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ABSTRACT:
PROCESS AND OUTCOME EVALUATION OF THE G.R.E.AT. PROGRAM

In 2006, the University of Missouri-St. Louis was awarded a grant from the National
Institute of Justice to determine what effect, if any, the G.R.E.A.T. (Gang Resistance Education
and Training) program had on students. G.R.E.A.T., which is a 13-lesson general prevention
program taught by uniformed law enforcement officers to middle school students, has three
stated goals: 1) to reduce gang membership, 2) to reduce delinquency, especially violent
offending, and 3) to improve students’ attitudes toward the police.

The process evaluation consisted of multiple methods to assess program fidelity: 1)
observations of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Trainings, 2) surveys and interviews of G.R.E.A.T.-trained
officers and supervisors, 3) surveys of school personnel, and 4) “on-site,” direct observations of
officers delivering the G.R.E.A.T. program in the study sites. Results illustrate a high level of
program fidelity, providing greater confidence in any subsequent outcome results.

To assess program effectiveness, we conducted a randomized control trial involving
3,820 students nested in 195 classrooms in 31 schools in 7 cities. Active parental consent was
obtained for 78% (3,820 students) of the students enrolled (11 percent of parents declined and 11
percent failed to return consent forms). These students were surveyed six times (completion rates
were: 98%, 95%, 87%, 83%, 75%, and 72%).in the course of five years thereby allowing
assessment of both short- and long-term program effects. Approximately half of the G.R.E.A.T.
grade-level classrooms within each school were randomly assigned to experimental or control
groups, with102 classrooms (2,051 students) assigned to receive G.R.E.A.T. and 93 classrooms
(1,769 students) assigned to the control condition.

Results from analyses of data one-year post-program delivery were quite favorable; we
found statistically significant differences between the treatment (i.e., G.R.E.A.T.) and control
students on 14 out of 33 attitudinal and behavioral outcomes. However, the question remained
whether the program had long-term impacts that persisted into high school. To address this
question, we continued to survey this group of students for three more years (most of the
students were in 10" or 11" grade at the time of the last survey administration). The four-year
post program analyses revealed results similar to the one-year post program effects, albeit with
smaller effect sizes. Across four years post program 10 positive program effects were found,

including lower odds of gang joining and more positive attitudes to police.
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SUMMARY

Is G.R.E.A.T Effective? Results from the National Evaluation of the Gang Resistance
Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) Program®

Finn-Aage Esbensen, Dana Peterson, Terrance J. Taylor, D. Wayne Osgood, and Dena C.
Carson

The Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program is a gang and
delinquency prevention program delivered by law enforcement officers within a school setting.
Developed as a local program in 1991 by Phoenix-area law enforcement agencies, the program
quickly spread throughout the United States. The original G.R.E.A.T. program operated as a
nine-lesson lecture-based curriculum taught primarily in middle-school settings. Results from an
earlier National Evaluation of the G.R.E.A.T. program (1995-2001) found that the program had
an effect on several mediating variables (factors commonly identified as risk factors) associated
with gang membership and delinquency but found no differences between G.R.E.A.T. and non-
G.R.E.A.T. youths in terms of these behaviors (i.e., gang membership and involvement in
delinquent behavior).

Based in part on these findings, the G.R.E.A.T. program underwent a critical review that
resulted in substantial program modifications. The revised curriculum (see Box A) consists of 13
lessons aimed at teaching youths the life-skills (e.g., communication and refusal skills, as well as
conflict resolution and anger management techniques) thought necessary to prevent involvement
in gang behavior and delinquency. The revised G.R.E.A.T. curriculum was piloted in 2001, with
full-scale implementation occurring in 2003. Currently, the program is taught in middle schools
across the country as well as in other countries. In school districts with school-resource officers,

the G.R.E.A.T. program is generally taught by the SROs. In other jurisdictions, law enforcement

! An earlier version of this summary was published in Cheryl L. Maxson, Arlen Egley, Jr., Jody Miller, and
Malcolm W. Klein (eds.) (2013). The Modern Gang Reader, 4" edition. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
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officers deliver the program as part of their assignment in community relations divisions, while
elsewhere officers teach the program on an overtime basis. Regardless of officers’ assignments,
all instructors must complete G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training and be certified prior to their
assignment to teach in the local schools. This training (one week for officers with prior teaching
experience and two weeks for others), in addition to introducing the officers to the program,
includes sections on gang trends, issues associated with the transition from an emphasis on
enforcement to one of prevention, middle school student developmental stages, and teaching and
classroom management techniques. The program’s three main goals are:

1. To help youths avoid gang membership.

2. To help youths avoid violence and criminal activity.

3. To help youths develop a positive relationship with law enforcement.

The National Evaluation of G.R.E.A.T.

In 2006, following a competitive peer review process, the National Institute of Justice
awarded the University of Missouri-St. Louis funding to conduct the National Evaluation of the
G.R.E.A.T. program. The evaluation consists of both process and outcome components that
include student surveys, classroom observations in G.R.E.A.T. and non-G.R.E.A.T. classrooms,
surveys of teachers, school administrators, and law enforcement officers, interviews with
G.R.E.A.T. officers and G.R.E.A.T. supervisors, and observations of G.R.E.AT. Officer Training
(G.O.T.). In this report we focus on findings of program effectiveness.

As will be detailed below, we surveyed students attending 31 public middle schools in
seven cities across the country. Based upon student responses to multiple waves of
questionnaires (pre-test, post-test, and annual follow-up surveys in each of the following four

years), we are able to assess short- and long-term program effects. That is, we examine the extent
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to which students receiving G.R.E.A.T. differ from non-G.R.E.A.T. students in terms of their
delinquent activity and gang involvement. Additionally, we examine the extent to which risk
factors addressed in the G.R.E.A.T. program also differentiate the G.R.E.A.T. students from the
control group.
Study Design

To implement an outcome evaluation of a school-based program that is offered in settings
across the United States, it is important to select a sample that will be representative of the
diversity of settings in which the overall program operates. Cost and logistics must also be
factored into design decisions. Our overall strategy was to include four to six schools in six
different cities. By including multiple schools in a single city we reduce potential bias that could
arise from including atypical schools. Having multiple cities in the evaluation allows for
inclusion of geographically diverse areas, different sized cities and school districts, differential
levels of gang activity, and a diversity of racial and ethnic groups. Within each participating
school, classrooms were randomly assigned to receive G.R.E.A.T. or to be designated as a
control classroom. While apprehension about the random assignment and subsequent exclusion
of some classrooms from receiving G.R.E.A.T. was expressed by some principals and teachers,

ultimately 31 schools agreed to the design specifics.?

Site Selection
During the summer of 2006, we selected seven cities for inclusion in the National

Evaluation of G.R.E.A.T. Site selection was based on three main criteria: 1) existence of the

2 Two principals who were contacted declined their schools’ participation. In one case, the principal had previously
been a police gang investigator and, thus, “knew the program worked.” In the other case, the principal would not
agree to our study design (i.e., random assignment of classrooms). In a third school, while the principal agreed to
participate, there was resistance to the evaluation design, and this school was ultimately dropped from the study. In
each instance, other schools were selected to replace the non-participating schools.
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G.R.E.A.T. program, 2) geographic and demographic diversity, and 3) evidence of gang activity.
This site selection process was carried out in a series of steps. First, the research staff contacted
the G.R.E.A.T. Regional Administrators® and Bureau of Justice Assistance* personnel to identify
locales with established programs. Consideration was given to factors such as the length of time
the program had been in operation, number of G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers, and the number of
schools in which the program was offered. Second, once this list of more than 50 potential
agencies was constructed, the research staff contacted representatives in these cities to obtain
more information about the delivery of the G.R.E.A.T. program. Third, given the focus of the
program, information about gang activity in these potential cities was obtained from the National
Gang Center. Ultimately, we selected seven cities (varying in size, region, and level of gang
activity) as our primary target sites. Given the difficulties associated with securing permission to
conduct evaluations in many school districts, we were hopeful that six of these seven cities

would cooperate.

Once these seven cities were identified, the research staff worked with the primary local
law enforcement agency and the school district in each city to seek their cooperation. Much to
our surprise, all seven districts agreed to participate. Rather than exclude one of the sites, we
decided to expand our original design from six to seven cities. These participating cities are:
Albuquerque, New Mexico; Chicago, lllinois; Greeley, Colorado; Nashville, Tennessee;

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Portland, Oregon; and a Dallas-Fort Worth (DFW), Texas, area

® G.R.E.A.T. is a national program overseen by the G.R.E.A.T. National Policy Board (NPB). For administrative
purposes, responsibilities for program oversight are held by (or —given tol) agencies operating in different
geographic regions: Northeast, Midwest, Southeast, Southwest, and West. Additionally, two federal partners—the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives (BATF) and the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
(FLETC)—are involved in program training and oversight.

* The Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) oversees the allocation of federal funds and grant compliance associated
with the G.R.E.A.T. program.
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location. With school district approval, we then identified potential schools for study
participation and contacted the principals. Our intent in the selection of schools was to include
schools that, taken as a whole, would be representative of the districts. Once initial agreement to
participate was obtained from the school administrator, more detailed discussions/meetings were
held between school personnel, G.R.E.A.T. officers, and the research team. Whenever possible,
face-to-face meetings were held, but in some instances final arrangements were made via
telephone. School and police personnel were informed of the purpose of the evaluation, issues
related to the random assignment of classrooms to the treatment or control condition (i.e., receive
G.R.E.A.T./not receive G.R.E.A.T.), procedures to obtain active parental consent for students in
these classrooms, scheduling G.R.E.A.T. program delivery, and other logistical issues associated
with the study design.

Implementation of G.R.E.A.T.

Prior to addressing program effectiveness, it is imperative to assess implementation
fidelity; that is, is the program implemented as it is intended? In the G.R.E.A.T. Evaluation, we
tackled this issue via four distinct approaches: 1) observation of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training
(GOT); 2) interviews and surveys of G.R.E.A.T. officers; 3) survey of school administrators and
teachers; and 4) observation of classroom delivery. Based on our observation and assessment of
9 GOT sessions (mostly 2 week sessions), we concluded that the officers were well-trained
during the training and that certified officers should, upon graduation, be prepared to teach the
G.R.E.A.T. curriculum in their local schools. The interviews and surveys of officers provided
additional insight into the quality of training as well as officer opinions about the program.
Generally, officers felt well prepared to teach the program and they believed the lessons to be

effective. Officers did provide some suggestions for program enhancements but, for the most
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part, were very positive about the program and their involvement in it. Teachers and
administrators liked having officers in their schools and believed that the program was well-
designed and well-implemented by the officers. As part of the process evaluation of the program,
we observed 492 unique classroom program deliveries. Based on these observations, we were
able to provide a fidelity score to each officer and each classroom. Of the 33 officers teaching
G.R.E.A.T. in the participating schools, 27 were judged to implement the program with above
average fidelity, 3 with below average fidelity, and 3 failed to deliver the program with sufficient
rigor to expect the program to have any effect. Relying on these four process evaluation
components led us to conclude that the G.R.E.A.T. program (at least in the schools participating
in the evaluation) was implemented with a high degree of program fidelity and that any program

effects detected could reasonably be a result of the program.

Effectiveness of G.R.E.A.T.

The evaluation design of this project can best be described as an experimental
longitudinal panel design. That is, classrooms in each of the participating schools were randomly
assigned to the treatment (i.e., G.R.E.A.T.) or control condition (i.e., no program exposure), and
students in these classrooms were scheduled to complete six waves of questionnaires (pre- and
post-tests followed by four annual surveys). Thus, the final sample of students would be
followed through their school experiences from 6th or 7th grade through 10th or 11th grade.
Importantly, all students in the selected classrooms were eligible to participate in the evaluation.
A total of 4,905 students were enrolled in the 195 participating classrooms (102 G.R.E.A.T. and
93 control classes) in the 31 middle schools at the beginning of the data collection process.

Active parental consent procedures were implemented in all sites. We worked closely

with the principals and classroom teachers during the consent process. Teachers distributed and
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collected consent form packets. Each packet included a cover letter explaining the purpose of the
evaluation as well as an informed consent form (explaining the risks and benefits of the students’
participation) for parents/guardians to read, sign, and return to the teacher. When allowed by the
districts, the research staff provided monetary compensation to the teachers directly for their
assistance. In some instances, district regulations prohibited such compensation; in these cases,
compensation was provided as a donation, made in honor of the teachers, to the school or
district. Students were also given a small personal radio, calculator, or tote bag in exchange for
returning a completed consent form. These rewards were provided to students regardless of
whether the parent/guardian granted or withheld consent for the youth to participate in the study.
Overall, 89.1 percent of youths (N=4,372) returned a completed consent form, with 77.9 percent
of parents/guardians (N=3,820) allowing their child’s participation.

Students completed pre-test surveys (prior to implementation of the G.R.E.A.T. program)
with a completion rate of 98.3 percent and post-test surveys (shortly after completion of the
G.R.E.A.T. program) with a completion rate of 94.6 percent. Students also completed annual
follow-up surveys in each of the following four years, with completion rates of 87%, 83%, 75%,
and 72%. These rates are quite impressive given the mobility of these students; we surveyed
virtually all students still enrolled in schools within the original seven school districts, which
meant we surveyed students in more than 200 different schools during each of the last two years
of data collection. We obtained permission from principals at these schools to survey the transfer
students — clearly, a time and labor intensive effort but one well worth achieving these high

response rates.
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Student Sample Characteristics

The sample is evenly split between males and females; most (55%) youths reside with
both biological parents; and the majority (88%) was born in the United States. The sample is
racially/ethnically diverse, with Hispanic youths (37%), White youths (27%), and African-
American (18%) youths accounting for 81 percent of the sample. Approximately two-thirds of
the youths (61%) were aged 11 or younger at the pre-test, representing the fact that 26 of the 31
schools delivered the G.R.E.A.T. program in 6th grade; three of the six Chicago schools and two
of four schools in Albuquerque taught G.R.E.A.T. in 7th grade. Thus, the students in Chicago
and Albuquerque were somewhat older than students in the other sites. Except in Chicago (in
which Hispanics are over-represented and African Americans under-represented), the sample is
similar to the demographic composition of the respective school districts.’
Outcome Results

To reiterate, the G.R.E.A.T. program has three primary goals: 1) to help youths avoid
gang membership, 2) to help youths reduce their involvement in violence and criminal activity,
and 3) to help youths develop a positive relationship with law enforcement. The curriculum
consists of 13 lessons aimed at teaching youths the life-skills thought necessary to prevent
involvement in gangs and delinquency. Among these skills are the following: empathy, risk-
seeking, conflict resolution skills, resistance to peer pressure, and refusal skills. The G.R.E.A.T.

program teaches lessons that directly address these particular skills. To assess program

> This disproportionate representation in Chicago occurred despite efforts by the research team to recruit schools that
would be representative overall of Chicago Public Schools. One of the five originally-selected schools, which was
comprised of nearly 100 percent African American students, was unable to meet the requirements of the study and
was dropped from the sample. Given time constraints (i.e., too late in the school year to select a comparable school
and implement the program with fidelity), we were unable to replace the excluded school during 2006-2007. Thus,
the resulting sample was largely Hispanic, while the district was largely African American. To increase
representativeness of the sample, the decision was made to add two primarily African American schools to the
evaluation in the 2007-2008 school year, even though this meant that these schools would be one year behind other
schools in the evaluation.
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effectiveness, we compare responses from students in the G.R.E.A.T. classes to the students in
the control classrooms on 33 potential outcomes, including five behavioral outcomes (gang
affiliation, general delinquency, and violent offending — the latter two measured as both
frequency and variety indices) and 28 attitudinal measures, including two measures of attitudes
to the police attitudes towards gangs. First, we utilize the pre-test and the one-year follow-up
questionnaires; these results, therefore, represent short-term program effects. The student
guestionnaire contains a number of questions that tap program components, including measures
of gang membership, self-reported delinquency, and attitudes toward the police. Additionally the
survey includes questions that were drawn from a variety of empirical studies assessing key risk
and protective factors associated with youth problem behaviors.

Given the research design (individuals are nested within classrooms and classrooms are
nested within schools), hierarchical linear modeling techniques were used to assess program
effectiveness. At one-year post treatment, we found statistically significant differences between
the treatment (i.e., G.R.E.A.T.) and control students on 14 out of 33 attitudinal and behavioral
outcomes. Specifically, the G.R.E.A.T. students compared to non-G.R.E.A.T. students reported:

- More positive attitudes about police (ES = .076)

- More positive attitudes about having police in classrooms (ES = .204)
- Less positive attitudes about gangs (ES =.114)

- More use of refusal skills (ES = .090)

- More resistance to peer pressure (ES =.079)

- Higher collective efficacy (ES =.125)

- Less use of hitting neutralizations (ES = .105)

- Fewer associations with delinquent peers (ES = .083)

- Less self-centeredness (ES = .054)

- Less anger (ES =. 057)
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- Lower rates of gang membership (39% reduction in odds)
- Less use of lie neutralization (ES = .066; p <.10)

- More pro-social peers (ES =.051; p <.10)

- More pro-social involvement (ES =.047; p <.10)

These findings address two of the three main program goals: 1) to reduce gang affiliation
and 2) to improve youths’ relationships with law enforcement. Additionally, several program-
specific skills-building objectives appear to be met, especially refusal skills. These results can be
considered quite favorable and reflect sustained program effects, one year post-program. That is,
students completing the G.R.E.A.T. program had lower rates of gang affiliation than did students
in the control group. Additionally, the G.R.E.A.T. students reported a number of more pro-social
attitudes, including more positive attitudes to the police, than did the control students. There
were, however, no statistically significant differences between the two groups of students on
self-reported delinquency.

These results reflect only short-term program effects. An important question remains: are
these short-term program effects sustained across time? To address this question, we continued
to survey this group of students for three more years (most of the students were in 10th or 11th
grade at the time of the last survey administration). Remarkably (in light of the rather small
program dosage of 13 lessons that averaged less than 40 minutes per lesson), the analyses
revealed results similar to the one-year post program effects, albeit with smaller effect sizes.

Across four years post program the following 10 positive program effects were found:

- More positive attitudes to police (ES =.058)

- More positive attitudes about police in classrooms (ES = .144)
- Less positive attitudes about gangs (ES = .094)

- More use of refusal skills (ES =.049)
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- Higher collective efficacy (ES = .096)

- Less use of hitting neutralizations (ES = .079)

- Less anger (ES =.049)

- Lower rates of gang membership (24% reduction in odds)
- Higher levels of altruism (ES = .058)

- Less risk seeking (ES =.053)

These effects are all in the direction of beneficial program effects, but again, the effect sizes are
modest (some would say small). Importantly, although the other comparisons between the two
groups were not statistically significant, all indicated more pro-social attitudes and behaviors
among the G.R.E.A.T. students.
Replication across study sites

One of the evaluation objectives was to assess the extent to which the program could be
implemented in different locales and if the results were similar across the diverse settings. To
address these issues, we replicated the analyses for each of the seven cities. The outcome
analyses for both the short- and long-term follow-up periods produced similar results. Results in
three of the cities (Albuquerque, the DFW area site, and Portland) were similar, albeit not
identical, to the aggregate level results reported above. A few program effects were noted in
Philadelphia but null findings were found in Greeley, Nashville, and Chicago. By four-years
post-treatment, results in Albugquerque, Portland, and the Texas site resemble the aggregate
results. Philadelphia experienced a few positive outcomes while Chicago and Greeley once again
had null findings. At four years post-treatment, however, the G.R.E.A.T. students in Nashville
reported five negative outcomes (more susceptibility to peer pressure, more commitment to
negative peers, less school commitment, and greater neutralizations for lying and stealing).

Overall, the site-specific results are quite robust with the four years post-treatment results quite
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similar to those found for one year post-treatment with the caveat that the one year post-
treatment effect sizes, as is the case with the overall results, are somewhat larger.
Effectiveness by pre-existing risk

We also investigated the possibility that the program might have differential impact based
on students’ pre-existing risk for gang membership. To test for this, we used Wave 1 data to
identify students at risk for gang membership. Specifically, we used sex, race/ethnicity, and 35
attitudinal and behavioral measures from wave 1 as predictors of ever being a gang member in
wave 2 through 6. None of the treatment by risk interactions wass significant, but to test for the
possibility that effects may change over time, we also examined risk by treatment by time
interactions. A number of significant three way interactions emerged and the pattern is
consistent; the three way interactions suggest that most of the beneficial impact is associated
with the high risk students in the early waves and that the treatment/control difference for high-
risk youth fades over time.
Summary

To recap, our multi-component evaluation found that the G.R.E.A.T. program is
implemented as it is intended and has the intended program effects on youth gang membership
and on a number of risk factors and social skills thought to be associated with gang membership.
Results one year post-program showed a 39% reduction in odds of gang-joining among students
who received the program compared to those who did not and an average of 24% reduction in
odds of gang joining across the four years post-program. To learn more, please see the resources
provided below.
For more information about the G.R.E.A.T. program: http://www.great-online.org/

For more information about the G.R.E.A.T.
Evaluation: http://www.umsl.edu/ccj/About%20The%20Department/great evaluation.html.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 13
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.


http://www.great-online.org/
http://www.umsl.edu/ccj/About%20The%20Department/great_evaluation.html

Box A: The G.R.E.A.T. Program

1. Welcome to G.R.E.A.T. — An introductory lesson designed to provide students with
basic knowledge about the connection between gangs, violence, drug abuse, and crime

2. What’s the Real Deal? — Designed to help students learn ways to analyze
information sources and develop realistic beliefs about gangs and violence

3. It’s About Us — A lesson to help students learn about their communities (e.g., family,
school, residential area) and their responsibilities

4. Where Do We Go From Here? — Designed to help students learn ways of
developing realistic and achievable goals

5. Decisions, Decisions, Decisions — A lesson to help students develop decision-making
skills

6. Do You Hear What | Am Saying? — Designed to help students develop effective
verbal and non-verbal communication skills

7. Walk in Someone Else’s Shoes — A lesson to help students develop active listening
and empathy skills, with a particular emphasis on understanding victims of crime and
violence

8. Say It Like You Mean It — Designed to help students develop effective refusal skills

9. Getting Along Without Going Along — A lesson to reinforce and practice the refusal
skills learned in Lesson 8

10. Keeping Your Cool — A lesson to help students understand signs of anger and ways
to manage the emotion

11. Keeping It Together — Designed to help students use the anger-management skills
learned in Lesson 10 and apply them to interpersonal situations where conflicts and
violence are possible

12. Working It Out — A lesson to help students develop effective conflict resolution
techniques

13. Looking Back — Designed to conclude the G.R.E.A.T. program with an emphasis
on the importance of conflict resolution skills as a way to avoid gangs and violence;
students also present their projects aimed at improving their schools
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Multi-method strategy for assessing program fidelity: The national evaluation of the revised
G.R.E.A.T. program

Abstract
This study reports the results of the process evaluation component of the Process and Outcome
Evaluation of the Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program. The process
evaluation consisted of multiple methods to assess program fidelity: 1) observations of
G.R.E.A.T. Officer Trainings, 2) surveys and interviews of G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers and
supervisors, 3) surveys of school personnel, and 4) “on-site,” direct observations of officers
delivering the G.R.E.A.T. program in the study sites. Results illustrate a high level of program

fidelity, providing greater confidence in any subsequent outcome results.
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The demands for implementation and dissemination of “evidence-based practices”—
those which have been found to meet their primary goals through rigorous scientific scrutiny—
have gained substantial momentum during the past decades. At the same time, there has been
renewed emphasis on prevention, rather than reaction. Consequently, research focusing on
“what works” has become an increasing priority in order to help develop, modify, and replicate
successful programs and policies (see, for example, the efforts of Elliott and Mihalic 2004;
Fagan and Mihalic 2003; McHugo et al. 2007; and Mihalic and Irwin 2003). The general public
wants social problems “fixed,” policy-makers are expected to “do something,” and practitioners
want to know that they are “making a difference,” all the while being conscience of the “bottom-
line” that “resources are limited.” While these foci have permeated many settings, they have
become increasingly important in school-based settings, where constraints posed by mandated
curricula mean that limited time for prevention should be well-spent on programs with
demonstrated efficacy (see Gottfredson 2001 for an excellent review of findings from
evaluations of school-based prevention programs).

Program Fidelity: What is it and why is it important?

In the search for “what works,” it is equally important to understand how and why
certain interventions are more successful than others (Dusenbury et al. 2003). The issues of
“how” and “why” of program success are typically determined through process evaluations.
Program fidelity, or the degree to which program providers deliver the program as intended
(Dusenbury et al. 2003), includes a number of dimensions, including adherence, dose, quality,
participant responsiveness, and program differentiation (Dane and Schneider 1998). Dumas and
colleagues succinctly stated (2001: 38): “In outcome research, an intervention can be said to

satisfy fidelity requirements if it can be shown that each of its components is delivered in a
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comparable manner to all participants and is true to the theory and goals underlying the
research.”

Without evidence that a program has been implemented properly, it is difficult to
determine whether a program “works,” or meets its intended goals (Kovaleski et al. 1999; Rossi,
Freeman, and Lipsey 1999). In fact, a substantial body of research indicates that lack of program
fidelity—rather than failure of the program design—is one of the primary explanations for the
failure of prevention programs (see Dusenbury et al. 2003 for an excellent review). Thus,
outcome evaluations failing to take into account the degree of program fidelity may lead to a
“Type Il error,” or erroneously concluding that outcomes indicating the degree of program
success are due to the specific intervention under examination when, in fact, that is not the case
(Basch et al. 1985; Dobson and Cook 1980). This is not a trivial issue, as meta-analyses have
found that program effect sizes can vary substantially depending upon the degree of program
fidelity (Durlak and DuPre 2008; Lipsey 2009).

In addition to providing greater confidence that outcome effectiveness results are truly
related to the program, evaluations of program fidelity allow for two additional outcomes: 1)
they help identify programs and program components that can be exported to and implemented
in other locations and 2) the provide a greater understanding of potential barriers and remedies
when programs are being implemented in different locales (Heller 1996; Melde, Esbensen, and
Tusinski 2006; Teague, Bond, and Drake 1998). For example, recent work from the Blueprints
for Violence Prevention (Elliott and Mihalic 2004; Fagan and Mihalic 2003; Mihalic and Irwin
2003) and the National Implementing Evidence-Based Practices Project (McHugo et al. 2007)
have illustrated the difficulties of implementing and replicating even the most effective programs

in multiple settings, which has the potential to “undermine public confidence in scientific claims
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that we have programs that work” (Elliott and Mihalic 2004: 52). Dissemination of well-
executed process evaluation documentation, however, has the potential to ease the
implementation process for program providers and allows for more public confidence that
effective programs are available and possible to deliver. Indeed, finding methods to enhance
implementation of evidence-based practices provides a “bridge” between research and practice
(Fagan et al. 2008).
Current Study

Although program fidelity is recognized as being of critical importance and assessments
are becoming more common, they remain rare. Even less common are fidelity studies that
include multiple methodologies [e.g., combining surveys of program stakeholders with direct
observation of critical program components provides necessary information about the program
under review (Lillehoj, Griffin, and Spoth 2004; Melde et al. 2006)]. Dusenbury and colleagues
(2003) provide a guide of areas that should be examined: 1) teacher (i.e., program provider)
training, 2) program characteristics (e.g., as outlined in program manuals), 3) teacher (i.e.,
program provider) characteristics, and 4) organizational characteristics (e.g., support and
cooperation of the host organization).

Drawing upon prior research on program fidelity, this study reports the results of the
process evaluation component of the Process and Outcome Evaluation of the Gang Resistance
Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) Program. To thoroughly assess fidelity of the G.R.E.A.T.
program, we evaluate three primary areas where implementation may break-down: 1) officer
preparedness and commitment to the program (i.e., program provider training), 2) support and
involvement of educators, and 3) program delivery (i.e., officers’ actual ability to deliver the

program in the schools as designed). In order to assess these areas, data were collected from four
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primary sources: 1) observations of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Trainings to assess the quality of the
training that officers receive before being sent into classrooms, 2) surveys and interviews of
G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers and supervisors to determine their own perceptions of preparedness
and the level of commitment to delivering the program, 3) surveys of school personnel to
evaluate officers’ abilities as instructors and educators’ involvement in the program, and 4)
approximately 500 “on-site,” direct observations of 33 different officers delivering the
G.R.E.A.T. program in 31 schools in seven cities to determine the quality of program
implementation.

We begin with an overview of the G.R.E.A.T. program and a description of the multiple
methods used in this evaluation. Overall assessments of program fidelity in the areas of officer
preparedness to teach and commitment to the program, educators’ support and involvement, and
quality of program delivery, as well as observed strengths and barriers, are discussed, drawing on
findings of each component of the process evaluation. We conclude with a discussion of how
findings from the current study help to inform both specific recommendations for the G.R.E.A.T.
program stakeholders and the larger issues associated with program fidelity.

Overview of the G.R.E.A.T. Program

The Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program is a gang and
delinquency prevention program delivered by law enforcement officers within a school setting.
Thus, a number of stakeholders are involved, primarily 1) law enforcement agencies and their
officers and 2) schools and their personnel and students. Developed as a local program in 1991
by Phoenix area law enforcement agencies, the program quickly spread throughout the United
States (see Winfree, Peterson Lynskey, and Maupin 1999). The original G.R.E.A.T. program

operated as a nine-lesson lecture-based curriculum taught primarily in middle-school settings.
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While initial results from the 1995 cross-sectional study were promising (Esbensen and Osgood
1999), those from the more methodologically rigorous longitudinal, panel study of the program
between 1995 — 1999 found a few delayed attitudinal program effects differentiating G.R.E.A.T.
and non-G.R.E.A.T. youths, but no differences in terms of behavioral characteristics (i.e., gang
membership and involvement in delinquent behavior) (Esbensen et al. 2001).

Based in part on these findings, the G.R.E.A.T. program underwent a critical review that
resulted in substantial program modifications based upon effective evidence-based practices (see
Esbensen et al. 2002 for a description of this process). The revised curriculum (see Appendix
A) consists of 13 lessons aimed at teaching youth’s evidence-based life-skills (e.g.,
communication and refusal skills, as well as conflict resolution and anger management
techniques) necessary to prevent involvement in gang behavior and delinquency. The revised
G.R.E.A.T. curriculum was piloted in January 2001 with full-scale implementation occurring the
following year.

The program’s two main goals are:

1. To help youths avoid gang membership, violence, and criminal activity.

2. To help youths develop a positive relationship with law enforcement.
The evaluation consists of a number of different components, including student surveys,
classroom observations, surveys of teachers and law enforcement officers, interviews with
G.R.E.A.T. officers and G.R.E.A.T. supervisors, and observations of G.R.E.AT. Officer Training
(G.0.T)).
Site Selection

During the summer of 2006, efforts were made to identify cities for inclusion in the

Process and Outcome Evaluation of G.R.E.A.T. Site selection was based upon three main
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criteria: 1) existence of an established G.R.E.A.T. program, 2) geographic and demographic
diversity, and 3) evidence of gang activity. Sites were selected with consideration to the
following factors: the length of time the program had been in operation; the number of
G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers; the number of schools in which the program was offered; and the
components of the G.R.E.A.T. program implemented. Each potential city also had demonstrable
youth gang activity according to the National Youth Gang Center (now the National Gang
Center). Consideration was given to the representativeness of the selected sites in terms of both
the program and the targeted audience. That is, program-related variables such as police
department size and organizational structure may affect program delivery. Some G.R.E.A.T.
programs, for instance, utilize School Resource Officers (SRO) to teach the program while
others use the “Portland” model in which “street cops” teach the program on an overtime basis in
schools on their beat. Other program-related characteristics that we considered include school
size, length of program history at a site, and size and degree of program implementation. Site
characteristics that were considered include population characteristics (i.e., race and ethnic
composition, and population size), volume of youth crime and gang activity, and geographic
location. Without consideration of such factors it would be difficult to address the extent to
which the program is adaptable to different settings and audiences. Because G.R.E.A.T.isa
universal prevention program, it was important that the evaluation address the extent to which
G.R.E.A.T. is effective in diverse settings. Ultimately, seven cities varying in size, region, and
level of gang activity were recruited into the study (Albuguerque, New Mexico; Chicago,
Illinois; a location in the Dallas/Ft. Worth (DFW) area in Texas; Greeley, Colorado; Nashville,

Tennessee; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; and Portland, Oregon).

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 22
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Once the cities were selected, the research staff worked with the primary local law
enforcement agency and the school district in each city to secure their cooperation. Four or five
schools in each city were selected with the goal of selecting schools that, taken as a whole,
would be representative of the districts. School and police personnel were informed of the
purpose of the evaluation, issues related to the random assignment of classrooms to the treatment
condition (i.e., receive G.R.E.A.T./not receive G.R.E.A.T.), procedures to obtain active parental
consent for students in these classrooms, scheduling the G.R.E.A.T. program delivery, and other
logistical issues associated with the study design.

DATA AND METHODS
Observations of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training (G.O.T.)

Prior studies have highlighted that good training for program providers increases the
likelihood that programs will be implemented with fidelity (Dusenbury et al. 2003). To examine
the training aspect of the G.R.E.A.T. program, we conducted observations of eight G.R.E.A.T.
Officer Training (G.O.T.) sessions from June 2006 to August 2008. Each of the original five
G.R.E.A.T. regions (i.e., Midwest, Northeast, Southeast, Southwest, and West) coordinated
delivery of the standard (G.O.T) in its region. At least one training session was observed in each
of the five G.R.E.A.T. regions in the event of site-specific variation in training. In total, two
G.O.T.s were observed in the Midwest, one in the Northeast, one in the Southeast, two in the
Southwest, and two in the West. G.O.T.s are available in two programs. The 40-hour (i.e., one
week) training is available for officers with prior teaching experience and an 80-hour, two week,

training is available for officers with no prior experience.? Both types of training are taught by

2 The longer program allows for officers with limited teaching histories to “teach back” lessons and receive feedback

on their public speaking. It also provides a “transition” component that helps officers make the move from their law
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the same staff.®> Six observations of the 40-hour program were completed and two of the 80-hour
sessions.* Observers took detailed notes during each day of training and evaluated each G.O.T.
session on 1) coverage of the G.R.E.A.T. components, 2) styles and strategies for effective
classroom delivery, and 3) adherence to training guidelines.
Surveys and Interviews with G.R.E.A.T. Officers and Supervisors

Surveys were sent to all G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers (mean=24.8, range= 6 to 55) in six
of the seven cities participating in the evaluation. The seventh site, Chicago, had over 150
G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers, so surveys were sent to a random sample of 40% of these officers
(n=56). In total, 205 surveys were distributed and 137 were returned (66.8%). By city, the survey
response rate ranged from 37.5 percent in Chicago to 89.7 percent in Nashville. Survey packets
included an anonymous survey, a sealable postage-paid envelope, and a brief letter explaining
the G.R.E.A.T. evaluation and the purpose of the officer surveys. In addition to personal and
professional descriptive information, officers were asked for the reasons they became
G.R.E.A.T. officers, their opinion on the effectiveness of the program design and lessons, and

their experiences actually teaching the program. The survey sample was mostly male (75%) and

enforcement orientation to their new role as a prevention program provider (see Taylor, Esbensen, and Peterson,

2009 for more detail).

® All G.O.T.s are taught by police officers certified by the National Training Team to teach officers the curriculum.
Approximately 5-8 certified officers are present at each training session. They are assisted by a member of the
Institute for Intergovernmental Research (to provide technical assistance), a professional educator (to inform

teaching pedagogy), and a gang expert (to cover gang trends and characteristics).
* Observers included the Principal Investigator, the Co-Investigators, and graduate research assistants.
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65.2 percent White (17.8% African American, 10.4% Hispanic, and 6.6% Other race/ethnicity)
with an average of 16 years in law enforcement (SD=7.5).

In addition to the surveys, we conducted face-to-face or telephone interviews with the
officers who taught the program in the 25 of the 31 schools participating in the evaluation (we
were not permitted to interview Chicago Police Department personnel) and with five of the
G.R.E.A.T. supervisors. The supervisor interview instrument included ten questions, asking them
to describe the reasons for and extent of their agency’s involvement in the G.R.E.A.T. program;
where G.R.E.A.T. fits in the broader agency picture and mission; how officers are selected for
G.R.E.A.T.; their role as supervisor and major challenges faced in that role; relationships with
the schools; and the extent of the gang problem in the area and schools.

We interviewed 27 of the 33 officers delivering the program in the study setting. In
addition to the four officers from Chicago to whom we were not granted access, one officer in
Portland and one in Albuguerque could not be reached. Each interview lasted approximately 30
minutes and included 14 questions. Officers were asked to describe the reasons for and extent of
their involvement in the G.R.E.A.T. program; where G.R.E.A.T. fits in the broader agency
picture and mission; the major challenges of program delivery; the support they have received
from their agency and the other related organizations (e.g., National Training Team); the
resulting relationship with the schools; and the extent of the gang problem in the area and
schools. Officers were also asked specifics about their program delivery, such as the lessons they
consider to be the most effective, their recommendations for changes to the curriculum, and
whether they had ever skipped or combined lessons and, if so, the reasons this was necessary.

Survey of School Personnel
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Surveys were also distributed to all school administrators (Principals and Vice/Assistant
Principals) and all teachers and coordinators at the grade level in which G.R.E.A.T. was taught in
the 31 schools under evaluation. Surveys, a cover letter explaining the purpose, and a small gift
were distributed to 29 schools in spring of 2007. The response rate was much lower than desired.
Only 29.1 percent of the sample returned completed surveys (range of 13.5% to 54.2% across
sites). Schools with very low return rates and two newly added schools to the evaluation were re-
surveyed in fall 2008. This attempt yielded a 58.4 percent return rate (range of 40.4% in two sites
to 90% in Nashville). Surveys from both attempts were combined for analyses.” In total, 373
surveys were distributed and a 61.7 percent combined response was achieved (n=230 non-
duplicate surveys). Most survey respondents were teachers (83%) and female (68%), 75 percent
were White (12% Black, 4% Hispanic/Latino, and 8% were of other or multi-racial/ethnic
background), and 64 percent taught primarily 6" grade.

All school personnel were asked about their professional history, their opinions on the
issues facing their schools, school climate and job satisfaction, their perceptions of school-based
prevention programs in general, and their views about police officers in schools. Educators with
a personal knowledge of the G.R.E.A.T. program were asked their opinions about the basic
purpose and design of the program. In total, 186 of the 230 respondents (82% of the sample)
reported familiarity with the program. This included 92 percent of administrators and 79 percent

of teachers. Finally, teachers who had had G.R.E.A.T. taught in their classrooms were asked to

® Surveys were anonymous. To ensure that duplicate surveys were not included (e.g., the same person returning a
survey at both administration), responses to key demographic questions like sex, race/ethnicity, position held, and
years at school were compared between the two collections. When a duplicate was discovered, the spring 2007

survey was the only one included in the final sample.
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comment on their most recent experience with the program and their opinion of the G.R.E.A.T.
officer. In total, 96 respondents (42% of the sample and 52% of those familiar with the program)
reported G.R.E.A.T. had been taught in their classrooms.
Observations of G.R.E.A.T. Implementation in Classrooms

Classrooms were randomly assigned in each school to receive the program or serve as
controls.® Members of the national evaluation team conducted observations of officers
delivering the G.R.E.A.T. program in each of the seven evaluation sites from September 2006 to
May 2007. A 41-page program delivery instrument (three to four pages for each of the 13
lessons) was created for use in the field. The instrument, based upon the material contained in the
G.R.E.A.T. Instructor’s Manual, included measures of 1) the main components of G.R.E.A.T.
organized by lesson (i.e., adherence to program design and coverage of topical areas), 2) time
spent per lesson component and lesson and overall time management, 3) general measures of
student involvement and engagement with officer, and 4) overall lesson quality. This instrument
contained both quantitative (in the form of checklists where observers recorded the presence or
absence of particular aspects such as coverage of particular lesson content) and qualitative (i.e.,

space for observers to record open-ended comments about, for example, the discussion or

® To assess the degree to which the random assignment process minimized differences across classrooms
(potentially confounding results), we also conducted 108 observations of treatment and control classrooms.
Observers noted the physical layout (e.g., resources available in classroom, spaciousness), teachers’ instructional
style (e.g., student-teacher interaction, learning activities), teachers’ control of classroom misbehavior, engagement
of students, attentiveness of the class, and an overall assessment of the classroom setting. For G.R.E.A.T.

LTS

classrooms, observers also rated whether classes for each teacher were “Better,” “the Same,” or “Worse” on each of
the above criteria during classes when G.R.E.A.T. was not in session. Observers noted no overt classroom

differences between the G.R.E.A.T. and control classrooms.
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activities of the lesson) components. Observers also made note of any unusual occurrences
during the lesson. In total, 492 unique observations and 26 sets of inter-rater reliability (IRR)
observations were completed for this evaluation.” A total of 33 officers taught the program in the
seven study sites. Four officers taught the program in each of five cities: Albuquerque, Chicago,
DFW-area site, Greeley, and Nashville. Five officers were observed in Philadelphia, and eight
different officers were included in Portland. Each officer was observed an average of 15 times
during this evaluation (range of 6 to 27), though we observed 19 different officers a minimum of
26 times. Each lesson was observed at least once in every site with four exceptions (not observed
were Lessons 12 and 13 in Chicago and Lessons 7 and 11 in Nashville) with each lesson
observed an average of 38 times (range of 26 to 53). Results of classroom observations presented

in this paper are derived from the 492 unique observations of program delivery.
RESULTS

Drawing on data obtained from the four methods described previously, we examine three
specific areas related to program fidelity: 1) G.R.E.A.T. officer preparedness and commitment to
program delivery, 2) the support and involvement of educators in participating study schools,
and 3) quality of G.R.E.A.T. program delivery. The latter includes an assessment of officers’
time management and ability to control the classroom, teacher involvement, and overall quality
of delivery.

Officer Preparedness and Commitment to Program Delivery

" A total of 26 sets of classroom observations were conducted for IRR (representing 14 of 33 total officers). Both
qualitative and quantitative components of the two observations were assessed. Overall IRR, or percent agreement,
was 85.4 percent. Two IRR observations had agreement of less than 69 percent (46% and 29%) and were based on

observations of an officer who was determined not to have taught the program with sufficient fidelity.
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In order to have any likelihood of program fidelity, the individuals implementing the
program must be well-informed of the mission, intention, and purpose of the program. To assess
officer preparedness and commitment to program delivery we rely on the observations from
G.O.T., surveys and interviews with G.R.E.A.T. officers, and, to a lesser degree, school
personnel assessments of officers’ abilities in the classroom.

Officer Preparedness - The purpose of the G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training (G.O.T.) is to provide
police officers with the skills needed to successfully teach the G.R.E.A.T. program to middle-
school students. Officers arrive at G.O.T. with a range of prior teaching experiences, and the
training is intended to cater to all levels of teaching ability. Overall, observers concluded that the
G.O.T. provided officers with sufficient knowledge and skill to be effective at implementing the
program. The evaluation showed that G.R.E.A.T. trainers adhered to the training guidelines and
provided sufficient coverage of all of the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum components.

Coverage of the program was provided using both overviews of lessons (i.e., trainers
would review the materials of the lesson) and lesson modeling (i.e., trainers would teach the
lesson in full to the trainees as if they were middle school students). Officers in the 80-hour
training were allowed sufficient opportunity to improve their teaching abilities. Officers
practiced their public speaking every day in the two-week training. At the beginning of the
training, presentations were only two to three minutes long. Officers received feedback from
other trainees and team leaders, and eventually presented an overview of a G.R.E.A.T. lesson.
Different trainers modeled G.R.E.A.T. lessons for the trainees to present a variety of teaching
styles. In addition, educational specialists led discussions of good pedagogy and introduced
various methods of teaching a middle school student audience. Gang experts (often police

officers in gang units) exposed officers to trends in gang crime and gang research.
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All indicators suggest that officers who complete G.O.T. should be sufficiently prepared
to teach the program. Consistent with this finding, all of the G.R.E.A.T. trained officers we
interviewed during this evaluation stated that they felt prepared to deliver the program after
training. It may be, however, that the most critical judges of officer preparedness may not be
objective observers of their training or the officers themselves, but rather the teachers in whose
classrooms the G.R.E.A.T. program is delivered. Of the school personnel who reported
G.R.E.A.T. being taught in their classroom, 85 percent “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that
officers appeared adequately trained to deliver program content.

Our process evaluation, however, does not suggest that there is no room for
improvement. Observers of the G.O.T. consistently noted one area in need of improvement for
officer preparedness was time management. The G.R.E.A.T. curriculum uses a “building-block”
approach to skills building with each lesson building upon prior lessons in the 13-lesson series.
The G.O.T. sessions provided “modeled” lessons, or lessons as they should be delivered in the
classrooms. Each G.R.E.A.T. lesson in the curriculum is designed to be taught in 40 to 45
minutes, but generally, trainers modeled the lessons in a one-hour time frame (and in some
instances, observers noted that trainers did not or could not complete the lesson within an hour).
This one-hour time frame may be unrealistic in practice, given that middle school class periods
are generally shorter than 50 minutes. The G.O.T. modeling lessons may overestimate the time
allotted for G.R.E.A.T. teaching in practice, and thus, may be under-preparing officers for time
management in the field.

To help assess program delivery and the concern raised from observations at G.O.T.
regarding time management, surveyed officers were asked if they ever combined or skipped

lessons while they were teaching. In total, 31.7 percent of surveyed officers reported that they
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had combined or skipped a lesson. Those officers who did skip at least one lesson reported doing
so most often toward the end of the 13-week program (i.e., 76.5% skipped one lesson between
Lessons 8 through 13). The primary reason (62.2%) offered for skipping or modifying the lesson
was time constraints due, for example, to shortened class schedules or to attempts to complete
the 13-lesson program in a specified time period during the school year. The effect of time
management on the fidelity of program delivery will be addressed in the latter half of this paper.
Another potential area for improvement emerged from officer interviews and school
personnel surveys. Some G.R.E.A.T. officers reported that, despite their feeling prepared to
teach the program, they would have benefited from more instruction on how to manage the
classroom (i.e., deal with disruptive students). The survey of school personnel supported this
notion. Despite a high percentage of educators agreeing that officers were prepared to teach the
program, there was less agreement (only 74% “agreeing” or “strongly agreeing’) that officers
were prepared for classroom management. Fourteen percent of school personnel indicated that,
in their experience, officers had difficulty controlling the class. While the G.R.E.A.T. Officer
Training emphasizes the importance of soliciting teachers’ assistance and cooperation in
program delivery, this area may require more attention during the GOTs. The classroom
management skills of G.R.E.A.T. officers were found to be very important and are discussed in
the section on program implementation.
Officer Commitment — Observers of G.O.T. noted that officer enthusiasm for being a part of the
training and program varied. Some officers had volunteered to attend the training and others
were assigned to be there. For example, in team meetings on the first day of training, one officer
said he had been trying to get to the training for years, while another suggested that he was sent

because of “departmental politics.” Although officers were given the tools that they would need

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 31
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



to effectively teach the program, it is still unclear whether all officers necessarily desired the
opportunity to do so. Our surveys and interviews of G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers further explored
this issue. Officers were asked why they became G.R.E.A.T.-trained. Results differed based on
method. When asked to indicate the reason(s) s/he became involved with G.R.E.A.T. from a list
of six possible choices (with “other” offered as a choice), a majority (85.3%) of the survey
sample selected, as at least one of their answers, that they “wanted to teach” or “wanted to
prevent kids from joining gangs.” By contrast, only six of the 27 officers interviewed using an
open-ended response format indicated that working with kids was their motivation for becoming
a G.R.E.A.T. officer. A majority of the interview sample reported that they taught the program
because they were assigned or required to do so as part of their regular assignment.

Variation in enthusiasm may stem from perceptions about how being a G.R.E.A.T.
officer affects one’s career. A majority of officers reported in the survey that teaching
G.R.E.A.T. 1) does not improve their chances for promotion, 2) allows them fewer opportunities
for overtime®, and 3) is not well perceived by other officers. One supervisor stated in an
interview that G.R.E.A.T. officers are “looked down upon by other officers.” Many officers
echoed this sentiment. Over 20 percent of survey respondents reported that one of the aspects of
being a G.R.E.A.T. officer they disliked was the “way they are viewed by other officers.”
Interviews with officers helped to clarify this point further. Approximately 11 percent of
interviewed officers mentioned the perception of other officers when asked what they disliked
about teaching G.R.E.A.T. in an open-ended format. These officers suggested that other officers

viewed them as “lazy” or “kiddie cops.”

& It is important to note that officers in Portland deliver the G.R.E.A.T. program on an overtime basis. Thus, the

pooled survey responses may mask site-specific differences in responses.
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Support and Involvement of School Personnel

Though the G.R.E.A.T. program focuses on police officers interacting with students, the
involvement of school personnel must be highlighted. School personnel have the ability to be
“game changers” in implementation of the program (this point will be highlighted in next section
of the paper). School administrators must agree to implement the program in their schools, and
teachers must “give up” their instructional time for the program. The involvement of educators
has always been a component of this school-based program design. This is why educational
specialists attend each G.O.T. and why the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum includes “extended-teacher
activities” (i.e., activities that can be incorporated by teachers into their curricula to reinforce
G.R.E.A.T. lessons). If school personnel do not believe in the need for or utility of the program,
they may be reluctant to assist in its implementation.
School Personnel Support — Surveyed school personnel were generally supportive of school-
based prevention programs. Most respondents agreed that these kinds of programs could help
deter youth from drugs, delinquency, and gang involvement (80%), and that it is the school’s
responsibility to prevent students from engaging in these kinds of behaviors (81%). However,
fewer personnel reported they would like to see more prevention programs in their schools
(64%), and only 56 percent agreed that teachers should incorporate prevention program lessons
into their own curricula. Most of the school personnel who were familiar with the G.R.E.A.T.
program reported being in favor of having the program in their school (89%).

Personnel familiar with the G.R.E.A.T. program were asked to assess the program design,
with most school personnel agreeing that the design is appropriate to achieve desired program
goals. Ninety-two percent of the educators, for example, thought the curriculum was age-

appropriate. Further, 82 percent believed that the G.R.E.A.T. program teaches the students the
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skills needed to avoid gangs and violence, and 85 percent agreed that it improves students’
perceptions of police. However, only about 60 percent agreed that the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum
was long enough and that officers had enough time in each class period to cover all of the
relevant material.

School Personnel Involvement - Despite the importance of school personnel in the presentation
and implementation in the G.R.E.A.T. program, results from observations of G.O.T. and surveys
with school personnel show that educators’ involvement in the program is minimal and could be
improved.

Educational specialists at G.O.T. help prepare officers to deliver the program.
Observations of G.O.T. revealed educational specialists’ contributions are very important
(especially to the longer 80-hour training for officers with no previous teaching experience).
However, observers noted that after their primary presentations, educators were not utilized
much at the trainings. This is noteworthy given they are experts in classroom management and
age-specific behavioral issues, and they have insight into how to get classroom teachers involved
in both classroom management and G.R.E.A.T. delivery. In addition, observations of G.O.T.
revealed that extended-teacher activities were often glossed over by trainers (usually due to time
limitations), raising the question of whether officers are familiar enough with these resources to
pass them on to teachers.

Minimal teacher involvement was echoed by school personnel survey respondents who
reported that G.R.E.A.T. had been taught in their classes (n=96 or 42% of surveyed sample).
Teachers were asked in an open-ended response format how they generally spent their time while

G.R.E.A.T. was being taught in their classrooms.® Teachers most often responded that they

° A total of 72 school personnel provided a response to this question, and many provided more than one answer.
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observed or listened (about 42%), assisted with discipline (about 31%), assisted the officer as
needed (about 20%) and/or participated in some other manner (about 20%). Many indicated they
used the time for grading or planning (31%).

Educators were also asked if they covered or reinforced any G.R.E.A.T. content in their
own lesson plans (e.g., drugs, gangs, violence, culture, communication, peer pressure). Fifty-five
percent of school personnel did report covering or reinforcing some G.R.E.A.T. content (most
often because the content was consistent with other planned lessons), but most teachers (84%)
did not use any of the G.R.E.A.T. extended-teacher activities designed by the program. Teachers
often reported that they did not know these activities existed (31%) or that they did not have any
time (43%). Results suggest that educational personnel are largely untapped resources that could
be brought in to support the program and its implementation.

Quality of Program Delivery
Time Management — Despite observer concerns that G.O.T. was overestimating the amount of
time actually available to teach the program in schools, most officers did an excellent job fitting
program delivery into the allotted time frame. The average time it took to deliver a lesson was 40
minutes. In this study, we considered that any lesson taught in 20 minutes or less was not
implemented as intended. This time allotment is approximately half of the estimated time
recommended for each lesson by the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum. Of the 33 officers, 19 were never
observed completing a lesson in less than 20 minutes. Nine officers were observed teaching one
lesson under 20 minutes, three officers taught two lessons under the time, and one officer taught
three lessons under the 20 minute mark. One additional officer had chronically poor adherence to

time management. This officer taught more than three lessons in less than 20 minutes and was
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the only officer classified as poorly implementing the program based solely on time management
(this officer was reassigned at the end of the year).

The result of difficulties in time management was a decrease in the quality of lesson
adherence. In instances when time became problematic, sections were taught more quickly,
activities and/or discussion were eliminated, and/or lessons were combined with other lessons.°
We previously presented concerns with combining of lessons as a solution for time management
issues. In our survey of G.R.E.A.T trained officers, almost one-third of officers reported
combining lessons at some point in time. They also reported that they had done so because of
outside influences, such as shortened class schedules, for example, due to a fire drill, or other
policing duties that pulled them from the classroom. In the classroom observations of
G.R.E.A.T. delivery, we found that 8 of the 33 officers (24%) combined a lesson. Most often,
officers taught more than one lesson per class to complete a prior lesson or accommodate
restricted time frames for completing the program. In only one instance did it appear that
combining lessons was an attempt to reduce the length or coverage of the G.R.E.A.T. lesson. In
short, the process evaluation did not conclude that lesson combining was occurring on a regular
basis, nor was it systematic when it did occur.

The two most common causes of time management problems were disruptive students or
atypical occurrences. Many officers displayed inventive and effective methods of classroom
control, but the officers who did not have command over rowdy students most often had

problems with time management. Also contributing to poor time management was the

' The G.R.E.A.T. training provides guidelines about how officers are to handle time management. For example, in
instances when a lesson needs to be shortened, officers are instructed to skip introductions and/or wrap-ups, but

never to skip the “Life in the Middle” skit. Our observations revealed that officers followed these guidelines often.
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occurrence of atypical events, of which the most common (occurring 57 times) were schedule
changes due to a school-sanctioned activity (e.g., assembly, fire drill, field trip) or the officer
being interrupted to perform duties related to policing (e.g., responding to a school disturbance).
Other atypical situations included the presence of a substitute teacher (n=14) or substitute
G.R.E.A.T. officer (n=4). Officers generally were not informed of changes to the schedule in
advance and were forced to alter their lesson plans on arrival.

Classroom Management — As stated previously, some G.R.E.A.T. officers and school personnel
expressed concern with officers’ ability to manage the classroom. Our evaluation found that one
of the major reasons for time mismanagement (and therefore, poorer lesson adherence) was
difficulty handling problematic classroom behavior. The overall quality of the lesson relied
heavily on student and teacher behavior. Observers found that students were better behaved
when teachers were involved in the program and classroom management, the topic of the next
section. While classroom management techniques are covered in G.O.T., this is generally in the
form of trainers discussing the techniques and modeling them in the process of modeling the
lessons. Officers themselves are not offered the opportunity to role-play or practice behavior
management, something that may improve their confidence and effectiveness in this area.
Teacher involvement — Perhaps not surprisingly, the best lesson delivery involved strong
relationships between officers, students, and teachers. Teacher involvement, in particular, was
critical to improving the implementation of the program. When teachers became involved in
lesson content (e.g., participated in discussion or walked around to check students’ progress on
activities), lessons ran more smoothly and students were more respectful, cooperative, and
interested. There were some instances, however, when teachers would ignore students’

misbehavior, leave the room, use the telephone, interrupt the lessons, or call students over during
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a lesson to discuss non-G.R.E.A.T. related topics. In these instances when teachers were
disengaged from the program, student misbehavior increased, enhancing problems with officers’
time management and lesson adherence.
Overall Program Implementation Quality - Our analysis of overall quality of program delivery
concludes that the G.R.E.A.T. program was implemented with fidelity in each of the seven
evaluation sites. Officers were considered to have implemented the program with fidelity if the
following conditions were met: 1) at least 70 percent of the lesson content was covered during
the lesson; 2) the lesson was delivered in a time frame (longer than 20 minutes) that would allow
the materials to be presented in the intended manner; 3) the officer taught the lesson content in
the recommended sequence; 4) students participated in the group activities; and 5) the trained
observer rated the implementation quality as good or better at the conclusion of the lesson (a
score of 3 or higher on a five point scale with 1 being low implementation quality and 5 high
quality). Our classroom observations indicate that most officers implemented the program with
ratings by observers of “average” or “above average” fidelity. Therefore, if a treatment effect is
detected in the outcome evaluation, it would be feasible to attribute this effect to the G.R.E.A.T.
program.

Classroom observations of G.R.E.A.T. delivery showed that a majority of lessons were
taught in a manner consistent with the G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training provided. Most officers had
sufficient time management capabilities, adhered to the lessons as they were designed, and

implemented the program with fidelity.** Officers were classified in one of five categories based

1 We did not observe systematic differences in the program delivery between classes taught by the same officer, and
therefore, findings are presented at the officer level and not the classroom. There is one exception: One officer

taught the program in a particularly disruptive classroom. Observers concluded that the program was not delivered
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on observations of their abilities in the following areas: discussions, activities, time adherence,
coverage of topical areas, and overall quality of lesson. In total, 27 of 33 officers were classified
as having implemented the program with average or above average fidelity. Specifically, nine
officers were classified as having “excellent implementation,” eight were “above average,” 10
were “average,” three were “below average,” and three were classified as providing “poor
implementation” (i.e., any possible program effect could not be attributed to program exposure).
Students in the classrooms taught by the three officers who delivered the program with below
average fidelity (based on poor delivery quality) still received a sufficient amount of the program
(dosage) with enough fidelity (program adherence) to link outcome effects to the program. These
officers tended to have time management problems and were thereby forced to omit parts of
lessons, discussion, or activities (and did not return to re-address missing components).
Summary and Recommendations

The G.R.E.A.T. program has been in existence for nearly 20 years. It is a program that
has been designed, implemented, evaluated, re-designed, re-implemented, and is currently
undergoing re-evaluation (see Esbensen et al. 2011 for a review). It is a program that enjoys
extensive federal resources and requires heavy investment by police departments and schools
across the country, and as such, it deserves much scrutiny. This is particularly important in the
“what works” era of evidence-based practices (Elliott and Mihalic 2004; Fagan and Mihalic
2003; McHugo et al. 2007; Mihalic and Irwin 2003).

We add to the growing body of literature examining program fidelity as a key aspect of

program evaluation (Dane and Schneider 1998; Moncher and Prinz 1991). Using a multi-

in this classroom, though they did conclude that the program was delivered with “average” implementation fidelity

in the four other classrooms taught by the same officer.
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methodological approach—specifically, 1) observations of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Trainings, 2)
surveys and interviews of G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers and supervisors, 3) surveys of school
personnel, and 4) “on-site,” direct observations of officers delivering the G.R.E.A.T. program—
we examined 1) officer preparedness and commitment to the program, 2) support and
involvement of educators, and 3) G.R.E.A.T. program delivery. These areas are consistent with
key areas of assessment outlined by Dusenbury and colleagues (2003), and add to the growing
body of not only program fidelity research but of multi-methodological works in this area
(Lillehoj et al. 2004; Melde et al. 2006).

Our process evaluation concludes that the G.R.E.A.T. program was implemented with
fidelity in most of the classrooms in the seven sites under current investigation. We find that
officers, even those with minimal experience in the classroom, are sufficiently trained and
prepared to administer program content. This finding was supported across multiple methods of
assessment: our observations of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training, G.R.E.A.T. officers’ self-reports,
school personnel verification, and our own objective assessment of program delivery in the
classroom. A majority of officers had a firm grasp on classroom and time management. Only
three of the 33 officers included in this program evaluation were found to have implemented the
program with insufficient fidelity to expect program effects in our associated outcome
evaluation. These officers did not have sufficient coverage of topical areas and/or they failed to
adhere to lessons due largely to a lack of organization on their part. The outcome evaluation data
will therefore be analyzed accordingly, such as through the use of fidelity scores (Emshoff et al.
1987; McHugo et al. 2007; Teague et al. 1999).

While this process evaluation concludes that the G.R.E.A.T. program was implemented

with sufficient fidelity to reasonably attribute outcome effects to the program, the
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implementation of the program was not without some pitfalls. Departures from ideal lesson
delivery were most often due to time constraints (as opposed to other possible reasons such as
officer incompetence); available class time, for example, was often substantially shorter in the
field than was modeled in training. Officers were forced to improvise, combine lessons, reduce
coverage, or eliminate activities when the time allotted for the lessons was cut short for some
reason. Thus, one recommendation emerging from our process evaluation is for trainers to
consider whether the time-frame allocated to lesson modeling in training should be modified to
be more in line with what officers will experience during actual program delivery in schools. An
alternative would be to highlight specific sections of each lesson which may be uniformly
shortened if absolutely necessary. On a positive note, many of the other identified issues could
be remedied by greater communication between officers and teachers and greater involvement of
teachers in the actual G.R.E.A.T. program. Other reasons associated with officers’ lesson
modification were classroom misbehavior and atypical situations. We found that classrooms in
which teachers took in active role in discipline received the best version of the program. While
officers should be capable to control classroom misbehavior during each lesson (and greater
attention to this in G.O.T. would improve their skills in this area), teachers could be of invaluable
help. They are familiar with students and effective techniques for dealing with the students in
their classes. In addition, teachers can also be of assistance in the face of atypical situations,
which most often were planned, school-sanctioned events. Teachers knew of these events, but
officers were not aware of changes to scheduling. Greater communication between teachers and
G.R.E.A.T. officers could limit the problems these situations pose to effective program delivery.
Greater teacher involvement could also help reinforce G.R.E.A.T. lessons and,

presumably, increase positive programmatic effects. If teachers participate in G.R.E.A.T.
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lessons, for example, they will be knowledgeable about lesson content and be able to draw on
and reinforce this content in their own curricula, enhancing students’ learning of the material and
skills. In addition, survey responses of teachers with previous experience of G.R.E.A.T. in their
classrooms revealed that teachers usually did not use the extended-teacher activities because they
were unaware of them. Better communication between officer and teachers could increase
teacher awareness and use of the activities, potentially improving program outcomes.

The cooperation of the host organization—in this case, school personnel—is central to
the implementation of any school-based prevention program (Dusenbury et al. 2003; Peterson
and Esbensen 2004). These recommendations clearly have the potential to impact schools’
“willingness” to take on programs that require extensive commitment. Our survey of school
personnel showed while nearly 90 percent favored having the G.R.E.A.T. program in their
schools, only 56 percent believed that teachers should incorporate related prevention lessons into
their own teaching curricula. This suggests that teachers may not be receptive to adding
responsibilities related to outside programming (i.e., not mandated by district standards). Schools
obviously need to weigh the costs and benefits associated with participation in school-based
prevention programs; our program evaluation suggests, however, that many problems with
program implementation could probably be relieved with minimal inconvenience to teachers. For
example, teacher presence in the classroom during program delivery to assist in discipline and
enhanced communication with G.R.E.A.T. officers could make a significant difference in the
quality of program delivery.

Conclusions
In short, our results suggest that the G.R.E.A.T. program was implemented with fidelity

in the vast majority of classrooms included in the Process and Outcome Evaluation of
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G.R.E.A.T., thereby providing confidence in outcome results. Observations of G.R.E.A.T.
Officer Training indicated that the course provided officers with the knowledge and skills to
effectively deliver the G.R.E.A.T. program, and observations of program delivery illustrated that
officers generally implemented the program as intended. Findings from surveys and interviews
with G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers in the seven study sites were also generally consistent with the
findings of the on-site observations, while also demonstrating that most of the G.R.E.A.T.
officers were committed to the program itself. Observations of program delivery and survey
responses from school personnel indicated that, although their involvement in the program was
largely limited to a “supporting role” led by the officers, greater involvement of teachers could
enhance program delivery. School personnel survey responses, however, suggest that this may
be a difficult task, as most indicated a lack of time to devote to the program. Despite the
existence of areas for improvement in future implementation, our process evaluation shows,
across multiple methods, that the G.R.E.A.T. program is implemented as intended across
multiple settings, providing a sound base for outcome analyses and, potentially, adding to the

evidence of “what works” in school-based gang and delinquency prevention.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Appendix A: G.R.E.A.T. Lessons

Welcome to G.R.E.A.T. — An introductory lesson designed to provide students with basic
knowledge about the connection between gangs, violence, drug abuse, and crime

What’s the Real Deal? — Designed to help students learn ways to analyze information sources
and develop realistic beliefs about gangs and violence

It’s About Us — A lesson to help students learn about their communities (e.g., family, school,
residential area) and their responsibilities

Where Do We Go From Here? — Designed to help students learn ways of developing realistic
and achievable goals

Decisions, Decisions, Decisions — A lesson to help students develop decision-making skills

Do You Hear What | Am Saying? — Designed to help students develop effective verbal and
non-verbal communication skills

Walk in Someone Else’s Shoes — A lesson to help students develop active listening and
empathy skills, with a particular emphasis on understanding victims of crime and violence

Say It Like You Mean It — Designed to help students develop effective refusal skills

Getting Along Without Going Along — A lesson to reinforce and practice the refusal skills
learned in Lesson 8

Keeping Your Cool — A lesson to help students understand signs of anger and ways to
manage the emotion

Keeping It Together — Designed to help students use the anger-management skills learned in
Lesson 10 and apply them to interpersonal situations where conflicts and violence are
possible

Working It Out — A lesson to help students develop effective conflict resolution techniques

Looking Back — Designed to conclude the G.R.E.A.T. program with an emphasis on the
importance of conflict resolution skills as a way to avoid gangs and violence; students also
present their projects aimed at improving their schools
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ABSTRACT: Results from a multi-site evaluation of the G.R.E.A.T. program

Despite a long history of youth gang problems in the United States, there remains a paucity of
evaluations identifying promising or effective gang prevention and intervention programs. One
primary prevention program that has received limited support is Gang Resistance Education and
Training (G.R.E.A.T.). An earlier national evaluation of the G.R.E.A.T. core middle school
curriculum reported modest program effects but, importantly, found no programmatic effect on
gang membership or delinquency. This manuscript presents results from a second national
evaluation of the revised G.R.E.A.T. core curriculum that utilizes a randomized field trial in
which classrooms were randomly assigned to treatment and control conditions. Approximately
4,000 students attending 31 schools in seven cities comprise the initial sample. Analyses of one-
year post-treatment data indicate that students receiving the program had lower odds of gang
membership compared to the control group. Additionally, the treatment group also reported

more pro-social attitudes on a number of program-specific outcomes.
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Youth delinquent gangs received considerable academic and media attention during the
1990s. Much of this attention focused on the violence and drug dealing in which gang members
are involved. To help combat this problem, a number of prevention, intervention, and
suppression programs were developed (e.g., Decker, 2002; Klein and Maxson, 2006; Reed and
Decker, 2002). Schools, one of the common grounds for American youth, have become a focal
point for both general and specific prevention programming. In fact, Gottfredson and colleagues
(2000) reported the average middle school offers 14 different and unique prevention programs
that address violence, bullying, victimization, drug abuse, and other social problems, including
gangs. Given the plethora of school-based prevention programs that have been designed to
reduce an array of adolescent behaviors, school administrators face challenges in selecting a
program that is optimal in light of the time and resource constraints of their facilities. Thus, itis
imperative this choice be guided by a well-informed sense of program effectiveness. Several
attempts in the past decade have sought to provide administrators with such knowledge. For
example, the Blueprints Series (Mihalic, Fagan, Irwin, Ballard, & Elliott, 2002; Mihalic and
Irwin, 2003) identified model violence prevention programs that have withstood rigorous
scientific evaluations, and the Maryland Report (Sherman, Gottfredson, MacKenzie, Eck, Reuter,
& Bushway, 1997) assessed the effectiveness of a broad range of projects. In 2005, the Helping
America’s Youth (HAY) Community Guide (Howell, 2009) rated programs identified by non-
federal agencies on three levels: Level 1 (exemplary or model programs based on evaluation
designs of the “highest quality”); Level 2 (effective programs based on quasi-experimental
research); and Level 3 (promising programs). Similarly, the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention provides a listing of effective or promising programs (OJJDP, 2010).

One notable aspect of these reviews is the paucity of “model” or “effective” programs. This is
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not to say that most of the extant programs are ineffective; rather, the majority has not been
evaluated in a manner that allows for assessment of their effectiveness (see, for instance,
Dusenbury, Brannigan, Falco, and Hansen, 2003; Lillehoj, Griffin, and Spoth, 2004). In
addition, some programs have experienced implementation failure that is then interpreted as
program failure.

A second notable aspect of these reviews is that, in spite of the widespread concern with
gangs and associated program development; there has been a paucity of research and evaluation
of gang-specific prevention programs. One notable exception is the National Institute of Justice
(N1J)-funded evaluation of the Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program
(Esbensen and Osgood, 1997, 1999; Esbensen, Osgood, Taylor, Peterson, and Freng, 2001). The
G.R.E.A.T. program was developed in 1991 by law enforcement agencies in the greater Phoenix
area (for a detailed accounting of the program history, consult Winfree, Peterson Lynskey, and
Maupin,1999) and experienced exponential growth calling for a national evaluation in 1994,
That evaluation consisted of two separate studies: a cross-sectional design in which students
receiving the G.R.E.A.T. program’s core middle school curriculum were surveyed one year after
program delivery and that relied upon student self-report of program participation; and a five-
year longitudinal study with matched control classrooms. The cross-sectional study identified
favorable outcome results, including lower rates of gang membership among the treatment group
(Esbensen and Osgood, 1997, 1999) and held considerable promise for the program model. The
findings from the more rigorous longitudinal design with matched classrooms and four-year
follow-up were more ambiguous. No behavioral effects were found, but a lagged or sleeper
effect was found for five mediating/proximal factors. That is, there were no differences between

G.R.E.A.T. and comparison students in rates of gang membership or delinquency, but at three
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and four years post-program, G.R.E.A.T. students had lower risk-seeking tendencies, lower rates
of victimization, more pro-social peers, more positive attitudes about police officers, and less
positive attitudes about gangs (Esbensen et al., 2001).

Based in part on these modest findings, the G.R.E.A.T. program underwent a rigorous
program review (see Esbensen, Freng, Taylor, Peterson, and Osgood, 2002; Esbensen, Peterson,
Taylor, Freng, Osgood, Carson, and Matsuda, 2011, for a detailed account of the program
review) that culminated in a redesign of the curriculum, expanding the core middle school
component from nine to 13 lessons, focusing more attention on skills building through
interactive and cooperative learning strategies, and encouraging greater involvement of
classroom teachers in program delivery. In addition, the revised curriculum took into account
the extant research on risk factors for youth gang involvement, with lesson components targeting
known risk factors or proximal influences for gang joining.

In this manuscript we report on the evaluation of the revised G.R.E.A.T. program,
assessing the extent to which middle school students participating in this school-based gang
prevention program express attitudes and engage in behaviors that are measurably different from
those of a control group of students at one year post-program. Our findings contribute to the
sparse body of knowledge about effective prevention strategies; the revised G.R.E.A.T. program
is currently rated as "effective” by OJIDP and designated as "Level 2" in the Helping America’s

Youth rating scale.?

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

2 In another article, we have reported on the high level of program fidelity associated with delivery of the
G.R.E.A.T. program in classrooms participating in the current evaluation, allowing outcome evaluation results to be
attributed with confidence to the program (Esbensen, Matsuda, Taylor, and Peterson, 2011).
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Youth gangs and gang violence are community problems - that is, gangs and gang
violence do not occur in a vacuum and must be considered within the larger contextual setting.
When the G.R.E.A.T. program was initially developed in 1991, youth and gang violence were at
“epidemic” proportions (Snyder and Sickmund, 2006). Since then rates of youth and gang
violence have decreased substantially, although the past few years have witnessed a new increase
in gangs and gang membership (Egley, Howell, and Moore, 2010). A number of macro-level
explanations have been offered for the decrease in violence and gang problems between 1995
and 2001, including a change in handgun availability, the crack market decline, an improved
economy, and increased incarceration rates (Blumstein and Wallman, 2000). The increase in
prevention and intervention programming during the 1990s may also have played a contributing
role in this youth crime drop, addressing more proximal influences for gang involvement at the
school, peer, family and/or individual level. Because virtually all American youths attend
school, this setting has considerable potential for programs to prevent or intervene with gang

joining and gang violence by attempting to ameliorate these negative proximal influences.

Risk Factors and Prevention Strategies

Research has identified a number of risk factors associated with gang affiliation and
violent offending, and these risk factors can inform prevention programs. This growing body of
research has categorized these influences within multiple domains, including community, school,
peer, family, and individual. Representative of these risk factors are the following: community
poverty and social disorganization, low commitment to school, poor school performance,
association with few conventional or many delinquent peers, low parental monitoring, low

attachment to parents, low involvement in conventional family activities, lack of empathy,
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impulsiveness, and moral disengagement (e.g., Battin, Hill, Abbott, Catalano, and Hawkins,
1998; Esbensen and Deschenes, 1998; Esbensen, Huizinga, and Weiher, 1993; Esbensen,
Peterson, Taylor, and Freng, 2010; Hill, Howell, Hawkins, Battin-Pearson,1999; Klein and
Maxson, 2006; Maxson and Whitlock, 2002; Maxson, Whitlock, and Klein, 1998; Pyrooz, Fox,
and Decker, 2010; Thornberry, 1998; Thornberry, Krohn, Lizotte, Smith, and Tobin, 2003).
Research has also demonstrated the deleterious cumulative effects of risk exposure: the greater
the number of risk factors and/or the greater the number of risk domains experienced, the greater
the odds of youth gang and violence involvement, with these increases in risk associated with
exponential increases in odds (Esbensen et al., 2010; Thornberry et al., 2003). This collective
body of risk factor research suggests that prevention programs should attempt to address risk
factors in multiple domains and to do so earlier, rather than later, in adolescence, both before the
factors accumulate and before the typical age of onset—i.e., age 14 for gang joining (Esbensen
and Huizinga, 1993; Hill et al., 1999; Thornberry et al., 2003).

The developmental progression of behavior may also be important in planning prevention
strategies. While many studies treat gangs as a phenomenon distinct from the general study of
delinquency, there is considerable overlap between delinquency and gang involvement, as well
as between risk factors associated with delinquency, particularly violence, and gang membership
(see, e.g., Esbensen et al., 2010). The works of Battin et al. (1998), Esbensen and Huizinga
(1993), Gatti et al. (2005), and Thornberry et al. (1993, 2003), for example, suggest that while
the gang environment facilitates delinquency, many gang members are already delinquent prior
to joining the gang (see also Melde and Esbensen, 2011). The rates of delinquent activity,
however, increase dramatically during gang membership. This finding that delinquency

generally precedes gang membership highlights the importance of universal gang prevention
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efforts during the early years of adolescence (i.e., programs that target all 11 to 12 year olds, that
is, students in the 6™ or 7" grade). Additionally, the link between risk factors associated with
gang membership and delinquent behavior reinforces the relevance of two of the goals of the
G.R.E.A.T. program: to reduce both delinquent (violent) activity and gang involvement. How

does the G.R.E.A.T. program attempt to accomplish these goals?

THE G.R.E.AT. PROGRAM

The Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program is a school-based
gang and violence prevention program with three primary goals: 1) teach youths to avoid gang
membership; 2) prevent violence and criminal activity; and 3) assist youths to develop positive
relationships with law enforcement. The original G.R.E.A.T. program® consisted of nine lessons
and was modeled after the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) program. Developed by
the Phoenix Police Department in 1991, G.R.E.A.T. was a cognitive-based program that taught
students about crime and its effect on victims, cultural diversity, conflict resolution skills,
meeting basic needs (without a gang), responsibility, and goal setting. Uniformed law
enforcement officers taught the curriculum in schools, and teachers were requested to
complement the program content during regular classes. The revised G.R.E.A.T. program
contains much of the substance of the original program but, importantly, was also informed by
the work of educators and prevention specialists and the growing body of risk factor research.
As a result, the new G.R.E.A.T. program was expanded to 13 lessons; is still primarily taught by
uniformed law enforcement officers (Federal agents from the U.S. Marshalls and the Bureau of

Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms as well as District Attorneys have also been trained and certified

® The core program component of G.R.E.A.T. is its middle school curriculum, and this is often what is referred to
with the term “G.R.E.A.T. program.” Other optional components of G.R.E.A.T. are an elementary school
curriculum, a summer program, and G.R.E.A.T. Families.
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to teach G.R.E.A.T.); and incorporates classroom management training of officers and a focus on
students’ skill development through cooperative learning strategies: important pedagogical tools
for educational settings (Gottfredson, 2001).*

Two school-based programs guiding the revision of the G.R.E.A.T. program were the
Seattle Social Development Model (SSDM) and Life Skills Training (LST). The SSDM is a
comprehensive model that seeks to reduce delinquency and violence by building a positive
learning environment incorporating several different classroom management components,
including cooperative learning, proactive classroom management, and interactive teaching
(Catalano, Arthur, Hawkins, Berglund, & Olson, 1998). The LST program is a three-year
intervention in which two annual booster sessions supplement the initial program (Dusenbury &
Botvin, 1992). LST consists of three components: 1) self-management skills; 2) social skills;
and 3) information and skills that are directly related to the problem of drug abuse. The revised
G.R.E.A.T. program has adopted some of the strategies from LST (in fact, some of the LST
curriculum writers participated in the rewriting of the G.R.E.A.T. program), including an
emphasis on the development of skills, rather than on the assimilation of knowledge, and has
also incorporated problem-solving exercises and cooperative learning strategies. With this
revised program fully implemented by 2003, there was renewed interest in the question of
program effectiveness. In July 2006, the National Institute of Justice selected the University of
Missouri-St. Louis to conduct a process and outcome evaluation of the revised G.R.E.A.T.
program. This manuscript focuses upon sustained program effects one-year post treatment

(consistent with the Blueprints standard), while results from the process evaluation, which

* Information about the G.R.E.A.T. program and an overview of the G.R.E.A.T. lessons included in the middle
school curriculum can be found at (http://www.great-online.org/).
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indicated a strong degree of implementation fidelity, are reported in Esbensen, Matsuda, et al.

(2011).

METHODS
Site and School Selection

Site selection was driven by the presence of the G.R.E.A.T. program and willingness of
the police departments and school districts to agree to the evaluation design. In addition, three
main criteria guided site selection: 1) existence of an established G.R.E.A.T. program”®, 2)
geographic and demographic diversity, and 3) evidence of gang activity. The first step in the
process was to secure a listing of potential program sites based upon the existence of the
G.R.E.A.T. program. The research staff contacted the G.R.E.A.T. Regional Administrators® and
Bureau of Justice Assistance’ personnel to identify locales with institutionalized programs.
Consideration was given to factors such as the length of time the program had been in operation,
number of G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers, number of schools in which the program was offered, and

the components of the G.R.E.A.T. program implemented. Also of interest were police

® Length of time the locale had operated the program and the extent to which schools had been exposed to the
program were assessed prior to site selection for the national evaluation. Sites where the program was just
beginning were excluded because they were deemed likely to have had less time to “work out the kinks” associated
with delivering the program with fidelity. Conversely, some sites with a long history of delivering the program were
excluded from consideration because it was deemed likely that the program had saturated the entire school and/or
community context. In the selected cities, G.R.E.A.T. had not been taught in all district schools which allowed us in
some instances to include schools with little or no prior exposure to G.R.E.A.T. while at the same time having
experienced officers teaching the program. The possibility for a contamination effect, however, is possible in some
schools in which G.R.E.A.T. had been offered for several years.

® G.R.E.A.T. is a national program overseen by the G.R.E.A.T. National Policy Board (NPB). For administrative
purposes, responsibilities for program oversight are held by (or “given to”) agencies operating in different
geographic regions: Midwest Atlantic, Southeast, Southwest, and West. Additionally, two federal partners—the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives (BATF) and the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center
(FLETC)—are involved in program training and oversight.

" The Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) oversees the allocation of federal funds and grant compliance associated
with the G.R.E.A.T. program.
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department characteristics that could affect program delivery, including department size and
organizational structure. Some G.R.E.A.T. programs, for instance, utilize School Resource
Officers (SRO) to teach the program while others use the “Portland” model in which “street
cops” teach the program on an overtime basis in schools on their beat. Once this list of potential
agencies was constructed, the research staff contacted representatives in these cities to obtain
more information about the delivery of the G.R.E.A.T. program (e.g., school district size, length
of program history at a site, and degree of program implementation). Additional site
characteristics (i.e., race and ethnic composition, and population size) were also taken into
account at this time. A last criterion considered was the volume of youth crime (based on police
reports) and gang activity (information was obtained from the National Gang Center) in each
site.  Ultimately, a list of seven cities varying in size, region, and level of gang activity were
identified (Albuguerque, NM; Chicago, IL; a Dallas-Fort Worth area district; Greeley, CO;
Nashville, TN; Philadelphia, PA; and Portland, OR).

Upon selection of the cities, the research staff worked with the primary local law
enforcement agency and the school district in each city to secure their cooperation. Upon
district approval, between four and six schools in each site were identified for study
participation; the goal of the school selection was to identify schools that, taken as a whole,
would be representative of the districts. Principals in these targeted schools were contacted to
elicit their support and cooperation with the evaluation design. In two instances, the principals

declined to participate®. These schools were then replaced with a comparable school in the

8 Principals declined their schools’ participation for different reasons. One principal indicated that he had previously
been a police gang investigator, and, therefore, knew the program worked; the second principal would not agree to
random assignment and withholding some students from the program.
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district®. This process produced a final sample of 31 schools and 195 classrooms (102 received
G.R.E.A.T. and 93 did not receive the program), and 4,905 students listed on the classroom
rosters.

Following the principal’s agreement to participate in the evaluation, more detailed
discussions/meetings were scheduled with school administrators and grade-level teachers,
G.R.E.A.T. officers, and the research team. Whenever possible, face-to-face meetings were
held, but in some instances final arrangements were made via telephone. School and police
personnel were informed of the purpose of the evaluation, issues related to the random
assignment of classrooms to the treatment condition (i.e., receive G.R.E.A.T./not receive
G.R.E.A.T.), procedures for obtaining active parental consent for students in these classrooms to
participate in the evaluation, scheduling the G.R.E.A.T. program delivery, and other logistical
issues associated with the study design.

School configuration varied somewhat, with twenty schools having the traditional middle
school organization of grades six through eight, five schools having grades five through eight,
and six schools organized as kindergarten through eighth grade. For the evaluation, classes in
the G.R.E.A.T. grade level were selected, and this varied slightly; while most officers taught the
program to sixth-graders, some taught at the seventh-grade level. Thus, sixth grade students
were included from twenty-six schools, and seventh grade students comprised the sample in the

remaining five schools.

% One of the five originally-selected schools in Chicago (comprised of nearly 100 percent African American
students) agreed to participate in the evaluation but was unable to meet the requirements of the study and was
dropped from the sample. Given time constraints (i.e., too late in the school year to select a comparable school
and implement the program with fidelity), we were unable to replace the excluded school during 2006-2007.
Thus, the resulting sample was disproportionately Hispanic and not representative of the district. To increase
sample representativeness, we added two primarily African American schools to the evaluation in the 2007-2008
school year, even though this meant that these schools would be one year behind other schools in the evaluation.
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Active Parental Consent

Due to the nature of the evaluation, active parental consent was required for student
participation. We utilized a strategy that had proven successful in prior studies (Ellickson &
Hawes, 1989; Esbensen et al., 1996; McMorris et al., 2004; Unger et al., 2004). Specifically,
teachers were recruited and compensated for their assistance collecting the consent forms from
their students. Regardless of whether permission was granted or denied by the parent, teachers
received $2.00 for each returned form. Additionally, for each classroom, there was an incentive
for teachers based upon classroom-level return rates: The teachers would receive a $10 bonus if
70 percent or more of their students returned consent forms, $20 if the class reached 80 percent
or more, and $30 if 90 percent or more of the students in the classroom returned a form. In three
cities, the school districts would not allow direct compensation to teachers, but we were allowed
to provide compensation to the school or district in the teachers’ honor. In addition to
compensating teachers, students were also provided with an incentive for returning the form — a
small portable FM radio with headphones (cost of approximately $3.00 wholesale).

Letters to parents and active consent forms were distributed to students and their return
recorded on class rosters. This documentation allowed for follow-up forms to be sent home with
students who failed to return the initial form. In addition to these incentives, teachers were
contacted on a regular basis, in most instances daily, to monitor return rates. In most schools,
this consent process was completed in less than two weeks, and in several instances, in just three
days. (For more detailed description of the active consent process, consult Esbensen et al.,
2008.)

This strategy of compensating teachers and students, while costly, is to be recommended

because it rewards teachers and students for their assistance and allows the active consent
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process to be completed in a relatively short timeframe. Overall, 89.1% of youths (N=4,372)
returned a completed consent form, with 77.9% of parents/guardians (N=3,820) allowing their
child’s participation. It should be noted that while Esbensen et al., 2008, reported a 79% consent
rate, the addition of two schools to the evaluation after the publication of that article resulted in
the 78% overall consent rate reported here. The direct cost of the teacher incentives was $12,894
and the cost of the 4,750 radios was $14,250 for a total of $27,144. This translates into a cost of
approximately $3,878 per city, $936 per school, $146 per classroom, and $7.39 per active
consent participant. To summarize the results of the site selection and active parental consent
process, this study includes an active consent sample of 3,820 students (77.9% of the 4,905
students listed on classroom rosters at the beginning of the study period) representing 195

classrooms in 31 schools in seven cities across the continental United States.

Research Design and Random Assignment of Classrooms

The outcome evaluation employs an experimental longitudinal panel design (a
randomized control trial with long-term follow-up) in which classrooms in each of the
participating schools were randomly assigned to the treatment (i.e., G.R.E.A.T.) or control
condition. The G.R.E.A.T. program was taught in sixth grade in 26 of the 31 schools and in
seventh grade in the remaining five schools. Once it was determined in which core subject area
(commonly Social Studies but also in English and Science classes) the program was to be taught,
we enumerated all of the grade-level classes (ranging from 3 to 12). In situations with an odd
number of classes, we made the a priori decision to oversample treatment classes (in partial
recognition of the fact that many of the principals were reluctant to “deprive” any of their

students of the program). The list of classes was then numbered from one through highest and a
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table of random numbers was consulted to select the classrooms in which G.R.E.A.T. would be
taught. Unselected classrooms comprised the control group.

All students in the treatment and control classrooms were eligible to participate in the
evaluation. All students for whom active parental consent was obtained (3,820) were then asked
to participate in the evaluation by completing a confidential group-administered pre-test
questionnaire. Upon completion of the G.R.E.A.T. program in each school, students were then
requested to complete post-tests and four annual follow-up surveys. Retention rates across the
three waves of data included in these outcome analyses were excellent: 98.3 percent completed
the pre-test, 94.6 percent completed the post-test, and 87.3 percent completed the one-year post
program survey. These response rates reflect the diligent efforts of the research assistants
working on this project. It is particularly challenging to track students through multiple schools
and school districts, especially in a highly mobile sample: while initially enrolled in 31 middle
schools at pretest, students were surveyed in 121 different schools in Wave 3 (although we
identified students enrolled in a total of 180 different schools, most of the schools in which
students were not surveyed were outside the original seven districts). We obtained permission
from principals at the new schools to survey the transfer students — clearly, a time and labor-

intensive effort, but one well worth achieving these high response rates.

Student sample characteristics

The sample is evenly split between males and females; most (55%) youths reside with
both biological parents; and the majority (88%) was born in the United States (see Table 1). The
sample is racially/ethnically diverse, with Hispanic youths (37%), White youths (27%), and

African American (17%) youths accounting for 81% of the sample. Approximately two-thirds of
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the youths (61%) were aged 11 or younger at the pre-test, representing the fact that 26 of the 31
schools delivered the G.R.E.A.T. program in 6™ grade. Three of the six Chicago schools and
two of four schools in Albuquerque taught G.R.E.A.T. in 7" grade; thus, students in these sites
were somewhat older than students in the other sites.

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
MEASUREMENT

Outcome Measures

To assess program effectiveness, it was essential that measures of the three program goals
be included in the student surveys. Additionally, the G.R.E.A.T. lessons introduced a number of
secondary (proximal) outcomes that sought to reduce known risk factors for delinquency and
gang joining. We developed a student questionnaire that captured the essence of this skills
building program; that is, identifying the mediating variables that could explain the mechanisms
through which behavioral outcomes could be achieved. If the program is determined to reduce
rates of gang membership and youth violence, it is important to understand how these goals are
achieved. To reiterate, the G.R.E.A.T. program has three primary goals: (a) to help youths avoid
gang membership, (b) to reduce violence and criminal activity, and (c) to help youths develop a
positive relationship with law enforcement. In the current analyses, gang membership is
measured by a single-item question that is part of a larger set of questions about youth gangs.
Specifically, students were asked to answer the following question; “Are you now in a gang?”
This self-nomination approach has been found to be a valid and robust measure of gang
affiliation (e.g., Esbensen, Winfree, He, & Taylor, 2001; Thornberry et al., 2003). To measure
delinquency and violent offending, students completed a 15-item self-reported delinquency

inventory, including response categories that allowed for assessment of both ever and annual
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prevalence as well as frequency of offending during the past six months. We treated this self-
report inventory as a composite measure of general delinquency (examined both a variety and
frequency score) but also created a separate measure of violent offending consisting of three
items (attacked someone with a weapon, used a weapon or force to get money or things from
people, been involved in gang fights). To measure the third specific program goal (improving
relations with law enforcement), students were asked to respond to six questions tapping global
attitudes to the police as well as two additional questions measuring students’ attitudes about
police officers as teachers.

In addition to these preceding three program goals, the 13 G.R.E.A.T. lessons are
intended to teach youths the life-skills thought necessary to prevent involvement in gangs and
delinquency (see, e.g., Hill et al., 1999; Klein and Maxson, 2006; Maxson & Whitlock, 2002;
Maxson et al., 1998; Thornberry et al., 2003) by reducing the effect of a range of risk factors.
These mediating or proximal variables are treated as implied program objectives and are
included in our outcome analyses. We therefore examined the extent to which students exposed
to G.R.E.A.T. had improved or enhanced skills that would enable them to better resist the lures
of gang membership and resist peer pressure to engage in illegal activities. The G.R.E.A.T.
lessons encourage students to make healthy choices such as being involved in more pro-social
activities and associating more with pro-social peers and less with delinquent peers. The lessons
also teach students to improve their communication skills by being active listeners and being
better able to interpret verbal and non-verbal communication. The program targets these skills in
order to improve students’ empathy for others. Risk factors associated with youth violence and
joining gangs are also addressed in the curriculum. The program, for example, seeks to increase

the levels of guilt associated with norm violation and to reduce the neutralization of illegal acts
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(i.e., moral disengagement). For a full listing of scales and scale characteristics, see the

Appendix.

ANALYSIS STRATEGY

Our highly nested research design requires a multilevel analysis, which we implemented
with the MLwiN software (Rasbash, Steele, Brown, and Goldstein, 2009). The design includes
two waves (Waves 2 and 3) of outcome observations (level 1) for 3,702 individual students®®
(level 2), who are nested within 195 classrooms in which the program was or was not delivered
(level 3), which are, in turn, nested within 31 schools (level 4) located in 7 cities (level 5). Given
the small number of cities, we treated this level as a fixed effect through a set of dummy
variables. The model included random effects for the remaining four levels. To insure that
school differences were not confounded with the program effect, the treatment versus control
contrast was centered within schools. The analysis controlled for the pretest measure of the
outcome and for the difference between Waves two and three (coded -.5 for Wave 2 and +.5 for
Wave 3). The treatment effect was allowed to vary randomly across schools in order to insure a
conservative test. A logistic model was applied to the dichotomous measure of gang
membership and a negative binomial model was used for the highly skewed measures of self-
reported general delinquency and violent offending. All other models were linear. For the linear

models we express the magnitude of the program effect in terms of standard deviation units of

19 The analysis file includes data for 3,246 students with data for both Waves 2 and 3, another 368 for Wave 2 but
not Wave 3, and 88 for Wave 3 but not Wave 2, for a total of 3,702 students with either or both. The 3,702 students
represent an upper bound for the analyses because it counts youth with any data and does not take into account
variable-specific missing data on any given outcome or cases lost when we control for Wave 1 (from being missing
on the same variable). The analysis-specific counts of cases are for person/waves rather than people (as specified in
MLwiN). In the basic model (without Wave 1 control) we lose cases only due to being missing on the outcome
because the only other variables involved we have for everybody (wave, site, and treatment/control). With respect
to missing data, the total dataset has 6,948 person/wave cases; the number included in the analyses with & without
Wave 1 control varies from 6,611 and 6,180 (attitudes toward gangs) to 6,905 and 6,751 (school disorganization).
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difference between treatment and control (i.e., Cohen’s d), with positive values reflecting
beneficial impacts. For the logistic and negative binomial models, the value is the percentage

difference between treatment and control.

RESULTS

To assess program effectiveness, we compare responses from students in G.R.E.A.T.
classes to students in control classrooms using the post-test and one-year follow-up
questionnaires. Results presented here represent the average treatment effects over Waves 2 and
3.1 However, prior to examination of outcomes, we examined the success of the random
assignment of classrooms to produce comparable groups of treatment and control. We conclude
that the random assignment process was moderately successful; there were three significant
differences (p<.05) between the two groups (awareness of services, attitudes about gangs, and
frequency of delinquency), with the treatment group being more pro-social at the pre-test. Five
additional differences were noted at p<.1 (violent offending frequency, gang membership, pro-
social peers, negative peer commitment, and delinquent peers). These pre-existing differences
between the groups do not permit us to make strong claims of comparability because there may
be a little more difference than one would expect by chance alone, and the differences that do
arise tend to favor the treatment group. But overall the differences are quite small, and the
biggest difference is well within the bounds of chance. Furthermore, controlling for pretest
measures, as we do in all of the analyses, has negligible impact on the size or significance of the

group differences on outcomes.

! Analyses were also conducted separately by wave, to assess treatment effects at post-test and treatment effects at
the one-year follow-up. For all but 5 measures, there was a significant treatment effect at both time points. For the
five that differed, the difference in effect between Wave 2 and Wave 3 was not statistically significant, and there
was a statistically-significant average treatment effect across the time periods.
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With respect to the primary goal of reducing gang membership, it will be helpful to
identify the number of gang-involved youth at Wave 2 and Wave 3 by treatment condition. At
Wave 2, 177 youth answered yes to the question: “are you now in a gang?” Of these gang-
involved youth, 105 were in the control group and 72 were G.R.E.A.T. students. At Wave 3,
there were 172 gang members, 101 in the control group and 71 in the treatment group. This

pattern of more gang members in the control group was found in all seven cities.

Program Goals

Our first concern is to determine if the three stated program goals (i.e., reduction in gang
membership, reduction in violent offending, and improved attitudes towards the police) were
achieved. The analyses reveal that there were statistically significant differences between the
treatment and control groups on two of the three outcomes. First, with regard to gang
membership, we note in Table 2 that the odds of gang membership were 39 percent lower*? for
students completing the G.R.E.A.T. program relative to the control sample.™® Second,
G.R.E.A.T. students reported more positive opinions of police officers than did the study
participants in the control group (effect size (ES) of .076). This positive assessment of law
enforcement was even more pronounced for the two-item scale measuring attitudes more specific
to the G.R.E.A.T. program (G.R.E.A.T. ATP, ES = .204). While results were in the expected
direction of a positive program effect (10% reduction in the frequency of offending, although 1%

increase in the variety of offending), the third program goal of reducing violent offending, was

12 In an unpublished report submitted to NIJ and in Esbensen et al. (2011), we reported a 54% reduction in the odds
of gang joining. The difference reported here is due to a change in the MLwiN program that now allowed the model
to run with all variance terms included in the analysis.

3 In response to one reviewer’s concerns, the Wave 2 specific program effect was a 38.7% reduction in the odds of
gang membership and 40.6% for Wave 3.
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not met. There were no differences between the two groups with respect to violent offending, or

general delinquency for that matter.

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Proximal Outcomes

With regard to more proximal outcome measures, a number of statistically significant
differences were observed. These differences were all in the direction of a positive program
effect. As discussed above, the G.R.E.A.T. program is intended to be a skills building
curriculum that provides students with, for example, the ability to better resist peer pressure, to
control their anger, and to view joining gangs as an unattractive choice. Our outcome analyses
included 26 proximal outcome measures (in addition to the five program outcomes discussed
above) that tapped the extent to which the students enrolled in the G.R.E.A.T. program
developed skills and attitudes that were promoted throughout the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum. Of
these 26 measures, G.R.E.A.T. students had significantly (p<.05) more positive responses to

eight of these outcomes than did control students and marginal significance on another three (li

e

neutralization, pro-social activities, and pro-social peers). For instance, the G.R.E.A.T. students

made better use of refusal skills (ES =.090), were better able to resist peer pressure (ES =.079),

reported being less self-centered (ES = .054) and expressed less positive attitudes towards gangs

(ES = .114). There were no statistically significant differences between the groups on 15 of the

attitudinal measures: empathy, impulsivity, risk-seeking, negative peer commitment, positive

peer commitment, neutralization for theft, school commitment, guilt, conflict resolution, calming

others, active listening, problem solving, self-efficacy, awareness of services, and altruism.
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Though program effects were somewhat larger at Wave 2 than at Wave 3, the difference
was not substantial. For the 13 measures with program effects significant at p <.10 in Table 2,
the mean effect size was .11 at Wave 2 and .07 at Wave 3. The program impact estimates
reached significance with p < .05 for nine variables at Wave 2 versus six variables at Wave 3,
and significance with p <.10 for 10 and nine variables at the two waves. Though the program
impact significantly declined over time for two of the measures (with p <.05, GREAT ATP and
collective efficacy), the program impact remained significant at p < .05 for both waves in each

case.

Summary of Program Outcomes

In sum, we examined a total of 33 outcome measures: five behavioral outcomes (variety
and frequency of violent offending, variety and frequency of delinquency, and gang
membership) and 28 attitudinal or perceptual outcomes. Of the 33 outcome measures included
in the analyses, one behavioral (gang membership) and 10 attitudinal/perceptual differences were
found at the .05 significance level between the G.R.E.A.T. and non- G.R.E.A.T. students; an
additional three attitudinal differences were marginally significant (p < .10). Specifically, the
G.R.E.A.T. students compared to non-G.R.E.A.T. students reported (see Table 2):

- More positive attitudes to police (ES = .076)

- More positive attitudes about police in classrooms (ES =.204)

- Less positive attitudes about gangs (ES =.114)

- More use of refusal skills (ES = .090)

- More resistance to peer pressure (ES =.079)

- Higher collective efficacy (ES = .125)
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- Less use of hitting neutralizations (ES = .105)

- Fewer associations with delinquent peers (ES = .083)

- Less self-centeredness (ES = .054)

- Lessanger (ES =. 057)

- Lower rates of gang membership (39% reduction in odds)

- Less use of lie neutralization (ES = .066; p <.10)

- More pro-social peers (ES = .051; p <.10)

- More pro-social involvement (ES =.047; p <.10)

In addition to knowing the overall magnitude of the program effects, it would also be
useful to have information about how much that effect varies across schools and cities. In our
multilevel analysis, the variance component for the treatment effect estimates this variation. For
none of the significant program outcomes was this variation in program effect statistically
significant, and for six of the fourteen the maximum likelihood estimate of the variance was
zero. This should not be taken as strong evidence of consistency, however, because this is not a
very powerful test. Indeed, when the variance estimates were not zero, they typically
corresponded to standard deviations about the size of the significant program effects. In that

scenario, program impact would be negligible to slightly harmful in about 20% of schools.

DISCUSSION

Schools have become a common setting in which delinquency prevention programs are
delivered (Gottfredson, 2001). There is no shortage of available programs from which to choose,
and schools—especially middle schools—often have multiple programs operating during the

school year (Gottfredson, 2001). Given resource limitations, however, school administrators
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need to weigh the *“costs and benefits” of each program when making their decisions. Research
evolving from the movement toward “evidence-based practices” (e.g., Sherman et al., 1997) has
provided a wealth of information regarding the implementation and effectiveness of specific
prevention programs, although the evidence base on gang prevention programs is still
insufficient.

During the past twenty years, there has been a commensurate increase in the inclusion of
police officers on school campuses, as both School Resource Officers (e.g., Finn and McDeuvitt,
2005; Gottfredson and Na, 2010) and prevention program providers (e.g., DARE and
G.R.E.A.T.). Inthis manuscript we have addressed the efficacy of one such program that utilizes
law enforcement officers to deliver a gang prevention and violence reduction program. A third
objective of this program is related to the program provider: that is, improving police — youth
relationships.

The current manuscript highlights the key sustained outcome findings (average program
effects for post-test and one-year follow-up) from the Process & Outcome Evaluation of
G.R.E.A.T. Results from analyses of three waves of survey data collected from students in seven
U.S. public school districts indicate that the program is meeting its primary objective of
preventing gang membership; the analyses indicate a 39 percent reduction in the odds of gang
joining one year post-program. In spite of the research showing a number of shared risk factors
between delinquency and gang membership (and few or no factors unique to gang membership),
we did not find a significant program effect on rates of violent offending.** The third goal of the

G.R.E.A.T. program, to improve youths’ attitudes towards the police (ATP), was met, with an

4 We acknowledge that given the findings reported for the other two program goals and proximate program goals, it
is surprising that there was no reduction in offending associated with the program. This is especially so, given the
overlap in risk factors associated with gang membership and offending.
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effect size of .11 for the global measure of ATP and an effect size of .20 for the more specific
measure of ATP related to G.R.E.A.T.

These findings suggest that a relatively short-term (13 lessons) primary prevention
program can have measurable effects on a diverse sample of students. The evaluation was
conducted in seven cities representing a cross-section of the United States. The process
evaluation indicated that the program was implemented with fidelity (Esbensen, Matsuda, et al.,
2011), providing confidence that the outcomes can be attributed to the G.R.E.A.T. program.
Active parental consent rates for the students’ participation in the outcome evaluation were quite
high, thereby reducing the potential bias of selective loss. The high retention rates from the
Wave 1 to Wave 3 surveys also add confidence to the robustness of the outcome results.

In addition to examining direct effects of G.R.E.A.T. on the three main program goals,
we explored a range of mediating or proximal factors. Our results identify positive program
effects on many of these program objectives. Compared with students in the control classrooms,
students in G.R.E.A.T. classrooms illustrated less susceptibility to peer pressure, better refusal
skills, and less involvement with delinquent peers; lower support for neutralizations regarding
violence; less favorable attitudes about gangs; lower levels of self-centeredness and anger; and a
higher degree of collective efficacy. Thinking about these findings from a logical perspective,
the results are quite promising: G.R.E.A.T. appears to reduce key underlying risk factors for
gang membership and violent offending (e.g.., self-centeredness, anger); reduce the situational
contexts where delinquency and gang membership is most likely to flourish (i.e., associations
with delinquent peers); and provide youth with the skills necessary to recognize and resist
temptations of peer pressure (e.g., peer pressure susceptibility and use of refusal skills),

including a greater belief that offending is universally “wrong” (i.e., fewer neutralizations).
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It is important to place these findings in context. The one-year post program results from
the longitudinal component of the national evaluation of the original G.R.E.A.T. program
(Esbensen et al. 2001) indicated no program effect. And, it was only three and four years post-
treatment that a sleeper or lagged effect was found for five outcomes: more favorable attitudes to
police, lower victimization, more negative attitudes about gangs, more pro-social peers, and less
risk-seeking behavior. We can speculate that the revised curriculum with its emphasis on skills
building and use of cooperative learning strategies (and other pedagogically sound practices) was
more successful in achieving favorable outcomes than was the earlier program with its emphasis
on cognitive elements that were delivered in a more “canned” and didactic delivery mode. Three
of the five significant outcomes noted in G.R.E.A.T. 1, were replicated in the current evaluation
(attitudes to police, negative attitudes to gangs, and pro-social peers). The fact that both
evaluations produced more favorable attitudes toward the police among the G.R.E.A.T. students
suggests that this kind of law enforcement-based prevention program can have a positive impact
on youth-police relations. It is also interesting to note that both studies produced evidence that
the G.R.E.A.T. program is associated with more negative views of gangs and greater association
with pro-social peers. While there were no differences between the treatment and control
students with regard to risk-seeking in the current study, two other elements of self-control
theory (anger and self-centeredness) were significant. In the current evaluation we did not
examine victimization as a potential outcome since it was not a stated program goal nor was it
addressed in the lessons. We view these similarities in findings as suggestive of an overall
consistency in the program but further speculate that the additional program effects of the revised

G.R.E.A.T. program are likely an artifact of the revised and enhanced curriculum. Only time
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will tell if the delayed or sleeper effects reported in the earlier evaluation of G.R.E.A.T. will be
replicated in the current evaluation.

Clearly, this program is no “silver bullet” but these findings suggest that G.R.E.A.T. can
be effectively included as a primary prevention component of a larger community-wide effort to
reduce gang membership and youth violence. It is important to note that the effect sizes were
modest (ranging from .05 to .20) and that no differences were found between students in
G.R.E.A.T. and non-G.R.E.A.T. classrooms for a number of important mediating factors.
However, the fact that statistically significant differences were found for 11 outcome measures
(and another three with marginal significance) should be considered very promising, especially
in light of the fact that these effects were produced after just 13 class periods (approximately 40
minutes in length). We would also like to point out that in some of the study schools, there
exists a small possibility of a contamination effect suggesting that the results presented here
should be considered conservative estimates. The G.R.E.A.T. program, as discussed in the site
selection section, had operated for multiple years in each of the participating school districts and
in many of the selected schools. While we excluded from consideration sites in which there was
a strong likelihood of contamination, it is still possible that in some schools, the presence of

G.R.E.A.T. for several years may well under-estimate program effectiveness.
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Table 1. Sample Characteristics at Wave 1

Full DFW
Sample ABQ CHI area GRE NSH PHL POR
N=3,820 N=591 N=500 N=614 N=582 N=590 N=457 N=486

% % % % % % % %
Sex
--Male 50 50 50 54 52 55 43 42
--Female 50 50 50 46 48 46 57 58
Race/Ethnicity
--White 27 16 7 20 34 45 12 51
--African American 18 4 29 21 2 23 44 7
--Hispanic/Latino 37 49 56 46 50 17 20 13
--American Indian 4 10 1 2 5 1 4
--Asian 4 2 1 6 1 6 4 9
--Multi-Racial 8 14 2 5 4 4 12 13
-Other 4 5 2 1 5 5 5 3
Age
--11 or younger 61 35 18 74 77 80 61 79
--12 29 43 44 25 22 19 35 20
--13 or older 10 23 38 2 2 <1 4 1

11.48 11.87 12.22 11.27 11.23 11.19 11.42 12.22
Living Arrangement
--Both Biological Parents 55 52 57 60 58 60 38 58
--Single Parent 20 20 19 15 14 18 24 15
--1 Biological/1 Step-Parent 13 15 12 14 15 12 18 13
--1 Biological/1 Other Adult 7 7 7 11 8
--Other Relatives
--Other Living Arrangement 2 1 1 2 1
Immigration Status
--Born outside U.S. 12 10 9 13 11 15 11 15
--Bornin U.S. 88 90 91 87 89 85 89 85
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Table 2: Program Effect Estimates for Attitudinal and Behavioral Measures Controlling for
Between City Differences and Overall Change over Time.

Program
Effect B S.E. T
Attitudinal Measures
Impulsivity 0.015 -0.012 0.024 -0.513
Risk-Seeking 0.041 -0.041 0.030 -1.360
Anger 0.057 -0.056 0.026 -2.123*
Self-Centeredness 0.054 -0.046 0.022 -2.060*
Attitudes Toward the Police (ATP) 0.076 0.070 0.024 2.908*
GREAT ATP 0.204 0.190 0.033 5.720*
Prosocial Peers 0.051 0.050 0.030 1.685**
Peer Pressure 0.079 -0.050 0.020 -2.465*
Negative Peer Commitment 0.050 -0.047 0.029 -1.617
Positive Peer Commitment -0.010 -0.011 0.037 -0.298
Delinquent Peers 0.083 -0.051 0.021 -2.474%
Lying Neutralizations 0.066 -0.066 0.034 -1.951**
Stealing Neutralizations 0.018 -0.016 0.030 -0.543
Hitting Neutralizations 0.105 -0.122 0.032 -3.800*
School Commitment 0.020 0.015 0.021 0.733
Guilt 0.028 0.016 0.016 1.005
Conflict Resolution -0.018 -0.008 0.013 -0.646
Calming Others -0.004 -0.002 0.014 -0.135
Refusal Skills 0.090 0.043 0.013 3.229*
Prosocial Involvement Index 0.047 0.056 0.030 1.856**
Empathy -0.008 -0.005 0.022 -0.243
Active Listening 0.028 0.019 0.020 0.940
Problem Solving 0.027 0.025 0.024 1.048
Self-Efficacy -0.004 -0.003 0.024 -0.115
Awareness of Services 0.015 0.012 0.021 0.539
Collective Efficacy 0.125 0.075 0.021 3.554*
Attitudes about Gangs 0.114 0.102 0.031 3.313*
Altruism 0.051 0.031 0.019 1.612
Behavioral®

Delinquency (Frequency)” 7.0% -0.073 0.072 -1.019
Delinquency (Variety)® 7.0% -0.072 0.048 -1.495
Violent Offending (Frequency)® 10.0% -0.107 0.179 -0.597
Violent Offending (Variety)® -1.0% 0.007 0.108 0.060
Gang’ 39.2% -0.498 0.162 -3.069*

*Significant at p<0.05

** Significant at p<0.10

*Program Effect as Percent Reduction
bNegative Binomial Model

‘Logistic Regression Model
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APPENDIX: Scale Characteristics of Outcome Measures (Wave 1)

Impulsivity: Four items such as: | often act without stopping to think.
Scale Mean =2.97 (0.81); a=0.59
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Risk-Seeking: Four items including: | like to test myself every now and then by doing
something a little risky.

Scale Mean = 2.60 (0.95); a =0.77

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Anger: Four items including: | lose my temper pretty easily.
Scale Mean = 3.08 (0.96); a.=0.74
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Self-Centeredness: Four items such as: If things | do upset people, it’s their problem not mine.
Scale Mean = 2.50 (0.82); a.=0.69
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Attitudes Toward Police: Six items such as: Police officers are honest.
Scale Mean = 3.81 (0.82); o = 0.86
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

GREAT ATP: Two items such as Police officers make good teachers.
Mean = 3.58 (0.95)
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Prosocial Peers: Four items, including: How many of your current friends have gotten along
well with teachers and adults at school?

Scale Mean =3.42 (0.97); a.=0.83

Response Categories: 1) None of them, 2) Few of them, 3) Half of them, 4) Most of them, 5) All
of them

Peer Pressure: Seven items such as: How likely is it that you would go along with your current
friends if they wanted you to bully another student at school?

Scale Mean =1.27 (0.51); a=0.82

Response Categories: 1) Not at All Likely to 5) Very Likely

Negative Peer Commitment: Three items including: If your group of friends was getting you
into trouble at home, how likely is it that you would still hang out with them?

Scale Mean = 1.68 (0.85); a. = 0.81

Response Categories: 1) Not at All Likely to 5) Very Likely

Positive Peer Commitment: Two items: If your friends told you not to do something because it
was wrong, how likely is it that you would listen to them?
Scale Mean =4.19 (1.17); a.=0.80
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Response Categories: 1) Not at All Likely to 5) Very Likely

Delinquent Peers: Seven items including: During the last year, how many of your current
friends have attacked someone with a weapon?

Scale Mean = 1.30 (0.54); a.=0.86

Response Categories: 1) None of them, 2) Few of them, 3) Half of them, 4) Most of them, 5) All
of them

Lying Neutralizations: Three items including: It's okay to tell a small lie if it doesn't hurt
anyone.

Scale Mean =2.60 (0.98); a.=0.76

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Stealing Neutralizations: Three items such as: It's okay to steal something from someone who
is rich and can easily replace it.

Scale Mean = 1.64 (0.80); a.=0.83

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Hitting Neutralizations: Three items such as: It's okay to beat up someone if they hit you first.
Scale Mean =3.32 (1.11); a=0.80
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

School Commitment: Seven items including: Homework is a waste of time.
Scale Mean =3.92 (0.70); a=0.77
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Guilt: Seven items such as: How guilty would you feel if you stole something worth less than
$50?

Scale Mean = 2.66 (0.55); a.=0.93

Response Categories: 1) Not Very Guilty/Badly, 2) Somewhat Guilty/Badly, 3) Very
Guilty/Badly

Conflict Resolution: Five items including: During the past year when you’ve gotten upset with
someone, how often have you talked to the person about why | was upset.

Scale Mean =2.17 (0.46); a.= 0.66

Response Categories: 1) Never, 2) Sometimes, 3) Often

Calming Others: Three items including: When someone else was upset, how often have you
asked the person why he/she was upset.

Scale Mean =2.41 (0.51); a=0.71

Response Categories: 1) Never, 2) Sometimes, 3) Often

Refusal Skills: Four items including: During the past year when you have tried to avoid doing
something your friends tried to get you to do, how often have you told the person that | can’t do
it because my parents will get upset with me.

Scale Mean =2.33 (0.51); a=0.70
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Response Categories: 1) Never, 2) Sometimes, 3) Often

Pro-social Involvement (Index): Four items including: During the past year have you been
involved in school activities or athletics?

Mean = 2.38 (1.14)

Response Categories: 1) No, 2) Yes,

Empathy: Five item including: | would feel sorry for a lonely stranger in a group.
Scale Mean = 3.63 (0.65); a.=0.59
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Active Listening: Three items such as: | look at the person talking to me.
Scale Mean = 3.66 (0.72); a.= 0.60
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Problem Solving: Two items including: | talk to my friends about my problems.
Scale Mean = 3.57 (0.91); a.=0.45
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Self-Efficacy: Five items such as: When | make plans, | am certain | can make them work.
Scale Mean = 3.76 (0.65); a.=0.72
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Awareness of Services: Four items including: You know where a person can go for help if
he/she is victimized.

Scale Mean = 3.76 (0.65); a=0.72

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Collective Efficacy: Three items including: It is my responsibility to do something about
problems in our community.

Scale Mean = 3.25 (0.77); a.=0.62

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Attitudes about Gangs: Two items: Getting involved with gangs will interfere with reaching
my goals.

Scale Mean = 3.72 (1.12); a=0.71

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Altruism: Three items including: It feels good to do something without expecting anything in
return.

Scale Mean = 3.60 (0.83); a.=0.66

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 82
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Short and Long Term Outcome Results from a Multi-site Evaluation of the G.R.E.A.T. Program*

Finn-Aage Esbensen
Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice
University of Missouri - St. Louis

D. Wayne Osgood
Department of Sociology
Pennsylvania State University

Dana Peterson
School of Criminal Justice
University at Albany

Terrance J. Taylor
Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice
University of Missouri - St. Louis

Dena C. Carson
Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice
University of Missouri - St. Louis

*This research was made possible, in part, by the support and participation of seven school
districts, including the School District of Philadelphia. This project was supported by Award No.
2006-JV-FX-0011 from the National Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S.
Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed
in this manuscript are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of the
Department of Justice or of the seven participating school districts. We would like to express our
appreciation to the students who made this project possible by completing the student
questionnaires. And, this project would have been impossible without our team of colleagues
and research assistants; special thanks to Adrienne Freng, Kristy Matsuda, J. Michael Vecchio,

and Stephanie A. Wiley for their invaluable assistance.

This report was previously published in Criminology and Public Policy (2013)

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 83
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



ABSTRACT: Short and Long Term Outcome Results from a Multi-site Evaluation of the
G.R.E.A.T. Program

Research Summary

This article presents results from a randomized control trial of the Gang Resistance Education
and Training Program (G.R.E.A.T.); 3,820 students enrolled in 195 classrooms in 31 schools in
seven cities were surveyed six times over five years (pre- and post-tests in Year 1 and four
annual follow-up surveys). Results indicate that during the four years post-treatment, students
receiving the program had lower odds of gang membership compared to the control group. The
treatment group also reported more pro-social attitudes on a number of program-specific
outcomes. In addition to examining effectiveness for the full sample, we also report analyses that

examine program effects by: (1) site and (2) initial levels of risk for gang membership.

Policy Implications

Effective youth violence prevention programs continue to be few in numbers; effective youth
gang prevention programs are even rarer. Various rating systems exist (e.g., University of
Colorado’s Blueprint Model; Helping America’s Youth; OJJDP Model Program Guide; NI1J’s
Crime Solutions), but even application of the least rigorous standards fails to identify many
promising or effective programs. Based on results reported in this article, the Gang Resistance
Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program holds promise as a universal gang prevention

program.
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Short and Long Term Outcome Results from a Multi-site Evaluation of the G.R.E.A.T.
Program

Youth gangs continue to garner substantial attention from the media, public, and
academic researchers due in large part to the violence attributed to gang members. A number of
prevention, intervention, and suppression programs have been introduced to address problems
associated with youth gangs but, to date, relatively few have been deemed as promising, let alone
effective (e.g., Esbensen, Freng, Taylor, Peterson, and Osgood, 2002; Howell, 2012; Klein and
Maxson, 2006; Maxson, Egley, Miller, and Klein, 2013; Reed and Decker, 2002).

Given the disruptive influence on school safety and academic performance (as well as on
communities) that gangs pose, gangs and associated violence are targets of prevention and
intervention efforts. A number of programs have been developed and promoted as “effective,”
and school administrators are often confronted with slick promotional materials advocating the
“wonderfulness” of a wide array of programs claiming they will reduce problem behaviors,
increase social skills, and/or promote positive youth behavior. Whenever possible, these school
administrators should be encouraged to choose programs with a history of evaluation findings
supporting program effectiveness. While many programs exist, relatively few have been
subjected to rigorous program evaluations. Of particular import is the relative lack of programs
subjected to randomized control trials (RCTs). The current study presents one example of short-
and long-term findings from a recent RCT assessing the effectiveness of a gang prevention
program - Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.). Findings from this study can
aid recent efforts to provide empirically-based information to school administrators and

community leaders seeking to implement evidence-supported programs.
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Despite the relative absence of the most rigorous evaluation designs (i.e., RCTs)
assessing gang prevention programs, an increasing number of agencies/organizations have
developed criteria for classifying programs into various categories ranging from “not effective”
to “effective” or “model” programs based on the findings of empirical evaluations. For example,
the Blueprints Series (Mihalic, Fagan, Irwin, Ballard, and Elliott, 2002; Mihalic and Irwin, 2003)
identifies model violence prevention programs that have withstood rigorous scientific
evaluations, and the Maryland Report (Sherman, Gottfredson, MacKenzie, Eck, Reuter, and
Bushway, 1997) assessed the effectiveness of a broad range of projects. In 2005, the Helping
America’s Youth (HAY) Community Guide (Howell, 2009) rated programs identified by non-
federal agencies on three levels: Level 1 (exemplary or model programs based on evaluation
designs of the “highest quality”); Level 2 (effective programs based on quasi-experimental
research); and Level 3 (promising programs). Similarly, the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention provides a listing of exemplary, effective, or promising programs
(OJJDP, 2010) and in 2010, the National Institute of Justice introduced its “Crime Solutions”

website which identifies effective and promising programs (http://www.crimesolutions.gov).

Of particular relevance to the current study, the G.R.E.A.T. program is currently rated as
"promising” by OJJDP and by Crime Solutions, and designated as "Level 2" (effective) in the

Helping America’s Youth rating scale (www.findyouthinfo.gov). Additionally, a recent

systematic review found that the G.R.E.A.T. program was one of only a handful of gang
awareness programs meeting strict guidelines for determining program effectiveness (Gravel,
Bouchard, Descormiers, Wong, and Morselli, 2013). These designations were initially based on
findings from two multisite evaluations of the “original” program curriculum: one cross-

sectional study conducted in 1995 (Esbensen and Osgood, 1999) and one longitudinal study
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conducted between 1995 and 1999 (Esbensen, Osgood, Taylor, Peterson, and Freng, 2001), but
the current classifications are based on short-term findings from an evaluation of the revised
G.R.E.A.T. program (Esbensen, Peterson, Taylor, and Osgood, 2012).

The G.R.E.A.T. program has been in existence since 1991 and has received some acclaim
since its inception. Originally developed as a nine-lesson curriculum based on Drug Abuse
Resistance Education (DARE), the program underwent a substantial curriculum revision after the
findings of the two aforementioned studies. Once these revisions were made, there was
considerable interest in determining whether the program would be found to be more effective at
meeting program goals than was the case in the evaluations of the original G.R.E.A.T. program.
In a recent publication we reported on the one-year post treatment effects of the revised
G.R.E.A.T. program (Esbensen et al., 2012). This current manuscript provides an overview of
those results but focuses on the long-term program effects (up to four years post-treatment) while
also reporting additional analyses that examine: (1) site-specific program outcomes and (2) the
extent to which pre-existing risk factors impact program effectiveness. Our findings contribute to
the sparse body of knowledge about effective gang prevention strategies.

We begin with a description of the G.R.E.A.T. program. Next, we turn to a recap of
findings from the earlier evaluations, with a particular emphasis on critiques levied at both the
program and the evaluation findings, and how the current program and evaluation overcome
many of the limitations previously highlighted. We then describe the methodology employed
and results of the current evaluation of the revised G.R.E.A.T. program. We conclude with a
discussion of how the current results fit with those of previous evaluations and what this means

for gang prevention programming.
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The G.R.E.A.T. Program®

The Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program is a school-based
gang and violence prevention program with three primary goals: (1) teach youths to avoid gang
membership; (2) prevent violence and criminal activity; and (3) assist youths to develop positive
relationships with law enforcement. Developed as a universal prevention program targeting
youth in early adolescence (i.e., 6" or 7" graders), the G.R.E.A.T. program was classified as a
gang awareness program in a recent review of gang programs (Gravel et al., 2013). The original
G.R.E.A.T. program,? developed by Phoenix-area police departments in 1991, was a cognitive-
based program that taught students about crime and its effect on victims, cultural diversity,
conflict resolution skills, meeting basic needs (without a gang), responsibility, and goal setting.®
Uniformed law enforcement officers taught the curriculum in schools, and teachers were
requested to complement the program content during regular classes.

The revised G.R.E.A.T. program contains much of the substance of the original program
but, importantly, was also informed by the work of educators and prevention specialists and the
growing body of risk factor research (see Esbensen, Freng, Taylor, Peterson, and Osgood, 2002;
Esbensen, Peterson, Taylor, Freng, Osgood, Carson, and Matsuda, 2011, for a detailed account
of the program review that informed the curriculum revision). As a result, the revised
G.R.E.A.T. program was expanded from nine to 13 lessons; is still primarily taught by
uniformed law enforcement officers (largely police officers and sheriff’s deputies, but Federal

agents from the U.S. Marshalls and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms as well as

! This section describing the G.R.E.A.T. program is partially excerpted from Esbensen, Peterson, Taylor, and
Osgood (2012).

2 The core program component of G.R.E.A.T. is its middle school curriculum, and this is often what is referred to
with the term “G.R.E.A.T. program.” Other optional components of G.R.E.A.T. are an elementary school
curriculum, a summer program, and G.R.E.A.T. Families.

® For a detailed account of the political context surrounding the development of the original G.R.E.A.T. program,
consult Winfree, Peterson Lynskey, and Maupin (1999).
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District Attorneys have also been trained and certified to teach G.R.E.A.T.); and incorporates
classroom management training of officers and a focus on students’ skill development through
cooperative learning strategies - important pedagogical tools for educational settings
(Gottfredson, 2001).*

Two school-based programs, the Seattle Social Development Model (SSDM) and Life
Skills Training (LST), guided the revision of the G.R.E.A.T. program. LST is classified as a
model program by the rigorous Blueprint standards while the SSDM has received acclaim from a
variety of sources. The SSDM is a comprehensive model that seeks to reduce delinquency and
violence by building a positive learning environment incorporating several different classroom
management components, such as cooperative learning, proactive classroom management, and
interactive teaching (Catalano, Arthur, Hawkins, Berglund, and Olson, 1998). The LST program
IS a three-year intervention in which two annual booster sessions supplement the initial program
(Dusenbury and Botvin, 1992). LST consists of three components: (1) self-management skills;
(2) social skills; and (3) information and skills directly related to the problem of drug abuse. The
revised G.R.E.A.T. program adopted some of the strategies from LST (in fact, some of the LST
curriculum writers participated in the rewriting of the G.R.E.A.T. program), including an
emphasis on the development of skills, rather than on the assimilation of knowledge, and also
incorporated problem-solving exercises and cooperative learning strategies.

During the revision of the G.R.E.A.T. program, incorporation of findings from research
identifying risk factors for gang affiliation and violent offending was a primary enhancement to
the program. While recognizing the importance of risk factors in all five domains (i.e.,
community, school, peer, family, and individual), the curriculum writers acknowledged that a

* Information about the G.R.E.A.T. program and an overview of the G.R.E.A.T. lessons included in the middle
school curriculum can be found at http://www.great-online.org/.
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school-based program could best address risk factors in the school, peer, and individual domains.
As such, the revised curriculum addresses the following risk factor areas: school commitment,
school performance, association with conventional and/or delinquent peers, susceptibility to peer
influence, involvement in conventional activities, empathy, self-control (impulsivity, risk-
seeking, self-centeredness, and anger control), perceived guilt, neutralization techniques (for
lying, stealing, and hitting), and moral disengagement (e.g., Battin, Hill, Abbott, Catalano, and
Hawkins, 1998; Esbensen and Deschenes, 1998; Esbensen, Huizinga, and Weiher, 1993;
Esbensen, Peterson, Taylor, and Freng, 2010; Hill, Howell, Hawkins, Battin-Pearson,1999;
Howell and Egley, 2005; Klein and Maxson, 2006; Maxson and Whitlock, 2002; Maxson,
Whitlock, and Klein, 1998; Pyrooz, Fox, and Decker, 2010; Thornberry, 1998; Thornberry,
Krohn, Lizotte, Smith, and Tobin, 2003).

Research has also demonstrated the deleterious cumulative effects of risk exposure; the
greater the number of risk factors and/or the greater the number of risk domains experienced, the
greater the odds of youth gang and violence involvement, with these increases in risk associated
with exponential increases in odds of becoming gang-involved (Esbensen et al., 2010;
Thornberry et al., 2003). This collective body of risk factor research suggests that prevention
programs should attempt to address risk factors in multiple domains and to do so earlier, rather
than later, in adolescence, both before the factors accumulate and before the typical age of onset
for gang involvement — i.e., prior to the age of about 14 (Esbensen and Huizinga, 1993; Hill et
al., 1999; Thornberry et al., 2003). To this end, the revised G.R.E.A.T. curriculum addresses
multiple risk factors across multiple domains and is taught in 6™ or 7" grade, when students

average 11 — 13 years of age.
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Comparing Earlier Evaluations with the Current Evaluation

Two previous multi-site evaluations of the original G.R.E.A.T. program were conducted
(Esbensen and Osgood, 1999, and Esbensen et al., 2001). These evaluations found different
degrees of “success” of the G.R.E.A.T. program at meeting its stated goals. A brief background
on these studies provides context for the current study’s findings.

The first was a cross-sectional study of nearly 6,000 eighth graders attending public
schools in eleven U.S. cities conducted in 1995 (Esbensen and Osgood, 1999). The study found a
number of results supportive of the original G.R.E.A.T. program’s effectiveness at reaching its
goals. A variety of modeling strategies were employed, with three increasingly restrictive
samples examined. Under the most restrictive analyses, G.R.E.A.T. students were found to be
significantly “better” than non-G.R.E.A.T. students on 14 of 33 outcome measures examined.
Program participants were consistently found to have lower levels of drug use and minor
delinquent offending than non-participants. Looking at attitudinal measures with consistent
findings across modeling strategies, G.R.E.A.T. students had more negative attitudes about
gangs, fewer delinquent friends, more friends involved in prosocial activities, greater
commitment to peers promoting prosocial behaviors, less likelihood of acting impulsively,
higher self-esteem, more commitment to success at school, and higher levels of attachment to
both mothers and fathers than their non-G.R.E.A.T. counterparts. Additionally, program effects
on five outcome measures—peer delinquency, friends’ involvement in prosocial activities,
commitment to peers who promote prosocial activities, self-esteem, and commitment to success
at school—were found to be stronger for males (relative to females) and effects for two
outcomes—commitment to and involvement with prosocial peers—were stronger for Black and

Hispanic youth (relative to white youth).
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The second evaluation was a prospective longitudinal study of more than 2,000 youth
attending public schools in six U.S. school districts. Students were followed from seventh grade
(sixth in one site) until eleventh grade (tenth in one site). In 15 of the 22 schools that
participated, classrooms were randomly assigned to treatment and control conditions; in the
remaining schools, due to constraints such as G.R.E.A.T. officers’ schedules, classrooms were
assigned to condition based on matching procedures (e.g., one teacher’s morning class was
assigned to the treatment condition, while the same teacher’s afternoon class was assigned to the
control condition). Results of the longitudinal analyses were less supportive of the program than
the cross-sectional results. Specifically, five of the 32 outcome measures were found to be
consistent with beneficial program effects in pre-program vs. post-program (all four years
combined) contrasts; G.R.E.A.T. students were found to have lower rates of victimization, more
negative views of gangs, more favorable attitudes toward the police, more involvement with
prosocial peers, and reduced levels of risk seeking. The results examining trends over time were
less pronounced, with only three of the outcomes reaching statistical significance (victimization,
involvement with and commitment to prosocial peers) and evidence that effects were delayed
(rather than immediate). It is important to note, however, that 25 of the 32 outcome measures
examined were in a direction consistent with positive program effects. Also in contrast to the
earlier cross-sectional analyses, there were no significant differences in program effects across
subgroups by sex or race/ethnicity.

Many of the accolades the G.R.E.A.T. program has received were based, in some part, on
the relatively positive findings of the cross-sectional study and the finding of small lagged effects
on some program outcomes in the longitudinal evaluation. That is not to say that these studies

were definitive “proof” that the original G.R.E.A.T. program was an undeniable “success.” In
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fact, results from the longitudinal evaluation were viewed as evidence of a lack of program effect
and contributed to the comprehensive program review and revision. Some commentators were
critical of the G.R.E.A.T. program and also raised concerns about the earlier evaluations. Klein
and Maxson (2006), for example, note that the most promising results were found employing the
least rigorous methodological design: the cross-sectional study. The more rigorous longitudinal
design found less support for the program, as demonstrated by the relative lack of significant
differences between treatment and control groups after program exposure and only modest
program effects when differences were found. They also highlight the lack of a significant
program effect on gang membership, the key program outcome.

Klein and Maxson (2006) identify three factors that could account for the failure of the
program to reduce the odds of gang membership. First, the original G.R.E.A.T. program was
based on a “failed” program model: Drug Abuse Resistance Education (DARE). Second, the
original G.R.E.A.T. program was not “gang specific;” rather, it was based on more general social
skills targeted at delinquency prevention. Third, the program was aimed at a population with
relatively low rates and probabilities of gang membership. Specifically, Klein and Maxson argue
that this universal program focusing on all seventh grade classrooms would be unlikely to reach
the target group because few seventh graders attending schools are involved with gangs.

Ludwig (2005) presents additional concerns about the effectiveness of the original
G.R.E.A.T. program. In addition to reinforcing the point that evaluations of the G.R.E.A.T.
program found no effect on key dependent variables of gang involvement, drug use, or
delinquency, Ludwig also notes that sample attrition throughout the study reduces the confidence

that we should have about program effectiveness found in the longitudinal study.
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There was renewed interest in the question of program effectiveness after the revised
curriculum was fully implemented in 2003. In July 2006, the National Institute of Justice
selected the University of Missouri-St. Louis to conduct a process and outcome evaluation of the
revised G.R.E.A.T. program. The current program and evaluation address many of the
limitations of the earlier program and evaluation designs and build upon the results of those
earlier studies. First, as previously described, the G.R.E.A.T. program underwent major changes
after a substantial curriculum review based in large part on the findings of the previous
evaluations. Of particular import was an emphasis on linking specific program lessons with risk
factors found to be important in gang joining and delinquency. In short, while the revised
program still deals with general social skills and the prevention of delinquency, greater attention
is now paid to risk factors found to be associated with gangs. Second, the criticism that the
original G.R.E.A.T. program was modeled after the DARE program was addressed during the
curriculum review, with the revised G.R.E.A.T. program now modeled after two highly
acclaimed school-based prevention programs (LST and SSDM). Third, Klein and Maxson’s
critique of the universal targeted population raises the issue of efforts attempting to reduce
statistically rare events. As many gang researchers have noted, gang membership is a rare event,
even in the most at-risk neighborhoods or sub-populations. At the same time, the past twenty
plus years of gang research have demonstrated that gangs and gang-involved youth are found in
communities not only across the U.S.A. but across the world (e.g., Covey, 2010; Esbensen and
Maxson, 2013; Hagedorn, 2008). While one can question the utility of trying to prevent a
statistically rare event, it does not seem reasonable to abandon general prevention efforts,
especially given researchers’ and practitioners’ inability to identify unique risk factors for gang
membership® and recent studies indicating a great deal of overlap in risk factors for gang
® See Klein and Maxson’s (2006) review of the gang risk factor literature.
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membership and violence (Esbensen et al., 2010; Peterson and Morgan, forthcoming). Finally,
with respect to methodological issues raised by Ludwig and others, extensive efforts were made
to increase both the active consent rates and survey completion rates in the current evaluation.
The results of these efforts are reported in the Methods section.

While an earlier study reporting short-term program effects of the revised G.R.E.A.T.
program was published in 2012 (Esbensen et al., 2012), the current study focuses on long-term
effects across four years post-treatment.® This long-term emphasis is important not only to
determine whether short-term effects are sustained over time, but also because it captures youth
at the ages of highest risk of gang joining (Klein and Maxson, 2006) and because delayed effects
were detected in the previous longitudinal evaluation (Esbensen et al., 2001). Additionally,
supplemental analyses reported in the current study (1) investigate the extent to which the overall
results are replicated at each of the seven individual research sites and (2) control for pre-existing
risk factors. These important questions address the universality of program effects and introduce
a more rigorous assessment than was possible in the earlier study. As such, the current study
goes well beyond the one-year program effects reported in the 2012 study.

Methods
Site and School Selection

Seven cities (Albuquerque, NM; Chicago, IL; a Dallas-Fort Worth area district; Greeley,
CO; Nashville, TN; Philadelphia, PA; and Portland, OR) were selected to provide a diverse
sample of schools and students. Sample selection was guided by three main criteria: (1)
geographic and demographic diversity, (2) a substantial number of officers delivering the
program to some, but not all, students, and (3) information provided by the National Gang Center

® In several sections of this paper, we report long-term effects alongside the earlier-reported short-term effects for
comparison purposes.
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about cities’ level of gang activity. The goal was to develop a sample that was geographically
and demographically diverse across cities with varying degrees of gang activity. The student and
school sample is representative of the students and schools in each of the seven cities’ school
districts. The final sample consists of 3,820 students (for whom active consent was obtained)
nested within 195 classrooms (102 received G.R.E.A.T. and 93 did not receive the program) in
31 schools.
Active Parental Consent

Active parental consent was required for student participation (see Esbensen, Melde,
Peterson, and Taylor, 2008 for a detailed description of the active consent process) and, as stated
previously, significant effort was made to improve these rates over what was achieved in the
earlier evaluation. Teachers were recruited to assist with the process and the combined effort of
teachers and evaluators produced a commendable active consent rate of 78 percent. Of the 4,905
students represented on the classroom rosters at the time of the consent process, 89.1 percent of
youths (N=4,372) returned a completed consent form, with 77.9 percent of parents/guardians
(N=3,820) allowing their child’s participation while 11.3 percent (N= 552) declined.’
Research Design and Random Assignment of Classrooms

The outcome evaluation employs an experimental longitudinal panel design (a
randomized control trial with long-term follow-up) in which classrooms in each of the
participating schools were randomly assigned to the treatment (i.e., G.R.E.A.T.) or control
condition.® Once it was determined in which grade level (6™ grade in 26 schools and 7" grade in

5 schools) and in which core subject area (commonly Social Studies but also in English and

" This may be compared with an active consent rate of 57 percent of students being allowed to participate in the
earlier longitudinal evaluation of the original G.R.E.A.T. program (Esbensen et al., 2001).

® This is an improvement over the earlier longitudinal evaluation design, in which random assignment was possible
in only 15 of 22 participating schools (Esbensen et al., 2001).
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Science classes) the program would be taught, we enumerated all of the grade-level classrooms
(ranging from 3 to 12). In situations with an odd number of classes, we made the a priori
decision to oversample treatment classes (in partial recognition of the fact that many of the
principals were reluctant to “deprive” any of their students of the program). The list of classes
was then numbered from one through highest and a table of random numbers was consulted to
select the classrooms in which G.R.E.A.T. would be taught. Unselected classrooms comprised
the control group.

All students in the treatment and control classrooms were eligible to participate in the
evaluation and those for whom active parental consent was obtained (N=3,820) were then asked
to participate in the evaluation by completing a confidential group-administered pre-test
questionnaire. Upon completion of the G.R.E.A.T. program in each school, students in both the
experimental and control groups were then requested to complete post-tests and four annual
follow-up surveys. Retention rates across the six waves of data included in the outcome analyses
reported in this paper were 98.3%, 94.6 %, 87.3%, 83 %, 75%, and 72%, respectively, for Wave
1 (pretest) through Wave 6 (4 years post treatment).? These response rates reflect the diligent
efforts of the research assistants working on this project. It is particularly challenging to track
students through multiple schools and school districts, especially in a highly mobile sample:
while initially enrolled in 31 middle schools at pretest, students were surveyed in more than 200
different schools in Waves 5 and 6 when the students were in high school. We tracked students
in each of the seven cities, identifying the schools (or cities) to which students had transferred. In
a number of instances (especially for students who had moved outside of the district), this
required soliciting information from school administrative assistants, teachers, and/or other

° This compares with completion rates of 87%, 80%, 86%, 76%, 69%, and 67% in the earlier longitudinal
evaluation.
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students because, somewhat surprisingly, this information was often not available from the
central district office or from computerized records. These efforts at locating students, combined
with multiple visits to individual schools (in some instances more than 10 trips to survey
chronically truant students), contributed to the fact that we were able to survey virtually all of the
students still enrolled in schools in the original districts. We obtained permission from principals
at each of the new schools to survey the transfer students — clearly, a time and labor-intensive
effort, but one well worth achieving these high response rates.
Student Sample Characteristics

Based on responses provided at Wave 1, the sample is evenly split between males and
females; most (55%) youths reside with both biological parents; and the majority (88%) was
born in the United States (see Table 1). The sample is racially/ethnically diverse, with Hispanic
youths (37%), White youths (27%), and African American youths (17%) accounting for 81% of
the sample. Approximately two-thirds of the youths (61%) were aged 11 or younger at the pre-
test, representing the fact that 26 of the 31 schools delivered the G.R.E.A.T. program in 6™
grade. Three of the six Chicago schools and two of four schools in Albuquerque taught
G.R.E.A.T. in 7" grade; thus, students in these sites were somewhat older than students in the
other sites.

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
Measurement

Program Goals
To assess program effectiveness, it was essential that measures of the three program goals
be included in the student surveys. Additionally, the G.R.E.A.T. lessons targeted a number of

secondary outcomes that sought to reduce known risk factors for delinquency and gang
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membership. We developed a student questionnaire that captured the essence of this skills
building program, including many of the risk factors associated with gang membership as well as
lesson-specific social skills (e.g., dealing with peer pressure and being able to say no). To
reiterate, the G.R.E.A.T. program has three primary goals: (1) to help youths avoid gang
membership, (2) to reduce violence and criminal activity, and (3) to help youths develop a
positive relationship with law enforcement. Gang membership is measured by a single-item
question that is part of a larger set of questions about youth gangs. Specifically, students
answered the question; “Are you now in a gang?” This self-nomination approach has been found
to be a valid and robust measure of gang affiliation (e.g., Esbensen, Winfree, He, and Taylor,
2001; Thornberry et al., 2003). To measure delinquency and violent offending, students
completed a 14-item self-reported delinquency inventory, including response categories that
allowed for assessment of both ever and annual prevalence as well as frequency of offending
during the past six months (past three months at Wave 2, the post-test). We treated this self-
report inventory as a composite measure of general delinquency (examining both a variety and a
frequency score) but also created a separate measure of violent offending consisting of three
items (attacked someone with a weapon, used a weapon or force to get money or things from
people, been involved in gang fights). To measure the third specific program goal (improving
relations with law enforcement), students answered six questions tapping general attitudes
toward the police as well as two additional questions measuring students’ attitudes about police
officers as teachers.
Additional Program Objectives

In addition to these three program goals, the 13 G.R.E.A.T. lessons address risk factors

for gang joining and life-skills thought necessary to prevent involvement in gangs and
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delinquency (see, e.g., Hill et al., 1999; Klein and Maxson, 2006; Maxson and Whitlock, 2002;
Maxson et al., 1998; Thornberry et al., 2003). These mediating variables are treated as implied
program objectives and are included in our outcome analyses. We therefore examined the extent
to which students exposed to G.R.E.A.T. had improved or enhanced skills that would enable
them to better resist the lures of gang membership and resist peer pressure to engage in illegal
activities. The G.R.E.A.T. lessons encourage students to make healthy choices such as being
involved in more pro-social activities and associating more with pro-social peers and less with
delinquent peers. The lessons also teach students to improve their communication skills by
being active listeners and being better able to interpret verbal and non-verbal communication,
targeting these skills in order to improve students’ empathy for others.

A total of 33 outcomes are assessed in these analyses, comprising five behavioral
outcomes (gang affiliation, general delinquency, and violent offending — the latter two measured
as both frequency and variety indices) and 28 attitudinal measures, including the two measures
of attitudes to the police; guilt associated with norm violation; attitudes about gangs; refusal
skills; collective efficacy; neutralizations for lying, stealing, and hitting; resistance to peer
pressure; associations with delinquent and pro-social peers; pro-social involvement; commitment
to negative and to positive peers; school commitment; guilt; empathy; self-centeredness; anger;
impulsivity; risk-seeking; conflict resolution; calming others; active listening; problem-solving;
self-efficacy; awareness of services; and altruism. (For a full listing of scales and scale
characteristics, see the Appendix.)

Analysis strategy
The post-test-through-four-year post-treatment analysis strategy is an elaboration of that

used by Esbensen and colleagues (2012) for the first two post-treatment waves of outcome
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measures. These analyses, using MLwiN software (Rasbash, Steele, Browne, and Goldstein,
2009), include the outcome measures obtained on five occasions after treatment (waves two
through six, level 1) for a total of 15,693 observations nested within 3,739 individual students
(level 2) in 195 different classrooms (level 3), in 31 schools (level 4) in 7 cities (level 5).
Analyses allowed for residual mean differences for students, classrooms, and schools through
random intercept terms at each level and for cities through dummy variable fixed effects (due to
the small number of cities). By mean-centering the treatment versus control explanatory variable
within schools, we insure that differences across schools in mean levels of outcomes did not
inadvertently bias the estimate of program effects. The model also included a variance
component to allow for the possibility that program impact varied across schools (i.e., a random
coefficient for treatment versus control at the school level), which insured an appropriately
conservative significance test of program impact. The variation in program impact across
schools did not reach statistical significance at p < .05 for any of the outcomes. The analyses
also controlled for the pretest measure of each outcome. We assessed the pre-test comparability
of treatment and comparison groups through a version of this model that omits time as a level of
analysis.

The model allows for change over time through a quadratic function. We were careful to
code this function so that the main effect for treatment would reflect mean differences across the
entire post-treatment period. We accomplished this by capturing the function through orthogonal
polynomials (coded across waves 2 - 6 as linear = -2, -1, 0, 1, 2; quadratic = 2, -1, -2, -1, 2). We
then centered these terms within each person to adjust for any individual differences associated
with attrition. Analyses included random variance components for the linear and squared terms at

the individual, classroom, and school levels, thus allowing for the possibility of systematic

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 101
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



differences in trajectories at each of those levels.

Our analytic model is designed so that the coefficient for treatment versus control
provides an overall assessment of program impact, and the interactions between that term and the
linear and squared terms for time reflect change over time in program impact (with significance
assessed by a joint test of those two interaction terms). We applied a linear version of this model
to most of the outcomes. The measure of gang membership is dichotomous and thus required a
logistic version of the model. The self-report measures of general and violent delinquency were
highly skewed integer variables, for which a negative binomial model was most appropriate. For
the linear models, our tables show the magnitude of program effects in standard deviation units
of difference between treatment and control groups (also known as Cohen’s d), transformed so
that positive values reflect beneficial program effects. For the logistic and negative binomial
models we report the percentage difference between treatment and control in odds (for logistic)
or mean rate of offenses (negative binomial).

One of the objectives of this multi-site evaluation was to include students from diverse
settings to allow us to address the issue of transferability of the program. The seven participating
cities were selected to represent large and small cities, racially homogenous and racially
heterogeneous populations, and cities across the geographical range of the U.S. To examine the
generalizability and transferability of the program, we implemented a version of the model that
provides separate estimates of program effects and time trends for each city. We accomplished
this by replacing all of the fixed regression coefficients in the base model (except the pretest
outcome measure) by their interactions with dummy variables for every site (leaving no

reference site). The variance components remained the same.
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There is also a body of literature that suggests that youth with greater pre-existing risk
may benefit more from some programs than youth at low risk (Andrews, Zinger, Hoge, Bonta,
Gendreau, and Cullen, 1990; Lipsey, 2009). Indeed, the cross-sectional results reported by
Esbensen and Osgood (1999) found some evidence that the G.R.E.A.T. program was more
effective for males (relative to females) and African American and Latino youth (relative to
white youth)—groups commonly found to be at higher risk of gang membership. To examine
this issue, additional analyses were run to test whether program impact differed between high
and low risk youth.™® To measure risk, we first identified respondents who reported belonging to
a gang in waves 2 through 6. We then conducted a logistic regression analysis with that measure
as the outcome and sex, race/ethnicity, and 35 wave 1 measures (the 33 variables identified
above and two measures of school and community disorder) of all of the outcome variables as
predictors. The fitted values from that analysis differentiate respondents for their probability of
joining a gang by the end of the study. These fitted values were most strongly correlated with
wave 1 gang membership (r = .80), delinquency (r = .74), and peer delinquency (r = .57). We
defined high-risk youth as the 25% of the sample with the highest probability of joining a gang
and low risk as the remaining 75% of the sample. We tested for differential program effects on
high versus low risk youth by adding to the base model the two-way interaction of risk with
classroom treatment assignment and the three-way interactions of risk and treatment assignment
with linear and quadratic change. Finally, we also assessed the extent to which program effects
differed by the subgroups (sex and race/ethnicity) compared in the previous evaluations,
conducting sex (or race/ethnicity) by treatment interactions and examining group by treatment

interaction over time. These analyses indicated that only for very few (one or two out of 33)

1% As well, this analysis addresses, in part, Klein and Maxson’s (2006) critique that this universal program fails to
target the most in-need youth and that effects from universal programs such as this may be diluted due to the large
number of low-risk youth in the sample.
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outcomes did program effects differ significantly by sex or race/ethnicity, certainly no more than
by chance.
Results

Preliminary analyses examined the comparability of treatment and comparison groups on
pretest measures. Across the entire set of 33 outcome measures, differences tended to be small,
but slightly favored the treatment group, with the mean Cohen’s d = .017 for the 28 measures to
which it applies. The differences reached p < .05 for three measures and p < .10 for a total of
seven, which is somewhat more than expected by chance, but not to a statistically significant
degree. For instance, the binomial distribution indicates that p = .23 for obtaining three or more
“significant” results by chance in 33 tests. Furthermore, the lowest probability any of these
differences was p = .02, which is far higher than the Bonferroni standard of .0015 for 33
significance tests. To be cautious, we report results from analyses that control for pretest scores.
That control had negligible consequence for the magnitude of estimated program effects, but it
did increase their precision.

Results across the post-test-through-four years post-treatment are consistent with those
found for the one-year post-treatment analyses (see Esbensen et al., 2012); the effect sizes,
however, are somewhat smaller (see Table 2). In the one-year post-treatment analyses, program
impact was significant at the .05 level for a total of 11 of 33 outcomes and an additional three
were marginally significant at the .10 level (pro-social peers, pro-social involvement, and lying
neutralizations). Combining the data for the entire four years (waves 2-6) post-treatment, we find
10 significant differences, including eight of the same outcomes that were significant at one-year
post treatment. The following list identifies the differences for post-test-through-four years post-

treatment; those identified with an asterisk were also noted in the one-year post-treatment
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analyses. Three outcomes were significant at one-year post treatment but not for post-test-
through-four years post treatment (self-centeredness, peer pressure, and delinquent associations).

Lower rates of gang membership (24% reduction in odds)*

More positive attitudes to police (ES = .058)*

More positive attitudes about police in classrooms (ES = .144)*

Less positive attitudes about gangs (ES = .094)*

More use of refusal skills (ES = .049)*

Higher collective efficacy (ES = .096)*

Less use of hitting neutralizations (ES = .079)*

Less anger (ES =.049)*

Higher levels of altruism (ES = .058)

Less risk seeking (ES =.053)

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

With respect to the three specific program goals, the odds of belonging to a gang during
the post-test-through-four years post-program were 24 percent lower for the G.R.E.A.T. students,
and they continued to have more positive attitudes toward the police in general and to officers in
the classroom, compared to non-G.R.E.A.T students. Estimates of program impact did not reach
statistical significance, however, for delinquency (general or violent offending). Importantly, the
treatment group continued to express less favorable attitudes about gangs, and several risk
factors associated with gang membership were also found to be less pronounced among the
G.R.E.A.T. students. Students who had participated in the program were more risk aversive,
expressed better anger control, and employed fewer neutralizations regarding the use of violence

in response to different scenarios. Additionally, as described above, several measures were
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developed and included in the analyses to assess skills taught in the G.R.E.A.T. lessons. For
example, the curriculum teaches (through students’ role-playing) strategies for students to use to
avoid undesired activities in which their friends encourage them to participate. Students in the
treatment group were more apt to report use of these refusal techniques. The G.R.E.A.T. students
also reported higher levels of altruism and collective efficacy; that is, they indicated that they
value doing things for others (e.g., “It feels good to do something without expecting anything in
return”) and that they can make a difference in their communities (e.g., “It is my responsibility to
do something about problems in our community”). These values are reflected in a component of
the G.R.E.A.T. program called the “Making My School a G.R.E.A.T. Place” project. This
G.R.E.A.T. project provides students the opportunity to have an impact on their environment by
improving their school and/or surrounding area. The project is intended to be an ongoing part of
the program and to be completed by the end of the 13" lesson.

In contrast to these positive program effects, our long-term (post-test-through-four-years
post-program) analyses failed to discern a difference between the G.R.E.A.T. students and the
control group on a range of peer-related factors: pro-social peers, peer pressure, negative peer
commitment, positive peer commitment, and delinquent peers. Three of these potential outcomes
were marginally significant (p<.10) in the one-year post-treatment analyses (pro-social peers,
peer pressure, and delinquent peers), suggesting that the peer effect is muted over time. The
program also did not produce statistically significant differences for several social skills or risk
factors emphasized in one or more lessons: conflict resolution, calming others, active listening,
problem solving, empathy, self-efficacy, awareness of services, pro-social involvement,
neutralizations for lying and stealing, guilt, school commitment, self-centeredness, and

impulsivity. The latter two outcomes are sub-components of the larger self-control measure
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developed by Grasmick et al. (1993). Program impact for two other components of self-control
(risk seeking and anger) did reach significance. These aspects of the program that did not
differentiate the groups suggest that perhaps attitudes are more easily influenced than is
behavior. A large proportion of these remaining non-significant factors are social skills variables
representing program components that teach students factual information or how to modify their
behavior (e.g., availability of services, active listening, calming others, problem-solving). That
IS, students are instructed on where to find assistance when needed and on the importance of
listening to others when they speak, how to calm others who are upset, and constructive (and
non-violent) ways to solve problems that arise.

Site-Specific Analyses Post-Test-Through-Four Years Post-Treatment

One of the evaluation objectives was to address the transportability of the program. That
is, can G.R.E.A.T. be effectively taught in a variety of settings? To address this issue, we
included seven diverse cities in the study and, in this set of analyses, we explore the extent to
which the aggregate-level differences are replicated in the seven different cities. As seen in Table
3, the findings are quite mixed. At one year post-treatment (the first columns for each site), the
overall findings are largely replicated in three of the sites (Albuguerque, the DFW area site, and
Portland). A few program effects (including lower odds of gang membership) were noted in
Philadelphia, but null findings were found in Greeley, Nashville, and Chicago (see Table 3).

It is important to consider whether these differences across sites in program impact
reflect genuine differences in effectiveness or result from a combination of smaller sample sizes
and chance variation inevitable among estimates of limited precision. Interaction tests give clear
evidence that differences in impact across sites are statistically reliable for only G.R.E.A.T.

attitudes toward police and negative peer commitment. For both, p =.0011, which surpasses the
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Bonferroni corrected value of p <.0015 (for p < .05, 33 tests). For the entire set of 33 outcomes,
a total of 4 tests reached the nominal level of p < .05 and 6 reached the nominal level of p < .10,
which is somewhat more than chance, but not notably so. Also recall that we did not find
significant school level variance in program impact for any outcomes. Whether the differences
among sites reflect chance fluctuations or genuine differences in effectiveness, the results of
Table 3 make clear that any given implementation of the program may or may not achieve results
consistent with the overall average.

The results for site-specific program impact across all four years post-treatment (the
second columns for each site in Table 3) are quite similar to those found at one-year post-
treatment. Once again, results in Albuquerque, Portland, and the Texas site resemble the
aggregate results. Philadelphia experienced a few positive outcomes, while Chicago and Greeley
once again had null findings. For post-test-through-four years post-treatment, however, the
G.R.E.A.T. students in Nashville reported five negative program effects (more susceptibility to
peer pressure, more commitment to negative peers, less school commitment, and greater
neutralizations for lying and stealing). Overall, the site-specific results are fairly robust with the
post-test-through-four years post-treatment results quite similar overall to those found for one-
year post-treatment with the caveat that the one-year post-treatment effect sizes, as is the case
with the full-sample results, are somewhat larger.

INSERT TABLES 3 ABOUT HERE
Pre-existing Risk Analyses Post-Test-through-Four Years Post-Treatment

To test for the possibility that the G.R.E.A.T. program may be more suitable for high-risk

youth, we used Wave 1 data to identify students at risk for gang membership. Specifically, we

used sex, race/ethnicity, and 35 attitudinal and behavioral measures (the 33 outcome measures
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plus school and community disorder) from wave 1 as predictors of being a gang member in any
subsequent wave (i.e., waves 2 through 6). Then we saved the predicted probabilities as the risk
measure. While there is no set standard for classifying risk, we dichotomized the risk measure
and identified the top 25% as at risk (a method used, e.g., by Farrington and Loeber, 2000; Hill
et al., 1999). To minimize missing data, we substituted scale means for any missing Wave 1
predictors when computing the risk score. None of the treatment by risk interactions is
significant, but to test for the possibility that effects may change over time, we also examined
risk by treatment by time interactions. A number of significant three way interactions emerged,
and the pattern is consistent. The three way interactions suggest that most of the beneficial
impact is associated with the high-risk students in the early waves and that the treatment/control
difference for high-risk youth fades over time. There is some evidence that the treatment is
increasingly beneficial for low-risk youths over time, but that pattern is far from consistent.

Table 4 provides a summary of the analyses of differential impact in relation to risk. The
variables are coded so the main effects retain their original meaning.** Four of the 33 risk by
treatment interactions reached the .1 level of significance but none reached the .05 level, a
pattern that could easily arise by chance. Twelve of the three-way interactions (risk by treatment
by time) were significant at the .05 level and four more reached the .1 level. Furthermore,
significance levels for three outcomes surpassed the Bonferroni correction criterion of p <.0015,
a total of seven reached p < .01, giving strong evidence of genuine rather than chance effects for
the dataset as a whole. Figures 1 and 2 provide examples of the three-way interactions for the
four combinations of high vs. low risk and G.R.E.A.T. vs. control. Figure 1 shows that, for

G.R.E.A.T. attitudes toward police, the treatment and control groups are comparable at the

1 The overall impact effects reported are similar to, but not exactly the same as, those reported for the aggregate
level analyses above (Table 2) due to the fact that this model adds risk level as a predictor and all its interactions
with treatment condition and time (both linear and squared).
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pretest for both high risk and low risk youth. In waves 2 and 3, the treatment group shifts toward
more favorable attitudes than the control group, and the resulting difference is more pronounced
among high-risk youth. Over waves 4 through 6, the treatment versus control difference largely
disappears for the high-risk youth, while a moderate difference remains for the low risk youth.
For gang membership, Figure 2 shows that, among the high-risk youth, a somewhat higher
proportion of control rather than treatment youth were gang members, and the G.R.E.A.T.
program led to greater reductions in membership for the treatment group than controls through
waves 2 and 3. By wave 6, however, this treatment effect was no longer apparent. Rates of gang
membership were much lower in the low-risk group, of course, but we see suggestions of a
beneficial program effect gradually emerging so that at wave 6, the rate of gang membership was
only half as high in the treatment group as the control group.

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

INSERT FIGURES 1 & 2 ABOUT HERE

Discussion
Schools are a desirable location to offer universal programs with an emphasis on
preventing an array of adolescent problem behaviors including bullying, drug use, dating
violence, gang affiliation, and others (Jimerson, Nickerson, Mayer, and Furlong, 2012). While
school-based violence prevention/intervention programs are widespread, knowledge of their
effectiveness is often lacking (Alford and Derzon, 2012; Gottfredson, 2001). Given teacher and
administrator concern about the “loss of instructional time” to non-academic activities, school

administrators increasingly rely upon “evidence-based practices” when making decisions about
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which, if any, programs to allow into their schools. The G.R.E.A.T. program is one primary
prevention program that, based on our evaluation, holds promise.

In addition to increased placement of prevention programming in schools, the past twenty
years have seen a rise in the presence of police officers on school campuses, as both School
Resource Officers (e.g., Finn and McDevitt, 2005; Na and Gottfredson, 2011; Petteruti, 2011)
and prevention program providers (e.g., DARE and G.R.E.A.T.). The research reported here
addresses the efficacy of a program that utilizes law enforcement officers to deliver a gang
prevention and violence reduction program.

The G.R.E.A.T. program is one choice that school administrators have when selecting
from a vast list of prevention programs. G.R.E.A.T. is currently rated as "promising” by OJJDP

and by Crime Solutions, and designated as "Level 2" (effective) in the Helping America’s Youth

rating scale (www.findyouthinfo.gov). These designations, while initially based upon findings
from two previously published evaluations of the original G.R.E.A.T. program, have
incorporated and are now based on the short-term results reported from the current evaluation of
the revised G.R.E.A.T. program (Esbensen et al., 2012). To recap those earlier studies, a cross-
sectional study conducted in 1995 found that G.R.E.A.T. students were substantially “better”
than non-G.R.E.A.T. students on a variety of attitudinal and behavioral outcomes (Esbensen and
Osgood, 1999). A more rigorous longitudinal evaluation conducted between 1995 and 1999
found less support for the program (in terms of the number of significant differences, effect
sizes, and the presence of delayed—rather than immediate--effects) (Esbensen et al., 2001). Still,
due to the fact that most of the results were in the direction of positive programmatic effects,

G.R.E.A.T. was deemed by raters as a program holding “promise.” This was particularly true
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given the relatively short program dosage (i.e., nine one-hour lessons delivered over a span of
nine weeks).

Previous critiques of the original program and earlier evaluations raised several concerns.
First, some commentators labeled G.R.E.A.T. a “failed program” based on a lack of significant
effects on delinquency or gang membership (Ludwig, 2005; Klein and Maxson, 2006).
Additionally, when positive programmatic effects were found between G.R.E.A.T. and non-
G.R.E.A.T. students, effect sizes were modest (Klein and Maxson, 2006). Third, two well-known
gang researchers suggested that the lack of significant program effects were not surprising, given
the program’s emphasis on factors related to general delinquency (as opposed to gang-specific
issues), its modeling after the failed DARE program, and the fact that it targeted a population at
low risk of gang involvement (Klein and Maxson, 2006). Finally, the earlier longitudinal
evaluation was criticized for the extent of sample attrition occurring during the examination
period (Ludwig, 2005).

The G.R.E.A.T. program underwent a substantial overhaul following a curriculum review
(see Esbensen et al., 2002; Esbensen et al., 2011, for a detailed account of the program review).
Many of the changes were sparked by findings from these early evaluations. The program was
expanded from nine to 13 lessons, and substantial effort was made to link specific program
lessons to evidence-based risk factors for gang joining and delinquency found in prior research.
Practitioners and researchers versed in gangs and school-based prevention were brought together
to offer suggestions for program modifications. Then, professional curriculum writers were
employed to develop the specific program lessons. This effort led to the “revised” G.R.E.A.T.

program that is the focus of the current study.
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After the revised program was fully implemented in 2003, there was a renewed interest in
assessing the effectiveness of the G.R.E.A.T. program. Our most recent work (Esbensen et al.,
2012), based on a longitudinal evaluation design that included full random assignment and
improved active consent and retention rates, reported that a relatively low dosage (13 lessons)
primary prevention program can have measurable effects on a diverse sample of students one-
year post-treatment. The current manuscript extends that research by reporting the results of
treatment effects up to four years post-treatment. We also address two additional questions: (1)
were the aggregate results replicated in each of the seven study sites; and (2) did the results vary
based on youths’ pre-existing levels of risk?

G.R.E.A.T. Goals and Objectives

The post-test-to-four-year post-program analyses examined direct effects of G.R.E.A.T.
on the three main program goals (preventing gang involvement, reducing delinquency and
violence, and improving views of law enforcement) as well as on a number of risk factors
associated with gang affiliation that were targeted in the curriculum. Results identify positive
program effects on a number (10 of 33) of these program objectives. Compared with students in
the control classrooms, students in G.R.E.A.T. classrooms expressed more positive attitudes to
the police and lower odds of gang membership. They also reported more use of refusal skills;
lower support for neutralizations regarding violence; less favorable attitudes about gangs; lower
levels of risk-seeking and anger; higher levels of altruism; and a higher degree of collective
efficacy. It is important to highlight that eight of the ten differences found across four years post-
treatment were also evident among the eleven differences one-year post-program delivery,

indicating a sustained, long-term program effect on those outcomes.
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The effect sizes are small (and program rating schemes weight this important aspect of
program impact) and this fact remains a criticism lodged by reviewers and by rating schemes.
The Blueprints program, for example, declined to classify the revised program as “promising,”
due in large part to the small effect sizes (personal communication from Sharon Mihalic, 2013).
In our view, that assessment fails to take into account the limited scope and cost of the
G.R.E.A.T. program. It is important to note that we are independent evaluators, not program
developers, and we have no stake in this program’s success, financially or otherwise. From our
first introduction to the G.R.E.A.T. program in the early 1990s, our shared sentiment was and
remains skeptical that there would be a measurable effect of a nine- or thirteen-lesson program
with the average lesson being less than 40 minutes, further diluted by absenteeism and
scheduling issues. Finding such beneficial program effects across multiple studies has surprised
us, and their consistency forces us to take them seriously. We ask not only ourselves, but the
critics as well, what effect size is reasonable to expect given the low dosage and the general
audience targeted by this program, and how large must the effects be to justify the use of a
program requiring such limited investment?

The revised program and the most recent evaluation design overcome many of the
limitations critics noted for the original program and evaluations of it. The program itself is now
more “evidence-based,” focused on key risk factors found to be important for gang joining.
Additionally, more pedagogically-sound strategies (such as active learning as opposed to didactic
lecture) comprise a bulk of the program lessons. These two factors provide reason for optimism
that the revised program should be more effective at preventing gang membership than its
original configuration. These program revisions may be responsible for the divergence in

findings related to gang membership between the current evaluation and its earlier counterparts.
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Specifically, the increased focus of the revised curriculum on theoretically- and empirically-
based risk factors for gang joining, coupled with a more effective “skills-based” programmatic
structure, may be the primary reasons why the current study finds G.R.E.A.T. participants report
reduced odds of gang joining, relative to their non-G.R.E.A.T. counterparts. Conversely,
programmatic effects may be more easily uncovered based upon the higher rates of study
participation relative to the previous longitudinal study.

All this being said and despite a number of significant effects in favor of the G.R.E.A.T.
program, our current results also include a good number of effects that failed to reach statistical
significance. Below we focus specifically on some of the findings among the social skills and
peer-related measures. We focus on these two areas because of consistent (non-)effects. Before
discussing them, however, we remind readers that chance may well be the source of the weaker
results for these outcomes. The lack of significance is definitely not proof of “no effect,” and
differences in program impact between these outcomes and the others are rarely if ever
statistically significant (judging from their standard errors and implied confidence intervals).

Social skills.

Our overall lack of findings with regard to a number of social skills may engender
disappointment. In discussing the lack of change in a number of skills among G.R.E.A.T.
students, we speculated previously that effecting attitude change may be easier than stimulating
behavioral change. That is, there were a greater proportion of attitudinal than skills-based
behavioral changes among the significant differences found between G.R.E.A.T. and control
students, and a greater proportion of skills-based factors among the non-significant differences.
One skill for which we did find a significant difference, however, was G.R.E.A.T. students’

greater use of refusal skills. In our classroom observations of lesson delivery, we noted that this
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component, more than other social skills components, utilized role-plays between students and
the officer, with the officer attempting to lure the student into deviant behavior and the student
practicing a host of methods to resist involvement. Students relished this exercise, actively
paying attention and participating. We suggest it is possible that students’ greater interest in and
ability to practice this skill may have produced the positive results, and that offering students
more opportunity to rehearse the other social skills may yield the intended programmatic effect.

Peer effects.

Two of the three program effects (resistance to peer pressure and association with
delinquent peers) that were found one-year post-treatment but not for the full four years post-
treatment are related to the role of the peer group, and one additional peer outcome that reached
marginal significance (p<.10) at one year post-treatment also failed to reach significance across
the entire four years post-treatment. Two other peer-related variables (commitment to positive
and to negative peers) also failed to reach significance at both time periods. These results raise
two issues: (1) can an individual-targeted program impact peer factors, and (2) if yes, can these
results be sustained over time? The answer to the first question is mixed; there were modest
differences between treatment and control students on the peer-related outcomes and risk factors
at one-year post-treatment. The answer to the second question appears to be no; for the four
years post-treatment as a whole, peer-related differences for the full sample were no longer
statistically significant. These results, while disappointing, may perhaps be expected: Peers play
a major role in the lives of adolescents and a few brief lessons encouraging youth to avoid
negative peer influences may not be sufficient to overcome these influences to achieve the
intended outcome.*

12 \We temper this with the reminder that program effects appear to vary by site and at least in one site, the program
does produce significant and lasting differences on peer-related variables.
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Program Effects by Site

Some questions are raised by the site-specific results regarding the utility of the
G.R.E.A.T. program as a general gang prevention program, applicable in a variety of settings.
Three quite diverse cities (Albuquerque, a Dallas-Fort Worth suburb, and Portland) experienced
program results similar to the larger sample. These sites represent cities with a large Hispanic
population (Albuquerque), a city that has the largest percentage of white residents in the U.S.A.
(Portland), and a city that is part of a large megalopolis (the DFW area site). One city has a long
history of gangs (Albuquerque) while the other two have relatively new gang problems. The
cities with null findings are also quite diverse — one is among the largest cities in the nation
(Chicago) with pockets of extreme disadvantage and high rates of violent crime while the other
city (Greeley) is the smallest in the sample (less than 100,000 inhabitants) but with a pronounced
gang problem that emerged in the past two decades. A few program effects (notably, lower odds
of gang involvement and less positive attitudes about gangs) were found in Philadelphia, a city
similar to Chicago in a number of ways, being large and having neighborhoods facing long-
standing poverty, violence, and gang activity.

These findings highlight the importance of conducting multi-site evaluations, not only to
assess the transportability of the program or policy but to allow for the possibility that contextual
effects in some sites may not allow for the detection of program effects (Type Il error). For
example, while one of our considerations in selecting the final sites for the evaluation was
program saturation (i.e., we excluded sites in which the G.R.E.A.T. program had a long history,
thereby introducing the possibility of program contamination in the control group), it was only
after agreements had been obtained that we learned that the Nashville Police Department had an

extensive involvement in the schools, teaching the G.R.E.A.T. elementary-level component in
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third or fourth grade, DARE in fifth grade, and then the G.R.E.A.T. middle school component in
sixth grade, as well as a DARE booster session in 9" grade . Thus, the absence of a positive
program effect in Nashville may be an artifact of this police saturation in the schools.

Trying to make sense of these site-specific differences led us to consider a number of
potential explanations. First, it is essential to keep in mind that differences of this magnitude are
little more than would be expected by chance alone. Next, we revisited the results and considered
a number of potential school factors (e.g., school size, school characteristics, and student
demographics) but could not isolate factors that shed light on the findings. As part of another
project we revisited all of the cities, schools, and neighborhoods in the hope that we would be
able to observe neighborhood characteristics that could help explain the disparate results, but
again, we gained no satisfactory insights.

We also examined the possibility that the site differences reflect differential program
implementation fidelity.'® Fortunately our research design allowed us to examine this possibility
as we went to great lengths to assess officer implementation fidelity by observing 492 unique
G.R.E.A.T. classroom deliveries and assigning a fidelity score (ranging from 1 to 5) to each
classroom (for more information on the assessment of implementation fidelity, see Esbensen,
Matsuda, Taylor, and Peterson, 2011). Analyses failed to identify significant differential program
effects associated with program quality; only one of the 33 potential outcomes (attitudes toward
officers in the classroom) showed a more favorable outcome for students in classrooms in which

officers implemented the program with increased fidelity (p <.05). One possibility for the

13 Given the literature regarding the importance of implementation fidelity, we investigated the relationship of
program impact to the quality of G.R.E.A.T. program delivery. Each of the officers was observed an average of 15
times by trained research assistants. To address this question, we added to the base model the two-way interaction
of the officer rating with classroom treatment assignment and the three-way interactions of officer rating and
treatment assignment with linear and quadratic change. We avoid confounding these interactions with overall
treatment effects by grand mean centering the officer rating and assigning all control classrooms the mean officer
rating.
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overall null finding is that 27 of the 33 officers implemented the program with good to excellent
fidelity. Only three officers were deemed to have not implemented the program (one each in
Albuquerque, Greeley, and Philadelphia) and three (one each in the DFW site, Nashville, and
Chicago) to have marginal implementation. A seventh officer was deemed to have implemented
the program in three classrooms but, due to classroom management issues, failed to implement
the program in two other classrooms. Given the overall program fidelity, there may have been
insufficient statistical power to detect implementation effect.
Program Effects by Pre-existing Risk

The findings for pre-existing risk are complex but straight-forward. While we did not find
any risk by treatment interaction effects, we did uncover a pattern of three-way interaction of risk
by treatment by time. The three way interactions suggest that most of the beneficial impact is
associated with the high-risk students in the early waves and that the treatment/control difference
for high-risk youth fades over time. There is some evidence that the treatment is increasingly
beneficial for low-risk youths over time, but that pattern is far from consistent. What these
findings mean for universal versus targeted gang prevention programming is therefore somewhat
ambiguous, though the suggestion may be that high-risk students (as demonstrated in prior
research) have greater gains than do low-risk students, especially in the short-term, but that low-

risk students also receive program benefits.

Conclusions
The research team responsible for the current evaluation conducted the original
G.R.E.A.T. studies in the 1990s (an 11-city cross-sectional study and a 6-city longitudinal quasi-

experimental study). Our familiarity with the original program and the evaluation designs and
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subsequent results facilitate our ability to place the current results within the larger context of
school-based gang prevention programs. While we have familiarity with the program as
evaluators and did provide recommendations regarding program content and delivery based on
findings from our first evaluation, it is important to emphasize that we have not been involved in
program development; our sole role has been as program evaluators. We note that findings of
positive program effects are unfortunately rare in independent prevention trials (Eisner, 2009).
Our earlier studies of the original G.R.E.A.T. curriculum found a one-year post-treatment
program effect in the cross-sectional study (see Esbensen and Osgood, 1999) but no effect was
observed at that time period in the longitudinal quasi-experimental design (Esbensen et al.,
2001). In that latter study, we did find a sleeper or lagged effect (3 and 4 years post-treatment)
for five outcomes: more favorable attitudes to police, lower victimization, more negative
attitudes about gangs, more pro-social peers, and less risk-seeking behavior. Contrary to that
earlier longitudinal study, the current longitudinal experimental study of the revised G.R.E.A.T.
curriculum did find a positive program effect one-year post-treatment. Importantly, three of the
lagged program effects found across four years post-treatment in the earlier study were replicated
here for effects across the four years (more favorable attitudes to the police, more negative
attitudes about gangs, and less risk seeking). While the original program had no appreciable
short- or long-term effect on gang involvement, evaluation of the revised program found reduced
odds of gang membership (39% for the first 12 months and 24% across the entire 48 months
post-program). Given the results of the current evaluation, it is important to re-state that the
G.R.E.A.T. program underwent a major review and revision subsequent to the earlier evaluation
results. The original G.R.E.A.T. program was a “canned” nine lesson program with an emphasis

on didactic teaching methods. The current 13 lesson G.R.E.A.T. curriculum emphasizes skills
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building and the use of cooperative learning strategies — both strategies borrowed from other
school-based “model” or acclaimed programs.

The fact that both evaluations (of the original and revised program) found decidedly more
favorable attitudes toward the police among the G.R.E.A.T. students suggests that this kind of
law enforcement-based prevention program can have a positive impact on youth-police relations.
This is particularly important given recent findings that perceptions of police legitimacy are
often muted among gang members (particularly those embedded in criminal networks), a factor
associated with their increased involvement in crime (Papachristos, Meares, and Fagan, 2012). It
is also important to note that studies of both the original and the revised curriculum produced
evidence that the G.R.E.A.T. program is associated with more negative views of gangs. We view
these similarities in findings as suggestive of an overall consistency in the program and further
speculate that the additional program effects of the revised G.R.E.A.T. program are likely a
result of the revised and enhanced curriculum.

The current study is not without limitations. Study participants were enrolled in public
schools in seven U.S. cities. Students who attended private schools, other districts, those whose
parents declined participation, and those who were absent during survey administration periods
were not included. We attempted to survey as many eligible students as possible, making more
than 10 trips to schools to try to reach those who were habitually truant or otherwise unavailable.
We also attempted to survey students who transferred schools within the original and adjacent
districts; those who moved to districts outside of the original metro areas were typically lost.
Consequently, we may have lost a disproportionate share of gang members and other “at risk”

youth. Additionally, we have no alternative measures of delinquency or gang membership other
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than the students’ self-reports. Future studies may find it useful to collect measures of school
disciplinary reports, police reports, and other indicators.

The G.R.E.A.T. program is no panacea for the gang problems confronting many schools
and neighborhoods. However, our findings suggest that G.R.E.A.T. holds promise as a primary
gang prevention program, overall and in several of our seven individual research sites. While it is
important to note that the effect sizes are small (ranging from .05 to .14 over 48 months post-
treatment), it is equally important to emphasize that this is a low dosage program. The
curriculum consists of 13 lessons, generally delivered once a week in less than 40 minutes.
Further, realities of program delivery such as student absenteeism, teacher announcements, fire
drills, snow days, officer illness, and shortened day schedules mean that most of the G.R.E.A.T.
students do not receive the full recommended dosage. That statistically significant differences
were found for 11 outcome measures (and another three with marginal significance) twelve
months post-treatment and for 10 measures across four years post-treatment we find quite

surprising and certainly promising.
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Table 1.Sample Characteristics at Wave 1

Full DFW
Sample ABQ CHI area GRE NSH PHL POR
N=3,820 N=591 N=500 N=614 N=582 N=590 N=457 N=486
% % % % % % % %

Sex

Male 50 50 50 54 52 55 43 42

Female 50 50 50 46 48 46 57 58
Race

White 27 16 7 20 34 45 12 51

African American 18 4 29 21 2 23 44 7

Hispanic 37 49 56 46 50 17 20 13

American Indian 4 10 1 2 5 1 4 4

Asian 4 2 1 6 1 6 4 9

Multi-Racial 8 14 2 5 4 4 12 13

Other 4 5 2 1 5 5 5 3
Age

11 or younger 61 35 18 74 77 80 61 79

12 29 43 44 25 22 19 35 20

13 or older 10 23 38 2 2 <1 4 1
Mean Age 11.48 11.87 12.22 11.27 11.23 11.19 11.42 11.21
Living Arrangement

Both Bio-Parents 55 52 57 60 58 60 38 58

Single Parent 20 20 19 15 14 18 24 15

1 Bio/1 Step-Parent 13 15 12 14 15 12 18 13

1 Bio/1 Other Adult 7 7 7 7 7 7 11 8

Other Relatives 3 6 3 3 4 2 8 5

Other Arrangement 2 1 1 1 3 2 2 1
Immigration Status

Born outside U.S. 12 10 9 13 11 15 11 15

Bornin U.S. 88 90 91 87 89 85 89 85
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Table 2. One-Year and Entire Four-Year Post Program Effect Estimates for Attitudinal and
Behavioral Measures Controlling for Between City Differences, Overall Change over Time, and the
Pretest Outcome Measure

One-Year Post Program All Four Years Post Program
Program Program
Effect b S.E. Effect b S.E.
Attitudinal Measures
Impulsivity 0.015 -0.012 0.024 0.021 -0.017 0.021
Risk-Seeking 0.041 -0.041 0.030 0.053 -0.051* 0.025
Anger 0.057 -0.056* 0.026 0.049 -0.049* 0.023
Self-Centeredness 0.054 -0.046* 0.022 0.038 -0.031 0.025
Attitudes Toward the Police (ATP) 0.076 0.070* 0.024 0.058 0.055* 0.023
GREAT ATP 0.204 0.190* 0.033 0.144 0.129* 0.029
Prosocial Peers 0.051 0.050" 0.030 0.040 0.038 0.024
Peer Pressure 0.079 -0.050* 0.020 0.044 -0.031 0.019
Negative Peer Commitment 0.050 -0.047 0.029 -0.002 0.002 0.030
Positive Peer Commitment -0.010 -0.011 0.037 0.007 0.008 0.032
Delinquent Peers 0.083 -0.051* 0.021 0.025 -0.017 0.018
Lying Neutralizations 0.066 -0.066" 0.034 0.042 -0.041 0.027
Stealing Neutralizations 0.018 -0.016 0.030 0.017 -0.015 0.029
Hitting Neutralizations 0.105 -0.122* 0.032 0.079 -0.095* 0.030
School Commitment 0.020 0.015 0.021 0.031 0.023 0.017
Guilt 0.028 0.016 0.016 0.007 0.004 0.018
Conflict Resolution -0.018 -0.008 0.013 -0.009 -0.004 0.011
Calming Others -0.004 -0.002 0.014 0.010 0.005 0.012
Refusal Skills 0.090 0.043* 0.013 0.049 0.022* 0.010
Prosocial Involvement Index 0.047 0.056" 0.030 0.020 0.039 0.032
Empathy -0.008 -0.005 0.022 0.012 0.008 0.018
Active Listening 0.028 0.019 0.020 0.044 0.028 0.017
Problem Solving 0.027 0.025 0.024 -0.019 -0.017 0.022
Self-Efficacy -0.004 -0.003 0.024 0.007 0.004 0.021
Awareness of Services 0.015 0.012 0.021 0.016 0.012 0.018
Collective Efficacy 0.125 0.075* 0.021 0.096 0.055* 0.015
Attitudes about Gangs 0.114 0.102* 0.031 0.094 0.079* 0.024
Altruism 0.051 0.031 0.019 0.058 0.033* 0.017
Behavioral®

Delinquency (Frequency)® 7.0% -0.073 0.072 5.0% -0.053 0.059
Delinquency (Variety)” 7.0% -0.072 0.048 5.0% -0.052 0.039
Violent Offending (Frequency)® 10.0% -0.107 0.179 11.0% -0.106 0.122
Violent Offending (Variety)” -1.0% 0.007 0.108 7.0% -0.070 0.083
Gang® 39.2% -0.498*  0.162 24.0% -0.271* 0.135

* Significant at p<0.10

*Significant at p<0.05

%Program Effect as Percent Reduction

®Negative Binomial Model

“Logistic Regression Model
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Table 3. One-Year and Entire-Four-Year Site-Specific Program Effect Estimates for Attitudinal and Behavioral Measures Controlling for

Between City Differences, Overall Change over Time, and the Pretest Outcome Measure — Significant Effect Sizes Only.

Albuquerque Chicago DFW area Greeley Nashville Philadelphia Portland
1Yr 1-4Yr  1Yr 1-4Yr 1Yr  1-4Yr 1Yr 1-4Yr 1Yr 1-4Yr 1Yr 1-4Yr 1Yr 1-4Yr
Impulsivity
Risk Seeking 0.13° 0.19 0.17
Anger 0.11% 0.10°
Self-centeredness 020 0.14" 0.18"
ATP 0.15 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.14
GREAT ATP 0.39 0.29 023 0.16 0.17 0.43 0.36
Prosocial Peers 0.13 0.16 0.13
Peer Pressure 0.18 0.12° 0.16 -0.14
Negative Peer Commit 0.19 0.12* -0.25 0.14"
Positive Peer Commit 0.19
Peer Delinquency 0.32 0.18 0.12°
Lying Neutralizations -0.13 0.18
Stealing Neutralizations -0.17
Hitting Neutralizations 0.16 0.13 0.13° 0.17 0.16
School Commitment 0.10* -0.13
Guilt 0.17
Conflict Resolution
Calming Others 0.16
Refusal Skills 0.15 0.11* 0.15 0.11 0.17 0.11"
Pro-social Involvement -0.12
Empathy 0.13"
Active Listening 0.17 0.22
Problem Solving -0.17  -0.22
Self-efficacy -0.15
Awareness of Services
Collective Efficacy 0.19*  0.17 0.24 0.17 0.18" 0.19"
Attitudes about Gangs 0.20 0.28 0.25 0.19 0.17 0.20
Altruism 0.14* 0.18 0.19 0.14"
Delinquency (Freq) 31%"
Delinquency (Variety) 23% -43%
Violent (Freq)
Violent (Variety)
Gang 71% 58% 65% 48% | 61%"

*Significant at p<0.10, all others are significant at p<0.05; Negative estimates, such as those found in Nashville and Greeley, indicate a negative program effect.
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Table 4. Interaction Effects of Risk by Impact and Risk by Impact by Time.

Risk x Impact Risk x Impact x Time
Program Effect b Wald x?
Difference (d) Difference  S.E. (2 df)
Attitudinal
Impulsivity 0.036 -0.029 0.044 5.95"
Risk-Seeking 0.042 -0.041 0.051 9.36*
Anger 0.042 -0.042 0.052 4.35
Self-Centeredness 0.062 -0.051 0.043 4.48
(ATP) -0.053 -0.050 0.048 452
GREAT ATP 0.017 0.015 0.047 4.87"
Prosocial Peers 0.077 0.073 0.048 0.22
Peer Pressure 0.095 -0.066" 0.036 15.96*
Negative Peer Commitment -0.032 0.032 0.054 6.04*
Positive Peer Commitment 0.055 0.064 0.058 3.95
Delinquent Peers 0.098 -0.067" 0.036 17.64*
Lying Neutralizations 0.099 -0.096" 0.050 15.51*
Stealing Neutralizations 0.013 -0.012 0.047 9.62*
Hitting Neutralizations -0.035 0.041 0.059 4.43
School Commitment 0.015 0.011 0.039 7.36*
Guilt 0.066 0.041 0.032 10.27*
Conflict Resolution 0.013 0.006 0.022 8.39*
Calming Others -0.004 -0.002 0.024 4.23
Refusal Skills 0.051 0.024 0.024 3.22
Prosocial Involvement Index -0.030 -0.059 0.073 0.76
Empathy -0.053 -0.036 0.037 4.36
Active Listening 0.003 0.002 0.033 1.33
Problem Solving 0.004 0.004 0.048 5.03"
Self-Efficacy 0.019 0.013 0.037 0.61
Awareness of Services -0.056 -0.043 0.042 2.08
Collective Efficacy 0.056 0.032 0.032 0.13
Attitudes about Gangs 0.088 0.074" 0.043 2.66
Altruism -0.022 -0.013 0.031 4.06
Behavioral
Delinquency (Frequency) 11.1% -0.105 0.127 9.58*
Delinquency (Variety) 10.5% -0.100 0.079 6.21*
Violent Offending (Frequency) 40.8% -0.342 0.302 2.54
Violent Offending (Variety) 26.7% -0.236 0.181 5.46"
Gang -16.8% 0.184 0.255 7.84*
* Significant at p<0.10
*Significant at p<0.05
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Figure 1. G.R.E.A.T. Attitudes toward the Police (ATP)
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Figure 2. Gang Membership
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APPENDIX. Scale Characteristics of Outcome Measures (Wave 1)

Impulsivity: Four items such as: | often act without stopping to think.
Scale Mean =2.97 (0.81); a=0.59
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Risk-Seeking: Four items including: | like to test myself every now and then by doing
something a little risky.

Scale Mean =2.60 (0.95); a.=0.77

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Anger: Four items including: | lose my temper pretty easily.
Scale Mean = 3.08 (0.96); a.=0.74
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Self-Centeredness: Four items such as: If things | do upset people, it’s their problem not mine.
Scale Mean = 2.50 (0.82); a.=0.69
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Attitudes Toward Police: Six items such as: Police officers are honest.
Scale Mean = 3.81 (0.82); a.=0.86
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

GREAT ATP: Two items such as Police officers make good teachers.
Mean = 3.58 (0.95)
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Pro-social Peers: Four items including: During the last year, how many of your current friends
have been generally honest and told the truth?

Scale Mean =3.42 (0.97); a=0.83

Response Categories: 1) None of them, 2) Few of them, 3) Half of them, 4) Most of them, 5) All
of them

Peer Pressure: Seven items such as: How likely is it that you would go along with your current
friends if they wanted you to bully another student at school?

Scale Mean =1.27 (0.51); a=0.82

Response Categories: 1) Not at All Likely to 5) Very Likely

Negative Peer Commitment: Three items including: If your group of friends was getting you
into trouble at home, how likely is it that you would still hang out with them?

Scale Mean = 1.68 (0.85); a. = 0.81

Response Categories: 1) Not at All Likely to 5) Very Likely

Positive Peer Commitment: Two items including: If your group of friends told you not to do
something because it was wrong, how likely is it that you would listen to them?
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Scale Mean =4.19 (1.17); a.= 0.80
Response Categories: 1) Not at All Likely to 5) Very Likely

Delinquent Peers: Seven items including: During the last year, how many of your current
friends have attacked someone with a weapon?

Scale Mean = 1.30 (0.54); a.=0.86

Response Categories: 1) None of them, 2) Few of them, 3) Half of them, 4) Most of them, 5) All
of them

Lying Neutralizations: Three items such as: It's okay to tell a small lie if it doesn’t hurt anyone.
Scale Mean =2.60 (0.98); a.= 0.76
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Stealing Neutralizations: Three items such as: It's okay to steal something it that’s the only way
you could ever get it.

Scale Mean = 1.64 (0.80); a = 0.83

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Hitting Neutralizations: Three items such as: It's okay to beat up someone if they hit you first.
Scale Mean =3.32 (1.11); a=10.80
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

School Commitment: Seven items such as: I try hard in school.
Scale Mean =3.92 (0.70); a=0.77
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Guilt: Seven items including: How guilty or how badly would you feel if you stole something
with less than $50?

Scale Mean = 2.66 (0.55); a.=0.93

Response Categories: 1) Not very guilty/badly, 2) Somewhat guilty/badly, 3) Very guilty/badly

Conflict Resolution: Five items including: During the past year when you’ve gotten upset with
someone, how often have you talked to the person about why | was upset?

Scale Mean =2.17 (0.46); a.=0.66

Response Categories: 1) Never, 2) Sometimes, 3) Often

Calming Others: Three items including: When someone was upset, how often have you asked
the person why he/she was upset during the past year?

Scale Mean = 2.41(0.51); a=0.71

Response Categories: 1) Never, 2) Sometimes, 3) Often

Refusal Skills: Four items including: During the past year when you have tried to avoid doing
something your friends tried to get you to do, how often have you told the person that | can’t do
it because my parents will get upset with me.

Scale Mean = 2.33 (0.51); a.=0.70

Response Categories: 1) Never, 2) Sometimes, 3) Often
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Pro-social Involvement Index: Four items including: During the past year, were you involved
in school activities, or athletics?

Scale Mean: 2.38 (1.14); a = 0.47

Response Categories: 1) Yes, 2) No

Empathy: Five item including: | would feel sorry for a lonely stranger in a group.
Scale Mean = 3.63 (0.65); a=0.59
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Active Listening: Three items such as: I look at the person talking to me.
Scale Mean = 3.66 (0.72); a.=0.60
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Problem Solving: Two items including: | talk to my friends about my problems.
Scale Mean =3.57 (0.91); a=0.45
Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Awareness of Services: Four items including: You know where a person can go for help if
he/she is victimized.

Scale Mean = 3.76 (0.65); o = 0.72

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Collective Efficacy: Three items including: It is my responsibility to do something about
problems in our community.

Scale Mean = 3.25 (0.77); a.=0.62

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Attitudes about Gangs: Two items: Getting involved with gangs will interfere with reaching
my goals.

Scale Mean =3.72 (1.12); a = 0.71

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree

Altruism: Three items including: It feels good to do something without expecting anything in
return.

Scale Mean = 3.60 (0.83); a.=0.66

Response Categories: 1) Strongly Disagree to 5) Strongly Agree
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Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.)

The Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program is a primary gang
and delinguency prevention program delivered by law enforcement officers in school settings.
The original G.R.E.A.T. program was developed in 1991 by Phoenix-area law enforcement
agencies and quickly adopted by agencies throughout the United States. This curriculum
contained nine lecture-based lessons to be taught primarily in middle-school grades.  Results
from an earlier National Evaluation of the G.R.E.A.T. program (1995-2001) found no
differences between G.R.E.A.T. and non-G.R.E.A.T. youths in terms of key behavioral outcomes
the program intended to affect (i.e., involvement in gangs and delinquent behavior).

Based in part on these findings, the G.R.E.A.T. program underwent a critical review that
resulted in substantial program modifications. The revised curriculum consists of 13 lessons
aimed at teaching youths the life-skills (e.g., communication and refusal skills, conflict
resolution and anger management techniques) thought necessary to prevent involvement in gangs
and delinquency. The program’s two main goals are 1) to help youths avoid gang membership,
violence, and criminal activity, and 2) to help youths develop a positive relationship with law
enforcement. The revised G.R.E.A.T. curriculum was piloted in 2001, and full-scale

implementation began in 2003.

Process and Outcome Evaluation of G.R.E.A.T.

In 2006, following a competitive peer review process, the National Institute of Justice
awarded the University of Missouri-St. Louis funding to conduct an evaluation of the revised
G.R.E.A.T. program. This process and outcome evaluation consists of a number of different

components, including student surveys (see Esbensen et al. 2007, 2008, 2009); classroom
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observations in both G.R.E.A.T. and non-G.R.E.A.T. classrooms (see Leugoud et al. 2009);
surveys of school personnel (see Peterson et al. 2009); surveys and interviews with G.R.E.A.T.
officers and G.R.E.A.T. supervisors (see Carson et al. 2009); and observations of G.R.E.AT.
Officer Training (G.O.T.) and G.R.E.A.T. Families sessions. This report provides information

from the G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training (G.O.T.) component of the evaluation.

Overview of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training (G.O.T.)

This report provides descriptive information about the G.O.T. structure and content.
Additionally, information collected from observations of eight G.O.T. sessions is included. To
this end, researchers attended G.O.T.s in Frisco, TX and Philadelphia, PA (June, 2006); Phoenix,
AZ (July, 2007); La Crosse, WI (August, 2007; June, 2008); Portland, OR (August, 2007;
August, 2008); and Orlando, FL (July, 2008).

G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training (G.O.T.) is intended to prepare officers to deliver the
G.R.E.A.T. program in schools. Since this is often a departure from the normal duties of law
enforcement officers, training is intended to be multi-faceted, rigorous, and comprehensive. The
primary goals of G.O.T. are to familiarize officers with the G.R.E.A.T. program curriculum and
to provide skills needed to successfully teach the program to the target audience (i.e.,
elementary- and middle-school youths). Training officers about the substance of the G.R.E.A.T.
program and methods of working with the target audience is an essential component of program
fidelity (i.e., delivering the program in the field as intended). Additional insights into program
fidelity were assessed through observations of officers delivering the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum in
the evaluation classrooms. (For information on observations of G.R.E.A.T. program delivery in
the school setting, see Leugoud et al. 2009). Surveys and interviews with officers (see Carson et

al. 2008) and surveys of teachers (see Peterson et al. 2009) allowed for triangulation of program
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fidelity. Based on these sources, we conclude that the vast majority of officers were successful
in implementing the program as desired. The purpose of this report is to answer the following

question: To what extent does the G.O.T. account for this quality of program implementation?

G.O.T. Structure

Two different G.R.E.A.T. Officer Trainings (G.O.T.s) are available to officers interested
in becoming G.R.E.A.T. instructors: 1) a 40-hour (i.e., one-week) training for officers with prior
teaching experience, and 2) an 80-hour (i.e., two-week) training for officers with no prior
teaching experience. The 80-hour G.O.T. includes more officer-student modeling of the
G.R.E.A.T. lessons (i.e., “teach-backs”), more detailed information related to the logistics
associated with classroom management, and an additional section on the “transitions” from law-
enforcement/patrol to G.R.E.A.T. instructor, since these topics are important for officers new to
the G.R.E.A.T. program and school environments. Specifics of these two different trainings are
described below.

Both types of G.O.T. have a similar group of staff. There is one training supervisor who
oversees the training. Approximately 5-8 trainers (i.e., officers certified by the National Training
Team [NTT] to instruct others how to teach the G.R.E.A.T. program) are present. One staff
member from the Institute for Intergovernmental Research [IIR] is in attendance to provide
technical assistance to trainers and trainees. One “professional educator” (i.e., a classroom
teacher) is in attendance for part of the training to provide trainees with a session related to
teaching theory and pedagogy. Finally, a “gang expert” provides trainees with a session devoted

to gang trends and characteristics.
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40-Hour Training

The description presented in this report highlights one model of 40-hour trainings and
one model of 80-hour trainings. Trainings observed illustrated some degree of flexibility in the
ordering of topical areas and time schedules. Several of these are noted throughout this report.

On the night immediately preceding training, members of the training team meet to
arrange the room, discuss strategies for effective training sessions, and, if they do not already
know one another, meet and greet. Each day typically begins and ends with a staff meeting
restricted to members of the training team. The morning staff meeting allows the trainers to
revisit the previous day’s session, cover any last minute adjustments to the upcoming day’s
session, and get settled in for the day. The evening staff meetings allows the trainers to review
the day’s progress, discuss any issues which arose during the day (e.g., format, discipline), and
discuss the following day’s session. Additionally, the training supervisors present feedback to
the day’s presenters about their performance, identifying any areas for improvement and/or
highlighting particular strengths that the presenter illustrated during the day. Thus, these staff
meetings provide a confidential setting where the trainers can provide honest feedback about
how the training is going, while also receiving feedback about personal performance. Each of
the staff meetings (morning and evening) is scheduled for approximately 30 minutes, although
that time is flexible depending on the day’s events.

After the morning staff meeting ends, the day begins for the trainees. Trainees are

welcomed and an overview of the day’s objectives is presented.
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Day 1

As with each other training day, the first session begins with a staff meeting for the
trainers. Trainers are typically familiar with each other already, but this allows them to re-
acquaint themselves with one another. After the initial greetings, the training supervisor reminds
the trainers of the training rules, provides an overview of the trainees (e.g., where they are from,
the demographic characteristics of the group) and the training (e.g., goals, objectives, format,
schedule), and provides each group with his/her list of “teams.” These teams (i.e., 5-8 trainees)
become the foundation for much of the later training (addressed later). The initial staff meeting
concludes after trainers are given a brief question and answer session with the training leader.

The G.O.T. generally begins at 8am; trainees are prompted to take their designated seats
(name tents identify the assigned seating), where binders containing the course information are
already awaiting. The training leader provides a welcome statement and briefly explains the
purpose of the training (i.e., to provide trainees with knowledge of the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum
and relevant classroom skills needed to deliver the curriculum). The training supervisor
introduces him/herself, including information about his/her agency, background in law
enforcement, and experience with the G.R.E.A.T. program. The training supervisor then asks
each of the training staff to introduce themselves, providing similar information. Once each of
the trainers has completed introductions, trainees are asked to introduce themselves individually.
After the introduction phase, trainees are informed of their teams (i.e., trainer and other trainees).
Trainees are asked to complete some brief paperwork for recordkeeping. This process takes
approximately one hour, after which there is a short break (approximately 10 minutes).

After the break, the trainers and trainees reconvene. One member of the training team is

designated to provide an overview of the G.R.E.A.T. program. This overview includes
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information on the history and development of G.R.E.A.T., how the program is structured (e.g.,
roles of Bureau of Justice Assistance and G.R.E.A.T. National Policy Board), and what it is
intended to do (i.e., reduce youth violence and gang membership and improve police —
community relations). Trainees are encouraged to look at the binder containing the curriculum
and familiarize themselves with the material. The overview of the G.R.E.A.T. program takes
approximately 40 minutes, after which there is another short break (approximately 10 minutes).

After the second break, the training resumes. At this point, a professional educator (e.g.,
classroom teacher) provides an overview of basic educational theory. Trainees are informed of
the importance of recognizing different learning styles and basic pedagogical methods to
stimulate student learning. This section on educational theory also typically involves some
exercises for the trainees. The educational theory component typically lasts two hours, after
which trainees are released for a one-hour lunch break.

After lunch, trainers and trainees reconvene for a group photo followed by a short break
(approximately five minutes). This process typically lasts approximately 30 minutes.

After the photo, training resumes. The professional educator presents additional
information on best practices in classroom instruction. This second component of the
educational theory training lasts approximately one-hour, after which there is a short break
(approximately 10 minutes). The educational component focuses on three primary areas. First, a
general overview of the target population is covered. This section focuses on the period of
adolescence, including physical, emotional, social, and intellectual changes occurring in youth
during this time. The second component focuses on different types of learning styles (i.e., visual,
audio, and kinesthetic). During this component, the educator presents information on how some

students learn best by watching, some by hearing, and some by doing. Discussion of these
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learning styles serve as a transition to discussion of the importance of incorporating different
types of teaching styles and classroom examples and exercises to meet the needs of students with
different learning styles.

After the break, a different member of the training staff provides an introduction and
overview of the first two lessons of the elementary school curriculum. It is stressed that while
the core G.R.E.A.T. program is aimed at youths in middle school (the period when they are most
likely to become involved with gangs), the elementary curriculum is an important component of
G.R.E.A.T. It is stated that reaching youths in their elementary years is important because it
allows prevention before most youths have been directly exposed to gangs. The first two lessons
are briefly modeled by the instructor for approximately 50 minutes. This is followed by a short
break (approximately 10 minutes).

After the break, Lessons 3 — 6 of the elementary component are covered. The key points
of the lesson are highlighted and briefly modeled for approximately 50 minutes. This is again
followed by a short break (approximately 10 minutes).

After the final break, the officers convene to their team meetings. The first day’s team
meeting provides an opportunity for officers to meet the other members of their teams and their
team leader. Introductions are exchanged and the team leader informs the officers what to expect
during the rest of the week. Additionally, the team leader informs his/her team that the officers
should feel comfortable approaching the team leader with questions, concerns, or advice during
the duration of the training. The trainees’ day concludes after the team meeting, while the team

leaders reconvene for the afternoon staff meeting.
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Days2 & 3

The team leaders and training supervisor reconvene at approximately 7:30 AM for a staff
meeting. Trainees arrive approximately 30 minutes later to take their seats. Seating is assigned
by trainers and changes each day, so trainees must find their assigned seats prior to the start of
the day. Each morning, trainees arrive to find additional G.R.E.A.T.-related trinkets waiting for
them at their seats. After a brief welcome and some “ice-breaker” activities (e.g., trivia where
trainees answering correctly get additional G.R.E.A.T.-related prizes), the training supervisor
outlines the day’s goals and objectives.

In the sample outline included (Appendix A), a national gang expert provides an
overview of gang issues lasting approximately four hours during the morning of Day 2. The
gang expert is typically an officer who has worked in gang enforcement. Information about
trends in gang activity and methods of identifying gang members (e.g., tattoos) and gang activity
(e.g., graffiti) in communities are provided.

After the gang trends session, there is a lunch break lasting approximately one hour.
Once lunch is over, the training turns to the middle school curriculum. The remainder of Days 2
and 3 are devoted entirely to this aspect, which is considered the core program. Lessons are
either “modeled” or “overviewed” by one member of the training team. The modeling consists
of the presenter teaching the lesson as he/she would in the classroom, using a block of about 50
minutes. Whenever there are key points, the trainer sometimes calls a “time-out” to break from
the teaching role and add the additional information as a sidebar; in other cases, a trainer models

the entire lesson “in character” and holds additional material until after the lesson is completely

! It should be noted that the “gang trends” session often varies in when it is delivered due to scheduling issues. For
example, in one training observed, the gang trends section was presented after lunch on Day 3 and lasted two (rather
than four) hours. This illustrates that not all of the trainings are structured in identical manners, although the content
included is nearly identical across trainings.

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 156
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



modeled. This allows the trainees to see how members of the training team actually present the
lesson, which is expected to carry over into the actual classroom setting. In some sessions,
trainees were instructed to act as “typical middle-school students,” while in others they were
simply instructed to follow along and participate in the lesson. Lesson overviews are shorter
(approximately 30-35 minutes), where the trainer covers the key points of the lesson without

taking on the role of a classroom teacher.

Day 4

After the morning staff meeting, Day 4 begins with a typical introduction of the day’s
goals and objectives. Trainees then complete a multiple-choice test about the G.R.E.A.T. goals
and content, followed by a review of the correct answers (approximately one hour). Each trainee
then models one lesson in front of the class, providing an opportunity to practice public
speaking, present one G.R.E.A.T. lesson, and receive feedback on the presentations. Lessons are
chosen by trainees during team meetings earlier in the week, so trainees have a chance to
practice before presenting to the class. Short (approximately 5 minute) breaks are structured

between lesson modeling.

Day 5

Day 5 begins after the morning staff meeting. The day’s goals and objectives are
presented before training moves to the remainder of the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum. Approximately
45 minutes are devoted to each of the remaining G.R.E.A.T. components (G.R.E.A.T. Families
and the G.R.E.A.T. Summer component) and Issues of G.R.E.A.T. Concern, with ten minute

breaks structured between each section. The G.R.E.A.T. Families section provides an overview
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of the importance of having families involved in youth prevention programs, key components of
the G.R.E.A.T. Families curriculum are highlighted, and examples of popular G.R.E.A.T.
Families activities are provided. Similarly, the G.R.E.A.T. Summer component is highlighted as
an important and fun way in which the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum can be supplemented. As the
Summer component varies across sites, ideas are presented for innovative methods of
implementing a summer program and logistical issues associated with moving out of the
classroom. The *“Issues of G.R.E.A.T. Concern” section covers information about the
G.R.E.A.T. program, including copyright information, where to get course materials, and
additional information about how the G.R.E.A.T. program is structured. The 40-hour training
concludes with a “final evaluation” which thanks trainees and trainers for their participation and
a “pep talk” about the importance of the G.R.E.A.T. program as a method of reducing youth
violence and gang activity. While the content of these sections were consistent across
observations, it is important to highlight that some trainings covered this topical material on days

other than Day 5.

80-Hour Training

The 80-hour training sessions are similar in format to the 40-hour sessions. The main
difference between the two is that the 80-hour sessions are aimed at officers who have limited
teaching experience. Thus, the 80-hour training devotes a week to trainees practicing teaching
the lessons. Additionally, two components are unique to the 80-hour training: 1) Public Speaking
and 2) Transitions.

Public speaking is a skill obviously required for instructors. The 80-hour training session

incorporates public speaking components for the participants during each day. These begin with
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smaller exercises, eventually building to a “walk-through” of a G.R.E.A.T. lesson. For example,
one popular exercise at the beginning of the training session involves trainees being called to the
front of the room, one at a time, where they receive an index card from the training supervisor.
Each index card has a word (e.g., corn, snow, socks) on it. Participants are expected to talk to
the rest of the class about the selected word for two minutes. Gradually, the public speaking
exercises become more elaborate. On Day 2 of the 80-hour training, participants are expected to
give a three-minute demonstration speech to the rest of the trainees. Topics are quite broad, and
can generally be anything that participants choose, as long as the topic is not “police-related.”
Sample topics include “how to tie your shoes,” “changing a car tire,” and “how to prepare [insert
food here].” The 80-hour training session concludes its public speaking component by having
trainees individually overview a G.R.E.A.T. lesson in front of the class. To facilitate learning,
trainees present their overviews to other members of their teams and team leaders throughout the
week (i.e., “coaching facilitations™). This allows trainees to practice and receive feedback before
presenting to the entire group.

The “Transitions” section is a unique component intended to help officers change their
orientation from law enforcement to prevention program provider. Since few of the officers in
the 80-hour training sessions have experience teaching in schools, the Transitions section
provides an important segue for officers to broaden their views of policing. As stated by one of
the trainers presenting this section, officers need to learn that “what works in the streets often
doesn’t work in the classroom.” Thus, it is important that officers view their participation in the
G.R.E.A.T. program as a transition to a new role, one that provides the officers with a unique
opportunity to work in an unfamiliar role within a community. For example, while officers may

be accustomed to visiting schools for law enforcement-related duties, the school community (and
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subsequent role of the officer) is different when an officer is teaching the G.R.E.A.T. program.
Officers learn about adolescents, the middle school environment, and alternatives to the

“enforcement” role that officers typically have while on patrol.

Assessments of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training (G.O.T)

As previously stated, one of the goals of the National Evaluation of G.R.E.A.T. was to
assess the quality of the G.O.T.s. To this end, members of the research team observed a total of
eight G.O.T.s conducted between June 2006 and August 2008. A diversity of locations and
times were selected (two trainings observed in each of two sites, one training observed in six
sites) with at least one training observed in each of the five G.R.E.A.T. regions® [Midwest (2),
Northeast (1), Southeast (1), Southwest (2), and West (2)]. Observers were expected to evaluate
the training on multiple criteria, including: 1) coverage of the G.R.E.A.T. components (primarily
the middle-school component), 2) styles and strategies for modeling effective classroom
delivery, and 3) adherence to the training guidelines. The overarching goal was to assess the

extent to which G.O.T. prepared officers for delivering the G.R.E.A.T. program in the field.’

G.O.T. Structure
The structure of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training presented above provides one example of
the organizational “flow” used in the G.O.T.s. While each of the trainings observed covered the

same curricular content, the organization of that content varied across the trainings. For

2 G.R.E.A.T. regions will soon be reduced from five to four: 1) West, 2) Southwest, 3) Southeast, and 4) Midwest
Atlantic. The Midwest Atlantic region will encompass most of what are currently the Northeast and Midwest
regions, although some of the specific regional boundaries will be modified.

® Observations of 522 G.R.E.A.T. sessions were also conducted “in the field” (i.e., middle-school classrooms) to
assess program fidelity. Results of those observations are reported in a separate document (Leugoud et al 2009).
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example, in one session, the G.R.E.A.T. Core Curriculum was covered after the G.R.E.A.T.
Families, G.R.E.A.T. Summer, and Issues of G.R.E.A.T. Concern segments. In two other
sessions, the Gang Component was covered at the end of training. Discussions with training
supervisors illustrated that the curricular areas sometimes needed to be rearranged to
accommodate members of the training team. One observer highlighted that the implications of
organizing the curriculum is important, noting “reorganization of agenda does not seem to work
as well; it seems odd to do G.R.E.A.T. Families and Summer before Core; Issues of G.R.E.A.T.
Concern also seems as though it would be more effective after Core.”

This flexibility in the ordering of training sections must be highlighted, as it can impact
the natural flow of the curriculum content. The G.R.E.A.T. curriculum is based upon a
“building-block” approach where each lesson builds upon the prior lesson. It is recommended

that the training be assessed to also reflect this approach.

G.O.T. Trainers

Trainers must receive additional certification from G.R.E.A.T. to be eligible to serve as
trainers; thus, these trainers should be considered the most qualified to teach trainees how to
deliver the program. Observers generally noted that trainers were good at covering the key
points of the program during training, although the trainers varied in terms of their familiarity
with the program, presentation styles, and “comfort level” with individual lessons.

Trainers should also represent a broad diversity of the locales in which the G.R.E.A.T.
program is delivered. G.O.T. trainers in the observed trainings represented a broad cross-section
of officers implementing the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum, including a mix of males and females,

members of different racial and ethnic groups, and officers from a broad range of agencies.
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Discussions with training supervisors highlighted the importance of the “right mix” of trainers in
the G.O.T.s. Trainers are invited to participate in trainings, and the trainers often work together
in different training sessions. Observers of the G.O.T.s noted the diversity of the training teams,
as well as the positive working relationship these trainers had during the training sessions.

One issue which arose consistently in the observations that needs to be addressed is
trainers’ behaviors when they are not leading the training. In most cases, trainers were working
on various tasks in the back of the room when they were not responsible for leading the training
(e.g., modeling lessons). In each of the trainings observed, there were instances when the
trainers at the back of the room became loud and somewhat disruptive while someone else was
speaking. In some cases, this was when another trainer was modeling a lesson; in other cases,
this occurred when trainees were presenting. As noted by one observer:

“Early in the day, the trainers’ behavior was very distracting. While this changed

once the training turned to the G.R.E.A.T. material, the trainees’ behavior often

became disruptive when the trainers were modeling the program. It seemed that

the trainees were more attentive and responsive to the presentations by the other

trainees and the trainers more attentive and responsive to the presentations by the

other trainers today. This training seems to be on the edge at times, with trainers

potentially losing their credibility with and respect of the trainees (and vice

versa). This is in stark contrast to the verbal messages that are shared by the
trainers about the importance of establishing and maintaining credibility.”

It is imperative that trainers consistently conduct themselves in a manner consistent with
the ground rules provided for trainees. Even when not in front of the room, they must remember
that they are “modeling” appropriate behavior. While some minor disruptions may be expected,
it is crucial that such disruptions be kept to a minimum.

Additionally, during one G.O.T., the training supervisor was viewed as contributing very

little to the training, other than introducing the other trainers when it was their turn to lead the

class. According to this observer, “Cost saving comment — what is role of training supervisor?
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X really didn’t do anything and often wasn’t even paying attention to what was going on.” Other
observers commented on the role of the training supervisor. For example, one noted that:
“It was interesting to hear the training supervisor describe his role as a
‘cheerleader.” This perfectly described the role he has been playing. He keeps a
very positive environment for the training. His role is to evaluate the performance
of the training team, while the training team members are expected to evaluate the
performance of the participants on their ‘team.””
The training supervisor noted by the second observer was also noted to be actively involved in
nearly all aspects of the training, spending most of the G.O.T. presenting, facilitating trainers’
modeling, and assessing trainers’ performance. These observations highlight the discrepancy in
the role (and utility) of the training supervisor across trainings, and leads to a recommendation

that the role of the training supervisor be clearly delineated and consistently implemented across

the G.O.T. sessions.

G.O.T. Participants

Officers attending the G.O.T. sessions varied across the training observed. One G.O.T.,
for example, was held by a “host” agency where nearly all of the trainees were from that agency.
Another G.O.T., however, had only two officers (out of approximately 40 trainees) from the
locale in which the training was held, with the remainder coming from multiple agencies
representing a broad cross-section of the United States. Thus, the composition of participants
varied across trainings.

Participants differed in their reasons for attending G.O.T. In some cases, officers
indicated that they had volunteered to attend, in other cases officers indicated that they were
assigned by their agency to attend, either because the agency was planning on implementing the

G.R.E.A.T. program or because the officer had moved into a new assignment that involved
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becoming a G.R.E.A.T. officer. The diversity of reasons why officers attended training was
summarized by one observer:

“3 re-trys for the certification [i.e., not successful at completing training on two

prior attempts], one because of inter-agency politics; one of the men on his team

was chief of a reservation police department who does not have the manpower in

his department to implement program, politics of his job is why he is here. One

officer is ‘right out of the army and very enthusiastic.’... Two officers from a

particular city were “forced” to come here by department, they told team leader

they had been trying to get out of this assignment for the last month but were

unable to do so, leader seemed to think that they were just burdened by coming

here because they also teach DARE; stated their attitude was “ok” but nothing

negative enough that would prevent them from doing fine in the field, another

team leader said “as long as you are willing to work” (in regard to the officers);

another officer from this group had been trying to get to this training for the last

[several] years (since 1998) and finally got to come here, he is very excited about

the training.”
This demonstrates the range of reasons why officers attend the G.O.T. sessions.* Each of the
observed training sessions involved staff meeting discussions about why their team members
were at G.O.T. Trainers appear cognizant of the varied reasons why officers are in attendance
and take a reasonable approach to work with officers, regardless of why they are there.

Observers also noted that trainees (and in some cases, trainers), tended to “lose steam”
towards the end of the morning (i.e., shortly before lunch) or late afternoon (i.e., shortly before

* It also corresponds well with results reported from surveys of G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers in the seven cities
participating in the National Evaluation (Carson et al. 2008).
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the end) of training days. This is perhaps not surprising, given the amount of material covered
during the trainings. As stated by one trainer at the beginning of the week, G.R.E.A.T. training
is “unlike any police training you’ve had because you have to participate” and the training is full
of material. Observers noted no specific sections that seemed to lose participants’ interests more
than others. Additionally, the structure of the trainings appears to do a reasonable job of
providing breaks throughout the day to allow participants to decompress and refocus.
Interestingly, observers consistently noted that the breaks could be best described as “working
breaks” with trainers and trainees mingling to talk about the G.O.T. and/or the G.R.E.A.T.
program.

Observers also suggested a number of areas that may enhance trainees’ experiences in the
G.O.T. sessions. One issue which consistently arose was observers’ statements regarding
trainees’ lack of note-taking during the training. While the binders provide substantial material
necessary for officers during training, trainees should be explicitly encouraged to take notes.
These will be the materials on which officers primarily rely to deliver the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum
once they leave training. By encouraging note-taking, trainers could better ensure that trainees
were paying attention (rather than causing distractions) and also reinforce important issues by
advising trainees to “check their notes.” This would also provide trainees with additional
material to take with them when they leave training. Note-taking by participants, however, is not
explicitly encouraged and may be informally (although perhaps unintentionally) discouraged.
For example, the importance of taking notes among trainees may be hindered through early
notification that the test will be “open book™ and all answers can be found in the binders. There
appears to be little reason to inform trainees about this beforehand, as the test is a relatively

simple multiple-choice assessment.
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The second component involves highlighting the extended teacher activities.
Observations of G.O.T. provided mixed evidence as to how much attention was paid to these
supplemental materials. For example, some observations noted that the extended teaching
materials associated with each lesson were covered in detail and trainees were strongly
encouraged to elicit teachers’ implementation of the activities to supplement the G.R.E.A.T.
program, other observations indicated that the teacher activities were briefly covered, and other
observations indicated that the extended teacher activities were given little attention during
training. Given survey findings that teachers® rarely implement the extended teacher activities,
often because they are unaware of them, it is recommended that the importance of these activities
be highlighted throughout G.O.T. sessions.

A third issue involves the perceptions of what middle school students are typically like.
While the observers typically noted the high quality of the training teams (see above) and
education specialists (see below), they also consistently noted the negative perceptions that
trainees seemed to have about middle school students. While this is perhaps not surprising,
observers noted that trainers and education specialists often did not dispel the negative
stereotypes of students held by officers. Since some trainings expected trainees to “act like
typical middle school students,” and officers had negative perceptions of middle school students,
it is perhaps not surprising that observers noted disruptions arising during some of the lessons.
Some of the trainees took the act to the extreme, faux confronting trainers or simply not paying
attention during the lesson modeling. It is recommended that the G.R.E.A.T. National Training

Team reconsider whether it is necessary to tell the trainees to act like students. If so, it is

® Findings from surveys of school personnel at the National Evaluation of G.R.E.A.T. schools are discussed in more
detail in a separate report (Peterson et al. 2009).
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important to develop a mechanism where the negative stereotypes can be addressed and framed

within a positive framework in training.

Education Specialists

Education specialists assist by providing educational-related sections during each of the
G.O.T.s. These education specialists cover material related to characteristics of adolescence,
classroom settings, school operations, learning disabilities, and effective methods of teaching
pedagogy. Observers noted the “buy-in” to the G.R.E.A.T. program exhibited by the Education
Specialists, demonstrated through their statements about being excited about the program and
stressing the importance of prevention.

Observers also highlighted the role that the Education Specialists played during the
G.O.T. sessions observed. Assessments indicated that the Education Specialists have an
important role, particularly during the 80-hour training sessions. As officers attending the 80-
hour sessions typically do not have the classroom experience of officers attending the 40-hour
trainings, the importance of topics covered by the Educator is important to prepare officers for
their role as educators when delivering the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum. Observers noted that the
Education Specialists generally did a good job covering the key issues associated with the
content areas necessary for officers to be reasonably expected to succeed in G.R.E.A.T. program
delivery.

Observers did note, however, some areas which could be improved. While each of the
Educators covered the key areas, they varied in the amount of coverage of each section. For
example, some Educators were better than others at making the “educational theory” section

applicable to the officers. Some of the material covered (e.g., Maslow’s hierarchy of needs) may
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be important information to have available, but its utility for officers delivering the G.R.E.A.T.
program is questionable. Similarly, specific characteristics associated with learning disabilities
may be less important than highlighting the importance that officers are tolerant of students with
differential needs and that officers work closely with classroom teachers to find ways of
effectively teaching the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum to all students.

A second issue which should be reexamined is the time that the Education Specialists
attend the G.O.T. sessions. The Educators were typically at training for the beginning of the
training, presented their section when scheduled, and then left the training. It is recommended
that G.R.E.A.T. consider having these Education Specialists play a larger role during the one day
they are on site for the 40-hour training and consider expanding their on-site time to two days
during 80-hour sessions. The G.O.T. observations highlight that the Educators have substantial
expertise which may be particularly helpful for G.O.T. participants. Such contributions could
include, but not be limited to, providing additional “helpful hints” for participants at the
conclusion of each modeled lesson, assisting trainers in answering questions related to working
with school personnel to get the G.R.E.A.T. program into the schools, and highlighting ways in
which classroom teachers may take an expanded role in reinforcing the lessons of G.R.E.A.T. In
short, it appears that the Education Specialists’ contributions to training remain somewhat under-

utilized.

The Gang Component
As one key goal of the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum is to prevent youth from becoming gang
members, it is imperative that officers are familiar with issues related to gangs and gang

membership. This is a particularly difficult task, however, for a national program as gangs are
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typically localized in nature. That is, gangs vary across communities. Observers of the training
sessions, however, noted a number of concerns with the “gang component” of trainings.
Specifically, these training sessions often presented gangs as highly organized and national (or
international) in scope. In some cases, this was the primary message of the gang expert. In other
cases, this arose in the discussions after the gang expert had given his (in all observations, the
Gang Expert was male) presentation. Regardless of the timing, observers consistently noted that
the “take home message” from the gang component was based on stereotypical notions of gangs
and gang members.

The gang component of G.O.T. may need to be re-assessed. We note the difficulty posed
by the structure of a national-level program aimed at typically localized problems. That is, it is
difficult to maintain consistency in the gang component across training sessions when the nature
of the gang problem facing officers varies by locale. We are unable to provide specific
suggestions as to how this may be best accomplished, however, as it may require substantial
restructuring of training sessions. For example, trainees attending G.O.T. sessions often come
from a number of different jurisdictions. One possible approach would involve that, whenever
possible, trainees come from the same jurisdiction. Gang experts from the jurisdiction in which
the training is held could possibly be hired as consultants to provide the gang component.
Conversely, the gang component could be restructured in a manner to highlight the similarities
and differences (i.e., patterns and deviations) across gangs in multiple communities. Such an
approach could focus on the risk factors associated with gang membership and how the
G.R.E.A.T. program is suited to specifically address these risk factors. One potential approach
would be to contract with IIR to have their gang experts provide the gang component.

Additionally, incorporating the gang typology devised by Cheryl Maxson and Malcolm Klein
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(1995) and/or bringing in a “gang scholar” familiar with the research could serve as mechanisms
for addressing the variation in gangs across locales but also to emphasize that most gangs are not

“traditional” gangs.

Coverage of the G.R.E.A.T. Components

The G.R.E.A.T. program has four main components: 1) the middle-school curriculum, 2)
the elementary-school curriculum, 3) the family curriculum (i.e., G.R.E.A.T. Families), and 4)
the summer curriculum. Observers were particularly attentive to the coverage of the middle-
school and families components during G.O.T.s.

Observers noted that trainers generally did a good job in highlighting key elements of the
G.R.E.A.T. program, including the “skills-building” approach, importance of delivering the
program exactly as intended, the program’s use of “scientifically-proven” content and delivery
mechanisms, and its intention to supplement (rather than replace all) other programs.
Additionally, the history of the G.R.E.A.T. program and its revisions over time were covered
well. In some ways, the program’s strengths may be somewhat overstated. For example, the
previous National Evaluation’s more positive cross-sectional findings are stressed, while the less
favorable longitudinal findings are not covered, and in at least one instance a trainer told trainees
that the “results [of the ongoing evaluation] are not available yet, but [(S)he is] pretty certain they
will show the same positive results.” This is an optimistic assessment, but one consistent with
preliminary analyses (see Esbensen et al. 2009).°

G.O.T. trainers generally did a good job covering the content of the core G.R.E.A.T.
curriculum. This was accomplished through two mechanisms: overviews and lesson modeling.

® The Principal Investigator first reported preliminary results examining data collected during the first three waves of
student surveys to the National Policy Board in December 2008.
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Each of the trainings observed contained extensive lesson modeling. The process of lesson
modeling involved a trainer delivering the curriculum as (s)he would in a normal classroom
setting. That is, trainers shifted to an “instructor mode” where they acted as if they were
presenting to a classroom of middle school students. Trainees assumed the role of students,
participating in the exercises that middle schools students are expected to complete. In most
cases, trainees were instructed to “act like adults but ask middle school questions” during the
lesson models.

Trainers generally covered the lesson content exactly as presented in the binder. In most
cases, trainers had a copy of curriculum with them while modeling and looked down to read
sections verbatim. Trainers varied in terms of their “flow” of presenting the material, with some
trainers appearing more comfortable in front of the classroom than others. Each of the trainers
illustrated a different presentation style, demonstrating a range of approaches to introducing
individual personality into the structured lessons. Thus, trainees were exposed to different
teaching styles and could be expected to recognize that the curriculum may be somewhat
“canned” but the presentation of the material is not.

Trainers also modeled the activities in the G.R.E.A.T. lessons. Trainers again illustrated
different styles in running the exercises. For example, some of the trainers appeared to be more
comfortable (and thus generally more effective) in eliciting participation from the “students.”
Additionally, some “instructors” were better able to maintain student attention than others, and
some trainers were more successful than others at dealing with inattentive or disruptive students.
It is important to note, however, that the exercises were generally modeled as intended and

trainers modeled different methods of appropriate classroom management strategies.
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Utilization of Teaching Aids/Targeting Different Learning Styles

One of the key issues addressed by the Education Specialist is different types of learning
styles used by students. Differences between auditory and visual learners, for example, were
extensively covered. During the modeling of lessons, trainers highlighted the importance of
meeting the needs of different types of learners by using different teaching methodologies.
Some instructors made more extensive use of visual aids (such as flip charts) than others, while
others employed more extensive use of classroom discussions. Thus, the modeling of lessons
reinforced many of the recommendations provided by the Education Specialists.

Observers often noted, however, that these skills were not consistently explicitly
reinforced during trainees’ presentations. While trainers discuss the importance of classroom
management and model mechanisms for effectively managing classrooms throughout the
curriculum, observers consistently noted that a substantial number of trainees did not practice
these skills during their presentations. Additionally, while the training highlights the importance
of reaching different types of learners (such as through the use of visual aids), the use of such
materials were notably absent from many trainees’ presentations. More importantly, trainers
rarely addressed this deficiency. Trainees may benefit from a consistent reinforcement of such

“helpful hints” as they will be expected to use these skills after leaving training.

Time Management

Observers also noted the importance of time management during the training sessions.
To reiterate, trainers are modeling the important elements of teaching the G.R.E.A.T. program.
Thus, it is important that trainers adhere to appropriate time limits during the training sessions to

highlight the importance of adhering to time frames while in the classroom. In short, even when
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trainers are not modeling a lesson, their role as trainers (i.e., “modelers” of the G.R.E.A.T.
program) remains important throughout the course.

One issue that arises throughout the observations of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training sessions
relates to the time devoted to modeling lessons. Course syllabi typically devoted one hour to
modeling each G.R.E.A.T. lesson. With few exceptions, trainers completed the lesson within the
one-hour block devoted to each lesson and training leaders enforced the specified time frames.
A few instances arose, however, when trainers were unable to complete the entire lesson in the
specified hour. When this occurred, trainers typically skipped the review of the program goals,
although in a few instances, entire components of the lessons were skipped.

While the one-hour blocks devoted to each lesson may be conducive to training sessions,
our observations of G.R.E.A.T. program delivery in the classrooms suggest that few middle-
school classes allow a full hour to complete the G.R.E.A.T. lessons. Officers typically have
about 35 minutes to deliver the G.R.E.A.T. lesson. By the time students are in their seats and all
“housekeeping” issues are completed, officers generally have 30 to 40 minutes to complete the
lesson. Thus, it is recommended that training reflect realistic time frames which officers will
typically encounter when delivering the lessons in schools. Modeling lessons in an hour block
during training appears to overestimate the amount of time available to officers when they
implement the program in the field. This discrepancy may decrease the likelihood that officers
will be prepared to deliver the program with fidelity in the schools. This is particularly true if

trainers are unable to complete the entire lesson in the hour block devoted to the lesson in G.O.T.
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Rules and Rule Enforcement during G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training

Participants are expected to follow set rules when attending G.O.T.s. Trainers cover
these ground rules at the beginning of the training sessions, and staff meetings are often used as a
setting in which trainers decide how to handle rule violations by participants. Observers noted
that the training rules were made explicit at the beginning of the training sessions. Some ground
rules were consistent across trainings (e.g., respect of trainers and other participants, no
inappropriate jokes or comments) while others (e.g., appropriate attire) varied across settings.

Observers also noted instances when participants violated ground rules and how these
violations were handled by the training teams. Two specific instances involved inappropriate
attire. In one training session, a trainee wore clothing that exposed undergarments, while in
another G.O.T. a participant wore shorts on one day and jeans on another. In the underwear
case, the training team decided to announce a new G.R.E.A.T. rule that no underwear could be
shown and the trainee was advised of this. In the other instance, the Training Supervisor
reminded the trainee of the dress code and told him to wear more appropriate clothing the next
day. When this officer showed up wearing inappropriate attire the next day, the Training
Supervisor contacted the trainee’s departmental supervisor and asked him to intervene. A third
incident involved an officer having too many drinks in the bar one night and continued making
lewd phone calls to one of the trainer’s rooms throughout the night. The officer’s agency was
contacted the next day, and the officer was promptly sent home. More common, however, were
“minor infractions,” such as trainees being tardy in the morning or after breaks. These situations
were handled by team leaders in one-on-one meetings with violators. Each of these methods

worked to suitably resolve the situation.
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The Binders

Trainees are provided with several binders at the beginning of training. Materials
included involve rules for training, the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum, and presentations by Education
Specialists and Gang Experts. The materials included in these binders are comprehensive and
provide trainees with the necessary information to succeed in G.O.T. and in delivering the
program. In several instances, however, additional materials were provided to trainees
immediately preceding coverage of the content. Trainees were then instructed to place the
additional materials in their binders. While this approach may work in some instances, observers
consistently noted disruptions associated with providing additional materials to be placed in the
binders. In some cases, the wrong handouts were distributed; in other cases, trainers assumed
that the material was already included in the binders and no handouts were distributed. When
handouts were being distributed, trainees were often conversing with one another, making it
difficult for the trainer to maintain attention. When materials were not in the binders, both
trainers and trainees appeared confused, with trainers referring trainees to the binders, and
trainees flipping through the binders and/or asking other trainees where to find the material. It is
recommended that, whenever possible, all relevant information be included in the binders prior
to their circulation to trainees. When additional materials must be distributed, it is recommended
that these materials are distributed at a predetermined point (e.g., immediately before or during a

scheduled break) to minimize disruptions and maintain training flow.

Recommendations
This report highlights observations of G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training (G.O.T.) conducted

by members of the National Evaluation of G.R.E.A.T. Members of the research team observed a
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total of eight trainings, including 40- and 80-hour sessions, in each of the G.R.E.A.T. regions

between 2006 and 2008. Each component of the trainings was assessed, and recommendations

are provided.

1)

2)

3)

These observations led to a number of conclusions, including:

Training sessions cover the key components of G.R.E.A.T. (especially the “core” middle-
school component) in a manner that trainees should reasonably understand the
G.R.E.A.T. program upon completion of training. The lesson contents are sufficiently
covered by the trainers both in their lesson modeling and the content included in the
binders.

Training sessions are generally well-organized, have consistent rules and discipline for
rule infractions, and adherence to specified time-frames. Observers noted that trainers
worked together before, during, and after training days to ensure everything was on
schedule. The morning and afternoon staff meetings provide a good setting for prepping
for the day’s events and re-capping the day’s session. These staff meetings were
particularly useful as a method of gathering feedback from other trainers about how the
training sessions were operating and providing feedback about the status of trainees’
progression. Of particular note were the collaborative efforts to identify and handle
potential problems and take a proactive approach to dealing with them.

Trainers do a good job of modeling the G.R.E.A.T. lessons and classroom management
strategies. This modeling presents trainees with the ability to see how G.R.E.A.T. is
expected to be delivered in a classroom setting. Observers noted that trainers illustrated

different instructional styles, providing trainees with an opportunity to see different
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4)

methods of classroom instruction, which may be used once the officers begin delivering
the program in their communities.

Education specialists do a good job of covering key topics associated with adolescence,
issues of importance to schools, and teaching pedagogy. Observers consistently noted
that the education specialists were well-prepared, knowledgeable about the topics, had a
good rapport with trainers, and were able to convey necessary information to trainees in
an easy-to-comprehend format.

Observers noted a number of areas which may deserve additional consideration in efforts

to improve G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training. Specifically, the following suggestions are presented:

1)

2)

The ordering of how G.R.E.A.T. components are presented during G.O.T.s should be
assessed to determine the best “flow” of the curriculum. Observers noted that the timing
in which lesson content was covered varied across trainings and that this sometimes made
for awkward transitions. As the G.R.E.A.T. curriculum is structured in a “building-block
approach” where each lesson builds upon prior lessons, trainings should be structured in a
similar manner. Once a standard training schedule is developed, every effort should be
made to maintain consistency in this training structure.

The time-frames devoted to lesson modeling may be inconsistent with the amount of time
officers have available when in the school setting. The one-hour blocks devoted to lesson
modeling in training appear to be substantially longer than actual class periods in typical
middle schools in which the program is delivered. (Our classroom observations found
that officers typically had 30 to 40 minutes to cover each lesson in the schools.) This
discrepancy may reduce the likelihood that officers are able to deliver the G.R.E.A.T.

curriculum with fidelity (and consistent with training modeling) in the classroom setting.
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3)

4)

5)

The expertise of the Education Specialists remains somewhat untapped. The Education
Specialists provide an important contribution to the G.O.T.s, particularly the 80-hour
sessions. Expanding the availability of these Educators to more than their specific time-
block so that they are accessible by trainers and trainees during more of the G.O.T.s
deserves consideration. The Educators may be particularly suited to critique and/or
reinforce methods of effective classroom management techniques and answer questions
about how the curriculum meets the needs of different types of learners. We are not
suggesting that the Education Specialist attend the entire session, but that they are better
utilized the entire day they are currently present. Consideration, however, may be given
to extending the educator presence to two days in the 80-hour G.O.T.

The role of the Training Supervisors and trainers throughout the G.O.T.s should be re-
assessed. In at least one G.O.T., the role of the Training Supervisor was unclear and the
observer questioned the utility of this role. If this role is to be continued, the exact duties
and role of the Supervisor should be clearly articulated. Additionally, the role of trainers
as “program representatives” and “models” should be stressed. The importance of
trainers’ engagement in the training process, regardless of whether they are in the front or
back of the room, must be consistent. Observers consistently noted disruptions resulting
from trainers talking, playing on their computers, etc., when they were not involved in
modeling lessons. It was apparent that trainees also noticed these disruptions and
observers noted that this led to several awkward situations.

The content of the Gang Component should be re-assessed. Youth gangs are typically
“localized” and “unstructured,” yet the content of the Gang Component often reinforces

stereotypes of gangs as highly structured, national- or international-level organized crime
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6)

7)

groups. While the Gang Experts often began by talking about “localized,” “unstructured”
groups, training often turned to coverage of stereotypical gangs once trainees began
participating. Trainees would be better equipped to prevent gang-involvement if they
understand the nature of the youth gangs in their areas. Conversely, experts who can
relate specific risk factors for gang membership to the G.R.E.A.T. program may be
sought. The established pipeline between G.R.E.A.T. and IIR provides one mechanism
in which this could be addressed rather easily, as IIR has a number of national gang
experts at their disposal. These experts should be incorporated into G.R.E.A.T. Officer
Training sessions. Additionally, incorporating the gang typology devised by Cheryl
Maxson and Malcolm Klein (1995) and/or bringing in a “gang scholar” familiar with the
research could serve as mechanisms for addressing the variation in gangs across locales
but also to emphasize that most gangs are not “traditional” gangs.

It is recommended that trainees be encouraged to take notes in their binders during
training. Observers noted that trainees rarely took notes and sometimes lost interest
during the training sessions. Encouraging note-taking would help trainees follow along
more closely with the lessons while they were being modeled and provide additional
information that would be useful once they began delivering the program in the field.

It is recommended that trainers reconsider the utility of announcing at the beginning of
training that the final test is “open book.” The multiple choice exam is not particularly
taxing and all of the information is included in the binders. Encouraging trainees to take
notes throughout training with the expectation that the exam will be rigorous should
increase trainees’ attention to content throughout the sessions. Additionally, announcing

that the test is “open book™ immediately before test administration also has the potential
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8)

9)

to increase morale among trainees (who, having been encouraged to pay close attention
throughout, should feel more prepared for the exam) and leave trainees with a positive
impression of trainers upon the completion of training (i.e., trainees will be “pleasantly
surprised” that the trainers “gave them a break” by making the test open book).

It is recommended that instructing trainees to “act like middle-school students” during the
lessons be reconsidered. Observers noted that trainees often slipped into the role without
being instructed and/or that trainees often acted more disruptive than typical middle-
school students.

Along these same lines, it is recommended that trainers and education specialists
emphasize the positive aspects of middle-school students throughout training. Observers
noted that this information was covered, but trainees often expressed negative views of
youths of this age group anyway. In most cases, trainees’ misperceptions were not
corrected by trainers or Educators. Focusing on the positive aspects of working with
youths should be a major emphasis throughout training. Such positive messages may
have several beneficial effects including, but not limited to, reinforcing the “Transitions”
session messages, getting trainees excited about the program, and facilitating the mindset
among officers that students should be treated with respect. This last component—
treating students with respect—nhas been found to be one of the most important methods
of shaping youths’ attitudes towards police in a positive manner. Noting that this is one
of the main goals of the G.R.E.A.T. program, this recommendation should not be taken

lightly.

10) It is recommended that attention be paid to ensuring binders have all information to be

used in the day’s lesson prior to the beginning of the training day. Observers noted
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instances where trainers requested trainees “check their binders” for missing material
during lesson modeling. Such instances led to confusion between both trainers and
trainees, with trainers referring trainees to the binders, and trainees flipping through the
binders and/or asking other trainees where to find the material. Although uncommon,
such instances detracted from successful training efforts. It is recommended that the use
of Extended Teacher Activities be made a priority during training. Trainers should
express to trainees the importance of sharing these materials with teachers in G.R.E.A.T.
classrooms. Results from surveys of teachers and administrators found that many were
unaware that such activities were available and some indicated frustration by indicating
that they would have used the activities in their classes if they had been available
(Peterson et al. 2009). Given the pressure on schools to meet local, state, and federal
educational standards, making these Extended Teacher Activities available, illustrating to
school personnel how the lessons fit within core testing areas, and encouraging teachers
to utilize the activities seems a particularly important component for the sustainability of
the G.R.E.AAT. program. Stressing and reinforcing the need for extensive
communication with the classroom teachers should be made explicit throughout G.O.T.

sessions.

Conclusions

The purpose of this report is to answer the following question: To what extent does the

G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training (G.O.T.) account for the quality of program implementation?

Previous reports have documented that the G.R.E.A.T. program is offered in schools with

considerable fidelity, as measured through observations of officers delivering the program in
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classrooms (see Leugoud et al. 2009), surveys and interviews with G.R.E.A.T. officers and
supervisors (see Carson et al. 2008), and surveys of school personnel (see Peterson et al. 2009).
Preliminary analyses of the first three waves of student survey data also illustrate short-term
program effectiveness (see Esbensen et al. 2009).

To provide additional insight into the G.R.E.A.T. process, this report documents
descriptive information about the G.O.T. structure and content collected from observations of
eight G.O.T. sessions in each of the G.R.E.A.T. regions between 2006 and 2008. Since
delivering the G.R.E.A.T. program in schools is often a departure from the normal duties of law
enforcement officers, training is intended to be multi-faceted, rigorous, and comprehensive.
Training officers about the substance of the G.R.E.A.T. program and methods of working with
the target audience is an essential component of program fidelity (i.e., delivering the program in
the field as intended). Thus, the primary goals of the G.O.T.s are to familiarize officers with the
G.R.E.A.T. program curriculum and to provide skills needed to successfully teach the program to
the target audience (i.e., elementary- and middle-school youths).

The observations documented in this report illustrate that G.R.E.A.T. Officer Trainings
are generally quite good at covering the G.R.E.A.T. curricular content and skills needed for
officers to deliver the program in schools. In short, it is reasonable to expect that trainees will
leave G.O.T.s with the knowledge and skills to become successful G.R.E.A.T. officers, although

some recommendations for continued refinement and success are included throughout this report.
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DAY 1

07:00 - 07:30 Staff Meeting

08:00 - 09:00 Welcome and Introductions

09:00 - 09:10 Break

09:10 - 09:50 Background of G.R.E.AT.

09:50 - 10:00 Break

10:00 - 12:00 Educational Theory

12:00 - 01:00 Lunch

01:00 - 01:20 Photo

01:20 - 01:25 Break

01:25 - 02:25 Educational Theory (continued)

02:25 - 02:35 Break

02:35 - 03:25 Elementary Curriculum — Introduction and Lessons 1-2
03:25 - 03:35 Break

03:35 - 04:25 Elementary Curriculum — Lessons 3—-6
04:25 - 04:30 Break

04:30 - 05:00 Team Meetings

05:00 - 05:30 Staff Meeting

DAY 2

07:30 - 08:00 Staff Meeting

08:00 - 08:05 Day’s Objectives
08:05 - 12:05 National Gang Trends
12:05 - 01:05 Lunch

01:05 - 01:55 Overview Lesson #1
01:55 - 02:05 Break

02:05 — 02:40 Overview Lesson #2
02:40 - 02:50 Break

02:50 — 03:50 Model Lesson #3
03:50 - 04:00 Break

04:00 — 05:00 Model Lesson #4
05:00 - 05:30 Staff Meeting

DAY 3

07:30 - 08:00 Staff Meeting

08:00 - 08:05 Day’s Objectives

08:05 - 08:55 Model Lesson #5

08:55 - 09:25 Overview Lesson #6

09:25 - 09:35 Break

09:35 - 10:25 Model Lesson #7

10:25 - 10:55 Overview Lesson #8

10:55 - 11:05 Break

11:05 - 11:55 Model Lesson #9

11:55 - 12:55 Lunch

12:55 - 01:25 Overview Lesson #10

01:25 - 01:55 Overview Lesson #11

01:55 - 02:05 Break

02:05 - 02:55 Model Lesson #12

02:55 - 03:05 Break

03:05 - 03:35 Overview Lesson #13

03:35 - 05:00 Team Meetings with assistance
Staff Meeting — will occur after teams receive their Lesson assignments and are reviewing their Lesson information

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 185
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s)
and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



DAY 4

07:30 - 08:00 Staff Meeting

08:00 - 08:05 Day’s Objectives

08:05 - 09:15 Test and Test Review

09:15 - 09:20 Break

09:20 - 10:20 Participant Presentation Lesson #3
10:20 - 10:30 Break

10:30 - 11:30 Participant Presentation Lesson #4
11:30 - 12:30 Lunch

12:30 - 01:30 Participant Presentation Lesson #5
01:30 - 01:40 Break

01:40 - 02:40 Participant Presentation Lesson #7
02:40 - 02:50 Break

02:50 - 03:50 Participant Presentation Lesson #9
03:50 - 04:00 Break

04:00 - 05:00 Participant Presentation Lesson #12
05:00 - 05:30 Staff Meeting

DAY 5

07:30 - 08:00 Staff Meeting

08:00 - 08:05 Day’s Objectives
08:05 - 08:50 Families Component
08:50 - 09:00 Break

09:00 - 09:45 Summer Component
09:45 - 09:55 Break

09:55 - 10:40 Issues of G.R.E.A.T. Concern
10:40 - 11:00 Final Evaluation
11:00 - 12:00 Graduation

12:00 - 12:30 Staff Meeting
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DAY 1

07:00 -07:30
08:00 —09:00
09:00 - 09:10
09:10-10:10
10:10-10:20
10:20-11:20
11:20-12:20
12:20-01:20
01:20-01:30
01:30-04:30
04:30 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30

DAY 2

07:30 - 08:00
08:00 - 08:05
08:05 -12:00
12:00 - 01:00
01:00 -03:30
03:40 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30

DAY 3

07:30 - 08:00
08:00 — 08:05
08:05-12:00
12:00 - 01:00
01:00-01:20
01:20 - 02:05
02:05-02:15
02:15-03:15
03:15-03:25
03:25 - 04:25
04:25 - 04:35
04:35 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30

DAY 4

07:30 - 08:00
08:00 — 08:05
08:05 - 09:05
09:05 - 09:15
09:15-10:15
10:15-10:25
10:25-11:25
11:25-12:25
12:25-01:25
01:25-01:35
01:35-02:35
02:35-02:45
02:45 - 03:45
03:45 - 03:55
03:55 - 04:55
04:55 - 05:00
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Staff Meeting
Welcome/Introduction/Orientation
Break

Background of G.R.E.AT.
Break

Transitions

Lunch

Transitions (cont.)

Break

Public Speaking

Team Meetings

Staff Meeting

Staff Meeting

Day’s Objectives

Learning Theory/Instructional Methodologies
Lunch

Learning Theory/Instructional Methodologies
Team Meetings/Participant Assistance

Staff Meetings

Staff Meeting

Day’s Objectives
Demonstration Speeches
Lunch

Photo

Overview Lesson #1
Break

Model Lesson #2
Break

Model Lesson #3
Break

Team Meetings
Staff Meetings

Staff Meeting
Day’s Objectives
Model Lesson #4
Break

Model Lesson #5
Break

Model Lesson #6
Lunch

Model Lesson #7
Break

Model Lesson #8
Break

Model Lesson #9
Break

Model Lesson #10
Wrap-up
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DAY 5

07:30 - 08:00
08:00 — 08:05
08:05 - 09:05
09:05-09:15
09:15-10:15
10:15-10:25
10:25-11:25
11:25-12:25
12:25-01:45
01:45 - 01:55
01:55-02:35
02:35-02:45
02:45-03:25
03:25-03:35
03:35-04:20
04:20 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30

DAY 6

07:30 - 08:00
08:00-08:10
08:10-12:10
12:10-01:10
01:10-02:10
02:10 -02:20
02:20 - 02:50
02:50 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30

DAY 7

07:30 - 08:00
08:00 — 08:05
08:05 -11:45
11:45 - 12:45
12:45-03:00
03:00 - 05:00
05:00 - 05:30

DAY 8

07:30 - 08:00
08:00 — 08:05
08:05 -12:00
12:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 05:00

DAY 9

07:30-08:00
08:00 — 08:05
08:05 -12:00
12:00 - 01:00
01:00 - 05:00

DAY 10

07:30 - 08:00
08:00 - 08:05
08:05 - 09:05
09:05 - 09:15
09:15 - 09:40
10:00 - 11:00
11:15-12:00
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Staff Meeting

Day’s Objectives

Model Lesson #11

Break

Model Lesson #12

Break

Overview Lesson #13/Test Preview
Lunch

Test and Test Review

Break

Elementary Component — Intro & Overview Lessons 1-2

Break

Elementary Component — Overview Lessons 3-6

Break
Family Component

Team Meeting/Lesson Assignments/Homework

Staff Meeting

Staff Meeting

Day’s Objectives

National Gang Trends

Lunch

Summer Component

Break

Model of Walk-Through

Team Meetings/ Walk-Throughs
Staff Meeting

Staff Meeting

Day’s Objectives

20 Minute Coaching of Lesson Facilitations
Lunch

20 Minute Coaching of Lesson Facilitations
Team Meeting/Participant Assistance

Staff Meeting

Staff Meeting

Day’s Objectives

Final Lesson Facilitations
Lunch

Final Lesson Facilitations

Staff Meeting

Day’s Objectives

Final Lesson Facilitations
Lunch

Final Lesson Facilitations

Staff Meeting

Day’s Objectives

Issues of G.R.E.A.T. Concern
Break

Final Evaluation

Graduation

Staff Meeting
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National Evaluation of the Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.)
Program: Results from Surveys and Interviews with G.R.E.A.T.-trained Officers

Executive Summary

The process and outcome evaluation of the Gang Resistance Education and Training
(G.R.E.A.T.) program includes several different components including surveys with G.R.E.A.T.-
trained officers in each of the seven study locations (Albuquerque, NM; Portland, OR; Greeley,
CO; Nashville, TN; Philadelphia, PA; Chicago, IL; and a Dallas/Fort Worth, TX location) as
well as interviews with officers teaching the program in the 25 of the 31 target schools and their
supervisors. A total of 205 survey packets were sent to G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers in seven
cities. Overall, 137 officers returned completed surveys for a response rate of 66.8 percent. This
report presents the results of these surveys as well as the interviews.

In addition to examining the results for the total sample, this report separates the results
by teaching models. The seven cities represent three distinct strategies for incorporating the
G.R.E.A.T. program into their agencies: overtime model, SRO model, and community services
model. In the overtime model, officers teach the G.R.E.A.T. program on an overtime basis in
addition to their primary assignment (Portland). School resource officers (SROs) teach the
program as part of their other duties in the school in the SRO Model (Albuquerque, Nashville,
Greeley, and Dallas/Fort Worth area agency). In the community services model, officers teach
as part of the specialized units to which they are assigned (Philadelphia and Chicago).

The results show that, in general, officers enjoy being G.R.E.A.T. officers and are
committed to teaching the program. However, being a G.R.E.A.T. officer has a downside. In
the majority of the cities, officers, as well as supervisors, stated that G.R.E.A.T. officers are
viewed in a negative light by other officers. Also, officers reported that teaching the G.R.E.A.T.
program does have a negative effect on their career, in terms of offering fewer opportunities for
overtime and not enhancing chances for promotion.

Officers also stated the G.R.E.A.T. program is appropriate in terms of content, but does
not necessarily meet their community’s needs. In other words, they believe that G.R.E.A.T. is
beneficial to students and a valuable program, but do not believe that it is capable of reducing
larger community problems. This assertion is expected because G.R.E.A.T. is intended to aid
only in the reduction of gang membership in the targeted youth population using an individual-
level approach. It is not meant to “fix” all of the community’s delinquency problems. The
officers reported that their communities do experience delinquency and gang problems, but do
not believe that people feel threatened by these problems. In addition, officers believed that the
G.R.E.A.T. program is capable of building partnerships between police officers, youth, schools,
and the community. Officers also felt that the G.R.E.A.T. program’s lessons were effective in
meeting the goals of the program and had the appropriate amount of information. They
frequently named Lesson 4: Goal-Setting and Lesson 5: Decision-Making among their favorites
and the most effective. However, the officers consistently noted time constraints as one of the
main difficulties for implementing all the G.R.E.A.T. lessons effectively.

Generally, in terms of teaching models, this report indicates that officers teaching on an
overtime basis have most favorable attitudes about teaching the G.R.E.A.T. program, followed
by SRO officers. Although officers teaching as part of the community services model tended to
have positive attitudes about the G.R.E.A.T. program, they had less favorable attitudes when
compared with the other two models.
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The G.R.E.A.T. Program

The Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program was developed in
1991 by the Phoenix Police Department and other area departments in conjunction with the
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms with the two main goals of (1) preventing youth from
becoming involved in gangs, violence, and delinquency and (2) developing positive relationships
between youth and law enforcement. G.R.E.A.T. is a school-based, officer-taught program that
consists of a 13 lesson curriculum (see Box 1 below) that teaches youth life-skills meant to
prevent involvement in gangs, violence, and delinquency. This 13 lesson curriculum represents a
revision to the original G.R.E.A.T. program based upon findings from a rigorous National
Evaluation (1995-2001).

Box 1: Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) Curriculum

1. Introduction to G.R.E.A.T. 8. Refusal Skills

2. Facts & Fiction about Gangs 9. Peer Pressure & Refusal Skills
3. Community & Responsibility 10. Anger Management Skills

4. Goal-Setting Skills 11. Calming Others

5. Decision-Making Skills 12. Conflict Resolution Skills

6. Communication Skills 13. Looking Back

7. Active Listening Skills & Empathy

National Evaluation of the G.R.E.A.T. Program

The process and outcome evaluation of the G.R.E.A.T. program includes several different
components: student surveys, classroom observations, school personnel surveys, law
enforcement interviews and surveys, and observations of G.R.E.A.T. officer training (G.0.T.)
and G.R.E.A.T. Families training and sessions. This report focuses specifically on results from
the law enforcement surveys of all G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers in each of the seven study
locations as well as interviews with officers teaching the program in 25 of the 31 study schools
and their supervisors.

Seven cities were selected for the national evaluation: Albuquerque, NM; Portland, OR;
Greeley, CO; Nashville, TN; Philadelphia, PA; Chicago, IL; and a Dallas/Fort Worth, TX area
location. Sites were selected based on three criteria: (1) existence of an established G.R.E.A.T.
program, (2) geographic and demographic diversity, and (3) evidence of gang activity.

G.R.E.A.T. supervisors in each of the departments were asked to identify all G.R.E.A.T.-trained
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officers in their department. Surveys were then sent to each of these officers in six of the seven
cities. Due to the fact that more than 150 officers in Chicago were G.R.E.A.T.-trained, a random
sample of 40 percent was surveyed. In the fall of 2007, a total of 205 survey packets were sent
to officers across the seven locations. In addition to the nine-page survey, the survey packets
included a cover letter that explained the purpose of the evaluation and that the survey was
anonymous. In all cities, the survey packets were distributed to officers by their supervisor. In
five cities, the packets were collected by the supervisor and returned to the researchers in one
pre-paid bulk packet. In two cities, officers mailed surveys directly to the research team in a pre-
posted envelope. Overall, 137 officers returned completed surveys for a response rate of 66.8
percent, ranging from 38 percent in Chicago to 90 percent in Nashville. See Table 1 (below) for

the response rate for each city.

Table 1: Survey Response Rates by City
Number of Surveys Number of Surveys Response Rate

Distributed Returned (%)
Albuquerque 10 8 80.0
Chicago 56 21 37.5
Dallas/Fort Worth area 25 18 72.0
Greeley 6 5 83.3
Nashville 39 35 89.7
Philadelphia 14 6 42.9
Portland 55 44 80.0
Total 205 137 66.8

Interviews with the G.R.E.A.T. officer supervisors and the G.R.E.A.T. officers in each of
the target schools were conducted in person or over the phone in the summer and fall of 2007.
The interviews were conducted in order to gather in-depth information from the officers who
teach the program in the target schools. Each interview took approximately 30 minutes and
consisted of 14 questions. Overall, 27 officers and five supervisors were interviewed in six
different cities. We were not given permission to interview the Chicago Police Department
personnel; therefore, these officers took part only in the survey portion of the evaluation.
Throughout this report, the officer and supervisor interviews are used to supplement the

information provided in the surveys.
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Sample Characteristics

The officers answered questions related to being a G.R.E.A.T. officer, their attitudes
about the G.R.E.A.T. program in general, and the G.R.E.A.T. program’s ability to help their
community. Survey responses confirmed the differences in the organizational structure of the
G.R.E.A.T. program; that is, the seven cities represent three distinct strategies for incorporating
the G.R.E.A.T. program into their agencies: 1) the overtime model, 2) the SRO model, and 3) the
community services model. In the overtime model, officers teach the G.R.E.A.T. program on an
overtime basis in addition to their primary assignment (Portland). School resource officers
(SROs) teach the program as part of their other duties in the school in the SRO Model
(Albuquergue, a Dallas/Fort Worth area agency, Greeley, and Nashville). In the community
services model, officers teach as part of the specialized units to which they are assigned (Chicago
and Philadelphia). About 48 percent of the sample teaches G.R.E.A.T. as part of their
assignment as a school resource officer followed by teaching it on an overtime basis (32.1%).

Throughout this report, information is examined for both the total sample and for each teaching

model.
Table 2: Sample Characteristics for Full Sample and by Teaching Model
Full Sample  Overtime Model SRO Model s Co_mmunlty
ervices Model
Sex (male) 75.0 75.0 86.4 51.9
Race
White 65.2 75.0 68.2 40.0
African American 17.8 9.1 16.7 36.0
Hispanic 104 4.5 9.1 24.0
Other 6.6 11.4 6.0 0
Rank
Officer 92.0 88.6 93.9 92.6
Sergeant & above 8.0 114 6.1 7.4
Education Level
High School 11.7 0 22.7 3.7
Assoc./Some College 33.6 29.5 40.9 22.2
Bachelor’s or Higher 54.7 70.5 36.4 74.1
Years in Law Enforcement
Mean (SD) 16.0 (7.5) 11.2 (6.4) 18.3(6.9) 17.7 (7.1)
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Table 2 (above) presents the demographic characteristics of the entire group of officers
surveyed, as well as separately by teaching model. The sample is comprised primarily of white
(65%), male (75%) officers (92%) who have had at least some college education (88%). Also,
there is an average of 16 years of experience in law enforcement, with a range from 2 to 39
years. The community services agencies included more female officers (48%) and more officers
who were African-American (36%) and Hispanic (24%) than was the case in the other types of
agencies. This difference may well be an artifact of the larger demographic characteristics of
those two cities (i.e., Chicago and Philadelphia).

Being a G.R.E.A.T. Officer

The law enforcement survey and interview process inquired about different aspects of
being a G.R.E.A.T. officer, including the reasons why the officer became involved in the
G.R.E.A.T. program, their training to become a G.R.E.A.T. officer, likes and dislikes about
being a G.R.E.A.T. officer, and how being involved in the G.R.E.A.T. program has affected their

career.

Reasons for Becoming a G.R.E.A.T. Officer

Officers were asked why they decided to become a G.R.E.A.T. officer; their responses
were dichotomized into community policing oriented reasons or non-community policing
oriented reasons. Items considered as community policing oriented responses were the
following: “I wanted to teach” or *“I wanted to prevent kids from joining gangs.” Conversely,
items considered not based in community policing were as follows: “I was assigned,” “I wanted
to get out of other duties,” and “I saw it as an opportunity for promotion later.” Overall, the
majority (85.3%) of the survey sample became involved with G.R.E.A.T. for community
policing oriented reasons (see Table 3, below). This finding was consistent across all teaching
models. During the interviews, however, the majority of the officers stated that they taught
G.R.E.A.T. because they were assigned or required to do so as part of their regular assignment
(e.g., SRO duties). Correspondingly, just six of the 27 officers interviewed indicated working

with kids/students as their reason for becoming a G.R.E.A.T. officer.
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Table 3: Reasons for Becoming a G.R.E.A.T. Officer and Additional G.R.E.A.T. Training

Community

Full Sample  Overtime Model SRO Model Services Model

Reason for G.R.E.A.T.

Not COP-oriented 14.7 119 20.3 24.3
COP-oriented 85.3 88.1 79.7 75.7
Additional Training
None 30.9 39.5 30.4 18.5
Recertification 19.9 7.0 22.7 33.3
Advanced Training 12.5 7.0 12.1 22.2
G.R.E.AT. Family 22.1 25.5 21.2 18.5
Other/Didn’t Specify 14.6 21.0 13.6 7.5

G.R.E.A.T. Officer Training

During the interviews, officers were asked how well they thought that G.R.E.A.T. Officer
Training (G.O.T.) prepared them to deliver the program. All of the officers interviewed stated
they felt prepared to teach after the G.O.T. A few officers had suggestions for improving the
training. These officers felt that the training was too boring and caused the officers to lose
interest. Additionally, officers stated that “it would have been beneficial to see the program
being taught” or indicated that providing techniques on how to manage a classroom and how to
facilitate a discussion would have been helpful to them. Based on our research team’s
observations of G.R.E.A.T. program delivery in the target schools, we want to underscore the
desirability of enhancing classroom management teaching during training. In several instances,
students were so disruptive that the officers were not able to deliver the program and were unable
to manage the classroom. Unfortunately, in these instances, the teachers were also unable to
manage the classroom. It should be highlighted, however, that 1) the majority of officers
reported that the training prepared them to teach the G.R.E.A.T. program and 2) the majority of
our classroom observations supported the officers’ opinions; that is, it was only a few officers

who experienced major classroom management issues.

Additional Training

As a measure of commitment to the program and being a G.R.E.A.T. officer, respondents
were asked if they had completed additional G.R.E.A.T. training. If they participated in
additional training, officers were asked to specify the type of training. The response categories

were (1) recertification for the revised curriculum, (2) recertification because | was out of the
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classroom too long, (3) advanced training, such as to become a member of the National Training
Team, (4) other types of additional training. In the event that an officer indicated participating in
more than one type of additional training, the highest numbered response was used. For
example, if an officer circled both recertification for the new curriculum and advanced training,
then his/her response was coded as advanced training. As shown in Table 3 (above), a majority
of the officers in the total sample had completed at least some form of additional training
(69.1%). The majority of these officers indicated that they participated in G.R.E.A.T. Families
training. In addition, across the overtime (60.5%), SRO (69.6%), and community services
(81.5%) models, the majority of officers indicated that they had participated in additional
training. Responses from officers in the overtime model indicated that the majority had
additional training in the G.R.E.A.T. Families component. However, officers teaching
G.R.E.A.T. as part of the SRO model and community services model indicated recertification for

the new curriculum as the most frequent type of additional training.

Likes and Dislikes of Being a G.R.E.A.T. Officer

Officers were asked what they liked most and disliked most about participation in the
G.R.E.A.T. program. The results are shown in Table 4 (below). Response categories for what
an officer likes about being a G.R.E.A.T. officer were: (1) working with the kids, (2) having a
positive influence on kids, (3) getting out of other duties, (4) building bridges with the
educational community, and (5) other likes. The officers were asked to circle all that applied to
them and then write in what they liked the most out of all the reasons they circled. The majority
of the officers indicated that they liked being a G.R.E.A.T. officer most because it gave them the
opportunity to work with children or have a positive influence on children (96.2% of the total
sample). These finding were consistent across all the teaching models with no significant
differences found between them. Notably, results in Table 4 indicate that none of the officers
stated that they like being a G.R.E.A.T. officer because it allows them to get out of other duties.

In addition to inquiring about the positive aspects of being a G.R.E.A.T. officer, the
survey also asked officers what they dislike about being involved in G.R.E.A.T. Response
categories included: (1) the politics, (2) the way G.R.E.A.T. officers are viewed by other
officers, (3) loss of chances for overtime pay, (4) losing touch with duties on the street, (5) |

don’t believe the program works, and (6) other dislikes. Again, the officers were asked to circle
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all that applied to them and then write in what they liked the least. The majority of the officers
in the full sample did indicate that there were at least some negative aspects to being a
G.R.E.A.T. officer (80.6%), with the politics involved being the answer most frequently circled
(26.9%) followed by the way G.R.E.A.T. officers are viewed by other officers (20.4%).
Although the presence of dislikes is consistent across all models, the SRO and community
services models indicated the politics (27.6% and 42.9%, respectively) and the views of other
officers (25.9% and 14.3%, respectively) most frequently. The category referring to “politics”
was added as a catchall that was meant to include everything from lack of support for
G.R.E.A.T. to other constraints involved with teaching the program. For example, during the
survey process, many officers specified that there is a lack of support from the agency and/or
school. However, during the interviews officers were specifically asked about these
relationships, and all the responses were positive. This discrepancy is an interesting finding, but
not implausible; the discrepancy could be an artifact of different methods and slightly different
questions posed or it could be attributed to the fact that the majority of the officers who
participated in the survey were not interviewed. It is possible that the officers in the survey
sample have different opinions that those interviewed.

Table 4: Likes and Dislikes of Being a G.R.E.A.T. Officer
Full Sample  Overtime Model SRO Model

Community
Services Model

Being a G.R.E.A.T. Officer: Likes

Working with kids 46.2 40.0 41.5 36.0
Positive influence 50.0 37.5 52.3 64.0
Get out of other duties 0 0 0 0
Build bridges with ed. comm. 0.7 0 15 0
Other 31 2.5 4.6 0
Being a G.R.E.A.T. Officer: Dislikes*
The politics 26.9 13.8 27.6 429
Way they are viewed by officers 20.4 13.8 25.9 14.3
No overtime pay 1.9 0 1.7 4.8
Losing touch with duties 7.4 0 13.8 0
Program doesn’t work 6.5 6.9 5.2 9.5
Other 17.6 27.6 12.1 9.5
No Dislikes 19.4 37.9 13.8 19.0

*Significant differences across teaching models (p<0.05)

Additional analysis showed that there were significant differences across the teaching
models on dislikes of being a G.R.E.A.T. officer. Specifically, the overtime model had the
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highest percentage of officers indicating that there were no negative aspects to being a
G.R.E.A.T. officer (37.9%) compared with other teaching models. The overtime model was also
unique in that it had the highest percentage of “other” responses (27.6%). These responses were
mainly specific to problems surrounding teaching G.R.E.A.T. on an overtime basis (e.g.,
juggling both officer and teaching duties, commuting to and from schools). During the interview
process, several officers indicated that time constraints, classroom management issues, and
reaching the kids both in and out of the classroom were the main challenges to implementing the
G.R.E.A.T. program. Three of the officers teaching as part of their duties as SROs in the
Dallas/Fort Worth area agency specifically indicated that the lessons are too long to fit into a
typical class period. It is expected that problems surrounding lesson length would vary by site
because schools differ in the amount of time allowed per class period and in the amount of time
given to the officer to teach each lesson. In addition, a small number of officers indicated in the
interviews that “no reinforcement at home” and “only getting to spend a limited time with

students” are challenges to program success.

Career Effects

In addition to the dislikes mentioned above, officers also have opinions about how being
a G.R.E.A.T. officer affects their career. To measure career effects, officers were asked to
respond to the questions presented in Table 5 (below). Across the full sample and the teaching
models, the majority of the officers indicated that being a G.R.E.A.T. officer does not improve
their chances for promotion, allows them fewer opportunities for overtime, and that teaching
G.R.E.A.T. is not perceived well by other officers. Notably, officers who teach as part of the
community services model have significantly less favorable responses to the career effect
questions. As discussed above, many officers dislike teaching G.R.E.A.T. because of how they
are viewed by other officers. These officers tended to indicate in both the interviews and surveys
that they were viewed as “lazy” or “kiddie cops.” Furthermore, one supervisor stated in the
interview that G.R.E.A.T. officers are “looked down upon by other officers.” Importantly,
officers teaching G.R.E.A.T. on a strictly overtime basis have more favorable opinions of the
program’s effect on their career relative to officers teaching in other models. Portland officers

were significantly more likely to believe that involvement in the G.R.E.A.T. program improves
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their chances for promotion and overtime. This finding has important implications for officers’

level of support for prevention programs and their involvement in delivery of such programs

Table 5: Career Effect by Question

Full Overtime SRO Community
Sample Model Model Services Model
Being a G.R.E.A.T._ off_lcer improves a? officer’s 14.0 395 30 0
chances for promotion in your agency.”
G.R.E.A._T_. officers ha_ve more than or fewebr* 252 452 19.7 74
opportunities for overtime as other officers.
How is being a G.R.E.A.T. officer perceived by 26.5 379 242 148

officers not involved in the G.R.E.A.T. program?°

®Percent who agree or strongly agree with the statement

bPercent who indicated more opportunity for overtime

“Percent who indicated officers were perceived favorably or very favorably
*Significant differences across teaching models (p<0.05)

Opinions about the G.R.E.A.T. Program

In addition to inquiring about being a G.R.E.A.T. officer, the law enforcement survey
also asked about their opinions regarding the G.R.E.A.T. program and its delivery. Specifically,
the surveys and interviews asked for officers’ opinions on the G.R.E.A.T. lessons (i.e.,
effectiveness and amount of information provided), whether or not they had combined or skipped
lessons, and whether the officers thought the program was appropriate in terms of age level,

content, and community needs.

Attitudes about Lessons

Table 6 shows the distribution of responses regarding the effectiveness of each lesson, the
amount of material covered, as well as officers’ perceptions of the lessons. Notable findings are
highlighted in bold print in Table 6. The responses are shown only for the total survey sample,
but are consistent across all teaching models as well as the interviews. Notably, officers were
asked to choose only one lesson for each category. In other words, officers were asked not to
select more than one lesson as their favorite or the most effective. Lesson 4: Goal-Setting Skills
and Lesson 5: Decision-Making Skills are favorites of the officers and are also believed to be the
most effective lessons at reaching the goals of the G.R.E.A.T. program. In the interviews,

officers indicated that the goal-setting lesson “helps them [the students] to think about the
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future.” When indicating decision-making skills as their favorite and/or the most effective
lesson, officers interviewed stated that “it teaches kids to think about their actions instead of just
doing them.” Moreover, in the surveys, officers indicated that these lessons were their favorite
because they are directly relevant to their community’s problems. Conversely, of the
interviewed officers, three chose lessons four and five as their least favorite indicating that the
material was too complicated and that students did not enjoy the lesson. Further, these officers

also stated that the two lessons are repetitive and should be combined.

Table 6: Distribution by Lesson for Total Sample

Perceptions of Effectiveness of Amount of Material
Lessons Each Lesson Covered

Least Not Very Not Just Too
Favorite  Favorite Effective Effective Effective Enough Right Much

1. Introto G.R.E.AT. 35 3.8 4.8 79.8 15.3 5.7 85.2 9.0
2. Gangs 13.0 11.3 8.1 64.2 27.6 22.8 74.0 3.3
3. Community 5.2 7.5 5.7 72.4 22.0 2.3 83.5 8.3
4. Goal-Setting 27.0 3.8 6.6 52.5 41.0 8.2 78.7 13.1
5. Decision-Making 21.7 2.8 4.1 59.8 36.1 8.1 84.6 7.3
6. Communication 2.6 2.8 115 61.5 27.0 8.1 73.2 18.7
7. Listening & Emp. 5.2 33.0 23.0 54.1 23.0 9.0 66.4 24.6
8. Refusal Skills 6.1 2.8 6.5 68.3 25.2 114 77.2 11.4
9. Peer Pressure 5.2 6.6 5.7 64.2 30.1 18.0 71.3 10.7
10. Anger Mngmnt 4.3 2.8 115 59.0 29.5 19.7 72.1 8.2
11. Calming Others 0.9 15.1 221 64.8 13.1 10.7 77.9 115
12. Conflict Resol. 4.3 2.8 7.4 68.0 24.6 17.2 75.4 7.4
13. Looking Back 0.9 4.7 12.3 73.8 13.9 5.9 84.9 9.2

With respect to the officers’ perceptions of the effectiveness of the 13 G.R.E.A.T. lessons
it is important to state that a majority of all of the officers rated all of the lessons as effective or
very effective. Some variation in levels of perceived effectiveness, however, was reported by the
officers. Lesson 7: Active Listening Skills & Empathy was most often cited as both the least
effective and least favorite lessons of the officers both in the surveys and the interviews.

Officers stated that the material in the active listening lesson is “not appealing to students and it
is difficult to keep their attention.” Lesson 11: Calming Others was also chosen frequently.
Officers stated in the interviews that the students do not enjoy this lesson, with one officer
stating that the material presented is “hokey.” Alternatively, a few other interviewed officers
argued that these lessons were effective because they “illustrate walking in someone else’s

shoes.” When asked about the amount of material in each lesson, officers stated in the survey
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portion that the active listening and empathy lesson (#7) as well as Lesson 6: Communication
Skills had too much information. One officer stated that the information presented in this lesson
(#6) is “redundant.” Both the survey respondents and the interviewees indicated that Lesson 2:
Facts and Fiction about Gangs, Lesson 9: Peer Pressure and Refusal Skills, and Lesson 10:
Anger Management Skills do not have enough information. For example, in regard to Lesson 2,
one officer said that more information should be provided that “applies to the local areas because
there are different gangs in different areas.” During the interviews, some officers made general
comments about the lessons including recommending that the information (gang statistics) and
the language (particularly for the “Life in the Middle” role-plays present in each lesson) be
updated. For example, one officer stated that the language in Life in the Middle is “geeky.”
Also, when making general comments about the lessons, officers stated that time constraints are

a problem during implementation, an issue that arises in the next section as well.

Combining or Skipping Lessons

Officers were also asked about combining or skipping lessons while teaching the program
(not shown in table). Overall, only 31.7 percent of the officers surveyed stated that they had
combined or skipped a lesson. Of the officers who combine or skip lessons, they typically skip
those near the end of the 13-week period (i.e., lessons 8 through 13) (76.5%). The majority of
the officers stated that they typically skip or combine lessons because of time constraints
(62.2%). These findings were consistent across teaching models as well as the interviews.
Officers noted in the interviews that they normally did not pick which lessons to combine, stating
that it depends on outside factors (e.g., time constraints due to fire drills or other duties).
Additionally, officers stated that they modified the lessons by spending less time on the activities
and just lecturing on the subject matter. According to our classroom observations of officers
delivering the program (N = 522), combining or skipping lessons was the exception rather than

the rule.

Program Appropriateness
There were a total of eight questions asking about program appropriateness in terms of
age level, content, and community needs. The distribution of positive responses to these

questions is shown in Table 7. Overall, the majority of the officers in the total sample were
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supportive of the G.R.E.A.T. program, except, however, regarding its ability to reduce the
community’s gang or crime problems (29.3% and 29.1%, respectively). This indicates that,
although officers believe that G.R.E.A.T. is beneficial to students and is, in general, a valuable
program, the majority do not believe that it is capable of addressing larger community issues.
This is a reasonable assertion because G.R.E.A.T. is only expected to reduce a small portion of a
community’s crime problems on an individual level. In other words, it is not intended to resolve

all of the community’s gang and/or crime problems.

Table 7: Program Appropriateness by Question

Proaram Appropriateness? Total Overtime SRO Community
g pprop Sample Model Model Services Model

The G.R.E.A.T. program addresses problems facing 84.4 88.6 877 69.2

students in your community. ' ' ' '

The G.R.E.A.T. program teaches students the skills 80.0 86.4 785 731

they need to avoid gangs and violence. ' ' ' '

The G.R.E.A.T. program has reduced your 9.3 20.9 422 115

community’s gang problem.* ' ' ' '

The G.R.E.A.T. program has reduced your 291 233 36.9 19.2

community’s crime problem. ' ' ' '

The G.R.E.A.T. program diverts resources away

from legitimate law enforcement duties.* 12.7 6.8 109 269

The G.R.E.A.T. Curriculum is appropriate for the 83.0 818 877 731

students’ age and comprehension levels. ' ' ' '

The lessons contained in the curriculum adequately 711 636 80.0 615

address the risk factors for gangs and delinquency. ' ' ' '

The length of the G.R.E.A.T. program provides 719 56.8 815 731

enough time to cover the important topics.*

®percent who agree or strongly agree with the statements
*Significant differences across teaching models (p<0.05)

In terms of differences by teaching model, officers who teach G.R.E.A.T. as part of
specialized community services units tended to have less favorable opinions of program
appropriateness (with the exception of program length). Additional analyses revealed three
significant differences across models. First, SROs who teach G.R.E.A.T. had the most favorable
opinions relative to other officers about G.R.E.A.T.’s ability to reduce their community’s gang
problem (42.2%). Next, when compared with officers in the SRO and overtime models, officers

who teach as part of their assigned specialized units were more likely to believe that G.R.E.A.T.
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diverts resources away from more legitimate law enforcement duties (26.9%). Lastly, officers

who teach G.R.E.A.T. on an overtime basis, compared to other models of teaching, were less

likely to agree that there was sufficient time to cover all the important topics (56.8%). It is

important to note, however, that despite the significant differences, the majority of the officers

across models were supportive of the G.R.E.A.T. program.

Community Perceptions and the G.R.E.A.T. Program

The law enforcement surveys and interviews also included questions about the

communities in which the officers work. The distributions of the community perceptions
variables are shown in Table 8. In general, the majority of the officers indicated that the

communities in which they work do experience delinquency and gang problems and that the

problems are also present in the schools. However, the officers indicated that the people in the

community do not feel threatened by the high rate of serious crime (only 8% agreed with this

statement). There are significant differences across teaching models on two of these measures.

First, the majority of the officers who teach as part of the overtime model were least likely to

believe that the delinquency in their community is gang-related (37.2%). Second, none of the

officers who teach as part of the community services model believed that people feel threatened

by the high rate of serious crime in the community.

Table 8: Community Perceptions by Question

Community Percentions? Total Overtime SRO Community
y P Sample Model Model  Services Model

The pollt_:e are often calle_d to schools in your 596 69.8 515 63.0

community to handle delinquency problems.

The pollge are often called to school§ in your 64.7 721 56.1 741

community to handle gang-related violence.

Th(_are isa hlgh rate of serious juvenile 63.2 614 615 704

delinquency in the community where you work.

Much of the serious delinquency that occurs in 537 379 576 704

your community is gang-related.*

Pe(_)ple fet_el thr_eatened by the h_|gh*rate of 8.0 15.9 6.1 0

serious crime in your community.

There is a serious gang problem in your 672 68.2 69.7 593

community.

®Percent who agree or strongly agree with the statements
*Significant differences across teaching models (p<0.05)
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It is possible, however, that these findings could be attributed to the city where the agency is
located and not the teaching model. During the interviews officers were asked to describe the
youth gang problem in their city. All of the officers acknowledged that gangs are present, but
the description of the activity varied. Also, these varying descriptions were independent of the
city. That is, some officers described their gang problem as “big,” saying things like “pretty
bad” and “very serious, at some points it seems out of control.” By contrast, a few officers
within the same city felt the gang problem was improving. These officers described the problem

as “manageable” and “not as bad as the media presents it to be.”

Relationships with the Community

The officers were also asked about the ability of the G.R.E.A.T. program to build
relationships between law enforcement, schools, and the community. The distribution of
responses is shown in Table 9. The majority of the officers in the total sample agreed that the
G.R.E.A.T. program has improved relationships with the police. However, there are some
significant differences in terms of the community services model of teaching. Officers teaching
in the community services model had less favorable opinions of G.R.E.A.T.’s ability to build
relationships. When asked about these relationships during the interview process, one officer,
who teaches G.R.E.A.T. as part of the community services model, indicated that “a main
problem for officers is not having teacher support...it’s hard for them to give [class] time to
officers.” Another officer indicated that the relationship “depends on how the officer approaches

the school.”

Table 9: Police Partnerships Distributions by Question.

Police Partnershins® Total Overtime SRO Community
P Sample Model Model  Services Model

The GREA;F program has improved police/youth 911 100.0 908 76.9
relationships.
The program has contributed to a better relationship 91.0 977 923 76.9
between law enforcement and local schools.*
Thg G.R.E.A.T._ program has_ strengthened 799 874 815 731
police/community relationships.

®Percent who agree or strongly agree with the statements

*Significant differences across teaching models (p<0.05)
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G.R.E.A.T. officers were also asked about their roles in the community as well as the
public’s support of these roles. The distributions for the questions are shown in Table 10
(below). Overall, the majority of the officers expressed positive opinions about police roles.
However, officers who teach G.R.E.A.T. as part of the community services model had less
favorable opinions about their roles relative to other models. For example, less than half of these
officers believe that the presence of officers has reduced delinquency and violence problems in
school (48.1%) compared to 91 percent of the SRO officers. However, only 38.6 percent of the
officers who teach on an overtime basis stated that the public supports police officers in their
community, much less than officers in other models. This finding may be explained by the fact
that SROs are based in the school while overtime officers still work in the community; therefore,

SROs’ view of the public may be limited to their school.

Table 10: Police Positive Roles Distributions by Question
Total Overtime SRO Community
Sample Model Model Services Model

Police Positive Role?

Police officers in schools have reduced delinquency
and violence problems in schools in your 73.7 63.6 90.9 48.1
community.*

Play an important role in preventing students from

becoming involved in drugs, gangs, and delinquency* 4 705 87.9 63.0

The public supports law enforcement efforts in your

N 65.4 38.6 84.8 61.5
community.

®Percent who agree or strongly agree with the statements
*Significant differences across teaching models (p<0.05)

How Are These Issues Related?

This report has covered a variety of issues surrounding G.R.E.A.T. officers and their
opinions including the following: their attitudes about being a G.R.E.A.T. officer, their opinions
of the G.R.E.A.T. program in general, as well as their opinions of their community. This section
examines how these issues and opinions are related to one another. In order to examine these
relationships, scales were created from the mean responses to the items discussed above; for
example, officers’ responses to all eight items in Table 7 were added together to create a scale of
“program appropriateness.” Table 11 sh