose

a group of school and community members who will form the team. The group--
typically seven in number--includes teachers, counselors, the principal or
another administrator, a student or other young person, and a parent or

other community representative.

Training teams. The team attends two weeks of residential training, along

with teams from other schools. Training is intensive, generally covering
both day and evening hours, It is devoted to building a team identity (the
team selects cne of it; members to serve as team leader), helping the team
develop an action plan, and offering a variety of content inputs about the
causes of school problems and possible interventions to deal with them.
Training emphasizes the prevention of problems before they become serious,

the creation of a more humane school environment for both students and
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teachers, and the development of problem-solving skills that will enable
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the team to deal with both the presenting problems of drug and alcohol

abuse and with other school problems as they arise.

Providing post-training technical assistance to teams. The team is offered

continued contact with the Training Center after its members return to the
school. The amount of time available for each team is limited by ADAEP
funds (these cover training costs and an average of two to four days of
technical assistance per team during the school year following training).
The Centers are generally very creative in finding ways to spread these
funds as far as possible--for example, by bringing several teams together

within a single day where appropriate--and they also maintain telephone

contact with team leaders. Technical assistance may be requested by the
team or fnitiated by the Training Center. The amount received by any one

team varies, depending on both team and Center assessment of need. ?

Training and technical assistance support have not remained static over the
years, changes in their delivery reflecting both learning from experience
and shifts in the nature of the schools and their students. In recent years,

for example, ADAEP has placed increased emphasis on the need for structural .

change in the schools.

C]ustering

At the time we began the present study, ADAEP had moved from recruiting

single teams to recruiting teams from clusters of schools within the same
district. Typically, a cluster consists of a high school and three feeder

elementary or junior high schools. The activities of the schools are

coordinated by a district-level staff person who serves as cluster coordinator.

Clustering is intendéd to facilitate the work of teams in individual schools
by promoting the exchange of ideas and support and by directly involving
staff at the district level who are in a position to facilitate and support
change efforts in the schools. It is also intended to consolidate changes
occurring among students in the feeder schools through the development of

similar programming in the high schools.

The Evaluation Plan

Background

The interagency agreement called for training teams in 81 schools serving
grades 5 through 12, the training to be carried out by three of ADAEP's

five Regional Training Centers. Funds covered expenses of team members for

two weeks of off-site training, four days of post-training technical assistance
per team, and part of the salary of the team leader for a period of up to

12 months.

The evaluation was to follow the teams for a year, from training in the spring
of 1977 to the spring of 1978. The major evaluation question was the impact
of team activity on the level of crime and fear of crime in the participating
schools. Attention was also to be given to the process by which change is

brought about.

Current evaluation

In the late spring of 1977, 0JJDP expanded the interagency agreement to allow

the training of 210 additional teams. We worked closely with 0JJDP and ADAEP
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staff over the next few months to design this second program which was to
overlap with the one already underway. Evg]uation of the "Phase 2" program

is the subject of the present report. Findings from the Phase 1 evaluation
(the initial 81 teams) are described elsewhere (Social Action Research Center,

1979).

The Phase 2 agreement called for training 55 clusters, 35 in the first year
and 20 in the second year of the program. A cluster was defined as four
"organizationally related" schools (a few three-school clusters were allowed)
and recruitment was done at a district level. For purposes of the evaluation,
the following eligibility requirements were imposed:

® schools must be located in a city of over 100,000 population, the
largest city in the state or territory, or a Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area that included a city with a population over 100,000;

® schools must serve students in grades 6 through 12;

* schools must document at least 25 crimes against persons per 1,000
students during the 1976-77 school year;

teams must include a school security director or equivalent and
a representative of the local juvenile justice system;

® schools must make a commitment to cooperation with the evaluation,

0JJDP monies were made avai]abie to pay district staff persons to work up to
50 percent time as coordinators of the clusters, to support the training of
team members and cluster coordinators, and to provide an average of four days
of post-training technical assistance per team. The cost of the total
program averaged approximately $13,500 per team, of which two-thirds went

directly to the schools and their district offices.

1-6

Our concern about lack of a baseline against which to measure change in the
Phase 1 teams led to recommending an experimental/control design for Phase 2.
This fit with ADAEP's need to spread training of the 210 new teams over a
two-year period. The evaluation plan called for selection of all teams in

the fall of 1977, with random assignment into two training periods: the

winter of the 1977-78 school year (A teams) and the winter of 1978-79 (B teams).

A1l of the participating schools would collect data on the level of crime and
fear of crime at three peints: prior to first-year training, a year later

(prior to second-year training), and two years later.

A teams | XT Iy | Z !
Selection
\\\\\\‘B teams | X | YT | Z }
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80
XYZ = collection of crime data

T

team training

By measuring change in crime between points X and Y, we can compare schools

with a team (experimental or A team schools) with schools that do not have

_a team (control or B team schools). By measuring change in crime between

points X and Z for the A teams and points Y and Z for the B teams, we can
address the concern of ADAEP staff that change in the school may not be

apparent before two years of team activity.

Evaluators and funders shared a common concern with the process by which




change in schools is brought about and the conditions under which it is most

1ikely to occur. The evaluation plan thus called for the collection of

longitudinal data on team and cluster activitiy and on the projects carried

out by the teams as well as data on school crime levels.

Implementation of the Evaluation Plan

Selection of A and B teams

Assignment to the two training cycles was done by evaluation staff. It was
necessary to assign within regions, since each Training Center was required
to train seven clusters in the first year and five in the second. Random
assignment was modified by prior matching on city size before selection.
When two applicant clusters came from the same city, one was assigned to

each training cycle.

Training

Training of the first year teams was expected to be completed by the end of
January 1978. Because of the short lead time for the program, recruitment

of schools and scheduling their training was difficﬁ]t. Only half of the
first year clusters (51 percent) were trained by this date (see Table 1-1).
In contrast, most of the second year clusters (80 percent) were trained before

the Christmas break in the following school year.

Spreading training over a 7-month period in the first year and a 5-month

period in the second introduced unwanted variation in the planned one year

interval between A and B team training (see diagram on preceding page).

There was similar variation around the times of crime data collection
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Table 1-1

Number of Clusters Trained by Training Month

1977-78 1978-79

October 2 6
November 4 8
December 4 2
January 8

February 16 4
March

April ]

Total 35 20

(points XYZ in the diagram)., The consequences of both sets of variation

for the analysis of change in crime are discussed in Chapter 2.

Technical assistance

Po§t-training technical assistance was to be completed by the end of
September 1978 for the A (first year) teams and a year later for the
B teams. An extension allowed the Training Centers to spread technical
assistance visits over an additional year. The program was thus not

officially terminated until the end of September 1980.

Final sample: school level distribution

The schools selected for the program included high, middle or junior high,
and elementary schools in a ratio of 2:2:1, The ratio held for both training

cycles. The elementary schools were about equally divided between K-6 and
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K-8 schools. Since the study was limited to grades 6 and above, we sampled
only a portion of the school population in collecting elementary school

crime data, though team interventions in these schools were generally directed
to the school as a whole. Our findings for elementary schools thus represent
an averaging of effects across two subgroups of schools differing both in

the age range of their students and in social setting characteristics

associated with age.

Final sample: variatinn in sample size

The final sample consisted of 54 rather than the expected 55 clusters of
teams. One of the original clusters failed to get school and district
approval and was dropped prior to training. The remaining clusters contained
223 teams, not all of which were considered part of this study. We excluded

9 teams that had been trained in Phase 1, then retrained as part of Phase 2

,.cluéters. This left 214 teams in the final sample.

The number of teams represented in the findinés reported in the next three
chapters varies from one set of analyses to another. Not all schools provided
longitudinal information on crime levels and not all teams prbvided
information on team operation and project interventions, Data on crime

was obtained from around 190 schools, information on team functioning and

project interventions from a somewhat smaller number.

e

Evaluation Questions
The evaluation addressed three major questions:

1. Does the School Team Apprpach reduce crime in schools?

This was the primary question presented for evaluation. The evaluation
plan called for comparing change in the amount of crime, disruptive
behavior, and fear of crime in two groups of schools: those trained in
1977-78 (the A teams) and those trained in 1978-79 (the B teams). The
prediction was that the A teams, which were trained a year earlier and
therefore had a longer time to intervene in the schools, would show more

crime reduction than the B teams.

Problems in the implementation of the evaluation plan reduced the
differences in available intervention time between the A and B teams
and led to a search for alternative ways of answering the evaluation
question. We finally did two parallel analyses, one using the A/B
comparison originally planned, the other combining A and B groups and
looking at the effect of available intervention time. In both sets of
analyses we took account of the quality of the team intervention. We
also looked at the effect of external events in the school that might
be expected to interfere with team efforts at school change. These

analyses are reported in Chapter 2.

2. What kinds of team activities are most likely to lead to crime reduction?

What is the best way to reduce school crime? While not intended as a

test of specific approaches to fighting crime, the evaluation offered
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an opportunity to look at the relationships between a variety of team

interventions and reductions in several areas of school crime.

Teams typically try several interventions or projects as part of their
action plan for reducing crime. We defined, for each team, the general
strategy they adopted in working for change, the spgcific kinds of change
they hoped to bring about, and the kinds of crime problems they were
concerned with changing. We looked at the relationship of each of these
thrée ways of describing team interventions to the reduction of crime in
the school and drew some conclusions about promising approaches to crime
reduction. These analyses were done separately for high, middle, and

elementary schools. They are reported in Chapter 3.

Do ;choo1 teams become self-sustaining problem-solving groups?

At its best, the School Team Approach is expected to result in the
institutionalization of the team as a part of the school's regular
operation., Does this occur, and how often? What kinds of team
performance can be expected, and over what period of time? What can

be done to improve on these expecteds?

To answer these questions, we gave questionnaires and interviews to

team leaders and cluster coordinators in the spring of 1979 and 1980

and conducted follow-up telephone interviews in the spring of 1981 and
1982. These provided information on team functioning and on the factors
team leaders believe contribute to team longevity or lead to the demise

of the team. Data on team functioning and longevity are reported in

Chapter 4.
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Chapter 2

SCHOOL TEAM IMPACT ON CRIME AND DISRUPTION

The first--and all to often only--question asked at the completion of an
innovative social program is: "Did it work?" In keeping with this tradition,
we éive our answers to the questions of this kind that can be asked of the
School Team Approach before examining, in later chapters, the additional and

more incisive questions of the role of program processes in bringing about

change.

As the description of the School Team Approach in the previous chapter
indicates, the "it" in any did-it-work question is, by design, actually a
diverse collection of distinctive projects stimulated by a shared training
initiative and, at a very general level, shared objectives for change.

Beyond these inchoate and abstract similarities 1ies much uniqueness in
individual team strategies and objectives, deriving from team concern for

the specific problem situation in their school. To do justice to this
diffuseness, here and in later chapters, we will need to ask many did-it-work

questions: why did it work? where did it work? for which kind of problems:

did it work? And for each of these, which of the many "its" we have studied

yield positive answers to our evaluation questions?

Measuring Crime in Schools

Our experience in the earlier phase of the evaluation, along with other
research on the problem (National Institute of Education, 1978), provided

some rough guidelines for how a good study of the crime and violence problem
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in schools should be designed. We attempted to address the following issues:

* There is great variety in the extent and nature of problems schools

face, just as there is in their surrounding coimunities.

® To obtain dependable information on school crime, extensive effort
must be expended in the technical aspects of research data collection:

questionnaire design, sampling procedures, instrument.administration,

data coding and analysis.

¢ It makes a difference when in the school year one assesses crime and
violence levels. Conclusions based on comparisons between schools

observed at different points may be spurious.

Our research strategy called for three periods of data collection on school
crime, each one year apart (see diagram, p. 1-7). The instruments used were
questionnaires, one designed for students and one for teachers. The student
guestionnaire was to be administered to a large random sample of students

(we requested 224) and the teacher questionnaire to the entire teaching staff

in the participating schools.

We defined crime broadly, including questions on perscnal and property
victimization, drug'availability and other illegal behaviors, disruption,

danger, and fear of crime. From these we formed more global measures that

allowed us to form problem profiles of schools from both student and teacher

perspectives.

Qur unit of analysis was schools, not individual students or teachers. As
we built school-level measures of crime, we found that it makes a tremendous

difference who within the school is asked to describe its plight. Some
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segments of the school population are affected more directly by violence

or are more sensitive to violence, and this has a complex effect on how

their experiences and perceptions are organized. For example, female teachers
reports higher levels of fear than male teachers. A slightly more complicated
aspect of this concern is reflected in the finding that, within a school,

the relationship (correlation) between victimization and fear is of greater
magnitude in younger than in older students. These crucial results fly in

the face of coventional measurement theory, at least when the intent is to

develop measures descriptive of the school as a whole.

The key consequence of this problem for the assessment of program impact

is that schools might appear to improve--or become more violent and disruptive--
simply because the mix of different types of respondents changed from one
measurement occasion to the next. Without some form of statistical control,

it would not be possible to distinguish real change from the vagaries of
sampling. We directed considerable resources toward the problem of adjustments
and weightings of samples (similar to those done in epidemiological studies)

to obtain measures of crime that could be interpreted from one year to the

next without ambiguity.

The Initial Problems School Teams Faced

Is school crime "real" crime? Should it be taken seriously by an agency
devoted to the more general problem of juvenile crime? Here are some examples
of incidents occurring in schools in our study:

Elementary schools

Student uncooperative, refused to follow directions; threw her desk
around; misused her books; challenged teacher to a fight.
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Four boys jumped one boy with forks, a butcher knife, and razor blades.

Student hit teacher while being constrained from hitting two other
children.

Middle schools

A group of 8th grade boys were shaking out other students for money and
food over a period of a couple of months.

Two boys were playing the dozens in the stairs. Fight broke out. Hip
injury to attacker.

8th grade student was brought into the office for smoking. Became very
abusive and verbally assaulted the assistant principal.

High schools

Two students were yelling at each other, one saying other was spreading
rumors, other yelling back. Girl was crying. Two staff members split
them up.

Student had switchblade knife on person during school hours--disruptive
behavior when told to go home--shouted obscenities.

Offenders were asked to leave school grounds because they were not
participating in activity which was going on. One offender struck a
victim and a fight started between all invoived. Teachers were stabbed
with a knife.

At the least, each of these incidents is disruptive to the work of the school.

Not all may live up to the reader's expectation of a real crime problem.

Zimring (1979), discussing trends in youth violence, states: "Public and -
legislative concern about violent crime committed by young people tends to
crystallize around well-publicized and unrepresentative episodes of violent
crime committed by young offenders" (p. 73). He goes on to note that most
arrests for adolescent crimes of violence are in categories in which the
police label says ]itt]g about the degree of serigusness of the offense:
robbery (ranging from "unarmed schoolyard extortions through armed, 1ife-
threatening, predatory confrontations") and aggravated assault (ranging

from “fistfights through shootings"). Youth violence in the community covers

a wide range of seriousness of offenses, just as does youth violence in
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schools. In both areas, the bulk of offenses fall at the less serious end
of the scale. There is no compelling reason to believe that school crime

is significantly different from crime in the streets.

With this digression, we turn now to a description of the crime problems in
the schools at the outset of the team intervention. We look first at the
incidence of specific kinds of crime behavior, as reported in the student
and teacher questionnaires, and then at the summary problem indices that
form the basis of the outcome change analyses presented later in the chapter.
Taken together, these two will provide the reader with a good indication of
the seriousness and diversity of the crime problems school teams faced as

they began their work.

Kinds of crime behavior

Three groups of questionnaire items indicate the seriousness of the crime
problem: personal victimization, property victimization, and the availability
of drugs and alcohol. Within each category, responses are available from

both students and teachers (although not always on strictly parallel sets of
questions) and are reported as average school-level percentages of respondents
endorsing the item (the actual school-level index is slightly more complicated
than this). Since crime levels vary with grade level of the school, data are

presented separately for high, middle, and elementary schools.

Personal victimization. Table 2-1 presents baseline data on the incidence

of personal victimization for student and teacher samples. We considered three
types of personal victimization: actual injury, the threat of harm, and the

taking of possessions by force or threat of injury. Percentages in the table
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Table 2-1

First Year Incidence of Personal Victimization
(Average Percent of Respondents across Schools)

Students Teachers
Total " High Middle Elem. Total High Middle Elem.
Fighting in self-defense 20.2 *** 11.0 22.9 33.0 na na na na
Threatened with beating 9.1 *** 7.1 10.9 9.7 8.9 8.5 10.4 6.8
Threatened w/knife, gun 3.2 3.0 3.5 3.0 1.2 1.3 1.4 0.5
Threatened w/sexual 5.4 * 4.6 5.9 6.3 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.3
attack
Robbery w/force/threat: 5.5 **x*x 372 7.1 6.9 na na na na
N food
=3 Robbery w/farce/threat: 8.5 *** 5 6 11.1 9.4 1.1 1.3 1.0 1.1
money ‘
~ Robbery w/force/threat: 5.8 *** 3.8 7.1 7.0 2.4 1.4 2.0 5.1
clothes/possessions
Hurt in personal attack: 8.7 *** 4.5 11.3 11.7 2.0 1.4 2.6 2.1
no M.D.
Hurt in personal attack: 2.2 *** 1.5 2.6 3.1 A 0.5 0.5 0.7 6.1
saw M.D. .
Sexuaily attacked 2.4 x*¥x 1.7 2.8 2.8 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.2
189 schools 190 schools
Probability of observed differences across school levels: * p<.05
*** p ¢, 001

na = question not asked




reflect the average proportion of respondents in a school who reported each
type of incident. For example, across all schools, the average fraction of
students who reported fighting in self-defense was one-fifth (20 percent),
with 11 percent of high school students reporting such an incident, twice
that fraction (23 percent) of middle school students, and three times that
fraction (33 percent) of elementary school students. (The asterisks indicate
that in a one-way analysis of variance the differences in fighting in self-

defense among school levels were significant at the .001 level,)

For student-as-victim, high schools are, in almost every category, safer
places to be, with middle and elementary schools usually showing somewhat
higher incidence of personal victimization. The most frequent types of
personal offenses against students are "threatened with a beating,"

"robbery with force or threat: money," and "hurt in personal attack: no M.D.,"
with better than one in twelve students reporting such incidents. In terms

of incidents that in the adult or outside-school world would be more clearly
criminal ("threatened with knife or gun," "hurt in persoral attack: saw M.D.,"
and "sexually attacked"), incidence ranges from 1.5 percent for personal
attacks with injury in high schools to 3.5 percent for threats at knife- or
gun-point in middle schools. In a school of 800 students, this represents
from 12 to 28 such incidents from the beginning of the 1977-78 school year

to the time of survey administration (December/January), or from 2,268 to

5,292 total incidents in the sample of 189 schools.

Turning to personal victimization among teachers, two things can be seen
immediately. First, teachers are less frequently victims than are their

students. Second, rates of teacher victimization are statistically
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| indistinguishable from one school level to the next. The most frequent

category of teacher victimization, as for students, is "threatened with
beating," with the overall average of 8.9 percent nearly equalling the rate
for students. One in 200 teachers reguires medical attention following a
student attack, while one in 500 is sexually assaulted (three times as many
are sexually threatened). As with the student statistics, these figures seem
small. When we compute the number of actual incidents represented, it cannot
be denied that teachers, as well as students, work in these schools at

considerable risk of personal harm.

Property victimization. Property victimization incidents reported by students

and teachers at the beginning of the study are summarized in Table 2-2. Cf
the four items in the student questionnaire, having property damaged or
destroyed at schoo! is the most frequent experience reported, occurring to
nearly a quarter of all students. Theft of money, clothes, and other
possessions occurs nearly as often, while having food stolen is reported

much less frequently (whether or not it actually happens less often). The
patterns of school-level differences in student property victimization
experience is substantially the’same as for personal victimization, with high
schools showing considerably lower incidence than either middlie or elementary

schools.

Teacher property is a more Tikely target of victimization than their persons.-
As with personal victimization, school level makes practically no difference
in the incidence of property victimization, except for theft of money which

is statistically less frequent in elementary schools.

Drugs and alcohol. Table 2-3 presents percentages for student and teacher
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Table 2-2

First Year Incidence of Property Victimization
(Average Percent of Respondents across Schools)

Students . Teachers
Total High Middle Elem. Total High Middle Elem.
Theft of food 6.6 *** 4.2 8.0 8.5 na na na na
Theft of money 18.3 ***x 15.] 21.2 19.0 8.2 ** 9.0 9.0 5.1
Theft of clothes/other 23.6 ** 21.3 25.9 23.9 14.9 14.6 14.4 16.4
possessions
Damage/destruction of 24.5 *** 17.8 29.0 31.3 14.7 13.1 15.6 16.4
possessions
Car damage na na na na 14.1 13.7 14.2 14.9
:z Car break-in na na na na 2.5 2.6 2.1 2.9
Car theft na na na na 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.7
189 schools 190 schools

Probability of observed differences across school levels: ** p <.01
**% p <,001
na = question not asked
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Tabie 2-3

First Year Reported Ease of Obtaining Il1legal Substances at School

(Average Percent of Respondents across Schools)

: Students Teachers
Total High Middle Elem. Total High Middle Elem.
Alcohol 54.8 *** 69,1 50.2 35.7 62.0 ***x 82.2 53.8 36.8
Marijuana 67.5 *** 84 .3 65.0 39.0 76.3 *** 93,6 73.0 46.7
Heroin/other hard drugs 33.4 *** 40,0 32.7 21.4 34.3  *** 48.1 27.9 17.6

189 schools

190 schools

Probability of observed differences across school levels: *** p <.001
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questionnaire items relevant to substance abuse, Because of anticipated
school and parental opposition, we chose not to ask students about their
own use of alcohol and drugs. .Following the Safe School Study (National

Institute of Education, 1978), we jnquired instead about the availability of

illegal substances.

Clearly, students and teachers agree that it is easy to get high in school.
Better than 9 out of 10 high school teachers report it is very or fairly easy
to obtain marijuana at school, and better than 8 out of 10 high school students
report the same. In general, high school teachers estimate availability

higher than do their students, with the largest discrepancy (approximately

13 percent) concerning the availability of alcohol. Teachers in high schools
may be more aware of the problem or may defing availability differently than

their students.

Marijuana is roughly twice as easy to get as are hard drugs such as heroin,
with alcohol falling inbetween. For both groups of respondents there is a
strong progression of increasing availability as we move from elementary to
middle to high schools. Age trends for victimization and substance abuse are
in reverse directions: as students become less disruptive, they seem at the

same time to turn increasingly to the use of alcohol and drugs.

Global problem indices

The items described above constitute only a fraction of the questicnnaires
administered to students and teachers in each year of the study. Two other
main categories of questions were included, those dealing with respondent

perceptions of conditions in the school (dimensions of school safety) and
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those dealing with respondent attitudes and emotions (for example, fear of
crime). Taking all of these items together makes for a very large set of

indicators of school conditions--too large to conduct a careful analysis of

change for each item.

To make the task of examining school team impact on crime and disruption

more manageable, we constructed a somewhat smaller number of global problem
indices, each summarizing the information contained in several of the original
questionnaire items. This data reductién process, which involve intercorrelating
and factor analyzing the questionnaire items, yielded the scales described 1in

Table 2-4. A1l analyses of the impact of school teams on crime levels were

carried out on this set of scales.

It can be seen in Table 2-4 that the items discussed in the previous section
are represented in the final scales. In addition, because of our multiple
measures approach to assessing outcomes in schools, we have for student and
teacher personal victimization and for student property victimization "double
coverage" in the set of final problem indices (that is, both -students and

teachers were asked about the personal victimization of students, and so on).:

Parallel student and teacher judgments of student safety from personal attack

are also available. The remaining scales describe the school through the
eyes of the particular respondent group and include school safety from

vandalism and theft, illegal behaviors, disruption, tension, and fear,.

Figures 2-1A through 2-1L display initial school conditions in terms of the
final set of problem indices. Each frame in the figure shows school means

by level (elementary/middle/high) and two measures of dispersion (the standard




Figure 2-1
Table 2-4 Pre~Test Scores on Student and Teacher Global Problem Measures
Student and Teacher Global Problem Measures ! . Student Questionnaire Teacher Questiomnaire
| Figure 2-1A
Global Problem Measures] Student Teacher STUDENT PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION STUDENT PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION
100 )
—_— x
Personal victimization: students X X ] N
teachers X X 80 \
Property victimization: students X %
teachers XX f -
Alcohol/drug availability X 60_| g T ; x
I11egal behaviors in school X X { 5
. . : { ) -
Disruption X X 40 : i 5
Student safety from personal attack X X N ' - i
- School safety from vandalism and theft X ﬂ =
Tension in the school X X 20—, | —
Fear of being attacked X X i i x | )
. 9 . 2 | . .
] . . . . . . i i E M H E M H
Personal victimization includes both actual harm and threats of harm. E P<.001 P<.001
For teachers it also includes verbal abuse--a violation of the social ‘ i
contract implied in the student/teacher relationship. g Figure 2-1B
PY‘OPEY‘t_Y victimization includes ](?SS thr‘ough.theft of or damage to one's If TEACHER PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION TEACHER PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION
possessions. For teachers there is an additional measure of theft or !
damage to the teacher's car. 1o
I11eqgal behaviors includes stealing, selling stolen goods, bringing weapons i QT
to school, breaking school rules, and reports that teachers are afraid of i ‘
students (the latter is not an illegal behavior, but the item scaled with 80 ;
the other items). i ;
Disruption includes classroom behavior that keeps students from learning :
and teachers from teaching. . 60_ *
Tension includes frequent fighting and perception of the school as tense, * .
unfriendly, and a place where others take advantage of you. 40
Fear includes, for students, reports of being afraid in school, worry about g : T . "
being hurt, and avoidance of certain areas within the school. For teachers, X _
it includes reluctance to confront misbehaving students and consideration 20_, —( - l .
of the need for self-protective devices. : _I f. }Z i -
Measures were derived from student and teacher questionnaires. Both students ' L * - B -
and teachers were asked about the victimization of themselves and of the : x X
other group. Data were available for a teacher measure of alcohol/drug : E M H E M- H
availability, but the measure was not computed for this study. . P<.001 P<,.001
2-13 ° indicates mean score of all schools. Line indicates range of scores
within 1 standard deviation of mean. x indicates minimum/maximum scores.
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Figure 2-1

Pre~Test Scores on Student and Teacher Global Problem Measures

Student Questionnaire l Teacher Questionnaire

Figure 2-1C
,

STUDENT PROPERTY VICTIMIZATION STUDENT PROPERTY VICTIMIZATION

100_, x + %
80 b 1
1 ?
i
60_| = J"
40_ x * )
x x
X
20_ }i }Z
% * }:
X,
E M H E M H
P<,001 P<.01
Figure 2-1D
TEACHER PROPERTY VICTIMIZATION
100—
804
x
60_] No comparable student measure.
40 _ ——
x
20 _ *
% ;
X : X
E M H
P<,10
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Figure 2-1

Pre-Teét Scores on Student and Teacher Global Problem Measures

Student Questionnaire

[

Teacher Questionnaire

Figure 2-1E
TEACHER CAR VICTIMIZATION
100 —
80—
60 No comparable student measure.
40 _
b 3
®
20 _
X
} z
E M H
P - ns
Figure 2-1F
ALCOHOL/DRUG AVAILABILITY
100 —
80 _|
x X
60 Data available but measure not
B * developed.
40 |
b 8
20 _j x
X
E M H
P<,001 -




Figure 2-1

Pre-Test Scores on Student and Teacher

Global Problem Measures

Student Questionnaire

Teacher Questionnaire

Figure 2-1G

ILLEGAL BEHAVIORS IN SCHOOL

ILLEGAL BEHAVIORS IN SCHOOL

100 —
* x
80 _] *
*x
60 x -
_—1 1
. N - |
?
—_ i
40_] _L
P
20} x
X x y
=
h'& S L e
E M H E M H
P - ns P<.001
Figure 2-1H
DISRUPTION IN CLASSROOM DISRUPTION IN CLASSROOM
100
-
BO_j
% *
60 ¥ X " X

—o—|
——|

—o—
O -

* ——
X
X
2
* L {
y\ P
%
X
E M H E M H
P<,001 P<,001
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Figure 2-1
Pre~Test Scores on Student and Teacher Global Problem Measures
Student Questionnaire rﬁ Teacher Questionnaire
Figure 2-11
STUDENT SAFETY FROM ATTACK STUDENT SAFETY FROM ATTACK
100—
80_4 x 4
60_] X
x x -
x —
40_| f
o) :
?
20_] - '
L 4
b3
X
X A
E M H E M i
P<.01 P<,001
Figure 2-1J
SAFETY FROM VANDALISM/THEFT
100_ )
80_| x x
x ——
60_| No comparable student measure. T
®
40_] i
L
20 | ]
R X
b ™ a:n

P<.001
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Figure 2-1

Pre-Test Scores on Student and Teacher Global Problem Measures

Student Questionnaire

1

Teacher Questionnaire

Figure 2-1K
TENSION IN SCHOOL TENSION IN SCHOOL
100
%
80 x %
%
60_] x v
40_
@
20_| x
%
. < x
E M 4 E M H
P<,00]1 P<,04
Figure 2-1L
RESPONDENT'S FEAR RESPONDENT'S FEAR
100,
80
60_ * X
X
40 | X
X %
20 | { { l
x { ®
\ L
X b3 X e
E M H E M H T
P<,001 P - ns

2-19

O =

deviation and the range) for each group of schools.

Some of the issues that surface when we attempt to ask both students and
teachers about the same aspects of the school environment can be illustrated

using the variable "illegal behaviors in school." This measure, which is

jdentical in content for students and teachers, measures the extent to which
there is agreement in the school that:

students steal from one another

it is easy to get stolen things for sale at school

many students bring weapons to school

students break school rules any time they think they can
get away with it

* teachers are afraid of students

while the Tabel "illegal behaviors" does not apply equally well to all items
in this group, they cluster tightly enough together empirically to form a
useful dimension along which schools differ from one another. Student and

teacher reports of illegal behaviors are depicted in Figure 2-1G.

The lefthand panel of the figure indicates that there is little difference
among the three levels of schools in the percent of students endorsing these
statements--on the average, just over 40 percent. (In other words, despite
differences in self-reports of victimization, students see little difference
in this kind of problem behavior among the three school levels.) Turning to
the righthand panel, however, it can be seen that there are large school-Tlevel
differences in the reports of teachers concerning these samé behaviors: the
older the students, the larger the number of teachers that report such
behaviors occurring in their schools. Elementary school teachers are less
likely to mention these behaviors than are their students; high school teachers

are more likely to report them.
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Whose perteption is correct? It is in the nature of perception that the
probable answer is both. This being the case, we suspect it is more fruitful
to concentrate attention on the possible effects these different perceptions
have on students and teachers. From these differences in the perception of
illegal behaviors, we would expect a greater proportion of elementary students
than teachers to be fearful and the reverse to be true in high schools. This

is exactly what we find (Figure 2-1L).

To digress slightly, we can add context to these differential relations among

school problem indices by considering information from concurrent questionnaires

completed by the school principals. The treatment of problem incidents by the

schools suggests that their nature is either less serious in elementary schools

or that they are viewed as less serious acts when carried out by younger
children. Disciplinary actions that involve removal of the child from the
school occur less frequently in elementary than in middle or high schools.,
Elementary principals have fewer meetings with parents around disciplinary
problems. They use fewer security personnel, and those they do use less
often wear uniforms or carry guns. The severity with which varijous kinds of
misbehavior are punished increases from elementary to middle to high schools.
High school principals are most 1ikely of the three to endorse the need to
keep order as a primary function of teachers (though disruption is more often
seen as a problem by teachers in elementary and middle schools) and to see
isolation of troublemakers and stronger discipline as the solution to problems

of disruptive behavior.

Although there are no school level differences in student reports of illegal

behaviors, students are it less risk of either personal or property victimization
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once they have made the transition from middle to high school (Figures 2-1A
and 2-1B) and are judged by their fellow students as at less risk of attack
by others (Figure 2-1I), Older students are also less likely than younger

ones to see their schools as tense and unfriendly (Figure 2-1K) and are less

often afraid while in school (Figure 2-1L),

This pattern does not hold for teachers., Though teachers report knowledge

of more instances of student personal victimization in elementary and middle
than in high schools (Figure 2-1A), elementary school teachers judge $tudents
to be safer from attack than do their middle and high school counterparts
(Figure 2-11). Their judgments of student safety are at wide variance with
those of their students who, compared with teachers in the same schools,

more often rebort danggr of personal attack, tension in the school, and fear

of being hurt.

Thus there are not only diverse kinds of crime but diverse views of the crime
that occurs. There are two points to be made from this review., First, school
crime should not be considered solely in terms of how many illegal acts occur
on school grounds. There is a sizeable core of both students and teachers

who admit to being afraid in school. This number is larger than those who
actually experience personal victimization, but smaller than the number who
believe their schools are unsafe for students and the number who report the
occurrence of illegal acts. To the extent that it interferes with learning
and with the quality of school life, the perception of the school as dangerous

is as legitimate an object for intervention as actual crime incidence.

Second, we should be prepared to think of school crime in terms of differences

in the developmental and socialization needs of students and to take account
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of the meaning that specific kinds of behavior have at different developmental
stages. Elementary schools are more troubling to their students than to their
teachers. The reverse may be true in high schools. The crime problem is
different for younger and older students. We will find in Chapter 3 that
what works with youngers may not be what works with olders, and that what

makes students feel better may not do the same for their teachers.

Outcome of the Evaluation

Problems in implementation

The design of the school team program and its evaluation were intended to
maximize the clarity with which program impacts, if any, would be demonstrated.
This meant controlling which schools participated in the program, how they
were assigned to immediate and delayed start-up conditions, and when the
extensive outcome assessments were conducted. Had all gone as planned, the
data would fif neatly into a predetermined statistical analysis model, and
statements of conclusions would have been as scientifically sound as any ever
made in the field of social program evaluation, ‘This commitment to the value
of unambiguous evaluation findings is rare in the planning stages of an
undertaking. The concern for clarity was coupled with equal emphasis on
comprehensiveness: the survey inctruments used were thorough; the samples to
which they ‘were administered were the largest ever in a study of this kind;

Tocal processes of program implementation were extensively documented.

Standards for success in the executjon of a study of this scope are nonexistent.

How much slippage, foot-dragging, and the like is unacceptable? More

importantly, how much is unavoidable? There are no firm answers to these
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questions but, by many standards, the study was extremely successful and
carefully executed. A massive store of information has been accumulated,
the first efforts to make sense of which are reported here. More are

needed,

In carrying out the first major analyses of the school team database, we

found ourselves struggling with the effects of a myriad of small discrepancies
between the study's planned and actual form, which we have gone to great
Tengths to monitor. This weakening of a grand plan may have blunted our
vision. Our cautiousness is the product of lengthy immersion in the details

of survey research problems.

The study was a poor fit to the mold envisioned in the planning stage. The
simplicity and straightforwardness of the original analysis plan would conceal
more than it revealed if we implemented it as planned. But by the same token,
the investment in the experimental model was huge and could not be ignored.
The question we struggied with was: insofar as the essence of the study, as
implemented, was arguably a poor approximation to controliled experimentation,
was there another model or framework within which critical weaknesses could

be turned into strengths? In other words, we sought a complementary analysis
approach that would capitalize on the very features of the data that
undermined the statistical validity of the original planned experimental
contrasts. At the same time we explored ways to modify the original analysis

plan to accomodate the realities of the data being analyzed.

The specific features of the data that we found problematic are worth

reviewing here:
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Confounding of training and pretesting. The comparison group model

required that the delayed start-up group (the B teams) not begin program
implementation until after a second wave of baseline problem level data
were gathered (see diagram on p. 1-7). This rarely happened. It was
more typical for B school teams to have been trained and begun work in
the schools several weeks (in some cases, over 100 school days) before
the second testing. Thus the crucial "no treatment" condition between

points X and Y for the B teams was essentially absent in the study.

Departures from the testing schedule. Schools were asked to administer

the student and teacher questionnaires at the same time each school

year (ideally in late November or early December). This was intended to
provide equal intervals (approximately one year) betweeen testing periods
and to avoid the problem of variation in reported crime with time of year.
As these schedules slipped, the targeted one-year intervals got longer in
some schools and shorter in others, completely blurring the distinctions

among groups of schools ostensibly in different treatment conditions.

The joint impact of these two features of the study's implementation are seen
clearly in Figures 2-2 and 2-3 which show the distribution of duration of team
activity (time elapsed since training) at the time of the second (Figure 2-2)
and third (Figure 2-3) testing occasions. What we have is a single continuum
of differing lengths of intervention time in which A and B teams, thouqh they

do not overlap, are contiguous.

Alternative models for measuring change

The two sets of analyses described in this chapter are the product of these
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methodological considerations. We reasoned that a dual-pronged analysis
approach was required to fully address the situation depicted in the foregoing

figures.

ANOVA model. Since the distributions of "amounts of treatment" did not
overlap for A and B teams, there was good reason to expect the original
analysis model to show some sensitivity to team program effects, if they

were present., We used a repeated measures analysis of variance, or ANOVA
model. The prototypical pattern of results to be expected with this approach
is shown in Figure 2-4A, The B teams schools were expected to show no change
in crime levels during the first (control) year, the A team schools to show

a decrease in crime levels. During the second year, the B team schools were
expected to show a decrease in crime (comparabie to that shown by the A team"
schools in the first year), while c¢rime levels in the A team schools continued

to decrease,

We made no specific predictions about the rate of change over the two years.
Some program staff had stated that it takes two years for a team to make a

real difference in a school. This would suggest a faster rate of change in

the A team schools in the second year compared to the first. It could equally.
well be argued that rapid change would occur during the first year (because

of expectations of improvement generated when a school begins to take active
steps to deal with its problems), with continued improvement, at a slower rate,

in the second year,

Regression model. The alternative approach to analysis of program outcomes

exploits the unwanted differences in intervention time among teams. Each -

assessment of the level of crime in a school can be linked with a specific
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Figure 2-4

Predicted Change in Level of Crime

~Figure 2-4A: ANOVA Model
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amount of team intervention: no intervention at the pre-test and varying
amounts of intervention (0 to 24 school months) at the two post-tests. We
would expect problem levels in the schools to decrease as intervention times
become longer. This prediction is graphed in Figure 2-4B. Again, we made

no specific predictions as to rates of change.

The second approach (a regression model) makes no distinction between A and

B teams. FEach of the three testing periods for a team js treated as a

separate point in the diagram above. This is not a strictly Tongitudinal

model, since each team does not contribute data at each time point. All i
teams are sampled at 0 intervention time. Different sets of teams are

sampled at the remaining intervention times (this can be understood by

reference to Figures 2-2 and 2-3). This approach assumes that teams at

different intervention points are equivalent except in their amount of

intervention in the school, an assumption for which we have no compelling

contradictions.

Intervention quality. Some teams get little accomplished, and take a

relatively long time to do it. Others work swiftly and efficiently. It
seems obvious that in near 200 separate team interventions, some will be

done more effectively than others. Quality of intervention is not generally
considered as a factor in the analyses underlying social program evaluations,
though it is beginning to receive some attention in the literature (Cook

and Poole, 1982). We wanted to incorporate information about team

effectiveness into each of our analysis models.

For the ANOVA model we formed subgroups of schools based on ratings of team

effectiveness. For the regression model, we conceived of the notion of
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"effective intervention time." The intervention time paired with each
outcome score was adjusted on the basis of how effective the team was

judged to be during the associated period of its activity. Though both
werg somewhat crude procedures, they seem to come close to the real question

of interest concerning the effects of school team activities.

Neither the analysis of variance nor regression models are ideal. They are
alternative ways of describing the evaluation data. Between them, we will
make a case for assessing the impact of the team intervention,

Testing for expected divferences between immediate
and delayed start-up conditions: ANOVA results

The analyses of variance test for patterns of change in school problem
levels from the first to the second to the third years of the evaluation.
Referring back to Figure 2-4A, the clearest and simplest positive result
would be for schools in the A group to show steady decreases in levels of
crime and for B schools to begin to show decreases only after beginning
program implementation (after the second measurement of problem levels),

This is the situation depicted in the figure.

A slightly less precise, but essentially equivalent analysis result would
be for the overall amount of improvement (crime reduction) to be greater
in A than in B schools: i.e., the longer a team works in the school (one

vs. two years), the more positive the outcome.

Either of these patterns can be superimposed on school conditions that
amount to progressive deterioration: stemming a negative trend is every

bit as positive an outcome as improving a negative status quo. We shall
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group these two patterns under the heading of cycle effects, indicating
that schools going through the earlier training cycle (A teams) did better

than those going through the later cycle (B teams).

No amount of time may be long enough for an ineffective team to produce
positive results. We built in a test for this possibility by forming four
groups of schools within each training cycle on the basis of how effective

their teams were judged to be in each of the last two years of the study.

We used judgments of team functioning made by cluster coordinators, trainers,
and evaluation staff. These were used to form two team effectiveness scales,

one pertaining to activities in 1979 and the other to activities in 1980. By

dichotomizing each of these scales, schools could be divided into four
groups:
* teams judged high (above average) in effectiveness in

both years (56 teams)

* teams judged low (below average) in effectiveness in
both years (56 teams)

* teams judged high in effectiveness in 1979 but low in
1980 (34 teams)

* teams judged low in effectiveness in 1979 but high in
1980 (31 teams)

If team effectiveness makes a difference, the predictions made above should

be more clearly borne out for the groups high in rated team effectiveness.

Before reporting our findings, we should note one other pattern of results
which we may be justified in interpreting positively. If the analysis
indicates that all schools, without regard to cycle or team effectiveness
group membership, have improved, it is possible that participation in the
school team program may have helped. It is also possible, of course, that

such a battern reflects effects having nothing to do with the program, and
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so we make no inferences as to their source. Positive (or negative) trends
in levels of school crime in a national sample of schools are worth describing,

however, whether or not we are in a position to attach causal interpretations

to them.

In all, changes in 20 distinct measures of school conditions (see Table 2-4)
were analyzed via the ANOVA procedure. Table 2-5 summarizes the results of
these analyses. Looking first at the columns headed "overall trends," it
appears that, very generally, conditions improved in the schools participating
in the program, especially in the eyes of teachers. The changes seem to be
concentrated in the subset of school problem indicators best described as
"soft" outcomes: safety, tension, fear, etc. While less disruption is

reported by the respondents in our study, experiences of personal victimization
show no improvement. In fact, the only consistent change in our "hard data"
indicators of crime (increases in student and teacher property victimization)

suggests that theft may be on the upswing in these schools.

How do we interpret these at best inconsistent and at worst disconcerting
results? First, we must emphasize that these are historical trends and may
have nothing to do with the work of school teams. Hence, any interpretation

we give is more by way of reasoned speculation than causal inference.

Assuming team activity has influenced these crime trends, it is possible ‘that
either (a) the teams are able to affect .only attitudes, not actual behaviors

(a frequent criticism of team-building approaches), or (b) hard data indicators
change more slowly, so that more time is needed to observe team effects.

We will address these further below,

There is a third possibility. From our experience with these schools, a
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Table 2-5

Summary of Chahges in School Problem Levels: ANOVA Estimates

Student Reports ‘ Teacher Reports
Overall Cycle Team effec. Overall Cycle Team effec.

Global problem measure trends differences x cycle trends differences x cycle
Personal victimization

Student-as~victim *1 ns ns ns * *

Teacher-as-victim ns ns ns s ns *

Student safety ns ns ns Kkkk2 ns ns
Property victimization

Student-as-victim *kkk3 * ns ns * ns

Teacher-as—-victim ns ns ns *xkd3 ns *

Vandalism ns ns ns Kkkk2 ns *
Alcohol/drug avail'ty ns ns ns na na na
Illegal behaviors ns ns ns ns ns ns
Disruption k2 ns ns *k2 ns *%
Tension ns ns ns kkk2 ns ns
Fear Kkk2 *k * *2 ns *k

IMixed trend over three-year period in all schools.
2Essentially steady improvement over three-year period in all schools.

3Essentially steady worsening over three-year period in all schools.

* p <. 10; %% p<,05; *%% p ,01; **%% p < 001,
ns = not significant
na = measure not available

Repeated measures ANOVA includes covariate adjustments for unequal time. intervals between testings and for
effects of disruptive events in the school (e.g., teacher strikes, desegregation).
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picture of "the crime-ridden school" has emerged in which a syndrome of
problems reinforce one another. Victimization is rampant, leading to student
and teacher fear and a climate of tension in the school. These "soft"
problems interfere with teaching and learning every bit as much as does
victimization. An important outcome of the school team intervention would be
the severing of linkages in this syndrome of mutually reinforcing problems.
For example, if the social processes of communication and miscommunication
that breed fear from victimization were redirected toward a shared belief in
the power of change, the business of education could be conducted more
effectively even before the incidence of violence comes under control. More
sensitive and complex analyses than we have been able to undertake would be
needed to test for this kind of change in the structure of the crime syndrome

in schools.

We turn now to a discussion of results that can be clearly described as team
program effects. Cycle differences are reported for student personal and
property victimization (the latter as seen by both students and teachers)

and for student fear of crime while at school. These differences mean that
students in schools whose teams were trained early in the program (A teams)
experience greater reductions in victimization and fear than their counterparts
in schools whose teams were trained later in the program (B teams) and in

which team activity necessarily ran a shorter course.

These effects are graphed in Figure 2-5. In each frame of the figure, the
solid 1ine (representing the A teams) depicts a more favorable pattern of
change over the three-year period of the study than the broken line (representing

the B teams). Student theft, the only self-report victimization measure of the
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Figure 2-5

ANOVA Effects Associated with Training Cycle
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four, does not begin to respond to team efforts in Cycle A schools until
sometime during the second year of team intervention. This may support the
suggestion made above that "hard data" indicators require either a more
sustained effort or simply a longer lag-time before responding to treatment
intervention. The patterns of change shown by the Cycle B teams on these
measures, especially the changes from the first to the second observation,
provide eviderce that the methodological assumptions underlying the evaluation
design (e.g., that shcool conditions would remain stable in the absence of

team activity) may have been violated.

To follow up on the hypothesis that the "hard data" victimization measures
may be slower to change than other indices of crime, we examined plots of
findings Iike those shown in Figure 2-5 (and below in Figure 2-6) for
additionaf supporting evidence, even on measures in which change was not
statistically significant. In several cases we found patterns consistent
with this interpretation. This argues against the criticism that change
strategies like team-building are able to change only attitudes and not
objective conditions. It suggests instead that change may be of a sequential
nature, manifesting itself first in attifudes toward and perception of the
problem and only somewhat later in reports of reduction in specific incidents
of crime., Whether this sequence is causal, with attitudinal changes
necessarily preceding changes in objective conditions, or simply temporal

is a question for further, more refined analyses.

Returning to Table 2-5, we now consider the remaining type of program outcome,
that associated with differences in how effectively teams carried out their

program activities. The heading, "effectiveness x cycle," indicates that
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team effectiveness is linked to program outcomes but that the linkages are
different for the two training cycles. Except for student raports of fear

in schod], these linkages appear only in the reports of teachers. The
relationships among team effectiveness, training cycle, and outcome show

a number of distinct patterns, but each reflects some combination of positive
results consistent with predictions made on the basis of differences in the

effectiveness of teams.

A graphic illustration will help communicate how team effectiveness differences
operate in the data. Figure 2-6 displays the pattern for the measure of
vandalism derived from teacher questionnaire responses. It presents
dramatically the problem posed by the data when we look at A/B differences

over effectiveness groups.

If we select only teams rated high in effectiveness both years (those
designated by squares in the graphs), the findings are gratifyingly T1ike our
predictions: in the A group, a downward trend in the percent of teachers who
see their schools having problems of vandalism and theft, somewhat sharper
in the first year; and in the B group, no change during the first year
followed by a sharp decline in the second (the slope of change for the B
teams in the second year is almost identical with that of the A teams in

the first year).

Findings for the three remaining groups of A teams appear to be explicable
in terms of their relative effectiveness, provided that we argue that a
first-year momentum for the High/Low effectiveness group (designated by
circles in the graph) spilled over into the second year, even though the

teams were functioning more poorly at this time., It is less easy to

2-38



IR g e s

6€-C

Figure 2-6

Teacher Reports of Danger from Vandalism and Theft
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explain what happens in the schools of those B teams initially rated

tow in effectiveness during the year before which they were to be trained.
Their schools (designated by triangles and diamonds in the graph) show
sharp declines in the percent of teachers reporting problems during this
year. This phenomenon occurs with a number of other teacher {and student)

measures.

What was happening with the ineffective B teams? It will be remembered that
most B teams had had some post-training time in the schools prior to the
second administration of the outcome questionnaires. One possibility is that
these teams had had more intervention time prior to the first post-test than
their more effective counterparts. We found the reverse to be true, suggesting
that less is more as far as change is concerned--an implication of the data we
were not yet prepared to accept. Another possibility is that the ineffective
teams had had greater visibility in their schools during the first year and
were thus more likely to create an expectation that things were about to
improve. We found that the low effective teams did come from smaller schools
than the high effective teams and were more often led by either school
administrators or counselors. This provides some support for the Tatter

argument, though it does not provide a definitive answer to the problem,

These findings raise a number of questions about the appropriateness of a
group comparison model as a way of describing change in our data. The model
does not take account of the variation within each group in the amount of
time between training and the collection of post-test data. It is also
unable to deal with the guestion of whether or not the teams had actually

been working in the schools throughout the followup period. For example,
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a team that ceased to operate as a team after three months was classified

as low effective; so was a team that labored, inadequately, throughout the

entire followup period.

Testing for the length and quality of
team activity: regressjon results

These considerations led to our second analysis model. We deve]bped, for
each team, a measure of intervention time that took account of the number

of days a team was actually operative in the school: from the time it returned
from training to the time at which it ceased to function, if it fajled to
continue throughout the followup period. Intervention time, computed for

the periods preceding each of the three administrations of the questionnaires,
was weightedkby the judged effectiveness of the team during the followup
period. For example, if two teams had been working in their respective
schools for one year when the second testing took place, but were not rated

as equally effective, the less effective team would be assigned a smaller

effective intervention time.

Our measure of intervention time thus equates a given period of effective
time with é Tonger period of less effective time. The measure is crude,

but at least a beginning attempt to assess intervention quality. It can

be considered as a more refined application of the experimental (treatment)/

control (no treatment) comparison.

We combined the data from A and B teams and used their scores on effective
intervention time at each of the three survey administrations as predictors
of crime probiem level in the school. It should be remembered that we are

not talking about the same teams at each point on the regression (predicted
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outcome) line. Though each team contributed three measurements, different

groupings of teams appear at different intervention times, the groupings.
depending on time of training, time of administering the surverys, and time

of dropping out of the program if the team did not continue through the

entire two-year followup period.

Results from the regression analyses relating outcome crime levels to amount

and quality of team interventions are summarized below. We found the length

of effective intervention time is associated with:

* Jower levels of fear, tension, and i1legal behaviors as reported
by students; there are also lower levels of disruption and danger
of attack by others, though not at a level of statistical significance;

* higher levels of student theft victimization, though there is a
decline in these levels with long intervention times;

* jower levels on all teacher measures of crime problems except
victimization by theft (this decreases, but not at a level of
statistical significance); the strongest relationships are with
teacher perceptions of student safety from attack by others, school
safety from vandalism and theft, student reports to teachers that
they have been theft victims, and the presence of illegal behaviors.

Intervention time/
in the middle schools, at least for measures of disruption, tension, personal
victimization, and student reports to teachers that they have been personally
victimized. This suggests that team interventions in middle schools may be

initially most successful 1in dealing with acting out rather than strictly

delinquent behavior.

For all measures except student theft victimization, the regression line

shows a sharp decrease with short intervention times, followed by a more
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gradual decrease as intervention time gets longer. This suggests that there
may be an initial "honeymoon effect" during the first weeks after teams

have returned from training--team enthusiasm is at its height and the reality
of implementing change programs has not yet taken its toll--with the rate

of change decreasing as time progresses.

As in the ANOVA analyses, we considered the possibility of non-team factors
that could obscure intervention/outcome relationships. It was clear from our
interviews and phone conversations with team leaders that many schools were
in a terrible plight: budget crunches, teacher layoffs, declining enrollments,
desegregation leading to mass transfers of students, staff reorganization,
and imminent school closings all took their toll in lowered teacher and
probably student morale. Team interventions--indeed, any change efforts--
could be efpected to encounter more difficulties in such schools. We

created a measure of the number of such disruptions occurring in each of

the followup years. Building a correction for disruptive events into the
regression analyses did not mater#a]]y affect the findings reported above,

In most cases it increased the significance of the observed relationships.

The findings from the effective intervention time analyses are congruent
with those from the A/B comparisons, but they show stronger relationships
between team activity and decreased problem level in the schools. This is
reasonable, given the more complete use of data on interventions in the
former model. (Results of the ANOVA analyses are given in Appendix A;

the regression analyses are given in Appendix B.)
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Summary of Findings

We developed two alternative ways of looking at change in the level of
school crime. Neither represents an ideal fit to the data: they are
approximations necessary because the original evaluation design was not
implemented as planned. Both approaches take account of the quality and
duration of the team intervention, and both make some correction for
disruptive events occurring in the school, independent of the intervention,

that can be expected to make change more difficult to bring about.

The data support these conclusions:

1. The amount of effective team intervention is related to the amount of

decrease in levels of crime problems in schools.

2. Not a11 aspects of crime change at the same rate. We used a number of
different measures of change, including attitudes,_perceptions of crime
conditions, and self-reports of victimization experiences., It appears
easier to change emotional responsé to crime conditions (fear of being
hurt), perceptions of school safety, disruptive behavior, and attacks
on teachers than to change theft and attacks on students., Theft is
particularly resistant to team change efforts, though there is evidence

that it may be affected by long team interventions.

3. The rate of improvement is typically greatest in the early months of

team intervention, with improvement slowing down as intervention times
get longer. This suggests the operation of a honeymooon effect after
teams return from training, when the expectation of change occurring in

the school may be high. The visibility of the team and its activities
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may be a factor in initial change and may also account for the more
favorable responses of teachers than students as reporters of positive

change.

4, Change is greater in middle than in high or elementary schools on

measures of disruptive behavior, attacks on students and teachers, and
tension in the school. This suggests that a team's initial effect in

the more turbulent schools is to cool out disorderly behavior.

Fina11y, we have argued for these points in addressing crime in the schools.,

First, the manifestations of crime are various, It is as important to deal

with issues of fear and perceived danger as with specific criminal acts.
Second, the pattern of crime measures varies with the age of students, as
does adult response to student crime behavior. This suggests that school
crime represents distinct syndromes, requiring different treatments, at
different school levels. Third, though much of what is includad as school
crime may not seem seriously "criminal," school crime shows as great
variability in its seriousness as does crime on the streets, and it exacts
hidden costs in the disruption of education of those who are its victims
and the much larger numbers whose participation in education is lTimited by

fear and the disorderly behavior of others.
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Chapter 3

TEAM PROJECTS AND THE REDUCTION OF CRIME

During training, teams plan the specific projects they will undertake in the
schools in order to reduce crime. Not all projects are actually carried out.
Teams may plan beyond their available time and energy. They may underestimate
difficulties in getting projects underway. The loss of team members through
transfers or layoffs may make it impossible to carry out plans in full. Of
those projects planned at training, 60 percent were put into operation in

the schools,

The projects carried out by the teams varied widely, both in number and
kind. Thus, one team might concentrate its energies on a single activity--
e.g., reviving a flagging parent-teacher association. Another might develop
a school discipline handbook, an orientation program for incoming students,
after-school sports activities, weekly breakfasts for teachers, and a school
beautification campaign. A third team might set up a workshop for students

in leadership skills, a workshop for teachers in classroom management, and

~a course in adolescent development for parents. Roughly one-third of the

teams carried out one or two projects, another third carried out three or
four, and the remaining third carried out five or more (see Figure 3-1).

The largest number of projects carried out by a single team was 17,

.- —

We had information on team projects from action plans, progress reports, and
project forms completed by the team leaders in the spring of 1979 and 1580.
Qur problem was to find ways to describe a team's program of often very

disparate activities.
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Figure 3-1

Number of Projects Carried Out by Teams
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We began by classifying each project by the kind of activity it involved.
We called these activities project strategies. We then used the team's
individual strategy classifications (a team could have 1 to 17, depending
on the number of projects it carried out) to classify the team in terms of

the general strategy it adopted to reduce crime.

We followed a similar procedure to describe the objectives of the team's
projects and the kinds of crime problems they were expected to reduce. In
both cases we moved from a classification of individual projects to a

classification of teams.

Qur findings are presented in three sections: strategies, objectives, and
crime problem focus. In each section we describe first the classification
of individual projects, then the classification of teams, and finally the
relationship between the team classification and reduction of crime in the

school,

" Strategies

Strategies of individual projects

The strategies used by the teams in this study cover a wide range of

activities. The information we obtained indicated that the follgewing kinds

of activities were undertaken by the teams:

® changes in school policy or procedure
®* training and education

® counseling

communication

* extracurricular activities

®* school beautification
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We describe each activity group below, giving some examples of each.

CHANGES IN SCHOOL POLICY OR PROCEDURE

Security
These projects change the way the school handles its security.
There are three approaches:

* adding new equipment (burglar alarms, two-way radios,
fences, doors)

adding new security personnel (security guards, police
patrols, student monitors for hallways or lunchroom,
staff monitoring of campus for drug use)

changing security procedures (visitor sign-ins, marking
student bicycles to discourage theft, setting up an inter-
school communication link to deal with intruders from
nearby schools)

Discipline
These projects change the school's rules for behavior or its
sanctions for misbehavior. There are three approaches:

making school rules explicit (revising a disciplinary
handbook, publicizing school rules)

® changing the handling of disciplinary infractions
(in-school suspension as an alternative to suspension
from school, detention or cooling-off rooms, conferences
with parents of offenders, counseling students who are
rule violators)

* preventing disciplinary infractions (rewarding good
behavior by allowing participation in a mini-bike program,
student contracts with teachers for behavior expectations,
teacher use of positive discipline)

R e SR

Attendance

These projects change the way the school handles its attendance
problems. There are two approaches:

®* working with individual students who fail to attend
(a buddy system that pairs an attending with a problem
student, student or teacher calls to problem students
to determine reasons for nonattendance, visits to homes
of nonattending students)

working with school as a whole (weekly display charts
for school attendance, rewards for classes with highest
attendance)
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Curriculum

These projects bring in new courses on a permanent basis
(student-initiated mini-courses, information courses on
drug use)

Problem-solving group

These projects form groups (committees, task forces) to do
problem-solving or to create positive change in the school.
Problems may be specific (a student/teacher group to handle
student grievances, a student group to set up a music program
in the cafeteria, a student/teacher/parent task force to work
on the problem of vandalism--or attendance, or achievement,
or inter-racial problems); or problems may be broad-based

(a student advisory council to work with administration, a
parent task force to work on school operation as a whole).

TRAINING AND EDUCATION

Personal growth skills

These projects try to make the person trained (student, teacher,
or parent) aware of her or his feelings, behavior, and/or

impact on other people. They offer opportunities for self-
exploration. The personal growth skills involved are variously
named: communication, human relations, goal-setting, personal
problem-solving, values clarification, positive decision-making,
exploring one's impressions on other people, leadership,
assertiveness training, stress reduction, positive attitudes
toward learning)

Inter-group relations skills

These projects consider the person trained as a member of an
identifiable group (students, handicapped, non-minority, teachers,
parents, etc.) and focus training on understanding or getting
along with members of other identifiable groups. Examples are:
students/teachers, staff/administrators, parents/children,
minority/non-minority, teachers/special education students.

The methods are similar to those used in personal growth training,
but there tends to be more use of role-playing and psychodrama

and of the presentation of information. The projects may bring
members of the two target groups together, or they may work with

only one (e.g., by having teachers role-play student/teacher
interactions).

Behavior management skills

These projects, a variant of the inter-group relations projects,
are intended to aid teachers in handling or preventing disruptive
behavior by giving them skills in classroom management,
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Academic skills

These projects are intended to improve student academic
performance, either directly, through tutoring or other
remedial work, or indirectly, by improving teacher skills.

COUNSELING

Adult/student

These projects have adults (usually teachers) counsel or
advise students, either individually or in groups, on career
and/or personal problems.

Student/student

These projects, called peer counseling or peer advising,

have students talk with other students on their difficulties
with school, peers, or family. The projects include specific
training and/or supervision of the student counselors/advisers,

COMMUNICATION

School /community

These projects try to improve communication between the school
and the community (this usually means parents). There are
two approaches:

* indjvidual: direct communication with parents (a telephone
network, "happy grams" to parents, home visits, social
gatherings, parent meetings around school problems, parent
nights at school) or offering information to parents (news
bulletins, mini-courses)

organizational: developing new organizations with parent
membership or expanding existing ones (parent/teacher
associations, parent/teacher/student councils, parent
councils)

Within school

These projects try to improve communication among groups within
the school (students, teachers, administrators). There are
two approaches:

* group: projects aimed at making students or, more commonly,
teachers, feel better about the school and their peers
through social activities (week breakfasts, retreats),
improved working conditions (setting up a room where teachers
can work outside of the classroom), or providing information
(newsletters to highlight the work of individual teachers)
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®* school as a whole: projects aimed at making the entire
school community feel better about the school and its
members through morale boosters (school spirit day, smile
day, silly day), special activities (sports, talent shows,
dance contests), or providing information (films, newsletters)

School transitions

These projects try to ease changes, either from one school to
another (9th graders put on shows and assemblies or conduct tours
for elementary school students) or within the school (helping
students and staff plan for anticipated school closing or shifts
in inter-racial balance).

EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

These projects provide activities for teachers, parents, or,
more commonly, students outside of normal school hours. Sports
programs are the most frequent activities offered.

SCHOOL BEAUTIFICATION

These projects try to improve the school grounds (cleanup,
adding new equipment) or buildings (painting, decorating) or
try to forestall the defacement of buildings by offering students
an alternative outlet for self-expression (graffiti board).
The most popular project strategies among our teams are changes in discipline
policy or procedures, training in personal growth skills, and within-school

communication (see Table 3-1). This holds across all three school levels.

School/community communication projects are also popular with the elementary

school teams.

There are some differences, however, among the three groups of schools.

Compared to high school teams, elementary and middle school teams put greater
emphasis on academic programs (curriculum change and/or academic skill training:
6 percent of high school teams, 23 percent of middle school teams, and 26 percent
of elementary school teams), They also put greater emphasis on extracurricular

activities, but Tess on attendance projects.
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Table 3-1

Percent of Teams with One or More Projects

of a Given Strategy

A1l teams High Middle Elem.
(n=189)1 (n=72) (n=78) (n=39)

Procedure/policy change:

Security 9 10 6 13

Discipline 40 40 45 31

Attendance 1 17 9 5

Curriculum 10 3 15 13

Problem-solving group 17 19 17 15
Trainina/education:

Personal growth skills 42 47 41 - 33

Inter-group relations skills 22. 21 26 15

Behavior management skills 20 17 26 15

Academic skills 10 4 10 21
Counseling:

‘Adult/student 11 14 12 3

Student/student 15 14 17 15
Communication:

School/community 15 10 13 28

Within school 29 29 29 28

School transitions 5 6 6 3
Extracurricular activities 12 8 14 15
School beautification 7 7 8 8

TIncludes all teams with implemented projects. Subsequent tables include

only teams with data on change in levels of crime.
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Elementary school teams try more school/community communication but fewer
discipline projects than either mfdd1e or high school teams. They also try
fewer projects in the area of interpersonal or intrapersonal development
(personal growth and/or inter-group relations and/or behavior management:
64 percent of high school teams, 62 percent of middle school teams, and

49 percent of elementary school teams).

Team strategy thrust

We can look at the effect of a team's project package, but we cannot trace
the impact of any cne of its projects in isolation from the others, Since
most teams carried out more than one project and used more than one strategy,
we had to devise a way to describe a team's collection of project strategies
in a single measure of strategy direction or thrust. We assumed that teams
did not choose strategies at random and that a team's strategy choices would

follow a discernable pattern.

We proceeded as follows. We created a number of a priori classifications

of the 16 strategies described above, each containing three to six strategies.
The classifications were based on our intuitive judgments of what strategies
belonged together. For each classification, we counted the number of teams
that could be defined in one, but only one, classification group. We used
three alternative definitions: any of the teams projects fell within the
group, half or more of the team's projects fell within the group, and all

of the team's projects fell within the group. We also counted the'number of
residual teams, those that belonged to more than one group and those that

belonged to none.

3-9

Our "best fit" classification produced the following categories:

Discipline thrust (26 of 173 teams)

procedure or policy change in security
procedure or policy change in discipline
procedure or policy change in attendance

What these three groups of projects have in common is am effort to

deal directly with problem behavior. They vary in the kinds of

problems addressed (security projects are frequently geared to problems
of vandalism, theft, or keeping out intruders, while discipline projects
more often address disruption and personal attack or problem behavior

in general). They also vary in the extent to which solutions are

handed down from on top vs. the extent to which students, teachers,

or parents are involved in the problem solution.

Communications thrust (46 of 173 teams)

formation of problem-solving group
school/community communication
within-schoo! communication
communication around school transitions

What these four groups of projects have in common is an effort to
improve communication betweeen groups and thus to reduce fear,
distortions, and lack of understanding; and to make individuals and
groups feel better about the school. Some are intended to improve
morale, some to promote involvement in school activities, some to
improve inter-group relations, and some to allow participation in
school decision-making. Most of these projects are aimed at reducing
disruptive behavior, fighting, and personal attack and at improving
school attendance.

Human relations thrust (48 of 173 teams)

training in personal growth skills
training in inter-group relations skills
training in behavior management skills

What these three groups of projects have in common is an effort to
improve the way one gets along with other people. The approaches
range from explaining (by experts) to discussing to experiencing
(as in psychodrama), with the emphasis on the latter two. Most of
these projects are aimed at reducing disruptive behavior, fighting,
and personal attack and at improving school attendance.

When scored according to the criterion of "half or more of the team's

projects," 60 percent of the teams could be classified in one of these
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three groups. By stretching the scoring to include the most frequently
used strategy thrust (when the criterion of "half or more" could not be
met), we increased this figure to 70 percent (see Figure 3-2), The
residual group (53 teams) used strategy thrusts that occurred too
infrequently to allow us to draw conclusions about their effectiveness

in reducing crime,

Team strategy thrust and the reduction of crime

Does the team's choice of projects affect the amount of crime reduction
in the school? To answer this question, we needed single measures of
change in the amount of crime. We based these measures on differences
between the first and third administrations of the student and teacher
questionnaires. (The change scores are t-statistics: the difference
between the first and third year scores divided by the standard error of
the difference.) There are 20 measures of change, one for each of the

global outcome measures described in Chapter 2 (see Table 2-4).

Before describing the relationships between team strategy thrust and
change in crime (and the project/outcome findings described in later
sections), one general comment is in order. We are reserving the actual
data on which our report of these relationships is based for the Appendix
rather than including them in the text--the number of both project and

outcome change variables makes narrative presentation unwieldy.

In general, our findings reach what is commonly accepted as "statistical
significance" (p <.05). e do not comment, however, on every significant

relationship, particularly isolated ones that do not make sense to us in
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the general pattern of findings. We consider seriously some statistically

non-significant relationships when there are large numbers of these in the

same direction and they are supported by other data. We have been rather
generous in this way for the smaller sample of elementary schools where
significant relationships are matehmatically less probable than in middle
and high schools. The serious reader will want to spend some time with
the data to judge how far they support the conclusions we have drawn and

whether or not they suggest alternative conclusions.,

Let us look now at the relationships between change in crime and the
general strategy thrust adopted by the team. We considered only those
teams that fell in one of the three strategy thrust classifications:
discipline, communications, or human relations. Each group was compared
with the others on each of the 20 global outcome change measures (see
Table C in the Appendix; also Table D). To simplify the presentation,

we report on findings over the six major groupings cf these measures:

®* vandalism

* theft

® drug/alcohol availability
* attacks on students

* attacks on teachers

fear of crime

Qur general findings are as follows:

* a team's general strategy thrust makes a djfference in the amount
of reduction in crime

® the choice of strategy thrust makes the most difference in
reducing vandalism, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime;
in high and elementary schools, it also makes a difference in

reducing theft; it makes no measurable difference in reducing
attacks on students or the availability of drugs and alcohol

° the most effective strategy thrust is not the same for high,
middle, and elementary schools

® teams do not necessarily favor the strategy thrust most effective
in *heir school level

* teams with a human relations thrust tend to be the least effective
of the three groups over all three school levels

Specific findings for the three school levels are summarized below.

HIGH SCHOOLS

* a communications thrust is the most effective in reducing vandalism,

theft from teachers, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime

* a human relations thrust is the least effective in reducing vandélism

® both human relations and discipline thrusts are relatively ineffective
in reducing theft from teachers and attacks on teachers
[ ]

a discipline thrust is the least effective in reducing fear of crime

MIDDLE St‘H OOLS

a discipline thrust is the most effective in reducing vandalism,
attacks on teachers, and fear of crime

a human relations thrust is the least effective in reducing
attacks on teachers

* both communications and human relations thrusts are relatively
ineffective in reducing vandalism and fear of crime

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

a discipline thrust is the most effective in reducing vandalism,
attacks on teachers, teacher fear of crime, and (possibly) theft
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students, but one chooses to direct and control in order to modify student

®* a communications thrust is also effective in reducing attacks on

teachers, and may also be effective in reducing the availability , ' behavior while the other tries to change the way students feel about
of drugs and alcohol _ ; : themselves and to provide nondelinquent ways of dealing with peers and
® a human relations thrust is the least effective in reducing vandalism, adults. The first team places responsibility for changing delinquent

attacks on teachers, teacher fear of crime, and (possibly) theft

behavior in th i | e .
and the availability of drugs and alcohol n the school environment. The second places responsibility 1in

the student.

Objectives .
This evaluation was not intended to test alternative theories of delinquency

Objectives of individual projects reduction, but it offers an opportunity to look at some quasi-theories of

. what it takes to reduce delinquent behavior. In a later section, we will
Project objectives are the changes teams expect their projects to bring
Took at the relationships between team project objectives and the reduction

about--for example, improved academic performance or increased teacher §
; of crime,

morale. A team's project objectives tell us something about what the %
team believes is needed to reduce delinquent behavior, ; Our source of information on project objectives is a checklist completed

for each project by the team leader. The checklist, developed on the

Consider a team that chooses to concentrate on changing teachers-- ; . .
, basis of prior experience in Phase 1, included the following:

increasing their morale, their interpersonal skills, their involvement
* increased school safety and security
increased effectiveness of discipline

increased clarity of school rules

in school activities. This team is suggesting that the way teachers feel

about themselves and the way they interact with their students has something

improved academic performance

increased knowledge for coping with Tife probiems

increased student self-esteem

increased teacher morale

improved student/teacher relationships

improved teacher/parent relationships

increased human relations skills

increased involvement in school activities

increased participation in decisions about school operation

to do with student behavior. It is further suggesting that some of the

responsibility for continued delinquent behavior--whatever its original

causes--rests with the adults in the school. ; .

Consider now two other teams. One chooses to concentrate on the management | .
of behavior--making school rules explicit, 1ﬁcreasing the school's security
and the effectiveness of its disciplinary system. The other chooses to
increase the involvement of students in school activities, their interpersonal

The last three may be directed to students, to teachers, or to parents.,
skills, and their self-esteem. Both teams focus their change efforts on




In theory, any one project strategy could be used to reach any of the
objectives listed above. For example, a within-school communication
project (depending on its specific content and how it is carried out)
might be expected to lead to improvement in school safety, or academic
performance, or coping skills, or involvement in school activities, and
so on. In practice, certain kinds of strategies tend to be associated

with certain kinds of objectives. We summarize these relationships here.

BRINGING ORDER TO THE SCHOOL

* increased school safety and security
® increased effectiveness of discipline
® increased clarity of school rules

As a group, these objectives are most commonly associated with
security and discipline projects. Thev are also associated with
projects in which problem-solving groups work on spgcific
behavior problems and with within-school communication,
extracurricular, and school beautification projects.

Increased school safety and security is most commonly an
objective of security projects. It is frequently a secondary
objective of discipline projects.

Increased effectiveness of discipline is most commonly an -
objective of discipline projects. It also appears frequently

as an objective of training/education projects devoted to
personal growth, inter-group relations, and behavior management.

Increased clarity of school rules is most common]y an.objective
of discipline projects. It is also a frequent objective of
security projects.

Teams that choose one of these objectives also tend to choose
the others (intercorrelations range from .27 to .44).
INCREASING KNOWLEDGE

* improved academic performance
* increased knowledge for coping with life problems

These objectives are not associated with any one project strategy
more frequently than another,
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Improved academic performance is associated, of course, with
academic training and with curriculum and attendance projects,
but a variety of other strategies are also expected to improve
academic performance (discipline, inter-group relations,
within-schoo! communciation).

Increased knowledde for coping with 1ife problems appears
usually as one among a number of project objectives, with
strategies ranging from discipline (a detention center),
curriculum change (a course on drugs), inter-group relations,
scheol/community and within-school communication, and behavior
management,

Teams choosing one of these objectives rarely choose the other
(correlation between the two is .07),

INCREASING MORALE

increased student self-esteem
increased teacher morale

*
Increased student self-esteem appears as an objective of projects
offering training in personal growth skills in which students are
allowed to express their feelings to adults and as an objective

of discipline projects that provide rewards for positive behavior,

It also appears as an objective in a wide variety of other project
strategies.

Increased teacher morale is most often an objective of within-
school communication projects, particularly those aimed at making
teachers feel better about the school. It also often appears as

an objective in training projects for personal growth and behavior
management skills

Teams choosing one of these objectives rarely choose the other
(correlation between the two is -.02).

IMPROVING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN GROUPS

improved student/teacher reiationships
improved teacher/parent relationships

Improved student/teacher relationships is most often associated
with one of three project strategies: discipline projects that
provide rewards for good behavior or some opportunity for
student/adult discussion; problem-solving groups that include
adults, with or without student membership (these differ from
similar projects without this objective in being broad-based
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in their conception of the problems to be addressed by thg
group); and training projects in personal growth or behavior
management skills.

Improved teacher/parent relationships is most often assoc1qted
with school/community communication projects; problem-solving
group projects; and training projects in personal growth skills,
usually those directed toward teachers.

Teams choosing one of these objectives somgtimes choqse the
other, most often in projects involving problem-solving groups,

personal growth skills training, or school/community communication

(correlation between the two is .22).

IMPROVING INTERPERSONAL SKILLS

®* increased human relations skills of students

® increased human relations skills of teachers

* increased human relations skills of parents

This group of objectives is distinguished from the preceding one

by its emphasis on change within one target group rather than
change in the relationship between two groups.

For students, this objective appears in a wide variety of projects

and is usually secondary to other objectives,

For teachers, this objective is most often associated wjth
training projects in personal growth, inter-group relqt1oqs,
and behavior management and with within-school communication.

projects.

For parents, this objective is most often associated with
projects in’which parents are members of problem-solving groups.

Teams choosing this objective for one target group sometimes
choose it for another, but the relationships are not strong
(intercorrelations range from .15 to .22).

INCREASING INVOLVEMENT

® increased involvement in school activities of students
* increased involvement in school activities of teachers
® increased involvement in school activities of parents

This objective is most commonly associated with communication
projects: within-school communication in the case of students
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and teachers, and school/community communication in the case of
parents. Increased involvement for any of these target groups
is also an objective for problem-solving group projects that
have membership from the target group. However, increased
involvement also appears as an objective with a variety of
other project strategies, ranging from security and discipline
to school beautification. A1l offer the potential for getting
one or more target groups to become more active in activities
within the school,

Teams that try to involve parents in school activities also try
to involve teachers (correlation = .40) but seldom students
(correlation = ,14), Teams that try to involve students also
tend to try to involve teachers (correlation = .26).

INCREASING PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL DECISION-MAKING

* increased participation of students in school decisions

increased participation of teachers in school decisions
increased participation of parents in school decisions

This group of objectives is distinguished from the preceding one
by its emphasis on shared responsibility for decisions affecting
the participant. It represents a specific kind of involvement
in the school.

This objective is most often associated with problem-solving
group projects. These offer the most direct vehicle for
decision inputs.

For students, this objective also appears in a variety of other
projects that offer opportunities for student activity: disciptine,
attendance, personal growth training, school-community communication,
and school beautification.

For teachers, this ocbjective also appears in some personal growth
training projects.

For parents, this objective also appears in some school/community
communication programs.

Teams' that promote the participation of teachers in school
decisions also tend to promote the participation of parents
(correlation = ,39). Teams that promote the participation of
students are less likely to be concerned with teacher or
parent participation (correlations = ,23, .20).
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Table 3-2

Teams commonly expect a project to reach more than one objective. The

Average Percent of a Team's Projects

! j i he objecti d ibed ] )
average percent of a team's projects with each of the objectives describe with a Given Objective

above is given in Table 3-2. Those appearing most frequently in team

projects are improving the relationships between groups (especially _ A1 teams
. . o n=170
student/teacher relationships), increasing morale, and bringing order to (n=170)
the school. The promotion of involvement and participation occur with Increased school safety and security 19
relatively low frequency. Increased effectiveness of discipline 34
Increased clarity of school rules 30
Team objectives thrust Improved academic performance 15
Increased knowledge for coping with 1ife problems 30
Just as we looked for patterns within a team's several project strategies, Increased student self-esteem 32
| Increased teacher morale 29
‘s . actives. d
so we looked for patterns within the team's project objectives We hope Improved student/teacher relationships 4
that even teams with seemingly disparate project strategies would nonetheless ; Improved teacher/parent relationships 21
be found to focus most of their project efforts on, say, increasing teacher Increased human relations skills:
. | Students 32
morale or improving teacher/parent relationships. f Teachers 27
' Parents . 13
We began with a procedure similar to that used for project strategies, Increased involvement in school activities:
trying to classify teams according to several alternative a priori Students 18
classifications of objectives. We were unable to group the teams | Teachers _ 14
Parents 13
satisfactorily in this way. Increased participation in school decisions:
‘ . ' Students 17
We next tried a factor analvsis of objectives at the team level. With Teachers 13
four factors extracted, we found that a team's objectives grouped around Parents 10
the targets of change--students, teachers, parents, or the school as a
whole--rather than around change content. In other words, teams are more
Tikely to focus their efforts on changing a particular target group, over
a variety of change areas, than to focus on a particular area of change.
- ! 3-22
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We could not, however, uniquely define most teams in terms of a single

objectives thrust--as we had done with strategies. We gave teams multiple

objectives scores, each score representing the percent of the team's projects

in which a given objective or objective target group was present.

Figure 3-3 shows the distribution of scores for change target groups.

As with strategy thrusts, we found differences by school level, High school

teams, compared with middle and elementary school teams, are less often
concerned with changing parents but more often concerned with changing
teachers. They are also more often concerned with school-wide change
which, in our classification, consists of those cbjectives we have called

bringing order to the school.

Team objectives thrust and the reduction of crime

The correlations between team objectives scores and measures of change in
crime are given in Tables E and F in the Appendix. We discuss here both

findings on the targets of change and on individual objectives.

Our general findings are as follows:

* the objectives toward which a team directs its projects makes a
difference in the amount of reduction in crime

* the choice of objectives makes a difference over most crime measures;
it has relatively 1ittle impact on the reported availability of drugs

and alcohol

® the most effective objectives thrusts are not the same for high,
middle, and elementary schools

* teams do not necessarily favor the objectives most effective in
their school level
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m
=
=
i
=
=
=]
=
]
o]
=
=

Students
Teachers
Parents
School2

Change Target Groups

lScores are logit transformations of-proportions (percent of team projects).

The extremes of this scale are identified by proportions.

2Includes objectives of increased safe/security, discipline effectiveness,

and clarity of school rules.

high schools (n=59)
middle schools (n=62)
elementary schools (n=31)

=R
nowu

3-24

P R S L

Yok L



s AR

b

More specific findings are difficult to summarize. They vary by kinds

of crime measures (vandalism, theft, etc.), kinds of objectives, and
school level and thus Tend themselves to alternatjve presentations. What
we have chosen to do here is to describe relationships between changes in
crime over the different kinds of objectives toward which teams direct
their projects. Readers concerned with the amount of detajl may want to

proceed to the summary of findings in the final section of this chapter.

Findings for change target groups are summarized below. Positive change
means that the greater the percent of the team's projects directed toward
the target group, the greater the reduction in crime. Negative change

means that the greatef‘the percent of the team's projects directed toward

the target group, the less the reduction in crime.

TEAM FOCUS ON CHANGING STUDENTS

A focus on changing students is associated with both positive and
negative change, depending on school level.

A focus on changing students is most Tikely to be helpful in
elementary schools, where it is associated with decreased
attacks on feachers and teacher fear of crime. In middie
schools, it is associated with worsened teacher perceptions
of personal and property safety,

TEAM FOCUS ON CHANGING TEACHERS

A focus on changing teachers is associated with both positive and
negative change, depending on school level,

A focus on changing teachers is most 1ikely to be helpful in
high schools, where it is associated with decreased teacher
fear of crime. In middle schools, it is associated with
worsened student perceptions of theft, attacks on teachers,
and tension in the school.
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TEAM FOCUS ON CHANGING PARENTS

A focus on changing parents is associated with positive change at
all school levels,

A focus on changing parents is most Tikely to be helpful in
high schools, where it is associated with decreased student
fear of crime and reports of disruptive behavior and, to a
lesser extent, with teacher perceptions of improved personal
and property safety. In middle schools, it is associated with
some improvement in theft and teacher views of school tension.

In elementary schools, it is associated with decreased student
fear.,

Findings for individual objectives are summarized below. The first group,

bringing order to the school, is identical with team focus on changing the

school as a whole.

BRINGING ORDER TO THE SCHOOL

As a group, the objectives of improving security, discipline, and
the understanding of rules are associated with positive change in
elementary and (to a lesser extent) middle schools. In high schools,
they are associated with both positive and negative change.
In elementary schools, these objectives are associated with
decreased theft and attacks on teachers. Improving school

security is also associated with decreased vandalism and attacks

on students, but efforts to improve the disciplinary system have
the opposite effect.

In middle schools, efforts to improve security are associated

with decreased vandalism, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime.

Efforts to improve the disciplinary system have no impact one
way or another, but efforts to clarify rules are associated with
increased attacks on students.

In high schools, efforts to improve security are associated with
decreased attacks on students but increased attacks on teachers.
The same is true of efforts to improve the disciplinary system;
these are also associated with increased theft. Efforts to
clarify rules, however, are associated with decreased attacks

on student and decreased teacher (but not student) fear of crime.
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In elementary schools, the reverse holds., WOrking to improve
teacher/parent relationships has no impact on crime levels,
Working to improve student/teacher relationships is associated

‘ with decreased theft, attacks on students and teachers, and fear
Efforts to provide knowledge needed for coping with life problems , , of crime.

INCREASING XKNOWLEDGE

Efforts to provide academic knowledge have 1jttle impact on crime.

are associated with both positive and negative change, depending on
school level. IMPROVING INTERPERSONAL SKILLS
In high schools, efforts to provide students with knowledge Efforts to increrase skills in relating to other people have both
needed for coping with 1ife problems are associated with decreased positive and negative effects, depending on both the target group
vandalism, attacks on students, disruptive behavior, and fear of :
crime. In middle schools, they are associated with worsened

conditions over all crime measures. In elementary schools, they

are associated with decreased attacks on teachers; efforts to

improve academic performance are associated with increases in

vandalism and theft.

and school Tevel,

Efforts to increase student human relations skills are associated
with generally worse conditims in middle schools. In elementary
schools, they are associated with increased attacks on students
and student fear, but with reduction in teacher fear and in
teacher reports of car damage or theft.

INCREASING MORALE Efforts to increase teacher human relations skills are associated -

with reports of decreased availability of drugs and alcohol in

Efforts to increase teacher morale or student self-esteem have negative both high and elementary schools. In high schools, they are also

effects on change in crime. é associated with decreased teacher fear of crime, but in elementary
| schools with increased student fear and also with increased theft.

Efforts to improve teacher morale are associated with increased ’ In middle schools, they are associated with increased vandalism,
theft in middle and high schools and with increased vandalism, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime.
attacks on students, and fear of crime in elementary schools. | Efforts to increase parent human relations skills are associated
Efforts to increase student self-esteem are associated with with reduction of disruptive behavior in high schools and with
increa®d vandalism, attacks on students and teachers, and fear decreased student fear in elementary schools., In middle schools,
of crime in high schools, and with increased vandalism, theft, they are associated with increased attacks on students and teachers
and teacher fear of crime in middle schools. : and with increased availability of drugs and alcohol.

IMPROVING RELATTONSHIPS BETWEEN GROUPS INCREASING INVOLVEMENT

Efforts to improve inter-group relationships are associated with ‘ Efforts to increase involvement in school activities have both positive

positive change over all school levels. The effectiveness of the and negative effects, depending on school level.

groups targeted (student/teacher or teacher/parent) varies with school In high schools, the involvement of teachers is associated with

level. improvement in all crime measures except drug availability.
The involvement of parents is associated with decreased vandalism.

In middle schools, the involvement of parents is associated with
increased vandalism, theft, attacks on students, and teacher fear
of crime. The involvement of students or teachers is unrelated

to change.

In elementary schools, efforts to involve students and teachers
are associated with decreased theft, Efforts to involve parents
are associated with reductions in student fear. All three are
associated with decreased attacks on teachers, but with increases
in student reports of illegal behaviors.

In high schools, improving student/teacher relationships is

associated with d ecreased vandalism, attacks on students and

teachers, and fear of crime. Improving teacher/parent relation-

ships is associated with decreased vandalism, attacks on students,

disruptive behavior, and student (but not teacher) fear of crime. :

In middle schools, efforts to improve student/teacher relation-
ships has no impact on crime one way or another, Efforts to
improve teacher/parent relationships are associated with decreased
theft, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime,
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INCREASING PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL DECISION-MAKING

Efforts to increase participation in school decision-making have
both positive and negative effects, depending on both the target
group and school level.
In high schools, efforts to promote student participation are
associated with decreased attacks on students and teachers.

Erforts to promote teacher participation are associated with
reduction in teacher fear of crime.

In middle schools, any efforts to promote participation in
decisions are associatea with increased attacks on teachers.
The participation of students is associated with increased
teacher (but not student) fear of crime, The participation
of parents, however, is associated with decreased theft, drug
availability, attacks on students, and fear of crime.

In elementary schools, efforts to promote student participation
are associated with decreased theft and attacks on teachers

but with increased attacks on students and drug availability.
Efforts to promote teacher participation are associated with
increased theft, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime.

Efforts to promote parent participation, however, are associated
with reductions in vandalism, theft, and attacks on teachers.

Crime Problem Focus

Crime problem focus of individual projects

Team projects are expected to lead to.the reduction of crime, but the
nature of crime reduction is not the same from one project to another.
Some are aimed at problem behavior in general., Others are focused on
particular kinds of crime activity, such as vandalism or drug use.

We asked team leaders to indicate, for each of their team's projects,
which of the following problems was expected to decrease as a result
of the project's activity:

® vandalism

* theft

* personal attack and disruptive behavior
® drug and alcohol use
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Teams commonly expect a project to reduce more than one kind of crime.
Three-quarters of the projects were addressed to the problem of personal
attack and disruptive behavior, while approximately 40 percent were
addressed to each of the problems of vandalism, theft, and drug and

alcohol use.

Team crime probiem thrust

As was true for objectives, we were unable to group teams in terms of a
single crime problem thrust. We gave teams multiple crime focug scores,
each score representing the percent of the team's projects directed to
each of the four crime reduction goals. The distribution of scores is

shown in Figure 3-4.

Decreasing the incidence of personal attack and disruptive behavior is
the most common crime reduction goal at all school levels, though it
appears somewhat less frequently among high than among elementary and
middle school teams. Reducing the use of drugs and alcohol is of most
concern to high school teams (focus on this problem increases from
elementary to middle to high schools), and the same is true of a focus

on problems of vandalism.

Team crime problem thrust and the reduction of crime

The correlations between team scores on crime problem thrust and measures
of change in crime are given in Table G of the Appendix. Our general
findings are as follows:

® team focus on a particular crime pfob]em does not lead to greater
improvement in that problem than in other areas of crime
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Figure 3-4

Average Percent of a Team's Projects
with a Given Crime Reduction Goal
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* the effectiveness of a specific crime problem thrust is not

the
same for high, middle, and elementary schools

* teams do not necessarily favor the crime problem thrust most
effective in their school level

Specific findings for the three school levels are summarized below.

HIGH SCHOOLS

* fear of crime is more likely to decrease when teams do not focus
on reducing a single area of crime; the same is

true for theft
from teachers

* an exception to the above is team focus on the problem of drug
and alcohol use; it is associated with some reduction in theft

MIDDLE SCHOOLS

* team focus on the problem of vandalism is associated with a

decrease 1in vandalism, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime

* team focus on the problem of drug and alcohol use is associated

with a decrease in attacks on students and teachers and with
decreased fear of crime

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

* fear of crime is more likely to decrease when teams do not focus
on reducing a single area of crime

® team focus on the problem of theft is associated with increased
attacks on teachers

* team focus on the brob]em of personal attack and disruption is
associated with increased reports of student and teacher theft
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Summary of Findings by School Level

We have Tooked at three facets of team interventions in the school--the
team's strategy thrust, its intermediate project objectives, and the kinds
of crime problems with which it is concerned. We have reported a number
of separate relationships between measures of team activity and reduction
in six dimensions of school crime. We have probably reported too many
separate relationships for the reader to have a clear sense of what they
may imply for practical crime reduction efforts. In this section, we
bring these findings together and try to present a coherent picture of
what works in schools. Because what works varies by school level, we

consider separately the findings for high, middle, and elementary schools.

High schools

High school teams that promote communication within the school or between
the school and the community are more effective in reducing both person
and property crime as well as fear of crime than teams that focus on

discipline and security projects or human relations training.

The key, it appears, is to work on getting people in the school community
to talk to and work with one another. This is different than helping
students (or teachers, or parents) learn about themselves and how they
relate to other people on an individual level. This does not mean that
these aré unimportant goals. We suspect they are better reached, at

least through team projects, by activities that bring people together to

work on common tasks.
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The involvement of both parents and teachers is helpful. It provides
visible evidence to students that someone cares and to teachers that

there are others who share their concerns. 1In each case it reduces
isolation, Working on teacher/parent relationships has a greater impact

on students than on teachers, especially on theijr reports of fear of crime.
Working on student/teacher relationships has a greater impact on teachers

than students, probably because team projects with this objectives most

often involved teachers,

Students respond well to projects that allow them to develop knowledge and
Competencies that will aid them in dealing with the world beyond the school.
This includes projects that let them participate in decisions aboyt the
operation of the school. These bring them into working partnership with
adults. It is not helpful to work only on making students fee] better

about themselves, Nor, for teachers, is it helpful to work on improving

morale.

Thus what seems to work in figh schools is a thrust toward active,
responsible participation and involvement in solving real problems. This
1s more effective than making students or teachers feel better or better

understand themselves (though these may be byproducts of participation and

involvement experiences.

It is also more effective than trying to control student behavior, For
teachers, however, there may be some advantage in projects aimed at making
school rules clear and well understood (for example, by developing and

publicizing a discipline handbook., In schools with such projects, teachers
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report decreased fear and decreased danger of attack on students., Students

do not share these views.

Team projects are less effective in reducing theft and drug use in high
schools than in reducing fear of crime and attacks on students and teachers,
We have very little to say about effective approaches to high school theft
and drug problems save that efforts to involve teachers in school activities

may be of some help.

In sum, high school students do not respond well to efforts to control
behavior. They do respond to projects that help them cope with the world
outside the school and to those that give them a chance to take part in
decisions about the school. They also benefit from the increased involvement
of teachers and from opening up communications between students and teachers

and between teachers and parents.

High school students are approaching independence from adults. What they
need is opportunity to learn how to exercise independence effectively and

evidence that they matter to the adults around them.

Middle schools

Middle school teams that change the way the school handles discipline and
security are the most effective in reducing attacks on teachers and the
school and in reducing fear of crime. Attention to the security of the
school and to the problems of vandalism and drug use appear to be the key

ingredients in this approach,

Middle schools are more disruptive places to be, for both students and
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teachers, than either high or elementary schools. Projects that deal with
the visible signs of disorder seem to help. Changing the way students are
disciplined does not work as well as making the school more secure, while

publicizing school rules is associated with decreased student safety.

Like high schools, middle schools benefit from a parental presence in the
life of the school. HNot all kinds of pa#ent participation are helpful.
Projects aimed at improving teacher/parent relationships are effective in
reducing theft and attacks on teachers as well as reducing fear of crime.
Improving parent interpersonal skills is not. Involving parents in.school
decision-making is effective. Involving parents in other kinds of school
activities is not. What appears to be needed in middle schools is the
active involvement of parents around problems of obvious concern to the

school community.

Students and teachers do not respond to parent involvement in the same way.
Middle school teachers report disorganization in the school and respond well
to attempts to bring order and to work jointly with parents. When parents
become part of decision-making groups, however, though students feel safer,
teachers feel the reverse. For teachers, this kind of parent involvement

may be seen as disruptive to the already fragile order of the school.

Middle school students also report disorganization in the school, and they
too respond well to attempts to increase order. They also respond well to
projects that bring parents into problem-solving roles. Those projects

that are ineffective with students--improving interpersonal skills, providing

"~ knowledge about the world beyond the school--may be so because they complicate
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an environment that is already difficult to manage.

In sum, what helps in middle schools is an emphasis on school security, the
reduction of vandalism and drug use, and an active parental presence in the
school--all signs that disorder is being brought under control. Bringing
parents into school decision-making and working on better teacher/parent
relationships are also effective. Projects that place students in unfamiliar

roles are not.

Middle school students are in transition from childhood to adult status.
The change is stressful, to both the students and their teachers. A
simplification of the school environment may be needed, rather than increased

stimulation and complexity.

Elementary schools

Elementary school teams that change the way the school handles discipline
and security are the most effective in reducing vandalism, theft, and
attacks on teachers and in reducing teacher fear of crime. As was true
for middle schools, attention to the security of the school is important
to the effectiveness of this strategy thrust. Changing the way the school
handles discipline helps to reduce theft and attacks on teachers, but has

an opposite effect on vandalism and student safety.

Student relationships with adults are importanto¥ﬁ elementary schools,
Teams that try to improve relationships between students and teachers are
effective in reducing most crime problems. Involving parents in school

decisions and in other school activities is also helpful. It reduces
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both classroom disruption and student fear. Working on relationships
between teachers and parents is less important than it is in either high
or middle schools, probably because parents are already more involved with

teachers at the elementary level.

Teams that try to change teachers tend not to do well, particularly those
concerned with developing teacher human relations skills and those involving
teachers in school decisions, Both of these objectives are associated with
a human relations strategy thrust which is generally ineffective in

elementary schools.

Teams that try to change students have mixed results. Efforts to involve
students in school decisions and other school activities, to increase student
interpersonal skills, and to increase both academic and nonacademic knowledge
are associated with reduced theft and attacks on teachers but with increased
attacks on students and fear of crime. The price for widening options for
students in elementary schools may be increased perception of vulnerability

to attack.

In sum, elementary schools respond well to efforts to improve student/teacher
relationships and to bring parents into school decision-making and other
school activities. Both theft and attacks on teachers--particularly class-
room disruption--yield to concern for security, discipline, and rules and

to the involvement of teachers in school activities. The involvement of
students is also helpful, as well as a variety of other projects focusing

on student change.

Elementary school students are still dependent on adults. A strengthening
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of relationships with adults is important. Opening opportunities for
new learning and new roles may be of benefit, but may also lead to

jncreased anxiety and problem behavior.

Summary of Findings across School Levels

In the preceding section we summarized findings by school level. In this

final section, we offer some general findings across level,

1. It is harder to change theft and drug use in schools than to reduce

personal attacks and fear of crime.

It may simply take longer to make a dent in the theft (or drug) problem
(our ourcome data suggest that theft may begin to decrease with long
team interventions). Or it may require some intermediate attitudinal
change (such as that reflected in reports of decreased fear and improved

school safety) before theft or drug behavior begins to alter.

2. The kinds of projects most effective in reducing crime vary with the

age/grade level of students in the school.

This should not be surprising. Students at different ages see themselves

differently in relation to adults. There are differences in how adults
see them. Crime-related behavior may imply different sets of problems
at different ages. In addition, the nature of the school changes from
one level to another, both in the complexity of its environment and 1in
the opportunities it offers for interaction with a broad range of students

and teachers,
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3. Teams do not necessarily select those projects most likely to be

effective at their school level.

This argues that local wisdom is not sufficient to ensure the most
appropriate interventions in an individual school. It suggests that
feedback of knowledge on project effectiveness during training might
be beneficial to teams in their preparation of action plans. Further,
it suggests the value of building into the training system provision

for the ongoing collection and feedback of knowledge on project outcomes.

. Training in personal growth or interpersonal skills (human relations

strategy thrust) is a relatively ineffective method of reducing

school-level crime.

The ineffectiveness--or inefficiency--of this type of intervention
suggests several alternative explanations. The approach may not work.
It may require more skill than was available to our teams., It may
take a long time before its effects are felt. Finally, it may be too

small in scope to work at a schoolwide level.

The typical vehicle for human relations training is a workshop involving
a limited number of participants over a finite period of time. By
contrast, changes in school policy or procedures affect the school as

a whole, and on an ongoing basis. Communications projects are also
likely to involve large segments of the school population, The work

of teams with a discipline or a communications thrust may be more visible
in the school and thus more visibly indicate that the school is taking

action to solve its crime problems.
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5. Order is a basic need if schools are to function,

In high problem schools, this need must be met before other changes
can be addressed. Except for drug use, crime and disruption are higher
in elementary and middle than in high schools. Elementary and middle

school teams that work to increase the o~derliness of the school--

particularly its security--are effective in reducing classroom disruption

and attacks on teachers and the school. Elementary school teams reduce
theft as well. This approach does not work in high schools where the

basic need for order is already better met.

. It may be easier to change people through their participation in work

on problems of importance to them than through efforts to bring about

personal change.

It does not help to assist people to understand themselves, feel better
about themselves, or acquire the skills needed to get along better with
others. What does seem to help is to open up communicaticns between
adversary groups: students and teachers, teachers and parents. What
makes these projects different from human relations and morale-building

projects is their emphasis on interaction and joint problem-solving.

. It helps to involve parents.

The optimal form of this involvement varies from one school level to
another, but the presence of parents in some kind of active problem-

solving role is related to the reduction of crime.
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What we have tried to do in this chapter is to throw light on the question:
what interventions are most effective in reducing crime in schools?
Answering this quéstion was not the primary purpose of the evaluation.

The reader wanting to know whether peer counseling, say, or inschool

suspension "works" in reducing crime will not, and should not expect to,

find the answer here,.

At best, the evaluation allowed us to take advantage of our contacts with
teams in a large number of schools to make observations about what teams

do to bring about school change and to relate these to other observations
about school-level changes in crime, disruption, and fear of crime. The
individual team projects were not the well developed and debugged interventions
that are required for definitive testing of effectiveness. Moreover, since
team interventions were multiple--in keeping with the idea that complex

problems must be attacked along a number of fronts--the nature of the total

" team intervention package is not amenable to simple description. Finally,

the number of schools from which we were collecting project data and the
extent of our resources limited us to descriptive data on projects and did

not allow us to assess the adequacy of project implementation.

Does this mean that we have nothing useful to say about what works in
reducing crime in schools? No. We beljeve what we have observed and
reported here will be ﬁe]pfu] as a guide both to future school teams in
developing action plans and to school administrators, staff, and other
persons concerned with the school crime problem as leads to the general

kinds of activities that are most--and lTeast--Tikely to work in reducing

schcol crime.
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Our results are not written in granite. We have not established rigorous
causal connections between intervention processes and school outcomes.

Nor, in the ever-changing context of American education, should our findings
and implied recommendations be seen as in any way permanent or unijversally
applicable., We are not, however, counseling pessimism. Our data are the
most extensive available, and the process of deriving valuable insights

from them should continue for years to come.
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Chapter 4

TEAM CONTINUATION IN THE SCHOOLS

A major problem for most evaluations of human service programs is the weakness
of the intervention being studied--a failure to carry it out well or to carry
it out as planned. This is not uncommon, nor should it be unexpected when
program interventions are being tried for the first time, or for the first
time in a new setting. People programs, 1ike computer programs, need time

for debugging. This is not the optimal time to test a program's effectiveness.
(This point has been well argued for education programs by Scheirer, 1981,

and earlier by Tharp and Gallimore, 1979.)

The School Team Approach can be conside;ed a relatively strong intervention.
It is based on a well-articulated set of assumptions about school problems
and how they may be solved; it has been developed (and modified on the basis
of observed successes and fai]qres) over a period of several years; and it

has been tried in a very large number of schools.

This is not true at the individual school level. There is wide variation
from school to school in both the performance and 1ongevity.of teams. There
are some startling successes: districts that have embraced the team concept,
expanded the use of teams from'one to many schools, and developed their

own internal training capability. There are manifest failures: schools in
which teams have been unable to carry out any of their planned activities,

schools in which the team has been abolished by administrative fiat.

The total intervention package we are evaluating is thus one in which quality
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variation can be expected from subject (school) to subject. The situation
is analagous to that of a doctor who is able to persuade only "X" percent
of his patients to follow a strict regimen for control of blood pressure.
The regimen may be of value even though it is poorly followed by some and
not at all by others. A human service intervention may be of value even

if it fails to take equally well in all settings.

The issue addressed in this chapter is the success of the School Team
Approach in creating viable teams. For a given number of teams that are
trained, how many will be able to work together as cohesive groups? to
carry out projects to bring about school change? to operate as ongoing

change entitites in their schools after the cessation of federal support?

We consider three sets of questiens:

* team continuance: what proportion of the teams that are trained

are able to work as teams in the schools? for how long a period
of time?

* team performance: how effectively do teams operate in the schools?

how does this change over time?

®* conditions related to team performance: what have we learned about

what makes for a strong team intervention that could contribute to
to improving team longevity?

Team Continuance

Teams may fail to continue in the schools because of weaknesses within the
team or because of weaknesses within the team's support system. For a few
teams, failure is a result of conditions beyond the control of either the

team or its school, and these we have excluded from the data considered here.
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There were 16 such schools:

* ten schools were closed (in one of these, the principal decided to
form a team in the school to which he was reassigned);

* one school lost its sixth grade through reorganization and thus its
eligibility to participate in the program;

one district summarily pulled all four of its teams out of the program
immediately after training; ;

® one district pulled its one remaining active: team out of the program
after its other three teams became inactive.

In addition, nine other schools were eliminated because, though part of
Phase 2 clusters, they had previously participated in Phase 1. Thus out of
223 schools that belonged at one time to the Phase 2 clusters, we deal with

the question of team continuance for 198.

The two-cycle design of the evaluation allows us to look at team continuance
for two reasonably comparable groups of teams differing chiefly in the time
at which they were trained: Group A teams, trained in 1977-78, and Group B
teams, trained in 1978-79. We are keeping these groups separate for the
data reported in this chapter because their longevity patterns differ, and

this difference, we believe, provides some clues for understanding why some

teams continue in the schools and others do not.

Figure 4-1 shows the percent of teams operating in the schools over five
successive years of possible team activity. The pattern of continuance for
the first two years is almost identical for Groups A and B, suggesting that
this is what we would be Tikely to find on other trials of the School Team
Approach: all but a handful of the teams (five percent of the total) functioned

as teams during at least a part of the year in which they were trained, and

4-3



Vials

Figure 4-1

Active Teams by Training Cycle and Year of Team Operati'on1
(Percent of Teams Trained)
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77-78 78-79 78-79 79-80 79-80 80-81 80-81 81-82 81-82 82-83

lAn active team is defined as one engaged in some team activity during part of
all of the school year. The year is considered to include the summer months
following the end of the school year.

aem



Bl

most of the first year teams (83 percent of the teams trained, 87 percent

of those active in the first year) continued working in the second year. | Table 4-]

. . . . . Active Teams b ini :
After this point the two groups diverge. Group A attrition continues at (Pe?cen{ g;a}gggg ggglsea?g ;iggegfnge$zaegerat10n

approximately the same rate from the second to the third year, then takes

a sharp drop from the third to the fourth. For Group B, acceleration of | A teams B teams
attrition occurs between the second and third years. L
Original teams active in 1st year 94 97
The A/B difference is shown in different form in Table 4-1. Here we have Ist year teams active in 2nd year 86 88
taken the number of teams active in any one year and computed the percent 2nd year teams active in 3rd year 79 49
that continue active in the following year. For Group A, 79 percent of the | 3rd year teams active in 4th year 54 48
ﬁ 4th year teams active in 5th year 56 na

second year teams are active in the third year, but only 54 percent of the

third year teams are active in the fourth. For Group B, 88 percent of the

first year teams are active in the second year, but only 49 percent of the

second year teams are active in the third. ©

s s S s,

This difference should alert us to the possibility that something other than
selection or training experience is at work: both drops occur following the
end of the 1979-80 school year (see Figure 4-1). The something other, we |
believe, is 1ikely to be related to the role of technical assistance and

Training Center support.

Technical assistance (TA) was intended to be delivered between training ang
the end of the teams' second year (September 1979 for Group A teams and
September 1980 for teams in Group B). Training Centers, however, deliver
TA with a view to maximizing scérce resources. Training workshops, for
example, may include members of all teams in a city (including teams funded
under other federal monies), not only to conserve resources but to promote

4-5
4-6

e v A w me Y «

M il e o



el

local support and networking among teams. Training Center support was

continued for both groups through the 1979-80 school year. The total amount
given was similar (an average of 9.9 visits for Group A teams, 9.4 for Group
B), but was spread for a three-year period for Group A and a two-year period

for Group B.

Funding for the'OJJDP-spbnsored program was over by the end of fiscal 1980.
At this time both A and B teams showed a sharp increase in their attrition
rate. This suggests that the fairly modest resources made available to the
teams were nonetheless important to their continuance in the schools. We

will return to this point later.

Before leaving the issue of team continuance, it should be noted that the
figures we have reported may underestimate the level of team activity, at
least in the later years. Teams that are no longer active as teams may

continue to leave their mark on the school. The examples that follow are
taken from 1982 telephone interviews with teams that had become inactive

in their fourth or fifth year of operation.

* teams may become absorbed into other school or district programs

The district was reorganized so the school is no longer in the
cluster region. Team leader said lack of.cont§c§ with the
cluster coordinator is a reason for team 1qact1v1ty.. The.two
team programs are still in operation and, in fact, fit quite
nicely with the mandated action plan of_the new suger1qtendent.
The school as a whole set three new action plan obqect1ves: two
curriculum and one attendance. The school team ob3gct1ves_wh1ch
were being worked on were absorbed quite naturally into this

new district-mandated action plan. Thus the team was absorbed.

* team members may continue to develop new programs in the school

No team activity. There is a new cluster coordinator put team
has hid no contact with him. Seven team programs continue.

4-7

There are only two team members left in the school. Team loss

has disrupted team activity but not team programs which continue.
The team leader, who is also the principal, stressed that as a
result of the training they received he has formed a student
advisory committee to involve students in solving school problems.
He believes that this school year has been his best yet as

principal. He uses much he has learned from training and the
team approach.

® team members may have an impact in the classroom or in their
interactions with others as a result of the skills they acquired

Although team is no longer active, the team leader has seen
several teachers use techniques they learned at training in
working with disruptive students. He feels they are using

their skil’s and that this is contributing to improved school
climate.

Team does not meet formally and runs no programs, but team feels
strong connection with Training Center and there is a strong bond
among team members. Team leader is positive about school district
and says, "Things are constantly happening here...more and more
programs for kids." She feels that many of them are begun by
people who participated in training and are using the skills/
expertise they developed there. She said that when they go to

a meeting (or call one), they know that things will happen.

She was referring to group skiils, planning, etc.

®* teams may revive after periods of inactivity

Because of major shifts and transfers in the district, team

members got shifted to other schools. There has been no team

this school year. However, the Training Center and the cluster
teams have been in close contact to revise the teams. There

have been three cluster meetings with the team leaders (all
principals) of the cluster around three problems: (1) revitalization
of cluster teams, (2) the growing gang problem, and (3) the increase
in the use of drugs. There will be a three-day training session
with 22 people from this school plus staff from other cluster
schools by the entire Training Center staff. The principal said

he plans that these 22 people will constitute a new team which

will work on-the problems of gangs, drugs, and school disruption.
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Team Performance

Information on how teams perform in the schools comes from interviews and
questionnaires with team Jeaders, members, and cluster coordinators obtained
during a site visit to each-school in the spring of 1979 and by mail and
telephone in the spring of 1980 (the second and third years for Group A
teams, the first and second years for Group B). Brief phone interviews in

the subsequent two years provided further information on team performance.

We had no baseline against which to measure performance, nothing that would
enable us to say: this is what an "average" team can be expected to do. We
could, however, observe differences in the way teams performed. Here are
some examples of long-lived Group A teams, all active through at least their
fourth year. The information comes from telephone interviews in the spring

of 1982, the fifth year of possible team activity.

two levels of teams, a parent team of five peop!e, and a
Igig? 2E§oo] team of ten which includes the parents and f1ve school
staff. The team has continued to operate because there is a great
need in the school and the team programs seem to help. Parents are
involved in prevention programs which both staff and parents believe
in. Vandalism has increased this year (two classrooms were burned).
The team is continuing its nine programs and has @egun two more this
year: an academic improvement program for 1qw achievers, with students
from the university volunteering their services; and a school clean-up

. . : . .
program planned in conjunction with a local men's service group.

The team of two team members still considers itself a team apd continues
to run its three programs. The two team members arﬁ active in the
cluster and attend cluster meetings once a mqnth. We get a_1ot of e
support from our cluster. It's like a shot in the arm. We just woq
quit. If it weren't for the cluster, we wou]d have quit long ggq.

They plan to continue their team because "we've gotten used to being

the only ones."

There is no activity this year. The team leader felt that thg Toss of
the cluster coordinator was detrimentg] to team life. In adq1t1on,‘
team members were not given release time to attend team meeting during
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the school day. Meetings had to be held after school or on Saturdays.
Because of this, meetings were not scheduled. In addition, parents
and school staff showed little interest.

The team leader joined the team when she came in as principal three
years ago. Now there are three levels of teams: a small group of nine
team members, a larger staff team, and a parent team. The team members
meet once a week, the large staff team meets twice a month, and the
parent team meets once a month. Seven team programs are still in
operation. The team will most likely not continue next year as tne

team Teader is being transferred as principal to a new school. However,
she is taking the entire team structure to her new school as she thinks
it's a good one. She is a strong partisan of involving people in solving
their common problems. She has also promoted professional development:
e.g., the evening custodian and the day-time security officer were
"rewarded" for their involvement in solving disruption problems by being
sent to a training program in another city. This has had a positive
effect on all the staff. The district took note too and is looking to
use this school's team model in other schools.

The team continues with seven team members. The team member I spoke
with (there is no identifijable team leader) said the team is in a
sustaining position, not one of growth. When the original team leader
and the principal (also a team member) transferred to another school,

the team lost important allies. The new principal is somewhat
distrustful of the team. The district likes the team and adopted its
Advisor-Advisee program district-wide. Team members trained other school
staff in how to implement the program. Thus the new principal feels in
the middle between a strong group of people in the school who want to
contribute and participate in school programs and a district administration
that wants teacher input. Communication between the team and principal
is somewhat strained. Two team members are also representatives of the
city teachers' association, so their role .n contacting the superintendent
over the principal's head is mixed with their role as team members. It
is a difficult situation, but the team is hanging in here. They remember
how good it was and want to get back to that place. They had initiated

a "think tank" program in which teachers came up with ideas for new
programs. The principal stopped this. He prefers to contact people
individually about their ideas and then run the programs through his
office. In addition, the district is reorganizing its junior highs and
high schools to middle schools and 9-12 high schools, so there will be

massive transfers. Team continuance will depend on which team members
are left.

The team is inactive although four of the original team members are left
in the school. The reason is that the new principal is not supportive
of the team. The team is completely demoalized. The staff is also, as
are the students whose behavior has worsened.
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This is the only school remaining in the cluster. There is a new team
leader, one of the original team members. The team has been in very
frequent contact with the Training Center which is now conducting a
leadership and drug training class. There have been "about 30" TA
visits to the schooi this year, under other funding. In addition, the
new superintendent brought in a program whereby a local company sponsors
a local public school. The school has two such sponsors. Through the
expertise of one of them, the school is thinking about using quality
circies. Two teachers have been trained by the company in how to use
them. The principal does not mind admitting the school has problems
and he is willing to accept help. The staff is also committed to
working on problems (drug and gang problems are increasing in this
city's schools). )

The team has not been active this year. However, the team leader feels
that if something came up from the cluster (a new direction/new goals)
the team considers itself an identifiable unit that could be mobilized
(it is a team in search of a goal). The team felt it accomplished the
goals it set out to work on. It was their intent that the school take
over the team programs, and in their estimation this occurred. In
addition, the state has mandated a program (for planning, evaluating,
and recording) which meshed with the team's programs.

The team is active. There are five original team members plus two
counselars on the team. The team leader has a full-time position as
coordinator of the in-school suspension program which is the sole team
program. It has become a model program with many visitors from other
schools coming to study it. The team works very closely with the
Training Center--the kids know the trainers as well as they know school
staff. The suspension program is better known outside of the district
than within it because of the exposure given it by the Training Center.
Just this year the district became aware of their "showcase" and
started actively supporting it. Now the team, in conjunction with the
Training Center, is planning to expand the program to more than
chronically disruptive youth. They are planning (and hope for district
support) to include values clarification, self-esteem, and other human
relations programs to include "fringe" youth. There have been about 10
TA visits to the school, one in January which was attended by 28 parents,
26 youth, and 7 team members and which was excellent in the way it
involved parents. The team leader attended a national meeting along
with Training Center staff and plans to attend a workshop at the Center
in May. He credits not only the strong support from the Training Center
with the team's continuance, but also the strong connection the five
team members have with one another. Among the five, he said there is
more than 100 years experience/service to school and community (the
youngest team member has been with education for 14 years). They are

a highly committed group. The principal supports them also. He is a

team member and the five of them (plus the two counselors) meet every day.

Our data allow us to look not only at variation in team performance in a
given year, but at change in performance from one year to the next. Our
report will be limited to the more extensive 1979 and 1980 data, the end
of the first and second years of team activity for Group B and the end of
the second and third years for Group A. We look here at team size, level

of team activity, and overall team functioning.

Team size

Teams are not static entities. They lose members through job transfer and
school reorganization, and they lose them through loss of interest or through
discouragement and demoralization. They gain members through active

recruitment and through interest generated in team activity. Teams that

- grow in size are likely to be functioning well. Teams that lose members

may be pruning deadwood but may also be decreasing their ability to function

effectively.

Over time, some teams get smaller and some get larger. At training, most
teams had six to eight members (see Table 4-2). By 1980, the number of
average—;ize teams was sharply reduced. We find more small teams, but we also

also find more large ones. This pattern holds for both Groups A and B.

During their training year, few of the Group B teams lost members; half
increased the size of their teams. During the second year, 7 out of 10
Group B teams reported a decrease 1in team size (col. 1 and 2, Table 4-3).
Group A teams reported the same proportion of gains and losses in the first

two years of team activity and between years two and three (col. 3 and 4,

Table 4-3).




Table 4-2

Number of Team Members
(Percent of Teams)

1979 1980
5 or Jess 23 46
6-8 69 29
9 or more 8 26

Table 4-3

Change in Number of Team Members by Training Cycle
(Percent of Teams)

B teams. A teams
Training 1st-2nd- Training- 2nd-3rd
year year 2nd year year
Loss of team members 10 71 38 42
No change in number 47 16 25 15
Gain of team members 49 13 38 43

Training was done early to mid-school year. Data reported is from
end of school year.
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There is also turnover among team leaders, the major point of team contact
with principa], cluster coordinator, and Training Center. Roughly one out

of four teams reported a change in the team leader position between training
and the spring of 1979; the same number reported a change between 1979 and
1980. This holds for both A and B teams. There is less team leader turnover
in subsequent years, possibly because only teams with more stable membership

survive this long.

Level of team activity

Teams are most active immediately after training. In the spring of 1979,

64 percent of the leaders of the B teams (then in their training year)
described themselves as "very active" in team work compared to 46 percent

of the leaders of the A teams {then in their second year). By the spring

of 1980 there was a drastic decrease in reported team leader activity for
both A and B teams: 20 percent of the A team leaders now describe themselves
as "very active," 17 percent of the B team leaders. Table 4-4 shows team
leader ratings of activity for themselves, their team members, their

cluster coordinator, and other teams in their cluster.

Group B teams in their second year (1980) report substantially less activity
than Group A teams in 1979, the same point in team life (p .01), suggesting
that length of time since training may have played less of a role in

diminished team acfivity than other factors--perhaps the pending termination
of federal support for technical assistance. Team leader ratings of cluster

activity are similar, except that the shift from 1979 to 1980 is less.
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Table 4-4

Team Leader Ratings of Activity]
(Percent of Teams)

B teams A teams
1979 1980 1979 1980
Ist yr 2nd yr 2nd yr 3rd yr
Team leader 95 32 87 36
Other team members 83 40 75 43
Cluster coordinator 93 66 84 74

Other cluster teams 80 65 ‘ 80 64

]Combined figures for ratings of "very active" + "somewhat active."

In 1979, both A and B team leaders describe four out of five of other cluster
teams as active. This is similar to their ratings of their own and their
teammates' activity. In 1980, fhe situation has changed: two out of three
team leaders report other teams as active, but well under half report the
same level of activity in their own teams. This form of misperception

(we are comparing judgments of the total group with the actual self-ratings
of the teams that make up the group) is an example of what has been called

plural ignorance, a phenomenon we discuss in Chapter 5.

Team functioning

Our concept of team functioning includes several measures of how teams work
and work together: their planning and program development skills, their
ability to work together as a team, their commitment to maintaining the team
in the school. On 1979 measures of team functioning, the B teams did
consistently better than the A teams. When we first reported this finding
(Neto and Daniels, 1980), we explained it by the younger age of the B

(first year) teams compared to the A (second year) teams. We anticipated
that the teams as a group would show a decrease in functioning over time

and expected the 1980 measures to show lower scores for both groups, with
the B teams (then in their second year) having scores similar to those of

the second year A teams in 1979.

There were no differences in 1980 functioning scores. Both groups showed
decreased functioning from the prior year, as expected, but the B teams--
which had scored higher in 1979--showed a larger drop in team functioning
scores. A similar pattern appeared in team measures of cluster functioning

(team ratings of cluster effectiveness and team commitment to maintenance
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of the cluster). Second year (1980) scores for B teams were somewhat lower
than those for second year (A) teams, though the differences {except for

reported cluster effectiveness, p .01) were not statistically significant.

Conditions Related to Team Performance

We have described the pattern of team continuance for the teams in our study
and changes in team performance over time. Considering both the size of the
sample and the length of the follow-up period, it is reasonable to take
these findings as a rough guide to what can be expected of other groups of
teams with similar training and levels of technical assistance. Can we
improve on this record? Possible points of intervention are the recruitment
and preparation of schools, team training, and the nature and amount of

post-training support.

Our data suggest that the teams most 1ikely to continue operation in the
schools have the following characteristics:

® They function well as teams.
They devote time to team activity; they are committed to keeping
the team going; they plan well; they are concerned about making
a difference in the school and they see themselves as having
made a difference; they are seen as effective by outside raters.

* They are oriented toward cluster as well as team activity.
They see the cluster as helpful in supporting team efforts; they
are committed to keeping the cluster going.

They have a supportive principal.
®* The school is open to inputs from staff and community.

* School problems are seen as under control.
The principal has confidence in the school's efforts to maintain
a safe environment; neither students nor teachers are concerned
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with increasing security in the school.

* The school is not faced with budget cuts while the teams is trying
to put its programs into operation.

The data supporting these conclusions are outlined in Table 4-5. There are
two sets of comparisons:

* teams that dropped out during their second year vs. those that
continued to operate as teams in the third year (for this comparison
we use data collected in the teams' second year: 1979 for Group A
and 1980 for Group B)

teams that dropped out during their third year vs. those that
continued to operate as teams in the fourth year (for this comparison
we use data collected in the teams' third year: 1980 for Group A;
third year data was not available for Group B)

The data are presented over three areas: characteristics of the team, its
support system, and the kind of school in which it is located. The reader
will have noted some of these issues in the descriptions of team activity

presented earlier.

Team characteristics

For both sets of comparisons, the survivors have consistently higher scores
on measures of team functioning than do the non-suvivors, but the differences
are not always large enough to be reliable.. In general, relationships
between team functioning and survival are ciearer for the longer-term
survivors, suggesting that non-team factors may be more important in the

early loss of teams.
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Table 4-5

Conditions Related to Team Performance

Teams active in their 3rd year were
higher on the following measures than
teams that dropped out during their
2nd year.

Teams active in their 4th year were
higher on the following measures than
teams that dropped out during their
3rd year.

TEAM CHARACTERISTICS

Team leader assessment of:

*% team impact on school crime
and disruption

Cluster coordinator/trainer/
evaluator composite rating of
team effectiveness

TEAM CHARACTERISTICS

Team leader assessment of:
* team activity level

*%% team commitment to maintaining
team

* team planning skills
%% team functioning

*% gummary measure of team
effectiveness

Cluster coordinator assessment of:
**%% team activity level
*%%* team program development skills

**%%%* team impact on school crime
and disruption

Cluster coordinator/trainer/
evaluator compositf rating of
team effectiveness

TEAM SUPPORT SYSTEM

Team leader assessment of:
**%% team focus on cluster activity

* team commitment to maintaining
cluster

** summary measure of cluster
effectiveness

*%* principal support for team efforts

Team leader agreement that, training
curriculum was appropriate

Team leader agreement.,that technical
assistance was useful

TEAM SUPPORT SYSTEM

Team leader assessment of:
**%*% team focus on cluster activity

*% team commitment to maintaining
cluster

* cluster effectiveness in
assisting team

**% summary measure of cluster
effectiveness :

*% principal éupport for team efforts
Cluster coordiriator assessment of:

*%* principal éupport for team efforts
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***% parent involvement in school
activities

* inter-group communication
(a composite measure including
both staff inputs into and support
for school and principal judgments
of adequacy of school safety)

* low security orientation
(a composite measure based on
principal, teacher, and student
desires for tighter security)

* declining enrollment, staff, and

Comparisons for 3rd vs. 4th year
teams were not made on these
measures.

budget in year preceding team activity4

* no decline in enrollment, staff, and

budget in the course of team activity

Team leader assessment of:
* teacher alienation (judged low)

* summary measure of student/teacher
alienation (judged low)

* p<Ll0; **F p< 055 *kk p <, 01; Kk p <.10.

The composite rating of team effectiveness was developed from site visitor
(evaluator) and cluster coordinator ratings of teams in 1979 and trainer and
cluster coordinator ratings in 1980. Composite scores were cut at the mean
and teams classified as high or low in effectiveness in each of the two years.

Significance tests were not done.

59% of the 3rd year survivors were rated high in effectiveness compared to

29% of the 2nd year dropouts.

77% of the 4th year survivors were rated high in effectiveness compared to

43% of the 3rd year dropouts.

20 .. i
Significance tests were not done (see footnote 3),. Questions not asked 4th year.

57% of the 3rd year survivors strongly agree with this item compared to

38% of the 2nd year dropouts.

60% of the 3rd year survivors strongly agree with this item compared to

447% of the 2nd year dropouts.

4 cos , .
These itéms are based on questionnaires com

pleted by school principals, students,

and teachers. Except for the S5th item, all measures come from pre-tests and
represent the schools as they were prior to team training.
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Team support system

Support for a team can come from the cluster, the Training Center, and the

school's administration and staff.

Cluster. Survivors are more cluster-oriented than non-survivors. They
spend more time on cluster activity, they are committed to the concept of
the cluster, and they more often see the cluster as effective in helping

their own efforts. This holds for both comparison periods.

Training Center. Most team leaders have a favorable view of Training Center

activity. Differences between survivors and non-survivors are small. The
responses of the survivors are more often favonable on four of five questions
concerning relationships with the Training Center (the exception is: "We

got TA when we requested it.").

School administration and staff. A principal's support is crucial for the

existence of a team. A principal as a team member helps to ensure that
support. Having a principal on a second year team distinguished second from
third from fourth year survivors for Group A teams (p ¢.05). Having a
principal on the original team showed a similar trend, though a less reliable
one (p<.12). This did not hold for the Group B teams, a finding we can

only explain by assuming that factors other than school support were more

important in determining B team survival.

Principal turnover during the course of a team's life is unrelated to team
survival. The crucial question is whether or not the new principal supports
the team and its activities. Individual team leaders reported both positive

and negative effects from a change: a new principal whose interest has
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maintained a team or revived a flagging one; and a new principal whose

opposition or lack of interest contributed to a team's demise.

Leaders of surviving teams are less 1ikely than non-survivors to report

teacher and student alienation (low morale, apathy, unwillingness to change).

We found no such differences on measures of alienation derived from student
and teacher questionnaires. This suggests that the team leader reports may
be related to the perceived level of support for team activity rather than
to generally Tow morale in the school. Unlike principal support, which
continues to be important for team continuarce in both follow-up periods,
Student/staff morale is less of an issue for the longer-term survivors,

perhaps because the worst schools in this respect have already dropped out

of the program.

Kind of school

Team continuance is unrelated to school level, but may be related to the

size of a school relative to others of its kind. Teams in middle and
elementary schools with enrolliments of 500 or more are more likely to survive
into a third year than those in smaller schools (p <.05). The same is true
for teams in high schools witl enrollments of 1500 or more, though this
difference is not large enough to be reliable. It is unlikely that school
size itself is a determinant of team survival. We may be dealing instead
with some correlate of school size--perhaps organizational complexity?--

for which we have no measure.

Teams survive equally well in good and bad schools. Survival is unrelated

to the amount of crime and poverty in the school's immediate neighborhood
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and to the amount of crime occurring in the school. It is also unrelated to
the school's physical condition, how crowded it is, the failure rate of its
students, and the level of both student and teacher alienation. What is
important is that school problems are seen as under reasonable control.
Teams are less likely to do well in schools in which students, teachers, and
principal are agreed on the need for tighter security--a sign that problems

have gotten out of hand.

Also important to team survival is the school's openness to inputs from its
own staff and from parents and the community. This is probably only possible

when the school has control of its own problems.

Finally, we found that the third year survivors, compared to those that
dropped out in the second year, more often reported declining enrollment,
staff, and budget in the year preceding initiation of the team program, but
less often reported such change over the course of the team intervention.
This seemingly contradictory finding suggests that external problems may be
motivators for engaging in change afforts but can prove disruptive once

these efforts are underway.

Team leader views of team survival

In the spring of 1981, we asked the leaders of stili surviving teams (this
was the end of the fourth year for Group A, the third year for Group B) why
they believed their teams had continued to function. The dedication of team
members (74 percent) and the support of the principal (58 percent) are the
factors most often mentioned. The support of school staff for the team and

its efforts runs a close third (42 percent). Principal (and also staff)
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support is crucial, not only early but on an ongoing basis. In interviews
conducted in the spring of 1982, 38 percent of the leaders of the still active

teams stated that having a supportive principal was a main reason for their

team's continued existence.

Cluster and cluster coordinator support are infrequently mentioned, though
other data suggest that these play a role in team survival. Of the 152 team
leaders interviewed in 1981, 74 pércent of those in a district with a surv%ving
cluster coordinator had active teams compared to 38 percent of those in
districts without a cluster coordinator. Similarly, 62 percent of the teams
that had had some contact with other cluster teams during the current school

year expected to continue the team in the following year, compared to 27 percent

of those that had had no such contact.

Support from the Training Center was also infrequently mentioned. Again,
other data suggest a relationship between Training Center activity and team
longevity. Half of the teams interviewed had had some contact with the
Training Center during the 1980-81 school year. Of these, 67 percent were
still functioning as teams and 62 percent expected to continue into the
following year. Of those without such contact, 22 percent were still active
as teams and expected to continue into the next year. In our 1982 interviews,
a quarter of the leaders of still active teams attributed their survival to

the strong Training Center contacts they had had in that school year. T

In exit interviews conducted in 1979, 1980, and 1981 with leaders of teams
that had dropped from the program, we asked why their teams had failed. The
most serious problem, across all years, is lack of in-school support for

team efforts (58 percent). This is followed by team member loss (48 percent
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of the failed teams). This occurs largely through transfer, resignation,
retirement, or budgét cuts--problems external to team functioning. The
pressures of team member loss and also of time and money constraints

(28 percent of the failed teams) become more important in the second year

of team operation.

The team leader views of reasons for success and failure support and give
some color to the findings from the questionnaire/interview measures reported
earlier. Teams must function well to survive. Functioning is 1mpéded not
only by problems internal to the team (for example, failure to work together
harmoniously) but by school reorganizations and reductions in staff that make

it difficult to keep team membership stable. Budget reductions and threatened

B

school closings lead to teacher demoralization and make it difficult to retain
enthusiasm for volunteer team activity. Cluster and Training Center activity
are less often seen by team leaders as central to team survival, but there
is evidence that they play an important role in many cases and continue to

do so throughout team life.

Summary of Findings

1. Teams can survive well beyond the duration of federal funding.

Over a third of the teams (37 percent) were active in the year following
termination of federal support (1980-81). A fifth (20 percent) were

active in the following year (1981-82).

2. There are many forms of team continuance and these figures underestimate

the Tongevity of team influence.

Team members may become absorbed into other school changé efforts where

|
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they put their team skills and experience to use. Team programs may
become integrated intc the operation of the school and continue Tong
after team members cease to meet as a team. Teams may revive after
periods of inactivity. Individual team members may initiate new programs
on their own. They may make use of skills acquired in team training and
affect both their classrooms and their relationships with their peers.
When team members are also principals, they may change their ways of
relating to staff, parents, and students and their approach to school

problems.

. The support provided to the team within the school is a crucial factor

in team functioning and continuance.

The support provided by the principal is critical. Staff support is
also important, as is a school climate that is hospitable to change,

i.e., open to inputs from staff and community.

. Effectiveness alone does not guarantee team survival.

Teams that survive see themselves functioning well as teams and are judged

- effective by others. Such teams may survive settings lacking in external

support, but they do better when it is present. Supportive settings may
bolster weaker teams and enable them to survive periods of difficulty and

to. improye: their ability to function effectively.

. External problems may destroy even the most dedicated teams.

Teacher layoffs, school reorganizations, and budget reductions Tead to
loss of team members and also take a toll in lowered morale. The resulting
increased workloads may make volunteer team activity too burdensome to

continue.
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. The support of other schools in the district--as expressed through the

activity of teams in other schools and through the district cluster

coordinator--is an aid to team continuance.

. The continuing support of the Training Centers is important to the

survival of many teams.

Training Centers provide assistance with team program development and
with internal team problems. They also work as mediators with and
trainers of both administrative and teaching staff and thus help create

more hospitable settings for team activity.
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Chapter 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS -

Implications of Evaluation Findings

We summarize here what our findings suggest about the use of the School

Team Approach and about efforts to change and improve schools.

1.

The School Team Approach, when implemented well, is an effective and

relatively Tow cost way to deal with the problem of school crime and

fear of crime.

The School Team Approach is an open and growing system. It is not a
fixed intervention that may be exactly replicated, either within or

outside of the present ADAEP training system.

When we raise the question of the transferability of this intervention--
either by further funding of ADAEP to train more school teams or by
recommending a similar intervention to be undertaken by other agencies--

we must think not of specific activities but of a general training

approach.

This approach has been consistent over the history of ADAEP. It is
shared by the Training Centers and informs their specific activities,

even if their interpretations of it vary across time and across Centers.

The fundamentals of the approach are:
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* developing a supportive school/district setting for the team

creating local school problem-solving capability through team
building and the development of skills in program planning and
implementation

a training emphasis on:

prevention, particularly through the creation of a more
humane school environment which will minimize current problems
and forestall the development of future ones,

structural change in the school, i.e., change in the way the
school operates rather than change in isolated segments of the
school, and

team choice about specific interventions for the team's school
* providing post-training support to the team

institutionalizing the change process in the school by developing
the team as an ongoing entity that can provide local expertise in
dealing with future school problems as they arise

Within these broad guidelines, there is room for much variation. We see
the fact of this variation as lending added support to the strength of

the general approach.

. There is a role for both local problem-solving and for a specific,

though Timited, federal role at the local level.

In recent years, and due in part to a Rand Corporation study of federal
education change efforts, federal involvement in education has moved from
an emphasis on directed development (in which a federal agency lays out

a specific program for local education agencies to follow) to an emphasis
on local problem-solving {in which monies are given to a local agency to

implement change, with or without some local technical assistance).
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In her review of this change, Datta (1981) questions the interpretations
of the Rand report and suggests that the case for local problem-solving

has not yet been made.

The ADAEP program, with its emphasis on empowering schools to solve their
own problems, may appear to be another example of "local problem-solving."”
Actually, it lies midway between the two approaches and thus represents

a third choice.

What the School Team Approach offers is federal aid through "experts"
(trainers) in developing local competence, with ongoing technical
assistance used to aid the team as it runs into road blocks. The kind

of technical assistance offered is clearly linked to training experiences
and to a set of training principles. In this way it differs from the
technical assistance used in the local problem-solving efforts described
by Datta (usually given by academic experts who have had no prior contact

with the local school).

The School Team Approach represents a far more clearly defined program
than do most efforts to allot monies over general categories to "support
local change"--either directly or through block grants. Though the
Approach is centrally directed, and was developed by people at the federal
(and regional) level, it does not lay out a specific program for local
agencies to follow. It thus allows recognition of the great differences
among schools that require programs tailored to fit individual needs,

resources, obstacles, levels of sophistication, and political realities.

Its aim--as is true of all such federal efforts--is to institutionalize
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the federally-funded program after the withdrawl of federal support.
What it proposes to institutionalize, however, is not a specific program
or set of programs but rather the presence in the school of a trained

change entity which can be continually responsive to the course of local

history.

. Local wisdom is not necessarily sufficient to guarantee wise and effective

choices in change efforts.

Qur analysis of project choices and crime reduction indicated that teams

do not necessarily select those projects most likely to reduce problems

in their school. We found, for example, that security and discipline
projects were used more widely by high school than by middle or elementary
school teams though they were the least successful strategy thrust in fhe
former and the most successful in the latter. Within any one school level,
we found a wide range of interventijon approaches, both those associated
with good and Qith poor outcomes. This suggests that team effectiveness
could be improved by the feedback of information on project effectiveness,
both from locail school-directed evaluation and from larger-scale

evaluations such as the present one.

. The longevity of teams can be improved by strengthening in-school support,

by building a suppgrtive network through other schools and the school

district, and by maintaining a link with federally-sponsored technical

assistance over a longer period of time.

The School Team Approach is successful in mounting change efforts in a

high percentage of schools and, despite attrition over the years, in
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maintaining those efforts in a substantial proportion of schools after

federal support is withdrawn. Three kinds of action can improve the

longevity of teams.

a. the selection and maintenance of supportive school settings

A team cannot survive in a school without the principal's approval.
A team has difficulty in functioning without the Principal's active
support. Initial selection of school sites in which the principal
is really sold con the potential of a team for her or his school will
help assure that support. This means that it may be necessary to
allow more lead time for developing settings and perhaps to commit

some team training resources to this pre-training activity.

Beyond this, since initia] commitments and enthusiasm may erode
with time--and since committed principals may leave the schools and
be replaced by less committed ones--it may be necessary to provide

for continued setting development after teams have been trained.

b. the building of supportive local networks

The training of teams in clusters of schools from the same district’
and the provision of a cluster coordinator contributes to team
continuance. Though some teams do well on their own, teams as a
whole are more likely to continue when there is active district

' support, as expressed through the district's maintenance of the
cocordinator position. Similarly, there is evidence that contact
with other teams--which may be facilitated either through the district
or through Training Center activities--is related to increased team

Tongevity. Time and resources devoted to the development and
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maintenance of district-level support may be as important as time

given to the development of the local school setting.

. the maintenance of technical assistance support

Team continuance is more likely when contact with the Training Center
is maintained over a longer period of time. In our study technical
assistance was to be given over the first two years of team activity.
Those teams in which it was spread over the first three years (the
total amount being the same) had higher survival rates than those

teams in which it was confined to two years.

Many of our long-term survivors--teams active in their fourth and
fifth years--report some contact with the Training Center. This may
Be in the form of inclusion of team members in regional training
workshops, or participation in training activities arranged through
other funding. We do not know the optimal time for contact to
continue (it obviously varies by school), but there wou]q appear to
be value in making resources available for longer-term contact for
teams able to benefit by it. Such contact is considerably less

expensive than the training of new teams.

We cannot talk specifically about the separate vs. combined impact of
the three factors we have discussed above. We know that there are

individuals who rise above enormous handicaps to become successful 1in
their lives. There are also teams that show unusual tenacity in the

face of adverse settings. But as a group, both individuals and teams

do better the greater the diversity and extent of their support systems.
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5.

It is important to measure both the quality of an intervention and its

impact over time.

A]thouéh our measures of intervention quality were relatively crude, they
enabled us to find differences in performance (crime reduction) that were
vnot apparent with simple comparisons of A (longer) vs. B (shorter
intervention time) teams. Cook and Poole (1982) have recently pointed to
the weakness of the treatment/no treatment comparisons common in
evaluation research and emphasized the need to include data on

implementation quality when assessing program effects.

The strength of an intervention may wax and wane over time. We found
substantial numbers of teams that strengthened their performance after
a shaky beginning, and others that fe]] apart after initial good
performance. Our later followup interviews suggest that this process
may continue over time, with team performance varying as the team's
membership and its base of support change. This argues for repedted
measures of outcome, since how well a program appears to work depends
on the point in time when it is observed. It also argues for longer
followup periods, since the staying power of a given instance of an
intervention may not be clear within the first year or two of its
operation. In general, assessing intervention effects after longer

time intervals should give a better indication of an intervention's power.

. The School Team Approach offers a way to create promising sites for

field-based research and development efforts directed to the increase

of knowledge about delinquency and its prevention.
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One of the problems in testing new approaches to delinquency reduction
is finding settings in which interventions of integrity and‘power can
be developed. It takes time to builda new program and to create the
conditions under which developing a strong intervention is possible.
Many new programs make minimal contributions to knowledge because they

are weak and poorly implemented.

This study looked at a large number of schools, selected only on the
basis of their demonstration of a crime problem and their willingness

to have a school team. Not all schools were equally hospitable to the
Team Approach. Not all teams functioned equally well. Not all teams
survived. A sizeable number of teams, however, continue to operate in
their schools five years after the initiation of the 0JJDP program, have

developed innovative programs and a climate for self-study within the

school.

The School Team Appraoch is a way to develop promising research and
development sites at relatively low cost. The teams already developed
and still functioning represent a significant resource for the

development of further knowledge at both a local and federal level.

Leads for Future Research

The original evaluation questions framed and guided our analysis of the
evaluation data. What we found, and what it suggested, has been summarized
in the preceding section. Qther questions--those emerging in the course

of our efforts to understand the data--were beyond our mandate and our

resources, though they were equal in interest and importance to the guestions
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‘we addressed. We put them aside reluctantly. In this section, we review

some of these "other questions," each of which opens a field for productive

research in the areas of delinquency prevention and school change.

Self-reports of victimization vs. incident counts

The reader concerned with "real crime" (as opposed to measures of danger,
fear, and so on) may have questioned the adequacy of our victimization
data as measures of the amount of crime actually occurring in schools. We
shared this concern at the outset of the study and invested a great deal
of time and effort in collecting reports from the schools on actual
incidents (those reported to school administration) of violence, disruption,
theft, vandalism, and alcohol and drug offenses. The incident reports,
co]lécted over three years, were to represent our "hard data" measures of
crime levels and to supplement those derived from student and teacher
surveys. We expected substantial agreement across schools between the
incident reports and the corresponding Student/teacher measures, i.e.,

schools high in one set of measures were expected to be high in the other.

We found at best low to moderate agreement between the two data sources.
One problem was the difficulty of obtaining-quality incident data from the
schob1s. (We reported earlier, Capell et al., 1982, on efforts to improve
quality through adjustments for school failure to follow directions for
collecting incident reports.) A second problem concerns the nature af the
incidents themselves which do not occur with any regularity over time. A
possible explanation for the poor showing of our incident vs. victimization

data is uncertainty as to the proper way to model data of the incident type
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(Sparks et al., 1977, devoted considerable effort to this issue without

reaching a definitive resolution).

Further exploration of this discrepancy was within our evaluation mandate
but proved to be well beyond our resources. The issue is of practical
importance in victimization studies given the cost and difficulty of
gathering institutional incident data and the concern about validity

sometimes raised in connection with self-report measures.

Sub-group differences in perception of the same school environment

The crime problem in a school--how much there is, and how much of a threat
to safety--is not seen in the same way by all of the school's students.

Yoﬁnger students, for example, tend to be more concerned about crime than i
older students. Girls tend to view crime problems more seriously than do

boys. !

In our study, we found that groups defined in terms of their age, sex, and
ethnicity perceived the school quite differently. Younger white girls, for
example, did not report the schogl environment in the same way as younger
black girls. These differences were not necessarily the same from one school
to another, that is, the sub-group reporting most danger in one school was
not always the same as the sub-group reporting most danger in another. We

also found sub-group differences for teachers.

The problem of sub-group differences is not unique to our study and is, in
fact, a common theme in organizational and social climate research (Finney

& Moos, 1982; Howe, 1977; Powell & Butterfield, 1978; Schneider & Bartlett,

1970). It creates a basic measurement problem in survey research on crime
and victimization (Gottfredson, 1981; Hindelang et al., 1981). Victim
surveys have noted sub-group differences in social perceptions, victimization

experiences, and strategies for coping with victimizatier (Sparks, 1976).

Sub-group differences may arise from differences in the amount and kind of
victimization experience; from perception of one's vulnerability to attack
(e.g., being younger, being female); from the relative minority/majority

status of a given sub-group within the school (e.g., being a black student
in a school that is predominantly white vs. a school that is predominantly

black); or from interactions among these and/or other factors.

Our analysis of team impact on crime did not tell us whether change in a
school's crime 1eve1Aoccurs across all sub-groups or is a result of change
in only one or two. Our analysis of team interventions and change in crime
did not tell us what kinds of interventions reach which sub-groups within

the school.

Study of sub-group differences and their correlates is important for
understanding the nature of the crime problem and what it means to those
within the school environment. It is also important for targeting

interventions to reach those groups most at risk.

Differences in fear of crime

Within any school, there is a group of studenfs—-genera]]y a minority--that
are not only preoccupied with crime and potential danger but whose fear

leads them to restrict their movement within the school. This number is
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considerably larger than the number who report being victimized during that

school year. It is smaller than the number who see the school as unsafe for

students.

What makes some students more afraid than others, even in the face of common
perceptions of danger? Research evidence on the relations among victimization,
fear of crime, and exposure to crime is inconclusive (Balkin, 1979; Bush, 1982;
Garofalo, 1977). One line of research from our data would look at differences
in school experiences and individual attitudes and perceptions associated

with excessive fear in non-victims and victims. Another would compare

fearful and non-fearul students of similar background.

The study of fear of crime represents another approach to sub-qroup research,
with the groups here defined by their attitudes rather than their background
characteristics. The very fearful students are Oje such group. Other groups

of interest include the "toughs" and the cynical, alienated students.

Interactions between teacher and student response to school crime

Teacher perception of and response to violence depends not only on their own
background characteristics, victimization experiences, and attitudes but may
also be related to the same set of variables in their students. (We have
already noted, for example, that teacher views of the seriousness of student
behavior vary with the age of the students in the school.) The same may be
true of students, that is, student response to school crime may be related
to characteristics of their teachers (e.g., their amount of teaching

experience, whether or not they feel prepared to cope with <£hool violence,

what they see as educational priorities).

This suggests two potentially valuable lines of research. One would deal
with the interactions among student/teacher characteristics and‘student/
teacher perceptions of and response to school crime. A second would look
at changes in these over time, specifica]ly at the kinds of students and

teachers whose response is affected by different types of team interventions.

Misperceptions of the attitudes of others

We found in our study that students consistently overestimate the alienation
from school of their fellow students. This kind of misperception is one

example of a phenomenon that was called, in 1931 (Katz and Allport),

pluralistic ignorance.

Though there has been relatively little investigation of the pluralistic
ignorance phenomenon since it was first described, recent research interest
indicates that it is a widespread occurrence in both institutional and
non-institutional settings (Breed & Ktsanes, 1961; Klofas & Toch, 1982,
Taylor, 1982). It has been found in schools (Packard & Willower, 1972) and
among delinquent youth (Breznitz, 1975).

Most typically, pluralistic ignorance is represented by an overestimation

of a tough, cynical, or anti-social stance on the part of the group that

s not supported by the actua] opinions of group members. This misperception
leads to a reluctance to confront or raise questions about the presumed
majority opinion that may help perpetuate the original misperception.
Moreover, it gives disproportionate visibility to the opinions of a small
minority who do in fact hold tough/cynical/anti-social views--views often

held more intensely than those of the pro-social though less committed

5-13
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majority. These "“illusory subcultures” (klofas & Toch, 1982) justify the
tough, retaliatory stance of some controllers (in schools, administrators

and teachers) which serves to reinforce the perception of a "tough" group
identity even though as individuals the majority of the group may hold more
pro-social attitudes. The dynamics of these mutual (and mutually reinforcing)
misperceptions may help explain resistance to change efforts, particularly
those aimed at single sub-groups within an institutional setting or those

that fail to recognize the pluralism within the setting at large.

The pluralistic ignorance phenomenon offers a promising and intriguing lipe
of research. In particular, the notion of expressing a "tough" stance to
align oneself with the (misperceived) views of peers, whether in students

or teachers, may prove useful in understanding the dynamics of violence in
school settings. Further, interventions designed to change attitudes and
behaviors, e.g., by strengthening pro-social bonds, may need to take account
of both group and individual level misperceptions as extra impediments to

raform efforts;

[f these research leads seem out of place in an evaluation report, we would
argue that at least one function of an evaluation is to suggest where to go
next. We offer this comment for both evaluators and their funders:

Those who become investigators quickly learn that the formal, preplanned
design is no more than a framework within which imaginative, catch-as-
catch-can improvisation does the productive work....Questions posed to
get the inquiry under way prove to be far less interesting than the
questions that emerge as observations are made and puzzied over. Not
infrequently, questions arising out of the observations provg to be
more important in the long run than the facts that the study was
designed to pin down (Cronbach, 1982, p. x)

5-14

AR e

e N 0L S i s it o R

References

Balkin, S. Victimization rates, safety and fear of crime. Social Prob.,
1979, 26, 343-358.

Breed, W. & Katsanes, T. Pluralistic ignorance in the process of opinion
formation. Pub. Opinion Qrtly., 1961, 25, 382-392.

Breznitz, T. Juvenile delinquents' perception of own and others'
commitment to delinquency. J. Res. in Crime & Deling., 1975, 14, 124-132.

Bush, D. M. Victimization at school and attitudes toward violence: A

longitudinal analysis. Paper presented at 77th Annual Meeting of American
Sociological Assn., San Francisco, Sept. 1982.

Capell, F. J., Downing, D., Grant, J. & Schnetlage, T. Approaches for using
self-report and incidence data to evaluate changes in school crime levels.
Paper presented at 1982 Arnual Meeting of American Educational Research
Assn., New York City, March 1982.

Cook, T. J. & Poole, W. K. Treatment implementation and statistical power.
Evaluation Review, 1982, 6, 425-430.

Cronbach, L. J. Designing evaluations of educational and social programs.
San Francisco: Jossey, Bass, 19827.

Datta, L-E. Damn the experts and full speed ahead: An examination of the
study of federal programs supporting educational change as evidence against

directed development and for local problem-solving. Evaluation Review, 1981,
5, 5-32.

Finney, J. W. & Moos, R. H. Toward an expanded paradigm of evaluation
research: The utility of environmental assessment. Unpublished. Social
Ecology Laboratory, Stanford University, 1982.

Garofalo, J. Victimization and the fear of crime. J. Res. in Crime & Deling.,
1977, 16, 80-97.

Gottfredson, G. D., Joffee, R. D. & Gottfredson, D. C. Measuring
victimization and the explanation of school disruption. Unpublished.
Center for the Social Organization of Schools, Johns Hopkins University, 1981.

Hindelang, M. J., Hirschi, T. & Weis, J. G. Measuring delinquency.
Beverly Hills: Sage, 1981.

Howe, J. G. Group climate: An exploratory aha]ysis of construct validity.
Org. Behav. & Human Perform., 1977, 19, 106-125.

Katz, D. & Allport, F. H. Student attitudes: A report of the Syracuse
University research study. Syracuse: Craftsman Press, 1937.

R-1



Klofas, J. & Toch, H. The guard subculture myth. J. Res. in Crime & Dé]inq.,
1982, 21, 238-254.

National Institute of Education. Violent schools--safe schools: the Safe
School Study report to the Congress. Washington, D.C.: January 1978.

Packard, J. S. & Willower, D. J. Pluralistic ignorance and pupil control
ideclogy. J. Educ. Admin., 1972, 10, 78-87.

Powell, G. N. & Butterfield, D. A. A case for subsystem climates in
organizations. Acad. of Mgmt. Rev., 1978, 3, 151-157.

Research for Better Schools. Planning assistance programs to reduce school
violence and disruption. Philadelphia: 1976.

Scheirer, M. A. Program implementation: The organizational context.
Beverly Hills: Sage, 1981.

Schneider, B. & Bartlett, C. J. Individual differences in organizational
climate. II: Measurement of organizational climate by the multi-trait
multi-method matrix. Personnel Psych., 1970, 23, 4393-512.

Social Action Research Center. The School Team Approach: Phase 1 evaluation.
San Rafael, CA. October 1979. Technical report. March 1980.

Sparks, R. F. Crimes and victims in London. In: W. G. Skogan (ed.),
Sample surveys of the victims of crime. Cambridge: Ballinger, 1976.

Sparks, R. F., Genn, H. G. & Dodd, D. J. Surveying victims: A study of the
measurement of criminal victimization. New York: Wiley, 1977.

Taylor, D. G. Pluralistic ignorance and the spiral of silence: A formal
analysis. Pub. Opinion Qtrly., 1982, 46, 311-335.

Tharp, R. G. & Gallimore, R. The ecology of program research and evaluation:

A model of evaluation succession. In: L. Sechrest, S. G. West, M. A. Phillips,
R. Redner & W. Yeaton (eds.), Evaluation Studies Review Annual (v. 4).

Beverly Hills: Sage, 1979.

U. S. Congress, Senate Committe on the Judiciary, Subcommittee to Investigate
Juvenile Delinquency. Our nation's schools--a report card: "A" in school
violence and vandalism. April 1975. School violence and vandalism: the
nature, extent, and cost of violence and vandalism in our nation's schools.
1976. Challenge for the third century: education in a safe environment:
final report on the nature and prevention of school violence and vandalism.
1977. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.

Woodman, R. W. & Sherwood, J. J. The role of team development in organizational
effectiveness: A critical review. Psychol. Bull., 1980, 88, 166-186.

Zimring, F. E. American youth viclence: Issues and trends. In: N. Morris
& M. Tonry (eds.), Crime and Justice: An Annual Review of Research (v. 1).
Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1979.

R-2

e e A i T L F

RN D i

Appendix A

Qutcome Analyses: ANOVAs

B Y S SO <



Variables entering into ANOVAs

° CYCLEID

Training cycle: A teams (lst year training)
B teams (2nd year training)

Also referred to as "C" in interaction terms (e.g., CE means
cycle x effectiveness).

EFFTM

Team effectiveness. A four-way classification based on ratings
made in 1979 and 1980: high effective in both years (high-high});
low effective in both years (low-low); and change in effectiveness
from one year to the next (high-low and low-high).

Also referred to as "E" in interaction terms. 1

1-ST COVAR

Control for differences in length of time occurring between
successive administrations of the questionnaire.

2-ND COVAR

Control for disruptive setting events occurring between years 1 and 3.

R

Replication: effects due to time.
R(1) = linear effects

R(2) = quadratic (non-linear) effects

A linear effect (in the proper direction) would indicate that problem
levels in schools steadily decline from the first to the second to
the third year.

A quadratic or curvilinear effect would indicate that the average
value for year 2 is significantly out of line from years 1 and 3.
E.g., if problem levels dropped sharply from the first to the second
years, but then increased in the third year, this would appear as a
quadratic trend.

The linear and quadratic time components are independent--either may
be present, or not, as the data indicate. One plausible combination
of the two kinds of effects would be an initial decline in problem
levels followed by a leveling off in the third year: scores generally
drop over time (i.e., means for the second and third years are lower
than that for the first), but the difference between the initial and
final values is concentrated in the first time interval. This kind
of pattern might be found where teams accomplish a great deal in their
first year of operation but thereafter do little more than maintain
their initial success. Time trends take on more meaning when they
interact with other classification factors included in the analysis.
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR

4 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS

1-57

DEPENDENT VARIABLE =~ VCPERS]

N A

SGURCE

CYCLEID

EFFIN

CE

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R{1)

R{L)C

R(1)E

R{1)CE

1-S7 COViR
2-ND COVaR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R(2)C

R{2)E

RI2)CE

1-ST COVAR
2-NG COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERRODR

R

RC

RE

RCE

1-ST COVAR
2~-ND COVAR

ALL COYARIATES

ERROR

VCPERS2

VCPERS3

SuM CF
SQUARES

0.00069
0.00974
0.01746
0.00073
0.02927
0.02938
0.74578

0.00003
0.00011
0.00039
0.00040
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.05852

0.00200
0.00004
0.00195
0.00127
0.00198
0.00009
0.00207
0.05069

0.00198
0.00024
0.00239%
0.00155
0.00114
0.00001
0.00118

0.11011

DEGR<ES
FREEDOM

N e e

-
w

N e )\ e

-
W

[
w
NN O N s o ) AN e

280

OF

MUAN
SQUARE

0.00069
0.00325%
0.00582
0.00073
0.02927
0.01469
0.00537

0.00003
0.00011
0.00013
0.00013
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00042

0.00200
0.00004
0.00065%
0.00042
0.00198
0.00009
0.00104
0.00038

0.00099
0.00012
0.00040
0.00026
0.00114
0.00001
0.00059

0.0003%

0.13
0.61
1.08
0.14
5.46
2. 74

0.06
0.27
0.31
0.32
0.00
0.00
0.00

5.48
0.12
1.78
1.16
5.44
0.24
2.84

2052

0.31
1.01
0.66
2.89
0.03
1.49

TAIL
PROB.

0.7211
0.8126
0.3579
0.7125
0.0209
0.0682

0.7996
0.6069
0.3168
0.8137
0.9889
0.9943
0.9999

0.0207
0.7273

0.153¢ .

0.3267
0.0211
0.6251
0.0635

0.0825
0.7371
0.4212
0.6859
0.0901
0.8620
0.2261

Student measure: Self-reports of personal

victimization
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR

8 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS

1-S1

CEPENCENT VARIABLE - VAVCYIS]

SOURCE

CYCLEID

EFFIM

CE

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(1)

R(1)C

R1IE

R1)CE

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR °

R(2)

Ri2)C

R(2)E

RI2)CE

1-ST COVAR
2<KD COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

: ERROR

R

RC

RE

RCE

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL CDVARIATES

ERROR

VAVCTS2

VAVCTS3

SUM OF
SQUARES

0.00635
0.,00904
0.02126
0.01976
0.00463
0:.02996
1.09928

0.01326
0.00147
0.00086
0.00076
0,00896
0.00025
0.00992
0.091727

0.00029
0.00167
0.00390
0,00089
0.01306
0.00044
0,01348
0.05920

0.01300
0.00322
0.00471
0.00153
0.02259
0.00000
0.02271

0.1571%

DEGFEES OF
FREEOOH

DN e )

-
w

[ -R SR R VORI

-
w

DN e

-
w

N NN

280

MEAN
SQUARE

0.0063%
0.00301
0.00709
0.01976
0,004563
0.01498
0.00791

0.0132¢
0.00147
0.00029
0.00025
0.0089¢%
0.0002%
0.00496
0.00070

0.00029
c.00167
0.00130
0.00030
0.013006
0.00044
0.00674
0.00043

0.00€50
0.00161
0.00078
0.00026
0.02259
0.00000
0.01136

0.0005¢6

0.80
0.38
0.90
2.50
0.58
1.89

18,95
2.11
0.41
0.36

i2.81
0.36
7.09

0.67
3.92
3.05
0.70
30.067
1.03
15.683

11.5%8
2.87
1.40
0.45

40,25
0.00

20.23

TAIL
PROB.

0.3719
0.76170
0.4450
0.1163
0.4457
0.1543

0.0

0.1489
0.7463
0.7804
0.0003%
0.5491
0.0012

0.4144
0.04%6
0.0307
0.5537
olo

.0.3130

0.0

0.,0000

0.0582
0.,2154
0.8416
0.0
0.9678
0.0

Student measure: Self-reports of property
. victimization
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ANALYSIS OF VARJIANCE FOR
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - SVCSUMS1 SVCSUMS2 SVCSUMS3

-V

4 OUTCOME ANOVAS HITH COVARS

SOURCE

EFFIN

CYCLEID

€C

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(1)

R(1)E

R{1)C

R{1)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R{2)

R(2)E

R{2])C

R{2)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

I=ST COVAR
2~ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERROR

1-ST

SUM OF
SQUARES

0.00483
0.00264
0.01099
0.00160
0.00875
0.01256
0.67300

0.00171
0.00004¢
0.00092
0.00018
0.00189
0.00021
0.00235
0.04378

0.00036
0.00179
0.00081
0.00037
0.00328
0.00015
0.00340
0.02354

0.00201
0.00181
0.00181
0.00052
0.00531
0.00001
0.00540

0.067617

DEGREES OF
FREEOGM

—
w

—
w

-
w

O A e Y- R R W IV DN = e

LN . XY

(=]

MEAN
SQUARE

0.00161
0.00264
0.00366
0.00160
0.,00875
0.00628
0.00484

0.00171
0.00001
0.00092
0.00006
0.00189
0.00021
0.00118
0.00031

0.00036
0.00060
0.00081
0.00012
0.00325
0.00015
0.00170
0.00017

0.00101
0.00030
0.00090
0.00009
0.00531
0.00001
0.00270

0.00024

0,33
0.54
0.7%
0.33
1.81
1.30

5.43
0.05
2.93
0.19
6.00
0,67
3.74

2,15
3.52
4.78
0.72
19.22
0.86
10.03

4.16
1.24
3.74
0.36
21.98
0.05
11.17

TALL
PROB.

0.8020
0.4617
G.5201
0.5667
0.1811
0.2765

0.0213
0.9872
0.0892
0.9033
0.0156
0.4129
0.02¢3

0.1451
0.0169
0.030%
0.5394
0.0

0.3548
0.0001

0.0166
0.2834
0.0249
0.9032
6.0

0.8275%
0.0000

- Student measure: Victimization summary

Composite measure includes:

Self-reports of personal
victimization

Self-reports of property
Victimization
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ANALYSES OF VARIANCE FOR
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - SORUG

G-v

20

SQURCE

CYCLEID

EFFTM

CE

1-57 Chvar
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(1}

R{1)C

R(1)E

R{1)CE

1-ST cOvar
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROUK

R(2)

RE2)C

RL2)F

R{2)CE

1-ST covar
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RC

RE

RO

1-ST COVvaRr
2-ND COVAR

ALL C(OVARIATES

fFROR

1-sT7

“

CUTCOME anavas W1TH cOvars

SDRUGS3

SUM OF
SQUARES

0.03081
0.07919
0.11819
0.15498
0.099648
0.21054
T.74485

0.00562
0.00100
0.00973
6.01527
0.00178
0.00192
0.00439
0.57193

0.00671
0.00000
0.00225
0.0019¢6
0.01020
0.,00125
0.02148
0.25815

0.01264
0.00087
0.01193
0.01798
0.01¢93
0.00287
0.01478

0.83116

DEGREES OF

FREEDON

O P . Wy e

—
w

O N e e )t e

[ -
W w
No—-troNN DN e\ e e

N
-]
Q

MEAN
SCUARE

0.03081
0.02640
0.03940
0.15498
0.099¢68
0.10%27
0.05572

0.00562
0.00100
0.00324
06.00509
0.00178
0.00192
0.00219
0.00411

0.00671
0.00000
0.00075
0.00065%
0.01020
0.00125
0.00574
0.00186

0.00632
0.00044
0.00199
0.00300
0.01093
0.00287
0.00739

0.00297

F

0.55
0.47
0.71
2.78
1.79
1.89

1.37
0.24¢
0.79
1.24
0.43
0.47
0.53

3.61
0.00
0.40
0.35
5.49
0.67
3.09

2.13
0.15
0.67
1.01
3.68
0.97
2,49

TAIL
PROB,

0.4583
0.7011
0.5493
0.0976
0.1832
0.1550

0.2445
0.6232
0.5024
0.2987
0.5115
0.4952
0.5881

0.0594
0.9667
0.7511
0.7877
0.0205
0.4140
0.0486

0.1209
0.8637
0.6740
0.4191
0.0561
0.3264
0.0847

Student measure:

Alcohol/drug availability
————=f="76 avallability
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ANALYSIS CF VARIANCE FOR

16 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH CCVARS

1-ST

DEPENDENT VARIABLE =~ SVCTESY SVCIES2

~Na

SCUKCE

CYCLEID

EFFTM

CE

1-ST COVaAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
1 RROR

R(1)

R{1)C

R{1)E

R(1)CE

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R(2)C

R(2)E

R(2)CE

1-ST COVAR
2-KD COVAR

AtL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RC

RY

RCE

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERROR

SVCTES3

SUM TF
SQUARES

0.00000
0.022919
0.096%6
0.08305
0.17564
0.32670
2.23826

0.00247
0.00877
0.02127
0.02096
0.00779
0.02241
0.03515
0.72560

0.00000
0.008651
0.00367
0.00159
0.00234
0.00077
0.00310
0.54867

0.00633
0.01462
0.02547
0.02093
0.01029
0.01050
0.02259

1.28992

DFGRTES CF
FREEDOM

O N e e ) A e

- — -
w w w
O N e b ) e ERR N RV

N o= = O O NN

280

HEAN
SQUARE

0.00000
0.00766
0.03219
0.08305
0.17564
0.16335
0.01610

0.00247
0,00877
0.00709
0.00699
0.00779
0.02241
0.01757
©.00522

0.00000
0.00851
0.00122
0.,00053
0.00234
0.00077
0.00155%
0.00395

0.00317
0.00731
0.00425
0.00349
0.01029
0.01050
0.01130

0.00461

0.00
0.48
2.00
S.16
10.91
10. 14

0.47
1.68
l.36
1.34
1.49
8.29
3.37

0.00
2.16
0.31
0.13
0.59
0.19
0.39

0.69
1.59
0.92
0.76
2.23
2,28
2.45

TAIL
PROB.

0.9923
0.6997
0.1170
0.0247
0.0012
0.0001

0.4931
0.1970
0.2%582
0.2645
0.2238
0.0401
0.0374

0.9806
0.1243
0.68180
0.9393
0.4425
0.6602
0.6762

0.5037
0.2065
0.4798
0.6042
0.1362
0.1322
0.0880

Student measure: Teacher personal victimization
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 1-ST
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - INCIOS! INCIDS2 INCIDS3

R

SOURCE SUM OF
SQUARES
EFFTH 0.06762
CYCLEID 0.01848
EC 0.15978
1-ST COVAR 0.10025
2-ND COVAR 0.19868
ALL COVARIATES 0.37825
7 1 ERROR 2.29342
RU1} 0.00071
RULIE 0.01064
R(1)C 0.00341
R(1)EC 0.00999
1-ST COVAR 0.00038
2-ND COVAR 0.00147
ALL COVARIATES 0.00166
ERROR 0.23636

i
4 R(2) 0.00043
R(2)E 0.00419
RI2)C 0.00080
R(2)EC 0.00107
1-S1 COVAR 0.00069
2-ND COVAR 0.00000
ALL COVARIATES 0.00069
ERROR 0.15433
R 0.00109
RE 0.01482
RC 0.00372
REC 0.01090
1~5T COVAR 0.00008
2-ND COVAR 0.00072
ALL COVARIAYES 0.00084

1

2 ERROR 0.39219

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

O P e e

[
W

O N e b ) e ) e

—
w

O N b g ) A e

-
w

N o OO N

280

MEAN
SQUARE

0.02254
0.01848
0.05326
0.10025
0.19868
0.18912
0.01650

0.00071
0.00355
0.00341
0.00333
0.00038
0.00147
0.00083
0.00170

0.00043
0.00140
0.060080
0.00036
0.000069
0.00000
0.00034
0.00111

0.00054
0.00247
0.00186
0.00182
0.00008
0.00072
0.00042

0.00140

1.37
1.12
3.23
6.08
12,04
11.46

0.42
2.09
2.01
1.96
0.22
0.87
0.49

0.39
1.26
0.72
0.32
0.62
0.00
0.31

0.39
1.76
1.33
1.30
0.06
0.51
0.30

e e 4 e

.

Student measure: Illegal behaviors in school

TajL
PROB.

0.25%7
0.2918 |
0.0245
0.0149
0.0007
0.0000

0.5201
0.1048
0.159%0
0.1231
0.6371
0.353%
0.6145 .

0.5348
0.2913
0.3974
0.8093
0.4334
0.9914
0.7350 !

0.6784
0.1065
0.2664
0.2583
0.8137
0.4743

0.7411

e s &
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PAGE

ANALYS1S OF VARIANCE FOR
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - DISRUPS! OISRUPS2 DISRUPS3

N~V

12 OUTCOME ANUVAS WITH CDVARS

SOURCE

EFFIM

CYCLEID

EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(1}

R(})E

R{1)C

R(1)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R(2)E

R(2)C

R(2)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARLIATES

ERROR

1-sT1

SUM OF
SQUARES

0.00448
0.02493
0.12057
0.01935
0.0%129
0.08854
1.50537

0.00635
0.00536
0.00002
0.00073
0.00051
0.00006
0.00063
0.22477

0.00119
0.,00253
0.00015
0.00113
0.00044
0.000038
0.00052
0.10330

0.00759
0.00792
0.00017
0.00186
0.00093
0.0001%
0.00114

0.32809

DEGREES UF
FREEDOM

DN W

—
w

O N e e

L L
W w
N— 0NN DN e s e L e

N
™
o

MEAN
SQUARE

0.00149
0.02493
0.04019
0.01935
0.05129
0.,04427
0.01083

0.00635
0.00179
0.,00002
0.00024
0.00051
0.00006
0.00032
0.00162

0.00119
0.,00084
0.00015
0.00038
0,00044
0.00008
0.00026
0.00074

0.00380
0.00132
0.00009
0,00031
0.00093
0.00014%
0.00057

0.00117

0.14
2.30
3.71
1.79
4.74
4.09

3.93
1.10
0.01
0.15
0.31
0.04
0.20

1.60
1.14
0.20
0.51
0.59
0.10
0.35

3.24
1.13
0.07
0.26
0. 80
0.12
0.49

TAIL
PROS.

0.9372
0.1315
0.0132
0.1835
0.0312
0.0188

0.0495
0.3495
00,9112
0.9293
0.5764
0.8490
0.8221

0.2082
0.3365
0.6531
0.6794
0.4426
0.7484
0.7059

0.0407
0.3467
0.9288
0.9530
0,3733
0.7293
0.£160

iStudent measure: Disruption
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12 CUTCOME ANOVAS WITH CLWARS

ANALYSIS GF VARIANCE FOR 1-ST
DEPENDENT VARIABLE -

SOURCE

CYCLELD

EFFTM

Ce

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
FRROR

R{1)

R(1)C

R(1)E

R{1)CE

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R{Z)C

R(2)E

R{2}CE

1-ST COVaR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERRUR

R

RC

RY¥

RCE

1-ST COVaAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERROR

PERATS]

PERATS2

PERATS3

SUM OF
SQUARES

0.09168
0.06709
0.33908
0.04428
0.17250
0.26746
3.77494

0.00775
0.002688
0.00665
0.00542
0.00087
0.00019
0.00095
0.39328

0.00067
0.00347
0.0086¢
0.00356
0.00386
0.00003
0.00389
0.21942

0.00819
0.00660
0.01570
0.00911)
0.00085
0.00000
0.00086

0.61668

DEGREES OF
FREEDCHM

DN bt e )

—
w

DN e e ) e e

[ —
w W
e OO NN O N o L e e

N
=
[~

HEAN
SQUARE

0.09168
0.02236
0.11303
0.04428
0.17250
0.13373
0.02716

©0.00775

0.00288 -

0,00222
0.00181
0.00087
0.00019
0.00048
0.00283

2.00067
0.00347
0.00289
0.00119%
0.00386
0.00003
€.00194
0.00158

0.00409
0.00330
G.00262
0.00152
0.00085
0.00000
0.00043

0.00220

3.38
0.82
416
1.63
6. 35
4.92

2.74
1.02
0.78
0.564
0.31
0.07
0.17

0,42
2,20
1.83
0.75
2.45
0.02
1.23

1.86
1.50
1.19
0.69
0. 38
0.00
0.20

TAlLL
PROSB.

0.0683
0.4831
0.0074
0.2038
0.0129
0.0086

0.1002
0.3149
0.5049
0.5912
0.5809
0.7971
0.845%3

0.5173
0.1403
0.1447
0.522%
0.1201
0.887%
0.2949

0.1578
0.2252
0.3125%
0.6586
0.5358
0.9758%

0.8226 |

Student measure: Student safety from personal
attack

A as A o e
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4 OQUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
DEPENDENT VARIABLE =~ DANGERS1 DANGERS2 DANGERS3

SOURCE

EFFTH

CYCLEID

EC

1-S7T COVaAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(1)

R{1)E

R(1)C

R{1)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R{2)

R(2)E

R(2)C

R{2)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-ST COVAR
2~ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERROR

SUM OF
SQUARES

0.19856
0.03035
0.,27881
0.05049
0.767689
0.94875
7.39665

0.00300
0.00781
0.00102
0.02305
0.00008
0.00126
0.00148
0.53575

0.00343
0.01145
0.00235
0.0022¢
0.00108
0.00003
0.00111
0.28297

0.00648
0.01949
0.00304
0.02564
0.00030
0.00071
0.00095

0.82036

DN s b

-
w

O N e s\l Pt e

| L
w w
NN O N O N e ) e

[=]

MEAN
SQUARE

0.06619
0.03035
0.09294
0.05049
0.76768
0.47437
0.05321

0.00300
0.00260
0.00102
0.00768
0,00008
0.00126
0.00074
0.00385

0.00343
0.00382
0.00235
0.00078
0.00108
0.00003
0.0005%
0.00204

0.0032¢
0.00325
0.00152
0.00427
0.00030
0.00071
0.00047

0.00293

1.24
0.57
1.75
0.95

14,43

8.91

0.78
0.68
0,26
1.99
0.02
0.33
0.19

1.68
1.88
1.16
0.37
0.53
0.02
0.27

l.11
1.11
0.52
l.46
0.10
0.24
0.16

TAIL
PROB.

0.,2963
0.4514
0.1603
0.3317
0.0002
0.0002

0.379¢4
0.5687
0.5086
0.1178
0.8825
0.5686
0.8256

0.1967
0.136%
0.2840
0.7774
0.4678
0.9016
0.7614

0.3324
0.3572
0.5963
0.1925
0.7475
0.6225
0.8508

Student measure: Tension in the school

i e

2 0F 3

fr——
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PAGE 8 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS
ANALYS1S OF VARIANCE FOR 1-ST ) .
DEPENDENT VARIABLE ~ FEARS]l  FEARS2  FEARS) Student measure: Fear of being attacked
SDURCE SUM OF  DEGREES OF PEAN F Tatt
SQUARES  FREEOCH SQUARE PRGH .
EFFTH 0.07329 3 0.02443 1.99  0.1181 .
CYCLEID 0.00274 1 0.00274 0.22 0.6374
€C 0.03272 3 0.01091 0.89  0.4486
1-ST COVAR 0.00238 1 0.00238 0.19 0.6600
2-ND COVAR 0.02592 1 0.02592 2.11  0.1483
ALL COVARIATES 0.03331 2 0.01665 1.36  0.2607
1 ERROR , 1.70516 139 0.01227
R(1) ' 6.00822 1 0.00822 7.42  0.0073
RO1)E 0.00451 3 0.00150 1.36  0.2585
RU1)C 0.00728 1 0.00728 5.58  0.0114
RU1IEC 0.01215 3 0.00405 3.66  0.0141
1-ST COVAR 0.00163 1 0.00163 1.47  0.2273
2-ND COVAR 0.00072 A 0.00072 0.65 0.4214
ALL COVARIATES 0.00206 2 0.00103 0.93  0.3964
= ERROR 0.15396 139 0.00111
= RU2) 0.00397 A 0.00397 4.19  0.0424
RI2)E 0.00935 3 0.00312 3.30  0.0224
R{2)C 0.00043 1 0.00043 0.46  0.4989
R(2)EC 0.00184 3 0.00061 0.65 0.5843
1-ST COVAR 0.0003% 1 0.00036 0.38  0.5398
2-ND COVAR 0.00142 1 0.60142 1.50  0.2230
ALL COVARIATES 0.00178 2 0.00089 0.94  0.3926
ERROR 0.131484 139 0.00095
R 0.01178 2 0.00589 5.7¢  0,0036
RE 0.01406 6 0.00234 2.28  0.0363
RC 0.00808 2 0.00404 3.93  0.0207
REC 0.01300 6 0.00217 2.11  0.0522 '
1-ST COVAR 0.00016 1 0.00016 0.15  0.6961
2-ND COVAR 0.00167 1 0.00167 1.62  0,2035
ALL COVARIATES 0.00}175 2 0.00088 0.85 0.4266
- - 2
2 ERROR 0.28749  Z80 0.00103
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PAGE

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - SCLHMS)

¢I-v

24

SLUKCE

CYCLELD

CFFTM

CE .
1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
| RROR

R{1)

R{11)C

R{1)E

R{1)CE

1-5ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R{2)

R(2)C

R(2)E

R(2)CE

1-S7 COVAR
2-NO COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERRDR

R

RC

RE

RCE

1-ST COVAR
2-NO COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

FRRNR

UUTCOHE ANDVAS WITH COVARS

SCLMS2 SCLMS3

SumM OF
SQUARES

0.009850
0.02734
0.09278
0.02876
0.14111
0.20740
1.60014

0.00266
0.00001
0.00495
0.00377
0.00009
0.00131
0.00155
0.15181

©.00038
0.00042
0.,00325
0.00048
0.00000
0.00002
0.00003
0.06178

0.00336
0.00036
0.00822
0.00427
0.00004
0.00103
0.00110

0.21406

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

NN e W

— - [
w w w
ON W W DN W W

NN

280

MEAN
SQUARE

0.00950
0.00911
0.03093
0.02876
0.17111
0.10370
0.01151

0.00266
0.00001
0.00165
0.00126
0.00009
0.00131
0.00077
0.00109

0.00038
0.00042
¢.00108
0.,00016
0.00000
0.00002
0,00001
0.00044

0.00168
0.00018
0.00137
0.00071
0.00004
0.00103
0.0005%

0.00076

0.83
0.79
2.69
2.50
12.26
9.01

2.44
0.01
1.51
1.15
0.09
1.20
0.71

0.84
0.94
2.44
0.36
0.01
0.0%
0.03

2.20
0.24
1.79
0.93
0.05
1.34
0.72

TAIL
PROB .

0.3652
0.5005
0.0489
0.1163
0.00086
0.0002

0.1208
0.9210
0.2141
0.3312
0.7700
0.2760
0.4946

0.3598
0.3342
0.0673
0.7829
0.9270
0.8188
0.9700

0.1129
0.7678
0.1006
0.4737
0.8284
0.2478
0.4882

Student measure: School climate
H

Composite measure includes:

Teacher personal victimization

i Illegal behaviors in school
| Disruption

Student safety from personal
attack

Tension in the school

Fear of being attacked

DIEY NV S S o
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8 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH CGVARS

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - SSUMS]

SOURCE

EFFTM

CYCLEID

EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R{1)

R{1)E

R(1)C

R{1)EC

1-5T COVAR
2=-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R(2)E

R(2])C

R{2}EC

1-S7 COVAR
2=ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
EQROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERRDR

SSUMS2

SuM OF
SQUARES

0.01507
0.00261
0.05311
0.01613
0.07908
0.11624
1.14539

0.00042
0.00233
0.00012
0.00144
0.00044
0.00057
0.00120
0.09265

0.00003
0.00262
0.,00033
0.00047
0.00039
0.00000
0.00040
0.03801

0.00055
0.00495
0.00043
0.00192
0.00088
0.00041
0.00139

0.13086

O N e b e

- — —
w w S
N = NN DA e e e W) O N b pm e L

(=]

MEAN
SQUARE

0.00502
0.00261
0.01770
0.01613
0.07908
0.05812
0.00824%

0.00042
0.00078
0.00012
0.00048
0.0004¢
0.00057
0.00060
0.00067

0.00003
0.00087
0.00033
0.00016
0.00039
0.00000
0,00020
¢.00027

0.00028
0.00082
0.00022
0.00032
0.00068
(0.00041
0.00070

G.0C047

0.061
0.32
2.15
1.96
9.060
7.05

0.63
1.16
0.17
0.72
0.66
0.86
0.90

0,11
3.19
1.22
0.57
l.44
0.02
0.73

0.59
1.76
0.46
0.69
1.87
0.€8
1.49

TAlL
PROB.

0.6099
0.5742
0.0969
0.1641
0.0024
0.00]2|

0.4294
0.3260
0.6707
0.5422 "
00,4184
0.35406
0.4093

0.7455%
0.0257
0.2707
0.6334
0.2319
0.8975
0,4838

0.5539
0.1065
0.6289
0.6618
0.1721
0.3478
0.2268

Student measure: Overall summary

Composite measure includes:

School climate
Victimization summary
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PAGE 24

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TVCPERS]1 TVCPERS2 TVCPERS3

v1-v

SOURCE

EFFTH

CYCLELD

EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERRDR

R(1)

R{1)E

R{1)C

R(1)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R{2)E

R(2)C

R(2)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-HD COVAR

ALL COVARIAYES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERROR

1-57

OUTCOME ANOVAS W1TH COVARS

SUM OF
SQUARES

0.03326
0.00877
0.09778
©.02247
0.06169
0.10227
0.80243

0.00060
0.00278
0.00004
0.00537
0.00093
0.00294
0.00435
0.10128

0.00001
0.00128
0.00000
0.00169
0.00136
0.00066
0.00191
0.06021

0.0013%
0.00405
0.00012
0.00710
0.00238
0.00067
0.00331

0.16443

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

O PN e g ) g

-
4

DN A ) e

-
w

D N e e W) s WA e

-
w

N OO N

280

MEAN
SQUARE

0.01109
0.00877
0.03259
0.02247
0.06169
0.05114
0.005177

0.00060
0.00093
0.00004
0.00179
0.00093
0.00294
0.00217
0,00073

0,00001
0.00043
G.00000
0.00056
0.00136
0.00066
0.00095%
0.00043

0.000068
0.00068
0.00006
0.00118
0.00238
0.00067
0.00166

0.000%9

1.92
1.52
5.65
5.89
10.69
8.86

0.83
1.27
0.05
2.46
1.27
4.04
2.98

0.02
0.99
0.00
1.30
3.14
1.52
2,20

1.15
1.15
0.10
2.02
4.05
1.14
2.82

TAlL
PROB .

0.1290
0.2199
0.0011
0.050%5
0.0014
0.0002

0.3648
0.2870
0.8258
0.0655
0.2608
0.0464
0.0538

0.8914
0.4009
0.9548
0.27173
0.0786
0.2190
0.1142

0.3183
0.3338
0.9050
0.0630
0.0452
0.2874
0.0614

Teacher measure: Self-reports of personal

victimization

i
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ST~V

ANALY SIS OF YARIANCE FOR
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - STPERS]

SOURCE

EFFIN

CYCLEID

EC '

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR
ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R{1)

R(1)E

R{1)C

RO1)EC

1-S1 COVAR
2-ND COVAR
ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R{2)E

R{2}C

R(2)EC

1-57 COVAR
Z-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-571 COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIAIES

Faenr

QUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS

STPERS2 STPERS]

SUM UF
SQUARES

0.13429
0.06563
0.54941
0.03952
0.39612

0.50237

6.10008

0.00166
0.0096¢
0.03045
0.03891
0.00606
0.01385
0.02254
0.98972

0.00308
0.01256
0.G0079
0.03130
0.00435
0.00494
0.00874
0.62514

0.00485
0.022G4
0.03511
0.06834
0.01073
0.00228
0.,01406

1.63207

DEGREES CF
FREEDOH

O N e e

D o [ d
W w [
O b e e DN B b e e

Ne=CNON

280

ME AN
SQUARE

0.04476
0.06563
0.13314
0.03952
0.39%612
0.25119
0.04389

Q.00166
0.00320
0.03045
0.01297
0.00606
0.01385
0.01127
Q.00712

0.00306
0.00419
0.00079
0.01043
0.00435
0.00494
0.00437
0.00450

0.00243
0.00367
0.01755
0.01139
0.01073
0.00228
2.00703

0.00%83

1.02
1.50
4.17
0.90
9.03
5.72

0.23
0.45
4.28
1.82
0,85
1.94
1.58

0.68
0.93
0.18
2.32
0.97
1.10
0.97

0.42
0.03
3.01
1.85
1.84
V.39
1.21

TAlL
PROB.

o.3as;f
0.2234
0.0073
0.3443
0.0032
0.0041

0.0302
0.718¢C
0.0405
0.146C
0.351712
0.1654
0.2091

0.4106
0.4271
0.67¢61
0,0780
0.32170
0.2961
0.3808

0.6598
0.7060Q
0.0508
0.01723
0.1759
0.5326
0.3004

B o I T P

Teacher measure: Student personal victimization

. mea &
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 1-S7
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TINCOS1

91~V

20 ODUTCOME ANOVAS WIVH COVARS

SOURCE

EFFIN

CYCLEID

EC

1-ST COYAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(1)

R{1)E

R{1)C

R{1)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-NO COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R(2)E

R{2)C

RE2)EC

1-5T CGvAR
2~-NO COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIAIES

ERROR

FINCOS2

TINCDS3

SUN OF
SQUARE S

0.04143
0.18040
0.35682
0.29075
0.00000
0.30198
5.52968

0.01122
0.00853
0.00234
0.01082
0.00043
0.01679
0.01681
0.59576

0.00041
0.00472
0.00420
0.00506
0.00000
0.00042
0.00043
0.37050

0.01577
0.01259
0.00698
0.01800
0.00019
0.00760
0.00763

0.97588

DEGREES CF
FREEDOM

-
w
DN P Wb Wl b DN e b ) b W

-
w

—
w
N NN ORIt e e ) e

280

ME AN
SQUARE

0.01381
0.18040
0.11894
0.29075
0.00000
0.15099
0.03978

0.01122
0.00284
J.00234
0.00361
0.00043
0.01679
0.00841
0.00429

0.00041

0.00157

0.00420
0.00169
0.00000
0.00042
0.00022
0.00267

0.00789
0.00210
0.00349
0.00300
0.00019
0.00760
8.00381

0.00349

0.35
9.53
2. 99
7.31
0.00
3.80

2.62
0.66
0.55
0.84
0.10
3.92
1.96

G. 15
0.59
1.57
g.63
0.00
0.16
0.08

.26
0. 60
1.00
0.86
0.0S
2.18
1. 09

Talt
PROSB.

0.79113
0.0350
0.0332
0.0077
0.9989
0.0248

0.1079
0.57517
0.4611
0.4735
0.752T
0.0496
0.1446

0.6961
0.622%
0.2111
0.5950
0.9680
0.6923
0.9225

0.1059
0.7285,
6.3688'
0.5242
0.8159
0.1409

0.3361[

Teacher measure: Illegal behaviors in school
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; ' PAGE o OUTCOME ANOYAS WITH COVARS
ANALYSIS OF YARIANCE FOR 1-ST
) DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TDISRS1 1DISRSZ TDISRS3 Teacher measure: DisrUEtion
SOURCE SUM OF DEGREES OF ME AN F TALL
) SQUARES FREEDON SQUARE PROB.
EFFIN 0.05975 3 0.01992 0.85 0.4683
CYCLE1D 0.0000% 1 0.0000% 0.00 0.9622
) EC 0.06953 3 0.02318 0.99  0.3994
1-ST COVAR 0.01838 1 0.01838 0.79 0.3770
2-ND COVAR 0.19046 1 0.19046 B.14  0.0050
) ALL COVARIATES 0.24051 2 0.12026 5.14 0.0070
1 ERROR 3.25308 139 0.02340
) R(1) 0.00642 1 0.00642 2,60 0.1089
R(1}E 0.00929 3 0.00310 1.26 0.2919
RE1)C 0.00330 1 2.00330 1.3¢  0.2489
) R{1)EC 0.01117 3 0.00372 1.51 0.2144
1-ST COVAR 0.0005S -1 0.00055 0.22 0.6362
2-ND COVAR 0.02547 1 0.02547 10.33 0.0016}
) . ALL COVARIATES 0.02548 2 0.01274 5.17 0.0068
;J ERROR 0.34263 139 0.00246
1 ~ R(2) 0.01945 1 0.01945 8.22 0.0048
: R{2}E 0.00739 3 0.00246 1.04 0.3766
R(2)C © 0.00717 1 0.00717 3.03 0.0840
) R{2)EC 0.02173 3 0.00724 3.06 0.0303
1-ST COVAR 0.00012 1 0.00012 0.05 0.8200
2-MD COVAR 0.00453 - 1 0.00453 1.91 0.1689.
b ALL COVARIATES 0.00476 2 0.00238 1.01  0.3684°
ERROR 0.32896 139 0.00237 i
» R 0.02248 2 0.01124 4.53 0.0116
RE 0.01915 6 0.00319 1.29  0.2631
RC 0.01088 2 0.00544 2.19  0.113¢6
» REC 0.03243 6 0.00540 2.18 0.0453
1-ST COVAR 6.00046 1 0.00046 0.18 0.66817
2-ND COVAR 0.00658 1 0.00658 2,65  0.1045%
» ALL COVARIATES 0.006717 2 0.00339 1.36 0.2573
2 ERROR 0.69506 280 0.00248

R
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ANALY SIS OF VARIANCE FOR

12 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS

1-s1

DEPENDENT VARIABLE .- TPRATS1

8T-V

SOURCE

EFFTIN

CYCLEID

EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR
ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R{1)

R{1)E

R{1)C

R{1)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R(2)E

R(2)C

R{2)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERROR

IPRATS2

TPRATS2

suM OF
SQUARE S

0.36711
0.38872
1.06241
0.25456
0.06661
0.38633
7.84143

0.07854
0.00864
¢.00018
0.03776
0.00000
0.05797
0.05866
G.85531

0.01453
0.01286
0.00341
0.01322
0.01344
0.00907
0.02391
0.70671

0.11325
0.02298
0.00639
0.05309
0.00685
0.01658
0.02179

1.62280

DEGREES LUF
FREEDOM

O P b= b b

'
W

NN RNt et ) P S 0N e P ) e )

2178

MEAN
SQUARE

0.12237
0.38872
0.354%4
0.25456
0.06661
0.19316
0.05682

0.01854
0.00288
0.00018
0.01259
0.00000
0.05797
0.02933
0.00620

0.01455
0.00429
0.00341
0.00441
0.01344
0.00907
0.01196
0.00512

0.05663
0.00383
0.00320
0.00885
0.00085
0.01058
0.01090

0.00584

2¢15
6. 84
6.23
4.48
1.17
3.40

12.617
0.46
0.03
2.03
0.00
9.35
4.73

2.84
0.84
0.67
0.86
2.63
1.7
2.33

9.70
0.66
0.55
1.52
1.17
2.84
1.87

TAIL
PRUB.

0.0963
0.0099
0.0005
0.0361
0.2808

10,0362

0.0005
0.7073
0.8649
0.1124
0.9982
0.0021
0.0103

0.0941
0.4751

0.4158

0.4635
0.1LT5
0.1855%

0.1001

0.0001}
0.6852
0.5790
0.1729
0.2791
0.0931
0.1566

Teacher measure: Student safety from personal

attack
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR

16 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH CUVARS

1-ST

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TODANGS]

6T~V

SOURCE

EFFTN

CYCLEID

EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(1)

R({1)E

R(1)C

R{1)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COYAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R(2)E

R{2)C

R{2)EC

1-51 COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-ST COVAR
2-RD COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERROR

TDANGS2

TOANGS3
Sun OF
SQUARES

0.33298
0.13182
0.66341
0.32449
0.56432
1.09395
9.05804

0.08709
0.02068
0.010406
0.04277
0.00002
0.01017
0.01023
1.37942

0.01469
0.00722
0.00334
0.04667
0.00028
0.00952
0.00964
0.89167

0.11192
0.02908
0.01106
0.08376
0.00013
0.00026
0.00043

2.29052

DEGREES OF
FREEDOH

WON b G

-
w

O N b e e

[
W

-
w
N RN N Y- RN N BTN R

280

HEAN
SQUARE

0.11099
0.13182
J.22114
0.32449
0.56432
0.54698
0.06517

0.08709
0.00689
0.01046
0.01426
0.00002
0.01017
0.00512
0.00992

0.01469
0.00241
3.00334
0.01556
0.00028
0.00952
0.00482
0.00641

0.05596
0.00485
0.00553
0.01396
0.00013
0.00026
0.,00022

0.00818

1.%0
2.02
3.39
4.98
8.66
b. 39

8.78
0. 69
1. 05
1.44
0.00
1.02
0.52

2.29
0.38
0.52
2.43
0.04
1.48
0.75

6.84
¢.59
0. 68
1.7
0.02
0.03
0.03

TAlL
PRUB.

0.169:2
0.1572
0.0198
0.0273
0.0038
0.0004

0.0036
0.5561
0.3064
0.2348

0.9611

0.3132
0.5984

0.1324
0.7710
0.4721
0.0683
0.8348
0.2251
0.47137

0.0013
0,7362
0.5094
0.1194
0.8982
0.8585

0.9738 -

Teacher measure:

Tension in the school

RICRN Y
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR

8 OQUTCCHE ANOVAS WITH COVARS

1-57

DEPENDENTY VARIABLE -~ TFEARS]

0¢-v

SQURCE

EFFINM

CYCLEID

EC

1-S1 COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R{1}

R(LE

R{1)C

R{1}EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R(2)E

R{2)C

R(2)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-ST COVAR
2-NO COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERRLGR

FFEARS2

TFEARS3

SumM OF
SQUARE S

0.09773
0.06941
0.24998
0.12824
0.01338
0.16362
4.18295

0.01721
0.C2182
0.00112
0.02434
0.00126
0.00880
0.01106
0.763171

0.00051
0.01795
0.00003
0.04243
0.00368
0.00304
0.00633
0.54906

0.02310
0.08020
0.00064
0.06216
0.00497
0.00140
0.00694

1.32323

OEGREES CF
FREEDOM

R SR N A NE W)

[ [ d -
w (Y9 w
O NP ) DN = )b W

LSRN o O - V]

280

ME AN
SQUARE

0.03258
0.06941
0.08333
0.12824
0.01338
0.08181
0.03009

0.01721
0.00727
0.00112
0.00811
0.00126
0.00880
0.00553
0.00549

0.00051
0.00598
0.00003
0.01414
0.00368
0.00304
0.00316
0.0039%

0.01155
0.00670
0.00032
0.01036
0.00497
0.00140
0.00347

0.00473

1.08
2.3}
2.77
4.26
0.44%
2.12

3.13
1.32
0.20
1.48
0.23
1.60
1.01

0.13
1.51
0.01
3.58
0.93
0.77
0.80

2. 44
1.42
0.07
2.19
1.05
0.30

0.73

TALL |
PROB. §
1

0.3587%!
0.1311|
0.0440"
0.0408
0.5059
0.0699%

0.0789
0.2691
0.6518
0.2236
0.6333
0.2077
0.3681

0.7209
0.2135
0.9335
0.0156
0.3360
0.3820
0.4509 |

0.0881
0.2076
0.9343
0.0439
0.3059
0.586¢C
0.4810

Teacher measure: Fear of being attacked
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PAGE 8 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS
ANALYS1IS OF VARIANCE FOR 1-Sy .
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TPERS]  TPERS2  TPERS3 Teacher measure: Person summary
SOURCE SUM OF  DEGREES GF MEAN F TAIL Composite measure includes:
SQUARES FREEDGM SQUARE PROB. !
Self-reports of personal ]
EFFTN 0.08283 3 0.02761 1,70  0.1695 s .
CYCLEID 0.05671 1 0.05671 3,50  0.0637 victimization |
EC 0.26370 3 0.08790 5.42  0.00i5 . F e dme ;
1-ST COVaR 0.05145 1 0.05145 3.17  0.0771 Student persor.lal victimization
2-ND CDVAR 0.10342 1 0.10342 6.37  0.0127 Illegal behaviors in school
ALL COVARIATES 0.19039 2 0.09520 5.87  0.0036 Disruption
1 ERROR 2.23877 138 0.01622 P
Student safety from personal
R(L) 0.00774 1 0.00774 4.17  0.0430
R(1)E 0.00420 3 0.00140 0.75  0.5216 attack
Re1)C 0.00187 1 0.00187 1.01  0.3170 Tension in the school
R(1)EC 0.01555 3 0.90518 2.80 0.0426 .
1-ST COVAR 0.00067 1 0.00067 0.36 0.5477 Fear of being attacked
2-ND COVAR 0.01727 1 6.01727 9.32  0.0027
ALL COVARIATES 0.01889 2 0.00945 $5.10 0.0073
. ERROR 0.25583 138 0.00185
i
o R(2) 0.00388 1 0.00388 3.40  0.0673
= R(2)E 0.00378 3 0,00126 1.10  0,3495
R(2)C 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 0.9788
R(2)EC 0.01287 3 0.00429 3,76  0.0125
1-ST COVAR 0.00004 1 0.00004 0.0¢ 0.8518
2-ND COVAR 0.00364 1 0.00364 3.18  0.0766
ALL COVARIATES 0.00364 2 0.00182 1.59  0.2066
ERROR 0.15760 138 0.00114
R 0.01403 ‘2 0.00701 4,52 0.0117
RE 0.00856 6 0.00143 0.92 0.4805
RC 0.00285 2 0.00142 0.92  0.4006
REC 0.02691 6 0.00449 2.89  0.0094 .
1-ST COVAR 0.000%56 1 0.00056 0.36 0.5469 j
2-ND COVAR 0.00409 1 0.00409 2.64  0.1053 .
ALL COVARIATES 0.00495 2 0.00247 1.60  0.2046 |
2 ERROR 0.43102 278 0.0015% ‘

3
Y Y T
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PAGE 16 OUTCDME ANOVAS WITFH COVARS
ANALYS1S OF VARIANCE FOR 1-ST . -
DEPENCENT VARIABLE - TVAVCS1 TVAVCS2 TVAVCS3 . Teacher measure: Sc?.lf.report.s of property
victimization
SOURCE SUM OF  DEGREES OF ME AN F TaIL
SQUARES  FREEDDM .  SQUARE PROB.
EFFTM 0.01092 3 0.00364 0.50 0.6860
CYCLEID 0.00045 1 0.00045 0.06 0.8049
£C 0.07176 3 0.02392 3.26 0.0236
1-ST COVAR .01128 1 0.01128 1.54  0.2174
2-ND COVAR 0.01336 1 0.01336 1.82  0.1796
ALL COVARIATES 0.03050 2 0.01525 2.08  0.1294
1 ERKOR 1.02131 139 0.00735
R(1) 0.06088 1 0.06088 16.07  0.0001
R(1)E 0.01171 3 0.00390 1.03  0.3813
R(1C 0.00424 1 0.00424 1.12  0.2921
R(1IEC 0.01470 3 0.00490 1.29  0.2790
1-ST COVAR 0.01364 1 0.01364 3.60. 0.0599
2-ND COVAR 0.01303 1 0.01303 3.44  0.0658
ALL COVARIATES 0.03045 2 0.01523 4.02 0.0201
o ERROR 0.52649 139 0.00379
]
N R(2) 0.00702 1 0.00702 . 2.89 0.0912
N R(2)E 0.00830 3 0.00277 I.16  0.3349
R(2)C 0.00052 1 0.00052 0.22 0.6436
R(2)EC 0.02341 3 0.00780 3.22  0.0249
1-5T COVAR 0.01484 1 0.01484 6.12  0.0146
2-ND COVAR 0.00004 1 0.00004 0.01 0.9028
ALL COVARIATES 0.01484 2 0.00742 3.06 0.0501
ERROR 0.3372¢ 139 0.00243
R 0.06206 2 ¢.03103 9.99 ©.0001
RE 0.01978 6 0.00330 1.06  0.3861
RC 0.00442 2 0.00221 0.71  0.4919
REC 0.03494 6 0.00582 1.87 0.0852
1-ST COVAR : 0.02894 1 0.02894 9.32  0.0025
2-ND COVAR 0.00724 1 0.00724 2.33  0.1280 '
9 ALL COVARIATES 0.03925 2 0.01963 6.32 0.0021
2 ERROR 0.96977 200 0.00311

ey
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PAGE 20 OUTCOME ANDVAS WETH COVARS
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 1-ST . . .
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TCCARS1 TCCARS2 TCCARS3 Teacher measure: Self-reports of car victimization
SOURCE SUM OF OEGREES OF MEAN F TalL
SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE PROB. |
EFFTH 0.00969 3 0.00323 0,78 0.5083
CYCLEID 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 0.9988
£C 0.02357 3 0.00786 1.89  0.1336
1-ST COVAR 0.04556 1 0.04556 10,97 0,0012
2-ND CDVAR 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 0.9744
ALL COVARIATES 0.04714 2 0.02357 5.68 0,0043
1 ERROR 0.57709 139 0.00415
RI1) 0.00073 1 0.00073 0.57 0,4533
R(1)E 0.00215 3 0.00072 0.55 0.6468
R{1)C 0.00215 1 0.00215 1.67  0.1987
R(1)EC 0,00364 3 0.00121 0.94 ©.4239
1-ST COVAR 0.00041 1 0.00041 0.32 0,5737
2-ND COVAR 0.00204 1 0.00204 1.58  0.2113
ALL COVARIATES 0.00226 2 0.00113 0.87 0.4200
> ERROR 0.17963 139 0.00129
N R(Z) 0.00030 1 0.00030 0.23  0.6286
RI2)IE 0.00049 3 0.00016 0.13  0.9435
R(2)C 0.00075 1 0.00075 0.59 0.4424
RE21EC 0.00109 3 0.00036 0.28 0.8362
1-ST COVAR 0.00166 1 0.00166 1.30 0.2556
2-ND COVAR 0.00003 1 0.00003 0.02 0.8759
ALL COVARIATES 0.00166 2 0.00083 0.66 0.5209
ERROR 0.17661 139 0.00127
R 0.00103 2 0.00052 0.40 0.06676
RE 0.00248 & 0.00041 0.32 0.9240
RC 0.00271 2 0.00135 1.06 0.3473
REC 0.00485 6 0.00081 0.63 0,7028
1-ST COVAR 0.00187 1 0.00187 1.47  0.2269 e
2-ND CDVAR 0.00153 1 0.00153 1.20  0.2736
ALL COVARIATES 0.00311 2 0.00156 1,22 0.2966
2 ERROR 0.35705 280 0.00128
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PAGE

ANALYS1S OF VARIANCE FOR

4 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS

1-571

OEPENDENT VARIABLE - STPROSI

%=V

SOURCE

EFFTM

CYCLEID

EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R{1}

RU1)E

R{1)C

RI{1)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R{2)

RIZ)E

R{2})C

R{2)EC

1-5ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERROR

STPROS2

STPROS3

SUM OF
SQUARES

0.12119
0.00886
0.62746
0.23641
0.25936
0.61376
4.545479

0.00028
0,00123
0.04201
0.03883
0.00275
0.02563
0.03095
1.,36008

0.00041
0,02581
0.00670
0.01056
0.00124
0.0010%
0.00245
1.04434

0.00001
0.02611
0.05029
0.05292
0.00395
0.02118
0.02709

2.41072

DEGREES OF
FREEODM

O A e e

'
W

O N e e e

[
w

O N P e e Ay e

-
w

N =N

280

HEAN
SQUARE

0.049040
0.00886
0.20915
0.23641
0.25936
0.30688
0.03270

0.00028
0.00041
0.04201
0.01294
0.00275%
0.02563
0.01547
0.00978

0.00041
0.00860
0.00670
0,00352
0.00124
0.00105
0.00122
0.0075%1

0.00001
0.00435
0.02514
0.00882
0.00395
0.02118
0.01355

0.00861

1.24
0,27
6.40
7.23
7.93
9,39

0.03
0.04
4.29
1.32
0.28
2.62
1.58

0.05
1.15
0.89
0.47
0.17
0.14
0.16

0.00
0.51
2.92
1.02
0.46
2.46
1.57

TAIL
PROB.

0.2992
0.6035
0.0004
0.0080
0.0056
92,0002

0.8661
0,9886
0.0401
0.2694
0.5969
0.1078
0.2094

0.8163
0.3332
0.3466
0.7048
0.6848
0.7090
0.8500

0.9994
0.8040
0.0555
0.4096
0.4990
0.1179
0.2092

Teacher measure: Student property victimization

R S i e
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TVATHSI

SOURCE

EFFTM

CYCLEID

EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(1)

R(1)E

R(1)C

R(1)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVaAR

ALL COVARTATES
ERROR

R(2)

RI2)E

R(2)C

R(2)EC

1-5T COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R

RE

RC

REC

1-5T COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERROR

OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS

TVATHS3

SUM OF
SQUARES

0.32124
0.23936
0.85154%
0.22665
0.00772
0.22666
9.67173

0.108290
0.00140
0.00519
0.04826
0.00032
0.02494
0.02638
1.02778%

0.00754
0.01864
0.00482
0.02706
0.00041
0.00216
0.002790
0.77856

0.1317¢6
0.01832
0.00997
0.07429
0.00000
0.00895
0.00903

1.82638

DEGREES OF
FREEDCM

DN e W

b
w

R S SRR Ve

—
w

O e s ) P

-
w

N NN

280

MEAN
SQUARE

0.10708
0.23936
0,28385
0.22665
0.00772
0.11333
0.06962

0.10820
0.00047
0,00519
0.01609
0.00032
0.02494
0.01319
0,00739

0.00754
0.00621
0.00482
0.00902
0.00041
0.00216
0.00135%
0.00560

0.06588
0,00305%
0.00498
0.01238
0.00000
0.00895
0.00451

0.000652

1.5¢
3. 44
4.08
3.26
0.11
1.63

14.63

0.006
0.70
2.18
0.04
3.37
1.78

1.35
1.11
0.86
l.61
0.07
0.39
0.24

10.10

0.47
0.76
1.90
.00
1.37
0.69

TAlL
PROB.

0.2074
0.06%8
0.0082
0.0734
0.739%6
0,2001

0.0002
0.9791
0.4034
0.0936
0.8348
0.0684
0.1718

0.2481
0.3475
0.3551
6.1897
0.7863
0.5353
0.7859

0.0001
0.8318
D.4668
0.0812
0.9963
0.2424
0.5015

Teacher measure: School safety from vandalism
and theft
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PAGE 12 OUTCOME ANOVAS NITH COVARS
ANALY SIS GF VARIANCE FOR 1-ST

DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TPRDS1  TPROSZ  TPROS3 ' Teacher measure: Property summary

SOURCE SuM OF DEGKEES OF MEAN £ TAIL
SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE PROB. Composite measure includes:
EFFTM 0.02152 3 0.00717 0.6 0.4732 _
CYCLEID 0.01584 1 0.01584 1.86 G.1749 Self-reports of property
€C 0.14290 3 0.04763 5.59 0.0012 victimization
1-ST COVAR 0.04663 1 0.04663 S.47 0.0207 e
2-ND COVAR 0.00491 1 0.00491 0.58  0.4489 Self-reports of car
ALL COVARIATES 0.05957 2 6.02978 3.50 0.0330 . victimization
1 ERROR 1.18436 139 0.00852 . .
Student property victimization
R(1) 0.00050 1 0.00050 0.38 0.5408 :
R(1E 0.00057 3 0.00019 0.14  0.9336 School safety from vandalism
R{1)C 0.00270 1 0.00270 2,04 0.1558 and theft
R(1)EC 0.00980 3 0.00327 2.46  0.0650
1-ST COVAR 0.00123 1 0.00123 0.92 0.3382
2-ND COVAR 0.00495 1 0.00495 3.73  0.0554
ALL COVARIATES 0.00690 2 0.00345 2,60 0.0779
:;'> ERROR 0.18436 139 0.00133
~ R(2) 0.00114 1 0.00114 1.27  0.2623
R(2)E 0.00413 3 0.00138 1.53  0.2089
R(2)C 0.00019 1 0.00019 0.21  0.6450
R(2)EC 0.00376 3 0.00125 1.40 0.2467
1-ST COVAR 0.00094 1 0.00094 1.04 0.3086 -
2-ND COVAR 0.00008 1 0.00008 0.09 0.7596
ALL COVARIATES 0.00099 2 0.00050 0.55 0.57711
ERROR 0.12488 139 0.00090 :
R 0.00149 2 0.00074 0.67 0.5135
RE 0.00446 6 0.00074 0.67 0.6766
RC 0.00320 2 0.00160 1.44  0.2393
REC 0.01358 6 0.00226 2,03 0.0617
1-ST COVAR 0.00223 1 0.00223 2.00  0.15a7
2-ND COVAR 0.00241 1 0.00241 2,17 0.1423
ALL COVARIATES 0.00512 2 0.00256 2.30 0.1024
2 ERROR 0.31202 280 0.00111
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR
OEPENDENT VARIABLE - TSUMS]

L2-v

16 OUTCOME ANDVAS WITH COVARS

SOURCE

EFFTH

CYCLEID

EC

1-ST COVaAR
2-ND COVAR

ALt COVARIATES
ERKOR

R(1)

R{1}E

R{1)C

R{I)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIATES
ERROR

R(2)

R(2)E

R(2)C

RI2)EC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVAR

ALL COVARIAYES
ERROR .

;R

RE

RC

REC

1-ST COVAR
2-ND COVaAR

ALL COVARIATES

ERKAOR

TSUMS2 TSuMS3

SUM OF
SQUARES

0.04552
0.03281
0.18978
0.04837
0.03532
0.10499
1.2805%

0.00227
0.00153
0.00225
0.01146
0.00100
0.01052
0.01237
0.18688

0.00220
0.00248
0.00003
0.00557
0.00033
0.00118
0.00144
0.10849

G.00497
0.00%501
0.00292
0.01637
0.00129
0.00336
0.00504

0.30413

DEGFEES OF
FREEDCM

O O g e

—
w

@ N = e e

L) L4
w W
== NnNoN O N o ) e

~N
-
¢-}

HEAN
SCUARE

0.01%517
0.03281
0.06326
0,04887
0.03582
0.05245
0.00928

0.00227
0.00051
0.00225
0.00382
0.00100
0.01052
0.00618
0.,00135

0.00220
0.00116
0.00003
C.00186
0.00033
6.00118
0.00072
6.00079

0.,00249
0.00083
0.00146
0,00273
0.00129
0.0033¢
6.00252

0.00109

1.63
3.54
6.82
5.27
3.86
5.65

1.08
0.38
1.066
2.82
0.74
7.77
4.57

2.80
l.48
0.03
2.36
0.42
1.50
0.92

2.27
0.76
1.33
2449
1.18
3.07
2.30

TalL
PROB.

0.1841
0.0622
0.0003
0.0233
G.051%
0.0044

0.1974
0.7694
0.1998
0.0412
0.3906
0.0061
0.0120

0.0963
0.2235
0.8550
0.0741
0.5171
0.2225
0.4019

0.1049
0.59972

0.2654°

0.0229
0.2782
0.0807
0.1019

Teacher measure:

Overall summary

Composite measure includes:

Person summary
Property summary
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Appendix B

Outcome Analyses: Regressions

S A

S

Predictors entering into "x-on-t" regressions

Up to 11 predicters can enter into the regression equations. Some are forced
in, while others enter only if they make a certain size contribution to the
prediction of outcome.

The following variables are forced into the equation:

° WxAOIR (x = S for students, T for teachers)

Weighted amount of intervention: the number of 20 school day intervals
since team training up to the time data were gathered, adjusted for
team effectiveness. Ranges from 0 to 21.

° WxAOI2

WxAOIR squared. Allows for curvilinear relations between effective
intervention time and outcomes.

° CDISRPTN

Control for disruptive setting events, used to adjust for interference
during periods of team operation. Since little or no team activity
had taken place when year 1 scores were gather, CDISRPTN = 0 for
outcome scores for the first year. For year 2 scores, CDISRPTN =
number of disruptive setting events occurring during the second year.
For year 3 scores, CDISRPTN = number of disruptive setting events
occurring during second plus third year, i.e., disruptive events are
treated as cumulative.

° DE

Dummy variable equally "1" if the score is from an elementary school,
"0" otherwise.

° DM

Dummy variable equally "1" if the score is from a middle school,
"0'" otherwise. Since there are three school levels, two dummies
fully control for level differences. To obtain the grand mean for
high schools, the intercept in the regression equation is used.

The middle school grand mean is the sum of the intercept and the
regression coefficient for DM. The elementary school grand mean is
the sum of the intercept and the DE coefficient,.

The following variables enter the regression equation only if their regression
coefficient reaches approximately the .10 level of significance.

® WxAOIDE

Product of linear intervention time and elementary school dummy.
Allows that the linear relation between time and outcome may be
different in elementary schools.

Y o
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° WxAOI2DE

Product of squared intervention time and elementary school dummy.
Allows that the curvilinear relation between time and outcome may
be different in elementary schools.

° WxAOIDM
Same as WxAOIDE, but for middle schools.

° WxAOI2DM
Same as WxAOIZDE, but for middle schools.

® CDISRPTE

Product of disruption index and elementary school dummy. Allows
that effects of disruptive events may be different in elementary
schools.

° CDISRPTM
Same as CDISRPTE, but for middle schools.

Guide for interpreting regression coefficients

° WxAOIR

Linear time. Negative coefficients mean a reduction in problem levels
with increasing amounts of intervention time.

° WxAQI2

Quadratic time. Positive coefficients mean a U-shaped relatiounship
between time and outcome, i.e., rapid outcome reduction for short
intervention times, tapering off for moderate amounts of time, with
time-outcome relationship turning positive for large amounts of
intervention time. Negative coefficients mean an inverted U-shaped
relationship between intervention time and outcome.

° DE, DM

School level dummies. Positive coefficients mean these schools have
higher problem levels overall than other types of schools. E.g.,
+DM means things are worse in middle schools.

° CDISRPTN

Disruption index. Positive coefficients mean disruptive events are
related to higher problem levels.

e oA ST

° WxAOIDE/M, WxAOI2DE/M

Time x level dummy product variables. Time effect in the given
school type is different from that in the total sample of scheols
E.g., +WxXAOIDE would mean that the linear relation between time aéd
9utc0me in elementary schools is less positive than in other schools;
if WxAOIR is negative, this would mean that things are improving ’
overall, but not as fast (or at all) in elementary schools.

Another example: +WxAOI2DM with WxAOI2 non-significant would mean
that the U-shaped time effect occurs only in middle schools.

® CDISRPTE/M

Disruption x level dummy product variables. Positive coefficients

mean that things are worse in the given t
ype of school when di i
events are high. isruptive

Iq interpreting time effects, the greatest emphasis should be given to the
linear ones. Quadratic effects typically are of a smaller order of magnitude
and do Qot necessarily have to be strictly interpreted. That is, for gositi e
q?adratlc time effects (which most of them are), the reveral to ; posiiive Y
tlme—ouﬁcame relationship for longer intervention times (i.e., the right half
of the "U") may be an artifact of approximating, via polynomi;l regregsion

a curve that in fact doeées not turn up at the end. In either event, data a;e

sparse in the are§ of the intervention time distribution, so the tail of the
curve should be viewed as poorly estimated.




FILE DISCaTvs

CEPENDENY VARIABLE, .

(CRESTICN DATE = 921/07782
2 I B B I B B R L B B B BN

VCPERS

VARIABLE(S) ENTERED ON STYEP NUVBER 240

MULTILIFLE & « 76389
K SQUARE «58752
ADJUSTED & SCUARE 57932
STD DEvIAYIOM « 02697
VAR L AELE 8

0E «»T73356577E-01

COISRPIN +94770270E-03

Ow «TD31G073E~-O

BSAQ (2 ~+45(20429€E~04

WSAQIR «49V170C0F-0 T

{CONSTANT)

F-LEVEL CF

+18Y694af8

TOLERANCE-LEVEL

VARIABLES

aLsor/s82 23.108.26. PAGE 7

Yy UL YT PLE R EGRESSICN s ¢ 8% & ¢ & 00 83 3 % ¢ ¢ 38 8 8% o588

wS5acli2
W5aACIR

ANSLYSEIS CF VAREANCE
RE CRESSTLN :

RESIDUAL

* CCEFF OF VaARIABILITY

STC ERROR B

¢ J6AETNTETE-O2
o TATIAROHE-ND
+301a166¢E~-02
eE3GU2E2AE~00
e 825673 2E-01
a2E7M21 €824 £-02

IN THE EQUATION

SIGNIFICANCE
A0A . 72048
[}
16054643
. 206
£44,26€68
[
« 70069348
« 403
s 3541572}
«E52
$165,919 4
[

DF SuUM OF SOQUARES ME AN SQUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
Se 2624086 si2aet 138.98¢€90 s000
«44541 «N00%0

456,
1.3 ACY »

Student measure: Self-reports of personal vidtimization

ELASTICITY i

»6332950
«NEETA
«0808748
«DS574

« 7432555
+12169
—«07007A5
-.03805

« 516434
«10860

INSUFFICIFNY FCR FURTHER COMPUTATION,
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330

F-LEVEL CR TOLERANCE-LEVEL INSUFFICIENT FCR FURTHER COMPUTATIQON.

— e e oiso7/82 23.10.26, PaGE 32
FILE DISDATS [(CREAYION DATE = 03/031/682 )
L L0 2L E KL e Y MULTIPLE REGRESSICHN ¢6450088 0685006566808 88s6¢6660s0as
DEPENDENT VAR{IABLE.. VAVCTS
VARIABLE(S) ENTERED CN STEP NUNEER 2,. WS4O2
T TS T 7 uEaci -
MULTEPLE K 270596 ANMLYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SUM OF SQUARES ) MEAN SCUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
R SQUARE © i50404 REGRESS [ON 5. .76246 T . U3649 100.81689 .030
ADJUSTED R SQUARE « 49504 RE f1OoUAL 496, « 76993 +0013S
STD DEVIATION +03940 COEFF QF vaRIABILITY 8.7 PCY
———————— ST mmmos——-— VARULABLES IN THE EQUAYION e e e e e ———
VARIABLE L ST0 ERROR 8 . EEYA . Student measure: Self-reports of property victimization
SIGNIFICANCE  ELASTICITY !
“DE +B4627985E-01  .479402726-02  341.6212) +€120501
<000 203798
CDISRPTN +95743383E~-03 «98235€¢0%E-03 «94£05801 « 0342768
.33¢ .00289
om +TESAICANE-0)  .1962837€6-02  373.08129 «6715301
<00 06807
®SA0€2 —«12708480E-023 + INBOT6T3E-04 3.2\’7631 -.I63:?g:
4 -
wSAGLP «2E7TITIS6E~D2 +10855512€-02 0.0093636 «189£251
«036 «0196%
(CCASTANT) + 40062486 «23291532¢€-02 14434,2213

IO T A o 55

ik

i s

1
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FILE OISDATS (CREAYION DAYE + 01/09/82 )

trLrrrr e e s sl et e Ny TIPLE REGRES
DEPERDENT. VAR AHLE.. SVCSUMS
VARIAELE(S) ENYERED ON STEP MUMBER  2.. ®SAGI2
TTTomTm s e e S TOTTT WSagIRc o v ot e T
MULTIFLE R «88020 ANILYSES CF VARIANCE OF SUM Of SQUARES
f SQUARE ) +70597 - RECGRESSICN  ~"=~"=" T T
ADJUSTEC & SCUARE +7029F FESIDUAL asé.
STD OEVIATION + 02230 COEFF OF VARIARILETY 6.4 PCT
- VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION ~——m—mee
VARTAELE . B : A SYC ERROR™A’ TR C gEYR T
SIGNIFICANC ELASTICITY
DE = 759289 73E-04 *2736P4BIE-02  7A2.63504 T~ 727595y~ -~
04333
COTSRPIN ~7A364824€-03 ,57151826E~03  1.64939807 .0322805
: . 194 «00286
DM <6881 8449E-01 +22031678E-02  857.80%07 “.79;2;;3’“"
[ .0
wsac(2 “961334903E-04  .ALIBT6STE-04 2.21758%54 ~.1047519
2137 ~+03694
WSACIH «S1ESIISVE-03  .€2:0912226-03  2,3102722 «1059283"
o147 «01058
(COMSTANT)  .311205¢2 +1934BTI58E-02 25869,538
°

F-LEVEL CE& TOLEPANCE-LEVEL INSUFFIC{EN] FOR FURTHER COMPUTAY[ON,

Qo1/07/82

fn

« 62431 T

»
PAGE o2 L
d
2ot ese e e
F SIGNIFICANCE
s12488° T T 2Ieuzesy - - T g
«00052 I o

. ~™ ' Student measure: Victimization summary

Composite measure includes::

Self-reports of personal
victimization

Self-reports of property
victimization
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FILE 01SDATS {CREATION DAYE = OlL/s0/82 )

R ULTILIPLE

o1/07/82

REGRESSICHN

SUM OF SQUARES

6.92619%
3.223%39

23.10.26. PAGE 82 ..
, ®
EERERENNENE U N R N I B R S N )
[
MEAN SQUARE F SIGNIFICANCE @
98946 151.23086 o
lonass — 138ec3088 L L Ll

Student measure: Alcoﬁol/drug availability

CEPENDENT VARIABLE.. SDRUGS
VARIABLE{S) ENTERED CN STEP AUMBER 4 WSAQI2DE
MULTIPLE R 82¢00 ANBSLYSES OF VARIANCE OF
R SCUARE .€8228 RE GRESS ION 7.
ADJUSTED R SQUARE SET7TT RES{DUAL 493,
STD OEVIATION «08086 COEFF OF VARIABILITY 10,3 PCY
-- —we—= VARIABLES (N THE EGCUATICA ~~=~iee-~o e ——
VARTABLE ] SIC ERFCR E F BETA
SIGNIF [CANCE ELASTICITY
DE -e31864521 s 12599E6SE-01 622.75991 —.eqerzg:
s 3 higg44 -
COISRPTN s 98586C6E-02 221607025E-02 T,40406848 «0557430
«N66 00654
oM -~ 138G7719 +B1501NJAE-N2 260.,77770 ~.4761204
: ° -.06912
CDISRPTE .2022898GE-01 «522B40L TE~-02 14.969610 . 139983¢
+000 200774
wsagt2 S16167248E~23 214630413E-02 1.2200218 .08141%6
.270 00829
wSACIR ~eIDGEUSTLE-0Q2 «22440153E~02 222578683 ~2 0374483
625 -e01572
wSAQI20E ~e62G77RE2E-0) st 427263 E-01 16.579683 ~et44a4098
~+00%6S

«000
(CONSTANT Y « 89620220 «69839TIN3IE-02 164731 ,132
]

F-LEVEL €F TCLERSANCE-LFVEL INSUFFICIENT FOOR FURTHER COMPUYATINON,




FILE olsoars

(CREATION Dave = 0l/0%/€2

‘.‘.‘0..‘....‘.00"“

OEPENDENT VARI ADLE,,
VARTABLE:S) ENTERED CN

MULTLIFLE &

F SOUARE

ADJUSTED & SCUARE
STD DEviavion

VARTABLE

nE
COUSRPTA
ow
COUSRPTY
COUSRPTE
wsagq2
vSACIR
(CCASTANT)

F-LEVEL cA

SVCTIES
STER NuMgfER LIP wSAC2
wSACIR
«43424 ANSLYSIS oF VaR{aNCE
« 18856 RECRESSICN
«1770¢ RESIOL AL
+ 092631 COEFF cF VAR taBILITY
—————————— VARIABLES [N THE £auLaTioN e e ———

e 75N7GG46E-n
s 1948t 24F-y2
eS1E15257€6-0
«11E732€5E-qg
cltary2esr_qgy
«HI2SG A6y,
~¢35I510)aF-n2
«38197u5e

lULEthCC-LCV?L

STO ERROR g

*13318199¢-n
«VEH2IIOVE-0 >
slti3ts27e-01
«320%220¢6F-032
*£1InT7925¢ 92
«lhn29239¢-n)
+25€431364€-02
*83606113€E-02

. PULT I PL E

SIGNIFICANG
27.496102
«300
«A0JISIACE~y
o777
2t.41 7180
«N09
5.6529646
«at?
T.1915344
075
it 750699
«732
2.2186%4)

«129
2022.6%14
N30

ELasTICHiTY

«29%0336

«NI620
20214307
2002
«248382)
«» 04847
«178225,
«N1632
21139889y
00828
«N4123483
«00S55

~ 1857974
-+03447

lNSLFFlClEAl FCF FLRTRER (C"PU'AYION.

@
? ]
ot/s0r/082 23.14.26, PAGE 3
>
R EGRE S SIgN ¢ s ¢ 00 ¢ ¢ % ¢ 06800 5 e 0 ¢ L I Y
o
OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SCUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
T. 98898 e18071 10,3997y *000
sS4, 4,2385% «008sa
22,3 BCY »
BET A

Student measure: Teacher Personal victimization

[
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oL 01/07/82  23.14.2¢.0  PAGE 22
T FILE O1=0AYS (CREATION DATE = 0Ot/013s82 )
& & 0 & & 8 % S % 0 S P S P E s s 00 NUL_»’IHPAI‘.EE‘“‘EGREE_S!_CN .‘0’.‘_»‘»..0»)‘.,....O...‘
DEPENDENT VARIABLE., INCIDS ‘
VARIABLE(SY ENTERED CN STERP AUMBER 200 wSAQl2
ERTERED CN , L - . - RO e mmee e e .
MULYIPLE & «18712 ANSLYSIS OF VvARIANCE OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAW SCQUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
. R SQUARE «03802 RECRESS ION M - T - « 13962 ’ - G279 3.39239° "7 L0033
1 [ws] ACJUSTED R SQUARE «02%27 RE SIDUAL 495, 3.8477) « 00077 .
' [} STD DEVIATION ~08817 COEFF DF VIWRIABILITY 12.4 PCTY k {
I o A e el
B e L S —————— VARIABLES N THE EQUAT([ON =—=-——cew-e-- c—————ee ] !
VARTABLE .3 ST0 ERRCR B F- - e 13 & W . .
! ——— Student measure: Illegal behaviors in school
! SIGNIFICANCE  ELASTICITY .
DE ~.031983€1E-0?2 +10738711E-01 -1‘03‘5:3" - —.ﬂZg;#ze T
. -+70140
CDISRPIN «6QGIT7TILIE~-OV2 »22027360€~-02 7e.40634621 o1 342847
<07 IR EL)
> ] «199943006F-01 «2276870%98-02 9.0331 9;;’ - .!O:lg;‘ o
. .01084 !
wsSaQt2 «14598070E-03 +150874492E-03 284565140 1172986
| « 358 «0082s
#SAaCte - +40328811T~02 «2431€9812-02 2.73009%10" - 21927408
098 -e0214 ;
(CCASTANT ) « 70912433 74573815632 $042,2057 3
7 .

I -LEVEL CR TOLERANCE-LEVEL INSUFFICIENY FCR FURTHER CONPUVATION.
[
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»
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01/0r/82 23.14.26. PAGE 17
FILE DISDATS (CREATVION DATYE = o0i/03782 ) 0
6 5 5 8 P E G S S e Y S s e e M ULTIPLE REGRESSION %5 6 %85 663 6368565656280 30
DEPENDENT VARIABLE.. DISRUPS P
VARIABLE(S) ENTEREO ON SYEP AUMBER Saes wSACI20€E
CULT(PLE R «€64072 ANMLYSIS CF VARIANCE DF SUM DF SQUARES ME AN SCUARE F SIGNIFICANCE @
K SGQUARE 21812 REC(RESSION B « 76684 « 19960 28.7490806 000
ADJUSTED R SQUARE 239703 RESIOUAL 493, 1.70803 +00340
SID DEVIAYION +0586 COEFF QOF VARIABILITY T«6 PCY P
------ cemmee—ee— o~ ~ VARLABLES I[N THE ECUATIOM ~—-cmcoc o e

VAR ABLE

OE
CDISFPIN
OM
COISRPIE
COISRFTM
wSACE2
wSAOIR
»SAO0120E
(COREYANT

F-LEVEL CF

«50745223€-01

-~ +35025262£-02
« 7T7R823204E~OL
«12323932E-01
+562006902E-02
«H6201328BE-0AN

~e3317309€E-03

~e21593TEIE~DY
« 73501588

TCLERMNCE-L EVEL

SY0O ERRCR @

©$362€9%50€-02
«2482060¢E-0?
«7TU793909€~-02
«42839181E-D02
«2%53088TE-02
e 10642342€-02
«1€752099€-0?
«122361223£-03
«54165230¢8-02

geEva

T ] - - s o

SIGNIFICANCE ELASTICHITYY

260375724
L
16997059
+ 156
120.68%03
L]
B8.0326756
L3

s 278£€£058
«598
«2326908"
I'%-1X)
4.3442529
«028
l8393c793

»2889383
+01330
-+0997037
~+00616
+53757%8
+039268
21718348
«004A76
«1228939
« 004839
+05703133
290292

~e 0647908
~+00488
-+0937902
- 00208

INSUFFICIENY FOR FURTHER COMPUTATION.
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Student measure: Disruption
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FILE OL50XT5

(CREA&T Jan CATE =
. . ) * . * s e ¢ e * s L4
OEFENDENY VAR[ ABLE,,

PERATS

FYARIABLECS) ENTERED oN STER Mumeen 3.,

MULYIPLE R

R SQUARE

40 JUSTED K
STO DEvIaTig

COISRPTIA
oM

wSA012
nSAQIR
»S40120€
(CCASTanT)

SQUARE™
on

20
as
08
[X:]

22102366329y

+ 33566319692
*616609176-0y
*26020427e-03

~+437685306-qp
-e87272145€-03

s62 7463

F-LEVEL cr YOLERANCE-LEVEL

ANM YSES

nis0w/82
s & !»’ *

"SAQ120€

QF vaR tanNCE

RECRESSICN

RE STDGAC
CCEFF oF VARLABILITY

VARIABLES IN THE EQuaTION e ———

sT0 ERRCR e.

+14500264 -04
.26!80!30(—02
-I0672IléE~OI
si9115132¢€-03
oEG‘67999£~0?
.ITQl)ZBlE-OS
-916‘4?685—02

'3

e —————

SIGNIFICaNCE

2,1004174

.l“
1.€6452432

«200
33.36233;
1+8615504

o173
2.,1824206

» 140
649950632

« 008
0770-7:Q5

-]

INSUFFICIENY FCR FULRTHER CamMPyuvATION,

MULTIPLE gpgg RESS I ¢

SumM OF SQuaREs
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SIGNIFICANCE |

RE F
[4.) Ee TL E99 «000
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v —. Student measure: Student safetz from Personal attack
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FILE DISDATS

(CPEATION CATE = 01/07/782

% ¢ & & & & 3T 0 5 ¢ S 0 & s St s e R MULTY P

DEPENDENT VARIABLE,. .

CANGERS

VARIABLE([S) ENTERED CN STEP NUMEER 240 aSAQ

MULTIPLE R sE2E0E ANJLYSTIS CF VARIANCE
| SQUARE 34299 RECRESSTON
ADJUSTED & SCUARE + 33637 RESIOuUAL
STD DEVIATION «12830 COEFF CF VaRIABILLYY
——————— T mmrm e e —mm e YAQEABLES (N THE ECUATION —--—emm—ceo—
VARt agLE o SYT0O ERROR ©# L4
SIGNIFICANCE
oe- 38112400 «12%0121€202-0¢ 1%¢.08199
.33
CDISRPTIN «1274G23E- 01 «32923872€-02 V4,.370745
+000
Dm C 16555 490 «12995330¢-01 LHhae 68033
«000
wSAQq2 »29511036E-93 «223786%4€E-03 -7898&‘;2
« 375
wSA01IR ~+64LGIL 24E~OD «252%19a9¢8-02 3.3670493
067

CCCNSTANT?

«£2¢72822

F-LEVEL OR TOLERANCE-LEVEL

i2
usSacCtin

.
« 0B84 L6BCE~DL 235644260
L]

L€ R EGRE

OF SuUv OF
3.

496,
20.4 PCY

BETS

ELASTICETY

«ASESBT2
+ 062648
AS62463
«N2£6S
51398178
«1 0287
+0634460
214383

-« 2090001
~«34219

INSLFFICIENY FCR FUFRTHER CQUPUTATION,

e, SRR

ar/a0r/7082 234504260

PAGE 4

S S T CN & & ¢ ¢ ¢ 5 ¢ ¢ 4 ¢ % 2 ¢ & & ¢ ¢ ¢ 8 % % &3

SQUARES MEAN SGQUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
4,20268 : « 05253 St.78739 « 020
9.16524 +016486

Student measure:

Tension in the school




o

FILE DIsCATS (CREATION DATE = 0OL/07/82 )

% ¢ & & ¢ F & s * S

DEPENOENT VARIABLE.. FEARS
VARIABLE{S) ENTERED CN STEP NUNMEER X wEACIL2
o u¥SACIR
MULTIFLE R 66250 ANSLYSIS OF vAQiaNCE
R SQUARE »34923 RECRESS ION
ADJUSTED F SGUARE »43456 RESIDUAL
SYD DOEVIATICN +05553 COEFF COF VARIABILITY
——————————— momo===m——= VARIABLES IN THE EOQUAYION ——mece—ew--
VARIAELE [:] STO ERRCR 8 - F
STGNIFICANCE
DE «GBIT26T6E-DUL «+HT566453E-02 210.68510
« 000
COISRPIN +262640G1F-02 «1285G304€-02 3.£e55786
« 0573
ou «S7628517E~DT «SSESLTE4E~02 30S.5a810
L]
wSAQ1L2 +1UA6597GUE~-0T +5529006SE~-08 10979766
. S
WSADIR ~e29N024355F-n2 2832998 3DE-NT 3.5999956

(CCASTANT «424385E3

F-1EVEL CFf FTCLERANCE-L EVEL

¢ & 5 4 s &t 8 M ULTLPLE

058
«¥NQ2N6EI2E-I2 818).74F8
«000

OF SumM
S

456,
tl.6 PCY

ELASTICITY

« 537448648
«04163

2+ 0738570
«00751

» 5456304
01977
1016947
«008alt
~e19095068
~.02483

INSUFFICIENT FOR FURTHER COMPUYAYION.

01707782 23.14.26, PAGE 9

REGRESSICN $ % & & &5 & ¢ X CE S S E S ETE OSSO NS

OF SQUARES MEAN SCUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
1.20277 « 2809 78.0172% «000
t1.52934 «+80308

Student measure: Fear of being attacked
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S

B ey T

wi-¢

$ 6 & ¢ & & ¢ 2 5 060

DEPENDENT VARIABLE..
VARTABLE(S)

MULYIPLE R
F SQUARE

ADJUSYED R SQUARE
STD DEVISTION

rJ
»
o1/07/782 23.14.26. PAGE s?
FILE O1SDATS (CREATIGN DATE = 31/Di/82 )
* 0 9 ¢ ¢ & 4 5 8 M UL TYTIPLE R EGRESSICN [ I Q ® & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 62 8 S ¢SS CE S
SCLMS [ ]
ENTERED CN STEP AUKMEBER 2.0 wsa0i2 '
WEACIR
«»58090 ANSLYSIS OF VARIANCE oF SuM OF SQUARES HEAN SQUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
+3374S QE CNESS [ON Se : « 93618 18723 . s0.822%6° ]
«17076 RE SIDUAL 499, 183803 «0037%
06394 COEFF OF VARIABILITY 10.0 PCY I ]
————————— VARIABLES (N THE EQUATION -=-=~--c--wemmemmoma= -—

VARTABLE

DE
COISKRPTIN
OM
wSAZ(2
w580 iR

(CONSTANT )

F-LEVFL CF

+B52455ES5C-01
«524530(402E-02
«B25461 7SE~0V
«FBSTATOZE~T4
- .3280G765€-72

«H6A 8153}

TOLERANCE-LEVEL

STD ERRCF @6 © F GET A

SIGNIF ICANCE ELASTICIYY

«TA221165E~02 131.51 11 + 4607560
[ 02829

«152242326€E~02 tle269E54 «1403217
o0 «0ELT73

«EV1N52€98YE-0Q2 191 .02091 « 54119733
2 05273

«iO971739E-03 «813762413 +0953445
e 367 T e00652

SLEBDOGSI2E~D2 3.7187467 -s2112838
«05% ~s02%68

«S1541G46E-02 11661 . 8567
n

INSUFFECIENY FCR FLRTHER COMPUTATICNK.

Student measure:

School climate

Composite measure includes:

Teacher personal victimization
Illegal behaviors in school
Disruption

Student safety from personal attack
Tension in the school

Fear of being attacked

e s &

E



’ l o o oL/07/82 23.14.26, PAGE 67
.T FILE DISOATS (CREATICN DATE 3 0t/01/782 )
% 6 66 0 88565 000698 ¢ 28 ¢000 MULTIPLE REGRESSICN ¢85 6668680866660 86s038s
. l DEPENOENT VARIABLE.. SSuMS
| VARIABLE(S?) ENTERED CN STERP NUMBER 2ee wSAQI2
Lo 1A9LELISY ¢ -! ER NUmMBER - H -
’
YULTIFLE F «6601L0 ANALYSISE OF VARIANCE oF SUM OF SGQUARES MEAN SCUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
“~1F © R _SouaRe .83573 - RE CRESS ION 5. +80061 . T ITY T6.04 848 o
1 ADJUSTED R SCGUARE «430072 RE ¢10UAL 495, 103678 «00209
[ J =t STO DEVIATIOAN 04577 COEFF OF vaRiaBliLITY 8.4 PCY
. .. — e -
® o VARTABLES IN THE EQUATICN —-=o-mccecoc—cmemeeo o
et VARTABLE T e " SY0 ERROR § F BETA Student measure: Overall summary
L4 SIGNIFECANCE  ELASTICITY .
S . . Composite measure includes:
DE - .B21EONGBF-01  .SS57434S1E-02  217.34266 «5a57552
0 .1%050
L COISRPIN +36047699E~-02 s(18341£5€-02 9.q39n7gl .llﬁ;oe: School climate
.202 400901
oM 770593e82F-01 + 460786 7CE~-Q2 279.66377 « 6207906 i {
. . 4 295505 Victimization summary
L wSAOL 2 + 408650 LPE-NS «B2802779E-Ns 22643592547 I AR4N
62 «003014
WSAOIR -17430211E-02 «12622485€E-02 t.5060538 -~ 1395239
«169 ~e01 %04
L4 (CCASTANTY ) «SH09L32% «»38710360€E-02 16744.447
o
L4 F-LEVEL CF VTOLERANCF-LEVEL INSUFFICIENY FCR FURTHER COMPUTATION.
[ ]
*
' i
]
L]
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FILE ol1SCAars LCREAVION OATE = ols0i/782

S * ¢ % ¢ 6 T S S s s E T G s et s 1SS NMNUHLTIPLE

DEPENCENT VARIAALE.. TVCPERS

VARTABLE{S) ENTERED ON STEP ANUMBER S wYACI20DE

NULT (PLE & s 45552 ANMLYSES CF VARLANCE
£ SCUARE <2113 RE (RESS [ON
ADJUSTEOD & SGUARE .20028 RES(OUSL
STD OEvIaTlOM 08786 COEFF OF VARIABILITY
---------------- ==~~~ VARLABLES IN THE EGUATION =—~-=-=-=n-
VARTABLE ] SIC E“ROK & £
SIGNIFICANCE
DE —e10727SSLE-0L 67056143602  2.3562651
COISRATN  ° +4503021%6-02 11577249602 4 4.137485
oM \ATI160BIE-01  .€255€409£-07  S€.181036
wTao12 ©22210150€E-33  .E1N86497E-04  7.3502438%
wTACIER -.275683856-02  .135868756-02  4.2373%8
sTacicw ~e203366E0E-02  .S42114506-02 7*“‘;2;2
wiactzce ~161221€1F-0%  .€70350S0E-us  2.4231778
(CONSTANT) 27264e¢€3 565

F-LEVEL CR TOULERANCE-LEVEL

ERSLFFECIENT

+45250730F-02 6829.156S
1]

/07782

OF SUM OF SQUARES
&) « 30478
9tl. 112002

@ET A Teacher measure: Self-reports of personal victimization

ELASYICIYY

~+0806911
- JNNSEH
«31676670
21587
+ 4351685
«J4A73 ‘
»31799%6
« 02425
-2 2€%¢64S
-« Y
~e 1656579
~«Ni2t7
~e 0990657
-.003t5

FUQ FURTHER CCMPUTATION,

REGRESSLILON

23.04.20,

MEAN 5QURE
IR
000229

F
18,8174

-

* & & & & 6 & % e & st C s s OE eSO

sxculfvcn~c5 4

i
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FILE DISDAVS
5 5 ¢ 5 4% 8 sSSP E ST LS S

OEPENDENTY VARIABLE..

(CREAYION DATE = 0Q(L/03/82 )

STPERS

»ulL T

Yiﬂ!lﬂLE:Sb ENTERED GN STEP NUNEER 3. wTACtOM

MULTIPLE R «ATOES
R SCUARE «22070
ADJUSTED R SAUARE « 201221
STD DEVIATION s 113267

vaRiapLe

o€
CCISAPTN
DM

wYAOL2
wYAQLR
wYACICM
{CCASYANY )

F-LEVEL CR

« 775766 12E-01
«12394375€3E~ 01
«tHhEg2302
«68041332E-03
~+%S304TN9E-N2
~eS5T7T265671E-02

«t2792222

ANALYSIE

CF vARIANCE

RELRESSINN

RESIDUAL
COEFF OF

VARLABLES (N THE ECUATICA

STC ERACK @

e16223€689%-01
L 21266711€E-02
< 16891450 £-0%
+22499228€-03
WIETVS56T76E-02
224054505E-02
e 11364025E~01

VARTABILITY

SIGNIF ICANCE
22.86457)
+000
15145350
00
21.891013
« 000
9.145553)
«00
T.2153754
<007
g.6L602118
A

2754.5)578
«3J0

01/07/82 23.14.26.

OF SUM OF SQUARES

PAGE 129

MEAN SQUARE

X3 2. 47786 «81298

492,
19.0 PCT

--------- - ‘ Teacher measure:

«2084850
«12248
«1722268
»93252%8
+5278474
«+09021
«3480565
«04142
~+2306€76
-+.0393Y
-.1522¢35
~e1 467

TCLERANCE-LEVEL INSUFFICIEN) FOR FURTHER COMPUTATION.

8.099061 «0L TGS

Student

L E R EGRESS ION ® & ¢ 60 ¢ 9% ¢ % ¢ 2 ¢ ¢ ¢ &3 090 8¢ 9 s 0

F SIGNIFICANCE &
23.35e2¢c «0%0 i

personal victimization

sna o




atsorrse2
FILE 01S0ATS (CREAT ION DATE » O1L/3 0782 )

2 % 0 5 % % % & % % 64 &3 st s P e D v uLVTYT Il PLE AREGRESS ION & & ¢ ¢ R L I N 4 LI B B N N B

23.16,26.  PAGE 123

CEPENDENY VARIABLE., TINCDS
VARIABLE(SY ENTERED ON STEP NUVEER 20 wliACi2
- T WYTACIR v
MULTIFLE & « 45895 ANMLYSIS OFAVARIAN(E OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SCGUARE [ SIGNIFICANCE
R SQUARFE « 37082 RECRESSIONR it Se Je33899 +66700 3011298 ) 0
4D JUSTED B SCUARE 36444 RESICUAL 4%3. 95,65851% «01 140
SYO OEVIATION 10713 CCEFF OF VYARIAGILETY 19.5 PCY
- |
— VARTABLES IN THE ECUATION —r=cemmccrcrrteccarawe—-
VARTAELE a SYD ERROR B8 F BET
—————— o= e e n Teacher measure; Illegal behaviors in scl
SIGNIFICANCE  ELASTICITY ' & r n ool
DE -s 28648400 +YIOTYTTTE~OL 278 .,27278 -.6.857;\
[J —«DE257

COI ERPTIN 2 CABHDTGQE-N2 «26835053E~02 5.8013798 .0657!76

0 «0t1278
DM ~-+.10288142 +13808B648E-01 GD.GQOGOg -.313!732

- +0581

wVaCt?2 «SANOD6T0F-0] s LEQPBTACAE-O3 €.5133504 .3575307

«J303 03212
wYACIR ~e554E3320F-02 «28763072€~-02 11020191 ~« 38948378

«001 -.0%5788
{COCNSTANT) »782520n€Y «30544139E-02 74830,1016

4]

F-LEVFL CR TOLERANCE-LEVEL INSUFFICIENY FOR FURTHER COMPUTATION,

]
4

ol

e mta



|

v-—T*' -
b oL/07/82
-t —— e . e e . - ~ -
‘1 P FILE O15CATS (CREAVION DATE = 01/07/62 )
PN I I B N I Y Y R I N N 2R I B B BN I BN N I UL T I PLE R EGRE S SION
® ‘ DEPENDENT VARIABLEee TOISRS
. VARIABLE(S) ENTERED ON STEP RUMBER &.. WTACI20E
- SULTIPLE & .43880 ANBLYSIS OF VARIA&NCE OF SUN OF SQUARES
: § SQUSRE .23897 RECRESS 10N Te 1.33365
— ADJUSTED R SQUARE" 22818 AESIOUAL - a9t e.24833
f SYD CEVIATICN 409302 COEFF OF VARIABILITY 16.2 PCY
T ls
- VARIABLES IN THE ECUATION ——-mwm———cme————— ————
VAR{ABLE | STD ERACR e F BETA
- STIGNIFICANCE  ELASTICITY
L 0E «92748T1LE-O1  o120292266-08  50.59553% .aszegag
D L eR2TMBTARE-OR ' 260 b -3+
COISRPTN 796011 17E-02  .2327€160E-02 11.473172 .1483921
LJ +001 .I18798
oM 11778683 0 2156990E-01 93.873%47 .5.3303;
e - : ‘ : 0 L0R002
aTAOI2 LAS683260E-03 15758061 E-03 B8.4044363 .1306588
* «004 .03367
sTAOIR ~.6013128BE—-02  .26404258£-02 6,2728€58 -,211%838
- R - .019 Z.04918
wTAQIDN ~05E761073E-02 1820871 8E-02 1.6926479 . -.194398%
® <005 -6 8
wTAQ (20€ ~.ITEREGSAE-OT  LNESIMIZEE=0T  4.SJ75634 ~.11649€87
- .027 -.N0457
- (CONSTANTY 52020869 CE7938TTAE-02  3499.4065
P
- F-LEVEL CK TOLERSACE-LEVEL INSUFFICIENT FOR FURTHER COMPUTATION,
|
L
o
= - —
[
£
»

23.14.26, FAGE 100 ) L
* 5 P 55 5 0 5 68 e 5P &S ¢ O SIS

MEAN SCUARE ¥
sisos? 2202829

SIGNIFICANCE
]
Y1 1.1 1] oo

. ... Teacher measure: Disruption

I T T Y o L

‘<




T AR

e

e =

Simasigryen.

E s

&
] \
) I - ot/07s,82 = 23.14.26.,  FAGE (12 . S
’I FILE DISDATS (CREATION CATE = 01/07/€2 )
5 8 23 E 5D S keSS e VULV IPLE REGRESSION ooooooooottttoo.a.tt:ot
> DEFPENDENY YARIABLE.« TPRATS ;
VARIABLE(S) ENTERED ON SYEP NUNBER 3.. WVACI2 '
R N R R 3 R Rl et —— o v e e e s e e e .
Y
MULTTFLE F 41998 ANSLYSIS OF VARIANCE DF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
\ R-SQUARE — - = = [EPE3F—-~ - RECAESS tON- e St PTRBRQST T T [ RRTBE T m L 7GREI6T U 4000
o ADJUSTED F SQUARE 16622 RE $10UAL TN 11,97582 02454 . |
> i A) STD DEVIATION . 15665 COEFF OF VARIABILITY 27.4 PCY !
e..___..., w4 b mm g wsm— e e - v — m— o ——— - ——— - . e s a— M
? ] T VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION
e Y AR ARUET T gt c— = -t S0 ERAGR W T T — —— EETN" )
] Teacher measure: Student safety from personal attack
. SIGNIFICANCE  ELASTICITY '
- - 14YT230T - a1 92309I0 PO~ 00 S PITOE— " " =3I IO0G— """
«009 -<05314
. COISRPTN 234002545602  .S5646753E-02 . 3723737 0354552
.Sid .00813
Dw ~e132809098-01 ~ < 1849409ECE~01  +2196988% "  ~ =,0378038 "
.AT78 -.00907
P \ COISRPTH «13207B17E-Q1 . 7156¢S566-02 3.~osqr:g “‘238;%2
. <01
wragtz e tNGTZORIE-02 2669091 42~09 u.oxsg%r—- .uotzgs—
. .08134
P wiaAQ(® —e 158014 A3E~01 «42393T7TIE-N2  21.816725 -~ .5757578
«000 “.14309
(CCRSTANTY  .691491350 .1382re88e-01 zoes.ugr
e *
F-LEVEL CR TOLERANCE-LEVEL IMSUPFICIENY FCR PURTHER CONPUTATIONG
’
’ .
b —— e - . . .
4 ! !
’ . ‘
.
i
)




. ‘
e il S . e e .- .. B
o .
" ST ST . —— _8ts07/02 L
.T FILE DIS0ATS {CREATION DATE = ols0:782 )
5 % & & % & & % 5 & 6 & ¢ 8 S O 0P DS »ULTILIP € R EGRESSION ..“......VO......‘.O.“
. [ DEPENCENTY VARIABLEe. TOANGS i
L VARIABLE(S) ENTERED ON STEP AUMNBER kT HTAOIDH‘ _ ) . _ . "
e MULTIPLE R 29782 AN YSIS QF VAR ANCE OF SUM OF SQUARES MEAN SQUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
A SCQUARE «08870 RECRESSION 6, 1 «56634 + 26606 T.98128 «0N0
""w“"” ADIGSTED N SQUARE— W07 T RESTOURL— " "7 T 49Qe T VG AGBEY T T S QINJYTT T T e - o !
° 1 STD DEVIATION e18258 COEFF OF VARIABILITY 41 .5 PCY \
o i l
e - . . —— . ] v '
° ———————— e VARIABLES IN THE ECUATEQN =~m--ecemmmm e
VARLABLE 8 STO_ERRQR e R i ___BETA Teacher measure: Tension in the school
® SIGNIF JCANCE ELASYICIYY
_ DE e22482923E-014 «2227T70971 691 [ ¥y J¥.1-17.1-} .Oﬁgg'l,;:
- - . — ? 1.01085¢83 . ¢ N
COISAPTN «19423773E-01 «456082306E-02 |e.or§073 22036082
L .00 .06041
oM « 89729528E-01 e 23194263 E-01 14.966134 «2305074
TR S eSS S e T 2 e s e e e 009 JOTTL T ™
wrAQt 2 «11238874E~02 «308945140E-03 t3.234068 «4520%37
* « 000 «10832
WTAQLR ~s19702466E~01 « 50415029602 15.272887 ~-.5170023
B e e » - . - me s v - - - - P . - - . e — - 'ooc—. -.‘ g"tv
wWYACICM -o€ASBT219E-02 «230851SEE-02 J.c10028482 ~+135095)
° «031 -s02634
{CONSTANT ) «429287%22 «16428038E-01) 65‘.5030;
. o - - - - s-ene : + 00
.
F-LEVEL CR TYOLERANCE-LEVEL INSUFFICIENY FOR FURTHER COMPUTATION.
*
® | .
]
- - |
o .




__gqu
| &
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FILE DrEoATS {CREAT(ON OAYE = 0%/07%/22 )

B 8 ¢ 56 5 P 6 6 5 0P S PSP NS TS SIS NULTIL P

DEPENDENTY VARI[ABLE..

TFEARS

VARIABLEISY ENTERED CN STEP NUMBER 3o wiaA

YULTIFLE kR e255S8N
P SQuUARe- - + 06348
ADJUSTED R SQUARE « 05404
STD DEVIATIGA 212158

e mm e ——e—m———~ - VARIABLES IN THE EQUATION

VARFABLE T 8

oe - —aTA2T70018E~OT"
COUSRPTN 2601 21403E£-03
el ] ~«33S782232-01
CDISRPTN «B850E5989E-02
uTa0t 2 «ATILIOECPE-O]
WTAC(R -+ T€EA54988F-)2

{CCASTANT ) 8476073069

F-LEVEL CR

ANA_YSISE OF VARIANCE
T RECRESS TON -

RE S10UAL

COEFF OF VARIABILITY

STO ERROF € ' F T

o1/07/02

L E

REGRESSION

OF SUM OF SQUARES
1.0 TTTTT  « 30928

492, 727286
27.6 PCY

J.23.14.26,  PAGE 106

O U e

(I I I A I I N R RN RN XN

MEAN SQUARE F SIGNIFICANCE
T T SOBEET T T T LRI T T T T T L a0p
«014TS |

{

- - -weva -—- Teacher measure: Fear of being attacked

SIGNIF [CANCE
2 1486S82TE-0T 28.9%0832°° -
«0040
e43014044E-02 «1S53€091E-01L
+889
«t1e292¢70€E~-01 6.1927036
«J3t3
«353L9756€E-02 2.26184213
«129
220362064 ¢-03 5-3!03029
« D21
«32765680€~02 £,4432823

«N20
elOBBEITOE-0O1 15e2. 0014
n

ELASTICITYY

—s23G2222° T
—«03419
« 0095841
«30186
~e138980¢ ~
~«03152
«1102786
0L164
2912972 ot
204568
- +20%06568
~a072693

TOLFRANCE~LEFVEL INSUFFICIENY FOR FURTHER COMPUTATION,

 aca a
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]i[_m___,_ — 2

P e

FILE DISOAYS (CREAMVTION DAYE s JL/0171/782 )

eS8t e s ELIIELIEEILOELOITE NULTIPLE REGR
DEPENCENY VARIABLE.. TPERS
. MORIAELE(S) ENTERED CN SIEP BUMBER  3ss  WTACIDN
MULTIPLE & «27507 ANILYSTS OF VARIANCE OF SuM
- R SQUARE « 14369 RE (RESSION 6.
—'"E T ADJUSTED ® SUUARE xritd RE SIOUAL" "~ N 483,
\ 1 STD DEVIATICOMN «0874% COEFF OF VARIABILITY 16.} PCY
y  mmmmemmmmemmmemmeooe VARTABLES IN YHE EQUATION ——--msromcoocameemmn——
e 8 . SID EFRCE £ L EETA
J SIGNIFECANCE ELASTICLTY
. OE | . =sl4110663E~01 «107883226-01  1.2321874 ~+0004508
et = o C .99 ~.00527
COISFFIN «821447E9E~02 e2197GGACE-02 13.967117 «1781928%
«+000 «N2067
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Teacher measure: Person summary

Composite measure includes:

Self-reports of personal victimization
Student personal victimization

Illegal behaviors in school

Disruption

Student safety from personal attack
Tension in the school

Fear of being attacked
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Appendix C

Comparison of Teams with Different Strategy Thrusts
on Outcome Change Scores
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Student Measures

Teacher Measures

Comparison of Teams with Different Strategy Thrusts on Outcome Change Scores
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+ ! + 0 + + + + ) + 1 4+ + 1
High schools Middle schools Elementary schools
Student pers. vict'n + - + *— - - + + -
Teacher pers. vict'n *— - - + + + + + -
Student prop. vict'n - - + - + - + + -
Alcohol/drugs - - - + + + - + *—
Illegal behaviors *k— - - + + + - *k_ +
Disruption Kkk— + Kk + + _ + . _
Student pers. safety - - + + + + + + +
Tension - - - + + + + - X4
Fear - - - + + - + + *_
Student pers. vict'n - + - + - + - + *—
Teacher pers. vict'n *h - *— + hkt - - * Kk Kk
Student prop. vict'n ~ - - - - + - + -
Teacher prop. vict'n - ~ ek + + - + *p -
Teacher car vict'n kkko - - e - - + + -
Illegal behaviors + + - 4 *k 4 - - + *_
Disruption - + Kk - + - * %4 *k4 -
Student pers. safety - + * + + - - + -
Safety vandalism/theft - + Kk x4 Ko - + ey A -
Tension - - - - 3 - k4 *4 -
Fear L -~ - - + - + * % -

* p< L 10; *% p < ,05; *%% p <01,

A + indicates teams with the strategy thrust labelled + (first in pair)

e e

have moie reduction in crime than teams with the strategy thrust labelled -
(second in pair). A - indicates the reverse.
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Relative Standing of Strategy Thr

ust Groups

: !
A
|
- l

s

R

R




;
J
o
| :

A

A

e e

e e A A e S,

g




O

E i

St A

Relative Standing of Strategy Thrust Groups

stud+tchr measures

High Elementary
Probability of strategy thrust group showing
greater crime reduction than other two groups
Discipline - student measures *%
teacher measures
stud+tchr measures *%
Communications - student measures *k
teacher measures hEk %
stud+tchr measures L
Human relations -~ student measures
teacher measures
stud+tchr measures
Probability of strategy thrust groups showing
less crime reduction than other two groups
Discipline - student measures *k
teacher measures
stud+tchr measures Kk
Communications - student measures
teacher measures
stud+tchr measures
Human relations - student measures *k
teacher measures *hddk
kkkk

1 .o . . . .
Probabilities are based on sign test which takes account of the direction

but not the amount of differences among groups.

* p<.10; ** p .05; #*%*% p ¢ ,01; #%**p ,001.

Appendix E

Correlations: Objective Change Targets x Change in Crime Levels
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Student Measures

Teacher Measures

High Schools (n=57/58)

Middle Schools (n=62)

n w )] [9]

+J = [} L = 0

= v o — = o o —

0 L = 0 @ < = o

o 0 a o g 3 @ 0

3 m H < 3 o H =

I 0 © o O ] o 3}

95} = Ay w w B~ Ay w
Student pers. vict'n -14 -18 -03 =12 03 07 -15 *% 25
Teacher pers. vict'n 07 -11 03 **% 20 -04 * 20 14 -13
Student prop. vict'n -14 17 -15 10 09 *% 22 *-17 04
Alcohol/drugs 10 ~-04 01 03 10 -05 02 -05
Illegal behaviors -10 -01 *%-24 -06 12 09 04 -04
Disruption -12 -Q9 *%-26 10 16 ** 26 16 02
Student pers. safety -05 -00 -02 -13 13 12 -00 -01
Tension -02 -06 *%-29 -02 00 *%k% 30 07 -10
Fear -12 15 *%-30 ~-06 10 04 ~-14 -08
Student pers. vict'n *-21 -02 06 *%-25 -02 -05 12 15
Teacher pers. vict'n 05 -16 -11 04 05 10 -08 *-17
Student prop. vict'n 04 02 04 12 ' 13 08 -07 05
Teacher prop. vict'n -09 * 20 -12 10 11 08 -02 06
Teacher car vict'n 02 -12 -07 * 21 * 19 00 x%-22 -09
Illegal behaviors 05 -06 ~10 -07 02 * 18 -01 -15
Disruption 02 -08 -10 06 * 20 03 10 -15
Student pers. safety 04 -08 *-18 *~17 *% 25 09 * 19 -01
Safety vandalism/theft 09 -09 *~19 -06 *%k 25 12 03 -13
Tension 03 *k-22 *-20 -15 12 12 *-19 -07
Fear 15 *%-26 -11 04 08 16 -14 03

% po 103 %% p< .05; ** p ¢ .01,

Negative correlations indicate decrease in crime level,

Decimals omitted.

positive correlations an increase in crime level.
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Student Measures

Teacher Measures

Elementary Schools (n=27)

03] ]

e ) 92}

= 0 o —

@ £ o o

g g o !

3 o H £

o o © 3

wy |l [a ¥ w
Student pers. vict'n 15 -03 =20 16
Teacher pers. vict'n *-32 00 -12 -12
Student prop. vict'n *-27 08 11 -25
Alcohol/drugs 16 *-25 ~21 -11
Illegal behaviors -05 14 07 08
Disruption *%-33 05 ~13 ~-22
Student pers. safety -03 02 -19 07
Tension -09 20 -00 08
Fear 07 13 **-36 -13
Student pers. vict'n -12 01 -03 -00
Teacher pers. vict'n *k%-46 -05 -06 *%-36
Student prop. vict'n ~-04 04 -10 k%-4]
Teacher prop. viect'n 04 -04 -06 -08
Teacher car vict'n ~-25 02 19 -16
Illegal behaviors -01 -02 09 -17
Disruption *%-33 -16 -20 -24
Student pers. safety 10 16 ~-04 *% 40
Safety vandalism/theft 16 05 -03 22
Tension *%-33 17 -04 02
Fear *%-33 05 -05 -11




Appendix F
Correlations: Team Objectives x Change in Crime Levels
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Student Measures

Teacher Measures

High Schools

(n=57, Student measures; n=58, Teacher measures)
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Student pers. vict'n 03 -03 -09 10 *%_26 -04 06 01 -10

Teacher pers. vict'n * 21 *% 26 11 17 01 03 03 -05 -03

Student prop. vict'n 03 13 11 09 -08 -03  kkkk 42 06 01

Alcohol/drugs -04 09 -10 09 02 -00 -01 00 01

Tllegal behaviors -05 10 -11 -06 -12 * 19 10 =13 *&k%k-4)

Disruption 07 08 08 07 *%-25 08 -02 01 *-21

Student pers. safety -10 -17 -11 04 *-18 09 -10 11 *k-24

Tension 00 04 -06 00 *-22 13 01 *ko24  k¥RR_53

Fear -13 *-19 -04 -01 *k*_.32 06 -03 -08 *k*-36

Student pers. vict'n *-19 *-22 *kk%k-39 -02 k%23 05 06 *%-27 -01

Teacher pers. vict'n 13 10 -14 07 -13 * 22 -04 *%-26 -12

Student prop. vict'n 11 15 04 07 -03 04 11 03 07

Teacher prop. vict'n 08 17 09 -06 -13 08 *% 29 02 -09

Teacher car vict'n 10 * 19 12 02 -03 17 -10 *-19 -05

Illegal behaviors -07 01 *-18 -04 *-11 * 18 -01 -03 -10

Disruption * 20 04 00 08 *-21 03 -00 *%-22 ~-13-

Student pers. safety *%-22 -01 **-24 -08 -16 *% 27 -02 **-29 *&x%-_34

Safety vandalism/theft -03 09 f-12 10 *-19 *%% 30 04 *-19 *k-24

Tension -07 06 *%-29 -09 x%-28 ** 26 -13 *kk_34 *%k%_..38

Fear 09 * 17 *-18 14 *-19 ** 27 00 ~13 ~-13

* p< . 103 %% p< . 05; #%% p¢ 01; *%%* p< 001,

Negative correlations indicate decrease in crime level, positive correlations an increase in crime level.

Decimals omitted.
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Student Measures

Teacher Measures

High Schools (n=57, Student measures; n=58, Teacher measures)
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Student pers. vict'n -02 -06 16 -03 ~-16 01 -02 -17 13
Teacher pers. vict'n 10 ~-09 09 -13 *%-29 12 *%-28 -09 -06
Student prop. vict'n -08 -310 ~-10 -04 04 -14 -11 -10 -13
Alcohol/drugs -00 *-21 04 07 01 -01 06 03 06
Illegal behaviors -08 05 -09 -03 *k-27 -17 04 05 00
Disruption *-20 -09 *%-25 ~-00 *-19 05 07 02 -05
Student pers. safety -02 05 12 10 -03 -07 -07 11 01
Tension -01 01 -08 -02 *%-25 -09 05 07 02
Fear -06 10 *-20 -05 -Q05 -13 -11 07 02
Student pers. vict'n -07 -00 10 -10 -13 08 *%-29 -14 08
Teacher pers. vict'n -08 *-17 -12 -06 *-19 -11 -06 01 10
Student prop. vict'n 12 01 17 ~-04 **-25 -03 *-19 -14 -16
Teacher prop. vict'n *-17 -02 05 -10 * 20 -01 11 * 21 -05
Teacher car vict'n 04 ~12 *-19 -15 *%_27 -03 08 * 18 04
Illegal behaviors 05 02 -03 -04 *Ahk_32 *-20 03 -02 10
Disruption -01 -05 -02 -03 -01 ~-01 ~14 -13 -03
Student pers. safety 04 12 05 -11 ***-33 -13 13 -14 10
Safety- vandalism/theft -07 -03 -11 -00 *%-30 *-20 13 ~-16 10
Tension 02 -10 -05 09 *-20 -11 13 -03 15
Fear -03 *%-23 -03 14 *-18 -05 03 *-20 03
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Student prop. vict'm 01 -01 -01 13 k&% 32 ~-01 *% 22 03 ®%.-22
Alcohol/drugs -06 -15 ~-03 10 k% 27 09 -02 02 -13
Illegal behaviors ~-14 -12 05 06 **% 29 00 02 -07 -01
Disruption -14 01 -02 15 i5 10 04 -15 -06
Student pers. safety -06 -10 00 07 *% 22 06 12 13 05
Tension *%-27 -10 04 -02 15 -05 16 02 03
Fear 00 -08 -13 -04 *% 23 03 08 -15 *%-26
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Student pers. safety -03 -04 04 12 **% 27 07 -06 -09 09
Safety vandalism/theft *-19 -14 ~-01 05 Kk 24 * 19 02 -06 -03
Tension ~03 -08 -01 07 *% 23 *k 24 03 -04 %18
Fear -09 0l 11 %-18 % 25 03 01 11 -13
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Teacher Measures

Middle Schools (n=62)
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Student pers. vict'n -13 10 04 00 -03 -00 14 -03 *%-29
Teacher pers. vict'n 10 ®%22 06 03 15 -01 04 12 04
Student prop. vict'n 00 07 -04 09 08 -02 * 17 -03 *%-28
Alcohol/drugs * 19 06 * 20 -00 -11 10 -05 -07 *-18
Iilegal behaviors *% 22 09 06 (0} -06 06 08 12 *-18
Disruption 15 16 * 17 -05 10 15 10 * 19 05
Student pers. safety 14 08 -02 02 04 -05 10 -02 =14
Tension 05 *%x 28 -00 07 * 17 06 04 * 20 *-18
Fear * 19 -02 -04 -02 -07 =04 15 -10 -11
Student pers. vict'n . -08 -09 08 06 -03 * 17 03 04 10
Teacher pers. vict'n * 19 15 06 01 14 16 05 03 -06
Student prop. vict'n -07 61 -12 13 06 -01 * 18 -09 05
Teacher prop. vict'n 07 01 10 -01 16 * 20 05 -12 -05
Teacher car wvict'n *% 24 13 -15 -12 -02 -10 01 -09 *-17
Illegal behaviors 16 15 * 18 -04 * 18 *% 23 12 13 -13
Disruption * 21 08 -06 13 02 06 * 17 07 * 21
Student pers. safety 15 11 * 20 08 08 ** 24 * 17 06 10
Safety vandalism/theft *% 29 * 18 12 07 13 * 17 04 -05 -10
Tension 13 12 01 01 14 02 07 05 *%k-27
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Teacher Measures

Elementary Schools (n=27)

o v & g "

v o 3] R 3] g
£ o = o v N oW T
> [ g 0 v o o) o £ a oo
~ D — - > U - g 0 U " G o o
> e [aWF S ] O g 4 0 oo U @ P ot [a U o)
N o~ J ~ [V e} o [V £ S~ 0 ~ 0
o 2 [SI ) ok T U4 o T W U o el =} - o
o 0 4w w® o M 3 3 @ 3 g
W 0 N e g a D& o ¥ 0 ) T
730} Ao O o < A (V3% wnw (A =] 0 K = -
Student pers. vict'n 19 07 -07 21 10 14 15 16 -17
Teacher pers. vict'n -10 ~-02 -09 06 *-27 ~14 11 *k-41 -19
Student prop. vict'n *-31 ~06 -13 k% 39 -24 -13 01 06 04
Alcchol/drugs -24 ~08 02 10 12 23 05 12 ~-10
Illegal behaviors 11 -06 19 =21 -06 -08 *% 34 -19 20
Disruption -06 -13 *%-36 23 *%-35 -24 -05 *-26 -11
Student pers. safety *-28 11 12 12 -00 07 *kk 58 12 -22
Tension ’ 06 00 06 -10 ~00 -15 x% 35 -11 -11
Fear -06 ~04 -20 04 11 19 *%* 38 20 ~24
Student pers. vict'n ~02 16 -04 -21 -04 -08 -05 *-30 -06
Teacher pers. vict'n -25 ~-21 - -12 -02 x*..38 ~18 -23 -16 ~03
Student prop. vict'n -03 *k-42 *-27 01 -10 -18 -39 25 -20
Teacher prop. vict'n *-30 07 -04 12 14 09 -02 x%-32 -01
Teacher car vict'n 01 *-26 01 08 -10 -11 -18 -01 11
Illegal behaviors -11 ~11 -08 11 -13 12 00 -10 02
Disruption -10 -13 -22 09 -09 02 -10 -18 **-34
Student pers. safety 02 * 28 21 18 11 12 12 -10 02
Safety vandalism/theft C =21 * 30 17 Xk 34 02 14 k% 33 -24 02
Tension 01 ~07 02 15 -19 ~25 20 -13 00
-05 -09 ~11 14

Fear ’ 07 ~16 -10 05 -08
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Student Measures

Teacher Measures

Elementary Schools (n=27)
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Student pers. vict'n 15 -16 -19 07 -17 -22 *% 33 -08 -24
Teacher pers. viet'n ' -07 15 03 -11 -25 -10 -16 18 -21
Student prop. vict'n -00 02 14 ***k-54 *-26 -02 *%-33 k% 35 09
Alcohol/drugs -08 *-30 -20 08 -15 -0l *kk 47 01 -23
Illegal behaviors -10 =22 -08 * 26 * 32 * 29 18 06 05
Disruption 16 19 -19 **-38 *-25 -12 *%-36 22 -10
Student pers. safety * 26 -06 -22 -21 -17 -21 ~14 13 05
Tension -10 03 -06 14 17 18 13 19 -02
Fear **% 33 * 27 **-43 -10 -22 *-29 -06 07 -14
Student pers. vict'n -00 17 11 11 -01 -09 06 12 -16
Teacher pers. vict'n -14 04 12 -22 -09 04 -03 *% 33 -03
Student prop. vict'n 18 15 07 -06 -23 -01 -07 11 -08
Teacher prop. vict'n 10 *% 33 13 -15 ~-25 =21 -11 =22 *-30
Teacher car vict'n *-31 -15 18 -07 -15 13 -08 %k 40 14
Illegal behaviors -18 -17 09 05 -04 09 19 22 07
Disruption -03 22 07 **-36 *%-33 *-32 *-26 10 *-27
Student pers. safety 05 17 01 03 05 -00 02 -00 -24
Safety vandalism/theft 19 14 03 -0l -13 -05 02 -14 *-29
Tension -23 19 -07 *-30 -16 -10 *-26 *x 28 02
Fear kkk_44 -12 -12 -15 -04 -03 06 **x 35 03
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Appendix G

Correlations: Crime Reduction Targets x Change in Crime Levels
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Student Measures

High Schools (n=63)

Teacher Measures
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Student pers. vict'n -06 -02 -07 -14
Teacher pers. vict'n -00 -06 -12 -04
Studentz prop. vict'n 08 07 -06 -14
Alcohol/drugs -06 03 10 07
Illegal behaviors k% 23 12 *% 29 -12
Disruption *-20 **%-.26 -07 -16
Student pers. safety 02 -12 10 -11
Tension 12 -00 13 -09
Fear 11 -09 08 -05
Student pers. vict'n 11 ~-02 -09 -03
Teacher pers. vict'n * 25 14 13 -10
Student prop. vict'n ~-03 ~15 -05 *-18
Teacher prop. vict'n *%k 24 * 18 * 19 -14
Teacher car vict'n -04 -04 11 -16
Illegal behaviors 16 02 14 *-18
Disruption 03 08 09 03
Student pers. safety 16 04 10 03
Safety vandalism/theft 07 -01 03 -10
Tension *% 23 *% 29 *% 24 11
Fear *% 28 ** 27 05 07

* p< 105 %% p ,05; *** pd 01; *%%* p< 001.

Middle Schools (n=64)

; g o

- 28 3
s 5 %3E £%
8 & i = i
= B < o < d
~15 -10 01" *%-23
*-17 -10 *-17 01
*-16 -07 *%-23 -12
-11 -03 *-17 02
kkk.3] -05 -04 *-19
*-17 -05 ~-04 01
02 * 17 -06 05
*%-28 -09 06 *%-28
*-19 -05 -08 -15
*-18 -03 11 -11
*hk%k-38 -12 13 *-18
04 14 14 15
*-17 10 08 03
-08 ~-07 * 17 -12
*%-28 -10 14 *%-23
~-09 -02 13 -09
-02 04 *% 23 -01
*%-21 -04 * 20 -10
*%-23 -14 14 *%k%-3]
kkkk_37 -14 * 16 *%k-3]

level.

Negative correlations indicate decrease in crime level, positive correlations an increase in crime
Decimals omitted.




-9

Elementary Schools (n=30)

Student Measures

Teacher Measures
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Student pers. vict'n 01 -01 02 -24
Teacher pers. vict'n 01 * 27 05 13
Student prop. vict'n ~-17 -16 * 28 06
Alcohol/drugs -04 15 -09 -06
Illegal behaviors * 30 * 28 -09 * 29
Disruption 23 *% 34 24 18
Student pers. safety -19 -11 * 28 14
Tension 12 18 -02 * 28
Fear -12 04 * 29 14
Student pers. vict'n -19 -05 13 ~-06
Teacher pers. vict'n -20 16 04 -02
Student prop. vict'n -10 -00 ~-07 -02
Teacher prop. vict'n -04 10 *x 27 01
Teacher car vict'n -09 05 -09 *-27
Tllegal behaviors -02 07 13 -12
Disruption ~-12 21 15 -04
Student pers. safety -08 -11 13 =17
Safety vandalism/theft -14 -10 10 -16
Tension -02 -02 *-27 16
Fear * 25 *% 40 14 07
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