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Executive Summary

Abt Associates Inc. and its subcontractors conducted a National Assessment of School
Resource Officer (SRO) Programs (“National Assessment”) through a cooperative
agreement with the National Institute of Justice (N1J) supported by the Office of
Community Oriented Policing Services (the COPS Office).

Chapter 1 Introduction

The purpose of the National Assessment was to identify what program “models” have
been implemented, how programs have been implemented, and what lessons selected
programs may have for other programs. To obtain this information, Abt Associates and
its subcontractors collected implementation data by telephone and on site from 19 SRO

programs.

This cross-site report discusses commonalities and differences among the 19 sites with a
particular focus on lessons learned—information based on the experience of the sites that

can benefit other jurisdictions in setting up or improving an SRO program.

The report focuses on seven issues:

Choosing a Program Model

Defining Specific SRO Roles and Responsibilities
Recruiting SROs

Training and Supervising SROs

Collaborating with School Administrators and Teachers
Working with Students and Parents

Evaluating SRO Programs

NogakrowhE

Chapter 2  Choosing a Program Model

In the basic School Resource Officer “triad” model, SROs enforce the law, teach, and
mentor. Most of the 19 programs included in the National Assessment reflect this model,
but the level of emphasis that SROs devote to each of these three roles varies

considerably across and within programs. As a result, it is more accurate to think in
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terms of where individual programs and SROs fall along a continuum between, at one
extreme, engaging in mostly law enforcement activities and, at the other extreme,

engaging in mostly teaching and mentoring.

There are several considerations that staff in new—and existing—SRO programs should
think about in deciding how their SROs should allocate their time according to the three
basic SRO roles, including the level of crime and disorder in a school and the wishes of
the school administration. However, the personality and experience of the individual
SRO may ultimately prove the most decisive factor in determining where on the
continuum each SRO’s balance of activities falls.

Chapter 3 Defining Specific SRO Roles and Responsibilities

When SRO programs fail to define the SROs’ roles and responsibilities in detail before—
or even after—the officers take up their posts in the schools, problems are often
rampant—and often last for months and even years. Successful programs have generally
followed several steps in developing a list of SRO roles and responsibilities, including:

e identify roles and responsibilities in writing;

e avoid relying on a personal relationship, easy access, and a handshake between
police and school administrators for establishing SRO roles;

¢ involve the schools in developing the SRO roles and responsibilities;

e distribute the roles and responsibilities, and periodically review them; and

e provide a mechanism for resolving disagreements between school administrators
and SROs about the officers’ responsibilities.

In developing the written description of SRO roles and responsibilities:

e narrow the considerable leeway of what it means for SROs to engage in “law
enforcement”;

¢ make clear whether and how SROs will be responsible for enforcing discipline;
and

e Dbe specific about the SROs’ teaching, and counseling and mentoring,
responsibilities.

Chapter 4  Recruiting SROs
Carefully screening applicants is usually necessary for recruiting and retaining officers

who are well qualified by temperament and skills to be SROs. It is especially important
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to develop written criteria for who can qualify as an SRO, including choosing someone

who:
e likes and cares about kids;
e has the temperament to work with school administrators;
e has the capacity to work independently;
e isnota rookie; and
e knows the community in which he or she will be working.

Other keys to successful screening and recruitment include:

e assigning officers with the right personality—someone, as one principal put it,
with “an outgoing, caring, but no-nonsense personality”;

e using incentives, such as take-home cruisers and a salary increment, when there is
a lack of qualified applicants; and

e involving school district and school-level administrators in the screening process
to increase acceptance of the SROs by school personnel.

Chapter 5  Training and Supervising SROs

Few of the 19 programs train all their SROs before they go on the job. Nevertheless, any
delay in training can be a serious problem because SROs then have to learn their jobs by
“sinking or swimming.” One program has provided for timely pre-service training by
arranging for a long-standing SRO to become certified as an SRO trainer. Several other
programs arrange for new SROs to “shadow” an experienced SRO before going on the
job. A number of programs also provide in-service training, including sending SROs for
advanced training with reputable SRO training organizations. Most SROs and school
administrators agree that it would be valuable to train principals and assistant principals

along with SROs as a team.

Most programs fail to provide consistent or close supervision of the SROs” work.
However, adequate supervision of SROs is important to make sure the officers are
working to their full potential and are not experiencing unreported or unacknowledged
problems. Typically, programs require SROs to complete monthly activity logs and meet
once a year with the supervisor. In some programs, supervisors periodically visit SROs

and school administrators at the schools and observe the officers teach.
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Chapter 6  Collaborating with School Administrators and Teachers

Perhaps the single most troublesome area for most programs has been establishing
productive relationships between their SROs and principals and assistant principals, in
large part because of fundamental differences in the law enforcement culture and the
school culture in terms of goals, strategies, and methods. Administrators expressed three
principal initial concerns about having an SRO in their schools:

e Who’s In Charge?

e Who Makes the Decision to Arrest?

e Why Isn’t “*“My”” SRO Available All the Time?
Over time, most administrators developed good working relations with their SROs and
came to value the program highly. While sometimes this change in attitude involved just
getting used to the SRO, many programs found they could expedite the process of
improving working relationships by:

e collaborating with school administrators in planning, operating, and supervising

the program;

e explaining program benefits to administrators;

e orienting school-level administrators to the program;

e training SROs before they go on the job; and

e addressing administrator concerns about the SROs’ availability.
Gaining the support of teachers is essential if SROs want to get invited to teach their
classes—and teaching is an important SRO responsibility for improving kids’
perceptions about “cops” and for taking advantage of a unique opportunity for
motivating students to seek out the SROs outside of class when the youth are having
problems. Many SROs are constantly invited by teachers to address their classes because
the officers have taken the time to:

e orient teachers to the program before it begins;
e explain how SROs improve student learning; and
e go beyond the normal SRO responsibilities to help teachers.

Chapter 7 Working with Students and Their Parents
Program coordinators, SROs, and school administrators all recognize the difficulty SROs

experience trying to maintain authority as enforcers of the law while at the same time
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preserving a helping relationship with students as teachers and mentors. Walking this
fine line plays itself out in two particular areas: (1) counseling and (2) supportive

interpersonal relationships between SROs and individual students.

Especially when there is a poor or no relationship between the school guidance counselor
and a student, the SRO often fills the gap. However, in addition to the serious risk of
giving poor advice, SROs are exposed to the criticism—and even civil liability—of
practicing psychological counseling without a license when they help students with
personal problems unrelated to the law. Nevertheless, the vast majority of school
administrators said they trusted the SROs’ judgment to know when to refer a student for

professional help with a personal problem and involve the parents.

Most familiarity between SROs and students is harmless, such as students using informal
names to refer to the officers (e.g., “Officer Nancy” or “JD”"). However, a few SROs
have skirted or exceeded the boundaries of appropriate behavior with students. Programs
can help SROs balance being supportive while remaining an authority figure by:

e establishing specific guidelines for appropriate and inappropriate behavior;

e arranging to provide formal training for SROs on the topic; and

e instructing SROs to act defensively—for example, never closing their office doors

when talking with a student of the opposite sex.

Some parents become concerned that an SRO’s presence in the schools suggests their
children’s schools must be unsafe. Programs that used PTAs, other community meetings,
newsletters, letters to the home, and newspaper articles to inform parents about the
program reported few or no objections from parents. In turn, parents who support the
program often encourage their children to seek out the SRO for help and, in three
different sites, have helped pressure city officials to reverse their plans to drop their

SRO programs.

Chapter 8  Evaluating the Program
Very few of the 19 programs included in the study conducted useful and valid

assessments of their programs. However, program evaluation is essential to learn
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whether and how the program needs improvement and to convince funding sources of the

importance of continuing the program.

The first step in any evaluation is to review the program’s goals and then decide what
questions to ask about each goal. For example, if a program’s goals include reducing
truancy and improving kids’ image of the police, the evaluation can ask:

e By how much have truancy rates changed since the program began?

e How have students’ opinions of the police changed since the program began?
The second step is to identify the information to collect that will answer these questions,
and the third step is to determine how to collect the information.

The law enforcement agency and school system should collaborate on the assessment
by interviewing or obtaining written assessments from principals and assistant principals.
One school district conducts annual focus groups of randomly selected students designed

to assess their opinions and use of the program.

Program supervisors need to circulate the evaluation findings to the chief or sheriff, the
city manager or mayor, and the school board to bolster their case for continued funding,
and distribute them to each SRO and school for purposes identifying problem areas that

need addressing.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Abt Associates Inc. conducted a National Assessment of School Resource Officer (SRO)
Programs (“National Assessment”) through a cooperative agreement with the National
Institute of Justice (N1J) supported by the Office of Community Oriented Policing
Services (the COPS Office).

Background to the Report

There has been growing interest in placing sworn law enforcement officers in schools as
School Resource Officers (SROs) to improve school safety and improve relations
between police officers and youth. By 1999 there were at least 12,000 law enforcement
officers serving full-time as SROs. Thirty percent of local police departments, employing
62 percent of all officers, had full-time SROs during 1999. Local police departments had
about 9,100 full-time SROs assigned to schools. A majority of the departments serving
10,000 or more residents had SROs.> An estimated 38 percent of sheriffs’ departments,
employing 63 percent of all officers, had deputies assigned full-time as SROs.
Nationwide, about 2,900 sheriffs’ deputies worked as SROs during 1997.°

However, when the National Assessment began in May 2000, relatively little was known
about SRO programs. The purpose of the project was to identify what SRO program
“models” have been implemented, how SRO programs have been implemented, and what
lessons selected programs may have for other programs. To obtain this information, Abt
Associates collected implementation data by telephone and on site from 19 programs:

5 large established programs;
4 large new programs;”
5 small established programs; and

[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
e 5 new programs.

! Hickman, Matthew J., and Brian A Reaves. Local Police Departments 1999, Washington, D.C.: Bureau
of Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice, May 2001.

2 Goldberg, Andrew L., and Brian A. Reeves. Sheriffs’ Departments 1977, Washington, D.C.: Bureau of
Justice Statistics, U.S. Department of Justice, February 2000.

® The National Assessment expected to include five large new programs. However, because one of the
large new sites selected for inclusion rejected its COPS in Schools grant, it had to be excluded from the
study. By the time the site turned down the grant, it was too late to substitute another site.
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We defined “large” SRO programs as those operated by law enforcement agencies with
100 or more sworn officers and “small” programs as those operated by agencies with less
than 100 officers (the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ definitions for large and small
agencies). We defined “established” programs as those that had been in existence since
at least 1995. The definition of “new” that we used was that the site had not reported
SROs in schools in the past on the 1999 Bureau of Justice Statistics Law Enforcement
Management and Administrative Statistics (LEMAS) survey, and the site was the
recipient of a COPS in Schools grant in 1999 from the COPS Office for hiring SROs.

This cross-site report discusses commonalities and differences among the 19 sites,
representing a combined total of 104 SROs. The report focuses especially on lessons
learned—that is, information based on the experience of the sites that could benefit other
jurisdictions in setting up or improving an SRO program. The box “Basic Site
Information for 19 SRO Programs” presents selected features of each program.

Other Reports Prepared for the National Assessment

The cross-site report is one of six reports that Abt Associates and its subcontractors (see
the box “The Research Team”) have prepared for NIJ as part of the National Assessment.
The other five reports, all available from NIJ, are summarized briefly below:

1. The National Survey of SRO Programs and Affiliated Schools summarizes the
results of 322 responses to a mail survey of law enforcement agencies with SRO
programs and 108 responses from affiliated schools.

2. An Interim Report: Fear and Trust summarize preliminary impressionistic
observations concerning (a) perceptions of fear about campus safety among
school administrators, faculty, and students among 15 of the 19 sites and (b) trust
in the police among these groups in the 15 sites.

3. Case Studies of 19 School Resource Officer (SRO) Programs provides in-depth
descriptions of each program’s history, SROs, program activities, and program
monitoring and evaluation efforts.

4. Results of a Survey of Students in Three Large New SRO Programs presents the
results of a survey of nearly 1,000 students designed to identify the relationship
between perception of safety and the SRO program.
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Basic Site Information for 19 SRO Programs

Number of
Population of Schools
Community | Agency Size Date Number Served and
Program/Jurisdiction Location Served* (sworn)* Begun of SROs | Grade Levels
Large Established Programs
Large Established #1 Mid-West 75,000 140 1995 3 3 junior high
city
Large Established #2 Southwest 500,000 1,000 1962 21 21
city elementary
middle
Large Established #3 South 100,000 250 1995 9 14
county junior high
middle
senior high
Large Established #4 South 50,000 150 1995 3 3 junior high
city
Large Established #5 West Coast 200,000 200 1993 15 70 K-12
city
Large New Programs
Large New #1 South 600,000 130 1999 5 5K-12
county Central
Large New #2 Mid-West 400,000 100 1999 5 9 — varies by
county county
Large New #3 Northeast 45,000 100 1999 3 3
city middle
high school
Large New #4 Southwest 250,000 600 1999 38 10 middle
city 20 high school
Small Established Programs
Small Established #1 South 40,000 40 1995 1 1 high school
city
Small Established #2 South 20,000 50 1993 3 3
city middle
high school
Small Established #3 South 60,000 50 1992 3 5
county middle
high school
Small Established #4 South 27,000 30 1994 4 4
county middle
high school
Small Established #5 South 35,000 30 1995 4 4
county middle
high school
Small New Programs
Small New #1 South 25.000 10 1999 2 1 high school
county
Small New #2 South 24,000 20 1999 1 1 high school
county
Small New #3 South 25,000 10 2000 1 1 high school
county
Small New #4 South 20,000 10 2000 1 1 high school
county
Small New #5 South 20,000 10 2000 1 2
city middle
high school
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5. The Final Project Report describes the activities Abt Associates conducted for
the National Assessment and summarizes the study findings. The report has five
sections: the mail survey; the process of selecting the 19 study sites; the site visits;
modifications to the research methodology; and data analysis and findings.

Information from the first four reports—in particular, from the case studies report—has

been integrated, as appropriate, in the present cross-site report.

The Research Team

Three subcontractors assisted Abt Associates Inc. in collecting, analyzing, and reporting
the data for the project:
e The Center for Criminal Justice Policy Research at Northeastern University
e The Justice and Safety Center, College of Justice and Safety, at Eastern Kentucky
University
e the Center for the Prevention of School Violence in North Carolina

Two consultants assisted Northeastern University in collecting and analyzing the data:
e Timothy Bynum, School of Criminal Justice at Michigan State University
e Scott Decker, Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice at the University
of Missouri-St. Louis

Topics the Report Addresses

Rather than trying to address every issue the 19 programs have confronted, the cross-site
report focuses on a selected number of areas where new programs may run into serious
problems or where many existing programs could still use help. Five criteria guided the
selection of the topic areas that the report addresses:

1. A number of the 19 programs in the study experienced difficulty with the issue.

2. The problem area is not a trivial one but rather can have a serious effect on
preventing a program from achieving its goals.

3. There are documented solutions to the problem—that is, some of the 19 sites
overcame the obstacle.

4. Program planners and participants are likely to implement the solutions these
programs came up with.
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5. No existing materials present the solutions to the problem as comprehensively or
present solutions based on actual program experience.

Based on these criteria, the report focuses on seven issues:

Choosing a Program Model

Defining Specific SRO Roles and Responsibilities
Recruiting SROs”

Training and Supervising SROs®

Collaborating with School Administrators and Teachers
Working with Parents and Students

Evaluating SRO Programs.

NogakowhE

The report does not purport to present the problems or solutions of the “typical” SRO
program or of a random sample of programs. Indeed, because of the criteria used to
select the programs for study (see the separate project report, “Final Project History,” for
the complete study methodology), the programs selected are likely to be exemplary rather
than representative. However, while the study lacks generalizability because we did not
randomly select the programs, it represents the most intensive study of programs to

date—involving a total of 198 person days (almost 8 months) spent on site.

* Other studies have identified many of the issues this report identifies as problematical for SRO programs.
However, existing materials that raise these issues either are not based on much empirical evidence or do
not treat the topics with the depth that this report does.

® The Office of Community Oriented Policing Services will be making a report available that discusses in
greater detail how programs have successfully gone about screening and recruiting SROs.

® The same report will also address issues of SRO training and supervision.
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Chapter 2: Choosing a Program Model

Chapter Summary

The basic School Resource Officer model involves SROs in enforcing the law, teaching,
and mentoring. Most of the 19 programs in the National Assessment reflect this model,
but the level of emphasis that SROs devote to each of these three roles varies
considerably across and within programs. For example, some SROs focus primarily on
law enforcement, while one SRO spends 80 percent of his time teaching and mentoring.
As a result, it is more accurate to think in terms of where individual programs and SROs
fall along a continuum between, at one extreme, engaging in mostly law enforcement
activities and, at the other extreme, engaging in mostly teaching, mentoring, or both.

However, the relative emphasis devoted to each of these three roles changes in most
programs because implementation is often an incremental process in which what an
SRO actually does is developed over time rather than representing a response to a
preconceived conceptual model. In particular, most of the 19 sites focused initially on
law enforcement and evolved only later into a more balanced approach with increased
teaching and mentoring. Why?

e Many law enforcement agencies and schools did not provide their SROs with
either instructions on how they should spend their time on campus or training in
how to teach and mentor. As a result, most SROs fell back on doing what they
were trained to do and did know how to do—enforce the law.

e Many school administrators wanted the SROs to do nothing but enforce the law,
while, at the same time, many SROs were nervous about talking in front of a class
or mentoring students.

e Teachers were often initially uncomfortable inviting SROs into their
classrooms—or were not even aware that the officers could teach.

In most programs, SROs and school administrators alike came over time to realize the
benefits of officers teaching classes and mentoring students.

There are several considerations that new—and existing—SRO programs should think
about in deciding how their SROs should allocate their time.

e The level of crime and disorder in a school should influence the proportion of
time the SRO spends on law enforcement compared with teaching and mentoring.

e Programs need to consider—although by no means always or completely accede
to—the wishes of the school administration in establishing the SROs’ focuses.

e The personality and experience of the individual SRO may ultimately prove the
most decisive factor in determining where on the continuum each SRO’s balance
of activities falls.
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Programs should expect that, after SROs have been trained in how to teach and mentor,
they may increase the proportion of time they spend teaching and mentoring. Often, it is
a matter of the SROs establishing their credibility with administrators, faculty, and
students over time that results in a balance among the SROs’ three roles.

Because programs evolve over time, and because schools’ needs may change, SROs and
school administrators should not feel they have to stick with their program’s initial or
current position on the continuum. Furthermore, some programs, within certain limits,
encourage their SROs to emphasize one or another of the three roles at any given time
based on changes in the schools’ needs, turnover among school administrators, and
alterations in student behavior.

The basic School Resource Officer model supported by the Office of Community
Oriented Policing Services (the COPS Office), the National Association of School
Resource Officers (NASRO), Corbin and Associates, and the Center for the Prevention of
School Violence (CPSV) expects SROs to engage in three types of activities: law
enforcement, teaching, and mentoring. Most of the 19 programs included in this study
reflect this model—but the level of emphasis in terms of priority and time that SROs
devote to each role varies considerably across and within programs. As a result, it is
more accurate to think in terms of where individual programs and SROs fall along a
continuum within the tripartite model between, at one extreme, engaging in mostly law
enforcement activities and, at the other extreme, engaging in mostly teaching, mentoring,
or both.

How the Programs Fall on the Three-Focus Continuum

Abt Associates’ survey of SRO programs conducted at the beginning of this study (see
the separate report, National Survey of SRO Programs and Affiliated Schools) found that,
among 322 law enforcement agencies that returned the questionnaire, SROs on average
divided their time as follows:

50 percent on law enforcement activities;

25 percent on counseling or mentoring;

13 percent on teaching; and

12 percent on other activities (e.g., meetings).
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SROs who responded to a survey from the Center for the Prevention of School Violence
at the North Carolina Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
reported that they typically spent about:

e 50 percent performing the law enforcement role,
e 20 percent teaching, and
e 30 percent counseling.’

There is considerable variation in the proportion of time the SROs in the 19 sites
included in this study devote to each of the three roles. Two SROs, for example, spend
nearly 100 percent of their time doing law enforcement.

e Two years into the program, the lone SRO in a small new site had not started any
teaching duties or collaborated with any outside groups or organizations. While
police and school administrators would like to see the SRO develop teaching and
mentoring activities, she has been so busy with law enforcement activities, especially
investigations and case preparation, that she has been unable to do anything else.
During one two-day period, she was working on 10 theft reports, an armed robbery
report, a drug possession and trafficking case, and a first degree criminal mischief
investigation involving slashed tires and cut phone lines.

e The SRO at the high school in a large new site spends almost all his time on law
enforcement in part due to personal choice and in part because of school
administrator instructions. Because the SRO views his role as addressing criminal
issues, and because as a single father he refuses to give up his evenings, he rarely
attends after-school events with its opportunity to mentor kids. For her part, the
principal has not included the SRO in staff meetings and sees no need for officer
involvement in the classroom. As a result, the SRO has almost no interaction with
teachers. In terms of mentoring, the principal expects the SRO to refer students with
emotional or family issues to counselors rather than address the problems himself.

At the other end of the continuum, the middle school SRO in a small established site
spends about 80 percent of his time teaching and mentoring, and only 20 percent of his
time doing law enforcement. Furthermore, even when they devote a plurality of their
time to law enforcement activities, many SROs spend a majority of their time on the

combined activities of teaching and mentoring.

" Office of Community Oriented Policing Services, U.S. Department of Justice. COPS in Schools:
Keeping Our Kids Safe, p. 16.
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SROs in the same school district—even though they are all participating in the same SRO
program—may spend very different percentages of time on each of the three roles. In
one jurisdiction, the high school and junior high school SROs do more counseling than
do the two middle school SROs because the latter lose so much time traveling among the
several middle schools. In one large new site, the specific needs of each school, as well
as the particular preferences and operating style of each SRO, have led to diverse

emphases in each of several school districts.

School level can also influence the ratio of time SROs spend on law enforcement versus
teaching and mentoring. In general, SROs assigned to middle and elementary schools are
able to spend more time teaching because of the reduced need for enforcing the law with
younger students. In addition, some SROs and school administrators feel that younger
students are more amenable to educational approaches than are “jaded” high school

students.

There are widespread differences, too, in the proportion of time SROs spend on
teaching versus mentoring. In some school districts, officers rarely teach in the
classroom, while in other districts officers teach frequently at feeder schools in addition
to their assigned schools.

e In three jurisdictions, SROs spend considerable time teaching because all of the
SROs are certified D.A.R.E. instructors. In one of these three jurisdictions, the
SROs are also trained as Child Abuse Resistance Education (C.A.R.E.)
instructors, a local program created to curb the high rate of child abuse. Over a
period of 6 to 8 weeks, these dually certified SROs spend as many as three days a
week devoted almost entirely to teaching at elementary schools.

e SROs in two large established sites are responsible for teaching the Gang
Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) curriculum, which alone can
take up to one-quarter of their time for many weeks. One of these SROs estimates
he spends 40 percent of his time in the classroom, sometimes teaching seven
straight periods a day.

The relative emphasis devoted to the three types of activities changes over time in most
programs. Many program participants described implementation as an incremental

process in which what an SRO actually does is developed over time rather than
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representing a response to a preconceived conceptual model. In particular, many of the
19 sites had an initial focus on law enforcement that evolved into a more balanced
approach with increased teaching and mentoring (although law enforcement may still
remain the highest priority). For example, most of the SROs in the five small established
sites shifted over time from doing primarily or almost exclusively law enforcement to

spending increased time on education and mentoring.

This evolution of role emphasis is consistent with the findings of research conducted by
the Center for the Prevention of School Violence® that found that an initial focus on law
enforcement often evolves into a more balanced approach, although law enforcement
typically remains the single highest priority among the three types of activities as it did
among several of the 19 sites in the present study. The COPS in Schools training manual
used by the COPS Office also observes that SRO non-enforcement roles tend to develop

more fully over time.

Many programs began with a major emphasis on law enforcement at the expense of
teaching and counseling for reasons that had nothing to do with advance planning on the
parts of either the law enforcement agencies or schools.

e Many law enforcement agencies and participating schools did not provide their
SROs with instructions or even guidance on how they should spend their time on
campus except, perhaps, for a vague mandate to enforce the law, teach classes,
and mentor kids. Some law enforcement executives in the small established sites
applied for grant funding because the money was available—and then did not give
the SROs any assignments. As a result, SROs did what they knew best—enforced
the law.

e Because few SROs received training how to teach in the classroom or mentor
kids, they again fell back on doing what they were trained to do—enforce the law.

e SROs were also significantly guided in what they initially did by what their local
school administrators wanted or would allow them to do. Some principals were
receptive to—and facilitated—the idea of SROs teaching classes; however, most
principals initially wanted SROs to limit their activities to enforcing the law and,
in some cases, enforcing discipline.

8 Office of Community Oriented Policing Services, U.S. Department of Justice. COPS in Schools:
Keeping Our Kids Safe, p. 16.
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Many teachers were initially uncomfortable inviting SROs into their classrooms
because faculty objected to an armed presence in their rooms or assumed that the
officers had nothing of educational value to offer students.

For several reasons, over time SROs tend to devote a larger proportion of their

time to teaching and mentoring.

As principals, assistant principals, and teachers become comfortable with
their particular SROs and aware of their skills, administrators and faculty
increasingly support the SROs’ spending more and more time in the
classroom.

SROs, many of whom are initially nervous—even terrified—about
teaching, become more comfortable with the role after giving it a try,
especially if they receive training in how to teach young people.

SROs do more mentoring as students come to trust them. Because of this
trust, students approach the SROs to share personal problems, offering the
officers an opportunity to mentor and counsel.

As crime (e.g., fights) and other student misconduct decline as a result of
the SROs’ presence, consistency, and firmness, the officers find they have
more time to devote to teaching and mentoring.

How to Select a Position on the Continuum

Despite the strong tendency to begin the SRO program on the law enforcement end of the

continuum, it is clear from the experiences of these and the other programs that there are

several considerations that new—and existing—SRO programs should think about in

deciding how their SROs should allocate their time.’

Level of crime or disorder. Not surprisingly, most SROs concentrate more or less
on the law enforcement role depending on the level of crime or disorder in the
schools to which they are assigned. For example, an SRO reported that fights and
assaults occur every day at his school and they involve as many as 50 students.
As a result, almost all of his time is taken up stopping them and then dealing with
the aftermath. Of course, there are exceptions. In one large new site, the longest
active SRO working at a highly distressed, inner-city school district where gang
involvement abounds has focused on counseling and mentoring activities.
Conversely, the SRO in another school in the same school district uses an almost
“SWAT-like” approach even though the school is perhaps the least troubled of all
the high schools in the district. Despite these exceptions, the level of crime and

° This assumes, of c