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Preface 

E.?. .‘*’. 
*.- 
. .”. . _. 

This project was supported by Grant No. 96-MU-MU-0008, awarded by the National 
Institute of Justice in cooperation with the Bureau of Justice Assistance, Office of Justice 
Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. NIJ (with help fiom BJA) is the primary sponsor of this 
research, and the research activities from which we report results here were designed and begun 
under the NIJ grant. As the project progressed, additional support for the work reported was 
provided by the Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention, Office of Justice Programs. 
U.S. Department of Justice through Grant No. 98-JN-FX-0004. With OJJDP support we 
expanded data collection activities to include information on juvenile gangs and on activities 
directed at gangs. The project also depended on the support by the Planning and Evaluation 
Service, U.S. Department of Education, of a Study on Violence and Prevention through a 
contract with Westat. The Department of Education was required by Congress to investigate 
violence in schools and its prevention. Westat merged some of its research tasks with those of 
the present project - particularly the student and teacher surveys - in order to maximize 
resources and minimize the burden on schools. Views expressed are those of the authors and do 
not necessarily represent the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. Nor 
do they necessarily represent the position or policies of other sponsors or organizations. 

The overall design for the project was drafted by Gary D. Gottfiedson and Denise C. 
Gottfiedson in a grant proposal submitted to NIJ in August 1995, with subsequent revision 
(including a reduced budget) in November 1995. After NIJ made a grant award in August 1996, 
Gary and Denise Gottfiedson began work elaborating a taxonomy of school-based activities to 
prevent problem behavior. We were assisted in this effort by Shannon C. Womer who gathered 
information from federal and state government agencies, foundations, technical assistance 
providers, and others about the range of activity undertaken in schools with the aim of preventing 
or reducing drug use, delinquency, and other forms of problem behavior or to promote a safe and 
orderly school environment. Ms. Womer’s work contributed greatly to the development of the 
taxonomy, which was completed in the early Spring of 1997. 

”“ 

The taxonomy was the basis for the design of questionnaires to gather information about the 
nature and extent of school prevention activities from school principals - the Phase 1 survey - 
conducted in the spring of 1997. The Phase 1 survey was coordinated by Ellen R. Czeh. She 
was assisted by Suzanne Busby, Rebecca Gold, Elizabeth Jones, Jacob Lawrence, Kirsten 
Mackler, Felicia Morings, and Nicole Piquero who telephoned schools in Herculean efforts to 
extract questionnaire returns. 

While Phase 1 data were being collected, Gary Gottfredson and Denise Gottfredson 
developed the Phase 2 questionnaires. Reviews of school based prevention programs completed 
by Denise Gottfredson (1 997, in press) and the taxonomy were important sources of guidance in 
developing the Phase 2 Principal Questionnaire and the fourteen distinct Activity Coordinator 
Questionnaires. The principal questionnaire adapted measures of conscientiousness fiom the 
work of Goldberg (1 992) and of accomplishment record from the work of G. Gottfredson (1 994). 
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The Phase 2 Student Questionnaire was adapted from the Effective School Battery student survey 
(G. Gottfredson, 1984/1999), What About You (G. Gottfredson & D. Gottfredson. 1992, 1999). 
and the School Action Effectiveness Study student questionnaire (G. Gottfredson, 1982) with 
new material based on the taxonomy developed for this project. The Phase 2 Teacher 
Questionnaire was adapted from the Effective School Battery teacher survey (G. Gottfredson, 
198411 999), and the Organizational Focus Questionnaire (G. Gottfiedson and Holland, 1997), 
with the incorporation of original material based on the taxonomy. Ellen Czeh assisted in the 
production of the seventeen separate questionnaires developed for Phase 2. 

Sally Hillsman, Thomas Feucht, Rosemary Murphy, and Winifred Reed of the National 
Institute of Justice (DOJ) and Joanne Wiggins ofthe Planning and Evaluation Service (ED) 
worked to develop the Memorandum of Understanding between PES and NIJ to share data and 
data collection instruments that had been developed for Phase 2 surveys, which was signed by 
Alan L. Ginsburg, Director of PES, and Jeremy Travis, Director of NIJ. Following this, Scott 
Crosse and Irene Hantman of Westat worked with Joanne Wiggins of PES to obtain Office of 
Management and Budget clearance that would be necessary for teacher and student surveys to be 
collected by Westat under contract with ED, and they suggested minor revisions in questions. 
David Cantor of Westat suggested additions to the Phase 2 principal questionnaire to capture 
school crime data similar to that captured in other surveys. 

Data collection responsibilities for Phase 2 were divided between Gottfredson Associates 
and Westat, with Westat focusing on secondary schools where teacher and student surveys would 
be conducted and Gottfredson Associates focusing on elementary schools. Scott Crosse was 
study director for the Westat effort. Irene Hantman led the data collection effort at Westat. She 
was assisted by Katie Andrew, Julie Anderson, Betty Barclay-Hurley, Kristen Heavener, Robin 
Hill, Galen McKeever, Pat McClure, Sheri Nicewarner, Parvis Omidpanah, Jeff Roussos, and 
Fran Winter in recruiting schools and by Liv Aujla, Kevin Jay, Steve Linz, Kim Standing, and 
Diane Steele in data collection. She was also assisted by AI Bishop, John Brown, Jason Grim, 
and Ying Long in data management. Ellen Czeh led the data collection effort at Gottfredson 
Associates. She was assisted by Rebecca Silverman and Adriana Wade who communicated with 
schools to secure the return of data, and by Nisha Gottfredson and Kara Czeh who prepared 
survey materials. 

Gary Shapiro and Lana Ryaboy of Westat developed nonresponse weights that were used 
together with initial sampling weights to produce national estimates reported here, and they 
advised Gary Gottfredson on the calculation of sampling errors. Elizabeth Jones prepared initial 
data files from survey data and performed initial psychometric analyses for student and teacher 
data. Ratings of prevention activity quality were devised by Denise Gottfredson and Gary 
Gottfiedson. and psychometric analyses for discretionary activity data were performed by Denise 
Gottfredson and for Principal data by Gary Gottfredson. Allison Payne performed yeoman 
service in coding the complicated information provided by activity coordinators, April Simonsen 
prepared census data for schools, and Shawn Anderies coded information principals provided in 
Activity Detail Booklets to produce the measures of span of control and delegation. Statistical 
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analyses reported here were prepared by Gary Gottfredson and Denise Gottfredson. Ellen Czeh 
assisted in the preparation (over and over again) of tables. 0 

We are grateful for the endorsement of the project by Thomas F. Koemer, Deputy Executive 
Director of the National Association of Secondary School Principals, and by Ronald J. Areglado, 
Associate Executive Director for Programs of the National Association of Elementary School 
Principals. Letters from these association leaders and a letter fiom Jeremy Travis, Director of the 
National Institute of Justice, assisted in encouraging school principals to participate in the 
project. 

The report was written by Gary Gottfredson and Denise Gottfredson, who were assisted by 
Ellen Czeh. 
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Introduction to the Study 
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The National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools (NSDPS) was undertaken to 
develop a comprehensive account of the levels of problem behavior in United States schools and 
of what schools do to prevent problem behavior and to promote a safe and orderly environment. 
In this first major report from the study, we aim to provide a description of the full range of 
activities schools undertake to reduce or prevent problem behavior - including delinquency, drug 
use, and violence. 

The study contrasts sharply with much evaluation research that is directed at assessing the 
effectiveness of specific practices. Evaluation is sometimes defined as activity to learn what was 
done, how, and with what effect. But the present research was not undertaken to assess the 
effectiveness of specific instances of prevention or intervention activities. Much evaluation 
research examines isolated programs or a circumscribed set of activities or arrangements and 
seeks to determine their effects. Good contemporary evaluation research usually also assesses 
the strength and integrity of program implementation (Sechrest, West, Phillips, Redner, & 
Yeaton, 1979). But many program evaluations and most instances in which evaluators measure 
the quality (strength and integrity) of program implementation lack ecological validity 
(Brunswick, 1947). Because the research is designed to focus on one or a small number of 
specific realizations of a program or practice, it lacks a sufficiently representative design to 
describe typical practices or the typical degree of strength and integrity attained when programs 
are applied outside of the experimental context. In contrast, the present research was designed to 
assess the nature, extent, and quality of prevention and intervention activity directed at problem 
behavior and school safety in a representative sample of the nation's schools. 

Growth in Development of Prevention Programs 

.- - 
>>? -:--e 
_ -  "-- 
,.<' 

Recent years have seen growth in the development and application of prevention programs 
- most of these directed at adolescents and based in schools, but some directed at other groups. 
Wilson-Brewer et al. (1 99 1) identified 83 violence prevention programs in 20 states. They 
obtained survey responses from 5 1 of these programs, and the data indicate that most of these 
had been initiated recently. These programs had multiple sources of support: Most were h d e d  
by foundations (52%), and many operated on fee-for-service (44%), state funds (34%), federal 
h d s  (32%), or city sponsorship (30%). Most of these programs reached the target populations 
(typically adolescents and young adults) indirectly by worlung with teachers (4 1 %), school 
administrators (32%), and a variety of other intermediaries. Middle and high schools were the 
predominant loci of the programs (62% of programs in each of these school settings). Only 21% 
reported any type of outcome evaluation; even counts of individuals affected were relatively rare. 

A large number of programs directed at alcohol, tobacco and other drug use and more 
recently at violence have been sponsored by the Center for Substance Abuse Prevention (CSAP, 
1994). Between October 1987 and September 1994 CSAP made 363 grants directed at high risk 
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e youths, mostly (56%) to not-for-profit organizations and 1 1 % to educational systems (although 
many more of these programs operate in or are focused on schools). 

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (BATF) promotes and sponsors GREAT 
programs; the Administration on Children, Youth and Families (ACYF) sponsors a major youth 
gangs and drug prevention program; important initiatives are sponsored by the National Institute 
for Child Health and Development, the Department of Education, the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, the Office for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention; and research 
and demonstration programs are supported by the National Institute on Drug Abuse and other 
Institutes. In addition, many foundations are involved in supporting programs to prevent 
problem behavior. Among them: Arizona Community Foundation, Bell of Pennsylvania, Best 
Foundation, CAP Cities/ABC, Eisenhower Foundation, Foundation for New Era Philanthropy, 
Foundation for the National Capital Region, Goldseker Foundation, Grantmakers in Health, GTE 
Corporation, Hogg Foundation, IBM, J.M. Foundation, Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, Henry 
J. Kaiser Family Foundation, Weing Kauban Foundation, Kellog Foundation, Nathan 
Cummings Foundation, National Masonic Foundation, New York Community Trust, Okura 
Foundation, Pew Charitable Trust, Pool Health Care Trust, Santa Clara Community Partnership, 
Kansas Health Foundation, Winston-Salem Foundation. 

b 5  
b . .  

Continued growth in these programs may be expected in part because national reports have 
directed attention to their importance and called for further development. One of the national 
education goals is directed at increasing safety (Oflice of Educational Research and 
Improvement, 1993). Healthy PeopZe 2000 ( U . S .  Department of Health and Human Services, 
199 1) called for teaching conflict resolution skills in half the nation's schools by the year 2000. 

efforts on adolescent decision making to reduce violence and other risky youth behavior (Baron 
& Brown, 199 1). And the National Institute of Justice Program Plan for recent years has called 
attention to school-based prevention programs. 

@ i: 
The National Institute for Child Health and Human Development has sponsored developmental i 

School as a Zocus of intervention. The school is a key locus for intervention not simply 
because adolescents spend so much time there. It is the primary institution aside fkom the family 

Gottfredson, 198 1,1987a; Martin et al., 198 1). Until school dropout becomes a major problem 
(mostly after grade 9), this access is almost universal. Despite complaints that the schools cannot 
be expected to do everything and some persons' views that schools ought not have roles in 
socializing the young beyond narrow educational bounds, the school offers a realistic opportunity 
for delivering interventions to reduce delinquency. The reality of programming directed at 
youths is that the lion's share of money spent by government agencies on children and youths is 
spent on education - probably upwards of 85% in the states and about 42% of federal spending 
(Holmes, Gottfreoson, & hfiller, 1992). 

that has access over extended periods of time to most of the population of young people (G. 
? .- 
! 
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School-Based Interventions 

r- 

School-based prevention programs take on a number of distinguishable forms. Although 
few programs resemble a pure type, some of the more prominent kinds of interventions believed 
to have potential are (1) social competency programs directed at high-risk individuals or at the 
general population of adolescents, (2) behavior management programs whether applied in the 
school or through the involvement of parents, (3) programs directed at environmental change to 
increase the effectiveness of school management or behavior management in schools, (4) 
programs to increase the bonding of individuals to the social order, (5 )  programs to exclude 
weapons or intruders from school, or limit the availability of weapons, (6) programs to improve 
opportunities for surveillance, (7) programs to provide recreation or productive youth activity, 
and (8) programs that provide information. Each of these types is discussed briefly in turn in the 
following paragraphs. Actual programs generally combine features of more than one ideal type, 
so that many social competency programs also include components that provide information, 
many programs contain recreational elements, and so on. 

Social Competency Programs 

One set of programs known as "social competency" interventions is directed at self-restraint. 
These are also often called cognitive-behavioral interventions. Social competence programs 
generally involve: (a) developing people's skills in identifling the antecedents of problems in the 
cues they perceive from others, their environment, and their own state of arousal, (b) increasing 
the probability that people will hesitate before taking impulsive action, (c) improving individuals' 
capacity to process information with reference to the desirability of alternative outcomes, and (d) 
establishing behavioral repertoires for coping with events with potential to lead to harm. Some 
of these programs involve parent training to help them teach cognitive behavioral self- 
management to their children (e.g., Spivak and Shure's, 1976, Interpersonal Cognitive Problem 
Solving or Camp and Bash's, 1985, Think Aloud program); others are administered by teachers 
(e.g., Botvin's, 1989, Life Skill Training or the Weissberg et al., 1990, Social Problem Solving 
Program). (See Elias et al., 1994. See also Baron & Brown, 1991 .) These programs are most 
effective when they teach social competency content using behavioral strategies such as rehearsal 
and role-playing @. Gottfiedson, Wilson & Najaka, in press). 

Single-project evaluation research has demonstrated that social competency promotion 
programs that make use of high levels of modeling and practice, provide specific and frequent 
feedback about new behaviors, provide cues to prompt the behavior, and use techniques to 
generalize the new behavior to different settings can reduce crime (Arbuthnot & Gordon, 1986; 
Arbuthnot, 1992; Shapiro & Paulson, 1998; Tremblay et al., 1991; Tremblay et al., 1992; 
Tremblay et al., 1994; Tremblay et al., 1995; McCord et al., 1994) and substance use (e.g., 
Kauhan et al., 1994; Botvin et d., 1990; Botvin, Baker, Renick, et al., 1984; Botvin, Baker. et 
al., 1995; Shope, Copeland, Marcoux, & Camp, 1996; Caplan et al., 1992). They can also work 
to reduce anti-social behavior and other conduct problems (e.g., Amerikaner and Summerlin, 
1982; Elkin et al., 1988; Feindler et al., 1984; Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, a 
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1 999% 1999b; Coie, 1997; Shure & Spivack, 1979, 1980, 1982; Weissberg & Caplan, 1994). 
These interventions have been shown to be efficacious in trials with pre-school (Shure & 
Spivack, 1979,1980,1982), elementary (Amerikaner & Summerlin, 1982; Conduct Problems 
Prevention Research Group, 1999a; Coie, 1997; Elkin et al., 1988; Gesten et al., 1982; Gesten et 
al., 1979; Greenberg et al., 1995; Hudley, 1994; Pepler et al., 1991; Weissberg, Gesten, Rapkin, 
et al., 1981), junior high (Botvin et al., 1990; Botvin, Baker, Renick, et al., 1984; Botvin, Baker, 
et al., 1995; Ellickson & Bell, 1990; Ellickson et al., 1993; Kaufinan et al., 1994; Shope, 
Copeland, Marcoux, & Kamp, 1996; Caplan et al., 1992; Feindler et al., 1984; Weissburg & 
Caplan, 1994), and senior high (Arbuthnot & Gordon, 1986; Arbuthnot, 1992; Hecht et al., 1993; 
Sarason & Sarason, 1981; Eggert et al., 1990; Severson et al., 1991; Shope, Copeland, Maharg, 
& Dielman, 1996) students. Social competency promotion programs can be applied to the 
general population or to a targeted subpopulation of high-risk individuals. Meta-analyses 
(quantitative synthesis of evidence from many studies) imply that effective delinquency programs 
often incorporate cognitive-behavioral approaches to developing social competencies (Izzo & 
Ross, 1990; Lipsey, 1992). 

Behavior Management Programs 

A well developed technology exists for intervening with individual youths who display 
impulsive, aggressive, or conduct disordered behavior (Kazdin, 1987). A logical extension of 
such effective behavioral methods is their application in classrooms and schools. Research on 
classroom management documents effective practices (Brophy, 1983; Doyle, 1986; Emmer & 
Aussiker, 1989; Evertson & Harris, 1992; D. Gottfredson, 1992a). Similarly, schools can 
involve parents in behavior management, including home-based backup reinforcement for school 
behavior (Atkeson & Forehand, 1979; Barth, 1979) and programs to provide parents with 
training in behavior management (Dishion & Andrews, 1995). Bry (1 982) and Bry and George 
(1 979,1980) have demonstrated a behavioral program directed at tardiness, class preparation and 
performance, behavior and attendance in which students earned points contingent on their 
behavior using trips for a backup reinforcer. Bry and George’s intervention improved behavior 
after students had been exposed to the intervention for two years and positive effects were found 
five years after the program ended. 

The same principles can be applied to entire classrooms. A Good Behavior Game (a group 
contingency management program developed by Barrish, Saunders & Wolf, 1969) has repeatedly 
been shown to be efficacious in reducing disruptive behavior misconduct (Barrish et al., 1969; 
Bostow & Geiger, 1976; Darveaux, 1984; Fishbein & Wasik, 1981 ; Grandy, Madsen, & De 
Mersseman, 1973; Harris & Sherman, 1973; Hegerle, Kesecker, & Couch, 1979; Johnson, 
Turner, & Konarski, 1978; Kosiec, Czernicki & McLaughlin, 1986; Medland & Stachnik, 1972; 
Phillips & Christie, 1986; Swiezy, Matson, & Box, 1992; Warner, Miller, & Cohen, 1977) and 
aggressive behavior (Dolan et al., 1993; Harber, 1979; Saigh & Umar, 1983) in elementary 
classroom, preschool, library, and a comprehensive school for slow-learning disruptive students. 

.e?.- 

. :. .. _ _  
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Environmental Competence in Guardianship 

A variety of interventions are directed at enhancing the capacity of school and other 
environments to signal appropriate and inappropriate behavior or to improve mechanisms for 
watching for and responding to student behavior. 

0 

". , 

Defining norms. One impressive line of research and demonstration to limit conflict in 
schools has been undertaken in Norway (Olweus, 1991,1992a; Olweus & A l d e r ,  1991). 
Olweus noted that certain adolescents, called "bullies," repeatedly victimized other adolescents. 
Typical bullies were characterized as displaying an "aggressive reaction pattern combined (in the 
case of boys) with physical strength" and as representing "a more general conduct disordered, 
antisocial and rule-breaking behavior pattern." Olweus also noted that the victims of bullying 
tended to be neglected by the school. Although they were known to be targets of harassment, the 
problem was largely ignored by adults who failed to actively intervene and thus provided tacit 
acceptance of the bullying. 

A program was devised based on the notion that, "Every individual should have the right to 
be spared oppression and repeated, intentional humiliation, in school as in society at large." The 
campaign directed communication to redefining bullying as wrong. A booklet was directed to 
school personnel, defining the problem and spelling out ways to counteract it. Parents were sent 
a booklet of advice. A video illustrating the problem was made available. And questionnaire 
surveys to collect information and register the level of the problem were fielded. Mormation 
was fed back to personnel in 42 schools in Bergen, Norway. Reassessment implied considerable 
diminution in the problem - results consistent with an interpretation that the environments had 
become more competent in establishing norms as a result of the campaign. 

:<:e 
School-wide capacity-building or behavior management. The application of behavior 

management programs on a school-wide basis is a form of environmental competency 
enhancement. But the employment of these methods is not straightforward. Schools and school 
systems generally have guidelines for school personnel in the form of discipline codes and 
reactive strategies, and evidence shows that variations in school discipline practices are indeed 
related to levels of victimization in schools (G. Gottfiedson & Gottfiedson, 1985). But, most 
violence occurs in urban schools serving relatively high crime, disorganized, and high proportion 
minority populations, and in schools which themselves suffer problems of low staff morale and 
difficulty in recruiting and retaining first-rate personnel. Problem schools are often overwhelmed 
by problems, despite the heroic efforts of educators to cope with them (Emmer, 1992; G. 
Gottfiedson, 1987b). 

"a, .. .. 

Effective programs to reduce disorder have, nevertheless, been demonstrated in schools with 
multiple problems. in one of these (D. Gottfkedsan, 1988), a structured organization 
development method (Program Development and Evaluation; PDE; G. Gottfiedson, 1984a; G. 
Gottfredson, Rickert, Gottfredson, & Advani, 1999) was applied in a three-year effort to reduce 
disorder in a troubled Baltimore City school. The program designed, implemented, and refmed 
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interventions to increase the predictability of responses to students’ disciplinary infractions, 
increase rewards for appropriate behavior, and increase prosocial peer and teacher support. The 
program was effective in reducing disorder. 

The PDE method - in which researchers work with school personnel to define goals and 
objectives, develop program theory, plan for and monitor the implementation of program design 
choices, and assess outcomes - was also applied in programs in seven secondary schools (D. 
Gottfiedson, 1986). District personnel used PDE to develop a general plan and then used the 
PDE method to make school-specific plans for school improvement and implementing 
interventions. The effort increased the clarity and consistency of school rules, student success, 
and attachment; and it reduced problem behavior as well as s t a f f  morale and other indicators of 
school capacity. 

In another study, eight schools participated in a program to increase the clarity of school 
rules and to promote their application in a fair, firm, and consistent way @. Gottfiedson, 
Gotrfredson, & Hybl, 1993). Again, in the context of an organization development framework, 
extensive administrator and teacher training was coupled with the development of school 
mechanisms for attending to and responding to student behavior using guidelines for teacher and 
administrator responses. Teachers were trained to use effective classroom organization and 
management techniques. Computerized behavior tracking was used to promote the clarity and 
consistency of responses to student behavior. Evaluation showed that the program’s effectiveness 
differed from school to school in approximate proportion to the quality of program 
implementation, and it was effective in reducing conduct problems in high implementation 
schools. 

Related approaches to reducing problem behavior on the way to and from school have been 
attempted in several places. Kenney and Watson (1 996) engaged students in applying a four-part 
planning method (SARA) often recommended for use in community-oriented policing. Students 
identified safety problems and proposed methods to ameliorate them. Reductions in student fear 

-~ ~ -wmexlmrveck f ;   in^^ e n g a g e a S c h o o l - ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ e n ~ ~ n  ~~ 

planning to prevent problem behavior in improve attendance in a very disorganized school. The 
approach to planning was simple and low key to overcome resistance to more fomal approaches 
to planning. After two years, attendance rose about 5% above historical levels and teacher 
morale and perceptions of safety improved, although the school remained very disorderly. 

Other Interventions 

Increasing Bonding. Prevention programs have applied a number of intervention models 
apparently aimed at increasing social bonding. This has included use of cooperative learning 
techniques (Johnson & Johnson, l?SB; Savin et d., 1990) 
experiences and liking for school, mentors to provide positive role models and prosocial adults to 
whom youths may become attached (Hahn, Leavitt, & Aaron, 1994; LoSciuto et al., 1996), field 
trips to the community and discussions of laws and social problems as part of some forms of law- 

increase rewarding academic 
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related education (D. Gottftedson & Gottfredson, 1992). Other programs involve scholastic 
goal-setting and incentives for improved performance (Mac her, 1993). 0 

A number of culture-specific programs, such as Afro-centric rites of passages programs and 
programs to instill a sense of awareness and pride in cultural roots or traditions may be regarded 
as bonding programs that promote values education and attachment to a social group. 

Excluding weapons and intruders. A number of approaches to reducing crime have .focused 
on mechanisms to limit access to schools by intruders or to prevent weapons fiom coming into 
schools (Butterfield & Turner, 1989). A range of approaches are used, including efforts to 
control entry into schools through the use of checkpoints and identification systems, metal 
detectors, and security patrols or officers who challenge intruders (Quarks, 1989; Gaustad, 
1991). Sometimes school doors are fitted with electromagnetic locks that open when a fire alarm 
is set off. Although such programs are controversial, some experience implies that they can be 
effective and these are worthy of more systematic tests (Aleem & Moles, 1993). 

Improving opportunity for surveillance. Some schools are designed in a manner that makes 
it easy to observe who enters the building and what people in the building are doing. Other 
schools, including many older urban schools, employ architecture that makes observation 
difficult. When school design makes surveillance difficult, some schools are rem-fitted with 
video cameras to monitor hallways, stairs, and entrances and with “panic bars” on exit doors so 
that an alarm is triggered if a door is opened from the inside. In extreme cases, portions of 
school buildings are physically walled off so that no one can enter areas that are difficult to 
monitor. To the best of our knowledge, there have been no formal evaluations of these 
approaches, but taking steps to improve opportunity for surveillance are plausible methods for 
improving school safety. 

.. ”’* 
Recreation and youth employment. Recreation programs include regular after-school 

recreation programs with or without an instructional component, police athletic leagues, safe 

summertime are also generally intended to provide constructive activity. Sometimes these purely 
recreational or employment programs are combined with program elements of another program 
type, which increases their plausibility and delinquency prevention potential. Often, a rationale 
for recreation programs is that they provide supervision for youths who would otherwise be 
unsupervised in after-school hours. D. Gottfiedson (1 997) reviewed the evidence about 
alternative or recreational activities and concluded that there is little reason to believe that typical 
recreation programs will be helpful in reducing delinquency and that they have the potential to 
increase it if they bring high-risk youths together. 

- --k--ate*x-- praeramslo e m p l O ~ ~ l l l h S d u d n g ~  
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Information Programs. At one time, many dnig prevention programs were primarily 
informational in nature. The provision of information is still a part of most drug prevention 
programs, and a few programs are still almost exclusively infornational in nature. Crime 
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a prevention programs that provide information about the conditions under which crime occurs so 
that citizens can take steps to limit their exposure to risk remain common. 

Hybrid Program. Most prevention programs are hybrids in the sense that they combine 
elements that resemble two or more of these ideal program types. For example, Botvin’s Life 
Skills Training program (Botvin et al., 1984) is mainly a social competence program, but it 
includes a large segment that is informational. The Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) 
curriculum (Bureau of Justice Assistance, 1988) implemented by police officers is very widely 
applied and highly regarded (Police Research Center, 1995; Ringwalt & Greene, 1993) program 
directed at enhancing upper elementary children‘s social skills, particularly in recognizing and 
resisting peer influence to use drugs; and it also focuses on drug information, decision skills, and 
self-esteem - making it a hybrid program. ho the r  example of a school-based program that 
mixes some social comEtency training with drug information is the Project ALERT curriculum 
disseminated by the Best Foundation (1 993). Pentz et al. (1 990) have employed multiple 
methods (including parents and the media) directed at adolescent social skills. The GREAT 
programs are also hybrids, similar to DARE. An ambitious approach to gang suppression and 
intervention (Spergel, 1990) is another hybrid program that emphasizes mobilizing communities 
to improve their safety and protect others, utilize environmental design techniques to enhance 
guardianship, and take other steps. A critical element in the model is a special focus on 
providing safe, gang-fi-ee schools by involving key individuals in and out of the school to 
improve guardianship. 

A great many things can potentially be done in schools by those who seek to reduce or 
prevent problem behavior. Some of these things have been the object of scientific study. Others 
have not. A series of recent reviews and summaries (Botvin, 1990; Brewer, Hawkins, Catalano, 
& Neckennan, 1995; Eron, Gentry, & Schlegel, 1994; Hansen, 1992; Hansen & O’Malley, 1996; 
Hawkins, Arthur, & Catalano, 1995; Institute of Medicine, 1994; Schinke,  bo^, & Orlandi, 
1991; Tobler, 1992; Weissberg & Greenberg, 1997) attest to the potential of preventive 
interventions, leading to the optimistic slogan “prevention works.” The recent reviews by D. 

---6otefredsmr ~ 6 B 8 ) ~ o ~ w ~ ~ m ~ r ~ ~ c ~ s - ~ ~ a b o u t e b r o a d p o t e n t i a I  o f  
preventive interventions to reduce problem behavior and drug use but also illustrate the potential 
of these interventions. 

~ _ _  ~- 

The Problem of Implementation 

* .- I 

Wilson-Brewer et al.’s (1991) survey of violence prevention programs identified four main 
areas of barriers to success: (1) Almost all programs had difficulty securing sufficient and stable 
funding to acquire s-, operate programs of significant scale and duration, and maintain 
continuity over time. (2) Half of programs working with school systems faced overworked, 
stressed, and burned-out teachers. When school prsormel are asked to implement a program 
they have not selected, they feel overburdened with work, or they do not perceive support for 
programs of sufficient scale, they resist implementation. (3) Programs - especially those 
involving gang activity - saw denial of the existence of serious safety problems (despite clear e 
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problems) as a barrier to effective programs. (4) About a third of programs lacked the expertise, 
money, or assistance to evaluate their activities. 0 

To these obstacles may be added those identified by Elias et al. (1 994) in their review of 
competence promotion programs: factors related to the readiness of organizations to implement 
change. As they put it, "A program consisting of potent and validly conceived mechanisms and 
processes may not succeed because the host environments are not able to support those processes 
(Zins & Ponti, 1990)" (p. 24). Among the factors facilitating or hindering implementation are 
organizational climate and norm structure, the organization's history of response to innovations, 
the balance of new and experienced administrators, the articulation of goals with the programs, 
staff morale, administrator leadership and communication, role definitions, educator involvement 
in planning, and staff resentment of troublesome students (Corcoran, 1985; G. Gottfkdson & 
Gottfkdson, 1985, 1987). Each factor may facilitate or hinder implementation; if morale is high, 
implementation is easier to achieve, if low, it is harder. 

Implementation of effective prevention efforts is likely to be most difficult in schools and 
communities in which rates of crime, delinquency, and school disorder are greatest. In such 
places morale - a sense that members of the community can count on each other to achieve goals 
- may be low and problem responses may be focused on responses to crises or immediate 
problems rather than on diagnosing problems and planning solutions. In disorganized schools or 
communities, organizational obstacles may thwart the implementation of efficacious strategies 
with sufficient strength and fidelity, and the organizations may fail to improve implementation 
over time. 

The barriers that prevention programs face can be put in context by recalling that problems 
of implementation have plagued programs in crime and delinquency for decades. The 
bibliography of literature on the rehabilitation of criminal offenders by Lipton, Martinson and 
Wilks (1 975) is best remembered by many for the generalization in Martinson's (1 974) summary 
It With few and isolated exceptions, the rehabilitative efforts that have been reported so far have 
had no appreciable effect on recidivism." The Lipton et al. review was not alone among 
disappointing reviews (Whitehead & Lab, 1989; Wright & Dixon, 1977). 

But the conclusion that "nothing works" was not a correct conclusion to draw fiom this 
literature. The National Research Council Panel on Research on Rehabilitative Techniques 
(Sechrest, White, & Brown, 1979) noted that flaws in evaluation methods and - more important 
- limitations in the strength and fidelity of implementation of programs do not justify the 
conclusion that effective programs cannot be applied. Lipsey (1 992) conducted a meta-analysis 
of 443 juvenile delinquency treatment programs to examine the relation of program 
characteristics, subject characteristics, researcher characteristics, and evaluation design to 
program effects. Lipsey found that effects overail were small, but that the "dosage" of treatment 
program and features of the treatmentprogram itself were associated with the size of effects. 
More structured, behavioral, and multimodal treatments were more effective. Lipsey's "dosage" 
is equivalent to strength of impiementation and his other findings about structure and 
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implementer characteristics suggest fidelity of implementation to a program plan. Lipsey and 
Wilson (1 998) examined a subset of studies involving more serious delinquents and found that 
duration of treatment, integrity of treatment implementation, program age, and involvement of 
mental health treatment personnel were predictive of size of interventions’ effects. 

These issues of strength and integrity of program implementation are bound to influence the 
effectiveness of school-based prevention programs as well. Prior research on this topic implies 
that the most important initial question to be answered in an evaluation of school-based 
prevention programs is not “what works?” but “what was done?” 

Evaluations Probably Overestimate the Effectiveness of Interventions 

Evaluations and other research has shown that some kinds of interventions to reduce 
problem behavior can be effective. For example, we cited evidence earlier that behavioral and 
cognitive behavioral interventions have repeatedly been shown to be effective in reducing 
problem behavior or improving attendance. In many cases, however, the evidence derives fkom 
optimal or at least good implementations of the intervention in question. Often investigators 
train implementers, monitor their behavior, correct implementation errors, or are directly 
involved in the application of the method being studied. In some cases, the evidence is derived 
from schools that were especially amenable to program implementation. For example, the 
developer and principal evaluator of one popular instructional program routinely requires that 
80% of faculty vote to adopt the program by secret ballot before the program will be attempted in 
the school (Jones, Gottfiedson & Gottfkedson, 1997; Mathews, 1999; Walberg & Greenberg, 
1998). This location selection bias in evaluations of this program, named “Success for All” by 
its developers is not emphasized in their descriptions of it (Slavin, Madden, Dolan, & Wasik, 
1996) who titled their recent account Every Child, Every School: Success for All.  

In research or demonstration programs, the capacity of the school to serve as an 
implementation site is likely to be greater than the typical school - evidenced at least in part by 
its willingness to participate in a research project. In addition, the particular implementers 
(teachers or others) are likely to be selected for their willingness to implement a program, 
cooperate with evaluators, and their ability quickly to learn to put new methods in place. In all of 
these respects, they are likely to produce better instances of implementation than would be 
achieved in the average school, let alone schools where many youths are engaged in high levels 
of problem behavior or where faculty are demoralized. 

Schools and their personnel differ in the extent to which they are able or willing to produce 
strong and f a i W  implementations of intended programs. For example, Botvin, Batson, et al. 
(1 989) reported variation in the quality of implementation across teachers in an experiment in 
nine urban schools. In another study of eight L U ~ ~ I - I  S C ~ O O ~ S ,  Botvin, Dusenbuq, et al. (1939) 
reported that the amount of Life Skills Trainingmaterial covered by teachers ranged from 44% to 
83%. Positive effects of the program were found only for a high implementation group (with a 
mean completion rate of 78%), not for the low implementation group (mean of 56% delivery). In 

... 
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a third study by Botvin et al. (1 990), coverage of the cuniculum ranged from 27% to 97%, with 
75% of students exposed to 60% or more of the material. The level of implementation was 
strongly related to the effectiveness of the intervention. 

a 
Health and mental health researchers refer to the distinction between intervention efficacy 

(an efficacious intervention can work) and efectiveness (how well the intervention does work 
when applied in typical settings by typical practitioners). In this language, some interventions to 
reduce or prevent problem behavior have been shown to have e€ficacy, but almost no 
interventions have been shown to be generally effective. If efficacious interventions are 
ineffective, it is likely that flawed implementation is a large part of the reason. 

Hypothesized Factors Leading to Successful Program Implementation 
e 

.+a 
The National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools (NSDPS) was designed to allow 

an examination of the following categories of factors as potential explanations of the successfiti 
implementation of prevention programs: 

* ... .. . - .  

Organizational capacity. Organizational capacity means the capacity of the school to 
implement strong programs. This includes, but is not limited to, the school’s capacity to 
implement delinquency programs or arrangements to promote a safe environment. Our 
conception of organizational capacity is general, and schools lacking organizational capacity are 
expected to have difficulty implementing sound instructional programs of all types, to have 
difficulty marshaling parental and staff  support for innovations, and projecting a competent, 
effective image to the community. Elsewhere (G. Gottfiedson & Gottfkdson, 1987) we have 
refenred to the limited infrastructure for program development in a school with limited 
organizational capacity. Limited organizational capacity is indicated by poor staffmorale, a 
history of failed programs or other innovations in the past, and a sense of resignation about the 
possibilities for improving the school. Experience implies that when schools score low on the 
Morale scale of the Effective School Battery (G. Gottfiedson, 1999), improvement programs are 
difficult to implement. Reviews of factors associated with implementing and sustaining 
innovations (Beman & McLaughlin, 1978; McLaughlin, 1990), evaluations of school-team 
approaches to reducing school crime (Social Action Research Center, 1979, 1980), and our own 
work (D. Gottfiedson, Gottfiedson, & Hybl, 1993; D. Gottfiedson & Gottfiedson, 1!?92; D. 
Gottfredson et al., 1998; G. Gottfiedson, 1982; G. Gottfiedson, Gottfredson, & Cook, 1983; G. 
Gottfredson & Gottfiedson, 1987) on implementing and evaluating delinquency prevention 
programs and programs to manage student behavior all imply that organizational capacity is 
important for implementation. 

--e 

Turnover in personnel or unpredictability in staff responsibilities is expected to undermine 
the orderly execution of many school Fmctions, incfudmg the application of activities to promote 
a safe and orderly environment and other prevention activities. Turnover is related to 
expectations or intentions to quit a work environment and to organizational commitment 
(Mobley, Grifith, Hand, & Meglino, 1979; Porter & Steers, 1973; Porter, Steers, Mowday, & 
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Boldian, 1974), and so organizations with high levels of tumover may have more difficulty 
implementing high quality prevention activities not only because of the direct effects of 
instability in staffing but also because of the organizational climate concomitants of turnover. 

Leadership and staftraits and past accomplishments. Leadership means orienting a group 
towards goals and objectives; providing incentives, feedback, and supervision to further those 
goals and objectives; arranging the support needed and removing obstacles; and planning the 
steps and arrangements necessary to move towards goals. Research on leadership implies that 
two (initiating structure and consideration; Fleishman, & Harris, 1962) or more (Clark & Clark, 
1990; G. Gottfiedson & Hybl, 1987; Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992) dimensions are useful in 
describing leadership behavior. Educational research implies that the leadership of a principal or 
of another responsible party in a school is important in improving educational programs (Hall, 
1987; Hall, Hord, Huling, Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1983; Hord, 1981). Workers’ general 
ability has been found to be a robust predictor of quality of work performance across a wide 
range of occupations (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998; Schmidt, Ones & Hunter, 1992), measures of the 
ability or literacy of teachers are important predictors of test score gains (Ferguson, 1991 ; 
Ferguson & Lad, 1996) in studies in two states and in a recent meta-analysis (Grenwald, Hedges, 
& Laine, 1996) . Another personality trait, conscientiousness, has also been identified as a 
relatively robust noncognitive predictor of performance across a broad range of occupations 
(Sackett and Wanek, 1996). Conscientiousness is one of five broad personality dispositions 
helpful in summarizing infoxmation about personality (Digman, 1990; Goldberg, 1992). 
Workers high in conscientiousness are dutill, organized, and dependable. Finally, G. 
Gottfi-edson (1 994) has shown that an inventory of the past accomplishments of school principals 
distinguishes those who have been identified by their professional organizations as outstanding 
achievers. Accordingly, leadership behaviors, traits and past accomplishments of leaders or 
program implementers are expected to be related to quality of program implementation. We 
have not attempted to measure general ability in the NSDPS because we assumed that principals 
would regard this as intrusive and reduce response rates in our surveys. But we have measured 
leadership behaviors and conscientiousness. 

Budget and resources. Adequate funding and other resources are presumably required for 
the successfid implementation of any intervention. This includes budget support for such things 
as materials needed, payment of workers, transportation, or supplies. Presumably it is not total 
budget resources allocated to education or to a school that is required for the successful 
implementation of specific preventive interventions. Instead, what is required may be resources 
available for that specific intervention or the control over money or resources by those who 
operate the program or activity, so that it can be allocated in needed ways. The availability of 
needed resources should facilitate implementation and their lack thwart it. 

Drgaizational support - training, supervision and support. Most of today’s state of the art 
approaches to the prevention of problem behavior were not a part of the pre-service training of 
many of today’s educators. Some approaches, such as the use of behavioral techniques, have 
been understood for many years. But even such established methods were not always included in 

. .  
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the curriculum of teacher training institutions in previous decades. More recent methods, such as 
cognitive-behavioral training and an emphasis on normative expectations for behavior, are less 
likely to have been a part of the preparation of most of elementary and secondary educators now 
working. Accordingly, it is to be expected that training of school personnel will be necessary for 
the implementation of a variety of preventive interventions in schools. The quality of 
implementation will probably depend on the extensiveness and quality of training. Quality of 
training is assumed to include features such as the use of behavioral modeling (Goldstein & 
Sorcher, 1973; Sorcher & Goldstein, 1972) methods, opportunities to anticipate and resolve 
obstacles to application of the method, and follow-up training or coaching. 

Supervision and support are facets of leadership behavior that are important components of 
organizational support. Supervision provides direction for worker behavior when workers 
require direction; and it provides coaching, scaffolding, and corrective feedback when that is 
required; and it can encourage striving for superior performance when it is linked with social or 
other rewards. 

Program structure conductive to integrity to program models. We expect that the quality 
and strength of implementation of many interventions will depend on the availability of 
structures that promote full and f a i a  implementation. Such structures include manuals 
specifying the procedures to be used; written implementation standards specifying such things as 
how much, to whom, when, and with what duration interventions are to be applied; and quality 
control mechanisms such as procedures for observing, documenting, or comparing actual 
implementation with standards for implementation. ;* 

.54 --a 
Integration into normal school operations, local initiation, and local planning. (a) Some 

activities or programs are easier to integrate into school activities than are others. Schools are 
characterized by certain pervasive regularities (Sarason, 1971). For example, almost all 
secondary schools hold classes and in most, students move from one time-designated subject- 
matter class to another. Large numbers of people tend to move fiom class to class at the same 
time, followed by periods of relative quiet with instruction or study occurring. Activities that fit 
into classroom and class periods are easier to integrate into school activities than activities that 
could disrupt the school schedule. (b) Most of the people inhabiting the school are “regulars” - 
that is they are there every day for most of the day. When individuals who are not “regulars” 
enter the school it usually upsets scheduled activities somewhat. For example, when an adult 
must substitute for an absent adult teacher, the class is more disorderly than usuaf and the orderly 
flow of instruction tends to be disrupted. All of these features of schools are remarkably similar 
from school to school, so much so that a school might seem highly unusual if even one of these 
features were altered. We expect that prevention interventions which are matched to the 
regularities of the typical school will tend to be implemented in stronger form than those which 
either go outside of the regularities of the school or disrupt it. For exmple, activities which 
disrupt class schedules by pulling students from classes or requiring people to leave the premises 
will be difficult to implement. Activities which involve “regular” inhabitants of the school will 
operate more dependably than those which rely on persons who are occasional inhabitants 
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(visitors). (c) Some parts of school programs are mandated by state or local education agency 
regulations, and other activities or arrangements arise locally through the choices, initiative, or 
habitual ways of acting of school insiders. Programs, activities, or arrangements attempted 
through the intervention of school outsiders often generate resistance. Sometimes this is because 
they are not well matched with the regularities of the school to which a school's inhabitants are 
accustomed. Sometimes this is because the proposed innovation competes with priorities of 
those in a school. Sometimes it is because of a history of ill will or resentment. Whatever the 
reason, activities developed or selected by school insiders may be easier to implement in schools. 
(d) Quantitative synthesis of previous research (Lipsey, 1992) has suggested that interventions 
implemented by researchers are usually more effective than those implemented by others. 
Several interpretations of this observation are possible. One is that research personnel make use 
of more information, more valid idormation, or more effective techniques in devising 
interventions. A second interpxetation is that research personnel attend more to problems of 
strength and integrity of program implementation.' We hypothesize, that the use of information 
in selecting or designing prevention activities is important, and that those schools making use of 
more or better information will implement sounder programs. Information may be provided by 
researchers or experts, technical assistance providers, media, or other sources. 

Feasibility. People arrive at the school pretty much all at once at a designated common 
starting time in the morning and most formal activity ends in the afternoon when most persons 
leave the premises. Few people come and go during the school day except at its beginning and 
end. Activities that take place during the regular school day can be more easily implemented than 
those that take place outside this time interval. Other obstacles also sometimes impede 
feasibility. These may include the requirement for special resources or materials not generally 
available, transportation, and so on. 

Level of disorder. Finally, everything is easier to accomplish in an orderly school. Certainly 
this is true of instruction. School disorder is expected to make the implementation of any 
intervention more difficult to implement, and this includes interventions to prevent or reduce 
disorder. School orderliness is an element of organizational capacity (listed first above), but we 
list it separately because of its special importance in the present context. 

This list of factors linked to implementation level is derived from our efforts to understand 
the success and failure of implementation of programs directed at reducing delinquency in 
schools. It is distilled from the review of factors associated with implementing and sustaining 
innovations (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; McLaughlin, 1990), evaluations of school-team 
approaches to reducing school crime (Social Action Research Center, 1979, 1980), research on 
the role of leadership in improving educational programs (Hall, 1987; Hall, Hord, Huling, 
Rutherford, & Stiegelbauer, 1983; Hord, 198 1); the more general research on leadership (Clark & 
Clark, 1390; Yuk? & Van Fleet, 1992); reviews of effective school reforms (Miles, 1980, 1986; 

'Another possibility is that researchers tend to select schools where implementation is easier to 
achieve as research sites. 
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Miles, Farrar, & Neufeld, 1983), a review of organization development efforts in schools (Fullan, 
Miles, & Taylor, 1980); and research on the implementation of instructional programs (Fullan & 
Pomfiet, 1977) as well as fiom our own work (G. Gottfkdson, 1982; G. Gottfiedson, 
Gottfiedson, & Cook, 1983; G. Gottfiedson, 1987b; D. Gottfiedson, Gottfiedson, BE Hybl, 1993; 
D. Gottfiedson & Gottfiedson, 1992) on implementing and evaluating delinquency prevention 
programs and programs to manage student behavior. 

0 

Goals and Objectives of the Project 

Putting effective prevention programs in place requires that the field confront the problem of 
quality of implementation and build effective strategies to enhance it. The first aim in the present 
research, therefore, has been to describe the range of prevention program types being 
implemented in school-based programs and to test the validity of factors hypothesized above as 
affecting implementation. The present study addresses these issues. It also seeks to devise 
workable measures of quality of prevention activity implementation that can be put into 
operation through surveys of program implementers, to provide a description of what is being 
done and how well, and to provide a first thorough account of the nature and extent of what 
schools now do to prevent problem behavior and to promote safe and orderly environments. 

Classijkation and descriprion of existingprograms. The first product of the present effort is 
a classification of school-based prevention activities in terms of rationale (objectives) and 
program model. A taxonomy was needed to allow for estimates of the incidence of each type and 
combination of types. This report provides these estimates. .;"a '2. 

-. Empirical validation (tests) ofpredictive factors. A second product is a set of empirical 
predictors of success in implementing prevention programs. These research-based indicators, 
which are based in observable features of program design, location, arrangements, staffing, and 
so forth should be useful in (a) selecting promising activities or programs, (b) allocating the 
appropriate level and type of assistance necessary to foster high quality implementation, and (c) 
understanding why certain programs do not produce the expected results. They should fmd 
additional applications as program assessment tools. 

Program assessment tools. In the course of this ltesearch we have constructed instruments to 
assess the level and content of prevention activity as well as brief survey-based assessments of 
school organizations, individuals, program materials, training, structures and arrangements. A 
number of these indicators have been shown to be predictors of quality or extensiveness of 
program implementation and should have use as tools to diagnose program problems and 
pinpoint areas where assistance or development is needed if a program is to be successllly 
implemented. 
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Plan of the Research 

The design for the research called for the collection of five main kinds of idormation by 
executing an equal number of steps. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Examples of prevention and intervention models being used in schools were collected, 
examined and classified to develop a comprehensive taxonomy of activities. To locate 
activity types, we scrutinized lists of activities recommended by government agencies, 
technical assistance providers, professional organizations, promotional literature, regional 
educational laboratories, and the scientific literature. The resulting taxonomy guided the 
development of other data collection instruments. This first step was completed at the end 
of 1996. 

Principals in a national probability sample of schools were surveyed to identify activities 
their schools had in place to prevent or reduce delinquency, drug use, or other problem 
behavior or to promote a safe and orderly school environment. They indicated if their school 
had activities of various types, named the activities, and provided the names of individuals 
who could provide details about each activity named. The resulting lists of school 
prevention and intervention programs were used to sample prevention activities in a 
subsequent step. Principals also described features of their schools and reported on past 
experiences with the implementation of programs and on school staffing. These surveys 
were conducted in the spring, summer, and early fall of 1997. 

Individuals knowledgeable about school prevention activities (called “activity coordinators”) 
were surveyed to obtain detailed descriptions of specific prevention activities and to describe 
certain features of their school. To conduct these surveys, we developed a set of fourteen 
activity coordinator questionnaires corresponding to fourteen categories in our taxonomy of 
prevention models. To the extent possible, the questionnaires for all categories were 
pardlel. Thus, although the specific content of questionnaires for different areas was 
appropriate for activities of each type, the nature of information sought was parallel. 
Wherever possible each questionnaire sought information about the extent to which best 
practices were used, about the extensiveness of student exposure, about training, and so 
forth. Activity coordinators also reported about themselves and about school support and 
supervision for prevention activities. These surveys were conducted in the spring of 1998. 

Teachers and students in participating schools were surveyed to obtain their reports of their 
own participation in prevention activities, about prevention activities in the school, and to 
obtain reports about victimization, safety, delinquent behavior, school orderliness, and other 
aspects of school climate. These surveys were conducted in the spring of 1998. Generally, 
all teachers in participating schools were sampled, and a sufficient number of students were 
sampled to produce an estimated 50 respondents per school. 
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5 .  Principals were surveyed for a second time in the spring of 1998. They reported about 
school wide disciplinary policies and practices, crimes occurring in the school, certain 
school-wide arrangements such as scheduling, architectural features of the school, and other 
characteristics of the school about which the principal was the most appropriate informant. 
Principals also reported about their own practices, biographical history, and personality style. 

a 

Table 1.1 summarizes the surveys conducted and the type of information collected in each. 
The table also shows that certain archival information is also available - drawn fiom the 
Common Core of Data maintained by the U.S. Department of Education or provided by the 
mailing list vendor. 

The sample was designed to describe schools in the United States and to describe schools by 
level and location. Accordingly a sample of public, private, and Catholic schools, stratified by 
location (urban, suburban, and rural) and level (elementary, middle, and high) was drawn. A 
probability sample of 1287 schools (143 for each cell in the sample design) was selected with the 
expectation that if a response rate of 70% could be achieved there would be 300 schools 
responding at each level and 300 schools responding from each location (about 100 per cell or 
900 schools overall). 

Conducting Surveys and Participation Rates 

Phase I Principal Survey. In conducting the phase 1 principal survey (PQl), we determined 
that of the 1287 entities sampled, 7 were found to be closed and one not to be a school - leaving 
1279 schools in the sample. In addition, the location or level classifications were found to be 
incorrect for some schools, so the number of actually sampled schools is sometimes greater and 
sometimes less than 143 per cell? Overall, useful responses were received fiom 848 schools in 
PQ1,66.3% of those fiom which responses were sought. Table 1.2 shows that the participation 
rates ranged from a low of 59.0% among urban high schools to a high of 74.6% among rural 
elementary schools. 

The effort that was required to obtain completed questionnaires from schools far exceeded 
our expectations. One indication of the difficulty involved are the counts of telephone contacts 
with schools that were required to obtain cooperation. In all, we completed 8,783 telephone calls 
to schools to request PQ1 data. The number of calls per school ranged from 0 (some schools 
returned questionnaires without having to be called) to 36. The average number of telephone 
calls made to schools that had to be called at least once was 7.9 completed calls. In addition, 
survey materials were resent once by Federal Express to 964 schools that had not responded. 

'The location codes obtained fiom the mailing list vendor (the original source of which was the 
Common Core of Data developed by the U S .  Department of Education) were often in error. It 
appears that many schools were misclassified as to location in the CCD. Efforts were made to 
identify and reclassify misclassified schools. 
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Table 1.1 
Measures Employed in the National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools 

Source of Infomation 

Principal 
Activity 

What is measured Archives PQI PQ2 Teachers Students coordinators 

Grade levels J J J 

Demographic characteristics J J J J 

School safety 

Victimization 

Drug use, violence, other 
delinquent behavior, crime 

School climate - morale, 
discipline related, 
organizational capacity 

Level of implementation of or 
exposure to prevention 
activities 

J J 

J J 

J J 

J J J J J 

J J J J 

Correlates of problem behavior J 

Leadership style of principal J J 

Personality J J 

Biographical information J J 
Organizational origins of 

activities 
J J 

Funding sources J J 

Nature & extent of training J J J 
Progrdactivity features 

Staff stability vs. turnover 

J 

J 

J 

J 

Relation of implementers to J J 
developers 

Note. PQ1 = Principal Questionnaire for Program Identification; PQ2 = phase 2 Principal 
Questionnaire. Certain additional i d m a t i o n  collected by Westat for a small number of schools 
that were site-visited and in a survey of local education agency personnel is not covered by the 
present report. 
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Table 1.2 
Principal Phase I Questionnaire Response Percentages by Level and Location 

School Level 
High, 

Middle or vocational, 
Location Elementary junior high combined Total 
Ruralhon-urban 

N responding 106 95 -106 307 
% responding 74.6 69.3 73.1 72.4 
N sampled 1 42 I37 145 424 

N responding 92 105 85 282 
YO responding 64.8 70.0 62.0 65.7 

Suburban 

I N sampled 142 150 137 429 c.l 

c1 

\o Urban 
N responding 92 88 79 259 
YO responding 62.2 61.1 59.0 60.8 
N sampled 148 144 134 426 

N responding 290 288 270 848 
% responding 67.1 66.8 64.9 66.3 
N sampled 432 43 1 416 1279 

Total 

Note. The initial sample contained 1287 entities - 143 per cell in a frame with three categories of location and three categories of 
school level. Of the 1287 entities, seven were found to be closed and one not to be a school - leaving 1279 schools in the sample. In 
addition, the location or level classifications were found to be incorrect for some schools, so the number of actually sampled schools is 
sometimes greater and sometimes less than 143. 
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Many schools still indicated to our callers that they had not received or had misplaced the 
questionnaires, and our response was to mail another set of replacements. This was done for 53 1 
schools (42% of the sample). Replacements for “lost” questionnaires were resent twice to 1 18 
schools (9%) and three times to 21 schools (2%). When we could obtain school telefax numbers, 
we sent faxes to nonresponding schools. One telefaxed request was sent to 225 schools and two 
telefaxed requests were sent to 13 schools. Information about effort required to obtain data in 
phase 1 is summarized in Table 1.3. 

Cooperation from schools was more difficult to obtain than we anticipated. We noted a 
reluctance to cooperate with surveys on the part of many principals, who often see themselves as 
overburdened with surveys and are cynical about their value. Some districts have erected baniers 
to research. Evidently a growing number of district data collection requirements, educational 
dissertation research projects, and requirements that programs be evaluated has lead to greater 
resistance to research in recent years - although few of these evaluations or dissertations 
contribute to the literature. We speculate that the large number of evaluations - often required by 
funding agencies - that contribute little or nothing to knowledge because they are not even 
published, actually become an obstacle to the development of knowledge because they make 
serious research more difficult to conduct. 

Collaboration by Westat in Phase 2 Data Collection- In view of the difficulty in obtaining 
data from schools, we sought ways to bring greater resources to the research. NIJ personnel 
assisted us in working with the Department of Education to bring about a merger of our ongoing 
study and resources intended to address similar problems in the form of a contract ED had with 
Westat, Inc., to gather infomation about school violence and programs sponsored by the Safe 
and Drug Free Schools and Communities Act. We proposed that Westat assist in collecting 
student and teacher surveys in a sample of about 600 secondary schools, and that the data 
collected by GAInc and Westat be shared. A memorandum of understanding was agreed upon by 
ED and NIJ to formalize the cooperative enterprise. 

One implication of the involvement of Westat (under contract from ED) was that the teacher 
and student survey instruments had to go through an approval process at the ED and then the 
OMB approval process. That process was completed just in time to collect data in the spring of 
the 1997-98 school year. A second implication was that a somewhat revised approach to 
recruiting secondary schools to participate in the second phase of surveys was taken. In keeping 
with traditional ED and Westat approaches, first State Departments of Education and then local 
education agencies were approached to seek their concurrence with the surveys to be conducted 
in the second phase (another principal questionnaire, program implementer questionnaires, 
student questionnaires, teacher questionnaires, and - to answer questions important to ED - local 
education agency questionnaires). This change in strategy was not adopted for phase two surveys 
of elementary schools, except for those elementary schools in school districts in which Westat 
would be seeking the participation of secondary schools. 
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Table 1.3 
Steps Taken to Obtain Responses in Phase I Principal Survey 

Initially Planned Implemented 

Heads up mailing to 1287 principals indicating that 
questionnaire will be coming 

Initial mailing of 900 
questionnaires 

Telephone contact with 
school to seek return 

Initial mailing of 1287 questionnaires 

12 1 3 reminder post-cards 

1 1 12 schools required calls because they did not return 
materials without one; 8,783 completed phone calls; 7.9 
telephone contacts per school that initially failed to respond 
(range 1-36) 

38 requests for district approval for principal to answer 
questions filed 

964 second survey deliveries by Fed Express with 
questionnaires, personal note, letters from National 
Association of Elementary School Principals and National 
Association of Secondary School Principals 

Replacement mailings of 
survey materials 

670 ADDITIONAL replacement delivery to principals who lost 
or discarded materials (53 1 once, 1 18 twice, 2 1 three times) 

6 principals interviewed 

k75 1 mailings with letter from NIJ director 

238 telefax requests for completion 

.. 

..-- 
Westat personnel identified “on-site coordinators” in secondary schools and GAInc 

personnel identified “on-site coordinators” in elementary schools. These individuals assisted in 
the collection of the surveys conducted in the second phase. ?-. 

Because a primary purpose of the research is to learn about the implementation of prevention 
activities, participation in phase 2 logically depends on participation in phase 1. Nevertheless, 
because excluding those schools that did not participate in phase 1 from the collection of data 
about school safety, victimization, and other characteristics of principals, teachers, students, and 
schools would necessarily limit the representativeness of those data, we decided to make an 
effort to include in the phase 2 data collection effort every school that had not affirmatively 
refused in phase 1. A short form prevention activity screener was used to identify over the 
telephone or by telefax prevention activities for schools that had failed to provide this 
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information in phase 1. Teacher and student questionnaires were sought only in secondary 
schools. Principal and prevention activity questionnaires were sought in all schools in the 
sample (unless they had affirmatively refused to participate in phase 1). 

As expected given the extensive effort to secure participation in phase 1, we were not highly 
successful in obtaining cooperation from schools that had failed to participate in that first phase. 
Accordingly, final response rates may be viewed essentially as the product of phase 1 and phase 
2 response rates. For example, if we obtained a 70% response rate in phase 1 and a 70% 
response rate in phase 2 we would expect to obtain a 49% response rate (.7 x .7 = .49). For some 
categories of schools we exceeded this expectation, and for some categories we did not. 

Phase 2 PrincipaI Survey. In conducting the phase 2 surveys, an additional school was 
found to have been closed, leaving 1278 schools in the sample. Table 1.4 shows the phase 2 
response rates and number of respondents to the phase 2 principal questionnaire. Again, 
obtaining cooperation was most difficult in urban schools, where completed phase 2 principal 
questionnaires were obtained for 45.5% of the sample. Rural schools were more cooperative, 
and we obtained completed phase 2 principal questionnaires from 57.1% of rural schools. 
Participation ranged from a low of 39.6% for urban high schools to 58.4% for rural middle 
grades schools. 

Student Survey. We sought the completion of student questionnaires in all secondary 
schools. Westat personnel obtained rosters of students, and students were systematically 
sampled (separately by sex or grade level where it was possible to obtain that information) using 
a sampling fraction that was expected to yield 60 student respondents per school. Usable 
questionnaires were completed by 16,014 students. Table 1.5 shows information about 
participation rates for schools in the student survey. Schools with poor levels of student 
participation are treated as nonparticipants in Table 1.5. Overall, 36.4% of the secondary schools 
from whom participation was sought in student surveys participated at a useful level. As before, 
the table shows that participation was better in rural schools than in urban schools, and it was 
better in middle/junior high schools than in higldvocationallcornbined schools. Participation 
ranged from a low of 22.8% of urban high schools to 50.4% of rural middle/junior high schools. 

Teacher Survey. We sought the completion of teacher questionnaires in all secondary 
schools, and usable questionnaires were completed by 13,103 teachers. Table 1.6 details the 
participation rates. Again, the table shows that rural schools were much more cooperative than 
suburban or urban schools. Participation ranged from a low of 39.0% of urban high schools to 
59.1% of rural middlebunior high schools. 

.-P . -  . . ,  

.. 

Although principals of Catholic schools participated in the phase 1 and phase 2 principal 
surveys at rates comparable to public school principis, few Cathdic and private schools 
cooperated with efforts to include students and teachers in surveys, as Table 1.7 shows. Only 9 
of the 3 1 Catholic secondary schools in the sample participated in student surveys, and only 17 of 
105 private schools participated. The low rates of participation by Catholic and private schools, 
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Table 1.4 
Principal Phase 2 Questionnaire Response Percentages by Level and Location 

School level 

Middle or 
High, 

vocational. 
Location Elementary junior high combined Total 
Ruralinon-urban 

N responding 
% responding 
N sampled 

N responding 
YO responding 

Suburban 

c N sampled 
Urban 

N responding 
% responding 
N sampled 

N responding 
% responding 

Total 

81 
57.0 

1 42 

67 
47.5 

141 

71 
48.0 

148 

219 
50.8 

80 
58.4 

137 

72 
48.0 

150 

70 
48.6 

144 

222 
51.5 

81 
55.9 

145 

60 
43.8 

137 

53 
39.6 

134 

194 
46.6 

242 

424 
57.1 

199 

428 
46.5 

194 

426 
45.5 

63 5 
49.7 

N sampled 43 1 43 1 416 1278 
Note. The initial sample contained 1287 entities - 143 per cell in a frame with three categories of location and three categories of 
school level. Of the 1287 entities, eight were found to be closed and one not to be a school - leaving 1278 schools in the sample. In 
addition, the location or level classifications were found to be incorrect for some schools, so the number of actually sampled schools is 
sometimes greater and sometimes less than 143. 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Table 1.5 
P h s e  2 Student Questionnaire School Participation Percentages by Level and Location 

School level 
High, 

Middle or vocational, 
Metropolitan status junior high combined Total 
Ruralhon-metro 

N participating 69 56 125 
% participating 50.4 38.6 44.3 
N sampled 137 145 282 

N participating 57 41 98 
% participating 3 8,O 29.9 34.1 
N sampled 150 137 288 

N participating 56 31 87 
% participating 38.9 23.1 31.3 
N sampled 144 134 278 

N participating 182 128 310 
% participating 42.2 30.8 36.6 
N sampled 43 1 416 847 

Note. Classification of schools by level and location reflects school status known to research 
team at time of phase 2 survey. Participation is defined as completion of a usable number of 
student questionnaires. (See Appendix B.) 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

combined with the relatively small number of such schools in the representative sample, implies 
that it will seldom be appropriate to examine separate estimates for these schools. 

Activity Coordinator Survey. Activity questionnaires were used to obtain detailed 
descriptions of the nature, level, and quality of implementation of specific prevention activities. 
These activity questionnaires also sought additional information about the school. From the total 
sample of prevention activities identified in phase 1, we sampled one activity in each of 14 
categories per school. In addition, we sampled all D.A.R.E. and peer mediation programs 
because of special interest in these particularly popular prevention programs. This sampling 
could result in up to 16 activities sampled per school. Sometimes, the principal had named the 
same mlividual as knowledgeable about two or more of the activities that turned up in our 
sample. When this occurred, we made an effort to determine in a telephone inquiry of the 
school's principal whether each activity still existed in the school and to get the principal to 
identify different individuals capable of describing each of the sampled activities. If we were 

. .  - .  

.. - . .-- . .  

.%- .. .% 
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Table 1.6 
Phase 2 Teacher Questionnaire School Participation Percentages by Level and Location m 

School level 
Middle or High, vocational, 

Metropolitan status junior high combined Total 
Rurdnon-urban 

N responding 81 75 156 

N sampled 137 145 282 

N responding 70 54 124 
% responding 46.7 39.4 43.2 
N sampled 150 137 287 

N responding 70 53 123 
% responding 48.6 39.6 42.4 
N sampled 144 134 278 

N responding 22 1 182 403 
YO responding 51.3 43.8 47.6 
N sampled 43 1 416 847 

Note. Classification of schools by level and location reflects school status known to research 

% responding 59.1 51.7 55.3 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

k-5 -: * 
"I ._ I* team at time of phase 2 survey. Participation is defined as completion of a usable number of 
p . teacher questionnaires. 
;--I 
1. 
I .. 

Table 1.7 
Survey Participation Rates by School Auspices 

Auspices 
Survey Public (N  = 104 1) Catholic (N = 88) Private ( N  = 149) 
Principal Phase 1 

n responding 696 63 89 
YO responding 66.9 71.6 59.7 

Principal Phase 2 
n responding 537 47 51 
% responding 51.6 53 -4 34.2 

n secondary schools 71 1 31 105 
n responding 284 9 17 
% responding 39.9 29.0 16.2 

Student 

Teacher 
n secondary schools 71 1 31 105 
n responding 359 15 29 
% responding 50.5 48.4 27.6 
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Table 1.8 
Program Coordinator Survey Response Rate 

% of 
N % of all requested 

Initially sampled activities 8043 100.0 - 
Determined to exist a SO67 63.0 - 

- Determined not to exist, de-selected a 796 9.9 
Existence undetermined a 2180 27.1 - 

Activities remaining in sample at survey time 7247 90.1 - 
- De-selected 127 1.6 

- Sent incorrect booklet 16 0.2 

Potential responses 7104 88.3 100.0 

Responded 3691 45.9 51.9 

Refused 668 8.3 9.4 

Other non response 2745 34.1 38.6 
* At time of phase 2 pre-survey telephone inquiry 

describing two activities. 
De-selected to avoid overburdening individual respondents. Each individual was limited to 

Program Coordinator Questionnaire for the wrong activity type sent through researcher error. 

unsuccessful in this attempt to “unburden” respondents by obtaining substitute respondents, we 
re-sampled so that a person was not asked to describe more than two activities. A summary of 
the result of effort to obtain completed Activity Coordinator questionnaires is presented in Table 
1.8. Of 8,043 initially sampled activities, we sent booklets for 7,104 activities to identified 
individuals. Of these, 3,691 were completed (45.9% of all sampled activities and 51.9% of the 
activities for which completion was requested). 

LeveZ of Eflort Required to CoZlect Phase 2 Data. Here we provide information about the 
level of effort required to collect phase 2 data by summarizing the amount of contact with 
schools required to obtain the principal and activity questionnaires from elementary schools. 

. .  
- .  . 

Of the 432 elementary schools in the initial sample, 102 had affirmatively refused to 
participate. We made no further contact with these schools. Of the 330 remaining schools, 20 
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0 never rehsed and also never provided any information or otherwise participated and we did not 
initiate phase 2 activity. This left 3 10 elementary schools at which we directed effort to collect 
phase 2 data. These 3 10 schools were contacted by telephone or telefa.. a total of 2,993 times. 
These telephone contacts were frustrating because the most common outcome, occurring for 69Oh 
of the calls, was the requirement that we call back again at another time. The mean number of 
calls per school in phase 2 was 9.7. The range in the number of contacts per school was 1 
(refusing schools) to 25 (dificult cases). A quarter of the schools required more than 13 phase 2 
contacts. 

To reduce the problem that we had observed for phase 1 of schools indicating that they had 
not received or had misplaced survey materials, we did not use the U.S. postal service for 
delivery or return of survey materials. Instead, we used a service provided by United Parcel 
Service that allowed us to track the status of each item and tell school personnel the name of the 
adult who had signed when the item was received. Although this service was expensive, it very 
much reduced the problem of misplaced survey materials. Use of this procedure required a 
minimum of two additional contacts with UPS for each school (out and return) plus more 
contacts whenever there was a delay in delivery or return, or when a school claimed that a 
package was not received. 

Information has not been tabulated for the secondary schools for which Westat handled the 
data collection. That effort was funded at a higher level, involved a larger staff, and made use of 
Federal Express rather than UPS delivery. It was complicated by the requirement of obtaining 
concurrence of the districts in which schools were located, and was made more difficult by the 
additional burden of teacher and student surveys (see Crosse, Burr, Cantor, & Hantman, 2000). 

Reasons for Nonparricipation. Additional exploration of patterns of nonparticipation was 
made by examining information about the location of schools in the sample from the 1990 census 
of population using school zip code to geocode the schools. Details of the correlations of zip 
code level community characteristics with survey participation are provided in Appendix Table 
B 1.1. Urbanicity was the most robust correlate of participation. We also tried to understand 
refusal by tabulating the reasons given by those who affirmatively refused to participate in the 
phase 1 principal survey. In some cases. a policy of not participating in surveys was cited. Most 
often, however. principals indicated they were too busy or the burden imposed was too great. 
Details are shown in Appendix Table B 1.2. Additional insight into school and district 
nonparticipation is provided by Crosse et al. (2000). 

Organization of the Remainder of the Report 

Chapter 2 describes the nature and extent of problem behavior in schools. It organizes 
reports by principals. teachers, and students, about crime and problem behavior. It also presents 
information about student and teacher perceptions about the safety of their schools. Comparisons 
with some other sources of information about problem behavior in schools are made. 
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Chapter 3 describes activities in schools to prevent or reduce problem behavior or to 
promote a safe and orderly environment. It begins by describing the development of a 
comprehensive classification of prevention activities, programs, and arrangements in schools. 
Then empirical evidence on the extent of deployment of these activities is summarized. It 
describes school wide policies and arrangements, school rules and discipline practices, and the 
nature and extent of discretionary activities to prevent problem behavior or promote safety in 
schools. 

Information about program intensity and the extent to which school activities employ “best 
practices” is summarized in Chapter 4. This chapter explains the importance of program 
intensity and fidelity to good practices. It describes the measures of intensity and fidelity to good 
practices employed in the present research, provides a structure for assessing the adequacy of 
school prevention activity, and describes the variability observed in program quality. ... p’ 

Chapters 5 and 6 summarize evidence about the correlates of program quality - testing some 
hypotheses about the conditions and arrangements that make quality program implementation 
possible. 

Finally, Chapter 7 offers recommendations based on information developed in this inquiry, 
and it offers speculations about potentially useful practices. .* 

Appendices contain details about measurement and methods that are not necessarily 
.. described in the body of the report. For example, information about the content of scales used to 

measure constructs involved in the research and about their measurement properties is provided 
in appendices. - .  
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0 The Nature of Problem Behavior in Schools 
In this chapter we describe the amount of problem behavior that occurs in schools, what 

form it takes, and how it is distributed. We first describe the amount of crime according to 
principal reports. Second, the nature, amount, and distribution of classroom disorder and 
personal victimization according to teacher reports is described. Third, student reports are 
examined for an account of student delinquent behavior, drug use, and personal victimization. 
Then the reports of both teachers and students of their perceptions of school safety are described. 
Finally, the information developed in the National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools 
(NSDPS) is compared with information developed in different ways, and we call attention to the 
variability in school safety that produces relatively higher levels of delinquency and disorder in 
some schools serving urban middle school aged youths. 

How Much Problem Behavior Occurs? 

In nationally representative surveys, the NSDPS estimated the amount of problem behavior 
that occurs in schools by asking principals, teachers, and students to report on problem behavior, 
victimization, and school disorder. 

- _  Principal Reports 

One way of estimating the amount of delinquent behavior occurring in schools is to ask 
principals about it. In the NSDPS survey of principals in the spring of 1998 we asked 
respondents to tell us how many crimes of various types had been reported to law enforcement 
representatives during the 1997-98 school year. The percentages of schools reporting at least one 
incident for each of five crime categories are displayed in Table 2.1. Nationwide, 6.7% of 
schools or an estimated 6,45 1 schools reported at least one incident of physical attack or fight 
with weapon to law enforcement personnel during the year. Some schools reported more than 
one such incident, so an estimated 20,285 fights or attacks with a weapon were reported to 
authorities according to our survey.' 

A small percentage (2.2%) of elementary schools reported fights or attacks involving a 
weapon, for an estimated 2,801 such incidents in elementary schools. Fights or attacks with 
weapons are most common in middle schools - 2 1 -0% of middle/junior high schools reported 

'Table 2.1 provides a summary of the more detailed information tabulated in Appendix H. The 
appendix tables provide estimated numbers of incidents and numbers of scbols with incidentq. 
Unless otherwise noted, tables in the main body of this report are adjusted-&or non-response and 
weighted to represent all schools, teachers, principals, or students in the nation. Standard errors 
or confidence intervals presented are calculated using a re-sampling method (the jackknife) to 
account for the complex sample design employed. 
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Table 2.1 
Percentage ofSchools In Which One or More Incidents of Crime Was Reported to Law Enforcement - 1997-98 School Year 

Physical attack Physical attack 
or fight with a or fight without Theft or 

weapon Robbery a weapon larceny Vandalism 

Group % SE % SE % SE % SE % SE 

All schools 6.7 .9 5.9 .9 44.2 2.4 44.4 2.4 49.2 2.4 

Level 

Elementary 2.2 1.0 2.8 1.0 34.2 3.3 34.7 3.3 39.3 3.4 

Middle/Junior 21.0 2.8 16.7 2.4 71.8 3.4 67.0 3.5 67.8 3.5 

High 10.6 2.2 8.5 2.1 55.5 4.1 57.7 4.1 65.1 4.0 

Location 

';3 Rural 
N 

Suburban 

Urban 

4.7 1.2 3.1 1.0 40.1 3.6 44.1 3.7 46.8 3.7 

7.4 1.6 9.8 2.5 44.8 4.4 42.6 4.2 53.3 4.4 

9.4 2.1 7.4 1.6 50.9 4.7 46.7 4.6 49.6 4.7 

Auspices 

Public 8.5 1.2 7.3 1.1 50.3 2.7 50.0 2.6 56.1 2.6 

Private or Catholic .o 1 .o .7 20.6 4.8 23.9 4.9 24.1 4.9 
No incident of physical attack or fight with a weapon was observed in the small (n = 94) number of private or Catholic schools in the sample. 
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these incidents, for an estimated 7,576 incidents. The percentage of high schools' reporting a 
physical attack or fight involving a weapon (10.6%) is lower than the percentage for middle 
schools, but there were more such incidents per school reporting at least one incident so that the 
estimated number of fights or attacks with a weapon reported is 9,909. The percentages of 
schools reporting a fight or attack with a weapon do not differ significantly by location. 

0 

Robbery shows a similar pattern, with 5.9% of all schools reporting at least one robbery. A much 
higher percentage of middle schools reported at least one robbery than did elementary schools. A 
higher percentage of high schools than elementary schools reported at least one robbery (the 
percentages of middle and high schools reporting at least one robbery are not significantly 
different). A smaller percentage of rural schools than other schools reported robberies. 

Physical attacks without a weapon, theft or larceny, and vandalism are much more common in 
schools than are the more serious incidents. Forty-four percent to 49% of all schools reported 
crimes of these types to the authorities. The percentages were again highest for middle schools, 
although the percentages of middle and high schools reporting at least one incident of vandalism 
to the police were about the same. Because 72% of middle schools reported at least one attack or 
fight without a weapon, it is fair to say that some fighting is typical of middle schools. 

The percentages of nonpublic (Catholic or other private) schools in which at least one incident 
was reported to law enforcement personnel are lower than the percentages of public schools for 
each of the five crimes examined. Private and Catholic schools tend to be smaller than public 
 school^.^ The percentages reported in Table 2.1 do not standardize rates for population size. 

An alternative way to describe the distribution of school crime in schools at different levels and 
locations is to form a composite measure that combines reports about all of the crimes about 
which we inquired. Table 2.2 shows such results for a scale composed of principal reports of the 

. . /  

'High schools include all schools serving the highest grade levels. Some of these are 
comprehensive schools serving students in grades K-12. Others are vocational schools. More 
de+Als of the sample descriptions are provided in Appendix A. 

3Based on principal reports in PQ1 enrollments are as follows: Public M =  572, Mdn = 500, 
range = 6 - 4482; Private M =  186, Mdn = 115, range = 4 - 1780; Catholic M =  383, Mdn = 297, 
range= 100 - 1310. a 
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Table 2.2 
Means and Standard Deviations for School Crime and Gang Problem Scalesfrom the Phase 2 Principal Quesiionnaire by School Level and Location 

Elementary MiddldJunior High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95%CI Value 95%CI Value 95% CI 
School crime' 
Rural M 

SD 
n 

Suburban M 
S D  
n 

SD 
n 

Total M 
SD 
N 

Urban M 

School crime, trimmed scores' 
Rural M 

SD 
n 

Suburban M 
SD 
n 

Urban M 
SD 
n 

Total M 
SD 
N 

47.6 
5.5 
79 

49.4 
13.3 

65 
47.5 
4.5 
64 

8.2 
208 

48.0 

47.6 
5.5 
79 

7.0 
65 

47.5 
4.5 
64 

47.0 
5.7 

48.4 

46.3-48.8 

46.0-52.7 

46.4-48.6 

46.9-49.1 

46.3-48.8 

46.6-50.2 

46.4-48.6 

47.0-48.5 

52.8 50.6-55.1 
10.0 

75 
56.6 53.8-59.4 
11.0 

63 
62.4 57.2-67.5 
20.2 

61 
56.3 54.4-58.2 
14.1 
199 

52.4 50.5-54.4 
8.4 
75 

10.4 
63 

11.9 
61 

10.3 

56.4 53.7-59.1 

59.0 55.9-62.0 

55.2 53.8-56.6 

50.9 
8.9 
75 

50.9 
11.1 

47 
55.4 
11.7 

45 
51.8 
10.1 
I67 

50.7 
8.0 
75 

50.4 
9. I 
47 

55.1 
10.9 

45 
51.5 
9.0 

48.8-53.1 

47.9-54.0 

5 1.9-58.8 

50.2-53.4 

48.8-52.6 

47.9-52.9 

5 1.8-58.3 

50.1-52.9 

49.2 
7.6 
229 
50.7 
12.8 
175 

50.7 
10.7 
I70 

50.0 
10.0 
574 

49.1 
7.0 
229 
49.9 
8.5 
175 

50.2 
8.4 
170 

49.6 
7.8 

48.2-50.2 

48.4-53.0 

49.3-52.0 

49.2-50.8 

48.2-50.1 

48.6-5 1.3 

49.0-5 1.4 

49.0-50.3 
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Table 2.2 (continued) 
Means and Standard Deviations for School Crime and Gang Problem Scales fiom the Phase 2 Principal Questionnaire by School Level and Location 

Elementaw MiddleIJunior High Total 
Location .Value 95% CI Value 95%CI Value 95%CI Value 95% CI 
Gang problems in school and community 
Rural M 46.4 44.8-41.9 47.9 45.1-50.2 47.1 45.0-49.1 46.8 45.6-47.9 

SD 7.2 10.0 9.3 8.3 
n 79 80 80 239 

Suburban M 49.0 41.5-52.2 50.0 47.4-52.6 51.3 48.5-54.0 50.2 48.5-5 1 .a 
SD 9.7 10.2 10.3 9.9 
n 68 71 58 197 

Urban M 54.8 52.3-57.3 55.4 52.5-58.2 57.0 53.6-60.3 55.2 53.4-57.1 
SD 9.6 11.8 12.0 10.4 
n 68 69 51 I88 

Total M 49.9 48.6-5 I .2 50.4 49.0-5 1.9 50.0 48.4-5 1.5 50.0 49.1-50.9 
SD 9.4 11.0 10.8 10.0 
N 215 220 189 624 E;’ 

tn 
Nofes. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for the M. For trimmed scores, no score is allowed outside the range 50 f 30. 

Mean score for each level differs fkom every other level, p < .O 1. 
Mean score for each location differs from every other location, p < .01. 
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number of incidents reported of each type.4 The scales are displayed in a T-score metric, where 
the’mean is 50 for the nation’s schools and the standard deviation is 10. When displayed in this 
way, it is apparent that the mean crime score for urban middldjunior high schools is over a 
standard deviation above the mean for all schools (T-score = 62.4). Furthermore, the table shows 
that the standard deviation of T-scores for urban middle schools is very large (20.2) compared to 
the standard deviation for all schools. This implies that some urban middle schools report a great 
deal of crime to the police and that there is great variability in the scores for urban middle 
schools. The relatively high crime scores for urban middle/junior high schools is not due only to 
a few extremely high scoring schools. The second panel in Table 2.2 shows that when T-scores 
are trimmed so that no score is allowed to be above 80, the mean for urban middldjunior high 
schools is still almost a standard deviation above the mean for all schools. 

Principals were asked about gang problems in the school and community, and T-scores for a 
scale composed of their responses to two questions about gangs is shown in the bottom panel of 
Table 2.2. Urban principals report more gang problems than do suburban or rural schools, and 
suburban schools report more problems than do rural schools (note that the confidence intervals 
do not overlap). 

We are circumspect about placing too much credence in the principal reports of school crime 
for four reasons. First, principals naturally want to present their schools in a good light and it is 
only to be expected that many principals will be reluctant to noti9 the police when a crime - 
particularly one that they may regard as minor - occurs in their school because of the negative 
image of the school that this may promote. According to the National Crime Victimization 
Survey (Whitaker & Bastian, 1991), only 9% of violent crimes against teenagers occurring in 
school were reported to the police compared with 37% of such crimes occurring on the streets. 
This same reluctance may influence their reports in a survey. Second, in our experience working 
in schools over the past decades, we have observed that some schools report only a small fraction 
of incidents involving fights or attacks, alann pulls, thefts, and vandalism to the police. We are 
confident, therefore, that in a non-trivial proportion of schools, many or most categories of crime 
are under-reported. Third, the principal reports show only modest convergence with other 
measures of school disorder in the present research (see Appendix Table G-1) and in prior 
research (G. Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1985). Fourth, principal reports are the reports of a 
single individual so that individual differences in reporting tendency are confounded with the 
measurement of crime and error is expected to be greater than if there were several persons 
reporting about the school. Accordingly, the reports of teachers, reported next, and of students 
are of interest. 

4The number of crimes of each type is log transformed and standardized (with respect to item 
variances) before being combined to form a scale. Resdts far untrlnamed scores are shown in the 
top panel of Table 2.2, and results for scores that are trimmed to f 3 standard deviations from the 
mean are shown in the second panel of the table. Scores are nof standardized with respect to 
enrollment size. Elementary schools tend to enroll fewer students than secondary schools; and 
enrollments tend to be higher in urban and suburban schools than in rural schools. 

. :. 
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Teacher Reports 

In secondary schools, teachers were asked to report about their own experiences of 
victimization in the school, about their views on the safety of the school, and about classroom 
disorder. 

0 

The percentages of teachers reporting each of several kinds of victimization in school are 
shown in Table 2.3. Many teachers - 42% overall - report having received obscene remarks and 
gestures from a student; 28% experienced damage to personal property worth less than $10; 24% 
had property worth less than $10 stolen; 2 1 % were threatened by a student; 14% experienced 
damage to personal property worth more than $10; 13% had property worth more than $10 
stolen; 3% were physically attacked. Less than 1% of teachers reported having been physically 
attacked and having to see a doctor or having had a weapon pulled on them. 

Victimization rates are higher in middle schools than in high schools for obscene remarks 
and gestures, minor property damage, minor theft, threats, minor physical attacks, and physical 
attacks requiring physician attention. For all secondary schools, the urban victimization rates are 
higher than the rural rates for threats, serious attack, minor theft, minor attack, major theft, 
obscene remarks,and major property damage. The urban rates are higher than the suburban rates 
for serious attack, minor theft, major theft, minor property damage, minor attack, major property 
damage, threats and obscene remarks. Estimates of the numbers of teacher victimized are found 
in Appendix Tables H2.6 through H2.10. Because so many teachers work in the nation's 
schools, even small percentages translate into a large number of teachers victimized. For 
example, although we estimate that 7.9 per 1000 teachers was attacked and had to visit a doctor, 
the number of teachers estimated to have been so victimized is about 12,100 in the 1997-98 "'* 

.. school year. 

Secondary school teachers were also asked to report about classroom disorder and the 
conduct of students in their schools. Table 2.4 shows that 27% of teachers report that student 
behavior keeps them from teaching a fair amount or a great deal. Misconduct that interferes with 
teaching is more common in middle schools than in high schools, and it is more common in 
urban schools than in suburban or rural schools. Reports of other forms of student misconduct 
are shown in Appendix Table H2.11. 

Student Reports 

In participating secondary schools, students were asked to report about their own 
participation in a variety of kinds of delinquent behavior and drug use. Interpersonal violence is 
common in middle schools. Table 2.5 shows that 32% of high school students and 41% of 
middle school students reported having hit or threatened to hit other students in the past year. 
Damaging or destroying school property is also relatively pornon, with about 16% of students 
reporting having engaged in this behavior. Whereas middle school students reported 
interpersonal violence more often than high school students, this pattern was reversed for going 
to school when drunk or high on drugs: 9% of middle school students and 17% of high school 
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Table 2.3 
Percentage of Teachers Reporting Personal Victimization This Year in School, by School Level and Location 

Middle/Junior High' Total 
Type of victimization 
and location % 95%CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI N 

Received obscene 
remarks or gestures 
from a student 

Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 
Total 

Damage to personal 
property worth less 
than $10.00 * 

Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 
Total 

Theft of personal 
property worth less 
than $10.00 

Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

Y 
00 

45 
38 
56 
46 

28 
29 
35 
31 

27 
25 
33 

4 1-49 
33-44 
52-60 
43-48 

26-3 I 
26-32 
33-38 
29-32 

25-30 
2 1-28 
30-36 

2138 
2729 
2530 
7397 

2139 
2728 
2532 
7399 

2133 
2726 
2527 

39 
41 
42 
40 

27 
23 
26 
26 

21 
21 
23 

34-44 1728 40 
35-48 1911 40 
36-47 2258 47 
37-43 5897 42 

24-29 1728 27 
20-26 1909 26 
24-29 2256 30 
24-27 5895 28 

19-24 1727 23 
18-24 1909 23 
20-26 2257 27 

37-44 
36-44 
43-51 
40-44 

25-29 
24-28 
28-32 
26-29 

2 1-25 
20-25 
25-29 

3866 
4640 
4788 

13294 

3867 
4639 
4788 

I3294 

3860 
4635 
4784 

Total 28 26-30 7386 22 20-23 5893 24 23-25 13279 
continued. . . 
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Table 2.3 (continued) 
Percentage of Teachers Reporting Personal 'ictimization This Year in School, by Schoo Level ani Location 

MiddleIJunior High" Total & 

Type of victimization 
and location % 95%CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI N 

Was threatened in 
remarks by a student a 

Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 
To tal 

Damage to personal 
property worth more 
than $10.00 

Rural 
Y Suburban 

Urban 
Total 

Theft of persona' 
property worth more 
than $10.00 

Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

\o 

22 19-25 
19 15-23 
31 27-36 
24 22-26 

13 11-15 
13 11-15 
18 16-20 
14 13-16 

11 9-14 
10 8-12 
17 15-19 

2136 
2728 
253 1 
7395 

2139 
2730 
2533 
7402 

2139 
2728 
2532 

18 15-21 1729 
21 16-25 1913 
23 19-27 2258 
20 18-22 5900 

12 10-14 1728 
13 10-15 1913 
16 14-19 2260 
14 12-15 5901 

11 9-13 1727 
14 11-16 1911 
16 13-19 2258 

19 17-22 
20 17-23 
26 23-29 
21 20-23 

12 11-14 
13 11-14 
17 15-19 
14 13-15 

11 10-13 
12 11-14 
16 14-18 

3865 
4641 
4789 

13295 

3867 
4643 
4793 

13303 

3866 
4639 
4790 

Total 13 11-14 7399 13 12-14 5896 13 12- 1.4 13295 
continued. . . 
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Table 2.3 (continued) 
Percentage of Teachers Reporting Personal Victimization This Year in School, by School Level and Location 

Type of victimization 

Was physically attacked but 

Middle/Junior High Total 

and location yo 95% CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI N 

not seriously enough to see 
a doctor a 

Rural 3.1 
Suburban 2.5 
Urban 6.7 
Total 4.0 

Was physically attacked and 
had to see a doctor 

Rural .7 
Suburban .7 
Urban 2.1 
Total 1.1 

Rural .4 
Suburban .3 
Urban .7 

';3 
CL 

0 

Had a weapon pulled on me 

2.36-4.03 
1.58-3.58 
5.3 1-8.28 
3.34-4.67 

.36-1.20 

.46-1.16 
1.40-2.89 
.85-1.44 

.23- .82 

.15- .61 

.43-1.10 

2138 
2730 
2530 
7398 

2139 
2728 
253 1 
7398 

2139 
2728 
2532 

1.8 1.18-2.57 1727 2.2 1.66-2.76 
2.3 1.58-3.25 1910 2.4 1.81-3.07 
3.1 2.20-4.18 2257 4.5 3.85-5.40 
2.3 1.83-2.79 5894 2.9 2.52-3.3 1 

.4 .18- .80 1729 . .5 .28- .76 

.7 .40-1.26 1913 .7 .49-1.05 

.8 .52-1.35 2258 1.3 .96-1.74 

.6 .43- .84 5900 .8 .63- .97 

.7 .34-1.20 1728 .6 .34- .96 

.4 .14- .80 1913 .3 .18- .58 

.7 .35-1.22 2260 .7 .44-1.02 

3865 
4640 
4787 

13292 

3868 
464 1 
4789 

13298 

3867 
464 1 
4792 

Total .5 .34- .65 7399 .6 .39- .87 5901 .6 .40- .73 13300 
Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. N = unweighted number of responses. 
a Victimization rate is significantly 0, < .02) higher in middle/junior high schools than in high schools. 

For middle/junior high schools, the urban rate is significantly (p < .01) higher than the rural rate for all items except having a weapon 
pulled. For middle/junior high schools none of the rural-suburban differences are significant. 
For high schools, the urban rate is significantly (p < .02) higher than the rural rate for damage to property worth more than $10, theft 
of property worth more than $10. 

* For both levels combined, the urban rate is significantly (p < .02) higher than the rural rate for threats, serious attacks, minor theft, 
obscene remarks, minor attack, major theft, and major property damage. The urban rate is significantly (p < .02) higher than the 
suburban rate for all items except having a weapon pulled. 
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Table 2.4 
Percentage of Teachers Reporting That the Behavior of Some Students in Their Classroom 
(Talking, Fighting, etc.) Keeps Them @om Teaching a Fair Amount or a Great Deal, by School 0 

Percentage 95% CI n 
All schools a, 27 25.7 - 29.1 13197 
Level 

MiddleiJunior 
High 

34 31.5 - 36.5 735 1 
24 21.5 - 25.9 5846 

Location 
Rural 25 22.4 -27.5 3848 
Suburban 27 23.8 - 30.6 4597 
Urban 31 28.1 - 34.5 4752 

Note. Percentage = weighted percentage. n = unweighted n. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. 
a Percentage differs significantly 0, -c .OOl) for school level. 

Percentage for urban schools differs significantly fiom rural schools (p .01). 

students reported having done so. Only 9% of students report having engaged in theft, and about 
5% having hit or threatened to hit a teacher. 

..*., 

* I  Students were also asked to report on their experiences of personal victimization, and these 
reports are summarized in Table 2.6. The most common form of victimization experienced by 
students according to these reports is minor theft (of items worth less than $l), with 47% of 
students reporting such theft in the present school year. A larger percentage of middle school 
students (54%) than of high school students (44%) reported experiencing a minor theft. 
Victimization by theft of items worth more than $1 was also reported by a higher percentage of 
middle school students (49%) than of high school students (42%). 

:'5 

Almost one in five students reported being threatened with a beating, and again this was a 
more common experience for middle school students (22%) than for high school students (1 6%). 
Victimization by physical attack was reported by 19% of middle school students and 10% of high 
school students. Having things taken by force or threat of force was also more common for 
middle school students than high school students. About 5% of secondary students report having 
been threatened with a knife or gun. Percentages of students reporting theft or attack in the last 
month are roughly half the percentages reporting theft or attack this year in school (see Appendix 
Table H2.12). 
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Table 2.5 
Percentage of Students Reporting Personal Participation in School Delinquency and Drug Use in Past Year, by School Level and Location . 

Middle/Junior High Total 
Self-reported behavior and location % 95%CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI N 
Purposely damaged or destroyed property 
belonging to a school a 

Rural 14.3 12.4-16.1 
Suburban 17.5 15.4-19.5 
Urban 16.6 14.5-18.8 
Total 16.2 15.0- 17.4 

Hit or threatened to hit a teacher or other 
adult in school b. c, d, 

Rural 5.1 3.9-6.2 
Suburban 4.0 2.9-5.1 

Y Urban 7.8 6.0-9.6 
Total 5.6 4.8-6.4 

CI 

N 

Hit or threatened to hit other Students g- h, 

Rural 43.1 40.1-46.1 
Suburban 39.4 36.2-42.6 
Urban 40.8 37.4-44.1 
Total 4 1 .O 39.1-42.8 

Stolen or tried to steal something at 
school, such as someone's coat from a 
classroom, locker, or cafeteria, or a book 
from the library 

Rural 8.1 6.7- 9.4 
Suburban 10.0 8.6-1 1.4 
Urban 9.3 8.1-10.6 

353 1 
2892 
280 1 
9224 

3534 
2904 
2802 
9240 

3527 
289 1 
2796 
9214 

3532 
2900 
2802 

16.1 13.4-18.8 3459 
14.7 12.2-17.2 2011 
15.5 11.8-19.2 1269 
15.5 13.8-17.2 6739 

5.4 3.9-7.0 3460 
3.6 2.3-4.8 2011 
4.3 2.4-6.2 1273 
4.6 3.6-5.5 6744 

36.4 33.2-39.7 3456 
27.4 23.6-31.2 2008 
31.5 26.6-36.5 1273 
32.3 29.9-34.7 6737 

9.3 7.5-11.0 3457 
7.7 5.9- 9.5 2008 
9.2 7.9-10.5 1273 

15.6 13.6-17.5 
15.9 14.2- 17.6 
15.8 13.3-18.4 
15.8 14.6-17.0 

5.3 4.2-6.5 
3.8 2.9-4.6 
5.5 4.0-7.0 
4.9 4.2-5.6 

38.4 35.8-41 .O 
32.4 29.4-35.5 
34.6 30.7-38.4 
35.3 33.5-37.1 

8.9 7.6-10.2 
8.7 7.4- 9.9 
9.2 8.3-10.2 

6990 
4903 
4070 

15963 

6994 
4915 
4075 

15984 

6983 
4899 
4069 

1595 1 

6989 
4908 
4075 

Total 9.2 8.4-10.0 9234 8.8 7.9- 9.8 6738 9.0 8.3- 9.6 15972 
continued. . . 
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e 
Table 2.5 (continued) 
Percentage of Students Reporting Personal Participation in School Delinquency and Drug Use in Past Year, by School Level and Location 

Middle/Junior High Total 
CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI N Self-reported behavior and location Yo 95f 

Gone to school when drunk or high on 
some drugs a* h,j. k. I 

Rural 10.4 8.4- 
Suburban 7.7 6.2- 
Urban 

2.3 3528 16.4 13.3-19.6 3456 14.6 12.4-16.9 6984 
9.2 2900 16.0 12.6-19.2 2009 12.4 10514.4 4909 

10.5 8.3-12.6 2795 19.1 14.8-23.4 1273 16.3 13.3-19.2 4068 
Total 9.4 8.3-10.5 9223 17.2 15.2-19.3 6738 14.5 13.1-16.0 1596 1 

Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for weighted percentages. N = unweighted number of respondents. 
a Rural middle schools differ from suburban middle schools, p < .05. 

Rural high schools differ from urban middle schools,p < .05. 
Suburban high schools differ from urban middle schools, p < .01. 
Urban high schools differ from urban middle schools, p < .O 1 .  

e Rural middle schools differ from urban middle schools,p < .05. 
Suburban middle schools differ from urban middle schools, p < .01. 

g Rural high schools differ from suburban high schools and rural middle schools,p < .01, 
Suburban high schools differ from rural middle, suburban middle, and urban middle schools, p < .O 1. 
Urban high schools differ from rural middle schools, urban middle schools,p < .01. 

Suburban high schools differ from rural middle schools, suburban middle schools, and urban middle schools,p < .01. 

Y 
L 

J Rural high schools differ from rural middle schools, suburban middle schools, and urban middle schools,p < .01. 

I Suburban middle schools differ from urban middle schools,p < .05. 
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Table 2.6 
Percentage of Students Reporting Personal Victimization This Year in School, by School Level and Location 

MiddlelJunior High Total 
Type of victimization and 
location YO 95% CI n yo 95% CI n % 95%CI N 
Theft, less than $1 b. c. 

Rural 54.6 
Suburban 55.1 
Urban 52.9 
Total 54.2 

Theft, $1 or more bl 
Rural 48.6 
Suburban 47.9 
Urban 51.4 
Total 49.3 

'Y Threatened with a beating O*r,g 

P Rural 22.8 
Suburban 21.6 
Urban 21.9 
Total 22.1 

c 

Physical attack b.c*d 

Rural 18.0 
Suburban 19.6 
Urban 19.3 
Total 19.0 

Robbery, less than $1 h, i~j ,k . '  

Rural 6.2 
Suburban 5.0 
Urban 6.7 
Total 6.0 

51.7-57.4 3535 
52.4-57.8 2905 
50.5-55.3 2807 
52.7-55.8 9247 

45.7-5 1.5 3532 
45.5-50.4 2904 
48.9-53.9 2806 
47.8-50.8 9242 

20.9-24.7 3536 
19.6-23.5 2904 
20.0-23.9 2809 
2 1 .O-23.2 9249 

16.4-19.6 3532 
17.6-21.7 2899 
17.1-21.6 2804 
17.9-20.2 923 5 

5.1-7.3 3538 
4.1-6.0 2907 
5.7-7.7 2809 
5.4-6.5 9254 

47.4 44.3-50.6 3461 
41.5 38.2-44.9 2012 
41.5 35.8-47.2 1273 
43.8 41.2-46.3 6746 

42.9 40.5-45.2 3463 
39.7 36.3-43.1 2012 
43.2 38.8-47.6 1272 
42.1 40.2-44.1 6747 

17.6 15.3-19.9 3464 
13.0 10.4-15.6 2014 
17.3 13.4-21.3 1272 
16.3 14.5-18.0 6750 

8.9 7.0-10.8 3464 
9.0 6.9-11.1 2015 

11.6 9.2-13.9 1273 
9.9 8.6-1 1.1 6752 

3.3 2.3-4.4 3465 
3.4 2.1-4.8 2013 
3.7 2.5-4.9 1273 

49.6 47.1-52.1 
47.3 44.6-50.0 
45.2 40.9-49.6 
47.4 45.5-49.3 

44.6 42.7-46.5 
43.2 40.8-45.5 
45.9 42.7-49.1 
44.6 43.2-46.0 

19.1 17.4-20.9 
16.6 14.6-18.6 
18.8 16.0-21.6 
18.3 17.0-19.5 

11.6 9.9-13.3 
13.5 11.5-15.5 
14.1 12.2-16.1 
13.0 12.0-14.1 

4.2 3.4-5.0 
4.1 3.2-5.0 
4.7 3.7-5.7 

6996 
4917 
4080 

15993 

6995 
4916 
4078 

15989 

7000 
491 8 
4081 

15999 

6996 
4914 
4077 

15987 

7003 
4920 
4082 

3.5 2.8-4.2 6751 4.3 3.8-4.8 16005 
continued. . . 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



. .  
.:.:’% . 

Table 2.6 (continued) 
Percentage of Students Reporting Personal Victiinization This Year in School, by School Level and Location 

MiddleIJunior High Total 
Type of victimization and 
location % 95% CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI N 
Robbery, $I  or more i’,i.j.k-tm.lb 

Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 
Total 

Threatened with a knife or gun nt 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

8.2 6.6-9.7 3536 4.4 3.2-5.6 3464 
6.3 5.0-7.6 2906 4.4 3.2-5.7 2013 
9.2 8.0- 10.3 2809 4.4 2.7-6.0 1273 
7.8 7.0-8.6 9251 4.4 3.6-5.2 6750 

5.5 4.5-6.5 7000 
5-2 4.3-6.2 4919 
6.0 4.6-7.3 4082 
5.6 5,O-6.2 1 600 1 

5.2 4.3-6.2 3534 4.9 3.7-6.2 3464 5.0 4.1-6.0 6998 
4. I 3.1-5,O 2903 4.0 2.6-5.4 2014 4.1 3.2-4.9 4917 
6.0 5.1-7.0 2810 5.0 2.6-7.3 1274 5.3 3.7-7.0 4084 

Total 5. I 4.5-5.6 9247 4.7 3.7-5.7 6752 4.8 4.2-5.5 15999 Y Nofe. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval, 
u Rural high schools differ from suburban high schools, p < .05. 

Rural high schools differ from rural middle schools, suburban middle schools, and urban middle schooSs,p < .01 
Suburban high schools differ from rural middle schools, suburban middle schools, and urban middle schools,p < .01. 
Urban high schools differ from rural middle schools, suburban middle schools, and urban middle schools,p < .01. 

e Urban high schools differ from rural middle schools, p < .05. 
Rural high schools differ from suburban high schools, rural middle schools, suburban middle schools, and urban middle schools,p < .01. 

g Urban high schools differ from rural middle schools and urban middle schools,p < -05 
Rural high schools differ from rural middle schools and urban middle schools, p .01. 
Rural high schools differ from suburban middle schools, p < .05. 
Suburban high schools differ rural middle schools and urban middle schools, p < .01. 
Urban high schook differ form rural middle schools and urban middie schools, p 
Suburban middle schools differ from urban middle schools, p C -02. 
Suburban high schools differ from suburban middle schools, p < .OS. 
Suburban middle schools differ from urban middle schools,p < .01. 
Suburban high schools differ from urban middle schools,p < .03. 

.01. 
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How Safe Are Secondary Schools? 

In addition to asking principals about specific instances of crimes reported to law 
enforcement representatives and about teachers’ and students’ personal experiences, 
questionnaires asked secondary school teachers and students about their perceptions of school 
safety and about exposure to violence. This section summarizes their reports about safety and 
exposure to violence. It is important that schools not only be safe, but that people feel safe and 
not fearfid in schools. 

Teacher Perceptions 

Secondary teachers usually reported that most places in their schools were fairly d e ,  
although perceptions of safety differed according to specific location, as Table 2.7 shows. 
Teachers generally rate their classroom while teaching as safe (a rating of 3.4 on a 4-point scale 
where 3 = fairly safe and 4 = very safe). Other places in the s c b l  are generally seen as less safe 
than classrooms during instruction. Locker room or gym and restrooms used by students 
received the lowest ratings for safety (both at 2.7 of the 4-point scale, where 2 = average and 3 = 
fairly d e ) .  Appendix Table H2.13 provides details of the perceived safety of specific locations 
within schools by school level and location. 

An alternative way to describe the distribution of orderliness, victimization, and safety in 
schools at different levels and locations is to form composite scales that combine reports for 
multiple items. Results for such scales are displayed in a T-score metric - where the mean is’ 50 
for the nation’s schools and the standard deviation is 10 - are shown in Appendix Table H2.14. 
The mean score for classroom orderliness for urban middle/junior high schools is a standard 
deviation below the mean for all schools (T-score = 40.0). The mean score for victimization for 
urban middle schools is over four fifths of a standard deviation above the mean for all school (T- 
score = 58.5); and the mean score for safety for urban middle schools is also somewhat low (T- 
score = 44.3). Middle schools are seen to be less orderly and to be charactenEd by more 
victimization than are high schools according to the results shown in Table H2.14. 

Student Perceptions and Exposure to Violence 

One way of ascertaining whether students feel safe in school is to ask them if there are 
specific places that they avoid because someone might hurt or bother them there. The 
percentages of students who would avoid each of seven locations in their schools and two 
locations in their neighborhoods are shown in Table 2.8. About 11% of students say they would 
avoid certain places on school grounds, and 11% say they would avoid school restrooms. In 
general, about a tenth of students say they would avoid the places in school we asked about. 
About a tenth of students ~lso say that they would avoid being outside on the street where they 
live. A larger percentage (1 6%) would avoid some other place in their neighborhood. 

There are often large differences in perceptions of safety for students of different race/ebic 
groups. Students who identified a raciaVethnic identity other than White tend to avoid more 
places in school and their neighborhood than do White students. Details are shown in Appendix 
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Table 2.7 
Mean Teacher Reports of Safetyfiom Vandalism, Personal Attacks, and me@, in Specific 
School Locations 
Location Mean 95%CI N 
Your classroom while teaching 3 -4 3.41 - 3.48 13038 
The cafeteria 3 .O 2.97 - 3.07 12571 
Empty classrooms 3 .O 2.96 - 3.05 12665 
Hallways and stairs 2.9 2.87 - 2.97 12894 
Parking lot 2.8 2.80 - 2.91 12842 
Elsewhere outside on school grounds 2.8 2.78 - 2.88 12851 
Locker room or gym 2.7 2.65 - 2.76 11420 

a 

The restrooms used by students 2.7 2.61 -2.74 12807 
Note. Mean = weighted mean. N = unweighted number of respondents. 95% CI = 95% 
confidence interval. Teachers rated the safety of places on the following scale: 0 = very unsafe, 
1 = fairly unsafe, 2 = average, 3 = fairly d e ,  4 = very safe. 

Table H2.15. For example, 15% of Black students, 1 1 % of Asian or Pacific Islander students, 
9% of American Indian or Alaskan Native Students, 1 1 % of other non-Hispanic students, and 
1 1 % of Latino students’ say they would avoid certain entrances into the school, but only 6% of 
White students indicate that they would avoid an entrance. Although the number of students 
identifying themselves as Asian or Pacific Islanders or as American Indians or Alaskan Natives is 
relatively small, the reported tendency to avoid certain places is sometimes statistically 
significantly higher than the tendency reported by Whites. RaciaVethnic minority students also 
tend to report avoiding places in their neighborhoods more often than do White students. 
Middle school students avoid places in school because someone might hurt or bother them 
considerably in considerably higher percentage than do high school students. For example 1 1 % 
of middle school students versus 7% of high school students avoid an entrance into the school, 
1 1% of middle school versus 7% of high school students avoid parts of the school cafeteria, 14% 
of middle school and 9% of high school students avoid school restrooms. Middle school 
students also report avoiding places on the street where they live and elsewhere in their 
neighborhoods in higher percentages than do high school students. (See Appendix Table H2.15.) 

:* 0- 

’A pair of racidethnic self-identification questions that have been used on some past 
government data collection efforts was used. The first of these questions uses the categories 
White, Black, Asian or Pacific Islander, American Indian or Alaskan Native, and Other. The 
second of these asks for information on Spanish or Hispanic origin. As a result, a large Graction 
of respondents select the “Other” response to the first question. Many of these individuals 
indicate that they are of Spanish or Hispanic origin. Persons of Spanish or Hispanic origin may 
belong to any of the race/ethnic categories. 
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0 Table 2.8 
Percentage of Students who Report Staying Away From Specijk Places Because Someone 
Might Hurt or Bother Them There 
Place Percentage 95% CI N 
Places in school or on the way to school 

Other places on the school grounds 
Any school restrooms 
Any hallways or stairs in the school 
Other places inside school building 
The shortest way to school or the bus 
Parts of the school cafeteria 
Any entrances into the school 

1 1  10.4 - 12.6 15965 
1 1  10.2 - 12.1 15964 
10 8.8 - 10.6 15974 
10 8.6 - 10.4 15964 
10 8.8 - 10.9 15946 
9 7.8 - 9.4 15978 
8 7.4 - 9.4 15977 PI 

Places away from the school 
Any other place in your neighborhood 16 14.9 - 18.2 15970 
Outside on the street where you live 10 9.1 - 11.1 15977 

Note. Percentage = weighted percentage. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for percentage. 
N = unweighted number of respondents. 

Urban students avoid places in the school and in their neighborhoods in higher percentages than 
do rural students. 

P I ?  . L. 

In one set of questions, we asked students about their exposure to violence “this year in r .  

school.” Responses are summarized in Table 2.9, which shows that 28% report having seen a 
teacher threatened by a student, 20% report having had to fight to protect themselves, and 12% 
report having seen a teacher hit or attacked by a student. As with perceptions of safety, there are 
differences in exposure to violence according to race/ethnicity. Among students who identify 
themselves as Black, 40% report having seen a teacher threatened by a student. This is higher 
than the 27% of White students who report having seen a teacher threatened by a student. A 
smaller percentage (1 8%) of students who identify themselves as Asian or Pacific Islandem 
report having seen a teacher threatened by a student. For two of three questions about exposure 
to violence, boys report more exposure than do girls and middle school students report more 
exposure than do high school students. The difference is particularly large for reports that the 
student “had to fight to protect yourself,” with 28% of boys and 12% of girls answering in the 
affirmative. Details are presented in Appendix Table H2.16. 

An alternative way to describe the distribution of victimization and safety in schools 
according to student reports is to f m  composite scales that combine reports for multiple items. 
Results for such scales are displayed in a T-score metric - where the mean is 50 for the nation’s 
schools and the standard deviation is 10 - are shown in Appendix Table H2.17. The mean score 
for Safety according to student reports for urban middle/junior high schools is a standard 
deviation below the mean for all schools (T-score = 39.9). The mean score for student a 
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Table 2.9 
Percentage of Students Experiencing Specific Threats or Violence This Year in School 
Experience Percentage 95% CI N 

0 
Seen a teacher threatened by a student 28 26.5 - 30.2 15965 
Had to fight to protect yourself 20 18.9 - 21.8 15974 
Seen a teacher hit or attacked by a student 12 10.4 - 12.9 15966 

Note. Percentage = weighted percentage. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for percentage. 
N = unweighted number of respondents. 

Victimization for urban middle schools is more than three quarters of a standard deviation above 
the mean for all schools (T-score = 57.7). Once again, middle schools are seen as less safe and to 
be characterized by more victimization than are high schools. - 4  

Discussion and Summary 

The NSDPS is a valuable source of contemporary information about problem behavior in 
schools. At the same time, any single research project has limitations and ambiguities. In this 
section, some of these limitations are discussed. This section also discusses the nature of 
problem behavior in schools and emphasizes the variability of problem behavior among schools. 

Difficulties in Obtaining Information About Problem Behavior 

The most important single limitation in interpreting information about problem behavior 
provided by the NSDPS stems from the difficulty that was encountered in obtaining the 
cooperation of schools and school districts with the research. Participation rates for principal, 
teacher, and student surveys were described in Chapter 1 (Tables 1.2, 1.4, 1.5, and 1.6). A school 
is considered to have participated in the teacher or student surveys only if a sufficient number of 
questionnaires of each type was returned to represent a usable response. The highest level of 
participation was obtained for the Phase 1 principal questionnaire, where 66% of schools 
participated. Few schools that failed to participate in Phase 1 participated in the Phase 2 
principal survey, and the participation rate for the Phase 2 principal survey fell to 50%. Even 
fewer schools participated in the portion of the research involving surveys of teachers (46%) and 
students (36%). 

Participation was more difficult to obtain among urban schools and it was particularly 
difficult to obtain in urban high schools. Whereas 75% of rural elementary schools participated 
in the Phase 1 principal survey, only 59% of urban high schools participated in that survey (see 
Table 1.2). A usable level of participation in student surveys was obtained in 50% of the rural 
middleljunior high schools fiom which it was sought, whereas only 23% of urban high schools 
participated in student survey (see Table 1.5). Participation was associated with a number of 
school and community characteristics summarized in Appendix Table B 1.1. The school 
characteristics examined in Table B 1.1 are estimates obtained fiom the mailing list vendor or 
fiom the Common Core of Data (National Center for Education Statistics, n.d.). The community 
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characteristics examined there are for the zip code aggregations of 1990 census data (Bureau of 
the Census, 1992, 1993). Several indicators imply that schools in central cities of urbanized 
areas were less likely to participate than were rural or suburban schools. Elementary and 
middle/junior high schools were more likely to participate if located in areas where most housing 
is owner occupied. There is also a tendency for elementary and middle schools located in areas 
where a high proportion of families with children are female headed to be under represented 
among participating schools. High schools in areas where residents are highly educated are 
under represented among participating schools. 

Although this was a study supported initially by the National Institute of Justice and 
eventually by the U.S. Department of Education as well, and although it was endorsed by the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals and the National Association of Elementary 
School Principals, it was very difficult to recruit schools to participate. Differential participation 
rates for schools in communities with different characteristics may have introduced bias into 
some estimates, and it is not possible to know precisely how much bias may have been 
introduced. Although school weights were designed to minimize bias by correcting for some 
differential response rate tendencies, and although the rationale for their use is plausible, their 
potential effect on bias cannot be known. 

Refusal to participate occurred both at the school and at the district level. In most cases, we 
do not know why schools refused to participate, because principals or other educational 
personnel were adept at avoiding our attempts to communicate. And, of course, we can never 
know for sure why specific principals or school districts refused to participate as they were at 
liberty not to tell us or to tell us anything they found convenient. 

Influence of school reluctance to particeate on the research. The first influence that 
reluctance on the part of schools or districts had on the research was the large amount of effort 
that had to be devoted to persuading schools or districts to participate. 

The second influence is the potential for nonparticipation to introduce systematic error (bias) 
in the results. Despite efforts to reduce bias by application of nonresponse weights, there is no 
convincing way to eliminate refusal to participate as a potential source of bias. 

Alternative Ways of Estimating the Extent of Problem Behavior 

Different methods of measuring crime and other forms of problem behavior are expected to 
produce different estimates of its level. For example, estimates of the incidence of crime made 
from counts of reports of crime made to the police are very much lower than the estimates made 
from the self-reports of individuals about crimes they have committed or the reports of citizens of 
their personal victimizations. Some part ofthe difference in levels estimated by the different 
methods is undoubtedly due to defects of the different methods (Hindelang, Hirschi, & Weis, 
198 1). For example, any method that depends on reports of an official (a police officer, a school 
principal) will generally underestimate crime or problem behavior for the simple reason that not 
all instances of such behavior will be known to the official, the official may not regard some 

. . _I 
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behavior as sufficiently serious instances to be recorded or reported, the official may fail to 
repoh, and so on. 

But some part of difference in levels estimated by different methods is also due to the 
measurement of different things. For example, counts of reported crime measure events that at 
least someone regarded as sufficiently serious to merit being reported. On the other hand, counts 
of self-reported misconduct usually will capture some minor or non-criminal behavior that 
matches the description of the behavior inquired about. Scales composed of collections of self- 
reports about a variety of behaviors have the virtue that they can sample fiom a broad band of 
problem behavior and may be most valuable for measuring individual differences in propensity 
to misbehave. Some of the misbehavior, however, would not always be defined as “crime.” 
However that may be, Hindelang et al. (1981) concluded from a careful study of the reliability 
and validity of self-reports of delinquent behavior that “delinquency exists most clearly in the 
minds of those least likely to engage in it7’ @. 21 9) and that self-reports of delinquent behavior 
may be least valid for those groups who are most delinquent. 

Similar measurement issues occur when victim reports (Sparks, 1982) or different ways of 
measuring drug use or abuse are used as indicators (Reuter, 1999). A person must interpret an 
event as a victimization in order to report it, and it is evident that what is seen as a criminal 
victimization to one person may not be interpreted that way by another. Accordingly, it may be 
best to interpret victim reports as reports of perceived incivilities or crimes. 

All estimates of problem behavior or crime based on reports in questionnaires or interviews 
(as opposed to archival records) are prone to be subject to errors related to the decay of memory 
as well as to the telescoping of events outside of a recall period into the recall period - and some 
respondents may not attend much to a recall period at all. It is not expected that rates estimated 
for a one-month recall period will translate in any straightforward way into rates estimated for 
other recall periods - e.g., one year. 

:.:. 
.. i 

For all of these reasons it is expected that different indicators will produce different 
estimates of the amount and possibly the distribution of problem behavior. Each of the indicators 
based on principal, teacher, and student reports described earlier in this chapter are of separate 
value. 

0x4 

i 
r: 

Other Surveys of School Crime and Disorder 

No surveys of crime and disorder in schools that are strictly comparable to the present one 
exist. 

Fast Response Survey System. One superficially similar study is a Fast Response Survey 
System (FRSS) stuCy conducted by Westat for the National Center €or Education Statistics 
(Heaviside, Rowand, Williams, & Farris, 1998) in the spring and summer of 1997. The FRSS 
study polled principals about crimes reported to police or other law enforcement representatives. 
In contrast to the present survey, the FRSS provided respondents with definitions of terms used 
and asked respondents to report incidents involving multiple crimes only once - essentially 
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listing the incident only for the most important type of crime it involved. Whereas the present 
survey depended almost entirely on mailed responses (a handful of questionnaires were 
completed in telephone interviews), telephone interviews were utilized more extensively in the 
much shorter FRSS. The FRSS combination of interview and mailed questionnaire yielded a 
higher response rate (88%) than the did the present survey. The universe for the FRSS was 

~ 

limited to public schools and excluded special education, vocational, alternative and ungraded 
schools. The universe for the present study included public, private, and Catholic schools and 
did not exclude special schools. 

The general pattern of results for school crimes are similar in the two studies. Both show 
much more crime in middle schools, that minor crimes are much more common than serious 
crimes, and that there is a tendency for most crimes to occur at higher rates in urban schools than 
in other schools. The present study sometimes found higher rates than did the FRSS, however. 
For example, we estimate (see Table 2.1) that 21% of middle schools had at least one incident of 
physical attack or fight with a weapon reported to law enforcement, whereas the estimate from 
the FRSS was 12%. Similarly, we estimate that 17% of middle schools had at least one incident 
of robbery reported to authorities, whereas the FRSS estimate was 5%. In both cases the 
differences in estimated rates are statistically significant at thep < .01 level. Such differences as 
these which are beyond what is expected due to sampling error may be due to (a) differences in 
the universe of schools, (b) differences in the way questions are presented, (c) differences in data 
capturing technique (phone interview versus self-report questionnaire), (d) differences in the 
context in which questions are embedded, (e) differences due to increased sensitivity of 
respondents to crime or increased propensity to report such crimes to the police in view of highly 
publicized violent events in schools that occurred between the two surveys, or (0 differences in 
the level of crime occurring between the two survey occasions. If FRSS respondents attended to 
the instruction to count each incident involving multiple crimes only once, this would tend to 
produce lower estimates than would the lack of such instruction. All of these possibilities are 
worthy of further exploration, but they are beyond the scope of the present report. 

Safe School Study. A second survey of a national sample of schools with superficial 
similarity to the present one is the Safe School Study (SSS) conducted for the National Institute 
of Education (1 978). The SSS conducted surveys of public junior and senior high school 
students and teachers, excluding those in comprehensive (e.g., K - 12) schools and perhaps 
excluding those fkom school districts with 50 or fewer students (it is not clear fkom the report). 

Again, the general pattern of results for school crimes are similar in the SSS and the NSDPS. 
Both show much more crime in middle schools, that minor crimes are much more common than 
serious crimes, and that there is a tendency for most crimes to occur at higher rates in urban 
schools than in other schools. The specific levels estimated by the two surveys sometimes differ, 
however. The SSS conducted surveys at diffaent months during the year, whereas all of the 
NSDPS surveys were conducted in the spring. In addition, there were differences in the way the 
questions were presented with the SSS using a branching format such that respondents were first 
asked about thefts and then about the size of the thefts, about attacks and then about whether a 
doctor was required. In the NSDPS respondents were first asked about victimizations in the 
school year and then asked about victimization in the past month, whereas in the SSS 
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respondents were asked only about specific months. Appendix Table €32.18 shows details for 
two similar questions asked of students in both surveys. The estimated percentage of students 
reporting theft of items worth less than a dollar in the 1976 survey was very much larger than the 
number estimated in the 1998 survey. The percentage of students reporting that they had been 
attacked but not hurt badly enough to see a doctor was also lower in the 1998 survey although the 
differences between 1976 and 1998 rates are not significant for the high school and rural school 
comparisons. Estimated rates of minor theft per 1000 teachers is also lower in the 1998 NSDPS 
than in the 1976 SSS. But the estimated rates of attack not serious enough to require seeing a 
doctor are higher for the NSDPS than for the SSS; the rate for rural schools is very much higher 
in the 1998 than in the 1976 survey. Appendix Table H2.19 shows the details. 

Such differences as these which are beyond what is expected due to sampling error may be 
due to (a) differences in the universe of schools, (b) differences in the way questions are 
presented, (c) differences in the context in which questions are embedded, (d) differences in 
participation rates, or (e) differences in the level of crime occurring between the two survey 
occasions. All four of these possibilities may account for differences in the level of these crimes 
estimated fiom the NSDPS and the SSS. In the NSDPS the questionnaire contained separate 
questions about minor attack (no doctor) and more serious attack (doctor attention required) and 
separate questions about minor and more serious theft, whereas in the SSS these questions were 
not independent. Potentially of equal importance, the “last month” victimization questions in the 
NSDPS questionnaire were preceded by a series of questions asking about victimizations 
occurring in the last year. It is possible that the longer reference period in the preceding 
questions in NSDPS led some respondents to infer that researchers were inquiring about more 
serious incidents (Winkielman, Knauper, & Schwarz, 1998). This “more S ~ ~ ~ O U S ”  set may then 
have canied over to the “last month” questions. The way questions are asked and the context 
within which they are embedded can influence estimates produced from them (Krosnick, 1999; 
Schwarz, 1999). 

7% 
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School Crime Supplement to the National Crime Victimization Survey. A third study with 
some similarity to the present one is the School Crime Supplement (SCS) to the National Crime 
Victimization Survey (NCVS), conducted in 1989 and again in 1995. In the SCS (Chandler, 
Chapman, Rand, & Taylor, 1998) a household survey with a 6-month recall period is conducted, 
and household members between the ages of 12 and 19 who attended a school at any time in the 
past six months and who were enrolled in a school that could lead to a high school diploma were 
asked supplemental school-related questions after completing the NCVS interview. Unlike the 
SSS and NSDPS, students are located in the SCS by going through sampled households rather 
than sampled schools, and students in any kind of school (not just public) would be included if it 
could be on the pathway to a high school diploma. Over 70% of the SCS respondents were 
interviewed by telephone with most of the rest interviewed in person, and some were interviewed 
by proxy (i.e., someone else provided information about the member of the sample). The SCS 
asked students whether they avoided certai’u places in the school that are similar to questions 
asked in the NSDPS, but there are minor wording changes and the SCS implied a &month recall 
period and asks if the places were avoided. The NSDPS asks instead if a student usually avoids 
these places. a 
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A similar pattern of results were obtained in the SCS (Kaufinan, Chen, Choy, Chandler, 
Chapman, Rand, & Ringel, 1998) and the NSDPS. In both studies, younger individuals are more 
likely to have avoided places at school, Black and Hispanic students were more likely to report 
avoiding places than were White students, and students in urban areas were more likely to avoid 
places in school than other students. At the same time, Appendix Table H2.20 shows that the 
percentages of students who reported that they usually avoid places in school in the NSDPS are 
much larger than the percentages who reported that they did avoid places in the school in the 
SCS. For all students aged 12 or older, 20% reported usually avoiding at least one of five 
specific places in school in the NSDPS whereas 9% reported avoiding these same places in the 
1995 SCS. Again, the context within which questions are asked may help explain the large 
differences in the percentages obtained in the two studies. In the SCS, individuals were asked 
about school experiences after having completed a lengthy survey of general crime victimization 
questions. There is no way at this time to determine what features of question presentation, 
interview versus self-report approach, question context, or differences over time may account for 
the large differences in level of avoidance of places in school estimated in the two studies. 

It is probably best to regard any single estimate of the level of problem behavior, 
victimization, or safety as a function in part of school safety and in part of method of inquiry.6 
Put another way, alternative indicators should be viewed as alternative indicators and no 
indicator viewed as providing an absolute count of problem behavior, victimization or safety. 
Because alternative indicators generally show the same pattern of results across groups of 
respondents or schools, it appears sensible to make comparisons among schools or among 
individuals within any of the studies mentioned here. But it does not appear profitable to 
speculate too much about the meaning of differences in levels estimated according to different 
methods. 

Other Limitations of the Information from the NSDPS 

Sampling. All survey search shares the limitation that the information developed depends 
upon the validity of the reports of respondents. It is well known that respondents make errors of 
interpretation and recall in reporting events such as personal victimization (Panel for the 

6Alternative sources of information about youth problem behavior exist. These include (a) the 
Monitoring the Future surveys (Johnston, O’Malley, & Bachman, annually) which have made 
annual inquiries of a national sample of high school seniors since 1975 (and since 199 1 of eighth 
and tenth graders as well); (b) the Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance summaries &ann et al., 
1998) conducted in odd-numbered years since 199 1 in school-based surveys in 33 states and 
certain localities including student self-reports of fighting, carrying weapons, feelings of safety at 
school, and other problem or r isky behavior; (c) the National Longitudinal Surveys of*Youth 
1997 cohort (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1999) in which persons aged 12 - 16 years identified in a 
household screener survey were asked to complete a self-administered questionnaire about drug 
use and delinquent behavior. We have compared the present survey with those that appear on 
their face to provide the most comparable data. See Appendix Tables H2.2 1 and H2.22 for more 
on self-reported delinquent behavior fiom NSDPS. 
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Evaluation of Crime Surveys, 1976), the way questions are asked influence the answers 
(Krosnick, 1999), and that people do not always tell the truth. Error could also enter the data 
when respondents make mistakes in marking answer documents, or when an interviewer makes 
an error in recording information. Accordingly, the information gleaned fiom the present surveys 
should be regarded as one fallible source of information about the matters explored in this report. 

Most survey research is also limited by the size and nature of the sample examined. In the 
present research, our aim was to obtain a probability sample of all schools serving students in any 
grade from kindergarten through grade 12, including public, Catholic, and private schools. 
Coverage error is present to the extent to which the list from which our sample was drawn is 
incomplete. Although we used what we judged to be the most up-to-date and complete list of 
schools available, some degree of coverage error is probably inevitable. Error or bias may occur 
when schools or individuals fail to participate in the provision of information. This source of 
error or bias was described above. Although non-response adjustments were used to minimize 
the effects of non-participation error or bias, these adjustments are probably imperfect. 

Because it is prohibitively expensive and unduly burdensome of respondents to include all 
schools and all individuals in the present research, samples were selected to represent all of the 
schools in the nation. Within schools, samples of students were drawn to represent the school. 
Weights have been applied to responses so that estimates from the probability sample represents 
all schools, and as noted these weights have been adjusted to account as well as is possible for 
non-participation. Estimates made from samples naturally differ somewhat from the values that 
might be obtained fiom a complete enumeration. In this report, standard errors or confidence 
intervals are usually presented to provide indices of the variation due to sampling that may be 
expected.’ Readers are encouraged to consider the point estimates and confidence intervals (or 
standard errors) in interpreting information. 

Raters are nested within schools. In this research, all respondents were asked to report 
about one and only one school. No informant described multiple schools, and it is possible that 
many of the respondents have a limited experience of the full range of schools. When a 
respondent is asked to indicate if gangs are a problem in the school (principal questionnaire), 
how safe from vandalism, attacks, and theft the hallways are (teacher questionnaire), or whether 
the school rules are fair (student questionnaire), the infomation provided about the school is 
confounded with the perspectives of the respondents. Because a set of schools is not being rated 
by a common set of raters, it is possible that objectively safer schools are sometimes judged less 
safe than objectively less safe schools (Birnbaum, 1999). Students with no experience of very 
safe schools may, for example, indicate that their own disordered school is very safe. Teachers 

7Because a complex sample design involving stratification was used, and because of the use of 
weights adjusting for the sample design and nonparticipation, standard errors have been 
estimated using a re-sampling method known as the jackknife. Because the estimation of 
standard errors in this way is time consuming and cumbersome, some appendix tables report 
“nominal” significance levels, which are based on estimates made on the assumption of simple 
random sampling which underestimates sampling error. 0 
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and,principals may do the same. Worse, principals in some schools experiencing a great deal of 
disorder may tend to discount the seriousness of many specific incidents of crime or violence and 
report relatively fewer incidents than may principals in very orderly schools. In the case of 
teacher and student reports, it is possible to estimate the proportion of variance that lies between 
schools (see Appendix F), because there are multiple raters for each school. Even so, the fact 
that raters are nested within schools and probably do not have direct experience of the fd l  range 
of school environments is an inherent limitation in survey research of the present kind. 

Summary 

The nature ofproblem behavior in schools. Minor forms of problem behavior are common 
in schools. For example, 27% of teachers report that student behavior keeps them h m  teaching 
a fair amount or a great deal. This minor misconduct can be a serious problem because it 
interferes with efforts by schools to pursue their mission to conduct education. The percentage of 
teachers per school reporting that student behavior keeps them from teaching at least a fair 
amount ranges from 0% to 100%. In a quarter of schools 42% or more of teachers report that 
student behavior keeps them from teaching at least a fair amount. 

Serious forms of problem behavior such as physical attacks or fights involving a weapon, 
robberies, or treats involving a knife or a gun occur less frequently than the more pervasive 
minor kinds of student misconduct. But they occur fi-equently enough that they are also clearly 
major problems. Almost 7% of schools reported at least one incident of physical attack or fight 
involving a weapon to law enforcement officials, and for middle/junior high schools the 
percentage was 2 1 %. Being threatened or attacked in school is a relatively common experience 
among students, with 19% of students reporting threats and 14% reporting attacks. A startling 
5% of students report having been threatened with a knife or a gun. Such incidents are far less 
common among teachers. Although 20% of secondary school teachers (and 3 1% of urban 
middle school teachers) report being threatened in remarks by a student, half of one percent 
report having had a weapon pulled on them and seven tenths of a percent report having been 
attacked and having to see a doctor. 

Evidence from the reports of teachers, principals, and students implies that most kinds of 
problem behavior are more common in middle schools than in elementary schools or high 
schools. The exception is drug use - student self-reports imply that drug use is more extensive in 
high schools. 

Variability among schools. There is variability among schools in the level of crime or 
disorder they experience. According to the school crime scale - which indexes the extensiveness 
of a variety of crimes reported to law enforcement according to principal reports - the average 
urban middldjunior high school scores about a standard deviation for schools above the mean for 
all schools (Table 2.2). Equally important, there is great variability among urban middle/junior 
high schools in their scores on the school crime scale. 
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One way to obtain a concrete impression of the degree of variability observed among schools 
is to review the reports of principals, teachers, and students for four school shown in Table 2.10. 
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This table shows how the people in two urban and two suburban middle schools described the 
school environment. The schools were selected so that there is one relatively safe and one 
relatively less safe school in each type of location according to the Student and Teacher Safety 
scales. The Teacher Safety scale T-scores for the four schools are as follows: A = 62, B = 35, C 
= 55, D = 34. The Student Safety scale T-scores for the four schools are A = 67, B = 31, C = 53, 
D = 29. The Teacher Victimization T-scores are A = 38, B = 68, C = 52, D = 72. The Student 
Victimization T-scores are A = 37, B = 65, C = 53, D = 61. These are not the most extreme 
schools in the sample, but they illustrate the variation. 

Table 2.10 shows that school B’s principal indicated having reported 40 physical attacks or 
fights without a weapon to law enforcement personnel, school C indicated having reported 10, 
school A reported 0, and school D failed to provide this information. The majority of teachers in 
the two less safe schools report that students often or almost always talk at inappropriate times, 
make disruptive noises in. class, tease other students, make threats or curse at others, and are 
distracted by student misbehavior. Much smaller percentages ofteachers in the relatively safer 
schools report that these kinds of misconduct occur often or almost always. In the relatively safer 
suburban middle school, 9% of teachers report that the behavior of some students keep them 
from teaching a fair amount or a good deal of the time; in the relatively less safe urban middle 
school, 74% of teachers report being blocked fiom teaching by student behavior. In the two less 
safe schools 72% and 74% of teachers indicated that they received obscene remarks or gestures 
from students; in the safer schools the percentages were 6% and 3 1%. Over half of the teachers 
reported having been threatened by a student in the two less safe schools, whereas only 0% and 
6% of teachers in the two safer schools reported such treats. Students’ reports of victimization 
experiences in the safer and less safe schools are not as great as might be expected. Schools that 
score high in safety by one criterion do not always score high according to other criteria. 

_,- 
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The concrete portraits provided by examining the details of these four schools’ reports of 
crime, victimization experiences, classroom orderliness, and perceptions of safety underscore the 
earlier characterization of disorderly schools as uncivil places. Incivility appears to be more 
pervasive than the most serious kinds of crimes such as attacks involving weapons. Physical 
attacks and fights, however, are not rare in schools. 
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Table 2.10 
nlustrative Middle Schools Difering in Their Levels of Safity 

Suburban Urban 

Less Less 
Safer safe Safer safe 

Source and school characteristic A B C D 
Principal 

School enrollment 

Number of crimes reported to authorities 

Physical attack or fight, weapon 

Physical attack or fight, no weapon 

Robbery 

Theft or larceny 

Vandalism 

Teachers (% saying often or almost always) 

Students pay attention in class 

Students take things that do not belong to them 

Students do what I ask them to do 

Students destroy or damage property 

Students tallc at inappropriate times 

Students make disruptive noises 

Students try to physically hurt other people 

Students tease other students 

Students make threats to or curse at others 

Students are distracted by the misbehavior of other 
students 

The classroom activity comes to a stop because of 
discipline problems 

535 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

97 

0 

97 

3 

21 

0 

0 

6 

3 
6 

3 

I spend more time disciplining than I do teaching 0 

continued. . . 

1230 

0 

40 

0 

10 

5 

59 

31 

69 

25 

70 

54 

41 

80 

54 

75 

34 

31 

264 

0 

10 

0 

12 

15 

75 

0 

94 

0 

25 

19 

12 

38 

6 

25 

13 

13 

1013 

0 

NR 
0 

NR 

NR 

39 

61 

48 

55 

81 

58 

39 

65 

61 

78 

52 

39 
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Table 2.10 (continued) 
Illustrative Middle Schools Diyering in Their Levels of Safety 

Suburban Urban 
a 

Source and school characteristic 

Less Less 
Safer safe Safer safe 

A B C D 

Teacher (% responding a fair amount or a great deal) 

How much does the behavior of some students in your 
classroom keep you fiom teaching? 

Teacher (% experiencing in school year) 

Damage to personal property worth less than $10 

Damage to personal property worth more than $10 

Theft of property worth less than $10 

Theft of property worth more than $10 

Was attacked and had to see a doctor 

Was attacked, not seriously enough to see a doctor 

Received obscene remarks or gestures fiom a student 

Been threatened in remarks by a student 

Had a weapon pulled on me 

:-a 

Teacher (% indicating very unsafe or fairly unsafe) 

Your classroom while teaching 

Empty classrooms 

Hallways and stairs 

The cafeteria 

The restrooms used by students 

Locker room or gym 

Parking lot 

Elsewhere outside on school mounds 

9 

3 

3 

6 

6 

0 

0 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

3 

0 

65 

51 

23 

41 

12 

3 

15 

72 

59 

0 

10 

21 

34 

25 

32 

51 

37 

12 

38 

56 

31 

31 

12 

0 

0 

31 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74 

36 

23 

32 

36 

10 

16 

74 

58 

0 

23 

28 

19 

26 

29 

14 

19 

19 - 
continued. . , 
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Table 2.10 (continued) 
Iiiustrative Middie Schoois Difering in Their Levels of Safety 

Suburban Urban 

Less Less 
Safer safe Safer safe 

Source and school characteristic A B C D 

Students (% experiencing in school year) 

Theft of less than $1 from locker or desk 

Theft of greater than $1 fiom locker or desk 

Physical attack 

Robbery, things worth less than $1 

Robbery, things worth more than $1 

Threat of beating 

Threat with knife or gun 

Students (% avoiding place) 

Shortest way to school or the bus 

Any entrances into the school 

Any hallways or stairs in the school 

Parts of the school cafeteria 

Any school restrooms 

Other places inside school building 

Other places on the school grounds 

Students (% experiencing or observing this year) 

Had to fight to protect yourself in school 

Seen a teacher threatened by a student 

Seen a teacher hit by a student 

42 

49 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5 

64 

60 

22 

8 

8 

26 

2 

28 

22 

8 

26 

17 

19 

20 

33 

50 

36 

60 

36 

30 

6 

8 

17 

4 

11 

6 

6 

6 

9 

0 

4 

22 

28 

6 

71 

67 

14 

6 

8 

15 

6 

32 

24 

24 

22 

20 

26 

20 

28 

44 

38 
Note. NR = no report; number not ascertained because principal made no report. 
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Activities to Create and Maintain Safe and Orderly Schools 

The public expects today’s schools to do many things. Among these are the implementation 
of a wide variety of approaches to reducing problem behavior, improving discipline, and 
promoting safer schools. In this chapter, we undertake the task of describing what schools do to 
prevent problem behavior. We examine the range of what is undertaken and how much activity 
is undertaken. First, we put the contemporary requirement that schools improve youth behavior 
in historical context by describing the extension of schooling to a large percentage of youths who 
would not have received much schooling in the past. 

The Press for Delinquency Prevention Activity in Schools 

At one time, the family was the main source of occupational learning (Coleman, 1972). As 
recently as 1930,70% of children lived in two-parent farm families (Hernandez, 1994). In 1940, 
10% of children lived with a mother in the paid labor force, but by 1990 60% of children had a 
mother in the labor force. In 1900, the number of high school graduates as a percentage of the 
18-year-old population stood at about 6%; by 1970 this had reached 78% (Cartter, 1976). G. 
Gottfledson (1 98 1) documented changes over time that imply a decreased involvement of young 
people with work roles and with adults outside of school, and an increased involvement of ever 
larger proportions of youth in school for ever larger numbers of days per year. In 1870 the 
average length of school terms was 132 days and the average number of days of school attended 
was only 78 days (President’s Science Advisory Committee on Youth, 1973). Today school 
terms are usually 180 days. Even in large urban school districts that are notorious for attendance 
problems, average daily attendance rates of about 80% are reported (Council of Great City 
Schools, 1994), and in some school districts average daily attendance is 95% or more (South 
Carolina Department of Education, 1997). This means that students today attend school an 
average of 144 to 171 days. Between 1940 and 1996 the percentage of the population aged 25 to 
29 years that had completed 4 years of high school or more increased from 38% to 87% (National 
Center for Education Statistics, 1998b).’ In short, a strikingly larger range of today’s youths are 
involved in school and attend school much more of the time than was true in the past. 

Along with this shift away from family as a source of occupational learning and the 
participation of a greater range of young people in schools have come, not surprisingly, calls for 
schools to do more things. Schools are called upon to go beyond the development of traditional 

’By 1996, four years of high school had been completed by 93% of the White non-Hispanic 
population, 86% of the Black non-Hispanic population, and 6 1 % of the Hispanic population aged 
25 to 29 years. The Black high school completion rate in 1996 was about equal to the White 
completion rate in 1975; the Hispanic completion rate in 1996 was about equal to the W t e  
completion rate in 1956. Although the racelerhnic group disparity in high school completion 
remains alarming, the proportions of persons in schools that are Black or Hispanic have shown 
large historical increases (see National Center for Education Statistics, 1998b). 
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academic or intellectual skills to the development of vocational skills, decision-making skills, 
skills for coping with employers and organizations, skills required to avoid undesirable social 
pressures from others, and competencies in making long-range plans and delaying gratification. 
Schools are called on to play a role in the socialization of the young for participation in an 
orderly civil society and in their own orderly education. Now, the vast majority of youths are 
expected to complete high school. Dropping out (leaving school before completing high school) 
even for youths who do not do well in school, do not like school, or who do not behave well in 
school is usually seen as an undesirable outcome. 

The public appears to want schools to do a better job of discipline. In occasional opinion 
polls conducted between 1970 and 1998, the percentage of respondents indicating that lack of 
discipline is a major problem facing the local public schools has ranged from 14% to 27% 
(National Center for Education Statistics, 1998b; Rose & Gallup, 1998). In the most recent Phi 
Delta KappdGallup poll, 20% of public school parents cited fighting, violence, or gangs as the 
most important problems facing the schools. 

All of these developments have led schools to attempt a wide variety of approaches to 
reducing problem behavior, improving discipline, and promoting safer schools. Developing a 
description of the delinquency and other problem behavior prevention activities of schools 
required first that we develop defhitions of the activities we sought to describe and second, that 
we develop a classification that would provide a system and a vocabulary for discussing these 
activities. Ultimately, these definitions and the taxonomy will be useful if they contribute to an 
understanding of which kinds of activity are helpful and which are not. These definitions and the 
development of a taxonomy of prevention activity are described next. 

Definitions 

A prevention program is defined as an intervention or set of interventions put in place with 
the intention of reducing problem behavior in a population. Such activities include-but are not 
limited to-policies, instructional activity, supervision, c o a c h ,  and other interventions with 
youths or their families, schools, or peer environments. Problem behaviors include criminal 
behavior; alcohol, tobacco, and other drug use; and risky sexual activity. Prevention programs 
may target these problem behaviors directly, or they may target individual or social 
characteristics believed by program advocates to be precursors of problem behavior. These 
individual and social characteristics include, but are not limited to, poor social competency and 
related skills, impulsiveness, academic failure, limited parental supervision, harsh or erratic 
discipline, poor classroom management, or ineffective school or community guardianship. 
Because we are concerned with what schools are doing, we limited the search to school-based 
prevention activity. By this we mean activity that is primarily located in a school building or that 
is implemented by school staff  or under school or ~chod-~ystem auspices. Kindergarten, 
elementary, and secondary school levels are included. Elaboration of our definitions and 
rationales for them are provided in Appendix D. 

.. "i ...". 
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Development of a Taxonomy of Practices, Programs, and Arrangements 

To conduct research on what schools do to prevent delinquent and other problem behavior 
and to promote a safe and orderly environment, we required a useful classification of school 
activities or programs and a classification of program objectives. Classifications are useful 
because they organize related activities together, make communication about activities easier, aid 
in recall, and distinguish unlike activities or objectives by classifiing them separately (Sokol, 
1974).* 

A first step in developing the classification was to conduct a search to identify the full range 
of activities that would have to be classified (Womer, 1997, provided an earlier account of this 
effort). We scoured the scientific and practitioner literatures to learn about the universe of 
prevention programs and practices. A search of existing schooI-based prevention strategies was 
conducted to discover the full range of prevention activities in schools and to ensure that the 
taxonomy to be used in this research was as comprehensive as possible. This search revealed a 
wide variety of programs including well-known and widely disseminated programs and practices 
such as Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.), Law Related Education (L.R.E.), and 
Midnight Basketball programs. This search also discovered programs that used unusual 
prevention methods such as lacrosse, clown troupes, or planting trees to combat violence and 
drug use. 

This section describes the method of program retrieval for this activity and the taxonomy of 
programs, practices, and arrangements that emerged from this activity. 

Sources Used to Obtain Leads 

An initial search located 5 13 school-based prevention programs sponsored by government 
agencies, foundations, and school systems. Table 3.1 displays the variety of sources that were 
used to obtain leads to specimens of program or activities. Among these sources were lists of 
federal and state grant recipients including those from the National Institute of Drug Abuse 
(NIDA), the National Institute of Justice o, the Center for Substance Abuse Prevention 
(CSAP), and Community Schools grantees. Foundation grants lists were also obtained from the 
University of Maryland's Ofice of Research Advancement and Administration, Youth To%, the 
W. K. Kellogg Foundation, and the William T. Grant Foundation. Additional sources include 
published literature and technical assistance resources fiom various agencies and publishers and 

*Prevention activities can, in principle, be categorized in many ways. Some of these are the age 
or grade of the target population, the specific problem behavior in which they focus, their 
intermediate objectives, or the nature of the activity undertaken. 
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source materials cited in secondary accounts. Referrals from persons contacted were a final 
source for leads. 

Table 3.1 
Sources Used to Obtain Leads 
Federal and State Grant Recipients 

Community Schools 

National Institute of Justice 

Center for Substance Abuse Prevention 

National Institute of Drug Abuse 

Foundation Grants Lists 

Youth Today 
W.K. Kellogg Foundation 
William T. Grant Foundation 

University of Maryland's Ofice of Research Advancement and Administration 

Technical Assistance Resources Searched 
Administration on Children, Youth, and Families 
Appalachian Educational Laboratory 
Camegie Council of New York 
Center for Disease Control 
Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Center for Research in Educational Policy 
Center for Substance Abuse Prevention 
Drug Strategies 
Educational Development Center 
National Criminal Justice Research Service 
National School Safety Center 
North Carolina Center for the Prevention of School Violence 
Northwest Regional Education Laboratory 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
South Eastern Regional Center for Drug-Free Schools and Communities 
South Eastern Regional Vision for Education 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Methods Used to Obtain Information About Programs or Activities 

Telephone calls were the primary method of obtaining information from program sources. 
Phone calls were made for approximately four months to all organizations and agencies 
identified as operating prevention programs. The calls requested written program descriptions, a 
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evaluation reports, implementation manuals, or other materials describing their school-based 
program. After four months of phone calls, letters were mailed to each agency which had not 
been reached by phone or fiom which written infomation was not yet received. These letters 
explained the purpose of the study and requested a written description of their program. 

0 

Program materials were reviewed to determine whether they met our selection criteria. 
Inclusion criteria required that a program take place within the school building or under school 
auspices and that the program be intended to prevent problem behavior or promote school safety. 
Each program meeting the criteria was coded for discrete program activities according to the 
classification of school-based prevention activities developed for this project. 

What Happened When Materials Were Sought 

:% p Written materials were obtained for 35% of the 5 13 leads. Of the 178 program descriptions 
that were obtained, 78% (N= 139) met the selection criteria. The remaining 39 programs did not 
fit our definition of "school-based'' or were too vague to classifl and were, therefore, not 
included in the final sample. 

Most prospects identified by searching the lists and technical assistance reports led to &ad 
ends. There are several reasons why the majority of leads resulted in a dead-end. In many cases 
the person responsible for disseminating information about the program could not be reached. In 
some instances the program was no longer in existence or the contact person did not have written 
materials. Over one dozen request letters were returned due to incorrect or unknown addresses. 
Finally, program materials were simply not received in one-third of the cases where program 
contacts agreed to send them. 

.* . 

.&* 

*-A 

,- 
"I 

The materials uncovered by using the foregoing method, together with program materials we 
had acquired or knew about as a result of working in the delinquency prevention area for many 
years, were used to construct a classification of program types. Many programs have multiple 
components that resemble more than one category in a classification. 

The Taxonomy 

This work helped to develop a comprehensive classification of prevention activities in 
schools consisting of 24 categories and nearly 300 subcategories. We sought to provide a 
category to describe each important aspect of any problem-behavior-prevention program (in other 
words, to provide an exhaustive set of categories). Our aim was to provide a set of descriptors 
for prevention activities each of which falls in one and only one category (exclusiveness). The 
taxonomic principles or rules for identifling an activity as an instance of a type were spelled out 
in a brief statement, so that identifying a program or activity by category name should provide an 
efficient method for communicating about the program's characteristics. The development of the 
taxonomy involved an iterative process as we tried to identify instances of specific prevention 
activities using the emerging classification. 
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J We wished to distinguish the objectives of an activity or program from the characteristics of 
the activity or program itself. Therefore, a separate classification of potential objectives was 
developed. The complete taxonomies for activities and for objectives are shown in Appendix D. 
Table 3.2 summarizes the classification of activities by listing the major categories. Both of 
these classifications can be supplemented by other classifications - e.g., age or ethnic group of 
target population. 

Table 3.2 
A Classijkation of Prevention Activity 

Information 
Prevention curriculum, instruction, or training 
Use of cognitive-behavioral or behavioral modeling methods of training or instruction 
Behavioral or behavior modification interventions not specified above 
Comseiinghocial worWpsychologicdtherapeutic interventions not specified above 
Individual attention interventions not specified above 
Recreational, enrichment and leisure activities not specified above 
Referral to other agencies or for other services not specified above 
Interventions that change instructional or classroom management methods or practices not 
specified above 
Interventions that change or maintain a distinctive culture or climate for inhabitants' 
interpersonal exchanges - or communicate noms for behavior 
Intergroup relations and interaction between the school and community or groups within the 
school 
Rules, policies, regulations, or laws about behavior or discipline or enforcement of such 
Interventions that involve a school planning structure or process - or the management of 
change 
Reorganization of grades, classes, or school schedules 
Security and surveillance interventions within school and boundary - except school 
uniforms 
Interventions that exclude weapons or contraband, except rules disallowing weapons or 
contraband 
Interventions to alter school composition 
Family interventions (other than home-based reinforcement) 
Training or staff  development intervention not specifically directed at an intervention 
specified above 
Removing obstacles or providing incentives for attendance 
Architectural features of the school 
Treatment or prevention interventions for administration, faculty, or staff-  or employee 
assistance programs 
Other intervention not specified above 

~. Not specified intervention 

3 -6 

. I. 
~ ,. . 
. i.. . .A- 

....< , . _. 
,.' .- 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



._ 

The taxonomies of activities and objectives were constructed to provide for the classification 
of programs that were observed, not just theoretical programs. For this reason they allow for the 
classification of activities that may have little or no plausibility as approaches to reducing 
problem behavior. For example, there is scant reason for believing that the provision of a modest 
amount of recreational activity will take a big bite out of crime. But there are many such 
programs being operated that are regarded by those who operate or support them as delinquency 
or drug prevention programs. Similarly, there is little evidence that would suggest that targeting 
low self-esteem or alienation will be fruitful approaches to the prevention of problem behavior 
(D. Gotdiedson, Harmon, Gottfiedson, Jones, & Celestin, 1999). But many who operate 
programs believe that (a) their programs will increase self-esteem and (b) that this is a useful 
route to the prevention of problem behavior. To study such activities, they must be classified, 
and so they are included in our taxonomy. 

The relation of some categories in the taxonomy to problem behavior is obvious. For 
instance, instruction in ways to avoid problem behavior, behavior modification, or the use of 
rules and disciplinary practices are linked to the prevention or reduction of problem behavior in 
an obvious way. But we know from making presentations about this research in progress that 
some persons are puzzled by some of the categories in the classification, so it is useful to 
consider briefly how some activities that fall within the categories are related to the prevention of 
problem behavior. Criminologists sometimes ask why improvements to classroom management 
or instruction might be related to delinquency. One answer is that disorderly classrooms provide 
opportunities for students to get into trouble, that school safety and classroom orderliness are 
correlated (G. Gottfredson, 19844999). Disorderly classrooms may also contribute to the 
development of patterns of delinquent behavior by making disruptive behavior salient and 
providing visible social rewards for such behavior. Interventions to improve instruction or 
classroom management have been found in some research to produce reductions in problem 
behavior (D. Gottfkedson, 1997; D. Gottfiedson et al., in press). 

Criminologists also sometimes ask why school reorganization could be related to 
delinquency. Educators sometimes arrange schools into smaller Units, for example forming 
schools within a school or separating the grade levels in different parts of the school or on 
different floors, to help reduce problem behavior. It is common, also, for some middle schools to 
have separate stairways for students in the different grades, and many believe that this reduces 
problem behavior. One rationale sometimes offered for such practices is that the smaller groups 
produced bring each adult into continuing contact with a smaller number of students, whom they 
can more easily recognize and who may become more attached to the adults. Class schedules are 
sometimes arranged to give students less time between classes, more time between classes, or 
have different groups of students in the hallways, playgrounds, or eating areas at different times, 
thus reducing opportunities or provocation for fighting or other problem behavior. Such 
arrangements may reduce problem behavior (D. Gottfredson et al., in press). 

Architectural design features of schools may be related to school safety and the prevention of 
problem behavior in part because of the opportunities they provide for surveillance of activity in 
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the school. Some schools are designed so that all persons entering the school are easily visible 
fiom the school office, and all of the hallways can be observed fiom a point near the office door. 
Others are built with multiple entrances not visible from the office; some schools are built with 
four stones and a rectangular arrangement of hallways so that observing all hallways would 
require 8 observers. Efficient architectural arrangements for promoting security were described 
by Bentham in 179 1 (Panopticon or the Inspection House) and 1798 (Proposal for a New and 
Less &pensive Mode of Employing and Reforming Convicts) (see Bentham, 1995, and Sample, 
1993). In central cities where school enrollment has declined, some schools wall off portions of 
the building to prevent unobserved access to unneeded space by students or others. 

Finally, reflection will imply that arrangements that alter the composition of the studentry 
are obvious ways to influence school safety and levels of problem behavior. Some schools are 
selective, admitting only students who meet certain academic or behavioral criteria. Others (such 
as some alternative schools or schools for delinquent youths) are intended to serve students who 
display a great deal of problem behavior. Some schools accept the enrollment of students who 
are not wanted in other schools in order to keep their enrollments (and thus stafling levels) up. 

The taxonomy was developed in part by collecting descriptions of programs and practices in 
the manner described earlier in this chapter. The frrst application of the taxonomy is in 
describing what programs were gleaned through this process. This provides a way of 
summarizing the characteristics of programs that are “marketed” by technical assistance 
organizations, government agencies, and others. This description is presented next. 

Most Common Program Types Marketed 

The 139 marketed program descriptions obtained as a result of our requests (described 
earlier) were classified using the full taxonomy. Programs were coded according to their major 
activities, and each program could be assigned multiple codes if it incorporated activities falling 
in several categories. Sixty-seven percent (67%) of the programs in this sample use group 
instruction, making it the most commonly promoted program feature. Group instruction involves 
teaching students factual information, and sometimes attempts to increase students’ awareness of 
negative social influences and prepare them to respond appropriately to harmful situations. 
These programs are often conducted in a classroom setting with teacher lectures, group 
discussions, and demonstrations. Workbooks, worksheets, textbooks, audiovisual materials, etc. 
are often used. Although marketed programs use a variety of program strategies, the 
predominant feature is the prevention curriculum. As will become apparent in a following 
section, this type of activity is also the most commonly used prevention activity in the nation’s 
schools. The marketed programs retrieved in our harvest are described more fully in Table 3.3. 

. .  

. i  
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Table 3.3 
Percentage of Marketed Programs Using Various Program Features a 

Percentage Percentage 
Program Features Using Feature Program Features Using Feature 
Group Instruction 67 Cognitive Behavioral Training 18 
Communication of Norms 29 Behavior Modification 11 
Counseling 26 Referral to Other Agencies 9 
Recreational Activities 25 Staff Training & Development 9 
Rules & Regulations 24 Changes to School Management 7 
Individual Attention 22 Security & Surveillance 7 
Family Management Strategies 21 Providing Attendance Incentives 4 

Management Alteration of School Composition 1 
Interaction Between School & 19 Reorganization of GradesKlasses 1 
community 
Note. N = 139. Percentages do not sum to 100 because activities were sometimes classified 
into multiple categories. 

Changes to Classroom 19 Exclusion of Weapons & Contraband 1 

;.a Prevention Activities in the National Sample of Schools 
r . 

This section describes the distribution and extent of prevention activities and arrangements 
to reduce or prevent problem behavior or promote a safe and orderly environment in the national 
sample of schools. We obtained initial information about these activities from principals in our 
Phase 1 surveys. Principals completed a screening questionnaire to elicit sonnation about 
activities and arrangements of all types. For fourteen categories of activity, principals were asked 
to name the activity or program and to designate one or two individuals who could provide 
further information. In Phase 2 surveys we obtained additional detailed information from the 
designated individuals about a sample of those programs. The 14 types of activities about which 
we sought detailed information fiom designated individuals in Phase 2 are more "program-like" 
than the activities, practices and arrangements fiom which we sought information only from the 
principal. Activities in these 14 categories tend to be more discretionary in nature than the 
school-wide arrangements about which we asked only the principal to report. For example, a 
school may have or not have counseling or a planning team, but all schools have rules, a physical 
environment, and ways of handling di~cipline.~ We regarded the principal as the best source of 

'Some things about which we asked only the principal are also discretionary. Of come it is 
possible for schools to elect not to provide any information about drugs or safety, €or example. 
But we elected not to obtain detailed information from designated individuals about the provision 
of idormation. 0 
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idormation about most school-wide activities and arrangements such as school rules, discipline 
policies, and architectural arrangements. We asked the principal about these arrangements in the 
Phase 1 and 2 questionnaires. 

This section begins by describing school-wide activities and arrangements that are presumed 
to be pertinent in all schools and about which our infomation is derived from principal 
questionnaires. Then information about the 14 kinds of “discretionary” activities which may or 
may not be applied in schools is summarized. This section focuses on how much activity occurs. 
The following section begins to address the issues of program quality and intensity. 

School-wide Activities and Arrangements 

We asked about certain school-wide activities and arrangements in the Phase 1 Principal 
Screening Questionnaire (completed in Spring, 1997), which asked the principal what activities 
and arrangements to reduce problem behavior or create a safe and orderly environment were 
applied in the school. For example, principals reported on the use of practices that influence 
studentry composition, scheduling practices, and architectural arrangements. The information 
presented here in narrative form is based on data from the 848 schools participating in Phase 1. 
Tables detailing the percentage of schools using each of these practices, usually by school level 
and location, are shown in Appendix H. Characteristics of school disciplinary practices were 
described by principals in the Phase 2 Principal Questionnaire (completed in Spring, 1998). 
Results are based on data fiom the 636 schools for providing information in Phase 2. Tables are 
shown in Appendix H.“ 

Provision of information. Between 78% and 92% of schools at all levels report providing 
isolated infomation about alcohol, tobacco, or other drugs. The detailed percentages are shown 
in Appendix Table H3.1. Although research has usually failed to produce evidence of 
effectiveness of the isolated provision of information, the high percentages of use of this 
approach are not surprising given the obvious permeation of schools and the media with anti- 
drug messages. Smaller percentages of schools provide information about violence (62%) or 
accidents (56%). Information about risky sexual behavior is provided by 30% of elementary 
schools, 70% of middle schools, and 79% of high schools. 

Reorganization of grades, classes, or school schedules. Principals reported using a number 
of organizational arrangements to prevent problem behavior or promote school orderliness. 
Education researchers sometimes call these arrangements “school organization” characteristics. 
Table H3.2 shows which are often employed with the intent of preventing problem behavior and 
which are less often employed. 

4Appendix tables show confidence intervals or standard errors that take the complex sample 
design into account. Readers should place more dependence on the standard errors or confidence 
intervals reported in the tables than on significance levels. 
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The most fkequently used school organizational arrangement is what educators call 
“heterogeneous grouping,” that is, placing students who differ in conduct or ability together. 
Heterogeneous grouping, which 69% of schools report using to prevent behavior problems, is 
viewed by many educators and educational researchers as desirable because it avoids putting all 
difficult to manage or educate students together in groups, and it allows low achieving or 
behavior problem students access to their faster learning peers and more orderly classrooms. 
Despite this, 30% of schools report that they do group by ability and 13% do group by effort or 
conduct with the intention of preventing problem behavior. Some evidence implies that more 
(rather than less) problem behavior may occur when youths displaying relatively high amounts of 
problem behavior are grouped together (Dishion, McCord, & Poulin, 1999). 

Particularly in middle schools, principals report extensive use of ‘‘h0~~es” or “teams” which 
generally means that a group of teachers is expected to have more familiarity and contact with a 
subset of students in the school. The use of a school-within-a-school - also more common in 
middle schools than in schools at other levels - is also an arrangement intended to provide 
smaller, more intimate, environments. Such arrangements may reduce problem behavior (D. 
Gottfredson et al., in press). 

Incongruously, 30% of principals report the use of stringent criteria for grade-to-grade 
promotion and 13% report relaxed promotion criteria as a way of reducing problem behavior. 
Among high schools, 43% of principals indicate that stringent promotion criteria are used to 
reduce or prevent problem behavior. Previous research implies that considerable dropout occurs 
in the early high school years, and that the behavior of the students who remain in school tends to 
be better than those who leave (G. Gottfredson, 198 1). In middle school grades, where dropout 
is usually technically illegal, relaxing promotion criteria, which is reported by 26% of these 
schools’ principals, may be a way of promoting students who display problem behavior on to a 
high school. Fewer high school principals (8%) report relaxing promotion criteria. 

Nearly a third of principals indicate that they decrease class size as a way of reducing 
problem behavior. This suggests that problem behavior is costly, because small class sizes mean 
more classrooms and more teachers. Although not common, some schools segregate students by 
sex to reduce problem behavior. 

Altering school composition. One way for a school to avoid problem behavior is to avoid 
having students who are likely to engage in it. Conversely, one likely way to increase the level of 
problem behavior in a school is to concentrate youths whose behavior has proven troublesome in 
that school. In the Phase 1 principal questionnaire we asked principals to indicate which of 
several activities or arrangements influence who attends their school. Some of these 
arrangements would tend to attract academically-oriented students or students with good 
behavior, and others would tend to attract students who have displayed problem behavior in the 
past. Table 3.4 shows the percentage of schools employing each of 1 1 practices that influence 
student body composition. The most common practice cited by principals is, not surprisingly, 
attempting to have attractive educational programs, which was cited by 27% of principals. 
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Table 3.4 
Percentage of Schools Using Each of Several Activities or Arrangements That Influence 
Student Population 

Practice % 95% CI n 

Specialization in attractive educational programs such as 
science, music, technology 

Assignment of students with academic or learning problems to 
this school 

Assignment of students with educational or behavioral 
problems to other schools 

Admission fees or tuition 

Assignment of students with behavior or adjustment problems 
to this school 

Student recruitment programs 

Selective admissions practices (e.g., high test scores, good 
conduct, high grade average, or other entry requirements) 

Preference for students of a particular religion, faith, culture, 
ethnicity, or political inclination 

Scholarships or tuition waivers 

Assignment of students under court or juvenile services 
supervision to this school 

Another practice or arrangement that influences the 
composition of the school’s student population 

27 

23 

22 

21 

19 

14 

14 

12 

12 

10 

1 1  

24.0 - 31.0 

20.0 - 26.8 

19.1 - 25.6 

17.9 - 24.6 

16.3 - 22.6 

11.5 - 16.9 

11.5 - 16.6 

9.4 - 15.0 

9.4 - 14.8 

7.7 - 11.8 

8.6 - 13.5 

833 

837 

835 

837 

83 7 

839 

- .  
836 

r -. 
839 

834 
. .  

823 
- -  

Note. % = weighted percentage; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval; n = unweighted number of 
respondents. 

‘k 

. .% 

Almost equal percentages of principals report that problem students are referred to the school and 
@om the school to other schools (1 9% to 23% of principals report these practices). 

A fifth (2 1 %) of schools charge admission fees or tuition, and this practice is much less 
common in middle schools (8%) than among elementary (20%) or high (32%) schools. Details 
shown in Appendix Table H3.3 reveal that middle schools less often use student recruitment or 
selective admissions practices than do schools at other levels. 

To assess the extent to which schools are selective in their recruitment or admission of 

a students or to which they are repositories for problem children, we composed two scales from 
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iteny in our first principal questionnaire. A Selectivity scale is based on reports that schools 
actively recruit students, have selective admissions practices, prefer students of particular 
religion or other characteristics, have admission fees or tuition, or make use of scholarships or 
tuition wavers. A Problem Student Magnet scale is based on reports that students With behavior 
or adjustment problems are assigned to the school, students under court or juvenile services 
supervision are assigned to the school, or students with academic or learning problems are 
assigned to the school. The scores are expressed as T-scores (mean = 50 and standard deviation 
= 10 for schools), and detailed information about the distribution of selectivity is displayed in the 
top panel of Appendix Table H3.4. Urban and suburban high schools earn high scores on this 
index on average and tend to have a high standard deviation on the index. In other words, it is 
relatively common for urban and suburban high schools to attempt to influence the composition 
of their student membership by engaging in selective practices, but there is considerable 
variability in this practice among such schools. 

a 

.>-.. 

Selectivity is not a win-win proposition for schools. Schools that are unable to be selective 
or that do not attempt to be selective may tend to develop student populations who engage in 
higher levels of problem behavior. Variability among schools, particularly high schools, in 
selectivity may help to explain some of the variability in school disorder. Appendix Table H3.4 
does not reveal a particularly steep gradient by level or location for the Problem Student Magnet 
scale, however. 

Treatment or prevention interventions for administration, faculty or staf A moderately 
large percentage of schools seek to prevent problem behavior and promote a safe environment by 
providing treatment or prevention services for administrators, faculty, or staff. Appendix Table 
H3.5 shows estimates that alcohol, tobacco, or other drug treatment or prevention services are 
provided by 59%, anger management or self control training by 5 1%, and other health or mental 
health services by 62% of urban middle schools. 

Architectural features. A class of arrangements that involve architectural or structural 
features of the school are also involved in school efforts to promote safety and reduce problem 
behavior. Table 3.5 shows that food service facilities dominate this category. (Details are shown 
in Appendix Table H3.6 for practices that may differ by both level and location.) This is not 
surprising, because during lunch periods large numbers of youths are apt to congregate in a single 
area and seek food at the same time. Kenney & Watson (1 996) have described an intervention in 
which multiple lunch lines were put in place to reduce conflict in a single line. Among urban 
elementary schools, 54% use gates, fences, walls or barricades outside the building to promote 
safety or prevent problem behavior. In contrast, 25% of rural middle schools and 27% of rural 
high schools use gates, fences, walls, or barricades (see Appendix Table H3.6). Secondary 
schools, in particular, sometimes close or block off sections of the school building; 2 1 % of 
middle schools and 28% of high schools engage in this practice. 
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Table 3.5 
Percentage of Schools Using Architectural Design or Structural Features to Prevent Problem Behavior or Promote School 
Orderliness, by School Level 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
(n = 273-285) (n = 272-283) (n= 257-269) (N = 802-837) 

Design or structural feature yo 95% CI yo 95% CI yo 95% CI % 95%CI 
Food service facilities or arrangements that 

Physical arrangements for regulating traffic flow 

Gates, fences, walls, barricades outside the 

Activity space or facilities designed to prevent 

promote safety or orderliness 67 61-73 68 62-74 57 50-63 64 61-68 

within the building 41 35-46 45 39-51 36 30-43 40 36-44 

building 43 38-49 29 24-35 32 26-38 39 35-43 

problem behavior 27 22-33 35 29-41 30 24-37 29 26-33 
Y' c, Closed or blocked off sections of the building 11 7-1 5 21 16-26 28 23-34 17 14-20 

Other architectural or physical design features 5 2-8 11 7-14 . 7 4-1 1 6 4-8 P 

a Percentages differ by both location and school level at the nominal p .01 level of significance. 
Percentages differ by school level at the nominal p < .01 level. 
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School Discipline 

In the Phase 2 Principal questionnaire, we asked for reports about school rules, policies, 
regulations, laws, and enforcement. We asked about these activities in considerably more detail 
than we asked about other school-level activities because prior research (G. Gottfiedson and 
Gottfredson, 1985; G. Gottfiedson, 1984/1999) indicates that clarity of school rules and 
consistency in their enforcement is related to the level of school disorder. Also, national media 
attention has focused recently on certain school policies and practices thought by some observers 
to be effective for reducing drugs, violence and disorder. These include uniforms (Wingert, 
1999), metal detectors (Aleem & Moles, 1993), drug searches (Davis & Wilgoren, 1998), and so- 
called "zero tolerance" policies (Associated Press, 1999; Breckenridge, 1998; Churchill, 1998; 
Gabor, 1995). There is little or no useful research on the extent or usefulness of these practi~es.~ 

I >=*. . 5 '-. Less media attention has focused on some of the more routine or mundane things schools do 
to regulate student behavior, such as recognizing or praising students for desirable behavior or 
using ordinary social controls - often minor forms of punishment - to discourage misconduct. In 
this section, we first review information about formal school rules, regulations, and responses to 
student conduct. Then we review information about ordinary social responses to student 
conduct. 

School Rules 

Nearly all schools have formal written rules or policies about the time for student anival at 
school, drugs, and weapons, as Table 3.6 shows. In addition, 75% or more of the schools have 
such written policies related to dress, visitor sign-in, students leaving campus, and hall 
wandering or class-cutting. Dress codes and rules about student mobility are less common at the 
elementary school level. Rules about carrying items or wearing clothing in which drugs or 
weapons could be concealed are more common at the middle school level. Visitor sign-out is a 
written policy far less often than visitor sign-in, and the requirement that visitors sign out is less 
common in high schools and is more common in suburban areas (Appendix Table H3.7). 
Twenty-six percent (26%) of the nation's schools report having formal written policies about 
uniforms, but uniform policies are found in a much smaller percentage of rural schools than in 
urban and suburban schools. For example, 48% of urban elementary but only 8% of rural 

". 

,- 83 

*c' 

'A report by Murray (1 997) purports to assess the impact of school uniforms on school climate. 
The report provides no usefd information, however, because it simply compares one school 
requiring uniforms and one not requiring uniforms that also differ in many other ways. For 
example they also have different principals, different counselors, etc. The largest difference 
between the two schools (ES = .39) was for a scale which contains items such as "teachers or 
counselors help students with personal problems" and "teachers and counselors help students 
plan for future classes and for future jobs." If differences between the two schools were to be 
interpreted as effects of uniforms, it is not clear why uniforms would have their largest effect on 
students' ratings of counseling. 
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Table 3.6 
Percentage of Schools with Formal Written Rules or Policies About Discipline by School Level 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
(n = 206-2 19) (n = 2 13-222) (n = 179-194) (N = 605-63 3) 

Formal written policy about: % 95%CI % 95%CI % 95%CI % 95%cI 
Time for student arrivai at school 
Drugs 
Weapons 
Dress Code a 

Visitor sign-in and registration 
Students leaving the campus 

during school hours (e.g., at 
lunch) a 

Hall wandering or class cutting a 

Carrying items or wearing 

lf' 
o\ Visitor sign-out 
w 

clothing in which drugs or 
weapons could be concealed 

Uniform 

98 
92 
94 
82 
86 
71 

62 
74 
39 

28 

95-99 
88-97 
89-98 
76-87 
8 1-92 
65-78 

54-68 
67-80 
32-46 

98 
100 
98 
92 
88 
95 

95 
74 
62 

95-99 
98-100 
96- 100 
88-95 
82-94 
9 1-97 

88-100 
67-8 1 
56-69 

97 
98 
93 
93 
78 
94 

95 
55 
42 

94-99 
95-100 

88-97 
89-96 
72-85 
89-97 

90-98 
48-63 
35-50 

98 
9s 
94 
86 
85 
80 

75 
69 
43 

96-99 
92-98 
9 1-97 
82-89 
81-88 
76-84 

70-79 
64-74 
38-48 

- 23-35 21 14-28 21 14-27 26 21-30 
Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. n = unweighted number of respondents. 
a Elementary differs from middle and high, p < .01. 

High differs from elementary and middle, p < .001. 
Middle differs from elementary and high, p < .001. 
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elementary schools report having uniform policies. Finally, the number of these written rules or 
policies also varies by school level (refer to Appendix Table H3.8), with middle schools 
reporting the more kinds of written rules than elementary or high schools. 

e 
It is important not only to have clear rules about student behavior, but also to communicate 

these rules to all relevant parties. The vast majority of schools report distributing printed copies 
of the schools' disciplinary policy to teachers (99%), students (96%) and parents (96%). Parents 
of high school students are less often provided with printed discipline policies, as are rural 
parents (see Appendix Table H3.9). The main exception to nearly universal distribution of 
printed policies is the 13% of high schools who report not providing parents with printed copies 
of school discipline policies in the current year. 

The phase 2 principal questionnaire asked for information about the current use or 
development of a variety of sound disciplinary procedures or practices. These included the 
maintenance of records, communication of rules or consequences, use of printed forms or other 
mechanisms for identifying and recording rule violations, use of specific methods for 
documenting due process, a system for investigating student circumstances, active specification 
of consequences for behavior, active development or modification of a discipline code, and 
student involvement in discipline. The majority of schools report the use of most of these 
procedures or practices. For example, 92% of schools report maintaining records of student 
conduct using forms, files, or computers. And, 72% of principals report that their discipline 
policies are under active development. The only practice about which we inquired that is not 
used by the majority of schools in the active involvement of students in the development of 
school discipline policies and procedures - reported by 46% of schools. Elementary schools less 
often report involving students in the development or modification of school rules, rewards, or 
punishments than do middle and high schools. Details are presented in Appendix Table H3.10. 
Notable differences in practices are not generally observed across school location, but rural 
schools less often reported using forms or other systems for identifying and recording rule 
violations when they occurred. 

" "2 -:e 
:I 

Responses to Student Behavior 

Desirable behavior. Although some educators focus on rules and responses to misconduct 
when thinking about establishing and maintaining school safety and reducing problem behavior, 
it is generally also useful to consider arrangements or practices that tend to increase desirable 
behavior. Accordingly, the Phase 2 principal questionnaire asked for reports about the use of a 
range of potential responses to desired student conduct. Table 3.7 shows that the vast majority of 
schools - 8 1 % to 96% - report the use of most of the social, activity, and materials reinforcers 
about which the questionnaire inquired. Many (61%) also reported using token reinforcers, 
which are coupons, tokens, or scrip that can be redeemed for backup reinforcers. (Appendix 
Table H3.11 shows details about the percentage of schools at different levels using each of a 
variety of responses to desirable student conduct.) The use of most types of positive reinforcers 
for desirable behavior is considerably less common at the senior high level. For example, 93% 
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of elementary schools report use of activity reinforcers (access to games, free time, library, 
playground) compared to 83% of middle schools and 64% of high schools. Only 8% of schools 
use money as a reward, although 18% of middle schools report the use of this reinforcer. 

Table 3.7 
Percentage of Schools Using Specific Responses to Desirable Student Conduct 
Response YO 95% CI 
Informal recognition or praise (e.g., happy faces, oral praise, hugs) 96 94-97 
Formal recognition or praise (e.g., certificates, awards, postcard to the 95 92-97 

home, non-redeemable tokens) 

help the teacher, decorate a class) 
Job or privilege reinforcers (e.g., allowing student to erase chalk board, 87 85-90 

Activity reinforcers (e.g., access to games, fiee time, library, playground) 84 81-87 
Social rewards (e-g., lunch with a teacher, parties, trips with faculty) 82 78-85 
Material rewards (e.g., food, toys, supplies, etc.) 81 77-85 
Redeemable token reinforcers (e.g., coupons, tokens, or paper "money") 61 56-65 
Other response to desirable behaviors 42 33-5 1 
Money 8 6-1 1 
Note. Unweighted number of respondents ranges from 624 to 626.95% CI = 95% confidence 
interval for percentage. 

UndesirabZe behavior. Schools also employ a variety of responses to undesirabze student 
conduct, and percentages are reported in Table 3.8. The most commonly reported responses to 
misconduct are mild forms of social control such as notifying parents (loo%), tallcing to the 
student (1 OO%), conference with parents (1 OO%), oral reprimand (99%), brief exclusion f5om 
class (94%), and short-tern withdrawal of a privilege (93%). More punitive responses such as 
suspension from school (reportedly used by 89%), restitution (86%), after-school detention 
(72%), and work assignments (70%) are also very common. Among the least common responses 
schools make are corporal punishment (1 7%) and Saturday detention (25%). Appendix Table 
H3.12 shows detailed results. 

The use of most kinds of responses tends to be reported more often in middle schools, most 
likely as a response to the higher level of discipline problems observed there. For example, the 
long-term (more than 5 days) withdrawal of a privilege (e.g., riding the bus, playground access, 
participation in athletics, use of the library) is reported by 57% of elementary schools, 9 1 % of 
middle schools, and 80% of high schools. 

,. . . 

. -  si 

.I.', ._ .. . -. 

Some approaches to discipline about which there appears to be current interest among 
educators and delinquency prevention professionals are used by relatively few schools. Peer 
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a mediation was reportedly used by 5 1 % of schools, community service by 46%, and student court 
by 6% of schools.6 

Table 3.8 
Percentage of Schools Using Specific Responses to Undesirable Student Conduct 
Response % 95%CI 
Notifying parents about student’s behavior 
Conference with a student 
Conferences with student’s parentdguardians 
Oral reprimand 
Brief exclusion of students from attendance in regular classes (e.g. in-school 

suspension, cooling off room) 
Short-term (5 days or less) withdrawal of a privilege (e.g., riding the bus, 

playground access, participation in athletics, use of the library) 
Suspension fiom school (the exclusion of students from membership for 

periods of 30 days or less) 
Restitution (requiring a student to repay the school or a victim for damages or 

harm done) 
Sending student to school counselor 
Written reprimand 
Probation (a trial period in which a student is given an opportunity to 

Calling or notifying the police 
Brief exclusion fiom school not officially designated suspension (e.g., sending 

After-school detention 
Work duties, chores, or tasks as punishment 
Long-term (more than 5 days) withdrawal of a privilege (e.g., riding the bus, 

Writing assignments as punishment 
Transfer to one or more different classes within the school 
Expulsion fiom school (the exclusion of students fiom membership for periods 

demonstrate improved behavior) 

students home with permission to return only with a parent) 

playground access, participation in athletics, use of the library) 

of time over 30 days) 

100 
100 
100 
99 

94 

93 

89 

86 
85 
81 

75 
74 

74 
72 
70 

67 
62 
61 

57 

- 
- 
- 

98- 100 

92-96 

90-95 

86-93 

82-89 
8 1-89 
77-85 

71-80 
70-79 

70-78 
67-77 
66-74 

62-72 
58-67 
57-66 

5 3 -62 
Peer mediation 51 46-56 

continued. . . 

61n the phase one principai survey even smaller percentages of schools reported prevention 
activities involving youth regulation of misconduct. Different questions produce different 
estimates, but they nevertheless converge in implying that these approaches are not used as 
widely as are others. 
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a Table 3.8 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using SpeciJic Responses to Undesirable Student Conduct 
Response % 95YoCI 

~ 

Charging student with a crime 
Court action against student or parent 
Community service 
Mandatory participation of student in a special program 
Transfer to another school 
Saturday detention 
Other method of removal of students displaying problem behavior from the 

Corporal punishment (e.g., paddling, spanking, striking) 
Mandatory participation of parent in a special program 
Other response to misbehavior 
Student court 
Informal physical responses (administration of discomfort through rubbing, 

school 

51 
48 
46 
44 
37 
25 

24 
17 
15 
10 
6 

46-55 
43-52 
41-50 
39-48 
3 3 -42 
21-28 

20-28 
13-20 
11-18 i. 

33 

7-01 3 
4-8 

squeezing, pulling, or the like) 2 1-3 
Note. Unweighted number of respondents ranges from 622 to 632.95% CI = 95% confidence 

+ interval for percentage. i .. 

., 
k.2 -. .. In general, more severe responses (e.g., expulsion from school, Saturday detention, and 

punishment is reported much more often in rural (27%) than in suburban (6%) or urban (9%) 

% _  

calling the police) are used more often in secondary than elementary schools. Corporal 

schools. It is used least in Catholic schools and most in private 

:* 
&. 

Suspension and expulsion. Schools suspend or expel students for misconduct ranging from 
truancy to possession of a weapon. For each of a range of offenses, principals were asked to 
indicate if they suspend or expel students automatically, usually after a hearing, or not usually. 
Results are displayed in Figure 3.1 (detailed tabulations are contained in Appendix Table H3.13). 

knife. Suspension or expulsion occws automatically or usually (after a hearing) in 91% or more 
of schools in response to these offenses. Suspension or expulsion for physical fighting, 
possession of tobacco, and use of profane or abusive language are also common, but are not 
usually "automatic." 

-a Schools are very likely to suspend or expel a student for possession of a gun, drugs, alcohol, or a _- 
"3 
*??€ 

7Although the sample contained only smaii numbers of Catholic (n = 46) and private (n = 50) 
schools that provided information on corporal punishment, private schools used more corporal 
punishment than public (u < .04) and Catholic (p < .001) schools. No Catholic school reported 
the use of corporal punishment. Among the 35 responding private high, vocational or 
comprehensive schools, 15 (unweighted) reported the use of corporal punishment. a 
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Possession of a gun -’ 1 
Possession of other drugs L,J I 

Possesson of alcohol 

Possession of a knife -1 
1 
I 

Physical fighting 

Possession of tobacco 

Profane or abusive language ,Il_llid, 1 
Chronic truancy I 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Automatic Usually after hearing 0 Not usually 

Figure 3.1 School Use of Suspension or Expulsion in Response to Specific Behaviors 

As with most disciplinary responses, use of suspension or expulsion tends to be reported by 
larger percentages of middle schools than elementary or high schools. But Figure 3.2 shows that 
while secondary schools report responding to fighting and chronic truancy with suspension or 
expulsion more than do elementary schools, they report responding with suspension or expulsion 
to the possession of tobacco less than do elementary schools. 

The large percentage of schools reporting the “automatic” suspension or expulsion of 
students is surprising. United States Supreme Court decisions in Wood v. Strickland (1 975) and 
Goss v. Lopez (1 975) imply that some degree of due process is required even for short-term out- 
of-school suspensions. Hearings for brief suspensions need not be elaborate or formal, but 
students must be notified of what they are accused of having done, told what evidence or 
information led the administrator to determine that the student violated a school rule, and be 
given an opportunity to respond. In the case of suspensions for over 10 days or of expulsions, 
hearings must be more formal. Written, specific, and timely notice of the charges and of a 
hearing were found to be required by the Supreme Court of Kansas in Smith v. Miller (1973). 
The Supreme Court of Montana also found that the charges must be specific in Board of Trustees 
of Billings School District No. 2 of Yellowstone County v. State of Montana (1 979). In these 
more formal hearings, a student has a limited right to confront or cross-examine witnesses, 
according to the U. S. District Court for Arkansas in Dillon v. Pulaski County Special School 
District (1 978). 
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Possession of tobacco 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 

0 Elementary Middle High 

100% 

Figure 3.2 Percentage of Schools Reporting Use of Suspension or Expulsion for Specific 
Behaviors, by School Level 

Further clarification of what responding principals mean by “automatic” suspension or 
expulsion would be helpful. Response options presented to respondents in the principal survey 
included ‘’usually after hearing,” which would suggest that when the “automatic” option was 
selected respondents are indicating that the response occurs without a hearing. Many school 
districts now post student handbooks or district policies on a Web site, so it is possible to 
examine what these documents say about suspension or expulsion for various offenses. These 
documents (e.g., New Lebanon Middle School, 1999; Tremont Community Schools District 702, 
1999) usually do seem to call for appropriate levels of due process. They indicate that 
suspension or expulsion may result from violation of certain rules, and they spell out due process 
procedures for suspension or expulsion. It is possible to find evidence of more casual approaches 
to suspension in examining school handbooks. The Mount View Middle School (1997) student 
handbook makes no mention of a hearing. It states, “If the principal determines that a student is 
in possession of a weapon, the principal will secure the weapon, suspend the student, notify the 
respective Director and notify the police. . , . The student will be referred by the principal to the 
Superintendent for expulsion from the Howard County School System.” In contrast the County 
Discipline Policy (Howard County Public Schools, 1999) states, “Disciplinary action will be 
taken . . . in accordance with Policy 343 1, Discipline. Students who violate this policy may be 
suspended or expelled.” Policy 343 1 contains the usual Goss v. b p e z  presaiphn for infcmal 
and expedited due process. 

... . __. . 
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,The Supreme Court’s opinion in Goss v. Lopez (1 975) makes it clear that a hearing is 
required, that the hearing need not be elaborate, and that it should not be delayed8 “Due process 
requires, in connection with a suspension of 10 days or less, that the student be given oral or 
written notice of the charges against him and, if he denies them, an explanation of the evidence 
the authorities have and an opportunity to present his side of the story. The [Due Process] Clause 
requires at least these rudimentary precautions against unfair or mistaken findings of misconduct 
and arbitrary exclusion from school” (p. 582) 

It is evident from the large percentages of principal reporting ‘‘automatic” suspension or 
expulsion, rather than “usually after a hearing” that existing laws do not seem to be tying the 
hands of school administrators in removing students fkom school for a range of offenses. The 
evidence suggests that building-level administrators may treat due process requirements casually. 
In Goss v. Lopes the Supreme Court noted, “Students whose presence poses a continuing danger 
to persons or property or an ongoing threat of disrupting the academic process may be 
immediately removed from school. In such cases, the necessary notice and rudimentary hearing 
should follow as soon as practicable” @. 582). It is hard to understand how possession of 
tobacco would pose such an ongoing threat that it would require suspension first and hearing 
later, yet two-thirds of schools indicate that suspension without hearing occurs for this offense. 

Discretionary Programs 

Certain kinds of prevention activity were the subject of more scrutiny than the school-wide 
arrangements and disciplinary practices examined so far. These are activities that tend to be 

2’”: 
8The court was concerned with fundamental fairness: 

with great concern, and many school authorities may well prefer the untrammeled power to act 
unilaterally, unhampered by rules about notice and hearing. But it would be a strange 
disciplinary system in an educational institution if no communication was sought by the 
disciplinarian with the student in an effort to inform him of his dereliction and to let him tell his 
side of the story in order to make sure that an injustice is not done.” (p. 580) 

“There need be no delay between the time “notice” is given and the time of the hearing. In 
the great majority of cases the disciplinarian may informally discuss the alleged misconduct with 
the student minutes after it has occurred. We hold only that, in being given an opportunity to 
explain his version of the facts at this discussion, the student first be told what he is accused of 
doing and what the basis of the accusation is” (p. 582)  

“In holding as we do, we do not believe that we have imposed procedures on school 
disciplinarians which are inappropriate in a classroom setting. Instead we have imposed 
requirements which are, if anything, less than a fair-minded school principal would impose upon 
himself in order to avoid unfair suspensions. . . . We stop short of construing the Due Process 
Clause to require, country wide, that hearings in connection with short suspensions must afford 
the student the opportunity to secure counsel, to confront and cross-examine witnesses 
supporting the charge, or to call his own witnesses to verify his version of the incident. @. 583)  

^ -  

“The prospect of imposing elaborate hearing requirements in every suspension case is viewed 
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more discrete and program-like. They are often considered “progams” by school personnel, and 
they may have names - although not all are named. These activities fall in fourteen of the 
categories or subcategories of the classification summarized in Table 3.2 and detailed in 
Appendix D. The “discretionary” activity types about which detailed information was sought 
are: (a) prevention curriculum, instruction, or training (including the use of cognitive-behavioral 
modeling methods of training or instruction); (b) behavioral or behavior modification 
interventions; (c) counseling, social work, psychological or therapeutic interventions; (d) 
individual attention interventions; (e) recreational, enrichment, and leisure activities; ( f )  
interventions that change instructional methods or practices; (g) interventions that change 
classroom management methods or practices; (h) use of external personnel resources for 
classroom management and instruction; (i) interventions to change or maintain a distinctive 
culture or climate for interpersonal exchanges, or to communicate norms for behavior; (j) 
intergrdup relations and interaction between the school and community or groups within the 
school; (k) formal youth roles in regulation and response to student conduct; (1) interventions that 
involve a school planning structure or process, or the management of change; (m) secUity and 
surveillance interventions, including efforts to exclude weapons and contraband; and (n) family 
interventions.’ 

Nature and Extent of ‘bDiscretionaiy” Programs 

The 14 kinds of “discretionary” prevention activities were the subject of greater scrutiny 
than other activities or arrangements described so far. Principals were asked to name up to five 
different program activities of each type that were currently underway and that were aimed at 
reducing problem behavior or creating a safe and orderly school environment. These reports 
(fiom the Phase 1 Activity Booklet accompanying the Phase 1 Principal Questionnaire for 
Program Identification), allow us to report not only the number of different types of 
“discretionary” prevention activities underway, but also how many different distinct activities of 
these types are in place. The information presented here is based on data fiom the 874 schools 
for which we had a response in Phase 1. Principals in these schools named 17,110 prevention 
activities. The next chapter of this report will describe the qualip of these activities. 

On average, principals reported 9 of the 14 different types of discretionary prevention 
activities currently underway in their schools. Middle/junior high schools reported more types of 
activities than elementary or high schools, and rural schools reported fewer types of activities 
than suburban or urban schools. Means by level and location are shown in Appendix Table 
H3.14. 

The median number of different prevention activities named by principals within the 14 
discretionary types about which a detailed inquiry was made was 14. The distribution of the 

..... 
:.-2 

’In Appendix D, list item (h) is a subcategory of interventions that change classroom 
management methods or practices, list item (k) falls under rules, policies, and regulations about 
discipline and their enforcement, and list item (a) occupies two categories. 
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number of activities named is positively skewed, with from 0 to 66 named per school. This 
median is the number of unique prevention activities named by the principal. So, for example, a 
principal may have listed a D.A.R.E. program under both the prevention curriculum and the use 
of external personnel resources categories. But D.A.R.E. is counted only once for the school. 
Appendix Table H3.15 details the median number of different prevention activities identified by 
school level and location. Middleounior highs reported more activities (Mdn = 16) than did high 
schools (Mdn = 11); the elementary school Mdn = 14. Rural schools reported fewer activities 
(Mdn = 1 1) than did urban schools (Mdn = 15); the suburban school Mdn = 14. These figures do 
not count "additional" programs principals claimed, but which they did not name. For each 
program category in the Activity Detail Questionnaire, principals were asked to indicate how 
many additional programs they had if they ran out of spaces on the data collection fonn, which 
provided five spaces per category. Counting these claimed but unnamed activities added an 
average of four programs per school. Amazingly, one school reported 264 program activities 
when these unnamed activities are counted. 

The percentages of schools employing at least one activity in each of the 14 types of 
discretionary programs are shown in Table 3.9. Not surprisingly, the most popular type of 
discretionary prevention program in elementary schools entails prevention curriculum, 
instruction, or training. At the elementary level, 80% of schools report using a curricular or 
instructional approach to preventing problem behavior. The percentage is lower at the high 
school level, where 66% of schools report using such an approach. The average school uses 2.0 
distinct instructional or curricular activities to prevent or reduce problem behavior. Although the 
percentage of schools employing an instructional approach is relatively high, we note that almost 
a quarter of schools (and almost a third of high schools) are not using this approach. Evidence 
implies that cognitive-behavioral social skills training can produce modest reductions in problem 
behavior (D. Gottfredson et al., in press), so there appears to be potential for broader application 
of effective approaches to preventing problem behavior. 

'"e 
. .  

-, . . tzf . .  

Counseling, social work, psychological, or therapeutic interventions are also very common, 
reported by 75% of schools. A somewhat higher percentage of middle schools (83%) reported 
using this form of intervention to prevent problem behavior than did elementary or high schools 
(each 74%), but the confidence intervals for these percentages overlap slightly. (Details of the 
percentages of schools reporting the use of each type of discretionary program are shown in 
Appendix Tables H3.16 and H3.17, along with confidence intervals for the percentages and the 
average numbers of activities reported.) There is a tendency for most discretionary program 
types to be represented in a larger percentage of middle schools than of schools at other levels. 
For example, 70% of middle schools but 65% of elementary and 57% of high schools use 
behavior modification or behavioral programming to prevent or reduce problem behavior, and 
62% of middle schools but 4 1 % of elementary and 40% of high schools report involving youths 
in regulating and responding to student conduct. An exception to the observation that larger 
percentages of middle schools than other schoois report use of activities is that the percentage of 
elementary schools reporting the use of prevention curricula and external personnel resources are 
higher than corresponding percentages for secondary schools - significantly higher than the 
percentages for high schools. This may be due to the more extensive use of classroom aides in 

(I) 
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Table 3.9 
Percentage of Schools Using Each Trpe of Discretionary Prevention Activity, by School 

Total 
Percentage for: N=874 

Elem. Middle High Mean 
Type of prevention activity ~ 3 0 1  ~ 3 0 1  ~ 2 7 2  % Number 
Prevention curriculum, instruction, or training 

(including the use of cognitive-behavioral 
modeling methods of instruction) 

Counseling, social work, psychological or 
therapeutic interventions 

Use of external personnel resources for 
classroom management and instruction 

Interventions to change or maintain a 
distinctive culture or climate for 
interpersonal exchanges, or to increase 
adherence to norms 

interventions 
Behavioral or behavior modification 

Recreational, enrichment, and leisure activities 
Interventions that change instructional methods 

Individual attention interventions, e.g., 

Intergroup relations and interaction between the 

or practices 

mentoringhtoring 

school and community or groups within the 
school 

management methods or practices 

structure or process, or the management of 
change 

including efforts to exclude weapons and 
contraband 

Interventions that change classroom 

Interventions that involve a school planning 

Security and surveillance interventions, 

Family interventions 
Formal youth roles in regulating and 

resDondine to student conduct 

80 

74 

76 

66 

65 

61 
64 

55 

56 

59 

57 

51 

59 
36 

77 

83 

73 

74 

70 

73 
66 

64 

68 

63 

67 

66 

60 
55 

66 

74 

63 

59 

57 

66 
54 

63 

54 

51 

52 

57 

42 
42 

76 

75 

72 

66 

64 

64 
62 

58 

57 

57 

57 

55 

55 
40 

2.0 

1.4 

1.4 

1.6 

. .- 
~ . i .. . . 1.2 ~ .. 

_. * . -7 
1.1 

1.5 

1.0 

1.1 

1.2 

1 .o 
.6 

T+'. . .* 

Y rn Note. ns are unweighted number of respondents. Table shows percentages reporting at least one 
activity for each type of activity. 
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elementary schools as well as the more fiequent presence of Drug Abuse Resistance Education or 
other curricula in elementary schools. 

For some types of activities, smaller percentages of rural schools than of urban schools 
report using the activity (see Appendix Table H3.17). For example, a smaller percentage of rural 
schools than of urban schools report having mentoring programs to prevent or reduce problem 
behavior (50% versus 69%), activities to promote intergroup relations or interaction between the 
school and community (49% versus 66%), and security or surveillance programs (46% versus 
6 1 YO). 

Summary: Discretionary Program. A very large percentage of the schools use each type of 
“discretionary” prevention activity. The percentages range from 40% for programs involving 
youth in the regulation of student conduct to 76% for prevention curricula. 

Multi-component and “Packaged” Programs 

Multi-component programs are those that include more than one type of prevention activity 
(e.g., a prevention curriculum in combination with activities to change school norms; or tutoring 
along with a behavior modification intervention). “Packaged” programs are “off-the-shelf” or 
“canned” programs that are marketed to schools. Multi-component programs are of special 
interest because there are multiple “risk factors” or statistical predictors of problem behavior. 
Therefore there is reason to believe that multi-component programs may address causal factors 
more comprehensively than do interventions directed at single risk factors (see Conduct 
Problems Prevention Research Group, 1999% 1999b). Packaged programs are of special interest 
because (a) they may be held out to consumers as products that are effective in reducing problem 
behavior, (b) development work may have gone into producing a product that is easy to 
implement, (c) they may make it easier for local implementers to apply standardized programs, or 
(d) they may be difficult to adapt to fit local conditions. It can be argued that without adaptation, 
the feasibility or appropriateness of canned programs may be limited. Conversely, it can be 
argued that adaptation may introduce changes that limit program effectiveness. Because they are 
of special interest, information about multicomponent and packaged programs is described in 
this section. 

Multi-component program. All told, principals named 17,110 prevention activities in the 
Activity Detail Questionnaires. Of these, 17% were multi-component programs. Reviews of 
school-based prevention programs (Elias et al., 1994; Hawkins et al., 1998) have suggested that 
programs targeting several risk factors for problem behavior and programs targeting several 
different domains of student life can be expected to be more potent. Of the nearly 3,000 (2,871) 
multi-component programs named in the present survey,” most (65%) combined only two 
different types of activities, but this number ranged up to seven. Certain types of activities tend 
to be “stand-alone” activities. For example, only 5% of security activities and 6% of recreation 

A multi-component program is a named activity that was listed by the principal under more 10 

than one of our 14 discretionary activity types. 
3-27 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



activities were also associated with another activity type. Other types tend to be part of a multi- 
component program: 41% of activities involving youths in the regulation of student conduct were 
also associated with another type of activity. Appendix Table H3.18 shows the percentage of all 
activities named in each category that were listed as an activity in at least one other category. 
Chapter 5 will examine the relative quality of activities implemented as part of multi-component 
programs compared with similar ‘ktand-alone” activities. 

Packagedprograms. An activity or program was regarded as “packaged” if it was 
mentioned by a large number of persons completing the activity booklet. Several easily 
recognized or trademarked programs were identified in this way. Table 3.10 shows the 1 1 
packaged programs identified in this manner and the percentage of schools whose principals 
reported using each of these programs. Note that the table lists standardized or structured 
programs, such as D.A.R.E., and G.R.E.A.T., as well as programs which may have relatively 
heterogeneous content - such as peer mediation and conflict resolution, because a variety of 
different packages with this designation are marketed by commercial vendors or by school 
districts. The most widely applied of these programs is clearly D.A.R.E., with 34% of all schools 
and 48% of elementary schools reporting its use. Peer mediation and conflict resolution 
programs are the second and third most widely used packaged programs adopted by schools to 
prevent or reduce problem behavior. The percentage of schools reporting the use of these 
packaged programs differs by school level: High schools are far less likely to make use of these 
“canned” programs than are elementary and middle schools. Only 37% of high schools 
compared to 65% and 67% of middle and elementary schools use these programs. The greater 
use of packaged programs in elementary schools is due largely to D.A.R.E. Middle/Junior high 
schools are more likely than others to use peer mediation, with 36% of middle schools compared 
to 1 1 % of elementary and 13% of high schools reporting the use of peer mediation. 

The results summarized in Table 3.10 imply that most elementary and middle schools and 
many high schools use at least one packaged program, i.e., a program that was developed outside 
the school and marketed to it in some manner. Chapter 5 will contrast the quality of 
implementation for these packaged programs with “home grown”pr0grams. 

In the Phase 1 Principal Questionnaire and Activity Detail Booklet, principals were asked to 
name prevention activities in each of 14 categories. The categories under which principals listed 
specific packaged programs provides some insight into how they view the programs operating in 
their schools. Different principals listed specific packaged programs in different categories. In 
addition, a principal sometimes listed a specific packaged program in multiple categories. Table 
3.1 1 shows how principals listed each of the 1 1 packaged programs. For example, 47% of the 
listings for Assertive Discipline were under the category “improvements to classroom 
organization and management” (which is, incidentally, how we would have classified it), and 
33% of the listings for -4ssertive Discipline were under the behavior management category 
(which also makes sense). Some principals listed this program under prevention curriculum, 
culture or climate change, or improvements to instructional practices. The observation that 9% 
listed Assertive Discipline under prevention curriculum suggests that either some principals do 
not have thorough information about what the program entails, or that their schools implement it 
in an unusual way. In general, the principal’s descriptions of the packaged programs in Table 
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Table 3.10 
Percentage of Schools Using Each Packaged Program, by School Level 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
h=301) (n=30 11 (n=272) (N=874) 

Packaped Program YO 95% CI % 95% CI % 95% CI YO 95% CI 
Drug Abuse Resistance 

Peer Mediation 
Conflict Resolution 
Cooperative Learning 
Assertive Discipline 
Red Ribbon 
Here’s Looking at You, 2000 
Quest 
Students Against Drunk 

Driving (S.A.D.D.) 
Gang Resistance Education 

Training (G.R.E.A.T.) 
TRIBE 
Any Packaged Program ._ 

Mean number of different 

Education (D. 4.R.E.) 

Y 
N 
\o 

- . . - . 

48 

1 1  
16 
7 
8 
4 
5 
2 

0 

1 

2 
67 

42-54 21 

8-15 36 
12-2 1 15 
5-1 1 10 
5-12 3 
2-7 6 
3-8 1 
1-5 6 

0-2 2 

0-3 5 

1-4 1 
62-72 65 

(1.3-1.7) (1.5) 

16-26 

30-4 1 
11-19 
7-14 
1-4 
3-9 
0-3 
4-9 

1-4 

3-8 

0-3 
59-7 1 - - 

(1.3-1.6) 

8 4-13 

13 9-17 
9 5-12 
6 3-9 
4 1-6 
4 2-7 
0 0-2 
1 0-3 

5 2-8 

0 0- 1 

0 0- 1 
37 31-43 __ . .. - . .- - 

(.7) ( 5 . 8 )  

34 

15 
14 
7 
6 
5 
3 
2 

2 

1 

1 
59 

31-38 

12-17 
12-17 
5-9 
4-9 
3 -6 
2-5 
1-4 

1-3 

0-2 

0-2 
55-63 

- . _. 

(1.2- I .4) 
Packaged Programs 

Notes. Information comes from the Phase 1 “Activity Detail Questionnaire” and short form. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for percentage. n = 
unweighted number of schools providing information. 

Percentages for urban, suburban, and rural schools are as follows 
D.A.R.E.: Urban 34 

Suburban 31 
Rural 37 

Peer mediation: Urban 21 
Suburban 19 
Rural 9 
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lable 3.1 I 
Percentage of Listings of Packaged Programs in Each Category of Prevention Activity 

Packaged Program 
Assertive Conflict Peer coop. Red 
Discipline Resolution D.A.R.E. G.R.E.A.T. Quest HLY, 2000 Mediation Learning S.A.D.D. Ribbon T.R.I.B.E. 

Category (N=57) (N-179) (N=304) (N=24) (N=34) (N=21) (N1308) (N=72) (N=25) (N=47) (N=13) 
Prevention curriculum, instruction or 

Behavioral programming or behavior 

Counseling, social work, 

Mentoring, tutoring, coaching, or 

training 9 25 37 54 79 90 14 0 36 17 23 

modification 33 4 1 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 8 

psychological, or therapeutic 0 4 4 8 3 10 9 0 16 4 0 

apprenticeship 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 
Recreation, enrichment, or leisure 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Improvements to instructional 
practices 5 1 0 0 6 0 2 94 0 0 46 

Y Improvements to classroom 
0 organization and management 47 I 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 I5 

change 5 6 IO 0 3 0 6 0 44 72 8 

w 

Culture or climate change, norm 

Intergroup relations, interaction 

Use of external personnel resources 

Youth roles in regulating and 

between school and community 0 13 5 12 6 0 8 0 0 2 0 

in classrooms 0 I 39 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

responding to student conduct 0 41 2 0 0 0 54 0 0 0 0 

Planning structures or process 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
Security or surveillance 0 2 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Services to families 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Note. N=l086 packaged program descriptions. Information comes from the Phase I “Activity Detail Questionnaire” and short forms. Table entries are unweighted percentages of 
all mentions of each packaged program that were in each prevention category. 
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3.1 1 show convergence with the intended design of each program, despite a considerable amount 
of divergence or misclassification. Conflict resolution and peer mediation programs are 
classified in more heterogeneous ways than the other packaged programs. This suggests that 
these labels stand for different combinations of activities - possibly reflecting variability in 
content or process across the different “brands” of peer mediation and conflict resolution that are 
marketed or “disseminated” to schools. Heterogeneity implies that it may be difficult to 
accumulate meaningful information about the effectiveness of interventions such as conflict 
resolution and peer mediation without identieing program subtypes when research is conducted. 

a 

Conclusions About Extent and Nature of Prevention Activity 

The typical school uses many activities and many different kinds of activities to prevent or 
reduce problem behaviors or promote a safe and orderly environment. Such extensive activity 
and breadth of coverage may be valuable, because having many different activities is likely to 
increase the number of risk or protective factors targeted. It is also possible, however, that by 
attempting so many different activities, schools spread their efforts too thin, diminishing the 
quality of each effort. Program quality is explored in the next chapter. 

Middle and junior high schools generally report more prevention activity underway than do 
elementary and high schools. This may reflect the higher level of problem behavior experienced 
in schools serving youths in middle grades. 

1 .  

,. 9 . ... . <“. ...: . “  

The broad range of different types of prevention policies, practices, arrangements, and 
activities used by schools to prevent problem behavior and promote a safe and orderly 
environment contrasts with some common perceptions about the nature of school-based 
prevention activities. Popular guides and lists of programs are most often dominated by 
curriculum packages (e.g., Drug Strategies, 1998). And guides pertaining to school safety often 
focus on security arrangements or identifying troublemakers (e.g., National School Safety Center, 
1998; Stephens, 1995). While prevention curricula are widely used in schools, schools are 
actually using a wide variety of different strategies to try to reduce problem behavior. The degree 
of effectiveness of most of these activities is unknown. 

Some of the strategies schools use to reduce problem behavior and increase safety and 
orderliness are relatively inexpensive and easy to accomplish (e.g, using heterogeneous grouping, 
or distributing information, creating grade level houses or teams), while others are costly and 
difficult to implement (e.g., decreasing class size, employing stringent grade-to-grade promotion 
standards). Different schools employ different strategies. At present, there is a limited base of 
dependable information to guide schools in selecting approaches to the prevention of problem 
behavior. Despite the availability of multiple evaluations of some instructional packages, there is 
a shortage of useful evaluations of changes in class size or promotion practices on problem 
bebvior. Useful evaluations are Izcking for most practices employed by schools to promote a 
safe and orderly environment and to prevent problem behavior. It should be possible, however, 
to capitalize on the large amount of natural variation in these practices to leam more about their 
potential to reduce problem behavior. 
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Schools make substantial use of architectural and structural arrangements to prevent problem 
behavior or promote school safety. Routine activity theory (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Felson & 
Cohen, 1980) suggests that manipulating these features may reduce school crime by reducing 
opportunities for offenders and victims or targets of crime to come together in time and space. 
Schools use strategies that can be interpreted in the context of routine activity theory or the 
situational crime prevention perspective as an “opportunity blocking” approach (Clarke, 1995; 
Eck, 1997). Urban schools are more likely to use gates, fences, walls, and barricades, and to 
physically block off sections of the building than are schools in other locations. Again, natural 
variation in the use of these architectural or structural arrangements could be exploited to learn 
more about their effects. 

Most schools report that they have strict rules about dangerous behaviors and the 
possession of weapons, communicate those rules, and apply severe consequences when these 
rules are broken. It is unlikely that extreme school violence (such as the highly publicized recent 
shootings in schools) OCCUTS because of lax rules about carrying weapons in school. 

Most schools report that they have systems to keep track of individual student behavior, 
have a discipline referral system, communicate rules, have a systems for investigating 
infractions, and have procedures for achieving and documenting due process when they suspend 
students. Most principals report that their schools have written policies about behaviors they 
wish to prohibit, and principals report that these policies are communicated in writing to relevant 
parties. 

But schools often fall short in using discipline practices that accord with practices that 
research has found to be associated with school safety. Principals report that their schools tend 
to rely on punitive responses to misbehavior more than on positive reinforcement of desirable 
behavior. They tend to make use of a narrower range of possible reinforcers for both negative 
and positive student behaviors than is potentially available. There is much room for 
improvement in the area of school discipline management, but recent calls to make rules for 
serious behavioral infiactions stricter (e.g., Associated Press, 1999; Bush for President, 1999) 
may overlook other important areas where improvement is needed and possible. 

Finally, principals’ reports summarized in this chapter show that many “packaged” programs 
are being used in the nation’s schools, and that many programs are broad in scope (e.g., part of 
multi-component efforts). 

-._.- . -  
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In the next chapter, we examine the quality of prevention programming in schools, 
comparing levels of strength and integrity in typical school programs with what has been shown 
in research to produce desirable outcomes. That chapter also explores the extent to which 
“packaged” and multi-component programs are implemented with as much strength and integrity 
as “home-grown” and stand-alone program:. 
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Program Intensity and Use of Best Practices 
The previous chapter reviewed evidence from the National Study of Delinquency Prevention 

in Schools about what schools do to prevent or reduce problem behavior and promote a safe and 
orderly environment. It revealed that schools undertake a great amount and a great variety of 
activity in pursuit of these aims. In this chapter we turn our attention to how weZZ schools 
implement what they undertake - the quality of implementation. 

Importance of Intensity and Fidelity to Good Practices 

Most reviews of prevention practices and the growing number of lists of effective practices 
intended to guide prevention practitioners are organized according to type of preventive 
intervention. One example of an organization by type of preventive intervention is the 
classification that structured the present research (Appendix D). Practices or programs can also 
be ordered along dimensions of quality. Quality of implementation - the strength of intervention 
and fidelity to a usehl plan for intervention - may be as important as the type of program. 

Until now, we have had little information about the quality of implementation of prevention 
programs in schools. Some information of this type comes from an evaluation of the Department 
of Education's Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities Program (Silvia & Thorne, 1997), 
which found that programs implemented by schools are not nearly as comprehensive or extensive 
as the programs found to be effective in research. That study also found that program delivery at 
the school level is inconsistent: the amount and content of prevention programming varies greatly 
fiom classroom to classroom and school to school - even in districts trying to deliver consistent 
programs. Teachers often reported that they had not received sufficient training, were not 
comfortable with the subject matter or the teaching methods recommended in the curriculum 
materials, and many reported that teaching prevention-related material was of relatively low 
priority in an already full school day. 

a" 
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We have only limited understanding of the effectiveness of research-based programs when 
they are implemented under more natural conditions, but as we noted in chapter one, those few 
studies that have measured the level of implementation show remarkable variation in the strength 
and integrity of implementation, and show that the strength of implementation is related to 
program outcomes. Botvin, Baker, Dusenbury, T o m  and Botvin (1 990) directly examined 
variability in the quality of implementation of the Life Skills Training (LST) program and the 
effects of this variability on program outcomes. Botvin's team carefully measured the amount of 
the LST curriculum delivered after teacher training. The percentage of the materials covered in 
actual implementation varied widely fiom school to school - fiom 27% to 97%, with an average 
of 68%. Only 75% of the students were exposed to at least 60% of the program. Botvin et al. 
also showed that when the program is delivcred poorly, positive effects are not found. In reports 
on the effectiveness of LST, Botvin and colleagues typically exclude those classrooms which 
delivered less than 60% of the program in summarizing outcomes. Although the findings of 
Botvin and his colleagues are most definitive, scattered evidence can be found in other published 

0 1 .  
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a literature (summarized in D. Gottfiedson, Gottfredson, & Skroban, 1998; see also G. 
Gottfiedson, Jones, & Gore, 1999) that the quality of implementation matters. Positive results of 
prevention programs are found in studies and in sites within studies in which high 
implementation was achieved, but they are not generally found when implementation was poor. 

The view that quality of implementation is important and far from assured, only now 
emerging in the delinquency and drug prevention fields, has prevailed for some time in the 
broader study of educational innovation. In the 1970s and early 1980s, several studies of school 
innovation reported similar results: Attempts to improve educational practices in schools usually 
resulted in incomplete, inadequate, or sporadic implementation (Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; 
G. Gottfiedson, Gottfiedson, & Cook, 1983; Hall & Loucks, 1977; Sarason, 1971). Sarason 
characterized many educational innovations as “nonevents,” and Miles (1 98 1) described some 
innovations as “ornaments.” In the broader educational arena, some emphasis has been placed on 

Some of these strategies include the use of quality assurance teams, peer coaches, and master 
teacher arrangements that assign training and technical assistance roles to more experienced and 
skilled teachers. Some marketers of educational programs offer them only to schools where 
teachers vote overwhelmingly to adopt them in order to improve the prospects for 
implementation (Jones, Gottfkedson, & Gottfredson, 1997; Mathews, 1999). 

.-*3 creating organizational arrangements and conditions to support higher quality implementation. r-  . 

_ .  
It may be that the quality of implementation o f  prevention programs matters more than the 

type of prevention intervention. For example, a comprehensive instructional program may be 

control, stress-management, responsible decision making, social problem solving, and 

to continually reinforce skills and provide ample practice. But, an instructional program may be 
ineffective for reducing problem behavior if it is brief, of low dosage, or lacks key content or 
instructional methods. In addition, categorical labels applied to preven9on or treatment 
programs by meta-analysts or others who attempt to summarize results of program evaluations 
may mask large amounts of variability within category in the quality of implementation. 

effective for reducing problem behavior if it focuses on a range of social competencies (e.g., self- 

communication), uses behavioral modeling principles, and is delivered over a long period of time 

e: -2 
3 

The remainder of this chapter explores variability in the intensity and fidelity to good 
practices of the prevention activities examined in the National Study of Delinquency Prevention 
in Schools. 

Data and Measures for Examining Program Quality 

Data to describe the quality of prevention activities come from the reports of principals in 
the phase 2 questionnaire about school-wide activities and from activity coordinators in Activity 
Coordinator Questionnaires asking about the fourteen different types of “discretionary” program 
activity. Some explanation of the Activity Coordinator survey is required, and it is provided in 
the following paragraphs. 
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A total of 17,110 prevention activities were listed in the Activity Detail Booklets 
accompanying the Phase 1 Principal Questionnaire for Program Identification (obtained in the 
Spring of 1997) or a brief supplementary questionnaire for phase 1 nonrespondents' (obtained in 
the 1997-98 school year). Because some schools listed a large number of activities, we randomly 
sampled a maximum of one activity in each of the 14 categories in order to reduce the response 
burden on schools. In addition, if any D.A.R.E. or peer mediation program was not sampled 
randomly, it was added to the sample. This produced a sample of 8,043 prevention activities €or 
which we set out to obtain detailed information in Activity Coordinator Questionnaires. 

As part of our preparations for the Spring 1998 school surveys, we telephoned schools to 
accomplish three things: (a) seek their participation in the phase 2 surveys, (b) verify the 
existence of sampled activities for which we intended to seek detailed reports, and (c) identify 
potential alternate respondents when a single individual had been nominated as an informant 
about multiple prevention activities2 Of the 8,043 activities, 796 (9.9%) were found not to exist 
at phase 2 survey time, and J 27 activities (1.6%) were de-selected to avoid overburdening 
respondents. In addition, clerical errors led to sending a Activity Coordinator Questionnaire in 
the wrong category in 16 instances (0.2%).3 Accordingly, there were 7,104 potential responses to 
Activity Coordinator Questionnaires (representing 88.3% of all activities initially sampled). In 
all, 3,691 completed questionnaires were obtained (45.9% of all activities initially sampled, and 

'For secondary schools that had failed to participate in the Phase 1 survey but had not 
affirmatively refused, and for which we were successful in obtaining school district approval to 
proceed with a survey, a one-page form was used to seek the identification of prevention 
activities in the same 14 areas covered by the regular Phase 1 questionnaires. For a small number 
of schools (N  = 44) this supplementary procedure was the source of identified prevention 
activities. 

*In some cases the principal listed him or herself or one or two other persons as the individuals 
who could describe a number of activities. We wished to avoid requesting the same individual to 
describe more than two activities. Therefore we requested the names of other persons in the 
school who could describe some activities. When a principal insisted that only he/she (or only 
another individual) could describe a number of activities, activities were randomly subsampled 
so that no individual would be asked to complete morc &an two questionnaires in phase 2. For 
principals, one of these was the Phase 2 Principal Questionnaire. 

'We now recommend using different color paper or ink to help distinguish questionnaires that are 
otherwise similar in appearance. a 

4-3 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



5 1.9% of the 7,104 questionnaires delivered to  respondent^).^ An accounting of sampling and 
response rates was provided in Table 1.8. 

Recall that of the 8,043 sampled prevention activities about which we inquired, we 
determined that 796 (about 10%) no longer existed by the time we asked activity coordinators to 
describe the programs several months later. This is undoubtedly a lower bound estimate of the 
percentage not in existence in the school year after the activities were initially identified. We 
obtained verification that 5,067 (63%) did exist at that time, but were unable to obtain an 
indication about the continuing existence of 2,180 activities (27% of the total). Activities in 
some categories were more likely to be found still in existence than other activities. A high 
percentage (92%) of counseling activities existed, whereas a smaller percentage (79%) of 
programs that involve youths in school discipline (e.g., peer mediation programs) were still in 
existence. Details are shown in Appendix Table B4.1. 

Measures of Quality of Discipline 

Two scales were created to measure the consistency of enforcement of school rules based on 
the reports of principals. The short Predictable Response scale is based on reports that 
disciplinary responses to specific infractions will be highly predictable, whereas the Conditional 
Response scale measures the extent to which discipline decisions are made by taking 
characteristics of a referring teacher or of a student into account.' High scores on the Predictable 
Response scale are desirable, according to previous research showing that clarity of school rules 
is related to lower levels of school disorder (G. Gottfiedson & Gottfiedson, 1985; G. 
Gottfiedson, 1999). Low scores on the Conditional Response scale appear desirable, because 
research directed at improving the consistency of school discipline suggests that it is necessary to 
overcome disciplinarian's tendency to condition responses on what teacher or kind of student is 
involved in order to increase consistency and fairness @. Gottfiedson, 1988; D. Gottfiedson, 
Gottfiedson, & Hybl, 1993). Appendix Table H4.1, which reports T-scores by level and location 
for these and other scales, shows that average scores on the Conditional Response scale and 
Predictable Response scale are similar across level and location, although Predictability may tend 
to be a bit lower on average in elementary schools. 

Tables of mean T-scores convey a form of normative information, but they do not convey 
information that can be judged according to any criterion of adequacy. Accordingly, we formed 

Most of the non-response was due to the 285 schools which returned none of their coordinator 
surveys. Of the 554 responding schools, the percentage of coordinator sweys returned raged 
from 7% to loo%, with an average of 83%. Survey response rate was not significantly related to 
either activity type or the overall quality of programs in the school. 

'Item content of these scales is shown in Appendix E. 
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another kind of composite measure intended to communicate infomation about the quality of 
school discipline practices. These composites are as follows:6 

1. Communication and Documentation. 7 items about the extent of distribution of the school’s 
discipline policy and current efforts to maintain or use procedures for documentation. Higher 
scores mean that a larger number of sound communication and documentation practices are 
employed. 

2. Range of Appropriate Responses to Misconduct. 17 items about a variety of potential 
responses to misconduct schools might exercise, ranging fkom brief exclusion from class, use 
of peer mediation or student court, detention, reprimands, and notifying parents, to 
community service. Higher scores mean that a greater variety of appropriate responses are 
employed. 

3. Range of Responses to Desirable Conduct. 7 items about the variety of potential responses to 
desirable student behavior that a school might exercise, ranging from material rewards, 
through informal recognition or praise, activity or privilege reinforcers, to fonnal recognition 
or praise. Higher scores mean that a greater variety of potential reinforcers are employed. 

4. Disciplinarian Consistency. 3 items about whether specific disciplinary responses are 
independent of the source of refenal, identity of the decision maker, or the student 
disciplined. Higher scores imply greater consistency. 

5.  Predictable Disciplinary Decision Making. 2 Likert-type items about whether students and 
teachers can predict the administration’s disciplinary response. Higher scores imply greater 
predictability. 

6. Adequacy Composite. The percentage of composites 1 through 5 for a school that were 
above a designated cut point. A higher score means that more of the composites were above 
a minimum threshold. 

The six criteria are summarized in Table 4.1 , which shows the potential range of scores, the 
observed range, and the cut point for “adequacy” adopted. 

Measures of Quality of Discretionary Activity or Programs 

Activity Coordinator Questionnaires were designed to gather information about the quality 
and quantity of services provided. When possible, the same questions were asked about each 
type of program or activity. Often, however, the wording of a question that worked for one 
program activity type was inappropriate for another program activity type. For example, 
questions about the number of lessons or sessions were more appropriate for curricula or 
counseling activities than for school planning or security activities. Questions were therefore 
tailored to each activity type while attempting to retain as much consistency in measurement 
content across questionnaires as possible. Descriptive data about the content and objectives of 
discretionary activities are presented in Appendix Tables H4.2-H4.17. 

6The specific item content for each scale can be found in Appendix E, section 2. 
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a Ta6le 4.1 
Criteria Used to Judge Adequacy of School- Wide Disciplinary Practices 

Potential range Observed range 
Measure of scores of scores cut point 

Communication and documentation 0 - 100% 14- 100% 70% 

Range of appropriate responses to 
misconduct 

0 - 100% 12 - 94% 70% 

Range of responses to desirable conduct 0 - 100% 0 -  100% 70% 

Disciplinarian consistency 0 - 100% 0 -  100% 70% 

Predictable disciplinary decision making a 1 - 5  1 - 5  4 

Adequacy composite 0 - 100% 0 -  100% 70% 
a The average of two Likert-type items about how often students or teachers can predict the 
administration’s disciplinary response because they know the punishment for the offense. 4 = 
“most of the time,” 5 = “almost always.” This scale has a small (. 15) correlation with the 
measure of disciplinarian consistency. 

only = .19 for 189 elementary schools and a = .24 for 380 secondary schools. 
The percentage of criteria above the cut point. This composite does not form a scale, with a 

Indicators of intensity included level of use by school personnel, frequency of operation, 
duration, number of sessions, frequency of student and staff participation, the ratio of providers 
to students in the school, and proportion of students involved in the activity. “Level of use” was 
viewed as a continuum (Hall & Loucks, 1977) ranging fiom no knowledge or awareness of an 
activity, through having acquired information or training, trying the activity, to using or applying 
regularly. Respondents indicated the level that characterized use of a practice in their schools. 
“Best practices” scales were scored by calculating the proportion of the identified research-based 
practices with respect to content or methods used in a particular activity or program. To develop 
these scales, research-based practices were identified for each program type independently by the 
two principal authors of this volume. Each author identified those practices that would be 
indicated by research about which he or she had knowledge. There was high agreement, and 
discrepancies in judgments were discussed and resolved by referring to the evidence. See 
Appendix E for the specific practices included in each best practice scale. 

The indicators of intensity and fidelity to good practice are shown in Table 4.2, together with 
the range of responses available for each. Each of these measures is examined in this chapter, 
dong with an Intensity scale composed of three items available for most activity categories. 
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Table 4.2 
Summarv ofMeasures of Intensity and Fidel@ to Good Practice 

Intensity/Fidelity Measure Range of Responses 

Level of use by school personnel 

Best practices: content 

Best practices: methods 

Frequency of operation 

Number of lessondsessions" 

Durationa 

1 

5 

At least one person in the school knows 
something about it 
One or more persons is conducting 
activity on a regular basis 

0 to 1 (See note) 

0 to 1 (See note) 

1 
3 Continually throughout the year 

Special occasions once or twice a year 

Write-in of exact number (natural log of the 
number is also examined due to positive skew 
in the distribution of the number) 

1 Lessthanaday 
7 More than a full school year 

Frequency of participation - students" 1 Monthly or less often 
6 More than once per day 

Frequency of participation - staff 1 Monthly or less often 
6 More than once per day 

Ratio of providers to students in the school 1 OO(ln(NdN, + l)), where Np = number of 
persons providing the service, and N, = the 
number of students in the school 

Generally, NANs, where Ne = number of 
students exposed or participating, and N, = 
number of students in the school. For the 
category "Youth Participation in School 
Decision Making," Ne = disciplinary 
incidents handled by student court or peer 
mediation, and N, = disciplinary incidents 
handled by student court, peer mediation, or 
the administration. 

Proportion students exposed or participating 

Note. Scares for the "best practices" scales are the proportion of the identified best prilcrices 
(content or methods) reportedly used in a particular activity or program. 
a Included in composite Intensity scale 
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Quality of School-Wide Discipline 

Table 4.3 shows how the schools measure up on the summary indicators for quality of 
school-wide discipline. Principals in the nation’s schools generally claim to be communicating 
rules to teachers, parents and students and keeping track of student conduct. In all, 93% of 
schools are judged to have “adequate” communication and documentation, with 92% of 
elementary, 98% of middle and 94% of high schools exceeding the threshold for adequacy. The 
majority of schools fall short of our adequacy criterion in all of the other discipline areas: range 
of responses to misconduct, range of responses to desirable conduct, disciplinarian consistency, 
and predictable disciplinary decision making. Schools tend to use relatively small percentages of 
the possible responses available for misconduct and good conduct. Only 27% of schools use 
70% or more of the possible responses for misbehavior, and only 20% of schools use 70% or 
more of the possible responses to desirable behavior. The use of these responses differs 
according to school level: Only 7% of high schools meet the adequacy cut-point for positive 
responses; a larger percentage of middle (1 5%) and elementary schools (26%) meet the adequacy 
cut-point. Only 15% of elementary schools meet the 70% criterion for responses to negative 
behavior; higher percentages of middle (52%) and high (42%) schools meet the adequacy 
threshold. 

Research implies that consistency and predictability in disciplinary responses produce 
greater orderliness (G. Gottfiedson & Gottfiedson, 1985; D. Gottfiedson, 1987; D. Gottfiedson et 
al., 1993; G. Gottfiedson, 1999), and consistency is commonly recommended as a sound 
disciplinary strategy (e.g., Goal 6 Work Group, 1993), yet fewer than half of our nation’s schools 
fall above the adequacy cut-point selected for the two relevant indicators based on principals’ 
reports. Only 48% of all schools (and 38% of urban schools) reach the cut-point for 
disciplinarian consistency. Only 3 1 % of schools are adequately predictable in their responses to 
behavioral offenses. 

The “adequacy composite” percentages in Table 4.2 indicate the percentage of schools that 
were above our “adequacy cut-point” for 70% or more of the five indicators examined. The 
bottom line is this: Only 44% of ow nation’s schools report using what we consider to be 
minimally adequate discipline practices. The remainder fail to employ available and acceptable 
methods to promote desired behavior or to diminish misconduct, or they fail to apply consistent 
and predictable disciplinary responses. The potential to improve practice in these respects may 
be great. 

Summary: Discipline policies andpractices. The typical school has rules about dangerous 
behaviors, communicates those rules, and may apply severe consequences when these d e s  are 
broken. Of all schools, 94% have written rules or policies about weapons, 96% provide written 
copies of their rules to students and parents, and 97% of schools suspend or expel a student for 
possessing a gun. In view of the nearly universal existence of rules against weapons, it is 
unlikely that further school violence involving weapons can be prevented or reduced simply by 
introducing additional rules. Suspension or expulsion are used by fewer schools as a 

-:- -.:.- 
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Table 4.3 
Percentage of Schools with School- Wide Disciplinary Practices Judged Adequate According to Several Criteria, by School Level 

School level 

Criterion 

Elementary Middle/Junior High 

% 95%CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI n Total 95%CI N 

Adequacy composite ' 

Best practices: communication and 
documentation 

Best practices: range of appropriate 

Best practices: range of responses to 

Best practices: disciplinarian 

responses to misconduct 

desirable conduct 
f 
\o 

consistency 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

Predictable disciplinary decision- 
making 

42 

92 

15 

26 

44 

64 

34 

46 

29 

38.8-44.7 

88.0-96.2 

9.9- 19.9 

19.8-3 1.8 

32.0-56.6 

5 I .3-76.0 

2 1.6-46.1 

38.9-53.4 

22.9-35.7 

189 

216 

209 

216 

70 

62 

64 

196 

216 

50 

98 

52 

15 

49 

58 

57 

54 

32 

47.5-53.4 

95.0-99.1 

45.0-58.8 

IO. 1-19.6 

37.7-60.7 

42.2-72.7 

45.3-69.3 

46.5-6 1.2 

25.3-38.4 

203 

216 

216 

219 

77 

71 

67 

215 

218 

45 

94 

42 

7 

51 

46 

39 

48 

33 

4 I .9-48.1 

89.7-97.9 

34.1-49.5 

3.2-11.4 

39.6-62.5 

32.2-60.0 

25.3-52.6 

39.8-55.3 

26.1-40.6 

177 

193 

184 

191 

80 

58 

51 

189 

190 

44 

93 

27 

20 

47 

59 

38 

48 

31 

41.8-45.8 

90.6-96.0 

22.8-30.5 

15.7-23.5 

39.6-54.9 

50.1-67.1 

28.9-46.6 

42.7-52.4 

26.3-35.1 

569 

625 

609 

626 

227 

191 

182 

600 

624 

Middle schools score higher than high schools (p < .02) and elementary schools (p < .001). 
Middle schools score higher than elementary schools (p < .02). 
Elementary schools score lower than middle or high schools (p < .001). 
High schools score lower than middle schools (p < .02) and elementary schools (p C .OOl); middle schools score lower than elementary schools (p < . O l )  
Urban schools score lower than suburban schools (p < .OOl). 
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consequence for other, more frequent, undesirable student behaviors such as tobacco possession, 
fighting, the use of profane or abusive language, and truancy -but the percentages of schools that 
suspend or expel for these offenses is still high. Suspension or expulsion is used for a wide range 
of offenses, apparently often without affording the student a hearing. 

Larger percentages of schools rely on punitive responses to misbehavior than on positive 
reinforcement of desirable behavior, and this imbalance is larger in high schools. For example, 
although more than 80% of high schools report using after-school detention, withdrawal of 
privileges, suspension, and the like; fewer than 70% use activity reinforcers, job or privilege 
reinforcers, and material reinforcers for desirable behavior. Because such reinforcers can be 
expected to work not only for younger students but also for older students, schools with students 
in higher grade levels may often be overlooking sources of regulation of student behavior. 

A minority of schools use what we consider to be minimally adequate discipline practices. 
The majority fail to employ available and acceptable methods to promote desired behavior or to 
diminish misconduct, or they fail to apply consistent and predictable disciplinary responses. The 
potential for making school disciplinary practices more responsive and consistent appears great. 

Quality of Discretionary Activities or Programs 

Table 4.4 shows the means on each intensity and fidelity measure, by program type. Across 
all program types, the average level of intensity and fidelity to good practice of school-based 
prevention activity is characterized by the descriptions in the following list: 

One or more persons is conducting itpom time to time; 
It employs 71 % of the content elements identified as representing best practices; 
It employs 54% of the methods elements identified as representing best practices; 
It involves 32 sessions or lessons (although there is a large range across activities of 
different types); 
It lasts about 25 weeks; 
Both students and staffparticipate about once per week; 
4 1 % of the school’s students participate or are exposed; 
There are approximately 4 program providers per 100 students in the school; and 
If it is a classroom or a school-wide activity? it operates nearly all year. 

Although direct comparison across program categories is complicated by measures that are 
not strictly comparable, where comparisons are possible they imply differences in intensity or 
fidelity to good practice across categories. Classroom-level programs (categories 6 and 7) enjoy 
the highest level of use, e.g., they are more likely to be used by one or more persons on a regular 
basis. MentmTing, tutoring, or coaching as well as school planning activities also enjoy relatively 
high levels of use. The levels of use of security and surveillance and family programs are lowest. 
Prevention curricula stand out as employing particularly high proportions of identified best 
practices for content (81% on average), but prevention curricula on average employ only half 
(48%) of the identified best practices for instructional method. The counseling methods (other 
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Table 4.4 
Mean Level of Use, Intensity and Use of Best Practices, by Program Qpe 

Program Type 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 IO I I  12 13 14 All 

(~292- (nx223- (~315- (n=205- (~236- (11-157- (~199- (~244- (~~167- (n=161- (~150- ( ~ 1 5 3 -  (~228- ( ~ 7 0 -  (N=788- 
Quality indicator 372) 265) 362) 253) 255) 247) 221) 303) 227) 234) 257) 192) 266) 167) 3580) 
Level of use by school 

Best practices: content 
Best practices: methods 
Number of lessons/sessions 
Number of lessons/sessions 

Duration 
Frequency of participation - 

students 
Frequency of participation - 

staff 
,- Proportion students exposed 

or participating 
Frequency of program use or 

operation 
Ratio of providers to 

students in school 
100 (In (ratio + 1)) 

personnel 

(natural log) 

f 
w 

3.98 

.8 1 

.48 
27.9 I 
2.91 

5.25 
3.05 

- 

.48 

- 

2.27 

4.0 1 

.62 
S O  
- 
- 

5.35 
4.00 

- 

.29 

- 

4.18 

4.06 

- 
.33 

15.05 
2.37 

5.1 1 
2.38 

- 

.28 

- 

.98 

4.53 

- 
.47 

46.91 
3.38 

5.61 
3.44 

- 

.20 

- 

5.68 

4.00 4.53 

- .62 
.6 1 

34.65 100.54 
2.71 3.79 

- 

4.46 - 
2.99 4.02 

.37 .52 

- 2.7 1 

5.79 3.30 

4.60 

.73 

.73 
- 
- 

- 
- 

- 

- 

2.84 

4.33 

4.13 4.10 4.45 3.60 3.69 4.29 4.33 4.14b 

- 6.47 6.52 4.56 - - 5.38 
2.90 2.23 3.00 3.82 1.87 3.09 - 3 .OSb 

- 

2.93 2.38 3.03 4.13 - - - 3.02 

.70 .63 - - .12 .32 .3 1 .4 1 

2.49 2.66 2.68 2.64 2.51 2.72 2.91 - 

4.49 7.12 - - 2.08 - 1.96 3.84 

. .  _ _  
Note: Duration responses range from 1 (less than a day) to 7 (more than one full school year). Frequency of participation ranges from I (monthly or less often) to 6 (more than 
once a day). Level of use responses range from 1 (at least one person in school knows about activity) to 5 (one or more persons is conducting activity on a regular basis). How 
often used or operated responses range from 1 (special occasions once or twice a year) to 3 (continually throughout school year). 
'Mean number of lessons is lower in middle/junior high schools than in high schools. 
Differs by school location; see Appendix Table H4.18. 

1 = Prevention Curriculum, Instruction, or Training 
2 = Behavioral Programming or Behavior Modification 
3 = Counseling, Social Work, Psychological, or Therapeutic Activity 
4 = Mentoring, Tutoring, Coaching, Job Apprenticeship/Placement 
5 = Recreation, Enrichment and Leisure Activity 
6 = Improvements to Instructional Practices or Methods 
7 = Classroom Organization and Management Practices 
8 = Activity to Change or Maintain Culture, Climate or Expectations for Behavior 

9 = Intergroup Relations and School-Community Interaction 
IO = Interventions Involving a School Planning Structures or Process to Manage 

1 I = Security and Surveillance 
12 = Services or Programs for Family Members 
13 = Use of External Personnel Resources for Classroom Management and 

14 = Youth Participation in School Discipline 

Change 

Instruction 
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than behavioral or cognitive-behavioral) used in schools to prevent or reduce problem behavior 
stand out as particularly poor in terms of their use of best practices for methods (only 33% of 
identified best practices used). This may explain why evaluations of counseling programs have 
not generally shown generic counseling to be effective @. Gottfiedson et al., in press). 

Table 4.4 shows that the mean number of sessions differs greatly for different categories of 
prevention activity, with family programs involving an average of 7 and improvements to 
classroom instructional methods an average of 101 sessions. Mentoringltutoring activities 
involve a relatively large average number of sessions (47), and prevention curricula involve 28 
lessons on average. In terms of duration, school-wide planning and security activities tend to last 
longer (generally more than a year) than do services aimed at individual students. Of shortest 
average duration are recreational and other enrichment activities and services to families. The 
mean frequency of student participation ranges from about twice per month for family programs 
to more than once per week for behavioral programming. As might be expected, more students 
are exposed when the program is a school-wide climate change program (categories 8 and 9), and 
many fewer students are exposed on average in family programs and other individually-targeted 
programs such as mentoring and tutoring. School-wide programs to improve intergroup relations 
and encourage school-community linkages on average involve by far the largest number of 
providers (relative to the number of students in the school). Counseling programs involve the 
lowest ratio. 

Mean levels of intensity, exposure and use of best practices generally do not differ much by 
school level (not tabled). The only exception is that middle/junior high programs involve fewer 
sessions or lessons on average than do the high school programs (32,25, and 37 for elementary, 
middle/junior high, and senior high schools). Evidence presented in Chapter 3 showed that 
middleljunior high schools operate a larger number of different programs than do elementary and 
high schools, but the available evidence does not imply correspondingly greater average intensity 
at the middle school level. 

More differences in the quality of programming exist across school locations (see Appendix 
Table H4.18). Prevention activities in urban schools make use of a higher proportion of best 
practices (methods) than other schools. Activities in rural schools involve a lower level of 
involvement of school personnel (“level of use”) than do other schools. Also, activities in rural 
schools involve a lower level of student participation and operate less frequently than do 
activities in urban schools. 

Ratings of the Adequacy of Intensity and Fidelity to Good Practice 

The information about program quality provided earlier in this chapter provides a usem 
description of facets of prevention activity quality. It provides “normative” information in much 
the same way that tables of average body weights of men and women provides information about 
those populations. But we desired a way to go beyond that form of basic description to report on 
the “adequacy” of prevention programming. Just as tables of so-called normal or desirable 
weights provide guidelines against whether a person may be judged over weight, we sought a 
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guideline or set of benchmarks by which prevention activities could be judged. This is akin also 
to what is sought in educational measurement when minimum competency standards are devised 
against which a student’s achievement can be compared. Judgment is required to develop such 
benchmarks. 

To devise “adequacy” guidelines for the present purpose, we decided that a useful criterion 
would be whether or not an activity could reasonably be expected to achieve a reduction in 
problem behavior or an increase in safety if it failed to meet a guideline. We made judgments 
about each available facet of program quality separately for each category of prevention activity. 
The two principal authors independently indicated (based on their understandings and 
interpretations of available research and information about practice in each area) the level that 
each indicator would have to reach in order to be expected to produce a measurable effect. 
Discrepancies between the judgments of the two raters were discussed and resolved. Tables 4.5 
and 4.6 show the minimum criteria necessary to be judged “adequate” on each dimension of 
program intensity and adherence to best practices. Table 4.5 shows thresholds for level of use 
and best practices with respect to content and method that were applied to all categories of 
activity, and Table 4.6 shows the separate thresholds for other facets of program quality that were 
applied to different categories of activity. 

Table 4.5 
Common Criteria Used to Judge Adequacy of All Categories of Prevention Activities 
Dimension Criterion 

Level of use by school personnel One or more persons is conducting activity on a regular 
basis 

Best practices: content 

Best practices: methods 

Uses 70% or more of identified best practices 

Uses 70% or more of identified best practices 

Table 4.6 
Criteria Used to Judge Adequacy of Prevention Activities That Differ According to Activity 
Category 
Dimension and Cateeorv Criterion 

~ 

Number of lessondsessions 
Prevention curriculum, instruction, or training 
Mentoring 

2 16 
2 52 

Tutoring; Recreation, enrichment, leisure 
Improvements to instructional practices/methods 
External personnel resources for classroom 

2 26 
2 30 
2 25 

continued. . . 
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Table 4.6 (continued) 
Criteria Used to Judge Adequacy of Prevention Activities That Di@er According to Activity 
Cateporv 

e 
Dimension and Category Criterion 

Duration 

Prevention curriculum, instruction, or training; Counseling, social 
work, psychological, or therapeutic activity; Tutoring; 
Recreation, enrichment, leisure 

Mentoring 

Planning structure or management of change; Security and 
surveillance school year 

Culture, climate or expectations; Intergroup relations and 
school-community interaction; Planning structure or management 
of change 

Prevention curriculum, instruction, or training; Counseling, social 
work, psychological, or therapeutic activity; Mentoring, tutoring, 
coaching, apprenticeship; Recreation, enrichment, leisure; 
Services/programs for family members; External personnel 
resources for classroom 

Improvements to instructional practices or methods 

Behavioral programming or behavioral modeling; Security & 
surveillance 

Longer than a month 

At least one school year 

More than one f i l l  

Frequency of participation - students 

At least 2-3 times per 
month 

At least weekly 

More than once per week 

At least daily 

Frequency of participation - staff 
Culture, climate or expectations; intergroup relations and 
school-community interaction; Planning structure or management 
of change 

Security and surveillance 

Culture, climate or expectations; Intergroup relations and 
school-community interaction; Planning structure or management 
of change; Security and surveillance 

Proportion students exposed or participating 

Culture, climate or expectations; intergroup relations and 
school-community interaction 

Youth participation In discipline 

At least 2-3 times per 
month 

At least daily 

Continually throughout 
the year 

Frequency of operation 

L 70% 

2 10% or referrals 
handled by student court 
or through peer 
mediation 

. .  - .. 
L .  
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We then compared each activity against each of the adequacy criteria. For each of the 14 
categories of prevention activity, Table 4.7 shows the proportion of activities judged adequate 
according to each criterion of adequacy. For example, the first entry under column 1 (prevention 
curriculum, instruction, or training) means that 52% of activities in this category exceeded the 
adequacy threshold for level of use (at least one person is conducting the activity on a regular 
basis). The second entry in this column means that 76% of prevention curriculum, instruction, or 
training activities employed at least 70% of the identified best practices for content; the third 
entry means that 27% of these activities employed at least 70% of the best practices for method; 
and so on. The fourth entry in column 1 may be interpreted as meaning that 50% of prevention 
curriculum, instruction, and training activities offered enough lessons that it could to be expected 
to produce a measurable difference in a problem behavior outcomes (and that 50% did not have 
enough lessons). The last entry in each column shows the average proportion of quality 
dimensions that exceeded the adequacy criteria. The entry of .57 for column 1 shows that the 
mean proportion of the six adequacy criteria met by prevention curriculum, instruction, or 
training activities was .57. 

The dashes in Table 4.7 indicate facets of program quality for which it was not possible to 
establish adequacy criteria - either because there was no basis in research to specify a criterion, 
or because the quality dimension was not measured. 

The overall quality of prevention programs in schools is low. For all types of programs, the 
mean proportion of adequacy criteria met is only .57. This means that for the average activity, 
only 57% of the indicators of quality or quantity were judged to be sufficiently strong to be 
expected to lead to a measurable difference in the desired outcomes. The summary index ranges 
fiom a low of .42 for services or programs to family members to .73 for security or surveillance 
activities. 

Across all types of programs, the proportion of activities judged adequate ranged fiom a low 
of .33 for the use of best practices (methods) to a high of .75 for frequency of operation. The use 
of best practices (methods) had a low overall proportion adequate because several kinds of 
activities aimed directly at altering student behavior (counseling, mentoring or tutoring, 
behavioral programming or modification, and instruction) make little use of the identified best 
practices for methods. The proportion of activities meeting the adequacy criterion for the 
number of lessons or sessions was also low at .37. Activities involving the use of external 
personnel for classroom management or instruction rarely meet this criterion, and individual 
attention (mentoring or tutoring) and recreational programs also generally fall short on this 
criterion. On the other hand, high proportions of activities directed at security and surveillance 
or classroom organization and management operate continually throughout the school year, 
which was the criterion for adequacy on the “how often” dimension. 

In general, classroom- and school-level activities seem to be implemented with somewhat 
higher quality than activities targeting individual students. Security and surveillance activities 
are the best-implemented (the mean of the six facets of adequacy is .73), partly because 95% of 
these activities operate continually throughout the year. School planning activities (average facet 
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Table 4.7 
Proportion of Programs or Activities Judged Adequate on Each Dimension, by Program Type 

Program Type 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 I O  I 1  12 13 I4 All 

372) 266) 364) 258) 262) 248) 221) 309) 23 I )  239) 260) 196) 284) 169) 3679) 
.52 .53 .57 .8 1 .57 .72 .76 .62 .64 .72 .45 .45 .64 .67 .61' 

( ~ 2 9 2 -  (n=249- ( t ~ 3 4 0 -  (nz155- (nz236- ( t ~ 1 5 7 -  ( ~ 2 0 9 -  (n=244- ( ~ 1 6 7 -  ( t ~ l 6 1 -  (n=150- (n=l77- (n1228- (n670- (W488- 
Quality indicator 
Level of use by school 

Best practices: content 
Best practices: methods 
Number of lessons/sessions 
Duration 
Frequency of participation - 

Frequency of participation - 

Proportion students exposed 

personnel 

students 

staff 

or participating 
p How often program is used 

or operated 

Mean proportion dimensions 

.76 

.27 
S O  
.78 
.65 

- 

- 

- 

(57) 

- - - 
.08 .I8 - 

.25 .3 5 
.69 -59 .53 
.48 .83 .6 1 

- 

(.45) (37) ( 3 1 )  

.46 

.36 

.64 

.66 

- 

.75 

(-59) 

- - - - - 
- - .71 - - 

.02 - - - - 
- .84 .90 .47 - 

.65 .64 .3 1 .71 - 
- - .64 .71 - 

.77 .95 - .56 .7a 

(.71) (.73) (.42) ( 3 1 )  (.69) 

.6 1 

.33' 

.37 

.70 

.61b 

.60 

.6OC 

.75' 

(.57') 
judged adequate 

Note. See tables 4.5 and 4.6 for criteria used for judging adequacy. n's are 
unweighted number of activities. nsa = not specified above. Entries in parentheses 
are mean proportions. 
a Differs by location, proportions are as follows: 

schools, p < .05. 

middle schools differing from,high schools, p .05 

1 = Prevention Curriculum, Instruction, or Training 
2 = Behavioral Programming or Behavior Modification, nsa 
3 = Counseling, Social Work, Psychological, or Therapeutic Activity, nsa 
4 = Mentoring, Tutoring, Coaching, Job Apprenticeship/Placement, nsa 
5 = Recreation, Enrichment and Leisure Activity, nsa 
6 = Improvements to Instructional Practices or Methods, nsa 
7 = Classroom Organization and Management Practices, nsa 
8 = Activity to Change or Maintain Culture, Climate or Expectations for Behavior 
9 = Intergroup Relations and School-Community Interaction 

Proportion adequate is lower in middle and high schools than in elementary 

Proportion exposed decreases as school level increases; with elementary and 

10 = Interventions Involving a School Planning Structures or Process to Manage 

1 I = Security and Surveillance 

13 = Use of External Personnel Resources for Classroom Management and 

Rural Suburban Urban 

Level of use by school personnel .56 .64 -66 Change 

Best practices: methods .32 .30 .38 12 = Services or Programs for Family Members 

Frequency of student participation .57 .65 .63 Instruction 

Proportion of dimensions iudaed adequate .54 .58 .6 1 14 = Youth Participation in School Discipline 
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adequacy of m), classroom organization and management activities (average of .71 of criteria 
adequate), activities that involve youths in regulating student behavior (e.g., peer mediation, 
student courts; average of .69 of criteria adequate), activities that change the school climate 
(average of .64 of criteria adequate), and improvement to classroom instructional methods 
(average of .59 of criteria adequate) are all implemented with above-average quality. 
Individualized services - family services, behavior management, and counseling - were the most 
poorly implemented activities, with averages of .42, .47, and .45 of criteria adequate. 

Certain ratings of adequacy of implementation vary by school level. The adequacy of the 
frequency of student participation and the proportion of students participating decrease as the 
school level increases, and in both instances elementary schools differ significantly from high 
schools. This accords with experience in working with schools at different levels - as students 
become more autonomous they opt out of many school activities. 

Consistent with the analysis of the mean levels each quality indicator, the adequacy ratings 
also tend to be higher in urban and lower in rural areas. Programs in urban schools are judged 
adequate more often than other schools on the use of best practices (methods). Programs in m a l  
schools are judged adequate less often than other schools on level of use by school personnel and 
the overall rating of adequacy. 

One interpretation of the summary index “proportion of dimensions judged adequate” is that 
it provides an optimistic assessment of the likely effectiveness of a program or activity. To see 
why this is so, consider a hypothetical instructional program. Suppose the program utilizes all of 
the identified best practices for method and content, and exceeds the threshold for number of 
lessons and duration, but no one implements the program on a regular basis and students almost 
never participate. This program would have a score of 4/6 or 67% of adequacy criteria met. But 
since the program is evidently designed well but essentially unimplemented, it cannot be 
expected to produce anything in the way of results. A failure to meet standards for adequacy for 
even one of the dimensions can potentially render an activity impotent. 

Variability in Program Quality 

Results presented above indicate that the quality of program implementation is variable and 
often poor. But this summary does not convey information about the large amount of variability 
in program implementation from activity to activity, even among activities of the same type. The 
discovery of great variability in program or activity quality is an important finding of the 
National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools. It implies that any type of prevention 
strategy can be well implemented, and that any type can be poorly implemented. 

Consider level of use, one of the indicators of program intensity that is measured in a 
parallel way for all categories of prevention activity studied. The percentage of variance in level 
of use that lies between program categories is only 5%. This means that most of the variability 
in this indicator is withinprogram category. Even in indicators which are to a certain degree 
dependent upon program category for their measurement, most of the variability in the measure is 
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within category. The proportion of dimensions judged adequate, for example, has only 28% of 
its variance between category. 

A nontechnical and perhaps more intuitive way to convey this point is to show examples of 
specific programs of the same type which differ in their quality of implementation. Tables 4.8 
through 4.10 show examples of high and low quality school planning, behavior management, 
and D.A.R.E. programs, based on descriptions fiom the Activity Coordinator Questionnaires. 

These tables illustrate how activities within each category vary considerably with respect to 
intensity and adherence to good practices. This is true even for highly standardized programs 
such as D.A.R.E. 

Table 4.8 
Low and High Qaality School Planning Interventions 

Program A: School 

One or more persons is 
participating in it fiom 
time to time regular basis 

Program B: School 

One or more persons is 
conducting activity on a 

IntensityFidelity Measure Planning Teams Improvement Teams 

Level of use by school personnel 

Duration One week At least a full school year 

Frequency of participation - one or twice per school Daily 
students and staff Year 

Comments The principal and a 
counselor are 
responsible for 
conducting the activity. 
Participants received a 
short demonstration in 
how to conduct the 
activity. 
Participation is 
voluntary, and 
participants are not held 
accountable for 
conducting this activity. 
The activity i s  not 
funded. 

A broad spectrum of 
school staff, police, and 
community members 
are responsible for 
conducting the activity. 
Participants received 2- 

It is a required program, 
and participants are 
held accountable for 
conducting this activity. 
The activity is funded 
through its school 
system budget and 
other external funds. 

3 days training. 
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Table 4.9 
Low and High Quality Behavior Modification Interventions 

Program A: Alternative Program B: Behavior 
IntensityFidelity Measure Classroom Education Modification Program 

e 
Level of use by school personnel One or more persons has 

been trained 

Best practices: content 43% 

Best practices: methods 0% 

Duration One month 
-. 
. , 

Frequency of participation - 
students 

Monthly or less 

Proportion students exposed or 8% 

One or more persons is 
conducting activity on a 
regular basis 

100% 

88% 

More than a 111 school 
Year 

More than once per day 

3% 
participating 

.. . 
Table 4.10 
Low and High Quality D.A. R. E. Program -::e 

Program A: D.A.R.E. Program B: D.A.R.E. 
IntensityFidelity Measure Instructional Program Instructional Program 

$3 . .. 
' .. . ". 

Level of use by school personnel One or more persons is 
conducting activity on a 
regular basis regular basis 

One or more persons is 
conducting activity on a 

Best practices: content 91% 100% 

Best practices: methods 0% 100% 

Number of lessondsessions 5 16 

Duration About a week Less than a half school 
Year 

Frequency of participation - Less than once a month Weekly 
students 

Proportion students exposed or 30% 23% 
participating 
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Conclusion 

In Chapter 2 we showed that schools conduct many different activities aimed at reducing 
problem behavior and increasing school orderliness. This section more closely examined the 
quaZity of those activities. Using reports from almost 3,700 prevention activities in OUT nation’s 
schools, we examined the intensity of the activities and their adherence to good practice, as 
implied by accumulated knowledge from education, prevention, and evaluation research and 
experience. 

The quality of prevention activities in the nation’s schools is generally poor: The average 
prevention activity receives a passing grade on only 57% of the quality criteria examined. In 
general, individual prevention activities are not being implemented with sufficient strength and 
fidelity to be expected to produce a measurable difference in the desired outcomes. On the other 
hand, there is so much prevention activity underway at all levels that it is possible that multiple 
activities - each with small effects - may cumulate to make a substantial difference. However 
that may be, the poor quality of most prevention activity underscores the importance of 
establishing conditions in schools that are conducive to high quality implementation. Perhaps, 
for example, modifying programs to make them more “user friendly" or “goof proof” would 
help. Perhaps more and better training might be required. Perhaps greater organizational 
support, such as feedback and coaching, solid principal support, or more organizational 
commitment might be necessary. More certain and greater amounts of funding might be 
required. The next section of the report explores these and other potential predictors of the 

V .  s: 

;+- :* 
quality of prevention activity implementation. a< 

i .  i - Elsewhere (D. Gottfiedson, in press; G. Gottfiedson, Jones, & Gore, 1999) we have argued .. 
that some urban schools pose more challenge to prevention programming because they are more 
likely to lack the requisite organizational infrastructure to plan for and carry out high quality 
programs. And some schools serving areas of concentrated poverty and social disorganization 
have special difficulties because of the elevated needs of their student populations - which may 
require that more resources be directed to urgent needs that arise in an unpredictable manner. 
We had expected that we would find lower quality of implementation of prevention programs in 

implementation than other locations. Instead, the adequacy ratings (as well as the number of 

in the most disorganized urban settings in the sample did not participate in the surveys. The 
response rates were lower among urban schools than in other schools. Unraveling the influence 
of study nonparticipation and community characteristics will require better measures of 
community social organization and urbanicity than are currently available, but the next section 
will explore whether other features of programs or schools can explain the differences among 
schools in levels and quality of implementation. 

urban schools. The data fail to confirm an expectation that urban location means poorer 

programs attempted) are higher in urban and lower in rural areas. One possibility is that schools 

- -  

:+ 

Although most of the variability in implementation quality lies within activity category, 
indicators of program quality do vary by type of prevention activity. In general, activities that 
aim to alter the school or classroom environment are better implemented than those aimed at a 
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alteqing student behaviors or attitudes. Services or programs operated by schools for family 
members of students are generally weak (the average adequacy score across the three quality 
dimensions assessed was only .42). Security and surveillance activities are best implemented. 

These differences by program type do not imply that schools should abandon those types of 
activities that appear more challenging to implement. We reiterate that quality of program 
implementation varies far more within than between program categories. We find in the data 
examples of high quality and low quality programs of every type. Despite earlier conclusions @. 
Gottiledson, 1997; D. Gottfredson et al., in press, 2000) about the kinds of preventive 
interventions that do and do not work, a well-implemented program of the type that has generally 
been found to be inefficacious may prove more effective than a poor implementation of a 
program type that has been found efficacious in earlier research. 

Earlier research has demonstrated that preventive interventions are less likely to produce 
desirable outcomes when they are implemented poorly. Research by Botvin and his colleagues 
summarized earlier showed that when less than 60% of Botvin’s Life Skills Training (LST) 
curriculum is delivered, the program has no measurable effect. It appears likely that the typical 
quality of prevention activity carried out in schools falls short even of the minimum level Botvin 
identified as necessary. LST is currently the subject of efforts at replication with training and 
technical assistance being provided to 142 schools in 35 sites as part of the Blueprints project led 
by Delbert Elliott at the University of Colorado with support from the U.S. Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the assistance of Gilbert Botvin. A number of 
difficulties in achieving the intended levels of implementation have been encountered (Center for 
the Study and Prevention of Violence, 2000), including instruction by physical education 
teachers who are unfamiliar with teaching a curriculum, limited instructor classroom 
management skills, large classes, distracting settings or settings that are usurped for other 
activities, teachers who are not prepared for or committed to taking on a new instructional role, 
teacher turnover and the loss of trained instructors due to illness or job change, deviations from 
the curriculum, supplementation of or replacement of material with other material, and failure to 
use the technical assistance (TA) which is available. If all of these difficulties are encountered in 
sites that have competed for the opportunity to receive TA and training, and been screened and 
selected on the basis of applications and feasibility visits to receive that training, imagine the 
difficulties that may occur in a school in which someone decides to teach a social skills module 
using whatever curriculum was available and without the TA and training. 

‘;. 

A summary of the results on the quality of prevention programs in the nation’s schools is 
provided in the form of a “report card” in Table 4.1 1. Each prevention activity can be 
characterized by the percentage of the quality dimensions examined that were rated “adequate.” 
These percentages are mapped into letter grades using the traditional 90% and above = A, 80% - 
89% = B, and so on. Overall, 47% of activities receive a failing mark according to this repart 
card; 18% earn an A. We hesitate to offer this simple report card summary, because of the 
considerable amount of both complexity and judgment that entered into the calculation of grades, 
and because we assume that this report card summary may be all that is communicated about the 
present inquiry in secondary accounts about it. At the same time, none of the decision rules upon 
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a which the summary is based is capricious and we believe where there is error it lies on the side of 
leniency. These grades are lenient because in principle it is possible for a program to fail in the 
real world (i.e., to be ineffective) if it fails to meet even one quality criterion. Therefore, we 
assume that some fraction of programs that would earn an A, B, or C by the calculus used to 
assign the Table 4.1 1 grades are weaker than the letter grades suggest. In the final analysis, the 
grades in Table 4.1 lemphasize that there is much room for improvement in the quality of activity 
to prevent problem behavior in schools. 

Table 4.1 1 
Percentage Distribution of Overall Activity Grades, by Location 

c Location ;< 
Percentage of quality 

dimensions rated All 
Grade “adeauate” Urban Suburban Rural locations 

A 90% - 100% 20 18 15 18 

B 80% - 89% 12 10 11 11 

C 70% - 79% 13 11 10 11 

D 60% - 69% 15 13 12 13 

F -= 60% 40 48 52 47 

Total 100 100 100 1 00 
Note. Grade maps into the percentage range of quality dimensions judged to be adequate. 
Percentages awarded each grade add to 100% down the columns, within rounding error. 

More sophisticated research is required to inform us about the relative contributions of 
program content and method on the one hand and quality of implementation on the other in 
determining effectiveness. In the interim, however, it seems wise to recommend that schools 
should concentrate their efforts on improving the quality of what they are already doing. This 
may result in more improvement in program outcomes than adopting new program models or 
switching to different models of preventive intervention. At the same time, improving 
implementation across the board may require that we develop processes or mechanisms to boost 
the quality of prevention program implementation. 

.l 

We turn in the next chapter to an examination of the characteristm of programs, 
populations, providers, and organizations related to the quality of implementation. 
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0 Predictors of Quality of Program Implementation 
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This chapter examines correlates of the quality of prevention activity implementation. The 
indicators of quality described in the previous chapter are the criterion measures. The chapter 
begins with a summary of hypotheses about predictors of sound program implementation. The 
remainder of the chapter summarizes tests of these hypotheses as well as additional explorations 
that were not driven by specific hypotheses. We examine, for example, whether “packaged” or 
“multi-component” programs are implemented with greater or lesser strength than “home-grown” 
or unitary activities, and we will examine the role of school-based planning in the 
implementation process. In the present chapter we examine data about quality at the level of 
individual programs or activities. Then, in the following chapter, we examine data about the 
quality of prevention activities at the school level and examine information about the relations 
between school characteristics and program quality. In performing these tests and explorations, 
each of the data sources (Principal, Teacher, Student, Program Coordinator Questionnaires, and 
archival data) are used to identify characteristics of programs, populations, providers, and 
organizations related to the quality of program implementation. 

Factors Hypothesized to Leading to Successful Program 
Implementation 

The following categories of factors are hypothesized on the basis of prior research and 
:/ experience to be linked to the successful implementation of prevention programs. ‘..--a 

1. Organizational capacity (morale, staff stability, history of failed or successful programs in the 
Past). 

Better morale, more stable staff, and a history of successfid program implementation in the 
past is expected to go with better current implementation. In contrast, low morale, high staff  
or principal turnover, and a history of failed programs is expected to go with poor 
implementation. 

2. Leadership and stafftraits and past accomplishments. 

Implementation is expected to be better in schools in which principals report that they display 
behaviors associated with effective leadership and where they are perceived by others as 
effective leaders. Schools where principals or program implementers have a record of 
accomplishment in the past are expected to be more successll in what they currently 
implement. And programs implemented by more conscientious implementers in schools led 
by more conscientious principals are expected to be better implemented. 
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3. ,Budget and resources. 

Lack of adequate budget or resources is expected to thwart successll program 
implementation, and adequate budget and resources is expected to promote quality 
implementation. 

4. Organizational support (training, supervision, principal support). Extensive and high quality 
training is expected to promote high quality and extensive implementation, whereas lack of 
training and poor training is expected to lead to weak or poor quality implementation. Direct 
and more extensive supervision is expected to lead to higher quality and more complete 
implementation, whereas lack of supervision is expected to allow low quality and limited 
implementation. Principal support for an activity is expected to lead to more extensive 
implementation and to higher quality implementation. 

5. Program structure - manuals, implementation standards, quality control mechanisms. 

Greater structure is expected to lead to higher quality implementation and implementation 
that more closely follows a plan for what should be implemented. Implementation manuals 
can provide scaffolding for implementers by providing structure, an organization, and a plan 
for what to do as well as guidance on how to do it. Prepared materials, such as handouts, 

intended content less likely. Statements of standards for implementation provide the persons 

enough. And quality control mechanisms such as procedures for monitoring progress, review 

focusing attention on how well implementation is being done. 

overhead masters, and videotapes, can make implementation easier and deviation fiom 

implementing a program with a basis for determining whether what is being done is good 

of progress, and worker supervision are expected to promote better implementation by 

i 

*.i 
. ,. 

6. Integration into normal school operations, local initiation, and local planning. 

The extent to which program design choices are integrated with normal school operations is 
expected to have consequences for implementation. Better integration of activities with the 
regularities of the school is expected to lead to more enthusiastic and widespread adoption of 
prevention practices within a school. Schools do certain kinds of things as a matter of 

teachers, supervised by principals, to carry out instruction. Although schools often employ 
other categories of workers, including counselors, nurses, clerical personnel, and 
maintenance workers, teachers constitute most of the school workforce and they are the 
personnel who most often and most directly interact with students. Schools also sometimes 
utilize the services of volunteers or other persons not in the employ of the school. Unlike 
regular school employees, the timing, duration, and extent of involvement of these external 
personnel is only weakly controlled by the school. The extent to which a prevention activity 
is carried out by regular school employees in the conduct of their accustomed work (ie., 
teaching), the more widely implemented it is likely to be. Other things being equal, 

h.: routine. Preeminently, schools conduct instruction organized in classrooms. Schools employ "c . 
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administrators are more likely to implement extensively and well activities that involve 
administration, teachers are more likely to implement activity that involves teaching in their 
classrooms, counselors are more likely to implement activity that involves counseling in their 
offices, and nurses are more likely to implement activity that resembles traditional nursing 
activities. 

When activities or mangements are selected, devised, or planned by persons within a school 
organization, they are expected to be more acceptable to persons within the school. When 
locally planned or initiated, activities are (by dehition) not imposed upon a school and 
impulses to resist adoption or implementation which are sometimes triggered by programs 
imposed upon a school are less likely to be evoked. 

When school personnel use information about what and how to implement activities derived 
from researchers, experts, publications, and other sources, they are expected to incorporate 
more best practices and to emulate successful models more fully because they are more likely 
to have the information needed to do so. 

7. Program feasibility (match between program design features and regular activities of schools, 
few obstacles). 

Some activities or arrangements are expected to encounter obstacles to implementation. 
Activities that occur after the end (or before the beginning) of the regular school day or on 
weekends will be more difficult to implement because they are outside of regular work hours, 
activities that require transporting students away fiom the school will be more difficult to 
implement routinely than those that take place in the school, and activities that are difficult to 
cany out with a classroom-sized group of students in a 30 to 50 minute period are unlikely to 
be sustained. 

8. Level of disorder. 

It is expected that high levels of disorder in a school will make everything more difficult to 
implement. High levels of disorder may provide impetus to the adoption of prevention 
programs, activities, and arrangements. But other things being equal, the distractions and 
emergencies of a disorderly environment are expected to undermine the quality of 
implementation of such programs, activities, and arrangements. 

Measures of Hypothetical Predictors of Program Quality 

Measures of the hypothetical predictors of program quality are derived from reports by 
principals, teachers, implernenters, students, and archival sources. Table 5.1 shows the wmes 
and sources of each of the different indicators of the predictors. It also shows the number of 
items and, as appropriate, an alpha individual-level reliability and an estimated lambda reliability 
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Table 5.1 
Measures of Hypothetical Predictors of Program Quality 

Category and predictor scale or item name Source items a* X. 
N 

Organizational capacity 
Morale 

Organizational focus 
School amenability to program implementation 

School amenability to program implementation 
Faculty-administration obstacles to implementation 

School capacity for program development 
Open identification of problems 

Teacher-principal communication 

Teacher turnover 

Program or activity staff turnover 

School size 

Leadership and staff competencies, traits, past accomplishments 
Administrator leadership 

Leadership behavior 
Accomplishment record of principal 

Accomplishment record of activity coordinator 

Conscientiousness of principal 

Conscientiousness of activity coordinator 

Non-delegation of responsibility by principal 
Broad principal span of control 

Funding for program assured next year 

Budget control over project activities 

Amount of training in classroom managementhnstructional 
methods 
Amount of training in preventing student problem 
behaviors 

Quality and quantity of traiping in discipline 

Budget 

Organizational support 

1 1  .81 .88 

16 .94 3 6  
9 .76 - 

11 .81 .69 
12 .76 - 
6 .55 - 
3 .55 - : .* 
2 .59 - 
lb  - - 
1 - .43 
1 

::.: 
* 

- - 

~ 1.. 

12 .84 .88 
19 .90 - 
7 .70 - 

12 $4 - ;-2 

20 .90 - 
20 .91 - 
IC 
I d  

- - 
- - 

1 - .40 ._ :; 
1 - .44 

1 - .63 

1 - .70 

8 .91 - 
Amount of training in activity/program AQ 3 .67 .52 

continued. . . 
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Table 5.1 (continued) 
Measures of Hypothetical Predictors of Program Quali@ 

Category and predictor scale or item name Source items a' i. 
N 

Quality of training in activity/program 
Monitoring of conformity of discipline practices with 
policy 

Principal's performance appraisal depends on discipline 
management 
Supervision or monitoring of implementation of program or 
activity 
Principal support for program or activity 

Program structure 

Standardization 
Integration into normal school operations 

Planning 

Local responsibility (school insiders) for program initiation 

School district responsibility for program initiation 
Variety of information sources used in selection of 
discipline practices 

Variety of information sources used to select program or 
activity 

Amount of provider's job related to program or 
activity 

Activity is part of regular school program 

Provider is full-time 
Paid workers deliver program or activity 

Local initiative versus Safe and Drug Free Schools and 
Communities coordinator initiative 

Local development of discipline practices 

Obstacles to program implementation 

Activity occurs during the school day' 

Activity occurs in the early evening (6:OO - 9:00 p.m.)' 

Schooi safety, teacher perspective 

Program or activity feasibility 

Level of disorder/problem behavior 

6 
1 

1 

3 

1 

5 

9 
14 
4 
7 

7 

1 

1 
1 
1 

1 

5 

12 
1 

1 

8 
13 

.87 

- 

.55 

- 

.72 

.62 

.82 

.77 

.68 

.70 

- 

- 
- 
- 
- 

.68 

.74 
- 
- 

.94 

.80 School safety, student perspective 

continued. . . 

e - 
- 

- 

.49 

.44 

.45 

.84 
S O  
.57 
- 

.5 1 

.24 

.27 

.40 

.44 
- 

- 

.44 
-52 

.59 

.75 

.86 

a 
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0 Table 5.1 (continued) 
Measures of Hypothetical Predictors of Program Qual@ 

Category and predictor scale or item name Source items aa 1. 
N 

Classroom orderliness 

Teacher victimization 

Student victimization 

Selectivity 

Problem student magnet 

School crime 

Gang problems' 
Last-year variety drug use 

Delinauent behavior 

14 

8 
7 

5 
3 
5 

2 
16 

13 

.92 

.6 1 

.6 1 

.86 

.8 1 

.68 

.38 

.87 

.84 

.79 

.72 

.68 
- 
- 
- 
- 

.88 63 

.78 . 
Note. a = alpha reliability for individual-level measure. A. = estimated reliability of school-level 
aggregate; calculated from unweighted data excluding schools with fewer than 10 students (or teachers) 
unless 70% of sampled students (teachers) responded. PQ1 = phase 1 principal questionnaire, PQ2 = 
phase 2 principal questionnaire, AQ = activity coordinator questionnaire, TQ = teacher questionnaire, SQ 
= student questionnaire, PQl AD = phase 1 principal questionnaire activity detail booklet. 
a Value shown for PQ2 is the median alpha for elementary and secondary schools. 

Ratio of new teachers this year relative to the total number of teachers. Although the calculation of this 

.. . . :. " .  

item is based on responses to two questions, there is only a single indicator of tumover in the principals' 
revorts. 

--i 

Percentage of named prevention activities for which the principal listed himherself as the only person 

Percentage of named prevention activities for which the principal listed himherself as one of the 
individuals who can provide information. 
e Questions about quality of training were not answered by respondents who indicated that there was 
none. Too few schools had multiple responses on training quality to calculate dependable reliability 
estimate for the school level. 

_- 7 who can provide information. . -  

Respondents indicated when the activity occurred using a list of possibilities, including weekends and 
immediately after school. Only the two time intervals listed here were empirically related to program 

-7 4 
quality. 
6 Alphas differed greatly for elementary and secondary schools (elementary school principals tended to 
report few gang problems). E l e m e n m  a = .23, secondary alpha = .54. 3 
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for the average school.' Alpha reliability cannot be calculated and therefore is not shown when 
construct is represented by only one item per individual respondent. Lambda reliability cannot 
be calculated and therefore is not shown when there is only one individual (or a very small 
number of individuals) describing each school. In such cases differences among schools are 
confounded with individual differences in views or opinions about a school and we cannot 
estimate the proportion of variance that lies between schools. For the present purposes, the 
school-level reliability of measures - the column headed f i .  - is of importance. Just as a is 
conceptually an average inter-item correlation stepped up according to the number of items in a 
scale, so also is lambda-hat conceptually the intraclass correlation (p) stepped up according to the 
number of respondents per school. It depends on the size of the intraclass correlation and the 
number of observations per school and so reflects the relative amount of variance between 
schools as well as the size of the sample. 

The information on alphas from Table 5.1 suggests the following interpretations with respect 
to the measurement of specific activities or programs and individwk2 (a) For some measures - 
perceived morale, perceived organizational focus, perceived amenability to program 
implementation, perceived administrator leadership, principals' self-reported leadership 
behavior, accomplishment record of activity coordinators, conscientiousness (principal and 
activity coordinator), quality and quantity of training in discipline, quality of training in 
activitiedprograms, perceptions of local responsibility for program initiation, perceptions of 
school safety (teacher and student), classroom orderliness, principals' reports of school 
selectivity and of the attraction of problem students, and student self-reports of drug use - the 
alphas are relatively high (above .7) implying that respondents tend to provide consistent 
accounts of their own behavior or how they see the school. (b) In contrast, for some measures 
alphas are considerably smaller. These measures are either event scales which would not be 
expected to have high internal consistency, or they have fewer than five items. And (c) for 
variables represented by single items no estimate of individual-level reliability is available. 

The information on lambda-hats from Table 5.1 suggests the following interpretations with 
respect to the measurement of school characteristics: (a) For some measures - Morale, 
Organizational Focus, Administrator Leadership, Planning, Safety (both teacher and student 
reports), Classroom Orderliness, Last-Year Variety Drug Use, and Delinquent Behavior - school 

'The item content or illustrative item content of the scales listed in the table may be found in 
Appendix E. Additional information about reliability, including intraclass correlations (p), is 
provided in Appendix F. Tables of correlations among measures are shown in Appendix G. 
Descriptive information, generally tables showing means for the measures by school level and 
location and (for activity questionnaires) by program category, is provided in Appendix H. 

'Some measures are not intended to apply to individuals. For example, school safety should be 
considered to be a characteristic of a school rather than of individuals. When scored at the 
individual level, a score on a safety scale reflects individual differences in perception as well as 
the influence of the school environment on these perceptions. 
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characteristics appear to be reliably measured as lambda-hats are all -75 or above. (b) In contrast, 
for some measures - program or activity staff turnover, whether fimding is assured for the 
following year, degree of budget control over activities, the degree of principal support for 
programs or activities, Standardization, amount of provider’s job related to the program or 
activity, whether activities are part of he regular school program, whether the provider is a full- 
time worker, whether paid workers deliver the program or activity, and Obstacles to Program 
Implementation - school characteristics are not measured with high reliability as lambda-hats are 
all .45 or below. Low school-level reliability is to be expected when there is a great deal of 
heterogeneity within schools. For example, if some programs or activities involve a great deal of 
local responsibility for program initiation and others within the Same school involve very little 
such responsibility, then within-school variability can be high relative to between school 
variability. This appears to be the case. The individual-activity-level reliability (alpha) for Local 
Responsibility for Progrqm Initiation was a relatively high .82, but the school-level reliability 
(lambda-hat) for this scale was a more modest S O .  

In general, the school-level assessments based on teacher or student surveys using scales 
fiom the Effective School Battery (G. Gottfredson, 198411 999; Morale, Administrator 
Leadership, Planning, Safety, Victimization), which were developed to measure school 
characteristics, are satisfactory. This is also true of the Organizational Focus scale (G. 
Gottfi-edson & Holland, 1997) which was developed to measure differences among 
organizations, and also of the Last-Year Variety Drug Use, and Delinquent Behavior scales (G. 
Gottfkdson & Gottfredson, 1999) which were developed to measure individual differences but 
are shown in Table 5.1 to produce reliable measures of schools as well. 

Correlations Between Characteristics of Activities and Indicators of 
Activity Quality 

We turn now to a summary of the relations between the hypothesized predictors of program 
quality and ow indicators of quality. Additional empirical links are also examined, but we warn 
the reader that the lack of explicit hypotheses makes this extended review something of a fishing 
expedition. The following paragraphs review correlations between characteristics ofactivities 
and indicators of activity quality.3 The correlations described are based on unweighted sample 

3Appendix Tables H5.1 through H5.3 show correlations between the hypothesized predictors of 
program quality and the indicators of program quality. The tables are organized according to the 
following general categories: Characteristics of the activity (Appendix Table H5.1), 
characteristics of the program coordinator (Appendix Table H5.2), and the origin of the activity 
and its funding sources (Appendix Table H5.3). These tables use data only from the activity 
questionnaires (~3,702). Recall that certain quality indicators were scored only for certain types 
of activities. Similarly, certain predictors are meaningll only for certain types of activities. The 
range of numbers of activity questionnaires on which each correlation is based are shown for 
each quality indicator in the table column heads. 
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data, and so should technically be taken as estimates of correlation in our sample rather than in 
the iopulation of prevention activities: The following chapter summarizes results fiom all 
sources, including correlations between average activity or program quality at the school level 
and other school-level variables. An examination of school-wide disciplinary practices is 
deferred until school-level variables are examined. Here we examine the empirical associations 
between characteristics of prevention activities and their quality of implementation. We begin 
with the results concerning hypothesized predictors, and then examine results for other variables. 

a 

Evidence About Hypothesized Predictors 

Capacity. As hypothesized, program coordinators’ views of the schools’ amenability to 
program implementation was positively and significantly correlated with six of the eight 
indicators of program quality. Correlations ranged fiom .OO to .12, Mdn = .OS. Although 
correlations are small, their direction supports the hypothesis. In contrast, the median correlation 
between program or activity stafftunover qnd the eight measures of activity quality is .04. 
Correlations range from -.02 to .07, and confidence intervals for only three of the positive 
correlations do not include zero. Contrary to the hypothesis, activities where staff have been 
replaced because they left or were dismissed are of slightly better quality than those with more 
stability. Possibly poor staff are replaced by better implementers. Correlations are very small, 
however (see Appendix Table H5.1). 

Program coordinator accomplishments and traits. More conscientious program :.* coordinators, and coordinators with a record of more program-related accomplishments 
coordinate programs with better implementation. For conscientiousness, the confidence intervals 

I for correlations with four of the eight quality indicators are positive (.04 to .OS) and do not 

4Statements about statistical significance and confidence intervals are based on an assumption of 
simple random sampling. Once weights adjusting for sampling probabilities and nonresponse 
became available, we recalculated correlations and significance levels for the variables examined 
in Appendix Table H5.3 (i.e., correlations between activity quality and origins and sources of 
funding) to learn whether the application of weights and the use of resampling to estimate 
standard errors would have led to different interpretations. Appendix Tables H5.4 through H5.6 
show side-by-side comparisons of correlations estimated with and without weights. Standard 
errors estimated by resampling are usually slightly larger than those estimated using the 
assumption of simple random sampling, and the correlations occasionally bounce a bit when 
weights are applied. But conclusions would not generally differ depending on the estimation 
method used. For example, the largest correlation in Appendix Table H5.4 is the .24 correlation 
between the use of best practices (methods) and school insider responsibility for starting the 
program. The correlation rounds to .24 whether weighted or unweighted data are used; the 95% 
confidence interval for the correlation is -193 - .284 under the assumption of simple random 
sampling and is .163-.309 when the standard error is estimated by resampling. Because results 
are so similar, in examining correlations, we decided not to apply weights or to use resampling to - -  
estimate sampling errors. a 
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include zero. For accomplishment, the confidence intervals for correlations with five of the eight 
quality indicators are positive (.05 to .13) and do not include zero. One correlation is negative 
(- . 1 1) and sigrvficantly different fiom zero: For the subset of program types for which fkequency 
of staff participation was measured, staff participate less in the programs run by coordinators 
with a record of more past accomplishments. Although all are small in size, these correlations 
generally suggest that selecting coordinators who are higher in conscientiousness and who have a 
track record of past accomplishments would improve the quality of program implementation. 
The associations are in the small range, however (see Appendix Table H5.2). 

Budget and support. We hypothesized that programs with more secure funding and 
programs in which the coordinator had more control over the budget for the activity would be 
better-implemented. These hypotheses are generally not supported (Appendix Table H5.3). 
Programs whose funding is more secure for the next school year are more likely to expose a 
greater proportion of students and have slightly higher ratios of providers to students, but they are 
also slightly less likely to make use of “best practices.’’ The median correlation of assured 
funding for the next year and the eight measures of quality is only .02. Programs whose 
coordinators have more control over the budget are more likely to expose a greater proportion of 
students, but this is the only association out of eight possible for which the confidence interval 
for the correlation (.12) does not include zero. The median correlation is only .02. 

m 

Organizational support. The level of supervision, quality of training, amount of training, 
and principal support for the prevention activity were hypothesized to predict the quality of 
implementation. The evidence generally supports the importance of these four variables. Of the 
32 relevant correlations, 25 are statistically significant and in the expected direction. No 
significant result is in the unexpected direction. Moreover, the correlations are often moderate in 
size. For level of supervision, correlations with the eight quality criteria range from -00 to .25, 
Mdn = .14; for training quality correlations range fiom -.03 to .15, Mdn = .lo; for amount of 
training correlations range from .02 to .18, Mdn = .14; for principal support correlations range 
from -.01 to .21, Mdn = 13 (see Appendix Table H5.1). Table 5.2 shows mean scores for 
selected indicators of program quality as a function of those indicators of organizational support 
that best predicted quality. 

Standardization. Standardization of program materials and methods is also related to higher 
quality implementation, supporting the hypothesis. Programs scoring higher on the 
Standardization scale (Le., activities with manuals; that include reproducible materials; use 
videos, films, etc.; provide lists of materials to be used; and specify the activities to be carried out 
are used more regularly) reach more students, and incorporate a greater percentage of “best 
practices” than less structured programs. Correlations for six of the eight measures of program 
quality are positive and their confidence intervals do not include zero (range of correlations = 
- .03 to .23, Mdn = .08). See Appendix Table H5.1 for details. Table 5.3 shows mean scores for 
selected indicators of program quality as a function of those indicators of standardization that 
best predicted quality. 
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Table 5.2 
Activity Quality by Indicators of Organizational Support 

Proportion "best practices" Proportion "best Frequency of participation 
used - content practices" used - methods - staff Frequency of operation Indicator of organizational 

support M CI N M CI N M CI N M CI N 
Amount of training 

Low 
Moderate 
High 

Quality of training 
0-3 

4-5 

6 

Level of supervision 
Y 

None 
Minor 
Moderate 
High 

c) 

w 

Principal support 
None 
Some 
Much 

.68 .64-.72 235 .49 

.69 .65-.74 310 .56 

.74 .70-.77 407 .55 

-64 .57-.72 122 S O  

.70 .65-.76 175 .55 

.76 .73-.80 325 .56 

.45 

S O  

-57 

.64 

.47 

.47 

.59 

.45-.52 445 2.65 2.33-2.97 206 2.51 2.42-2.61 469 

-5349  535 2.91 2.60-3.22 260 2.71 2.64-2.78 556 

.53-.58 683 3.20 2.87-3.54 696 2.77 2.72-2.82 590 

.45-.55 217 

.51-.59 298 

.53-.59 536 

.41-.49 271 

.46-53 61 1 

.55-.60 659 

.60-.68 344 

.41-33 162 1.51 1.09-1.93 28 

.44-SO 649 2.53 2.20-2.85 186 

S7-.61 1085 3.11 2.91-3.31 564 

2.52 2.40-2.65 220 

2.63 2.54-2.71 498 

2.73 2.66-2.79 564 

2.89 2.85-2.94 285 

Note. Associations are shown on this table only when the absolute value of the unweighted correlation is greater than or equal to . I5 and is significantly different from 
zero (p < .01). CI = 95% confidence interval for the mean. N = unweighted number of activities. 
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Table 5.3 
Activity Quality by Standardization and Time 

Proportion "best practices" used - 
content Intensity Frequency of participation - staff 

Activitv characteristics M CI N M CI N M CI N 
Standardization 

Low $62 .57 - .66 270 

Moderate .72 .68 - .75 344 

High .75 .72 - .78 443 

Program takes place 
During the school day 

Yes 14.72 9.96 - 19.49 1407 

No -12.91 -22.72 - -3.09 342 

2.85 2.65 - 3.05 456 

2.24 1.94 - 2.54 167 

In the early evening 

Yes -22.33 -33.46 - -11.19 309 

No 16.47 11.88 - 21.05 1412 

Y 
C-L 

h, 

No&. Associations are shown on this table only when the absolute value of the unweighted correlation is greater than or equal to .I5 and is significantly different from 
zero @ < .Ol). CI = 95% confidence interval for the mean. N = unweighted number of activities. 
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Integration into normal school operations. The hypotheses about integration into normal 
school operations received stronger support fiom the data. When school insiders have greater 
responsibility for initiating a program, the program is more often implemented in a higher quality 
fashion. Correlations between school insider responsibility and seven of the eight quality 
indicators had non-zero correlations (ranging fiom .09 to .24). The remaining correlation 
between this measure of integration into school operations was in the opposite direction to that 
hypothesized, - .07. The median correlation between insider responsibility and measures of 
quality was .15. Programs for which the school district or researchers had more responsibility for 
initiation also have generally positive, non-zero correlations with the quality indicators, but they 
are not as large and not as consistent across indicators as are those with school insider initiation 
(district personnel range =.03 to .20, Mdn = .08; researchers range = .OO to .13, Mdn = .08). 
Appendix Table H5.3 also shows a consistently positive association between program quality and 
local deveIopment of the activity, but these associations are of very small magnitude. 
Researcher-developed programs (although relatively rare compared with non-researcher- 
developed programs) also have a slight advantage on five of the eight indicators of quality. 

e 

Another indicator of integration into normal school operations is the extent to which the 
program was selected after a deliberate attempt to seek information about what would work in 
the school. Programs or activities selected after a more extensive information search are, as 
expected, implemented in a higher quality fashion. Correlations with seven of the eight quality 
indicators with the number of different sources of information used to select an activity are 
greater than zero and in the positive direction. (Appendix Table H5.3 shows that the range of 
correlations is from -.01 to .18, Mdn = .lo). Activities selected after using many sources of 
information are especially likely to incorporate “best practices” with respect to content. $;a 3 

- ?  . 1  Programs whose coordinator’s jobs are more dedicated to the program, whose coordinators 
work full-time in the school, which are not delivered by volunteers, and that are part of the 
regular school program were also hypothesized to be better-implemented. These hypotheses are 
strongly supported. Of the 32 relevant correlations, only three are not in the expected direction 
and the confidence intervals for these include zero. Twenty-three (23) of the relevant 
correlations are statistically significant. Although most of these correlations are in the small 
range, a few are of moderate magnitude (details are in Appendix Table H5.1). 

.... . ~.,.. ,, . , -  

.. . . 
Table 5.4 shows selected indicators of program quality as a function of those indicators of 

integration into normal school operations that best predicted quality. 

The evidence supports the contention that one way to improve the quality of implementation 
of prevention programs is to ensure that they are better integrated into normal school operations. 
More extensive local planning and involvement in decisions about what to implement, use of 
regular school staff as implementors (particularly when a larger portion of their regular job is 
dedicated to the activity), and incorporation of the acriviQ as a regular part of the school’s 
program all predict higher quality implementation. 
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Table 5.4 
Activity Quality by Indicators of Integration Into Normal School Operations 

Proportion “best Proportion “best Proportion students 
practices” used - Frequency of exposed or practices” used - 

participating Frequency of operation content methods Intensity participation - staff 
Integration 
indicator M CI N M CI N M CI N M CI N M CI N M CI N 
How much responsibility for 

starting program? 

School district personnel 

None .65 .61-.70 250 

much 
Not .70 .66-.74 344 

Much .73 .69-.77 274‘ 

Very .82 .76-.88 113 
much 

School insiders 

None 

Not much 

Much 

Very much 

Was information from research 
publications used to select 
program? 

Yes .76 .73-.79 431 

.36 .28-.44 58 

.52 .50-.54 1268 

.62 .59-.66 417 

.68 .45-.91 14 

2.60 2.24-2.97 177 

2.72 2.44-3.00 260 

2.97 2.57-3.36 201 

3.86 3.47-4.26 95 

2.60 1.55-3.65 15 .33 .23-.42 77 2.46 2.19-2.72 43 

2.62 2.38-2.87 375 .36 .34-.39 1651 2.61 2.56-2.67 1080 

3.16 2.90-3.43 319 .50 .45-.55 507 2.76 2.70-2.82 551 

4.23 3.494.97 28 .62 .42-.83 23 2.88 2.74-3.02 35 

No .66 .63-.70 528 

continued. . . 
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Table 5.4 (continued) 
Activity Quality by Indicators of Integration Into Normal School Operations 

Proportion “best Proportion “best Proportion students 
practices” used - practices” used - Frequency of exposed or 

participation - staff participating Frequency of operation content methods Intensity 
Integration 
indicator M CI N M CI N M CI N M CI N M CI N M CI N 
Number of different sources of information 

used to select program 

0- I .64 .60-.68 267 

2 .70 .64-.76 127 

3 -6 .78 .75-.81 421 

Program run by volunteers 

Yes .60 .53-.68 67 -.24 -.34--.I4 430 2.37 2.11-2.63 268 

No .76 .73-.78 544 .08 .03-.I2 2094 3.21 3.01-3.41 491 

Amount of provider’s job related to 
t” program 

Incidental 
w 
VI -,23 -.34--.12 287 2.1 I 1.76-2.47 94 2.35 2.22-2.48 224 

2.64 2.59-2.70 898 Minor -.06 -13-.00 757 2.83 2.58-3.07 426 

Major 

Primary 

Program part of regular school 
program 

Optional 

Required 

Required and monitored 

Provider work in school? 

Yes 

.19 .10-.29 493 3.58 3.20-3.97 159 

.10 .OO-.21 435 3.15 2.60-3.70 83 

2.87 2.82-2.91 433 

2.73 2.62-2.84 231 

.33 .30-.36 1331 2.54 2.48-2.61 919 

.54 .49-.58 504 2.81 2.76-2.86 526 

.42 .37-.46 503 2.79 2.72-2.85 358 

2.69 2.64-2.74 1 1 6 4  

2.44 2.31-2.58 219 No 
Note. Associations are shown on this table only when the absolute value of the unweighted correlation is greater than or equal to . I5 and is significantly different from zero @ 
.Ol). CI = 95% confidence interval for the mean. N = unweighted number of activities. 
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a FemibiZify. We asked program coordinators to indicate to what extent their activity 
depended upon special amngements or materials not usually readily available in schools. We 
expected that the number of such “obstacles” named would predict poorer implementation. The 
data produce mixed results relevant to this hypothesis. As expected, more obstacles are 
associated with somewhat less frequent staff participation and less fiequent program operation. 
But more obstacles are also associated with somewhat higher scores on the “level of use” scale, 
and a higher proportion of best practice methods used. All correlations with the number of 
obstacles were small (ranging from -. 10 to .07), and only half were significantly different fiom 
zero (details are in Appendix Table H5.1). 

The time of day when the program or activities are conducted was also expected to predict 
its degree of implementation. The data reveal that the intensity, fiequency of staff participation, 
and proportion of students exposed are higher for activities that take place during the school day, 

operate at this time. Programs or activities taking place before the school day also get higher 
staff participation and regularity in operation. The data are mixed for after-school programs: two 
indicators of staff  participation are slightly higher for after school programs, but a significantly 
smaller proportion of students are exposed, the intensity is lower, and the quality of the program 
content is lower in these programs than in programs run at other times. Programs run in the 
evening and at night are also less intense. Details are shown in Appendix Table H5.1. Table 5.3 
shows mean scores for selected indicators of program quality as a function of those times of day 
most associated with fiequency of staff participation and program intensity. 

Summary. We found substantial support for the following hypotheses: 

1. Greater levels of conscientiousness and past accomplishments on the part of the program 
coordinator are associated with better quality of program implementation. The associations are 
small, however. 

*-- & although the quality of the content and methods are not necessarily higher for activities that . ,  

2. Better integration of the activity into normal school operations is associated with higher 
quality programming. More extensive local planning and involvement in decisions about what to 

their regular job is dedicated to the activity), and incorporation of the activity as a regular part of 
implement, use of regular school staff as implementors (particularly when a larger portion of 

the school’s program are associated with higher quality implementation. 

* -  

&> 
r i  -- 3 ,_ 

3. Greater organizational support is associated with higher quality implementation. More 
training, higher quality training, more supervision, and higher levels of principal support for the 
prevention activity should increase the quality of implementation. 

4. Greater standardization of program materials and methods is associated with higher 
quality implementation. 

5-16 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Support for the importance of perceived school amenability to program implementation, 
budget control and program feasibility was mixed. The importance of budget control and 
certainty of continued funding was not supported, and the quality of programming is generally 
not enhanced by the absence of unusd  program requirements. Programs run during the school 
day or just before school are, however, generally of higher intensity than programs run at other 
times. 

a 

Other Program or Activity Characteristics 

Several additional characteristics of prevention programs measured in the program 
coordinator surveys were not specifically hypothesized to predict program quality and intensity 
but are of interest. These characteristics are discussed now. 

&. Source offinding. Correlations between the activity quality indicators and the specific 
sources of funding for the activity are not large, but some interesting patterns emerge. Activities 
which are “institutionalized” in the sense that they are fimded by their own school district are 
delivered with slightly greater intensity, greater fkquency, and a higher level of use than 
programs that are not funded in this manner, but they are not necessarily of higher quality in 
terms of their content and methods. Programs funded through the Safe and Drug Free Schools 
and Communities Program (a Federal program that distributes approximately a half billion 
dollars per year to schools for prevention activities) make more use of best practices with respect 
to content but SDFS funding has only small (.08 or less in absolute value) conelations with other 
indicators of program quality.5 These and other results are presented in detail in Appendix Table 
H5.3. Correlations are generally small between sources of funding and indicators of quality. g:a .- 

CuZturaZ appropriateness. As the country’s school population has become increasingly 
diverse, and as sensitivity about insensitive and inappropriate cunicular materials or 
interpersonal approaches has increased in recent years, many educators and prevention workers 
have become increasingly concerned with the “cultural appropriateness” of prevention materials 
and methods. In surveys, we asked activity coordinators to indicate whether their activities were 
specially tailored for a particular group (e.g., females, African Americans, gay or lesbian youths); 
intended to foster understanding, respect, or appreciation for the diverse needs, traditions, or 
situations of particular groups (e.g., males, persons of different ethnic origins, persons of 
different religion); or used materials or methods culturally appropriate for the students served. 
Programs or activities that are specially designed to foster understanding for persons of different 
ethnic origins, cultural heritages, languages, etc. are better implemented in some ways than 
programs not so tailored, but the associations are very small, ranging from -.03 to .14, Mdn = 

’One speculation is that this pattern may result because SDFS-funded activities are more likely to 
make use of canned programs than activities without this source of funding. For example, of 
activities for which SDFS support was reported, 9% are D.A.R.E. programs, which use a higher 
proportion of best practices with respect to content, but which has failed to incorporate best 
practices with respect to method. 0 
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.04. The evidence is inconsistent for programs that are speciaZZy tailored for at least one of eqght 
different groups listed (e.g., African Americans, Asian Americans, males). These programs 
make use of a slightly higher proportion of best practices with respect to methods, but they are 
less frequently operated than other programs. Correlations range from -.07 to .08 with the 
measures of quality, Mdn = .02. The program coordinator’s perception of the program activity as 
“culturdy appropriate” is slightly positively related to most indicators of program intensity and 
use, but not with the use of research-based content and methods. These conelations are also 
small. All the correlations are displayed in Appendix Table H5.1. 

Characteristics of the population. Data were scrutinized to leam whether there were 
correlations between indicators of program quality and the specific groups targeted by the 
program or activity. For the most part, these correlations suggest that the population targeted is 
not much associated with the quality of the program. An exception is the expected observation 
that universal programs (programs directed at no special group) serve higher proportions of 
students than do targeted programs. A second (fortunate) exception is that activities directed at 
problem students or students about to be expelled involve lower proportions of students. Aside 
from these exceptions, the correlations are small and inconsistent across the different indicators 
of program quality. Details are presented in Appendix Table H5.7. 

Activity objectives. Activity coordinators were presented with a list of potential activity 
objectives and asked to identify those addressed by the program or activity. This allowed an 
examination of the relations between specific activity objectives and activity quality, as well as 
an examination of the relation between the breadth of an activity’s objectives (the number of 
different objectives identified) and program quality. The most striking finding is that the breadth 
of the program’s objectives is significantly positively correlated with seven of the eight indicators 
of program quality and quantity, and for best practices with respect to content the correlation is 
large. The correlations range fiom .OO to 4 3 ,  Mdn = .lo. Correlations of program quality with 
the various specific objectives are generally slightly positive, and are generally moderately 
positive with the indicator of best practices with respect to content (two exceptions being 
programs targeting religious beliefs and parental supervision). The correlations between best 
practices (content) and the thirteen specific objectives range from - .07 to -30, Mdn = .22. 
Programs targeting social skills and competencies as objectives do not have a very favorable 
pattern of correlations with the quality indicators. This type of program has been identified in 
efficacy research as one of the potentially most effective in terms of its effects on problem 
behavior. The present results imply that as applied in schools such programs typically do have a 
larger proportion of best practices with respect to content (by definition), but that they less often 
use best practices with respect to methods, are less intense, and expose a smaller proportion of 
students to the activity than do programs without social skills objectives. Details of the relations 
between activity objectives and the eight quality indicators are presented in Appendix Table 
H5.8. 

. ._. 
I .,+ 

rm -q 

Activity content. Correlations of measures of program quality with specific activity 
categories (expressed as dummy variables) are simply a different way of expressing the 
associations between program type and quality of implementation discussed in Chapter 4 (and 
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sumr;narized in Table 4.7). Nevertheless, such a table of correlations is presented in Appendix 
Table H5.9. That table also shows correlations with the multi-component nature of a program or 
activity and whether it is a packaged program. (Recall that a multicomponent program is one 
that was identified by the school administrator responding to the principal survey for program 
identification as belonging to multiple categories, and that a “packaged” program is an activity 
recognizable as a widely marketed product such as D.A.R.E. or Assertive Discipline.) Although 
we found evidence (just described) that programs targeting more objectives are implemented 
with higher quality than are programs with nmower objectives, we also see evidence that when a 
program activity is one component in a larger activity that contains several different types of 
activities, its implementation quality may suffer. The correlations between multicomponent 
status and the eight quality indicators are small and only reach statistical significance for two of 
the eight indicators - in both cases negatively correlated with quality. Correlations range fiom 
- .06 to .02, Mdn = - .04. .These results argue against claims that multi-modal programming will 
be more effective. Although we have no data on the effectiveness of these programs for 
achieving their objectives, the correlations (presented in Appendix Table HS.9) suggest that 
multi-component programs are not particularly well implemented in practice. 

. .  -..- 
i - r  -? 

The pattern of results is similar for packaged programs. When all packaged programs are 
grouped together, the evidence suggests that they are not as well implemented as home-grown or 
less well-known programs. The correlations (Appendix Table H5.9) are small, however. In the 
following sections, we examine packaged and multi-component programs more closely. 

Table 5.5 provides a summary of those hypotheses that were supported by examination of 
the activity-level data, and it provides a summary of the most striking findings from the 
exploratory data analyses. 

if”. 
A _  

A Closer Look at Specific “Packaged” Programs 

Aggregating all eleven “packaged” or “canned” programs into one category as was done in 
the examination above may disguise important differences among them. In this section we 
describe the quality of the two canned programs that were over-sampled -- D.A.R.E. and peer 
mediation. Among the 1,087 packaged programs that principals named on the Phase 1 survey 
were 305 D.A.R.E. and 308 peer mediation programs. These were sampled with probability equal 
to 1 .O in Phase 2. From these sampled programs, 174 (57%) and 142 (46%) completed Activity 
Questionnaires were returned. D.A.R.E. programs were described in these returned 
questionnaires primarily as prevention curricula (48%) and uses of external personnel resources 
(38%), and less often as programs to improve the culture or climate of the school (9%). Peer 
mediation programs were described primarily as programs to involve youths in discipline (54%). 
Peer mediation activities were listed under a number of other categories as well (e.g., as 
prevention curricula or counseling programs). 

L.”. 1-. 
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Table 5.5 a 
Summary of Activity-Level Correlates of Quality of Implementation 

Hypotheses supported by the data 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Greater levels of program coordinator conscientiousness and coordinator’s record of past 
accomplisbments are slightly associated with better quality of program implementation. 

Better integration of the activity into normal school operations is associated with higher 
quality implementation. More extensive local planning and involvement in decisions 
about what to implement, use of regular school staff  as implementors (particularly when a 
larger portion of their regular job is dedicated to the activity), and incorporation of the 
activity as a regular part of the school’s program are associated with higher quality 
implementat ion. 

Greater organizational support is associated with higher quality implementation. 
Specifically, more training, higher quality training, more supervision, and higher levels of 
principal support for the prevention activity are associated with higher quality of 
implementation. 

Greater standardization of program materials and methods is associated with higher 

descriptions of specific activities or methods to be carried out, prepared materials such as 

?* 
% ”  

quality implementation. This means that activities for which there is a manual, written ..- 

visual aids, lists of materials, or reproducible materials are better implemented. 

Patterns revealed by the data (although not hypothesized) 
~~ ~ 

..-r 5.  Activities which are “institutionalized” in the sense that they are funded by their own 
school district are delivered with slightly greater intensity, greater frequency, and a higher 
level of use than programs that are not funded in this manner, but they are not necessarily 
of higher quality in terms of their content and methods. 

6. The breadth of programs’ objectives is positively associated with program quality and 
quantity. 

7. Multi-component programs (Le., those involving several different categories of preventive 

association is small. 

-* - 
:;& activity) are not as well implemented as single category programs, although the &. -: 

8. “Packaged” or “canned” programs as a group are not as well implemented as “home- 
grown” programs, although the association is small. 

When the quality of these packaged programs is compared with the quality of all other 
prevention activities, we see very little difference: the average percentage of quality dimensions 
judged adequate is 55% for D.A.R.E. programs compared with 57% for all other programs. 
Similarly, the average percentage of quality dimensions in peer mediation programs judged 
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adequate is 62% compared with 57% for all other programs. But this comparison is again too 
general because it compares a specific type of prevention activity with a hodgepodge of difirent 
types. 

a 
Tables 5.6 and 5.7 compare D.A.R.E. and peer mediation programs with other activities of 

the same type. These comparisons are limited to seventy-one D.A.R.E. programs that were listed 
as prevention curriculum and the seventy-seven peer mediation activities that were listed as 
activities to increase youth participation in discipline. These are compared with all other 
activities in the same category.6 

Table 5.6 shows that compared with other prevention curricula employed in schools, 
D.A.R.E. involves about half as many lessons, and exposes 2 1 % (compared to 48%) of the 
students in the school (D.A.R.E. is typically delivered only to fifth graders). The average 
duration and ratio of providers to students in the school is also lower for D.A.R.E. programs than 
for other curricular programs. Several of the quality indicators are not scored for programs that 
involve youth in discipline, but two of the three available indicators in Table 5.6 favor peer 
mediation over other similar programs. Peer mediation programs are used more regularly by 
staff and are operated on a more continuous basis throughout the school year, but they also 
involve a lower ratio of providers to students in the school. 

The ratings of adequacy shown on Table 5.7 are more favorable for both D.A.R.E. and peer 
mediation. D.A.R.E. programs are rated “adequate” more often on all dimensions except for the 

and for two of the specific dimensions - duration (for which a response of more than a month 
receives a rating of adequate) and fiequency of student participation (for which a response of 
“weeklyy’ or more receives a rating of adequate). Peer mediation programs tend more often to be 
rated “adequate” on the three dimensions examined, statistically significantly for the frequency of 
operation. These packaged programs are implemented in a more homogeneous fashion than 
other programs as indicated by lower standard deviations, and their characteristics cluster more 
closely around the cut-points selected for adequacy. D.A.R.E. is more likely than the average 
other instructional program to meet our criteria for an “adequate” program, even though the 
average quality of the program is likely to be somewhat lower. 

.. .5 .e use of best practice methodsy7 and the difference is statistically significant for the overall rating - .  

I .” 

61ncluding D.A.R.E. or peer mediation programs that were identified by principals as belonging 
to a category other than the modal category would be awkward because parallel information is 
not available for all variables fiom the activity coordinator questionnaires. Packaged programs 
other than D.A.R.E. and peer mediation are included in the comparison group. 

’ A common criticism of D.A.R.E. is that it does not make use of state-of-the-art instructional 
methods. In particular, it relies heavily on didactic rather than interactive teaching methods. 
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Table 5.6 
Mean Level of Use, Intensity, and Best Practices, Selected Packaged Programs 

Prevention curriculum Youth participation in discipline 
D.A.R.E. Other Peer mediation Other 

Quality indicator (d 1-69) (~226-303)  (rt369-75) ( ~ 7 7 - 9 2 )  
- - Proportion "best practices" used - .49 .47 

Proportion "best practices" used - .85 .so 
methods 

content 
- - 

Intensity 
Number of lessons/sessions 15.36* 30.5 1 - - 
Number of lessons or sessions 2.78 2.94 - - 
Duration 4.98* 5.24 - - 
Frequency of participation - 3.05 3.12 - - 

(natural log) 

students 
Frequency of operation - - 2.88* 2.53 
Level of use by school personnel 3.62 4.0 1 4.57* 4.19 

- - Proportion of students exposed or .21* .48 
participating 

school 100 (In (ratio + 1)) 
Ratio of providers to students in .44* 2.38 .75* 2.62 

Note. Duration responses range fiom 1 (less than a day) to 7 (more than one full school year). Frequency of 
participation ranges from 1 (monthly or less often) to 6 (more than once a day). Level of use responses range fiom 
1 (at least one person in school knows about activity) to 5 (one or more persons is conducting activity on a regular 
basis). Frequency of operation ranges from 1 (special occasions once or twice a year) to 3 (continually throughout 

youth participation in discipline. Although information about the proportion of students exposed to peer mediation 
was sought, respondents failed to report data for sixty percent of the activities in the analysis. 
*95% confidence interval for the difference between the means for the selected packaged and other programs does 
not include zero. 

* -. .: 
.II 

school year). Frequency of staff participation was not ascertained for prevention curricula or activities involving -- * --< 

Additional exploratory analyses were conducted to compare D.A.R.E. and peer mediation 
- 2  activities with other activities in their respective model categories.* Peer mediation programs are 

generally similar to other programs that involve youths in discipline-management roles in our 
sample. A greater percentage of peer mediation programs in our sample received funding 

>. 

- <  .- r 

*Appendix Tables H5.10 through H5.18 show comparisons of the two packaged programs with 
other programs listed in the came categories. We did not conduct statistical tests that take the 
complex sample into account to compare the significance of differences between the weighted 
proportions for packaged and other programs in the population. Statements about differences in 
the text refer to differences observed in our sample, rather than the population. Had our sample 
been a simple random sample from the population, the differences mentioned would all have 
been significant at the p < .O 1 level. 
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Table 5.7 
Proportion of Programs Judged Adequate, Selected Packaged Programs 

Prevention curriculum Youth participation in discipline 
D.A.RE. Other Peer mediation Other 

Judged adequate ( ~ ~ 6 4 - 6 7 )  (~226-300)  (F74-77) ( ~ 7 7 - 9 2 )  

Proportion "best practices" used - -22 .28 
methods 

Proportion "best practices" used - .85 .74 
content 

Intensity 

Number of lessodsessions .6 1 .58 

Duration .89* .75 

Frequency of participation - .93 * -63 
students 

Frequency of operation - - 

Level of use by school personnel .57 .52 

Proportion of students exposed or - - 
participating 

.92* .70 

.70 .62 

Overall quality of program or activity .67* .57 .75 .64 
Note. Adequacy judgments were not made for either prevention cuniculum or youth participation in discipline for 
two dimensions: (a) frequency of staff participation, and (b) ratio of providers to students in the school. Although 
information about the proportion of students exposed to peer mediation was sought, respondents failed to report 
data for sixty percent of the activities in the analysis; adequacy judgments were not made on this dimension for 
prevention cumcula. 
*95% confidence interval for the difference between the proportions for the selected packaged and other programs 
does not include zero. 

through the Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities program, and a higher percentage 
were selected after using information fiom marketing brochures or videos or fiom publications 
summarizing research. Compared to other activities in this category in our sample, they tend to 
be more standardized and have higher quality training. 

D.A.R.E. programs are markedly different fiom other instructional programs described in 
our sample. The D.A.R.E. programs more often cover violence and drug topics and were less 
likely to cover other topics such as etiquette, sex, culture or history. D.A.R.E. relies more on 
lecture and individual seat-work and less on activities such as computerized multi-media 
features, "active" or "experiential" teaching, and computer-assisted leaming (although D.A.R.E. 
relies on role-playing more than other curricular programs in our sample). The D.A.R.E. 
programs in our sample were more likely to have as objectives reducing problem behavior, 
reducing gang participation, and increasing knowledge about the law; and less likely to have as e - 
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a objectives a number of other precursors of problem behavior, including academic performance, 
job skills, norms, and school organizational capacity for self-management. D.A.R.E. programs 
are also more standardized than other programs, and the amount and quality of trai.tlmg for 
D.A.R.E. programs is higher than for other activities. 

D.A.R.E. programs are more likely to be staffed by personnel who do not ordinarily work in 
the school, but they have less staff turnover than do other programs. Conducting the program is a 
bigger part of the job responsibilities of D.A.R.E. providers than conducting other instructional 
programs are for the providers of those other programs. 

Perhaps the most striking differences between D.A.R.E. and other instructional programs in 
our sample have to do with their integration into the school. D.A.R.E. programs are much more 
likely to be “imposed” on a school than other programs. Their funding less often comes from the 

Somebody outside of the school is more likely to have budget control over the activities. The 
responsibility for initiating the activity in the school is more likely to be external to the school 
building. 

1 A 
“: school district’s budget and more often comes from external government or private fimding. 

Summary. When all “packaged” programs are grouped together, the evidence suggests that 
they are not as well implemented as home-grown or less well-known programs. When specific 
packaged programs are compared with other programs of a similar type, the evidence suggests 
that D.A.R.E. programs have a lower implementation level and peer mediation programs a higher 

programs are nevertheless more likely to be judged “adequate” than are other programs in the 
same category. Put another way, the representatives of these two programs in our sample were 
more likely than other programs in their categories to meet the minimum criteria we set for 
adequacy despite being of poorer quality on average. The standardization and training that more 
often characterizes these programs in our sample may protect them from extremely poor quality, 
but may not require high quality. 

I 

implementation level than other activities in their respective categories. But both of these ..* ::i 

The results suggest ways to improve D.A.R.E. programs. Lengthening the program and 

D.A.R.E. programs are superior to other curricular activities in our sample in the amount and 

activities in our sample on two main dimensions: the high level of lecture and seatwork, and the 
relatively poor integration into the school in general. One could imagine an improved D.A.R.E. 
model or a replacement model which would involve a greater level of teacher investment and 
participation. Such a model might be of benefit to students by encouraging regular teachers to 
reinforce the lessons in other parts of the curriculum. 

targeting a larger proportion of students would bring it more in line with competing options. 

quality of training and the level of standardization. They suffer by comparison to other curricular 

*..-z 

.’ . _  I .  
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A Closer Look at Planning Activities 

., . 
> .< .... . .  

Several of the results discussed so far suggest that local planning and involvement in 
decisions about what to implement increases the quality of implementation. In this section we 
examine local planning activities in greater detail. 

One category of prevention activity is “interventions involving a school planning structure or 
process to manage change.” More than half of the principals (57%) in the study reported the 
presence of such an activity in their schools, and we sent specially tailored questionnaires to 476 
coordinators of sampled planning activities. We received useable responses for 50% of the 
program coordinator surveys describing these planning activities. Most (80%) of these planning 
activities include persons fiom outside the school; two-thirds use “school consultation” models 
which involve seeking professional advice on school practices or problem-solving; slightly more 
than one-half involve students in school decision-making roles (4 1 % of elementary, 76% of 
middle/junior, and 84% of high school programs involve students). The school principal or 
another administrator is most often responsible for conducting or leading the planning activity 
(93%), followed by a certified teacher (76%) and a counselor or school social worker (62%).9 
These activities generally take place after school or in the evening, and the persons participating 
are generally volunteering their time because the activity is not part of their regular school duties. 
These individuals are, however, primarily full-time workers in the school. Program coordinators 
for this activity generally have more extensive records of accomplishment than coordinators of 
other types of activities. 

More than 80% of these activities involve the following (in order of prevalence): 
development of action plans, use of information about the school, identification of goals, 
evaluation of outcomes, monitoring of planned activities, action teams, use of information about 
effective practices, and analysis of potential obstacles. Seventy-one percent involve a formal 
needs assessment. Of all types of activities, planning and change management programs ranked 
highest in the percentage with the objective of improving the school’s capacity for self- 
management by, for example, strengthening its leadership, morale, or involvement of parents or 
staff in planning for school improvement. Planning or change management programs are also 
more likely than other types of programs to have been initiated by school insiders. 

We saw earlier that school planning activities were among the higher quality programs, with 
the mean percentage of quality dimensions judged adequate 71% for this type of activity 
compared to the 57% average across all types of programs. The higher score results primarily 
fiom planning’s higher than average “level of use” in the school (4.45 on a scale of 5) ,  and 
because these activities generally last longer than other activities. 

’Respondents marked yes or no for a list of personnel who may be involved in leading or 
conducting the planning activities. In retrospect, it appears that many respondents marked 
answers as if the question asked who participated in the activity. 
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Embedding a prevention program in a structured local planning effort should increase the 
quality of the prevention activity because rational planning and data guidance should increase the 
fit between the activity and the school environment. Locally planned activities should more 
explicitly take into consideration the unique strengths and weaknesses of the organization, the 
characteristics of the student population, and the surrounding community. If a planning activity 
involves the participation of members of the school community, it is expected to generate greater 
commitment among the individuals who will have to cany out the plans that are made. This 
hypothesis might be tested by comparing the quality of implementation of multi-component 
activities that include a planning activity with similar preventive activities conducted without a 
planning activity. Unfortunately, the present activity data base includes very few such multi- 
component activities (only 49), and because they include twelve different types of activities, the 
number of cases for which a given quality indicator is present is to small to allow useful analyses. 

’9 An alternative way to compare activities involving a structured planning approach with other 
activities is to use as a proxy for planning one item that is available in the activity questionnaire 
for every type of activity. This item asked whether or not one of the elements of planning - 
formal needs assessment - was used to select the program or practice for the school. As noted 
above, formal needs assessment is present in 71 % of the school planning activities. Mean scores 
on measures of program quality for programs or activities selected in part on the basis of a formal 
needs assessment and for activities selected without a formal needs assessment are displayed in 
Table 5.8. The table shows that the proportion of best practices with respect to methods used is 
higher (M= .59) for activities selected following foxmal needs assessment than for activities 
selected without a needs assessment (M = .5 1). Of the ten indicators of quality, all except the 
ratio of providers to students in the school favored programs selected using needs assessment; 
and the differences were significantly different from zero in six of the ten comparisons. 
Activities selected using a formal needs assessment are used more regularly by staff, incorporate 
more methods and content “best practices,” involve more lessons, are operated more frequently, 
and last longer than other programs. A greater percentage of programs based on a formal needs 
assessment (62%) are judged adequate according to the criteria described earlier than are 
programs without a needs assessment (54%). Activities selected on the basis of a formal needs 
assessment are clearly of higher quality than activities selected in other ways. 

Activities that are initiated and maintained through a deliberate planning effort are of higher 
quality than programs that are simply “installed” in the organization. These well-planned 
activities tend to have some of the characteristics shown earlier to be related to higher quality 
programming: A high level of local staffparticipation in program initiation; more and better 
training; greater standardization; and a higher degree of supervision. Interestingly, these 
activities tend to be funded through government sources - Safe and Drug-Free Schools funds 
and, to an even greater extent, other government funding. Ancillary analyses (not tabled) imply 
that activities initiated through a deliberate planning effort are more likely to have been 
developed by a researcher, and they tend not to be “packaged” programs such as D.A.R.E. or 
QUEST. 
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Table 5.8 
Activity Quality by Use of Needs Assessment % 

Formal needs assessment used 
No Yes 

Quality indicator M CI n M CI n 
Technical quality 

Proportion "best practices" used - methods .51* .49 - .54 998 .59 .56 - .61 698 
Proportion "best practices" used - content .68* .65 - -72 574 .74 .70 - .77 382 
Intensity 

Number of lessons/sessions 32.16 24.27 - 40.06 882 34.59 28.67 -40.51 570 
Number of lessons/sessions (natural log) 2.55* 2.43 - 2.67 882 2.82 2.69 - 2.95 570 
Duration 5.14* 5.01 - 5.27 1105 5.61 5.48 - 5.74 753 
Frequency of participation - students 2.96 2.84 - 3.08 1566 3.15 3.01 - 3.28 1050 

Frequency of operation 2.61* 2.55 - 2.67 982 2.73 2.67 - 2.80 678 

Extent of use 

Frequency of participation - staff 
Level of use by school personnel 

2.80 2.54 - 3.05 388 3.04 2.78 - 3.30 315 
4.05* 3.97 - 4.14 I902 4.35 4.27 - 4.43 1255 

Degree of student exposure 
Proportion of students exposed or participating .38 .35 - .41 1338 .42 .38 - .46 855 
Ratio of providers to students in school .04 .03 - -04 1467 .03 .03 - .04 925 

Mean proportion dimensions judged adequate .54* .52 - .56 I937 .62 .60 - .64 1277 
Note. CI = 95% confidence interval for the mean. n = unweighted number of activities. 
*95% confidence interval for the difference between the means does not include zero. 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Summary 

Evidence presented in this chapter about the activity-level correlates of the quality of those 
activities supported some of the hypotheses about predictors of quality. Specifically, the 
following were found to be correlated with activity quality: implementer conscientiousness and a 
record of past accomplishments, better integration of the activity into normal school operations, 
greater organizational support for implementation, greater standardization of program materials 
and methods. Exploration of the data also found that activities that were funded by the local 
school district’s budget were implemented on average with more intensity, greater frequency, and 
a higher level of use by school personnel; and that activities with a broader range of objectives 
scored higher on measures of quantity and quality. 

Programs that are identified by principals as belonging to more than one category in the .“;s 
classification of discretionary prevention activities tend to be of somewhat lower average quality 
than programs falling in only one category. 

Packaged programs in general tend to be implemented in weaker form than home-grown or 
locally developed programs. Of the two specific packaged programs examined in greater detail - 
D.A.R.E. (an instructionaVcurricular program) and peer mediation (programs involving youths in 

program quality than other programs in the same category and the other (peer mediation) was 
usually stronger on measures of program quality than other programs in the same category. Both 
were, nevertheless, judged “adequate” more often than the average program in their categories. 

- *  the regulation of student conduct) - one (D.A.R.E.) was usually a weaker on measures of - -  

-e Several lines of evidence suggest that the involvement of school personnel in planning is . 7 

important. First, more extensive local planning and involvement in decisions about what to 
implement is associated with program quality. Second, the typical quality of programs involving 
planning for or managing change is higher than the quality of most other kinds of programs. 
Third, programs or activities selected based in part on a formal needs assessment are of higher 
quality in multiple ways than are activities not based on such an assessment. 

The following chapter tums to the school-level correlates of quality and to the quality of ”. ‘. 

prevention programming at the school level. $... % ,. 
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School-Level Correlates of Implementation Quality 

:.. - 

This chapter focuses on the school as a social organization. The school is the unit within 
which instruction and all programs take place. The school typically occupies a single location in 
the community and typically has a single leader who supervises all personnel and students in the 
school. Accordingly, we now examine the school as the unit of analysis in the examination of 
prevention program quality. 

Recall that this inquiry is structured by hypotheses that the following variables predict the 

1. Organizational capacity (morale, staf f  stability, history of failed or successful programs in 

2. Leader and stafftraits and past accomplishments. 
3. Budget and resources. 
4. Organizational support (training, supervision, principal support). 
5.  Program structure - manuals, implementation standards, quality control mechanisms. 
6. Integration into normal school operations, local initiation, and local planning. 
7. Program feasibility (match between program design features and regular activities of 

8. Level of disorder. 

strength of program or activity implementation: 

the past). 

schools, few obstacles). 

Fuller accounts of these hypotheses may be found in Chapter 1 (pp. 1.1 1 - 1.15) and Chapter 5 
(pp. 5.2 - 5.4). 

Measurement of School-Level Variables 

Three of these sets of variables can only be measured at the school level. The school-level 
measurement of all of these sets of variables is described in the following paragraphs. Fuller 
accounts of the measures devised specially for the present study are found in Appendix E. 

OrganizationaZ capacity refers to the degree to which a school has the social organizational 
infrastructure to carry out complex activities well. We identified several more specific indicators 
of organizational capacity to operationalize the organizational capacity construct. 

(a) Morale characterizes the school in terms of the degree of esprit de corps, the sense of 
commonality of purpose, and the sense that the members of the organization can depend upon 
each other to willingly perform as required to achieve common goals. The schools’ teachers 
completed the Morale scale of the Effective School Battery (G. Gottfkdson, 1999). 

(b) The Organizational Focus scale (G. G o ~ e d s o n  & Holland, 1997) is also used as a 
measure of organizational capacity. The Organizational Focus scale was constructed to provide a 
measure of the degree to which an environment has a focused set of consistent and explicit goals 
(versus conflicting and poorly defined goals). It was completed by teachers. 
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(c) To measure the school’s history of successful versus failed programs, we constructed 
several scales. One pair, labeled School Amenity to Program Implementation, was completed by 
the principal and by the schools’ teachers in phase two surveys. It includes items such as 
“Faculty are open to identifying and trying to solve problems,” and “Teams of faculty members 
work together to accomplish something of importance.” A scale titled Teacher-Administration 
Obstacles to Program Development contains items such as “Getting cooperation from teachers is 
like pulling teeth,”(+) and “Every teacher can be counted on to help” (-). It was completed by 
principals in the phase 1 survey. The phase 1 principal survey was also the source of a scale 
called School Capacity for Program Development. This scale contains items such as “The school 
obtains many resources from the community,” and items about how easy it is to recruit ht-rate 
staff and the degree of parent involvement. A brief scale called Open Problem Identification, 
completed by the principal in the phase 1 survey, concern the extent to which the school has 
clearly identified and agreed upon problems to address. A two-item Teacher-Principal 
Communication scale, completed by the principal in phase one, assesses the degree to which 
faculty communicate directly with the principal. Teacher turnuver, calculated from principal 
reports in the phase one questionnaire, was used as an inverse measure of staffing stability.’ This 
was augmented by the average amount of turnover among implementing personnel reported in 
the phase two activity coordinator survey. Finally, school enrollment was examined as many 
things seem more difficult to accomplish in large organizations. All of the foregoing measures 
are expected to be positively correlated with quality of implementation, except turnover, school 
size, and Teacher-Administration Obstacles to Program Development which are expected to be 
negatively correlated with implementation quality. 

Leadership traits and accomplishments is, similarly, usefully considered a school-level 
variable; schools generally have a single leader. Several more specific indicators were examined. 

(a) The Administrator Leadership scale of the Effective School Battery (G. Gottfiedson, 
1999) was completed by teachers. This scale captures information about the extent to which the 
principal is seen as a good leader by the schoo1,’s faculty. 

(b) Four brief scales constructed for the present research intended to assess facets of 
principal leadership behavior based on the self-reports of principals in the phase two 
questionnaire. The Supervision and Feedback subscale reflects a principal’s emphasis on 
discussing quality of work performance with sta f f  members, formally reviewing teacher 

‘Principals reported the number of full time teachers in the cunent V;) and previous (&) year. 
Separately they reported the number of teachers new to the school this year (nJ. Turnover was 
calculated as follows: 

forf; -.& > 0, f = 1 w n ’  - v; h>llfo; 
forf; -fo s 0, t = loon,/(&, + V; -A). 

(11 
(2) 

Small negative values were trimmed to 0 for a few cases. t was made missing for the nine 
schools with t = 100, assuming errors in reporting. This made no substantive difference in the 
correlations reported here. 

.- -- . 
r .+ 
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performance, and communicating performance expectations. It resembles the “initiating 
structure” dimension in Fleishman’s (1953) two-factor taxonomy of leadership behavior. The 
Consideration subscale reflects a principal’s emphasis on checking with teachers before making 
changes that affect them and being patient and helpful to faculty. It resembles the 
“consideration” dimension in Fleishman’s two-factor taxonomy. The Presence and Visibility 
subscale reflects a principal’s emphasis on observing teachers’ instruction and classroom 
management, planning staff meetings, and using reason or passion to generate staff commitment 
to tasks. It was constructed to assess the first factor in a job analysis of principals’ work reported 
by G. Gottfiedson and Hybl(l987). The Planning subscale reflects a principal’s emphasis on 
formally assessing the needs and problems of the school, evaluating the effectiveness of existing 
practices, discussing alternative plans, and setting school improvement goals. It is also based on 
a factor fiom the Gottfkedson and Hybl job analysis. These apriori subscales were empirically 
found to have strong intercorrelations in the present principal self-reports. Accordingly, a 
summary scale was composed for use in some analyses, the Total Leadership Behavior scale. .. -u.: 

(c) Measures of non-delegation and of span of control were constructed fiom information 
provided by principals in the phase one Activity Detail Booklet. We observed that some 
principals listed themselves as the knowledgeable person about many or all of the activities they 
listed. In telephone followups we observed that it was difficult to convince some principals that 
other individuals might be able to provide information about a program; many indicated that only 
they knew enough about the activity to describe it. The Non-Delegation measure is the 
percentage of activities mentioned for which only the principal was identified as an informant. 
The Broad Span of Control measure is the percentage of prevention activities for which the 
principal was identified as an informant. These ad hoc measures are not rooted in prior research, 
but we speculated that programs would not be implemented well in schools where principals 
tended not to delegate or had very large spans of control. 

(d) The Accomplishment Record scale summarizes information about a range of past 
accomplishments, such as having conducted training for other principals, serving as an officer in 
an educational organization or consultant on educational problems, or having presented or 
published papers in educational journals or magazines. It is based on a scale developed earlier by 
G. Gottfiedson (1 994). 

(e) The Conscientiousness scale (Goldberg, 1992) is based on principal self-descriptions. 
High scorers are efficient, organized, and dependable; low scorers are careless, disorgnized, and 
inconsistent. 

Budget and support. The measures used in examining correlates of the quality of school- 
wide disciplinary practices differed somewhat fiom those used to examine the correlates of the 
average quality of implementation of discretionary prevention programs. For discipline 
practices, the reports of principals about sources of support for disciplinary practices were 
obtained from the phase two principal questionnaire. They parallel the reports for specific 
discretionary activities examined in Chapter 5. For average implementation of discretionary 
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programs, aggregated (averaged) reports about funding and budget control in the activity 
coordinator survey were used. 

Organizational support. A number of indicators were used to measure organizational 
support. These include the aggregated reports of teachers and activity coordinators, and they 
include reports by principals. 

(a) Training in Classroom Management or Instruction and Training in Behavior Management 
are based on the aggregated reports of teachers about the extent of training in these matters. 

(b) Amount of Training for Activities and Quality of Training for Activities are based on the 
aggregated reports of activity coordinators. 

(c) The Quantity and Quality of Training in School Discipline scale is based on the reports 
of the principal in the phase two questionnaire. 

(d) Level of Supervision and Principal Support for Program are based on the aggregated 
reports of activity coordinators. Accordingly, they reflect the average level of supervision and 
the average level of support perceived by coordinators of various programs or activities in the 
school. *: (e) Monitoring of Implementation of Discipline Policies is based on the principal’s phase 
two report of the degree of monitoring of practices for conformance with policies. 

- .- 

(f) Finally, whether the principal’s own performance appraisal depends on the management 
of discipline in the school according to principals’ reports in the phase two questionnaire was 
used as an indicator of organizational support from a level higher than the school. 

Program structure was measured at the school level by averaging the Scriptedness score 
from all of the activity coordinators’ reports for the school. 

- 3  Integration with school operations was assessed in a variety of ways, including the reports of -.-3 

teachers, the principal, and activity coordinators. 

(a) The Planning scale from the Effective School Battery (G. Gottfiedson, 1999) was used to 
summarize teachers’ reports about the extent to which the school makes plans and takes action to 
solve problems. 

(b) The measures of integration of each prevention activity with school operations described 
in Chapter 5 were aggregated to the school level to provide school-level measures of all of these 
indicators. The resulting aggregated activity coordinator reports were used in analyses of quality 
of discretionary activities. 
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(c) Degree of local initiative in the use of Safe and Drug Free Schools funds is based on the 
principals’ reports of whether the school informed the SDFS coordinator how the school would 
use funds, whether the school chose from a menu, or whether the coordinator told the school 
which practices to use. 

(d) The Local Development of Discipline Practices scale is based on principals’ reports in 
the phase two questionnaire. It parallels the measure examined in Chapter 5 based on activity 
coordinators’ reports. 

Feasibility of activity. Measures of the feasibility of each prevention activity described in 
Chapter 5 were aggregated to the school level to provide school-level measures of all of these 
indicators. The resulting aggregated activity coordinator reports were used in analyses of quality 
of discretionary activities. 

Level of disorder or problems in the school. A variety of measures of school disorder and 
levels of problem behavior were examined. These are based on student, teacher, and principal 
reports. 

.: .. 
. .  

(a) Student and teacher School Safety scales from the Effective School Battery (G. 
Gottfiedson, 1999) were used to assess perceptions of the safety of the school. In low scoring 
schools, many places in the school are perceived as unsafe and students fear that they will be hurt 
or bothered at school. 

(b) The Classroom Orderliness scale (D. Gottfredson, Gottfiedson, & Hybl, 1993) fiom the 
Classroom Environment Assessment was completed by teachers to provide a measure of 
classroom orderliness. In low scoring schools much classroom time is directed to coping with 
misbehaving students and students who are disruptive; in high scoring schools students pay 
attention in class. 

(c) Students completed the Victimization scale from What About You (Form DC, G. 
Gottfiedson & Gottfiedson, 1999), and teachers completed the Victimization scale fiom the 
School Action Effectiveness Study questionnaire (G. Got$redson, 1982). Both scales reflect the 
variety of victimization experiences of respondents - ranging from minor theft, through threats, 
to attacks. 

(d) Two scales pertaining to practices that may alter the composition of a school’s studentry 
were developed for the present research. A Selectivity scale, based on principal reports in the 
phase one survey, reflect steps taken by a school to improve the input characteristics of its 
students by such means as specializing in attractive programs, selective admissions practices, 
religious or political preferences, scholarships, or recruitment programs. A Problem Student 
Magnet scale, based on principal reports in the same survey, reflects the assignment of students 
with educational, behavioral, adjustment or learning problems - or youths under court or juvenile 
services supervision - to the school. 
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(e) A School Crime scale is based on principals’ reports in the phase two survey of the 
number of attacks or fights involving a weapon, attacks or fights without a weapon, robberies, 
thefts or larcenies, and vandalism that were reported to the authorities. The score is the sum of 
the log-transformed number of incidents of each type. 

(f) A Gang Problems scale is based on principals’ phase two survey reports of gang 
problems in the school and in the community. 

(g) The Last-Year Variety of Drug Use scale fiom What About You (G. Gottfkdson & 
Gottfredson, 1999) is based on student reports of drug use in the past year and uses “variety” 
scoring (Hindelang, Hirschi & Weis, 198 1). 

. . -- 

-- (h) A Self-Reported Delinquent Behavior scale from the School Action Effectiveness Study 
-.- (G. Gottfiedson, 1982) is based on student reports of their delinquent behavior in the last year, 

including behaviors ranging from minor theft to robbery. 

(i) Three measures based on 1990 census information for the zip code area in which each 
school was located were developed. Simonsen (1 998) matched school zip codes with census 
data.* Three orthogonal factor scores were developed as follows: (1) Concentrated Poverty and 
Disorganization marked by receipt of public assistance income, high ratio of households with 
children female-headed to children households with husband and wife present, a high proportion 
of households below median income, a high ratio of persons below 1.24 times the poverty 
income level to persons above that level, high numbers of divorced or separated persons relative 
to married persons with spouse present, high male and female unemployment, and a low 
proportion of owner-occupied housing units. (2) Urbanicity marked by a high proportion of the 
population living in an urbanized area, large population size, and a high proportion of persons 
aged 25 years and over college educated. (3) Immigration and Crowding marked by a high ratio 
of households with five or more persons to other households and a low proportion of non-English 
language ho~eho lds .~  

e; % 

- 3  

Correlations Between School Characteristics and Quality of School-Wide 
Discipline Practices 

In Chapter 3 we reported that school-wide disciplinary practices differ considerably 
according to school level. Accordingly, information about the correlates of the quality of 
discipline practices is shown separately for secondary schools in Table 6.1 and for elementary 

*She used information about county of location together with the zip code to identify census 
areas. It was not possible to geocadc 35 schools because their zip codes did not occur in the 
Census Bureau’s files due to new or isolated postal codes. 

’The first and third factors had long tails and marked skew. Their standard scores were trimmed 
to the range k3.0. 
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Table 6.1 
Correlations Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and Quality of Implementation of School- Wide 
Discipline Practices. Secondarv Schools 

Proportion of “best mactices” used: 
Communi- Range of Range of Predictable 
cationand appropriate responsesto disciplinary 

Predictor category and hypothesized Adequacy documenta- responses to desirable Disciplinarian decision 
predictor of implementation quality a composite tion misconduct conduct consistency making 

OrEanizational CaDacity 
Morale, teachers .14** 

Organizational focus, teachers .19** 
344 

344 
School amenability to program .22** 

implementation, principal (2) 424 

implementation, activity 
coordinators 

program development, principal (1) 325 

development, principal (1) 338 

.04 School amenability to program 

336 

Teacher-administration obstacles to -.13* 

School capacity for program .11* 

Open problem identification, principal .l 5** 
(1) 345 

Teacher-principal communication, .12* 
principal (1) 354 

Teacher turnover, calculated from .03 
principal reports (1) 340 

School enrollment, principal (1) .02 
129 

-.lo* 
367 
-.04 

367 
.IS** 

46 1 

.01 
362 

-.02 

-.02 

.26** 

347 

361 

370 

381 

366 

.04 

.04 

.07 

-.os 
3 62 

-.04 

.06 
362 

45 1 

-.os 
358 

.01 

-.01 

.23** 

347 

359 

369 

379 

3 63 

-.05 

-.02 

.22** 

.12* 
372 

.12* 

.16** 
3 72 

464 

.12* 
366 

-.08 
354 

367 
.09 

.10 

.13** 
376 

387 

371 
.11* 

-. 12* 

.IS** 

.08 

.06 

366 

366 

450 

.os 
3 56 

-.13* 
342 

359 

366 

3 76 

362 

.12* 

.03 

.07 

-.04 

-.08 

.03 
367 

.07 

.11* 
367 

46 1 

-.03 
363 

-.08 
352 

.04 

.12* 

.14** 

.o 1 

-.o 1 

366 

374 

386 

370 

- -<  387 384 393 382 391 
PrinciDal leadership. oersonality style, and record of accomplishment 

Administrator leadership, teachers 

Principal’s leadership emphasis, 

Supervision and feedback 

Consideration 

Presence and visibility 

Planning 

Total leadership behavior 

Non-delegation, calculated from 

principal (2) 

.IS** 
344 

.21** 
426 

.23** 
426 

.17** 
427 

.2 I ** 

.25** 
426 

425 
-.09 

-.03 
367 

.28** 
462 

.08 

.22** 

.26** 

.27** 

462 

462 

462 

459 
-.02 

701 
362 

.16** 
453 

.08 
453 

453 

453 

.16** 

.15** 

.17** 
450 

-.08 

.IO .04 
3 72 366 

.18** 
466 

.25* * 
466 

466 

466 

.14** 

.20** 

.24* * 

.10 
463 

.06 
452 

.08 

-.OS 

.oo 

.02 

-.03 

452 

454 

452 

450 

.04 
367 

.11* 
465 

.12** 

.06 

.12** 

.13** 

465 

466 

465 

463 
-.11* 

principal data (ADB) 367 396 392 402 391 400 
continued. . . 
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Table 6.1 (continued) 
Correlationr Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and Quality of Impietnentation of School- Wide 
Discipline Practices, secondarv Schools 

ProDortion of "best  practice^" used: 
Communi- Rangeof Rangeof Predictable 
cation and appropriate responses to disciplinary 

Predictor category and hypothesized Adequacy documenta- responses to desirable Disciplinarian decision 
predictor of imDlementation Qualitv a composite tion misconduct conduct consistency making 
Broad span of control, principal (ADB) .OO .04 .06 .05 .01 -.03 

367 396 392 402 391 400 

426 463 454 466 452 464 

423 459 450 462 449 460 

Accomplishment record, principal (2) .20** .13** .29** .08 .01 .04 

Conscientiousness, principal (2) .16** .20** .09 .06 .06 .07 

Budget and suvmrt 
Source of resources for developing and 

applying school rules and 
disciplinary practices, principal (2) 

School district's budget allocation .15** 
for the school 416 

Special funding through the Safe 
and Drug Free Schools and 407 
Communities program 

Other external funding from .06 
government 397 

Other external funding from 

3 95 private or charitable 
contributions such as 
foundations, local 
community organizations, or 
private citizens 

.04 

.07 

Fund raisers (e.g., cake sales) .06 

.12** 
3 95 

Safe and Drug-Free School and 
Community Act h d s  support any 
prevention activities in the school, 427 

.14** 

.12* 
45 I 

440 

.07 
428 

.06 
425 

.01 

.14** 
425 

464 

.24** 

.18** 
442 

43 1 

.13** 
42 1 

.lo* 
419 

.08 

.20* * 
419 

454 

-.03 .os .01 

.08 -.07 -.02 
454 440 453 

443 43 1 442 

.12* -.01 -.02 
43 1 419 430 

428 416 427 
.04 -.01 .03 

.14** -.OS .06 

.01 .02 .05 
428 416 427 

467 453 465 
principal (2) 

Organizational ~ u ~ p o r t  
Training in classroom management or .l 1 * -07 .12* .08 -.07 -.o 1 

Training in behavior management, .04 .05 .06 .09 -.06 .02 
instruction, teachers 358 385 377 387 3 82 384 

teachers 358 385 377 387 382 384 
Quantity and quality of training in .28** .25** .28** .12* .06 .17** 

school discipline, principal (2) 361 381 3 73 3 84 375 385 
Supervision or monitoring, activity . 1 1 *  .12* .13* .11* -.OS .07 

coordinators 336 364 360 368 356 365 
Monitoring of implementation of .26** .22** .21** .11* .03 .21** 

discipline policies, principal (2) 422 459 448 46 1 448 460 
hincipal's performance appraisal .1 I *  .13** .19** -.01 -.03 .06 

depends on discipline management, 424 459 45 1 463 450 46 1 
principal (2)' 

e' continued. . . 
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Table 6.1 (continued) 
Correlations Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and Quati@ of Implementation of school- Wide 
Discidine Practices, Secondan, Schools 

ProDortion of ''best uractices" used: 
Communi- Rangeof Rangeof Predictable 
cation and appropriate responses to disciplinary 

Predictor category and hypothesized Adequacy documenta- responses to desirable Disciplinarian decision 
uredictor of imulementation qualitv a composite tion misconduct conduct consistency makine 

Interrration with school omrations 

<;: ' 

Planning, teachers .19** 
344 

Degree of local initiative in use of SDFS 
funds, principal (2) 168 

Local development of discipline .l8** 
practices, principal (2) 426 

Responsibility for developing discipline 
practices, principal (2) 

.02 

Administrators -.03 
426 

Teachers -.13** 
426 

Other school staff -.14** 
422 

Students -.17** 

Parents -.12* 

District personnel -.05 

Researchers or experts 

424 

423 

417 
-. 1 o* 

.23** 
415 

Variety of information sources used, 

.07 
367 

183 

462 

-. 16* 

.lo* 

.06 

-.01 
462 

462 
-.14** 

458 

459 

459 

450 

448 

-.os 

-.11* 

-.15** 

-.a 

-20' * 

.05 
362 

181 

453 

-.13 

.23** 

.02 

-. 1 o* 

-.16** 

453 

453 

449 

450 
-.23** 

-.23** 
450 
-.09* 

442 
-.15** 

440 
.28** 

.19** 

.02 

.16** 

372 

185 

465 

-.02 

-.14** 
465 

465 
-.16** 

46 1 
-.08 

5112 

-.03 

-. 10* 

.09 

462 

462 

453 

45 1 

.08 .01 
366 

177 

452 

.17* 

-.06 

-.02 

-.02 

.04 

.07 

.06 

.02 

.09 

.05 

452 

452 

448 

450 

449 

439 

438 

367 

184 

464 

-.o 1 

.13** 

-.05 

-.12** 

-.09* 

-.lo* 

-.09 

464 

464 

460 

46 1 

46 1 
.06 

453 

450 
-.06 

.11* 
principal (2) 426 458 449 460 447 463 

Level of problems in school 
Safety, students -.03 -.11 -.14* -. 16** .16** .04 

271 288 282 290 286 288 

342 365 360 370 364 365 

344 367 362 372 366 367 

344 367 3 62 372 366 367 

27 1 288 282 290 286 288 

352 380 377 386 375 384 

357 384 38 i 390 379 389 

387 418 412 423 41 1 419 

Safety, teachers .02 -.14** -.09 .04 .14** -.02 

Classroom orderliness, teachers .01 -.18** -.04 -. 06 .13* .05 

Victimization, teachers -.01 .13* .08 .IO -.18** -.02 

Victimization, students .09 .08 .15** .12* -.03 -.06 

Selectivity, principal (1) -.06 -.22** -.09 -.04 -.03 -.02 

Problem student magnet, principal ( I )  .12* .04 .14** .03 .04 .02 

School crime, principal (2) .12* .06 .30** .03 -.03 -.01 

continued. . . 
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Table 6.1 (continued) 
correlations Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and Qual@ of Implementation of School- Wide 
DisciDIine Practices, Secondan, Schools 

Prowrtion of "best mactices" used: 
Communi- Rangeof Rangeof Predictabk 
cationand appropriate responsesto disciplinary 

Predictor category and hypothesized Adequacy documenta- responses to desirable Disciplinarian decision 
predictor of implementation aualitv c o m s i t e  tion misconduct conduct consistency making 
Gang problems, principal (2) .05 .07 .IO* .06 -.09 .01 

Last-year variety of drug use, students .05 -00 .03 .08 -.03 .06 

Self-reported delinquent behavior, .04 .oo .09 .12* -.06 -.02 

Concentrated poverty and -.07 501 -.06 -.O 1 -.12** .02 

Urbanicity -.01 .05 .05 .04 -.06 -.IO* 

Immigration and crowding .06 .oo .IO* .09 -.07 .02 

424 460 452 464 45 1 462 

27 1 288 282 290 286 288 

students 27 1 288 282 290 286 288 
Community characteristics 

disorganization 412 449 440 453 438 450 

412 449 440 453 438 450 

412 449 440 453 438 450 
Note. Number of schools appears below each pairwise correlation. 
a Teachers = teacher questionnaire, principal (1) = principal questionnaire for program identification, principal (2) = principal 
questionnaire (phase 2), students = student questionnaire, activity coordinators = activity questionnaire, ADB = activity detail 
booklet, SDFS = Safe and Drug Free Schools. 

Percentage of prevention activities for which the only knowledgeable person named was the principal. 
Percentage of prevention activities for which the principal was named as a knowledgeable informant along with another person. 
Principal's report of the degree of monitoring of disciplinary practices for conformity with policy. 
Principal's report about whether his or her performance appraisal depends on performance in administering school discipline. 
Principal's report of whether the school informed the Safe and Drug Free Schools coordinator how it would use Eunds, whether 

the school chose Erom a menu, or whether the coordinator told the school which programs or practices to use. Schools not 
receiving SDFSC support for development of discipline practices are excluded. 
*p < .05. * * p  .01. 

schools in Table 6.2. The following paragraphs review the evidence about the hypothesized 
predictors of implementation quality. 

Organizational capaciv. The top panel in Table 6.1 provides considerable support for the 
hypotheses in the secondary school data. Of the 60 correlations reported there, 45 are in the 
direction predicted with 23 of these statistically significant: The Morale score had correlations 
in the expected direction with the Adequacy Composite and with the Range of Responses to 
Desirable Conduct and Disciplinarian Consistency scales. An unexpected result is the - .10 
correlation between the school's Morale score and the thoroughness with which school rules are 
communicated and documented. Organizational Focus had correlations in the expected direction 
with the Adequacy Composite and Range of Responses to Desirable Conduct. The results for the 
Morale and Organizational Focus scales are particularly impressive because these measures are 
completely independent of the measures of disciplinary quality. 

4School-level correlations are not weighted. Significance tests assume simple random sampling. 
6-10 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Tabla 6.2 
Correlations Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and Qualiq of Implementation of School- Wide 
Discipline Practices, flementm Schools 

PIODOdOn Of “be9 D d C e S ”  Used: 

0 
Communi- Rangeof Rangeof Predictable 
cation and appropriate responses to disciplinary 

Predictor category and hypothesized Adequacy documents- responses to desirable Disciplinarian decision 
predictor of implementation quality a composite tion misconduct conduct consistency making 

Oreanizational caoacity 
School amenability to program .17* .03 .06 .06 .I5 .08 

implementation, principal (2) 138 154 148 152 141 152 

School amenability to program .05 -.07 -.04 .03 .07 .o 1 
13 1 145 140 143 134 145 implementation, activity 

coordinators 

-“. 

Teacher-administration obstacles to 

School capacity for program 

Open problem identification, principal 

Teacher-principal communication, 

Teacher turnover, calculated from 

program development, principal (1) 

development, principal (1 ) 

(1) 

principal (1) 

principal reports (1) 

-.02 

.I5 
120 

125 
.18* 

.06 

-.07 

I28 

133 

127 

.03 

-.lo 
132 

139 

141 
.20* 

-.lo 

-.02 
149 

142 

.03 
128 

.03 
135 

.I4 
136 

144 
.20* 

.oo 
137 

.05 
130 

.01 

.20* 

.20* 

-.IO 

137 

139 

147 

140 

-.07 
1 22 

127 
.23** 

-.01 

.oo 

.oo 

130 

135 

129 

.01 

.I2 
13 1 

138 
.I4 

139 
-.05 

-.02 
147 

140 

.. . ..“. 
. . .  .. . 

School enrollment, principal (1) .I4 .09 .25** .23** .02 .os 
136 152 147 150 138 150 

Principal leadership, personality style. and record of accomDlishment 
Principal’s leadership emphasis, 

principal (2) 
Supervision and feedback .15 .08 .05 .18* .04 .IO 

136 149 I45 147 138 148 
Consideration .I5 .06 .oo .I4 .09 .04 

136 150 145 149 139 149 
Presence & visibility .07 .IS* .08 .18* -.03 .04 

Planning .17* .19* .18* .19* -.08 .07 

Total leadership behavior .15 .14 .08 .20* .oo .05 

136 152 146 149 138 149 

136 150 145 149 139 149 

135 149 144 147 137 147 
Nondelegation, calculated from -.06 .oo -.15 -.08 .09 .10 

principal data (ADB) 135 150 145 148 138 150 
Broad span of control, principal .02 .06 .06 -.09 .06 .04 

(AJm 135 150 145 148 138 150 
Accomplishment record, principal (2) . I  1 .15 .06 .11 .03 -.02 

137 152 147 151 140 150 

138 152 148 151 141 151 
Conscientiousness, principal (2) .IS .06 -.07 .I4 .18* .08 
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Table 6.2 (continue4 
Correlations Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and Quality of Implementation of School- Wide 
Discipline Practices, Elementaw Schools 

Prooortion of “best Dractices” used: 
Communi- Range of Range of Predictable 
cation and appropriate responses to disciplinary 

Predictor category and hypothesized Adequacy documenta- responses to desirable Disciplinarian decision 
predictor of imolementation aualitv a composite tion misconduct conduct consistencv makine: 

Budget and SUDDOT~ 

Source of resources for developing and 
applying school mles and 
disciplinary practices, principal (2) 

School district’s budget 
allocation for the school 

Special funding through the Safe 
and Drug Free Schools and 
Communities program 

Other external funding from 
government 

Other external funding from 
private or charitable 
contributions such as 
foundations, local community 
organizations, or private 
citizens 

Fund raisers (e.g., cake sales) 

Safe and Drug-Free School and 
Community Act funds support any 
prevention activities in the school, 
principal 12) 

.02 

.19* 
135 

129 

.28** 

.IS 
127 

127 

.02 

.I1 
125 

137 

.02 .02 .02 .06 -.06 

.13 .IS .I5 -.03 .o 1 
151 146 149 137 148 

143 139 141 131 141 

.I 1 .I 1 .18* -.09 .02 

. l I  .I2 -.os -.04 .11 
1 42 137 139 129 140 

141 137 139 129 139 

-.06 .os .I2 .os -.13 

.01 . l l  .I5 -.03 .04 
I39 135 137 127 137 

154 148 151 139 151 

~ ~~ 

Organizational SUPDOI-~ 

Quantity and quality of training in .21* .19* .21* .18* .04 .16 
school discipline, principal (2) 118 129 128 129 I19 128 

coordinators 130 144 139 1 42 133 144 
Level of supervision, activity .1 I .25** .22* .04 -.lo -.08 

Monitoring of implementation of .21* .18* .17* .IO .09 .12 
discipline policies, principal (2) 136 I53 147 151 139 151 

Principal’s performance appraisal .I6 .I4 .23** .I1 .02 .21** 
depends on discipline management, 135 151 145 149 138 1 50 
principal (2)’ 

Integration with school operations 
Degree of local initiative in use of 520 .03 -.l8 -.12 .I8 -.22 

SDFS funds, principal (2) 47 52 50 51 48 51 
Local development of discipline .20* .02 .24** .IS -.01 .os 

practices, principal (2) 140 157 151 155 I43 155 
Responsibility for developing discipline 

practices, principal (2) 
Administrators -.03 .03 -.08 -.16 .08 .04 

140 156 150 154 143 154 
conhnued . . .  
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Tabk 6.2 (continued) 
Correlations Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and Quality of Implementation of School- Wide 
Discipline Practices, Hementam Schools 

ProDortion of “best practices” used: 
Communi- Range of Range of Predictable 
cation and appropriate responses to disciplinary 

Predictor category and hypothesized Adequacy documenta- responses to desirable Disciplinarian decision 
predictor of implementation qualitv a comoosite tion misconduct conduct consistency makine 

Teachers -.03 -.05 -.os -.08 .01 -.04 

Other school staff -.I4 -.09 -.24** -.02 .05 -.02 

Students -.20* .03 -. 17* -.06 512 -.I3 

Parents -.33** -.08 -.23** -.23** -.03 -.lo 

District personnel -.30** -.20* -.32** -.19* -.03 -.l 1 

Researchers or experts -. 18* -.06 -.24** -. 16* -.04 .01 

Variety of information sources used .14 .I1 .43** .25** -.13 -.05 

1 40 157 151 I55 143 155 

138 154 148 152 141 153 

136 150 146 149 139 150 

136 153 147 151 139 151 

134 149 144 146 135 146 

137 153 147 150 139 150 

138 152 148 151 141 152 
Level of problems in school 

Selectivity, principal (1) -.13 -.01 -.18* -.21* .02 -.03 

Problem student magnec principal ( I )  -.04 -.02 .03 .IO -.07 -.01 
134 150 145 148 136 148 

134 150 145 148 136 148 

School crime, principal (2) .15 .I6 .29** .14 -.09 .09 

Gang problems, principal (2) .21* .18* .27** .ll .03 .05 
135 149 146 I50 138 148 

138 154 148 152 141 152 
Community characteristics 

Concentrated poverty and .02 .15 .07 .02 -.04 -.02 

Urbanicity -.03 .03 .04 -.a .07 .oo 

Immigration and crowding .12 -.01 .08 .09 .os .os 

137 154 148 I52 140 152 disorganization 

137 154 148 152 140 152 

137 154 148 152 140 152 
Note. Number of schools appears below each pairwise correlation. 
a Principal (1) = principal questionnaire for program identification, principal (2) = principal questionnaire (phase 2), activity 
coordinators = activity questionnaire, ADB = activity detail booklet, SDFS = Safe and Drug Free Schools. 

Percentage of prevention activities for which the only knowledgeable person named was the principal. 
Percentage of prevention activities for which the principal was named as a knowledgeable informant along with another person. 
Principal’s report of the degree of monitoring of disciplinary practices forconformity with policy. 

e Principal’s report about whether his or her performance appraisal depends on performance in administering school discipline. 
‘Principal’s report of whether the school informed the Safe and Drug Free Schools coordinator how it would use funds, whether 
the school chose from a menu, or whether the coordinator told the school which programs or practices to use. Schools not 
receiving SDFSC support for development of discipline practices are excluded. 
*p < .05. * * p  < .01. 
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Scores on the principal’s School Amenability to Program Implementation scale were 
correlated positively with the Adequacy Composite and the Communication and Documentation, 
Range of Responses to Desirable Conduct, and Predictable Disciplinary Decision Making scales. 
The estimate of school amenability to program development based on the averaged reports of 
program coordinators did not perform as expected, with only its correlation with the measure of 
diversity of responses to desired conduct being significant. The Teacher-Administration 
Obstacles to Program Development scale was correlated in the expected negative direction with 
the Adequacy Composite and the Disciplinarian Consistency scale. The Open Problem 
Identification scale had moderately large correlations with the Communication and 
Documentation and Range of Appropriate Responses to Misconduct scales, and it had weaker 
significant correlations with the Adequacy Composite and the Predictable Disciplinary Decision 
Making scales. The Teacher-Principal Communication scale had modest correlations with the 
Adequticy Composite and with the Range of Responses to Desirable Conduct and Predictable 
Disciplinary Decision Making scales. 

The hypotheses that high rates of staffturnover and large school size would predict poor 
implementation finds little support in the data. Correlations between teacher turnover and the 
measures of quality ranged fiom -.04 to .l 1 , Mdn = .02, with the one statistically significant 
correlation in the direction opposite that hypothesized. Correlations between school enrolment 
size and quality ranged fiom -. 12 to .22. Larger secondary schools employed a larger range of 
responses to misconduct and a narrower range of responses to desirable conduct. 

The pattern of results for elementary schools (Table 6.2) is similar, although the measures 
based on teacher surveys are not available for these schools. Scores on the principal’s School 
Amenability to Program Implementation scale were correlated positively with the Adequacy 
Composite. The estimate of school amenability based on the averaged reports of program 
coordinators had small, nonsignificant correlations of both signs with the quality criteria. The 
Teacher-Administration Obstacles to Program Development scale (which was expected to be 
correlated in the negative direction with the measures of implementation quality) had only small 
nonsignificant correlations with both positive and negative signs. As for secondary schools, the 
Open Problem Identification scale had moderate correlations (range = -.O 1 to .20, Mdn = .16) 
with the measures of quality. The Teacher-Principal Communication scale had modest 
correlations with the Range of Responses to Desirable Conduct and Range of Appropriate 
Responses to Misconduct scales. 

And as for secondary schools, the hypotheses that high rates of staff tumover and large 
school size would predict poor implementation are unsupported by the data. Correlations 
between teacher turnover and the measures of quality ranged from -. 10 to .OO, Mdn = -.02, none 
statistically significant. Correlations between school enrolment size and quality ranged fiom .02 
to .25. Larger elementary schools employed a larger range of responses to misconduct and to 
desirable conduct. 

Principal leadership, syZe, and accomplishments. Table 6.1 implies considerable support 
for the hypothesized relations between principal leadership and the quality of school-wide 
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discipline practices. Correlations between principals’ self-reports of all four facets of leadership 
(and the Total Leadership Behavior scale) with facets of quality range from -.05 to .28 (Mdn = 
.16), with 22 of the 30 correlations statistically significantly different from zero in the expected 
direction. In interpreting these results, notice that both the quality of school-wide discipline 
measures and the leadership measures are based on principals’ reports. The independent 
aggregated teachers’ ratings in the Administrator Leadership scale is significantly correlated only 
with the Adequacy Composite. The teacher-based Administrator Leadership scale is not 
available for elementary schools, but the correlations in Table 6.2 also support the hypothesized 
link between leadership behaviors and quality of school-wide discipline arrangements. All but 
four of the 30 correlations are in the expected direction, with eight of the correlations significant 
despite the relatively small number of elementary schools. In contrast, the ad hoc measures of 
span of control and non-delegation had relatively small correlations with inconsistent sign with 
the various criterion m e p e s .  The one significant correlation is, however, in line with 
expectation: Principals who apparently do not delegate are somewhat less predictable in their 
disciplinary decision malung. 

@ 

The expectation that principals who have a record of accomplishing more in the past would 
lead schools with better quality disciplinary practices is supported particularly for secondary 
schools, where correlations between Accomplishment Record scores and measures of quality 
range fiom .O 1 to .29 (Mdn = .lo). In elementary schools the correlations range from -.02 to .15 
(Mdn = .08), none reaching significance. The expectation that principals’ conscientiousness 
would predict better quality discipline practices is also supported particularly for secondary 
schools, where correlations range fiom .06 to .20 (Mdn = .08). The Conscientiousness scale 
correlates a significant .16 with the Adequacy Composite and .20 with the Communication and 
Documentation scale. For elementary schools, the correlations are of about the same size (range 
= -.07 to .18, Mdn = . 1 l), with only the correlation between the Conscientiousness score and the 
Disciplinary Consistency score reaching significance. 

- _  

Budget und support. Results in Tables 6.1 (secondary) and 6.2 (elementary) for expected 
links between h d i n g  and quality of disciplinary procedures is mixed. No indicator of fun- is 
correlated beyond the extent that can plausibly be attributed to chance with the Predictable 
Disciplinary Decision Making scale or the Disciplinarian Consistency scale for secondary or 
elementary schools. For the other facets of disciplinary quality, however, correlations are 
generally positive and sometimes substantial. Quality is higher in secondary schools when 
resources for developing and applying school rules and disciplinary practices comes fiom the 
school districts’ budget allocations for the schools, suggesting that disciplinary practices in 
secondary schools are better in districts devoting resources to them. But the data for elementary 
schools do not support an association between local district budget allocation and quality of 
disciplinary practices. Funding through the Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities 
(SDFSC) program has modest positive correlations with the criteria represented by the first four 
columns in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 for both elementary and secondary schools (secondary Mdn = .lo, 
elementary Mdn = .15), as does other external funding from government sources (secondary Mdn 
= .lo, elementary Mdn = .14). For other sources of funding (contributions and fundraisers) 
correlations are usually positive with the criteria represented by the first four columns in Tables 
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6.1 and 6.2, but the correlations are also usually relatively small. The largest is the significant 
.14 correlation between support for the development of discipline practices from f h d  raisers 
(such as cake sales) and the range of responses for desirable conduct in secondary schools. 

Principals were asked not only if special fimding from the SDFSC program was among the 
sources of support for the development of disciplinary practices in the school, but they were also 
asked if the SDFSC provided support for any of the prevention activities in their schools. The 
bottom row in the budget and support panels in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 show that SDFSC support was 
positively associated with three of the six quality measures for secondary schools and 
nonsignificantly positively correlated with three of the six measures for elementary schools 
(correlations of .OS and less being regarded as trivial). For secondary schools these correlations 
are slightly higher than the correlations of special SDFSC funding for developing disciplinary 
practices, which may be a chance occurrence as there is no reason to expect these correlations to 
be higher. 

Organizational support. The secondary school results for teachers’ reports of the amount of 
recent training in classroom management or instruction in Table 6.1 provide modest support for 
the hypothesis that training will be related to quality of disciplinary practices, but correlatioris 
range only from -.07 to ,12, and the confidence intervals for all but two of these correlations 
include zero. Stronger support for the training conjecture comes from the correlations between 
principals’ reports in the Quantity and Quality of Training in School Discipline scale and the 
various facets of discipline quality. For secondary schools correlations range from .06 to .28 
(Mdn = .2 1 , five of six correlations significantly different from zero), and for elementary schools 
correlations range from .04 to .2 1 (Mdn = .18, four of six correlations significantly different from 
zero). 

The average level of supervision reported by activity coordinators also tended to have 
positive correlations with the various indicators of quality of disciplinary practices. Correlations 
ranged from -.05 to .13 (Mdn = . 1 1) for secondary schools and from -. 10 to .25 (Mdn = .08) for 
elementary schools, lending mixed but modest support for the supervision hypothesis. Quality of 
discipline practices is higher in schools where principals report a greater degree of monitoring of 
implementation of practices for conformity with policy, especially in secondary schools where 
correlations ranged from .03 to .26 and the confidence interval for only one of the correlations 
includes zero. In elementary schools, correlations ranged from .09 to .21 with three of the six 
correlations significantly greater than zero. 

When the principal perceives that his or her performance will be evaluated on the basis of 
how well discipline is managed in the school, both elementary and secondary schools tend to 
have better discipline practices. The median correlation is only .08 (three of six significant) for 
secondary schools, but the median is .I5 (two of six significant) for elementary schools. 

,... 

Integration with school operations. The Planning scale - completed by secondary school 
teachers - is significantly correlated with the Adequacy Composite and with the Range of 
Responses to Desirable Conduct scale. The median correlation with the six indicators of quality 
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is only .OS, however, lending only modest support to the hypothesized link between school 
planning and disciplinary quality. Principals were asked to consider all the personnel time, 
money, and resources used in developing and applying their schools’ rules and disciplinary 
practices, and to indicate whether special funding through the Safe and Drug Free Schools and 
Communities program paid for these resources. Based on responses, we estimate that 39% of 
schools use this resource in developing and applying discipline practices. Phcipals were also 
asked what input the school had in deciding how to use SDFSC funds. In schools where SDFSC 
resources are used, the degree of local initiative in their use is inconsistently correlated with the 
quality criteria for discipline practices, with correlations ranging from -. 16 to .17 for secondary 
schools and from -.22 to .18 for elementary schools (Mdn = .OO for secondary and - .15 for 
elementary schools). Local initiation in use of SDFSC funds does not show the hypothesized 
pattern of correlations with quality indicators. in contrast, principals’ reports that discipline 
practices were locally developed provides strong support for the hypothesis that local initiation 
will predict quality of implementation. For secondary schools, correlations between the degree 
of local initiation and the measures of quality range from -.06 to .23 (Mdn = .14, the confidence 
interval for only the single negative correlation includes zero). For elementary schools, 
correlations range from -.01 to .24 (M& = .lo, two of the five correlations significantly different 
fiom zero in the expected direction despite the small number of elementary schools with SDFSC 
support for discipline in the sample). 

In both elementary and secondary schools, principals reports that teachers, other school staff, 
*.-, 
, 

students, parents, district personnel, or researchers had responsibility for developing discipline 
practices were negatively correlated with measures of quality. Only administrator participation 
was uncorrelated with quality. It is difficult to know what to make of this unexpected set of 
results. Data on quality of disciplinary practices based on the reports of other school personnel 
would have been helpful. 

. *. 

Variety of information sources used in selecting discipline practices was positively related to 
measures of quality, particularly to the range of appropriate responses to misconduct (r = .45 in 
elementary schools and r = .28 in secondary schools). 

Feasibility. One test of the hypothesis that activities that are suitable for the regularities of 
the school are more likely to be implemented is to note whether disciplinary procedures that fall 
outside of the regular school day and outside of the regular operation of instruction in classrooms 
are utilized. Chapter 3 presented idormation on the percentage of schools employing various 
disciplinary responses (Table 3.8). Note that in-school suspension, withdrawal of privileges, 
suspensions, are all relatively common responses to misconduct (used by 89% or more of 
schools), whereas after-school detention is used by 72% of schools, peer mediation by 5 1 %, 
Saturday detention by 25%, and student court by 6% of schools. Despite the undesirable 
consequence that suspensions either in or out of school reduce exposure to instruction, these 
responses are better matched to the regularity of the school day than are after-school or Saturday 
detention. Similarly, peer mediation and student court require special arrangements - i.e., they 
cannot ordinarily be integrated with instruction in classrooms - and they are seldom adopted. 
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Level ofproblems. The hypothesis that we would find poorer implementation of sound 
disciplinary practices in schools with higher levels of problems was not supported by the data. 
Instead, indicators of levels of problems were sometimes positively correlated with indicators of 
disciplinary quality - but not consistently so. At the secondary level where student and teacher 
surveys were completed in cooperating schools, the student Safety scale was negatively 
correlated with the Range of Appropriate Responses to Misconduct scale (-. 14) and with the 
Range of Responses to Desirable Conduct scale (-, 16), but positively correlated (. 16) with 
disciplinarian consistency. Only the first two of these correlations jibes With expectation; the 
third is opposite expectation. The teachers’ Safety scale was negatively correlated with the 
Communication and Documentation scale as expected, but unexpectedly positively correlated 
with the Disciplinarian Consistency scale; and the same mixed pattern is observed for the 
Classroom Orderliness scale. Better communication and documentation of discipline practices is 
observed in schools with.higher teacher victimization, but discipline is less consistent in schools 
with more teacher victimization. Student victimization has modest positive (not negative as 
expected) correlations with two measures of quality of discipline. Students’ reports of their own 
delinquent behavior or drug use are not strongly correlated with measures of quality of discipline; 
the confidence interval for all correlations but one include zero, and the one significant 
correlation is in the direction opposite that expected. In short, in secondary schools where 
measures of problem behavior based on student and teacher reports are available, there is no 
consistent support for the hypothesis that high levels of problems lead to poorer quality 
implementation of disciplinary practices. 

.c; 

4 

In both secondary and elementary schools scores on the school Selectivity scale are 
negatively correlated with measures of quality of disciplinary practices. All but one of twelve 

and of modest size (- .18, - .2 1, and - -22). Schools that take steps to improve the input 
characteristics of their students appear to be somewhat less punctilious about discipline than 
other schools - perhaps because they have less need to be. In contrast, secondary schools that 
score high on the Problem Student Magnet scale have slightly higher scores on two of the six 
measures of discipline quality - again opposite the hypothesized direction. Schools to which 
students with behavior or educational problems are assigned or to which the court or juvenile 
services assigns students tend to have a somewhat better range of responses to misconduct and 
score higher on the Adequacy Composite - perhaps because they have greater need for a range of 
disciplinary responses. c 

correlations are opposite the hypothesized direction, and three of these are statistically significant _ -  

& 

Schools - both secondary and elementary - in which principals report more crime to the 
authorities and say that gangs are a greater problem tend to have higher scores on measures of 
quality of disciplinary practices. Correlations are particularly high with the Range of Appropriate 
Responses to Misconduct scale (range of correlations is .IO to .30, Mdn = .28). Evidently, 
schools in which the principal identifies crime problems employ a broader range of disciplinary 
responses to student misconduct. 

Community characteristics. None of the measures of community characteristics examined 
was strongly correlated with quality of discipline. As hypothesized, the Concentrated Poverty 0 
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and6Disorganization factor is negatively correlated with the Disciplinarian Consistency scale in 
secondary schools, but the confidence intervals for all other correlations at both elementary and 
secondary levels include zero. Urbanicity has a small significant negative correlation with the 
Predictable Disciplinary Decision Making scale for secondary schools, but the codtdence 
intervals for all other correlations at both elementary and secondary levels include zero. 
Immigration and Crowding has a small positive correlation with the range of responses to 
misconduct for secondary schools, but the confidence intervals for all other correlations at both 
elementary and secondary levels include zero. 

Correlations Between School Characteristics and Average Quality of 
Discretionary Prevention Activities 

_ L  

Now we turn to the correlates of the average quality of discretionary prevention activities. 
Here the criterion variables are the aggregated or average quality of the various prevention 
programs or activities sampled in each school.’ The same categories of hypothesized predictors 
examined for the quality of school-wide disciplinary practices are examined for the quality of 
discretionary prevention activities. 

- .  

Organizational capacity. Correlations between a variety of measures of organizational 
capacity and indicators of average activity quality are shown in the first panel of Table 6.3. 
These correlations provide substantial support for the hypothesis that implementation quality will 
be better in schools with greater organizational capacity for program implementation. The 
Morale and Organizational Focus scales based on teacher reports show the same pattern of 
correlations with the quality criteria: statistically significant and moderately large correlations 
(ranging from .18 to .29, Mdn = -24) with frequency of operation, proportion of students exposed 
or participating, and ratio of providers to students in the school but small and nonsignificant 
correlations with other indicators. The principals’ reports in the School Amenability to Program 
Implementation scale shows a similar but weaker pattern. These correlations are impressive 
because the measures of organizational capacity are independent of the measures of 
implementation quality (ie., the measures are derived from different respondents). Mean scores 
on the activity coordinators’ School Amenability to Program Implementation scale tend to be 
moderately correlated (ranging from .OO to .19, Mdn = .14) with the quality measures. In other 
words, the more the person responsible for implementing activities sees the school as allowing 
implementation the better the quality of what they implement on average. 

As expected, the Teacher-Administration Obstacles to Program Development scale, based on 
principal reports in the phase one survey, tends to have negative correlations with measures of 
implementation quality, although all but the negative correlations with the two measures of 
student exposure have confidence intervals including zero. Principals’ phase one survey reports 
in the School Capacity for Program Development scale had small correlations with all criteria, 

Sampling weights were not used in performing these aggregations so that no individual program 
would contribute disproportionate error variance to the means. 
5 
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Tablc6.3 
Correlations Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and School Averape Oualitv of Implementation of Discretionarv Prevention Activities 

4 f D e p r c e o s u r e  
Proportion of "best 

Summary index . ,> . Frequency of Level of use Proportion Ratio of providers 

aualitv school uredictor of imulementation auality a Methods Conte 
Frequency of staff by school students exposed to students in Predictor category and hypothesized of activity 

Morale, faculty .01 -.lo .03 .08 .18** -. 10 .02 .24** .27** 

Organizational focus, faculty .06 -.os .04 .IO .21** -.03 .05 .23** .29** 
316 302 270 3 IO 293 229 314 305 309 

316 302 270 310 293 229 314 305 309 
School amenability to program .08 .02 -.09 .02 .14** -.09 .08 .11* .02 

implementation, principal (1) 508 492 442 500 469 36 I 507 495 499 

implementation, activity coordinators 549 527 475 540 508 390 547 535 539 
School amenability to program .l9** .09* .oo .15** .14** .02 .14** .14** .08 

Teacher-administration obstacles to -.04 -.04 .oo -.oo -.06 .05 -.03 -. 1 o* -.14** 
program development, principal (1) 463 443 3 98 454 424 32 1 46 1 449 45 1 

principal (1) 489 468 42 I 480 450 342 487 474 478 

(1) 495 474 424 486 453 343 493 48 1 483 

School capacity for program development, .os -.02 -.03 .04 .05 -.06 .09* -.03 -.os 

Open identification of problems, principal .l3** .07 .02 .os .lo* -.01 .12** .02 -.IO* 

Teacher-principal communication, .07 -.01 -.o I .08 .06 -. 10 .IO* .17** .11* 
principal (1) 512 490 439 503 469 356 510 497 500 

Teacher turnover, calculated from principal .O 1 .06 -.03 .05 -.02 .06 .02 .IO .12** 

Turnover in implementing personnel, .o 1 .07 .03 .07 .o 1 .07 .06 .06 .oo 

h, 
0 

reports (1) 493 47 1 423 483 452 349 49 1 477 48 1 

activity coordinators 552 530 477 542 507 390 550 536 54 1 

52 1 499 445 51 1 477 36 I 519 505 509 
School enrollment, principal (1) .11* .IO* -.01 -.12** .07 -.os .21** -.25** -.32** 

Leadershiu and implementer personaliw style and record of accomplishments 
Administrator leadership, faculty .o 1 -.07 .02 .05 .18** -.06 -.01 .16** .22** 

316 302 270 310 293 229 314 305 309 
Principal's leadership emphasis, principal (2) 

Supervision and feedback .lo* .IO* .04 .05 .07 -.07 .lo* .o 1 -.04 
506 489 440 498 467 362 505 493 497 
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Table 6.3 (continued) 
~ 

Oualitv Indicator 
Technical Oualitv Degree of Stu-osure 

Proportion of “best 
Summary index * $9 . Frequency of Level of use Proportion Ratio of providers 

Predictor category and hypothesized of activity Frequency of staff by school students exposed to students in 
3 redictor of imDlementation quality a uali o eratio a ici tion on el or ici at’ C I  

Consideration -.01 .02 -.06 .03 .07 -.12* .02 .02 .02 

Presence & visibility .08 .07 -.03 .06 .06 .o 1 .07 .06 -.01 

Planning .1 I *  . 1 o* .03 .os .07 -.03 .03 .03 -.02 

Total leadership behavior .09* .IO* .oo .os .09 -.06 .06 .03 -.02 

507 490 44 1 499 468 362 506 494 498 

507 490 442 499 470 363 506 494 498 

507 490 44 1 499 468 362 506 494 498 

502 485 437 494 465 360 50 1 489 493 
Non-delegation, calculated from principal .06 -.09* .02 .o I .02 .10 -07 .13** .13** 

data (ADB) 553 53 1 477 543 508 390 551 537 54 1 

553 53 1 477 543 508 390 55 1 537 54 1 

508 49 I 44 1 500 470 361 507 495 499 

Broad span of control, principal (ADB) .o 1 -.01 -.11* -.14** -.01 .06 -.04 -.06 .02 

Accomplishment record, principal (2) .14** .06 .o 1 .03 .06 -.04 .16** -.os - . l l *  

coordinators 542 523 470 533 503 3 87 54 1 528 533 
Conscientiousness, average activity .09* .IO* .o 1 .03 .03 .06 .os .09* -.oo 

Conscientiousness, principal (2) -.03 -.oo .oo -.05 -.02 -.08 -.oo -.01 .02 

h, 
CI 

Accomplishment record, average activity .14** .os .08 -.os .08 -.oo .24** .os -.04 

coordinators 539 522 469 53 1 50 1 385 538 525 530 

506 490 44 1 498 467 358 505 493 497 
Budnet and SUDDOI~  

School controls budget for activities, -.oo .07 -.03 -.02 -.02 -.06 -.04 .03 -.03 
activity coordinators 550 528 475 54 I 508 390 548 536 540 

Source of funding, discretionary activities: 
School district’s budget allocation .17** .08 .03 .06 .02 .o 1 .14** .02 -.02 

544 523 473 536 506 389 . 543 53 1 537 
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Table 6.3 (continued) 
Correlations Between Measures of School Choracteristics and Practices and School Averape Ouality of lnrnlernentotion of Discretionary Prevention Activities 

Technical Ounlitv Extent of Use DeerecofStudentExaosurc 
Proportion of “best Frequency of Level of use Proportion Ratio of providers ornctices” used: Sunimary index 

by school students exposed to students in Predictor category and hypothesized of activity Frequency of staff 
predictor of imolcmentation aualitv a aualitv Methods Content lntensitv ootrntion oarticioatioti oersonnel or oarticioatine school 

Safe and drug free schools -.08 -.08 .13** -.04 -.08 -.01 -. 12** .05 -.09* 
540 519 469 532 504 389 538 526 533 

sourccs 536 515 466 528 501 386 535 523 529 
External funding, government . IO* .20** .08 .oo .04 .08 .07 .02 -.IO* 

Extcriial funding, private .02 .07 .08 .04 .06 .oo .o 1 .02 -.08 
contributions 54 1 520 468 533 503 388 540 528 534 

Fundraisers -.06 .07 .02 .02 -04 .o I -.03 .oo .08 
546 524 472 538 506 390 544 532 538 

546 525 473 538 506 390 . 544 532 538 
Funding is assurcd for next year, activity -.04 -.IO* - . I I *  -.04 .09* -.oo .06 .02 .06 

coordinators 550 528 475 54 I 508 390 548 536 540 

prevention activity 510 493 444 502 47 I 364 509 497 50 1 

Participant fees -.IO* .oo -.06 -.OS -.02 .oo -.08* .02 .15** 

Safe and Drug Free Schools funds any -.04 .07 .oo -.02 -.07 -.16** .o I -.I I* -.12** 

Training in classroom management or .20** .06 .09 .09 .12* .21** .15** .16** .25** 
instruction, faculty 327 313 280 32 I 301 . 233 325 3 I6 320 

327 313 280 32 I 30 1 233 325 3 I6 320 
’Training in behavior management, facully .22** .14* .05 .15** .13* .24** .12* .21** .31** 

Amount of training for activities, activity .30** .19** .l6** . I I*  .19** .IS** .IS** .IO* .oo 
coordinators 548 527 474 538 506 389 546 533 539 

Quality of activity training, activity .12** .09* .13** -.05 .07 .05 .09* .02 -.07 
coordinators 532 5 I6 465 526 493 380 530 520 526 

discipline, principal (2) 420 407 366 412 39 I 297 419 408 412 
Level of supervision, activity coordinators .3 1 ** .33** .05 .13** .21** .l6** .22** .06 .05 

550 529. 476 540 506 390 548 535 54 1 

Quantity and quality of training in school . IO* .13** -.07 .oo .04 -.04 .13** .06 -.02 
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Table 6.3 (continued) 
Correlations Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and School Average Oualih, of Imdementation of Discretionan, Prevention Activities 

r 
Extent of Use D e e r e e o f x o o s  U E  

Proportion of "best 
Summary index . I, . Frequency of Level of use Proportion Ratio of providers 

Predictor category and hypothesized ofactivity a used. Frequency of staff by school students exposed to students in 
Dredictor of implementation aualitv a aualitv Methods Content lntensitv oDeration oarticioation oersonnel or oarticioatine school 

Principal support for program, activity .18** .12** .02 .07 .l6** .IS** . I3** .12** .14** 
coordinators 552 53 1 477 542 507 390 550 536 54 I 

Promam structure 
Scriptedness of activities, activity .24** .20** .15** .08 .13** .IO .18** .05 -.04 

coordinators 55 1 530 476 54 I 507 390 549 536 54 I 
Intearation with school oDerations 

Planning, faculty 

Responsibility for starting program: school 

Responsibility for starting program: school 

Responsibility for staeing program: 

Development of activity, activity 

insiders, activity coordinators 

td district, activity coordinators w 

researchers, activity coordinators 

coordinators 
Local 

External 

Researcher 

Variety of information sources used to 

Degree of local initiatilte use of SDFS 

Amount ofjob related io activity, activity 

select activity, activity coordinators 

funds, principal (21 

.21** 

.12** 

.12** 

.11* 

316 

548 

548 

548 

-.01 

.13** 

.07 

543 

542 

532 

548 

353 

.18** 

-.13* 

.14** 

.07 

.20** 

.IS** 

.14** 

302 

526 

526 

526 

701 
522 
.14** 
523 
.07 

515 
. I I *  

526 
-.19** 
344 
.IO* 

.03 
270 
.05 

4 74 
.l9** 

474 
.12** 

474 

-.oo 
47 1 
.04 

.07 

.19** 

472 

465 

473 
-.os 
310 

.07 

.09 

-.02 

-.02 

3 IO 

539 

539 

539 
.09* 

-.01 

.06 

.08 

.IO* 

.09 

535 

535 

525 

539 

348 
.06 

.19** 

. I I *  

.02 

.04 

293 

507 

507 

507 

-.os 

.06 

.06 

.lo* 

-.12* 

503 

50 1 

497 

508 

334 
.14** 

.13* 

.IO 

.lI* 

.08 

229 

390 

390 

390 

-.07 
389 

386 
.07 

.03 

.07 

-.02 

384 

390 

258 

.16** 

.13** 

.07 

.05 

314 

546 

546 

546 

.04 

. IO* 

.07 

54 1 

54 1 

53 1 

547 

353 

.16** 

-.09 

.21** 

.12** 
305 

534 

534 

534 

-.03 

.IO* 

.02 

- .Ol  

.07 

.06 

.02 

53 1 

532 

523 

535 

346 
.19** .02 .os 

.16** 

-.02 

-.IO* 

-.OS 

309 

539 

539 

539 

.07 
535 

535 

526 

538 

349 

-.08 

-.02 

-.07 

-.02 

-.06 
coordinators 547 525 473 538 507 390 545 533 538 
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Table 6 3 (continued) 
Correlations Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and School Averaae Oualitv of Imtdementation of Discretionarv Prevention Activities 

0-r 
Technical O w  Extent o f Use DePree of S t d t  Exmsure 

Proportion of "best Summary index Drac,ices99 used: 
Predictor category and hypothesized of activity 

Frequency of Level of use Proportion Ratio of providers 
Frequency of staff by school students exposed to students in 

Rredictor of implementation aualitv aualitv Methods Content lntensitv ooeration DarticiDation mrs onnel or DarticiDatiniz school 
Activity a part of regular school program, .22** .17** .11*  .13** .14** .13* .09* .19** .IO* 

coordinators 548 526 474 54 1 505 390 546 534 539 

activity coordinators 551 530 477 542 506 390 549 536 54 1 
Activity coordinator is full-time, activity .II** .04 -.oo .05 . I I *  .03 .13** .12** -.04 

Activity run by volunteers, activity -.12** -.07 -.06 -.lI* -.08 -.l7** -.04 -.14** .06 
coordinators 547 526 473 540 506 390 545 534 538 

Feasibilitv of activity 
Number of obstacles to implementation, .08 .16** .os -.06 .oo -.os .IO* . -.03 -.07 

activity coordinators 55 1 529 476 542 508 390 549 537 54 1 
Timing of activity, activity coordinators 

Before school begins .07 .02 .04 -.06 .08 .14** .03 -.07 -.03 
543 522 47 1 537 50 1 389 54 1 532 537 

543 522 47 I 537 50 I 389 54 1 532 537 

54 1 52 1 47 1 536 499 388 539 530 535 

542 52 1 471 536 500 389 540 53 1 536 

542 52 1 47 1 536 500 389 540 53 1 536 

542 52 I 47 I 536 500 389 540 53 1 536 

P 
N 
P 

During the school day .04 -.os .oo .11* -.oo .07 .04 .IS** -.01 

Immediately after school -.04 .06 .04 -.IO* 501 -.03 .04 -.13** .01 

Early evening .o 1 .12** -.01 -.os -.02 -. 10 -.02 -.06 .02 

Late in the evening -00 .07 -.02 -.os -.01 -.04 -.os -.06 .o I 

Weekends .02 .06 -.04 -.o I .02 -.03 .08* -.09* .07 

Level of problems in school 
School safety, students -.22** -.23** -.06 -.06 -.IO -.29** -.06 -.o I .16* 

Safety, faculty -.16** -.21** .04 -.08 .01 - . I 1  - . I 1  .IS** .24** 
252 245 222 250 238 184 250 244 248 

3 I6 302 270 310 293 229 314 305 309 
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a 
Table 6.3 (continued) 
Correlations Between Measures of School Characteristics and Practices and School Averape Oualitv of Implementation of Discretionarv Prevention Activities 

Extent of Use - 
Proportion of "best 

Summary index Frequency of Level of use Proportion Ratio of providers 

h 
Predictor category and hypothesized of activity Frequency of stnff 
1 redictor of imdementation quality a o ration artici ation nnel r a in 

by school students exposed to students in . .  
Classroom orderliness, faculty -.09 -.20** -.08 .04 .oo -.IS* -.oo .12* .12* 

316 302 270 3 10 293 229 3 14 305 309 

3 I6 302 270 310 293 229 314 305 309 

252 245 222 250 238 184 250 244 248 

516 494 44 1 506 472 359 514 500 504 

517 495 44 1 507 473 359 515 50 1 505 

472 456 409 464 434 332 47 1 46 I 463 

509 492 442 50 1 470 363 508 496 500 

252 245 222 250 238 I84 250 244 248 

Victimization, faculty .19** .24** .04 .os .04 .19** .10 -.02 -.14* 

Victimization, students .07 -.o I .o 1 .o 1 .06 .08 .02 .02 -.09 

School selectivity, principal ( I )  -.06 -.06 -.09 .lo* -.04 .o 1 -.IO* .09 .25** 

Magnet school for problem students, .04 .09* -.01 .os -.06 .02 .03 -.01 -.os 

School crime level, principal (2) .IO* .os .02 -.02 .06 .03 .08 -.13** -.IS** 

Gang problems, principal (2) .14** .12** -.01 .o 1 .09* .08 .09 .oo .02 

principal (1) 

Last-year variety drug use, students .09 .03 .03 .08 .09 .o I .06 .16* .14* 

Delinquent behavior, students .19** . I  I .01 .IO .13* .08 .07 .IS* .08 
252 245 222 250 238 184 250 244 248 

Community characteristics 
Concentrated poverty and disorganization .12** .13** .07 -.05 .14** .20** .05 .oo .o 1 

Urbanicity .IS** .08 .03 .oo .08 -.02 .13** -.04 -.07 
530 509 459 520 485 373 528 517 520 

530 509 459 520 485 373 528 517 520 

530 509 459 520 485 373 528 517 520 
Immigration and crowding .02 .IO* .06 .01 -.08 -.o 1 -.03 .02 -.03 

a Faculty = teacher questionnaire, principal (1) = principal questionnaire for program identification, principal (2) = principal questionnaire (phase 2). students = student 
questionnaire, activity coordinators = activity questionnaire, ADB = activity detail booklet, SDFS = Safe and Drug Free Schools. 
*p < .os. ** p < .01. 
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and are significantly positively correlated with only the level of use measure. The principals' 
phase one Open Identification of Problems scale has small significant correlations in the 
expected direction with the Adequacy Composite, frequency of operation, and level of use; but it 
is negatively correlated with ratio of providers to students. The Teacher-Principal 
Communication scale is significantly but modestly correlated with level of use, student exposure, 
and ratio of providers to students in the expected direction. 

In contrast, neither teacher turnover in the school nor average turnover among activities has 
the expected negative correlations with measures of implementation quality. The only 
correlation for which the confidence interval does not include zero is positive (. 12), providing no 
support for the tumover hypothesis. Large schools have higher average scores on the summary 
index of activity quality (r = . 1 l), average proportion of best practices with respect to methods 
used (r = .lo) and level of use by school personnel (r = .2 1); but they have lower average scores 
on the Intensity scale (r = - .12), the proportion of students exposed or participating (r = - .25), 
and the ratio of providers to students in the school (r = - .32). 

Leadership and impIementer personality style and record of accomplishments. The second 
panel in Table 6.3 displays correlations between the leadership style, past accomplishments and 
conscientiousness of the principal as well as the average accomplishment record and 
conscientiousness of activity providers and the average quality program implementation. These 
correlations provide modest support for the hypotheses that principal leadership and the record of 
past accomplishments of principals and program providers predict quality of implementation. 
Correlations are generally in the direction predicted, but many are small in size. In schools 
where teachers give the principal high ratings for leadership according to the Administrator 
Leadership scale, prevention activities operate more frequently and student exposure is greater. 
Correlations between the principals' ratings of their own leadership emphases and measures of 
quality are smaller, ranging from - .12 to . 1 1, and only 6 of 36 correlations are significantly 
different fiom zero. A principal's emphasis on supervision and feedback on performance has 
correlations of.  10 in size with the summary index of activity quality, the proportion of best 
practices with respect to methods used, and the level of use of activities by school personnel. 
Scores on the Consideration scale are correlated - .12 with frequency of staff participation in 
prevention activities (suggesting a tendency for principals who are considerate of teachers not to 
push them to do things). Principals' emphasis on planning has small positive correlations (. 1 1 
and .lo) with the summary index of quality and the proportion of best practices used with respect 
to methods. 

The non-delegation measure has a small negative correlation with the proportion of best 
practices used with respect to methods, but it is slightly (r = .13) positively correlated with each 
of the two measures of degree of student exposure to prevention activities. The measure of 
breadth af span of control is iiegatively correlated with intensity (r = - .14) and the proportion of 
best practices (content) used (r = - . I 1). 

.. .. . . .  
I ... ..... 

The extensiveness of past accomplishments of the principal and of the average program 
provider are both correlated .14 with the summary index of activity quality and are correlated .16 
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and .24 with level of use by school personnel. In schools where principals score higher on the 
Accomplishment Record scale the ratio of providers to students in the school is lower (r = - .l l), 
probably because principals with higher scores direct larger schools. Past accomplishments of 
principal or providers are essentially unrelated to technical quality of the average prevention 
activity. 

The conscientiousness of the average activity coordinator tends to have small positive 
correlations with measures of quality, reaching statistical significance for three of the nine 
indicators. Scores of principals on the conscientiousness scale are unrelated to the quality 
measures. 

Budget and support. Results shown in the third panel of Table 6.3 provide no support for 
the hypothesis that school control of the budget for activities will predict program quality. All 
the oorrelations are small in size and their confidence intervals all include zero. Coordinators' 
reports that activities are funded through the SDFSC program has a modest (. 13) correlation with 
the use of best practices with respect to content, but negative correlations (- .12 and - -09) with 
level of use by school personnel and ratio of providers to students. In contrast to the hypothesis, 
the average expected stability of funding is significantly negatively correlated with the use of best 
practices (both content and methods), although it is positively correlated with the average 
frequency of operation of activities. 

Organizationd support. The results in the fourth panel of Table 6.3 provide strong support 
for the hypotheses about organizational support. The first five rows of this panel show 
correlations between various measures of the amount and quality of staff development or training 
activity in the school. Of the 45 correlations between training measures and average activity 
quality, 29 are statistically significant and in the hypothesized direction. The magnitudes range 
up to .30 for the correlation between the average amount of training for activities reported by 
activity coordinators and the summary index of activity quality and .3 1 for the correlation 
between average faculty reports of training in behavior management and the ratio of providers to 
students in the school. Average faculty reports of training in classroom management or 
instruction and in behavior management have correlations ranging from .05 to .3 1 (Mdn = .15) 
with measures of average activity quality. Faculty training for behavior management is 
positively correlated with measures of technical quality, intensity, extent of use and degree of 
student exposure. Similarly, average activity coordinator reports of amount of training and 
quality of training for activities have correlations ranging fiom - .07 to .30 with measures of 
average activity quality (Mdn = .lo). The amount of training reported by activity coordinators is 
positively correlated with technical quality, intensity, extent of use, and proportion of students 
exposed. The principals' reports of quantity and quality of training in school discipline has 
modest significant correlations with the summary index of activity quality, proportion of best 
practices (methods) used, and the level of use by school personnel of the average probkm- 
behavior-prevention activity. 

The average level of supervision reported by activity coordinators is correlated -3 1 with the 
summary index of activity quality, and it has correlations ranging from .05 to .33 with indicators 
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of technical quality and extent of use, although the correlations of level of supervision with 
measures of the degree of student exposure are not significantly different from zero. The average 
level of support for programs reported by activity coordinators is also significantly correlated 
with seven of the nine quality measures - correlations range from .02 to .18 (Mdn = .13). 

Program structure. The hypothesis that the degree of program structure will predict the 
quality of prevention activity implementation is strongly supported by the results in the fifth 
panel in Table 6.3. The Scriptedness of Activities scale has correlations ranging from - .04 to .24 
with measures of quality of implementation (Mdn = .13). Average scores on the Scriptedness 
scale correlates .24 with the summary index of activity quality. 

Integration with school operations. The results pertaining to the hypothesis that integration 
with school operations will predict the quality of implementation are shown in the sixth panel of 
Table 6.3. They provide strong support for the hypothesis, although the complex pattern of 
results also suggests that local development may not be beneficial. Average program quality is 
high when school insiders or school district personnel were responsible for starting programs, 
and it also tended to be high when researchers were responsible for starting the program. In 
contrast, local development of the program is not associated with high program quality, and 
instead externally developed programs tend to be of higher quality with respect to methods and 
level of use by school personnel. The greater the portion of activity coordinators' jobs, on 
average, devoted to the activity the stronger the program tended to be. And the more different 
sources the average activity coordinator reported using to select the activities, the stronger the 
program. 

The more a school's prevention activities are run by volunteers, the lower the quality of the 
program. Correlations range from -. 17 to .06, Mdn = - .OS, four of nine correlations are 
significantly negative, and the single positive correlation's confidence interval includes zero. In 
contrast, in schools where the principal reports that the school rather than a SDFS coordinator 
determined how to spend SDFS resources, average program quality tends to be low. Correlations 
range from -. 19 to .09, N = -.05, three of nine correlations are significantly negative, and the 
confidence intervals for the two positive correlations include zero. Apparently when schools 
exercise their own discretion they tend to choose activities employing fewer best practices with 
respect to methods and that operate less frequently than activities selected by SDFS coordinators. 

The average report by activity coordinators that the activity is a part of the regular school 
program produced an especially striking pattern of support for the integration hypothesis. Each 
of the correlations with the nine quality criteria is statistically significant, ranging from .09 to .22, 
Mdn = .13. Also striking, is the pattern of correlations implying that the extensiveness of 
planning in a school is associated with stronger programs - the mean faculty Planning score has 
correlations ranging from -03 to -21 with the criterion measures, Mdn = -16. School planning is 
linked more to the extent of use of the activities and the degree of student exposure to them, 
however. Correlations with each of the five measures of extent of use and degree of exposure are 
significantly positive and range in size from .13 to .2 1. But the planning measure has no 
statistically significant correlation with any of the three measures of technical quality. 

. A  . . I  : - 
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Feasibility. An activity is expected to be difficult to implement if it involves materials, 
resources, or times of day that are “nonstandard.” That is, an activity that requires special 
transportation or special equipment might be difficult to cany out. Similarly, a program that 
operates late in the evening or on weekends (when school is not in session) may be more difficult 
to carry out. The fht aspect of feasibility is incorporated in the Number of Obstacles to 
Implementation scale, and the second is addressed by reports about the time of day when 
activities occur. 

0 

The correlations presented in the seventh panel in Table 6.3 provide some support for the 
hypothesis that feasibility will predict quality of implementation. The average proportion of 
students exposed or participating in activities is correlated .15 with occurrence of the average 
activity during the school day but - .13 with after school and - .09 with weekend occurrence. 
Similarly, the average activity’s intensity is correlated . 1 1 with operation during the day, but -. 10 
with operation after school. 

Unexpectedly, both the average use of best practices (methods) and average level of use by 
school personnel were correlated .16 and .lo, respectively, with average scores on the Obstacles 
scale. Other unexpected correlations include the .12 correlation between average best practices 
(methods) and early evening time of occurrence, the .14 correlation between before school time 
of occurrence and fiequency of staff  participation, and the .OS correlation between level of use by 
school personnel and weekend timing. Accordingly, the correlations taken as a whole suggest 
that schools with prevention activities taking place outside of regular school hours may tend to 
have somewhat higher technical quality with respect to methods, despite the lower average 
exposure of students to the activities. 

-2 

Level ofproblems in the school. The pattem of results testing the hypothesis that 
implementation will be of poorer quality in schools experiencing more disorder is difficult to 
interpret. The correlations organized in the eighth panel of Table 6.3 sometimes imply strong 
support for the hypothesis and sometimes imply disconfinnation. School safety as perceived 
both by students and by faculty is negatively correlated with the summary index of activity 
quality (rs = - .22 and - .16, respectively) and with technical quality with respect to the use of 
best methods (rs = - .23 and - .2 1, respectively). The student Safety scale also correlates - .29 
with the fiequency of s t a f f  participation in the average prevention program. Ironically, the 
degree of student exposure to the average prevention activity is greater in schools with greater 
safety.6 A similar pattern of correlations with measures of quality is observed for average reports 
in the Classroom Orderliness scale. 

In contrast, faculty’s average score on the Victimization scale is positively correlated with 
the average summary index of activity quality (r = .19), average proportion of best practices with 

6This outcome may occur in part because the ratio of providers to students in a school is inversely 
linked to the number of students in the school. The correlation is - .32. The teacher Safety scale 
is correlated - .24 with the number of students in the school. 
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e respect to methods (r = .24), and frequency of &participation (r = .19), and it is negatively 
correlated (r = - .14) With the average ratio of providers to students. The average student 
Victimization score has only small and nonsignificant correlations with the measures of program 
quality. 

School selectivity, which was expected to have positive correlations with measures of 
quality has a small positive correlation with the intensity, a small negative correlation with level 
of use, and a sizable (r = .25) correlation with average ratio of providers to students.' The extent 
to which a school has students with educational or behavioral problems referred to it did not 
prove to be very predictive of level of program quality, with all correlations small in size and 
only the positive correlation with the average use of best practices (methods) significantly 
different from zero.' 

The School Crime i d  Gang Problems scales based on principals' reports have modest (rs = F2 

. 1 0 and .14, respectively) correlations with the summary index of prevention activity quality, and 
the Gang Problems scale has modest (rs = .12 and .09) correlations with best practices (methds) 
and frequency of average program operation. But the School Crime scale has moderate (rs = 
- .13 and - -1 5) correlations with the two measures of degree of student exposure. One 
interpretation if these results is that if a principal admits to having crime or gang problems, the 
likelihood that there will be quality prevention activity is slightly higher than if the principal does 
not admit these problems. The negative correlations between the School Crime scale and student 

-c*; 

m-s 3 exposure to prevention activities is as expected. 
9% 
4 The two measures of problem behavior based on student self-reports imply that prevention 

activities are more fiequently operated and more students are exposed to them in schools with rc 

higher levels of problem behavior. None of the correlations of either student measure with any 
measure of technical quality was significantly different fiom zero. The positive (r = .19) 
correlation between average Delinquent Behavior scores and the summary index of activity 
quality reflects the tendency of quality to be higher on each dimension in schools with more 

'The Selectivity scale was constructed to provide a measure of the extent to which the school 
employs practices that are intended to improve the quality of its studentry. The use of such 
practices would be expected to produce a school with students whose behavior is easier to 
manage - and a safer and more orderly school. This expectation is born out by the data; the 
Selectivity scale has substantial correlations with average Classroom Orderliness (r = .37), 
average student Safety scores (r = .33), average teacher Safety scores (r = .30), average teacher 
Victimization scores (r = - .33), and average student Victimization scores (r = - .28). None of 
the 99.9% confidence intervals for these correlations include zero. There is also a tendency for 
selective schools to be smsilier schools; the correlation of the Selectivity scale with enrollment is 
- .22, p < .001. 

- 

'The Magnet for Problem Student scale did, however, have significant correlations with average 
teacher Victimization scores (r = .15,p < .Ol), average student Safety score (r = -. 13,p < .05), 
and average teacher Safety score (r = - .12, p < .OS). a 
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delinquent behavior even though the positive correlations observed usually have confidence 0 intervals that include zero. 

Community characteristics. The hypothesis that programs would be implemented with 
poorer quality in disorganized communities is disconfirmed by the data. The Concentrated 
Poverty and Disorganization factor is positively correlated with seven of the nine quality 
measures (range = - .05 to .20, Mdn = .07), four of these positive correlations significantly 
different from zero. Prevention activities are operated more frequently, staff participate more 
frequently, and a greater proportion of best practices (methods) is used in the average program in 
schools located in areas of concentrated poverty and disorganization. At the same time, the 
extent of student exposure is unrelated to this factor. The Urbanicity factor also has a moderate 
(r = .15) correlation with the summary index of activity quality, although it is significantly 
correlated only with level of use by school personnel among the more specific quality measures. 
The Immigration and Crowding factor has a modest (r = .lo) correlation only with the best 
practices (methods) measure.' 

Summary 

This chapter tested hypotheses about the predictors of strength of program or activity 
implementation at the school level by reporting the aggregate-level correlations between 
characteristics of schools and schools' prevention activities and the average quality of 
implementation in those schools. First correlates of the quality of school-wide discipline 
practices were examined separately for secondary and elementary schools, then correlates of the 
average quality of discretionary prevention activities were examined. The long, complex tables 
are difficult to summarize. Table 6.4 uses the quantitative results presented in Tables 6.1 through 

-!. 
'Consistent with earlier research (G. Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1989, community 
characteristics are predictive of levels of problem behavior. The Concentrated Poverty and 
Disorganization factor correlated - .42 with average student Safety scores (p < .001) and .36 with 
teacher Victimization scores (p < .OO 1 ). The Urbanicity factor is correlated -27 (p C .001) with 
principal reports of gang problems. And the Immigration and Crowding factor is also correlated 
.26 (p < .001) with principal reports of gang problems. Details of the correlations between 
community characteristics and measures of school safety and problem behavior are reported in 
Appendix Tables H6.1 , H6.2, and H6.3. 
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Table 6.4 
Sumrncny of School-Level Correlates of Quality of Implementation 

School-wide discipline Discretionary prevention activities 

Elementary Secondary Technical Extent of Student 
School or average activity characteristic schools schools quality use exposure 

Organizational capacity 
Morale + 0 + ++ 
Organizational focus + 0 + ++ 

R-incipal’s report + ++ 0 + + 
Activity coordinators’ reports 0 + ++ f+ + 

Few obstacles to program development 0 + 0 0 tt- 

School capacity for program development + + 0 + 0 
Open problem identification ++ tl- 0 ++ - 
Teacher-principal communication + ++ 0 + U 

Staff stability, discretionary activities 0 0 0 

Staff stability, teachers 0 - 0 0 

Small school size - 0 0 - U 

Amenability to program implementation 

- 

Principal leadership, personality style, and record of accomplishment 
Administrator leadership, teachers’ reports + 0 + U 

Principal supervision and feedback + ++ + + 0 

Principal consideration 0 ++ 0 - 0 
Principal presence and visibility + ++ 0 0 0 

Principal planning U ++ + 0 0 
Total leadership behavior, principal + U + 0 0 

Principal uses delegation 0 + + 0 
Narrow span of control 0 0 ti- 0 0 
Accomplishment record, principal 0 ++ 0 

- -  

+ - 

Accomplishment record, activity 0 + 0 

Conscientiousness, principal + + 0 0 0 

Conscientiousness, activity coordinators + 0 + 

coordinators 

Budget and support 
School district support 0 ff 0 + 0 
SDFS support for specific activities + + + - - 
Other external govenunent support + + + 0 - 

. .. +-- *A- 

~~ 
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Table 6.4 (continued) 
Summmy of School-Level Correlates of Quality of implementation 

School-wide discipline Discretionary prevention activities 
Elementary Secondary Technical Extent of Student 

School or average activity characteristic schools schools quality USe exposure 
private or charitable support 0 + 0 0 0 

Fund raisers 0 + 0 0 0 
Participant fees 0 - + 
SDFS support for any prevention activity 0 ++ 0 

School control of budget for activities 0 0 0 

Funding for activities assured for next year 

Training in classroom management or + 0 ++ ++ 

Training in behavior management, teachers 0 ++ U U 

Quantity and quality of training in school ++ ++ + + 0 

Quantity of activity training ++ U + 

- - -  
in the school according to principal 

+ 0 - -  
Organizational support 

instruction, teachers 

discipline 

Quality of activity training . .  - 

Level of supervision of activity 
coordinators 

++ + 0 

+ U U U 0 

Monitoring of implementation of discipline ++ ++ 

Principal's performance appraisal depends ++ ++ 

h c i p a l ' s  support for discretionary + U U 

policies 

on discipline management 

activities 
~~ ~ 

Program structure 
Scriptedness of activities U U 0 

Integration with school operations 
Planning, teacher reports + 0 U ++ 
Responsibility for starting activities: 

School insiders + U + 
School district ++ + - 
Researchers ++ 0 + 

Development of discretionary activities: 

Local 0 0 0 

External + + 0 

continued. . . 
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Table 6.4 (continued) 
Summary of School-Level Correlates of Quality of Implementation 

School-wide discipline Discretionary prevention activities 
Elementary Seconchy Technical Extent of Student 

School or average activity characteristic schools schools quality use exposure 
Researcher 0 0 0 

Local development of discipline practices + ++ 

Development of discipline practices: 
Administrators 
Teachers 

0 0 
0 - -  

Other school staff - - -  
Students 
Parents 

- - -  
- -  - -  

District personnel 
Researchers or experts - -  - -  

Variety of information sources used + U U U 0 
0 - - Degree of local initiative in use of SDFS 0 0 

Amount of job related to activities + ++ 0 

funds 

Activities part of regular school program ++ U ++ 
Activity coordinators full-time workers 0 U + 
Activities not operated by volunteers + + + 

Feasibility 
- 0 Few obstacles to implementation - 

Timing of activity 
0 - Not before school 0 

During the school day + 0 + 
Not immediately after school + 0 + 
Not early evening - 
Not late in the evening 0 0 0 
Not weekends 0 + 

Level of problems in the school 

0 0 

- 

Safety, student reports - - - 
Safety, teacher reports 0 - 0 ++ 
Classroom orderliness 0 - +-t 

Little victimization, teachers 0 

Little victimization, students - 0 0 0 

+ 

- 
- t - 

..." 

.-q 

. .* 
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Table 6.4 (continued) 
Summav of School-Level Correlates of Quality of Implementation 

School-wide discipline Discretionary prevention activities 

Elementary Secondary Technical Extent of Student 
School or average activity characteristic schools schools quality use exposure 

School selectivity - - + - + 
- Not a magnet for problem students 0 - 0 0 

Little school crime, principal report - - 0 0 i+ 

- - - 0 - -  Few gang problems 
- -  Little drug use, students 0 0 0 

- - Little delinquent behavior, students 0 - 

Absence of concentrated poverty and 0 + 

Not urban 0 + 0 
Little immigration and crowding 0 - 0 0 

Community characteristics 
- 0 

0 

- -  
disorganization 

- 
- 

Note. Blank cells indicate no information or no hypothesized relationship. School and activity characteristics are 
worded to indicate the direction of the hypothesis. + = support for the hypothesis for at least one quality 
indicator. ++ = support for the hypothesis for at least two quality indicators. 0 = evidence does not support the 
hypothesis. - = evidence against the hypothesis for at least one quality indicator. - - = evidence against the 
hypothesis for at least two quality indicators. 

6.3 to provide a crude tally of instances of support for a hypothetical predictor of quality of 
program implementation versus instances of no support or of disconfirmation." The predictor 
variables in Table 6.4 are worded to indicate the expected relation with quality (e.g., s r u -  
stability rather than turnover is expected to go with quality). 

'"The rules for constructing Table 6.4 are arbitrary but reasonable. For predictors of quality of 
school-wide discipline, a "+" appears in the table if a correlation with any criterion measure was 
statistically significant in the expected direction or if more significant correlations were in the 
expected direction than in the opposite direction. A double plus ("++) appears in the table if 
three or more of the six correlations were in the expected direction. The same rules are used to 
enter a "-" or "- -" in the table. For predictors of average discretionary program 
implementation, measures of (a) technical quality, (b) extent of use, and (c) degree of student 
exposure were examined separately. A "+" appears if a correlation with any criterion measure in 
the set was statistically significant in the expected direction or if more significant correlations 
were in the expected direction than in the opposite direction. A "++" appears if at least two 
correlations were in the hypothesized direction. The same rules were used to enter a "-" or "- -" 0 in the table. 
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0 The following paragraphs briefly summarize the main findings about school-level correlates 
of implementation quality that are illustrated in Table 6.4. 

Organizational capacity. The results provide strong support for the hypothesis that 
organizational capacity is linked to the quality of implementation of school activities. Both the 
more established Morale scale and the new Organizational Focus scale (based on secondary 
school teacher reports) were related to quality of school-wide discipline practices and to the 
extent of use and degree of student exposure to activities. Both measures were relatively 
unrelated to technical quality of discretionary activities, however. Other measures of 
organizational capacity were also predictive of school-wide or discretionary prevention activity 
quality, with the exceptions that staff stability did not show the expected relations with measures 
of quality, and small school size sometimes had correlations with quality in the direction 
opposite expectation. 

:=4 

Leadership and principal and implementer personality style and record of accomplishment. 
The results provide support for the hypotheses, with a few exceptions. Principals’ reports of their 
own leadership behaviors were correlated with quality of school-wide discipline with one 
exception (convincing evidence that the Consideration scale was related to quality of discipline 
in elementary schools was not found). Because principal leadership behavior and quality of 
disciplinary practices are both based on the reports of the same individuals, the size and 
regularity of the correlations are less impressive than they would be if based on independent 
reports. For this reason, the support for the hypothesis that principal leadership is predictive of 
activity quality based on the teachers’ reports in the Administrator Leadership scale is important. 
Although the correlations are smaller than those based on principal self-report, their pattern 
supports the hypothesis. The ad hoc measures of delegation and span of control produced 
strong pattern of results, and the results provide modest support for the hypotheses that the past 
accomplishments and conscientiousness of principals and activity coordinators would predict 
quality of implementation. 

A .  

a :: 

Budget and support. In secondary schools where principals report receiving any type of 
support for developing discipline procedures, the quality of discipline practices is better. The 

Reports by activity coordinators of external government support - SDFS or other - are positively 
correlated with technical quality but unrelated or negatively related to extent of use and student 
participation in or exposure to activities. Principals’ reports that prevention activities in the 
school are supported by SDFS are also negatively correlated with extent of use and degree of 
student exposure to discretionary activities. The hypothesis that school control over budgets for 
activities would predict quality is not supported. Confidence in continued fimding for activities 
is negativei’y correlated with the technical quality of discretionary prevention activities, although 
positively correlated with extent of use. In short, the hypotheses about budget support fop 
activities find only weak and inconsistent support, and sometimes negative support. 

_ .  ~ -, link between funding and quality is less clear for discretionary prevention activities, however. 

Organizational support. The hypotheses about organizational support are in strong 
agreement with the data. Quality and amount of training are associated with better 
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implementation of school-wide discipline and better average implementation of discretionary 
prevention activities. Training is associated with better technical quality more extensive use of 
discretionary activities, and sometimes with the degree of student exposure. Furthennore, the 
level of supervision of activity coordinators is associated with better technical quality and extent 
of use of programs, and the degree to which discipline policies are monitored and to which 
principals' performance appraisal depends upon discipline management are associated with 
better quality implementation of discretionary activities and school-wide discipline. In short, 
training and supervision matter. Finally, there is also strong support for the hypothesis that 
principals' support for discretionary prevention activities is a predictor of implementation quality 
- particularly with respect to extent of use and degree of student exposure. 

e 

Program structure. Structure of activities predicts the technical quality and extent of use of 
discretionary prevention activities. We have no test of the relation between structure and quality 
of school-wide discipline activities, as pertinent aspects of structure (written rules, handbooks) 
were used as indicators of quality of school-wide discipline because prior research implied that 
these characteristics are related to positive outcomes. 

Integration with school operations. Some of the hypothesized relations between our 
measures of integration with school operations were found as expected in the data, but 
correlations for other potential predictors were opposite the direction expected. Teacher reports 
of planning activity in the Effective School Battery's Planning scale were positively correlated 
with the quality of discipline in secondary schools and with the extensiveness of use and student 
exposure to discretionary prevention activities - but not related to the technical quality of 
discretionary activities. Insider responsibility for initiating prevention activities is associated 
with higher quality discretionary activities. District personnel or researcher responsibility for 
initiating discretionary activities is associated with technical quality. Development of 
discretionary activities by persons external to the school is associated to some degree with extent 
of use and technical quality, but neither local development or researcher development had any 
consistent associations with quality measures. 

5 
.e e ;:> 

h" .I 

The pattern of results for the quality of school-wide discipline is surprising but replicated for 
elementary and secondary schools. Quality is higher if principals report that discipline practices 
are locally developed, but quality is generally lower if any of the following are reported to have 
had roles in development of the procedures: researchers or experts, district personnel, parents, 
students, other school staff, and (for secondary schools) teachers. 

The variety of different information sources used in selecting activities is positively 
correlated with quality of elementary and secondary disciplinary practices and with the technical 
quality and extent of use of discretionary prevention activities, lending strong support to the 
hypothesis that better prevention programs are a result of rncjre extensive w e  of pertinent 
information. 

Contrary to the hypothesis, more local discretion in the use of SDFS funds was associated 
with poorer technical quality discretionary activities and less use of those activities. 
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The results provide a strong pattern of support for the hypotheses that programs will be of 
higher quality if performing the associated duties are a formal part of workers’ jobs, if the 
activities are a part of the regular school program, if activities are implemented by fdl-time 
workers, and not implemented by volunteers. 

Feasibiliiy. The expectation that level of use would be lower for activities requiring special 
arrangements or materials was contradicted by the data; both technical quality and extent of use 
were higher in schools where activities tended to have special requirements or encounter 
obstacles. Schools making use of before-school programs tended to make more extensive use of 
discretionary prevention activities, contrary to expectation. As expected, however, schools with 
activities conducted during the school day and not after school had stronger activities both in 
terms of technical quality and degree of student exposure. Unexpectedly, schools with early 
evening activities tended to have activities of higher average technical quality, and schools with 
weekend activities tended to have activities with higher levels of use (but lower student 
exposure). 

Level ofproblems in the school. The hypothesis that quality of implementation would be 
generally lower in schools experiencing high levels of problem behavior was disconfirmed with 
respect to most aspects of quality. Contrary to expectation, quality of disciplinary practices tends 
to be higher in schools with more problem behavior, as does the technical quality and extent of 
use of discretionary practices in most instances. The only quality criterion for which the 
hypothesis was confirmed is student exposure to the average discretionary activities. Student 
participation and exposure tends to be lower in unsafe, disorderly schools, or schools where 
principals report much crime. Even for this quality criterion, however, the data are sometimes at 
odds with the hypothesis: In secondary schools where students self-report more drug use or 
delinquent behavior, student exposure to discretionary prevention activities tends to be greater. 

Community characteristics. Weak support was found for the hypothesis that poorer quality 
disciplinary practices would be found in schools located in communities with a high 
concentration of poverty and disorganization - or schools serving urbanized populations - 
whereas weak evidence against the hypothesis that community immigration and crowding would 
be associated with poorer discipline practices. Evidence based on the quality of discretionary 
prevention activities was generally against the hypotheses about community factors. 

Discussion and Implications 

Despite exceptions, most of the hypothesized predictors of prevention program quality 
received support in the school-level examination reported in this chapter. The degree of support 
for the hypotheses is remarkable because the tests of the hypotheses involved several obstacles. 
Perhaps the most important of these is the inherent difficulty in producing a school-level measure 
of quality of implementation that can be used to gauge such diverse practices as the 
administration of discipline in schools, instructional approaches to prevention, behavioral 
programming, other kinds of counseling, family programs, and recreational activity. 

- ,. 
2 - 2  

,..- . 
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,A second important obstacle is the necessary reliance on reports by a small number of 
individuals in each school each of whom is reporting on a dzferent activity. Because different 
items were used to assess the quality criteria for activities of different types, it is difficult to 
estimate the reliability of these reports at the school level directly,' ' but it is inconceivable that 
their reliability is high. For principal reports, biases, idiosyncracies in outlook, individual 
differences in personality or attitudes, and temptations to present self or school in a positive light 
are fully confounded with reports about school practices. There is only one principal per school 
and accordingly only one principal report. This obstacle, which is present in all survey research 
that relies upon principal accounts of a school, is unfortunate. Although less severe, these same 
sources of error or bias can naturally occur when a small number of observers report about the 
school or about programs in the school. It appears useful to attempt to produce some estimate of 
the probable range of reliability of the school-level averages for measures of the quality of the 
discretionary prevention activities. Such an estimate can be made by making assumptions about 
the probable range of proportion of variance between schools in the quality measufes and 
information about the number of persons contributing data per school.'2 In schools with small 
numbers of individuals reporting or for variables with small proportions of variance between 
schools, reliability may be poor. Making reasonable assumptions, we estimate that the average 
reliability may be around .34, which is modest at best. 

e 

The magnitude of the correlations summarized in Tables 6.1 through 6.3 should be 
interpreted within the context of the unreliability of both predictor and criterion measures. 
Estimates of the reliability of predictors for the average school were presented earlier in Table 
5.1 (Chapter 5). In that table,fi. ranged from .24 to -88 (e, = .44, Mdn = .57, Q, = .76). The 
largest possible correlations between predictors and criteria are the products of the reliabilities of 
each, implying that a correlation of.  19 (.34 x -57 = .19) can be considered quite large in the 
context of likely unreliability of measurement. 

J.. 

"The attempt to utilize a popular program for estimating hierarchical linear models to estimate 
the reliability of reports at the school level was thwarted for the quality dimensions by the 
unstable estimates provided when the number of individuals per school is low. 

"For variables from the activity coordinator survey for which the intraclass correlation could be 
estimated it ranged from .05 to .34 (Q, = . l  1 , Mdn = .14, Q3 = .18). Also required for estimates 
is the number of persons providing data per school. This number, n, ranged from 1 to 17. For 
the quality measure with the lowest ns (frequency of staffparticipation) the range was from 1 to 5 
persons, M =  2.0; for the quality measure with the largest ns (level of use) the range was from 1 
to 17, M =  6.7 with few instances of n > 13). With these estimates it is possible to estimate a 
school-level reliability, A., using the following formulae p = T/(T + u2) , and A. = T/(T + 02/n) , 
where z is the variance of school means, u2 is the variance of individual reports, and n is the 
number of individuals reporting in a school. The values of A may range from .05 (p = .05, n = 1) 
to .90 (p = .34, n = 17). A more reasonable range to consider is A. = .14 (p = .14, n = 1) to .68 (p 
= .14, n = 13). With p = .14 and n = 2, A = .25; with p = .14 and n = 7, A = .53. The reliability 
of means for schools with different numbers of respondents may have a broad range, probably 
averaging somewhere around .34 but with reliability quite low whenever either n or p is small. 0 
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'Taken together, the results presented in this chapter imply that a number of characteristics of 0 
schools, what they do, and of the activities they pursue are related to the technical quality of 
school-wide discipline or discretionary prevention activities, the extensiveness of application of 
prevention activities, and the extensiveness of student exposure to preventive inkrventions. 
Table 6.5 was prepared to highlight the predictors of technical quality, Table 6.6 highlights the 
predictors of extensiveness of application, and Table 6.7 highlights the predictors of 
extensiveness of student participation or exposure 

Table 6.5 
Predictors of the Technical Quality of Schools ' Prevention Activities 

A large amount of training occurs in the specific activities and in behavior management in the 
school more generally. 

The quality of training is high. 

The work of implementers is supervised, the work of the principal is supervised, and the 
principal emphasizes supervision of staff. 

The principal supports prevention activities. 

Activities are structured (e.g., have a manual). 

Implementers perceive that the school is amenable to program implementation. 

School insiders are responsible for starting the activity in the school - and so are researchers or 
district personnel. 

The activity is part of the regular school program. 

A wide variety of information sources is used to select activities to put in place. 

The predictors of technical quality are somewhat different from the predictors of 
extensiveness of application or student exposure. In general, training and the use of information 
would be expected to be important for technical quality and the data agree with this expectation. 
In general, faculty morale or enthusiasm, small school size, and a safe environment might be 
expected to be important for student involvement or exposure, and the data agree with this 
expectation as well. 

Despite differences in the predictors of specific quality indicators, the broad importarace of a 
small number of predictors of the quality of prevention activities in schools seems apparent. 
These include the amount and quality of training, supervision, principal support for prevention 
activities, structure, the use of multiple sources of information (including district or other 
experts) in selecting activities to implement, integration of prevention as part of the regular 
school program, and local responsibility for initiating the activity. Table 6.8 summarizes these 
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broad correlates of prevention activity quality. There is every reason to expect that improving 
training, supervision, structure, and the availability of information can broadly and substantially 
improve the quality of school-based prevention of problem behavior. The present results also 
suggest that prevention interventions are most likely to be well implemented - and therefore have 
greater prospect of effectiveness - if they are integrated with the regular school program and 
initiated by school insiders. 

Table 6.6 
Predictors of the Extensiveness of Application of Prevention Activities 

There is a large amount of training in the specific activities and in classroom and behavior 
management in the school more generally - and training is of high quality. 

The work of implementers is supervised. 

The amount of planning to solve problems is high in the school (whether or not the principal 
emphasizes planning). 

Morale is high, the organization is focused on clear goals, implementers see the school as 
amenable to program implementation, and problems are openly identified. 

The principal supports prevention activities. 

Teachers perceive that the principal is an effective educational leader. 

The school's principal and of those responsible for prevention activities have a record of past 
accomplishment. 

A wide variety of information sources is used to select activities to put in place. 

Implementing the activity is a formal part of people's jobs, is a regular part of the school 
program, and the activity does a t  depend on volunteers. 

Activities are structured (e.g., have a manual). 
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Table 6.7 
Predictors of the Extensiveness of Student fiposure to Prevention Activities 

Faculty morale is high, the organization is focused on clear goals, and the principalsees few 
obstacles to program development. 

Communication between the principal and the faculty is open. 

The school is relatively small. 

Teachers perceive that the principal is an effective educational leader. 

Training for teachers in classroom management and behavior management is extensive. 

The amount of planning to solve problems is high in the school (whether or not the principal 
emphasizes planning). 

The activities are a part of the regular school program, they do not depend on volunteers, and 
are conducted during the school day (not after school or on weekends). 

The principal is supportive of prevention activities. 

The school is safe and orderly. 

Table 6.8 
Summary: The Most Important Predictors of Quality and Extensiveness or Prevention Activity 

Extensiveness and quality of training 

Supervision of the activity 

Principal support for the activity 

The degree of structure or scriptedness of the activities 

Local responsibility for initiating the activity 

Use of multiple sources of information, including district personnel and “experts” 

Activity is a part of the regular school program 

:. . *: 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

.. -- .-,.:. 
i... 

In this chapter we highlight a small number of salient findings from the earlier chapters, and 
suggest implications for action. First six broad findings are summarized together with the 
recommendations they suggest. These are followed by longer lists of more specific suggestions 
for schools contemplating programs to prevent problem behavior, for school systems, for state 
and federal governments, and for research. 

Major Conclusions and Recommendations 

1. Problem behavior is common and more common in some schools than in others. 

Finding 

Minor forms of problem behavior that interfere with education are common in schools. 
Serious forms of problem behavior such as fighting, attacks, and carrying weapons occur less 
frequently, but frequently enough that they are clearly major problems. Schools differ in the 
level of disorder they experience. Problem behavior is most common in middle schools. There 
is great variability among urban secondary schools in levels of school crime. Some urban middle 
schools experience an extraordinary amount of disorder. 

Recommendation 

Variability in levels of problem behavior across schools suggests that it may be wise to 
monitor levels of problem behavior in schools through annual surveys of students and teachers - 
rather than by placing exclusive reliance on reports of school administrators - to identify schools 
in which disorder poses greatest problems. Focusing resources in the form of training, technical 
assistance, monitoring, supervision, and the deployment of superior educators to these schools 
may be appropriate. A potential undesirable side-effect of monitoring school orderliness is that 
certain schools may be stigmatized, making it more difficult for them to recruit first-rate teachers 
and administrators and desirable students. Taking steps such as doubling the starting salaries of 
highly trained and able educators in high-problem schools may be required to prevent the 
initiation of stigma or the acceleration of a cycle of school deterioration that is already underway. 

2. Schools currently employ an astoundingly large number and variety of programs or 
activities to reduce or prevent problem behavior. 

Finding 

Nearly ail schools have formal written rules or policies about weapons, drugs, and the time 
for student arrival at school. Most schools have written policies related to dress, visitor sign-in, 
students leaving campus, and hall wandering or class-cutting. Schools also make use of 
architectural arrangements, student recruitment, selection, scheduling, and grouping to reduce 
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problem behavior. A large amount and wide variety of different types of discretionary 
prevention activities - ranging fiom instruction or curriculum, through counseling, recreational 
activities, mentor arrangements, youth participation in the regulation of behavior, and 
interventions for faculty or families - are currently underway in their schools. 

Recornmenda tion 

Although a wide variety of prevention strategies are in use, most research on school-based 
prevention has been on instructional programs involving social competencies, defining norms, 
and providing information about consequences of problem behavior. High quality research on 
the much broader range of activities resembling those now undertaken in schools is required. 
The large amount of existing activity raises questions about the advisability of initiating new 
activities in schools where much is already underway. 

3. Most schools have rules or prohibitions - and severe consequences - for a range of 
undesirable student conduct, but many schools fail to use the full range of rewards and 
sanctions potentially available to regulate student behavior. 

Finding 

Schools suspend or expel students for misconduct ranging from truancy to possession of a 
weapon. Schools are very likely to suspend or expel a student for possession of a gun, knife, 
alcohol, or other drugs. Suspension or expulsion occurs automatically or usually (after a hearing) 
in 9 1 % or more of schools in response to these offenses. Suspension or expulsion for physical 
fighting, possession of tobacco, and use of profane or abusive language is also common, but is 
not usually “automatic.” Some responses to misconduct are used relatively infkequently. For 
example, community service, peer mediation, and student courts are not much used compared to 
other responses to misconduct. Even after-school and weekend detention are used less than they 
might be. And some kinds of rewards for desirable behavior are used surprisingly infrequently - 
particularly in secondary schools. 

Recommendation 

School administrators should use a broader range of rewards and sanctions - and de- 
emphasize practices such as the automatic use of removal of students from school. Suggestions 
to impose stricter sanctions appear to miss the mark; improving day-to-day responsiveness of 
school discipline systems is a more appropriate response to concerns about student behavior. 
The apparent widespread use of expulsion or suspension without hearings may be illegal, 
demoralizing, and produce negative consequences (such as increased dropout or community 
dissatisfaction), and it shodd be discouraged. 

.. . 
I . . 
A! 

. .  : .f; . .  
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4. About half of school-based prevention activities are of such poor quality that they 
cannot reasonably be expected to make a difference in levels of problem behavior. a 

Finding 

Only 44% of ow nation's schools report using what we consider to be minimally adequate 
discipline practices. The remainder fail to employ available and acceptable methods to promote 
desired behavior or to diminish misconduct, or they fail to apply consistent and predictable 
disciplinary responses. The quality of discretionary prevention activities in the nation's schools 
is also generally poor: 47% of activities receive a failing grade according to the quality criteria 
employed in the present research. Many individual prevention activities are implemented with 
insufficient strength and fidelity to be expected to produce a measurable difference in the desired 
outcomes. 

Recommendation 

Although it is possible that a very large number of poorly implemented or poor quality 
activities may add up to a big difference in school orderliness, this is an empirical matter that has 
not been studied. In view of efficacy research showing that identifiable activities of sufficient 
quality can by themselves make a measurable difference in problem behavior, emphasizing the 
high quality implementation of such activities in schools should be given priority. In view of 
research implying that activities that may be efficacious do not work when poorly implemented, 
emphasis should be given to quality of implementation. 

5. Organizational support for implementation and integration with school operations 
broadly predict the quality of prevention activities in schools. 

.% 

*-".:* 

Finding 

The amount and quality of training, the level of supervision of personnel, monitoring of 
implementation, and review of implementer performance are features of organizational support 
that are linked to the quality of school-wide discipline, and the quality and extensiveness of 
discretionary prevention activity. Local planning and local responsibility for initiating activities 
is also associated with the extensiveness of application and the technical quality of prevention 
activities. And the quality of discretionary programs is greater for activities that are a regular 
part of the school program. Quality is greater when those initiating programs in schools use a 
greater variety of information, and have input from district personnel or experts. Programs 
developed externally to the school have higher technical quality and are used more extensively 
than are locally developed programs. 
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Recommendation 

Improving the amount and quality of training and supervision of principals and other school 
personnel, and improving the monitoring of their activities has great potential to improve school 
programs. Implementation of high quality prevention activity may be thwarted when there is no 
principal support for the activity. Therefore, introducing such activities when principal support is 
lacking may be contraindicated. Because local planning and greater use of information are linked 
with quality programming, assistance to schools in implementing more local planning and 
making more extensive use of valid information about the effectiveness of programs developed 
elsewhere may also help to improve the quality of school-based prevention activity. 

6. School organizational capacity predicts the extensiveness of use and of student exposure 
to prevention activities. 

-, . 

Finding 

Aspects of school climate - faculty morale, organizational focus on clear goals, perceived 
amenability to program implementation, open identification of problems, and open teacher- 
principal communication - are associated with more extensive use of and greater student 
exposure to prevention activities. Faculty assessment that the principal is a good educational 
leader is similarly predictive of the level of use of prevention activities and student exposure to 
activities. 

Recommendation 
-c 

Because enthusiasm for implementing prevention activities may be low in schools with low 
morale, little focus, and poor communication, and where the principal is held in low regard by 
the faculty, implementation will be more difficult in such schools. If school climate is poor, or 
when arrangements for organizational support discussed in the previous finding are lacking, the 
top priority for intervention may be the organization itself. That is, it may be important to 
address infrzlstructure problems in the school as a whole rather than to emphasize specific 
prevention programs. Organization development should be regarded as a necessary first step in 
the process of developing more effective prevention programming in some schools. Capacity for 
innovation should be assessed before initiating programs in schools, and assessment results 
should be used to apply appropriate levels of organization development, training, or other 
support. 

L- 

.- 
: 1 

More Specific Recommendations for Schools, School Systems, Government 
Agencies, and Research 

The bioad findings and recommendations made above may be supplemented by more specific 
advice to particular audiences. The remaining sections address these specific audiences. 

7-4 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Recommendations for Schools 

The strong evidence that the amount and quality of training are related to the quality of 
activities and arrangements to prevent or reduce problem behavior implies that making effective 
use of staff development opportunities should be a priority for schools. Schools often have a 
limited amount of time to devote to training or staff development, as opportunities are frequently 
limited to a few days before school opens and occasional days or partial days during the school 
year. The evidence also implies that activities initiated within the school are more likely to be 
applied extensively in the school. Taken together with the evidence that the variety of 
information used is associated with technical quality and extent of implementation, the results 
suggest that if schools arrange for quality training in activities they wish to initiate, the quality of 
prevention programming will be better. 

The evidence implies that the quality of most kinds of prevention activity in schools can be 
improved. This includes school-wide discipline, classroom organization and management, social 
competency instruction, behavioral interventions, and counseling, among other activities. 
Making effective use of staff development opportunities is one way to improve the quality of 
these activities. The evidence also implies that schools make little use of some potentially 
valuable practices. This includes intervention with the families of students, using the full range 
of sanctions and rewards for student behavior, and promoting youth roles in the regulation of 
student behavior. Some schools may wish to consider broadening their repertoire of programs, 
arrangements, or activities directed at managing student behavior. Other schools have so many 
different activities underway that they may wish to consider whether a smaller number could be 
implemented with higher quality. i-" sa 

..,A 
. 1  

The evidence that monitoring and supervision are important suggests that schools place 
emphasis on training for school leaders - principals or others who assume leadership roles in the 
school - in supervising and providing feedback to others. Finally, some schools should consider 
broad school improvement programs, Le., those aimed at morale or organizational focus, as tools 
for improving program quality generally. 

Recommendations for School Systems 

The findings pertaining to the poor quality of activities, arrangements, and programs for 
preventing problem behavior in schools implies that school districts should attend more carefully 
to what schools are doing. District personnel might consider using program assessment tools 
similar to those used in the present research to diagnose school problems and programs and plan 
technical assistance. The results showing that monitoring and supervision of principals and other 
implementers is related to the quality of programs suggest that district personnel might 
emphasize the direct observation of the performance of principals and other personnel. Districts 
might seek ways to improve the amount and quality of supervision and monitoring of school 
personnel. 
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Direct supervision of principals in the performance of their roles in (a) managing school 
discipline, (b) supervising other school personnel, and (c) using state-of-the-art prevention 
methods may improve the quality of school discipline and other prevention activities. The 
evidence found in the present research that principals’ reports do not always show strong 
convergence with the reports of others about school disorder, combined with other evidence 
(Komaki, 1986) that effective managers directly observe the work of subordinates, implies that 
principals and other personnel should be observed directly rather than placing reliance on 
second-hand accounts of performance. 

The findings about the importance of amount and quality of training and about the relation 
between the variety of information used by schools and the quality of programs suggest that an 
important role for school district personnel is to help make needed training available to schools 
and to serve as conduits for information about effective practices. 

Initiation of activities by school insiders and participation of district personnel were both 
associated with quality of prevention activities in the present results. Accordingly, useful roles 
for school districts may be to encourage local initiation of prevention activities and to provide 
scaffolding in the form of high quality information and training to further promote the quality of 
prevention activities in schools. Districts should assess individual schools’ capacity for 
innovation before initiating prevention programs in schools. Organization development, training, 
or other support should be provided in schools where it is needed prior to or as part of the L: 

initiation of programs. 

Schools should be held accountable for the quality of implementation of the programs or - -  

activities they undertake. Holding schools accountable requires the development or application 
of precise implementation standards. Ways to monitor these standards must also be established. 
Information about the extent to which implementation standards are met will be most useful if 
school personnel have accepted specific implementation goals, and if feedback is timely and 
coupled with assistance in overcoming obstacle,s to implementation (G. Gottfiedson, 1996). One 
structure for integrating implementation standards with planning and program development is 
described elsewhere (see G. Gottfkedson, 1984; G. Gottfiedson et al., 1999). 

L-. 

Finally, the evidence that school capacity - morale, focus, communication - and 
+ administrator leadership are important to program quality (along with the somewhat weaker _. 

evidence that implementer personality is related to program quality) suggests that districts have a 
role in nurturing these aspects of school infrastructure for program implementation. Providing 
resources for planning, facilitating organization development, and selecting good leaders may be 
important roles for school districts. 

Recommendations for Federal and State Ageacies 

At higher levels of government, agencies might make use of the results implying that 
information is important for program quality by assisting in the dissemination of information 
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about the full range of knowledge about school programs. Current efforts by some agencies to 
generate lists of “promising,” “exemplary,” “tested,” “research-based,” or similar programs or 
products seems to be one attempt to play this role. At the same time, these lists can be 
misleading if they are limited only to marketed products for which an advocate was sufficiently 
motivated to demonstrate that the product met certain criteria and exclude other programs or 
practices that may be equally effective. Worse, these lists can be misleading when they are based 
on flawed scholarship or mistaken accounts of original research. The results imply that the range 
of information sources used by those selecting prevention activities is related to quality. 
Accordingly, the results suggest that fostering the communication of or availability of a range of 
information may be a useful alternative to the promulgation lists of recommended programs. 
Information about the characteristics of effective programs may be more helpful in local 
planning and program development than lists of specific projects or programs. Agencies might 
also communicate information about the importance of (a) training, (b) supervision and 
monitoring, and (c) program structure. 

State and federal agencies might join local education agencies in encouraging local initiation 
of prevention activities and providing scaffolding in the form of high quality information and 
training to further promote the quality of prevention activities in schools. Evidence for the 
usefulness of funding of prevention programs is weak or mixed in the present results. 

Finally, the federal government is the ultimate source of funding for the most widespread 
proprietary prevention program, DARE. Each year millions of the Department of Education’s 
Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities program funds are spent by local education 
agencies on D.A.R.E. programs in schools. Funds from the Department of Justice and the 
Department of the Interior are also spent by state or local agencies on this program, and D.A.R.E. 
America has been directly funded by a Department of Justice award. D.A.R.E. programs in the 
sample for the present study were in some respects implemented with lower quality than other 
programs in the same category. D.A.R.E. programs are somewhat more likely to have been judged 
“adequate” than other instructional programs according to our criteria, but they are of shorter 
average duration, expose a smaller percentage of students, and have lower ratios of providers to 
students than do other instructional programs. The D.A.RE. programs in the present sample rely 
more on lecture and individual seat-work and make less use of computerized multi-media 
materials than do other instructional prevention programs - although they make use of more 
behavioral modeling and role playing and similar levels of rehearsal and practice of skills. The 
D.A.R.E. program is superior to many other similar programs in its degree of standardization and 
the amount and quality of training provided, but other instructional programs are superior on 
severd indicators Of integration into the school. The present results imply that D.A.R.E. might be 
improved by lengthening the program, and that targeting a larger percentage of students could 
bring it more in line with other instructional programs now used by schools. An improvement on 
the D.A.R.E. model involving more teacher investment and participathn, and in which regular 
teachers reinforce the lessons in other parts of the curriculum, might be more helpful to students. 

. 1  
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Recommendations for Research 

Little quality research is available on many of the t h u g s  schools are doing to reduce or 
prevent problem behavior or to promote a safe school environment. Despite research on 
instructional approaches, classroom management, and a few other methods, little research 
addresses school security practices, architectural arrangements, counseling approaches to 
problem behavior, recreation or after-school activities, and most other practices used by schools. 
High quality evaluations of programs as they are implemented in schools are required. We refer 
here not to survey research but to a c M  program evaluations in which special arrangements are 
made to enhance the evaluatability of the practices or programs. In other words, research should 
extend beyond the current narrow range of prevention program types to include a broader range 
of plausible intervention ideas being acted on by schools. Some of this research should involve 
multiple schools to test for interactions of school characteristics with preventive interventions. 
Research plans should include incentives for school participation. 

In recent years government agencies and foundations have encouraged outcome evaluations 
of an increasing number of activities in schools and communities. The findings of the present 
research suggest, however, that for many or most programs, evaluation issues pertain first to the 
quality of implementation. Only well-implemented programs are likely to be found effective 
when outcome evaluations are performed. Outcome evaluations are likely to be needed and 
meaningful only when (a) interventions are well implemented and (b) arrangements allowing 
inferences about program effectiveness to be drawn are in place. It is now evident that these two 
conditions are met in only a small fkction of prevention programs. Accordingly, sponsors of 
prevention programs should more often emphasize evaluation activity that focuses on the level 
and quality of implementation and should more often forego requirements for meaningless 
outcome evaluations. 

A number of educators whom we asked to participate in the present research expressed the 
opinion that educational research is of no value. One speculation is that excessive requirements 
for so-called evaluations is one precursor of such attitudes. Any research project that does not 
produce useN information for participating schools can contribute to the perception that much 
educational research is of little value. Focusing on research that is of use to the schools involved 
with it - and limiting low payoff research or evaluation activity - may be one way to improve 
this situation. In particular, launching a new national survey every time Congress requires an 
assessment of a federal program may be a poor approach to developing the knowledge needed to 
improve the effectiveness of prevention programs. 

The measures of program quality developed for the present research appear to have had utility 
in the present application. These measures have potential application as tools for program 
assessment and for diagnosing schools. They may prove useful in assessing schools' technical 
assistance needs and in measuring program improvement. Further research assessing this 
possibility is desirable. 
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Finally, some results imply that estimates of levels of school disorder derived using different 
survey methods do not fully converge - and that estimates derived from the reports of principals, 
teachers, and students do not show agreement that is as high as might be expected. These results 
imply that it will be desirable to employ multiple measures in future research. Future research 
should de-emphasize surveys that rely upon a single reporter - such as the school principal - 
despite the convenience of such an approach. 
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A. Sampling and Recruitment 

Schools and Principals 

. ’+ ;. 
. .  

We desired to describe schools in the United States, and to provide descriptions for urban, 
suburban, and rural schools and for elementary, middle, and high schools. We required a list as 
inclusive of the population of schools in the U.S. as possible h m  which to sample. We used a 
commercial mailing list vendor’s list because it included not only public but also private and 
Catholic schools, was purged of recently closed schools by the mailing list vendor, and contained 
schools that began operation more recently than the most comprehensive alternative lists that 
could be located. The vendor, Market Data Retrieval, uses information h m  the Common Core 
of Data developed by the National Center for Education Statistics, and it updates and augments 
that information with additional information which it develops, such as principal’s name. 

We assumed that a 70% participation rate might be attainable, and that it would be desirable 
to have 300 participating schools representing each of urban, suburban, and rural schools and 300 
schools representing each grade level. The universe was stratified by location and level, and a 
systematic lln sample of 1287 schools was drawn so that the number of sampled schools in each 
of the nine (level by location) cells sampled was 143. With a 70% participation rate this would 
produce 1 0 0  schools per cell, 300 at each level, and 300 for each location. School level was 
defined as follows (E = elementary, M = middle, H = high): 

Highest grade 
Lowest grade 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

;$ 
,. . 

Pre-K 
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2 
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. .  E E E E E E E E M M H H 

E E E E E E E E M M H H 

E E E E E E E E M M H H 

E E E E E E E M M H H 

E E E E E E M M H H 

E E E M  M M M H H 

E E M  M M M H H 

E M  M M M H H 

M M M M H H 

M M H H H 
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H €i H 
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The stratified probability sample includes public and private (Sectarian and non-sectarian) 
schools in the United States (all 50 states and the District of Columbia), excluding Puerto Rim 
and U.S. territories. The sampling frame includes regular public schools as well as vocational 
schools, comprehensive schools, magnet schools, and alternative schools. It also contains 
Catholic schools and private schools (both sectarian and nonsectarian). The MDR list of schools 
was used to select the sample because we believed it to be more complete and up-to-date than the 
list compiled by the National Center for Education Statistics for the Common Core of Data (i.e., 
the most complete list available), and because it contained the names of principals. Initial 
sample weights (the inverse of the probability of selection) range fiom 22.88 for urban middle 
schools to 182.22 (for rural elementary schools). Because of the very large number of rural 
schools in the US, sampling probabilities for rural schools were relatively low (1 or 2%) 
whereas the sampling probability of urban middle schools was higher (over 4%). 

In phase 1, schools were contacted directly to seek their participation in the project.' In 
phase 2, for sampled secondary schools and for elementary schools in districts containing 
sampled secondary schools, a more complicated recruitment procedure was followed by Westat. 
(This procedure is described below where the sampling of teachers is discussed.) For other 
elementary schools in the sample, survey assistants at Gottfredson Associates contacted the 
schools directly. Elementary schools in districts where Westat was seeking secondary school 
participation were contacted by Gottfkdson Associates personnel after Westat had determined 
the outcome of its interaction with the district. Schools in districts with sampled secondary 
schools were approached only following district agreement to participate. Westat secured data 
fiom secondary schools and Gottfiedson Associates secured data from elementary schools. 

Prevention Activities 

Sampling of prevention activities within participating schools began with the list of activities 
identified in the principal phase 1 questionnaire for program identification and accompanying 
activity detail booklet (or for a small number of schools identified with a short-fonn 
questionnaire completed via telefax or telephone when the I11-form had not been returned in 
phase 1). The number of distinct prevention activities identifxd in this way was greater than we 
had anticipated, so we decided to sample activities to limit the reporting burden on schools. In 
the phase 1 activity detail booklet principals had been asked to identi@ two individuals who 
could describe each activity. In telephone calls in preparation for the phase 2 survey we 
attempted to determine if specific prevention activities were still underway in schools, which 

'Some principals indicated that school district approval was required before the school could 
participate. In these cases district personnel were contacted to request endorsement of school 
participation in the project. Some of these districts refused to participate - citing obstacles sdch 
as too many surveys in schools or a policy of not conducting surveys at certain times of the year, 
for example. Some districts required the completion of a formal application for approval of 
research. In all cases where such a requirement was made, we prepared an application. Not all 
districts acted on these applications. 

.:- 

. .  
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eliminated some activities. To obtain a suflicient amount of data in each of the 14 categories of 
discretionary prevention activity, no more than one activity was selected from each category for 
each school. An exception to this no-more-than-one-per-er-category rule was that two identifiable 
"packaged" programs were selected with probability = 1 .O if not selected by the random 
procedure. The packaged programs selected in this way were Drug Abuse Resistance Education 
(or D.A.R.E.), and Peer Mediation (including student mediation). 

Sometimes the activity sampling described in the foregoing paragraph resulted in several 
activities with the same individual as the only identified informant. Sometimes, the principal had 
been identified as the person who could provide more information for two or more prevention 
activities (and in all cases the principal would be asked to complete the phase 2 principal 
questionnaire describing school-wide activities). When it occurred that an individual would be 
asked to complete more than two questionnaires, we attempted to determine in discussion with 
the school principal whether others in the school could describe the sampled activity. We were 
not always able to get the principal on the phone, and there were many instances in which the 
principal was not able to identifj alternative respondents. Accordingly, we randomly re-sampled 
within prospective respondents so that respondents were not asked to complete more than two 
questionnaires. The principal was limited to the phase 2 principal questionnaire and one activity 
questionnaire. 

Telephone interaction with elementary schools was conducted by assistants at Gottfiedson 
Associates, and interaction with secondary schools was conducted by Westat personnel. Random 
sampling of activities was conducted by researchers at Gottfkdson Associates. The principal 
was asked to designate an individual to serve as survey coordinator so that one package of 
questionnaires could be delivered to the school and one person would be responsible for 
receiving, distributing, and returning the completed materials. (In secondary schools, where 
Westat personnel engaged in negotiations with schools, survey coordinators would also be 
responsible for student and teacher surveys and for assisting Westat in securing rosters of 
students and teachers.) Sometimes the principal designated another individual, and sometimes 
the principal decided to serve as coordinator. 

.'-e 
. i  

Teachers and Students 
:*. 
I , .  ~ . We sought to survey all teachers and obtain completed student questionnaires from a 

probability sample of 50 students in participating secondary schools. Westat personnel were 
responsible for the sampling of teachers and students in participating secondary schools. Westat, 
which has conducted a number of surveys of schools under contract with the U.S. Department of 
Education, has developed a standard approach to the task which involves first contacting each 
Chief State School Officer, then requesting participation fiom local education agencies (school 
districts), and contacting schools only when district participation is secured. This traditional 
approach is particularly appropriate when districts are a primary sampling Unit (PSU). In the 
present study, Gottfiedson Associates had earlier selected a sample of schools in which schools 
were the PSU. Accordingly, Westat had to negotiate with a relatively large number of districts to 
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e implement the traditional strategy. Details of the state, district, and secondary school recruitment 
effort by Westat are provided elsewhere? District recruitment began in November 1997 and for 
some districts continued into April 1998. Once districts agreed to participate, Westat personnel 
approached principals to request school participation. Recruiters offered secondary schools an 
incentive of $100 to participate: and negotiated with principals about the nature of their 
participation (dropping the request for student participation to avoid refusal to participate in any 
part of the project). 

To prepare for surveys, survey coordinators were asked for information about average 
student attendance, percentage of students unable to read English at the 6' grade level, expected 
survey date, and last day of school; and coordinators were asked to send a roster of students and 
teachers. In most cases all teachers were included in samples, but students were usually sampled. 
Where possible (i.e., where Westat was able to obtain a roster indicating student sex), the school 

When sex was not known but grade level was known, the population was stratified by grade level 
and a lln sample of students was drawn. In other cases, a lln sample of students was drawn. 
The size of n depended upon (a) the number of students in the school, (b) the school's typical 
attendance rate, (c) the percentage of low English proficiency students, and (d) an anticipated 
response rate of .8 so that an expected 50 students would complete questionnaires. 

population of students was stratified by sex and a systematic lln sample of students was drawn. ;q 

. .  . .  . .  

- .._. *. . . 
..; 

. .. .- 
P.. ?..i 

'Crosse, S., Burr, M., Cantor, D., & Hantmai, I. (2000, April 14). Study on school violence and 
prevention: Intermediate level: Draft report (Appendix A). Rockville, MD: Westat. 

'Recruiters also offered reluctant elementary school principals an incentive of $50 to participate 
in the phase 2 surveys. a 
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B. Additional Information on Response Rates 
Information about response rates for the phase 1 and 2 principal surveys, teacher and student 

surveys, and activity coordinator surveys is provided in Chapter 1. Tables in the present 
Appendix supplement information provided in the text of the report by providing information 
about school and community characteristics correlated with participation in surveys, tabulating 
the reasons articulated by principals for refusing to participate in the phase 1 survey (the gateway 
survey for all other surveys), and by providing details on the discretionary prevention activity 
survey. This appendix also provides information about the location of schools in the sample 
according to the file used to draw the sample and the actual location of the schools when we 
determined that the initial classification was incorrect. 

.. In this and subsequent appendices, tables are numbered by indicating the appendix letter, the 

.- . 
text chapter first making reference to the appendix Table, and a sequential number within that 
chapter. For example, the first table in this appendix is identified as Table B 1.1 , which means 
that this table was the first appendix table mentioned in Chapter 1. Tables not mentioned in any 
text chapter follow tables mentioned in the text and are numbered as if first mentioned in (the 
nonexistent) Chapter 8. 

Correlations between characteristics of the school or of the community within which the 
school is located (based on zip code level aggregations of 1990 c a m  data) and participation in 
the study's various survey components are displayed in Table B 1.1. Proportion of population 
urban and urban location are seen to be robust negative conelates of participation. School 
auspices (public, Catholic, or private sectarian or nonsectarian) is also strongly associated with 
participation rates, as was shown in text Table 1.7. 

Z..? 
"""'@ 

_- 

The reasons given by principals for refbsing to participate in the phase 1 principal survey are 
tablulated in Table B 1.2. This information is based on the reports only of principals who 
affirmatively refused, as we did not seek this information h m  principals who passively refused 
participation (i.e., simply did not participate without ever indicating refusal). 

. /. - In preparation for the phase 2 surveys we sought an indication from principals about the 
current status of discretionary prevention activities identified in the phase 1 survey. In phase 2, 
we sought a description only of activities actually in existence in the schools at the time ofthe 
survey. We were unable to determine the current status of all of the sampled activities prior to 
survey time, but of those whose continued existence could be verified, 86% were still in 
existence. The first pair of columns in Table B4.1 shows details according to activity type. We 
sought completed questionnaires from sampled activities which we determined still to exist and 
from activities whose current status could not be determined. The second pair of coiumns in 
Table R4.1 show that the overall czxFletion rate was 52% and shows that the completion rate 
did not differ much by type of activity. 

As noted in the text, a very small number of the 1287 entities sampled turned out not to be a 
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school, to be closed, or to be a school serving a different span of grade levels than expected. At 
least 5% of the schools did not have the metropolitan status expected. The urbanicity strata are 
based on a classification of locale codes assigned by the National Center for Education Statistics 
(undated). NCES assigned these codes based on the school's mailing address. The locale 
defmitions and their relation to the present urban/suburban/rural desipation are as follows: 

Urban 

Large City: Central city of a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) with a population greater 
than or equal to 400,000 or population density greater than or equal to 6,000 people per square 
mile. 

Mid-size City: Central City of an MSA with a population less than 400,000 and a 
population density less than 6,000 people per square mile. 

Urban Fringe of Large City: Place within an MSA of a Large Central City and defined as 
urban by the Census Bureau. 

Urban Fringe of Mid-size City: Place within an MSA of a Mid-size Central City and defined 
as urban by the Census Bureau. 

Large Town: Town not within an MSA, with a population greater than or equal to 25,000. 

Small Town: Town not within an MSA and with a population less than 25,000 and greater 
than or equal to 2,500 people. 

Rural: A place with less than 2,500 people and coded rural by the Census Bureau. 

We fortuitously discovered a school which was obviously misclassified as to location. In 
investigating this problem we discovered additional schools misclassified according to location. 
Suspecting a general problem with the CCD locale classification, we merged census data on 
percentage urban for the zip code area with the school file to identi@ schools where the 
percentage urban according to the Census Bureau did not match the CCD locale classification. 
When we discovered a locale misclassification, we reclassified it. This resulted in a change of 
the metropolitan classification for 5% of the schools. Because we explicitly examined only those 
schools flagged by a percent urbm-hale mismatch, it is possible that we failed to identify some 
misclassified schools, although it is unlikely that we failed to detect gross misclassifications. 

is: .. - .. 

.. .. -:. . _  
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Table B8.1 shows the result of the reclassification of school location. 

B-2 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Because the CCD is used in a great deal of school research, it is possible that errors in the 
locale codes may have non-trivial effects on that research. NCES personnel are aware of 
classification errors in earlier versions of the CCD and indicate that these-are being or have been 
corrected in newer releases of the CCD. 

$ 0 
, 

1.' Response rate tables presented in Chapter 1 and results shown throughout the report are 
based on the corrected school locations. 

J 
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C. Weighting and Statistical Procedures 

Weights 

The sample of schools is intended to allow weighting by the inverse of the probability of 
selection in order to represent all of the schools serving students in grades K through 12 in the 50 
states and the District of Columbia. Base weights were developed to take into account the 
probability of selection. 

Weights were also developed to adjust for non-response.' Nonresponse error occurs when 
sampled units (schools, activities, teachers, or students) fail to participate or to answer questions. 
School-level non-response adjustments for principal, teacher, student, and activity questionnaires 
are based on the sample strata and predictors of participation probability (school size, auspices, 
grade level composition). Respondent-level (within school) weights for teacher, student, and 
activity questionnaires were also developed to account for sampling fiaction and to make within 
school nonresponse adjustments.* 

Final weights are the product of base weight, school-level nonresponse weight, and 
respondent-level nonresponse weight. 

'One kind of non-sampling error that could influence the estimates made in the present report 
.I" could derive from the failure to include schools that exist in the universe of schools in the 

sampling frame (so that they have no probability of being included in the sample). This type of 
non-sampling error is difficult or impossible to estimate and comct for. We attempted to 
minimize this type of error by using the most complete list of schools we could obtain without 
conducting extensive (and expensive) efforts to locate schools that might have been omitted from 
existing compiled lists. 

. . I .  

'Thresholds for regarding a school as a "respondent" in teacher, student, and provider surveys 
were set. For the purpose of making nonresponse adjustments, students who responded to fewer 
than 80% of questions were dropped and non-response adjustment was done separately by sex (if 
the school sample was stratified by sex) or grade level (if stratified by grade level) with missing 
information on sex or grade level imputed. (Some demographic information was missing 
because the Department of Education required Westat to use a perforated answer sheet and have 
the portion with demographic information removed and retuned separately. Not all answer 
sheets could be matched with a demographic portion.) Schools were not assigned a nonzero 
weight unless (a) the school contained 11 or more students and more than 40% responded or (b) 
the school contained 10 or fewer students of whom 70% or more responded. A teacher was 
deemed a nonrespondent if fewer than 60% of questions were answered. A school was assigned 
a nonzero weight if (a) it contained 12 or more teachers of whom 25% or more responded or (b) 
the school contained fewer than 12 teachers of whom 50% or more responded. 0 
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The nonresponse adjustments are expected to reduce bias due to nonresponse enor, although 
there is no way to test whether this reduction occus, and the possibility of nonresponse e m r  
remains a limitation of the present research - particularly for the urban secondary school student 
surveys. 

e 
Tabulations providing national estimates in this report generally make use of weighing. 

Exceptions to the general use of weighting include the following: (a) Within school weights are 
not applied when producing school-level measures. This is because the application of unequal 
weights increases both true score and error and seems to us a poor psychometric practice. (b) 
Weights are not applied when examining correlations among school-level measures. In instames 
in which we examined both weighted and unweighted correlations, both procedures produce 
similar results. (c) Weights are not applied in comparing packaged programs with other 
programs in the Same category. 

-.. ”. Statistical Procedures and Confidence Bands 

In contrast to non-response error, it is possible to estimate the magnitude of sampling error. 
Tables report standard emors or confidence intervals for estimated means, proportions, or 
percentages. In most cases’ the standard emors are estimated using a resampling technique known 
as the general stratified jackknife (Efron & Gong, 1983) to take into account the complex nature 
of the sample. Because standard errors cannot be calculated as they could be if simple random 
sampling had been implemented, they are estimated empirically for weighted sub-sample 
replicates that mirror the sample design. Variance estimates for the full sample are based on the 

sampling errors has the added virtue that these estimates include the effect of weight adjustments. 

Confidence intervals for means are estimated as M* 1.96SE, In most instances, confidence 

e-: -3 
. . ii variance of replicate estimates. The use of weighted replicates to estimate the magnitude of 
5 - 

‘ 2  

intervals for proportions (or percentages) are estimated as p f 1.96SEp. When an estimated 
proportion is near 0.0 or 1.1 and the sample size is relatively small, the confidence interval for 
proportions is not symmetrical, however (Fleiss, 198 1, pp. 14- 15). In cases where we judged that 
asymmetry would be of practical importance, confidence intervals were estimated by calculating 
the confidence interval for the log odds corresponding to the observed proportion as 

.. :. 
& 

*-..* 
4.r 

L,=ln(-)+1.96- P =, and (1) 
1 -P P( 1 -P) 

wherep is the sample estimate of the proportion, Vurp is its estimated variance, and L, and L, are 
the upper and lower boundaries of the confidence interval. Then the confidence interval for the 
proportion is obtained from the inverse logit transformation of the resulting va!ues: 

’Except for correlations among variables or where explicitly stated otherwise. 
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1 UB= a 1 +exp( -LJ 
and 

1 
1 +exp( -LJ 

LB= 

(3) 

(4) 

In some cases the jackknife procedure produced estimates of sampling errors that were 
smaller than they would be under simple random sampling. In other words the design effect 
(Kish, 1965/1995) was less than 1.0. In these cases, we substituted standard mors for the sample 
proportions (or percentages) for simple random samples of the same number of observations. 
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D. Taxonomy of SchooEBased Prevention Activities and 
Prevention Objectives 

SchooEBased Prevention Programs Defined 

Basic Definition 

A school-based prevention program is an intervention to prevent problem behavior using 
schools as the primary delivery vehicle. The definition has three components: 

1. A prevention program is an intervention or set of interventions put in place with the 
intention of redwingproblem behavior in apopdation. Such activities include-but are not 
limited to-policies, instructional activity, supervision, coaching, and other interventions with 
youths or their families, schools, or peer environments. Problem behaviors include criminal 
behavior; alcohol, tobacco, and other drug use; and risky sexual activity. Prevention programs 
may target these problem behaviors directly, or they may target individual or social 
characteristics believed by program advocates to be precursors of problem behavior. These 
individual and social characteristics include, but are not limited to, poor social competency and 
related skills, impulsiveness, academic failure, limited parental supervision, harsh or erratic 
discipline, poor classroom management, or ineffective school or community guardianship. 

2.  A school-based prevention program is primarily located in a school building (even if ''"0 
= _  

outside of school hours) or programs implemented by school staff or under school or school 
system auspices. All kindergarten, elementary, and secondary school levels are included. 

3 .  A prevention program is directed either at an entire population and reducing rates of 
problem behavior for the entire population (primary prevention), or it is directed at a defined 
subpopulation the members of which share characteristics associated with elevated risk of 
problem behavior (secondary prevention). It includes traditional treatment or remedial 
intervention for problem behavior short of official juvenile or criminal justice system 
adjudication or post-adjudication treatment. 

Clarification and Elaboration 

The above definition requires elaboration to clarify that its scope includes a broad range of 
causal perspectives, limits programs to elementary and secondary education levels, and includes 
treatment or remediation for problem behavior prior to juvenile or criminal justice system 
adjudication. The following paragraphs explain the scope of the definition and why it is 
deliberately broad in some respects. 

Theory in prevention. The definition recognizes that consensus does not now exist among 
practitioners and scientists on the causes of problem behavior and its avoidance. Some 
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contemporary prevention programs are directed at outcomes with doubtlid causal links to 
problem behavior. Although causal conjectures based on self-esteem, labeling, or idle hands 
theories (among others) are not in our judgment in accordance with sound theory (that is 
correspondence with evidence, coherence, and parsimony), many prevention programs are based 
at least in part on these ideas, and some theorists support these perspectives. 

In recent years, discussion of prevention has often adopted a "risk factor" vocabulary that 
avoids direct assertions about the causal status of correlates of problem behavior. We speak of 
"presumed precursors" or ''presumed risk or protective factors" to emphasize that a prevention 
programmer who has adopted an approach directed at an outcome believed to be a precursor of 
problem behavior or its control has implicitly adopted a causal theory. In other words, the 
interventionist has adopted a theory which may be correct or incorrect. All theories are included 
by our definition, regardless of their merit in our judgment. 

It is a traditional goal of science to sort the -useful theories from those that are of little value. 
An important long-range research task for the field is to deternine the relative effectiveness of 
well implemented programs based on alternative causal theories. This should ultimately lead to 
the rejection of some causal conjectures and support for the validity of others. 

SchooZ ZeveZ. Prevention programs involving preschool children, post-secondary 
populations, and workforce training are excluded from the present definition of school-based 
programs. Similarly, community-based programs that have a school or education related 
component are excluded from the scope of this defintion. 

Prevention versus treatment or remediation. Treatment programs that aim to ameliorate or 
remedy problem behavior (including but not limited to conduct disorder, attention deficit and 
hyperactivity disorder, smoking, drinking, fighting or aggression, stealing, lying, assault, sexual 
misconduct, and fraud) are included in the definition-despite traditional use of the word 
prevention. In other words, all forms of individual behavioral treatment interventions, 
punishment, suspension or expulsion, detention or segregation for supervision, corporal 
punishment, therapy, vocational or educational rehabilitation programs, "no-pass no-play " 
policies, alternative schools for non-adjudicated delinquent youths, and special education 
programs that remove youths from regular instruction for remediation or treatment are included 
in our definition of prevention. Post adjudication correctional treatment or rehabilitation are 
excluded. 

Despite traditional usage, this definition of prevention includes interventions regarded by at 
least some practitioners as prevention even when there is no claim of or aspiration for long-term 
effects on problem behavior. Put another way, this definition of prevention is very broad; it is 
not limited to theon'es that preventive intervention alters a causal process in a manner tkat 
reduces problem behavior in future time periods. Programs that seek to reduce problem behavior 
during or shortly after intervention are included in the defintion. 
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The virtues of casting a broad net. Why does the definition include interventions that may 
be regarded as treatment rather than prevention by some traditional definitions and include 
activity based on unlikely causal rationales? Among the reasons are the need to describe the full 
range of activity, plan for the evaluation of contemporary educational and preventive practices 
regardless of their theoretical or practical origins, and capture information about programs based 
on notions of long-term prevention as well as short-term management of problem behavior. 

Description of the range of current practice requires gathering information on the entire 
range of prevention programs, not just the more defensible subset. For example, to exclude 
interventions that appear based on an idle-hands theory of problem behavior could exclude the 
widespread recreational programs found in schools; to exclude interventions based on self- 
esteem could exclude entire state initiatives to prevent problem behavior and a large percentage 
of federally funded drug prevention programs. Such programs must be catalogued and counted 
to achieve some sense of their cost, and they must be studied to gain understanding of their 
efficacy. 

Interventions that might be classified as tertiary prevention, treatment, or remediation are 
included (whether they are intended to have immediate or lasting influence) because they can be 
regarded as preventing or reducing the probability of juvenile or criminal justice system 
involvement. They are preventive by a broad definition and from the perspective of the justice 
system. 

Principles of Classification 

In developing the taxonomy presented here we attempted to follow a small set of principles of 
classification, spelled out below: 

Provide a category to describe each important aspect of any problem behavior prevention 
program- 

* Provide a set of descriptors each of which falls in one and only one category. 

Utilize rules for classification that are clear or can be described. 

Provide a method for efficiently communicating about program characteristics. 

Distinguish key aspects of programs or objectives fiom each other by classifying them 
separately. 

Corresponds to evidence or information about existing activities. 
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a Classification of School-Based Intervention Components or Activities 

0 Information 

This involves the giving or "handing off" of information about problem behavior, drugs, 
mental and physical health, and services or resources available. This includes information 
directed to students, parents, educators, or community members. 

0.1 Alcohol, tobacco or other drugs 

0.2 Violence 

0.3 Risky sexual behavior 

0.4 Accidents 

0.5 Other health or mental health 

0.8 Other specified information 

0.9 Not specified information 

1 Prevention Curriculum, Instruction, or Training 

These interventions provide instruction to students to teach them factual information, 
increase their awareness of social influences to engage in misbehavior, expand their 
repertoires for recognizing and appropriately responding to risky or potentially harmful 
situations, increase their appreciation for diversity in society, improve their moral character, 
etc. These programs sometimes involve a classroom format, and teacher lectures, 
demonstrations, and class discussion, but they may also be delivered in small groups or to 
individuals. Use may be made of audiovisual materials, worksheets or workbooks, 
textbooks, handouts, and the like. Instruction may be very brief (less than an hour) or 
extended (requiring multiple years). 

1.1 General health or safety instruction 

1.2 Cultural or historical instruction 

1.3 Alcohol, tobacco, or other drug instruction 

1.4 Sex education 

1.5 Instruction in violence prevention, victimization avoidance, and coping with victimization 
and loss experiences 
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1.5.1 domestic partner 

1.5.2 child abuse or elder abuse (including sexual abuse) 

1.5.3 sexual harassment, abuse or assault (including date rape, partner violence, or gay and 
lesbian relationship violence) 

1 S.4 hate crimes and bias awareness 

1.5.5 gang violence 

1 S.6 property-crime related violence 

1 S.7 coping with victimization or loss 

1 S.8 other violence or victimization instruction not specified above 

1.5.9 not specified violence or victimization instruction 

1.6 Ethics, religious, moral, or character instruction (including instruction in “right and wrong,” 
personal responsibility, “male” responsibility) 

1.7 Civics instruction (e.g., instruction about democracy and its system of laws as in law-related 

1.8 Job skills instructiodcareer education or work experience; career exploration or 

education) 

:$* development 

1.9 Academic study skills or test-taking instruction 
.I 

I .  

1.10 Self-esteem instruction 

1.1 1 Social competency instruction 

..... 
. . ., . . .. 
,:.%.. 

1.1 1.1 Social influence instruction (e.g., recognizing and resisting social influences to engage in 
misbehavior; recognizing and resisting risky situations, refusal or resistance skills 
training; assertiveness training) 

1.1 1.2 Social problem solving skills instruction (e.g., identifying problem situations, generating 
alternative solutions, evaluating consequences, decision making) 

1.1 1.3 Self-management instruction (e.g., personal goal-setting, self-monitoring, self- 
reinforcement, self-punishment) 

1.1 1.4 Attribution instruction (e.g., attributing the cause of events or circumstances to ones own 
behavior -- as in teaching students that poor grades are due to insufficient effort on the 
pari of the student rather than the task being too difficult) 

understanding non-verbal communication, negotiating) 
1.1 1.5 Communication skills instruction (e.g., interpreting and processing social cues, 
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1.1 1.6 Emotional control instruction (e.g., anger management, stress control) 

1.1 1.7 Emotional perspective taking instruction (e.g., anticipating the perspectives or reactions 

1.10.8 Social competency instruction not specified above 

1.10.9 Not specified social competency instruction 

of others) 

1.12 

1.13 

1.18 

1.19 

2 

3 

3. I 

Instruction in manners or etiquette 

Instruction in politics of race/ethnicity, class and society 

Instruction not specified above 

Not specified instruction 

L ;e of cognitive-behavioral or behavioral modeling methoc, o trading or instruction. 

Cognitive-behavioral and behavioral modeling methods or training involve conveying 
vocabulary, modeling or demonstrating, and providing rehearsal and coaching in the display 
of skills. For example, subjects are taught to recognize the physiological cues experienced 
in risky situations. They rehearse this skill and practice stopping rather than acting 
impulsively in such situations. Similarly, clients are taught and rehearsed in such skills as 
suggesting alternative activities when fiiends propose engaging in a risky activity. And they 
are taught to use prompts or cues to remember to engage in behavior. Only interventions 
making systematic use of these methods are included in this category. This category 
includes interventions using, for example, repeated exposure to the modeled behavior with 
rehearsal and feedback or extended use of cues to elicit behavior over long periods or in a 
variety of settings. These methods always involve feedback on performance or 
reinforcement. 

Behavioral or behavior modification interventions not specified above. 

These interventions involve tracking of specific behaviors over time, behavioral goals, and 
uses feedback or positive or negative reinforcement to change behavior. Behavior is 
responded to with rewards or punishments when the behavior occurs. Other uses of rewards 
and punishments (e.g., suspension, detention) are included in classroom management 
(category 8) and school discipline practices (category 11). 

Individual behavioral or behavior modification programs (e.g., programs in which the 
behavior of an individual is monitored and reinforced. Token systems in which individuals 

- ___ . _D . .  
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e m  tokens for meeting specified goals and are included here). 0 
3.1.1 Individual education plans (e.g., rewards or punishments are contingent on meeting 

educational goals) 

3.1.2 Individual behavioral plans (e.g., rewards or punishments are contingent on meeting 
behavioral goals) 

3.1.3 Home-based reinforcement programs 

3.1.8 Other individual behavior modification interventions ’ 

3.1.9 Not specified behavior modification interventions 

3.3 

3.8 

3.9 

Group-based or classroom behavioral or behavior modification programs (e.g., programs in 
which the behavior of a group is monitored and reinforced? e.g., the Good Behavior Game.) 

Token economy systems in which all members of a group participate in a system of earning 
tokens, points, or scrip for specified behavior 

Behavior modification interventions not specified above 

Not specified behavior modification interventions 

4 

4.1 

Counselinglsocial worWpsychoiogicaVtherapeutic interventions not specified above 

4.1.1 

Individual counseling, social work, psychological, or therapeutic interventions 

4.1.2 

4.1.3 

4.1.4 

4.1.5 

4.1.8 

4.1.9 

Counseling (interaction between a counselor and a student in which the content of the 
interaction is structured by an identifiable approach) 

ATOD treatment 

Case management (location and coordination of resources to assist the individual or 
family, or follow-up resolution of problems or access to services or resources) 

Crisis intervention or telephone hotline (brief intervention, consultation, or advice and 
r e f e d  to other services) 

Victim counseling 

Other individual counseling, social work, psychological, or therapeutic interventions not 
specified above 

Not specified individual counseling, social work, psychological or therapeutic 
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interventions 

4.2 Group counseling, social work, psychological, or therapeutic interventions 

4.2.1 

4.2.2 Group ATOD treatment 

4.2.3 

4.2.4 Group victim counseling 

4.2.8 Other group counseling, social work, psychological, or therapeutic interventiorrs-mt 
specified above 

4.2.9 Not specified group counseling, social work, psychological or therapeutic interventions 

Group counseling (Interaction between a counselor and a group of students in which the 
content of the interaction is structured by an identifiable approach) 

Peer group counseling (Interaction among members of a peer group in which the content 
of the interaction is structured by an identifiable approach) 

I.- . -  

5 

5.1 

5.2 

5.3 

5.4 

5.5 

5.8 

5.9 

6 

Individual attention interventions not specified above 

a:: Tutoring or other individualized assistance with academic tasks (adult, older student, or 
peer). 

. -  

Mentoring other than tutoring (one-on-one interaction with an older, more experienced 
person to provide advice or assistance other than with academic tasks, for example the 
informal “counseling“ by SROs) 

Coaching not specified above (demonstration, prompting, reinforcement, and direction by a 
person with greater skill, knowledge, or experience in an area other than academic tasks) 

Job apprenticeship or placement not specified above 

Promise of eventual monetary or other incentive for maintaining good performance (e.g., 
a< -. 

* ’  .-. promise of college tuition in exchange for good grades) made to an individual 

Other individual attention interventions not specified above 

Not specified individual attention 

Recreational, enrichment and leisure activities not specified above 

Access to enrichment or leisure activities that is contingent on behavior will usually be 
classified in a behavior modification category above or in the school discipline category 

a 
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below. 

6.1 Recreation or sports (e.g., basketball, structured or unstructured play) 

6.2 Educational or cultural enrichment activities or alternatives (field trips, clubs) -- except 

6.3 Wilderness or challenge activities 

6.4 Arts andcrafts 

6.5 Performing arts (clown acts, musical performances, plays and skits, puppetry, etc.) 

6.6 Family activities (outings, movies, picnics, etc.) 

6.8 Enrichment and leisure activities not specified above 

6.9 Not specified enrichment and leisure activities 

multicultural or inter-group activities or instructional activities 

7 Referral to other agencies or for other services not specified above 

_. 
7.1 Referral to or request for services from social services agency 

7.2 Referral to or request for services from juvenile services agency 

7.8 Referral to or q u e s t  for services not specified above 

7.9 Not specified referral or request for services 

.I .< 
-s“d 
-5:; 
; p; - a  
c ;. sii; _ .  

, .  .. . 

8 Interventions that change instructional or classroom management methods or practices 
not specified above. 

These interventions are applied to entire classes. They include adoption, expansion, training, 
supervision, or technical assistance to promote the instructional practice. 

8.1 Instructional strategies 

8.1.1 Cooperative learning (e.g., Student Team Learning; Johnson & Johnson) 

8.1.2 “Active” or ‘‘experiential” teaching techniques (e.g., field trips, entrepreneurial 
experiences) 

8.1.3 Use of peer teacherdleaders 
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8.1.4 Use of adult instructors of a given race or sex as instructors 

8.1.5 Use of assignments involving interviewing others 

8.1.6 Mastery learning 

8.1.7 Individualized instruction 

8.1.8 Computerized instruction 

8.1.9 Programmed instruction 

8.1.10 Lectures 

8.1.1 1 Class discussions 

8.1.12 Individual seat work (e.g., worksheets, workbooks, assignments) 

8.1.13 Behavioral modeling (including use of peer models or videotapes to demonstrate a new 

8.1.14 Role-playing 

8.1.15 Rehearsal and practice of new skill 

8.1.16 Use of cues to remind individual to display a behavior 

8.1.8 Instructional strategies not specified above 

:2 

skill) 

“/ 

8.1.9 Not specified instructional strategies e2 ...- . -s *> 

8.2 
.. 
~ 3 

Classroom organization and management strategies (other than the use of specific 
classroom-based behavior management strategies included in section 3 above. Included here 
are activities to establish and enforce classroom rules, uses of rewards and punishments, 
management of time to reduce “down-time,” other arrangements to reduce the likelihood of 
disorderly behavior.) 

8.2.1 Establishing and enforcing rules 

8.2.2 Use of rewards or punishments 

8.2.3 Management of time 

8.3 Adoption or increase in use of grouping students by ability, achievement, or effort within the 
classroom 

8.4 Elimination or reduction of use of grouping students by ability, achievement, or effort within 
the classroom 
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8.5 Use of external personnel resouroes 

8.5.1 

8.5.2 

8.5.3 

8.5.4 

8.5.5 
8.5.6 

8.5.8 

8.5.9 

Parent volunteers 

Professional consultants or intervention with teachers (e.g., psychologists, social workers) 

Community members (e.g., guest lecturers) 

Classroom aides 

Use of authority figures such as police officers or probation officers 

Use of older students fkom another school, college, or university 

Use of external personnel resources not specified above 

Not specified use of external personnel resources 

8.8 Other change in instructional practice or arrangement not specified above 

8.9 Not specified change in instructional practice or arrangement 

9 Interventions that change or maintain a distinctive culture or climate for inhabitants' 
interpersonal exchanges; communicate norms or expectations for behavior; alter or 
promote organizational symbols, tokens, and emphasis on desired behavior (e.g., 
campaigns against bullying or to change expectations or  emphases for faculty, 
administrators, or students; increase the signaling and general environmental 
responsiveness to desired behavior; creating a "peace" culture or a "military" 
environment); or secure commitment to norms- except intergroup interventions (see 
category 10) 

9.1 School-wide climate or culture activities 

9.1.1 Structured or regimented style school climate or culture 

9.1.1.1 Demanding physical regimen or exercise 

9.1.1.2 Student work assignments or details (e.g., janitorial, gardening, painting, etc.) 

9.1.1.3 High level of structure for activities {i.e., restricted free time, tightly scheduled activity) 

9.1.1.4 Military style arrangements 
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9.1.2 

9.1.2.1 

a Climate or culture emphasizing peaceful and civil interpersonal exchange school-wide 

School-wide use of symbols or linguistic cues to signal desired behavior 

9.1.2.2 School-wide elevating or extolling models of desired behavior to be emulated 

9.1.2.3 Environment-wide social rewards or recognition for conduct congruent with cultural 

9.1.2.4 Establishment of cultural events (e.g., luncheons, ceremonies, behavioral settings for the 

expectations 

display and public recognition of culturally valued expression) 

9.1.3 Other school climate or culture activities e, 
I.,- , .  

9.1.3.1 School-wide projects or campaigns (e.g., school-pride campaigns) 

9.1.3.2 School beautification or maintenance activities 

9.2 Communication of expectations 

5-2- _ -  9.2.1 Written, video, or audio communications such as bulletins, newsletters, posters, manuals, 
pamphlets, videotapes, cassettes, public service announcements -3 

9.2.2 Training for staff or students in recognizing and responding to problem behavior or 
situations 

9.2.3 Assemblies or special events (including puppet shows, concerts, plays, skits, conferences, 
presentations, fairs, etc.) 

9.2.4 Communicating messages by distribution or display of tokens, mugs, tee-shirts, ribbons, 
writing on walls or sidewalks, etc. 

9.3 Social influence and attitude change techniques to obtain commitment to norms 

9.3.1 Peer group discussions 

9.3.2 Public recognition of a commitment or agreement to &ere to noms (e.g., rstmveying a 
title, ring, certificate and the like) 

9.3.3 Public commitments (e.g., ceremonies during which students declare their intention to 
remain drug-fiee, daily recitation of a pledge or commitment) a 
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9.3.4 Using survey data to show students, teachers, or parents the actual level of behavior or 
attitudes among students, sometimes called “nom amplification” 

9.3.5 Group mobilization such as special issue oriented clubs (e.g., antiiviolence, against 
a 

drugs) 

9.4 Promise of eventual monetary or other incentives (e.g., college tuition) if made to all 
members of the environment 

9.8 Intervention to change norms or expectations not specified above 

9.9 Not specified intervention to change norms or expectations 
@ ?:: 

10 Intergroup relations and interaction between the school and community or groups 
within the school 

10.1 Activity to promote interaction among members of diverse groups and to celebrate 
diversity 

-.. ‘” ‘e 10.1.1 Activities involving disparate individuals in common activity (e.g., multi-cultural clubs) 

10.1.2 Activities in which members of diverse groups tell about perspectives or traditions; 
activities to raise awareness of multi-cultural issues 

10.2 Activity to promote relations between the school and the community 

10.2.1 Activities to publicize information about the schools; inform parents or community 
members about school events, problems or activities; or project an image €or the school 

10.2.2 Procedures to increase communication and cooperation between school staff and parents 

10.2.3 School member participation in community activities (e.g., community service activities, 
service leaming) 

10.2.4 Requesting or obtaining resources from the community; fund raising 

10.2.5 Activity to assemble, marshal, or coordinate cmimmity members or mowces 

10.2.6 Occasional interaction with an outsider -- e.g., parent, business, or police volunteer who 
visits the school 
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10.2.7 Liaison work with a segment of the community 

10.2.8 Interaction with community not specified above 

10.2.9 Not specified interaction with community 

10.3 Activity to improve relations or resolve or reduce conflict among members of different 
groups 

10.3.1 Clubs, teams, committees, or groups organized to address human relations issues (e.g., 
committees to deal with harassment or discrimination) 

differences (may involve ongoing problems or immediate crisis) 

faculty (e.g., team building, retreats, conflict mediation) 

10.3.2 Activities in which members of different groups confront problems and attempt to resolve 
%? 

10.3.3 Procedures to increase communication and cooperation between administrators and 

10.3.4 A person who investigates complaints or concerns, reports findings, or arranges fair 
settlements between parties or students and the school (e.g., ombudsperson) 

s. - 
.-3 .--$ e- ,.q -. -. 10.4 Interagency cooperation (e.g., cooperation between a juvenile and family court and the 

school, anti-gang task force; interagency sharing of infomation) 

- _r 10.8 Interaction interventions not specified above ''F 

10.9 Not specified interaction activities 

11 Rules, policies, regulations, or laws about behavior or discipline or enforcement of 
such 

are included in section 8 above. 
=.,- ._ .. These interventions apply to the entire school. Classroom-level discipline-related activities 

1 1.1 School rules or discipline code 

11.1.1 Drugs 
1 1.1.2 Weapons 

1 1.1.3 Uniforms 

1 1.1.4 Dress code (including no gang symbols, colors, or clothing) 
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1 1.1.5 Prohibition of clothing, bags, or accessories capable of concealing drugs, weapons or 

1 1.1.6 Rules about mobility (e.g., closed campus) 

contraband (e.g., opaque backpacks, baggy clothing) 0 
1 1.1.7 Time for arrival at school 

1 1.1.8 Visitor sign-in or registration 

1 1.1.9 Visitor sign-out 

1 1.1.10 

1 1.1.18 

1 1.1.19 

Rules about hall wandering or class cutting 

Rules and codes not specified above 

Rules and codes not specified 

1 1.2 Mechanisms for the edorcement of school rules 

1 1.2.1 Communication of rules and consequences (e.g., handbooks, posters) 

1 1.2.2 Identifying infractions (e-g., referral systems) 

1 1.2.3 Interpretation of rules to apply punishmentdrewards 

1 1.2.4 In-school hearing or due-process formalities 

1 1.2.5 Mechanisms for monitoring, tracking, recording student conduct 

1 1.2.6 Investigation of student's history, performance, situation or circumstances to assist in 

1 1.2.8 Mechanisms for enforcement of school rules not specified above 

1 1.2.9 Mechanisms for enforcement of school rules not specified 

formulating a response 

1 1.3 Exclusionary responses to student conduct 
.v ,.-.- ... - ..' 

1 1.3.1 Expulsion (the exclusion of students from membership for periods of time over 30 days) 

1 1.3.2 Suspension (the exclusion of students fiom membership for periods of 30 days or less) 

1 1.3.3 Brief exclusion of students fiom attendance in regular classes (e.g., in-school suspension 

1 1.3.4 Brief exclusion not officially designated suspension (e.g., sending students home without 

or "cooling off room") 

permission to return without a parent) 
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1 1.3.8 Exclusionary response not specified above 

1 1.3.9 Not specified exclusionary response 

1 1.4 Formalization of youth roles in regulation and response to student conduct 

1 1.4.1 Involvement of youths in resolving disputes (e.g., peer mediation or student conflict 

1 1.4.2 Student court 

1 1.4.3 Student participation in creation of rules 

resolution interventions, except adjudicatory) 

s.-. 
a* 1 1.4.4 Deputizing students to watch for and respond to misbehavior or to good citizenship (e.g., 
i? 

peace patrols) 

1 1.4.8 Youth regulation or response to student conduct not specified above 

1 1.4.9 Not specified youth role in response to student conduct 

11.5 

1 1.6 

1 1.7 

1 1.8 

1 1.9 

Notification of parents about student conduct or attendance 

Parent conference at the school about student conduct or attendance 

Legal action to enforce rules or regulations (e.g., truancy) 

Other change in rules or regulations, not specified above 

Not specified change in rules or regulations 

12 Interventions that involve a school planning structure or process - or the 
management of change 

Included are structured or facilitated planning interventions as well as interventions to 
coordinate or manage change in the school. 

12.1 

12.1.1 School planning teams or groups 

12.1.2 Use of a planning or program development structure (e.g., needs assessment, analysis of 

Use of methods or processes for planning or program development 

obstacles, selecting what to do, making action plans) 

. -  - .  . . .  .. ..-.: . .. 

. .* 

12.1.3 Use of information feedback in formal planning for school improvement 
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12.2 Inclusion of a broad range of individuals or perspectives in planning 

12.2.1 Inclusion of persons from outside the school in school decision making or supervision of 
students (e.g., Comer process, state or district requirements to involve parents or 
community members in developing plans) 

under section 1 1; e.g., student group or club identifies problems/issues to discuss with the 
school administration) 

12.2.2 Arrangements to involve students in school decision making (other than as specified 

12.3 School consultation (professional advice on school practices or to solve school problems 
other than consultation at the classroom level; may involve persons fiom multiple outside 
agencies or groups) 

12.8 

12.9 

Intervention to change school management structure or processes not specified above 

Not specified intervention to change school management structure or processes 

13 Reorganization of grades, classes, or school schedules 

. .. 

13.2 
13.3 

. ,.. 

13.4 

13.5 

13.6 
13.7 

13.8 

13.9 

Changes to school schedule (e.g., implementation or elimination of block scheduling, 
scheduling more periods in the day, changes in the lengths of instructional periods, 
evening school, shortened lunch period) 

Adoption of schools-within-schools or similar arrangements 

Tracking into classes by ability, achievement, effort, or conduct (including special classes 
for disruptive students) 

Formation of grade level "houses" or "teams" 

Decreasing class size 

Segregation by ethnicity, sex, or both 

Alteration of grade to grade promotion criteria or practices 

Other reorganization of instruction not specified above 

Not specified reorganization of instruction 
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14 Security and surveillance interventions within school boundary - except school 
uniforms 

14.1 

14.2 

14.3 

14.4 

14.5 

14.6 

14.7 

14.8 

14.9 

14.10 

14.1 1 

14.12 
14.13 
14.18 
14.19 

Identification badges or cards (including photo IDS) 

Locating security personnel in the school 

Locating police personnel in the school 

Visitor’s procedures (e.g., passes, sign-in, or procedures for parents to visit teachers) 

Locking exterior doors, no alarms and panic bars 

Locking exterior doors with use of alarms and panic bars 

Closed circuit cameras (hallways, lockers, entrances) 

Physical surveillance of entrances, halls, classrooms, grounds, etc., and vigilance for 
problem behavior 

Hotline or confidential channel for the reporting of crimes, problem behavior, or 
impending problem 

Timely intervention to forestall a likely unsafe episode (e.g., calling a parent to keep a 
child at home; separating potential participants in a conflict, establishing a presence with 
them, and discouraging escalation of violence; may involve physical or social restraint) 

Telephones or intercoms in classrooms 

Urine, hair, breath, or saliva testing 

Removing restroom or locker doors 

Other surveillance or security method, not specified above 

Not specified surveillance or security method 

15 Interventions that exclude weapons or contraband, except rules disallowing weapons 
or contraband 

15.1 

15.2 

15.3 

15.8 

15.9 

Metal detectors 

Locker searches 

D N ~ ,  p i ,  and bomb sniffi~g dogs 

Other intervention to exclude weapons or contraband not specified above 

Not specified method of excluding weapons or contraband 
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16 Interventions to alter school composition 0 
16.1 

16.2 

16.3 

16.4 

16.5 

16.6 

16.8 

16.9 

Selective admissions practices (income, SES, religion, achievement or ability, conduct) 

Use of special instructional program or similar method of attracting students (e.g., magnet 
school) 

Student recruitment efforts 

Assignment of students displaying behavior problems to a different school (e.g., 
alternative school, restrictive special education assignments) 

Assignment of students with academic or learning problems to a different school (e.g. 
special education or alternative school) 

Assignment of students to this school by a court or juvenile services agency 

Other practices to alter school composition not specified above 

Not specified practices to alter school composition 

17 Family interventions (other than bome-based reinforcement) 

-::a , ^  I L 17.1 School-based family supervision or behavior management interventions 

... 

17.1.1 Instruction or training 

17.1.2 Programmatic family therapy or counseling (including functional family therapy, 

17.1.3 Brief problem interventions with families (e.g., to discover and solve problems in parent 

cognitive or behavioral therapy) 

supervision, up to but not including legal action or referral to social service agencies) 

17.2 

17.2.1 Instructional material sent to the home (e.g., newsletters) 

Home-based family supervision or behavior management interventions 

17.2.2 Training or instruction 

17.2.3 Programmatic family therapy or counseling (including functional €amily therapy, 

17.2.4 Brief problem interventions with families (e.g., to discover and solve problems in parent 

cognitive or behavioral therapy) 
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e supervision, up to but not including legal action or r e f d  to social service agencies) 

17.2.5 Home inspections 

17.2.6 To gain cooperation in managing school-related youth behavior 

17.2.7 Family case management 

17.2.8 Social work intervention to improve home supervision 

17.2.1 8 

17.2.19 Not specified home visits 

Other specified home visits 

17.3 

17.4 

17.8 

17.9 

Parent meetings or groups in which parents/guar&ans network and share ideas on 
improving academics, attitudes or behavior; or provide each other with resources or 
support 

Drug treatment for family members 

Other family intervention not specified above 

Not specified family intervention 

."? 

18 Training or staff development intervention not specifically directed at an intervention 8: , *  specified above 

18.1 

18.2 

18.3 

18.4 

18.5 

18.6 

18.7 

18.8 

18.9 

..- 
General training on drug topics 

General training on violence or victimization topics (including sexual harassment and 

General training on health topics 

General training on safety 

General training on cultural or historical topics 

General training on diversity topics (including multi-cultural sensitivity) 

General training on listening skills or other personal development topics 

Other general training not specified above 

Not specified general training 

gwiY) 
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19 Removing obstacles or providing incentives for attendance 

Arrangements for students with special problem that require accommodation such as having 
been suspended, having a dependent child, being employed, or having health or other 
problems. 

19.1 Breakfast programs 

19.2 

19.3 Child care 

Health (e.g., vision, hearing, inocuiations, general medical assistance, assistive devices, 
prosthetics) 

19.4 

19.8 

Afiemoon, evening, or weekend school 

Activity to remove obstacles or provide incentives not specified above 

19.9 Not specified activity to remove obstacles or provide incentives 

20 Architectural features of the school 

20.1 Gates, fences, walls, barricades 

20.2 Activity space or facilities 
i-.. 

;-2 .. .r-. -- * -0 
20.3 Food service facilities 

20.4 
:* 2 . .: 

Closed sections of building or grounds (closed, blocked, bricked, or boarded off areas) 

20.5 Physical arrangements for regulating traffic flow within the building 

20.8 Architectural features not specified above 

20.9 Not specified architectural features 
.. 

21 Treatment or prevention interventions for administration, faculty, or staff - or 
employee assistance programs 

2 1.1 

2 1.2 

2 1.3 

2 1.4 

Alcohol, tobacco, or other drug prevention or treatment 

Anger or poor self-control prevention or treatment 

Other mental health prevention or treatment 

Other health prevention or treatment 
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e 2 1.8 Treatment or prevention intervention for administration, faculty, or staff not specified 
above 

2 1.9 Not specified prevention or treatment intervention for administration, faculty or staff  

88 Other intervention not specified above 

99 Not specified intervention 

.. 
. .. 
... 
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Classification of Potential Outcomes Sought by Problem Behavior 
Prevention Programs 

1 Individual characteristics 

1.1 Behavior or conduct 

1.1.1 Problem behavior 

1.1.1.1 Theft, fraud, violence, aggression 

1.1.1.2 Alcohol, tobacco, or other drug use 

1.1.1.3 High risk sexual behavior 

1.1.1.4 School dropout 

1.1.1.5 Rebellious behavior, defiance of authority, disrespect €or others 

..--. 1.1.1.6 Truancy or school tardiness 

1.1.1.7 Association with delinquent, drug-using peers 
&+d 

1.1.1.8 Runaway 

1.1.1.18 

1.1.1.19 Not specified problem behavior 

Problem or risky behavior not specified above 

1.1.2 Other behavior 

c . 
i *.;. 1.. . :: .C .. . . .  1.1.2.1 Academic performance 

1.1.2.1.1 Grade promotion 

1.1.2.1.2 School grades 

1.1 21.3 

1.1.2.1.4 Schoolwork or homework completion 

Academic achievement test scores 

1.1.2.1.8 Other school academic performance not specifEd above a 
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0 1.1 r2.1.9 Not specified academic performance 

1.1.2.2 Educational attainment (including years completed, GED, high school graduation, post- 
secendary education; except dropout by persons required by law to attend school) 

1.1.2.3 Employment 

1.1.2.8 Other behavior not specified above 

1.1.2.9 Not specified behavior 

1.2 Knowledge 

1.2.1 Laws, rules, proscriptions 

1.2.2 

1.2.3 

1.2.4 

1.2.5 General health and safety 

1.2.6 

1.2.7 Ethics, etiquette, manners 

1.2.8 Religious teachings 

1.2.9 

1.2.10 Not specified knowledge 

H m l l  effects of alcohol, tobacco, or other drugs 

Harmful effects of risky sexual practices 

Practices increasing risk of personal ham 

History, culture, tradition, ancestors, or role models 

Other knowledge not specified above 

._ .... .._ 1.3 Skill or competency (A skill or competency is the demonstrable capability to perform in a 

skill or competency can display the behavior. Acquisition of a skill or competency does not 

.i 

specific manner or to display behavior matching some criterion. A person who acquires a 

imply that the behavior is regularly displayed.) 
:T. .. > 

1.3.1 Social competencies or skills 

1.3.1 . 1 Self-management skills (e.g., personal goal-setting, self-monitoring, self-reinforcement, 
self-punishment, cognitive self-management) 

1.3.1.2 Social competency skills (e.g., decision making, problem solving, refusal or resistance, e ’  
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leadership, or communication skills) 

1.3.1.3 Emotional recognition and self-control skills (e.g., anger recognition and management, 
skills in coping with stress) 

1.3.1.4 Social information processing skills (e.g., social cues processing, generating appropriate 
responses) 

1.3.1.5 Empathy or emotional perspective taking skills (e.g., anticipating the perspectives or 
reactions of others) 

1.3.1.8 Other social skill or competency not specified above 

1.3.1.9 Not specified social competency or skill 

1.3.2 Cognitive ability or aptitude not classified elsewhere 

1.3.3 Other skills 

1.3.3.1 Learning skills other than social skills or competencies (e.g., reference book use, library 
we) 

1.3.3.2 Vocational skills or competencies other than social skills or Competencies (e.g., job 
knowledge, skill in completing application blank, using a bus schedule) 

“I ;* 
.. 1.3.3.8 Other skills or competencies not specified above 

1.3.3.9 Not specified skills or competencies 

1.4 Personality disposition, attitude, belief, or intention (A disposition implies a tendency to 
behave or respond in a particular way.) 

1.4.1 Psychological health or adjustment 

1.4.1.1 Self-esteem 

1.4.1.2 Symptoms of emotional disorders, psychoticism, hostility 

1.4.1.3 Anxiety 

1.4.1.4 Alienation 

1.4.1.5 Self-efficacy expectations or locus of control 
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1.4: 1.6 Identity (including ethnic identity) 

1.4.1.8 Other facet of adjustment not specified above 

1.4.1.9 Not specified facet of psychological health or adjustment versus neuroticism 

1.4.2 Extraversion 

1.4.2.1 Leadership 

1.4.2.2 Assertiveness 

1.4.2.8 Other facet of extraversion not specified above 

1.412.9 Not specified facet of extraversion 

1.4.3 Openness 

1.4.3.1 Intellectual curiosity or interest 

1.4.3.2 Openness to experience 

1.4.3.3 Empathy 

1.4.3.4 Tolerance 

1.4.3.8 other facet of openness or intellect not specified above 

1.4.3.9 Not specified facet of openness or intellect 

1.4.4 Agreeableness or likability 

1.4.5 Conscientiousness, self-control, or impulsiveness 

1.4.5.1 Disposition to self-control, impulsiveness, or recklessness 

1.4.5.2 Conscientiousness, belief in conventional rules or moral character, dutifulness 

1.4.5.1 Religiosity or religious beliefs 

1.4.5.4 Intentions to engage in or abstain fiom ATOD use, delinquent behavior, crime 

1.4.5.5 Commitment to education 

. ... .. . . '.% . 

. c 
&: 
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1.4.5.6 Caring about/attachment to school 

1.4.5.7 Facet of conscientiousness, self-control, or impulsiveness not specified above 

1.4.5.8 Not specified facet of conscientiousness, self-control, or impulsiveness 

e 

1.4.8 

1.4.9 

Other disposition, attitude, belief or intention not specified above 

Not specified disposition, attitude, belief or intention 

2 School and Classroom Characteristics 

2.1 Rules, norms, expectations for behavior (signaling) 

..; .~ .. i ... . .., . .  

2.1.1 

2.1.2 

2.1.3 

2.1.4 

2.1.5 

2.1.8 

2.1.9 

Presence of rules 

Clarity of stated rules 

Fairness of stated rules 

Noms or expectations for behavior by students 

N o m  or expectations for behavior by teachers or administrators 

Other feature of rules, n o m  or expectations not specified above 

Not specified feature of rules, norms, or expectations for behavior 

2.2 Responsiveness to behavior (sanctioning) 

2.2.1 

2.2.2 

2.2.3 

2.2.4 

2.2.8 

2.2.9 

Availability or responsiveness of punishments such as after school detention, in-school 
suspension, withdrawal of privileges in the classroom, etc. 

Availability or responsiveness of rewards such as opportunity for participation in 
extracurricular activity, rewards for classroom conduct, etc. 

Consistency of rule enforcement 

Fairness of rule enforcement 

Other aspects of school or classroom responsivenesi 60 6ehavior not specified above 

Not specified aspects of school or classroom responsiveness 
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2.3 Opportunity to engage in problem behavior in and around school 

2.3.1 

2.3.2 

2.3.3 

2.3.4 

2.3.5 

2.3.6 

2.3.8 

2.3.9 

Availability of weapons in and around the school 

Availability of alcohol, tobacco or other drugs in and around the school 

Accessibility of school to intruders 
Level of surveillance 

Amount of unstructured time (transition time, time off task) 
Access of older students to younger students, boys to girls 

Other aspect of opportunities for problem behavior not specified above 

Not specified opportunities for problem behavior in school 

2.4 Organizational capacity for self-management not included in above 

2.4.1 

2.4.2 

2.4.3 

2.4.4 

2.4.5 

2.4.8 

2.4.8 

Morale 

Administrative leadership 

Faculty participation in planninglproblem solving 

Parent or community participation in planning/problem solving 

Student participation in plannlne/problem solving 

Other aspect of organizational capacity not specified above 

Not specified aspect of organizational capacity 

2.8 Other school or classroom characteristic not specified above 

2.9 Not specified school or classroom characteristic 
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3 Family Guardianship @ 
3.1 Parental supervision 

3.2 Family or parental behavior management practices 

3.8 Other aspect of parentlguardiador family guardianship not specified above 

3.9 Not specified aspect .of parentlguardiador family guardianship 

4 Intended or Unintended Population Characteristics 

4.1 Segregation by race 

4.2 Segregation by sex 
.. 

4.3 Segregation by age 

4.4 Segregation or exclusion of individuals displaying problem behavior 

4.8 Other population characteristic not specified above 

4.9 Not specified population characteristic 
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E. Measures 

This appendix provides information about the item content of measures. It provides the item 
content for the scales specially constructed for the present research, and it also presents item 
content or sample items from published scales. The listing immediately following usually refers 
the reader to a table in this appendix. In some cases (where a single item is used to provide a 
measure) the listing refers the reader to a specific item in a questionnaire. In other cases, the 
listing refers the reader to the location in the text where the measure is described. 

Category and Specific Measure Table 

organizational capacity 

Morale, teachers 

Organizational focus, teachers 

El 

E2 

School amenability to program implementation, principal phase 2 

School amenability to program implementation, activity coordinators 

Teacher-administrixtion obstacles to program development, principal phase 1 

E3 

E4 
E5 

School capacity for program development, principal phase 1 

Open problem identification, principal phase 1 

Teacher-principal communication, principal phase 1 

Teacher turnover, principal phase 1 

School enrollment, principal phase 1 

Leadership, personality style, and record of accomplishment 

Administrator leadership, teachers 

Principal’s leadership emphasis, principal phase 2 

Supervision and feedback 

Consideration 

Presence and visibility 

Hanning 

Total leadership behavior (includes all items in previous four scales) 

E6 
E7 

E8 

E9 

E9 

E10 

El 1 

El 1 

El 1 

El 1 
Ei 1 

El 1 

E- 1 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Category and Specific Measure Table 
~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

Non-delegation, principal phase 1 activity detail booklet - See p. 6.3 

Broad span of control, principal phase 1 activity detail booklet - See p. 6.3 

Accomplishment record, principal phase 2 and activity coordinators 

Conscientiousness, principal phase 2 and activity coordinators 

Budget and support 

Source of resources for developing and applying school rules and discipline, 
principal phase 2 - See questionnaire items 139 to 143 

E12 

El 3 

Assured funding for discretionary activities, activity coordinators E14 

Budget control over discretionary activities, activity coordinators 

Safe and Drug-Free School and Community Act funds for any prevention 
activity, principal phase 2 

E14 

E14 

Organizational support 

Training in classroom management or instruction, teachers - See questionnaire 
item 7 

Training in behavior management, teachers - See questionnaire item 8 

Quantity and quality of training in school discipline, principal phase 2 

Amount of training in activity or program, activity coordinators 

Quality of training in activity or program, activity coordinators 

Supervision or monitoring, activity coordinators 

Monitoring of implementation of discipline policies, principal phase 2 - See 
questionnaire item 137 

Principal's performance appraisal depends on discipline management, principal 
phase 2 - See questionnaire item 138 

Program structure 

Standardization, activity coordinators 

.Integration with school operations 

Planning, teachers 

E15 

E16 

E16 

E17 

El 8 

E19 
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~~ ~ 

Category and Specific Measure Table 

Degree of local initiative in use of Safe and Drug Free School and Community 
funds, principal phase 2 - See questionnaire item 145 

a 
Local responsibility for developing discipline practices, principal phase 2 

Variety of information sources used in selection of discipline practices, principal 
phase 2 

Local responsibility (school insiders) for program initiation, activity coordinators 

School district responsibility for program initiation, activity coordinators 

E20 

E2 1 

E22 

E22 

Variety of information sources used to select program or activity, activity 
coordinators 

Amount of provider's job related to prokam or activity - See item 37 in the 
prevention, curriculum, instruction, or training activity questionnaire 

Activity is part of regular school program - See item 38 in the prevention, 
curriculum, instruction, or training activity questionnaire 

Provider is full-time - See item 32 in the prevention, curriculum, instruction, or 
training activity questionnaire 

Paid workers deliver program or activity - See item 33 in the prevention, 
curriculum, instruction, or training activity questionnaire 

Local initiative versus Safe-and-Drug-Free-Schools-and-Communities 
coordinator initiative, principal phase 2 - See questionnaire item 145 

E23 

Program or activity feasibility 

Obstacles to program implementation, activity coordinators 

Timing of activity, activity coordinators - See item 30 in the prevention, 
curriculum, instruction, or training activity questionnaire 

Level of disorder or problem behavior in the school 

School safety, teachers 

School safety, students 

Classroom orderliness, teachers 

E24 

E25 

E26 

E27 

E28 

E29 

Victimization, teachers 

Victimization, students 
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Category and Specific Measure Table 

Selectivity, principal phase 1 

Magnet for problem students, principal phase 1 

School crime, principal phase 2 

Gang problems, principal phase 2 

Last-year variety drug use, students 

Delinquent behavior, students 

Community characteristics 

Concentrated poverty and disorganization, 1990 census 

Urbanicity, 1990 census 

Immigration and crowding, 1990 census 

Discretionary prevention activity quality 

Amount of training, activity coordinators - See item 43 in the prevention, 
curriculum, instruction, or training activity questionnaire 

Best practices with respect to content, activity coordinators 

Prevention curriculum, instruction or training 

Behavioral programming or behavior modification 

Classroom organization and management 

Improvements to instructional practices or methods 

Best practices with respect to methods, activity coordinators 

Prevention curriculum, instruction or training 

Behavioral programming or behavior modification 

Counseling, social work, psychological or therapeutic activity, n.e.c. 

Individual attention such as mentoring or coaching, n.e.c. 

Tutoring, n.e.c. 

Classroom organization and management 

Improvements to instructional practices or methods 

E30 

E3 1 

E32 

E33 

E34 

E35 

E36 

E36 

E36 

k:; . . .  

E37 

E38 

E39 

E40 

E4 1 

E42 

E43 

E44 

E45 

E46 
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Category and Specific Measure Table 

Security and surveillance E47 

E48 

E49 

Level of use, activity coordinators 

Frequency of operation, activity coordinators 

Duration, activity coordinators - See item 29 in the prevention, curriculum, 
instruction, or training activity questionnaire 

Frequency of student participation, activity coordinators - See item 28 in the 
prevention, curriculum, instruction, or train@ activity questionnaire 

Number of lessodsessions, activity coordinators - See item 27 in the 
prevention, curriculum, instruction, or training activity questionnaire 

Intensity, activity coordinators E50 

Frequency of staff participation, activity coordinators 

Ratio of providers to students in the school, activity coordinators - See page 4-7 

Proportion of students exposed or participating, activity coordinators - See page 
4-7 

E5 1 

4.2 

4.2 

School-wide discipline 

Communication and documentation, principal phase 2 

Range of appropriate responses to misconduct, principal phase 2 

Range of responses to desirable conduct, principal phase 2 

Disciplinarian consistency, principal phase 2 

Predictable disciplinary decision making, principal phase 2 

Objectives 

E52 

E53 

E54 

E55 

E56 

Variety of activity objectives, activity coordinators E57 
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Table El 
Item Content of Teacher Morale Scale 

Students here don't really care about the school. (-) 

Our problems in this school are so big that it is unrealistic to expect teachers to make much of 

I feel my ideas are listened to and used in this school. (+) 

I want to continue working with the kind of students I have now. (+) 

a dent in them. (-) 

Please indicate which of the following descriptors are mostly true of the teaching faculty of 
your school and which are mostly false about the faculty. 

Apathetic (-) 

Cohesive (+) 

Enthusiastic (+) 

Frustrated (-) 

. -.. Satisfied (+) - t 

Tense (-) 

Unappreciated (-1 
- .  Note. Response of above items were "true" or "false." Scoring direction is indicated in .- f 

parentheses at the end of each line. Adapted from the Eflective School Battery copyright 431984, 
1999 by Gary D. Gottfkedson, Ph.D. Reproduced by special permission of the publisher, 
Gottfkedson Associates, Inc., Ellicott City, Maryland 21042. Not to be further reproduced 
without written permission of the publisher. 
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Table E2 
Item Content of Teacher Organizational Focus Scale 0 
This school clearly signals to faculty and staff what performance is expected of them. (+) 

Rules and operating procedures are clear and explicit in this school. (+) 

It is difficult to determine what is expected of a person in this school. (-) 

The goals of this school are clear. (+) 

Everyone understands what behavior will be rewarded in this school. (+) 

Some persons in positions of power or authority in this school have conflicting expectations 

Everyone here is working towards the same ends. (+) 

In this school, people who accomplish the same thing are rewarded in the same way. (+) 

People are ofken confused about what objective they should go for in this school. (-) 

for others. (-) 

In this school people know what to do and when to do it. (+) 

People know how to achieve rewards here. (+) 

People have often said that it is difficult to decide what aims to work towards in this school. (-) 

This school simultaneously pursues many conflicting goals. (-) 

My school has a clear focus. (+) 

My school is tom up by leaders with different agendas. (-) 

Rules and procedures are often ignored in this school. (-) 
Notes. Respondents were presented with a list of statements to show how well each described 
their school. Possible responses were "false," "mostly false," "mostly true," and "true." Scoring 
direction is indicated in parentheses at the end of each line. Adapted from the Organizational 

further reproduced without written permission of the authors. 

- 
7- Focus Questionnaire copyright 0 1996 by Gary D. Gottfkdson and John L. Holland. Not to be 
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Table E3 
Item Content of School Amenability to Program Implementation Scale for Principals (Phase 2) 

Special programs and projects are worth the effort here. (+) 

Faculty are open to identifying and trying to solve problems. (+) 

Teachers help in making changes when they are needed. (+) 

We take the time to plan for changes before we put them in place. (+) 

Teachers openly discuss problems. (+) 

Teams of faculty members work together to accomplish something of importance. (+) 

Faculty are attuned to pressure from the community about education in this school. (+) 

Faculty are aware of school district demands. (+) 

Teachers in this school resist changes. (-) 
Note. Principals were presented with a list of statements to describe their general experience in the 
school in working with teachers to put educational and other programs in place. Possible responses were 
"often," "sometimes," and "rarely." Scoring direction is indicated in parentheses at the end of each line. 
Copyright Q 1997,2000 Gottffedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission 
of Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 

Table E4 
Item Content of School Amenability to Program Implementation Scale for Activity Coordinators 

Special programs and projects are worth the effort here. (+) 

Faculty are open to identifying and trying to solve problems. (+) 

Teachers help in making changes when they are needed. (+) 

We take the time to plan for changes before we put them in place. (+) 

Teachers openly discuss problems. (+) 

Teams of faculty members work together to accomplish something of importance. (+) 

Faculty are attuned to pressure from the community about education in this school. (+) 

Faculty are aware of school district demands. (+) 

Teachers in this school resist changes imposed from outside the school. (-) 

Teachers in this school resist change. (-) 

The school obtains many resources from the community. (+) 
Note. Respondents were asked about their ,experiences in deveioping programs to implement in their 
school. Responses for the items were "often," "sometimes," and "rarely." Score is the mean of the items. 
Scoring direction is indicated in parentheses at the end of each line. Copyright Q 1997,2000 
Gottfredson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission of Gottfkdson Associates, 
Inc. 
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Table E5 
Item Content of Teacher-Administration Obstacles to Implementation Scale a 

~~ 

Many teachers will identify obstacles rather than cooperate (+) 

We have a list of problems, but there is disagreement on the most important ones to 

Getting cooperation from teachers is like pulling teeth (+) 

Every teacher can be counted on to help (-) 

Faculty or administrators avoid attempts to solve difficult problems (+) 

Something thwarts the plan at the outset (+) 

Something interferes with the success of the activity (+) 

address (+) 

F? _- 

Teachers avoid letting the principal know about problems they are having (+) 

Teachers in this school resist changes imposed from outside the school (+) 

Faculty or administrators identify obstacles to desired programs and develop strategies to 

Teachers share infomation with the principal only when required (+) 

Teams of faculty members work together to accomplish something of importance (-) 

cope with them (-) 

.- '". ~ 

* I  
Note. Principals were asked about their experience related to the above items. Possible 
responses to the first four items were "yes," or "no." Possible responses to the rest of the items 
were "often," "sometimes," and "seldom." Scoring direction is indicated in parentheses at the 
end of each line. Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced 
without written permission of Gottfkedson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E6 
Item Content of School Capaciv for Program Development ,%ale 

This school obtains many resources fiom the community. (+) 

There is little the school can do about the problems it inherits from the community. (-) 

Much of the problem behavior displayed by students who get into trouble is due to causes 

How much involvement in school affairs do parents have in your school? (very much = +) 

Think about special programs that have been initiated in your school in past years. How 

Is it easy or difficult to recruit new staff(or replace existing staff) with first-rate teachers? 

beyond the school's control (poverty, family, discrimination). (-) 

would you describe these programs on the whole? (usually successes = +) 

(easy = +) 
Note. Principals were asked about their experience related to the above items. Possible 
responses to the first three items were "often," "sometimes," and "seldom." Possible responses to 
the next item were "none," "a little," "some," "fairly much," and "very much." Possible 
responses to the next item were "usually failures - a waste of time or worse," "unproductive - 

usually benefitted the school or our students," and "usually successes - have produced important 
usually did not amount to much," "mixed - sometimes helpful and sometimes not," "helpful - 

benefits." Possible responses to the last item were "it is easy to fill openings with first rate 
teachers," "our openings are usually filled by really good teachers," Itit is sometimes difficult to 

-, * .c+ 

., -* -_ 2 
find a really good teacher for an opening," "it is usually difficult to obtain good teachers to fill 
openings," and "openings are often filled by poor teachers." Scoring direction is indicated in 
parentheses at the end of each line. Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc. Not to 
be reproduced without written permission of Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 

:"%y 

Table E7 
Item Content of Open Problem Identification Scale 

The school has not listed problems to address (-) 

Faculty, administrators and staff have agreed on one or two problems to address (+) 

We have publicly announced one or two top problems to address as a school (+) 
Note. Principals were asked about directing their efforts at a few matters of priority. Possible 
responses were "yes," or "no." Scoring direction is indicated in pumtheses at the end of each 
line. Copyright 8 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written 
permission of Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E8 
Item Content of Faculty-Administration Communication &ale 

a 
Teachers report their successful experiences directly to the principal 

Teachers report problems they are experiencing directly to the principal 
Note. Principals were asked how often the above statements described the communication 
between the principal and teachers in the school. Possible responses were "ofken," "sometimes," 
and "seldom." Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced 
without written permission of Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 

Table E9 
How Teacher Turnover and School Enrollment Were Measured 

5: 3 . .  
, ,; 

- 

Tumover 

Principals reported the number of full time teachers in the current V;) and previous (&) year. 
Separately they reported the number of teachers new to the school this year (nl). Turnover 
was calculated as follows: 

forfi -h > 0, t = W n ,  - V; -h)I/fo; 
forfi -fo I 0, t = loonl/(& + Cr; -&). 

(1) 

(2) 
Small negative values were trimmed to 0 for a few cases. t was made missing for the nine 
schools with t = 100, assuming errors in reporting. This made no substantive difference in the 
correlations reported. 

Enrollment 

Principals were asked, "How many students are currently enrolled in your school?" Their 
open-ended numerical responses were compared with other information about enrollment fiom 
the Common Core of Data and data provided by Market Data Retrieval. When substantial 
discrepancies occurred, schools were contacted by telephone for clarification. 
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Table E10 
Item Content of Teacher Administrator Leadership Scale 

~ 

The school's administration makes it easy to get supplies, equipment, or arrangements needed 
for instruction. (+) 

In your opinion, how well do teachers and administrators get along at your school? (+) 

Administrators and teachers collaborate toward making the school run effectively. (+) 

There is little administrator-teacher tension in this school. (+) 

Our principal is a good representative of our school before the superintendent and the board. 
(+I 

The principal is aware of and lets staff members and students know when they have done 

Teachers or students can arrange to deviate fiom the prescribed program of the school. (+) 

Teachers feel fiee to communicate with the principal. (+) 

The administration is supportive of teachers. (+) 

It is hard to change established procedures here. (+) 

The principal of our school is informal. (+) 

something particularly well. (+) 

The principal of our school is open to staff input. (+) 
Note. Response for the first item was "strongly agree," "agree somewhat," "disagree somewhat," 
and "strongly disagree." Response for the next item was ''not well," "fairly well," "very well," 
and "does not apply." Responses for the rest of the items were "true" or "false." Scoring 
direction is indicated in parentheses at the end of each line. Adapted fiom the Eflective School 
Battery copyright 01984,1999 by Gary D. Gottfredson, PbD. Reproduced by special 
permission of the publisher, Gottfredson Associates, Inc., Ellicott City, Maryland 2 1042. Not to 
be further reproduced without written permission of the publisher. 

-" .* 
I. ~. 
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Table El 1 
Item Content of Principal Leadership Behavior Scale 

Supervision and feedback 

Discuss quality of work performance with staff members 

Review teacher performance with individual teachers in a formal evaluation 

Mention observed strengths and weaknesses in performance to teachers at the time of observation 

Communicate performance expectations 

Consideration 

. .  

.- 
, "1 . .  

Check with teachers before making changes that may affect them 

Praise teachers or recognize effective staff performance 

Being patient with and helpful to faculty 

Offer support or sympathy when a staff member experiences a difficulty 

Presence and visibility 

Tour the school to establish my presence 

Observe teacher's instruction and classroom management practices 

Use reason or passion to generate staff commitment to tasks 

Plan staff meetings 

Planning 

Formally assess the needs or problems of the school 

Evaluate the effectiveness of existing school practices 

Discuss alternative plans for school improvement with staff, district personnel, or communiQ 
members 

Review progress on improvement plans with individual staff members 

Set school improvement gods, taking into account such things as time, resources, obstacles, and cost 

Other 

Assign responsibilities to teachers 

Establish policies or standard operating procedures to cover most day-to-day decisions 
Note. Principals were asked to rate their leadership emphasis in their work to lead the school. Possible 
responses for their emphasis on each work activity were "top," "high," "some," and "little." The total 
leadership behavior scale is composed of all items. CopyrightOi997,2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
Not to be reproduced without A t t e n  permission from Gottfredson Associates. 
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Table E12 
Item Content of Accomplishment Record 

Principal scale 
~~~ 

Conducted a formal training workshop for other principals 

Been elected an officer in a local, state, or national educational organization 

Presented an address on an educational, social, or scientific topic before a commUnity group 

Published a paper in an educational journal or magazine or authored a book that was 

Received an award or honor for your performance as a principal fiom a school system for 

Served as a paid consultant on educational problems outside your own school system 

Been appointed by a local or state school superintendent to serve on a committee or task force 

other than at your school (e.g., service club, church, or business group) 

commercially published 

which you worked 

involving educators from diverse locations 

~~ 

Conducted a formal training workshop for other educators 
. _  . ., . 

Prepared a detailed budget proposal for a project .* 
3.2 Presented an address before a community group other than at your school (e.g., service club, 

church, or business group) .-...+ 

Written a program manual 

Received an award or honor for your performance as an educator 

Been appointed by a principal or other administrator to serve on a committee or task force 
involving educators from more than one school 

Used revenue and expenditure reports to manage the budget for a project 

Supervised the work of another educator 

Raised money for a program 

Developed an instructional method or plan adopted by other educators 

Organized a group of three or more people to develop a plan for a program 

Observed someone else at work and provided advice on how their work could be improved 
Note. Respondents were asked to describe their background and experiences. Responses for the 
items were "yes," or "no." Copyright 01 997,2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc., Ellicott City, 
Maryland 2 1042. Not to be reproduced without written permission of Gottfkdson Associates, 
Inc. 
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Table El3 
Illustrative Items for the Conscientiousness Scale 

careful (+) 

Careless (-) 

Negligent (-) 

Organized (+) 
Note. Respondents were presented with a list of twenty adjectives to describe themselves and 
their leadership style. Possible responses were "yes, I am very much like this," "yes, I am like 
this," "no, I am not like this," and "no, I am not at all like this." Scoring direction is indicated in 
parentheses at the end of each line. Adapted iiom the unipolar markers for conscientiousness 
developed by Goldberg (1 992). 
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Table E14 
Questions Pertaining to Discretionary Prevention Activities ' Degree of Assurance for Funding 
and of Budget Control, and About Safe and Drug-Free School and Community Act Funds for 
School Prevention Activity 

Assured fundhg 

Activity coordinators were asked "To what extent is necessary funding for the program assured 
for the next school year?" Respondents marked one answer to indicate whether "no fun- is 
required" or whether funding was "certain," "probable," "doubtful," or "will not be funded." 
Certain funding and no funding required were coded as "assured" funding. 

Budget control 

Activity coordinators responded to the following: 

Which of the following best describes the budget control for these activities? (Mark one.) 

0 The person responsible for the activity in this school has direct control (signature authority) 
over this budget. 

0 Someone in this school other than the person who organizes or is responsible for the activity 
has direct control (signature authority) over this budget. 

0 Someone outside the school controls the funds for this activity. 
0 This activity has no funds to control. 

A score of 1 (last option) to 4 (first option) was employed. 

Safe and Drug Free School and Community Act funding for any prevention activities 

Principals responded to the following: 

Do safe and Drug-Free School and Community Act funds support any of the prevention activities 
in your school? (Mark one.) 

.'.-i . . ., . . "  

0 Yes 
0 No 

Don'tknow 
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Table El  5 
Item Content of Quality and Quantity of Training in Discipline Scale a 

-. 

~~~~~ 

How much initial in-service training in school discipline procedures was completed by 
administrators, staff, or faculty who manage discipline in this school? (Do not include training 
in classroom management or behavior management other than school-wide discipline policies 
and procedures.) 

The presentation was clear and organized. 

Principles to be followed were presented. 

Principles were illustrated with examples. 

Participants practiced applying the principles. 

Participants received feedback on their performance in applying the principles. 

Participants' questions and concerns about possible obstacles in applying the principles were 
addressed. 

How much formal follow-up training on school discipline was completed by the average 
individual who manages discipline? 

Note. Principals were asked about the training in school discipline completed by administrators, 
faculty or stafT who manage discipline in the school. For the first item above, possible responses 

days," and "4 days or more." For the next six items, possible responses were ''yes" or "no." For 
the last item, possible responses were "none," "one occasion," "two occasions," and "three or 
more occasions." Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced 
without written permission of Gottfkedson Associates, Inc. 

."." 
F> 

" 1  -- .''e r.l were "none," "short demonstration or orientation only," "one-half day," "one fid1 day," "2 or 3 

1. - 
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Table E 16 
Item Content of Amount of Training and Quality of Training Scales 

Amount of training 
~ ~~ ~ 

How much initial in-service training was completed by the average individual applying these 
methods?' 

How much formal follow-up training was completed by the average individual who applies 
? b  

Is on-going coaching, facilitation, or support provided for those who conduct ?" 

Quality of training 

If there was in-service training, which of the following describe the training? 

The presentation was clear and org&d. 

Principles to be followed were presented. 

Principles were illustrated with examples. 

Participants practiced applying the principles. 

Participants received feedback on their performance in applying the principles. 

Participants' questions and concerns about possible obstacles in applying the principles 

Note. For amount of training, items are standardized and averaged to create scale. For quality of 
training, responses for the items were "yes," or "no." Score is the number of "yes" responses. 
For program category "Youth Participation in School Discipline," two versions of the scale are 
computed. The first pertains to the training of the students operating the program. The second 
pertains to the training of the adults who supervise these students. Copyright 0 1997,2000 
Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission of Gottfiedson 
Associates, Inc. 
a Possible responses were "none," "short demonstration or orientation only," "one-half day," "one 
full day," "2 or 3 days," and "4 days or more." 

occasions." 

were addressed. 

Possible responses were "none," "one occasion," "two occasions," and "three or more 

Possible responses were "yes" or "no." 
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Table E17 
Item Content of Activity Coordinator Supervision or Monitoring Scale a 
Does a supervisor directly observe [this program or practice] as it takes place? 

Is [the person responsible for conducting the program] required to keep records documenting 
the activity? 

$2 . .. 

Does the personnel appraisal for the lperson responsible for the program] depend on 
performance in this activity? 

Note. Possible responses for the first question were "No direct observation," "About once a 
year," "More than once a year, but less than once a month," and "Once a month or more." 
Responses for the second question were "NO," "Sometimes," "Usually," and "Always." Possible 
responses for the last question were "No," "Probably not," "Yes, a supervisor may take this 
aspect of the work into consideration," and "Yes, a supervisor's assessment explicitly considers 
the performance of this aspect of the work." Score is the average of the three responses. For 
program category "Youth Participation in School Discipline," two versions of the scale are 
computed. The first pertains to the supervision of the students operating the program. The 
second pertains to the adults who supervise these students. Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfredson 
Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission of Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 

Table E 18 
Item Content of Standardization 

Is there an instructor's manual? _1 . -.1 

Are videos, films, or other audio-visual aids used in this program? 

Are the specific activities to be carried out or methods to be used described in written form? 

Do instructors have lists of the materials to be used during lessons? 

Are reproducible materials, handouts, overheads, or other audio-visual aids provided to the 
teachers? 

Note. Possible responses for the first question were "No," "There is a manual, but not in the 
school," "Yes, there is a copy of the manual in the school," "Yes, each person conducting the 
instruction or training has a manual," "Yes, instructors follow the manual closely in delivering 
instruction or training," "Yes, there is a mechanism to ensure that instructors follow the manual 
in delivering instruction or training." Possible responses for the second question were "No," 
"Yes, optional," and "Yes, required." Possible responses for questions three and four were "No," 
"Sometimes," "Usually," and "Always." Possible response5 for the last question were "None 
required," "No," 'ISometimes," "Usually," and "Always." Score is the mean of the standardized 
items. Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without 
written permission of Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E19 
Item Content of Teacher PZanning Scale 

How often do you work on a p l h i n g  committee with other teachers or administrators from 
your school? (+) 

The principal encourages experimentation in teaching. (+) 

Teacher evaluation is used in improving teacher performance. (+) 

Are the following statements mostly true or mostly false about the principal of your school? 

Plans effectively (+) 

Progressive (+) 

Please indicate which of the following descriptors are mostly true of the teaching faculty of 
your school and which are mostly false about the facuZty. 

Conservative (-) 

Innovative (+) 

Open to Change (+) 

Traditional (-) 
Note. Response for the first item was ''several times a month," "about once a month," and "less 
than once a month." Responses for the rest of the items were "true" or "false." Scoring direction 
is indicated in parentheses at the end of each line. Adapted from the E'ective School Buttery 
copyright 01984,1999 by Gary D. Gottfiedson, Ph.D. Reproduced by special permission of the 
publisher, Gottfiedson Associates, Inc., Ellicott City, Maryland 21042. Not to be further 
reproduced without written permission of the publisher. 
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Table E20 
Item Content of Local Development of Discipline Practices Scale 

How much remnsibili@ did the following have in developing your school's discipline 
practices? 

Administrators in this school 

Teachers 

Other school staff 

Students 

Parents ..+- 
f . -* ' -.. 

Note. Possible responses were "Top," "High," "Some," and "Little." 

Table E2 1 
Item Content of Variety of Information Sources Used in the Selection of Discipline Practices 

Did the following sources of infomation influence the selection of discipline practices in your 
school? 

. .  

. .. . .. , ._, . ." .: 

Another principal or other principals 

Conferences in school district 

Conferences outside school district 

Marketing infomation (e.g., brochures) 

Outcome evaluation data 

Research publications 

School needs assessment data 
Note. Possible responses were "yes," or "no." 
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Table E22 
Item Content of Responsibility for Program Initiation Scales 

Local responsibility 

Classroom teachers 

Clerical or secretarial staff  

Custodial staff  

Food service staff 

Family liaison workers 

Librarians 

Maintenance or repair workers 

Paraprofessionals 

Parents 

Principal 

School-based planning team 

Security personnel 

Students 

Vice Principal 

School district responsibility 

District-level coordinators or supervisors 

Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Community Coordinator 

School board 

Superintendent 
Note. Respondents were asked how much responsibility each of the above persons or groups had 

1 :- 

in getting the program started in their school. Responses for the items wer; "very much," - 
"much," "not much," and "none." Score is the man of the items. 
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Table E23 
Item Content of Variety of Information Sources Used to Select Program Scale 

People with jobs similar to mine 

Professional conferences or meetings inside my school district 

Professional conferences or meetings outside my school district 

Marketing brochures, videos or other information 

Formal outcome evaluation data from a previous demonstration of the program or practice 

Publications summarizing research on what works to prevent problem behavior or to increase school 
safety 

done specifically for your school 
Formal needs assessment (e.g. collection or compilation of data to identify areas for improvement) 

Note. Respondents were asked which of the above sources of information were used to select the 
program or practice for their school. Responses for the items were "yes" or "no." Score is the number of 
items marked "yes." 

Table E24 
Item Content of Obstacles to Program Implementation Scale 

Special equipment 

Special supplies 

Unusual transportation 

I.. . -  . 5 

.i . 3;. 

: ..! .--;.- 

Parent or community volunteers 

Releasing school staff from their regular job duties 

Staff to provide voluntary service beyond their job description 

The provision of child care services 

Additional personnel not usually available to the school 

Additional space, or the use of school space at an unusual time 

Unusual levels of communication and coordination 

Cash to purchase goods or services 

Other @lease specz>) 
Note. Respondents were asked if the program required any of the above. Responses for the items were 
"yes" or "no." Score is the number of the items marked "yes." Copyright Q 1997,2000 Gottfkedson 
Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission of Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E25 
Item Content of Teacher School Safety scale 

At your school during school hours, how safe from vandalism, personal attacks, and theft is 
each of the following places? 

Your classroom while teaching 

Empty classrooms 

Hallways and stairs 

The cafeteria 

The restrooms used by the students 

Locker room or gym 

Parking lot 

Elsewhere outside on school grounds 
Note. Respondents were presented with a list of possible areas where they may or may not feel 
safe. Response of items were "very unsafe," "fairly unsafe," "average," "fairly safe," "very safe," 
and ''does not apply." Adapted from the Efective SchooZ Battery copyright 81984, 1999 by 
Gary D. Gottfredson, Ph.D. Reproduced by special permission of the publisher, Goeedson 

permission of the publisher. 
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Table E26 
Item Content of Student School Safety Scale 0 

;ir 
, .r 4 -: 
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How often do you feel safe while in your school building? (+) 

How often are you afraid that someone will hurt or bother you at school? (-) 

How often are you afi-aid someone will hurt you on the wav to or from school? (-) 

Do you usually stav away fiom any of the following places because someone might hurt or 
bother you there? 

The shortest way to the school or bus (-) 

Any entrances into the school (-) 

Any hallways or stairs in the school (-) 

Parts of the school cafeteria (-) 

Any school restrooms (-) 

Other places inside school building (-) 

Other places on the school grounds (-) 

This year in school have you. . . 

Had to fight to protect yourself? (-) 

Seen a teacher threatened by a student? (-) 

Seen a teacher hit or attacked by a student? (-) 
Note. Responses to the first three items were "almost always," "sometimes," and "almost never." 
Responses for the rest of the items were "yes," or "no." Scoring direction is indicated in 
parentheses at the end of each line. Adapted from the Efective SchuoZ Battery copyright 0 1  984, 
1999 by Gary D. Gottfkedson, Ph.D. Reproduced by special permission of the publisher, 
Gottfredson Associates, Inc., Ellicott City, Maryland 2 1042. Not to be further reproduced 
without written permission of the publisher. 
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Table E27 
Item Content of Teacher Classroom Orderliness Scale 

Students pay attention in class. (+) 

Students take things that do not belong to them. (-) 

Students do what I ask them to do. (+) 

Students destroy or damage property. (-) 

Students talk at inappropriate times. (-) 

Students make disruptive noises (like yelling, animal noises, tapping, etc.). (-) 

Students try to physically hurt other people (by tripping, hitting, throwing objects, etc.). (-) 

Students tease other students. (-) 

Students make threats to others or curse at others. (-) 

Students are distracted by the misbehavior of other students. (-) 

The classroom activity comes to a stop because of discipline problems. (-) 

I spend more time disciplining than I do teaching. (-) 

How much of your time in the classroom is directed to coping with disruptive student 
behavior? (-) 

How much does the behavior of some students in your classroom (talking, fighting, etc.) keep 

Note. Responses for the first 12 items were %lmost always," "often," "sometimes," "seldom," 
and "never." Response for the next item was "none of my time," "some time each day," "about 
half of my time," and "most of my time." Response for the last item was "a great deal," "a fair 
amount," "not very much," and "not at all." Scoring direction is indicated in parentheses at the 
end of each line. Adapted fiom a research edition of the Efecfive School Battery copyright 
01990,1999 by Gary D. Gottfiedson, Ph.D. Reproduced by special permission of the publisher, 
Gottfredson Associates, Inc., Ellicott City, Maryland 21042. Not to be further reproduced 
without written permission of the publisher. 

you fiom teaching? (-) 
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Table E28 
Item Content of Teacher Victimization Scale a 
This year in school have any of the following happened to you personally in this school? 

Damage to personal property worth more than $10.00 

Theft of personal property worth less than $10.00 

Theft of personal property worth more than $10.00 

Was physically attacked and had to see a doctor 

Was physically attacked but not seriously enough to see a doctor 

Received obscene remarks or gestures fiom a student 

Was threatened in remarks by a student 

Had a weapon pulled on me 
Note. Responses were "true" or "false." Adapted with permission from the Personal Security 
Scale of the Eflective School Battery copyright 01984,1999 by Gary D. Gottfiedson, Ph.D. 
Reproduced by special permission of the publisher, Gottfredson Associates, Inc., Ellicott City, 
Maryland 2 1042. Not to be further reproduced without written permission of the publisher. 

Table E29 
- <  Item Content of Student Victimization Scale 

This year in school, did anyone steal something worth less than $1 fiom your desk, locker, or 
. *  

other place at school? 

This year in school, did anyone steal something worth $1 or more fiom your desk, locker, or 

At school this year, did anyone physically attack and hurt you? 

At school this year, did anyone force you to hand over money or things worth less than $l?  

At school this year, did anyone take money or things worth $1 or more directly fiom you by 

At school this year, did anyone threaten you with a beating? 

At school this year, did anyone threaten you with a knife? 

other place at school? 

force, weapons, or threats? 

Note. Responses were "yes," or "no." Adapted with permission fiom the Personal Security Scale 
of the EHective School Battery copyright 0 1  984,1999 by Gary D. Gottfredson, Ph.D. 
Reproduced by special permission of the publisher, Gottfiedson Associates, Inc., Ellicott City, 
Maryland 21042. Not to be M e r  reproduced without written permission of the publisher. - 
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Table E30 
Item Content of Selectivity Scale 

Admission fees or tuition 

Scholarships or tuition waivers 

Selective admissions practices (e.g., high test scores, good conduct, high grade average, or 
other entry requirements) 

Student recruitment programs 

Preference for students of a particular religion, faith, culture, ethnicity, or political 
inclination 

Note. Principals were asked if their school used any of these activities or arrangements that 
influence who attends their school. Possible responses were ''yes," or "no." 

Table E3 1 
Item Content of Magnet for Problem Students Scale . .  

.:i 
~~ 

Assignment of students with behavior or adjustment problems to this school 

Assignment of students with academic or learning problems to this school 

-- Assignment of students under court or juvenile services supervision to this school . >  

Note. Principals were asked if their school used any of the above activities or arrangements that 
influence who attends their school. Possible responses were "yes," or %o." 
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Table E32 
Item Content of School Crime Scale 

Physical attack or fight with a weapon 

Physical attack or fight without a weapon 

Robbery - the taking of things directly from a person by force 

TheWlarceny - the taking of things without personal confrontation 

Vandalism - damage or destruction of school property 
Note. Principals were asked how many incidents involving each type of the above crimes or 
offenses occurred at their school during the 1997-98 school year. Respondents reported the 
number of incidents in which police or other law enforcement representatives wre contacted. 
Scale was scored as the sum of standardized log-transformed number of incidents of each type. 

Table E33 
Item Content of Gang-Problem Scale 

Are gangs a problem in the school? 

Are gangs a problem in the community? - 
Note. Principals were told that a "gang" is a somewhat organized group, sometimes having turf 
concerns, symbols, special dress or colors. A gang has a special interest in violence for status- 
providing purposes and is recognized as a gang by its members and by others. Possible 
responses were "yes" or "no." 

,:e 

E-29 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Tiible E34 
Item Content of Student Last Year Variety Llrug Use Scale 

0 
In the last 12 months, have you . . . 

Sold marijuana or other drugs? 

Smoked cigarettes? 

Used smokeless tobacco? 

Drunk beer, wine, or "hard liquor? 

Gone to school when you were drunk or high on some drugs? 

Sniffed glue, paint, or other spray? 

Other than for medical reasons, in the last 12 months have you. . . 
Smoked marijuana (weed, grass, pot, hash, ganja)? 

Taken hallucinogens (LSD, mescaline, PCP, peyote, acid)? 

Taken sedatives (barbiturates, downers, quaaludes, reds)? 

Taken amphetamines (uppers, speed, whites)? 

Taken tranquilizers (Valium, Librium)? 

Taken heroine (horse, smack)? 

Taken cocaine (coke)? 

Used crack? 

- .  
.. . . . .  . 

/. 
. ..= -.. 

Used other narcotics (codeine, Demerol, dilaudid)? 

Taken steroids? ++ 

- Y  

Note. Responses were ''yes" or "no." Adapted with permission fiom What About You (Form DC) 

further reproduced without written permission fiom Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 
=g ' copyright 0 1994,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc., Ellicott City, Maryland 2 1042. Not to be - L  
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Table E35 
Item Content of Student Delinquent Behavior Scale 

In the last 12 months have you . . . 
Purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to a school? 

Purposely damaged or destroyed other Dropem that did not belong to you, not counting 

Stolen or tried to steal something worth more than $50? 

Carried a hidden weapon other than a pocket knife? 

Been involved in gang fights? 

Hit or threatened to hit a teacher or other adult at school? 

Hit or threatened to hit other students? 

Taken a car for a ride (or drive) without the owner's permission? 

family or school property? 

?+? &-e 

. .  
Used force or strong-arm methods to get money or things from a person? 

Stolen or tried to steal things worth less than S O ?  

Stolen or tried to steal something at school, such as someone's coat from a classroom, 
locker, or cafeteria, or a book from the library? 

Broken into or tried to break into a building or car to steal something or just to look 
around? 

Belonged to a gang that has a name and engages in fighting, stealing, or selling drugs? 
Note. Responses were "yes," or "no." Adapted with permission fiom what About You (Form 
DC) copyright 01994,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc., Ellicott City, Maryland 21042. Not to 
be M e r  reproduced without written permission fiom Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E36 
Marker Variables for Three Community Characteristics Indicators Based on 1990 Census 
Data for School Zip Code Areas 

Concentrated Poverty and Disorganization 

Average household public assistance income. 

Ratio of households with children which are female-headed to households with children which 
have husband and wife present. 

Proportion of households below median income. 

Ratio of persons below 1.24 times the poverty income level to persons above that level. 

Ratio of divorced or separated persons to married persons with spouse present. 

Male unemployment rate. 

Female unemployment rate. 

Proportion of housing units not owner-occupied. 

Urbanicity 

Proportion of population living in an urbanized area. 

Population size. 

Proportion of persons aged 25 years and over college educated. 

Immigration and Crowding 

Ratio of households with five or more persons to other households. 

Proportion of households not English speaking. 

.. . . .. . 

.. -. . . .  

. .  
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Table E37 
Items Included in Best Practices Scale: Content -Prevention Curriculum, Instruction or 
Training 

Which of the following topics is covered by this instruction or training? 

Social influence (e.g., recognizing and resisting social influences to engage in 
misbehavior; recognizing and resisting risky situations, refusal or resistance skills 
training; assertiveness training) 

Social problem solving skills (e.g., identifying problem situations, generating alternative 
solutions, evaluating consequences, decision making) 

Self-management (e.g., personal goal-setting, self-monitoring, self-reidorcement, self- 
punishment) 

Attribution (e.g., attributing the cause of events or circumstances to ones own behavior -- 
as in teaching students that poor grades are due to insufficient effort on the part of the 
student rather than the task being too difficult) 

verbal communication, negotiating) 
Communication skills (e.g., interpreting and processing social cues, understanding non- 

Emotional control (e.g., anger management, stress control) 

Emotional perspective taking (e.g., anticipating the perspectives or reactions of others) 

Please indicate the main instructional strategies used in this program. 

Behavioral modeling (including use of peer models or videotapes to demonstrate a new 
skill) 

Role-playing 

Rehearsal and practice of new skill 

Use of cues to remind individual to display a behavior 
Note. Responses for the items were "yes," or "no." Score is the proportion of these activities 
selected. Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without 
written permission of Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E38 a 
Items Included in Best Practices Scale: Content -Behavioral Programming or Behavior 
Modification 

Which of the following describe this activity? 

Individual behavioral or behavior modification programs (e.g., programs in which the 

Token economy systems in which individuals earn tokens for meeting specified goals 

Individual education plans in which rewards or punishments in school are contingent on 

Individual behavioral plans in which rewards or punishments in school are contingent on 

Home-based backup reinforcement for individual behavior in school 

Group or classroom behavior modification programs in which the behavior of a group is 

behavior of an individual is monitored and reinforced) 

meeting individual educational goals 

meeting individual behavioral goals 

monitored and reinforced 

Token economy systems in which all members of a group or classroom participate in a 
system of earning tokens, points, or scrip for the behavior of the group as a whole 

Note. Responses for the items were "yes," or "no." Score is the proportion of these activities 
selected. Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without 
written permission of Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E39 
Items Included in Best Practices Scale: Content - Classroom Organization and Management 
Practices 

Which of the following classroom management methods are the main elements of this program? 

Management of time (e.g., reducing "down time") 

Changing physical arrangement of the classroom for jgeater efficiency, better surveillance, or to 

Establishing procedures for student transitions and mobility 

Establishing procedures for routine classroom instruction and student work 

make materials more easily accessible 

Establishing classroom rules and consequences for rule violation 

Changing procedures for student evaluation, feedback, or accountability 

Use of rewards and punishments 

Changes in the groupings of students by ability, achievement, or effort within the classroom 
Note. Responses for the items were "yes," or "no." Score is the proportion of these activities selected. 
Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfkdson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission 
of Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 

Table E40 
Items Included in Best Practices Scale: Content -Improvements to Inshzrctional Practices or 
Methods 

.- 
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Which of the following instructional strategies are the main elements of this program? 

Formal cooperative learning (e.g., Student Team Learning, Johnson and Johnson) 

Mastery learning 

Individualized instruction 

Computerized instruction 

Behavioral modeling (including use of peer models or videotapes to demonstrate a new skill) 

Role-playing 

Rehearsal and practice of new skill 

Use of cues to remind individual to display a behavior 
Note. Responses for the items were *'yes," or "no." Score is the proportion of these activities selected. 
Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfkdson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission 
of Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
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Table EA1 
Item Content ofBest Practices Scale: Methods -Prevention Curriculum, Insfruetion or Training and 
Improvements to Instructional Practices or Methods 

1. Does the instructor assess student mastery and re-teach material that has not been mastered? 

Keyed response = Yes, continual student assessment and corrective instruction is required, or Yes, the 
instructor is expected to assess student progress and alter instruction accordingly 

Which of the following describe the application of rewards for student learning when this method is used? 

2. Groups are rewarded for group accomplishmenb 

Keyed response = Yes 

3.  Individhah are rewarded for their own achievement 

Keyed response = Yes 

4. No special rewards are applied for student achievement 

Keyed response = No 
Please describe the distribution of recognition, rewards, evaluation criteria, or grades for students when this 
instructional method is used. 

5.  Rewards, recognition, or evaluation criteria are not a part of this program 

Keyed response = No 

6. Students are frequently recognized for the effort they expend 

Keyed response = Yes 

7. Students are frequently recognized for their improvement over prior levels 

Keyed response = Yes 

8. Students are frequently recognized for successful competition against students with similar levels of past 
performance 

Keyed response = Yes 

9. Teachers usually avoid calling attention to the level of individual student performance 
Keyed response = No 

10. Does this instructional method involve any of the following strategies for increasing the amount of time in 
instruction? 

Keyed response = Any affirmative response 
Note: Possible responses for the first question were "Yes, continual student assessment and corrective instruction is 
required," "Yes, the instructor is expected to assess student progress and alter instruction accordingly," "Instructors 
pretty much move through the curriculum according to schedule," and "Instructors are required to deliver 
instruction according to a schedule." Responses for questions two through nine were "yes," or "no." Possible 
responses for the last question were "No, the method does not increase instructional time," "Class periods are made 
longer," "More class periods in the day are devoted to instruction," Wetter use is made of available classroom time," 
T h e  instructional day is extended (made longer)," and "Instruction occurs over the summer." Score is the 
proportion of these items answered in the keyed direction. Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
Not to be reproduced without written permission of Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E42 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale: Methods -Behavioral Programming or Behavior Md@cation 0 
1. Are there different specific behavioral or educational goals for different individuals or groups? 

Keyed response = Yes, specific goals are set for each individual or group 

2. How often do the behavioral or educational plans involved in this program include a method of 
monitoring or tracking the behavior over time? 

Keyed response = Always 

3. How often is behavior monitored or tracked for a period of time before attempting to change it? 

Keyed response = Always 

4. How often are specific'behaviorai goals a written part of each behavioral plan? 

Keyed response = Always 

5 .  How often are the specific rewards or punishments to be applied in response to specific behaviors 
made a written part of each behavioral plan? 

Keyed response = Always 

6. How often is behavior tracked and responded to by a behavior modifier in this program? 

Keyed response = Daily or more often than daily 

7. What most often occurs when student behavior does not change when a behavior modification 
program is applied? 

Keyed response = Different reinforcers or a different schedule are sought 

8. What usually occurs when the desired changes in student behavior do occur when a behavior 
modification program is applied? 

Keyed response = The program is adjusted so that a reward is given less frequently or is more 
difficult for the individual to earn 

Note. Possible responses for the first item were "Yes, specific goals are set for each individual or 
group," "Yes, goals usually differ for different individuals or groups," 'No, goals are usually the same 
for all individuals or groups," and "Goals are always the same for all individuals or groups." Possible 
responses for questions two through five were "Always," "Usually," 'Rarely," and "Never." Possible 
responses for question six were "Monthly or less often," "Weekly," "Daily," and "More often than daily." 
Possible responses for question seven were "The program is discontinued," "A nonbehavioral approach is 
tried," "Different reinforcers or a different schedule are sought," and "The program is continued for a 
longer period of time." Possible responses for the last question were "The program is adjusted so that a 
reward is given less frequently or is more difficult for the individual to earn," "The program is 
discontinued," "A nonbehavioral approach is substituted," and "The program is cmtinlred with no 
change." Score is the percentage of these items answered in the keyed direction. Copyright Q 1997, 
2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission of Gottfredson 
Associates, Inc. 
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Table EA3 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale: Method -Counseling, Social Work, Psychological or 
Therapeutic Activity 

1. Are f o d  assessments made to understand or diagnose the individual person or his or her 
situation? 

Keyed response = Sometimes, usually, or always 

2. Is a written diagnosis or problem statement prepared for each participant? 

Keyed response = Always 

3. Are written treatment goals developed for each participating student? 

Keyed response = Always 

4. Does the student agree to treatment plan contract? 

Keyed response = Usually or always 

5 .  Is a contract to implement a treatment plan agreed to by the client? 

Keyed response = Always 

6. Are there different specific treatment goals for different individual students? 

Keyed response = Yes, individual goals depend on individual needs as indicated by 
assessment 

7. If referrals are made, are follow-up activities conducted by school-based personnel who 
made the referral? 

Keyed response = The service provider is contacted to verify that service was provided, or 
The service provider is contacted periodically to monitor the client's progress 

8. How often do the counseling or social work plans involved in this program include a 
method of monitoring or tracking student behavior over time? 

Keyed response = Always 
Note. This category excludes counseling or therapeutic activity that involves curriculum, instruction or 
training, or behavior modification or behavior programming. Possible responses for questions one 
through five were "No," "Sometimes," "Usually," and "Always." Possible responses to the sixth question 
were "Yes, individual goals depend on individual needs as indicated by assessment," "Yes, goals differ 
from student to student," "NO, goals are generally the same for all students," and "All students are 
provided the same assistance." Possible responses to the seventh question were "Referrals are not 
made," "Contact is not usually made to follow-up on the referral," "The service provider is contacted to 
verify that service was provided," and "The service provider is contacted periodically to monitor the 
client's progress." PossibIe responses to the final question were "Always," "Usually," "Seldom," and 
"Never." Score is the percentage of these items answered in the keyed direction. Copyright 0 1997, 
2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission of Gottfredson 
Associates, Inc. 
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Table E44 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale: Methods --Mentoring or Coaching 
1. Is formal attempt made to match the individual tutor or mentor with the individual youth 

based on interests or personality? 
0 

Keyed response = Yes 

2. Does this program involve the application of rewards or reinforcers based on student 
performance or behavior? 

Keyed response = Always 

3. Is a written contract between the student and the mentor or tutor (or between the student 
and the program) signed by the student? 

Keyed response = Always 

i& .. -. . .I 

4. How often do the tutoring or mentoring plans involved in this program include a method of 
monitoring or tracking student behavior over time? 

Keyed response = Always 

5. What do the tutors, mentors, or coaches usually do with the students? Do they help them 
with social or interpersonal situations or skills (such as manners, self-control, or 
grooming)? 

Keyed response = Yes 

6. What do the tutors, mentors, or coaches usually do with the students? Do they engage in 
recreation (such as attend sporting events or movies) or eating (such as visits to 
RStaurants)? 

7. What do the tutors, mentors, or coaches usually do with the students? Do they help with 
family situations or problems? 

Keyed response = Yes 

Keyed response = Yes 

8. What do the tutors, mentors, or coaches usually do with the students? Do they help them 
prepare for employment? 

Keyed response = Yes 
Note. Excludes activities classified as instruction, behavioral programming, or counseling. 
Possible responses for the first question were "Yes" or "NO." Possible responses for questions 
two and three were "No," "Sometimes," "Usually," and "Always." Possible responses for 
question four were "Always," "Usually," "Rarely," and "Never." Possible responses for 
questions five through eight were "Yes" or "No." Score is the percentage of these items 
answered in the keyed direction. Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to 
be reproduced without written permission of Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E45 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale: Methotls - Tutoring (Not Elsewhere ClassiJied) 
1. Is formal assessment activity conducted to understand the individual youth or his or her situation? 

Keyed response = Always 

2. Are written learning, social, or behavioral objectives developed for each participating student? 

Keyed response = Always 

3. Does this program involve the application of rewards or reinforcers based on student performance 
or behavior? 

Keyed response = Always 

4. Do tutors, mentors, or coaches actually receive materials or information from teachers or other 
school personnel to be used with students? 

Keyed response = Always 

5. How often do the tutoring or mentoring plans involved in this program include a method of 
monitoring or tracking student behavior over time? 

Keyed response = Always 

6. Does the intended way of operating the tutoring or mentoring activity require that the tutors, 
mentors, or coaches receive materials or information from teachers or other school personnel to be 
used with students? 

Keyed response = Yes 

7. What do the tutors, mentors, or coaches usually do with the students? 

Keyed response = Help them with academic tasks 
8. Are there different specific objectives or activities for different individual students? 

Keyed response = Yes, individual objectives depend on individual needs as indicated by 
assessment 

9. Who decides on the specific activities in which students will be involved together with the tutor or 
mentor? 

Keyed response = Usually or almost always decided by the adult 
Note. Possible responses for the first four questions were Wo," "Sometimes," "Usually," and "Always.'* 
Possible responses for question five were "Always," "Usually," "Rarely," and "Never." Possible 
responses for questions six and seven were "Yes" or "No." Possible responses for question eight were 
"Yes, individual objectives depend on individual needs as indicated by assessment," "Yes, objectives and 
activities usually differ fiom student to student," "No, objectives and activities are generally the Same for 
all students," and "No, objectives and activities are always the same for all students." Possible responses 
for the last question were "Almost always decided by the youth," "Usually decided by the youth," 
"Usually decided by youth and adult more or less equally," "Usually decided by the adult," and "Almost 
always decided by the adult." Score is the pericatage of items answered in the keyed direction. 
Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission 
of Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
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0 Table E46 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale: Methods - Classroom Organization and Management 
Practices 

Does your classroom management program focus on establishing procedures for any of the 
following routine classroom activities? 

Beginning the class period (e.g., checking attendance, handling tardy students, what 

Leaving the room (e.g., to visit the locker or lavatory) 

Use of materials or equipment (e.g., pencil sharpeners, reference books, microscopes) 

What students must bring to class (e.g., pencils, paper) 

students begin to work on when they enter the class) 

Ending the class period (e.g., returning materials to storage, cleaning up work areas, 
announcements, the signal for dismissal) 

Does your classroom management program focus on any of the following procedures for 
student seat work and teacher ditected instruction? 

Expectations for student behavior during presentations 

Expectations for the nature and amount of student participation 

Procedures for student seat work (e.g., level of talking among students permitted, how 
students get help, out-of-seat procedures) 

Does your classroom management program focus on any of the following procedures for 
student group work? 

Procedures for the use of materials and supplies by groups 

The assignment of students to groups 

Assignment of roles within groups 

Setting goals for groups 

Expectations for level of students’ participation in their groups 

Does your classroom management program require establishment of classroom rules? 

Does this classroom management procedure require the teachmg of the classroom rules during 
the first week of class? 

continued. . . 

E-4 1 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Table E46 (continued. . .) 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale: Methods - Classroom Organization and Management 
Practices 

Does this classroom management procedure involve procedures for student evaluation, 
feedback, and accountability? 

It clarifies (or requires teachers to clarify) criteria for evaluating student performance. 

It provides a specific structure or schedule for the monitoring of student progress. 

It requires teachers to give students feedback on their performance with a specified 

It provides specific procedures for the communication of student assignments. 

Does the program involve training or technical assistance to help teachers employ any of the 
following classroom or instructional procedures, skills, or activities to prevent student 
behavior? 

fiequency or schedule. 

Vigilance for potential student misconduct before it occurs and signaling this awareness to 
students. 

Prompt identification and correction of student misbehavior 

Keeping instruction moving rather than allowing infractions, diversions, or student 
management activity to interfkre with instruction. 

Engaging all students in the class even when only one student is performing (e.g., by 
signaling that reactions fiom other students will be sought). 

Making efficient transitions among activities in the classroom. 

Giving clear instructions to students. 

Which of the following describes the application of rewards for student conduct when this 
method is used? 

Groups are rewarded for group conduct 

Individucrcs are rewarded for their own behavior 

No special rewards are applied for student conduct (Keyed response = No) 

Please describe how recognition, rewards, or punishments are used in this classroom 
management method. 

~~~~~ 
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Table E46 (continued. . .) 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale: Methods -Classroom Organization and Management 
Practices 

0 

, .  

Rewards, recognition, or punishments are not a part of this program (Keyed response = 

Students are frequently recognized for their behavior so that students with superior conduct 

No) 

receive rewards and students who misbehave receive few rewards 

Students are frequently recognized for the effort they expend 

Students are frequently recognized for improving their conduct over prior levels 

Students are frequently recognized for improving their behavior in competition against 
students with similar levels of past behavior 

Does the classroom management procedure require the same response to all instances of 
inappropriate behavior for all students on all occasions, or is flexibility used in responding 
to misconduct? 

The responses are tailored to the individual student (Keyed response = No) 

Classroom rules are in effect only on certain days or on certain occasions (Keyed response 

The rules apply to all situations and are always applied 

The program does not involve responses to student misconduct (Keyed response = No) 

Does your classroom management program make use of any of the following techniques or 
procedures in response to student misconduct? 

Nonverbal cues such as making eye contact 

Quickly returning the class to on-task behavior 

Moving closer to the student 

Using group alerting, accountability, or higher participation formats to draw students back 

= No) 

into a lesson 

Redirecting off-task behavior 

Providing needed instruction 

Telling students to stop the undesired behavior 

continued. . . 
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Table E46 (continued. . .) 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale: Methods -Classroom Organization and Management 
Practices 

Giving the student a choice between behaving appropriately or being punished 

Using "I-messages" 

Withholding privilege or desired activity 

Isolating or removing students 

Using fines or penalties 

Assigning detention 

Using individual contract with a student 

Having a conference with the parent 

Using a check or demerit system 

Sending a student to the office 

. ..: 

Using other school-based consequences 

Violations of classroom rules? (Keyed response = Consequences are specified in advance 
and posted in the classroom) 

Note. Responses for the all of the items except for the last one were "yes" or "no." Except where 
indicated, the keyed response for these items is "yes." Possible responses for the last item were 
"No, the program does not involve consequences for rule violation," Tonsequences are specified 
in advance and posted in the classroom," "The teacher decides upon consequences for specific 
violations when violations occur." Score is the percentage of these items answered in the keyed 

Written permission of Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 
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Does this classroom management program have requirements about the consequences for a::: 21 

direction. Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without 
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Table E47 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale: Methods -Security and Surveillance 

Parents visiting teachers 

Reporting intruders to the office 

Monitoring potential trouble spots (e.g., restrooms, cafeteria) 

Monitoring during likely times of disturbances (e.g., dismissal, changing of classes) 

Requirements that visitors carry passes 

Visitor sign-in 

Visitor sign-out 8 
Note. Respondents were asked if their school had written rules or procedures €or any of the 
above. Responses were "yes" or "no." Score is the percentage of these items answered yes. 
Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written 
permission of Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 

. I.* .- Table E48 
Level of Use Scale .. 

r:: :.< 
5::: 
-4. in the school? Which of the following best describes the level of use of 

(Mark one.) 

o At least one person in the school knows something about it 
At least one person in the school has obtained information about it 

o One or more persons has been trained in it 
o One or more persons is conducting 

One or more persons is conducting 

Note. Blank lines indicate location where specific wording to identify the activity is inserted. 
This is a Likert-type scale with higher values assigned to levels of use listed lower among the 
response alternatives. Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be 
reproduced without written permission of Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 
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e Table E49 
Frequency of Program or Activity Operation Scale 

What is the duration and extent of the use of [these classroom management methods] by 
[teachers] who are regular users? (Mmk one) 

o Used occasionally 
There are no regular users 

Used much of the time this school year 
Used almost every day all school year. 

Please describe the nature of this program to [influence norms or expectations for behavior]? 
(mark one) 

o 

It operates continuously throughout the school year 
It involves special events or communications occurring more than twice during the school 
Year 
It occurs on special occasions once or twice a year 

Note. Frequency of activity operation was represented by a single item in each of the eight 
activity coordinator questionnaires that sought to measure fiequency of operation. The two 
questions displayed in the table show two items used in different questionnaires. Material in 
brackets is changed to reflect the type of activity for which the respondent is to report. 
Frequency of operation was recoded to form a 3-point scale as follows: For the "duration and 
extent" question, 1 = no regular users; 2 = used occasionally; 3 = used much of the time or 
almost every day all school year. For the "nature of this program" question, 1 = occurs on 
special occasions once or twice a year; 2 = involves special events or communications occurring 
more than twice during the school year; 3 = operates continuously throughout the school year. 
Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written 
permission of Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E50 
Item Content of Intensity Scale e 
How many lessons does the average student participant complete in a school year? 

Considering only those students who participate in this activity, how often does the typical 

How many school days elapse between the first lesson and the last lesson? 

student participate in this activity? 

Note. For the first question, respondents were asked to write in the number of lessons. The 

.. . 
.ti-- ~ ,>. . . .  ;;. 

natural logarithm ofthis number (plus one) was included in the scale. For the second question, 
possible responses were "More than once a day," "Daily," "More than once a week," "Weekly," 
"2 or 3 times a month," "Monthly," "Less than once a month," and "Once or twice during a 
school year." For the third question, possible responses were "All completed in one day," "All 
completed in about a week," "All completed in about a month," "All completed in less than a half 
school year," "All completed in a school year," and "Requires more than a school year to 
complete." The score is the average of these three items in standardized form. Copyright 0 
1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission of 
Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 

Table E5 1 
Frequency of StaHParticipation .I. :.e -I 

Considering all the schoolpersonnel targeted by this [activity or practice], how often is the 
tvpicaZ school worker exposed to this activity? (Murk one.) 

o School personnel are not targeted by the program 
o More than once a day 

Daily 
More than once a week 
Weekly 
2 or 3 times a month 
Monthly 
Less than once a month 

o Once or twice per school year 

Note. Wording of bracketed material is changed to match the activity category being described. 
Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written 
permission of Gottfiedson Associates, IQC. 
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Table E52 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale for Communication and Documentation 

To which of the following groups have printed copies of the school's discipline policy been 
distributed this school year? 

Teachers 

Parents 

Students 

Please indicate whether your school is current@ engaged in each of the following: 

Current effort to communicate rules or consequences (e.g., handbooks, posters) 

Current use of printed discipline forms, a referral system, or other method for identi@ing 
and recording rule violations when they occur 

Active maintenance of records or files of individual students' conduct - using forms, 
files, or computers 

Current use of a specific method of achieving and documenting due process upon 
suspending a student fiom school 

3 

Note. Response of items were "yes," or "no." Keyed response is "yes." Copyright Q 1997,2000 

Associates, Inc. 
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Table E53 
Item Content of Best Practices Scale for Range of Appropriate Responses to Student 
Misconduct 

Brief exclusion of students from attendance in regular classes (e.g., in-school suspension, 

Probation (a trial period in which a student is given an opportunity to demonstrate improved 

Restitution (requiring a student repay the school or a victim for damages or harm done) 

Community service 

cooling-off room) 

behavior) 

.i -, . . .. 
..,i_ . .., . . .  
. .. . .  

Mandatory participation of student in a special program 

Mandatory participation of parent in a special program 

Peer mediation 

Student court 

After-school detention 

Saturday detention 

Work duties, chores, or tasks as punishment 

Short-term (5 days or less) withdrawal of a privilege (e.g., riding the bus, playground access, 

Sending student to school counselor 

Written reprimand 

participation in athletics, use of the library) 

Parent is called or notified by mail [when a student is tardy] 

Student loses a privilege or points [when a student is tardy] 

Detention - lunch period or after school [when a student is tardy] 
Note. Respondents were presented with a list of possible responses to student misconduct that 
administrators might use. They were asked to indicate whether their school makes use of each 
response. Response alternatives were "not used," "used," and ?sed often;" keyed responses are 
the latter two alternatives. Items about tardiness had a yes/no response format; keyed response is 
"yes." Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfredson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without 
written permission of Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E54 
Item Content of Scale for Range of Responses to Desirable Student Conduct 

Material rewards (e.g., food, toys, supplies, etc.) 

Redeemable token reinforcers (e.g., coupons, tokens, or paper "money") 

Formal recognition or praise (e.g., certificates, awards, postcard to the home, non-redeemable 

Informal recognition or praise (e.g., happy faces, oral praise, hugs) 

Activity reinforcers (e.g., access to games, free time, library, playground) 

Job or privilege reinforcers (e.g., allowing student to erase the chalkboard, help the teacher, 

tokens) 

1 decorate the class) -2.. 

Social rewards (e.g., lunch with a teacher, parties, trips with faculty) 
Note. Respondents were presented with a list of possible responses to desirable student behavior 
that administrators might use. They were asked to indicate whether their school makes use of 
each response. Response alternatives were "not used," "used," and "used often;" "used often" is 
the keyed response. Copyright Q 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced 
without written permission of Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 
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Table E55 
Item Content of Scale for Disciplinary Consistency 0 
The specific response would depend somewhat on which disciplinarian handled the incident. 

How often does the administration's disciplinary response when a student is sent to the office 

How often does the administration's disciplinary response when a student is sent to the office 

depend on which teacher made the referral? 

depend on which administrator receives the referral? 
Note. Possible responses for item one were "yes" or "no;" keyed response is "no." Possible 
responses for items two and three were "almost always," "most of the time," "about half of the 
time," "rarely," and "almost never;" keyed responses are the latter two alternatives. Copyright 0 
1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission of 
Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 

Table E56 
Item Content of Predictable Disciplinary Decision Making Scale 

How often can a student who is sent to the office predict the administration's disciplinary 

How often can teachers who send a student to the ofice predict the administration's 

response because he or she knows the punishment for the offense? 

disciplinary response because they know the punishment for each offense? 

* 
Notes. Possible responses were "almost always," "most of the time," "about half of the time," 
"rarely," and "almost never." Keyed response is "almost always." Copyright 0 1997,2000 
Gottfredson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without written permission of Gottfkedson 
Associates, Inc. 
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Table E57 
Item Content of Objectives Named Scale 

Is this program or practice intended to reduce student problem behavior (e.g., misconduct in 
school, delinquency, drug use, truancy, dropout)? 

Is this program or practice intended to prevent or reduce gang participation? 

Is this program or practice intended to increase academic performance, educational attainment, 

Is this program or practice intended to increase knowledge about laws, rules, handid effects 

or employment? 

of drugs, manners, or other factual infomation thought to reduce the likelihood of problem 
behavior? 

Is this program or practice intended to increase religious beliefs? 

Is this program or practice intended to increase social skills and competencies (e.g., self- 

Is this program or practice intended to increase learning or job skills (e.g., study skills, job- 

management, social problem-solving, anger management, emotional perspective-taking)? 

seeking skills)? 

Is this program or practice intended to increase attitudes, beliefs, intentions, or dispositions 
(e.g., self-esteem, belief in rules, anxiety, assertiveness, likability, commitment to 
education)? 

Is this program or practice intended to change rules, noms, or expectations for behavior (e.g., 
to signal the expected behavior)? 

Is this program or practice intended to change responsiveness to behavior (e.g., applying 
rewards or punishments in response to behavior)? 

Is this program or practice intended to change opportunities for students to engage in problem 
behavior in and around school (e.g., limiting availability of weapons or drugs, increasing 
surveillance, limiting unstructured time)? 

(e.g., strengthening leadership, morale, parent or staff involvement in planning for school 
improvement)? 

Is this program or practice intended to change organizational capacity for self-management 

, .J . . .-- 

e, 

Is this program or practice intended to change parental supervision or management of their 

Note. Responses for the items were "yes" or "no." Score is the number of the items answered 
"yes." Copyright 0 1997,2000 Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. Not to be reproduced without 
written permission of Gottfkedson Associates, Inc. 
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F. Reliability of Measures 

This appendix provides information about the reliability of scales constructed and measures 
examined in the present research. Where applicable, it reports on the internal consistency (a or 
alpha) of individual-level measures or on the homogeneity of descriptions within schools ( p  or 
intraclass correlation), and the average school-level reliability ( I .  or lambda hat) of the 
measures. 

Principal Questionnaires 

Tables are organized according to their source. Table F1 shows homogeneity coefficients 
for scales from the phase 1 principal questionnaire. Homogeneity coefficients for scales fkom the 
phase 2 principal questionnaire are shown in Table F2. 

Activity Coordinator Questionnahes 

Reliabilities - individual activity level and school level - for measures of characteristics of 
discretionary prevention activities are listed in Table F3. 

Table F4 shows school-level reliabilities for objectives identified by the various prevention 
activities included in the sample. Very little variance lies between schools for some objectives, 
e.g., a focus on social competencies or attitudes, intentions or dispositions. In contrast, there is 
considerable between school variance in the intent to which different programs in a school focus 
on religious beliefs, gang participation, learning or job skills, and opportunities to engage in 
problem behavior. Table F4 also shows the individual-activity-level reliability of the number of 
different objectives named. 

Individual-activity-level and school-level reliabilities for activity coordinator reports about 
sources of funding, budget control, locus of program development, and sources of information 
used are shown in Table F5. 

Different discretionary prevention programs are intended to address different target 
populations. Information about the extent to which program targeting differs accordmg to school 
is presented in Table F6. The intraclass correlations shown in this table imply that schools do 
differ in the extent to which they target different groups, with many of the intraclass correlations 
in the .20s. 

Activity coordinator characteristics also have considerable between school variance, as 
Table F7 shows. 

Information about the reliability of measures pertaining to individual prevention activities is 
assembled in Table F8. This table repeats some coefficients presented in Table F3 and Table F7, 
but it adds information about the scales measuring locus of responsibility for program initiation 
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e and details the reliabilities of the scales measuring best practices with respect to content and 
methods for each of the categories of discretionary prevention activity for which they are 
measured. 

Teacher Questionnaires 

Table F9 details the individual- and school-level reliabilities of measures of school climate, 
training, and level of use of discretionary prevention activity based on the surveys of teachers. 

Student Questionnaires 
. ..- Details of the individual- and school-level reliabilities of measures derived from the student 

questionnaires are shown in Table F10. There is considerable variance between schools for some 
student reports - notably attitudes toward drug use, drug use, perceptions of safety, participation 
in D.A.R.E. or G.R.E.A.T., and the use of devices such as teams, houses, or academies to divide 
a school into smaller units. In contrast, there is less between school variance in student reports of 
exposure to or participation in many discretionary prevention activities. Not all of the measures 
based on student reports are examined elsewhere in the present report, but this reliability 
information is presented for future reference. 

= a  .- 
t 
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Table F1 
Scales From the Phase 1 Principal Questionnaire for Program Identification e 
Scale N items a N 
Teacher-Administration Obstacles to Program 

School Capacity for Program Development 

Open Problem Definition 

Teacher-Principal Communication 

Selectivity 

Problem Student Magnet 

Development 12 .76 757 

6 .55 788 

3 .55 806 

2 -59 833 

5 .86 833 

3 .81 834 
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Table F2 
Reliabilities of Scales Constructed From the Phase 2 Principal Questionnaire 

.. Elementary Secondary 

0 

Scale items a n a n 

School crime 

Gang problems 

Disciplinary practices 

Number of Written rules 

Distribution of discipline policy 

Sound discipline management practices 

Ordinary social control 

Formal responses to misconduct 

Use of material rewards 

Use of social reinforcers 

Total rewards 

Conditional disciplinary decision making 

Predictable disciplinary decision making 

Principal leadership characteristics 

Conscientiousness 

Leadership behavior 

Supervision and feedback 

Consideration 

Presence and visibility 

Planning 

Accomplishment record 

5 

2 

9 

5 

7 

9 

8 

3 

5 

8 

8 

2 

20 

19 

4 

4 

4 

5 

7 

School amenability to program implementation 9 

-71 

.23 

.58 

.32 

.73 

.78 

.68 

-59 

.85 

.83 

.72 

.75 

.90 

.91 

.79 

.72 

.67 

.79 

.68 

.75 

208 

206 

193 

196 

213 

208 

209 

216 

213 

212 

187 

213 

205 

20 1 

206 

212 

209 

209 

21 1 

210 

.65 

.54 

.43 

.78 

.66 

.83 

.64 

.60 

.82 

.82 

.71 

.78 

.89 

.89 

.78 

.73 

.63 

.75 

.71 

-76 

366 

399 

391 

399 r.: 

400 

397 

40 1 

405 

387 

405 

388 

* -  . -5 . .  
399 

407 

407 

404 

406 

395 
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Table F2 (continued) 
Reliabilities of Scales Constructed From the Phase 2 Principal Questionnaire 0 

.. Elementary Secondary 
N 

Scale 
A. 

items a n U n 
~~ 

Quality and quantity of training in discipline 8 .92 172 .90 341 

Information sources used 7 .7 1 190 .65 369 

Local development of discipline practices 5 .69 208 .67 404 

Best practices composites 

Communication and documentation 7 .58 212 .66 399 

Disciplinarian consistency 3 .58 196 -59 404 

Variety of responses to desirable student 7 .86 211 .80 408 
behavior 

Variety of responses to student misconduct 17 .64 195 .57 385 
a These are rational scales based on judgment about useful practices. Their content overlaps with 
the empirical scales for disciplinary practices elsewhere in the table. 
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Table F3 e 
Individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Activity Coordinator Scales and Items: Discretionary Prevention 
Activity Charactmistics 

~~ -~ ~~ ~~ 

Individual 
level School level 

Scale or item N items U P L. 
Program was specially tailored for at least one group 

Program fosters understanding for at least one group 

Program methods culturally appropriate 

Standardization 

Number of obstacles to use named 

School amenability to program implementation 

Amount of provider's job related to program 

Program a part of regular school program? 

Level of supervision 

Amount of training 

Principal support for program 

Provider position: 

Full-time 

Part time 

Does not work in school 

Who delivers the program? 

Volunteers 

Paid workers 

Regular employees 

Regular classroom assistance 

Occasional classroom assistance 

Replace staff because they left or were dismissed 

Time of program: 

Before school begins 

During the school day 

1 

1 

1 

5 

12 

1 1  

1 

1 

3 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.23 

.IS 

.18 

.12 

.I2 

-29 

.05 

-06 

.14 

-16 

-12 

.IO 

.09 

.07 

.ll 

.10 

. I  1 

.09 

.I1 

. I  1 

.24 

.I6 

.63 

.5 1 

.55 

.45 

.44 

.69 

.24 

.27 

*.T ., 

.49 

.52 

~ i 

.40 

.40 

.34 

.44 

.42 

.44 

.38 

.44 

.43 

.63 
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Table F3 (continued) 
Individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Activity Coordinator Scales and Items: Discretionray Prevention 
Activitv Characteristics 

Individual 
level School level 

Scale or item N items a 0 1. 
Immediately after school 1 - .2 1 .60 

In the early evening 1 - .20 .59 

Late in the evening 1 - .28 .68 

On weekends 1 - .2 1 .60 

Table F4 
individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Activity Coordinator Scales and Items: Objectives 

Individual 
level School level 

Scale or item N items a P A. 
.-_* ;:a -. Program intended to reduce. . . 

Problem behavior 1 .06 .30 - 
.E 

x "I 

Gang participation 1 - -16 .s2 

Program intended to increase. . . 
Academic performance 1 - .03 .I5 

Knowledge about laws 1 .05 2 4  - 

Religious beliefs 1 -23 .62 - 

Social skills and competencies 1 .oo .02 - 

Learning or job skills 1 .IO .40 - 

Attitudes, belief, intentions or disposition 1 .oo .oo - 
Rules, noms or expectation for behavior 1 .05 .26 

Responsiveness to behavior 1 .09 .38 

- 
- 

Opportunities to engage in problem behavior 1 .11 .42 

Organizational capacity for self management 1 .04 .23 

- 
- 

Program intended to change parental supervision 

Number of different objectives named 

.04 .20 I 

12 .74 .11 -44 

- 
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Table F5 
Individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Activiw Coordinator Scales and Item: Origin and Funding 

Individual 
level School level 

Scale or item N items 01 ri A. 
Source of funding: 

School district’s budget allocation 

Funding through Safe and Drug Free Schools 

External funding from government sources 

External funding from private contributions 

Fund raisers 

Participant fees 

Funding for program assured for next year 

Budget control for activities 

Responsibility for starting program: 

School insiders 

School district 

Researchers 

Original development by: 

Local persons 

External persons 

Researchers 

Information sources used to select program: 

People with jobs similar to mine 

Meetings inside school district 

Meetings outside school district 

Marketing brochures or videos 

Formal outcome evaluation 

Publications summarizing research 

Formal needs assessment 

Number of different sources of info used to select program 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

14 

4 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

7 

.19 

.23 

.24 

.2 1 

.17 

.11 

.10 

.11 

.14 

.18 

.14 

.18 

.18 

.34 

.09 

.10 

.15 

.OS 

.12 

.12 

.13 

.14 

.58 

.63 

. I  
.a 

cr’9 r, 
-6 1 

-55 

.43 

.40 

.44 

.57 

-56 

.74 

3 7  

-40 

.5 1 

.36 

.43 

.45 

.46 

.5 1 a -- 
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Table F6 
Individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Activity Coordinator Scales and items: Population Targeted 

Individual 
level School level 

Population targeted N items a P i. 
No special group 1 - .14 .49 

Boys 1 - .25 .a 
Girls 1 - .25 .65 

Interested students 1 - .19 .58 

Intact classroom 1 - .2 1 .60 

Particular grade level 1 - .18 .55 

Good citizens 1 - -19 .57 

Students at high risk of problem behavior 1 - .23 .63 

Students who’ve been or are about to be expelled 1 .23 .63 

Gang members 1 - .28 .69 

- 

Some students ineligible because of problem behavior 1 -17 .54 - 

Table F7 
individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Activity Coordinator Scales and items: Activity Coordinator 
Characteristics 

Individual 
level School level 

Scale or item N items a P i. 
Conscientiousness 20 .91 .17 .54 

Accomplishment Record 12 .84 .20 .58 
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Table F8 
Reliability of Scales porn Activity Coordinator Questionnaires 

N items a N 

Scales common to all or most program categories: 

School Amenability to Program Implementation 

Conscientiousness of Provider 

Accomplishment Record of Provider 

Intensity 

Standardization 

Short Version 

Long Version 

Responsibility for Starting Program 

Local (school insiders) 

School District 

Supervision 

Amount of Training 

Quality of Training 

Best Practices - Program Content: 

Prevention Curriculum, Instruction, or Training 

Behavioral Programming or Behavior Modification 

Improvements to Instructional Methods or Practices 

Classroom Organization and Management Practices 

Best Practices - Methods 

Prevention Curriculum, Instruction, or Training 

Behavioral Programming or Behavior Modification 

Counseling, Social Work, Psychological, or Therapeutic 
Activity 

1 1  

20 

12 

3 

5 

9 

14 

4 

3 

3 

6 

1 1  

7 

8 

8 

9 

8 
8 

.81 

.91 

.84 

.72 

.72 

.8 1 

.82 

.77 

.55 

.67 

.87 

.80 

.72 

.64 

.71 

.80 

.66 

.66 

3385 

2845 

2850 

1162 

2932 

846 

3038 

3218 

3065 

3125 

2184 

324 

237 

192 

200 

212 

235 

327 

(continued. . .) 
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Table F8 (continued) 
Reliability of Scales @om Activity Coordinator Questionnaires e 

N items a N 
Tutoring 

MentoringlCoaching 
Improvements to Instructional Methods or Practices 
Classroom Organization and Management Practices 
Security or Surveillance 

Number of Different Information Sources Used to Select 

Number of Obstacles to Program Implementation 
Number of Objectives Named 

program 

9 .59 

8 .53 
9 .70 
56 .88 
7 .78 
7 -70 

12 .74 
13 .78 

201 

148 
168 
121 

245 
3000 

1413 
323 1 
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Table F9 
Individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Teacher Climate Scales and Measures of Training and Levels of 
Use of Prevention Activities in the School 

School level 
Indi- 

vidual Schools with good 
level All schools' resDonse 

Scale or item N items U P x. ii x. 
Scale 

Morale 1 1  .8 1 .28 .85 .28 .88 

Safety 8 .94 .17 .73 .17 .75 

Administrator Leadership 12 .84 .28 .85 .28 -88 

Planning 9 .62 .22 .8 1 .2 1 .84 

Organizational Focus 16 .94 .26 .84 .26 .86 

Classroom Orderliness 14 .92 .2 1 .77 .2 1 .79 

Victimization 8 .6 I .14 .69 .14 .72 

Amount of in-service training in 
last 24 months 

Classroom management or 
instructional methods 

Preventing student problem 
behavior 

Level of use of activities to 
prevent problem behavior in the 
school 

Instruction or mining 

Behavioral programing or 
behavior modification 

Counseling, social work, 
psychological or 
therapeutic activity 

- 1 

- 1 

- 1 

1 - 

- 1 

.10 

.13 

. :. 

1'-: 

- <  --a .6 1 .09 .63 
. _  

.67 .13 .70 

< -  
.13 .68 .13 -70 

.13 .67 .12 .68 
~ 3 

..- 

.16 .72 .16 .74 

Other one-on-one attention to 1 .13 .67 .13 .70 - 
students (e.g., tutors, mentors) 

Recreational, enrichment, or 1 - . I  1 .64 .11 .66 
leisure activities 

~ ~~ 

continued . . 
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Table F9 (continued) 
Individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Teacher Climate Scales and Measures of Training and Levels of 
Use of Prevention Activities in the School 

School level 
Indi- 
vidual Schools with good 
level All schools * response 

Scale or item N items a 0 1. 0 A. 
Activities to improve 1 .12 .65 .12 .67 

instructional practices in 
classrooms 

Activities to improve classroom 1 - .ll .63 
organization and management 

classroom 
Use of external personnel in the 1 .14 .69 

Activity to change or maintain 1 - .10 .6 1 
school culture or climate and 
signal expectations for student 
behavior 

Activity focused on 1 - .11 .64 
intergroup relations and 
interaction between the school 
and the community or among 
groups within the school 

Application of school rules or a 1 - .I6 -7 1 
discipline code and 
enforcement of rules 

Peer regulation and 1 - .27 .81 
response to student conduct 

Use of a school planning 1 - .10 .6 1 
structure or process, or the 
management of change 

Security or surveillance activity 1 - .23 .78 

Services or programs for 1 - .IO .60 
families or family members 

Activity that alters the 1 - .10 .61 
composition of the school's 
pcipUhti0n 

Organization of grades, classes 1 - .24 .79 
or school schedules 

Training or staff development 1 - . l l  .64 

.IO .65 

.14 .71 

.10 .64 

.11 .66 

.I6 .73 

.27 .83 

.10 .63 

2 3  .80 

.09 .62 

.09 .62 

. .23 .8 1 

.11 .66 

continued 
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Table F9 (continued) 
individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Teacher Climate Scales and Measures of Training and Levels of 
Use of Prevention Activities in the School 

School level 
Indi- 
vidual Schools with good 
level All schools response 

Scale or item N items a P i. P i. 
Provision of information about 1 - .10 .6 1 .09 .63 

violence, drug use, other risky 
behaviors, or the availability 
of prevention services 

features of the school 
-.a - Architectural or structural 1 - .09 .60 .09 .62 , ,  

Treatment or prevention services 1 - .06 .5 1 .06 .53 
for administrators, faculty, or 
Staff 

Personal level of use of activity to 
prevent problem behavior 

Instruction or training 

Behavioral programming or 

.03 .35 .03 .37 

.04 .4 1 .04 .43 .: I 

*$ ,; I 

5 %  behavior modification 

'.. Note. a = alpha coefficient, p is the intra-class correlation (the estimate of the percentage of total variance 
between schools), and A. is the average estimated reliability for an observed school mean. 
Minhum N = 409. 

Minimum N =  383. 
School response is considered "good" if 10 or more teachers or 70% of teachers returned questionnaires. 
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Table F 10 
Individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Student Climate Scales and Measures of Individual Character&tics 

School level 
hdi- 

vidual Schools with 
level All schools ’ good response 

Scale or item Nitems a P i. p 1. 
Attitudes favorable to drug use 

Drug availability 

Last-year variety of drug use 

safety 

Fairness of school rules 

Reports of participation in or school use of 
activities to prevent problem behavior in 
the school 

Self-reported delinquent behavior 

Belief in conventional rules 

Clarity of school rules 

Positive peer influence 

Attachment to school 

Commitment to education 

Victimization 

Did you receive instruction in ways to avoid 
getting involved in problem behavior 
such as fighting, drug use, or risky 
behavior? 

Did someone chart your behavior over time, 
help you set goals, and give you 
information about how close you were 
coming to the goal or give you rewards or 
punishment for your behavior? 

10 

4 

16 

13 

3 

13 

23 

4 

7 

13 

14 

7 

.86 

.82 

.87 

.80 

.63 

.84 

.86 

.62 

.67 

.82 

.83 

.6 1 

- 1 

- 1 

.16 

.17 

-14 

.12 

.09 

.07 

.07 

.07 

.06 

.05 

.04 

.04 

.89 .16 

.90 .17 

.88 .14 

.86 -12 

.81 .09 

-77 .07 

.78 .07 

.76 .07 

.72 .06 

.71 .05 

.68 .04 

.68 .04 

.04 .68 

.06 .72 

.90 

.90 

.88 

-86 

.8 1 

.78 

.78 

.77 

.73 

.72 

.68 

.68 

.04 .68 

.06 .73 

.87 .14 .88 Did ygg participate in Drug Abuse 1 - .14 
Resistance Education P.A.R.E.) tau@,; 
by a police oficer in your school? 

continued. . . 
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Table 1: 1 0 (continued) 
Individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Student Climate Scales and Measures of lndividual Characteristics 

School level 
Indi- 

vidual Schools with 
level All schools good response 

Scale or item Nitems a p i. p i. 
Did v o ~  participate in Gang Resistance 1 - .I2 

Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) 
taught by a police officer in your school? 

to avoid getting into trouble - or avoid 
getting involved with drugs or violence 
- from a counselor, social worker, or 
psychologist at school? 

tutor who talked with you about things, 
offered you help with problems you 
might be having or helped you with your 
school work? 

Did you get advice or guidance about ways 1 - .06 

Did you spend time with an adult mentor or 1 - -04 

.86 .I2 

.73 .06 

.64 .04 

.86 

.74 

.a 

Did ygg participate in special events, 
activities, or recreation inside or outside 
the school; or take trips outside the 
school to places for fun or for learning? 

1 - .04 .65 .04 .66 e;+ 
- r. -:,* 
., 

Were you in a class where the teacher made 1 - .03 
the rules very clear at the beginning of 
the year, posted the rules on the wall, had 
something for you to begin work on 
every day when you arrived at class, and 
had special signals everyone understood 
to begin and end activities? 

.59 .03 5 9  

Did you notice posters, videos, or repeated 
announcements trying to get students to 
behave a certain way or to avoid certain 
behavior in your school? 

- 1 .04 .66 .04 .66 

Were you involved in school activities 1 - .03 
together with people or groups fiom the 
community? 

or ways of responding to student 
behavior at school? 

Did you notice any changes in school rules 1 - .02 

Did your school involve students in making 1 - .OS 
rules resolving disputes, a student court, 
mediation, or conflict resolution? 

.62 .03 

.52 .02 

.78 .OS 

.62 

.52 

.79 

continued, . . 
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Table F 1 0 (continued) 
Individual- and School-Level Reliabilities of Student Climate Scales and Measures of Individual Characteristics 

School level 
Indi- 
vidual Schools with 
level All schools a good response 

Scale or item Nitems a P x.  p x.  
Did your school have a team or group to 1 - .06 .76 .06 0.76 

make plans to improve the school? 

-,. . 
I . .  

Did your school formally involve students, 1 .04 .65 .04 .65 - 
parents, and others from outside the 
school in making plans for the school? 

Does your school take steps to make it 1 - .06 .73 .06 -73 
difficult for intruders to enter the school; 
watch the school's entrances, hallways, 
and grounds; or make it easy to report a 
problem? 

- Did your school work with any adult in your 1 
family to help the family supervise 
children or reduce behavior problems? 

school have to go somewhere else 
because the school does not accept 
everyone who wants to attend? 

- Do some mode  who want to go to your 1 

Were y- sent by the school 
to another agency to get help of any 
kind? 

- 1 

- 1 

.04 .68 .04 .68 

.10 .82 .IO .83 

.06 .73 .06 .74 

* 12 .85 .I2 .86 Is your school is divided into smaller groups 
of students (instructional teams, houses, 
or academies) who spend most of their 
learning time with one group of teachers 
and who are usually separated from other 
students who have other groups of 
teachers? 

5 5  5 .* 
Note. a = alpha coefficient, 
schools), and 1. is the average estimated reliability for an observed school mean. 
'Minimum N- 306. 

Minimum N = 303. 

is the intra-class correlation (the estimate ofthe percentage of total variance between 

School response is considered "good" if 10 or more students or 70% of sampled students returned questionnaires. 
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G. Correlations for Measures of School Safety and Problem 
Behavior and Other School-Level Measures 

This appendix provides Sonnation about the correlations among digerent measures of 
school safety or problem behavior. It also presents information about the community and school 
Correlates of various measures of school safety or problem behavior. 

In the National Study of Delinquency Prevention in School, principals reported on incidents 
of crime reported to the police and on gang problems; teachers reported on the orderliness of 
their classrooms, their personal victimization experiences, and on their perceptions of school 
safety; and students reported on their own drug use, delinquent behavior, victimization 
experiences, and perceptions of school safety. 

+ 
3.. 

Table G1 shows correlations among 10 measures of school safety/disorder based on three 
reporting sources. In this table, three measures are based on principal reports in the phase 2 
survey: the Gang Problems scale, the School Crime index, and natural log transformed rate of 
total number of crimes reported to authorities per thousand students.' Three measures are based 
on teacher reports: the Victimization, Safety, and Classroom Orderliness scales. Four measures 
are based on student reports: self-reports in the Last-Year Variety Drug Use scale and in the Self- 
Reported Delinquent Behavior scale, and reports of perceptions of school d e t y  and personal 
victimization. All correlations in Table G1 are at the school level. That is, we examine average 
teacher victimization, average student self-reported delinquency, etc. 

... 
g 
*g 

Correlations in Table G1 provide some evidence of convergent validity of measures derived 
.a 

from different sources, but the correlations are not always as high as might be expected. Average 
teacher reports of victimization have large negative correlations (-.77 and -.72) with average 
teacher reports of classroom orderliness and school safety, as expected. And all correlations with 
principal and average student reports of school safety or problem behavior are in the expected 
direction, but they are not always large. Correlations of average teacher victimization with 
principal and student measures range in absolute value from .16 to .62. School safety scores 
based on teacher report and student report correlate .45; average teacher victimization and 
average student Victimization correlate .27. 

Correlations among various indicators of school safety or aggregate problem behavior are 
shown separately for middle schools and high schools in Table G2. 

The results displayed in Tables G1 and G2 suggest that it may be inadvisable to focus solely 
on a single indicator of school safety or problem behavior, because one measure certainly is not 
an adequate proxy for another. 
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0 Correlations among measures of organizational capacity variables are shown in Table G3. 
The Morale scale that has been useful in past research is correlated .84 with the new 
Organizational Focus scale - a remarkable hdmg in view of the disparate item content of the 
two scales. The Amenability scale based on principal reports is correlated .52 with the average 
Amenability score obtained from activity coordinators’ reports. These four capacity measures 
have correlations ranging from -.26 through -.39 with principals’ reports fiom the previous 
school year in the Obstacles to Program Development scale. Neither turnover nor school size 
have large correlations with any of the capacity measures. 

Correlations among measures of organizational support are displayed in Table G4. These 
measures are usually moderately positively correlated with each other. Schools with more or 
better training also generally have more supervision of activity coordinators, and somewhat more 
monitoring and support by the principal. Whether the principal’s performance review includes 

Quantity and Quality of Training in School Discipline and Monitoring oflmplementation of 
Discipline Policies where the correlations both equal .18. 

-4 . .-- .”-, attention to the management of discipline has tiny correlations with other measures except 

Correlations among measures of school-wide discipline practices in Table G5 imply that the 
specific measures are largely independent of each other. Aside from correlations with the 
Adequacy Composite, the largest correlation among specific indicators is only .21. 

.* 

.*-. p Correlations among measures of schools’ average quality of discretionary prevention 
activities are shown in Table G6. Most measures are small or moderate in size, implying that -. 
these indicators are largely independent. 
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Table GI 
Correlalions Among Measures of School Problem Behavior Based on Principal, Teacher, and Student Reports 

Teacher reports Student reports Principal Reports 

Gang School In school Classroom Victimi- School Last-year variety School Self-report Victimi- 
Measure problems crime crime rate order zation Safety drug use safety delinquency zation 
Principal reports 

Gang problems .20 .15 -.IO .I6 -.16 .I3 -.23 .I6 .02 
School crime' .20 .76 -.22 .30 -.28 -.06 -.23 .08 .11 
In school crime rate .I5 .76 -.2 I .26 -.22 .17 -.19 .24 .09 

Classroom order -.IO -.22 -.2 I 577 .63 -.02 .68 -.3 1 -.34 
Victimization .I6 .30 .26 -.77 -.72 .I9 -.62 .36 .27 
School safety -.I6 -.28 -.22 .63 -.72 -.I9 -45 -.28 -.I6 

Teacher reports 

Student reports 
Last-year variety drug use . I3 -.06 .I7 -.02 .I9 -. 19 -.I4 .77 .03 
School safety -.23 -.23 -.19 .68 -.62 .45 -.I4 -.44 -.5 1 
Self-report de!ii:quency .16 .08 .24 -.3 1 .36 -.28 .77 4 4  .39 

9 Victimization .02 . I  I .09 -.34 .27 -. 16 .03 -.5 I .39 
Note. Unweighted correlations. 
Minimum pairwise cumbers of schools on which correlations are based are as follows: 

Principal Teacher Student 

Principal 568 33 1 258 

Teacher 33 1 402 293 

Student 258 293 310 

' Index of school crimes reported to the police, trimmed. 
In (total crime rate + I). 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Table G2 
Correlations Among Measures of School Problem Behavior Based on Principal, Teacher, and Student Reports, by School Level 

Principal Reports Teacher reports Student reports 

Gang School In school Classroom Victimi- School Last-year variety School Self-report Victimi- 
Measure problems crime crime rate order zation Safety drug use safety delinquency zation 
Principal reports 

Gang problems .I5 .I2 -.I2 .I6 -.I6 .15 -.30 .21 .oo 
School crime. .25 .69 -.25 .33 -.3 I -.23 -.27 -.03 .19 
In school crime rate .I7 .79 -.2 I .29 -.27 .03 -.20 .I3 .06 

Classroom order -.12 -.I8 -.22 -.73 .56 .03 .67 -.30 -.4 I 
Victimization .I7 .27 .22 -.8 1 -.69 .I8 -.64 .35 .36 
School safety -.18 -.25 -.I7 .74 -.76 -.20 .4 I -.30 -.25 

Teacher reports 

Student reports 
Last-year variety drug use . IO .I3 .30 -.I7 .23 -.I7 -.20 .76 .IO 
School safety -.I9 -.20 -.22 .67 -.64 .55 -.22 - S O  -.48 
Self-report delinquency .IO .I8 .33 -.34 .38 -.25 .83 -.43 .4 1 

9 Victimization .05 .05 .I7 -.2 1 .2 1 -.I 1 .I7 -.45 .43 
Note. Unweighted correlations. Correlations for middle or junior high schools are below the diagonal; correlations for high schools are above the diagonal. 
Minimum pairwise numbers of schools on which correlations are based are as follows: 

Middle or Junior High High 

Principal Teacher Student Principal Teacher Student 

Principal 22 I 179 146 200 152 I12 

Teacher I79 215 I66 152 187 127 

Student 146 166 171 112 I27 139 

Index of school crimes reported to the police, trimmed. 
In (total crime rate + I ). 
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Table G3 
Correlations Among Measures of School Capacity 

Organi- Amen- Amen- Problem 
zational ability, ability, Obsta- identi- Commu- 

Measure Morale focus PQ2 AC cles Capacity fication nication Turnover Size 

Morale, teachers 84 29 40 -26 13 -18 12 -08 

Organizational focus, teachers 29 38 -26 06 - 12 13 01 

Amenability to program 
implementation, principal 
phase 2 

Amenability to program 
implementation, activity 
coordinators 

9 Obstacles to program 
development, principal phase 1 

Capacity for program 
development, principal phase I 

Open problem identification, 
principal phase 1 

(n 

Teacher-principal 
communication, principal 
phase I 

Teacher turnover 

52 -3 5 27 1 1  25 04 

-39 30 

-3 8 

04 23 02 

02 -3 8 03 

00 23 -1 1 

-03 -02 

00 

-19 

-16 

04 

-01 

17 

-02 

18 

-16 

-14 

School size (enrollment) 

Note. Unweighted correlations. Decimals omitted. Pairwise Ns range from 3 13 to 845 schools. AC = activity coordinators, PQ2 = principal 
phase 2. Column headings are abbreviated names of variables listed in the row labels. 
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Table G4 
Correlations Among Measures of Organizational Support 

Princi- 
Train- Train- Super- pal Moni- 
ing in ing in Quality Train- vision support toring Perfor- 
class- beha- Amt. of of ing in of for ofdisci- mance 
room vior activity activity disci- activity activi- pline apprai- 

Measure mgmt. mgmt. training training pline coord. ties imp. sal 

Training in classroom management or 67 12 09 24 18 15 12 04 
instruction, teachers 

Training in behavior management, 
teachers 

Amount of training for activities, activity 
coordinators 

Q 
& Quality of activity training, activity 

coordinators 

Quantity and quality of training in school 
discipline, principal phase 2 

Level of supervision, activity 
coordinators 

Principal support for program, activity 
coordinators 

Monitoring of implementation of 
discipline policies, principal phase 2 

25 17 30 23 19 16 -02 

47 08 46 20 08 06 

07 20 10 10 11 

19 1 1  37 18 

20 20 12 

04 02 

18 

Principal's performance appraisal 
depends on discipline management, 
principal phase 2 

Note. Unweighted correlations. Decimals omitted. Painvise Ns range from 3 1 1 to 619 schools. Column headings are abbreviated names of 
variables listed in the row labels. 
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Table G5 
Correlations Among Measures of Quality of Implementation of School- Wide Discipline Practices 

Range of Range of Predictable 
Communication appropriate responses to disciplinary 

Adequacy and responses to desirable Disciplinarian decision 
Measure composite documentation misconduct conduct consistency making 

Adequacy composite 29 45 38 44 50 

Communication and documentation 21 06 -0 1 1 1  

Range of appropriate responses to misconduct 07 -05 08 

Range of responses to desirable conduct 00 05 

Disciplinarian consistency 15 

Predictable disciplinary decision making 
Q 
-h Note. Unweighbd correlations. Decimals omitted. Pairwise Ns range from 569 to 624 schools. Column headings are abbreviated names of 

variables listed in the row labels. 
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Table G6 
Correlutions Among Measures of SchooLs ' Arwruge Discretionary Prevetif ion Ac fivify Quulity 

Level of 
Best Best Frequency Frequency use by Prop. of Ratio of 

Measure index metliods content Intensity operation participation personnel exposed students 
Summary practices: practices: of of staff school students providers to 

Summary index 42 24 43 50 44 56 19 05 

Best practices: methods 24 22 I 1  13 15 01 -05 

Best practices: contents 1 1  -05 04 06 07 00 

Intensity 12 12 1 1  17 12 

Frequency of operation 29 26 08 04 

Frequency of staff 
9 participation 

Level of use by school 
personnel 

Proportion of students 
exposed or participating 

00 

09 04 06 

17 06 

34 

Ratio of providers to 
students in the school 

Note. Unweighted correlations. Decimals omitted. Pairwise Ns range from 35 I to 55 1 schools. Column headings are abbreviated names of 
variables listed in the row labels. 
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0 
H. Detailed Tables 

.I - 
T& .-_. 

This appendix supplements information provided in the body of the report. Tables are 
numbered by indicating the appendix letter, the text chapter first making reference to the 
appendix Table, and a sequential number within that chapter. For example, the first table in this 
appepdix is identified as Table H2.1, which means that this table was the first appendix table 
mentioned in Chapter 2. 

Tables for Chapter 2 - Nature of Problem Behavior in Schools 

H2.1 Number and Percentage of Schools in Which the Principal Reported That One or More 
Incidents of Physical Attack or Fight With Weapon Had Been Reported to Law 
Enforcement, and Total Number of Such Incidents - 1997-98 School Year 
Number and Percentage of Schools in Which the Principal Reported That One or More 
Incidents of Robbery Had Been Reported to Law Enforcement, and Total Number of 
Such Incidents - 1997-98 School Year 

H2.2 

H2.3 Number and Percentage of Schools in Which the Principal Reported That One or More 
Incidents of Physical Attack or Fight Without Weapon Had Been Reported to Law 
Enforcement, and Total Number of Such Incidents - 1997-98 School Year 

Number and Percentage of Schools in Which the Principal Reported That One or More 
Incidents of Theft or Larceny Had Been Reported to Law Enforcement, and Total 
Number of Such Incidents - 1997-98 School Year 

Number and Percentage of Schools in Which the Principal Reported That One or More 
Incidents of Vandalism Had Been Reported to Law Enforcement, and Total Number of 
Such Incidents - 1997-98 School Year 

H2.4 

H2.5 

_..- .,.- i 

H2.6 Estimated Number (in Thousands) and Number per Thousand Secondary School 
Teachers Experiencing a Theft of Personal Property Worth Less Than $10 or Physical 
Attack Not Serious Enough to See a Doctor in School in Past Month, Spring 1998 

Estimated Number (in Thousands) and Number per Thousand Secondary School 
Teachers Experiencing Obscene Remarks or Damage to Personal Property Worth Less 
Than Ten Dollars at School - 1997-98 School Year 

Estimated Number (in Thousands) and Number per Thousand Secondary School 
Teachers Experiencing a Theft of Personal Property Worth Less Than Ten Dollars or 
Threatened in Remarks at School - 1997-98 School Year 

H2.7 

H2.8 

H2.9 Estimated Number (in Thousands) and Number per Thousand Secondary School 
Teachers Experiencing Damage to or Theft of Personal Property at School - 1997-98 
School Year 

H2.10 Estimated Number (in Thousands) and Number per Thousand Secondary School 
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Teachers Physically Attacked or Who Were Confronted With a Weapon at School - 
1997-98 School Year 

H2.11 Percentage of Teachers Reporting That Students Tease Other Students or Threaten or 
Curse at Others Often or Almost Always by School Category 

H2.12 Percentage of Students Reporting Personal Victimization Last Month in School, by 
School Level and Location 

H2.13 Mean Teacher Reports of Safety from Vandalism, Personal Attacks, and Thefts in 
Specific School Locations, by School Category 

H2.14 Means and Standard Deviations for School Characteristics According to Teacher 
Reports, by School Level and Location 

H2.15 Percentage of Students Who Report Staying Away From Specific Places Because 
Someone Might Hurt or Bother Them There, by Category of Student 

H2.16 Percentage of Students Experiencing Specific Threats or Violence This Year in School, 
by Category 

H2.17 School Means and Standard Deviations for School Safety, Victimization, and Problem 
Behavior Scales from the Student Questionnaire, by School Level and Location 

H2.18 Percentage of Students Reporting Minor Thefts or Attacks in Recent Month, 1976 Safe 
School Study and 1998 National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools 

Safe School Study and 1998 National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools 

H2.20 Percentage of Students Aged 12-19 Who Reported Avoiding One or More of Five Places 
in School 

5 5  

_ _  H2.19 Rate per Thousand Teachers Reporting Minor Thefts or Attacks in Recent Month, 1976 -: 

H2.21 Self-Reported Delinquent Behavior in the Last Twelve Months by Student Sex 
(Percentage Reporting Each Behavior) 

H2.22 Self-Reported Delinquent Behavior in the Last Twelve Months by Location (Percentage 
Reporting Each Behavior) 

- I  

Tables for Chapter 3 - Activities to Create and Maintain Safe and Orderly 
I * .  

Schools 
H3.1 

H3.2 

Percentage of Schools Providing Various Kinds of Isolated Information by School Level 

Percentage of Schools Using Various Organizational Arrangements to Prevent Problem 
Behavior or Promote School Orderliness 

H3.3 Percentage of Schools Using Bzch of Several Activities or Arrangements That Influence 
Student Population, by Level and by Location 

Means and Standard Deviations for Selectivity and Problem Magnet Scales Scored from H3.4 
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a H3.5 

... . 2- 
'I _. . . 

H3.6 

H3.7 

H3.8 

H3.9 

H3.10 

H3.11 

H3.12 

H3.13 

%@ 
.- . .- . H3.14 

-1 . 
H3.15 

H3.16 

H3.17 

H3.18 

the Phase 1 Principal Questionnaire by School Level and Location 

Percentage of Schools Providing Prevention or Treatment Services for Administrators, 
Faculty, or Staff by School Level and Location 

Percentage of Schools Using Selected Architectural Design or Structural Features to 
Prevent Problem Behavior or Promote School Orderliness, by School Level and 
Location 

Percentage of Schools with Formal Written Rules or Policies About Visitor Sign-Out 
and Uniforms, by School Level and Location 

Means and Standard Deviations for Scales Scored from the Phase 2 Principal 
Questionnaire by School Level and Location 

Percentage of Schools Providing Teachers, Students, and Parents With Printed Copy of 
School Discipline Policy in Current Year 

Percentage of Schools Currently Engaged in Development or Use of Specific Sound 
Discipline-Related Practices 

Percentage of Schools Using Specific Responses to Desirable Student Conduct 

Percentage of Schools Using Specific Responses to Undesirable Student Conduct 

Percentage of Schools Reporting Suspension or Expulsion of Students for Specific 
Offenses, Either Automatically or Usually Following a Hearing, by School Category 

Mean Number of Different Categories of Discretionary Prevention Activities Named, by 
School Level and Location 

Median Number of Unique Activities Named, by School Level and Location 

Percentage of Schools Using Each Discretionary Prevention Activity and Number of 
Different Activities, by School Level 

Percentage of Schools Using Each Discretionary Prevention Activity and Number of 
Different Activities, by School Level and Location 

Percentage of Activities in Each Prevention Category That Are Part of a Multi- 
component Activity 

Tables for Chapter 4 - Program Intensity and Use of Best Practices 
H4.1 Means and Standard Deviations for Conditional Disciplinary Decision Making and 

Predictable Disciplinary Decision Making Scales Scored from the Phase 2 Principal 
Questionnaire by School Level and Location 

Proportion of PreveEtior, Curriculum, Instruction or Training Programs Containing 
Specific Topics or Strategies 

H4.2 
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H4.3 

H4.4 

H4.5 

H4.6 

H4.7 

H4.8 

H4.9 

H4.10 

H4.11 

H4.12 

H4.13 

H4.14 

H4.15 

H4.16 

H4.17 

H4.18 

Proportion of Behavioral Programming or Behavior Modification Programs Using 
Specific Strategies 

Proportion of Counseling, Social Work, Psychological, or Therapeutic Programs Using 
Specific Modalities 

Proportion of Mentoring, Tutoring, Coaching, or Apprenticeship Programs Using 
Specific Approaches 

Proportion of Recreation, Enrichment, or Leisure Programs Involving Specific 
Modalities 

Proportion of Improvements to Instructional Practices or Methods Involving Specific 
Methods or Approaches 

Proportion of Improvements to Classroom Organization and Management Involving 
Specific Strategies 

Proportion of Programs to Change or Maintain Culture, Climate, or Expectations for 
Behavior Involving Specific Strategies or Approaches 

Proportion of Intergroup Relations or Interaction Between School and Community 
Programs Using Specific Strategies or Approaches 

Proportion of Interventions Involving a School Planning Structure or Process to Manage 
Change Using Specific Procedures 

Proportion of Security or Surveillance Activities Using Specific Procedures 

Proportion of Services or Programs for Family Members Incorporating Specific 
Approaches 

Proportion of Programs Using External Personnel Resources in Classrooms Using 
Specific Types of Personnel 

Proportion of Programs Using Youth Roles in Regulating and Responding to Student 
Conduct Employing Specific Methods 

Percentage of Programs Addressing Specific Objectives, by School Level 

Percentage of Programs Addressing Specific Objectives, by Program Type 

Level of Use, Intensity, and Use of Best Practices, All Program Types, by School 
Location 

Tables for Chapter 5 - Predictors of Quality of Program Implementation 
H5.1 

H5.2 

H5.3 

Correlations Between Activity Quality and Activity Characteristics - All Activity Types 

Correlations Between Activity Quality and Program Coordinator Characteristics - All 
Activity Types 
Correlations Between Activity Quality and Origins and Funding - All Activity Types e 
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H5.4 Comparison of Unweighted and Weighted Correlations Between Indicators of Activity 
Technical Quality and Indicators of Origins and Funding 

Comparison of Unweighted and Weighted Correlations Between Indicators of Extent of 
Use of Activity and Indicators of Origins and Funding 

Comparison of Unweighted and Weighted Correlations Between Indicators of Degree of 
Student Exposure and Indicators of Origins and Funding 

Correlations Between Activity Quality and Population Characteristics - All Activity 

Correlations Between Activity Quality and Objectives - All Activity Types 
Correlations Between Activity Quality and Content - All Activity Types 

H5.5 
a 

H5.6 

H5.7 
Types 

H5.8 

H5.9 

H5.10 Proportion of Prevention Curriculum, Instruction or Training Programs Containing Each 
Topic or Strategy, D.A.R.E. and Other Curricular Activities 

H5.11 Proportion of Programs Using Youth Roles in Regulating or Responding to Student 
Conduct Containing Each Topic or Activity, Peer Mediation and Other Activities 

H5.12 Proportion of Programs Addressing Each Objective, Selected Packaged Programs and 
other Activities in the Same Categories 

H5.13 Proportion of Programs With Different Types of Personnel and Experiencing Staff 
Turnover, Selected Programs and Other Activities in the Same Categories 

H5.14 Time Activity Is Conducted and Group Targeted, Selected Packaged Programs and 
Other Activities in the Same Categories 

H5.15 Origins and Funding, Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same 
Categories 

... 

H5.16 School Amenability to Program Implementation, Integration of Program into School, 
Training and Support, Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same 
Categories 

H5.17 Program Characteristics, Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same 
Categories 

H5.18 Provider Characteristics, Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same 
Categories 

Tables for Chapter 6 - School-Level Correlates 
H6.1 Correlation Between Measures of School Safety or Problem Behavior and Community 

and School Characteristics - Secondary Schools 

Correlation Between Measures of School Safety or Problem Behavior and Community 
and School Characteristics - Middle or Junior High Schools 

H6.2 
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a H6.3 

School Safety or Problem Behavior and School and Community 
Characteristics 

Correlation Between Measures of School Safety or Problem Behavior and Community 
and School Characteristics - High Schools 

Correlations between the measures of secondary school safety and problem behavior and 
measures of community and school characteristics are shown in Table H6.1. Correlations are 
shown separately for middle/junior high schools in Table H6.2 and in Table H6.3 for high 
schools. As expected the Concentrated Poverty and Disorganization scale based on 1990 census 
data for the school zip code has a substantial positive correlation with middle school teacher 
victimization (SO) and negative correlations with middle school classroom orderliness and 
school safety from teachers' perspectives (-.46 and -.40) and with student perceptions of school 
safety (-S3). In view of these rather large correlations, the small correlation with log crime rate 
based on principal reports and average student victimization are surprising. For high schools, the 
correlations with Concentrated Poverty and Disorganization are smaller in size. 

Principals' reports of gang problems are significantly correlated with all three census 
variables for both levels of schools, and these reports are especially strongly correlated with the 
percentage of the school's students who are Hispanic. 

associated with disorder or problem behavior, particularly at the high school level. The largest 
correlations for school size are with the school crime index based on principal reports, but this is 
to be expected simply because that index is not standardized on school size. Naturally schools 
with more students are expected to report more crimes. The natural log of the rate per lo00 

:E. 

School size (enrollment) is generally negatively associated with school safety and positively .- - 

,.E$ 

Z-$ 

students of crimes reported does not show this strong association with school size. : .- 
Schools with high percentages of students Black are less safe than other schools according to 

both teacher and student reports, although principals do not report more crimes to the authorities 
in these schools. 

Average student victimization has no strong correlations with any of the community or 
school characteristics examined in Tables H6.2 and H6.3. 
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Table H2.1 
Number and Percentage of Schools In which the Principl Reported That One or More 
Incidents of Physical Attack or Fight With Weapon Had Been Reported to Law Enforcement, 
and Total Number of Such Incidents - 1997-98 School Year 

a 
Schools with incident Schools with incident Total incidents 

Group N SE YO SE N SE 

All schools 645 1 897 6.7 .9 20285 

Level 

Elementary 1347 604 2.2 1 .o 2801 

Middle/Junior 2553 367 21.0 2.8 7576 

High 2550 552 10.6 2.2 9909 

Location 

Rural 2167 576 4.7 1.2 9919 

Suburban 1787 392 7.4 1.6 5289 

2496 568 9.4 2.1 5077 Urban " "- . .  

Auspices 

Public 645 1 897 8.5 1.2 20285 

5130 

1607 

2290 

4300 

4618 

1840 

1273 

5130 
. .  .- 
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Table H2.2 
Number and Percentage of Schools In m i c h  the Principal Reported That One or More 
Incidents of Robbery Had Been Reported to Law Enforcement, and Total Number of Such 
Incidents - 1997-98 School Year 

Schools with incident Schools with incident Total incidents 

Group N SE % SE N SE 

All schools 

Level 

Elementary 

MiddldJunior 

High 

Location 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Auspices 

Public 

5680 

1640 

1998 

2042 

1410 

2345 

1925 

548 1 

864 

616 

307 

522 

453 

602 

428 

853 

5.9 

2.8 

16.7 

8.5 

3.1 

9.8 

7.4 

7.3 

.9 20167 

1 .o 9264 

2.4 6079 

2.1 4824 

1 .o 2262 

2.5 12329 

1.6 5576 

1.1 19969 

6593 

6214 

1473 

1636 

--- -- 6366 

1530 . -2 

6592 

. .... u 
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Table H2.3 
Number and Percentage of Schools In Which the Principal Reported That One or More 
Incidents of Physical Attack or Fight Without Weapon Had Been Reported to Law 
Enforcement. and Total Number of Such Incidents - 1997-98 School Year 

a 
Schools with incident Schools with incident Total incidents 

Group N SE % SE N SE 

All schools 

Level 
. _  . .. Elementary 

MiddleIJunior 

High 

" y 

Location 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 
. .  

Auspices 

Public 

42087 2560 

20429 2189 

8655 573 

13004 1204 

18200 1768 

10785 1243 

13102 1438 

3773 1 241 1 

44.2 

34.2 

71.8 

55.5 

40.1 

44.8 

50.9 

50.3 

2.4 

3.3 

3.4 

4.1 

3.6 

4.4 

4.7 

2.7 

536167 109007 

270186 101336 

165790 36673 

100191 16450 

206426 43964 

200190 98035 

129551 19033 

525749 109014 
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Table H2.4 
Number and Percentage of Schools In Which the Principal Reported That One or More 
Incidents of The# or Larceny Had Been Reported to Law Enforcement, and Total Number of 
Such Incidents - 1997-98 School Year 

Schools with incident Schools with incident Total incidents 

Group N SE % SE N SE 

All schools . 42783 

Level 

Elementary 20956 

MiddleIJunior 8083 

High 13743 

Location 

Rural 19964 

Suburban 10392 

Urban 12426 

Auspices 

Public 37858 

2598 

2218 

568 

1236 

1852 

1193 

1450 

2436 

44.4 

34.7 

67.0 

57.7 

44.1 

42.6 

46.7 

50.0 

2.4 

3.3 

3.5 

4.1 

3.7 

4.2 

4.6 

2.6 

263958 26990 

3 86523 14055 

67749 9993 

109685 20782 

. .._ 
5: ' 

e 105326 16503 

63567 11315 
& .<-:= 

-.5 -. ~, -. 95064 18215 . .- 

239481 24634 
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Table H2.5 
Number and Percentage of Schools In Which the Principal Reported That One or More 
Incidents of Vandalism Had Been Reported to Law Enforcement, and Total Number of Such 
Incidents - 1997-98 School Year 

0 

Schools with incident Schools with incident Total incidents 

Group N SE YO SE N SE 

All schools 47365 2696 49.2 2.4 191230 

Level 

Elementary 23718 2308 39.3 3.4 77177 

Middle/Junior 8132 567 67.8 3.5 45848 

High 15515 1281 65.1 4.0 68205 

Location 

RUrd 2 1272 1879 46.8 3.7 78584 

Suburban 13010 1359 53.3 4.4 48568 

Urban 13083 1471 49.6 4.7 64078 

17270 

12266 

7285 

974 1 

12346 

791 7 

921 8 

Auspices 

Public 42398 2556 56.1 2.6 173029 16045 
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Table H2.6 
Estimated Number (in Thousands) and Number per Thousand Secondary School Teachers Experiencing a Theft of Personal Property 
Worth Less Than $ I  0 or Physical Attack Not Serious Enough to See a Doctor in School in Past Month, Spring 1998 

Theft, less than $10 Attack, doctor not required 

Group 
Per Per 

N SE 1000 SE N SE 1000 SE 
All secondary teachers 

Level a 

MiddleIJunior 

High 

Location 

Rural 
F 
c-r 
t4 

Suburban 

156.4 10.36 101.7 4.34 

66.2 4.68 119.2 5.85 

90.2 9.25 91.9 5.90 

64.5 7.51 100.0 7.88 

38.5 4.50 85.1 6.95 

14.7 1.71 9.6 1.04 

7.8 1.07 14.1 1.79 

6.9 1.34 7.0 1.25 

5.1 1.00 7.9 1.46 

2.9 0.88 6.4 1.87 

Urban 53.3 5.80 121.4 6.47 6.7 1.08 15.3 2.22 
a Rates for both types of victimization differ by school leve1,p .01. 
Number of attacks per 1000 in urban schools differs from that in rural and suburban schools, p < .O 1. Number of thefts per 1000 in 

urban schools differs from that in suburban schools, p < .001, and from that in rural schools, p < .05. 
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Table H2.7 
Estimated Number (in Thousands) and Number per Thousand Secondary School Teachers Experiencing Obscene Remarks or Damage 
to Personal Property Worth Less Than Ten Dollars at School - 1997-98 School Year 

Obscene remarks a Damage worth less than $lob 

Group N SE 1000 SE N SE 1000 SE 
Per Per 

All secondary teachers 648.1 41.39 421.2 11.23 423.3 25.01 275.1 6.23 

Level 

Middle/Junior 253.1 15.56 455.6 14.70 170.7 10.04 307.1 8.24 

High 394.9 38.35 401.8 15.84 252.6 22.91 257.0 8.62 

Location 

Rural x 
c1 
w 261.3 29.12 404.7 18.21 175.4 18.34 271.8 10.30 

Suburban 180.5 21.09 398.5 22.16 116.9 11.17 257.9 11.63 

Urban 206.2 21.72 468.8 19.10 131.0 13.62 297.7 9.95 
a The mean for urban schools differs fiom the means for rural and suburban schools, p < .05. Middle school mean differs fiom high 
school mean, p < .05. 

The mean for urban schools differs from the mean for suburban schools, p < .01. Middle and high school means differ, p < .001. 
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Table H2.8 
Estimated Number (in Thousands) and Number per Thousand Secondary School Teachers Experiencing a Theft of Personal Property 
Worth Less Ten Dollars or Threatened in Remark at School - 1997-98 School Year 

Theft worth less than $10 a Threatened in remarks 

Per Per 
Group N SE 1000 SE N SE 1000 SE 
All secondary teachers 368.3 21.51 239.7 6.30 330.3 22.08 214.6 7.92 

Level 

Middle/Junior 155.4 9.50 280.1 9.38 132.3 9.44 238.2 11.49 

High 212.9 19.30 216.8 8.2 1 197.9 19.96 201.2 10.65 

Location 
3: 
b-a Rural P 149.3 14.85 231.6 10.24 124.9 14.52 193.4 12.06 

Suburban 101.8 10.68 225.0 11.70 90.7 11.24 200.1 14.70 

Urban 117.2 12.00 266.6 10.82 114.7 12.72 260.6 15.21 
a The urban school mean differs from the rural school mean, p < .05, and the suburban school mean, p < .O 1. The means for middle 
and high schools differ, p .e .OO 1. 

and high schools differ, p < .05. 
The mean for urban schools differs from the mean for rural schools, p < .001, and suburban schools, p < .01. The means for middle 
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Table H2.9 
Estimated Number (in Thousands) and Number per Thousand Secondary School Teachers Experiencing Damage to or Theft of 
Personal Property at School - 1997-98 School Year 

Damage worth more than $10 Theft worth more than $10 

Per Per 
Group N SE 1000 SE N SE 1000 SE 

All secondary teachers 

Level 

MiddlelJunior 

High 

Location 
X 
c-r Rural ul 

Suburban 

213.4 14.32 138.6 5.01 198.6 13.72 129.1 4.98 

80.0 5.59 144.0 6.60 70.3 5.01 126.5 6.58 

133.3 13.18 

80.2 9.74 

58.1 6.35 

35.6 6.94 128.4 12.78 130.6 6.87 

24.3 8.44 71.7 8.41 111.1 7.40 

28.1 8.40 55.4 6.75 122.3 8.5 1 

Urban 75.0 8.64 170.5 8.24 71.5 8.71 162.5 9.68 
a The mean for urban schools differs from the means for rural and suburban schools, p < .001. 

The mean for urban schools differs from the means for suburban schools (p < .01) and rural schools 0, < .001). 
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Table H2.10 
Estimated Number (in Thousands) and Number per Thousand Secondary School Teachers Physically Attacked or Who Were 
Conponted With a Weapon at School - 1997-98 School Year 

Attacked 

No doctor required a Doctor required Weapon 

Per Per Per 
Group N SE 1000 SE N SE 1000 SE N SE 1000 SE 

All secondary teachers 44.6 3.68 29.0 2.01 12.1 1.41 7.9 .86 8.5 1.35 5.5 .83 

Level 

Middle/Junios 22.1 2.17 39.8 3.41 6.2 .88 11.2 1.49 2.6 .45 4.7 .78 

High 22.4 2.98 22.8 2.43 5.9 1.09 6.0 1.04 5.9 1.27 6.0 1.23 
X 
A Location 
0 3  

Rural 13.9 2.07 21.6 2.80 3.0 .78 4.7 1.18 3.9 1.03 6.0 1.57 

Suburban 10.9 1.79 24.0 3.23 3.3 .68 7.3 1.40 1.6 .49 3.4 1.01 

Urban 19.7 2.51 44.9 4.46 5.8 .96 13.1 1.96 3 .O .73 6.9 1.47 
a The mean for urban schools differs from the means for rural and suburban schools, p < .001. The means for high schools and middle 
schools differ, p < .001. 

The mean for urban schools differs from the means for rural schools,p < .001 and suburban schools,p .e .05. The means for high 
schools and middle schools differ, p < .O 1. 
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Table €32.1 1 
Percentage of Teachers Reporting That Students Tease Other Students or ThPeaten or Curse at 
Others often or Almost Always by School Category 

Students tease other students 
Percentage 95% CI n 

All schools a 34 32.5 -35.7 13253 
Level 

Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

42 39.8 -44.3 7382 
30 27.7 -31.5 5871 

34 31.7 - 36.7 3859 
33 30.3 -35.7 4613 
35 32.0 - 38.2 4781 

Students make threats to others or curse at others 
AI1 schools a, 15 13.3 - 16.0 13247 
Level 

Middle/Junior 18 16.4 - 20.4 7379 
High 

Location 
Rural 

12 10.7 - 14.2 5868 

12 10.4 - 14.3 3853 
.x- 

Suburban 14 11.4 - 15.9 4618 
Urban 19 16.1 -21.8 4776 

Note. Percentage = weighted percentage. n = unweighted n. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. 
a Percentage differs significantly (p .OOl) for scholol level. 

Percentage for urban schools differs significantly fiom both suburban and rural schools, p < .O 1. 
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Table H2.12 
Percentage of Students Reporting Personal Victimization Last Month in School, by School Level and Location 

MiddleIJunior High Total 
Type of victimization 
and location % 95% CI n % 95%CI n YO 95% CI N 
Theft, less than $1 a* bl 

Rural 26 24-28 3524 18 16-20 3452 20 18-22 6976 
Suburban 24 22-26 2897 14 12-16 2005 18 16-20 4902 
Urban 24 22-26 2790 15 12-18 1271 18 16-20 406 1 

15939 Total 25 24-26 9211 16 14-17 6728 19 18-20 

Physical attack b, e* 

Rural 9.0 7.6-10.4 3528 5.4 4.2-6.6 3450 6.5 5.5-7.5 6978 
Suburban 9.5 8.3-10.8 2894 4.5 3.0-6.0 2005 6.7 5.5-7.8 4899 
Urban 10.7 9.1-12.4 2731 u. I 7.6 5.7-9.5 4060 

F 
F 
00 

' ) /  n /  *-,-A 

3.0-u.0 lL0Y G I  

Total 9.8 9.0-10.6 9213 5.4 4.4-6.5 6724 6.9 6.2-7.7 15937 
Note. 95% CI = 9j% confidence interval. 
a Rural high schools differ from suburban high schools, rural middle schools, suburban middle schools, and urban middle schools, 
p < .01. 
Suburban high schools differ from rural middle schools, suburban middle schools, and urban middle schools, p < .01. 
Urban high schools differ from rural middle schools, suburban middle schools, and urban middle schools, p < .01. 
Rural high schools differ from rural middle schools, suburban middle schools, and urban middle schools, p < .01. 

e Urban high schools differ from rural middle schools and suburban middle schools, p < .05. 
Urban high schools differ from urban middle schools, p < .O 1. 
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Table €32.13 
Mean Teacher Reports of Safety porn Vandalism, Personal Attacks, and Thejts in Specific 
School Locations, by School Category 
Location and category Mean 95% CI n 
Your classroom while teaching dy 

All schools 
Level 

Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

The cafeteria c* e 

All schools 
Level 

Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

Empty classrooms d, e 

All schools 
Level 

Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

3.4 

3.4 
3.5 

3.5 
3.5 
3.4 

3 .O 

3.0 
3.0 

3.1 
3.0 
2.9 

3.0 

3.0 
3 -0 

3.0 
3.0 
2.9 

3.41 - 3.48 13038 

3.36 - 3.45 7282 
3.42 - 3.51 5756 

3.41 - 3.52 3793 
3.44 - 3.56 4551 
3.30 - 3.42 4694 

2.97 - 3.07 12571 

2.92 - 3.05 7128 
2.96- 3.12 5443 

2.99 - 3.18 3716 
2.94 - 3.12 4357 
2.83 - 2.99 4498 

2.96 - 3.05 12665 

2.90 - 3.01 7080 
2.97 - 3.10 5585 

2.97 - 3.13 3717 
2.96 - 3.12 4438 
2.84 - 2.97 4510 

continued. . . 
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e Table H2.13 (continued) 
Mean Teacher Reports of Sa@tyJLorn Vandalism, Personal Attacks, and The& in SpeciJc 
School Locations, by School Category 
Location and category Mean 95% CI n 
Hallways and stairs d, e 

All schools 
Level 

Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

Parking lot b* d7 e 

All schools 
Level 

Middle/ Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

Elsewhere outside on school grounds e 

All schools 
Level 

Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

2.9 

2.9 
3 .O 

3 .O 
3.0 
2.8 

2.8 

3.0 
2.8 

2.9 
3.0 
2.7 

2.8 

2.9 
2.8 

2.9 
2.9 
2.6 

2.87 - 2.97 

2.80 - 2.93 
2.88 - 3.03 

2.90 - 3.08 
2.87 - 3.06 
2.69 - 2.86 

2.80 - 2.91 

2.90 - 3.04 
2.72 - 2.87 

2.79 - 2.99 
2.85 - 3.05 
2.63 - 2.79 

2.78 - 2.88 

2.80 - 2.93 
2.74 - 2.89 

2.79 - 2.98 
2.83 - 3.02 
2.58 - 2.73 

12894 

721 1 
5683 

3773 
4472 
4649 

12842 

7166 
5676 

3769 
4490 
4583 

12851 

7207 
5644 

3776 
4463 
4612 
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Table H2.13 (continued) 
Mean Teacher Reports of Safetyfiom Vandalism, Personal AHacks, and ne$s in Spec@ 
School Locations, by School Category (continued,) 
Location and category Mean 95% CI n 
Locker room or gym 

All schools 2.7 2.65 - 2.76 11420 
Level 

Middle/Junior 2.7 2.63 - 2.76 6471 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 

2.7 2.64 - 2.79 4949 

2.8 2.68 - 2.86 3456 
2.7 2.64 - 2.82 3947 

Urban 2.6 2.50 - 2.66 4017 
The restrooms used by students a, c. 

All schools 2.7 2.61 - 2.74 12807 
Level 

Middle/Junior 2.6 2.53 - 2.67 7185 
High 2.7 2.63 - 2.80 5622 .- ;:e Location 
Rural 
Suburban 

_ .  
I -  

2.7 2.64 - 2.86 3784 
2.7 2.60 - 2.81 4454 

Urban 2.5 2.43 - 2.63 4569 
Note. Mean = weighted mean. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for the mean. n = unweighted 
number of teachers. 
a Means differ by school level (p < .05). 
Means differ by school level (p < .Ol). 
Means for urban and suburban schools differ (p < .05). 

dMeans for urban and suburban schools differ (p < .Ol). 
eMeans for urban and rural schools differ (p < .01). 
fMeans for urban and rural schools differ (p .c .05). 
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'Table €42.14 
Means and Standard Deviations for School Characteristics According to Teacher Reports, by School Level and Location 

~~ 

Middle/Junior ' High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95% CI Value 95% CI 
Classroom orderliness b- g, h- 0, p 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

M 
SD 
n 
M 
SD 
n 
M 
SD 

M 
SD 
N 

n 

45.8 
8.3 
81 

49.2 
7.9 
70 

40.0 
8.5 
70 

45.3 
8.9 

22 1 

52.0 
7.6 
81 

49.1 
8.4 
70 

58.5 
9.8 
70 

52.8 
9.2 

43.9-47.6 

46.8-5 1.6 

3 7.9-42 .O 

44.0-46.6 

50.3-53.7 

46.5-5 1.6 

56.1-60.8 

5 1.5-54.1 

51.8 
9.8 
75 

53.8 
10.0 

55 
52.5 
8.9 
53 

52.4 
9.7 
183 

48.2 
9.6 
75 

48.5 
9.7 
55 

49.8 
11.5 

53 
48.6 
10.1 

49.4-54.2 

5 1 .O-56.6 

50.0-54.9 

50.8-53.9 

45.7-50.6 

45.8-51.2 

46.6-53. I 

46.9-50.3 

50.1 
9.8 
156 

51.9 
9.4 
125 

47.6 
10.6 
123 

50.0 
10.0 
404 

49.2 
9.3 
156 

48.7 
9.2 
125 

53.2 
11.7 
123 

50.0 
10.0 

48.3-52.0 

50.0-53.8 

45.7-49.6 

48.8-5 1.2 

47.4-5 1.1 

46.8-50.6 

50.8-55.5 

48.8-51.2 

N 22 1 183 404 
continued. . . 
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m 
Table H2.14 (continued) 
Means and Standard Deviations for School Characteristics According to Teacher Reports, by School Level and Location 

MiddlefJunior e High Total 
Location Value 95% c1 Value 95% CI Value 95% CI 
Safety d.j,  m. 0. q 

Rural M 
SD 
n 

Suburban M 
SD 
n 

Urban M 
SD 
rrl 

Total M 
F SD e A' 

Organizational focus 
Rural M 

SD 
s? 

Suburban dM 
SD 
n 

Urban M 
SD 
n 

Total M 
SD 

48.7 
8.5 
81 

51.2 
8.2 
70 

44.3 
7.6 
70 

46.8-50.6 

48.6-53.7 

42.6-46.1 

48.3 47.0-49.6 
8.6 

22 1 

51.6 
9.1 
75 

50.8 
12.9 

54 
48.8 
11.3 

52 

49.2-53.9 50.8 
9.0 
156 

47.2-54.5 51.0 
11.2 
124 

45.5-52.2 47. I 
10.3 
122 

49.0-52.5 

48.6-53.3 

44.9-49.3 

50.0 
8.8 
81 

50.5 
9.0 
70 

47.5 
8.7 
70 

49.5 
8.9 

48.0-5 1.9 50.6 
10.5 

75 
48.1-52.9 50.6 

11.2 
55 

45.4-49.5 48.9 
9.5 
53 

48.2-50.7 50.3 
10.5 

50.8 49.2-52.5 
10.5 
181 

50.0 48.8-5 1.2 
10.0 
402 

47.9-53.4 50.4 
10.1 
156 

47.2-54.0 50.5 
10.4 
125 

46.1-5 1.6 48.3 
9.2 
123 

48.4-52.1 50.0 
10.0 

48.4-52.5 

48.3-52.8 

46.5-50.2 

48.7-5 1.3 

continued. . . 
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Table H2.14 (continued) 
Means and Standard Deviations for School Characterislics According lo Teacher Reports, by School Level and Location 

Middle/Junior High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95% CI Value 95% CI 
Morale e. k. n. 0.9 

Rural M 
SD 
n 

Suburban M 
SD 
n 

Urban M 
SD 
n 

Total M 
SD 

F N 
h, 
P 

Administrator leadership ' 
Rural M 

SD 
n 

SD 
n 

Urban llrl 
SD 
n 

Total M 
SD 

Suburban M 

49.5 47.5-5 1.5 
8.9 
81 

9.3 
70 

9.0 
70 

51.3 48.5-54.1 

45.7 43.5-47.8 

49.0 47.7-50.4 
9.3 
22 1 

50.0 
10.0 
81 

50.0 
9.6 
70 

47.5 
9.0 
70 

49.4 
9.7 

50.6 
9.8 
75 

51.0 
11.6 
55 

49.4 
10.1 
53 

50.5 
10.3 
183 

47.8-52.2 51.3 
9.2 
75 

47.5-52.6 50.0 
10.4 
55 

45.4-49.6 47.8 
11.7 
53 

48.0-50.7 50.3 
10.1 

48.1-53.2 50.3 
9.6 
156 

47.5-54.5 51.1 
10.7 
125 

46.6-52.3 48.0 
9.9 
123 

48.7-52.2 50.0 

49.0-53.6 

46.9-53.0 

44.5-5 1.2 

48.7-5 1.9 

10.0 
404 

51;o 
9.4 
156 

50.0 
10.1 
125 

47.7 
10.8 
123 

50.0 
10.0 

48.4-52.2 

48.8-53.5 

46.0-50.0 

48.7-5 1.2 

49.2-52.7 

47.9-52.0 

45.5-49.9 

48.8-5 1.2 

0 
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Table H2.14 (continued) 
Means and Standard Deviations for School Characteristics According to Teacher Reports, by School Level and Locution 

MiddleIJunior High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95% CI Value 95% CI 
Planning'," 
Rural M 50.8 48.7-52.9 48.4 46.1-50.7 49.0 47.3-50.8 

SD 9.5 9.5 9.6 
n 81 75 156 

SD 9.1 9.5 9.6 
n 70 55 125 

Suburban M 53.0 50.8-55.2 48.7 46.0-5 1.4 50.5 48.6-52.4 

Urban M 52.8 50.6-55.0 51.0 47.6-54.4 51.7 49.4-54.0 
SD 9.3 12.0 11.1 
n 70 53 123 

SD 9.4 10.1 10.0 
F N 22 1 I a3 404 

Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for the mean. Four very small schools' means were based upon a single respondent. In a few cases extreme scores 

a The means for CIassrooin Orderliness, Victimization and Planning differ by school level, p < .01. Means for Safety differ by school level, p < .05. 

Total M 52.0 50.7-53.2 49.0 47.4-50.6 50.0 48.8-51.1 

... ̂..̂ r..:,, 
WGIG 11 IIIIIII& to three ~iaiidaid beviatioiis ofthe irileari. 

Means for urban and suburban schools differ, p < .O 1. 
Means for urban schools differ from rural means, p < .01. 
Means for urban schools differ from suburban and rural means, p < .02. 
Means for urban and suburban schools differ, p < .05. 

Mean for rural middle schools differs from mean for suburban high, p < .O 1. 
Mean for rural middle schools differs from mean for suburban middle, p < .03. 
Mean for rural middle schools differs from mean for urban high, p < .O I .  

j Mean for rural middle schools differs from mean for urban middle, p < .O 1. 
Mean for rural middle schools differs from mean for urban middle, p < .02. 

I Mean for suburban high schools differs from mean for suburban middle, p < -02. 
Mean for suburban high schools differs from mean for urban middle schools, p < .01. 

" Mean for suburban high schools differs from mean for urban middle schools, p < .03. 
Mean for suburban middle schools differs from mean for urban middle schools, p < .01, 

P Mean for urban high schools differs from mean for urban middle schools, p < .001. 
9 Mean for urban high schools differs from mean for urban middle schools, p < .05. 

' Means for rural and urban schools differ, p < .03. 
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Table €32.15 
Percentage of Students Who Report Staying Away From SpeciJc Places Because Someone 
Might Hurt or Bother Them There, by Categoly ojfstudent 
Place and student characteristic Percentage 95% CI N 

At or on the Wily to school 
Any entrances into the school 

All students 
Sex 

Male 
Female 

White, not Hispanic 
Black, not Hispanic. 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, not Hispanic 
Other, not Hispanic 
Hispanic 

RaceEthnicity 

School level 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

All students 
Sex 

Parts of the School Cafeteria 

Male 
Female 

White, not Hispanic 
Black, not Hispanic 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, not Hisprmic 
Other, not Hispanic 
Hispanic 

School level 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

RaceEthnicity 

8.4 

8.9 
7.7 

6.0 
14.9 
11.2 
9.2 

11.0 
10.7 

10.9 
7.1 

6.5 
7.8 

11.0 

8.6 

9.4 
7.7 

6.9 
13.2 
7.8 

11.0 
13.4 
10.4 

11.0 
7.3 

7.3 
8.2 

10.3 

7.4 - 9.4 

7.6 - 10.1 
6.4 - 9.0 

5.2 - 6.7 
11.8 - 18.0 
6.9 - 15.4 
3.0 - 15.3 
6.6 - 15.4 
8.7 - 12.7 

9.8 - 12.0 
5.7 - 8.6 

5.4 - 7.6 
6.4 - 9.1 
8.8 - 13.3 

7.8 - 9.4 

8.2 - 10.6 
6.7 - 8.7 

6.1 - 7.8 
10.8 - 15.7 
4.5 - 11.2 
5.0 - 17.0 
9.0 - 17.7 
7.8 - 13.0 

10.0 - 12.0 
6.2 - 8.5 

5.9 - 8.6 
7.0 - 9.5 
8.4 - 12.2 

15977 

7609 
8084 

10350 
1929 
458 
266 
459 

2171 

9232 
6745 

6994 
4913 
4070 

15978 

7608 
8086 

10348 
1931 
457 
267 
460 

2171 

9234 
6744 

6996 
4906 
4076 

continued. . . 
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Table H2.15 (continued) 
Percentage of Students who Report Staying Away From SpeciJc Places Because Someone 
Might Hurt or Bother Them There, by Category ofstudent 
Place and student characteristic Percentage 95% CI N 
Other places inside school building 

a 
All students 9.6 8.6 - 10.4 15964 
Sex 

Male 10.1 8.9 - 11.2 7603 
Female 8.8 7.7 - 10.0 8077 

RaceEthnicity 
White, not Hispanic 7.3 6.4 - 8.1 10339 
Black, not Hispanic 15.1 12.5 - 17.7 1928 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 10.6 6.8 - 14.5 458 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, not Hispanic 9.8 4.6 - 14.8 267 
Other, not H i s p i c  14.3 9.9 - 18.6 460 
Hispanic 12.3 10.2 - 14.4 2168 

School level 
Middle/Junior 12.7 11.6 - 13.7 9223 
High 7.9 6.6 - 9.1 6741 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

Any hallways or stairs in the school 
All students 
Sex 

Male 
Female 

White, not Hispanic 
Black, not Hispanic 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, not Hispanic 
Other, not Hispanic 
Hispanic 

School level 
MiddleIJunior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 

RaceEthnicity 

8.1 6.8 - 9.3 6989 
8.7 7.4 - 10.0 4911 

11.8 10.0 - 13.7 4064 

9.7 8.8 - 10.6 15974 

10.3 9.0 - 11.6 7608 
8.7 7.6 - 9.8 8082 

7.6 6.6 - 8.5 10343 
15.4 13.1 - 17.7 1931 
8.7 4.8 - 12.6 458 

10.9 5.7 - 16.1 267 
12.5 8.1 - 17.0 459 
11.8 10.1 - 13.5 2172 

11.6 10.5 - 12.7 9236 
8.7 7.4 - 9.9 6738 

7.6 6.3 - 8.8 6987 
9.8 8.4 - 11.2 4913 

Urban 11.7 9.9 - 13.5 4074 c continued. . . 
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0 Table H2.15 (continued) 
Percentage of Students Who Report Staying Away From Specific Places Because Someone 
Might Hurt or Bother Them There, by Category qfStudent 
Place and student characteristic Percentage 95% CI N 
The shortest way to school or the bus 

All students 
Sex 

Male 
Female 

White, not Hispanic 
Black, not Hispanic 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, not Hispanic 
Other, not Hispanic 
Hispanic 

School level 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

All students 
Sex 

RaceEthnicity 

Any school restrooms 

Male 
Female 

White, not Hispanic 
Black, not Hispanic 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, not Hispanic 
Other, not Hispanic 
Hispanic 

School level 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 

RaceRthnicity 

9.9 

10.4 
9.2 

6.8 
18.3 
8.7 

12.3 

13.5 

13.4 
8.0 

8.1 
9.7 

11.8 

11.1 

12.1 
10.1 

9.2 
15.2 
10.8 
10.5 
16.9 
14.2 

14.4 
9.4 

10.1 
10.0 
13.3 

15.7 

8.8 - 10.9 

9.2 - 11.6 
7.9 - 10.4 

6.0 - 7.7 
15.8 - 20.8 
4.7 - 12.7 
7.0 - 17.7 

10.7 - 20.7 
11.3 - 15.6 

12.2 - 14.7 
6.6 - 9.4 

6.6 - 9.7 
7.9 - 11.5 
9.7 - 13.9 

10.2 - 12.1 

10.8 - 13.3 
9.0 - 11.2 

8.2 - 10.3 
12.6 - 17.9 
7.6 - 13.9 
5.8 - 15.2 

12.5 - 21.3 
12.5 - 16.0 

13.2 - 15.7 
8.2 - 10.7 

8.4 - 11.7 
8.6 - 11.4 

15946 

7589 
8073 

10328 
1927 
455 
266 
458 

2168 

_ _  I -1 

921 1 
6735 

j > _ l  

6983 

4064 
4899 '"e - ** 

. "  
.,.% 

15964 

7599 
8080 

10341 

458 
267 
459 

2169 

-s 1926 C I  

..-: . 1 

9224 
6740 

6982 
491 1 

Urban a. 11.5 - 15.1 4071 
continued. . . 
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Table H2.15 (continued) 
Percentage of Students Who Report Staying Away From Specific Places Because Someone 
Might Hurt or Bother Them There, by Category of Student 

Other places on the school grounds 
Place and student characteristic Percentage 95% CI N 

All students 11.5 10.4 - 12.6 15965 
Sex 

Male 11.6 10.2 - 13.0 7601 
Female 11.1 9.9 - 12.4 8080 

RaceEthnicity 
White, not Hispanic 9.3 8.2 - 10.4 10336 
Black, not Hispanic 16.6 14.2 - 19.0 1928 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 10.0 6.8 - 13.3 458 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, not H i s p i ~ c  13.5 7.3 - 19.6 267 
Other, not Hispanic 13.3 8.6 - 18.0 460 
Hispanic 14.9 12.5 - 17.3 2172 

Middle/Junior 15.0 13.8 - 16.3 9224 
High 9.6 8.1 - 11.1 6741 

School level 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 

9.6 8.0 - 11.3 6990 
10.9 9.1 - 12.7 4905 

Urban 13.9 11.9 - 15.9 4070 
Away from school 

Outside on the street where you live 
All students 10.1 9.1 - 11.1 15977 
Sex 

Male 10.4 9.2 - 11.7 7611 
Female 9.7 8.5 - 11.0 8082 

RaceEthnicity 
White, not Hispanic 6.8 5.8 - 7.8 10350 
Black, not Hispanic 18.5 15.2 - 21.8 1928 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 12.9 8.3 - 17.4 458 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, not Hispanic 15.4 8.9 - 21.9 267 
Other, not Hispanic 15.8 10.4 - 21.3 46 1 
Hispanic 13.9 11.3 - 16.5 2169 

School level 
MiddleIJunior 13.0 11.8 - 14.2 9235 
High 8.6 7.2 - 10.0 6742 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

7.6 6.2 - 9.1 6996 
8.8 7.5 - 10.2 4909 

13.7 11.5 - 15.9 4072 
continued. . . 
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Table H2.15 (continued) 
Percentage of Students Who Report Staying A w q  From Specific Places Because Someone - -  
Might Hurt or Bother Them There, by Category qfStudent 

Any other place in your neighborhood 
Place and student characteristic Percentage 95% CI N 

All students 16.5 14.9 - 18.2 15970 
Sex 

Male 14.8 13.0 - 16.6 7604 
Female 17.9 16.3 - 19.5 8083 

RaceLEthnicity 
White, not Hispanic 13.2 11.6 - 14.9 10343 
Black, not Hispanic 22.9 19.7 - 26.0 1931 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 16.7 11.5 - 21.9 458 
American Indian or Alaskan Native, not Hispanic 17.5 11.0 - 24.0 267 
Other, not Hispanic 27.2 21.1 - 33.4 46 1 
Hispanic 21.8 19.3 - 24.2 2166 

School level 
Middle/Junior 19.8 18.5 - 21.0 9225 
High 14.8 12.4 - 17.3 6745 

Location 
Rural 12.7 11.2 - 14.2 6989 
Suburban 15.5 13.6 - 17.4 4909 e 
Urban 21.4 17.9 - 24.9 4072 

Note. Percentage = weighted percentage. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for percentage. 
N = unweighted number of respondents. Hispanic persons may belong to any ethnic/racial 
category. 

*-5 - ”,. , 
.:i . .. 
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Table H2.16 
Percentage of Students Experiencing SpeciJic Threats or Yiolence This Year in School, by a 
Category 
Experience and student category Percentage 95% CI n 

. ., 
. .y 

Seen a teacher threatened by a student 
All students 
Sex 

Male 
Female 

RaceEthnicity 
White, not Hispanic 
Black, not Hispanic 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 
American Indian or Alaskan native, not 

Other, not Hispanic 
Hispanic 

School level 
MiddleIJunior 
High 

All students 
Sex 

Male 
Female 

RaceEthnicity 
White, not Hispanic 
Black, not Hispanic 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 
American Indian or Alaskan native, not 

Other, not Hispanic 
Hispanic 

School ievel 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Hispanic 

Had to fight to protect yourself 

Hispanic 

28 

30 
27 

27 
40 
18 

33 
35 
25 

30 
27 

20 

28 
12 

17 
27 
15 

27 
30 
25 

28 

26.5 - 30.2 

27.6 - 32.2 
24.6 - 29.1 

24.7 - 29.0 
36.7 - 44.4 
11.4 - 24.6 

18.4 - 47.4 
28.5 - 42.1 
21.5 - 28.1 

28.5 - 32.5 
24.5 - 29.9 

18.9 - 21.8 

26.2 - 30.5 
11.0 - 13.9 

15.7 - 18.8 
21.8 - 32.1 
10.7 - 19.9 

20.6 - 33.7 
24.2 - 36.9 
22.1 - 28.8 

27.0 - 29.8 

15965 

7595 
8087 

10341 
1928 
458 

267 
459 

2169 

9226 
6739 

15974 

7603 
8087 

10345 
1929 
458 

267 
460 

2171 

9230 
6744 Y 16 14.3 - 17.9 

continued. . . 
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0 Table H2.16 (continued) 
Percentage of Students Experiencing Specijk Threats or Violence This Year in School, by 
Category 
Experience and student category Percentage 95% CI n 
Seen a teacher hit or attacked by a student 

All students 
Sex 

12 10.4 - 12.9 15966 

Male 14 11.9 - 15.2 7595 
Female 10 8.5 - 11.1  8087 

RacelEthnicity 
White, not Hispanic 10 8.5 - 10.7 10340 
Black, not Hispanic 21 17.0 - 25.0 1930 
Asian or Pacific Islander, not Hispanic 9 .  4.5 - 13.1 457 
American Indian or Alaskan native, not 

Hispanic 12 5.6 - 18.5 267 
Other, not Hispanic 17 11.5 - 22.2 46 1 
Hispanic 12 8.7 - 14.4 2168 

School level 
MiddleIJunior 15 13.7 - 17.0 9225 
High 10 8.0 - 11.3 6741 

Note. Percentage = weighted percentage. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for percentage. 
n = unweighted number of respondents. Percentages did not differ significantly by location. 
Hispanic persons may belong to any ethnichacial category. 
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Table H2.17 
School Means and Standard Deviations for School Safety, Victimization, and Problem Behavior Scalesfrom the Student Questionnaire, by School Level and- 

Middle/Junior Hiah Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95% CI Value 95% CI 
School safety ' 8  b* 

Rural M 45.5 42.7-48.3 53.8 5 1.6-56.0 51.3 49.5-53.2 
SD 8.8 8.0 9.1 
n 69 55 124 

SD 7.8 8.9 8.9 
n 57 42 99 

SD 9.1 11.8 11.7 
n 56 31 87 

Suburban M 48.3 45.9-50.6 53.6 50.7-56.4 51.4 49.4-53.5 

Urban M 39.9 37.4-42.3 48.6 44.0-53.3 45.3 42.2-48.5 

Total rd 44.9 43.3-46.5 52.6 50.9-54.4 50.0 48.7-5 1.3 
u F SD 9.2 9.4 10.0 

'. M 182 !28 310 w 

Victimization a 

Rural M 
SD 
n 

Suburban M 
SD 
n 

Urban M 
SD 
n 

Total M 
SD 

55.7 
10.0 
69 

54.4 
6.7 
57 

57.7 
6.8 
56 

55.8 
8.5 

52.3-59.0 

52.1-56.6 

55.9-59.6 

54.1-57.5 

47.5 
9.1 
55 

46.2 
10.0 
42 

46.5 
9.4 
31 

47.0 
9.4 

44.5-50.4 49.9 
10.1 
124 

42.7-49.7 49.5 
9.7 
99 

43.0-50.1 50.8 
10.1 
87 

45.0-48.9 50.0 
10.0 

47.6-52.3 

47.2-51.7 

48.1-53.4 

48.5-5 I .4 

N 182 128 3 10 
continued. . . 
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Table H2. I7 (continued) 
School Means and Standard Deviationsfor School Safety, Victimization, and Problem Behavior Scales fiom the Student Questionnaire, by School Level and 

Middle/Junior High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95% c1 Value 95% CI 
Self-report delinquency 
Rural M 49.5 46.9-52.1 50.7 47.9-53.5 50.4 48.3-52.5 

SD 9.5 9.7 9.6 
n 69 55 I24 

SD 7.7 11.1 9.9 
n 57 42 99 

SD 7.5 12.3 10.8 
n 56 31 87 

Suburban M 48.3 46.1-50.6 48.6 45.3-52.0 48.5 46.4-50.7 

Urban M 51.2 49.2-53.2 50.6 46.1-55.0 .50.8 48.0-53.6 

Total M 49.6 48.2-5 I .O 50.2 48.3-52.2 50.0 48.6-5 1.4 
5: SD 8.6 10.6 10.0 
c N I82 128 3 10 P 

Last-year variety drug use 
Rural M 46.2 43.9-48.5 53.1 50.2-56.1 51.0 48.8-53.3 

SD 8.9 10.0 10.2 
n 69 55 124 

11.5 10.7 
42 99 

SD 6.0 
n 57 

SD 5.7 8.9 8.3 
n 56 31 87 

SD 7.5 10.2 10.0 
N 182 128 310 

Suburban M 43.6 4 1.7-45.4 52.6 49.0-56.2 49.0 46.7-5 1.3 

Urban M 45.1 43.6-46.6 50.9 47.5-54.3 48.7 46.6-50.9 

Total M 45.2 43.9-46.4 52.5 50.4-54.5 50.0 48.6-5 1.4 

Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for the M. 
a Means for high schools and middle schools differ 0, < .001). 

Means for urban schools and suburban schools differ (p < .01). 
Means for urban schools and rural schools differ (p < .01). 
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Table €32.1 8 
Percentage of Students Reporting Minor Thefts or Attacks in Recent Month, I976 Safe School 
Study and I998 National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools 

1976 1998 
Crime and school 
characteristic % SI3 YO SE 
Theft, less than $1 

Total 51.0 1.1'0 18.9 .6 1 
Middle/Junior 75.0 3.1!7 24.8 -58 
High 39.6 1.65 15.7 .71 

Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

58.4 2.98 
49.1 2.55 
42.7 2.57 

20.3 .92 
18.3 1 .oa 
17.9 1.20 

Physical attack 
Total 9.8 -55 6.9 .40 
Middle/Junior 17.4 1.03 9.8 .4 1 
High 6.1 .50 5.4 .52 

8.9 1 . Ill 8 6.5 .5 1 Rural 
Suburban a 

Urban 
9.5 .ti3 6.7 .59 

11.9 1 .ti3 7.6 .95 
Note. Estimates from the Safe School Study are based on unpublished tabulations of 1 1  August 
1978 provided by Shi Chang Wu in personal communication. 
a For the Safe School Study, suburban = non-central city portion of SMSAs. 
For the Safe School Study, urban = SMSA central cities with 500,000 or more in population in 

1970. 
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Table H2.19 
Rate per Thousand Teachers Reporting Minor Thr$ts or Attach in Recent Month, 1976 Safi 
School Study and 1998 National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools 

1976 1998 
Crime and school 

Theft, less than $10" 
characteristic Rate S.E Rate SE 

Total 176 7.13 102 4.3 
Middle/Junior 187 10.3 119 5.8 
High 171 10.2 92 5.9 

Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

142 14.9 
175 9.8 
241 20.2 

100 7.9 
85 7.0 

121 6.5 

Physical attack, no doctor 
Total 4.5 .64 9.6 1.04 
Middle/Junior 8.2 1 A53 14.1 1.79 
High 2.6 5 2  7.0 1.25 

Rural .8 -52 7.9 1.46 
Suburban 3.4 ."77 6.4 1.87 
Urban 19.6 4.38 15.3 2.22 

Note. Estimates from the Safe School Study are based on unpublished tabulations of 11 August 
1978 provided by Shi Chang Wu in personal communication. 
a For the Safe School Study, excludes thefts of less than $1. 
For the Safe School Study, suburban = non-central city portion of SMSAs. 
For the Safe School Study, urban = SMSA central cities with 500,000 or more in population in 

1970. 
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Table H2.20 
Percentage of Students Aged 12-19 Who ReportedAvoidmg One 01 More of Five Places in School 

NSDPS scs 
Group YO SE YO SE 

All students 19.9 .7 - - 
11 years or younger 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 (or older) a 

- - 33.3 2.5 

28.8 1.3 11.6 .8 

24.2 1.1 10.9 .8 

21.7 1.2 8.6 .7 

20.0 1.5 8.7 .8 
15.2 1.6 6.8 .6 

14.7 1.6 6.5 -7 
14.0 1.7 5.8 1 .o 

19 - - 7.9 2.6 

Students aged 12 or older 19.5 .7 8.7 .3 

White, not Hispanic 

Black, not Hispanic 

16.5 .8 7.0 .3 
28.0 2.1 12.0 1 .o 

- - Asian, not Hispanic 21.7 2.8 
- - Native American, not Hispanic 16.8 3.7 

Other, not Hispanic 26.2 2.9 10.9 1.6 
-. 

Hispanic 23 .O 1.4 13.0 1.1 

Male 20.2 1 .o 8.7 -4 

Female 18.7 .9 8.6 .5 
Rural 15.8 1 .o 6.9 -6 

Suburban 19.0 1 .o 7.9 .4 
Urban 23.7 1.5 11.8 .7 

Note. NSDPS = National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools, SCS = School Crime Supplement 
to the National Crime Victimization Survey. In NSDPS, students were asked, "Do you usually stay away 
fiom any of the following places because someone might hurt or bother you there?" The SCS asked 
household members aged 12- 19 years, who had attended school any time during the past six months and 
who were enrolled in a school that could lead to a high school diploma, "Did you stay away from any of 
the following places because you thought someone might attack or hurt you there?" The five places 
contributing to this table are the entrances into the school, any hallways or stairs in the school, parts of 
the school c:af&eria, m y  schoo! restrwms. other places inside the school building. SCS results are 
adapted irom Kaufinan, Chen, Choy, Chandler, Chapman, Rand, & Ringel (1998). 
a In NSDPS secondary school students indicated their ages using a list in which the top category was 'I 1 8 
years or older." 
bAsian and Native American groups were not tabulated separately for the SCS. a 
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Table €12.21 
Self-Reported Delinquent Behavior in the Last Twelve Months by Student Sex (Percentage Reporting Each Behavior) 

Behavior 

Boysa Girlsb 
- ~~ ~ 

% 95% CI % 95% CI 

Hit or threatened to hit other students 

Stolen or tried to steal things worth less than $50 

44 41.3 - 46.0 

24 22.0 - 25,.2 

Purposely damaged or destroyed other property that did not belong to you, 26 25.1 - 28.0 
not counting family or school property 

Purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to a school 21 19.2 - 22.8 

Taken a car for a ride (or drive) without the owner's permission 12 10.6 - 13.2 

Sold marijuana trr other drugs 13 11.8 - 15.0 x 
00 Stolen or tried TO steal something worth more than $50 ld 10.2 - 12.4 
w 

Carried a hidden weapon other than a pocket knife 12 11.2 - 13.8 

27 

15 

12 

11 

8 

6 
C 
J 

4 

25.4 - 29.4 

13.4 - 16.6 

10.3 - 12.8 

9.7 - 12.0 

7.2 - 8.9 

4.9- 7.0 

4.5 - 6.5 
2.9- 4.5 

Broken into or tried to break into a building or car to steal something or 11 9.9 - 12.6 4 3.8 - 5.4 
just to look around 

Been involved in gang fights 10 8.9- 11.6 5 4.1 - 6.0 

Used force or strong-arm methods to get money or things from a person 9 7.5 - 9.7 3 2.1 - 3.2 

Hit or threatened to hit a teacher or other adult at school 7 5.7 - 7.6 3 2.6 - 4.0 

Note. Table shows weighted percentages. 
a Unweighted n ranges from 7587 to 7608. Unweighted n ranges from 8079 to 8095. 
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Table H2.22 
Self-Reported Ddinquent Behavior in the Last Twelve Months by Location (Percentage Reporting Each Behavior) 

Urbana Suburbanb Rural" Totald 

Behavior % 95% CI YO 95% CI % 95% CI YO 95% ci 

Hit or threatened :o hit other students 34 30.7 - 38.6 32 29.4 - 35.5 38 35.8 - 41 .O 35 33.5 - 37.1 

Stolen or tried to steal things worth less 19 17.3 - 21.2 20 18.4 -21.7 18 16.1 - 20.4 19 18.0 - 20.2 

Purposely damaged or destroyed other 18 15.1 -20.1 19 17.0-20.5 20 18.6 - 21.5 19 17.7 - 20.0 

than $50 

property that did not belong to you, 
not counting family or school property 

property belonbing to a school 

the owner's petmission 

Purposely damaged or destroyed 16 13.3 - 18.4 16 14.2- 17.6 16 13.6 - 17.5 16 14.6 - 17.0 

Taken a car for a ride (or drive) without IO 8.7- 12.1 8 7.3 - 9.8 I 1  9.3 - 12.1 10 9.1 - 10.8 

Sold marijuana or other drugs 10 8.0 - 12.5 9 7.0 - 10.5 10 8.2 - 11.2 10 8.5 - 10.7 
W " #  

W Stolen or tried to steal something worth 10 8.3 - 11.0 8 6.9- 9.2 7 5.0 = 8.5 8 1 . 0  - 4.0 
more :hail $50 

pocket knife 

building or car to steal something or 
just to look around 

Carried a hidden weapon other than a 8 6.5 - 10.6 7 5.6- 7.9 8 7.2 - 9.9 8 7.1 - 8.9 

Broken into or tried to break into a 7 5.8- 9.1 7 6.0- 8.3 9 7.4 - 10.2 8 7.0- 8.7 

Been involved in gang fights 8 6.5 - 10.6 6 5.3 - 7.6 8 6.1 * 9.3 8 6.7- 8.5 

Used force or strong-arm methods to get 6 5.1 - 7.5 4 3.5 - 5.3 6 4.6 - 6.8 6 4.9- 6.1 
money or things from a person 

adult at school 
Hit or threatened to hit a teacher or other 5 4.0 - 7.0 4 2.9 - 4.6 5 4.2 - 6.5 5 4.2 - 5.6 

Note. Table shows weighted percentages. 
a Unweighted n ranges from 4069 to 4078. 
from 15951 to 15984. 

Unweighted n ranges from 4899 to 491 5. Unweighted n ranges from 6983 to 6995. Unweighted N ranges 
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Table H3.1 
Percentage -- of Schools Providing Various Kinds of Isolated Information by School Level 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
(n  = 275-284) (n = 276-280) (n = 264-266) ( N =  816-830) 

Kind of Information % 95%CI % 95%CI yo 95% CI % 95%CI 
Tobacco 80 75-85 91 88-95 90 86-94 84 81-87 
Alcohol 78 73-83 92 88-95 92 89-96 83 80-86 
Other drugs 78 73-83 90 86-93 90 86-94 83 79-86 
Violence 56 50-62 76 71-81 71 65-77 62 58-66 
Accidents 55 49-61 53 47-60 59 53-66 56 52-60 
Health or menta€ health services 45 40-51 65 59-71 61 54-67 52 48-56 
Risky sexual behavior 
Other 

30 25-36 70 64-76 79 73-84 
9 6-13 10 7-14 8 4-11 

48 44-52 
9 7-11 

e , "  /. ',;& , , 
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Table H3.2 
Percentage of Schools Using Various - Organizational Arrangements to Prevent Problem Behavior or Promote School Orderliness 

Elementary MiddleNunior High Total 
(n = 266-269) (N = 828-840) (n = 283-289) (n = 277-283) 

Activity or arrangement % 95%CI % 95%CI % 95%CI % 95%CI 
Mixing students of differing conduct or ability together in 

Decreases in class size 
Grouping of students by ability or achievement 
Stringent criteria for grade-to-grade promotion 
Grade-level "houses" or teams 
Block scheduling 
Increasing the length of class periods 
Relaxed grade-to-grade promotion criteria 
Grouping of students by effort or conduct 
Shortened lunch period 
Decreasing the number of periods in the day 
Increasing the number nfperiods in the day 
Schools within a school 
Decreasing the length of class periods 
Lengthened lunch ;period 
Increases in class size 
Having classes at night or on weekends 

classes 67 
33 
23 
24 
21 
12 
10 
13 
12 
9 
2 
6 
3 
4 
4 
3 
2 

6 1-73 
27-38 
18-28 
19-29 
16-25 
8-16 
6-13 
9-17 
8-16 
6-12 

1-4 
3-8 
1-4 
1-6 
1-6 
1-5 
0-3 
0-4 

82 
35 
49 
35 
66 
45 
32 
26 
14 
19 
23 
18 
28 
14 
8 
8 
8 
2 

76-87 
29-4 1 
42-55 
29-40 
60-72 
38-5 1 
26-37 
20-3 I 
10-18 
14-24 
18-28 
14-23 
23-34 

9-18 
5-1 I 
5-1 1 
4-1 1 
0-3 

70 
30 
38 
43 
15 
31 
33 

8 
14 
16 
22 
18 
12 
11 
1 1  
6 
9 
4 

63-76 
24-36 
32-44 
36-49 
10-20 
25-37 
27-39 
4-1 1 

10-19 
11-21 
17-28 
13-23 
8-16 
7-15 
7-16 
3-10 
5-12 
2-7 

69 65-73 
32 28-36 
30 27-34 
30 26-34 
25 22-28 
21 18-24 
19 16-21 
13 10-16 
13 10-15 
12 10-14 
10 8-12 
10 8-13 
8 7-10 
7 5-8 
6 4-8 
5 3-6 
4 3-6 
2 1-4 Separation of students by sex 2 

Note: 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. 
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Table H3.3 
Percentage of Schools Using Each of Several Activities or Arrangements That Influence 

e 
Student Population, by Level and by Location 
Practice % 95% CI n 

Specialization in attractive educational programs such as 
science, music, technology d, e 

All schools 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Assignment of students with academic or learning problems to 
this school 

All schools 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Assignment of students with educational or behavioral 
problems to other schools 

All schools 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 
Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

27 

25 

25 

34 

19 

30 

38 

23 

23 

24 

24 

17 

27 

30 

22 

20 

29 

25 

20 

20 

28 

24.0 - 31.0 833 

20.2 - 30.1 287 

19.4 - 30.1 279 

28.4 - 40.5 267 

14.2 - 24.1 301 

23.9 - 37.2 277 

31.1 - 45.6 255 

.._a -.q 

20.0 - 26.8 837 

18.1 - 27.8 287 

18.8 - 29.6 282 

18.6 - 29.6 268 

12.6 - 21.9 303 

20.4 - 33.4 281 

23.4 - 37.5 253 

19.1 - 25.6 835 

15.1 - 24.4 286 

23.3 - 34.4 282 

19.5 - 31.1 267 

15.2 - 25.2 301 

14.8 - 25.8 280 

0 

a 21.1 - 34.7 254 

continued. . . 
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Table H3.3 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using Each of Several Ac,tivities or Arrangements That Influence 0 - -  
Student Population, by Level and by Location 
Practice YO 95% CI n 

Admission fees or tuition a, b* 

All schools 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Assignment of students wit-- behavLa or adjustment pro 
to this school 

All schoals 

= ;-+: ... High 
Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

a _  

Student recruitment programs a, b, 

All schools 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

ems 

21 

20 

8 

32 

16 

26 

26 

19 

18 

23 

22 

17 

20 

23 

14 

11 

8 

24 

9 

IS 
21 

17.9 - 24.6 837 

15.1 - 24.5 288 

3.8 - 13.3 283 

25.6 - 37.6 266 

11.0 - 20.4 303 

19.5 - 32.3 280 

19.3 - 32.9 254 

16.3 - 22.6 837 

13.2 - 22.0 287 

18.0 - 28.7 283 

16.5 - 27.6 267 

12.4 - 21.6 303 

14.0 - 25.5 281 

17.0 - 29.8 253 

11.5 - 16.9 839 

7.5 - 14.9 288 

5.2 - 12.2 283 

19.3 - 29.8 268 

6.2 - 13.8 302 

10.0 - 19.8 281 

15.6 - 27.2 256 

continued. . . 
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Table H3 -3 (continue4 
Percentage of Schools Using Each of Several Activities or Arrangements That Inzuence 
Student Population, by Level and by Location 

Practice % 95% CI n 

Selective admissions practices (e.g., high test scores, good 
conduct, high grade average, or other entry requirements) a, b* d* 

All schools 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

RWd 

Suburban 

Urban 

Preference for students of a particular religion, faith, culture, 
ethnicity, or political inclination a, 

All schools 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Scholarships or tuition waivers a, 

All schools 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

14 

11 

8 

24 

6 

20 

21 

12 

14 

4 

12 

10 

15 

14 

12 

12 

6 

16 

7 

12 

20 

11.5 - 16.6 836 

7.5 - 14.6 287 

4.5 - 13.3 283 

19.3 - 29.1 266 

4.0 - 9.6 302 

14.6 - 25.6 279 

15.3 - 27.4 255 

9.4 - 15.0 841 

9.9 - 18.4 288 

1.6 - 7.5 283 

7.6 - 15.5 270 

5.4 - 13.9 303 

9.8 - 20.4 281 

8.1 - 19.1 257 

9.4 - 14.8 839 

7.9 - 15.5 287 

1.8 - 10.8 283 

11.8 - 20.9 269 

4.6 * 11.3 303 

6.9 - 16.4 280 

14.1 - 26.7 256 

continued 
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Table H3.3 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using Each of Several Activities or Arrangements That Influence 
Student Population, by Level and by Location 
Practice YO 95% CI n 

Assignment of students under court or juvenile sewices 
supervision to this school b* 

All schools 10 7.7 - 11.8 834 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Another practice or arrangement that influences the 
composition of the school’s student population 

All schools 

Elementary 

Middle 

High 

Rural 

yo 

*”>” 

Suburban 

Urban 

4 2.3 - 6.9 287 

16 11.7 - 21.4 280 

19 14.0 - 24.4 267 

10 6.9 - 13.7 303 

9 5.9 - 13.3 278 

9 6.5 - 13.7 253 

11 8.6 - 13.5 823 

10 7.0 - 14.0 280 

10 6.3 - 13.2 276 

13 8.8 - 17.5 267 

6 3.7 - 9.4 294 

13 8.0 - 17.7 278 

18 11.9 - 23.6 251 
Note. % = weighted percentage; 95% CI = 95% confidence interval; n = unweighted number of 
respondents. 
a The proportion for high schools and middle schools differs p < .O 1. 

The proportion €or high schools and elementary schools differs p < .O 1. 
The proportion for middle schools and elementary schools differsp 
The proportion for urban schools and rural schools differs p < .O 1. 

e The proportion for suburban schools and rural schools differs p < .01. 

.01. 
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Table H3.4 
Means and Standard Deviations for Selectivity and Problem Magnet Scales Scoredfrom the Phase I Principal Questionnaire by School Level and Location 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95%CI Value 95%CI Value 95% CI 
Selectivity 
Rural M 47.6 46.1-49.1 46.6 44.4-48.9 49.4 47.7-5 I .2 48.1 47.0-49.1 

SD 7.8 7.3 9.0 8.2 
n 105 92 104 30 1 

SD 10.1 7.3 12.6 10.7 
n 92 104 82 278 

Urban M 51.5 49.1-53.9 47.4 46.1-48.7 57.7 54.7-60.8 52.2 
SD 10.8 6.4 13.2 11.3 
n 89 87 75 25 I 

Total M 49.5 48.4-50.7 47.0 45.8-48.2 52,7 5 1.3-54.1 50.0 49.2-50.8 
SD 9.6 7.1 11.4 10.0 

F N 286 283 26 1 830 

Suburban M 50.2 48.2-52.4 47.1 44.8-49.5 57.0 54.1-59.8 51.0 49.5-52.6 

50.5-54.0 

P 
Problem student attiaction 
Rural M 47.5 46.1-48.9 51.4 48.7-54.0 51.0 48.7-53.3 49.1 48.0-50.3 

SD 7.4 11.6 11.6 9.7 
n 105 92 106 303 

Suburban M 50.3 48.4-52.2 50.4 48.2-52.5 50.4 48.0-52.8 50.4 49.0-5 1.7 
SD 9.2 10.4 11.3 9.8 
n 92 I02 84 278 

SD 9.5 12.4 12.3 10.5 
PP 89 86 75 250 

Urban M 50.5 48.4-52.5 52.0 49.3-54.8 52.8 49.9-55.7 51.1 49.6-52.6 

Total M 49.2 48.2-50.2 51.2 49.7-52.7 51.3 49.7-52.8 50.0 49.2-50.8 
SD 8.7 11.4 11.8 10.0 
N 286 280 265 83 1 

Notes. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for the mean. 

e 
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Table H3.5 
Percentage of Schools Providing Prevention or Treatment Services for Administrators, Faculty, or Staff by School Level and 
Location 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
Treatment or prevention 

service and location % 95% CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI N 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

Alcohol, tobacco, or other drug prevention or treatment 
Rural 30 21-39 104 37 27-48 93 29 20-38 105 31 25-37 302 
Suburban 40 30-50 90 57 46-68 103 50 39-61 83 44 37-52 276 
Urban 
Total 

52 42-63 91 59 48-69 87 50 39-61 79 53 45-60 257 
40 34-45 285 49 43-55 283 38 32-44 267 40 36-44 835 

Anger management or self-control training 
Rural 20 13-28 104 25 16-35 93 20 12-28 105 21 16-26 3 02 

276 

Total 25 20-30 285 36 30-42 283 27 21-32 267 27 23-31 835 

s i  25-38 
F 
4 Suburban 28 lS-38 90 37 27-43 '103 37 26-47 83 
P 

Urban 29 20-39 91 51 41-62 87 36 25-46 79 33 26-40 257 

Other health or mental health services 
Rural 30 21-39 104 35 25-45 93 27 18-36 103 30 24-36 300 
Suburban 44 34-55 89 55 44-65 103 46 35-57 83 46 39-54 275 

49 41-56 256 Urban 45 34-55 91 62 51-72 87 54 42-65 78 
Total 39 33-44 284 48 42-54 283 37 30-43 264 39 35-43 83 1 

Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. 
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Table H3.6 
Percentage of Schools Using Selected Architectural Design or Structural Features to Prevent Problem Behavior or Promote School 
Orderliness, by School Level and Location 

Elementary MiddleIJunior High Total 
Design or structtiral 

feature and location % 95%CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI N 
Gates, fences, walls, 

barricades outside 
the building 
Rural 36 27-45 104 25 16-34 93 27 18-36 106 32 26-38 
Suburban 43 33-54 90 20 12-28 103 32 22-43 84 38 30-45 
Urban 54 43-64 91 47 36-58 87 44 33-55 79 51 43-58 
Total 43 38-49 285 29 24-35 283 32 26-38 269 39 35-43 

F 
& Closed or blocked off 

sections of the 
building 
Rural 10 4-16 103 22 14-31 93 28 19-36 106 17 13-22 
Suburban 5 2-12 90 16 9-23 103 34 24-45 84 12 9-16 
Urban 18 10-26 91 26 16-35 87 25 15-35 79 20 14-26 

303 
277 
257 
837 

302 
277 
257 

~~ ~~ ~~ 

Total 11 7-15 284 21 16-26 283 28 23-34 269 17 14-20 836 
Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. 

, 
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e 
Table H3.7 
Percentage ofSchools with Formal Written Rules or Policies About Visitor Sign-out and Unforms, by School Level and Location 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
Policy and loc,Gtion % 95%CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI n % 95%CI N 
Visitor sign-out * 

Rural 68 57-79 79 71 60-81 78 48 37-60 78 62 55-70 235 
Suburban 84 75-94 66 67 50-83 70 66 52-80 60 77 70-85 196 
Urban 72 60-84 66 87 80-95 70 64 51-78 51 72 64-81 187 
Total 74 67-80 211 74 67-81 218 55 48-63 189 69 64-74 618 

Uniform 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

F 
P 
\o 

9 6-14 231 
38 26-50 66 23 6-40 72 42 27-56 58 36 28-44 196 
48 36-61 69 32 21-44 64 25 12-38 45 42 33-52 178 

8 4-16 78 13 5-21 77 11 5-21 76 

Tota! 28 23-35 2i3 21 14-28 213 21 14-27 179 26 21-30 605 
Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval. n = unweighted number of respondents. 
a Suburban differs from rura1,p < .01. 
Rural differs from suburban and urban, p = .OO 1. 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Table H3.8 
Means and Standard Deviations for Scales Scoredfiom the Phase 2 Principal Questionnaire by School Level and Location 

~ ~~ 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95%CI Value 95%CI Value 95% c1 
Number of written rules 
Rural h.,' 46.9 44.1-49.7 54.2 52.7-55.7 51.0 49.0-53.0 49.1 47.4-50.9 

S 0 11.3 6.6 8.1 10.2 
K 79 80 81 . 240 

Suburban M 50.4 48.5-52.3 53.6 50.6-56.5 50.7 47.7-53.6 51.0 49.6-52.4 
SD 7.7 7.2 9.7 8.2 
n 66 72 60 198 

Urban M 48.4 45.2-5 1.7 57.6 56.5-58.8 53.2 50.9-55.5 50.5 48.3-52.8 
SD 11.7 4.8 8.4 11.0 
n 66 70 53 189 

Total 1\17 48.3 46.7-50.0 54.9 53.7-56.0 51.4 50.0-52.8 50.0 

0 N 21 1 222 19:: 624 

48.9-5 1.1 
F SQ 10.7 6.6 8.6 10.0 wl 

Distribution of discipline policy 
Rural M 

SD 

Suburban M 
SD 
n 

Urban M 
SD 
n 

n 

Total M 
SD 

49.7 47.5-5 1.8 
9.2 
80 

5.5 
68 

5.3 
70 

7.3 

51.0 49.7-52.4 

51.4 50.0-52.8 

50.6 49.5-5 1.7 

50.0 47.6-52.5 
11.0 

78 
51.1 48.4-53.7 
11.2 

70 
53.0 - 
0.0 
70 

9.5 

a 

51.1 49.8-52.5 

48.1 44.2-52.0 
14.1 

81 
48.2 44.4-52.0 
13.9 

60 
47.8 43.2-52.2 
16.2 

52 
48.0 45.5-50.6 
14.5 

49.2 47.4-5 1 .o 
11.2 
239 
50.4 49.2-5 1.7 
9.0 
198 

8.4 
192 

50.0 49.0-5 1 .O 
10.0 

50.9 49.6-52.2 

N 218 218 I93 629 
coniinued . . . 

9 
'I 
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Table H3.8 (continued) 
Means and Standard Deviations for Scales Scoredfrorn the Phase 2 Principal Questionnaire by School Level and Location 

Location Value 95% CI Value 95%CI Value 95%CI Value 95% c1 
Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 

Sound discipline management practices 
Rural M 46.5 

SD 11.9 
n 81 

Suburban M 
SD 
n 

Urban M 
SD 
n 

Total M 
SD 
N * 

Ordinary social control 
Rural M 

SD 
n 

Suburban M 
SD 
n 

Urban M 
SD 

49.6 
9.7 
68 

50.8 
8.0 
70 

48.7 
10.4 
219 

48.3 
11.1 

80 
47.8 
9.1 
68 

50.6 
8.6 

n 71 
Total M 48.9 

SD 9.9 

43.7-49.4 

47.2-52.0 

48.7-52.9 

47.2-50.2 

45.7-5 I .O 

45.5-50.0 

48.6-52.7 

47.5-50.3 

53.4 52.0-54.7 
6.0 
80 

8.9 
70 

6.1 
69 

7.1 
219 

51.2 48.9-53.6 

54.6 53.1-56.0 

53.1 52.0-54.1 

54.5 52.3-56.7 
9.7 
80 

10.7 
71 

10.5 
69 

54.6 53.1-56.2 
10.2 

54.4 5 1 .O-57.9 

55.1 52.6-57.6 

51.8 49.2-54.5 
9.7 
78 

8.9 
59 

9.8 
52 

9.6 
1 89 

51.4 48.9-54.0 

51.3 48.6-54.1 

5f.7 50.0-53.3 

50.6 48.4-52.7 
9.3 
80 

8.9 
59 

9.8 
53 

9.4 

49.7 47.4-52.0 

49.6 47.0-52.3 

50.2 48.8-5 1.6 

49.0 
11.1 
239 
50.2 

9.5 
I97 

51.4 
8.2 
191 

50.0 
10.0 
627 

49.8 
10.6 
240 
49.2 
9.6 
198 

51.0 
9.2 
193 

50.0 
10.0 

47.2-50.9 

48.6-5 1.9 

49.8-52.9 

48.9-51.0 

48.2-5 1.5 

47.7-50.8 

49.4-52.5 

49.0-5 I .O 

~ 

continued. . . 
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Table H3.8 (continued) 
Means and Standard Deviations for Scales Scoredfrom the Phase 2 Principal Questionnaire by School Level and Location 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95%CI Value 95%CI Value 95% CI 
Formal responses to misconduct 
Rural M 45.5 43.4-47.6 56.4 54.6-58.1 55.3 53.1-57.4 50.0 48.5-5 1.5 

SD 8.8 7.1 8.8 10.0 
n 79 80 81 240 

Suburban M 46.2 44.2-48.2 56.6 54.5-58.7 54.1 50.1-58.1 49.5 
SD 8.2 7.8 12.7 10.3 
n 66 70 59 195 

Urban M 47.1 45.2-49.0 59.8 58.2-61.5 56.4 53.6-59.2 50.4 
SD 8.0 6.8 10.0 9.7 
n 70 70 53 193 

Total M 46.2 45.0-47.4 57.4 56.3-58.4 55.3 53.6-56.9 50.0 49.1-50.9 

48.0-5 1.1 

48.8-5 1.9 

Y SEI 8.5 7.4 10.0 10.0 
N 

Use of material rewards 
Rural M 

SD 
n 

Suburban M 
SD 
n 

Urban M 
S D  
n 

SD 
Total M 

215 

51.9 49.4-54.4 
10.4 

80 
50.0 48.3-53.3 
10.0 

68 
50.9 48.8-53.1 
8.5 
69 

9.7 
51.3 49.9-52.7 

220 

51.2 49.0-53.4 
9.6 
80 

9.6 
69 

9.3 
70 

9.6 

50.5 48.2-52.8 

53.5 5 1.2-55.7 

51.6 50.3-52.9 

193 628 

45.9 44.0-47.8 
8.7 
81 

47.2 43.7-50.7 
11.0 

59 
45.1 42.0-48.2 
11.0 

5 1  
46.0 44.6-47.5 
9.7 

48.4-5 1.4 49.9 
10.1 
24 1 
50.0 48.2-5 1.8 
10.3 
196 

9.5 
190 

50.0 49.0-5 1 .O 
10.0 

50.2 48.5-5 1.8 

N 217 219 19Y. 627 
continued. . . 
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Table H3.8 (conlinue4 
Means and Standard Deviations for Scales Scored jiont the Phase 2 Principal Questionnaire by School Level and Location 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95%CI Value 95%C1 Value 95% CI 
Use of social reinforcers 
Rural M 52.1 49.8-54.4 49.0 47.1-50.9 44.9 42.7-47.0 49.4 47.9-50.9 

SD 9.7 8.8 9.7 10.1 
n 

Suburban M 
SD 
ip 

Urban M 
SD 
n 

Total M 
SD m 

80 

8.9 
68 

9.6 
69 

9.5 

52.6 50.4-54.7 

52.2 49.8-54.5 

52.2 50.9-53.6 

80 

8.0 
69 

9.3 
70 

8.8 

47.8 45.9-49.7 

50.9 48.7-53.1 

49.2 48.0-50.3 

81 

10.4 
58 

9.9 
51 

9.9 

46.2 42.8-49.5 

44.2 41.4-47.0 

45.0 43.4-46.6 

24 1 
50.5 
9.6 
195 

50.5 48.8-52.3 
10.1 
I90 

50.0 49.1-50.9 
10.0 

48.9-52.1 

N 217 219 I90 626 m 
w Note. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for the M. n = unweighted number of respondents. 

a No variability obs~rved. 
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Table H3.9 
Percentage of Schools Providing Teachers, Students, and Parents With Printed Copy of School 

e 
Discipline Policy in Current Year 
Who received and school category Percentage 95% CI N 

Teachers 

Level 
All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 

High 
Students 

Level 
All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High a 

Location 
Urban 
Suburban 

Parents 

Level 

99 

100 
99 
98 

96 

96 
99 
95 

98 - 100 63 1 

97 - 100 218 
97 - 100 219 
94 - 100 1 94 

94 - 98 627 

93 - 98 217 
96 - 100 219 
91 - 98 191 

96 94 - 97 627 

99 97 - 100 218 
96 93 - 98 219 
87 80 - 92 190 

,e.. .. . - _.= 
L. .< 
. -  

98 95 - 99 192 
98 95 - 99 198 

Ruralb 93 89 - 96 237 
Note. N = unweighted number of respondents. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval €or percentage. 
a High differs from middle and elementary, p < .O 1 . 

Rural differs fiom urban and suburban, p < .O 1. 
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Table H3.10 
Percentage of Schools CurrentIy Engaged in Development or Use of SpeciJic Sound 
Discivline-Related Practices 
Activity and school category Percentage 95% CI N 
Active maintenance of records or files of indiviclual students' 

conduct - using forms, files, or computers 
All schools 92 89 - 95 631 

Level a 

Elementary 90 85 - 94 219 
Middle/Junior 98 96 - 99 219 
High 94 88 - 97 193 

Current effort to communicate rules or consequences (e.g., 
handbmks, posters) 

All schools 90 87 - 93 629 
Level 

Elementary 89 84 - 93 218 
MiddleIJunior 94 89 - 96 219 
High 92 87 - 96 192 

Current use of printed discipline forms, a referral system, or 
other method for identifying and recording d e  violations 
when they occur 

All schools 89 85 - 92 632 
Level a 

Elementary 87 81 - 91 219 
Middle/Junior 97 93 - 99 219 
High 91 85 - 94 194 

Location 
Urban 
Suburban 

95 91 - 98 192 
90 84 - 94 198 

Rural 84 78 - 90 242 
continued. . . 
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Table H3.10 (continued) 
Percentage of SchooIs Currently Engaged in Development or Use of Specific Sound 
Discivhe-Related Practices 

(b 

Activity and school category Percentage 95% CI iv 
Current use of a specific method of achieving and 

documenting due process upon suspending a ssdent from 
school 

All schools 83 79 - 87 628 
Level a 

Elementary 80 74 - 86 219 
MiddlelJunior 92 88 - 95 219 
High 86 79 - 91 190 

Location 
Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 

89 81 - 94 191 
85 79 - 91 198 
79 72 - 85 239 

Active system for investigation of student’s histlory, 
performance, or circumstances to help decide what to do 

All schools 80 75 - 84 621 
,< Level a 

Elementary 77 71 - 83 217 
Middle/Junior 88 82 - 92 218 
High 82 75 - 87 186 

Location 
Urban 
Suburban 
RUrai 

83 76 - 91 189 
85 78 - 90 195 
75 67 - 81 237 

_ I  

Active development or specification of consequences of rule 
violation or of good behavior 

All schools 72 67 - 76 629 
Level 

Elementary 
MiddlelJunior 

66 59 - 72 218 
79 73 - 84 219 
82 ?5 - 88 192 

continued. . . 
- -I- - ~ -  High 
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Table H3.10 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Currently Engaged in Development or Use of Specijk Sound 
Discipline-Re Iated Practices 

Active development or modification of school rules or 

a 
Activity and school category Percentage 95% CI N 

discipline code 
All schools 

Elementary 
Level 

71 66 - 75 630 

66 59 - 72 219 
MiddlejJunior 80 74 - 85 218 
High 79 72 - 85 193 

Current active involvement of students in the development or 
modification of school d e s ,  rewards, and punishments 

All schools 46 41 - 51 627 
Level 

Elementary 40 33 - 46 216 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 

52 45 - 58 219 
58 51 - 66 192 

Urban 50 41 - 59 191 
Suburban 38 30 - 46 197 
Rural 48 40 - 55 239 

Note. N = unweighted number of respondents. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for percentage. 
a Middle differs from elementary, p < .O 1. 

Elementary differs from middle and high, p < .O 1. 
Urban differs fkom rural, p < .01. 
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Table H3.11 
Percentage of Schools Using SpeciJc Responses lo Desirable Student Conduct 
Response and school level Percentage 95% CI N 
Informal recognition or praise (e.g., happy faces, oral praise, 

hugs) 
All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Level a 

Formal recognition or praise (e.g., certificates, awards, 
postcard to the home, non-redeemable tokens) 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Level 

Job or privilege reinforcers (e.g., allowing student to erase 
chalk board, help the teacher, decorate a class) 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

playground) 

Level 

Level 

Activity reinforcers (e.g., access to games, free time, library, 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Social rewards (e.g., lunch with a teacher, parties, trips with 
faculty) 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 

Leve! a 

High 
continued. . . 

H-5 8 

96 

99 
96 
88 

95 

95 
96 
94 

87 

95 
88 
68 

84 

93 
83 
64 

82 

85 
86 
72 

94-97 

98-100 
93-99 
83-93 

92-97 

9 1-99 
94-99 
90-97 

85-90 

9 1-98 
84-92 
6 1-75 

8 1-87 

89-96 
78-88 
57-72 

78-85 

79-90 
82-9 1 
65-79 

626 

216 
220 
190 

625 

216 
21 9 
190 

626 

217 
219 
190 

624 

215 
219 
190 

626 

217 
219 
190 
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Table H3.11 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using Spec@ Responses to Desirable Student Conduct 

Material rewards (e.g., food, toys, supplies) 
Response and school level Percentage 95% CI N 

All schools 81 77-85 626 
Level a 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 

86 81-91 217 
87 83-92 219 

High 65 58-72 190 
Redeemable token reinforcers (e.g., coupons, tokens, or 

paper "money") 
All schools ' 61 56-65 625 

Elementary 67 6 1-74 216 
Middle/Junior 67 61-74 219 

Level a 

High 41 33-49 190 
Other response to desirable behavior 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 

Level 

Money 

Level 

42 33-51 191 

46 32-6 1 53 
41 29-53 67 
36 24-48 71 

8 6-1 1 626 

4 2- 7 217 
18 13-23 218 

High 13 8-19 191 
Note. N = unweighted number of respondents. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for percentage. 
a High differs from elementary and middle, p -= .O 1. 

Each level differs from the others, p < .O 1. 
Middle differs from elementary, p < .OO 1. 
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0 Table H3.12 
Percentage of Schools Using Specific Responses to Undesirable Student Conduct 
Response and school category Percentage 95%CI IV 
Notifying parents about student’s behavior 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Conference with a student 
All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Oral reprimand 
All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Level 

Level 

Conferences with student’s parents/guardians 

Level 

Level 

Brief exclusion of students from attendance in regular classes 
(e.g. in-school suspension, cooling off room) 

Level a 

All schools 

Elementary 
MiddleIJunior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

100 

100 
100 
100 

100 

100 
100 
100 

100 

100 
100 
100 

99 

100 
99 
99 

94 

95 
99 
91 

92 
95 
98 

- 

- 
- 
- 

- 

- 
- 
- 

- 

- 
- 
- 

98- 100 

97-100 
98- 100 
97- 100 

92- 96 

92- 98 
96- 1 00 
86- 96 

87- 96 
90- 98 

63 0 

21 8 
220 
192 

632 

219 
220 
193 

628 

217 219 e 
192 

626 

216 
218 
1 92 

63 3 

219 
22 1 
193 

242 

95- 99 193 lg8 e 
continued. . . 
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Table H3.12 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using Spec@ Responses to Undesirable Student Conduct 
Response and school category Percentage 95% CI N 
Short-term (5 days or less) withdrawal of a privilege (e.g., riding 

the bus, playground access, participation in athletics, use of 
the library) 

0 

All schools 93 90-95 626 
Level a 

Elementary 93 90-97 217 
Middle/Junior 98 95-99 218 
High 90 86-94 191 

Suspension from school (the exclusion of students from 
membership for periods of 30 days or less) 

Level 
All schools $9 86-93 633 

Elementary 86 80-91 218 
Middle/Junior 97 94-99 221 
High 94 89-98 194 

Restitution (requiring a student to repay the school or a victim 

'. 
for damages or harm done) 

All schools 
Level 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Sending student to school counselor 
All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Written reprimand 
All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junim 

Level 

Level 

86 82-89 628 

81 75-87 215 
96 93-98 220 
92 88-96 193 

85 

79 
96 
95 

81 

81-89 627 

73-85 216 
91-98 220 
90-97 191 

77-85 628 

78 72-84 218 
85 80-90 219 

High 86 80-91 191 
continued. . . 
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e Table H3.12 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using Specific Responses to Undesirable Student Conduct 
Response and school category Percentage 95%CI N 
Probation (a trial period in which a student is given an 

opportunity to demonstrate improved behavior) 
All schools 75 71-80 627 

Level 
Elementary 
MiddleIJunior 
High 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Calling or notifying the police 

Level a, 

Brief exclusion fkom school not officially designated suspension 
(e.g., sending students home with permission to return only 
with a parent) 

All schools 
Level 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

After-school detention 
All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Level 

Work duties, chores, or tasks as punishment 

Level 

69 62-75 216 
89 85-93 220 
85 79-91 191 

74 70-79 632 

68 61-75 218 
95 91-9s 220 
80 73-86 194 

74 

77 
78 
66 

72 

63 
92 
83 

70 

69 
71 
72 

70-78 632 

71-83 218 
72-84 221 
58-73 193 

67-77 629 

57-70 218 
88-95 220 
77-89 191 

66-74 629 

63-75 218 
65-77 219 
65-79 192 
continued. . . 
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Table H3.12 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using Specific Responses lo Undesirable Student Conduct 

Long-term (more than 5 days) withdrawal of a privilege (e.g., 
Response and school category Percentage 95% CI N 

a 
riding the bus, playground access, participation in athletics, 
use of the library) 

Level 
All schools 67 62-72 626 

Elementary 57 50-64 215 
Middle/Junior 91 87-95 219 

. .  

High 

All schools 

Elementary 
MiddleIJunior 
High 

All schools 

Writing assignments as punishment 

Level e 

Transfer to one or more different classes within the school 

Level a, 
Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

.. 

Expulsion from school (the exclusion of students &om 
membership for periods of time over 30 days) 

All schools 
e.:: Level b. e 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 

Peer mediation 

Level a, 

80 

62 

67 
62 
51 

61 

54 
83 
67 

57 
59 
70 

57 

74-86 192 

58-67 629 

61-74 217 
55-69 220 
43-59 192 

57-66 629 

47-61 216 
77-90 221 
60-75 192 

50-65 239 
51-68 197 
61-78 193 

53-62 628 

40 33-47 215 
78 72-84 220 
88 82-93 193 

51 46-56 622 

49 42-56 216 
68 61-74 217 

High 48 40-56 189 e continued. . . 
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Table H3.12 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using Specific Responses to Undesirable Student Conduct 
Response and school category Percentage 95% CI N 
Charging student with a crime 

e 
All schools 51 46-55 628 

Level 
Elementary 37 30-43 215 
Middle/Junior 83 77-88 220 
High 67 60-75 193 

Court action against student or parent 
All schools 48 43-52 628 

Level 
Elementary 35 28-42 217 
Middle/Junior 78 72-84 218 
High 62 55-70 193 

Community service 
All schools 46 41-50 627 

Level 
Elementary 40 33-47 214 
MiddleIJunior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Transfer to another school 
All schools 

Mandatory participation of student in a special prolgram 

Level 

Level 

61 
52 

45 
53 
40 

44 

32 
66 
59 

37 

54-68 220 
44-59 193 

37-52 240 
44-61 195 
32-49 192 

39-48 625 

26-39 215 
60-73 218 
51-66 192 

33-42 628 

. .  . .  . .  .... .- -_. 

.v, 

.... ,. z . ** r . i l  

33 27-39 215 Elementary 
Middle/Junior 45 38-52 220 
High 

Location f, g 

44 36-51 193 

RWd 27 21-33 240 
Suburban 45 37-54 198 

< ~ .  Urban 47 38-56 190 
continued. 
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Table H3.12 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using Specific Responses to Undesirable Student Conduct 
Response and school category Percentage 95%CI -I? 
Saturday detention 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Level 

Other metho& of removal of students displaying problem 
behavior fi-om the school 

Level 
All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Location g 

Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 

Corporal punishment (e.g., paddling, spanking, strilhg) 

Level a 

Mandatory participation of parent in a special program 

Level 

25 

14 
37 
45 

24 

20 
38 
27 

17 

15 
12 
24 

27 
6 
9 

15 

11 
24 

21-28 626 

9-18 217 
31-44 220 
37-52 189 

20-28 626 

15-26 216 
31-45 218 
20-34 192 

13-20 627 

9-20 217 
7-16 220 

17-32 190 

20-34 240 
3-10 197 
5-16 190 

11-18 623 

7-15 214 
18-30 218 
12-23 191 High 18 
continued. . . 
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Table H3.12 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using Specific Responses to Undesirable Student Conduct 

Other response to misbehavior 

Response and school category Percentage 95% CI N 

,411 schools 10 7-13 625 
Level 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
RUd 
Suburban 
Urban 

Student court 

Level 
All schools 

Elementary 
Middle/Junior 
High 

Location 
Rural 
Suburban 
Urban 

0 

Informal physical responses (administration of discomfort 
through rubbing, squeezing, pulling, or the like) 

Level 
All schools 

12 7-16 216 
8 5-13 218 
6 3-11 191 

14 2- 8 239 
15 
4 

6 

4 
10 
6 

4 
3 

10 

2 

8-21 195 
8-20 191 

4- 8 625 

2- 7 216 
6-14 218 
3-10 191 

2- 8 237 
1- 7 196 
6-15 192 

1- 3 628 

Elementary 2 1- 5 217 
Middle/Junior 1 0- 3 219 
High 3 1- 6 192 

Nore. N = unweighted number of respondents. 950/0 CI = 95% confidence interval for percentage. 
a High differs fiom middle, p < .O 1. 

Middle differs fiom elementary,p < .01. 
Elementary differs fiom middle and high, p 
Each level differs from all others,p < .01. 

Urban differs from rural, p < .01. 

About 5% of schools reported placement or transfer to an alternative school or alternative 

.O 1. 

e High differs from elementary, p < -01. 

8 Suburban differs fiom rural, p 

education program. 

.01. 

H-66 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Table H3.13 
Percentage of Schools Reporting Suspension or Expulsion of Students for Specific Oflenses, e 
Either Automatically or Usually Following a Hearing, by School Categoiy 
Offense and school category Percentage 95% CI N 
Possession of a gun 

All schools 
Automatically 85 

97 Automatically or usually after a hearing ' 9  d, 

Level 
Elementary 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 

Middle/Junior 

High 

Automatically or usually after a hearing 

85 
96 

86 
100 

86 
98 

Location 
Rural 

Automatically 85 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Suburban 
96 

Automatically 86 
100 Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Urban 
Automatically 

c.. 
85 

Automatically or usually after a hearing 95 7.' 34 .*: 1 
. -  Y 

continued. . . 

82 - 88 
95 - 99 

79 - 89 
91 - 98 

80 - 90 
97 - 100 

80 - 90 
95 - 100 

79 - 90 
92 - 99 

80 - 91 
98 - 100 

77 - 91 
89 - 99 

61 3 
61 3 

205 
20s 

219 
219 

189 
189 

23 2 
232 

194 
1 94 

187 
187 
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Table H3.13 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Reporting Suspension or Expulsion of Students for Specific Ofenses, 
Either Automatically or Usually Following a Hearing, by School Category 

Possession of other drugs (e.g., marijuana, LSD, cocaine) 
Offense and school category Percentage 95% CI N 

All schools 
Automatically 77 73 - 81 613 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 96 94 - 98 613 

Level 
Elementary 

Automatically 76 70 - 82 204 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 94 90 - 97 204 

Middle/Junior 
Automatically 82 76 - 87 217 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 99 97 - 100 217 

High 
Automatically 78 71 - 83 192 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 98 95 - 100 192 

Possession of alcohol 
All schools 

Automatically 67 63 - 72 615 
Automatically or usually after a hearing ,a, 91 88 - 94 615 

Level 
Elementary 

Automatically 65 58 - 72 203 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 90 84 - 93 203 

Middle/Junior 
Automatically 74 68 - 80 219 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 97 94 - 99 219 

High 
Automatically 68 61 - 75 193 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 91 86 - 95 193 

continued. . . 
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Table H3.13 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Reporting Suspension or Expulsion of Students for Specific Oflenses, 
Either Automatically or Usually Following a Hearing, by School Category 

Possession of a knife 

a 
Offense and school category Percentage 95% CI N 

All schools 
Automatically e, 66 61 - 70 616 
Automatically or usually after a hearing a, '* e* 91 88 - 94 616 

Level 

i " 

Elementary 
Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Middle/Junior 

High 

Location 
Rural 

Automatically 

67 60 - 73 208 
91 87 - 95 208 

71 65 - 77 218 
97 94 - 99 218 

60 52 - 67 190 
87 81 - 93 190 

59 51 - 66 233 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 85 79 - 90 233 

Suburban 
Automatically 73 65 - 80 194 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Urban 
97 92 - 99 194 

Automatically 71 62 - 79 189 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 96 91 - 100 189 
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e Table H3.13 (continue4 
Percentage of Schools Reporting Suspension or Expulsion of Students for Specific Offenses, 
Either Automatically or Usually Following a Hearing, by School Category 
Offense and school category Percentage 95% CI N 
Possession of tobacco 

All schools 
Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing a, b, 

Level 
Elementary 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Middle/Junior 

High 

Location 
Rural 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 

Suburban 

Urban 

41 
70 

46 
77 

46 
70 

26 
55 

36 
65 

46 
76 

43 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 73 

36 - 46 
66 - 74 

39 - 53 
70 - 82 

39 - 53 
63 - 76 

20 - 34 
48 - 63 

29 - 44 
58 - 72 

37 - 54 
68 - 82 

34 - 52 
65 - 80 

606 
606 

200 
200 

21 6 
216 

190 
190 

229 
229 

194 
1 94 

183 
183 Y 
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Table H3.13 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Reporting Suspension or Expulsion of Students for Specific Oflenses, 
Either Automatically or Usually Following a Hearing, by School Category 

Physical fighting 
Offense and school category Percentage 95% CI N 

All schools 
Automatically b? 28 24 - 32 618 
Automatically or usually after a hearing '* e* 78 73 - 82 618 

Level 
Elementary 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Middle/Junior 

High 

Location 
Rural 

Automatically 

21 16 - 27 211 
70 63 - 76 211 

43 36 - 50 216 
91 86 - 94 216 

37 30 - 45 191 
89 84 - 93 191 

27 21 - 34 236 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 71 63 - 77 236 

Suburban 
Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Urban 

31 24 - 39 193 
84 77 - 89 193 

Automatically 28 21 - 36 189 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 84 76 - 91 189 
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Table H3.13 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Reporting Suspension or Expulsion of Students for Spec@% Oflenses, 
Either Automatically or Usually Following a Hearing, by School Category 

Profane or abusive language 
Offense and school category Percentage 95% CI N 

All schools 
Automatically b* 9 7 - 12 622 
Automatically or usually after a hearing b, c. 52 47 - 56 622 

Level 
Elementary 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 

Middle/Junior 

High 

5 3 - 9 212 
46 40 - 53 212 

18 14 - 24 218 
57 50 - 64 218 

13 8 - 19 192 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 61 53 - 68 192 

Location 
Rural 

Automatically 8 5 - 12 237 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 44 37 - 51 237 

Suburban 
Automatically 9 6 - 15 194 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Urban 
57 49 - 65 194 

Automatically 10 6 - 16 191 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 60 51 - 68 191 
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Table H3.13 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Reporting Suspension or &pulsion of Students for SpeciJic Ofenses, a 
Either Automatically or Usually Following a Hearing, by School Category 
Offense and school category Percentage 95% CI N 
chronic truancy 

All schools 
Automatically b, 
Automatically or usually after a hearing bj 

Level 
Elementary 

Automatically . 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 
Automatically or usually after a hearing 

Automatically 

63 
Middle/Junior 

High 

6 4 - 8 619 
34 30 - 38 619 

3 100 - 6 208 
24 18 - 31 208 

13 9 - 18 219 
43 36 - 50 219 

10 6 - 15 192 
.,- Automatically or usually after a hearing 52 44 - 59 192 

: ? -  
.e. -. 

Note. N = unweighted number of respondents. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for percentage. 
a Percentages differ (p < .05) for high and middle/junior high schools. 9- 

Percentages differ (p < .OS) for high and elementary schools. 
Percentages differ (p < .OS) for middle/junior high and elementary schools. 
Percentages differ (p < -05) for urban and suburban schools. 

Percentages differ (p < .05) for suburban and rural schools. 

4.. 

e Percentages differ (p < .OS) for urban and rural schools. 

e 
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Table H3.14 
Mean Number of Dgerenl Categories of Discretionary Prevention Activities Named, by School Level and Location 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95% CI Value 95%CI Value 95% CI 
Rural M 7.8 7.0-8.6 9.0 8.1- 10.0 7.5 6.7-8.4 7.9 7.3-8.4 

SD 4.0 4.3 4.3 4.2 
n 106 98 108 3 12 

Suburban M 9.1 8.3-9.9 9.4 8.6-10.1 8.6 7.7-9.5 9.1 8.5-9.6 
SD 4.0 3.7 4.3 4.0 
n 98 110 87 295 

Urban M 9.2 8.4-10.0 10.8 10.1-1 1.5 8.7 7.6-9.8 9.3 8.7-9.9 
SD 4.0 3.4 4.4 4.0 
c? 97 93 77 267 

2 Total M 8.6 8.1-9.1 9.6 9.1-10.1 8.0 7.4-8.6 8.6 
SD 4.0 4.0 4.3 4.1 
A‘ 30 1 301 272 874 

8.2-8.9 
9 

Note. Information comes from the Phase 1 “Activity Detail Questionnaire” and short forms. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for the weighted mean. 
n = unweighted number of responding schools. 
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e 
Table H3.15 
Median Number of Unique Activities Named, bv School Level and Location 

Elementary Middle/Junior HiRh Total 
3 Location Value 95% Ci 95% CI Value 5% I Value 95% CI 

Rural Median 10.5 8.7- 13.7 14.9 11.1-18.8 9.6 7.7-12.3 10.7 9.1-12.8 
n 106 98 108 3 12 

12.4-16.8 Suburban Median 14.9 12.3-18.4 14.6 12.8-17.2 12.7 10.2-16.7 14.3 
n 98 1 IO 87 295 

13.5-17.1 Urban Median 14.5 13.0-17.0 22.0 17.5-24.8 13.1 10.5-18.6 15.2 
n 97 93 77 267 

Total Median 13.7 12.0-14.5 15.7 14.2-18.4 11.1 9.9- 13.1 13.6 12.0- 14.6 
N 30 1 301 272 874 

Note. Information comes from the Phase 1 “Activity Detail Questionnaire” and short form. Median is the number of unique activities named (e.g., “multi- 
component” activities are counted only once). 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for the median. n = unweighted number of schools. 
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Tablc €43.16 
Percentage ofSchools Using Each Discretionary Prevention Activity and Number of Dflerent Activities, by School Level 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
(n=301) (n=301) ( ~ 2 7 2 )  (N=874) 

avg. n avg. n avg. n avg. n 
Type of prevention activity % 95%CI acts. % 95%C1 acts. % 95% CI acts. % 95%CI acts. - 
Prevention curriculum, instruction or 80 75-85 2. I 77 71-82 2.3 66 60-73 I .9 76 73-79 2.0 

Behavioral programming or behavior 65 60-71 1.2 70 64-76 1.5 57 51-64 1.1 64 60-68 1.2 

training 

modification 

Counseling, social work, 74 69-80 I .3 83 78-88 1.9 74 68-79 1.5 75 72-79 1.4 
psychological, or therapeutic 

Recreation, enrichment, or leisure 61 55-67 I .6 73 68-79 2.0 66 60-72 1.7 64 60-68 1.7 

Improvements to classroom 59 53-65 I .o 63 57-69 1.2 51 44-57 0.8 57 53-61 1 .o 
organization and management 

change 
2 Culture or climate change, norm 66 61-72 I .7 74 68-79 1.8 59 53-66 1.5 66 62-69 I .6 

Use of external personnel resources 76 71-81 1.5 73 67-79 1.4 63 56-69 1.1 72 69-76 1.4 

Services to families 59 53-64 I .o 60 54-66 1.2 42 35-48 0.8 55 51-58 1 .o 
Notes: Information comes from the Phase I "Activity Detail Questionnaire" and short form. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval for the percentage. Avg. n acts. = average 
number of activities named in this category. n = unweighted number of schools. 

in classrooms 
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Table H3.17 
Percentage of Schools Using Each Discretionary Prevention Aclivity and Number of Different Activities, by School Level and Location 

Elementary MiddleIJunior High Total 
(n=301) (n=301) (n=272) (N=874) 

avg. n avg. n avg. n avg. n 
Type of prevention activity % 95%CI acts. % 95% C1 acts. % 95% CI acts. % 95%C1 acts. 

Mentoring, tutoring, coaching, or apprenticeship 

Rural 44 35-54 0.8 

Suburban 58 48-68 1.1 

Urban 67 57-76 I .3 

Total 55 49-61 I .o 
Improvements to instructional practices 

Rural 58 48-67 1.1 

Suburban 69 60-79 I .5 

69 59-78 1.5 

Total 64 59-70 I .3 

Intergroup relations, interaction between school and community 

Rural 48 38-58 1.1 

Suburban 61 51-71 1.7 

Urban 61 51-71 I .5 

Total 56 60-61 I .4 

F 
4 Urban 
4 

Youth roles in regulating and responding to student conduct 

Rural 24 16-32 0.3 

Suburban 47 37-57 0.6 

Urban 41 31-51 0.6 

Total 36 30-41 0.9 

56 

69 

73 

64 

63 

61 

76 

66 

65 

61 

82 

68 

51 

54 

62 

55 

45-66 

60-78 

64-82 

58-70 

52-73 

50-72 

67-85 

60-72 

55-75 

50-72 

73-90 

62-74 

41-61 

43-64 

52-72 

48-61 

I .o 58 

1.2 66 

I .6 73 

1.2 63 

1.4 49 

1.2 60 

I .8 65 

1.4 54 

1.9 44 

I .5 63 

2.2 72 

I .8 54 

0.7 38 

0.8 53 

0.9 40 

0.8 42 

49-68 

56-76 

63-84 

56-69 

39-58 

50-7 1 

54-76 

48-6 I 

35-54 

52-73 

61-83 

47-60 

29-48 

42-64 

29-5 1 

35-48 

1 .o 50 

1.2 61 

1.5 69 

1.2 58 

0.9 55 

I .3 66 

1.4 69 

1.1 62 

1.2 49 

1.7 61 

1.8 66 

1.4 57 

0.6 32 

0.8 49 

0.6 43 

0.6 40 

44-56 

54-68 

62-75 

54-62 

49-62 

60-73 

62-76 

58-66 

43-55 

54-68 

59-73 

53-61 

26-38 

42-56 

36-5 1 

36-43 

0.9 

1.1 

1.4 

1.1 

1.1 

1.4 

1.5 

1.3 

1.2 

1.7 

1.6 

1.5 

0.5 

0.7 

0.6 

0.6 
- 
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Table 113.17 (continued) 
Percentage of Schools Using Each Discretionary Prevention Activiw and Number o$Di#erent Activities, by School Level and Location 

Elementary MiddleIJunior High Total 
(n=301) (n=301) (n=272) (N=874) 

avg. n avg. n avg. n avg. n 
Type of prevention activity % 95% CI acts. % 95%CI acts. % 95%CI acts. % 95% CI acts. 
Planning structures or process 

Rural 51 41-61 0.8 60 50-70 I .2 48 38-58 0.9 51 45-57 0.9 

Suburban 62 52-72 I .2 65 54-76 1.3 57 46-68 1.3 61 55-68 1.2 

Urban 61 51-71 I .3 81 74-89 1.9 57 46-69 I .2 63 55-70 1.4 

Total 57 51-63 1.1 67 61-73 1.4 52 45-58 I .o 57 53-61 1.1 

Security or surveillance 

Rural 42 33-52 0.9 59 49-70 1.5 49 39-58 1.3 46 40-53 1.1 

Suburban 
7 
4 Urban 
00 

62 53-72 I .2 60 49-70 1.6 62 52-73 1.6 62 55-69 I .4 

53 43-63 1 .o 84 76-91 2.6 74 63-84 I .9 61 54-68 I .4 

?5!a! S i  46-57 i .O 66 59-72 1.8 57 50-63 I .5 55 51-59 1.2 
Note: Information comes from the Phase I "Activity Detail Questionnaire" and short forms. n s  for location by level cells range from 77-1 IO. 95% CI = 95% confidence interval 
for the percentage. Avg. n acts. = average number of activities named in this category. 
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Table H3.18 
Percentage of Activities in Each Prevention Category That Are Part of a Multi-Component 
Activity 

a 
Category Percentage N 

Youth participation in school discipline 

Intergroup relations and school-community interaction 

41 577 

23 1407 

Prevention curriculum, instruction, or training 20 1871 

Classroom organization and management practices 20 922 

Activity to change or maintain culture, climate, or expectations 1477 

Behavioral programming or behavior modification 19 1145 

19 

Counseling, social work, psychological, or therapeutic activity 18 1423 

Use of external personnel for classroom management or 
instruction 

17 1172 

Use of a school planning structure or process to manage change 17 1081 

Mentoring, tutoring, coaching, apprenticeship/placement 

Services or programs for family members 
:.@ 16 1034 

15 926 

Improvements to instructional methods or practices 13 1175 

Recreational, enrichment, and leisure activities 6 1588 

Security or surveillance 

Total 

5 1312 

17 171 10 
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Table H4.1 
Means and Standard Deviationsfor Conditional Disciplinary Decision Making and Predictable Disciplinary Decision Making Scales Scoredfrom the Phase 
2 Principal Questionnaire by School Level and Location 

Elementary Middle/Junior High Total 
Location Value 95% CI Value 95%CI Value 95%CI Value 95% CI 
Conditional disciplinary decision making 
Rural M 49.8 

SD 9.8 
n 65 

Suburban M 49.7 
SD 9.2 
n 60 

Urban M 47.7 
SD 9.6 
n 64 

Total M 49.1 
00 F SD 9.6 

M 189 
Predictable disciplinary decision making 
Rural M 48.0 

SD 10.1 

0 

n 
Suburban M 

SD 
n 

Urban M 
SD 
n 

Total M 
SD 

79 
49.5 
10.8 

67 
49.5 
10.8 

71 
48.9 
10.5 

47.4-52.2 

47.3-52.2 

45.2-50.2 

47.7-50.5 

45.8-50.3 

46.8-52.2 

46.8-52.2 

47.4-50.3 

50.0 48.0-5 1.9 
8.5 
75 

10.6 
68 

51.2 48.4-53.9 

49.8 47.2-52.4 
10.6 

66 
50.3 48.9-5 1.6 
9.7 

209 

52.9 50.9-54.8 
8.6 
78 

9.1 
70 

50.3 47.9-52.7 
10.1 

70 
51.0 49.6-52.4 
9.3 

49.0 46.4-5 I .6 

51.8 49.3-54.2 
10.9 

80 

9.8 
55 

52.6 49.6-55.5 

51.0 48.0-54.0 
10.6 

49 

10.6 
51.8 50.1-53.5 

*.D. 

164 

52.28 50.3-54.0 
8.2 
81 

7.8 
57 

53.9 5 1.8-56.0 

50.1 47.4-52.8 
9.7 
51 

8.5 
52.1 50.8-53.4 

50.6 
10.1 
220 
50.6 
9.7 
183 

48.6 
10.0 
179 

50.0 
10.0 
5 82 

50.0 
9.6 
238 
50.4 
10.1 
194 

49.7 
10.5 
192 

50.0 
10.0 

49.0-52.1 

48.9-52.3 

46.7-50.4 

49.0-5 1 .O 

48.6-5 1.4 

48.6-52.2 

47.8-5 1.6 

49.0-5 1 .O 

N 217 218 189 624 
Notes. 95% CI = 9S% confidence interval for the M. n = unweighted number of respondents. 
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Table H4.2 
Proportion of Prevention Curriculum, Instruction or Training Programs Containing SpeciJic 
Topics or Strategies 

e 
School level 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Topic or strategy (~151-167) (PFI 10-120) ( ~ 7 8 - 8 5 )  (N=341-370) 

General health or safety promotion 

Cultural or historical topics 

Drug information or prevention 

Sex education 

Violence prevention 

Ethics or character education 

Etiquette or manners education 

Civics 

Politics of race, class and society 

Job skills or development 

Academic study skills 

Self-esteem 

Social influence 

Social problem solving skills 

Self-management 

Attribution 

Communication skills 

Emotional control 

Emotional perspective taking 

Formal cooperative learning 

Mastery learning 

.84 

.56 

.83 

.36 

.so 
-713 

.74 

.4 1 

.25 

.4 1 

.45 

.92 

.89 

.94 

.86 

.74 

.83 

.86 

.76 

.70 

.36 

.79 

-42 

.83 

.55 

.71 

.73 

.68 

.4 1 

.36 

.57 

.59 

.92 

3 9  

.92 

.88 

-75 

.83 

.84 

.65 

.67 

.37 

.92 

.65 

.90 

.68 

.73 

.8 1 

.62 

-49 

.44 

.65 

.61 

.96 

.96 

.94 

.91 

.80 

.86 

.85 

.75 

.7; 

-39 

.84 

-56 

.85 

.45 

.78 

.78 

.71 

-42 

-30 

.47 

.49 

.93 

.90 

.94 

.87 

.76 

.84 

.86 

.74 

.71 

.37 
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Table H4.2 (continued) 
Proportion of Prevention Curriculum, Instruction 
Topics or Strategies 

r Training Prl grams c1 ntaining Specific 

School level 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Topic or strategy (F 15 11- 167) (~110-120) ( ~ 7 8 - 8 5 )  (+34 1-370) 

Individualized instruction 

Computer-assisted instruction 

Lectures 

Class discussions 

Individual "seat work" 

Behavioral modeling 

Role-play ing 

Rehearsal and practice of new skill 

Use of cues 

"Active1' or "experiential" teaching 

Use of computerized multi-media 

Peer teacherdleaders 

Adult instructors of a given sex or race 

techniques 

features 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

Assignments involving interviewing 

Within class grouping by ability or 

others 

effort 

-56 

.23 

.82 

.99 

.74 

.9 1 

.8t5 

.84 

.73 

.46 

.3 R 

.5a1 

.lo' 

2 5  

.33 

.22 

.47 

.3 1 

5 6  

.3 1 

.84 

.95 

.73 

3 0  

.76 

.70 

.62 

.52 

.42 

.59 

.19 

.25 

.3 1 

.23 

-48 

.3 1 

.68 

.46 

.83 

.95 

.85 

-78 

.69 

.71 

.58 

.60 

.34 

.66 

.28 

3 7  

.51 

.35 

.67 

.34 

.58 

.29 

.83 

-98 

.76 

.87 

.8 1 

.79 

.69 

.49 

.33 

.60 

.16 

.27 

.35 

2 4  

.5 1 

.32 

Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 
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Table H4.3 
Proportion of Behavioral Programming or Behavior Modijkation Programs Using SpeciJc 
Strategies 

e 
School level 

Strategy 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 
(~10 .3 -  105) ( ~ 1 0  1- 102) ( ~ 5 8 )  (N=263-265) 

~ ~ ~ -- ~~ 

Individual behavior modification 3'2 .84 .92 -9 1 

Individuals earn tokens for meeting .5 1 .42 .29 -45 

Individual education plans .46 -58 .56 -50 

goals 
,<,y 
*.I I -< 

Individual behavioral plans 

Rural .92 -70 .59 .8 I 

Suburban -710 -67 1 .oo -74 

Urban .74 .86 .86 .77 

Total 

Home-based backup reinforcement 

.8 :l .73 .73 -78 

.6 I .59 .68 -62 
-1' 

Group behavior modification programs .72 .60 .71 .70 . I  

- ,  

Earn tokens for behavior as group .43 -3 1 .27 -37 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 
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Table H4.4 
Proportion of Counseling, Social Work Psychological, or Therapeutic Programs Using 
Specific Modalities 

School level 

Modality 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 
( ~ 1 3 7 -  140) ( t ~ l 3 4 -  137) ( ~ 8 3 - 8 6 )  (N=357-362) 

Individual counseling .96 .94 .90 .94 

Individual treatment for drugs .12 .40 3 7  .22 

Case management 

Crisis intervention 

.81 -90 .78 3 2  

.7T .89 -75 .78 

Individual victim counseling .53 .7 1 .60 .57 

Group counseling 

Group treatment for drugs 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

.90 .88 

.09 .2 1 

.14 -42 

.12 -53 

.7s 

.17 

.39 

.42 

.87 

.13 

.23 

.22 

Total . 11  .35 .24 -18 

Peer group counseling .6 1 .62 .44 .58 

Group victim counseling .20 .33 .22 .22 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. This category excludes instructional or curricular 
and behavioral interventions. 
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e T@le H4.5 
Proportion of Mentoring, Tutoring, Coaching, or Apprenticeship Programs Using SpeciJc 
Approaches 

School level 

Approach 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 
( ~ 8 3 - 8 7 )  (t~98-100) ( ~ 6 8 )  (N=232-254) 

Tutoring .97 .88 .74 .91 

Mentoring .73 .66 .64 .70 

Coaching not specified above .45 -52 .65 .5 1 

Promise eventual monetary or other -08 -14 .37 .15 
incentive 

Job apprenticeship or placement .05 . l l  .38 .13 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 

Table H4.6 
Proportion of Recreation, Enrichment, or Leisure Programs Involving Speci#c ModaIities 

School level 
I *  Middle/ 

Elementary Junior High Total 
Modality ( ~ 8 8 - 9 0 )  ( ~ 9 9 - 1 0 1 )  (n=69-70) (N=258-260) 

Recreation or sports 

Rural .75 .64 -28 .58 

Suburban .59 .60 -66 .60 
Urban .58 .69 .71 .62 

@ Total .64 -64 .43 .60 

Educational or cultural .69 .73 .81 .73 
- c  I--> 

Wilderness or challenge .27 .17 .34 2 7  

Arts and crafts 

Performing arts 

.5 1 .36 .34 .45 

.5 1 .49 .59 .52 

Family activities .33 .23 .34 .3 1 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 
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Table H4.7 
Proportion of Improvements to Imtructional Practices or Methods Involving lspeciJic Methods 
or Approaches 

School level 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Method or approach ( ~ 8 9 - 9 6 )  ( ~ 8  1-83) (~64-68) (N=239-246) 

Formal cooperative learning -61 .68 -68 .63 

Mastery learning .46 .59 .45 .47 

Individualized instruction .79 .76 .72 .77 
Computerized instruction 

Programmed instruction 

Lectures 

Class discussions 

Individual "seat-work" 

Behavioral modeling 

Role playing 

Rehearsal and practice of new skill 

Use of cues 

"Active" teaching techniques 

Students interview others 

.54 

38 

.47 

.75 

.66 

.60 

.60 

.87 

.74 

.60 

.36 

.57 

.22 

.64 

.87 

.68 

-64 

.47 

.83 

.79 

.61 

.56 

.3 8 

.25 

.55 

.87 

.60 

.53 

.63 

.so 

.59 

.49 

.46 

.5 1 

.34 

.5 1 

.79 

.65 

.59 

.59 i. . -< .... - i 

.85 

.71 

58 

.4 1 

Use of peer teachers .61 .71 .72 .64 

Use of adults of a given race or sex .20 .12 .17 .18 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 

-: .. 
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Table H4.8 
Proportion of Improvements to Classroom Organization and Management Involving Specijic 
Strategies 

a 
School level 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Strategy (n=88-.90) ( ~ 7 6 - 7 7 )  ( ~ 5 2 - 5 3 )  (N=2 17-220) 

Management of t h e  .so1 .85 .68 .79 

Changing arrangement of classroom .67 .67 .68 .67 

Establishing procedures for student .74 .78 .s5 .71 
mobility 

Establishing procedures for student .88 .89 .74 .86 
work 

Establishing classroom rules .94 .85 -92 .92 

Changing procedures for student .72 -70 .67 .71 
evaluation 

Use of rewards and punishments .82 .76 .68 79 

Changes in grouping of students by .45 .60 -28 .45 
abiiity '.. 

" .I 

Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 
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Table H4.9 
Proportion of Programs to Change or Maintain Culture, Climate, or Ejcpectations for 
Behavior InvoIving Specific Strategies or Approaches 

School level 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Strategy or approach (PI 14-126) ( ~ 1 0 6 - I l l )  ( t~70-72)  (N=291-308) 

Structured climate or culture 

Peaceful and civil interpersonal 
exchange 

School-wide projects 

Communications or announcements 

Training or description of problem 

Assemblies or special events 

Distribution of tokens, tee-shirts, or 
other means of disseminating 
messages 

behavior 

Peer group discussions 

Public recognition of commitment to 
adhere to norms 

Obtaining public commitment 

Provision of accurate information 
about beliefs or practices of other 
students 

Mobilization through special clubs 

Promise of eventual monetary 

.17 

.79 

.85 

.89 

.64 

.83 

.67 

.68 

.42 

.65 

.43 

2 6  

.05 

-29 

.92 

-9 1 

.89 

.69 

-90 

.69 

.77 

.68 

-47 

.54 

.54 

- 1 1  

2 0  

.87 

.77 

.89 

-60 

.82 

.55 

.62 

.55 

.58 

.49 

.41 

.14 

.19 

.8 1 

.84 

-89 

.64 

.84 

.65 

-68 

.47 

.62 

-46 

.32 

.07 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 

H-88 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Table H4.10 
Proportion of Intergroup Relations or Interaction Between School and Community Programs 
Using Specific Strategies or Approaches 

@ 

School level 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Strategy or approach ( ~ ~ 8 5 - 9  1) (n=75-77) ( ~ 5 9 - 6 4 )  (Nz223-232) 

Different groups in common activity .86 .88 .86 .87 

Tell about perspectives or traditions 

Rural .45 .48 

.54 

.72 

5 7  

.64 

.52 

3 9  

.69 

.57 

.48 

.48 

.62 

.69 

38 

37  

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

.63 

.69 

.59 

Groups to address human relations 
issue 

.27 

Confront and attempt to resolve 
differences 

.42 .64 -54 .48 

Procedures to increase communication 
between administration and faculty 

Person who investigates complaints 

Members participation in community 
activities 

.5 1 .67 .55 .54 

.29 

.77 

.3 8 

.74 

-32 

.76 

.3 1 

.76 

Publicize information about the -82 .85 .75 .81 
schools 

Procedures to increase communication -82 .84 .67 .79 

Liaison work with segment of the .65 .6 1 .69 .65 

between school staff and parents 

community 

Requesting or obtaining resources .73 .68 .7 1 .72 

Occasional interaction with an outsider .89 .93 .85 .89 

Activity to coordinate resources .71 .68 -64 .69 e continued. . . 
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Table H4.10 (continued) 
Proportion of Intergroup Relations or Interaction Between School and Community Programs 
Using Spec@ Strategies or Approaches 

School level 
~- 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Strategy or approach ( ~ 8 5 - 9  1) (n=75-77) ( ~ 5 9 - 6 4 )  (N=223-232) 

Interagency efforts .54 5 6  .46 .53 

Sharing of information across agencies .4T -66 -50 -50 

Formation of planning or action teams .48 .64 .73 .56 

Formal needs assessment .44 .48 .49 .46 

Use of information about the school .69 .80 .73 .72 

Identification of goals .75 .77 .88 .79 

Information about effective practices -65 .78 .69 .68 

Development of action plans .67 .73 -75 .70 

Monitoring of planned activities .70 .76 .82 .73 

Analysis of potential obstacles .52 .62 .66 .57 

Evaluation of outcomes of planned .64 .64 .80 .67 
activities 

Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 
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Table H4.11 
Proportion of Interventions Involving a school rblanning structure or Process to Manage 
Change Using Specific Procedures 

@ 

School level 

Procedure 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 
(1~90-95) ( ~ 8 5 - 8 7 )  ( ~ 5 6 - 5 7 )  (N=232-238) 

~~~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ 

Include persons from outside school .86 -75 .6 1 .80 

Involve students in decision making .4 1 .76 .84 .54 

School consultation 

Action teams 

Formal needs assessment 

.64 .72 .69 .66 

.87 -90 .82 .87 

.7 1 .74 .69 .71 

Use of information about the school -90 .97 .93 .9 1 

Identification of goals .87 .97 .98 .9 1 

Use of information about practices .86 .85 .96 .88 
- .  
."F': 
=I I. 0 Development of action plans .95 .89 .89 .93 

Monitoring of planned activities .87 .90 .90 .88 

Analysis of potential obstacles -80 .90 .83 .82 

Evaluation of outcomes .92 .91 .89 .91 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 
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Table H4.12 
Proportion of Security or Surveillance Activities Using Spec@ Procedures 

School level 

Middle1 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Procedure (t~84-90) (~100-106) ( 4 2 - 6 5 )  (N=246-261) 

Identification badges or cards 

R d  

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

Locating security personnel in school 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

Locating police personnel in school 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

Procedures for visitors in the school 

Locking doors, no alarms and panic bars 

Locking doors with use of alarms and 

Closed circuit cameras 

Physical surveillance of entrances 

panic bars 

.3 1. 

.56 

.55 

.47 

.19 

-22 

-29 

.23 

.02 

.14 

.13 

.09 

.98 

.59 

3 3  

.19 

.62 

.75 

.25 

.70 

.64 

.49 

.27 

-46 

.85 

.52 

-2 1 

.2 1 

.69 

.37 

-96 

.48 

2 8  

.15 

$4 

.85 

.4 1 

.44 

.66 

.47 

.47 

.54 

.48 

.48 

.27 

.39 

.4 1 

.32 

.96 

.49 

.25 

.18 

.58 

.7s 

34 

.57 

.59 

.47 

.30 

.30 

.45 

3 5  

.14 

.18 

3 0  

.20 

.98 

.54 

.30 

.18 

.65 

.74 Confklentid ways to report problems 

continued. . , 
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Table H4.12 (continued) 
Proportion of Security or Surveillance Activities Using Spec@c Procedures a 

School level 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Procedure (~84 -90 )  (F 100- 106) (n262-65) (Nz246-26 1) 

Intervention to forestall a likely unsafe 

Telephones or intercoms in classrooms 

Urine, hair, breath, or saliva testing for 

Drug, gun, or bomb-sniffing dogs 

episode 

.. _. . 5 . drugs 

1 
Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

Metal detectors 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

Locker searches 

Inspection of book bags or purses 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

Removing locker or restroom doors 

.90 

.93 

.OO 

.1  ]I 

.03 

.OO 

.05 

.OO 

.05 

.03 

.03 

.12 

.14 

.09 

.27 

.16 

.07 

.97 -86 

.83 .68 

-14 .14 

.48 .76 

.43 .34 

.38 .07 

.43 .53 

-10 2 7  

.01 -12 

.3 1 -3 1 

.15 .26 

.73 .79 

.60 .82 

$2 .60 

-72 .58 

.70 .74 

.14 -16 

.90 

.85 

.06 

.3 8 

.14 

.10 

.23 

.10 

.05 

.14 

.10 

.39 

.45 

.28 

.43 

.40 

.10 
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Table H4.13 
Proportion of Services or Program for Family Members Incorporating S’ciJic Approaches 

~- 

Approach 

School level 

Middle1 
Elementary Junior High Total 
( ~ 8 5 - 8 7 )  (~71 -74 )  (n=36-38) (N=193-198) 

Instructional material sent home .82 -79 .71 .80 

Parent meetings -74 .82 .65 .73 

Training or instruction for parents .88 .76 .66 .83 

Programmatic family therapy .29 .37 .26 .29 

Investigation about problems in -70 -71 .59 .68 

Inspections of homes 

families 

Rural .28 -28 .23 .27 

Suburban .I5 .oo .13 -13 

Urban .16 .23 .oo .16 

Total .2 1 .2 1 .I7 -20 

Seeking cooperation fiom family .84 .89 .92 -86 

Family case management .30 .36 .19 .29 

Social work intervention .48 .60 -38 .48 

Drug treatment for family members .10 .30 .20 .14 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 
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Table H4.14 
Proportion of Programs Using External Personnei Resources in Classrooms Using Specific 
Types of Personnel 

e 

Middle1 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Parent volunteers .53 .66 -6 1 .55 

Type (n=126- 129) ( ~ 9 2 - 9 3 )  (d5-66) (N=284-288) 

Professional consultants .43 .64 .64 .49 

Authority figures such as police .731 -67 .69 .71 

Older students fiom other schools .48 -47 .28 .45 

Community members .55 .63 .67 .58 

Classroom aides .48 .65 .66 .52 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 

:- ". 
Table H4.15 
Proportion of Programs Using Youth Roles in Regulating and Responding to Student Conduct 
Employing Specific Metho& 

School level 

Middle/ 
Elementary Junior High Total 

Method (P59') (~44 -66 )  (1243) (N=l66- 168) 

Student court .09 .10 . l l  .09 

Peer mediation .63 .72 .63 .64 

Conflict resolution .85 .so .64 .80 

Deputizing students .28 .18 .07 .23 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. 
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Table H4.16 
Percentage of Programs Addressing Specific Objectives, by School Level 

Objective 

~ ~~ 

Elementary MiddleIJunior High Total 
(~1383-1459) (-1285-1338) (t~859-896) (Nz3527-3693) 

Increase attitudes, beliefs, intentions, or dispositions 
(e.g., self-esteem, belief in rules, anxiety, 
assertiveness, likability, commitment to 
education) 

Reduce student problem behavior 

Rural 

Suburban 

Urban 

Total 

Increase knowledge about laws, rules, harmful 
effects of drugs, manners, or other factual 
information thought to reduce the likelihood of 
problem behavior 

Increase academic performance, educational 
attainment, or employment 

Increase social skills and competencies (e.g., self- 
management, social problem-solving, anger 
management, emotional perspective-taking) 

Change parental supervision or management of 
their children's behavior 

Change opportunities for students to engage in 
problem behavior in and around school (e.g., 
limiting availability of weapons or drugs, 
increasing surveillance, limiting unstructured 
time) 

Change the rules, norms, or expectations for 
behavior (e.g., to signal the expected behavior) 

Increase learning or job skills (e.g., study skills, 
job-seeking skills) 

Change responsiveness to behavior (e.g., applying 
rewards or punishments in response to 
behavior2 

Change organizational capacity for self- 
management (e.g., strengthening leadership, 
morale, parent or staff involvement in planning 
for school improvement) 

84 86 89 85 

86 

74 

81 

81 

79 

84 81 

88 82 

91 80 

a7 81 

a0 82 

80 75 

76 77 

70 75 

69 73 

77 

75 

74 

77 

63 69 66 

51 64 70 

52 63 61 

50 51 51 

84 

77 

a2 

81 

80 

76 

76 

71 

71 

65 

57 

55 

50 
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Table H4.16 (continued) 
Percentage of programs Addressing SpeGiJic Objectives, by school h e /  

EJementary Middle/Junior High Total 
Objective (~1383-1459) (~1285-1338) (~8.59-896) (N53527-3693) 

Prevent or reduce gang participation 

Rural 45 52 48 47 

Suburban 39 4s 52 42 

Urban 61 65 54 61 

Total 48 54 so 50 

Increase religious beIiefs 

RUral 13 1 1  14 13 

Suburban 17 8 23 17 

Urban 21 16 25 21 

Total 17 12 I8 17 

(Mean number of different objectives) (7.4) (8.0) (8.0) (7.6) 
Note. n = unweighted number of activities. Unweighted number of activities for level-by-location cell ranges from 
253 (urban high school programs) to 510 (urban elementary school programs), 
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beliavior 

participation 

pcrforinancc, educutional 
attainment, or employnient 

laws, rules, liartiifill effects 
of tlritgs, manners, or oilier 
fact1iitl itifoririatiori 
tliougli~ to redwe the 
likelihood of probleni 
ht.havio!. 

1'1 cveiit or reduce gitig 65 45 61 36 4 3 29 46 56 39 

Increase academic 83 0 5 95 95 17 22 94 75 86 

lticrense knowJedge aboiit 92 80 92 4 7 75 97 77 82 70 

Increase religiciis beliefs 13 I 1  7 12 53 54 15 13 15 

Increase social skills and 93 98 98 76 12 8 90 85 78 
cotiipcteiicies (e.g., self- 
tiiattageriient. social 
problem-solvitig, neger 
tliiiliagetiletit etiiotiorial 
perspective-baking) 

skills (e g., s,utly skills, 
job-seeking skills) 

intent ions, or rlisposit ions 
(e.g., self-csteeni, belief iii 
rules, anxiety. 
;issertiveness, likability, 
coni in i t tiieti t to ctlitcat iori 

or tiiiitiiigetiietit of their 
clitltlt en's I)chavior 

Irictease learning or joh 51 64 71 63 8 4 76 59 4 2 51 

Increase attitudes, beliefs, 96 96 97 85 41 70 93 94 89 

('Iiiitige parental siipervisioii 16 84 5 4 5s 89 79 34 29 4 0 

- 

42 51 

89 70 

7s 72 

6 4 
82 70 

62 30 

86 71 

4G 4 4  

56 61 44 50  

98 88 70 I6 

77 71 74 80 

5 9 9 17 
90 87 95 76 

49 50 35 57 

81 92 96 85 

78 29 I 9 5 0 
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X 

Cliange h e  rules, noriiis. or 
expecrniiotis for behavior 
(e.&., to signal the 
expected behavior) 

Change responsiveness to 
heliiivior (e+.,  applying 
rewards or puiiislinietits in 
response tc. behavior) 

Cliange opportiitiities for 
stuclenrs to engage ia 
orobletn beliavior i t i  atid 
aroitncl scliool (e.g., 
liniiting avsilability of 
weapons or drugs. 
increasing surveillnnce, 
IiiIIiiiiIg unsfrucrured lime) 

Clifiiige organizatioiial 
capicity lo8 sel f  
nianegenie~ii (eg.. 
strengtlieni iig leadership, 
morale, parent or siaff 
iiivolvenieiit in plantiing 
for scliool itiiprovemeii~) 

(Mean number of different 
objectives named) 

74 89 

69 61 

60 77 

76 39 

75 

80 

50 

70 

52 

30 

68 

22 

(6.4) 

55 

5 1  

38 

75 

(5.9) 

69 

58 

32 

67 

(6.2) 

Note, n = unweiglitetl iwtniber of  activities. 
I = I’rcvenlion Ctsriculuiii, Iiislriictioii, or ’rr;tinitig 
2 -- I3eliavioral Programtiiing or Behavior Motlitic;ttioti 
3 = Counscling, Social Work, I’sycliological, or ‘I’lieriipedc Aclivity 
4 -. Mentoring, ‘l’ttioring, Coi\cl\iiig, Joh Apprenticcliip/Placciiieiit 
5 - Ib.xalioii, lhrichiiieiil and I.eisirre Activity 
6 - liiiprovenients IO Instriictioiial Prnclices or Mcll iot ls 
7 (.’l;issrooni Orgiitiiziitioii and Maniigciiictil Prncliccs 
X .. Activity lo Change o r  Maintain Culltrrc, Cliiniilc or I<specli!tiolls for Ihhv io r  

88 

88 

64 

82 

(8. 

74 

68 

46 

81 

58 

5 

42 

80 

(7.1) 

78 

75 

59  

90 

77 66 66 81 71 

74 67 63 69 65 

70 48 57 61 5 5  

70 71 73 83 71 

(7.0) (7.9) (7.7) (7.9) (7. 

9 = Inleryroiip Relatioits and School-Comiiitiiiily Interaction 
IO = Iiilerveiiliotis liivolving a Scliool Plaiitiitig S~riic~tires o r  Process lo Mnniigc 

I I = Securiiy and Siirveillaiicc 
12 = Services or Progranks for Faiiiily Members 

Cltange 

I3 2 llse of EKteriid Pet sotillel Iksoitrces tor Classroolii Mnliitgetllciil rtid 
Instruction 

14 2 Yoiilli l%ttticipatioii iii Sc1ii)ol I)isciplinr 
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TabIe H4.18 
Level of Use, Intenriry, and Use of Best Practices, All Program Types, by School Location 

Location 

Urban Suburban Rural Total 

Quality indicator 1177) 1134) 1269) 3580) 

Level of use by school personnel a 4.22 4.20 4.04 4.14 

( 1 ~ 6 3 8 -  ( ~ ~ 3 8 9 -  (n-1- (N=l868- 

Proportion “best practices” used - methods .57 .52 .53 .54 

Frequency of participation - students 3.12 3.15 2.94 3.05 % .  

2.69 2.63 2.68 f-- How often program is tised or operated 2.74 

a Rural differs fiom suburban and urban, p < .05. 
Urban differs fiom suburban and mal, p < .OS. 
Urban differs fiom rural, p < -05. 
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Table H5.1 
Correfaiions Beiween Activity Quality and Activity Characieristics -All Activity Types 

~ ~~ -~ ~ 

Quality indicator 
-~~~~ ~-~ ~ 

Technical Quality Extent of Use Degree of Student Exposure 

Ratio of Proportion 
Level of use students providers to 

Frequency of Frequency of by school exposed or students in 
Proportion of "best practices'' 

used: 
Methods Content Intensity operat ion staff personnel participating school 

Activity Characteristics 1902) 1074) 2283) 1843) (N=3 89-779) 3505) 2393) 2639) 
(Wl173- (N=605- (N=1443- (iV=877- participation (N=2 175- (N= 1499- (Nzl678- 

Program was specially .os** .05 .02 -.07* .06 -.03 -.03 .01 
tailored for at least (.027-.125) (-.015-.107) (-.021-,069) (-.I25 -.017) (-.043-.157) (-.061-.011) (-.067-.014) (-.025-.053) 
one group 

understanding for at (.049-. 147) (.083-,204) (-.003-.088) (.OOO-. 108) (.010-.208) (.001-.074) (-.062-.020) (-.069-.009) 
least one group 

Program fosters .IO** .14** .04 .05 . I  1* .04* -.02 -.03 

-.01 .02 - .OG* .06* .07 .08** .09** .05** 
F Program methods 
r-. culturally appropriate (-,059-.039) (-.038-.083) f.011-.100) (,002-.1 !O) (=.G26-.171) (.048-.i21) (-.51-.133) (-015-.093) 

Standardization .lo** .23 * * .09* * .os** .07 .19** .06** -.03 

Number of obstacles to .07** .05 -.02 -.06** -.lo** .04* .o 1 .o 1 

School amenability to .os** . I  I * *  .04 . I  I** .oo .12** .oa** .05** 

(.056-. 146) (. 176-.293) (.049-. 135) (.035-. 134) (-.004-. 137) (. 152-.220) (.018-. 102) (-.064-.012) 

use named (.024-. I 16) (-.O 12-. 1 10) (-.065-.018) (-. 109- -.017) (-, 174- -.032) (.001-.069) (-.032-.049) (-.030-.047) 

program t.034-. 126) (.054-. 176) (-.001-.082) (.059-. 15 1) (-.074-.068) (.086-. 153) (.038-. 1 19) (.013-.091) 
implementation 

Amount of provider's job .o 1 .07* .IS** .17** .24** .05** .o 1 -.03 
related to program (-.039-.059) (.003-. 144) (.135-,222) (. 123-.215) (.170-.308) (.017-.086) (-.034-.052) (-.070-.011) 

Program a part of regular .IO** .13** .os** .17** .14** .12** .16** .os** 
school program? t.054-.145) (.066-.187) (.041-.124) (.f23-.214) (.O73-.213) (.082-.148) (.124-.204) (.038-.I 16) 

Level of supervision .25** .14** .12** .20* * .14** .16** .oo .07** 
(.206-.294) (.076-.195) (.073-.159) (.148-,245) (.067-.207) (.121-.190) (-.039-.04G) (.028-.105) 

continued. . . 
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Table H5.1 (continued) 
Correlations Between Activity Quality and Activity Characteristics -All Activiw Types 

Oualitv indicator 
Technical Quality Extent of Use Degree of Student Exposure 

providers to Level of use 
Frequency of Frequency of by school exposed or students in 

Proportion Ratio of 
students Proportion of "best practices" 

used: 

Methods Content Intensity operation staff personnel participating school 

Activity Characteristics 1902) 1074) 2283) 1843) (N-3 89-779) 3505) 2393) 2639) 
(N=l173- (N=605- (Nz1443- (N=877- participation (N=2 175- (N-1499- (W1678- 

Training quality .IO** .15** .02 .lo** .14** .15** .04 -.03 
(.048-.159) (.074-217) (-.030-.074) (.043-.158) (.043-.226) (.107-.190) (-.010-.091) (-.082-.013) 

Amount of training .lo** .18** .14** .15** .16** .18** .04 .02 

Principal support for .21** . I t * *  -.01 .14** .15** .13** .13** . ! I * *  
(.051-.147) (. 121-.246) (.093-.180) (.106-.203) (.081-,229) (.148-.218) (-,005-.080) (-.021-.060) 

td program (. 165.253) (.055-. 174) (m.049m.033) (.094-. 184) (.085-.224) (.094-. 160) (.094-. 174) (.O74-. 150) 
6 Provider position: 
h) 

Fdl-time .!lo* -.02 .oil** . P ' P  .11** .07** ,13** .02 

Part time -.05 a02 -.04 -.03 .02 -.01 -.08** -.03 

Does not work in -.03 .o 1 -.06** -.18** -.15** -.08** -.08** -.o 1 

(.007-.1 IO) (-.098-.060) (.036-.121) (.I 17-,221) (.036-,177) (.035-.106) (.085-.168) (-.017-.066) 

(-. 100-,003) (-.O55-. 102) (-.082-.003) (-.082-.023) (-.054-.088) (-.044-.027) (-. 12 1- -.037) (-.068-.016) 

school (-.083-.020) (-.073-.085) (-.I05 e.020) (--23 1- -.127) (-,216- -.076) (-.I 16- -.045) (-,127- -.043) (-.050-.034) 
Who delivers program? 

Volunteers -.03 -.18** -.17** -.14** -.26* * .oo -.03 .04 
(-.081-.023) (-.259- -. 103) (-.217- -. 133) (-. 195- -.090) (-.325- -. 188) (-.039-.033) (-,070-.014) (.006-.078) 

Paid workers -.05* -.04 .04 .oo -.04 .oo -.12** -.06** 
(-. 106- -.002) (-. 1 16-.043) (-.004-.082) (-,053-.053) (-. 1 14-,028) (-.039-.033) (-. 160- -.076) (-. 102-.018) 

Regular employees .06* .16** .11** .14** .27** .o 1 .12** .02 
(.012-.I 16) (.087-.243) (.070-.155) (.083-.188) (.203-.341) (-.031-.041) (.076-.160) (-.025-.058) 

continued. , . 
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Table H5.1 (continued) 
Correlations Between Activity QuaIity and Activity Characteristics -All Activity Types 

Quality indicator 
Technical Quality Extent of Use Degree of Student Exposure 

Proportion of "best practices" Level of use students providers to 
used: Frequency of Frequency of by school exposed or students in 

Methods Content Intensity operation staff personnel participating school 

Activity Characteristics 1902) 1074) 2283) 1843) (W3 89-779) 3505) 2393) 2639) 

Proportion Ratio of 

(Nsll73- (Nz605- (Nzl443- (N-877- participation (N=2 175- (N-1499- (Nx1678- 

Regular classroom 
assistance 

Occasional classroom 
assistance 

they left or were 
Replace staff because 

c dismissed 

Time of program: 
Before school begins 

During the schoa'l 

Immediately after 

In the early evening 

day 

school 

Late in the evening 

On weekends 

.06** 

.09** 

.05* 

(.O 17-. 107) 

(.048-.137) 

(.009-. 100) 

.o 1 
(-.046-.068) 

.o 1 
(-.048-.066) 

.oo 
(-,060-,054) 

.03 

-04 
(-.013-.102) 

.os** 
(-027-. 14 1) 

(-.026-.088) 

-.03 .oo 
(-.092-.O29) (-.048-.04 1) 

.lo** .06* 
(.044-.164) (.013-.102) 

.02 -.02 
(-.045-.076) (-.058-.024) 

-.05 
(-. 132-.027) 

.02 
(-.058-. 10 1) 

-.09* 
(-. 168- -.OOS) 

.04 
(-.040-. 1 19) 

.oo 
(-.076-.O83) 

-.02 
(-. 102-.057) 

-.03 
(-.076-.O 18) 

.17** 
(.124-,216) 

-.09** 
(-.135- -.041) 

-.2 1 ** 
(-.256- -. 164) 

-.05* 
(-.09& -.002) 

.o 1 
(-.040-.054) 

.oo 
(-.055-.053) 

.oo 
(-.050-.058) 

.02 
(-.025-.068) 

.12** 
(.054-. 184) 

.04 
(502 1 -. 1 I 1) 

.05 
(-.014-.118) 

.oo 
(-.067-.065) 

.O 5 
(-.014-.119) 

.03 
(-.038-.095) 

.oo 
(-.089-.079) 

-.01 
(-.098-.07 1) 

.06 
(-.014-. 128) 

.14** 
(.063-.2 19) 

.17** 
(.091-.246) 

.05 
(-.029-. 129) 

-.07 
(-. 53-.OOS) 

-.05 
(-. 28-.031) 

.04 
(-.043-. 1 16) 

.05* 
(.O 1 1 -.083) 

.o 1 
(-.025-.047) 

.03 
(-.004-.063) 

.02 
(m.02 1-,057) 

.o 1 
(-.025-.053) 

.06** 
(.025-.104) 

-.02 
(-.060-.O 18) 

-.04* 
(-.084- -.005) 

.02 
f-.02 1-.058) 

.05* 

.03 
(-.013-.072) 

.os* 
(.006-.087) 

(.008-.092) 

.8 1 
(-.033-.056) 

.lo** 
(.056-.144) 

-.06* 
(-.lOl- -.012) 

.01 
(-.035-.055) 

.04 
(-.007-.083) 

.04 
(-.004-.085) 

.06** 

.05** 

.07** 

(.019-.095) 

(.015-.091) 

(.030-.107) 

.06** 

.o 1 
(-.028-.055) 

.06** 

.04* 

.07** 
(.032-. 1 16) 

. I I * *  
(.067-.151) 

(.OM-.102) 

(.02 1 -. 105) 

(.002-.086) 

Note. Criterion variables are described in Table 4-3. Confidence intervals are shown in parentheses. N = unweighted number of activities. 
**p < .01 
* p  < .05 
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Table H5.2 
Correlations Between Activity Quality and Program Coordinator Characteristics -All Activity Types 

Quality indicator 
Technical Quality Extent of Use Degree of Student Exposure 

Proportion of "best 
practices" used: 

Ratio of Proportion 
Level of use students providers to 

Frequency of Frequency of by school exposed or students in 
Methods Intensity operation staff personnel participating school 

characteristic 1697) (N=922-949) 2066) 1633) (Nz689-693) 3 144) 2171) 2370) 
Program coordinator (N=1670- Content (N22055- (N=1621- participation (N=3116- (W2163- (Nz2348- 

Conscientiousness .08** .09** -.o 1 .02 - .02 .04* .08** .02 
(.034-. 130) (.024-. 152) (-.052-.034) (-.030-.068) (-.096-.054) (.003-.073) (.041-. 125) (-.023-.058) 

Accomplishment .08** .09** -.05* .o 1 - .11** .13** .13** .05** 
record (.03 I-. 126) (.024-. 15 1) (-.090-,004) (-.035-.062) (-. 182-.033) (.097-. 167) (.089-. 173) (.013.094) 

Note. Criterion variables are described in Table 4-3. Confidence intervals are shown in parentheses. N = unweighted number of activities. 

*p<.O5 
I **p<.Ol 
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Table H5.3 
Correlations Between Activity Quality and Origins and Funding -All Activity Types 

Technical Quality 

Proportion of "best practices" 
used: 

Methods Content Intensity 
Indicator of origins and (Nr1247- (iVz686- (Ne1 532- 

hnding 1819) 1016) 22 12) 

Source of hnding: 

School district's budget 
allocation 

Funding through Safe 
and Drug Fret: Schools 

Y 

External funding from 
government duurces 

External funding from 
private contribbtions 

Fund raisers 

Participant fees 

Oualitv indicator 

.04 
(-.O 10-.09 1) 

-.08** 
(-, 137- -.032) 

.08 * * 
(.028-. 136) 

.04 
(-.O12-.092) 

.06* 
(.013-.111) 

.04 
(-.607-.091) 

.05 
(-.o 17-. 1 19) 

.20** 
(. 126-,265) 

.04 
(-,029-. 1 18) 

.09* 
(.017-.157) 

-04 
(-.024-. 1 10) 

.02 
(-.048-.084) 

.09** 
(.046-.135) 

-.08** 
(-.131- -.037) 

.04 
(-,O 10-.086) 

.05* 
(.003-.095) 

.oo 
(- .04 5- .043) 

-.02 
(-.061-.026) 

Extent of Use Degree of Student Exposure 

Proportion Ratio of 
Level of use students providers to 

Frequency Frequency of by school exposed or students in 
of operation staff personnel participating school 

1749) (N=5 15-745) 33575 2322) 2549) 
(N=I 183- participation (N=2302- (&I 627- (Nzl768- 

. I  I** 
(.060-. 162) 

-.03 
(-.085-.022) 

.03 
(-,025e.084) 

-.02 
(-.070-.035) 

.oo 
(-.047-.053) 

-.02 
(-.068-.032) 

.07 
(-.009-. 149) 

.04 
(--036-.125) 

.IO* 
(.02 1-. 186) 

-.06 
(-. 137-.022) 

-.03 
(-. 105-.048) 

-.01 
(-.085-.067) 

.08** 
(.040-. I 13) 

-.01 
(-.053-.023) 

-02 
(-.02 1-.057) 

-.01 
(-.045-.030) 

.01 
(-.026-.046) 

-.04* 
(-.073- -.OOl) 

.07** 
(.026-. 1 13) 

.06** 
(.020-.110) 

-.07** 
(-.119- -.026) 

.04 
(-.007-.083) 

.12** 
(.080-.165) 

.03 
(-,010-,075) 

.o 1 
(-.036-.047) 

-.07** 
(-.log- m.022) 

-.08** 
(-.129- -.040) 

.o 1 
(-.029-.056) 

.06** 
(.023-.105) 

.07** 
(.O26-. 108) 

Funding for program -.o 1 -.06* .o 1 .03 -02 .02 .OS** .05* 
assured for next year (-.059-.033) (-. 126- -.003) (-.035-.049) (-.020-.074) (-.047-.097) (-.010-.058) (.035-. 1 17) (.OI 1-.089) 

Local budget control for .04 -.02 -.03 .02 -.02 .03 .12** .04 
activities (-.002-.090) (-.085-.038) (-.069-.O I 5) (-.028-.066) (-.097-.047) (-.005-.063) (.082-. 163) (-.004-.074) 
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Table H5.3 (continued) 
Correlations Between Activity Quality and Origins and Funding -All Activity Qpes 

Quality indicator 
~ ~~ ~ ~~-~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ 

Technical Quality Extent of Use Degree of Student Exposure 

Level of use students providers to 
Frequency Frequency of by school exposed or students in 

Proportion Ratio of 
Proportioii of "best practices" 

used: 
Methods Content Intensity of operation staff personnel participating school 

funding 1819) 1016) 22 12) 1749) (N=5 15-745) 3357) 2322) 2549) 
Indicator of origins and (N= 1247- (N=686- (N-1532- (N=l183- participation (N-2302- (N= 1627- (N-1768- 

Responsibility for starting 
program: 

School insiders .24** .09** -.07** .IS** .19** . I I * *  .21** .15** 
(.193-.284) (.025-. 149) (-.lO8- -.023) (. 106-.200) (. 120-.262) (.080-.148) (. 166-.247) (.107-. 185) 

School district .12** .20** -.02 .09** .19** .06** .o 1 -.03 
(.069-.162) (.134-.257) (-.066-.018) (.042-.136) (.114-.256) (.029-.097) (-.027-.055) (-.073-.006) 

Researchers i3*b* .13** -02 .07** .13** .04* .IO** .oo 
2 

(.084-.178) (-066-.191) (-.024-,061) (.020-.I 16) (.056-.201) (.007-.076) (-058-.140) (-.040-.040) 

Original development by: 

Local persons .04 .03 -.03 .06* .02 .04* .08** .09** 
(-.007-.095) (-.037-.loo) (-.080-.011) (.012-.115) (-.054-. 101) (.OOS-.08l) (.036-.125) (.045-.129) 

External persons -.01 .08* .o 1 .oo .02 .oo -.02 -.04* 
(-.057-.043) (.Of 2-. f44) (-,030-.059) (-.053-.049) (-,058-.097) (-.032-.04 I )  (-.062-.025) (-.087- m.003) 

Researchers .o 1 .13** .09** .02 .IO* .06** .06* -.03 
(-.O44-.067) (.060-.208) (.O36-.136) (-,039-.075) (.015-.187) (.015-.097) (.012-.log) (-.072-.021) 

continued. . . 
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Table H5.3 (continued) 
Correlalions Between Activity Quality and Origins and Funding -All Activity Types 

Quality indicator 
Technical Quality Extent of Use Degree of Student Exposure 

Proportion of "best practices" Level of use students providers to 
used: Frequency Frequency of by school exposed or students in 

Methods Content Intensity of operation staff personnel participating school 

funding 1819) 1016) 22 12) 1749) (N=5 15-745) 3357) 2322) 2549) 

Ratio of Proportion 

Indicator of origins and (Nz1247- (N-686- (N=1532- (N-1183- participation (N=2302- (N= 1627- (Nsl768- 

Information sources used to select: 

People with jobs similar .o 1 .04 .03 .06* * .02 .05** .06** .02 

Meetings inside school .os** .1 I** .03 .12** .09* .12** .os** .02 

0 Meetings outside school -.01 .11** .06** .06* .o 1 . I  I** .06** -.02 

Marketing brochures or .OO .08* .03 .o 1 .03 .02 .07** -.o 1 

Formal outcome .08** .lo** .04 .05* .04 .09** .04 .oo 

to mine (-.033-.062) (-.020-.107) (-.014-,072) (.015-.112) (-.05 1-.091) (.012-.081) (.013-.097) (-.022-.058) 

x district (.035-. 130) (.045-.171) (-.010-.075) (.069-. 165) (.02 I-. 168) (.084-. 153) (.042-.125) (-.019-.061) 
I 

CI 

district (-.&X!-.C35) (.046-.17i) (.020-.iO6) ( .Oi  i-.iO7) (-.063-.085) (.076-.145) (.015-.099) (-.060-.020) 

videos (-.044-.051) (.012-.138) (-.014-.071) (-.041-.055) (-.048-.loo) (-.016-.054) (.031-.114) (-.050-.030) 

evaluation (.03 I-. 126) (.032-. 159) (-.002-.084) (.006-. 103) (-.030-. 118) (.056-. 125) (-.005-.079) (-.043-.037) 

Publications .08** .18** .02 .09** . I I * *  .12** .04* -.03 
summarizing research (.030-.125) ( . I  19-.243) (-.022-.064) (.043-.139) (.040-. 188) (.085-. 154) (.003-.086) (-.068-.012) 

Formal needs assessment .11** .os* .oo .08** .o 1 .11** .04 .Ob 
(.064-. 159) (.O 12-. 139) (-.039-.047) (.036-.132) (-,063-.085) (.079-. 148) (.000-.083) (-.043-.038) 

Number of different .IO** .18** .05* . I ] * *  .08* .15** .09** -.o 1 
sources of information (.049-.143) (.119-.243) (.008-.093) (.062-.158) (.008-.155) (-120-.189) (.048-.131) (-.051-.028) 
used to select activities 

Note. Criterion variables are described in Table 4-3. Confidence intervals are shown in parentheses. N = unweighted number of activities. 

*p  < .05 
**p < .01 
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Table H5.4 
Comparison of Unweighted and Weighted Correlatiom Between Indicators of Activity Technical Quality and 
Indicators of Origins and Funding 

~~ ~~ 

Best practices Best practices 
methods content Intensity 

Indicator of origins and funding Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
Source of funding: 

School district’s budget allocation 
Funding through Safe and Drug Free Schools 
External funding from government sources 
External funding from private contributions 

Fund raisers 
Participant fees 

Funding for program assured for next year 
Local budget control for activities 
Responsibility for starting program: 

School insiders 
School district 
Researchers 

Original development by: 

Local persons 
External persons 
Researchers 

Information sources used to select activities: 
People with jobs similar to mine 
Meetings inside school district 
Meetings outside school district 
Marketing brochures or videos 
Formal outcome evaluation 
Publications summarizing research 
Formal needs assessment 

used to select activities 
Number of different sources of infomation 

.03 
-.04 

.IO* 

.03 

.09* 

.08* 

.oo 
-05 

.24** 

.11** 

.12** 

.02 

-04 

-.03 

.03 

.lo** 

.oo 

.oo 

.07* 

.07* 

.13** 

.IO** 

.04 

-.08** 
.08** 
.04 

.06* 

.04 

-.01 
.04 

.24** 

.12** 

.13** 

.04 

-.01 

.o 1 

.o 1 

.OS** 
-.o 1 

.oo 

.08** 

.08** 

.11** 

.IO** 

.04 

.22** 

.04 

.05 

.04 

.08 
-.06 

-.05 

-07 
.17** 
.14** 

-06 

-07 
.09* 

.o 1 

.08 

.13** 

.05 

.08 

.17** 

.IO* 

.16** 

-05 

.20** 

.04 

.09* 

.04 

.02 

-.06* 

-.02 

.09** 

.20 * * 

.13** 

.03 

.08* 

.13** 

.04 

.11** 

.11** 

.08* 

.lo** 

.18** 

.08* 

.18** 

(686- 10 16) (Range of unweighted - Ns) (1247- 18 19) 
-bles are described in Tabie4-3.. wgt = weighted correlation; Unwgt = unweighted correlation. 
Significance levels for weighted correlations are based on resampling estimates for standard errors; significance 
levels for unweighted correlations are based on assumption of simple random sampling. 
*p .05 
*p < .01 

(1 52-22 12) 

.08** 

.05 

-04 

.03 

-.03 

-.05 

-.02 

-.04 

-.08** 

-.01 

.02 

-.09* 
.03 

.lo** 

-.o 1 
.03 

.06* 

.03 

.06* 

.02 

.04 

.06 

.09** 
-.08** 
.04 

.05* 

.oo 
-.02 

.o 1 

-.03 

-.07** 

-.02 

-02 

-.03 

.01 

.09** 

.03 

.03 

.06** 

.03 

.04 

.02 

.oo 

.05* 

H-108 

e 

e- 

-- 
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Table H5.5 
Comparison of Unweighted and Weighted Correlations Between Indicators @&tent of Use of Activity and 
Indicators of Origins and Funding 

Frequency of 

operation participation personnel 

Level of use by 
Frequency of Staff school 

- 
Indicator of origins and fbnding Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 

Source of funding: 
School district's budget allocation 

Funding through Safe and Drug Free Schools 
External funding from government sources 
External funding from private contributions 
Fund raisers 
Participant fees 

.. -- . .' 

Funding for program assured for next year 
Local budget control for activities 

Responsibility for starting program: 
School insiders 
School district 
Researchers 

Original development by: 
Local persons 
External persons 
Researchers 

Information sources used to select activities: 
People with jobs similar to mine 
Meetings inside school district 
Meetings outside school district 
Marketing brochures or videos 
Formal outcome evaluation 

Publications summarizing research 
Formal needs assessment 

Number of different sources of information used to . l  1 ** 
select activities 

. I  I** 
-.o 1 

.07 
-.07 

-.04 

-.04 
.06 

-.01 

141:* 

.11** 

.os** 

.03 

-.01 

.06 

.04 

.12*" 

.06 

. 00 

.06 

.IO** 

.09** 

.11** 
-.03 

.03 
-.02 

.oo 
-.02 
.03 
.02 

.15** 

.09** 

.07** 

.06* 

.oo 

.02 

.06** 

.12** 

.06* 

.o 1 

.05* 

.09** 

.os** 

.11** 

(Range of unweighted Ns) (1 183-1749) 

.02 

.04 

.13* 
-. 12** 

-.06 
-.03 

. 00 
-.01 

.17** 

.21** 

.11** 

.O 1 

-.02 
.13* 

. 00 

.06 

.o I 

.oo 

.04 
-1  1* 

.06 

-08 

-07 
.04 

.lo* 
-.06 
-.03 

-.01 

.02 
-.02 

.19** 

.19** 

.13** 

.02 

.02 

.IO* 

.02 

.09* 

.o 1 

.03 

.04 

.11** 

.o 1 

.os* 

.09** 

.oo 

.03 

.oo 

.01 
-.03 
.02 
.03 

.I 1** 

.07** 

.06** 

.03 

.o 1 

.os** 

.06** 

.I2** 

.12** 

.02 

.11** 

.13** 

. I  I** 

.17** 

.os** 
-.01 

.02 
-.01 

.o 1 
-.04* 

.02 

.03 

.11** 

.06** 

.04* 

.04* 

.oo 

.M** 

.05* * 

.E** 

.11** 

.02 

.09** 

.12** 

. I ] * *  

. lj** 

(5 15-745) (2302-3357) - - 

Note. Criterion variables are described in Tabie 4-3. Wgt = weighted correlation; Unwgt = unweighted conelation. 
Significance levels for weighted correlations are based on resanipling estimates for standard errors; significance 
levels for unweighted correlations are based on assumption of simple random sampling. 
*p  < .05 
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Table H5.6 
Comparison of Unweighted and Weighted Correlations &tween Indicators of Degree of Student fiposwe and 
Indicators of Origins and Funding 

~ ~~ 

Proportion of 
students exposed or 

participating students in school 

Indicator of origins and funding wgt Unwgt Wgt Unwgt 
Source of funding: 

Ratio of providers to 

School district’s budget allocation 
Funding through Safe and Drug Free Schools 

-.o 1 .07** -.o 1 .o 1 

.05 .06** -.06* -.07** 

External funding fiom government sources -.08* -.07** -.I]** -.os** 
External funding from private contributions .02 .04 .oo .o 1 

Fund raisers 
Participant fees 

Funding for program assured for next year 

.13** .12** .03 .06** 

.oo .03 .06 .07** 

.os** .08** .07** .05 * 
Local budget control for activities .os* .12** .oo .04 
Responsibility for starting program: 

School insiders .21** .21** 14** .15** 

School district .o 1 .o 1 -.04 -.03 
Researchers .08** .lo** -.01 . 00 

Original development by: 

Local persons .06* .08** .07** .09** 
External persons -.05 -.02 -.02 -.04* 
Researchers .05 .06* -.03 -.03 

Information sources used to select activities: 
People with jobs similar to mine -03 .06** -.02 .02 
Meetings inside school district .07* .08** .02 .02 
Meetings outside school district .02 .06** -.02 -.02 
Marketing brochures or videos -06 .07** -.02 -.o 1 

Formal outcome evaluation -03 .04 -.03 -00 

Formal needs assessment .06 .04 -.01 .oo 
Number of different sources of information used to select .07* .09** -.02 -.01 

activities 

Publications summarizing research .03 .04* -.03 -.03 

(Range,of unweighted 14s j (1 627-2322) (1 358-2549) 
Note. Criterion variables are described in Table 4-3. Wgt = weighted correlation; Unwgt = unweighted correlation. 
Significance levels for weighted correlations are based on resampling estimates for standard errors; significance 
levels for unweighted correlations are based on assumption of simple random sampling. 
*p < .05 
*p < .01 
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Table H5.7 
Correlations Between Activity Qualiy and Population Characteristics -All Activity npes 

- 
Oualitv indicator 

Degree of Student Exposure 

Proportion Ratio of 
Frequency Level of use students providers to 

Proportion "best practices" used: Frequency of of staff by school exposed or students in 

Technical Quality Extent of Use 

Content lntensity operation participation personnel participating SCllOOl 
(N=1028- (Nz2552- (N=353- (N=l995- (N=2426- Methods (N=1011- (N=l6 18- 

Population targeted (N=l543- 1645) 1068) 1744) 1094) 2742) 399) 2 130) 2601) 

No special group 

Boys 

Girls 
c 
c, 
c, 

Interested students 

Intact classroom 

Particular grade level 

Good citizens 

Students at high risk 
of problem 
behavior 

.11** 
(.060-. 156) 

-03 
(-.024-.075) 

.oo 
(-.047-.052) 

-.14** 
(-. 192- -.094) 

.01 
(-.040-.060) 

-.08** 
(-. 126- m.027) 

.04 
(-.006-,094) 

-.05* 
(m.099- -.001) 

-.09* * 
(-. 152- -.032) 

.06* 
(.OO 1 -. 1 24) 

.06* . 

(.OOO-. 123) 

.05 
(-.008-. 1 16) 

. I  1** 
t.047-. 169) 

.08** 
(.023-.146) 

.08** 
t.020-.143) 

.lo** 
t.041-.162) 

.05* 
(.004-.098) 

.04 
(-,009-.088) 

-03 
(-.02 1 -.076) 

-.08** 
(-. 123-.027) 

-.63 
(-.083-.014) 

-.07** 
(-. 1 18- -.022) 

-.05 
(- .O97- .OOO) 

-.04 
(-.092-.003) 

.06* 
t.003-.121) 

-.04 
(-.097-.024) 

-.05 
(-.108-.014) 

-.05 
(-.111-.0ll) 

.03 
(-.033-.090) 

-.04 
(-. 100-.022) 

-.05 
(-.109-.013) 

.04 
(-.024-.098) 

.03 .08 
(-.005-.070) (-.O 15.182) 

-.o 1 .04 
(-.044-.033) (-.065-. 139) 

-.o I .05 
(-.045-.032) (-.052-. 153) 

.02 -.07 
(-.019-,059) (-. 68-.037) 

.o 1 -.03 
(-.026-.052) (-. 3 1-.077) 

-.02 -.01 
(-.055-.023) (-. 1 18-.090) 

.o I -.06 
(-.028-.050) (-. 158-.048) 

.03 -07 
(-.003-.073) (-.029-. 176) 

.25** 
t.204-.286) 

.08** 
t.038-,125) 

.09** 
(.048-.135) 

-.07** 
(-. 1 17- -.030) 

.03 
(-.018-.070) 

-.06* * 
(-.104- -.017) 

.lo** 
(.061-.148) 

-.20** 
(-.239- -. 155) 

.io** 
t.066-. 142) 

.07** 
(.029-.108) 

.07** 
t.027-. 106) 

-.04* 
(-.080- m.001) 

-.04 
(-.077-,003) 

-.07** 
(-. 1 14- -.035) 

.b5 * 
(.008-.087) 

-.06** 
(-. 140- -.026) 
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Table H5.7 (continued) 
Correlations Between Activiw Oualitv and Pomlation Characteristics -All Activitv TvDes 

~ ~~ ~~~ - 

Quality indicator 
Technical Quality Extent of Use Degree of Student Exposure 

Ratio of Proportion "best practices" Proportion 
used: Frequency of Level of use students providers to 

Frequency of staff by school exposed or students in 
Population targeted Methods Content Intensity operation participation . personnel participating school 

Students who've been or .oo .09** -.01 .02 .02 ,12* -.13** -.04* 
are about to be (-.045-.054) (.027-. 149) (-.059-.038) (-.040-.081) (-.020-.057) (.012-.218) (-. 174- -.087) (-.082- -.003) 
expelled 

Gang members .04 .09** -.04 .02 .12* .o 1 -.07** -.o 1 
(-.006-.094) (.028-. 15 I )  (-.084-.0 13) (-.037-,085) (.019-.226) (-.032-.046) (-. 1 1 1- -.024) (-.053-.027) 

Some students ineligiSle .07** -.03 .06* .02 .04 -.01 -.07** .03 
(.021-.118) (-.091-.029) (.011-.105) (-.041-.081) (-.070-.140) (-.049-.027) (-.I 16- -.031) (-.013-.065) 

+ 
c-' because of problem 
t3 behavior 

"p < .01 
*p < .05 

Note. Criterion variables are described in Table 4-3. Confidence intervals are shown in parentheses. N = unweighted number of activities. 
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Table H5.8 
Correlations Between Activity Quality and Objectives -All Activity Types 

Quality indicator 
~ ~ 

Technical Quality Extent of Use Degree of Student Exposure 

Proportion Ratio of 
Proportion of "best practices" Frequency Level of use students providers to 

used: Frequency of staff by school exposed or students in 
Methods Content Intensity of operation participation personnel participating school 

Objective 1947) I 104) 2307) 1868) 788) 3579) 24 15) 2677) 
(N=l858- (N= 1 047- (N-2223- (P1780- (Nz762- (W3438- (Ns2329- (N=25 84- 

Program intended to 
reduce. . . 
Problem behavior 

Gang participation 

? 
E Program intended to 

increase. . . 
Academic perf( nnance 

Knowledge about laws 

Religious beliefs 

Social skills and 
competencies 

Learning or job skills 

Attitudes, belief, 
intentions or 
disDositions 

-.01 
(-.058-.03 I )  

.04 
(-.006-.083) 

-.04 
(-.085-.005) 

.09** 
(.048-. 137) 

.06** 
(.017-.108) 

-.08** 
(-. 126- -.036) 

.06* 
(.OI 3-. 103) 

.02 
(-.023-.067) 

.20** .01 
(. 147-,263) (-.036-.046) 

.25** -.03 
(. 193-.308) (-.066-.016) 

.20** 
(. 138-,255) 

.22** 
(. 16 1 -.277) 

-.01 
(-.066-.055) 

.22** 
(. 166-.283) 

.15** 
(.086-.205) 

.23 * * 
(. 169-.285) 

-.05* 
(-.091- -.008) 

.05* 
(.OlO-,092) 

.lo** 
(.062-.144) 

-.07** 
(-.113- -.031) 

.12** 
(.078-. 160) 

.04 
(-.005-.077) 

.07** 

.04 
(.022-. 1 13) 

(-.004-.087) 

.07** 

.08** 
(.033-.124) 

.02 
(-.027-.065) 

.02 
(-.025-.067) 

.03 
(-.Ol2-.080) 

.o I 
(-.032-.060) 

(.022-. 1 13) 

.14** 
(.073-.2 12) 

. 1 1 * *  
(.041-.181j 

.08* 

.15** 

.06 

.08* 

.07* 
(.004-.145) 

.02 
(-.053-.088) 

(.006-.146) 

(.075-.2 15) 

(-.008-. 134) 

(.011-.152) 

.04* 
(.009-.075) 

.O 1 
(-.023-.043) 

.06** 

.04* 
(.004-.070) 

.o 1 
(-.02 I -.046) 

.03* 

.04* 

.07** 

(.028-.093) 

(.002-.068) 

(.009-,075) 

(.035-. 100) 

-.04* 
(-.083- -.003) 

.01 
(-.029-.052) 

-.09** 
(-. 125- -.045) 

.09** 

.13** 

(.049-.129) 

(.087-.168) 
-.09** 

(-.132- -.051) 
.05* 

.03 
(.006-.086) 

(-.007-.073) 

-.03 
(-.064-.O 12) 

.o 1 
(-.029-.047) 

-.o 1 
(-,049-.027) 

.o 1 
(-.026-.050) 

.15** 
(. 109-. 186) 

-.04* 
(-,080- -.003) 

.08** 
(.044-.121) 

.oo 
(-.039-.037) 
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Table H5.8 (continued) 
Correlations Between Activity Qual@ and Objectives -AN Activity Types 

Quality indicator 
Technical Quality Extent of Use Degree of Student Exposure 

Proportion of "best practices" Frequency Level of use students providers to 
used: Frequency of staff by school exposed or students in 

Methods Content Intensity of operation participation personnel participating school 

Objective 1947) 1 104) 2307) 1868) 788) 3579) 24 1 5 )  2677) 
Rules, norms or .17** .24** .02 .13** .17** .05** .05** .05* 

Proportion Ratio of 

(N-1858- (P1047- (Nz2223- (W1780- (N1762- (N=3438- (Ns2329- (Nz2584- 

expectation for (.122-.212) (.185-.302) (-,020-.063) (.085-.176) (.099-.238) (.017-.083) (.013-.094) (.007-.083) 
behavior 

Responsiveness to .17** .25** -.04 .12** .14** .05** .06** .04* 

Opportunities to .12** .22** .02 .13** .IS** .07** -.02 .07** 
behavior (.121-.211) (.195-.312) (-,077-.006) (.075-.167) (.072-.212) (.012-.079) (.020-.101) (.003-.079) 

c1 engage in problem (.074-.164) (.165-.283) (-.017-.066) (.085-,178) (-1 14-.254) (.036-. 103) (-.058-.023) (.035-.112) 
P behavior w 

Organizational .IS** .30** -.13** .05 -.05 .08** .12** .oo 
capacity for self (.106-.195) (.241-.356) (-.168- -.087) (.OOO-.092) (-,119-.022) (.043-.109) (.078-.159) (-.037-.039) 
management 

Program intended to .07** -.07* .11** .09** .14** .02 -.08** .06** 
change parental (-023-.113) (-.130-- (.073-.155) (.044-.135) (.073-.212) (-.011-.055) (-.121--.041) (.020-.096) 
supervision .OlO) 

Number of different .12** .43** .oo . I  1** .17** .09** .05* .05** 
objectives named (.071-.159) (.377-.484) (-.037-.045) (.065-.155) (.105-.243) (.059-.124) (.010-.090) (.016-.092) 

Note. Criterion variables are described in Table 4-3. Confidence intervals are shown in parentheses. N = unweighted number of activities. 

* p  < .05 
**p .01 

a 
I' 
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Table H5.9 
Correlations Between Activity Quality and Content -All  Activity Types 

Quality indicator 
Degree of Student 

Proportion Ratio of 
Technical Quality Extent of Use Exposure 

Proportion of "best practices" 
used: Frequency of Level of use students providers to 

Frequency of staff by school exposed or students in 

Content (N- 1947) (N= 1 105) (N=23 07) (N=l868) (N=788) (N=3 5 80) (N=24 15) (W2677) 
Methods Content Intensity operation participation personnel participating school 

Activity is part of a 
multi-component 
program 

Activity type: 

Prevention curriculum, 
instruction, or training - Behavioral programming 
or behavior modification 

Counseling, social work, 
psychological, or 
therapeutic activity 

Mentoring, tutoring, 
coaching, apprenticeship 
placement 

Recreational, enrichment, 
and leisure activities 

Improvements to 
instructional methods or 
practices 

Classroom organization 
and management 
practices 

w 

LI 

-.06** 
(-. 106- -.O 18) 

-.09** 
(-.139- -.050) 

-.06** 
(-. 109- -.020) 

-.34** 
(-.384- -.301) 

-.lo** 
(-. 143- -.055) 

.11** 
(.068-. 156) 

.23** 
(.192-.278) 

-.03 
(-.087-.03 1) 

.26** 
(.203-.3 17) 

-.17** 
(-.228- -. 1 1 1) 

- 

- 

- 

-.17** 
(-.229- -. 1 13) 

.05 
(-.007-. 11 1) 

-.o I 
(-.047-.034) 

. 1 1 * *  
(.074-. 155) 

.23** 
(. 192-.272) 

-.06** 
(-.103- -.021) 

.20** 
(. 157-.237) 

.o 1 
(-.029-.053) 

.22** 
(. 179-.259) 

- 

-.04 
(-.083-.008) 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

.02 
(-.030-.061) 

.09** 
(.046-. 137) 

.02 
(-.012-.054) 

-.06** 
(-.090- -.025) 

-.07** 
(-,098- -.032) 

.oo 
(-.032-.034) 

.os** 
(.044-. 109) 

-.06** 
(-.095- -.030) 

.07** 
(.034-. 100) 

.09** 
(.060-. 126) 

-.01 -.05* 
(-.053-.027) (-.087- m.011) 

.07** -.os** 

-.11** .05* 
(-.145- -.065) (.011-.086) 

-.09** -.IS** 
(-. 132- -.053) (-. 185- -. 1 lo) 

(.035-. 1 14) (-.I 15- -.039) 

-.17** .07** 
(-,208- m.129) (.03 I-. 107) 

-02 .lo** 
(-.022-.058) (.061-. 137) 

.14** .02 
(.loo-.179) (-.O 16-.059) 

- .06** 
(.02 1 -.097) 
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Table H5.9 (continue4 
Correlations Between Activity Quality and Content -All Activity Types 

Oualitv indicator 
Degree of Student 

Technical Quality Extent of Use Exposure 
Proportion of "best practices" Proportion Ratio of 

Methods Content Intensity operation participation personnel participating school 

- - -.03 -.03 .02 .24** .05** 

used: Frequency of Level of use students providers to 
Frequency of staff by school exposed or students in 

Content (N=l947) (N= 1 105) (N=2307) (N= 1868) (N=78 8) (N=3 580) (N=24 15) (N=2677) 
Activity to change or - 

maintain culture, (-.070-.020) (-. 100-.039) (-.011--054) (.203-.280) (.013-.089) 
climate, or expectations 
for behavior 

- - -.09** -.17** -.o 1 .16** .02 Intergroup relations and - 
school-community (-. 137- -.047) (-.238- -: 100) (-.040-.026) (. 120-. 199) (-.023-.053) 

x c interaction 
security oi surveillanee .34** - -.17** .I4** .29** -.07** - - 

(.293-.377) (-,208- -.128) (.099-. 188) (.223-.357) (-.102- -.036) 
Services or programs for - - -.19** - - -.09** -.19** -.05* 

family members (-,226- -. 146) (-. 123- -.058) (-.230- -. 15 1) (-.085- -.009) 
Use of external personnel - - -.14** -.16** - .o 1 -.05* - 

for classroom (-.181--.101) (-,202- -.112) (-.023-,042) (-.092- -.012) 
management or 
instruction 

Youth participation in - - -. 14** -.16** - .o 1 -.05* - 
school discipline (-.181--.101) (m.202- -.112) (-.023-.042) (-.092- -.012) 

Any packaged program -.06* * -.03 -.O I -.04 -.05 .02 -.o 1 -.05* 
(-.O89-.OOO) (.O7 I-. 188) (-.010-.072) (-.070-.02 1) (-. 146- -.006) (-.043-.023) (-.084- -.004) (-. 153- -.078) 

Note. Criterion variables are described in Table 4-3. Confidence intervals are shown in parentheses. N = unweighted number of activities. 
**p < -01 
*p < .05 
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Table H5.10 
Proportion of Prevention Curriculum, Instruction or Training Programs Containing Each 
Topic or Strategy, D.A. R. E. and Other Curricular Activities 

D.A.R.E. Other 
Topic or strategy ( N 4 3  -69) (Nz285-30 1) 

General health or safety promotion .95* .84 

Cultural or historical topics .30* -59 

Drug information or prevention 1 .oo* .83 

Sex education .06* -49 

Violence prevention .93* .75 

Ethics or character education .71 -79 

- c i "  

Etiquette or manners education 

Civics 

.48* 

.36 

.73 

.44 

Politics of race, class and society .lo* .3 5 

Job skills or development 

Academic study skills 

.20* 

.25* 

.5 1 

.52 

Self-esteem 1 .oo* .94 

Social influence 1 .oo* .9 1 

Social problems solving skills 1 .oo* .93 

Self-management 

Attribution 

Communication skills 

Emotional control 

Emotional perspective taking 

Formal cooperative learning 

Mastery learning 

Individualized instruction 

.88 

.79 

.88 

.87 

.72 

-80 

.20* 

-40 

.87 

-75 

-84 

.86 

-75 

.69 
-c) 

.3 i 

.58 

continued. . . 
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Table H5.10 (continued) 
Proportion of Prevention Curriculum, Instruction or Training Programs Containing Each 
Topic or Strategy, D.A.R.E. and Other Curricular Activities 

D.A.R.E. Other 
Topic or strategy (N=63 -69) (N=285-301) 

Computer-assisted instruction .05* .3 1 

Lectures .97* .80 

Class discussions 1 .oo* .97 

Individual "seat work" .92* .73 

Behavioral modeling .93* .84 

Role-play ing 1 .oo* .79 

Rehearsal and practice of new skill .76 -78 

Use of cues .58 .67 

"Active" or "experiential" teaching .19* S O  
techniques 

Use of computerized multi-media 
features 

.18* .34 

Peer teacherdleaders .45 .63 

Adult instructors of a given sex or race .13* .27 

Assignments involving interviewing 
others 

3 7  -53 

Within class grouping by ability or .2 1 .32 
effort 

Note. Table reports weighted proportions. Significance tests based on unweighted data. 
*Difference between D.A.R.E. and other curricular activities would be significant under simple 
random sampling in samples of this size, p -= .01. 
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Table H5.11 
Proportion of Programs Using Youth Roles in Regulating and Responding to Student Conduct 
Containing Each Topic or Activity, Peer Mediation and Other Activities 

e 
Peer mediation Other 

Youth role 1(N=75-77) (N=91) 

Student court .02* .11 

Peer mediation .93* .49 

Conflict resolution .82 .75 

Deputizing students .14 .18 
Note, Table reports weighted proportions. Significance tests based on unweighted data. 
*Difference would be significant, p < .01, under simple random sampling in samples of this size. 

Table H5.12 
Proportion of Programs Addressing Each Objective, Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same 
Categories 

Youth participation in discipline Prevention curriculum 
D.A.R.E. Other Peer mediation Other 

Objective (65-69) (283-299) (N=7 1-77) (N=88-93) 
Program intended to reduce. . . 

Problem behavior 1 .oo* .9 1 .9 1 .85 
Gang participation .91* .6 1 .48 .46 
Opportunities to engage in problem -55 .60 -5 1 .59 

behavior 
Program intended to increase. . . 

Academic performance .59* .85 .74 .71 
Knowledge about laws 1.00 * .9 1 .68 .82 
Religious beliefs .02* .16 .05 .08 
Social skills and competencies .97 .93 .96 .94 
Learning or job skills .18* .55 .35 .35 
Attitudes, belief, intentions or 

Parental supervision 
disposition 

.96 -96 

-18 .26 

.9 1 

-23 

.98 

.16 

Rules, norms or expectation for behavior .57* .76 .79 .80 
Respansiwness to behavior .56 .70 .60 .68 
Organizational capacity for self .54* .78 .75 .84 

management 
Note. Table reports weighted proportions. Significance tests based on unweighted data. 
*Difference between packaged and other activity would be significant, p < .01, under simple random sampling in 
samples of this size. @ 
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Table H5.13 
Proportion of Programs With Diflerent Types of Personnel' and Experiencing Staff Turnover, Selected Packaged 
Programs and Other Activities in the Same Categories 

Youth participation in discipline Prevention curriculum 
D.A.R.E. Other Peer mediation Other 

Personnel and staff turnover (N=68-69) (N=288-293) (N=74-77) ( W 8  8-90) 

Provider full-time in school 

Provider part-time in school 

Provider does not work in school 

Providers volunteer time 

Providers are paid 

Paid as part of normal duties 

.15* .84 

.18* .05 

.67* .ll 

.04 .10 

.23 -1 1 

-32 .79 

.98 

.02 

.oo 

.36 

.07 

.56 

.9 1 

.os 

.o 1 

.3 5 

.I3 

.52 

Regular classroom assistance provided .20 .15 .22 .17 

Occasional classroom assistance 
provided 

18 .27 .18 .23 

Replace staff because they left or were .03* .13 .10 .11 
dismissed 

Note. Table reports weighted proportions. Significance tests based on unweighted data. 
*Difference between packaged programs and other activities would be  significant,^ < -01, in simple random 
samples of this size. 

: 
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Table H5.14 
Time Activity Is Conducted and Group Targeted Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same 
Categories 

Youth participation in discipline Prevention curriculum 
D.A.R.E. Other Peer mediation Other 

Timehgeted group (N43-69) ( P 2 7  1-292) (N=73-76) (N=78-87) 

Time of program 

Before school begins 

During the school day 

Immediately after school 

In the early evening 

Late in the evening 

On weekends 

No special group is targeted 

Boys are targeted 

Girls are targeted 

Interested students targeted 

Intact classroom are targeted 

Particular grade level is targeted 

Good citizens are targeted 

Students at high risk of problem 
behavior 

Students who’ve been or are 
about to be expelled 

Gang members are targeted 

Some students ineligible 
because of problem behavior 

Activity mostly takes place at 
school 

.oo 
1 .oo* 

.oo* 

.oo 

.oo 

.oo* 

.21* 

.20 

.20 

.11* 

.23 

.so* 

.10 

.17 

.10 

-19 

.02 

1 .oo 

.05 

.9 1 

-10 

.03 

.02 

.04 

.3 8 

.18 

.18 

.2 1 

.18 

-38 

.16 

.29 

.18 

.11 

.03 

.99 

.23 

1 .oo* 

.16 

.05 

.05 

.05 

3 8  

.12 

.12 

.57 

.06 

.07 

.I7 

.3 8 

.26 

. l l  

-40 

1 .oo 

.26 

.85 

2 8  

.05 

.02 

.03 

.55 

.08 

.09 

26 

.08 

.17 

.15 

.I4 

.11 

.04 

.4 1 

.99 

Note. Table reports weighted proportions. Significance tests based on unweighted data. 
*Difference between packaged programs and other activities would be significant, p 
samples of this size. 

.01, in simple random 
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Table H5.15 
Origins and Funding, Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same Categories 

Prevention curriculum Youth participation in discipline 
D.A.RE. Other Peer mediation Other 

Origins and funding (N42-63) (Nsl80-277) (N=52-71) (N=5 6- 82) 

Proportion of programs with funding 
from: 

School district's budget allocation .25* .67 .57 .63 

Funding through Safe and Drug .58 .46 
Free Schools 

External funding from government .61* -25 
sources 

.55* .29 

.I2 

External funding from private .58* .22 .I5 
contributions 

. ~ -. ". 
16 

...-.- I .-. 

.17 

Fund raisers .23 .12 .06 .15 

Participant fees .oo* .03 .04 .01 

Proportion with funding for program .62 .66 -57 
assured for next year 

.65 

Budget control for activities 2.06* 2.3 1 2.27 2.45 

Responsibility for starting program: 

School insiders 1.44 1.63 1.76 1.76 

School district 2.40* 2.06 1.84 1.61 

Researchers 1.32 1.38 1.16 1.32 

Proportion whose original 
development was: 

Local .os* .52 

External .98* .72 

Researcher -47 .40 

Proportion for which each information 
source was used to select program: 

.44 .67 

.so .6 1 

-36 .28 

.- . -  
. ._ 

People with jobs similar to mine .33* .57 .60 .56 

Meetings inside school district .36 .52 -68 .52 

Meetings outside school district .45 -59 .66 .47 

continued. . . 
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Table H5.15 (continued) 
Origins and Funding, Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same Categories 

Prevention curriculum Youth participation in discipline 
D.A.R.E. Other Peer mediation Other 

Origins and funding (N=42-63) i(N=l80-277) (N42-7 1) (lVz.56-82) 

Marketing brochures or videos .30 .40 .47* .2 1 

Formal outcome evaluation .4 1 .33 -43 .17 

Publications summarizing research .s4 .4 1 .66* .34 

Formal needs assessment .40 .3 8 .38 2 0  

Number of different sources of info 2.4 1 2.62 3.24* 1.91 

Note. Table reports weighted proportions. Significance tests based on unweighted data. "Budget Control" scale 
ranges from 1 (no funds to control) to 4 (the person responsible for &a activity has direct budget control). The 
"Responsibility" scale ranges from 1 (none) to 4 (very much). 
*Difference between packaged programs and other activities; would be significant in samples of this size under 
simple random sampling, p < .01. 

used to select program 
2, 
'C. 
i ". 
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Table H5.16 
School Amenability to Program Implementation, Integration of Program into School, Training and Support, 
Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same Categories 

Prevention curriculum Youth participation in discipline 
D.A.R.E. Other Peer mediation Other 

Organizational Support (N=42-69) (N=203-293) (N=68-77) (N=57-89) 

Principal support for program 48.73 48.95 47.12 47.38 

School amenability to program 52.18 49.22 49.83 49.91 
implementation 

Amount of job related to program 60.71 * 49.68 45.38 45.18 

Quality of training 56.59* 50.79 57.54* 52.22 

Part of regular program 48.67 52.01 47.76 46.16 

Supervision 49.07 48.38 50.24 50.06 

Amount of training 59.91* 5 1.96 53 -64 5 1.25 
Note. Table reports weighted proportions. Significance tests based on unweighted data. Tabled values are mean 
scale scores in T-score form. 
*Difference between packaged programs and other activities would be significant in simple random samples of this 
size,p < .01. 
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Table H5.17 
Program Characteristics, Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same Categories 

Prevention curriculum Youth participation in discipline 
D.A.R.E. Other Peer mediation Other 

Program characteristic (N45-68) (Nz277-29 1) (N=75-77) (N=8 1-93) 
~ ~-~~~ 

Proportion programs specially tailored .24 
for at least one group 

Proportion programs foster .69 
understanding for at least one group 

.23 .OS 

.84 .78 .73 

Methods culturally appropriate (1 -5 4.76 4.59 4.52 4.42 
scale) 

r.: Standardization (t-value, 5-item) 62.86* 55.84 60.18* 51.82 
, z  

Number of obstacles to use named 2.03. 2.18 2.81 2.72 
Note. Table reports weighted proportions. Significance tests based on unweighted data. Cultural appropriateness item 
ranges tiom +not at all to 5=appropriate for all students. 
*Difference between packaged programs and other activities would be significant, p < .O 1, in simple random samples of 
this size. 

Table H5.18 
Provider Characteristics, Selected Packaged Programs and Other Activities in the Same Categories - - 

Prevention curriculum Youth participation in discipline 
b. 

.,I, .^I 

D.A.R.E. Other Peer mediation Other 

Conscientiousness of provider 50.63 49.50 50.84 48.58 
Accomplishment record of provider 46.88 50.4 1 51.10 50.94 

Provider characteristic (N=62) (N=255-261) (N=7 1-73) (N=79-8 1) 

Note. Table reports weighted proportions. Significance tests based on unweighted data. Tabled values are mean scale 
scores in T-score form. 
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Table H6.1 
Correlations Between Measures of School Safety or Problem Behavior and Community and 
School Characteristics - Secondary Schools 

Community School 

Concentrated 
Measure of safety or poverty & Urbani- Immigration Enroll- % students % students n 
problem behavior disorganization city & crowding ment Black Hispanic (range) 

Principal reports 

Gang problems 

School crime 

In crime rate 

Teacher reports 

Classroom order 

Victimization 

School safety 

Student reports 

Last-year variety drug use 

School safety 

Self-reported delinquent 
behavior 

Victimization 

.16** 

-04 

.07 

-.29** 

.35** 

-.25** 

.09 

-.42** 

.16** 

.os 

.26** .26** 

.13** .17** 

.oo .09* 

.09 -.12* 

-.02 .23** 

-.02 -.14** 

-.19** .06 

.04 -.21** 

-.11 .06 

-.07 .03 

.14** 

.45** 

.14** 

-.05 

.IS** 

-.26** 

-.20** 

-.os 
-.21** 

-.lo 

.13** 

.02 

.o 1 

-.50** 

.41** 

-.30** 

-.03 

-.52** 

.15* 

.02 

.40** (469-624) 

.16** (427-575) -- 

-- 5 
.OS (427-575) 

-.IO (315-404) 

.24** (3 15-404) 

-.16** (314-402) ” _  

- .. 
-.19** (257-310) 

-.01 (257-3 10) 

.OO (257-3 10) 

Note. Enrollment is based on principal report in the phase J survey if available; otherwise fiom the Market Data 
Retrieval data. School ethnic composition is fiom the Comimon Core of Data. 

. .  
.az: 
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Table H6.2 
Correlations Between Measures of School Safety or Problem Behavior and Community and a 
School Characteristics - Middle or Junior High Schools 

Community School 

Concentrated 
Measure of safety or poverty & Urbani- Immigration Enroll- % students % students n 
problem behavior disorganization city & crowding ment Black Hispanic (range) 

Principal reports 

Gang problems .14* .29** .28** .14* .11 .4 1 ** (208-245) 

School crime .08 .22** .29** .35** .06 .27** (188-222) 

In crime rate .16* .01 .17* .os .09 .14 (188-222) 

Teacher reports 

Classroom order -.46** .03 -.11 -.06 - S O * *  -.12 (186-215) 

Victimization .50** .03 .16* .09 .43** .20** (1 86-2 15) 

School safety -.40** -06 -.15* -.20** -.29** -.16* (186-215) 

Student reports 

Last-year variety drug use .17* -.27** .11 -.22** -.05 .08 (153-171) 

School safety -.53** .10 -.27** -.07 -.48** -.22** (153-171) 

Self-reported delinquent .25** -. 19* 
behavior 

I12 -. 19* .05 -04 (153-171) 

Victimization .08 -.09 .07 -.09 -.02 .07 (153-171) 

Note. Enrollment is based on principal report in the phase 1 survey if available; otherwise fiom the Market Data 
Retrieval data. School ethnic composition is fiom the Common Core of Data. 

~. . 
. >  

I 
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Table H6.3 
Correlations Between Measures of School Safety tw Problem Behavior and Communiv and 
School Characteristics - High Schools 

Community School 

Concentrated Immigra- YO % 
Measure of safety or poverty& Urbani- tion& Enroll- students students n 
problem behavior disorganization city crowding ment Black Hispanic (range) 

Principal reports 

Gang problems 

School crime 

In crime rate 

Teacher reports 

Classroom order 

Victimization 

School safety 

Student reports 

Last-year variety drug use 

School safety 

.14* .28** 

-.O 1 .I3 

-00 -.01 

-.16* .15* 

.21** -.09 

-.13 -.IO 

-.02 -. 14 

-.37** -.05 

.25** 

.14 

.07 

-.IS* 

.31** 

-.I4 

.oo 
-.I7 

.14* .17* 

.52** .01 

.I2 -.05 

-.07 -.53** 

.20** .39** 

-.30** -.32** 

-.22** -.04 

-.12 -.63** 

.46** (153-224) 

.I2 (135-203) 

.08 (135-203) 

- 6  

._ -4 

-.08 (129- 189) 

.31** (129-189) 

-.15 (128-187) 

-.15 (104-139) 

Self-reported delinquent .07 -.02 .o 1 -'3** I -  .28** -.09 (104-139) 
behavior 

Victimization .I4 -.03 .oo -.IO . l l  -.12 (104-139) 

Note. Enrollment is based on principal report in the phase 1 survey if available; otherwise from the Market Data 
Retrieval data. School ethnic composition is from the Common Core of Data. 
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I. Questionnaires 

In all 19 separate booklets were used to obtain data for the National Study of Delinquency 
Prevention in Schools. 

These include the phase 1 Principal Questionnaire for Program Identification and 
accompanying Activity Detail Booklet. 

In phase 2 a Principal Questionnaire was used along with a Teacher Questionnaire, a Student 
Questionnaire, and fourteen distinct Activity Questionnaires. This appendix contains a copy of 
each kind of questionnaire - reduced somewhat in size. The fourteen Activity Questionnaires are 
represented by the Activity Questionnaire for Prevention Curriculum, Instruction or Training. 
The other Activity Questionnaires can be made avaulable if requested. 

--.i 
f- 

contents 

Principal Questionnaire for Program Identification ................................. 1-2 

Activity Detail Booklet ...................................................... 1-13 

Activity Questionnaire: Prevention Curriculum, Instruction or Training . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1-29 ;;a 
. .  n,;, Principal Questionnaire ...................................................... 1-45 

?. , 
..,..- Teacher Questionnaire ...................................................... 1-55 

StudentQuestionnaire ....................................................... 1-67 
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\ Principai Questionnaire for 7 Pygrarn Identification 
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National. Study of Prevention in SchooIs 

Principal's Questionnaire - Program Identification 

This questionnaire is part of a study to describe the scope and extent of what the nation's 
schools are doing to prevent problem behavior - imluding deiinquent behavior. misconduct in 
sc!~ool. drug use. dropout. truancy, rardiness. classroom or school misbehavior. risky sexual 
behavior, smoking. reckless driving and the like. 

The srudy is sponsored by the Xational institute of Justice. U.S. Department of Justice. 
Panicipation in the study is voluntary on your part. 

It is imporrant that you participate in this survey even if your school has no problem with 
delinquency or other problem behavior. The national estimates required must be made on the basis 
of 3 sample of ALL SCHOOLS. nor just those experiencing difficulties with student problem behavior 
or those with prevention programs. 

Your responses will be filed by identification number only, and the link between school name 
and number will be destroyed at the end of the proje~~. No names of persons or schools will be 
used in published reporrs. 

The questionnaire is in three parts. Part 1 asks about your school's enrollment. staffing, and 
other characterisics. Part 1 will take about 1 minutes to complete. 

Part 2 asks you which. if any, programs. activities. or arrangements are part of your school's 
strategy for prevenring problem behavior or promoting school order. Consuit the separate Activity 
DeruiiBooklrr if you are not sure sbour the nature of ;u1 activity or arrangement listed in Part 2. 
Then. for each activity or arrangement your school employs provide the information requeszed in 
the Acriviq Detuil Bookier. Reviewing and responding to Parr 2 will take from 15 to 30 minutes. 
depending on the number of separate programs your schooi has. 

Part 3 asks about your school's history of involvement with propms.  your expectations far 
your school. and your leadership sryle. Completing Parr 3 will rake about LO minutes. 

Copyn$hr S 1997 by Cont?edson Associates. Inc. All righrs reserved. 
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Part 1. Describing Your School 

3 4  How many students are currently enrolled 
in your jchool? 

Xow many of the following s t a f f  work in your 
school eitherfull orpurr-rime? (Fill in number 
on uch line. If none. write “0.”) 

number 

9 How old is your school’s main building? 

G 0-9years 
C 1 0 - 2 9 y u r ~  
G 5 0 - 4 9 y e ~ ~  
E SO or more years 

3-24  C1eric;ll staff  

25-16 Guidance counseion 

zi-2s Mental health specialisrs (e.g., 
psycholgisrs. social worken) 

29-51 What is your school’s average 
daily anendance? 

pertencage 

What grades are taught in your school? 52-54 What percentage of students 
are re-eivrng free lunches? 

percenrage 
12-12 lowesr hrghen 55 Which of the following best describes your 
IO-11 

school? (.klork one.) 
C Public 
Z Private 
0 

14 Are most srudents temporarily assigned to 
your school with the expectation that they 
will rerum to another school? 

Church or religious oqanimnon affiliated 

C Yes 
c No 

How many principals has the school had in the 
last 10 yeus, including yourself? 

15-16 

number 

How many full-time classroom teachers does 
your school have? 

17-19 This school year: 

20-22 Last school year: 
number 

number 

36 Which of the following students does your 
school serve’? (.Mark one.) 
0 Boys 
0 Girls 
Z Boysandgirls 

Please mark yes or no to each of the following 
items to describe your school. 

2, c! G Regular school 
i8 G 0 Alternative school for educationally 

59 G 0 Alternative school for srudenrs with 

40 c! 0 Magetschool 
41 0 U Charrerscnool 
JZ 0 0 Vocstionalschool 

u 0 0 Tech-Prepschool 
45 0 C Coilegepreparatoryschool 
~6 G 0 Milimry-sq4e school 
47 0 0 Comprehensiveschool 

Ya so -_ 

handicapped srudenu 

behavioral or adjusmrenr problems 

4; C C T e ~ f i n i d ~ h ~ ~ l  

-- . -,- . .. . .. 

. I  

i. . . . .  
i *. . .  

-. . i e.,* ..:--a ,::- 
.>? 

<,ha. 

-’ 7 

..- 

. .. 

. -7 ... . 

_. .. . “ t  

1 
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4 Do you repon to a school disaict adminisnator or board? (Murk one.) 

G Yo 
0 School disnict administrator (superintendent. area superintendent. lead principal. etc.) 
0 Communiry board or board of directonfor [his school on!v 
D Diocese or religious organization's educational authority 
0 Private nor-for-profit or for-profit organization board or administration which oversees more than 

one school 

19 To what exrent is your freedom to admininer the school consmined by policies or regulations co 
which your school musx conform? (k?i?rk one.) 

tl There are few regulatory obstacles IO making needed m g e m e n t s  here. 
tl It has been possible to obtain waivers or approval to deviate from regulations when heipful to the 

school. 
0 Regulations consmin what we can do in important ways. 
c! Regulations and policies developed at 1evel:j above the scnool determine nearly all arrangements 

in the school. 

50 To what exrent is your freedom to make admini:;trative decisions constrained by conmcts with 
teacher or sraff  unions? (Murk one.) 

C Not at all or there is no union. 
0 Agreernenrs with unions over job descripnons. working conditions. or other matters influence 

decision makinz. 
0 Union conmcts constrain what we can do in important ways. 
0 Union contracts made at levels above the school determine many important arrangements in this 

school. 

. . .  . ..,. 

.. . 
. . .. 'i 

e 

?lease go OR to P m  2. 4 

2 
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Part 2. Describing Your School's Prevention Programs and 
Activities 

in the remainder of chis booklet we ask you to desc:ibe the arrangements and activities in your 
schooi intended to promote school safety. prevent or manage problem behavior. and enhance the 
orderly opention ofthr school. 

Definitions 

Problem behavior includes stealing, fighting, other deiinquent behavior. drug use. dropout. 
truancy. tardiness. classroom or school misbehavior. risky sexual behavior, smoking, running 
away fhm home. reckless driving and the like. 

-4 safe and orclerfy environment includes an environment fiee from disruption of classrooms. 
fights and other forms of violence. vandalism and graffiti. weapons. drugs. and intimidation. 

Activities, arrangements andprug~ams are described in the list on pages 4 and 5. Some of 
these are defined more fully in the enclosed Activity Derail Booklet. Use the booklet to 
clarify the meaning of the prevention activities Listed on the following pages. 

In indicating your school's approach. include any programs. activities. or arrangements to 
- 
. 
. 

reduce the probability that individual srudents will engage in probiem behavior. 
protect individuals from problem behavior. 
promote school or classroom orderliness or safety. 

On the following pages. please indicate whether your school uses each approach described KO 
reduce problem behavior or create a safe and orderly environment. For each program, activity, or 
strategy your school uses. print rhe name of the program in the Activiry Derail Booklet. and also 
print the name of one or two individuals on your school's s*&who c3n provide more detailed 
information. We will contact the individd(s) you desi-wte for specific information about the 
activity or approach in a Phase I1 survey. For activities about which a school's principal is 
usually the most knowledgeable. we will contact you again in a Phase II survey next year. Try KO 

designate individuals other than yourself to minimize the burden on you in Phase 11. 

Most schools do not use all of the approaches described here in their effom to prevent problem 
behavior and create an orderly school. If your school does not employ the approach described. 
check the box for "Xo." Describe only your school's prevenuon programs in this booklet - not 
everyrhing you do in your school. 

List an activity your school uses to prevent problem behavior even if it is a routine or ordinary 
pan: of your school's operation rather than a special program. If one p r o m  or set of 
zcrivities involves more tlm one aoproach or strategy, mark "Yes" for each type of activity 
involved. In other words. I&t an acriviry more than once i f  it involves more than one . 
approach. 

.I. j. . c 

. .. 
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i 3 ,e'. 
. .. . .. 

If you are unsure how to report a prevention activity. call toll free 1-SSS-753-9805 for help {or 
send e-mail to gainc@clark.net). 

:;:.:: . I .. .. 

i 

Please indicate which, if any, of the following sctivities, amngements. or programs are 
part of your school's approach to preventing problem behavior or promoting school or 
classroom order. You may wish to consult rhe fuller definitions OfCtCh of these types of 
accrivities in the separate Activity DeraiI Bookfer in deciding whether your school uses each 
acdviry. arrangement. or pro-. Llimkyes or n o j b  each acrivip.) 

51 

z No 

= Y e s +  

i'l -- 
c No 

c Yes + 

53 

I: No 

Z Yes + 
54 

f No 

=yes+ 

c No 

z Yes + 

Prevemion currkdum. insmcrion or rraining - mining or insauction in wnich the content 
involves knowledge. skills. anitudes or valurrs intended to prevent problem behavior. Insmcrion or 
mining may be brief (less than an hour) or or' extended duration. 

Complere pase I oj-the .4cmrtry Derad Booklet. 

BehavwraIprogramming or behavior rnodificarion - racking srudent behavior, Setting behavior 
goals. and feedback or punishment m decrease undesired behavior or rewards to increase desired 
behavior. 

Complete page 2 of the Aciivir.v Derail Booklet. 

Counseiing, social work, psychofogicai. or therapeuric aaivily - provision of advice or guidance 
to remedy or prevent problems using identifiable techniques of psycholog. counseling, or social 
work. 

Com.plere page 3 of the Activip Derail 8ooklct. 

.Wenroring, xuxoring, coaching, apprenriceship. or orher activr?ies involving individuai onention 
-provision of one-on-one attention to mdenrs other than counseling or behavioral programming. 

Cornpiere page 4 of the .ICIWIF Detail BooWer. 

Recrearwnai. enrichtnenr, and Icirure acriviues - provision or access 10 anivides. play, 
amusemew or diversions; exploration outside the school: fun or relaxation. 

Complere page 5 of the . ~ C I ~ V I F  Derail BooWer. 

Improvements to insrrrrcrionafpracrrcer - activirles applied to entue classes that involve the 
adoption or expansion of improved insmictronal techniques or pmcrices. Includes arning,  
supervision or assistance to improve msauc;ional rnrhods. Not included are cunculum changes. 

Complae page 6 of the ACI~VI@ Detail Bookizf. 

hprovemma ro classroom organi:ation and managenrenr pracrices - acnviries applied to 
entue classes to establish and enforce classroom rules, use rewards and punrshmenrs. improve the 
use or manqement oftime. or change the way m which mdenrs are grouped for hsiruction by 
ability, achievement or effort within the clusroom. 

Complete page 7 of the . ~ C ~ I V I ~  Derad BOOW~I 
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38 

5 No 

Z Yes + 

39 

5 NO 

=Yes.$ 

60 = NO 
IYB* 

61 

z No 
ZYS3 

62 

NO 

c Yes + 

65 

- - No 
Yes 3 

bJ 
5 No 

5 Yes + 

.-lc!ivity ro change or maintain rlre cultwe or climate of the school, aiter or mainrain 
rtpeczadotts for  student behavior, or secure commifmenr IO n o m  - includes effom ro 
establish. encouage. or susrain a specid school climate or cnlture rhrough symbols. ceremonies. or 
synemaric procedures: communicarion ofsxpzcntions: m d  use of social intluence or aniruae 
cnange techniques ro obtain commitmeat to noms. 

Cornpierepage 8 of the .4crrPip Derail Uookler. 

Infergroup relaaons and inleraction bemeen !he school und rhe commun@~. or umong groups 
wifhin rheschool- xrivities to promote mtenc:ion mong memben of diverse youps a d  
celebnre diversity. to promote relations between the school and the community. and improve 
intergroup relations or resolve or reduce: conflict. 

Cornpiere page 9 of the Auwip Derail €lookier. 

Use of evenralpersonnel resources in cfasroom - includes the use of parent or communiry 
volunreers. aurhority figures (e+. police oifcen). classroom consultants. aides. or oider smdents. 

Cornpiere the roppor!ion ofpage I O  of rhe . ~ C I N I N  Derail Bookler. 

Yourh roles in regurclring and responding IO srudenr condua - studenr panicipation in making 
school rules. resolving disputes, or in re%ponding LO problem behavior (e.%.. sruaent COUK, peer 
medianon. or srudenr conflict resolurion ). 

Comuiere the oouom porrion of page IO of rhe dctivig~ Detail Bookiei. 

Auiviry involving a schoolplanning srriicmre orprocess or a me!hod of managing change - 
srmcwed or facilitated planning acrivines as well as activity ro cooramare or manage change in rhe 
school. Includes the use of merhods or processes for planning or pro,- deveiopment inclusion 
of a broad m g e  of individuals or penpecnves m plannmg. or the use of consultants to advise on 
school practices or soive problems. 

Cornpiere page I I of the .4crr~iy Derail Bookiet. 

Secur&v or surveiIlance acrivip - application o f  procedures to make ir difficult for innuders to 
enter the school: watching entrances. hallways and school ~ O U R ~ S :  making it easier to repon 
problem behavior: searching for weapons; or drugs: removing barriers ro observarron or inspecrion: 
aciion to aven potential unsafe evenrs. 

Compiete page I2 of the Acrwiry Derail Booklei 

Servics or programs for families or fami!v members - outreach or semce to families io 
improve their cnild management and supervision pnc:ices. or to provide other family services. 

Cornpiere page 13 ojrhe ACINIT Detail Bookier 

. .  

; .. ... 

~~~~~ ~ 

If you are unsure how to report a prevention activiT. call toll free 1-585-752-9505 for help (or 
send e-rnaii to gaincS@clark.net). 
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School-Wide Programs or Activities 

The following school activities. programs or ,mgernents are those about which the principal IS 
probably more informed or aware than orhers in the school. Please indicate whethe: YOU 

school's approach to preventing problem behavior or cre3ting an orderiy environment includes 
each of these suategies. 

.-im.uiy thuf infiences the composition of rhe school's popularwn. Some schools empioy procedures, d e s .  or 
acuviry that mtlumces the kinds and nummrs of students the school serves. Included are special srudent 
recruirmenr efforrs, school specialization in amcnve  eduational programs. s e h i v e  admissions criteria, 
scholarships. ass ipnrn t  of studenn with educational or behavioral problems to orher schools. or a requirement of 
ninon or fes .  

Does your school use any of the following activities or mngements that intluence who arrends rhe school? tMmK 
yes or no for each I 

Yu Yo 

65 E C 
66 0 G 

67 E 0 
68 0 C Scholarships or tuition waivers 
69 0 G Admiaton fees ortuition 
70 C G Studentrecruirmenrprograms 
71 C G 
E 5 C 
75 0 E 
i4 0 c! 
73 0 C 

Specialization in amactive educational programs such as science, music. technology 
Selective admissions pmcnces (e+ high test scores. good conduct high p a e  

Reference for students of a panicular re1i:gion. faith. culture. echniciry. or political inclination 
avenge, or other enay requirements) 

Assignment of srudenn with educational oir behavioral problems to other schools 
Assigunent of srudmn with behavior or adjusrment problems 10 rhis school 
Assignment of stuaenn with academic or ievning problems fo l i r  school 
Assignment of s a d e n s  under COW or juvenile services supervision fo rhis school 
Another pracrice or arrangement rhat influences the composition ofthe school's student populaaon: 

Reorganr;edon of grades, daws, or schoolschedules. Some schools use speciaily arranged school schedules. 
grouping of students. formation of within-school unio. or small ciass size to prevent problem behavior or promote 
school order. Within-school units such as "reams" or -'houses" or special grade-to--de promorion criteria are 
somerimes used to prevent problem behavior or promote school oraerliness. 

Does your school use any of the following activities or arrangements to prevent problem behavior or promote school 
orderliness? lMmk yes or no for ea&.) 

Ycs Yo 

i 6  @ f 
i 7  Ci C 

7s 0 c 

79 0 c 
SO a e 
81 E a 
st  Ci 0 
s o 0  
p r c c  
85 CI E 

Block scheduling 
Increasing the number of periods in the 
day 
Decreasing the numberof periods in the 
day 
Increving the lengh of class periods 
Decreasing the len,gh of class periods 
Lengthened lunch period 
Shorrened lunch period 
Having classes at night or on weekends 
Schools within aschool 
Mixing students of differing conduct or 
abiliry together in classes 

Grouping of students by efforr or 
conduct 
Grouping of srudenrs by abiiiry or 
achievement 
Grade-level "houses" or teams 
Increases in class size 
Decreases in class size 
Sepantion of students by sex 
Separation of srudents by echnicip 
Relaxed grade-to-gade promotion 
criteria 
Stringent criteria for ,?pde-to-grJde 
promotion 
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Simple provision of kolated informaxion about the bamfulnerc of violence, drug use, risky s w a l  behavior - 
or dour l e  availabiliry of services. Informanon may be provided by mug p o s ~ n .  newslerrers, brochures. 
mouncemenrs. handours. videos. slide shows. 1ecnue.s. presentations, readings. or other merhods. Information may 
be directed at rmaents. parens, educators or cornmumiry members. Does not include ino8rucrion or  training. 
Does not include information conveyed as pan of any activity reponed on mrlier pages. Please indiczte rhr 
topics about which d o m a r i o n  1s provided. (Murk,ves or no for each.) 

Yu so Y n  Yo Yo so 
95 0 C Alcohol 98 C 0 Violenr:: m i  C 2: Health or mental bedrh 
96 G SJ Tobacco 99 U U Risky sexual behavior services 
97 0 C Otherdrugs IOOG Ci Accidents 10zC 0 Other(specify) 

Archiuctural design or srrucmraI fearures of the school to prevent problem behavior or promote schooi 
orderliness - including the use of fences. space, facilities. bamcades. physicai m g e m e n t s .  or w o r k .  
War archirecrural design or srrucrunl fearures does your school use to prevent probiem behavior or promote school 
orderliness? 

Y o  Yo 

102 C! U 
Io4 e G 
105 U 0 
106 t t 
I o i  t 
I08 c; t 

f*larkyes or no for each andprovide darq7canon as needed) 

Gates. fences, walls, barricades ouuide the building 
Activity space or facilities designed tci prevent problem behavior 
Food service faciliries or anansements that promote safety or orderliness 
Closed or blocked off secrions of the building 
Physical arrangements for re@aring mftic flow within the building 
Other architecmral or physical design features (please explain) 

Treatment orprmenrion services for adminisrrawrs, faculty, or sraff - or an employee assisxance program. 
Incluaes prevention or ueaanent of alcohol. tobacco. or other drug use: anger or self-control problems, or other 
health or m e n d  health problems. (Markyes or n o f r  each ppe o/service.) 

"el Yo 
109 0 C 
I IO 0 C Anger man%ement or self-control mining 
1 I I 0 0 

Alcohol. tobacco, or other drug prevention or r rem~ent  

Ocher health or mental health service for adminisraton. faculty, or staff 

'iy. . .  . .  

Please go on to Part 3. + 

~ ~~~ 

If you are unsure how to report a prevention activity, call toll iree 1-SSS-753-9805 for help (or 
send e-mail to gainc@lark.net). 
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Part 3. School Experience With Pro,orams 
and Expectations for the Future 

This final section asks you to describe  OW 
school's experience with educational 
innovation and with special prognms, and it 
ash about your expecrarions for &e fuwe:. 
Sometimes new program are helpful to a 
school: other rimes programs are 
unproducrive or are a wase of time. In this 
section we wan1 your assessment of your 
school's history of prevention programs and 
other special programs. 

I 12 Think about speciufprogrums that have been 
initiated in your school in past yeus. How 
would you descnbe these p r o g m s  on the 
whole? (.bfurk one.) 

Usually failures - a waste of time or worse. 
Unproducrive - usually did not amount to 
much. 
Mixed - sometimes helpful and sometimes 

Helpful - usually benefitted the school or 
our srudenrs. 
Usually successes -have produced 
imponant benetivj. 

nor. 

Given the broad m g e  ofproblems schools are often 
called upon to solve these days. some schools choose 
ro dmct their e5om ar a few maners of prioriry. 
Which of rhe followinS StatementS describe your 
school? (Mark one a m e r  for eacn srarement.) 

I I J  C . G 

We have publicly announced one 
or rwo rop problems to address als 

a school. 
Faculty, a h i n i s m t o n ,  and stafP 
have %reed on one or two 
problems to address. 
We have a list of problems, but 
there is disagreement on the most 
imponant ones to address. 
The school h a s  not listed 
problems to address. 

I l i  Which of the following stacemenrs is closest ro 
your opinion? (Mark one.) 

S 

@ 

C 

13 

It is necessary to call attention to 
problems m order to solve them. 
It is usually helpiul m identifv the 
problems a school experiences. 
It is usually better to identify the suengths 
of a schooi than to focus on problems. 
Highlighting a school's problems is 
polincdiy UIIWIX. 

How much cooperolion and suppon do you get from 
rencherr when operating this school? (Murkves or 
no for each siaremenr. ) 

Ya Yo 

I 1 8  G 0 Evety reacher can be counted on to 
help. 

119 0 Q Most teachers will help when 
requesrs arc reasonable. 

120 E 0 Many reachers will identify obsracles 
rarher than coopuare. 

121 C C Gening cooperation born ceachen is 
like pulling reerh. 

How often does each ofrhe Following sraremencs 
describe what usually happens when the schooi plans 
for a new activicy or p r o w ?  (Mark one responre 

for each line.) 

Some- 
Often timu Seldom 

Q 0 Q Somethinprhwvrsrhe 
plan ac the ouaet. 

Q G @ Something interferes with 
rhe success of the acriviyd. 

E 3 C Faculty or adminisrrators 
avoid actempa io solve 
difficult problems. 

idenrib obsmcles to 
desued p q n m s  and 
develop snarepier to cope 
with them. 

E 0 G Faculty oradminismton 
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How often does each of the following statemems 
describe the communication benuem the prmcpal 
and reachers in rhs school? (Mark one responsel& 
earn sraiement. 1 

sone 
Often rima Seldom 

126 C C c! Teachenreporrtheu 
successful experiences 
duecrly to the pnncioal. 

they are experiencing 
d w t l y  to the pnncipal. 

12s C f: G Teachenshare infor- 
mation with the principal 
only when requued. 

129 c1 ti 0 Teachenavoid letting the 
principal know about 
problems they are havmg 

How often are e3ch of the following rratements m e  
abour your school? (Murk one response for each 
smemenr. \ 

127 0 0 Teachenrcporrprobiems 

Some- 
Often ameS Seldom 

110 P E 0 Teamsoffacultymemben 
work together to accomplish1 
something of impomce. 

i j l  C C C There is pressure from the 
community to change things 
in the school. 

demands for change in this 
school. 

school seeks advice md 
consultation from ouwders. 

13 P C ti Teachers in thisschool resisi 
changes imposed from 
outside the school. 

resources from the 
communiry. 

126 ti 0 C! There is littletheschool can 
do about the problems it 
inherits from the communiry 

behavior displayed by 
students who get into trouble 
is due to causes beyond the 
schooi’s control ( poverry, 
k i i i y ,  diser’mina~im). 

I:: E C E Theschoolsystemmakes 

i j j  U E E The adminisuation in this 

1:s 12 E ti Thisschool obcainsrnany 

I 3  U C ti Muchoftheproblem 

r 

Important 

Please enclose this questionnaire and the 
Activity Detail Boukler in the post-paid 
envelope and mail ‘to Goafredson 
Associates. Inc. 

How many ofthe school’s full-time teachers are new 
eo rhe school this yew? 

138-140 

number 

141 Is it easy or difficult to recruit new s&(or 
repiacc existing sr;Un with f i t - m e  teachers? 
(Mark one.) 

D 

C 

0 

(1 

C 

It is easy TO fill opening with lint rate 
teachers. 
Our openings are usually fiiled by really 
good teachers. 
I t  is sometunes difficuk eo fmd a ra l ly  
good teacher for an opening. 
It is usually dirxcult to obtain good 
teachers to fill openmgs. 
Openings are often filled by poor 
teachers. 

142 How much involvement in school affaus do 
parents have in your school? 
E None 
C A little 
i i  Some 
0 Fauiy much 
I2 Verymuch 

Is there anyrhing else you would l i e  to say” 
(Include addirronai sneers ifnecessmy.) 

............................. 

........................................... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

....................................... 

Thank you for your help. 

.U.,* .... 

.. .. i 
., ~ . ..: 
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National Study of \ Prevention in Schools 

Activity Detail Booklet 

Complete Only Parts of This 
Booklet 

See Instructions in Principal 
Question nai re 

Use this booklet to obtain definitions of programs and activities and to identify 
prevention activities, programs, or arrangements in your school. 

Conducted by 
GOTTFREDSON ASSOCIATES, hC. 

3239 B Corporate Court. Ellicott City. Maryland 21042 * (410) 461-5530 
Toll fke telephone (888) 733-9805 E-mail gainc@ciark.net 
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Prevention curriculum. instruction or  training: F'rovision oftrainins or insrruction to students reach them 
factual information. increase their awareness of social influences to engage in misbehavior. expand their 
repermires for recognizing and appropriately responding to risky or potmtially harmful situations. increase their 
appreciation for diversin, in sociery. improve their moral chmcrer. etc. These programs are sometimes delivered 
in a classroom format using teacher lectures. demonstrations. and class discussion but may also be delivered in 
small group sercings or individually. Use may be made of audiovisual materials. woricsheecs or workbooks. 
textbooks. handouts. and the like. Instruction may be bricf(less than an hour) or cstended (requirtne several 
years to complete). This includes the following kinds of topics or activities: 
. 
. 
. 

' Sex education 
. 
. 
' 

. 

. 

. Self-esteem 

. 

' Manners or etiquerce 

General health or safety promotion 
Culturai or historical topics: including race. class. and sociery 
Alcohol. tobacco. or other drug information or prevention 

Violence prevention. victimization avoidance. coping with victimization or loss experiences 
Ethics, religious. moral or character instruction (e.g.. personal responsibility. male responsibiliry) 
Civics (e.g.. curriculum about democracy and ia; system of lawst 
Job skills. career education. experience. career exploration or development 
Academic study skills or tesr-raking 

Social competency (i.e.. resisting social influence. problem solving skills. self-management amibution. 
communication. emotional control. empathy) 

Activities and key individuals. Pwhrthe nume of each actmi@ or program and the name andjob ncle of one or 
two persons on the schooi sru#who a n  descrrbe rhis acnviry. Ifpossrbfe. choose a person ocher than yourseg 

I 2. I 

1 1. 
I .  

2. -. 
I .  

-. 

How many additional cumtcula not listed 
prevent problem behavior or promote school or classrcmn orderliness? 

1 
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Behavioral programming or behavior modification: These interventions involve tracking of specific 
behaviors over t h e .  behavioral goals. and uses Liedback or positive or negative reinforcement to change 
behavior. Behavior is responded to wirh rewards or punishments when the behavior occurs. Other uses of' 
rewards and punishments (e.%., suspension. detention) are not included in this category. This indudes the 
following kinds of activities: 
. Individual behavioral or behavior modification programs (e.g.. progams in which the behavior of an 

individual is monitored and reinforced] 
Token economy sysrems in which individuals earn tokens for meeting specified goals 
Individual education plans (e.g., rewards or punishments are contingent on meering educational goals) 
Individual behavioral plans (e.$.. rewards or punishments are continsent on meeting behavioral goals) 
Home-based reinforcement for in-school behavior 
Group-based or classroom behavioral or behavior modification programs (e.g.. programs in which the 
bebavior of a goup is monitored and reinforced) 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

Behavioral or behavior modificanon 
program or activir). name 

Name (first and last) of person 
who can describe the activiry 

I 

7 -. 

Position in school 

I. 

2. 

I. 

-. 

I .  

7 -. 

I .  

I .  

2. 

I. 

2. 

1 .  

I.Z : . .  , .- 

7 - 
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2. 

e- 

2. 

How many additional behavioral or behavior modification activities or 
programs not listed above does your school use to prevent problem 
behavior or promote school or classroom orderliness? 

7 -. 

Number: 
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Counseling, social work, psychological. or therapeutic activity: Provision of advice or guidance -or the 
encouragement of communication. insight and understanding - to remedy or prevent mental health or 
behavioral problems or to promote healthy developmient. This activity uses identifiable techniques of 
psychology, counseling, or social work. The activity may be conducted with individuais or with groups. The 
following activities are included: 

Individual counseling, social work, psychological. or therapeutic interventions . 
' 

. 
Counseling (interaction between a counselor and a student that is smctured by an identifiable approach) 
Alcohol. tobacco. or other drug treatment 
Case management (location and coordination of resources to assist the individual or family. or follow-up 
resolution of problems or access to services or resources) 
Crisis intervention or telephone hotline (brief imrvention, consultation. advice. or referral for services) . 

. Victim Counseling 
Group counseling, social work. psychological. or therapeutic interventions 
. 

. 

. 

. Group victim counseling 
Other individual counseling, social work. psythologi8cal. or therapeutic interventions 

Group counseling (interaction between a counsdor and a group of students that is smicrured by an 
identifiable approach) 
Group treatment for alcohol. tobacco. or other a h g  problems 
Peer group counseling (interacrion among members of a peer group in which the content of the interaction i 
structured by an identifiable approach) 

I Activities and key individuals. P m 7  the name of each activiry or program and the name andjob tide ofone or I two persons on the school sraff who con describe thrc ,activiff. I/possible. list a person other than yourseK 

I therapeutic activity I who can describe the actwiry I Position in school 
Name of counseling, social work. or Name (first and last) of person 

I .  

2. 

1. I I 
I 2. 

~ 

How many additional counseling. social work. or therapeutic 
listed above does your school use to prevent problem behavior or promote 
school or classroom orderliness" -1 
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,Mentoring, tutoring, coaching, apprenticeships. or other activities involving individual attention: 
Provision of onean-one auention to individual students in ways other than those listed on previous pages. The 
interaction of one single student with another individual may involve instruction. coaching. advice. practice. 
training or other acrivity. Activity involving more than one student at a time is not included. This srrateq 
includes rhe following activities with individual students: 
. 
. 

. Coaching 

. Apprenticeship 

. 

. Other individual artention 

Tutoring or orher individualized assistance with academic tasks delivered by an adult. older youth. or per: 
Mentoring (one-on-one interaction wich an older. more experienced person to provide advice. assistance. or 
informal counseling) 

Promise of evenrual monetary or other incentive. if made to a single individual. (e.%, college tuition) in 
exchange for good performance 

or program who can describe rhe activity 

1. 

1. 

Position in school 

1. 

7 -. 

I 1. 

Name of individual atrention activity 

-... ..̂  . .._ 

Name (first and last) of person 

r 

How many additional individual atrention acrivitia not listed above does 
your school use to prevent problem behavior or promote school or 
classroom orderliness? 

I 1 

Number: 

J 
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~ ~~~~~~~ 

Recreational. enrichment and leisure activities: Provision or access to activities. play. amusement. or 
diversions: exploration of locations. or events outside of the school and that are outside of the school's 
curriculum: activity that provides fun or relaxation. The recreation. enrichment or leisure activity is not intended 
as a reward for behavior or primarily offered as a rrsponse to student conduct. These activities include the 
following: 
. 
. 

. Wilderness or challenge activities 

. AN and crab 

. 

. 

. 

Recreation or sports activiry (e.g.. basketball. 'softball. tennis. soccer. or unsrmctured play) 
Educational or cul tud enrichment activiries or alternatives {field trips. clubs) 

Performing arrs (clown acts. musical perfonnances. plays and skits, puppet shows. erc.) 
Family activities (outings, movies. picnics. etc.) 
Other enrichment. recreational. or leisure activities 

I 

I .  

2. 

Activities and key individuais. PRIM the name ojeach acrrvip or program and ihe name andpb itrfe of one or 

activiw name who can describe the activiw Position in school 

1. 

2. 

l- 1. 

2. 

1. 1. 

-. 2. 

1. I .  

'7. 2. 

1. 1. 

2. 2. 

- 

How many additional recreational. enrichment. or leisure acrivities not 
listed above does your school use to prevent problem behavior or promote 
school or classroom orderliness? 

Number: 

5 
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Improvements to instructional practices: These are activities applied to entire classes thar involve the adoption 
or expansion of improved reaching pranices. The), also include mining, supervision. or assisrance to foster 
improved insuuctional methods. Not included are #changes in curriculum or in classroom maqemenr  
rechniques. Acrivities IO improve instruction include rhe following if applied in order to prevent problem 
behavior: . 
. Individualized insmaion 
. Peer reacherdeaden 
. 
. 
. Computerized instruction 
’ Programmed instruction 
. Class discussions or lectures 
. Individual seat work 
. Behavioral modeling 
I Role playins 
’ 

’ 

1 
Cooperative. mastery, “active,” or ”e?xperiential” teaching techniques 

Adult insmcron of a given race or sex 
Use of other instructional snategies to increase school or classroom orderliness 

Reheanal and practice of skills 
Use cues to prompt behavior or recall 

I .  

2. 

. I  

..” 5 

I 
I .  

1. 

I Activities and key individuals. PiihWrhe name of each acriviv or program and the name andjob tide of one or I iwoprsons on rhe school stafwho can describe this activity. Ijpossible. lrsr a person orner fhan.voursel/: 

1. 

1. 

I insuuction I who can describe the activity I Position in school 
Name (first and last) of person Name of activity to improve 

2 

1. 

1. 

. ., i 
. .. 

1. 

~ 

How many additional instructional improvement programs or activities not 
lisred above does your school use to prevenr problem behavior or promote 
school or classroom orderliness? 

Number: 

6 
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.*: r. . .. 
~~ ~ - 

Name (fmr and last) of person 
who can describe the activiry 

Improvements in classroom organization and managemcnt practices: These include actir lues Jpplied to 
entire classes that involve the adoption or expansion of improved mahods of managing classroom behavior. 
msitions. use of time. and grouping. Nor included are changes in cumculum. insuuctional techniques. or the 
use of external resources for insmction. Activities to improve classroom organization and management may 
include arty of the following if applied in order to prevent problem behavior: . 
- 
. Improved mansement of time 
. 

Activities to establish and enfom classroom rules 
Improved use of rewards and punishments 

Changes in rhe grouping of students by ability. achieveimenr or etTm wifhin rhe cfassfoum 

Position in school 

- -~ 
Activities and key individuals. Pwmthe name of each ac~rvry orprogram andthe name andjob tide of one or 
two persons on the school staff who can describe this actrvq>. Ijpaurbie. Ircr  a person other rhanyourse!f 

F- 
Name of activity to improve 
classroom organization and 
management 

I .  I 
2. 

7 -. 

I .  

2 

I .  

I 1. I I .  

7 -. 

How many additionai classroom organization or management improvement 
programs or activities not lisred above does your school use to prevent 
problem behavior or promote school or classroom orderliness? 

1. 7 Number: 

7 
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Activity to change o r  maintain the culture o r  climate of the schooL alter or maintain expectations for 
student behavior, or secure commitment to norms. Included are the following kinds of school-wide eeorts: 
Efforts to establish. encourage or susrain a special school climate or culture through symbols. ceremonies. or 
systematic procedures. 
. Structured or regimenred style of school climare or culture (e& demanding physical regimen. student work 

assignments or derails. highly structured use ofrime or miliratystyle arrangemenrs) 
Culture or climate emphasizing peaceful and civil interpersonal exchange (e.&, school-wide use of symbols 
or language signaling desired behavior for others to cmulare. social recognition of conduct congruent wirh 
culNra1 expectations, and use of evenrs or ceremonies IO publicly recognize valued behavior or expression! 
Other acrivities to alter or sustain school climare (e.g.. school pride campaigns) 

Written. video. or audio communicarions such ;IS bullerins. posrers. pamphlets. or announcements. 
Training or description of problem behavior and siruarions 
Assemblies or special events (such as concerts. plays. skirs. conferences. pupper shows) 
Distribution of tokens. mugs. tee-shim. ribbons. or other m a n s  of disseminaring messages 

' 

. 
Communication of expectations 
. 
. 
. 
. 
Use of social influence or anitude change techniques tso obrain commitment to norms 
. Peer group discussions 
' Obtaining public commitments (e&. studenu declaring their intentions to stay drug free in ceremonies. daily 

recitation of a pledge or commitment) 
Provision ofaccurare information about rhe beliefs or practices of other students 
Mobilization or direction of youths' behavior through special clubs (e.g.. ami-violence or anti-drug clubs) 

' 

. 

Name of activity to change or mainrain 
the culture or climate of the school 
and IO communicate expectarions 

Activities and key individuals. Piuhrrhe name oj'each actrviy orprogram and the name andjob 
nvo persons on the school si& who can &scribe thls ac:my @possible. list a person orher than yourself: 

~~ ~ 

Name (fiat and last) of peaon 
who can describe rhe acrivity 

1 I 

Position in school 

~~ ~ -~ 

I .  

2 

I .  I. 

2. 2. 

I .  I .  

I-- 
7 7 -. -. - 
I I .  

2. 2. 

How many additional activities or programs 10 promote school climate or 
culture and communicate expectations not listed above does your school 
use to prevent problem behavior or promote school or classroom 

Number: 

8 
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Intergroup relations and inseraction between the s,chool rad  community. or  groups within the schooL 
Acrivity to promote interaction among members of diverse zpups and to celebrate divers@ 
' Involving disparate individuals in common activity (e+. multicultural ciubS) 
. Activities in which members of diverse groups tell about perspectives or traditions 
Anivity to promote relations between the school and the communig 
. Activities to publicize information about the school: inform parents or community members about school 

events. problems or activities: or project an image for the school 
. Procedures IO increase communication and cooperation between school staff and parents 
. School member participation in communicy activities (e.g.. community service activities. service leaning) 
. Requesting or obtaining resources from the community: fund raising 
. Activity to assemble. marshal or coordinate community members or resources 
. Occasional inceracrion with an outsider - cg.. parent. business. or police volunteer who visits the school 
. Liaison work with a segment of the community 
Activity to improve relations or resolve or reduce conflict 
' Groups organized to address human relations issues (e.%., commiaees IO deal with harassment or 

discrimination) 
Activities in which members of different groups confront problems and znempt to resolve differences 
Procedures to increase communiation and cooperation between adminismaton and faculty (e& team 
building, retreats. or contlicr mediation) 
A person who investigates complaints or concerns. repom findings. or arranges fair settlements benveen 
parties - or srudenrs and the school (e.& ombudsperson) 
Interagency cooperation (e.g.. cooperation with ajuvenile and family court. or sharing of information) 

. 

. 

. 

. 

Name of intergoup or school- 
communiry activity 

Name (first and Ian) of person 
who can describe rhe activity 

I. 

1. 

Position in school 

I .  

7 -. 

1. 

-. 7 

I .  

2. 

I .  

7 -. 

I .  

2. 

I. 

2. 

I .  

7 -. 
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-. - c 
How many additional activities or prozgams involving interaction among 
groups within the school or between the school and the community not 
listed above does your school use to prevent problem behavior or promote 
school or classroom orderliness? 

Number: 

- 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Use of external personnel resources: This includes exrending personnel for mtruction-related X~IVII ICS or for 
consultation in rhe cfmroom. Any ofthe following are included if used to prevent problem behavior or 
improve school order: 
. Parent volunteers. community members . Classroom aides 
. Aurhoriry figures such as police officers . Older students from another school. college. or 
. Professional consultants (e.g.. psychologists) univeniry 

~~ ~ ~ 

Name of external personnel resources 
used 

Activities and key individuals. PRNTrhe name a/ each ucrivre or program and the name andjoo tide o/ one or I two persons on the schoal staff who can descrrb thls acttvi_v If posstble. 1u1 a person other than yourseif: 

Name (tint and last1 of person 
who can describe the acrivity Position in school 

1. 

2. 

I .  

1. 

7 - 
I .  

I II I 

1 2  

I .  

2. 

HOW many additional external personnel resources not listed above does 
your school use to prevent problem behavior or promote school or 
classroom orderliness? 

1. 

1. 

Number: 

Name of activity or program that 
involves youth in the regulation of or 
response to student conduct 

Name (first and last) of person 
who can describe the activity Position in school ...- . .... 

..I I .- .:; 1 

I HOW many additional activities or programs involving youths in reguiatins 
or responding to student behavior not listed above does your school use to 
prevent problem behavior or promote school or classroom orderliness? 
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I- 

-~ _ _ ~  -~ ~ ~ 

I .  

2. 

I .  

7 -. 

I .  

2. 

I .  

2. 

Interventions that involve a school planning structurle or process - or  the management of change. 
Includes panicipation of students and orhers in planning. Does not include student panicipation in managing 
discipline. Among rhe activities included are the following: 
Use of methods or processes for planning or program development 
. 
. School plannino, teams or youps 

Use of a planning s r u m r e  (e.g.. needs assessment. analysis of obstacles. selecting what to do. making 

I .  

'7 -. 

I. 

'7 -. 

I .  

2. 

1. 

7 -. 

anion plans) 
Use of information feedback in formal planning for school improvemenr 

Inclusion of persons from outside the school in scholol decision making or supervision of students (e.$.. 
Comer process. sa te  or district requirements to involve parents or community rnembcrs in developing 

Arrangements to involve students in school decision making (e.g.. student group or club identifies 
problemsiissues to discuss with the school ahinismtion)  

. 
Inclusion ofa  broad range of individuals or perspectives in planning 
. 

Plans) . 

School consulwion (professional advice on school practices or to solve school-wide problems) 

How many additional school managemenr sfructures or processes not listed 
above does your school use 10 prevent problem behavior or promote school 
or classroom orderliness? 

Activities and key individuals. PRINT Ihe name of each acrwrr). orprogram andthe name andjob ride of one or 
TWO persons on the school sraflwho can describe this acmrF. (fpossrbie. list a person other than yourseg 

Number: 

I or process I I Position in school 
Name (first and last) of person 
who can describe the activiry 

Name ofschool management structure 

I 1  
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i 

2. 

Service O r  programs for families or  family members: outreach or provision ofservices to families to 
improve their child management a d  supervision practices or provide other family services. Included are 
instruction or raining for parenu or guardians in child behavior management. family therapy or counseling. and 
brief interventions with families for problem identifiution. resolution. or referral. Also included are acriviu'es 
that approach the family to gain cooperation in managing school-related youth behavior. family case 
management. and other activity directed at child manapment 3nd supervision. Not included is the use of home- 
based reinforcement for in-school behavior (which was described with behavior modification on an earlier 
page). Activities include the following: . 
. Family therapy or counseling . 
. 
. Family case management 
. 
. 
. 
. Home inspections 

lnstrucrion or Paining for parens or guardians 

Invenigation or inquiry about problems to discover and solve them 
Seeking cooperation in managing school-related behavior 

Social work intervention to improve home supervision 
Parent meetings in which parents nerwork or share solutions to problems 
Drug treatment for family members 

1 -. 

Activities and key individuals. PN.VT [he name o/each acrrvip or program and ihe name U ~ U ' J O ~  ride o/one or I two persons on the schooi scqfwho can describe thu acrrvic !fpossible. list a person olher [ban yourse(f I 

~ ~~ ~~ 1 
How many additional activities or programs IO improve family behavior 
management or child supervision not listed above does your school use to 
prevent problem behavior or promote school or classroom orderliness? 

Number: 

I I Name of activiry or pro, Oram to I improve family behavior management Name (first and last) of person 
I or supervision I who can describe the activiry I Position in school I 
I I 1. 

I .  I 1 
I I 2 .  1 2. 

I 
I I , 1 

I I I .  I I. f 
I 1 12 I 2.  I 

r .. . .  . .- 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



Important 

Please return this Activity Derail Booklet together with your completed Principai 
Questionnaire for Program Identificatiopr to Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
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i.7. i . .; 

7 -. 

I .  

. .. ... . 
, . 
_I ., . 

7 -. 

I .  

Security and surveillance activity: Application ofprocadures to make it difficult for inmaen to enter the 
school by guarding or securing enuances and exirs: using people or technology to watch entrances. hallways. 
p u n d s  and orher places for problems: making rhe reponing of problems easier: or by usmg other technologies 
or procedures. Included are arrangements to exclude weapons or contraband. Among the arrangements or 
activities included are rhe following: 
. Identification cards or badges 
. 
. 
' Locking exterior doors 
. Closed circuit television 
. 
. 
. 
. Dmg testing 
. 
. 
. Meal derecton 
. Locker searches 

School security personnel or police in the school 
Visitor's passes or visitor check in 

Physical surveillance or patrolling of halls. grounds. and orher places 
Confidential ways to repon crimes. problem behavior. or potential problems 
Intervention in potential disputes or actions to prevent escalation 

Drug, gun. or bomb sniffing dogs 
Removing locker or restroom doors 

7 -. 

I .  

-. 

1. 

'7 -. 

I Activities and key individuals. PmhT [he name of each acmrp orprogram and the name andjob d e  of one or I rwo persons on [he school sfgqwho can describe [his acr ivq Ifpossible. l i s  a person other fhun .voursel/: 

-. 
I. 

3 -. 

I .  

'7 -. 

I ~ ~ 

I acr ivq or p r o w  I who can describe the activity I Position in school 
Name (first and kat) of person Name of securiry or surveillance 

I - I 4 I 

How many additional security or surveillance activities or programs not 
listed above does your school use to preveni problem behavior or promote 
school or classroom orderliness? 
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i W k  
Xational Study of Delinquency- 

Prevention in Schools \ 

.D 
-- Questionnaire: 
Prevention Curriculum, Instruction or Training 

Sponsored by the 
?iarional Insticute of Justice. U.S. Deparrrnenc of Juszice 

Endorsed by the 
National .Association of Elernenray School Principals 
Sational .Association of Secondary Schooi Principais 

Conauc:ed by 

GOITFXEDSO~; ASSOC1.ITES. INC. 
2229 B Corpume C o r n  . E!lico~t City. Ytvlmnd 1 1  042 

(410) 461-5530. Toil Free tSSS) 733-9805 
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, : 
' ..a 

b-ational Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools 
Acriviry Questionnaire 

Prevention Curriculum, Instruction or Training 

Is the ac:iwry named on the label on rhe cover page or 3 simiiar accaviry underway in your school 
this yx'? 

5 

= 
50. Pleuse rerum rhe quesrionnaire. Do not answer the remaining questions. 

Yes. If the activity has a differex name than h e  one mentioned 3bovc. fill in rhe 
name: 

- . Please complete quesrions in this bookles 
about this activiF. 

Aboui: This Study 

This queniommre is part of a smdy of student problem behavior in school and of whar rhe 
nauon's schools are doing to prevent problem behavior - indudin9 deiinquem behavior. 
misconduct in school. drug use. dropout truancy. tardiness. classroom or school misbe.hawor. 
risky sexual be.hvior. smokmg. reckless dnving and the like. 

This questionnaire asks about ctxzin aspects ofthe prevendon acdvity named on the labe! on the 
front cover and abour the roles and background of the person responsible for the accrivit?. 
Specificaily. you should describe the ~ D ~ C : S  o s .  
instrxrion. or nzininz. 

It is imporrant char you panicipate in this surrrc)' because you hsvc been nominated b) :our 
principal as a person who can describe the activity named on rhe label. The national csrimafes 
required mwr be made on the basis of a sampie of ALL schools. nor JUSK those espenencing 
difficulties hi th  sruaenr probiem behavior. 

Your assisrance in this imponant sad? is gre3tl)- appreciated. Sarurail: you are free not to 
answer any quesrions you wish not to answer. 

THE SLSIBER Oh THE BOOILE: IS S E D  SO TEAT ISFOR.L.I.ATIO\ FROM DIFFERE3T SOURCES lh YOCR 
SCHOOL CAN BE COhIBIXED. THE LINK SETWEES SCHOOL SAME 4x0 \CXIBER W L L  SE DESTROYE3 
47 T i E  3.23 OF THE PROJEC;. NO h.4.MES OF SCHOOLS OR SCHOOL DISTRICTS N ILL BE VSED Ih A?iY 
REPORTS. 

PLE.ASE COMPLETE TiiE QCESTIO?S.+.IRE 1s THE NEST FEW DAYS +KD R€TfRU IT AS IVSTXCCTED O\ 
THE LAST ?.ACE. 
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Prevenrion Curriculum. Instruction o r  Training 

7 '  mnk about the portion ofthe program. mehods. or pactices named on the !abel on the core: 

that involves instrucrion or training to smdents to reach ihern factual inrbrmation. increase rher 
avueness of socxai inrluences to engage in misbehavior. expand tneir ier\moires for iecogmz!ng 
and appropriate!y responding to rid? or potentiail!* harmful siruarions. increase their 
appreciation for diversip in soc:ep-. improve thek morai chimer. e x .  These programs are 
somerimes de!ivered in a classroom format using teacher lectures. demonsmtions. and class 
discussion but may ais0 be deiivered in smai! group serungs or individually. Use may be mauc 
of audiovisual materials. workshees or workbooks. tenbooks. handouts. and the like. 
Iilsmcrion may be brief (less rhan an houri or exended (requiring several years to cornpicre 1. 

Tne folloLsmg questions pertain to th~s insuuctional or training acrivip. 

I \khich ofthe following topics is covered by this insmcrion or training? iMurkyes or n o ~ b r  
aach !ine., 
Ya No 
13 = General health or safep promotion 

Z C Alconoi. tobacso. or other drug information or prevention 
- - Sexeducation 
Z 

2 

Z S Etiquene or manners education - 
- - Politics ofracdethniciry. class and socien. 

= Cultural or historical topics iinciuding race. class. and socien.1 

8- - 
5 

C 

Violence prevention (including victimization avoidance. and coping with victimization or 
loss experiences) 
Ehics. relieious. morai. or character education (e+ persmal responsibilic): male 
responsib ilip ) 

Civics 1,e.g.. instruc:ion or training aibour democracy and its system of laws) 

Job skills. cares  education. work experience. career esplorarion or development 
Academic study skills or test-taking 

Social influence (e.g.. recognizing and resisting social influences to engage in misbehavior: 
reLognizinp and resisting risky situai:ions. refusai or resistance skills training: 
assertiveness training) 
Social problem solving skills ie.g.. identieing problem situations. generating alternaci\e 
solutions. evaluating consequences. decision making) 

punishment) 
Xrrribution 1e.g.. aaributing the cause of events or circumstances to ones own behavior -- 
as in teaching srudents rhat poor grades are due to insufficient ef ion on the parr of the 
mdenr rather than the task being too difficult) 
Communication skills (e.8.. interpre:ing and processing social cues. understanding non- 
veibai communication. negoriatinp) 
Emotional control (5.9.. anger management. stress control) 
Emotional perspective raking (e+. anticipating :he perspecriws or reacrions of others 1 

- -  - 
Z = 

3 f Self-esteem = 2 

- -  

0 

- 2 Self-management (e.g.. persanal poal-jexing. self-monitoring. self-reinforcement. seif- 

0 

= 
- 

f 

C: 

f 

2 f 

2 3 Orher instruction or training isprci@j 

"I 

... ,.. - .>-. 
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a 

. .. . _ .  . -  

2. Piese indicate the muin instructional 
su-ategies used in this program. i.tlark 
yes or no&r each iine.) 
Yes Yo 
3 Formal cooperarive leaning 
- - Mastery leaning 
L S Individualized insrrucrion - - Computer-assiszed instruction 
2 f Lectures 
f = Class discussions = Z Individual "sear-work" te.3.. 

= I Behavioral modeling (including 

- -  - - -  

worksheets) 

use of pee: modeis or videocapes 
to demonstrats a new jkiil) - -  - - Role-playing = Z Rehearsal and practice of new 
skill = Z Use of cues to remind individual 
to display a behavior = Z "Active" or "experiential" 
teaching tectLniques (e+ field 
trips. engaging srudents in 
enrrepreneurial projects) 

2 = Cse of computerized multi-media 
features (e&, games. graphics. 
simulations. animation) = = Peer teache:s/le~ders = = hduit insvucrors of a given race 
or sex (as P defining feature o f r h t  
Pr0,oram 1 

t f .%si-smenrs involving 

f C Within class grouping by 

1 .= Orher (specif?.) 

interviewing others 

abiliy. achievement. or cffoion 

-4Crivity Objecrives 

The nexr questions ask about the 
outcomes you seek through this acrivity 
-your objectives. 

j Is this prograin or pracrice intended to 

reauc: smaenr problem behavior 1c.g.. 
misconduct in scSool. dciinquency. drug 
use. truancy. dropout)? i:liark one.) 
f Yes = y o  

J Is this program or practice inteendeci to 
prevent or reduce gang paniciparion? 
I.t.ark one.) 
= Yes 
i! Yo 

i Is this program or practice intended to 
increase any of the followtng srudent 
outcomes'? /-Lkzrk-ves or no-ior each 
line J 
Yes No 
C 2 Academic peiformance. educational 

aminment. or empicyment 
S Knowiedge about laws. rules. 

harmful effecrs of drugs. manners. 
or other factual information though1 
to reduce the likelihood of problem 
behavior 

C Z Religious beliefs 
C Z Social skills and cornpeancies ( e  g . 

self-management. social probicm- 
soli ins. anger management. 
emotional perspective-taking) 

Z Learning or job skills (2.g. said: t 

Z = Anitudes. beliefs. intentions. or 
dispositions (0.3.. self-esteem. 
belief in rules. anxien. 
asserriveness. likabiliv. 
commitment to education) 

SklIlS. job-seeking S k i l k )  
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3 Is this program or practice intended to 
change any of rhe following 
chancre~sucs of the school or classroom 
environment'? f.bfark;iES or no Jbr aach 
line I 
Yes No 
C Z Rules. norms. or expeccarions for 

behavior (e+. to signal the 
expected behavior) 

appiying rewards or punishments in 
response to behavior) 

S Opportunities for srudents IO engage 
in problem behavior in and m u n d  
s;hool (e+. limiting avaiiabiliry of- 
wespons or drugs. increasing 
surveillance. limiting unsuucrured 
lime) 

2 Organizational capaciry for seif- 
management (e.g.. men,&ening 
leadership. moraie. parent or staff 
involvement in planning for jchool 
improvement) 

= = Responsiveness co behavior (e.g.. 

2 

- Is this p r o w  or practict intended 10 
change parend supervision or 
managemem of their chiiaren's 
behavior'? (Mark one./ 
= Yes 
s No 

Describing the Program o r  Activiries 

The questions in this secrion ask you to 
describe your instructional o r  training 
program to prevent problem behavior. 
Please answer these quesrions ro describe 
the activity as iz is. not as you plan for ir 
to be or expect i t  to become. 

0 [;fiich ofihe following best de~cribes 
the ieve! of use of his instruction or 
n-ainmg in he scnooi? /MarK one J 

2 .at i e s t  one person in the j~hool  
knows something sbour it 

2 .At l e s t  one person in the jchool has 
obratned infomation about I C  

Z One or more persons has been trained 
in it = One or more persons IS conducring this 
innrucrion or training fiom time to 
rime 
One or more persons is conducang this 
insrrucrion or training on a reguiar 
basis 

5 

IO How many indiviauais provide this 
insmcnon or uainmg in &e school3 If 
you do not :know rhe exact numkr. 
provide your ks r  approximation for rhe 
current school year. 

inaiviauais - 
i 1 Is there an insmccor's manual? (Mark 

one.! = so 
9 Don't know 

Z 

.= 

There is J manual. but nor in the scnooi 
Y zs. there is a copy of the manual in 

Yes. each perron conducting the 
instruction or training has a rnanuai 
Yes. insrructos follow the manual 
close!> in aeiiverinp instrucaon or 
trsining 
Yes. there is 3 mechanism to ensure 
chat instiucrors foilow the manual in 
delivering insrrucrion or mining 

the jchool 

c 

- ... . , 

. .  .- . .. 

s Are videos. films. or other auaio-visual 
aids used in this program 7 /.Lfark one / 
c No 
C Yes. optional 
5 Yes. required 
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- 

. _..! . '.l _.i . 
":: 

:I .&e her: imrcen ob-iectivts for e3ch 
lesson? {.Clark one. I 
L Yo 
t Sometimes 
C Usually 

.+ILba>s 

I: Are the specific mivities IO be c m e d  
out or methods to be used iiescriiied in 
wmen form? /Murk one. j = No 
= Sometimes 

L'suaily 
Z Always 

:J Do insuuctors have lists of the materials 
to be used during lessons? /?/lark one i 
c No 
0 Sometimes 
C tisuall? 
C Always 

:: -*e re7roducible mzterials. handouts. 
oterneads. or other audio-visual aids 
prcnTded to the teacners'? f.L.iarh' one.) = Yone required 
f No 
t Sometimes = Usuall) = Alwa)s 

:e Do wnten plans or instructions suecifi 
the sequence m which lessons or 
acrivitics are to be caught' f.bfurk one. I = No. the sequence is up to the insiructor 
3 .+ sequence IS implied by curriculum 

materials 
It IS  recommended that lessons or 
actn ities occur In a specific order 
Yes. insirucrion or tnlning musi occx  
In 3 5pec:ficd sequence 

- 
I 

i: IS the inSUuC:Or tie: to S t k t  pOKlOIIS 3i 
the curricuium to use ma to substiruts 
orher material? (Mark one. I 
5 

5 

Z 

Yo. the instructor IS expected to d e h c r  
the innrucnon or training 15 jpc:f& 
Yes. &e insnuczor somerimes sbpts  
the material as appropriate 
Yes. he insrmc:or is expected to adapt 
the material s appropriate 

IS Is rhere a specified number of lessons to 
be taught:' I-bIcrk one. I 
z No 
5 Yes. Hob% many? 

19 Are there diiferex specific Ieaming 
ub+mives ana activities for different 
individual students? /.Mark one.) 
Z Yes. individual objeczives and 

activities are matcbed 10 individual 
needs as indicated by periodic 
assessments 
Yes. objecrives and activities differ 
from smdent to student 
So. objeczives ana activities are 
generally the same for all studenrs 
No. objeczives and activiries are aiway 
the same for all students 

= 
t 

= 

10 Does the mI,iuctor assess student 
rnasteT and re-teach rnzwxil that has 
not been masrered? /-bIark one ) = 
= 

Yes. continual student assessment and 
comcti>e insrruition IS requirea 
Yes. the 1nsrruc:or jometimts assesses 
audent progress and dters 1nsrruc:icn 
accordingl> 
Innructon pre? much move through 
the :urrieulum axording to jcheaule 
Instructors are required to de1n-r 
instruction according to a scheauic 

2 

Z 
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:I If srudenrs are assigned to groups within 
the class. which ofhe following is 
involved? fitfark one.) 
3 
t 

Studenrs are not assigned to -goups 
Groups are formed accoraing EO aoiliry- 
achievemenr or effort so that students 
oirhe same performance level work 
together 
Groups are formed so that each ' p u p  
contains srudenrs of mixed abiiiry. 
achieveaenr or effort 
Groups are formed wirhout regard to 
sruaenr aoiiiq. achievement. or effofon 

= 

Z 

Which of the following describe the 
application of rewards for sruaent 
leamine when this prevenuon 
curriculum is wed?  I:tfarkyes or noyor 
zach line. I 

= k'eS NQ 
f Groups are rewarded for the 

achievemnr of individual group 
members 

acrompiis/tmenrs 

their own achievement 

for smdenr achievement 

f 

f 

f Groups are :ewardtd for group 

t IndividuaLs are rewarded for 

Z .vo special rewards are applied 

:: f !ease describe the disuibution of 
recognition. rewards. evaluation criteria. 
or grades for srudents when chis 
preveztion cumcuium is used. /.Clark 
yes or no-ior such line. ) 
Yes So = Rewards. recogmion. or evaluation 

cnreria are not a p a n  of this 
program 

for the ievel of ther  performance jo 
that midents wrh superior 
performance receive rewards or 
sood marks ana snrdents with poor 
performance receive few rervards 
or poor marks 

i~ Studenrs are frequently recognized 
for the effort they expend 

Z Studenrs are frequently recognized 
for rheir improvemeni overprior 
leveis 

c Students are fteauenrly recognized 
for successful cornperilion against 
srudenrs (kith simiiar levels of past 

= Students are frequently recognized 

pert'0rmanc.e 
;3 Teachers usually avoid callin% 

attention to rhe level of individual 
student p e f  ,ormance 

1.: %Xcn of the following best describes 
the pace of insuuccion when this 
prevention curriculum is used? iMaF-k 
one. 

The pace is adjust*d so rhat it is siou 
enough for the slowesr student 
receik ing instruction. ana si1 scuaenn 
proceed 3t the same pace. 
Tire pace of instruction targets the 
average student. and all students 
proceed at the same pace 
The pace a t  inswucrion makes i t  

possible for the fastest srudenrs ZD be 
consranri? engaged. and ail students 
proceed at the same pace. 
Each student is sllowd s r  encouraged 
to proceed at his or her otLn pare. 

,. . . . >% 

> s  

3 
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:: Docs this prevenrion curriculum invoive 
any of the following suategies for 
increasing the mount  of time in 
insrmczion'? /Mark one. / 

No. the method does nor increase 
instructional rime 
Class periods are made longer 
.More class periods in the day are 
devoted ro insmc:ion 
Bener use is made of avaiiable 
classroom time 
The insmcrionai day is esrended 
(made longer) 
lnsrrucrion occurs over the summer 

25.  How many lessons does the average 
student participant cornplere in a school 
year? 

, .  . .  . "  

- lessons 

:: How many different srudenrs participate 
in this insnuction or raining program'? 
If you do not know the exact number. 
prokiae y o u  best approximation for the 
c'yrenc school year. 

- different students 

:s Considering only those srudenrs who 
panicipate in this activity. how ohen 
does the Fpicaf srudenr panicipate in 
ihis activin? f-bfGrk one.) = 
= Daily 
1 

2 
C Monthik 

2 

.\.lore than once a d 3 ~  

More rhan once a neek 

2 or 3 times a month 

Less than once a month 
Once or nvice dunng 3 school year 

= Weekl> 

:9 How many school clays elapse ce:wer. 
the tirst lesson and rhe lasr lesson' 
I Mart one. I 

A I  cornpiered in one da) 
t .All completed in about 3 week 
5 .all compierea in abour 3 montn 
2 .all completed in lass rhan a half school 

)ear 
2 All compieced in a school yew 
= Requires more than a school 10 

compie:e 

:o Vd%en does this insmcaon or rminmg 
occur'? rMarkyes or no-ror eacn ~ m r  I 
Yes No = = Before jchool begins = = During the schooi day = Z Immediarei? a k r  school r2.OG - 

6:OO pm.) 
t z in the early ewning (6 00 - 9:OO 

p-m-) 
x = Late in the evening (after 9.00 

p.rn.) 
C Z Onweekends 

: . I  Where dots this activiry mostly Wkc 
place? f-bhirk one.) 

5 .Away from rhe schooi 
Z .Atjchool 

:: Do the individuals who conuuc: rfus 
acrivin work fuil-ume or pan-amc in 
the school: IMark one J 

Z Mssrl~ part-time 
z 

L' Mostl> full-iime 

Tne? do not work in the school 

11 .*e the indiviauais \vho providc this 
instruction or training paid tvages. 
honoraria or stipends to do this work'' 
/.llcrk one. J 

C So. they are vo1unree:s = Yes. they 3re paid spcific3lly to 
sanduc: this aciivip 

f Yes. chis activiv is a pan of their 
normal paid job duties 
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j; Which ofthe foilowng descnbe <he 
irisuuc:or or insmczors'? /.\lark yes or 
no jor each iine 
Yes so 

= Z Czrrified teacher 
Z 2 Counselor. school p~ych010gi~t. or 

Z 2 School nurse 
Z Z School secunp personnel 
Z Z Custodial staff 
Z Z Foodservicestaff 
2 Otherschoolsraif . 

2 Principal or other aarninismtor 

school social woker 

Z Cornmunip-based organization 
I such as a not-for-profit agency) 
uorlung with the school 

C 2 Police agency or rnilitaq personnel 
f t College or univenrr) srudenrs 
E t Srudenn (below college or 

2 Z Business people 
0 1 Cornmunip member other than tRe 

aoove 

universip) 

i: Does anyone assist the instrucor in 
aeiivering this insmcrion or training? 
(Mark one.) 
t Yes. in-class assistance is a ieqular arid 

recurring feature ofthe insrruction or 
training delive? 
Yes. instructors are somerimes assisted 
b> an aiae or volunteer 

Z 

a 30 

26 Did YOU hme to replace any program 
s t a f f  because they left or weie disinisseci 
since the beginning ofthis school year? 
(Mark one.) 
C SO Iumovet this >e3r 

= Everyone was replactd 
Some turnover :his !ear 

:- Think of the tl;pic31 person who delivers 
this progrm or prac:ice in the school. 
How large 3 pan of that person's job is 
hls or  he: work re!ated to tEs progrxn ? 
rMark one. I 
t 

E 

E 

t 

This is the priman roie ofrhe 
individual in che school 
This is 3 major part of his individual's 
duties in the school 
This is a minor but expected parr of 
chis individual's duties in the schooi 
This inmxtion or training takes piace 
when orher school duties ailow 

18 Is this instruction or mining 3 parc of the 
regular required curriculum in the 
school? (Mark one.) 
t 

t It is required = 

I t  is required and one or more persons 
is heia accountable for doing i t  

It is up to school personnel wherher or 
nor to deliver this insuucrion or 
training 

19 Which of the following best describes 
the principal's suupon for this pro, oram 
or practice in the 3Ch001~ (Mark one I = 
= 
S 

C 

Z 

The principal works hard to make sure 
the program runs smoothl? 
The principal genemil: supporn the 
program 
The principal neirher helps nor hinders 
the program 
The principal generail) does nor 
suopon the program 
Tie princioal often cre3res problems 
for :he program 

.'I 

..::.. 

.-a 

i -  . . .  
... 
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~ . .  . .. 
: 

40 U;hich of the following groups =e 
speciaf& taqered to receive these 
sewices'? (.l.fark yes or no lor euch iinle. 
Yes So 
z z No special group is rargeted 
3 = Boy are targeted 
= f Giris are targeted 
C = Interesred srudenrs or student 

2 = Intacr classrooms which meet 4 

2 = A pamcular -=de level is 

C r: Studtnrs who are school leaders 

E t Students ar elevartd risk of 

volunteers are rarpred 

cerrain tnteria are targeted 

targexed 

or good citizens are targered 

problem behavior such as drug 
use. dropout. or delinquency are 
mrgcted 

about to be expelled from school 
are rargeted 

= Z Studenrs who have been or are 

Z E Gang members are targeted 

J I  Are some individuals ineligible for the 
program because of any problem 
behavior. skill de5cit. or orher personal 
characteristic? f i r  is. are there knock- 
out factors rhar: exclude difficult 
individuals'? (?/lark one. I = Yes = No 

i s  

2: k h t  is the usual class size (size of the 
group receiving insrruction or tr3ining)? 
/.Clark one. J 

C Instruction or uaning occurs 
indib idually = Croups of 2 to 5 

= Groups of6 ro IO 
t Croups of I ! to 10 
C Groups of 2 !  to 50 = Groups of3 I or more 

di How much inilia1 in-service rraining 
was cornpiered by the average individual 

;e 

who conaucrs -&is insvuc:ion or 
traning? /-Lfuri one. I = None = 
1 One-half da? 
z Onefuilday 
t Two - three days = Four d a y  or more 

Short demonswation or orienrat~on onl? 

If there was in-service mining. which of 
the following describe the mining'? 
r.l.larkyes or nolor zacn line. I 
Ye5 No - f The presentation was clear and 

organized. 
z 0 Principles to be followed \here 

presenred. 
3 t Principles were illusrnted with 

c?camplcs. 
= 5 Parricipants practiced applying the 

principles. 
Z 5 Pankipants received feedback on 

their perikrmance in applying the 
principies. 

concerns about possible obstacles 
in appiying h e  principles were 
addressed. 

= 3 Panicipants' quesrions and 

How much formalfoilow-up training 
was cornpiered by the average inaii.iauai 
who conducs this ins-auction or 
craning? /Murk one. I 

None 
Oneoccasion = Two 

C Three or more occ~s~ons  

Is on-going coaching. faciliration. or 
supporr provia& for chose u.ho conduc! 
tiiis insrruction or uaining'? f.Lfwk one I 
5 Yes 
z s o  
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2- Does a supervisor direct[v observe dais 
insmcrion or training as ir occurs'? 
{Mark one. I 
= No direct observation 
Z About once a year 
C More than once a year. but less than 

once a monlh 
5 Once 3 monrh or more 

2s Is the instructor required co kee? records 
documenting rhe cieiivery of specific 
lessons or content? Mark one. I 
5 No 
t Sometimes 
C Usually 
2 .Always 

9 Does the insmcror's personnel apprasal 
depend on the qualip of i~SrUCtiOn or 
m in ing  in th is  area? Ihfark one. I 
3 No 
t Probably not 
t Yes. a supervisor may take this aspect 

of the work inro consideration 
2 Yts.  a supervisor's assessmenr 

explicitly considers the performance of 
this aspect of the work 

20 .ire the program materiais or methods 
speciall~ tailored for an!: of the 
following groups'? i.Liark ves or no jor 
each g~oouc 
YN No 
- t Males 

= C .African .Americans 
2 f .Asian Americans 
= f European Americans 
- f Latin Americans 
Z t Native Americans = f Ga? or lesbian youths = C Orher (please spec!fi.~: 

- 
C Females 

- 

i! Do the propram materials or merhoas 
foster understanding. respecr. or 
appreciation for &e diverse needs. 
mairions. or situations of int following 
groups ? (Mark yes or nolor zach 
agroup J 

Yes No 
Z = Males and females 
S 

Z Z Persons spevcing different 

f 0 Persons of diEerenr sesuai 

Z 0 Persons ofdifferent reiipion 
Z = Educationally. emocionally. or 

physicall?. challenged persons 

Z Persons of different ethnic ongm or 
curtural herirage 

languages 

onentarion 

i: .+e :he program mareriais or merhods 
cuirunliy approprizre for the srudents? 
/Mark one.) 
5 ?Jot ar ail 
5 

2 

5 .Appropriate for most students 
: .Appropriate for ail students 

Only appropriate for a minoriry oirhe 
srudents 
.appropriate for abour half ofthe 
students 

53 Lb%ich of the follorwng best describes 
the budger control for these m i x  ities? 
/Mark one j 

Z Tne person responsible for the activip 
in this scnooi has direct control 
(signature authority) over this budget 
Someone in this school other than the 
person who organizes or is resmnslbie 
for the sct ivip has direct control 
(signature authcriry) over this budper 
Someone outside the school concmis 
the funds for this activip 
This acw ip has no Funas to contrsl. 

Z 

C 

1 
5-I 

.:. , .. .. 

. .  * .r-- @ 
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Does this program require an); specific 
materials or arrangemen='? (Mark yes or no 
for each line. J 

io To what t m n c  is necessary funding for rhe 
program assured For the nesr school ye=? 
1-Vark one., 

Yes No T No funding is required 
1 It requires special equipment 
;1 It requires special supplies 
0 It requires unusual rranspomion 
3 It requires parenr or communicy 

v01un1eers 
3 It requires relesing school staff 

from their regular job duties 
0: Ir requires staff to provide voluntan; 

service beyond their job description 
Z It requires the provision ofihild 

care services = Ir requires additional personnel nor 
usually availabic to the school 
It requires additionai space. or the 
use of school space at an unusual 
time 

C It requires unusual levels of 
communication and coordination 

f It  requires cash to purchase so&s 
or services 
Other tpleare spec[&: 

ii Consider all the personnel time. money. 
and resources usen in rhls insmction or 
uaiwng acnvip Please indicate which 
ofrhc followng sources pad for these 
resources. flfarkjes or nojbr each 
sowcc or 'for "Lion'r know '7 
Yes .l ho 

2 Z t The school distrrct's budget 

i - 2 Special funding through the 
allocitron for the school 

Safe and Drug Free Scbools and 
Communiries program 

government sources 

private or chanrable 
contributions such as 
foundations. local cornmunip 
organizations. or private 
citizens 

- -  

C t 3 Other e?ctemal funding from 

0 t = Other external funding from 

= 2 2 Fund raisers (e+. cake sales) = = DanKIpdnr fee> 

= Cemin = Prabable = Doubriui 
2 Wiil not be funded 

Origins of the Program o r  Pracrice 

:- How much responsibiziv did 23ch of h e  
following persons or groups have in geaing 
his insuucrionai or mining program 
s * t e d  in your school? (Mark one a m w r  
for each line J 

t e? YOC 
much Much much \one 
z t c: C Classroom teachers 
L c c Clerical or secretarial 

f z t Cusrodialstaff 
Z E C C Foodservices~aff 
1 = C Dimicr-levelco- 

- 
Staf f  

ordinaton or supervisors - - -  L C 5 Family liaison workers 
Guidance counselors 
Librarians 
.Maintenance or repair 
workers 
Menral health *orke:s 
Other tommunip 
members 
Paraprofessionals 
Parents 
Pnncipal 
Researchers 
Safe and Drug-Fiee 
Schoois ana Cornrnunin 
Coordinator 
School-based planning 
team 
School board 
Sccurip personnel 
Studencs 
Superintendent 
Vice Pnncipal 
Other: 

1 I) 
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5s Which oithe following sources of 
infomarion were used to se!ect this 
program or practice for the school? 
/.Clark yes or no for each line. I 
Information tiom ... 

Yes so 
C People wirh jobs similar to mine 

3 2 Professional conferences or 
meerinss inside my school district 

Z 2 Professional conferences or 
meetings outside my school dismci 

L: ‘1 Marketing brochures. videos or 
other information 

t J Fomai ourcome evaluation data 
from a previous demonstration of 
the program or practice 

Z 5 Publications summarizing research 
on what works to prevent problem 
behavior or to increase school 
safery 

2 C Formal needs assessment (e.g. 
collection or compiiarion of dara tu 
identify areas for improvement) 
done specifically for your school 

- 

53 %lo original& developed (e+. 
authored or created) this progam or 
praczice? f-kfarkyes or noyobr each line 
or ’!or aon ‘I know I 

Yes ? No 
t Z Z Developed persons from our 

Z = C Developed by school disrrrcr 

- - P Developed b) researchers 
Z = C Developed by someone eise 

Can program materials or training be 
obtained from a pubiishe: or other 
organia.tion3 i.tfark one.) = Yes 
c No 

school 

personnel outside of sur school - -  
outside of our school 

13 

Wihat role does the program deve!o.mr 
have in the school’s pro, o r m  or 
pracnce? /Mar& yes or nojor each iine. J 

Yes No 
Z C i h e  program developer or persons 

who work for the developer (e+.. 
=mduare srudenrs ofstaffi deliver 

1 The program dermper trained the 
persons who deliver the program 

S The program developer provides 
ongoing supporr. training. or 
technical assistance to the people 
who deliver the p r o - m  in the 
school 

C Z The program deteloper pro\ ides 
financial supporr for the program 

f 3 The program developer was 
involved in planning the projecr = The program developer has no 
influence 

the program in the school 
“ C  

T +. 

- 7”. 

Your School’s Experience With Pro, QramS 

Sow, please describe your experience in 
this school in working with teachers to 
put programs in place. What is your 
assessment of the school’s experience with 
deveioping programs in this school? If 
you are new IO the school. please u7; IO 

answer the following questions in terns of 
what you have heard about the school. 
[Mark one resuonsejor clacn line I 

Some- 
Often rimes Rarel? 

0: S D Special programsand 
projects are wont; the effon 
here 

identifying and tp ing to 
solve problems. 

b~ C 5 C Teachers heip in making 
changes when the: are 
needed. 

0: 0 C t Faculty are open to 

-<.- 

... 
I 1  
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Some Quesrioos About You 
Some- 

Often nmcs Rarcl) 
61. @ G t 

.+.. 
".../ ... L . -  

692 c 2 

-0 f - b e  

'IC t c 

-:C C G 

We take the rime to plan for 
chanees before we put them 
in piacc. 
Teachers openly discuss 
problems. 
Terns of faculty members 
work together to accomplish 
something of imporrance. 
Faculty are awned to 
pressure from the community 
about education in this 
school. 
Faculty are aware of school 
disrrict demands. 
Teachers in this school resist 
changes imposed from 
outside the school. 
Teachers in this school resist 
change. 
The school obtains man? 
resources from the 
communir). 
Facufty remark that much of 
the problem behavior 
displa)ed by students is due 
to causes beyond the 
school's control (e.g.. 
povercy. family. 
discnninatlon). 

The following questions wiil help us 
understand the typical characteristics and 
experiences of persons who organize 
school-based prevention activities. Please 
aoswer the following questions about 
yourself. 

7;. %la[ is your role in relation to the 
insmmional or naining activiry 
described in this boolder? Are you. . 
Yes No 
c t Principal ofthe school 
c = Coordinator or or,oanize: of this 

program or activiv 
I i: A person Involved in chis program 

or activity. but not the coordinator 
or organizer 

z t other 

Yore. I/you have aireadv compiexed 
the following questions in a booklet 
describing a different program in your 
school. print the name of that program 

I here 
I I 

and rerum this booklet mirnout 
answering the remaining questions again. , 
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Please use the list below to describe 
yourself and your style in working witb 
this program o r  set of activities as 
accurateiy as possible. (Please mark 
answers by circling one lerrer IO show how 
you rhink or3e l  about each statement.) 

Y 
Y 
N 
N 

Ya. I am vew much like this. 
Yes. I am like chis. 
No. I am nor like chis. 
No. I am not at ail like rhis. 

75. Y Y s M 

7 7 Y Y  N N 
'8 Y Y  N N 
79 Y Y  N ?j 
so Y Y  N N 
81 Y Y  N N 
s:. 'L' Y N N 
a; Y Y  N ?i 
SSYY N N 
85 Y Y N N 

8:YY N N 
a8 Y Y  N N 
S S Y U  N N 

76 Y Y  N N 

86 Y Y  N ?r 

9 0 Y Y  \ N 
91 Y Y  V N 
91 Y Y  s N 
91 Y Y  \ N 
S C Y Y  4 s 

Careful 
Careless 
Conscienrious 
Disorganized 
Efficient 
Haphazard 
Impractical 
Inconsisrent 
Inefficient 
Ne31 
Negligent 
Organized 
Practical 
Prompt 
SlOPPY 
Stedy 
Systematic 
Thorough 
Undependable 
Unsystematic 

Your Background and Experience 

Next, please answer the following 
questions to describe your background. 
(.Markyes or no for each line.) 

Ya No Have you ever .  . . 
92 Conducred a formal training 

96 2 G Prepared a derailed budget 
workshop for other educators 

proposal for a project 

Yes Yo 
93 c 0 

loo. 5 c 

101. 13 t 

101. a c 

[ O j  c 0 
IIW G a 

IO5 0 c 

106. E @ 

Have you ever .  . . 
Presented an address before 3 
communiry group ocher than at 
vour school (e+. service c!ub. 
church. or business group) 
Wrirren a p m - m  manual 
Received an award or honor for 
your performance as an educator 
Been appointed by a principal or 
other administrator 10 serve un a 
commime or msk force involving 
educarors from more rhan one 
sc hoo I 
Used revenue and expenditure 
reporrs to manage the budget for 9 

project 
Supervised the work of mother 
educator 
Raised money for a p r o p m  
Developed an instrucuonal 
method or plan adopred by ocher 
educators 
Organized a group of chree or 
more people to develop a plan for 
a propun 
Observed someone else at work 
and provided advice on how their 
work could be improved 

Thank you for your help. Please seal this 
booklet in the envelope and return it to the 
survey coordinator for your school named on 
the label on the front of the booklet. Hdshe 
will forward it to the national Study of 
Delinquency Prevention in Schools. 

If the label is blank or missing, or if you wish 
to return your responses directly, send the 
booklet to: 

National Study of Delinquency Prevention 
in Schools 

Cottfredson Associates. Inc. 
2 3 9  B Corporate Coun: 

Ellicott City. Maryland 2 1042 
--- 

13 
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National Study of Delinquency 
\ Prevention in Schools 

Principal Questionnaire 

-00 0 

0 

*- 

Sponsored by the 
National Institute of Justice 
US. Department of Justice 

Endorsed by 
National Association of Elementary School Principals 
National Association of Secondary School Principals 

Conducted by 

Gottfiedson Associates, Inc. 
3239 B Corporate Court 

EIlicott City, Maryland 2 1042 
1-888-733-9805 (toll h e )  
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- . .  

National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools 

Principal’s Questionnaire 

This questionnaire is part of a study being conducted to describe the scope and extent of what 
is now being done by the nation’s schools to prevent problem behavior - including delinquent 
behavior, misconduct in school, drug use. dropour truancy, tardiness, classroom or school 
misbehavior, risky behavior, smoking, reckless driving, and the like. 

The study is sponsored by the National Institute of Justice, U.S. Department of Justice. and the 
US. Department of Education. Participation in the srudy is voluntary on your part. 

The questions here seek idormation about YOW school - about its activities, programs, and 
arrangements to prevent problem behavior and promote safety and order. In particular, the 
quesnons ask about school wide disciplinary practices and procedures, about school organization 
and management, about the principal’s approaches to managing and leadiig the school, and about 
the school’s and the principal’s past experiences. 

Separate questionnaires have been sent to individuals in your school-identified by you or your 
predecessor-who can answer questions about specific programs, strategies, or activities intended 
to prevent problem behavior or promote school order. For this reason, details about specific 
programs in your school are not requested in this booklet. 

It is important that you participate in this survey even if your school has no problem with 
delinquency or other problem behavior. The national estimates required by the study must be made 
on the basis of a sample of ALL schools, not just those experiencing difficulties with student 
problem behavior or those with prevention programs. 

Your responses will be fded by identification number only, and the link between school name 
and number wiil be destroyed at the end of the project. No narnes of persons or schools will be 
used in any reports. 

Your assistance in this important study is greatly appreciated. 

Copyright 0 1997 by Gottbedson Associates, Inc. All rights reserved. 
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Rules and Policies About Behavior and 
Discipline 

The questions in this section are about your school’s 
practices. rules. and policies about student behavior and 
discipline. Tbese practices or policies apply to the enlire 
school. 

About wbich of tbe following does your school have 
FORMAL w ~ N  rules or policies? (Mark yes or no for euch 
line.) 

Y a  No 

1 0 0  

2 C O  
j 0 0  
r o o  
s o 0  

7 0 0  
e o n  
9 0 0  

IO 0 
11 0 0 

Drugs 
weapons 
Uniform 
Dress code 
Carrykg items or wearing clorhig in which 
drugs or weapons could be concealed 
Students leaving the campus during school 
hours (e.g., at lunch) 
Hall wandering or class cuaing 
Time for student arrival at school 
Visitor sign-in and -on 
V i r  signsut 
other (specify) 

To which of the following groups have printed copies of the 
school’s discipline policy been distributed *is schoolyeur? 
(Mark yes or no for each line.) 

12 0 0 There is no printed policy for the school 
13 0 0 Principal 
14 0 0 Vice principal (or assistant principal or dean) 
15 13 Counselors. social woritm, and other 

16 q Cl Teachers 
17 0 G Parents 
18 0 0 Students 

Ya No 

specialists 

Please indicate whether your school is cxrrenf& enguged in 
each of the following: (Mark yes or no for each line.) 

19 0 0 Active development or modification of 

20 G 9 Active development or specification of 

Yes No 

school rules or discipline code 

consequmces of rule violation or of good 
behavior 

21 0 0 Current active involvement of students in 
the development or modification of school 
rules. rewards, and punishments 

consequences (e.g.. handbooks, posters) 

referral system, or other method for 
identifying and recording ruie violations 
when they occur 

individual studmu’ conduct - using forms. 
files, or computers 

25 13 0 Current use of a specific methdd of 
achieving and documenting due process upon 
suspending a studenr &om school 

26 0 0 Active system for investigation of srudent’s 
history, performance. or circumnaoces ro 
help decide what to do 

2 0 0 Current effort to communicate rules or 

t3 0 0 Current use of printed discipline forms, a 

24 0 0 Active maintenance of mords or files of 

Different schools make use of different responses to 
nudent miscondue+ Following b a list of possible 
responses to student misconduct school administrators 
might use. Please indicate if your school uses these 
responses. (Mark one respome fw each line.) 

Not used 
usrd Uwd often 

27 0 G 0 Courracrionagainstsardentorparent 
28 0 G 0 Expulsion h m  school (exclusion of 

student from membership For periods 
of time over 30 days) 

29 c! 0 Cl Suspension From school (exclusion of 
student from membership for pmods 
of 50 days or less) 

30 0 0 0 Callingornotifylngthepolice 
31 ti 0 G Chargingrmdentwithacrime 
52 U 0 0 Briefexclusionofrmdentfrom 

artendance in r e & u  ciasses .(e.g.. in- 
school suspension, cooling-off room) 

L .  

... 
I. 

. ”  ,-. *.;. I C  

=.. -. 

..,e :_ -.- . . x 

I 
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. -  

%or Used 
used onen Here are more possible mponsa to student misconducl 

school administrators might use. (Pfepre mark one rerpome 
for each line ro urdicme whether your schmi m& use OJ-eaCh 

50 0 II E Sendingstudenttoxhoolcounselor 
51 'i i2 c! Conferezseswithsrudents 

Used 
dten 
0 

0 
0 

0 

D 

0 

0 
0 

n 

n 
n 
n 
G 
0 

0 
0 

0 

Brief exclusion from school not 
officially designated suspension (c.5.. 
sending srudents home with 
permission to mnn only with a 
parmt) 
Transfer to another school 
other method of removal of SNdenu 
displaying problem behavior from the 
school - specify: 

~~~ ~~ 

Transfer to one or more different 
classes within the school 
Robation (a Dial period in which a 
student is given an o p p o d t y  to 
demonmate improved behavior) 
k t u t i o n  (requiring a rmdent to 
repay the school w a vicrim for 
damages or harm done) 
&mmuaity service 
Mandatory participation of smdm in 
a special 
Mandatory pmicipadon of parenf in a 
special pro- 
Peer mediation 
Student c o w  
After-xhool detention 
Sanvday detention 
Work dunes, chores, or tasks as 
punishment 
Writing assignments as punishment 
Short-term (5  days or less) with- 
drawal of a priviiege (e.g., riding the 
bus, playground access, panicipationi 
in athletics, use of the library) 
Long-term (more than 5 days) with- 
drawal of a privilege (e.g., riding the 
bus, playgroudd access, participation 
in arhlerics, use of the library) 

parennlguardians 
sz C G 0 Wrirtenrcprimand 
53 E C E Oralreprimand 
54 t 0 NOUfying pmtstboUtSN&~It'S 

behavior 
55 0 0 CI Conferencewithstudent 
56 0 G 0 Corporal punkhmenr (e.g., paddling. 

5 i  0 c! 0 Informal physical responses (admini- 
SP-C strking.) 

suation of discomfort rbrough rub- 
bing, squeezing, pulling, or the like) 

58 0 0 0 Otherresponsetomlsbehavior- 
specify: 

For each of the following offenses please indicate whether 
your school aufomu&aUy suspends or expels a student, 
uuaf& suspends or  expels foUoumg a hearing, or uuaIIy 
d o a  not suspend or expel? (Murk one for each line.) 

usuauy 
Am- afrer No1 Students arc suspended or 
made bunng mually awlledlor: 

59 t G G Pouession oftobacco 
60 0 C 0 Possessionofalcohol 
61 c! 0 0 Possessionofotherdrugs(e.g.. 

62 0 0 0 Possesionofaknife 
63 c1 G 0 Possession ofagun 
61 0 0 C Physical fighting 
65 0 G 0 Rofaneorabusivelanguape 
66 0 0 Chronic-cy 

marijuana, LSD, cocame) 

When a student is expelled. how a n  he or she return to the 
school?   murk ye^ or no/& euch line.) 

67 0 0 No one isexpelled 
68 C a When fhe required amount of tune has passed 
69 0 C When the expelled student has met a 

vu No 

specified academic or behavioral re-entry 
rntenon (e.g., cornpletins a progam or 
resronng damage done) 

70 0 0 Neve: 

2 
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Following is a l i t  of possible responses to dairoble sfudknt 
condua that administrators might use. For each response, 
please indicate whether your school makes use of this 
response. 

7 4 C  G 0 

7 . 5 0  0 0 

7 6 0  0 0 

7 7 0  0 0 

7 8 0  0 0 

7 9 0  a 0 

Material rewards (e.5.. food. toysi 
supplies, e=.) 
Money 
Redeemable token reinforcers (e.g.. 
coupons, tokens, or paper "money") 
Fonnal recognition or praise (e.g., 
ccrtificaes, awards, postcard to die 
home, non-redemabIe.mkets) 
Informal recognition or praise (e.g., 
happy faces, oral praise, hhg) 
Activity reinforcers (e.& access to 
games, h e  time. libmy, playground) 
Job or privilege reinforcers (e.g., 
allowing student to erase chalk board, 
help the teacher, decorate a class) 
Social rewards (e.g., lunch with a 
teacher, parries, trips with faculty) 
Other response to desirable behavior 
specify: - 

Which of the following nsually happen when a student is 
tardy to school in the morning? 

80 0 0 Tardinessisrecorded 
81 0 0 Parent is called or notified by mail 
82 0 0 Student loses a privilege or pins 
83 0 0 Detention - lunch period or afteqschool 

85 Cl 0 Noresponse 

During the 1997-98 school year, how many incidents 
involving each type of the following crimes o r  offenses bave 
occurred at  your school? Only include incrdenrs in whch 
poke or other law enforemew representazivts were 
contacted Numkr of 

incidents 
86 Physical attack or fight with a weapon . . . . . . . 
89 Physical aaack or fm without a weapon . . . . 
92 Robbery - the taking of things directly . . . . . . 

€tom a person by force 
95 TheNlarccny - the taking of things without . 

pmonal confrontation 
98 

ss.tool propnry 

Yes No 

84 0 0 Otherresponse 

-- 

Vandalism -damage or destruction of . . . . . . 

3 
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Now we want to learn how your school administers 
discipline. Please answer the following questions to 
describe how discipline is handled in your school. 

Imagine an incident in September in which a student is  
sent to the oIIice for refusing to sit down when the teacher 
asked. This is the first time the student has been sent to 
the of f ie  for any reason this year. What would usually 
happen? (Murk yes or nofor each line.) 

Ya So 
101 0 a 

102 a 0 

103 e D 

104 0 a 

10.5 a a 

106 0 0 

A disciplinarian would look up the requved 
disciplinary response for this oRense in a 
document and would ordinarily administer 
that rrspona. 
A disciplinarian would ordinarily seck 
information about aggravating or mitigating 
circumstances in deciding what responses u) 
apply. 
A d i s c i p l i  would ordinarily take the 
srudent's personality or other personal 
characteristics into account m deciding what 
rrsponse to apply. 
A dsciplinarian would ordinarily take a 
student's family circumstances or home 
problems into account in deciding what 

A disciplinarian would ordinarily rake the 
charactuisricJ of the teacher making the 
r e f e d  into account in deciding what 
response to apply. 
The specific response would depend 
somewhat on which disciplinarian handled 
the incident. 

mponsc apply. 

107 How often docs the administration's disciplinary 
response when a student is sent to the offce depend 
on whicb teacher made the referral? 
G Almost always 
0 Mostofthetime 
0 
0 Rarely 
0 Almostnever 

About half of the time 

108 How often does the administration's disciplinary 
response when a student is sent to the ofIice depend 
on which administrator receives the referral? 
0 Almost always 
0 Most of the time 
0 
13 Rarely 
0 Ahonnever 

About half of the time 
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io9 How much does the adinininntion's disciplinary 
response when a student is sent to the onice depend on 
whether this is the first instance of probkm behavior 
for the student? 
c3 ~imonaiways 
0 Mostofthetime 
0 About half of the time 

Rarely 
C Ahonnever 

I IO How often does the administration's disciplinary 

111 

I12 

I13 

response when a student is sent to the onik depend on 
the recent level of problem behavior in the school? 
0 Almondways 
0 Mostofthehe 
C About half of the time 
0 Rarely 
G Almostnever 

How often does the administration's disciplinary 
response when a student is sent to the onice depend on 
the students usual behavior? 
0 klmostalways 
0 Mostofthetime 
G About half of the time 

0 Ahnostnever 
0 Rarely 

How often can a student who is sent to the office predict 
the administration's disciplinary response because hic 
or she bows  the punisbment for the offense? 
I3 Ahnostalways 
0 Mostoftherime 
0 About half of the time 

5 Ahnostnever 
a Rarely 

How often can teachers who send a student to the 
ofice predict the administntion's disciplinary response 
because they b o w  the punishment for a c h  offew? 
C Ahnostalways 
0 Most of the time 
0 About half of the rime 

I3 Aknostnever 
n ~areiy 

114 Is disciplinary action taken if students engage in 
rough play such as hitting, kicking, or jumping on 
each other? 
Cl Always, regardless of cirnUnnances or student 

intent 
0 If the behavior diwpts the school 
0 Only if someone is injured or a fight ensues 

I IS How much initial in-service training in school 
discipline procedures was completed by 
administrators. staff, or facnlty who manage 
discipline in tbis school? (Do not include training in 
classroom management or behavior management 
other than school-wide discipline policies and 
procedures.) 
0 None 
0 Short demonmarion or orientation only 
n Onehalfday 
E Onefullday 

Zorj days 
0 4daysormore 

If there was in-service training in discipline, which of the 
following describe tbe training? 

116 5 0 The presenration was clear and organized. 
11; D 0 Rinciples to be followed were presented. 
I 18 0 0 Rinciples were illusaared with examples. 
119 0 E Participants praaiccd applying the principles. 
120 0 Panicipantsreccivedfcedbackontheir 

performance in applying the principles. 
121 0 0 Panicipants' questions and concerns about 

possible obstacles in applying the princrples 
were addmsed. 

Ya No 

IZ? How much formal f o b u p  traming on school 
discipline was completed by the average individual 
who manages discipline? 
0 None 
CI Oneoccasion 
0 Twooccasions 
ff Three or more occasions 

Did the following sources of information influence the 
selection of discipline practices in your school? 

123 G 0 Another principal or other principals 
124 G c3 Conferencesinschooldisuia 
125 0 0 Conferences ourside school disdcr 
126 0 0 Marksing informarion (e.g., brochures) 
127 C t Oucwmeevaluationdata 
128 G 0 Research publications 

Yes No 

129 G n sdrooi~eeds-mt- 
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How much resDonsibilitv did the following have in 
developing your school's discipline practices? (Murk mefor 
each line.) 

130 Z t Z 2 Adminimton in thisschool 
1Sl z c 0 5 Teachers 
132 3 Z Z C Orherschoolstaff 
I33 E C C 5 Students 

135 C C 0 C Disuictpersonnel 
136 3 E C C Researchersorexperu 

137 

Top High Some Lide 

I34 5 3 1 P ParenrS 

Does anyone monitor the application of disciplinary 
pracrica to see if actual practice conforms to tbe 
discipline policy? (Mark one,) 
0 No, the discipline policy does not specify expected 

pracrices 
0 No, we do not monitor practices to check for 

conformiry with policy 
0 Yes. someone checks for conformity with policy 

h m  time to time 
t Yes. pmctices are formally reviewed periodically for 

confomty with policy 
E Yes. we review formal staristical repons on the 

conformity of discipline practice to policy at least 
q-Y 

138 Doe the principal's performance a p p r a h l  depend on 
performance in administering school discipline? 
t No 
0 Robablynot 
D Yes. my supervisor may take this aspect of the work 

mto consideration 
0 Yes. my supervisor's assessmmt explicitly considers 

rhe pertbrmance of this aspect of the work , 

Consider all the penonnel time, money, and resources used 
in developing and applying your school's rules and 
disciplinary practice Please indicate which of the 
following sources paid for thae  resources. (Mark one for 
each lure. Mark ? ifvou do MI bmw or are unnue..) 

139 0 0 G The school disnict's budget allocation for 
the school 

140 0 0 0 Special funding through rhe Safe and Drug 
Free Schools and Communities promoram 

141 L3 0 0 Otherexrernalfundingfromgovemmmt 
142 tl Cl 0 Otherexternal funding from privateor 

Yes ? No 

charirable conmbutions such as 
foundations, local community 
orgauizaions, or private citizens 

I43 0 G FundsiO=r: (z,g., eakcsakj 

1.14 Do Safe and Drug-Free School and Community Act 
funds support any of the prevention activities in your 
school? (Mark one.) 
0 Yes 
t No 
r! Don'tknow 

145 Which of the following best describes the input your 
school bad in deciding how Safe and Drug-Free School 
and Community Act (SDFSCA) funds would be used 
in your school? (Murk one) 
3 
0 

G 

SDFSCA funds are not used in this school 
State or local SDFSCA coordinaupr %:das which 
p r o p n u  or practices to use 
Stare or local SDFSCA coordinator provided a 
menu of choices €?om which the school could 
choose 
The school informed the state or local SDFSCA 
coordinator how it intended to use the funds 

Q 

146 Considering all the sources of financial and other 
support for your school's program, how imp4nrmr are 
Ute rcsDyrccI you get that are &rived from rhe Safe and 
Drug-Free SchooLF and Commvniry Act in improving or 
maintaining the safety and orderliness of your school 
or in preventing problem behavior? (Murk one.) 

0 Imponant - SDFSCA makes a big difference 
0 Substantial - SDFSCA makes a difference 
3 Unimportant - SDFSCA makes a small difference 
0 Not impoztmt at all - SDFSCA makes no difference 

U Very imponant - SDFSCA is e~smrial 

Your Leadership Emphasis 
The following questions ask about what you emphasize in 
your work to lead the school For each work activity, 
please indicate the priority you assign to the activity. (TN 
IO describe what you do. nor what you wuh you could do.) 

Your Emphasis 
Top Hi& Some Little Work Activity 

147 3 0 CI c? Tourrhcschooltoarablishmy 
presence 

148 U 0 0 G Qbserve tcachen'msauetionand 
classroom manqcment practices 

149 0 0 0 U Formally assessthe needsor 
problems of rhe school 

150 0 t3 0 C Usereason orpassiontogenerate 
naffcomrniunenr to rasks 

151 0 0 c 5 PhIstaffaKctingS 
153 C 0 Ci 0 Discussqualityofwork 

performance with s t a f f  members 

<m ... , 

. .  
. 1  . .. 

k& 

. +-. r i 
i: ̂ "  
- .  

5 
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171 Y Y X N 
172 Y Y N ?d 
1 3 Y  Y N N 
174 Y Y N ?d 
175 Y Y N N 
176 Y Y N N 
177 Y Y N N 
178 Y Y N N 
179 Y Y N N 
180 Y Y N N 
181 Y Y N N 
182 Y Y N N 
183 Y Y N N 
I Y Y  Y N N 
185 Y Y N N 
186 Y Y N N 

efficient 
Haphazard 
Impractical 
Inconsistent 
Inefficient 
Near 
Negligent 
Organized 
Practical 
Prompt 
SIOPPY 
steady 
Systematic 
Th0roUg.h 
Undepesdable 
Unsystematic 

Your Emphasis ' 

. e g f i z  Top Hi ih  Some Liltle Work Activity 
Evaluate the effectiveness of 
existing school practices 
Check with teachers before making 
changes chat may affect them 
Assign responsibilities to teachers 
Review teacher performance with 
individual teachers in a fonnal 
evaluation 
Discuss alternative plans for school 
improvement with sraff. dsaicr 
personnel, or community memkrs 
Piaise teachers or recognize 
effcrive staff performance 
Tell staff how to do their work 
Mention observed strengths and 
weaknesses in pcrfomance to 
teachers at the t ime of observation 
Establish policies or standard 
operating procedures to cover most 
day-to-day decisions 
Be patient wirh and helpful to 
faculty 
Communicate performance 
C x p e c g t i o n s  
Review progress on improvemenr 
plans with individual sraff 
members 
Set school improvement goals, 
taking into account such things as 
time, resources, obstacles, and cost 
Offer suppon or sympathy when a 
sfaff member expenences a 
difficulty 

I53 

155 
156 

O O G D  157 

y. ,- . . ,. 158 

I59 
160 

Your Background and Experience 
Next, please answer the following questions to describe 
your background. (Markyes or nofor eoch line) 

C C C Z  161 

Have you ever.. . 
Conducred a formal traiDing workshop for 
other principals 
Been elected an officer in a l o d ,  m e ,  or 
national educational organization 
Presented an address on an educational. social. 
or scientific topic before a commmry p u p  
other rhan at your school (e.g., service club, 
church. or business group) 
Published a papa in an educational journal or 
magazine or aurhored a book that was 
commercially publ ied  
Received an award or honor for your 
performance as a principal boom a school 
system for which you worked 
Served as a paid consultant on educational 
problems outside your own school system 
Been appointed by a local or state school 
superintendent to serve on a commiaee or task 
force involving educators from diverse 
locations 
Overseen the preparation of a snidenr or parent 
handbook for a school 

I62 

163 

164 

165 

190 G D 

191 0 

166 C C ! o D  

Describe Yourself 
Now please use the list below to describe yourself and your 
leadership style as accurately as possible. Describe yourself 
as you see yourself now, not as you wish to be in the future. 
Describe yourself as you are generally or typically, as 
compared with other persons you h o w  of roughly your 
same age. (Pieme mark amwers by cvcling one letter IO show 
how you think or feel abm each statemem) 

Yes. I am very much like this. 
Yes, I am like this. 
No, I am not like this. 
No, I am not at ail like this. 

Y 
Y 
N 
N 

I67 Y Y N N careful 
168 Y Y N N (hTk.SS 
169 Y Y N N Conscicnrious 
170 Y Y pi N Disorganized 

192 3 

193 0 0 

IW a e 

6 
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The Community and Your School 

19s In your opinion, how much of a problem are 
vandalism. personal attacks and theft in the 
neighborhood surrounding your school? (Murk one.) 

0 None or almost none 
0 Almie 
ti Some 
ti Fairlymuch 
0 Verymuch 

The nest questions are about gangs. A ‘gang” is a 
somewhat organized group, sometimes having turf 
concern& symbols, special dress or colors. A gang has a 
special interest in violence for status-providing purposc~ 
and is recognized as a gang by its members and by otbers. 

196 0 AregangsaprobIan in theschool? 
197 0 G Are gang a problem in the community? 

Y u  No 

Your School and Its Faculty 
Fiially, p k v e  describe your general experience in this 
scbwl in working with teacbcr~ to put educational and 
other programs in place. What is par assessment of the 
school’s experience with developing programs in this 
school? (Mark one response fm each lme) 

Some- 
O b n  tima Rarely 

199 0 0 Specialprogamsandprojecaan 

200 0 0 0 Facuttyareopentoidmtifymgand 

201 0 0 0 Teachershelpinmakingchangcs 

202 ti 0 0 Wetakethctimetoplanforchanges 

203 U 0 0 Teachmopenlydiscussprobiems. 
2114 0 0 0 Teamsoffacultymemberswork 

worrh the effort here. 

trying to solve problems. 

when they arc needed. 

before we put them in place. 

together to accomplish something of 
imponance. 

205 0 0 0 Facultyarcarmnedtopmsurehm, 
the community about education in 
this school. 

206 0 0 Facultyarcawareofschooidimia 
drmands. 

207 n n ti ~ e a c h ~ ~ i n t h i s ~ h o o i ~ i s t  
chlgahposedfmllulusidsdie 
sdrool. 

some 
Onen ames Rarely 

209 0 0 G Teachasinthisxhoolresiachan~es 
210 0 G 0 Theschoolobrainsmanyresourns 

211 c3 G 0 Facultyranarkthatmuchoftbe 
&om the communiry. 

problem behavior displayed by 
students who display problem 
behavior is due to causes beyond the 
school’s control (e.g.. poverty. 
family, discrimination). 

Is there anything eke you would like to say? (Include 
udditionaf sheers if necess-.) 

.................................................. 

.................................................. 

.................................................. 

.................................................. 

................................................. 

................................................. 

Thank you for your help. Please seal this 
booklet in the envelope and return it to 
coordinator designated on the label on the 
h n t  cova. Hdshe will forward it to the 
National Study of Delinquency Prevention in 
Schools. 

Ifthe label is blank or missing, or if you wish 
to retum your responses directly, send the 
booklet to: 

National Study of Delinquency Prevention 
in Schools 

Gotcfredson Associates, Inc. 
3239 B Corporate Court 

Ellicott City, Maryland 21042 

7 
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OhIB 30.: 1875-0134 
Expiration Dace: 02/01 

i National Study of Delinquency 
PreventioIi i; Scficols 

\ TTcher Questionnaire 

-;? 

Sponsored by 
Mationnl Institute of Justice, US. Depanrnent o f  Justice 

and U.S. Deparrmlent of Education 

Endorsed by 
Yational Association of Elementary School PrincipaIs 

and National Association of Secondary School Principals 

Conducted by 

Westat 
1630 Research Boulevard 
Rockville. >Iar).land 20850 
1-800-982-4241 (toll free) 

Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
3239 B Corporate Court 
Ellicott City, Maryland 21042 
1-8S8-733-9805 (toll free) 

According (0 the RDcrwcrk Reduction ACI of 1995 no persons 3re required ro m w n d  IO a colIccr~on of information unless it 
JiSohVS a valid 0- control nurn+cr. The valid O h  control nurnbc: oirhis information collF:ion IS 18ij-O,134. Tnc r i m e  
m q u d  to complete this iniormabon collec:;on IS cstimarcd IO avcraac 27 mtnutcs oer resoonsc Inc!udine the m e  (0 revlcw 
I ~ S V U C I ~ O ~ S .  sclrcn emsting d31a resources. zathcr :he d3u needed. ih sornoic:c and reviC% the :nrjrina?:on c0IIcC:ion. If vou have 
anv fornmcnrs conccrninc !hc zccuraq oi fie umc csiimatas) or SU~CSIIOIIS for improvtns thls io?. please wntc t? C.S.' 
Dbamnenc oiEducanon: Wuhineron. !X 20202J6ji If you have comments or conccrns re_aayha !he status 01 vow malvidual 
dmisslon ofrhir form. wnre dire3iy IO. Scon Crossc. iVesmr. ' 6 ~ 7  ?'cw:r:5 Douicvarz '-CGIIIC. SIX2 20350-3129 
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" . I  

National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools 

Teacher's Questionnaire 

This auesaonnaire IS pan of a m d y  of student Froblern behawor in school and of what the 
nanon's scnoois are doing to prevent problem behawor - inc:uding aemcuenr benavlor. misconduc: 
m sckooi. drug use, dropout. rmancv, rardmess, classroom or school mabehawor. srnormg, reckiess 
dnmg and the like. 

This study IS sponsored by the Nanond lnsnrute of Jusaca. C.S Deparrment of Jusnca and the 
C S Depamnent of Educanon. Pmc:panon m rhe study is voiunrary on your p m .  

It IS imporrant thar you pamapare m dus survey even if your o ~ k 1 0 1  has no problem wth 
delinquency or other ?roolern behawor The nanonal snmates required musr be maae on the basis or' 
a sampie of ALL schoois, not just those experiencing a i ~ c d t l e s  wth sruaem problem behawor or those 
wth prevennon programs. 

Your ass1sranc.z in riUs imporrant study IS gresrly apprecmed. 

YOUR .WS'rMRs ARE NlEYDED io BE .ZNONYMULiS' PLEASE DO YOT P',T 'KC!? YAMZ CN TZE 
.*SuiEII SHEC?. f a  hVtvfB&? 0t.i ra .W.SUEX S H E T  IS VSED SO T i T  RESTOMSS FROM 
3LFFZX3T TE.4C.SEXS 2 4  E . K R  SCSCOL C.%i 3E COMBINED T:XE 2% 3 F h E 3 '  SCSOOL SA.?? 
AND hUMBER *ZL 9E DESTXOYED AT TEE EhD OF TSE TROECT SO %LW€S OF Sf SOOLS OR 
SC3OOL D I S X C T S  '.VG 5E WE3 ,LvY ,WORTS 

PL.5.I.S TRY TO C%P'LZZ Y-E Qf,€SZOFii'?.DE A S  SOON .AS POSSiELS 
S m i T O  THE LOCAiION WDICXED SY THE SCIIOOL PRINClPhL OR YOUR SLXVEY COORDGJATOR. 
WITHN THE NEXT 24 HOLXS. PLACE 3i.E COMPL-TD AiVSWEX SIZET W TKE EXIVELOPE .k\D DROP 
IT IN THE BALLOT BOX. TEX MARK YOUR N&LG OFF 3E R O S E 3  YC.7 TC X-Z S.<LOT BOY. 

EXRv TE .L'WVER 

Instructions 

PJeme answer ull questions in r h b  bookJcr using rhr separate nnsver sheet. Please use a 
No. 2 pencil with an eraser so thar you can easily corres  mistakes. .Answers marked in the 
questionnaire booklet cannot be used. 

If you make a mistake or change your mind, please erase the incorrect response compiereiy 
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Background Information 

1. Do you teach tiAl-ame in this j c h d ’  
A Ycs 
a No 

2. Xow manv years have you om teacnmg in chis scacioi’ 
A L s s r h v r o n e p r  
8 1 toJyevt 
c jto9ycat-s 
0 loto I . iyem 
E 15 or more ye= 

2 .&e YOU: 
A Maic 
a Fernale 

What vur were you born 7 
A Before 1950 

1 

8 !940-1949 
C 1950-1959 
0 l060-196* 
5 1970 orlater 

Whch of h e  following best aescnbes you 7 

A wtute 
a Blacv 
c .%ian or Pac:fic islander 
c) Indaan or .Uassan Nauve 
E Orher 

5 

6 &e you of Span~siuEispan~c ongin’ 
A Ya 
9 No 

Sow much in-senice trarning !we you had in classroom 
managearnt or insmchonai me:nods in h e  13s: 21 
months’ 
A None 
3 About a naifaa? 
c I-:,cays 
3 5-1 days 
E 5 days or more 

How much in-swice :raining :late kou had In preventing 
suacnt problem b e m i o r  m me Irsr 21 monrhs’ 

8 About P half dab  
c i-:aays 
0 j-idays 
E jdaysormore 

3 

8 

A %One 

Your School, Safety, and Student 
Conduct 

In this p a n  we ask you to describe your school. school 
safety, your experiences with prohiern behavior. and 
student conduct. Please a n s w r  thc quesrions to describe 
your school and your ezpericnces herc. 

!O 

1 I .  

12. 

The school’s akninistrauon makes :[ :3sy fo ge: suppiies. 
equipment. or arrmgsrnenrs ileded :or :nsr,-tx::on 
A S m n g i y a p c  
a . 4 p e  sornr.vhar 
c Disagree somewnai 
0 Strongly disagree 

How onen do you work on a planing commitrer with 
other :eachers or aamtniszrators from your scbooi? 
A Severai times a month 
9 About once a month 
t 

In your opinion. now \veil Lo teachers ana 3amsniscratcrs 
ger along ac your school’ 
A Not weil 
a Fairly w!l 
c Very well 
D Does not apply 

Less than once a mom!! 

Please mark the one response fur each question that cells 
how oftcn your srudmrr du filch or the following things: 

AIrno.1 S‘S”.. 

airA.. oncn llmO sunm 

13 Studenrspay A 6 C D E 
a1ten;ion in 
ciass 

1.8 Sruaenu take A E C 3 E 
chines h a t  do 
not belong to 
drem. 

. .  

*.-- i 

7 
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i j  

io 

17 

! 8  

19 

30 

21 

7 -  -- 

,- 
- J  

24 

rum.., 

-n 

Students do A 
what I ask 
hem to do. 

Studmts A 
dauoy or 
damage 
properry. 

StudG?ts t3ik A 
31 

:UIXS 
mappropnarc 

StUdClXS A 
make disruutive 
noises {yeiling. 
anunal noises. 
rapping. etc , 

sludenrs [I-, A 
to physically hurr 
orher peopie 'by 
tzppmg, hmins. 
rhrowinp ObJeCrS. 
eu.) 

Studmtstease A 
Orhe: 
srudenrs 

Stududnts A 
make hears  
to orhrrs or 
curse ar 
0Lhm 

Studmtsare A 
Clsrrac:cd by 'St 
misbehavior of other 
studentS 

. ze :iJssrocc! A 

stop bccawe oi 
disc:plinc problems 

Ispendmore A 
time dixiplming han 
I do mchinp 

f. 

dCUVlp COlllCS tC il 

S C D E  

B C D E  

B C i J E  

B C D E  

B C D E  

B C D E  

B C D E  

B C D E  

S C D f  

B C D E  

26 How much does the behavior of some studenu In 
:our classroom (talljng, fighrina,, etc.) keepyoufrom 
teaching? 
A .4 peat deal 
8 .4;51r3mounr 
C Notverymucn 
0 Yot I Jii 

Personal Safery 
This bear in school have any of  the folloming happened to 
you persona& UI Bir school? tIIark For VJbr such iicm 

"I3 sal 

27 Damage :o pcsonai proDm Y N 
W O R ~  css .cm 5 ill 8'0 

28 Damageropersonalproorm Y N 
wonh more than 5 I O  00 

29 ,he: of personal propen Y N 

30 Tieti af pcrsonai prcnern " N  

j i Was pnysicail\, ~ tacked  ~ L I  Y N 

wonh less :ha 5 10 IN 

worth more :hdn S I O  SO 

had to see 9 aoctor 

52 Was p n p c i i l y  atracxed Sur Y N 
nor s ~ o u s t v  cnough to >et 3 

iioc:or 

3; Recc:%eu ooscene : e m x u  Y N 

34 Was threatened in remarts Y N 

or gestures from a s:uaex 

b!. s stuccnr 

55 Had 3 \Lemon ouiied Jfl me Y N 

Jn the na9r month haxe an? o f  the follnwine happened to 
?ou prrsunaUr in rhrs sLitool:' ~ I K  ! M \ 6 r  ~ U C I I  ,rsni I 

Ye.l 4'0 

25. How much ofyour rime in the classroom is directed to 
coping with disruptive student behavior? f.L/ork onc 
answer/ 
A None oimy rime 
e Gme Iime -I?+ .!.v 
C About halfoimy tlme 

Most o f m y  rime 
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At your school &ring schwtlrourr. how safe from 
vandalism. personal attacks. and theft i s  each of the 
following places? Markone mswcr/or <acn puce I 

v, FStrI? F w e  V q  Donna 

unure w h  ~ r m y  d e  u e  

38 YOU A B C D E  F 
classroom 
wnlk 
tc3chmmg 

39 E;npv A ~ C D E  F 
classroom 

10 Hallways A i3 C 3 E F 

41 The A B C D E  F 

22. The A B C D E  f 

and scars 

c a r e t n a  

resvooms 
uses by 
scuacnIs 

45 LC&C A B C D E  F 
.morn or 
am 

44 Parlungloc X B C D E F 

45 ELwbere A a C 3 E F 
ourside on 
school 
F d  

16 In your opinion. how much of a problem are 
vandalirm. personal arracb and theft in rhe 
neighborhood surrounding )our school? 
Nark one.) 
A None or J h O S t  none 
9 A Ilcele 
c Some 
o Fairiy much 
E V e ~ m u c h  

School Climate 
Are the following rtalemenrs mostly true or mosth 
falie about your school? ;Mark vour unswey sneei 
/or true rjihe sraremenr IS irur or  mosrlv :me ~Oour:,our 
scnooi .ifark F ((he siacemcnr ~s/h isr  or l?lOStiV!aiS<.J 

True Fabe 

37 Adnunurntors and c a c h m  T F  
collaborarc toward m i m g  :he school 
run cl€ec:Ively 

True False 

- . -  JS There is ix!e icminls~rator-ieac~er ! :  

1mion :n 591s scnooi 

29 Our pnnc:pal :s J gom T ?  
rqresmta~tve of our jcnool before 
the swennLenamr ma u-ie 3oarc 

- . .  50 The pnnapal exourages r ?  

cxpenmnution :n teicning. 

improving cacner pmonnulc: 

scarfscnoers ma stwenls know 
when rhr; ?aye done some:hing 
panicwart! ue:l 

5 i Teacher evaiuacion IS ilsea in T F  

. . L  32 The pnncipai I S  Jware oi  ma Ics 1 :  

33 Te3chers or students can mange 10 T F 
dewate from inc ?resxr:bed progmrn 
of rhc schooi. 

52 Teachers ies! free :o communicars T F 
wttb [he pnnc:pni. 

55 The admintstration :s suppomve ai T F 
teachers. 

56 Ir is hard 10 change establish& T F  

3 ' stuaznu here don': re3!1\. Lwe about -i i 

58 Our problems in chis schoel Jre si) - ; F  

?roccdurcs here 

rhrt school. 

.- 

big that I C  IS unresiisric to espct  
ccacncrs to make much of a dent tn 
hem. 

. -. 
. .  

, . '.. 
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c.. . .  ... 

How do you feel about the following statements? 

True False 

63 1 feel rnv ides  are listmed to md T .- 
used m &is school 

6.1 I want to conunue worhng with T F 
b e  ]uno Oia-rudenu I have aow 

Pkruc indicate which of the following ducripton are 
mostly true of the teaching faculty of  your school and 
which arc mostly fake adouf &a facub.  

True False 

65 Apathenc T i 

66 Cshenve F 

67 ConseRative I r 

08 Enmuslu:lc I 

I F 69 Frustratu? 

-0. imovauve T F 

- 
- - 
- - 
- 

- 3  
i : . opm to c;mge 

72. Satisfied 
-. 
r > .  TCIX 

73 iraditionai 

:> L'nappreciared -_  

T F 

T F 

F -r 

T 
i 

- 
C 

Please mark one answer on the a n m e r  sheet to show 
how well each statement describes >our  school. 

F False 
f Mosti! faisc 
I .Mostil, vue 
T True 

:6 Thisxhcol c!esriv sipais to r'3cuin F i : T 
ma sun'wnar p c i o m m c e  :> 
expected ofthea. 

clear and explicit in &is schooi 

=peered o ia  person in this school 

-- I /  Ruiesandopaaunppr~eouresare F f I T 

75 It isdiffcult toderenine what is F f t T 

59 TSegoalsoflhisxhool arec!ear F r' t T 

80. Eveone  unue:sturris wnai 
benawor will be mvardcd in this 
schwi. 

Some persons :n positions a i  pow< 
or whony in this schwi have 
canrlicmg expecmons ior J ~ K T S .  

Papie are expected to pursue 
aiRccit objectives 31 di8e:enr 
uma. 

Evqone  here is working :awards 
*e same ends. 

in this school. peopie wno 
accarnoiisn h same :hing are 
rewarded in the same way. 

Peopic are oiren c o n k e d  about 
what ~O!ecii\,e hq jnouid go for :n 
ma KhIJOl. 

In this school. people L ~ I $  whsc io 
a0 and when :o do I t .  

Pcopie know now io achieve 
rewards here. 

it is chfiicult ro &:de what a ~ m s  to 
work awards ;n this schooi. 

Tne goais in h i s  schooi arc <e.\ and 
ciear 

9 1. 

32. 

3; 

3.1 

$5 

36 

87. 

88. 

59. 

30 Ths SChwl simuitanmusiv pursues 
. many comlicrins goais 

how what i siiouid do 

My school has a clear ijCus 

91 %"nm I come to work. d w a ~ s  

32. 

F f :  T 

F i :  T 

F i :  T 

F C t  T 

F f :  T 

F f r  T 

F i :  T 

F i i  T 

F i t  T 

F f t  T 

F Z t  T 

F f : T  

F i t  T 

F : :  T 

F f :  T 
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School Programs and Practices 
The nexc questionr ask about the existence of and level of use of a number of activities or  p r o p m a  rhrc a re  sometimes found 
in achools. Please mark one answer on each line to cell hour  the rsrrnr to H hich each of these rhings is used in ).our school ro 
prrvuuprobkm behavior orpromoteschool order. It you are nor sure abour the meaning or 3 program or  practice. see the 
definitions on pages 9 and 10. 

How much has each of these acrivities or  programs ro 
prevent probkm behavior or increase school sa/# or 
orderliness happened in your school this school year? 

95. Insrruction or training lntenacd [o prevent prooiem 
behavior. 

96. Behaviorai proqramming o r  behavior 
rnodification-crackuq benaviors. xaing goals. ana 
usc of positwe or negative re:mfrcmmr to.reduce 
?r&ier?. k:1aI.:or $or :pcri%sc I s x e d  5ekar:or. 

Counseling, social work. psychological. or  
therapeuric activity to prevent probiem benavior. 

Otherone-on-one attcntion io stuCznts 1.e 3.. :uiors. 
n a t o r s j  :o prevent problem behavior. 

95 

98 

99 Recreational. enrichmenr. or leisure activities io 
prevcnt Probiezi behavior J r  :ccrease ~lhool  safe? 

Activities to improve inseructional p r a a i c n  in 
classrooms (inciurjing reacher t r a i n q  or 
supervision) ro promote a safe and oraeriy 
mvironmenr 

Activities to improve classroom organization and 
management praaices 1e.p.. managenex oiiimc. 
c!assroom mles) to prevent probiern bcnarior. 

Lse of esternal personnel in the classroom ( e  g.. 
aides. parent or communrty Yoiuntees. poiice orficersi 
to prevex probim biiavior 

100. 

1C I .  

IO?. 

I03 Activity to change or maintain the culture or ' 
climate of the school and signal axpecfations for 
student behavior in order to prevent probim 
behavior or :nc:e3se schooi sate? 

Activitier focused on intcreroup relations and 
intericrion hrrwecn the school and the cornmunit). 
or among groups within the school (e.g., ahooi 
pndc. c m p i g x  ctiebraring csnu:burions o i i j i w ~  
groups. mtaagmcy cooperation I io prevent problem 
behavior or increase school sa;'+ 

IW. 

Have not 
beard 
about 

A 

Hu not .?lor a An A very 
happened major imponanr imponanr 

here actirit? acriviry rcrivity 

a c D 

3 C D 

- - - 
- 
L A 

3 C 

s i' 

B C 

B C 

3 c 3 

3 c 3 

D 

A . .  

a C A 

3 R 

6 

1-6 1 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



% .  . .I 

.. . 

How much has each o f  t h e e  acciviti- or programs ro Have nor Ha3 nnr Vnt 3 an A rev 
prnuuproblm bcnavwr or increase schoolsafq or heard ..+,yror.u iri+uv ..i~,~.,i.-..i~ u.., . 
ordalinas happened in your school this school year? about here activir? activity a d \  IC?  

IO5 

106 

107 

I08 

I09 

I io 

111 

I12 

113 

1 1 1  

I15 

Application o f  school rulea or a discipline code and 
enforcement of rukl IO prwmt problem behawor or 
increase schwl safq and ordc!inrss. 

Peer regulation and response IO student conduct 
(e.g.. srudenr panicipruon in making ruia. szudczt 
COW. rnetiiauon. or conrlicr icsoiurion I. 

Activity involving a school planning structure or 
procar. o r  the management o f  change ;o ?revent 
pmbim behavior or increase school safer): ilnd 
ordofiness. 

Security or surveillance activity tinciudmp step io 
prevenr incruderr probiem reponing. seucks.  
making obwations asieri. 

Senicu or programs for familia o r  family 
membcn to unprove child manapement or 
suue~ision :o prevent ?rook= behavior. 

Acrivity rhot alten the compoairion o f  the school's 
population (e.g.. admission cntena atrrac:ion oi 
desirable mtkio. or removal 3f surdnts with poor 
behavior) 10 prevent pmblern behavior or increase 
schml .%&cy or ordcriincss. 

Organization of grade. classei or school schedules 
IO prevent probiem benavior or promote jc5wi order 
Inc!udcd are grouping. within-school uniu such as 
"team" or ''houses." small c ! s s  size. or speciai 
mrena for promorion from paae IO graae 

Training or staff development directed at  preucnting 
probiem behavior or increasing sc.iool or ciassrwm 
order. ?lot included is uny uctiviy fisted in items 95- 
111 

Provision of information about violence. drua, use. 
other risky behaviors, or the availabilitv of 
prevention rervicea in hhs schcci or else..rhzrc 

Architectural or strucrural features of the 
school [o prevent problem behavior or promote 
orderIimess in the school ar 11s grounds. 

Treatment or prevention services for 
administrators. facult! or stafTintended to 
prevent probim behavior or promote school 
orderliness. Lnciudes prevention or Veament or' 
aicanoi. robacco or other drug use: anger or se!f- 
conuol problems or ocher nealth or mental heath 
problems 

a C D - - 

B C D - 
i 

9 C 3 - 

B C D 
- .. 

3 C D i 

9 C D E 

B 

E 

c 

C 

D 

D 

B c D 

3 i u 

B L' D 

E 
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Two Questions About Your Practices 
The last wo questions ask about activities or programs with which YODare penonall? involved. ?bmr :)fork one dn.~wer On 
tach line to d l  d k u t  FOUR OWN degree o/mwivenimr in,s.acit o/'tl,ese things. 

Activity or  program 

I16 Inrtroclion or trainins for studmu in which the 4 B C D E F G 
content involves howicdge. sklls. rtutudes, or 
values intended IO prevent prooiem benrvior 

modificatioa-tracking student beinavior. seatnp 
behawor goals, and feeabacx or negative 
redorcement to decrease unacsued benavior or 
porttive re:mbrcment to incieae desired 
behavior. 

- - I I: Behavioral programming or behavior A B c D I F G 

PLACE THE COMPLEiZD ANSWEX SHEET IX THE ETJKLOPE .hi DROP IT N Ti BALLOT SOX TfES .MARK 
YOLX NAME OFF Ti3 ZOSTE.? S E X  TO TIS BALLLOT BOX 

r.-- 
. T 
.?.e . -  

. .  -. . 
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Definitions of Prevention Activities 

'- ?: . - -  

Instruction or training in which the conteat involves knowledge. skills. attitudes or values intended to prevent problem 
bcinavior 

Behavioral programming or  behavior modification -- racking student behavior. setting behavior soak. and use of 
feedback or negauve remforccment to decrease undesued benavior or positive remforcement co increase desired benat tor 

Counsding, social work. psychological. or therapeutic activity - provision of advice or guidance to students to reme& 
or prevent problem behavior using idmurlable technrqua of psychology, counseiing, or social work. 

Other one-on-one attention to indrwduulsrudenrs that ts intended to prevent problem behavior (e g.. tutors. mentors) This 
category should only be used when activiucs can not be c l~s i i i ed  as iNuucuon or training, behabioral programming or 
mdficaaon, counseling, social work, psychologmi. or therapeuuc acuvity 

Recreation. enrichment. or leisure activities undcnaken to prevent probiem behavior or increase school s a k e  Inciuaes 
provision of or access to aaivities. plav. amusement. or dwenions: exploration outside the school. fun or re!auanon 

Activities to improve instructional pracrices in cjassrooms--activiues applied to entire classes that involve the adoption 
or expansion of improved tnstmctionai techniques or pracuccs to promote a safe and orderly en) ironment This cate_eoq 
m!udes mining, supervision. or ssistance to improve instnictional me:hods 

Activities to improve cfassroom organization and maniigement practices - activities intended to prevent problem 
behamor thar arc applied to entre classes toestablish and enforce classroom rules. use rewards and punishments. improve the 
w or managanent of me.  or change the way in which studenis are s ~ u p e d  for inscrucLion by abiIip, achie~.emcnt or effort 
wrrhrn rhe classroom 

Use of external personnel in the classroom. Includes the use of parent or community volunteen. authonty figures (such 
Y police oificen), classroom consultants. aides. or older snrdmrs whose presence is intended to prevent problem behavior 

Activity to change or  maintain the culture o r  climate of the school and signal expectations for student behavior - 
acuvity to expiam. claniy. or make known expectations for behavior. Includes school-wde cffons to define and reinforce 
desired behavior. c~lstoms and values Also incfudes campaigns IO change the espcctations of faculty or administrators for 
student conduct and effons to help scudenrs and staff recognize problem beha% ior and situations 

Activities focused on intergroup relations and interaction between the school and the community or  among groups 
within the school - school pnde or school promouon campaigns. inrolvin,o members o f  the community in helprng the school 
OT the schcol m helpfflg the cornmurut).; o b m g  or mobilimg resources, recognizing or celebrating coninbutions of divene 
goups. or c%usional mtcracuon wrh persons who visit the school to share information or perspectires Includes intcragenq 
cooperauon or efforts and communiy panicipation in plming or program development &krs only to acnwries intended 
to prevent problem behavior or increase school sa/*? and orderliness 

Application of school rules o r  a discipline code and enforcement of rules. These actirities appiv to theentire school 
Classroom rules or discipline are included in impro~ements to classroom organization and management (aoote) Includes 
discipline code, methods of enforcement. and suspension or disciplinary remot ai of students 

Peer regulation and response to student conduct - student participation in making rules. resolr ing disputcs. or in 
respondmg to problem behavior (e.g., student cou~ts, mediation. or conflic: resolution) 

Activity involving a school planning structure or  process. or the management o f  change -- structured or facilitated 
p~anning actwities as well 3s activity to coordinate or manage change in the school that are inrcnded to prctent problem 
behavior or increase scnool safety and orderliness 

security or surveillance activity -- application of procedures ta make i t  difficult for intrudcrs toenter the school. mtching 
cntrances, hallways and school grounas: motiing IC casier to repon problem benablor scarchins for \\caoons or amgs 
removing bamers to observation or inspection. or action to aven potentiai unsofc e\ cntj 

,e 
9 
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Services or programs for families or famiiy members - service to fmilies to improve the:r child r n y f g e v t  md 
jupe7rsion pr?ctic:s. or to provice other famiiy sericm. R<?err on!y IO ZC:C::VII:P .~t.?nacrri n ,7revenr prooiem oeiravror 
or increase scnooi safely ana oraerirness. 

Activity &at alters the composition of the school's population - m&&ing the kinds and numbers of students the school 
serves. included w special s tudat  recruitment efforts. school spec1aIiz3tion in 3ttm:ive ducational programs. sdective 
Idmissions cntcria. schoiuships. assignment of students w i h  cducationai or benavicrat prcbicas io otk- rchoois. or 1 
rcqumnent ofnrruon or m i h c  f a .  Rqrers only ro acnvtnes :mended to prevenrprooiem 5eiravror or rncrease scnooi 
sqtily ana oraerfiness. 

Organization of grades. classes or school schedules to prevent problem behavior or increase school or c !asmm orde:. 
h i u &  -so~ping within-school UNS suC7 as ";em" or "tiouses." smJ1 c i s s  size. or special critena for promotion from 
grade to @e. 

Training o r  staff development directed at preventing problen behavior or incrc-sing schooi or classroom order. This 
are~ory  should oniy be used wnen activirics GIMOC be c!arsif& in one ofthe following cate$ones. or under my 0 t h  xtivity 
listed above: craning, supervision. tcc.hiucd sssismcc. or other staff development on such topics as cmcuium co~~en t .  
methods of i m c t i o n .  classroom management. development or implementation of ruies. 

Provision of information about violence. drug use. other risky behaviors. or she availability of prevention services :n 
flus school or e!sewnere. Informxicn may be provided by using posters. newslr:te:s. jrcchures. mnounczments. handouts. 
videos. slide shows. lectures. prescntmons. readings cr other meshods. Infomatron nra! be dirccud 3t stuaents. parcnts. 
educators. or comurur). members. Re:l.rs on@ IO acnvrnes innncied IO prevent prooirm Seiiavior or :ncrease scirooi sa12-n 
ana oraeriiness. 

Architectural or  structural features of che school to prevent problem behavior or promote ~cfi0olorde:iiness - inc!uding 
&e use of fmcn. space. facilities. banicades. physical mangemeno. or anwork. 

Treatment o r  prevention services for adminimaton. faculty or staff. Includcs prevention or treatment of alcohol. tobacco 
or ocher drug use; anger or self-control of problems or ocher health or mental health problems. Rqrkrs only io ucnwnes 
mended to prevent problem behawor or increase schooi sq'ely ana orderiiness. 

.-- .->e . . ..-, 

LO 

1-65 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



OMB NO.: 1935-0134 
Expiration Dace: 02/01 

National Study of 
Prevention in Schools 
Student Questionnaire \ 

F 0 

-- s Sponsoreld by 
Sational Institute of Justice. U.S. Department of Justice 

and U.S. Department of Education 

Endorsed by 
Sacional Association of Elementary School Principals 

and Sntionnl Association o f  Secondary School Principals 

Conducted by 

Westat 
1650 Research Boulevard 
Rockville, Maryland 20850 
1-800-982-1211 (toll free) 

Gottfredson Associates, Inc. 
3239 B Corporate Court 
Ellicort City, blarylind 21012 
1-888-733-9805 (toll free) 

According to the Paocnvorh Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are :cqurrcd m respond to a collection of information unless i t  
drcplavs :valid OMB control number The valid OMB controi number ofthis inrormation collection IS 1573-dl3.1 The lime 
requiied IO complae this iniormarion eollecrion is cstirnared to averaze 27 rnrnulcs per response includina the time 10 f c v i c ~  
insuuctions. search ccrsung cam rcsourccs. gather the daw ncdcd. aha complete and review rhe infonna?ion collection Ifyou have 
anv cornmenu concmina the iccuracv of [fie time cstimatns) or susggacions for improving this form. plcvc wnrc to U S 
&anment of Educauon' Washington' DC 20203463 I Ifvou have comments or concerns renardin9 the SUNS of\our indivtduil 
subrnlsrion of this form. &te di&tlv io Scon Crosre. Wcs~&. !6jO Rewsrch hle-srd. Rw&ille. y 5  3850)- i  I29 

1-67 

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view 
This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. 



About This Survey 

2 
/ .  

.?.. . .  

... ,. . :. r 

This questionnaire is part of a study to fmd out how safe people are tn school, to leam about any trouble they 
may have had. and to figure out how schools and young people can be made safer. We also want to leam how 
to help young people avoid getting into trouble because oftheir behavior. 

Your participation in rhis study is up to you. You have the nght not to respond to any or d l  of the questions 
in this qucsuonnairc. Your panicipation IS important to the succcss of h e  study, and we ne=d your h:ip 

You were s e l d  randomly from among the students 31 your school to be a parr of the study. This is just 
like having your name dram out of a hat. 

DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET. Then no one can tell whose answers ye on 
the answer s h e  All we need are the answers. not your name. 

One more imporrant t h i n g 4 0  not talk or compare mswcn. It must be qurer. so each of you can give your 
own answers. 

If you have a question at any point. raise your hand 

Instructions 

Please answer all qustions in this booklet using the separate ~ m v e  sheet Please use a 
No. 2 pencil with an eraser so that you can easily correct misrakes Answers marked in the 
questionnaire booklet cannot be used. 

If you make a mistake or change your mind, please erase the incorrect response completely 

Use a No. 2 pencil only 

Mark all your answers on the answer sheet 

Erase completely to change an answer 

Cop?nght 
h Gar). D Goafredson. Ph.D , are reproductd by specral permission from the author Ponions reproduced by special 
pemssion of Psycholoplcai Assessment Resources. Inc., Odessa. Florida 33556, from the Ejjecrwe School Burrcry by 
Gan. D Gotrfredson, Ph.D., cop!nght 1985 Funher reproduction IS prohibited wxhout permission from PAR inc 

1997 by G q  D Gottfredson, Ph.D Ponrons adapted from Whuf Abaur You. copsnghr C 1989. 1990. 1994 

I 
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Some Questions About You 

Please answer the following questions so we can learn how dinerent groups of students feel about things. 
Are you: Mark one.) 

Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .A 
,Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  0 

How old are you? Mark one.) 

9 yesn or younger . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  X 14 yeus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  F 
loyears . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  B l j y e x s  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  G 
11 yean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  C 16ycars . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  H 
12yurs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  D 17ycars . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 
12 yurs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  E 18 years or older . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  J 

What grade are you in? Mark  one.) 

. . . .  A 
. . . .  3 

6th . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
7th . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
8th . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  c 
9th (freshman) . . . .  D 
10th (sophomore). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  E 
1 I th  (junior) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  F 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

l2Lh (senior) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  G 

How do you descnbe yourself' MarK one ) 

W-hltC . .-L 

Black a 
Asian or Pacific Islander C 
Amencan Indian or Alaskan Xative D 
Other E 

Are you of Spanish or Hispanic origin3 f l h r i  one / 

Yes .A 
NO a 

Your Educational Plans and Effort 

The next quesrions ask about your plans for education and about your school worh. Please mark one answer for 
each question. 

6 Do you think you wi l l  get 3 college degree' 

Yes 
Xoi sure 
N O  

7 Do you especc to complete high school3 

B 
f 

I am certain to finish high school 
I probably wit finish high schooi . . B 
I probably will a finish high school 

.i 

C 
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8. Some students think it is impomnt to work hard in school. and others don't. How impostant do you chink ir is to 
work hard in school? 

Vcn.important . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A 
Imponant . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  B 
Not important . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  c 
Not important at all . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  D 

9. Compared to other students, how hard do you work in school? 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A 
Harder.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  B 
Not as hard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  C 
Much less hard . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  D 

Your Opinions 

How wrong is it for you or someone your age to do each of the following things? Work one answerfor each iinr 1 

10 
11. 

12. 
13. 
11 
IS. 
16. 

17. 

IS. 
19 

20. 

ru'ot wrong .A little 
a$ bit wrono 

Cheat on school tests 4 B 
Purposely damage or destroy  prop&^ 
that does not belong to >ou A B 
Use marijuana .A B 
Steal some:htng wonh less than S5 A B 
Hit or threaten to hit someone A B 
Use alcohol A B 
Break into a vehicle or building to steal something B 
Steal somcthing wonb more than S.iO 4 a 
Get drunk once in a while .-z B 
Use prescription drugs such as amphearnines 
or ixrbituratcs uithout a prescnption A B 
Give or sell alcohol to a person under 18 

.A 

x 3 

Very 

C D 

C D 
C D 
C D 
C D 
C D 
C D 
C 43 

C D 

C D 
C D 

How easy would it be for someone like you to  get each of the following things? (MnrL one m t s n c r ~ o r  c u d  hnr I 

Ver? Very 
h a r d H a r d E a s v  

2 1. Cigarettes A B C D 
22 Alcohol A B C D 
2; Msnjuana A B C D 
24 Otherdrug A B C D 
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Your Friends and Experiences 

The n u t  questions ask about your friends' behavior. Think about Your friends. Are these statements mostly true 
or mostly false about your friends? 

b &  
25. Most of my friends think school is a pain . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T € 

77. Most of my fnends think getting good grades is imponsnt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T F 
26. My friends often try to g a m e  LO do things the reacher doesn't like . . . . . . . . . . . .  T F 

Please think ofyour best friend in this school. A s  far as vou h o w ,  are the following statements true or  false about vour 
best friend? 

F 
F 

T F 
T F 

28. Is interested in school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
29. Always attends classes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _ ' .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
30. Plans to go to college . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
3 I .  Gee into trouble at school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

The next questions ask what you might do. If you think you would do each of these things. mark k' for 'yes." If 
you think you probably would not do each of these things. mark N for "no." 

y & &  

Y s 
Y v 

32 

x 
34 

35 

36 

I i o u  found that your group of friends wvzs leading you 

If sour fnends got into trouble w t h  rhe police. would >ou he IO protect them ' 
If one of your bends was smoking some manjuana and 

If your hends wvanted to go out and >our parents wramted 

If a hend asked to c o p  1 our homework. \rould ?ou let the friend cop! i t  

into trouble. would you still spend time wth them" 

offered you some. would you smoke it" \i N 

you to stay hom: for the ewening. nould !ou sta: home" 

even Lhough i t  rnigh~ get >ou in trouble wirh the teacher' 

-- 

\i N 

Y Y 

Sometimes bad things happen to a person. Have any ofthe following things happened to you this Year in xhool?  f i f t 7 f X  
one a n w e .  for enen line.) 

37 

38 

39 
40 

4 1 

42 
43 

This yes  in school. did aqone steal some:hing ~h !ess than SI 

Th~s year in school. did anyone steal something worth SI or more 
from your desk. locker. or other place at school' 

fFom your desk. locker. or other place at school7 
At school this year. did anyone physically attack and hurt ?ou' 
At school h s  year. did anyone forc: you to hand over money 
or !lungs w r r h  less than 519 
At school h s  year. did anyone take money or things  WOK^ S 1 or more 
directly from you by force. weapons. or threats' 
At school this year. did anyone threaten you w t h  a beating' 
At  school this yeu. did anZone threa1en !ou wth 3 knife or gun" 

Y U  

k' h 
Y N  

Y N  

Y N  
Y N  
Y N  

i .- ... 

~ -s 
." . . . .  . .  

..i 
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Have any of the following things happened to you in school in the last month? Markone answerfor euch fine.) 
h S x Q  

14. Last month. did anyone steal somethine wonh less than $1 
fkom your desk. locker. or other place at school? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y N 

45. At school last month. did anyone physically atuck and hurt you? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y N 

Your Behavior 

The next questions ask about your behavior. Remember - all your answers are confidential. You don’t have to 
answer any questions you don’t want to. 

%:, 

46. 
17. 

48. 
49 
50 
5 1. 
52. 
52. 
54. 
55. 
54 

57. 

58. 
59. 
60. 

In the last I2 months have you. .. 
Y S &  

Y N  

Y N  
Y N  
Y N  

Y N  
Y N  
Y N  
Y N  
V N  

Y N  

Y N  
Y X  
Y N  

Purposel> damaged or destroyed propen). belonging to a school’ 

belong to you. not counting family or school propem ’ 
Stolen or wed to steal something \vorth more than SSO? 
Camed a hidden weapon other than a pocket knife’ 
B e n  molved in gang fights” . 1- s 
Hit or threatened to hit a a or ocher adult a t  school’ 
Xit or threatened to hit other -7 

Taken a car for a nde (or drive) \richout the ower’s pemission7 
Used force or strong-arm methods to get monq or things from a person? 
Stolen or tned to steal things NO& less than S O ’  

h m  a classroom. locker. or c;lfe:ena. or a book from the I i b r q 7  

somerhing or just to look around’ 
Gone to school when >ou were ~JX& or high on some drugs’ 
Sniffed glue. paint. or other spray’ 

stealing. or selling drugs’ Y N  

Purposely damaged or destroyed pfher mooem that did not 

Stolen or tned to steal something at school. such as someone’s coal 

Broken into or med to break mto a building or car to steal 

Belonged to a sang that h3s a name and engags in fighting. 

I f  you were in a fight. stole something. damaged property. or used drugs. w h a t  time o f  dnv did you do these things? 
(Ifyou have never done on! ofmese xizings mork “nevcr”for en& line) 

Sometimes 

61. In the morning before school stam on weekdays (Monday through Frida:) N S 
62 D w n g  school hours on weekdays (Mondal through Fnda!) ?. S 
6: Afier school and before dinner on weekdays (Monda) through Friday) s S 

65 After 11.00 p m weckdays (Monday through Fnda!) N s 
66. On we:kends (Saturday or Sunda:) h; s 

64 After dinner and before 1 1 00 p.m on weekdays (Monday through Fnda! 1 N S 
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Here a r e  some more questions about your behavior. Remember. you don't have to answer any question you don't 
want to. 

In the have you ... 
xes % 

67. N 
68. Smokcdcigarettes? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , _ .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , , Y N 
69. Used smokeless tobacco? , Y N 
70. N 

Sold marijuana or other drug? . . . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . . .  , . .  , . . . . .  Y 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . .  Drunk beer, wine. or "hard liquor? . . . . . . . . .  , . .  , . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , Y 

Other than for medical reasons. in the last 13 month$ have you.. . xs 3 2  

71. 
72. 
72. 
74. 
75. 
76. 
77. 
78. 
79. 
80. 

Smoked marijuana (weed. grass, pot, hash. ganja)? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Taken sedatives (barbiturates. downers. quaaluaes. redsj" . . . . . . .  

Taken mnquiliren (Valium. Librim)? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  V 

Y 
Taken hallucinogens (LSD. mescaline. PCP, KO~.C. acid)? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y 

Y 
Taken amphetamines (uppers. speed. whites)? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y 

Taken heroine (horse, smack)? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  V 
Taken cocaine (coke)? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y 
Usedcrack? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . _ .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y 
Used other narcotics (codeine. dcmerol, dilaudid)? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y 
Takensteroids?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y 

Your School 

The next questions ask about your school. Please answer the questions to describe vour school. 

8 1. The school rules are fair. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

82. 

8;. Evepone knows what the school rules are. . . . . . . . . . . .  
84. 
85. 

86 

The punishment for breaking school rules is 
the same no matter who you are. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

How often do you feel safe while in your school building? 
How often are you afraid that someone will hun 
or bother you at school? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
How often are you afraid that someone will h m  

. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  

.Almost 
alwavs 

.A 

x 

A 

?! 
ru' 
y 
Y 
N 
N 
N 
Y 
N 
?i 

Some- .Almost 
-never  

B C 

a C 
B C 
B C 

B C 

B C 

Are the following mostly true o r  mostly false about your school? - *  
87. Theprincipalis fair. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T . F 
88. The principal runs the school with a finn hand. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T F 
89. The teachers let the studenu h o w  what they expect of them. . . . . . . . . .  T F 
90. The principal Ins the students know what hear she cxpc~& ofthcm. . . .  T F 

6 
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-’ .* .. 

Do you usually m v  away from any of the following places because someone might hurt o r  bother you there? 

hs BQ 

91. 
92. 
93. 
94. 
95 1 
96. 
97. 
98. 
99. 

The s h o m t  way to school or the bus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Any mtranccs into the school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
.hy hallways or stairs in the sc 
Pans of h e  school cafeuria . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Any school T c s t r m s  . . . . . . .  
Other places inside school building . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Other places on the school grounds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Outside on the s e t  where you live . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Am’ other place in your neighborhood . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  Y 

. . . . . . .  Y 

. . . . . . .  Y 

. . .  Y 

. . . . . . .  Y 

. . . . . .  Y 

. . . . . . .  Y 

. . . . . . .  Y 

. . . . . .  Y 

Ibis vear in schoo I, have you..  . 
& a 
Y N 

N Y 

100. Had to fight to protect yourself? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
101. Seen a teacher threatened by a student? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  k’ 

S m  a teacher hit or attacked by a student? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  102. 

What About You? 

The next questions ask about you and how you think about things. Are the following statements mostly true o r  
mostly false? 

blosrly Mostly 

105. The grades I get in school are imponant to me . . . . . . . . . .  ? 
104. I turn my homework in on time . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 

t 105. I don‘t bother with homework or class =si-prnents . . . . . . . . . .  
106. If a teacher gives a lor of homework. I trr. to finish all of it . . . . . . .  T 
107. Most of the time. I do not want to go to school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
108. I like the classes I am taking . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
109. I usually enjoy h e  work I do in class . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
110. I am satisfied wilh the way I am doing in school . . . . . . . . .  . . T  
111. Ilikcschool . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
112 My grades at school are good . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
113. I will never smoke cigarettes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i- 

116. I feel like I belong in this school . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . .  T 

118. I am proud of my school work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 

f 114. I like the pnncipal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
115. Sometimes I wsh 1 did not have to go to school . . . . . . . . . . .  T 

117. Ihavelo~ofrespectformostofmyteachers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 

119. It is all right to get around the law if you can . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
120. I won‘t let apthing get in the way of my school work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
121. Teachers here care about the students . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
122. I usually quit when my school work is too hard . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 

F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
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Are the following sta ements mostly true r mostly false? 
Mostly 
ms 

123. It is important to tell the mth to your parents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
124. I have a duty to conduct myself as a good citizen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
125. In classes, I am leaning the things I need to bnow . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
126. I want to be a person of good character . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
127. I will never tn, m*juana or other drugs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
128. If you fmd someone's purse. it is OK to keep iv. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 

129. 
130. 
12 1. 
132. 
133. 
134. 
135. 
136. 
137. 
138. 
139. 
140. 

It is important to stand up for someone who IS being picked on . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I speak up when I see something wrong . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T 
T 
T 
T 
T 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
T 
T 
T 
T 
T 

. .  T 

I care what teachen think about me . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Being honest is more important than being popular . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Somerimes you have to cheat in order to win . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I am usually happy when I am in school . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I admit it when I have done something wrong. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I want to do the right thing whenever 1 csn . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Staying out of trouble is more imponam than telling the truth . . . . . . . . . .  

'Teachers who get hassled by students usually h,ave I C  coming . . . . .  
It is OK to take advantage of a person who isn't csrefuI . . . . . . . .  

People my age who smoke are show-offs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

141. Sometimes you have to be a buily to get respect . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  T 
T 
T 
T 

142. I often feel like quitting ac school . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
143. I try to do my b a t  ac school work . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
144. It is imporrant LO me to complete assienmcnts given by teachers. . . . . . . . .  
145. You have to be wiiiing to break some rules if you want to be - popular with  your friends . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
146. Somerimes a lie helps to stay out of trouble with the teacher . . . . . . . .  
147. I \\ill never dnnk beer. nine. or hard liquor 

T 
T . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Your Participation in  Programs at  School 

Mostly 
lid2e 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 
F 

r 

F 
; 

Did you take part in the following activities or programs THIS YEAR 4T SCHOOL? fi40rk one on.wer for each 
imc.) 

Don't 
h b >  

148 Did 

149 

receive instruction in wa! s to avoid gccung invol\cd In 

D d  someone chan \'our behat ior o v a  tunc. help !ou set goals. 
and give you informa~ion abour how\ close you \ w e  corning 

7 problem behavior such as fighting. drug use. or risk? behatior' 

to the goal or give )ou rewards or punishment for your behavior" 

Y v 

, \i \ 

J50 Did participate in Drug Abuse Rcsistance Eaucauon 
(D.A.R.E.) taught b] a poiice officer In your schoul' \r' " N 

151. Did a participate in Gang Resistance Education and Trainrng 

152 Did % get a d w e  or guidance about ways to avoid getting 
hto trouble -- or avoid getrmg involved with drugs or vioience -- 
(G.R.E.A.T ) taught by a police officer in >our school? 

from a counselor. sociai worker. or psychologist ar school' 

Y T Y  

\i 7 N  

.: :- 
.I- i 

~~ . .* 
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Did you take part in the following activities or programs THIS YEAR AT SCHOOL o r  did you notice these things 
happening in your school? mark one answerfor each line.) 

15% Did w spend time with an adult mentor or tutor who talked 
with you about things, offered you help with problem you 
might be having or hclpd you with your school work? 

inside or outside the school; or take trips outside the school 
to places for fun or for learning? ................................. 

in a class when the teacher made the tules v e p  clear 
at the beginning of the yw. posted the rules on the wall, 
had something for you to begin work on every day when you kvd 
at class, and had special signals everyone undcrstuod 

156. Did vou n o t i t  posters, videos, or repeated annouzicanents 

............. 
154. Did participate in special events. activities, or recreation 

155. Were 

to begin and end activities? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

cenain behavior in your school? . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
tpbg to get students to behave a certain way or tci avoid 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
157. Were v s  involved in school activities tosether with people 

or p u p s  from the community? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
158 b d w  any changes in school rules or ways of 

159. Did- 1 involve students in making mks. resolving 

160. Did- I have a tcam or group to make p l a ~  to 

161. Did- formally involve students. parents. or others 

162. Docs vow school take steps to make it difficult for intruders 

responding to student behavior at school? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

disputes, a student court, mediation, or conflict resolution? . . . . . . . . . . . .  

improve the school? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

from outside the school in making plans for the school? . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

to enter the school: watch the school's entrances. hallways. 
and grounds: or make it easy to report J problem? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

163. Did vour s c k  I work with any adult in your family to help the 
family supervise children or reduce behavior problems? . . . . . . . . . . . .  

164. Do some DCODIC who want to go to your school have to go somewhere 
else because the school docs not accept everyone who wans to attend? 

165. Were vou or vour famil\* sent by the school to anolher 
agency to get help of any kind? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

166. Isvoursc hool dividcd into gmaller goups of studeriu 
(instructional tams. houses, or academies) who spcnd 
most of their learning time with one group of teachen and 
who arc usually separated from other students who have other 
groups of teachers? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

xes 

Y 

.Y  

.Y 

Y 

. Y  

Y 

.Y 

. Y  

. Y  

Y 

Y 

Y 

. Y  

Y 

Don't 
!sl!QE 

? 

? 

7 

9 

? 

? 

? 

? 

7 

7 

1 

7 

7 

7 

EQ 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

WHEN YOU ARE FINISHED, PLEASE BE SURE TO SEPARATE YOUR ANSWER SHEET AT THE 
PERFORATION, AND SEAL THE BOTTOM HALF OF YOUR ANSWER SHEET INSIDE THE ENVELOPE. 
THE TOP PART WILL BE COLLECTED BY THE SURVEY ADMINISTRATOR ALONG WIT3 THE 
SEALED EhWLOPE. 
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